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ABSTRACT

This dissertation addresses the problem of racial stratification of the Latino community in

the United States from the theoretical position of critical race theory. Racial stratification for

Latino residents and Latino immigrants is possible in the everyday through a series of practices

that allow for persons of the community to contribute to the proliferation of race in American

society by rendering race very difficult to address politically. The theoretical analysis of

friendship as a form of moral aesthetics in the works of Aristotle, Kant, and Rousseau allows for

a theory of race that addresses the invisibility and the transcendence of race constitutive of

American society and, therefore, constitutive of the racial stratification of the Latino community

in the United States. In this theoretical development, race is thought as an aesthetic of both the

citizen and the immigrant subjects or, in other words, as a race-aesthetics. McKnight’s (2010)

theory of the conditionality of race, Hall’s (New Ethnicities 1996, Race, Articulation, and

Societies Structured in Dominance 1996) theories of cultural representation and hegemonic

domination, Gilroy’s (1995) theory of Black Atlantic counterculture, and Mills’ (1997) theory of

the hegemony of the racial contract are critically engaged and expanded with the theory of the

race-aesthetic.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction to the Present Work

Mestizaje and Racial stratification in the United States

The present project explores the problem of stratification within both the Latino resident

and Latino immigrant community in the United States. The study describes how the practice of

mestizaje – a form of syncretic hybridity – is an inadequate solution for racial politics and the

constitution of racial subjectivity. Mestizaje is defined in the present work as the literal color line

or real-imaginary border separating the social spaces defined by whiteness and blackness.

Mestizaje is described theoretically both as a solution to the problem of racial hybridity, and

simultaneously as a problem in itself. Mestizaje is often conceived as a way to transcend the

binary that otherwise describes the racial color line in the United States (Anzaldúa 2007, 101-

102, 108-109).

It is important, then, to think of the two Latino populations that exist in the United States

as one community with regard to racial politics; hence the singular use here of the word

community. Although there are differences in terms of the applicability of the law, rights, and

citizenship between these two populations, together they constitute the community of Latinos

residing within United States territory. In addition, thinking of community in this way allows for

the idea of stratification to be dealt with theoretically as a problem of the concept of community

in general, taking into account the constitutive differences and plurality of the community, and

the ways in which this stratification becomes possible as a spatial practice.

The argument here is that a form of spiritual transcendence delineates the problem of race

in the United States. Mestizaje solves the problem of racial absolute difference of human
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communities and the problem racial somatic hybridity. Mestizaje as a solution to the problem of

race, however, is limited to an extent for it deals with the borders of absolute difference and

makes it possible to consider that by constantly challenging the borders of absolute difference the

person overcomes all the contemporary practices that make race possible in America. This is one

of the problems of the Latino community in the United States for this idea of the mestizo is

available for use as a practice that transcends the literal color line dividing black and whites

without rendering the practice of race meaningless. This practice, thus, can constitute race

otherwise; as a form of a third space for the practice of a racial subjectivity that transcends the

social realities of race. My general argument is that the color line is a way by which race is

practiced and, therefore, it can’t be solved solely by dealing with the problem of borders. Nor

can it be dealt with as a way of transcending these literal borders. The contemporary practice of

race is much more pervasive than the establishment of subjective borders and somatic

differentiations.

It is possible, for instance, to engage in practices of absolute differentiation in this way:

history is conferred weight in the racial subjective formation and this spiritual Mestizaje risks

becoming either an idealist conception or a form of historical development. The Mestizo, for

anzaldúa is a form of consciousness or flexible identity that incorporates rather than excludes.

This incorporation, however, is politically opposed to the exclusion of the color line; it is instead

a dialectics oriented to a hybrid future that negates the historically defined binarisms of race.

Mestizaje is defined as a political alternative to the problem of absolute racial difference rather

than an engagement with it. What is important is that this idea of Mestizaje allows for a political

positionality in which the subject of race recovers his or her value as a human being and as a

political agent; this opens the possibility for a politics that effectively engages the practice of
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race as absolute difference. I argue in the discussion that follows that this political possibility

does not imply that race has been overcome; nor does it imply that this Mestizo subject

constitutes itself outside of race or that by means of this form of mestizaje a future without race

is guaranteed. After all, it would still be possible for the Mestizo to constitute itself as a subject

that is not a human being qua blacks or whites; he or she could instead be defined as a separate

type of human being – transcendent in its absolute difference. It is this problem, where the

substitution of the international or cosmopolitan subject as Mestizo exists alongside that of the

traditional racial binary (Gruzinski 2002, 18-19), that defines the stratification of the Latino

immigrant and Latino resident community in the United States.

The social realities of race and its widespread practices in the US do not allow for a

synthesis, the politics of mestizaje, to work as a solution to racial politics. I consider this to be

the problem experienced by the Latino and Latino immigrant community in the United States.

When the Latino and the Latino immigrant are confronted with the realities of race and its

practice in the United States, the learned racial strategies and practices of the countries of origin,

that of mestizaje, do not allow for reconciliation and equality for the subject. Instead the

alternatives for the subject are, as for whites and blacks, racial integration or segregation. In both

cases, the persons of the Latino community adapt some of the mechanisms of mestizaje learned

in the countries of departure or available in the community at the moment so these mechanisms

become suitable to the work of race in the United States. At the same time to argue that Latinos

resident in the U.S. and Latino immigrants can exist socially outside of the color line is another

way of arguing that they have constituted themselves as a community as a different type of racial

subjectivity. The ways in which race is given meaning in the countries of Latin America and the

United States is different, but this difference can’t be easily dismissed as a break with the



4

practice of race and made critical by the unsettling experience of immigration and border

crossing as a purported crisis of racial identity. As long as the subject of race doesn’t effectively

engage with what it is to be raced, then race cannot lose its salience.

The immigrant subject is an immigrant even before leaving his or her country of

departure; he or she is a racial subject in the particular ways in which race is meaningful in that

place of departure. The immigrant is an immigrant and an absolute other before his or her

departure to the citizen of the country from which he or she emigrates and to the citizen of the

country to which he or she immigrates. The thinking or the idea of travel is the distance of the

absolute difference between the immigrant and the citizen. Leaving the country of departure and

arriving at the country of destination are practices that are attributed to a subject without a home;

a subject that can be thought and engaged with in public or in private as a non-citizen. He or she

has left their citizenship; he or she is not a citizen yet. The rituals of farewell and the rituals of

law in the country of departure are then rituals of passage; social agreements on how the

immigrant is constituted in his or her departure.

For the discussion here this rite of passage of loss can usefully be thought of as similar to

the pain, suffering, and uncertainty that loved ones go through at the moment of breaking up of

the relationship. I don’t think that what happens in the gesture that is the permanent physical

separation of lovers is the same as the constitutive ritual of immigration I am addressing here,

but the social agreements in the ritual of departure are given meaning in the same mechanism of

suffering as in the separation of lovers. The departing person is an immigrant subject by

constituting itself otherwise to the global and local spaces that are available. The rituals of border

crossing, of the law, and of welcome – if there are any – present the immigrant with another

social space available to him or her. The immigrant leaving and arriving define different
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potentials of citizenship and foreigner status.  These realities constitute the experience of the

immigrant person, but the experience is also a performance of the subjectivity of the immigrant.

Travel describes the immigrant but it doesn’t necessarily establish him or her as a foreigner or a

citizen. Travel defines the immigrant as a citizen and foreigner at the same time.

This is a rite of passage that defines socially the absolute distance between the citizen and

the immigrant. The immigrant person is not alien to the practices of race in the country of arrival;

the Latino immigrant is no alien to the practice of race in immigration, for the person is defined

as an immigrant subject due to the social necessity of race. The immigrant has at its disposal a

variety of practices and devices that can be more or less successfully used for testing the way in

which her or his racial subjectivity is going to work in the United States. The ways in which the

Latino and Latino immigrant community is stratified politically, economically, legally, and

ethnically are ways by which the Latino and the Latino immigrant are defined as racial subjects.

The central argument of this project addresses this racial subjectivity of the Latino in the United

States. I think that the space of race for the Latino and Latino immigrant in the United States is

this space of stratification; it is in this way that the practice of race is realized and performed by

the community.

This argument also considers the ways in which the racial space is regulated by the

citizen of the United States. The way in which immigration and citizenship are regulated for the

Latino community in the country is given meaning by the different agreements between the

racial subjects and by the way in which these agreements are performed and carried out. In other

words, the difficulties, the cruelties, and the policing of the immigrant are practices that have

been established in the way they function to make possible the different spaces and absolute

differences that constitute what we call America. Race doesn’t exclude the immigrant, nor does it
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exclude the naturalized foreigner, it also doesn’t exclude the non-white person; race is a social

practice that is possible precisely because persons are defined as subjects in these ways. The

immigrant is always under threat of deportation, banishment, death; the immigrant is always

under surveillance, and regulated in many aspects of her or his life. This is a reality of race with

which the Latino and the Latino immigrant have to deal with in the everyday. This is how race is

described by the Latino and Latino immigrant; it is also the way in which it has been described

as not to be for the white citizen or white immigrant. What the social realities of race, the ways

that race feels, looks, and is lived by the Latino and Latino immigrant, show us is the different

responsibilities that the privileged and the unprivileged subjects have in the practice of race.

The individual, the person alone, can’t address this type of intersubjectivity. The cruelties

of the social effects of alone will cause the human being to lose her or his life. On the other hand,

race would not be possible for U.S. citizens without the Latino and Latino immigrant subjected

in this way. What I consider important to take from this problem of intersubjectivity is that the

subjects of race, be they white, black, non-white, or Latino, are complicit in the practice and that

there is always something that can be done. This can be done politically on as many fronts as

possible. Yet, some questions still remain: if the Latino community – resident and immigrant –

has grown in the United States, why have so many anti-immigration laws been passed in recent

years? Have they been passed to avoid this population growth? Answering these few questions

would provide only part of the answer. If the growth of the Latino community can’t be stopped,

and if this growth leads the Latino community to become a political majority with majoritarian

institutional power, what would stop the community from deploying the regulatory devices of

race that are now applied to the members of the community to other communities and their

members?
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If what we want is to undo race it is not useful to claim absolute victimhood and use this

status as a political weapon. Certainly, it would not be possible to achieve this without a variety

of forms of empowerment. Deflection, or flight, from the responsibility that we as humans have

in the constitution of our social intersubjectivities wouldn’t render race meaningless; it would

constitute race otherwise. I believe that the Latino community and the Latino immigrant

community are very capable of engaging race politically and stopping the proliferation of the

devices of the practice and the effects of race in society.

In the United States, the Latino and Latino immigrant community is already part of

society by being here and by being collectively subject to local social practices and contributing

to society, and also by contributing as individuals to change in society. Change is a practice, it

must be accomplished. To make changes in subjectivization, however, is not an easy task for

race is a complicated social practice; it can’t be brought about by ideologies; it can’t be made

possible by governments; it can’t be done by the individual. Change occurs by the work of all

these social agents from their own respective positions of subjectivization; by engaging the

conditions of intersubjectivity, the practice of race, and undoing it. I want to suggest that one

way of doing change is to engage the practice of the mestizo in its racial constitutive practices.

The idea of Mestizaje and/or Latinidad provide a sort of refuge from the hardships of race in

society; the mestizo has many times been proposed in more or less problematic ways in Latin

America to solve the problem of racial proximity and to give value and meaning to something

like the mixed race subject. Mestizaje is used in the same ways in the United State with the

respective accommodations, negotiations, and agreements. The present project engages this

Latino mestizaje as racial; as racial-aesthetic. Race is an aesthetic of the subject; it is the practice

of aesthetics.
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Outline of this Project

Vasconcelos’ (1997) theory of the Cosmic Race is important due to its influence on the

constitution of Latin American personhood and due to the way it is used by the community to

express affection. The Cosmic Race is also theoretically important for it addresses the possibility

of a subject capable of constituting its subjectivity aesthetically. Arguably, this is the way in

which political subjectivity is proposed in postmodernity. Vasconcelos’ theory has been heralded

as prophetic by many commentators; it has also been deemed problematic. The problems and the

possibilities of this theory are useful for the analysis of the stratification of the Latino and Latino

immigrant community that I present here. Addressing this particular theory and its further

development and influence, however, is a topic that falls outside of the scope of this work. I

address the problems and insights of the Cosmic Race indirectly in the practice of the idea of

Latino friendship and its aesthetics.

In chapter two I begin this dissertation project by introducing the reader with what I

consider to be the practice of racial stratification in the Latino community residing in the United

States. I want to begin in this manner because I consider that engaging the stratification of the

community allows to address the ways in which race is constituted in the everyday practices of

the Latino resident and the Latino immigrant persons and the way by which these persons

constitute themselves in subjects of race. In addition, engaging race in this way allows advancing

critical race theory towards more solutions to the problem of race by addressing the possibility of

overcoming the issue of stratification pervasive in the Latino immigrant community in the

United States and by addressing the problems and the possibilities that this stratification

introduces to the politics of immigration. I understand stratification in the context of immigration

as a phenomenon that is present or has the possibility of being present in any particular
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community; I understand stratification to be more than a phenomenon characteristic of a

particular community in a particular moment of time or as a chronic attribute of a community. I

argue that the stratification I am addressing here is a constitutive reality of race and it works on

the community forming what we address first as the internality of a community – a sort of

homogeneity of the group or community; second, as the internal exteriorities of a constituted

community – the exclusions internal to the bounded or regulated internality; third, as an

exteriority of a given community – the exteriority which makes possible to have dichotomous

practices in the community by the use of this exteriority as the constitutive limit of the interiority

of the community; and, finally, as a multiplicity of exteriorities – those that become possible in

relation to the homogeneity of the internality of the community and the multiple relations of the

community and its members with the externality as a unregulated plurality, or as a non-

achievable homogeneity that lies beyond the achieved internal homogeneity.

My understanding of racial stratification in this way owes a great deal to the work of Paul

Gilroy and Stuart Hall. Gilroy’s and Hall’s work allow for the consideration of race as a

constitutive element of modern society as much as class and gender are beyond the visual and

somatic facts of skin color; hence, race is constitutive of culture and national identities as

absolute differences that, in turn, constitute the differences attached to the somatic and the visual

elements of race to make possible race as constitutive of the social. This is important for me

because it moves the problem of race from a primarily scientific concern to that of subjectivity

and allows to engage race for what it is instead of dismissing it as a proven scientific demystified

fact; it also important for me because it moves the solutions of the problem of race beyond the

realm of the application of equal rights and fair institutionalism in the post-Civil Rights

movement era. In addition, important to this theoretical work is the idea of the conditionality of



10

race, the refusal of skepticism of the other minds, and the working together that race depends on

to constitute subjectivities in the everyday or its intersubjectivity found in Utz McKnight’s

(2010) Everyday Practice of Race in America. Parts of this theory are developed in this chapter;

other parts are more extensively developed in the following chapters. It is this work, together

with the works of Hall and Gilroy that allow me to treat racial stratification, racial mobility, and

the everyday of race as problems and as sites for the engagement with race to device strategies

for change. The importance I give to these theories is that of enabling a critique of certain

everyday practices in the Latino resident and Latino immigrant community; the mobility and

stratification of the community are only two of the practices of the community that I consider

important to address; however, there are a variety of other practices that make possible for race

to become constituted in this way and that are more or less dealt with in this chapter.

How, then, is racial stratification practiced in the Latino resident and Latino immigrant

community? I answer to this broad question by a theoretical analysis of how racial mobility

operated in the community and how the subject of race is constituted in the practice of socio-

racial mobility in the United States. In this development of the theory in this chapter two works

become important: the theoretical work of Noel Ignatiev concerning the immigrant Irish

community in the United States, and the literary work of Julia Alvarez concerning the everyday

life of a Latino immigrant family from the Caribbean and, specially, the life of Latino the women

of the family. These two sources allow me to theorize about the way in which the subjectivities

and the practices of race that immigrants bring from their places of departure are worked

politically through race mobility in such a way that they become relevant and effectively

practicable along the racial practices in America.
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Chapter three expands on the initial theorization of racial stratification in the Latino

community and presents a background for the theory of race-aesthetic in the United States by

discussing the formation and reproduction of the immigrant community through the allocation of

material resources, the quality of these resources, and the management of social capital within

the established community. I argue that Aristotle’s conception of friendship allows thinking of

racial mobility and resource allocation as a form of morality that constitutes the racial practices

in contemporary American society for the Latino community. I consider, then, moral friendship

in this chapter as a practice by which the Latino immigrant and Latino resident community

materializes, or makes more intelligible in terms of the national economic system of production

and distribution of goods, the practice of racial mobility in America. What I am attempting to

theorize here, in a way, is the manner in which race and class are made to work in order to make

possible our society in the way it is. However, I will not address class from the Marxist

theoretical position; at least not directly, but from the position of this friendship. I don’t consider

the economic and/or the material as the base of society and race as a consequence of such a

social structuration; on the contrary, I consider the economic as a front that enables

contemporary society to render race politically and materially meaningless as if it would not

exist anymore because of the general distribution of rights achieved due to the success of the

Civil Rights movement and the institutional politics that has followed. I want to show the reader

that the social distribution of goods and the economic structural organization of the country are

constituted and given objective meaning by the requirements of race in the practice of social

mobility. Since my concern in the present dissertation project is the Latino community I will

show this by theoretically analyzing the way in which the Aristotelian moral friendship works for

the community and the role this friendship plays in making race intelligibly by means of the
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distribution and allocation of these goods. It is also my argument that this use of the economic

displaces race as a non-constitutive of our society, but this is an idea that I can’t deal with in this

chapter; I will deal extensively with this constitutive element of race in chapter five.

In addition, this practice of moral friendship allows critical race theory to consider the

way in which race is constituted as an aesthetics. I argue that race is more than a concept that can

be used to set the boundaries of subjection as understandable and knowable definitions; race can

be theoretically engaged as a form of repository of possibilities and desires. By thinking of race

in this way, it is possible to further theorize about the ways in which race works locally and

globally; it is also possible to theorize about the ways in which race comes to be what it is in its

complexity and multiplicity in contemporary United States and in the contemporary global

society. I want to argue in this chapter that it is possible, in fact, to have in theory such a thing as

the formation of race outside of the realm of structures, and very close to the realm of the

everyday of social practices, because in its functionality race is more than a concept. In other

words, race in our society does become real by acquiring meaning in the everyday racializing

practices as well as in the practices that give it meaning as a site and space with the role of

serving specific purposes in our society and in our subjections. Hence, the social practice of race

opens the space of intelligibility of human fundamental differences to the practice of social

memory and to the intelligibility of absolute choice. It is these practices of memory and absolute

choice that make it possible to theorize about racial formation without reducing race to the

formation of society based on ideological or material structures. This is what the subjects of race

do to constitute themselves in moral friendship. I suggest, then, to think of moral friendship as a

particular way in which the intersubjectivity of race is made possible and made aesthetically

expressive.
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In Chapter four I present for consideration of the reader the role of aesthetics in the

practice of this Aristotelian moral friendship. I will discuss the idea of the aesthetic contract as a

manner of introduction to a more detailed yet limited analysis of the Kantian beautiful and

sublime as the practice of race-aesthetics in chapters five and six respectively. I consider Henry

Sussman’s (1997) theory of the aesthetic contract to present a solution to the problem of the

Fanonian mirror in Postcolonial Studies stated by Henry Louis Gates Jr (2010) and advance

critical race theory. The way in which Gates presents Fanon as a mirror shows the way in which

Fanon is used in postcolonial theory to answer some questions of the theory and present some

solutions to the problem of race; however, by doing so, theorists erase any trace about the ways

in which they neglect Fanon’s problems. In other words, theorists become enamored with Fanon,

his theory and their theories; theorists, then, reflect themselves in Fanon as their mirror and this

mirror becomes the limits of the theory. I argue that this idea of the mirror is useful to theorize

about the limits that race requires its subjects to impose in their ability to deal with the real

problem and constantly pursue mere reflections. In this way, race can be engaged in theory as

race-aesthetics.

Paul Gilroy’s thought continues to be important for his idea of the diaspora as a solution

to the problem of race and the contemporary dispersion of strategies against race make use of the

aesthetics as a tool. I consider this work important yet limited in the way it deals with the

problem for it is still possible to practice race in the everyday of the vernacular. McKnight’s

(2010) Everyday Practice of Race in America has shown how race is made workable in the

everyday rather than being strictly an institutional or structural practice; I continue to develop

this idea and expand it with the theorization of the race-aesthetic. I want to let the reader know

that I understand aesthetics as more than a tool to perform a particular human activity. I
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understand aesthetics as a set of strategies, negotiations, and agreements describing the practice

of race in a particular way or, in other words, as a set of tools, mechanisms, and practices

available for the practice of a subjective constitution and performance; a practice of race itself in

the use in which it is given meaning. In this way, race is its own aesthetics and, perhaps, the

aesthetics of what constituted the modern and constitutes the postmodern or late modern subject

as subjects of race. In many cases aesthetics is considered a neutral tool that allows its user to

perform an art of any kind depending on how it is positioned within the philosophical thought of

the West; as a particular form of life for human beings in the West. This is, in part, the way in

which Gilroy thinks of the aesthetic. However, this type of consideration seems problematic for

me since it doesn’t address the aesthetics of friendship which is, as a practice, race as it is

discussed in chapters two and three; nor does it address the constitutive practices of race as

aesthetic or aesthetic as another name to the practice of race. What I think is missing in aesthetics

and some of its critiques when dealing with the problem of race is the theoretical possibility of

addressing further how race works rather than how aesthetics works or is made to work for race;

how race is given meaning conditionally as aesthetics and how aesthetics is a set of conditions of

the practice of race.

Finally, Derrida’s (1998) idea of the language of the other, with some caveats, is

presented as a way of dealing with the problem of theorizing about the race-aesthetics strictly

from the point of view of the aesthetic contract. Although the idea of a contract can be used to

describe the way in which an association of human beings decide how to regulate their practices,

it doesn’t address the constitution of the contract as determinant of these practices as if this

contract would be an exteriority to the persons engaged in the practices that the contract

regulates. The caveat here, then, is that this externality is not an ideology, a hegemonic
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imposition, or an overarching symbolic determination of social meaning. This externality is

constitutive of the practice of race as the reflection of the Fanonian mirror is for the theorist

according to Gates in the way that it presents the subject of race with itself as a reflection rather

than with what it has done and lies beyond the mirror. In other words, this modified idea of the

language of the other allows the theory to deal with the limits of the concept of the contract and

move closer to dealing with the problem of the Kantian aesthetic which I consider constitutes the

everyday practice of race in contemporary America.

I analyze in chapter five Kant’s theory of the beautiful in his third critique. Like Fanon’s

mirror in chapter four, the beautiful is theorized as the way of avoiding, or neglecting, what it is

done in the constitution of the intersubjectivity of race. The social necessity of race, or our social

refusal to work race so as it becomes meaningless and useless for what we do socially, requires

human beings to develop and use effectively certain agreements that would make difficult if not

impossible to address what it is done – the agreement, what is agreed, and how – so that the

subjects of race can move on developing particular aspects of society. In this communicable

agreement and practice of oblivion of race, its subjects engage actively devoting many resources

and using the variety of pseudo-discourses and practices at their disposal to achieve something

like the canvas of their racial painting, or, by using the Fanonian mirror as a metaphor, to polish

the material so they can have a reflection of themselves racially. In this way, the subjects of race

are capable of being unconcerned with what they do; with the conditions and agreements they

have reached to make race work in their everyday practices as if they would be contemplatively

engaged with what they are and purposefully unable to grasp their own constitutive practice.

With this, I am not arguing that all these resources that constitute the Kantian beautiful

allow persons to practice the oblivion of race so that they can become subjects of race by
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providing them with concepts or ideas of how race is supposed to work; I expand this argument

to an extent in chapter seven. What I broadly argue is that the Kantian theory of the beautiful is

used in our society amply because we find Kant successfully constituting his racial subjectivity.

In some ways then, contemporary subjects of race want to be as successful as Kant was because

in the practice of race we agree that Kant solved the particular problem of the instability of the

practice in its visibility. Kant’s words and his philosophy are meaningless in the practice of race

until we agree that they are useful for what we want to do and, then, use them to allow for the

possibility of strategies that we agree as required to make possible the intersubjectivity of race.

We make ourselves the geniuses of our own work and, at the same time, make Kant to work as

our genius. Arguably, this is what Rawls (2005) did with his Theory of Justice and allowed

Americans, immigrants and residents alike, to do race otherwise. Rawls, it seems to me, provided

a new version of the aesthetic contract of race; a very appealing, and powerful version of race-

aesthetic that leaves the politics of the movement behind as a relic and re-founds American

society racially otherwise by rendering race invisible and any politics against it without

theoretical and practical ground. He called this “justice as fairness.” I consider important dealing

with the Kantian beautiful and sublime of the Critique of Judgment for this reason. I will not deal

with Rawls’ A Theory of Justice directly in the following chapters except for a comment about it

in the conclusion of this dissertation; yet, this theoretical approach to the Kantian aesthetic deals

with the pillars of Rawls’ theory and how they constitute the contemporary practice of race.

The aesthetically sublime is given a different use in the practice of race than the use the

beautiful is given in race as it is in Kantian philosophy; however, the practices of the beautiful

and the sublime, both, together as devices make possible an esthetic practice of racial

intersubjectivity. I deal with the sublime of race in chapter six and I want to argue that if in the
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beautiful the subject is unconcerned with what it does with its own subjectivity in the sublime the

subject of race confronts its own subjectivity and performs a conversion that allows the absence

of concern required by the beautiful in its subjectivity to become a sort of flight; a form of

subjective transcendence. In this way, the sublime of race can be thought of as a transformative

engagement by which the subject of race advances its subjectivity beyond the oblivion of the

beautiful so that it can become socially a transcendental aesthetic subject of reason. For this, the

subject must face the constant possibility of its death, or the instability of its racially constituted

subjectivity, and survive to prove the parties in the intersubjectivity, to his or her society, that it

is a worthy subject that respects race in its own subjectivity and that it is capable of working

towards the stability of race socially.

This test that the sublime of the practice of race is socially and intersubjectively agreed to

require constitutes the self-contained property of race. The argument in chapter four is that

theorists, more often than not, can’t avoid certain racial practices to constitute their theory when

they dare to engage with the problems of race; I argue in this chapter that engaging race in the

way it is practiced in contemporary society has this effect in the subjects of race on one hand,

and in the persons that want to deal with it, on the other hand, because the Kantian moral

aesthetic constitutive of Liberal democratic practice works as a self-containing subjective

practice. What can contain a free individual and rational subject more than a perpetually dreadful

confrontation with the limits of its own subjective death as the limits beyond which there is

nothing else or mere chaos? I am aware of this problem that engaging the Kantian aesthetic

becomes in theory; I am also aware of the effects of this problem for theorists and for me as a

writer. Nevertheless, I still consider that it is relevant to address the practices of the aesthetic in

the way that I am attempting to do here; through the analysis of a part of Kant’s Critique of
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Judgment because I think this analysis can provide critical race theory with some insight and

some tools to address the subjectivity of race and its conditionality in the everyday of emigration,

and address the problem of the moral friendship of the Latino and Latino immigrant community.

By addressing the sublime I intend to answer the following questions that concern the

theoretical project of this dissertation: in which ways does the subject of race perform its race

aesthetically in the sublime? How does the intelligibility of the sublimity of this racing and raced

subject or subjects becomes possible? What is or what becomes a subject that is aesthetically

sublime? If in society human beings constitute and perform their subjectivities aesthetically as I

argue here there are doings in the intersubjectivity and its performances that aim at establishing

that one subject is not like another and that certain types of subjects are like their own type while

other subjects are like other types; this is what constitutes absolute difference. It is possible, thus,

to think of a racial society as presenting its subjects with something like an arena, after the

moment of race, where the performances agreed become grouped in different stages and each

staged performance struggles for dominance in voice and appeal without wanting to obliterate

the stages in favor of the arena. How can something like this work at all? How is it possible to

have absolute difference and, at the same time, social complicity between raced and racing

subjects?

Departing somehow from the argument about race presented in chapters five and six, I

consider another two important works in chapter seven: the work of Charles W. Mills (1997),

and the work of Christina Beltrán (2010). I consider Carles Mills’ The Racial Contract important

because it allows thinking about the race-aesthetic practice of race as a self-imposed

impossibility of solution of the problem of race; I also consider it important because it deals with

this self-imposed impossibility of solution as a form of madness. These two elements of the
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practice of race are considered here briefly but they will be expanded in chapter nine. My

reading of The Racial Contract, however, is critical of the hegemonic approach given to race as a

contract. I consider a critique of the hegemony of race valuable, yet limited. I argue that

approaching the practice of race and the Kantian influence in the foreclosing of race in this way

becomes problematic, first, because it neglects aspects of solidarity that are constitutive of the

Social Contract; and, second, because a critical hegemonic approach tends to address only

certain aspects of the sublime and leave certain aspects of the beautiful of the practice untouched.

This type of critique, thus, risks doing race otherwise by restaging the Fanonian mirror discussed

in chapter four setting, thus, limitations to the development of the theory. Christina Beltrán’s The

Trouble with Unity, on the other hand, addresses the problem of the use of a Rousseauan

approach to unity in the Latino immigrant and Latino resident community. I consider this book

important for it addresses certain problems that contractarian tradition, and certain problems that

Rousseau introduced in the political formation of a national community. I address this work

theoretically from a reading of Rousseau’s First Discourse and I argue that, although a critique

of the contractarian tradition addresses certain aspects of Rawls’ (2005) theory and the problems

introduced by Rousseau to the idea of a social contract, it neglects the importance of solidarity

that constitutes the politics of unity in the Latino community in the United States. Contesting the

category of “Latino” in a Liberal democratic way becomes problematic and limited if what we

want to do is to render race meaningless.

Finally, the brief approach to solidarity owes to some degree to the writings of J.J.

Rousseau and it is a reading of several of his theories from the perspective of his First Discourse.

This reading allows thinking of solidarity in terms of engaging race directly, in what is done in

the beautiful and sublime of the race-aesthetic practice. This reading of Rousseau allows also to
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deal with the problem of the requirement of communicability of the beautiful of race; I argue that

Rousseau, as well as Kant, have a requirement of rational communicability in their theories that

is characteristic of the oblivion of the beautiful and the rational of the sublime of the race-

aesthetic; it is this communicability which renders problematic a hegemonic critique of race. In

addition, I find Rousseau’s idea of the social contract relevant to theorize about the constitution

of the race of the citizen in her or his community, and the race of the immigrant as free and

autonomous individual.

Chapter eight deals with what I argue is one of the roles of ideology in the aesthetics of

race in the everyday. I am interested in showing how the application of ideology works when

dealing with race and attempting to solve the problem of race. It seems to me that ideology

serves as a form of contested universalism of the intelligible. It contests a form of universalism,

but it is a contested universalism as well, and it is intelligible; it aims at making the hegemonic

intelligible possible, and fulfills a function in itself that is not the function of the universalism it

aims at articulating. In these ways, ideology becomes something like a distraction from the

practice it is intended to address for change. Ideology, then, allows the subject to flee its

intersubjectivity and creates an alternate subjectivity engaged with what it wants in another time

neglecting what it is doing. I theorize on the working of ideology as a distraction by dealing with

the work of Stuart Hall on hegemony and with the work of Althusser on ideology. Hall’s work

allows me to theorize about the effects ideology has on a politics that aims at solving the

problem of race; on the other hand, Althusser’s work allows me to theorize about the distractive

subjectivity of ideology and its appeal for the subject of race.

I consider Stuart Hall’s theories important because it addresses the social effects of the

practice of race and it aims at addressing the everyday practice of race in representation. My
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argument engages critically the part of his theory that deals with ideology and hegemonic

articulations. I theorize that the limitations of Hall’s work come, in part, from Gramsci’s concern

with the intelligibility, communicability, and rationality of his praxis. I discuss this problem in

the first section of the chapter. This requirement that is present in this form of Marxism limits the

theory because it deals with certain elements of the sublime of the race-aesthetic and neglects the

beautiful and the oblivions of the practice; in other words, the rational demands of the theory, in

the way they are thought, constitute practices of distraction from what is done in the practice of

race. This is more evident when hegemonic articulation is theorized as ideological practices. This

ideological problem present in Hall’s theory is the problem of the Althusserian materiality of

ideology. I discuss this latter problem in the final section of the chapter. I consider important to

deal with these problems of the theory because in this way it will be possible to find political

solutions that account for the terrain gained in the politics against race and solve the present

limits of the theory.

Expanding on McKnight’s (2010) theory of the conditionality of race in chapter nine I

want to answer the following question: what has the subject of the race-aesthetic learn to do to

make possible the very complex practice of skepticism and refusal of the other in the encounter

as a human being like it is? Certainly there are many discourses and pseudo-discourses in society

that make this possible, but I am interested on theorizing about what it is that the subject learn to

do to use – apply – these discourses and practices in the everyday of race. In other words, I want

to theorize about how the subject of race learns to do race. I think that Western metaphysics, in

the work of Kant, provides human beings with the specifics that can be used to learn how race

can be possible in the agreements of the everyday. Before starting this investigation, however, I

want to argue that I don’t consider metaphysics as something that compels human beings to do
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race. For me, metaphysics is a sort of language of the other that is learnable not as a symbol, but

as a world of possibilities with its own problems and, therefore, it can be used in a practice due

to its availability and success in its previous uses giving meaning to Western society. This is the

way I argue the Kantian theory of the aesthetic is given use in the practice of race. For instance,

race is practiced in its unintelligible; on that which has no language, incomplete language, or

can’t even be thought for its lack of language but that, nonetheless, is the bulk of the constitutive

of the practice. This would not be the same as arguing that race is meaningless and, therefore,

there is no possibility of race; on the contrary, the unintelligible of race that I want to deal with

here is used in such a way that it becomes the natural materials, as that which has no meaning

previous to artistic intervention sensually and supersensually, of the practice of an art. To speak

and deal with race in our society has been made very difficult due to the intelligible requirements

that have been put on the practice making it possible the displacement of the practice to the

unintelligible and by neglecting this unintelligible as a solution to the problem that race presents

publicly – in the common sense of the aesthetic.

I argue in this last chapter, then, that race in contemporary America has been made close

to impossible to address due to Rawls’ work and his use of Kantian philosophy. Although I don’t

address Rawls’ theory directly here, I address the Kantian aesthetic which I have theorized as the

beautiful and sublime of the practice of race. The metaphysics of Kant in his Critique of

Judgment renders race self-contained and presents problems to those who dare engaging it for

what it is. I see this as a trap in this chapter although it would be more useful in the theory to

think of it as the reflection of the mirror of Fanon discussed in chapter four. Derrida’s defférence

allows for and engagement with race in thought in a playful way: not giving oneself too much to

it, yet engaging with it for what it is and, in this way, provide for solutions to the problem of race
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in our contemporary society. This chapter, however, doesn’t deal with the potential solutions

directly but with the limits that the practice of race imposes on any solution. I consider W.E.B.

Du Bois’ (1984) later work important as well to start dealing with the problem that the race-

aesthetic constitutes in the theory and in politics. Du Bois presents us with the practice of the

color line as a social problem that concerns every member of the American society albeit with

different roles and responsibilities. In this way, Du Bois’ Dusk of Dawn addresses the problem of

the racial stratification of the Latino resident and Latino immigrant community. I present for

consideration, then, this chapter as a contribution for thinking of solutions that address the

present limits of the theory and the increasing lack of solidarity when engaging race.
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CHAPTER 2: Immigrant Stratification and the Racial Politics of Mobility

Introduction

I want to start this dissertation project by introducing the reader in this chapter with what

I think is the practice of racial stratification in the Latino community residing in the United

States. I think of stratification in the way I am addressing here as a constitutive reality of race

and it works on the community forming what we think of, first, as the internality of a

community; second, as the internal exteriorities of a constituted; third, as an exteriority of a

given community; and, finally, as a multiplicity of. I want to begin in this manner because I

consider that engaging the stratification of the community allows to address the ways in which

race is constituted in the everyday practices of the persons in the community and the way by

which these persons constitute themselves in subjects of race. In addition, engaging race in this

way allows advancing critical race theory towards better solutions to the problem of race by

addressing the possibility of overcoming the issue of stratification pervasive in the community in

the U.S. and by addressing the problems and the possibilities that this stratification introduces to

the politics of immigration. The possibilities that this approach opens to solutions, however, will

become clearer later on in the project starting at chapter four for this approach allows to deal

with the intersubjective constitutive practice of race as a practice of aesthetic constitution of

subjectivity; or, in other words, as the practice of race-aesthetic. My understanding of racial

stratification in this way owes a great deal to the work of Paul Gilroy and Stuart Hall. Gilroy’s

and Hall’s work allow for the consideration of race as a constitutive element of modern society

as much as class and gender are beyond the visual and somatic facts of skin color; hence, race is
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constitutive of culture and national identities as absolute differences that, in turn, constitute the

differences attached to the somatic and the visual elements of race to make possible race as

constitutive of the social. In addition, important to this theoretical work is the idea of the

conditionality of race, the refusal of skepticism of the other minds, and the working together that

race depends on to constitute subjectivities in the everyday or its intersubjectivity found in the

work of Utz McKnight (2010). Parts of this work are developed in this chapter; other parts are

more extensively developed in the following chapters.

Ethnic Absolutism and Social Stratification

The concept of ethnic absolutism can help theorizing on this type of stratification albeit

with some caveats. For Gilroy (1991) ethnic absolutism is a form of theorization in which culture

and nation is sutured by means of race; ethnic absolutism “views nations as culturally

homogeneous ‘communities of sentiment’ in which a sense of patriotic belonging can and should

grow to become an important source of moral and political ideas” (59-60). In other words, the

term ethnic absolutism refers to the articulation of the formation of ethnic communities –

cultural, historical, intellectual, and political – as particular and mutually exclusive; i.e. where

and how an ethnic community develops – is built, lived, and is internally organized – displace, or

make not possible the existence of other communities in the same social and national space

(Gilroy 1992, 188). By articulation here I mean the way in which discourses, pseudo-discourses,

and certain practices are given expression – the way these elements are used – to constitute or

make possible – to give meaning to – a local practice. This implies that there is no influence

between communities during and in their processes of formation; this also implies that

interaction between communities is merely external. Furthermore, interaction between ethnic

communities can only be carried out either through rites organized, controlled, and supervised by
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the state – the prerogative of the law, its execution, and its executive mechanisms; or, through

experiential/improvised interaction or rites in an unregulated or anarchic environment.

Since nation and certain cultural values and practices said to pertain to the nation as such

take mediatic and legal precedence, politics develops a series of varied devices to intensify and

act upon these two realms as if they were mutually exclusive. The formulation of these two

realms in terms of exclusivity enables the shadowing of race in the process of suture. The suture

itself becomes invisible in its practice and action. Second, the sentiment of patriotic belonging

reformulates the crude biologic formulation of racism and its social effects by the nostalgic-

romantic effervescence of the transcendence of the common project of nation. The social effects

of racism acquire new dimensions, become dispersed and the political responses to them become

disarticulated or lack the language to become politically articulated.

The politics of the culture-nation opens the possibility of isolating the elements that can’t

comply with its rigid unit. The internality of this unit is articulated as pure richness and a net

gain pertaining innately to a particular group of people; it operates as a contained cultural space

of and for the particular group. The externality of the unit, on the other hand, in whatever form it

may become articulated presents a continuous danger; the group is under constant attack.

Culture-nation, thus, presents the group with a hard – almost crystalized – form of unity

presented as unique among other unique forms for distinct human groups. This crystalized unity

is also unique for it is presented as the stronger connection – rootedness – to the “soul” of the

group (Gilroy 2000, 6).

Ethnic absolutism thus builds racial camps by claiming the singularity and particularity of

certain people against other people (Gilroy 2000, 29). These camps, precisely because of their

constructed separateness, leave a space in between that the person dealing with the exclusion of
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these camps has to live with, contest, fracture, chip away, and dilute (199-206). This, however, is

not the only possibility of the person or group of people outside of the nation-camp. Living in

between is a source of tremendous suffering and injustice and the persons living in this between

can easily participate in the forms of racism they are attempting to undermine (52). The

stratification of the immigrant communities is supported in this type of ethnic absolutism

articulated as a response of either the failure to sustain the former political unity, or as a sense of

guilt felt by the disconnection from the community; especially by the immigrant elites (270).

The Expression of Stratification in the Latino and Latino Immigrant Community

I have briefly, and momentarily, analyzed the concept of ethnic absolutism at the center

of the politics against race articulated by Paul Gilroy. Following I will use this concept of ethnic

absolutism to propose an analysis of the racial formation present in the stratification of

immigration in the United States. This concept will allow me to present a theoretical description

of how race works in the groupification of immigrant communities and how immigration politics

needs race in order to operate politically within the legal framework – with its encompassed

legality and external/excluded complimentary sites and places – of the state.

The concept of ethnic absolutism articulated by Gilroy describes one of the many forms

that race and racism can become articulated within the confines of the state; especially, within

the confines of the state as a nation. Although the separation of state and nation-state in the

analysis of race is problematic here if we want to deal with the constitution-practice, practice,

and constitution of race, the nation component of this second element of the modern state allows

for a clear understanding of the many forms that race can take without complicating the analysis

for the moment. The formulation of ethnicity through nationality is, for me, the metamorphosis

of a social articulatory element by and in which modern and postmodern society acquires its
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social formations. Let me explain this more clearly, in the way I think of race, the articulation,

attachment of attributes and behavior, regulation of bodies, abstraction of beings, and

materialization of physical abstractions – the manufacturing of abstract beings – need the

suturing capabilities that race enables in practice and in its practice. For instance, Gilroy (2000)

describes in a very detailed way how race has moved from its biological articulation to the more

contemporarily accepted and productive cultural-national articulation. What this move tells me is

that the forms in which groups of beings are manufactured in social practices in modern society

require all the possibilities that race enables by its use.

The move from one type of hegemonic racial formation to another requires work; it

requires time-work to develop the new language in order to displace the disqualified, old,

ancient, unacceptable language. This is the process that Gilroy (1991) describes in ‘There ain’t

no Black in the Union Jack’. This move does allow for new and different practices while leaving

many of the practices of the past operating and operative in the new formation. Some of these

new practices can open venues for the development of different political practices against race

for the development of new practices is also a confrontation with the limitation of the use of the

displaced practices. This is an idea that will be developed later; my focus here is the continuous

use of race in spite of these possibilities, of anything else that could not be race: the social

necessity of race (Omi 1994, 55).

Let me present here an example of my argument. In recent studies concerning

immigration a great emphasis is put on the way in which immigration waves are formed and

sustained. Sociologists and anthropologist have developed a variety of comprehensive studies

and theories concerning the formation of these immigrant waves and communities (Massey

2008, de Haas 2010, Wilson 2012, Ayón 2013); some of these studies unveil the operation of
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race pervasive in immigration (Berg 2009, Kibria 2014). Fernández-Kelly describes some of the

processes that contribute to the identity formation of Hispanic children by framing the process

within three themes:

First …the interplay between self-definitions that precede migration and
definitions imposed in areas of destination. Second, a permanent minority status
[emerging] from processes leading to stagnant or downward mobility. Finally 3…
the interaction among social capital, the types of resources available to the
members of particular group, and the attributes of interpersonal networks.”
(Fernández-Kelly 1998, 85)

If it is possible to argue that race in the form of ethnic absolutism is the particularity and mutual

exclusivity of the members belonging to the different immigrant groups, it is possible to argue

that these three forms of identity formation present in the immigrant community are some of the

constituent processes of race that apply and that are used by the immigrant in order to cement –

claim – her or his subjectivity as displaced in the place of arrival; a way of reformulation,

adaptation, conversion, and transformation of the articulation of differences left behind in such

manner that they comply to the practices of the place of arrival.

What this study helps me to exemplify here is, first, that the definition of the self of the

immigrant – the subjectivity of the immigrant – in our society doesn’t exist without the

agreements proper of the interactions between human beings. The subjectivity of the immigrant

is negotiated – agreed upon – at every moment of interaction between the members of the

immigrant group, the society left behind, the companions of the journey or tragedy of border

crossing, the society of arrival, and the global society (McKnight 2010, 30); it is also negotiated

and agreed upon at every moment of the confrontation of the immigrant subject with the many

elements and possibilities of the specific subjection. The separation of the immigrant, the

movement and need of negotiation in itself are constituent elements of the race of the immigrant.



30

I think that it is not enough to argue that one is Ecuadorian and American at the same time to

refuse any categorization and category of race when there is a necessity of such identification

and all its justifications. Nor do I think that it is enough to check a box claiming that one is

Hispanic to go beyond the refusal of race and racism. These decisions of subjection are based on

consensual practices of race by rejection of a past racial, cultural, economic, and gendered

subjections, the replacement of these past subjections, and the formation of new subjections in

the process of immigration. The process of immigration in itself, at least in the commonly

accepted canon in politics, the academia, and border crossing, is a racial agreement; a process of

racial formation and reconstitution in which geographical movement and political and

geographical borders are the most visible and definitive markers of the belongingness or

otherness of race.

The struggle for identity of the immigrant, the unsettling experience of immigration are

racial. I think this is one of the major themes dealt with by Gilroy (1995) in The Black Atlantic.

Gilroy addresses the exclusivity of European identity and the postmodern condition of blacks in

European modernity. I am going to take a detour from Gilroy’s concern and suggest that we try

to think about migration as a process in which one of the requirements is to practice the mutual

exclusivity and particularity required of ethnic absolutism. I would like to suggest to think of this

racial and racializing process as a temporal-regulatory one. In this way, migration can be

theorized as the practice of race in a local, albeit universal, space and time. What I mean here in

the context of the theme of identity formation is that, through a series of rituals, the practice of

race is socially carried out locally and globally by the person and the global society in a series of

discrete suturing moments – racial practices regulated by time.



31

The struggle for identity and the unsettling experience of immigration are the discrete

subjection of the immigrant to race; the moments at which old racial agreements lose the

language that confers meaning, the moments at which new racial agreements take place, and the

moment at which racial agreements are replaced by more functional racial agreements. Another

way of thinking of these discrete racializing moments of the practice of race in immigration is to

think about the legal procedures required by the INS; the moments of deciding to perform certain

activities as Ecuadorian, as American, as both, as none; the moments of searching and applying

for a job, finding the right school for the children, deciding the places to socialize or not,

deciding to “stay” or “return” at the time of retirement, or at a moment of distress; the moments

of deciding when and how to organize things to go “visit” the place one has emigrated from; the

moments that lead to the decision of not “returning” ever again; the moments encountering the

impossibility of “visit” or “return”. There are so many moments and all of them depend on the

present conditions of the person subjecting himself or herself to immigration. The list of

instances in which race is practiced and the racial subject is performed, are immense and will

only cause more confusion if I mention them here; but, in order to clarify as much as possible the

practice of race in immigration, it is important to understand that the immigrant in our society

cannot remain an immigrant for an undefined period of time. The time of the immigrant, it seems

to me, is regulated in such a way that contesting forms of hegemonic racial practices end up – or

have as an end, a social end of – being accepted for the life of the settler or the life of the

deported to start – the life of the citizen and the life of the foreigner; to have meaning; to be

lived. I don’t want to argue here however, that the life in-the-between of the process, the process

of which I am concerned here about, is meaningless; on the contrary, immigration in the way I

describe here is intrinsic to the necessity of the suturing power of race in our society and is, in
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fact, a life in which race overwhelms the subject with its very complexity; a life of despair and

hope of race.

The immigrant, thus, forms its own subjectivity in terms of temporal frameworks; the

competing definitions of the self of the immigrant are agreed upon or rejected in discrete

moments, but they do have a progression. I think of this progression as the morphing capabilities

of race that make it useful for the formation of our society. And, it is in this morphology that

immigration becomes a site of racial stratification and racial proliferation. It is no coincidence

then that ethnic absolutism is concerned with mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion (Gilroy

1991, 45). Inclusive and exclusive mechanisms operate in time and make race more like a

formative/performative process of subjection in contrast to the old natural and biological

assignment of race. While the ethnic absolutism of nationalism is ingrained in culture and given

– naturalized – by the family (43), in immigration race and its absolutisms are staged, practiced

and perfected as the process of immigration and naturalization itself. There can be race before

agreeing on it, and immigration and naturalization are this process of agreement of race;

specifically, the race of the immigrant and the race of the citizen. These two racial camps are not

necessarily well defined; nor are they the only camps that race sutures in the process (Gilroy

2000, 82-84). These two camps are set up as the end of race in immigration.

The role of the law in the regulation of race in immigration and its relations to identity

will be discussed in a later section. Let’s now, for the moment, move to the second element

discussed in the study mentioned above; that of the permanent minority status of the immigrant

and stagnant and downward mobility. The issue of permanent immigrant minorities is an issue

that allows for the analysis of the operation of race in immigration in the suturing of identity,

ethnicity, and class. One of the most telling elements of the operation of race in migration is
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mobility. Although I don’t consider class mobility as an analogue of the mobility of migration,

the two processes share similarities and practices. These similarities will allow me to show in the

following lines how the class stratification of the immigrant community is racial and constitute

racial categories due to the possibility of mobility that the performance of race allows for the

immigrant, and the characteristics of this mobility.

Before I continue with the development of this part of the theoretical argument, I want to

discuss the issue of mobility within the context of whiteness and blackness. One prominent

characteristic of the practice of race in our society is that it is articulated in terms of a color line;

a form of dividing the black from the white and the white from the black as completely separated

and mutually exclusive camps. This, I have to confer at this point, complicates the understanding

of racial mobility. Although this dichotomous division of race is porous and in a constant

change, it works by signaling the horizons of the acceptability of all social racial practice with

two very available markers in which multiple racial practices can be anchored. It would be

difficult to argue that the use of this apparently simple dichotomy is simple at all; for although

whiteness and blackness enhance the suturing power of race, by no means it is possible for me to

think of race as being cemented solely on these two elements whether they are well articulated

and widely accepted in contrast to other elements of the articulation of race due to its sensorial –

visible – relevance. In terms of the mobility of race I am referring here, these two markers –

white and black – structure, guide, and enable the suturing of facts and possibilities about

difference and sameness.

Immigration and Racial Mobility

I think of migration not simply as a geographical displacement, movement, location and

allocation; I think of migration as a device for the achievement of mobility within and between



34

racial camps. I want to start developing this part of the argument by suggesting that among the

hardships, opportunities, and possibilities that migration implies, the direct, or at least close

contact, with the more tangible elements and practices of race is sought; i.e. the close contact

with a variety of well-defined forms of purity of race not exclusively in the biological body of

the persons dwelling at the place of destination, but also a close contact with the social racially

pure body of the place of destination. I don’t think that necessities of this proximity and contact

are consequences of a sudden economic crisis and its subsequent hardships for instance; I think

that this necessity is the sudden anxiety of race when its subject can’t make use of it at the

moment of a crisis. Following the case of economic crisis, I think that this anxiety of race which

becomes a necessity is the condition of the refusal of abandoning race of the subject of race; it is

race itself for if there are other elements of class and gender that become overwhelmingly

dominant or irrelevant at the moment of crisis and threaten the power of racial suture, the

visibility of race at this moment of its failure is the sudden realization of the void it really is in

the formation of the person as a subject.

What this means in the context of the present examination of migration motivated by

economic crises is that certain needs of the person can’t be fulfilled by the present use of race,

that the materiality of class becomes too apparent, and that gender either commands or becomes

too displaced – a dislocation of social cohesion; what Gramsci called the organic crisis (1971,

210, 212); the difference here is that although this type of crisis, for Gramsci, is a crisis that

threatens society itself, the organic crisis of which I am referring here threatens the social

subjection of the subject of race; in other words, the crises that allow the subject to form a new

racial subjectivity in emigration are personal and local: organic crises of race.
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At this point, I want to argue that at the moment of the crisis of class mobility in the

society of departure or in the society of arrival for the migrant person, racial mobility replaces it

openly, and whenever possible – especially in the case of migration – as the dominant social

formative practice due to the necessity of filling the void that race leaves when it loses its power;

a form of seeking to retrieve race’s power, to retrieve race. It is possible, then, that when racial

mobility isn’t achievable in this moment of crisis, race becomes one with nature – the closeness

with purity is substituted with the closeness with nature, the soil, and blood. This naturalization

at the moment of crisis – the naturalization process – takes a variety of forms; making relevant

its complexity. A particular form in which the racial importance of this naturalizing process

becomes evident is, first, in the recovery of the nation and its roots forged with blood –

militarism and the sudden social relevance of martial feats repeated through different forms of

symbolism that can easily be traced in political language, and in the language of the media.

Second, in the process of tying the blood of human beings to a particular geographic location as

the soil: the sacrifices, tragedies, and suffering of the people inhabiting are emphasized with

regards of the particular geographic locations either within the national territory or with regards

of the distance from the national territory. And, finally in the nature of the patriot as a particular

human being enabled by her or his national culture to be one with the nation-state, its social

nature, its landscapes, and animal and botanic reserves. Note that I am excluding gender here for

the simplicity of the argument, but I do think that it is possible to theorize about gender in a

similar way due to its power of supporting the formation of subjects, and due to its articulating

capabilities of social formations in conjunction with race and class.

Continuing with the element of racial mobility of the subject of immigration, I want to

comment on the work of Ignatiev (2009). The case of the conversion through assimilation of the
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Irish community into whites can make clearer how the race mobility operates in migration, and

how the subject of immigration works through the racial categories available to form her and his

own racial subjectivity. The process of becoming white for the Irish community was staged and

performed in several stages.

To Irish laborers, to become white meant at first that they could sell themselves
piecemeal instead of being sold for life, and later that they could compete for jobs
in all spheres instead of being confined to certain work; to Irish entrepreneurs, it
meant that they could function outside of a segregated market. To both these
groups it meant that they were citizens of a democratic republic, with the right to
elect and be elected, to be tried by a jury of their peers, to live wherever they
could afford, and to spend, without racially imposed restrictions, whatever money
they managed to acquire. In becoming white the Irish ceased to be Green.
(Ignatiev 2009, 3)

In other words, the Irish community became white by becoming American; through a process of

naturalization that allowed them to move, racially, from the position of living as an immigrant to

the position of living as a citizen. The Jacksonian democratic development of white supremacism

presented the Irish community with some of the elements for its assimilation into white America

(79). Formerly excluded by means of nativism, the Irish community sought to exploit the

importance of white skin to articulate political positions of solidarity with different social and

political groups in the United State that would allow them to negotiate their racial mobility (80-

81); to be assimilated while providing society with the language and practices necessary to

articulate race in terms of the color of the skin, to rearticulate the racial language and practices of

nativism with the racial language and practices of slavery. The Irish community was not only

instrumental in the provision of this language; it participated actively in its establishment and in

the definition of the type of whiteness that allowed them to be assimilated as whites.

This mobility through definition and re-definition of race was made possible by the

practices of class and the practice of slavery. For instance, the employment of white workers was
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given relevance, and political prominence over the employment of black workers (87); on the

other hand, the racial and racist practices of slavery endowed the language of freedom with the

necessary elements for this mobility to be positioned relative to blackness and non-freedom. The

condition of slavery was positioned as advantageous for the black slave in contrast to the

position of the landless white slave “of an inexorable class” so as to cement her and his position,

and establish the location of the racial camps based on skin color (93). For me, the articulation of

class and race in this manner presents us with an inherent characteristic of race; it allows

mobility due to the fixity of its boundaries visibly demarcated by the amount of light reflected

from the body of the subject of race. Moreover, the possibility of mobility presents the subject of

race with a continuous problem that requires attention and prompt remediation. Race requires the

continuous cementing of its boundaries and exclusive limits while requiring, at the same time,

the possibility of producing society; of producing work; of producing mobility.

In addition to allowing me to theorize about the operation of race mobility, the work of

Ignatiev unveils the condition of race in America. In negotiating the language and the practices

of race American citizens and Irish immigrants shaped race in a non-biological way by endowing

biologic characteristics of the body with extra-genetic power for producing race. The nativism

the Irish community had to politically engage as immigrants was a form of ethnic absolutism that

provided citizens and immigrants with a variety of racial practices to use and cope with; biology

did play a role in these practices, but nativism was not cemented in the immediacy of biological

perceptions of bodies. Nativism didn’t rely on the immediately perceptible phenotypical traits of

the body of non-citizens to work as race. The extra-genetic discourses and practices of nativism

allowed for the conversion of the immigrant into white by articulating the immediate chromatic
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characteristics of the human body into fundamental, natural, and exclusive definers of being; of

what the person was, ought to be, and could never be otherwise.

This definition took the form of norms of conduct; behavior. What interests me the most

about racial performance as conduct in this case is that it can’t take place without sponsorship,

nor can it take place without an audience. In the case of the Irish community, it was the electoral

system, specifically, the Democratic party of the time that allowed provided them with the

necessary racial sponsorship.

The Irish did not vote Democratic-Republican and then Democratic out of
sentimental attachment to those who gave them the vote. The Democratic Party
eased their assimilation as whites, and more than any other institution, it taught
them the meaning of whiteness. Key to this was the Party’s rejection of nativism.
(Ignatiev 2009, 88)

The negotiation of the practices of race requires that the parties involved in this formative and

performative process evolve in to the transformative possibilities of the definition of race; in

opposition to the refusal of race, the involvement in the morphism of race shapes the parties

involved and shapes race and its racism as well. What I am referring to here as the sponsorship

of the performance of race is a specific requirement of race. I don’t intend to imply or claim that

race requires two sides as dichotomies, but to argue that race requires a given positionality that

can be thought as constitutive of its structure and structures, yet also as a structure constitutive in

itself; i.e. that the moment of the negotiation of the practice of race constitutes its own temporal

structure in which the subjects must position themselves – as if they feel compelled to, or forced

– as subjects in order to enable the productivity of race, and the reproduction of race. The

positions however, are previously established by the structure of race itself in terms of quality,

quantity, and value – to name a few. In other words, the most desired position within the

structure can be occupied by any of the parties, but the language of race and the language of
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stratification determine a priori, more or less, the position of the subjects as individuals and as

groups. In the case of immigration, the broken links with the roots, the past, the working society

of the former social life, the exhaustion of attempting to build a new social life, the frustrations

of the place of arrival, can powerfully determine the position of the immigrant in this racial

negotiation of intelligibility; the many losses that implicit in migration are important in terms of

race enabling and regulating the asymmetry of the structural relation between the immigrant and

the citizen.

In terms of race, the positionality, the negotiation of the language of the practices and the

practices themselves don’t imply changes in the state of race, nor do they imply changes in the

state of whiteness. For instance, for the citizens of the United States represented by the

Democratic Party, as was the case within Ignatiev’s study, easing the assimilation of the Irish

community as whites by, among other things, rejecting nativism didn’t cause the white to

become less white; on the contrary, it advanced white race and racism, transforming it, by

moving it out of the impasse, the problem, the confrontation with itself, the confrontation of its

subjects at the moment of deciding the type of society the new subjects and their practices could

enable. The articulation of the structure of the color line and the formation of the color camps

were the form race took in solving its previous impasses; they were the resulting subjects of race.

Performance of Racial Mobility

In theorizing about the positionalities of the structure and structures of race here, I am

attempting to deal with the regulation of its performances. I mentioned previously that

sponsorship as well as performance were important; now I also want to add that expectation and

consumption are also important elements in the morphism and constitution of race. While the

performance of race has more or less been theorized as the self-identity or racing of the subject
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of race, I understand the sponsorship of the performance as the political utility the citizen finds in

the multiplicity of social practices available to build its city (M. B. Foucault 2003, 33). The

performance of citizenship regulates racial sponsorship in terms of social and citizen

productivity; it selects which social practices to develop, translate, modify, and deprive of

language or/and meaning. It is also possible to think of the immigrant subject as performing

citizenship since citizenship requires a process of naturalization, but I think that the immigrant

performs for the most part the citizen’s transformative morphism of race while the citizen

performs primarily its reproduction. Ignatiev describes this sponsorship as the process of

“teaching” the meaning of whiteness (88). The Democratic Party as the teacher or sponsor of the

system of discursive and social production it serves and aims to develop.

Think of this in this way: the sponsor of the performance sets up the venue and the basic

rules of the performance so it can take place by the means of the multiplicity of possible

performances of its performers. In the case of the Democratic Party and the Irish community,

nativism was rearticulated as color camps and a divisive color line; the venue for the morphism

of race to take place was organized around the proper means of producing and, later, re-

producing “an acceptable standard of ‘white’ behavior;” in other words, by setting the standards

of the performance of white race. A bounding of the performances of race in the regulatory

practices of white race; in this specific case, by the creation of the “white vote” (89).

To make clearer the function of race mobility in the re-articulation of race and the

operation of race morphism, I want to present an analysis of the broadside “The Results of

abolitionism” presented in figure 1. Although the image dates from 1835, a theoretical analysis

of the depiction of society and a well politicized social condition of the time can provide us with

a form of visually understanding the operation of race and its mobility in our society.
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Figure 1. The Results of Abolitionism! (Unknown 1835)

Ignatiev (2009) uses the broadside presented in figure 1 to allow the reader to visually

understand the political positionality of the Irish immigrant with regards to the prospects of

abolitionism (104). The emphasis on class and the position of the Irish immigrant in the class

composition of the type of capitalist society that abolitionism would produce are evident in

Ignatiev’s discussion in the chapter preceding the image. Rael (2004) uses the same broadside

presented in figure 1 to address the political concerns of the time regarding the emergence of the

white working class and the menacing prospect of the alliance between Blacks and white capital:

“[e]mancipation would, the poster asserts, entail the inversion of racial and labor hierarchies to

the detriment of the white worker” (19).

I want to suggest a different interpretation of the image depicted in figure 1. Instead of

doing an archaeological analysis of the image and its direct use and intentionality when it was

published, and instead of confining the analysis to capitalist relations, I want to propose to see
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the image as depicting the mobility of race that our society allows and that I am theorizing here.

Issues of class, class alliances, and capitalism are depicted in this broadside in terms of race and

thus, it depicts not only the race-class alliance, but the operation of race in the articulation of

class; race role and importance on the articulation of our society are present in the figure

supporting the class and racial anxieties of the time.

The background of the image, the edifice, surrounds, encompasses, everything that is

happening in the foreground. I see this background as society itself; society as an edifice that is

in the process of being built. Since it is impossible to know how high, or how wide the building

depicted in the image is, I think that what the image depicts is the society and the possibility of

its continuous expansion, growth. This could be interpreted as the theoretical infinite growth of

capital as well, but I think that it depicts the racial necessity of society – the racial constitution of

society – since, contrary to capital, race must be contained in the same way that the walls of the

edifice contain the interiority of the building and its exteriority.

Notice as well that in the image presented in figure 1 there is a base; the base represents

the crystalized moment of foundation of society; the moment at which the agreements on what

type of society is going to be built are made. This moment of foundation is assumed as a fixed

one in time in contrast with the infinite possibility of the development of the founded society. In

this case, it makes visually present the necessity of agreeing on the foundations of race. It is

interesting to observe that there are no doors in sight at the level of the base implying that the

edifice of the racial society is, in fact, about the delimitation of racial camps; that there can’t be

equality while whiteness and the alterity of whiteness exist.

Now, in turning my attention to the human beings depicted on the image, I want to

suggest that the scene depicts racial mobility while using elements of capital and anti-capital
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articulatory elements; these elements have already been discussed by Ignatiev (2009), and by

Rael (2004). I am interested in the mobility of race itself. The characters depicted in different

colors of skin are separated, they occupy their own spaces; black and white characters don’t mix.

On the other hand, the immigrant worker seems to be in the middle of these two spaces;

occupying their own space. While the black and white characters remain steady, fixed, in their

position and producing discourses, the immigrant white worker is mobile and, although he never

incursions in the spaces of black or white, he moves in between. The immigrant worker mediates

the discourses produced by the hierarchies of race: the white capitalist orders the black

supervisor, the black supervisor orders the immigrant workers, and the black workers at the top

direct the labor of the immigrant workers. The immigrant worker does not produce speech, but

moves at the command of the speeches produced within these hierarchies.

Another interesting element of the image is that there is no direct command given to the

white immigrant workers by the capitalist, as if the mobility of race would be possible by the

command of whiteness and the reverberation of this command by blackness; as if whiteness

commands, and blackness pushes not only as a repetition of white command but also by a

declaration of difference. I think that if the intentions of the artist were to depict the treason of

the white capitalist by the alliance with blacks these intentions reveal the operation of race and

the productive power of the mobility between the racial camps as well as revealing the intrinsic

dependence of class on race for the articulation of a society structured in dominance (Hall, Race,

Articulation, and Societies Structured in Dominance 1996, 31). In addition the image makes

relevant the necessity of gender since all the characters appear to be male. The only individuals

producing work in the image are the mobile immigrant workers; precisely because they are

positioned socially – and depicted in figure 1 – between these two camps. I would like to argue
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that the white immigrant workers in the image perform a task that racial normativity prescribes

through its discourses and practices; more specifically, the task of productive mobility or the

morphism of race. The racial society requires racial mobility for the performance of its

productivity, and for its reproduction.

Finally, in the image depicted in figure 1, I think that the mediation of the white

immigrant workers as it is presented is not a coincidence; it is not only the mobility of the labor

that is important but the direction of the movement and the changes in height of this movement

as presented in the graphic. I would like to argue that what the artist draws by placing a character

going up the ladder with a burden is the negotiation of the practices of race – the movement, the

labor, the work, and the burden. If the intention of the artist was to advocate for anti-abolitionism

and favor white solidarity, he depicted the burden of the white on the white and made a case for

the re-allocation of the burden of the white worker on somebody else’s back; on the back of the

nonwhite for it is the burden that being subjected as nonwhite, of being a particular type of

subject of race in a racial society that is considered a burden here.

Racial Anxieties: Working Out the Intelligibility of Race

Moving from the analysis of this the broadside presented in figure 1 I want now to

propose the analysis of the case of the Latin American immigrant to further theorize on the

operation of race and race mobility. Initially, I would like to use Julia Alvarez’s (2010) How the

García Girls Lost their Accents because I believe it provides the reader with a brief account of

how the practice of race mobility operates for the Latin American immigrant. In a superficial and

blunt way, the character of papi in the novel expresses the goal of the Latin America immigrant

in the United States: to become a different type of human being, a new race of people; white and

perfect. White by the influx of good blood in to the family that can act as a physical warranty and
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barrier against any bad sexual choices of the women of the immigrant community organized as a

family unit, and perfect by physical formation and transformation and by the acquisition and

polishing of the language of the society of arrival [emphasis added] (26, 37). These two goals of

racial mobility and transformation expressed by the character have a component of time and a

component of geographic location, of place: the past versus the future expressed in generational

terms, and Europe as the aimed geographic location via the United States or, more specifically,

the realization of Europe in the United States. This realization speaks of a particular and specific

form of conceptualizing, living, realizing, and reproducing race and raced subjects.

Whitening is so important for the immigrant that renouncing it, even if it is done as an

statement of fashion or as a desire of visual – visible – compliance to similarity expected and

required by the group the immigrant happens to frequent, can become a source of anxiety and

distress; the character of mami, the mother in the García family, is well aware of this problem

and expresses this anxiety to the character of the psychiatrist attending the character of Sandra.

The doctor replies back to this anxiety with an interesting phrase: “That is understandable”

[emphasis added] (52). Through the account of mami and, particularly, through the response by

the character of the doctor, the author presents the reader with the practice of race; the racial

anxieties are expressed by the immigrant and these anxieties are “understood” by the citizen

doctor. The practice of race becomes apparent here at the moment in which one character

expresses an understanding of it and the other accepts it; agrees upon. It is at this point at which

agreeing on what it means to be white, at least in a very particular and physical way, happens in

the story. I understand this agreement as a social agreement on how race should be handled in the

case of the immigrant and the citizen in our society rather than a momentary effect of the

racialization of the relation and the subjection of race decided by the individuals involved.
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For this reason, I see this agreement of the characters in the story as one particular yet

very common way in which the Latin American immigrant seeks agreement and agrees on the

meaning of whiteness and the type of racial subjectivity that is sought with the American citizen.

In this private moment, with the reassuring locality of the space and the dialogue confined by the

legally supported and guaranteed confidentiality of the relations between individuals in non-

public realms that race is been learned by the parties involved (McKnight 2010, 28). What I

mean by learning here is not a sudden understanding and agreement that happened out of a void,

but a specific development of the understanding of differences and similarities between human

beings; as something that the subjects involved in the practice understand to be there and seek to

develop further to give, perhaps, a more defined shape to their subjection; to define through

speech and agreement on the meanings of those speeches – past, present, and future – a more

coherent, manageable, perceptible, intelligible boundary to their racial subjectivity. I think that

this learning is a social mechanism by which what we deem in the United States as the private by

law – due to the legality of the individual as a citizen or a non-citizen – can take shape, through

the work of the practice of race, and become legally public; to give form to the racial society that

the learning subjects seek (27). I don’t see this as static or discontinuous moments, but as an

intrinsic mechanism of the mobility that race requires to continually demarcate its boundaries

and limits. To be able to agree on race is to be able to agree on the mobility it allows; to agree on

the possibility of being something else than what it is without ceasing to be raced. This is the

idea of mobility that the doctor in the novel has agreed to and uses when he answers that he

understands the mami’s anxiety rather than answering to the expression of this anxiety with a

professional assertion or advice. I think that race can be theorized as what it could be rather than
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what it is or what it becomes. This argument will be discussed in chapter six where I deal with

the sublime of the practice of race.

There is another aspect of the mobility of race that the novel allows to consider: its

mobile fixity. Although I have discussed race as the possibility of difference and sameness, I

think that it will be too simple and limited to continue the theorization of how to address the

problem of the immigrant stratification and the classification of the immigrant subject uniquely

in this way. The mobility of race may suggest that difference and sameness are the fixed camps

that the mechanisms of race produce; however, I do think that sameness and differences are

much more complex than static spaces. Sameness and difference can be thought as mechanisms

that enable the definition of the conditions of the practice of race; i.e. sameness and difference

are used as pseudo discourses by which the potential of the practice of race and its limits can be

tested. A form of negotiating the value and the allocation of quality and quantity of the

intelligibility of the practice; a form of establishing how unequal or equal the subjectivity of the

individuals involved becomes and could become, and, at the same time, a form of establishing

the limitations of such equality and the erasure of certain limits to further allow the development

of the inequality established by the test.

Yo and John:
She said that just because they were different, that was no reason to make her feel
crazy for being her own person. He was just as crazy as she was if push came to
shove. My God!  She thought. I’m starting to talk like him! Push comes to shove!
She laughed, still half in love with him. “Okay, okay,” she conceded. “We’re both
crazy. So, let’s both go see a shrink.” She winced, taking on his language only to
convince him.
…
“I love you. Isn’t that enough?” he resisted. “I love you more than it’s good for
me.”
“See! You’re the one who is crazy! She teased.
Already she had begun to mistrust him.
…
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Because he accused her of eating her own head by thinking so much about what
people said. Because he believed in the Real World, more than words, more than
he believed in her. (Alvarez 2010, 73)

In this particular conversation of love between the two characters, the author presents the reader

with the unsettling realization of being human just like the other person is; of the other person

being human just as one is. This realization becomes so unsettling and problematic for the raced

subject that, in fact, it breaks up any formal social relation between the characters – love,

partnership, marriage commitments, gendered established positions in the relation, and so on –

and forces the characters to desperately find mechanisms to re-enclose, recapture their relation,

or to find new mechanisms altogether to suture or give new meaning to the exploding

intersubjectivity of this individual and mutual confrontation with their humanity and their

subjection.

The two characters have established their differences, they both understand them, they

both resent them especially because these differences have been articulated by the other

character at the same time the character have brought those differences into herself and himself.

Yolanda, the character, finds herself being just like John in her resentment towards the

confrontation with difference that John has imposed on her; Yolanda reacts, in resentment, by

confirming her difference. Yolanda, then borrows John’s language to suture the new agreement

of difference in sameness; the character agrees on their differences by negotiating the degree of

sameness that their social relation requires at the moment after the crisis of meaning of their

racial positions, and the degree of sameness that the racial subjectivity of the character allows.

Yolanda doesn’t solely convinces John about sameness at the moment of difference, she

convinces herself as well. The author confers language and meaning to this suture by making

reference to the formative mechanisms of psychiatry and the necessity of fixing what appears to
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escape closure and enclosure – Yolanda’s subjection perceived as craziness – implied in John’s

language of the racial and gendered subjection of Yolanda. There is no necessity on agreeing on

the strict definitions and meaning given to the specific words used, there may also be dissent

with regard to the language as there is in this case; the agreement of the practice of race in this

quote from the novel becomes intelligibly presented in the suture of sameness and difference

precisely when they become the most evident.

Another important aspect of the practice of race in its mobility that the author teases out

in this section of the novel is the congruence between gender and race. The two characters speak

and perform the language of gender by being described as female and male in a heterosexual and

heteronormative relationship, their uneasiness with these performances required from them, and

their mutual subjection they are able to exert through these performances; at the same time, both

characters perform their races as either the immigrant or the citizen. Without these two

mechanism of difference and sameness, this portion of the novel would not make sense for the

reader, nor will it allow the author to develop the characters as representations of real human

beings in our society. Without these mechanism, sameness and difference would not have any

social meaningful – productive – meaning. There would not be any possibility of racial mobility.

Distance performs, as well, an important role as a mechanism to suture race by sameness

and difference; a particular form of the intelligibility of the skepticism demanded by race

(McKnight 2010, 31): Yolanda mistrusts John; John is a subject of the real world, while

subjecting Yolanda to the realm of the mind and thought. In this separation the characters

practice the ever growing racial separation demanded respectively by their ethnic and gendered

camps and subjectivities. In addition, I think that distance may not only operate as a chasm or a

separation enabling the suture of the racial society through difference and sameness; it needs also
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to operate as a mechanism allowing for the measure of quality. In this case, distance enables

quality measuring by accumulation and distribution. Yolanda loves John only half of what she

used to; John loves Yolanda more than he deems adequate; John loves the “Real World” more

than he loves Yolanda. Each racial and racialized position requires a degree of quality, a degree

of accumulation or lack of properties. I will further theorize on these mechanisms of

accumulation and lack in the section concerning the formation of the stratification of the

immigrant community.

Finally, to conclude with the present explanation of the concept of racial mobility, I want

to briefly make reference to the variety of other instances in which the expectations of the

mobility of race in the United States become performed by the characters in Alvarez’s novel. For

instance, Yolanda becoming anxious, desperate, and resentful in her understanding of sexual

interaction which fail her, her lover, and her class mates; in this desperation Yolanda pursues

sameness with the community she understands herself as not belonging to (Alvarez 2010, 93-95);

the citizen lover that had expected Yolanda to perform a particular sexual role coherent with her

ethnicity that could have worked in accordance to the expectations and requirements of race in

the United States (98-99). The very explicit references to the agreement on the expectation of

race in the United States between the immigrant and the citizen (100). The Garcia sisters’ own

description of the lack of privileges expected from their immigration from the Dominican

Republic to the United States; on the other hand, the citizen’s understanding of the privileges of

Latin American immigrants depending exclusively on the blood ties with the dictatorships of the

time. In addition, the sexual anxieties that deeply concern the characters with either retaining or

losing their ethnic identity (107-109). Racial and gendered sexual exposure of the immigrant to

the citizen (114). Cultural shocks that cause momentary schizophrenia without changing the
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ethnic subject (117). The immigrant exposure to citizenship as the innocence of life about to be

violated (132); and, finally and more generally, the search for the solution of the problem of

being an immigrant, and the continuous search for common intelligibility on the expectations of

race between the immigrant and the citizen (133-149). All these instances allow us to better

understand the concept of racial mobility in a very concrete way, through the performance of the

character that speak one of the many realities of the immigrant community participating in the

practice of race by being subjected and shaping her or his own subjection.

Conclusion

I have tried to show in this chapter that the problem of the stratification of the Latino and

Latino immigrant community is a problem of race; more specifically, it is an expression of the

practice of race in the everyday of the community. For the community, racial subjectivity is

constituted, in a way, by the amount of racial mobility that its members are able to make work in

accordance with the practices of race agreed as acceptable in America; this mobility is

constituted by the fact of immigration – the geographical movement of the immigrant person and

the practices that this movement entails – and further given shape by the practices of the

individual members of the community in their daily interactions with citizens and other fellow

immigrants and residents. The Latino community, then, positions itself politically as if it would

be in a negotiation with the color line and it is this type of negotiation which stratifies the

community racially. Proximity to blackness or proximity to whiteness constitutes the positions

and social spaces that the Latino person works out for herself or himself in America either to

become integrated or to remain segregated. I want now to expand the theory concerning this

problem in the following chapter. In chapter three I will expand on what I have considered as the

three ideas that broadly define the practice of race for the Latino community in the United States.
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By considering the immigrant self-definitions and the social mobility of the immigrant as racial

practices I have moved away from the community of sentiment that constitutes the ethnic

absolutism of the nation and started considering the moral friendship of the vernacular of the

everyday following, in some way, Gilroy’s initiative. Without dismissing the role the former type

of community plays in the constitution of race in the everyday, I want to argue in the following

chapter that it is still possible to practice race in the vernacular; McKnight’s theory of the

everyday practice of race continues to be important for it will allow me to show that the practice

of race is a race-aesthetic practice that relies on the type of moral friendship described by

Aristotle and required by the Latino person to establish a sense of belonging or strangeness to a

community.
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CHAPTER 3: The Moral Materiality of Friendship

Introduction

In chapter two I have addressed the racial constitution of the Latino immigrant and Latino

resident community by means of the practice of stratification characterized by a form of socio-

racial mobility that includes, as a constitutive element, the immigrant’s self-definitions. In this

chapter, I want to expand my initial theorization concerning racial stratification in the Latino

community and continue presenting a background for the theory of race-aesthetic in the United

States by discussing the third point of the sociological approach presented by Fernández-Kelley

(1998) and partially addressed in chapter two: the formation and reproduction of the immigrant

community through the allocation of material resources, the quality of these resources, and the

management of social capital within the established community. Aristotle’s conception of

friendship allows thinking of this expression as a form of morality that constitutes the racial

practices in contemporary American society for the Latino community. I consider, then, moral

friendship in this chapter as a practice by which the Latino immigrant and Latino resident

community materializes, or makes more intelligible in terms of the national economic system of

production and distribution of goods, the practice of racial mobility in America. I want to show

the reader that the social distribution of goods and the economic structural organization of the

country are constituted and given objective meaning by the requirements of race in the practice

of social mobility. Since my concern in the present work is the Latino community I will show

this by theoretically analyzing the way in which the Aristotelian moral friendship works for the
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community and the role this friendship plays in making race intelligibly by means of the

distribution and allocation of these goods. Finally, this practice of moral friendship I am

addressing here allows critical race theory to consider the way in which race is constituted as an

aesthetics.

Resource Allocation and Presentation of Racial Mobility

For the immigrant in some cases finding a community for support and comfort can be as

important as having survived the border crossing or the clandestine sail through the ocean.

Finding a community can also be important for the immigrant to ease the transition between the

life at the place that had been left behind and the current and uncertain possibilities of life. In

addition, finding a community can be important to soothe the pain of the many hardships the

immigrant hopes not to live through again and to heal the scars that these lived hardships had

left. For the immigrant a community at the place of arrival can fulfill many if not all the basic

needs a human being could hope to fulfill. The way in which the immigrant communities become

constituted in the United States aims to fulfill many of these basic needs (Fussell 2004, 162,

Price 2012, 803-806); they also fulfill the requirements of the racial society in which they come

to be formed and the racial requirements of its constituent members (Kretsedemas 2012, 84-85).

The allocation of material resources, the quality of these resources, and the management

of social capital within the established immigrant community or for the establishment of a new

community are usually considered necessary for the survival of the members of such

communities and, thus, theoretically ignored as having an impact on the practices of race

(Fernández-Kelly 1998, 85). As if an acknowledgement of the fact that all humans have basic

needs – as well as universal rights – relieves us from the necessity of politically engaging this

particularly important practice of race. In addition to serving as a form of acknowledgement
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against the world, as a veil or mask of the ways in which we practice race, this theoretical neglect

is a device that allows the practice of race to advance further by undermining the coherence of

our understandings of the cultivation of racial cultural ethnicity. It is true, however, that the basic

means for the sustenance of life have not been considered predominantly as one of the ways in

which race is practiced and, at the same time, rather they have been considered more often as the

consequence of class or the articulation of class and race in colonial capitalist regimes. I think

that various currents of Western thought have contributed to facilitate this displacement; it is

possible to see this from Aristotle’s Ethics to, and more prominently, in Marxist thought.

However the ease with which this displacement is facilitated by Western thought, the neglect I

am referring to here is of another type: the neglect that is required by our racial society from the

citizen and the immigrant.

In other words, the economic factors involved in the articulation of the discourses of

race and the intelligibility of the practice of race are objective criteria with which “an original

moment of racial differentiation … [is] masked or obscured … to spread its definition as it were

through all social activities and therefore be available to interrogation in none of them”

(McKnight 2010, 45-46). I argue that in this case these economic factors I am considering are, in

addition, constitutive elements of the contemporary practice of race and that the obscuring they

produce in our critical engagement within our complicity in the practice of race are the

consequence of the way in which we engage them theoretically. What I mean here is that this

particular objective criteria can also be theorized as something other than a criteria; as one of the

material realities of being human that by being so quintessential are used as one of the most basic

and necessary pseudo discourses with which the intelligibility of the practice of race can be

learned. I think that the overarching reality of the economic in the life of the human and the
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importance of the economic in the dominant global mode of production greatly facilitate the

widespread viability of race beyond the physical appearance of the body of the human being. The

subject of race has found in the economic one of its more powerful tools to spread the

reproduction of race and the defusing of any of the critiques of racial practices. If the most basic

need of a human is to have the means of sustenance such as a loaf of bread, glass of water, a roof

under which to spend time, and a job before being a social being why should we ever question

any practice of accumulation of resources, the qualification of some relevant qualities of these

resources, their management, and the management of people in order to support – by regulation

based on these basic needs – the delimitation of the possibilities of the community in relation to

any other community and of the possibilities within such communities? This is obviously a

problem. We have, thus, to address the economic theoretically as a race formative practices.

If the economic can be theorized as one of many sets of formative practices of race

outside of class, the stratification of the immigrant community, the racial divisions of the state,

and the global definition of nations and states – racial by themselves – can be better understood.

In these instances racial formation can be said to occur in the assignment of geographic

locations, endemic species, trade quotas, immigration quotas, educational level, and so on to

individuals and/or groups of individuals located in the racially created space of the globe as the

basic resources that constitute what the person is and could ever be as a national subject without

regard of his or her geographic location; for instance, an Ecuadorian person, or a non-European

as migrants. This is Racial formation occurs in this way, as well, in the appropriation of these

elements as the basic resources sought by the racial subject and his or her racial community. In

some ways, this is a type of geographic Lusotropical subjectivity (Pimenta 2011, 225-229); it is

also the racial delimitation of subjects in a geographic space (Isfahani-Hammond 2008, Ch. 5).



57

I want to explain this with a more detailed example. Let’s say, the Ecuadorian subject of

race is what she or he is as a raced subject by the incorporation of all the elements of her or his

family, and Ecuadorian culture including the soil, the birds in the jungle, the most common trees

growing in the neighborhood, the color of the house, the quality of the education received at the

school attended and so on in the subject as the most basic means by which the subject can be

what he or she is. If a little bird usually flying in the skies of Quito was previously a bird that so

happened to land close to the window of a house may be only once in its lifetime and sing a

beautiful song in that uneventful morning, it is now a fundamental constituent of what the raced

Ecuadorian subject is in Ecuador as a citizen and in the U.S. as an immigrant. What I what to

show is that the memories of her or his experiences, her or his life experiences can be used to

give meaning to the racial subjectivity of the person either in her or his country or in the country

of arrival in this way. This can be better understood in terms of the concept of decency as an idea

usually associated with whiteness that is used to substitute phenotype in order to allow for social

distinctions between racial and cultural classes in Latin America (Cadena 2000, 48).

The list of these basic means of subsistence of the subject of race, of course, can only

increase by the different social forces that constitute our society such as the market, the media,

and the portable and wearable technology to name few; however, although the list may increase

in any manner, what the subject of race is does not change, on the contrary, the intelligibility of

the difference and sameness of the subject become ever stronger as if the list of basic needs

would be a necessary kernel, an ever polished and refined boundary of the race of the subject. I

use the word kernel here only to present a graphic description of what I understand as a form of

the cultivation of race; its politically unchallenged spread. What I understand a kernel is not

conceptually and intelligible absolute; it is plagued by pseudo discourses – techniques and
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mechanisms – that could readily be used in learning the practices of race. This is, perhaps, what

allows the immigrant, for instance, to claim an absolute and exclusive social position in our

racial society by claiming his or her allegiance to the preference and particular enjoyment of a

type of music, food, or ways of bringing up a family. At the same time, this is what allows the

citizen to claim his or her cosmopolitanism and sustain her or his complicity with race.

Aristotelian Friendship: Facilitating the Process of Learning Race

To expand on the theorization of the economic practice of race as I see it here and to

better understand this practice, I want to discuss Aristotle’s description of happy man’s

subjectivity. I want to discuss how the mechanisms of economic management, production, and

distribution of the means of subsistence for human beings are the mechanisms of the production

and reproduction of race in our contemporary society. What I am asking here is: how is it

possible to define race based on a particularity of the human being, convert this particularity in

an absolute limitation outside of the realm of politics, and render this particularity a necessary

invisibility for the expansion of racial practices?

In many cases the economic is theorized as a result of the practices of class, race and

gender; I think that although the theorization of the economic in this way has allowed us to

render visible the extent of the social effects of race, gender, and class, it has not allowed us to

have a more comprehensive critical approach to these issues. I do think that we can see the

objective economic measures of these issues as epistemic devices for the acquirement of

knowledge about their social effects; nonetheless, I also think that the economic can be thought

as constituting these practices. The economic can be thought as constitutive of these practices as

a foundational mechanism although not as mechanism of origin but more like a generalized

specific agreement on meaning. In the post-war and in the post-Civil Rights era, the economic
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has acquired a more prominent status as one of the many foundational mechanisms of race.

Racial population control constituted in economic terms is a very well developed mechanism of

cultivating the intelligibility of the practices of race and the formation and enforcement of racial

camps, and racial solidarities by means of these practices. The contemporary practice of walling

is a more recent and very objective example of population control constituted in this way (Brown

2010, 28, 71, 95). The use of the economic to control populations is also constitutive of the racial

scripts used to regulate immigration from Latin America (Molina 2014, 19-23, 29-34).

The economic mechanism of the practice of race is a form of defining – bounding,

limiting – subjectivity; a way of understanding what it is to be a good human, and a way of

actually being a good human with other good humans like oneself. For instance, for Aristotle,

happiness defines a type of subjectivity similar to the one I am referring here to as the dedicated

crafting of the Self, a good, and the possession of such good in a society of possessors of other

goods that one can’t master. In other words, the subject is good by and for himself but he is as

good as he can be with others that are good by and for themselves.

[I]t is perhaps absurd to make our Happy man a solitary, because no man would
choose the possession of all goods in the world on the condition of solitariness,
man being a social animal and formed by nature for living with others: of course
the Happy man has this qualification since he has all those things which are good
by nature: and it is obvious that the society of friends and good men must be
preferable to that of strangers and ordinary people, and we conclude, therefore,
that the Happy man does need Friends. (Aristotle 2004, 214)

I think that what Aristotle is doing here are two things: one, he is conceptualizing the human as a

Self – a subject – in function of the associations any particular human has with other human

beings. A human can’t be a human much less a Self without these associations or in complete

detachment of associations that allow the development of the Self. Two, Aristotle is conceiving

these associations as an overarching definition of what the Homo sapiens is as a species, and that
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this overarching conception based on associations needs more specific and localized definitions

and re-definitions of the human as good. In other words, if we were to investigate about human

matters, we would be able to find the human as a good human, as a Happy man, in society – in

associations; on the other hand, what this means is that the whole of the associations possible for

humans are not to be understood as comprising the good human. The good human can be found

in these human associations as one of its constituent elements, but as a well-defined one.

What I find problematic at this point is Aristotle’s conceptualization of human

associations and the craft of the Self is, first, the overarching character he confers to these

associations. By conceptualizing human associations in this way, Aristotle is able to theoretically

separate different types of beings – sentient from non-sentient according to his knowledge and

understanding – and to separate types of sentient beings – good from other types. Although this

may seem to the reader a way of classifying concepts for their study and cultivation for the good

of mankind on Aristotle’s part, I think that it is a conceptual device that allows Aristotle to learn

and form an understanding of what he sees as a particular type of subject: the good human or

Happy man and the role of this man in the constitution of the good society or preferable

associations. At this point I am asking the reader to think of what Aristotle is doing here for and

from our contemporary understanding of ethics, society, practices, and humanity in Western

thought rather that thinking of this in the exact same way Aristotle did for this would be

impossible to do.

This understanding of human association proposed by Aristotle is problematic not only

for the separations it allows and requires, but because of what it suggests in political terms. I find

Aristotle’s theorization of human associations as constraining in political terms. If the human is a

social animal and by nature is meant to live with others it is, thus, difficult to develop critiques of
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what he thinks nature has given man. Aristotle, thus, is allowing for the theorization of society,

human associations, and the good as natural; a given that defies comprehension and political

action. And, although he allows for the investigation of the relations, and for the investigation of

the forms in which the Self can be crafted in the mastery of the good, he doesn’t allow for the

questioning of the way in which the good comes to be. From my point of view, what Aristotle is

masking in this theoretical move concerning society and the Self is to divert politics from a work

that requires separation, division, and formation of what we consider in Western society as the

good. In the particular case of race, the good I am concerned with is friendship.

One of the reasons I think the contemporary practice of race is so widespread and

immensely multiple in its applications, forms, and varieties is its plasticity; we deem race

contributing to the good of society and that this very problematic form of good is possible

because we have found a way to practice race as a form of friendship. If race is not natural any

more in the sense that it can no longer be defined by genetic differences that can objectively be

allocated in matrixes of thought such as species, it is because we have found a way to naturalize

it in a different way (Gilroy 2000, 14-16); as natural to the constitution of our society. We have

made it possible for race to become so necessary and multiple in our society by practicing it as a

friendship in an Aristotelian sense.

It is for this reason that I find particularly important to focus on the formation of racial

camps and raced subjects, and the so often ignored implications of the use of the economy by the

subjects in the practice of race. For Aristotle, the economic was tied to labor and so necessary to

the humans that it had nothing to do with the craft of the Self; therefore, it had nothing to do with

politics since he saw money as the means to achieve other ends and it were these other ends

which were of his concern (Aristotle 2004, 25). In many ways, in terms of race, we have decided



62

to ignore the importance of the economics in the formation and maintenance of race. I think that

in our society we understand the economic as something so intrinsically necessary for the

formation of its intelligibility that questioning it as race formative and racist would become an

act of delusion, of questioning objective reality itself. Among the many ways in which the

economic is overlooked in regards to race I will mention only two at this moment: in many cases

we still decide to understand the economic as necessary to achieve other ends thus not

necessarily as political; for instance, a person needs to eat after all and there can’t be politics

when and where the person is starving to death. In the globalized society, starvation can take a

multitude of forms and, thus, the displacement of politics can easily take hold in any social

space. In other cases, we treat the economic as political by focusing on ideological and abstract

constructs such as Socialism or Capitalism to name just few. Nonetheless, the economic has

become even more important regarding the formation of race in contemporary society; the

material means necessary for the achievement of other ends have become constitutive

mechanisms of the intelligibility of race rather than simple raw materials for the consumption of

the body that as Self performs any political action. What I intend to show here is that the

contemporary practices of race share a variety of similarities with friendship as described by

Aristotle and that it is through friendship that the economic becomes, in a way, constitutive of

the process of learning and practicing race.

How is it possible that differences in ways of being become fundamental? How is it

possible to conceptualize, understand, and then practice something as the fundamentality of

being like no one? There are many differences between human beings and beings in general, but

why are they racially fundamental? There may be a process that facilitates the intelligibility of

this fundamentality. How is it possible to have race in the way we have it today? How is it
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possible to develop strong forms of nationalisms based on race as if the nation were a racial

camp in Gilroy’s words? How is it possible to conceive the practice of race outside of the

genetics of phenotypes and in spite of the law still manage to practice it very prolifically in our

neighborhoods, our schools, our communities, and everything that we may consider very, very

close to home, to us? Perhaps there is no coincidence in the fact that most human beings become

aware of the intelligibility of race at the moment we start engaging in social relations out of the

household. Perhaps, there is no coincidence in the fact that we can claim, in many cases

successfully, that we are not racist because we are surrounded by an entourage of ethnic and

African-American friends. I think that most of us become aware of how race is supposed to work

and learn about it at the moment we want to establish a friendship – of any type – with another

person that we suddenly discover – start learning – due to the pervasiveness of race that she or he

is not like us. This sudden realization or lesson on the intelligibility of race is facilitated by

friends, the family, the media, and/or the friend herself or himself. But the question still persists

for me: how is it even possible to nurture and sustain that which we have learned about race and

apply it in different situations and in different forms? How is it even possible that the practices of

race acquire their intelligibility? They certainly don’t occur by themselves by the effect the

concept of race has on us. I think that we also learn how the concept is supposed to work

materially in our society. In other words, we don’t just learn to race, how to race, how much, and

when, we also learn how to learn race and how to develop the mechanisms of this learning and

practice processes. We are able to learn race because, at some point, learning it has been made

easy for us; because we strive to make its intelligibility easy to learn and practicable in the future

away of the impediments and difficulties that modern science and the politics of rights present to

it. I have to point out that although I think that race requires work to develop its subjectivity, to
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develop ourselves as subjects of race, I also think that we work the mechanisms that allow its

further practice, application, and use in a more efficient way. The economic is, thus, a sort of

cognitive device by which learning to race becomes more efficient.

We understand the economic as an intrinsic component of our society due to capitalism

and globalization. The economic is much more than the necessary means for other ends; it is

constitutive of the structure and understanding of our society. For the immigrant, it is the

immigrant network that provides one of the most prolific spaces for the learning of the

intelligibility of race. Immigrant networks are usually, though not in all the cases, oriented to the

provision of material resources, and to the organization and distribution of these resources as

well as the allocation of the immigrant in particular areas of the society of arrival. What I find

problematic in this case is that it is possible for immigrant networks to become racial camps –

defined by regions, nationality, education, needs, and so on – by creating a space where race can

be learned. The allocation of resources and their management is an intrinsic part of the practice

of race of the immigrant network. What I would like to present to the reader here is an

understanding of how the intelligibility of race is learned and facilitated through and by the

resources that the network allocates and manages. I don’t think that it is race alone that dictates

the procedures of management of the resources and the types of resources to be allocated; I think

that the practice of race in the immigrant network becomes possible by the allocation and

management of these resources. It is at this point where race, gender and class become

articulated. It is here where the racial subjectivity of the immigrant becomes possible, the racial

subjectivity of the citizen becomes intelligible, and the immigrant community becomes stratified.

I think that the concept of friendship helps understanding how the economic works as a

device for the practice of race. For Aristotle, the Happy man needs friends; it is only natural for
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this Happy man to have friends. We can’t argue otherwise. However, for this subject, a friend is

no other than another Self.

[T]he good man is to his friend as to himself, friend being but a name for a second
Self; therefore as his own existence is choiceworthy to each so too, or similarly at
least, is his friend's existence. But the ground of one's own existence being
choiceworthy is the perceiving of one's self being good, any such perception
being in itself pleasant. Therefore one ought to be thoroughly conscious of one's
friend's existence, which will result from living with him, that is sharing in his
words and thoughts: for this is the meaning of the term as applied to the human
species, not mere feeding together as in the case of brutes. (Aristotle 2004, 216)

Race, thus, is possible in our society’s immigrant networks and strata of the immigrant

community because it is practiced as friendship. The persons allowed to form part of it have to

be adequate; we have found that the practice of race becomes possible, easier, and more

desirable in order to associate ourselves with those we think of as adequate. In our migrations we

desperately want to make new friends, to be with somebody to ease the anxiety of the change and

therefore we race our friends into the community and everybody else out of it; we race ourselves

into the community and we race everybody else out of our lives; it is this type of friendship that

allows for the cementing of fundamental differences; here differences become fundamental and

the subjects of race we want to be in our contemporary society become, in one way, possible.

The type of friendship I am referring here is one that requires a variety of forms of inclusion and

exclusion and that it is the economic that provides most of the necessary mechanisms to achieve

this for the immigrant community and the citizen. The articulation of the intelligibility of race is

made possible by these mechanisms or devices.

Moreover, the economic becomes even more relevant for the understanding of the

practices of race if we consider that friendship has to be limited by the numbers.

Are we then to make our friends as numerous as possible? or, as in respect of
acquaintance it is thought to have been well said "have not thou many
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acquaintances yet be not without;" so too in respect of Friendship may we adopt
the precept, and say that a man should not be without friends, nor again have
exceeding many friends? Now as for friends who are intended for use, the maxim
I have quoted will, it seems, fit in exceedingly well, because to requite the
services of many is a matter of labour, and a whole life would not be long enough
to do this for them. So that, if more numerous than what will suffice for one's own
life, they become officious, and are hindrances in respect of living well: and so we
do not want them. And again of those who are to be for pleasure a few are quite
enough, just like sweetening in our food. (Aristotle 2004, 216-217)

This emphasis on numbers, it seems to me, constitutes the Malthusian conflict between

population and resources. Friendship implies limitations in numbers and these numbers have to

be controlled for the sake of what friendship demands; Malthus (2013) uses the availability of

consumable resources to set the limits of virtuous attachments (10). In this case, it can be argued

that resources can easily constitute the limits of friendship as the horizons of the numbers

friendship is socially allowed to flourish.

In the case of the contemporary practices of race limiting the amount of friends implies

the limitation of the resources available to the racial community so the inclusion and exclusion

could become easily intelligible to friends and everybody else. Resources are not necessarily

infinite, nor are they readily available all the time, and due to these two factors race becomes

easily practiced for it supports the delimitations that the subject of race aims at achieving in and

for its subjectivity. It is through the limiting and delimiting devices of friendship that the

fundamental differences we use to define race become intelligible as fundamental rather than

differences as the multiplicity of the work of human Selves. It is friendship that allows the

friends to be and experience themselves and each other as friends regardless of the differences of

the individual Selves while, at the same time, allowing them to experience everybody else as

others. We should then start critically engaging friendship and the role of the economic in order

to advance the critique of race in immigration I am proposing here.
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Although numbers are important in economic terms concerning the intelligibility of

friendship in this way, friendship is not always practiced in terms of raw quantities; moreover, I

think that the friendship that makes contemporary race intelligible and widespread relies on a

variety of other mechanisms that become even more important to the thriving of race rather than

these raw numbers which contribute mostly to the intelligibility of the conceptualization of race

as a place of absolute difference and differentiation. I will develop further the mechanism of

numbers somewhere else, for now I want to deal with the mechanisms that friendship provides

the subjects of race for the practice of race.

The Morality of Race

One of the mechanisms that allows friendship to render contemporary race intelligible is

its association with morality; I think that this is a very important mechanism that friendship

provides for it allows race to be understood in terms of behavior and allows for race to be very

plastic and performative. For Aristotle, for instance, the friendship that leads to the good, a

friendship that is preferable from the point of view of the Self, is that which goes beyond the

friendship provided by pleasure – use; it is a friendship based on the moral character of the

parties involved; moreover, this friendship is permanent (Aristotle 2004, 199). I think that this

way of thinking of friendship, of thinking of the personal friendship in contrast to the way of

thinking about social friendship, is what allows us to understand things such as Whiteness, or

The Latino, or the Ecuadorian as fundamental. I also think that this type of fundamentality is not

something that is found in our everyday lives as if it would be an intrinsic, original attribute –

given by something such as the nature of being human – that it is there and that inexorably

defines and guides every definition of what we are; it is a fundamentality that is decided upon

agreeing on whom we want to excel with and what we want excellence to mean. Here, I would
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like to point out that I understand this excellence as the act, the decision, the work towards,

setting up a general – very basic, appealing, agreeable, may be even undeniable – understanding

of a particular form of being Self by understanding other forms of being Self as unworthy; as

understanding any other forms of being Self as disposable, disposed, and at disposition to the

worthy Self’s self-meaning; as a form of creating a universality; as a form of understanding the

many forms in which the deprivation of meaning, and this deprivation itself can be understood.

In other words, to excel with in the case of racial friendship is the practice of deciding what is

going to mean for the Self and what is going to be meaningless. Meaningless here, however,

doesn’t imply a deprivation of meaning but what is going to mean something that doesn’t belong

or can’t belong to the racial subject or the Self of race for the particular racial subjectivity

sought.

The fundamentality that friendship allows for the continuous practice of contemporary

race can only mistakenly be assumed or understood as foundational; I think of it more like a

particular test that morality allows for the creation of compliances with what it was agreed upon

as an intelligible generality and for the formulation of judgments of degree about these

compliances. It is Aristotle who gives us a way of thinking of this type of friendship found in

moral character as a continuous work of testing compliance.

[S]uppose a man takes up another as being a good man, who turns out, and is
found by him, to be a scoundrel, is he bound still to entertain Friendship for him?
Or may we not say at once it is impossible? since it is not everything which is the
object-matter of Friendship, but only that which is good; and so there is no
obligation to be a bad man’s friend, nor, in fact, ought one to be such: for one
ought not to be a lover of evil, nor to be assimilated to what is base; which would
be implied, because we have said before, like is friendly to like.

Are we then to break with him instantly? Not in all cases; only where our friends
are incurably depraved; when there is a chance of amendment we are bound to aid
in repairing the moral character of our friends even more than their substance, in
proportion as it is better and more closely related to Friendship. Still he who
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should break off the connection is not to be judged to act wrongly, for he never
was a friend to such a character as the other now is, and therefore, since the man
is changed and he cannot reduce him to his original state, he backs out of the
connection. (Aristotle 2004, 203-104)

If, in general and initially, race is a concept that is made possible as the result of our skepticism

in regards to the others in front of us which requires us to put in practice our learned reaction of

testing the natural status of the other human being (McKnight 2010, 31), once all the parties

involved in the everyday interactions of a community, a society, or any other association of

beings have accepted to be complicit in the practice and fundamentalizing process of racial

differences it is the type of friendship I am describing here which allows the mentioned parties

into advancing further these racial differences. In the case of the immigrant, once the initial

moment of the encounter that migration presents the subject with has led to the resolution of the

problems inherent of dealing with the skepticism of the immigrant and the citizen, the complicit

refusal of engaging this skepticism further, and this skepticism in itself, becomes practiced as a

friendship. It could be said, in a very simplistic way that once the upheaval of anti-racism has

passed and the mechanisms of defusing it have been put in place, and once racial peace has been

achieved we decide to call each other friends, we all agree that we have overcome race, we deem

ourselves colorblind, and we all choose “freely” which types of human being we want to

associate ourselves with and under which conditions.

For me this is very problematic since I don’t see this type of practice as a “mask” that can

be thought and dealt with as if it would be a characteristic of the new forms of racisms, but as the

current practice of race and anti-race. Addressing this issue, this moral friendship, will never be

as easy as exposing the openly racist individuals; it will never be as easy as exposing the racist

language in anti-immigration laws such as Alabama’s HB-56. Solving this type of practice will

not be as easy as having a complete amnesty for all undocumented immigrant, nor will it be as
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easy as having a reform of the Immigration and Naturalization Service either for instance; if

these types of solutions can be considered easy at all. Racial friendship allows all of the

complicit subjects of race to race, perpetrate racist acts, behave racially, use each other as

objects, and so on and walk away from the situation with a smile after the proper excuse or

justification for the “moment” has been given or presented. Even if the smile becomes literally

impossible due to a powerful critique or due to the overwhelming evidence of the racial act

committed and its consequences, the smile – the happiness of the Self of which Aristotle speaks

concerning moral friendship – can’t be taken away from the face of the racial friend-accomplice,

from the subject of race. After all, we are all friends once the democratic debate has ended,

and/or once the individual perpetrators have been punished properly, aren’t we?

The first thing that we should consider here then, is that in order to make race impossible

in society it may be important to address friendship as a very powerful mechanism of race rather

than a given human-social attribute or as something implicitly good or bad. Hence, if as

discussed above one of the practices of race is a refusal of letting go our skepticism through the

mechanisms of friendship, how is then that this refusal is practiced more specifically? I think that

the Aristotle’s passage referenced above on friendship can help us understanding this particular

practice. The refusal of the skepticism of race (McKnight 2010, 31) becomes intelligible to us as

a moment at which we suddenly realize that the post-racial upheaval other is a scoundrel; i.e. at

the moment at which we want to make the post-racial upheaval other in front of us a

fundamentally different being. What Aristotle is doing for the racial subject in this passage is to

provide the skeptical Self with the tools to perform the test that allows it to remain unscathed by

the impact of his or her skepticism; if it is possible that another Self can be made fundamentally

different and that the own Self be made fundamentally different than the other in front, there may
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be a way of transforming this work, action, of conversion to fundamental difference of one Self

and the other Self in something that doesn’t harm these selves, especially the Self we decided we

want to be. What I mean here is that Aristotle provides a mechanism for the Self to become

immune to the potential harmful effects of the reductionist self-deception of the

fundamentalizing action of difference. Thus, Aristotle suggests that the Self can remain

unscathed by the action of accepting something as fundamental differences by allowing the Self

to formulate tests of compliance and by making these tests the necessary means to the end of

happiness; or, perhaps, by making these tests the work performed by the Self of the happy man.

I think that Aristotle’s formulation of friendship as presented in the passage allows the

Self to practice fundamental differentiation and, at the same time, allows the Self to work this

imposed – on other Selves – and self-imposed limitation as another definitive action of the Self;

an action that defines the Self as good. The problem here is that this crafting of the Self is, in

fact, a movement that allows the Self to formulate an understanding of fundamental difference.

Here Aristotle allows us to think that by setting up a test that allows us to formulate agreements

about what the depravity of the other is while making possible a denial of the role the testing Self

has on the development of these agreements. I think that it is this denial which makes possible

for us in theory to speak of fundamental difference since this fundamentality requires this

movement of erasure in order to allow us to think that a particular type of Self is of such type

rather than of another type. In the Ethics Aristotle is very aware of the multiplicity of Selves and

solves the problem of what is preferable and what is not preferable for the happiness of man by

presenting a craft of the Self that defines the Self in terms of preferability and, because this

preferability pertains to something such as the good assumed as beyond human action or beyond

any question from the part of the subject seeking it, the Self can only come to be through crafting
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in the most natural way: the way of the good. Other ways become discarded as if they were the

natural ways of things other than the good. Without this mechanism it will be very difficult to

formulate an intelligibility of absolute difference when we claim to strive for the equality.

Aristotle deals with the difficulty of concealing the problem that this mechanism presents

to the Self and confers the Selves with the possibility of re-crafting the depraved Self by

allowing for the possibility of amendment and reparation of his or her moral character.

Nevertheless, I think that this is another mechanism of concealment of the role of the Self in the

absolute delimitation of the Self used by Aristotle since repairing something such as a moral

character implies that it should be of one form rather than another and that, at the present

moment, it is not what we have agreed it to be; moreover, this agreement is, as has been

discussed previously, reached in terms of what lies beyond human action or in terms of what

should not be questioned by the human if the human is to be human. This is what makes it

possible to conceive something such as a moral character as fixable in the first place. I think that

this is the way in which our contemporary society has developed the mechanisms that ease the

learning and the practice of race.

Being an Ecuadorian Immigrant

What does this mean for the immigrant community? I intend to answer this question in a

more detailed way in the following chapter. For now I want to argue that through the

mechanisms of friendship that I have discussed here the Ecuadorian immigrant, for instance, is

capable of conceiving herself or himself as Latino, or agreeing that she or he are in fact Latino,

but fundamentally different from the Colombian, the Cuban, or the Mexican to name just few of

the countries of departure that are used to define the absolute differences that stratify the

community. To follow with this example, it is possible for the Ecuadorian immigrant to attend,
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let’s say, the birthday party of a Mexican immigrant friend at a bar in an unnamed city in the

United States and dance with some of the people present at the event; at the same time, it is

possible for the same person to discuss and declare that she or he can dance as Ecuadorians do,

but that he or she will never be able to dance as the Mexicans do because only the people from

Mexico can dance in their own particular way because they are Mexicans. Moreover, if it is

possible for the Ecuadorian immigrant to think of the dancing as something that has been learnt,

it is possible for this same person to claim that such particular form of dancing is characteristic

of the Mexican immigrant because it is in the blood, because it has been ingrained in the body,

the muscles, the psyche of the person by the family and the culture of the country of origin.

In a way, in this conversation, the subject of the Ecuadorian immigrant is forming her or

his own racial subjectivity by working and re-working her or his friendship at the event and by

delimiting what is shared, what can be shared, and what will never be shared between the

persons participating in the racial subjection at that moment. On the other hand, if the

conversation makes evident the racializing use of the mechanisms of friendship at this particular

moment, the use of these mechanisms is not momentary; it is a continuous activity by which it is

possible for an immigrant from Latin America to claim that things such as a form of dancing

belong solely to a particular group of people and that such things are better or worse than those

belonging to other groups of people. This claim of things being better or worse are the practice of

racial friendship of the subject of race in immigration; it is through this practice that the racial

subject of the immigrant determines the type of subject she or he wants to be and with whom he

or she prefers to be associated with. It is in this practice that the immigrant subject of race uses

the country of origin and her or his known intelligibilities of belonging to include and exclude

the others of the Latino community and the others of other immigrant communities and
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communities at the geographical location of arrival. In this way it is possible to think of the

friendship that the Latino allows as the same type of friendship that allows to have different

types of Latino that are fundamentally different than each other. If it is possible to think about

agreeing on fundamental differences within an immigrant community through the mechanisms of

friendship it is also possible to think that these mechanisms allow for the agreements on

fundamental differences between immigrant communities and between these communities and

the citizen. These differences and these stratifications are the definitions of the subjects we want

to be as immigrants (McKnight 2010, 65); they are the work of the subject that, in an aesthetic

move, determines that the limited, delimiting, and limitating social subjectivity that has produced

and strives to make viable for the subject’s sake is friendship. I think this is one of the difficulties

that the immigrant community faces; that the Latino community faces: the difficulty of

addressing the stratifications we find in the community because we understand them as this type

of friendship rather than the practices of subjective spaces of race.

Conclusion

In this chapter I expanded the idea of the Latino immigrant and Latino resident

community stratification as the practice of race of the community in America that I started in

chapter two. I developed theoretically the idea of the management and allocation of resources

within immigrant networks to show how these allocations and managements of basic goods are

constitutive elements of the stratifying practice of race although they are, certainly, necessary

and important for the social life of the person as a human being and as an immigrant. A critical

analysis of Aristotle’s moral friendship allowed me to theorize about the way in which race is

constituted through this practice of resource distribution and allocation and how this practice

forecloses or naturalizes the social space of the subject by regulating this space and by locking
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out any possibility of politics after the moment of the acceptance of friendship; moral friendship,

consequently, constitutes the absolute difference of the friendly associated moral subjects in an

aesthetic, and perhaps, pleasing way. If the absolute difference of race is constituted in this way

for the Latino community so the multiplicity of the practices of race in the everyday of the

community can be made to work to constitute race in America, what is race as a practice? This is

the question that I will answer in the following chapters. In chapter four I deal with the idea of

the aesthetic contract to begin developing a theory of the race-aesthetic of contemporary society.

I will use this idea of the contract to theorize about the social malleability of race in history, and

to show how this malleability works today.
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CHAPTER 4: Aesthetics, Race, and the Problem of Theoretical Absolutes: Introduction to Race-

Aesthetics

Introduction

In the two first chapters dealt with the problem of stratification of the Latino immigrant

community and theorized about its constitution as a practice of race. I argued in chapter two that

this stratification of the community can be thought as a heterogeneous positioning of the Latino

resident and the Latino immigrant as subjects of race in what can be thought of as an in-between

of the literal color line between blacks and whites. Expanding this idea, I argued in chapter three

that this stratification constitutes absolute differences within the community as well by means of

the use of basic and social goods. The practice of racial stratification, then, becomes intelligible

for the subjects participating in it as a form of moral Aristotelian friendship. I want to present for

consideration of the reader in this chapter the role of aesthetics in the practice of this friendship.

Here, I will discuss the idea of the aesthetic contract as a manner of introduction to a more

detailed yet limited analysis of the Kantian beautiful and sublime as the practice of race-

aesthetics in chapters five and six respectively. I will use in this chapter Henry Sussman’s (1997)

theory of the aesthetic contract to present a solution to the problem of the Fanonian mirror in

Postcolonial Studies stated by Henry Louis Gates Jr (2010) and advance critical race theory. The

work of Paul Gilroy continues to be important here for his idea of the diaspora as a solution to

the problem of race and the contemporary dispersion of strategies against race make use of the

aesthetic as a tool. I consider this work important yet limited in the way it deals with the problem
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of race because it is still possible to practice race in the everyday of the vernacular as a race-

aesthetic. McKnight’s (2010) work has shown how race is made workable in the everyday rather

than being strictly an institutional or structural practice; I continue to develop this idea and

expand it here and in the following chapters. Finally, Derrida’s (1998) idea of the language of the

other, with some caveats, is presented here as a way of dealing with the problem of theorizing

about the race-aesthetics strictly from the point of view of the aesthetic contract.

Moral Friendship, the Black Atlantic, and the Mirror of Post-Colonial Theory

The analysis of the aesthetics that I present here draws on Gilroy’s work on the aesthetic

production of the heterogeneous counterculture of the Black Atlantic; a culture worked in the

movements of black people across the Atlantic characterized by struggle towards emancipation,

autonomy, and citizenship transcending “both the structures of nation state and the constraints of

ethnicity and national particularity” (Gilroy 1995, 16, 19). In Gilroy’s theory, it seems to me, art

is used to fulfill a similar purpose to that developed by aesthetes for art in late modernism; i.e. as

a reaction to the forms of art in modernity – modernism, as a critical engagement and

overturning of certain aspects of art in modernism – history, development, narrative (Krauss

1985, 22), presence, origin (38), verticality (73), and as another way of potentially fulfilling the

ideals of modernity by means of opposing primitivism as superior to contemporary civilization

(52, 62). Gilroy doesn’t approach aesthetics in this exact way, yet his use of aesthetics is carried

out as a critique of this late modernism and by means of counter-appropriations of the

appropriated aesthetics (Barson 2010, 10). This structuralist and linguistic approach to the

problem of absolute difference presents certain problems; the problem of this approach that

interests me the most is the use of the aesthetics. In other words, what I find problematic is that

there can be a use for aesthetics to do or undo race. Using aesthetics to overcome the problem of
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absolute difference implies that there are relations structured socially in terms of dominant

discourses and that these relations can be overcame by a modified, original, or different use of

aesthetics to produce art otherwise; i.e. critically and counter-hegemonically. I will deal with the

problem of hegemony in a later chapter. Again, what interests me here is aesthetics as a practice

of race.

The positioning of the Black Atlantic as a counterculture of modernity remains, for me, a

useful tool in the theory to engage the absolute difference of race and nation in their constitutive

homogeneity. The Black Atlantic, then, is a position and a field for heterogeneous cultural

practices in forced and voluntary diaspora against the appropriations of race and the exclusion of

Blacks and non-whites from the development of modernity by means of these appropriations. It

is also positioned against the constitutive patriarchy and male dominated Western culture.

Gilroy’s counterculture is directly positioned against the Aristotelian community of sentiment of

the nation discussed in chapter two. This positioning, however, engages culture at the level of the

discursive articulation of modernity of the West (1995, 7-8); it engages the unity of articulation

of the different discontinuous social discourses – race, ethnicity, and nation – in a “specificity of

the modern political and cultural formation” (17, 19, Laclau 1985, 106). Hence, the

counterculture assumes a social givenness – as a social symbolic meaning – which, albeit open

and diverse, determines it (Laclau 1985, 112-114); it is also within this givenness that the

counterculture is positioned as a destabilizing mechanism which allows, at the same time, for a

redefinition of the givenness of the symbolic articulated openness of the social (136). Moreover,

the politics of the counterculture is positioned inside and outside of the discourse of modernity –

blurred – and partially transcending modernity in the critique to modernity in the past and a the

formation of a postmodern future (Gilroy 1995, 37, 56). It is displaced spatially and temporally
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in regards to the practice of race and the realities of race; it is displaced in the countering act, in

the opposition to the realities and in the opposition to the practice. The counterculture is

presented as a distance with the practice of race and positioned in the practice as the abject and

antagonist (58); it points out to responsibility as a possibility but deflects the complicity in the

practice of race otherwise – as an imaginary essence (102). It is in this way that the subject can

become emancipated or become free from oppression (70). It seems to me that in this way

theorized, the counterculture of the diaspora neglects its constitutive role as a practice of the

Aristotelian friendship I am dealing with in chapter three. It is possible for the counterculture to

evade its responsibility in the survival of race as a given concept that can be easily applied in the

neighborhoods, in the local communities, in the immigrant community, with and among friends

in what Gilroy terms the vernacular (38); by presenting descriptions of the space available for

friendship and for the space available to the friends (McKnight 2010, 65).

If friendship can be presented as an essentializing mechanism – a justification for what

subjects do – in the practice of race to work out subjectivities of race, how should we approach

theory in such a way that we become able to engage these practices in their meanings – uses –

rather than finding ourselves coming back to find balances between ethnic absolutisms and

ahistorical nihilisms as Gates suggests from his reading of Hall (2010, 46-50)? Gilroy is also

aware of this problematic tendency and positions the counterculture in this same way (1995, 32,

102). How do we engage critically with the ways in which race is practiced contemporarily in the

everyday beyond the limits that the theory presents in its development? There may be many

answers to this question; here, however, I would like to argue that one way to start addressing

these issues is to engage critically the tendencies that keep dragging the solutions to the problem

of ethnic absolutism to the poles of postcolonial theory. I understand these tendencies as the
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problem of the colonial paradigm, the canonization of Fanon as a global theorist, and the

different appropriations of Fanon (83-86). What I think of tendencies are for Gates an epistemic

problem: that of the appropriateness of the use of Fanon as global theorist in a practice of

theoretical hygiene by the theorists that engage Fanon in this way. The alternative to this

epistemic problem is a rehearsal of the “agonisms of a culture that may never earn the title of

post-colonial” (112).

I find this approach to the tendencies problematic. What can the immigrant subject do

with her own subjectivity and the social practice of race of the state and immigration? How can

the immigrant deal with the immigrant communities, with the human traffickers, with the

coyoteros – border crossing facilitators or human traffickers, and with the personal tragedies and

aspirations as a human being? Does a politics of agonistic balancing work? I am concerned with

what I see as balancing – or, supporting one set of theories instead of others at a given moment

and position them agonistically against others to such an extent that the plurality of sides

balances theory just by being plural – here because I think it is problematic that the theory

presents solutions to the problem of absolute difference as a struggle within the frameworks set

by determinate engagements with absolute difference rather than presenting solutions as

engagements with the problem itself. This seems not useful for a politics that allows the

immigrant person to deal with the intersubjectivity of race without further reliance on the

mechanisms of race. This approach seems limited addressing race in the specific practice so as to

render it useless – meaningless (McKnight 2010, 41). I do think that critiques of the poles and

the limits that theories present have a place due to the problem presented by academic and

personal positionalities, but I also think that if a critique of the poles or/and a critique on the

support of certain theories rather than others becomes necessary for the left it is because we have
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a certain problem as theorists: we keep falling back rather than solving the problem; the

contingent necessity of the presence of the positionalities has become our problem as if it were

our necessity.

Why is it that if representation has been theoretically and critically developed to a great

extent by Hall, if the importance of memory has been considered as valuable for a coherent

politics that addresses race and valuable for the formation of a political community, and if when

culture and ethnic absolutism have been found problematic by Gilroy as forms of new racisms do

theorist of the Left have to continue developing theories within the same problems? This may

imply that the problems have not been solved to particular satisfactions, or that there is

something we find appealing in these problems that makes theorists very reluctant to advance. I

think that we find something in these theories, in the poles, in the dwelling in the in-between so

aesthetically favored or pleasing that moving away from this becomes a real struggle; a

misplaced one, yet still useful for what we do. The problem with this type of struggle is that the

theories become constantly at odds with the everyday. In the effort of theorizing effective critical

politics to overcome race, gender, class, and other type of differentiations, more often than not it

is possible to find theories that are promising and become enamored with them; then, the struggle

to overcome this attachment consumes the theory and politics becomes abstractions; i.e. a

politics with considerable limitations, or, in some cases, a politics that is no politics at all.

Instead, I suggest that, for the moment and as a way of advancing the theory, we engage

the appeal or devotion that theorist have towards these theories at the poles. Particularly, I

suggest we engage with Gates’ case of the postcolonial globalized Fanon; not as something that

Fanon has done to allow himself to be used in a particular way, or as something that appeals to

theorists about his personality or work but the appeal itself. The devotion and appeal of Fanon
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leads me to ask the following question: why do theorists find themselves reflected in Fanon’s

mirror and how can this be useful for theorist that want to undo race in its practice? What I am

suggesting here is that more than a psychoanalytic question, this is one of theory and practice.

Fanon’s mirror is a mechanism by which the critical self can be consolidated with Fanon – as a

mirror – as the other (Gates 2010, 93-94). It is, at the same time, a device for the oblivion of

what this critical self does (Gates 2010, 101). Fanon, as a mirror, is haunted by the Antillean

colorless mirror and its consequent tabula rasa for identity politics (109-110). Fanon’s appeal is

an appeal of a particular subjectivity constituted aesthetically; the theorist likes herself or himself

reflected in Fanon. If there is a reluctance to abandon Fanon’s mirror which allows for the

positioning of theories at the poles as constitutive of subjectivities with which theorists can

become enamored, it is possible to think of the balancing act addressed here as a form of a

particular subjective negotiation and constitution; as a practice of the conditional application of

race. I think of the consolidated other of Fanon’s mirror as the practice of aesthetics and the work

that comes from this aesthetics; a practice of race that conditionally masks what the racial subject

does to define its social space and constitute its racial subjectivity. Arguably, theorists deal with

– negotiate – race in the everyday of their writing some times in this way; in the everyday of

what we do when engaging Fanon’s mirror in our theory. The Latino resident and the Latino

immigrant deal with race in a similar way; in this aesthetic – racial – practice that makes possible

the fulfillment of the conditionality of race socially and race itself as a practice in the everyday;

as, for instance, an Aristotelian moral friendship. It is in this way that I want to start addressing

aesthetics.
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The Language of the Other as the Aesthetic Contract of Race

On one hand, Gilroy’s work on the diaspora and the Black Atlantic has shown the

problems of culture in the national and transnational context, on the other hand the movement of

the theory from ethnicity to the vernacular doesn’t deal with the aesthetic problems that this

movement presents and allows. In other words, I think that Gilroy has allowed critical race

theory to move away from the Aristotelian community of sentiment and the social friendship of

ethnic absolutism to a realm that is closer to that of the Aristotelian moral friendship of absolute

difference of human beings in their encounter with each other even though it aims in some of its

developments at avoiding this type of problem. Following, I deal with the problems and the

implications of this type of friendship that the politics of diaspora allows through its aesthetics

and the effects of this aesthetics in a politics against race.

There are two questions that I consider important to start addressing this problem: one,

what is the role of aesthetics in the politics of ethnic absolutism and what makes it usable in the

counterculture? Two, what is the politics of the aesthetics of absolute difference of the

communities of sentiment and what makes it usable in the countercultures of diaspora as an

aesthetics of particular identity or moral friendship? In order to answer these questions I will

deal, in a general way, with some of the basic understandings of art in modernity and the

postmodernity, the place of art in society, and the use of aesthetics in the formation of the subject

of race in the Latino and Latino immigrant communities in the United States. The role of the

artist in modernity and the politics of the artist, the artist’s subjectivity, and artistic subjectivity

will be considered in the same way. The role of aesthetics in the framing of ethnic absolutism

and the use of art in the subjectivity of the absolute different ethnic subject will also have to be

accounted for. Finally, the aesthetics of subjectivity that Gilroy and Hall propose, and the role of
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Latino immigrant community aesthetics are considered as well in order to advance the theory

closer to a solution of the problem of absolute aesthetics of moral friendship as proposed here.

These topics are dealt with in separate sections through the rest of the development of this text.

There are two issues that I think need to be addressed briefly in this chapter before

proceeding with the theory; one, the issue of the original moment of subjectivity that causes the

loss of the possibilities of the Self in the moral friendship (McKnight 2010, 36), and the problem

of the contractual hegemony of race (20). For the moment what I want to argue is that although

the work that follows hints to a certain historicity or descriptive practice, it aims at theorizing

about the mechanisms or devices of subjectivity of the everyday of race, some powerful ones that

can be found in the aesthetic. There can’t be a recovery of the original moment of the

subjectivity, there not need be; but contract and structural ideas of the aesthetic contribute to an

effective engagement with the intelligibility of race in the everyday. What I want to suggest is

that although there is no need to go back to an original moment of race it is important to engage

what subjects do in the practice at the moment of the encounter. Thus, by presenting some of the

possible uses of the aesthetics, and its importance in the use it is given within the practices of

race, I want to argue that persons develop their racial subjectivities with the fullness of their

humanity and that this fullness is understood as the aesthetics of the racial subjectivity; I don’t

think of the practice of race necessarily as producing absences, lack, or limits to humanity. I will

show that the practices of race in the everyday are possible due to, in part, a particular move – by

the use of a device or devices – of the subject of race when assuming the compartmentalization

of what it does as human being in modernity and the postmodernity – as if what it does were

something like fixed or amorphous positionalities or truths – while living in full its life as a racial
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subject and denying it in the process. This, is an aesthetic move; a politics of the aesthetic of the

subject in modernity and even more so in the postmodernity.

The difference that the definition of race allows in its practice requires the complicity of

the parties involved in the practice; in the bringing about of the concept of race in the everyday

(31). What I want to explore now is one of the most influential and very particular ways in which

the complicity takes place. I think that the idea of contract allows for addressing some of the

ways in which the subjects of race agree on and learn about the social conventions required by

race and the type of work it requires from the subjects in the craft of their own subjectivity. Now,

one of the problems that theory runs into while dealing with contracts in regards to race is that,

for the most part, contracts are considered public processes in which the general will is crafted in

word or by any other means that signal consent and that it is this printed word or these other

means that have to be followed more or less carefully in the way Rousseau may suggest we do in

the social contract. The idea of contract I have here in mind is not this type of document or final

outcome of a legislative process, but something more like what Locke would call tacit

contractual agreements. However, contrary to Locke’s view the type of contract that will be

useful to engage here is a form of learning agreements somewhere else of what is considered the

traditional sphere of the public and, at the same time, socially; a type of contract that works at all

levels of human life and allows this life to be lived in its fullness in the possibility of society. I

think that the idea of the aesthetic contract becomes very useful in providing a basic description

of the learning process of the practices of race and a sort of explanation of the necessity of race

in society.
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The aesthetic contract is the practice of art based on the learning of certain conventions

defining art, the works of art and the role of art in society, and the continuous reshaping and

unlearning of the conventions that it allows – for it doesn’t necessarily prescribes.

An aesthetic contract defines the problems and solutions that discourse and
artistic invention are willing to address for a certain time. The conventions or
terms of the contract are precisely these problems of an artistic or intellectual
community is willing to undertake for the duration of the contract.
…
The aesthetic contract is in effect so long as its always provisional and tentative
solutions are to problems whose relevance is agreed upon by some consensus.
…
Particular aesthetic contracts come into effect because, at the level of mimesis,
they pose and answer questions about knowledge and experience better than
alternate models.
…
Artists and intellectuals do not adapt, that is, abide by the terms of a particular
aesthetic contract only because of the brilliance or innovation in the experiments
[of art] themselves, but because the experiments have obtained a certain public
sanction, and the sanctioned modes of production function as settings for the
intellectual and artistic endeavor. In abiding by the contract, artists and
intellectuals relinquish a certain amount of their creative freedom and personal
idiosyncrasy. They do so in exchange for certain degree of recognition,
affirmation, and in some cases, material benefits. (Sussman 1997, 166-167)

This type of contract presents us with certain similarities between what we can consider art or

not and what we can find in the practice of race nowadays and during modernity. It seems to me

that aesthetics changes its agreements according to its usefulness in the practice of race of the

particular epochs. For instance, the wide variability of the practices of colonization and the

practice of Slavery in the Americas, and the changes of its conception according to the

experiences of the times from raciology to cultural and ethnic absolutism, from cultural and

ethnic absolutism to post-Civil Rights era practices of race. If these similarities and many more

that can be thought of appear striking, I think, is due to the role of the aesthetic in the practice of

race and the intersubjectivity of the subject of race. The representations of race – the mimesis –

and the always provisionally – conditionality (McKnight 2010, 63) – of race are the everyday
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practice of racial aesthetics as one of the inventions of modernity to allow for Godless racial

subjectivities; as the invention and cultivation of a fundamentally-differential humanism.

What does an artist have to do with the subject of race or with race for the same matter?

The artist of whom I am speaking here is the subject in regards of its own subjectivity; the

subject of race as the artist, in its own aesthetic freedom – outside the established norms of

subjectivity already established in society – and in its own experiments of subjectivity seeking

certain levels of public sanction – social in general, and race as its transcendental universality of

this particular work of art. It is the work of art, the subjectivity, which aims at being transcendent

as a form of absolute difference of humans and groups of persons in society. I think that the

aesthetic is important in terms of race and for a politics that aims at rendering race irrelevant due

to the importance of the effects of the devices used that are associated with the concepts of the

beautiful and the sublime in the life of every human being.

In the practice of race I think of the aesthetic as presenting the subject of race with

something like the Derridean monolingualism of the other as a device that enables the practices

of race and its subjectivity.

First and foremost, the monolingualism of the other would be that sovereignty,
that law originating elsewhere, certainly, but also primarily the very language of
the Law. And the Law as Language. Its experience would be ostensibly
[evidently] autonomous, because I have to speak this law and appropriate it in
order to understand it as if I was giving it to myself, but it remains necessarily
heteronomous [subject to many external laws], for such is, at bottom, the essence
of any law. The madness of the law places its possibility lastingly … inside the
dwelling of this auto-heteronomy.
…
The monolingualism imposed by the other operates by relaying upon that
foundation, here, through a sovereignty whose essence is always colonial, which
tends, repressively and irrepressibly, to reduce language to the One, that is, to the
hegemony of the homogeneous. This can be verified everywhere, everywhere this
homo-hegemony remains at work in the culture, effacing the folds and flattening
of the text. To achieve that, colonial power does not need, in its heart of hearts to
organize any spectacular initiatives: religious missions, philanthropic or
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humanitarian good works, conquest of markets, military expeditions, or
genocides. (Derrida 1998, 39,40)

The aesthetic in the practices of race in the everyday of our society is close to this law that the

subject accepts as external making it its own as a determinant of its subjectivity and as the

language of the intelligibility of its subjectivity; this is the dwelling of the racial subject in its

subjectivity in the practices of race. Yet, Derrida doesn’t carry the impact of this monolingualism

far enough for the law remains external as a given in the same way an ideology would be. I don’t

think this is correct, at least not entirely. The aesthetic is monolingual in the sense that it is the

regulation and the openings of this regulation – what it allows – concerning the historical

practice of race due to the effects that race has had in the past in society and in the subject, as the

legacy effect, for instance (McKnight 2010, 46); this effect is real and allows for the everyday

racial practices to be intelligible yet it is not what describes or prescribes race and how it should

be kept coherent.

Nevertheless, accepting this monolingualism as regulating and prescribing the racial

subject from outside is a device that enables the subject to assert something like a fact of nature

of absolute difference or the effect of the metaphysics of the West in the everyday of human life.

In other words, it is a way of positioning race in objective terms as the cause of natural

impositions on the body and the being of a human being due to its universal laws. Accepting this

monolingualism as an appropriated externality presents another problem: it positions race in

subjective terms as the sort of imposition that is given by a master – a sovereign. In these cases,

the subject avoids dealing with race with its effects and uses as law, and with its development in

modernity as if they were unavoidable historical consequences of modernity in itself, of

colonization, of nationalism, of migratory flows. Race is made to be an objective and subjective

givenness of a historical process that requires a historical intervention. I think that it is important
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to remember here that it is the colonized subject who made this monolingualism possible albeit

as the devaluated and self-devaluating party in the practice with the possibility of total valuation

in the overcoming of what was being devaluated (Fanon 1982); it was also made possible by the

practices of modernization in Latin America for instance (Cardoso 1979). In addition, for the

subject of race as the artist of its own subjectivity and as accomplice of the practice of race, this

monolingualism is precisely what is sought without the devaluation – as a lack, or as an absence

– playing a role; a monolingualism of a life lived in full as a human being racially self-subjected.

For the immigrant, this monolingualism is made possible by the use of the same mechanism.

This monolingualism in the practice of race, represses, and confines the subject to the

monolingual subjectivity of race; on the other hand, it is irrepressible because the subject has

already agreed on it; it has agreed to the homogeneous of sameness or the absolute of difference

as the aesthetically pleasing – agreeable – that racial subjectivity requires from it. Therefore, in

the practice of race it is very difficult to think of repressions. I will expand on this agreeable of

subjectivity in the next chapter. For the moment, I want to argue that there is no viable way of

repressing this racial subjectivity when the subject finds itself aesthetically pleasing in this way,

when the aesthetic move of the subject of race has been agreed upon, when this type of

subjectivity has been deemed as necessary for the existence of this particular subject – be the

subject white or non-white. The agreement of this monolingualism implies that dissention

becomes a problem and must continually be dealt with in order to establish a form of stability or

unity of coherence of the concept of race in the practices; much like a type of an aesthetic

contract. The aesthetics of the self of race, thus, allows for the heterogeneity of social practices

of difference to be reduced to the one absolute subjectivity at the moment in which the subject

races the person in front of it and races itself. I think that Derrida is correct in pointing out the
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homo-heterogeneity of the “man” – a racial one – of modernity but it seems to me that the

account for the role of the aesthetic and the meaning we give to that “man” in the practice of race

is the other part of the everyday practice of race that it is not being addressed due to the emphasis

he puts on the power of the symbolic in the act of colonization. Nevertheless, this is a starting

point to begin addressing the use of the aesthetic in the everyday practice of race.

Hence, the use of the aesthetics in the everyday practices of race can be thought in some

ways as the Derridean monolingualism in these two effects: one effect is the legacy effect of the

historical development of the practices of race – the social reality and realities of race that

persons have to deal and confront; the second effect is the movement of erasure, or the cloaking,

of the complicity of the practice. The aesthetic presents the subject of race with the possibility of

crafting its own subjectivity by purposefully using agreements on fundamental differences

between itself and another human being or human beings, by liking what it has done or crafted as

a work of art, and by demanding an agreement on the liking of its subjectivity. The demand of

the subject of race is not an imposition or a regulation; this demand works as a form of an

aesthetic contract or as an aesthetic monolingualism of the concept of race. The aesthetic works

at a different level from that of power and it is this characteristic that makes it usable in the

practices of race; the aesthetic may be used as a tool of power to make certain forms of

regulation agreeable or even pleasant, but in this case it remains cast aside as a tool. In the case

of race, I think that the aesthetic is more than just a tool; it is a constituent of the practice; it is

the practice of race of the human being of modernity and the postmodernity. What I intend to

show here is that the aesthetic constitutes race by enabling its practices due to the way in which

conditional agreements on absolute difference are facilitated – eased – by the idea of the

aesthetic – in some ways, the idea of man; by making the possibility of a concept such as race
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possible, intelligible, and practicable. It is possible for the aesthetic to fulfill this function due to

the uses it has been given in modernity. I consider that aesthetic an important element of human

life, and an important element of the constitution of human subjectivity; thus, I don’t think that it

will be possible to theorize that without aesthetics race will be undone; on the contrary, it is due

to its importance in the everyday that it is useful to engage it to address the problem of race.

I propose the analysis of the usefulness given to the aesthetic in the facilitation of the

practices of race in modernity by the work of Kant in the Critique of Judgment. Kant’s

development of the concepts of the beautiful, the sublime, and the good set an outline of human

differentiation founded in Aristotelian friendship; one that can be worked into the absolute

differentiation that makes race possible. The type of subjectivity that these concepts require to

some degree, and more often allow in Kant’s philosophy is the type of everyday subjectivity that

race requires from its subject to constitute modern society. I see Kant’s development of these

concepts as idioms in some cases for the intelligibility of race rather than a structural articulation

of the meaning of the concepts in language. These concepts in the way they had been presented,

developed and established are some of the elements of this contractual monolingualism of the

aesthetics in modernity and the postmodernity; they are, more than concepts, expressions of the

practice of race.

Conclusion

To address the expression of the practice of race as an Aristotelian moral friendship I

proposed in this chapter to engage modern aesthetics in the work of Kant; the idea of the

aesthetic contract was presented, as an introduction to this analysis in the following two chapters,

because it allows thinking about the way in which race is made to work in modern society and

continues to be workable in contemporary society as a malleable practice that requires its own
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adaptation to the always changing social circumstances. In order to advance critical race theory

further and in order to present possibilities for politics that can render the practice of race

meaningless, the work of Paul Gilroy in The Black Atlantic was discussed. A problem in the

theory arises when aesthetics is considered as a tool or as a practice to produce aesthetic works

that may deal with absolute difference; arguably, this is a problem in Gilroy’s theory. For the

Black Atlantic community as it is for the Latino resident and Latino immigrant community in the

United States, aesthetics is important concerning the practice of race; nevertheless, I argued here

that the particular aesthetic of race, the race-aesthetic, is not a tool but the practice of race itself.

Addressing this practice as a life of performances and works of art that constitute new identities

doesn’t address the problem, and the possibility, of absolute difference in what Gilroy calls the

vernacular. In the chapters that follow, the aesthetic contract as discussed here, then, will allow

me to theorize the ways in which race is subjectively constituted and made objective, material,

and naturalized in such a way that it can escape politics in contemporary society due to the

influence of Kant’s aesthetics in contemporary democratic liberalism. Kant’s influence is evident

in the work of John Rawls (2005) which I will address as a manner of commentary in the

concluding chapter of this dissertation.
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CHPATER 5: From Kant: The Complicit Indifference of Race

Introduction

Expanding on the work of McKnight (2010) and on the work of Gilroy (1995), I

suggested in the previous chapter that to advance critical race theory and device solutions that

render race useless it is useful to engage what it is we like in what we do and in what we are in

contemporary America; to engage the race-aesthetic of society and its art – the racial

subjectivity. This is what I will do in this chapter by starting this engagement theorizing about

the Kantian beautiful constitutive of the practice of race in our society. Here, like Fanon’s mirror

in chapter four, the beautiful is theorized as the way of avoiding, or neglecting, what it is done in

the constitution of the intersubjectivity of race. The social necessity of race, or our social refusal

to work race so as it becomes meaningless and useless for what we do socially, requires human

beings to develop and use effectively certain agreements that would make difficult if not

impossible to address what it is done – the agreement, what is agreed, and how – so that the

subjects of race can move on developing particular aspects of society. I consider important

dealing with the Kantian beautiful and sublime of the Critique of Judgment because I think that

the Kantian theory of the aesthetic is used in our society amply; we find Kant successfully

constituting his racial subjectivity and making it available socially to other persons. In the

practice of the race-aesthetic, thus, we make ourselves the geniuses of our own work and, at the

same time, make Kant to work as our genius. Arguably, this is what Rawls (2005) did with his

Theory of Justice and allowed Americans, immigrants and residents alike, to work race
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otherwise. Rawls, it seems to me, provided a new version of the aesthetic contract of race; a very

appealing, and powerful version of race-aesthetic that leaves the politics of the movement behind

as a relic and re-founds American society racially otherwise by rendering race invisible and any

politics against it without theoretical and practical ground. He called this “justice as fairness.” I

will not deal with Rawls’ work directly in the following chapters except for a comment about it

in the conclusion of this dissertation; yet, this theoretical approach to the Kantian aesthetic deals

with the pillars of Rawls’ theory and how they constitute the contemporary practice of race.

The Conscious absence of Interest of Race

For Kant, the “[b]eautiful is what without a concept is cognized as the object of a

necessary liking” (Kant 2009, 241). What is this beautiful and what does it allow in the everyday

practice of race? In which way can a subject become beautiful and in this way become a subject

of race and make possible the practice of race through something like a concept of race? This is

the question that concerns me here. I want to argue that the subject of race makes an aesthetic

judgment of its own subjectivity at the moment of the practice of race and that this judgment

makes possible its subjectivity, the practice, and the possibility of the concept of race.

The first thing that I think is important to consider concerning the aesthetics of the

practice of race is the constitutive indifference of the subject of race at the moment in which it

judges, considers, evaluates, tests, its subjectivity. An aesthetic judgment is carried out in an

unbiased and completely indifference towards the existence of what is being judged. The racial

subject, in order to constitute its own subjectivity at the moment of the practice evaluates its

presentation, position, possible expressions, and it is this precisely what matters the most for the

subject. What is important for this particular subject in the practice is what it is doing with its

subjectivity with absolute disregard of the existence of what its subjectivity is and becomes.
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What matters to prove, to society, to the person in front, to the subject’s own, in the practice is

what the subject does with its own presentation – representation – rather than the existence of

what is being presented or done for the presentation (Kant 2009, 206). This doesn’t imply that

the subject doesn’t exist in the practice and that what exists is only a presentation . The subject

under discussion here is not a de-centered subject; it is not the Lacanian subject (Lacan 1970,

194) even though subjectivity is being constituted in this presentative displacement. On the

contrary, what this means is that the becoming of the subject, the existence of the subject as what

it is and becomes in the practice – the subject of race – must remain outside of any consideration

for any purposes. The importance is given to the subjectivity and, thus, the practice of race

becomes possible, in one way, in this move or act of indifference towards the existence of race

itself in the practice. The practice is not race itself but the practice of race. Immediately, one

problem becomes intelligible here: the practice of race relies on the displacement of its object.

The object of this practice in society is the effects of race on the subject and the actual use of the

subjectivity to affect the subject. In other words, the object of this practice is to constitute the

subject by both the social effects of race on the subject and by the way in which racial

subjectivity in itself can be used to define the subject.

This problem comes from, in part, as a consequence of the elevation of this art above

nature in this concept; thus, the senses are separated from the liking of the subject. What is being

liked in this practice is the subject that comes into existence as a raced and racial subject

transcending the mere effects of the exteriority of nature – proximity of material bodies – and the

sensorial perception of the human being (Kant 2009, 209-210). This is what is valuable and can

properly be presented to consideration as beautiful or otherwise, i.e. what arises this liking: the

subject of race that comes into existence – becomes – in the practice, yet at this point it is not
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fully formed for the judgment that Kant suggests requires additional elements to allow for this

particular type of subject and its practice to become possible at all. What we have here is a

disinterest in regards of the object and a separation from what is given by nature to the human;

thus, in our case, race is not natural, it is a form of subjectivity but it is not of the interest of its

subject. In addition, this detachment of nature is what makes this subjectivity possible in another

way due to the implicit distance between the body and the subject as it will become clear later.

The disinterest is not one of complete ignorance as if the subject would not know or

perceive that its own subjectivity is there, taking place, becoming; it is constitutive and becomes

absolute at the moment disinterest takes place for Kant allows the beautiful to become by a

conscious absence or displacement of interest of the subject that occurs universally (Kant 2009,

213), i.e. all the subjects involved in this aesthetic subjectivity do the same displacement and by

doing so constitute their subjectivities and become beautiful subjects. The conditions of

consciousness of absence of interest and universality make possible the absolutism of the subject

of race for the beautiful IS and if there ARE other beautiful subjectivities then these are

absolutely different from the one contemplated here. I think that Kant is not allowing for

exclusions in terms of the beautiful but of fundamental constitutions of subjectivities. Kant opens

the chasm that becomes the abyss of death in Heidegger and this will become more evident in the

sublime although the beautiful can’t be assumed as the precursor of the sublime; the beautiful in

Kant operates independently but it does allow – gives permission.

The universal consciousness of absence of interest, however, is not something internal

that the subject decides by itself in its constitution by its own powers and alone; this universality

is possible by a demand of agreement (Kant 2009, 215). It seems at this point that power

intervenes in the constitution of the subject of race; however, I think that this is not a point of
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application, an intervention or a use of power in the way Foucault theorizes it but more like a

conditionality of subjectivity for the power that Kant is of a different kind. It is, actually, what

the human being is capable of doing with something like the beautiful. Certainly, on the other

hand, power can be thought as the use of this condition of universality of the beautiful in the

practice of the exercise and execution of the norm, yet it doesn’t constitute by this norm the

subject of race; the norm is applied as a consequence of racing. I think that this is what made

possible the development of raciology and race in general in modernity; by the regulation of the

body and its appearances through the sciences, through public administration, and through

economics in part. The beautiful is not something that is thrown there so others would like as a

propaganda stunt – from an ideology in the traditional sense, but more like something that is

demanded by the subject at the moment of the practice from other subjects and from itself in

order to make possible the completion of the subjectivity – the appreciation of the beautiful;

these other subjects do agree, they are expected to agree on the beautiful for they consider such

work, such subjectivity as being beautiful. In the case of race, the beautiful is agreed in the

practice as if it would have been agreed as being such – race – before any practice; as a

transcendental object that has to be admired only in its presentation, at the moment of the

practice but it is accepted as being beautiful in itself outside of the presentation. As a

consequence, race or difference is accepted as absolute and transcendental and its presentation as

skin color, for instance, or as culture, is agreed as being the most correct or accurate presentation

towards which the subject of race ought to agree with.

Nevertheless, this doesn’t happen automatically as if it would be something innate that

human beings have; for the beautiful to be beautiful the contemplation has to call upon the

subjects for a certain unity – a subjective universality; I think that Kant is allowing, among other
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things, for the mediation of the subjects in regards to their subjectivity; it is at this point that the

artist or the subject as artist enters the scene of the subjectivity of race. The subject as artist

allows for the universality of individual taste to take part in the public; subject and subjectivity

become one in the work of the artist. Kant sees the private and the public as separated and this is

no different in the aesthetic, but he allows for the production of the public by a demand of

universality that comes from individuality – the unity of the beautiful. I see this as the practice of

race for, although Kant imposes the divide, there is a work that makes the unity of judgment in

the beautiful possible and, thus, transcendental. In this way, through the work, the subjectivity

becomes transcendental and, thus, grounds the subject and places it outside of politics. It is not

clear at this point if this placement allows ideology or nature to serve as ground or rule; I argue

that it allows both, but some additional theorizing is needed here.

Racial appeal of Freedom

The beautiful, however, allows for a move to logic and to knowledge when used in

comparison to other presentations; in this move, the universal aesthetic judgment becomes

logical. The representation of the object of the beautiful requires a quantum of universal validity

for everyone – its subjective character – participating in the judgment thereof, yet if the aesthetic

judgment is based on concepts as it is the case in the move to the logical judgment the

presentation of beauty ceases to be and any possibility of engaging its object must go with it as

well (Kant 2009, 216). The object remains outside of the interest but now, it becomes

knowledge; presumably, knowledge of the presentations of the self or knowledge of self-

representations. At this point Kant have us dealing with race in its distinct forms and

presentations which make very difficult to deal with race itself – its practice and intersubjectivity

– as the problem; as something that affects all the human beings involved and allows them their
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subjectivity. This is the freedom of the aesthetic for it can’t be compelled by rules based on

reason, nor can it be limited by the constraints of the vagueness of the senses.

No one can use reasons or principles to talk us into a judgment on whether some
garment, house, or flower is beautiful. We want to submit the object to our own
eyes, just as if our liking of it depended on that sensation. And yet, if we then call
the object beautiful, we believe we have a universal voice, and lay claim to the
agreement of everyone, whereas any private sensation would decide solely for the
observer himself and his liking. (Kant 2009, 217)

The appealing of the word freedom here is difficult to resist for its appeal as a concept, yet this is

one minor problem here. Kant seems to locate the differences between taste, the aesthetic, and

the logic in terms of the use of language and the use of what is captured in language. Hence, the

aesthetic judgment becomes an utterance with universal validity that must be taken as universal

and valid by the other subjects involved, and if anything in particular doesn’t belong to the

agreement is then located in the realm of the private of the sensations of the individual. Here, the

displacement is, again, a matter of feelings expressed in words rather than something that is

constituting the subject; I think that Kant makes this isolationist claim of the aesthetic from the

senses in order to provide security for the possibility of transcendence in the aesthetic. Moreover,

setting this isolation as a matter of utterances or words implies that they can’t have an effect on

the subject when they are actually constituting the subject. Kant provides the subject of the

practice with the devices to assert and sustain a position as if it would be a work of art that could

transcend; as if this would be something very human and more essential than it appears in its

presentation. Kant’s recourse to the utterance confirms the concept of freedom that, in

performance, the beautiful makes possible since neither law, nor knowledge can be brought to

the judgment; what determines the subjectivity, what makes it possible, as a form of

confirmation is the agreement of others (217); thus, a form of contingent but necessary isolation

by consent.
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Pleasurable Stable Agreement of the Complicity in Race

Kant proceeds to explain the possibility of this agreement; here, again, language and

words are the devices employed. The universal communication of a mental state of harmonic

free play of the cognitive powers – imagination and understanding – aroused by the presentation

of the beautiful must be achieved; this, in turn causes pleasure and induces pleasure in the other

participating subjects (Kant 2009, 218-219). The agreement of the subjectivity, thus, requires an

attunement of the subject with what it can communicate with others in such a way that a

particular form of pleasure becomes possible in the practice; this pleasure, is produced when the

participating subjects agree on the work, but it is a given from an internal – subjective –

attunement of the subject performing the judgment. The problem with language becomes more

evident here; it doesn’t allow explaining the pleasure and the effects of this attunement in terms

of the subject of race and the practice of race. I think that what Kant is describing as pleasure

here, a pleasure that becomes possible on the agreement is the complicity of the subjects in the

practice; this complicity, however, is not something that is presented by an individual and agreed

in public, nor is it something private that becomes public through communication. I think that the

complicity is the agreement of the practice that becomes possible when the subjects have

successfully established a working separation between their subjectivity, other subjectivities and,

more importantly, with what they are doing and, thus, constitute their subjectivity. The subject

gives meaning to pleasure in the presentation of race in its own subjectivity which is made

possible, intelligible, communicable, and performative in the practice of race. The practice, thus,

becomes pleasurable due to the agreement concerning the presentation of the underlying object –

what is done in the practice, or race.
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I don’t find adequate to call this a feeling; this seems to me more like a form of relief that

allows the subjects to move on beyond the moment – away of it; a relief from the problems

language presents to the different minds in the practice. This relief is very subtle here for it

implies that the subject overlooks itself and what it is doing as if it were something that has

become displaced in time or being left in the past much like what is done with a moment. This is

one of the elements that characterizes the practice of race; the practice of race happens in a

displacement of subjectivities and their accommodation in temporalities and in space; the

Kantian pillars of the Transcendental Aesthetics of the First Critique. This is how the subject of

race comes to be in part: by the allocation of human beings through subjectivities displaced in

time and localized at a distance that provide relief from justification for the disagreements that

inevitable arise from the attempts of establishing a systematically defined subjectivity.

Purposive Complicity

How does race become a social reality and an everyday social practice beyond the

particular moment of racing? There is no purpose in the aesthetic judgment for Kant. The

aesthetic becomes practice, surfaces as something like a concept in the form of a subjectivity, as

purposiveness itself in the presentation given by the object – what is done and is sent into

oblivion. Another problem arises here concerning the disinterest of the aesthetic; what a

judgment of taste does is to allow for a contemplation of the given presentation of an object in

relation to the subject’s own purposiveness – its own mind for Kant – as a pleasure of the subject

itself and a pleasure that can be shared with other subjects (Kant 2009, 222-223). This, for

instance, is what makes possible the formation of the subjectivity of an ethnic group – the

absolute difference of ethnicity – since whether the presentation is not accepted for

contemplation as beautiful or not, determines, conditionally, whether the subject’s pleasure in its
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subjectivity is possible or not. As a consequence, a subject can be dealt with as a belonging

subject or as non-belonging one. The subject, then, can be considered aesthetically likable or a

reject. This happens at the moment of subjection but also after the moment of the encounter and

the agreement to race.

In terms of the everyday of race, however, this means something quite different for the

artist, the legislator, the leadership of such group are set aside; these persons in position of

authority are not the providers of the presentation as the group might be. At this point, it is the

person engaged in the practice who presents a subjectivity crafted for herself or himself to the

human being in front of her or him and demands agreement with regards of the presentation of

the object; at the same time, she or he also demand agreement with the represented object as

beautiful in the pleasure of the agreement and in the contemplative pleasure that this agreement

allows towards what just has been agreed. Thus, to say that the aesthetic works in race as

providing for the formation of absolute difference in terms of human groups or ideologies is

problematic for this doesn’t account for the everyday in which one is not an spectator or a mere

subject of an ideological interpellation that comes from the authority; the subject becomes its

own authority – as an author of what it does – and imposes and accepts at the same time the

subjectivity of the practice.

It is possible to argue that the aesthetics of the ethnic group comes first in its many

presentations, and that it provides for the discourses of partial intelligibility of the practice, but I

think that the aesthetics doesn’t work in this way. Kant confers that this agreement comes from

the sociality of human beings; thus, what judgment does is not a matter of authority, but a matter

of intersubjectivity, as an authorship and performance, at the moment of the practice (Butler

2008, 34, 190). This subjectivity may serve the purposes of the authority of the West in
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modernity by a submission to the aesthetic judgment of the artist; nevertheless, it remains such in

the postmodernity as the way of agreeing on the practice of subjectivity without the authority of

the artist as a human being developing the specific craft of art in society.

Comment on the Colonial Beautiful

I remain suspicious about the possibility that authority and power may have a

determinative influence; I also remain suspicious about the role of power and authority

presenting the potential for change in our case because race is not necessarily a matter of power

but a matter of difference. Race is a matter of absolute difference rather than a matter of

asymmetries of nodal points in social discourse. This may enable power and this may be the

reason for power to use the aesthetics as a tool, but I think that the aesthetic in the form of the

beautiful demands absolute difference at the moment of the disagreement and in what it allows

or demands without regulating from the human being in terms of subjectivity; these seem to me

to be a set of conditions that are agreed and established in the practice of race and that the

subjects call the beautiful.

If one is to become the artist, the one that crafts this subjectivity, one has to do it in such

a way that it serves something transcendental, something that goes beyond nature and that is,

therefore, more valuable than the ephemeral and inevitable condition of fragility and decay of the

human body. The beautiful transcends nature and that which is sensed from nature by natural

processes in the physical body; thus, one becomes superior to nature or, at least, elevated from it.

By being able to present the beautiful one becomes superior to other human beings that may not

be able to do so or that may be unwilling to do so in this way. Since the presentation is related to

the transcendental, it can be argued that the type of subjectivity that Kant is requiring and

allowing here in the aesthetic judgment is a type of subjectivity that emphasizes the capacity of
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being a crafter, of being an artist, of being a human being – transcendental – over nature. One is,

thus, a human being that has transcended nature only when one performs the art or when one

accepts it as something that has been laid out and that, consequently, can be performed. If the

subject refuses to accept the subjectivity at the moment or the work of art for whatever reason in

the situation then the subject is at risk of becoming either an outcast or, much worse,

underdeveloped human or an animal since the outcast can still be considered a very capable and

talented human being and become itself, as subject, in something like the beautiful: contemplated

at a distance with disinterest.

I think that this is what the colony allowed to the modern human subject in terms of the

aesthetic for there were many barriers in terms of the practices of dealing with this type of

aesthetics and, thus, the formed, knowledgeable, human could not be in error; the white

European couldn’t despise his own subjectivity for it deserved to be what it was; he has worked

himself as himself and he and everybody else in his society liked it. When facing the human of

the colony or when thinking of the human in the colony the discrepancies became obvious and,

thus, justified the displacement of the human being of the colony as subhuman or animal. This,

facilitated the application of power in very effective and efficient ways through the various

regimes of colonial administration and regulation.

This was certainly a movement of resentment in a way; following Hegel it could be

argued that this movement is the resentment of the master for the lack of acknowledgment

(Hegel 1977, 126-133). However, I argue that although there may have been something of the

sort, the aesthetic operates more like a move required by what the subjects of race name as the

beautiful for if the human being in front of the subject was unwilling of agreeing on the

presentation of a subjectivity as it was given to her or him, it was because such human being was
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absolutely different from what the White European was either in terms of culture or in terms of

her own humanity; thus, the human being was never unwilling to submit to the judgment of taste

of another human being but incapable of doing so. Arguably, there may have been an element of

subjection to force the other human being into agreeing, but since we are dealing with the

aesthetics of Europe as a practice of colonialism I think that power can easily be displaced – not

necessarily being ignored – and the assumption of absolute difference be made easy. This, as a

consequence, would have enabled the application of power since equality could be discounted in

this way in the colony; this device of conditional discontinuity of equality is in operation in what

we call the post modernity perhaps in a more personalized and individualized fashion displacing

the importance of power even further.

Contemplative Relief of the Racial Complicity

Let’s now consider the second problem of the beautiful subject of race: the contemplative

relief of subjectivity. The aesthetic is its own purpose in the beautiful, yet it has an effect in the

human beings that participate in it.

[The] pleasure [of the aesthetic judgment] is … not practical in any way, neither
like the one arising from the pathological basis, agreeableness, nor like the one
arising from the intellectual basis, the conceived good. Yet it does have a
causality in it, namely, to keep [us in] the state of [having] the presentation itself,
and [to keep] the cognitive powers engaged [in their occupation] without any
further aim. We linger in our contemplation of the beautiful, because this
contemplation reinforces and reproduces itself. (Kant 2009, 223)

Therefore, the subjectivity of the beautiful has to be reproduced in this way, by sustaining

absolute difference for its own sake. Although it may seem that there will not be any aim to the

beautiful, the human being carries the transcendent of this contemplation as a universal concept

not necessarily in spite of Kant’s prohibition, but because his prohibition is a deflection of what

is being performed in the craft of the subjectivity in the beautiful. The cognitive powers get
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engaged with the presentation of the beautiful and the fascination with difference in race become

possible and necessary hence the difficulties with holding the subjectivity of race at bay. Again,

it is difficult for me to equate this product-effect as a form of narcissism that an individual

subject may be engaging with; I don’t think that this is a psychological illness. What I think is

that this reproduction is the allowance and the requirement of race as a grounding device which

relieves the subject from discontinuing its own reproduction.

This relief opens this subjectivity for the necessity of nature as its other and for the use of

nature as a device to ground the fundamental differentiation of race. In this type of subjectivity,

the human must engage her powers in the presentation of the subjectivity – her own subjectivity

– in order to assert a superiority of value as a position in regards to nature when dealing with

things from nature – including her own humanity. This engagement, carried out in this way,

allows for the subjectivity produced and reproduced to remain treated as, first, having no other

effect than that of contemplation; second, and at the same time, this engagement retains the

subjectivity of the moment as the catalyst of the engagement – the congealment of the

subjectivity; and, finally, the subject is relieved from engagement with its own subjectivity and

becomes capable of using it later on as intelligible element of its own practice in an extended –

richer – contemplation. Contrary to Rousseau’s argument in the Second Discourse regarding the

social subject as a being born in chains, this contemplation of the subject is done in terms of

freedom; with this device, the subject is relieved from the chains of political action concerning

its own performative constitution in the most creative and aesthetically laudable ways. This is

precisely the problem we are dealing with when engaging race. Race constitutes a type of subject

that is forced by its own agreement into an apparent form of passivity on the contemplative

character of its own racial subjectivity even when, contrary to what we think of appreciating or
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watching a paint and engaging with it in our minds, the contemplative reality of the subjectivity

is not passive at all but very active in constituting itself and constituting race as a social reality.

Purity of the Beautiful

Civilization and race become one in the beautiful in the form of a purity of an aesthetic

judgment. At this point, the disinterest of the beautiful becomes a concept through a practice of

cleansing or a ritual of purification necessary for the contemplation of the beautiful to be

possible.

All interest ruins a judgment of taste and deprives it of its impartiality, especially
if, instead of making the purposiveness precede the feeling of pleasure as the
interest of reason does, that interest bases the purposiveness on the feeling of
pleasure; but this is what always happens in an aesthetic judgment that we make
about something insofar as it gratifies or pains us.
…
Any taste remains barbaric if its liking requires that charms and emotions be
mingled in, let alone if it makes these the standard of its approval. (Kant 2009,
224)

We are dealing here with the same type of disinterest that is of the most importance in any

judgment of taste according to Kant; however, a step further is taken towards the use of this

judgment for the constitution of a subjectivity of absolute difference: the disinterest demanded

by the beautiful becomes regulatory; it becomes a mandatory condition that forbids any feeling

towards what it is being done in the aesthetic practice. In other words, what I intend to show here

is that the difficulty, if not the impossibility, of politics in the aesthetics as a practice of race is

not the only condition that Kant shows us the aesthetic requires in agreement; the disinterest is

shown as a necessity of agreement for the protection of the object, the protection of the subject,

and the protection of what is being done in order to avoid the subjective interests that could

become detrimental to the aims of the modern subject, to man. Kant shows us here, the anxiety
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of history; or, more specifically, the anxiety of the subject of history. Kant shows us this anxiety

as a device.

It is no secret that for the modern empires, especially for the British Empire, the colonies

and its subjects were considered as their jewels – some with more value than others. The charms

are designations of forms of subjectivities and positionalities that become problematic to the

beautiful of the subject of race, especially for the pure one. Nevertheless, the metaphor of

designating a colony as a jewel of a crown tells us about the operation of race as beautiful: the

subjectivities and the subjects from whom the racial subject must protect itself are not discarded;

they are constituted as the barbaric charms of the beautiful. In this way, the beautiful becomes

adorned and its presentation enhanced. The raced subject – the human being in front of the

racing subject – becomes a charm in an agreement of the beautiful; whatever is the social effect

of the object of the beautiful – race and its social presence and materiality – on this human being

becomes a sign, a marker, a living proof, a material presence of barbarism and social inadequacy;

this effect constitutes the barbaric of the raced subject. Thought in this way, the effect of this

device may seem ambiguous; it may even seem to produce a form of binarism. However, it may

be more useful to think of this effect as a grain of race itself in a very concrete way. This device

provides the subject of race with the possibility of constituting civility, purity, and humanity as

attributes allowing the practice of the white subject for instance, or the pure subject of a race.

The practice of the non-white subject or the practice of the hybrid subject, on the other hand,

becomes constituted as the agreeable non-conformity with the beautiful.

How can a raced subject become the charm of the racing subject? How can this subject of

race become the charm? It seems to me, at this point, that we are not dealing with exclusions –

camps or borders – or abjections. We are dealing with subjective agreements and positionalities
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in the intersubjectivity of the practice of race. Here, the subject of race becomes possible by the

position that different subjectivities – by agreement of its subjects – take in regards to the

beautiful; these subjectivities are conferred their value through discrete proportional distance.

Thus, the beautiful presents to the subjects of race with two possible forms of agreement: likable

disinterested contemplativity, and likable charm; in other words, to completely neglect the

presentation of the raced subject, or to like this presentation of the raced subject in a specific

way. Thus, if the former allows for a discardable human being and the impossibility of politics

against race (McKnight 2010, 77), the latter allows for the use of the discarded human being to

enhance the beautiful as pure. What I am arguing here is that the disinterest that the beautiful is

agreed to be, to allow, and to require as necessity is not a blatant exclusion; it is a device to

constitute subjectivities grounded in absolute differentiation that allows the absolute different

parties to work together in harmony as if they were not absolutely different. This seems to be a

form of dualism or contradiction, but to think of race in this way is problematic; the conditions

and agreements of race are presented as binarisms or contradictions so as to make possible the

deflection of the subjects from their constitutive practice. In other words, this is a way of

deflecting the complicity – the agreements, the practices – of intersubjectivity by opposing the

idea of binarism or contradiction to the disinterest of what is done. Hence, the subject of race

becomes a human being – a person in society – in an individual presentation and social

agreement rather than being delivered to the world as a body and a soul; Kant avoids, to some

degree, the Platonic problem of dualism by substituting it with a racial presentation of the human

being as an individual and a social being. This consideration is, nonetheless, simplistic if we

want to deal with race, but allows us to theorize race in modernity and the postmodernity as the

work of art of the project of man in one way. The aesthetic beautiful is, in many ways, the
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practice of race or the practice of race carried out in this way; that practice that is contemporarily

very difficult to address, if not impossible, for it has been regarded in disinterest and as an

exclusion while operating in some ways as a dualistic harmony.

The aesthetics of the beautiful allows for the possibility of the subjectivity of race by

allowing this subjectivity to be crafted as pure, as something devoid of the constraints of the

world, of interactions, of the practices that allow it to surface; it is this subjective craft that

allows for the surfacing of the essence, especially when it is paired with the presentation or

representation that can be perceived by the senses (Kant 2009, 224-225). This device presents a

great obstacle to a politics that aims at deactivating race in society for it is clear that

representations alone will not be sufficient to allow for change. As Kant shows us, the pure

remains in spite of the presentational changes of the subjection and this is what concerns me

here. Is art, as a craft, useful for developing a politics against race? Would art allow us to do

politics to render race meaningless? If we want to answer affirmatively to these questions then

politics needs to deal with the aesthetic of the subject in a different way. The problem we are

facing here is the problem of the essential subject or the essential humanity of the person. The

aesthetic functions not as a practice of discovering or presenting a judgment of an essence; it is

constituted as a performance of a subjectivity as an essence by first giving it its form in

agreement; second, by regulating it through the agreement as prohibitions and allowances; and

third, by making it available in society as intelligible practice. This is a part of this aesthetic

practice of the subject of race. After the practice becomes possible and intelligible in society,

such intelligibility is set as something that needs to be protected and cherished as if it would

define the human beings involved in the practice; nonetheless, this is not necessarily the major

problem for a practice does define a subject of such practice, what I find very problematic here is
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that this definition has to be ignored as a work, and that in its work the definition must be

displaced as the life itself of any possible subsequent subjectivity and practice. I think that this is

different than arguing that race is practiced as a concept a priori; race requires that its subjects

deny the necessity they assigning to this type of practice. This is the essence of the purity of the

beautiful. The social necessity of race is constituted as a universal given rather than as a socially

agreed necessity.

Again, this is precisely the problem I am dealing with here. This denial surfaces in the

practice of race as the essence that grounds and justifies race as absolute difference and requires

the charms as the condition of humanity. Thus, the human being comes in many presentations

and becomes what she or he becomes through the social practices and institutions of society but

these remains solely the charms of what the human really is; there is a real human being behind

all that and that is his or her race. The aesthetics of the beautiful that Kant presents us with is the

practice of the essence of race in the craft of the subject as a beautiful subject. The subjective

judgments of the beautiful are the agreements about the essence of which this subject is a

presentation; in the same way, the surfacing of race in society as a concept is constituted as both

the intelligibility of the practice, and the social impact of the practice. The subject of race learns

its craft, makes its tools, learns how to use these tools, and learns how to reach agreements so its

art can become art in society as a craft.

Another problem arises for critical race theory from this form of aesthetics: race as form

of power. For Kant, there is no possibility for the universal if the particular becomes too salient;

if this would be the case, the charmed subjectivity becomes unworthy (226). The homogeneity of

race is required in the simplicity of uniformity; in the simplicity of being pure, as one is. Thus,

the possibility of a discardable human being discussed above and the position of the charms in
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the aesthetic seem to point to an issue of power derived from the dualism that Kant confers to the

aesthetic of the beautiful; however, this is a confusion. Kant’s dealing and positioning of the

charms in the aesthetics shows how the subjectivity of race is made possible as a work; the

charms call attention to the fundamentality of race. They are not working here as accessories, or

additions although this is what Kant seems to be implying. Kant regards these accessories as

problematic, as threats, and as impurities of judgment when they become more important than

beauty itself, or when they are confused as the beautiful. Thus, I think Kant is not arguing for the

submission of the charms to the beautiful or for their discardability as Plato requires the

submission of the non-philosopher multitudes to the philosophers; Kant is conferring the charms

their importance as their reason of being as elements that, by their work, accentuate the beautiful,

confirm its purity, and makes it possible the attention required by the agreement. Without the

beautiful the charms will have no possibility of claiming their social status; nor could they be

given meaning. The beautiful, on the other hand, works with the charms and, sometimes, through

them to allow for the possibility of agreement in cultivation. If the judgment of taste is ruined

when based on the charms it is because there can’t be a beautiful nor can there be charms

working in the harmony of the aesthetic; the charms become nothing and the beautiful is gone

becoming more ungraspable than ever. This would threat the usability of race in society. Thus,

power is not necessarily a relation that exist between the beautiful and the charms although the

introduction of power in this relation remains very possible, intelligible, and articulable as

addressed somewhere else. The charms make possible the fundamentality of race in agreement.

In the case of the subjectivity of race, all the elements that make race intelligible in the practice

call attention to what in itself is presented in the subjectivity; to what they ascribe to, i.e. the
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fundamentality of difference. This is one of the elements that constitutes the subjectivity of race

as being raised as a concept and transcend the practice at the moment of its subjection.

Imperfect Purity of Absolute Difference

The judgment of taste as a device provides the subject of race with another very

problematic possibility: that of purity without the necessity of perfection (Kant 2009, ss15).

Thus, race doesn’t rely on a concept or an idea of perfection to enable racial subjectivity. The

difficulty of pinpointing the way in which race works is due to this characteristic of its

subjectivity. Attempting to address race as a practice of imitation or presentation of an

underlying perfection becomes less useful if what we are dealing with is purity since perfection

implies that something like race or its concept exist a priori. This is why the science of race has

failed many times to provide scientific justifications for it and yet race continues to be, evolve,

and spread in an apparently un-addressable way in our society. There can’t be any science of

race for race is a sort of subjective art more than anything else. This shows us yet again the

magnitude of the problem we are dealing with; if science of race is impossible, so is the

development of scientific knowledge that can render race useless. Science has proven many

times and continues to prove that humans are all different and at the same time so similar but that

there is nothing that can explain social differences based on these individual differences and

general similarities as beings (Farber 2009); nevertheless, race continues to evade any scientific

explanation and continues to find its home or place where it has always been the most

comfortable at: in the everyday. If science has destabilized the old practices, intelligibilities, and

discourses of race, it hasn’t weakened race in such a way that we could see the possibilities of it

withering away as Gilroy suggests (2000, 37). Aiming at finding physical and psychological

homogeneity as well as the perfect standard presentation of the physical body of the human
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being of a particular human group according to a geographical location couldn’t constitute the

intelligibility of the practice of race but the surfacing of race as a concept in these effects.

Science may help or undermine certain forms of protecting the subjectivity of race, but they can’t

do enough to destabilize its practice for science is one of the many devices that race requires its

subject to make use of.

The problem of purity without perfection doesn’t end here in Kant’s critique however;

this type of purity becomes even more problematic when it is shown as being set in a detached

relation to perfection and when it is used in this way (2009, ss16). I want the reader to realize

that it would be incorrect to argue here that finding a different relation between purity and

perfection, that replacing purity by perfection, or that collapsing purity and perfection will render

the aesthetic usable in such a way that the practice of race becomes impossible. By constituting

the pure of the beautiful in a relation of detachment in regards to perfection implies that for this

relation to exist there is an inherent necessity; in this case, the necessity of a purpose. What I find

problematic here is that the beautiful makes the human being easily available as a representation;

thus, the detachment of the practice of race becomes possible yet again in this element by which

it is possible to detach the sensual impact that the person in front of us has from the subjectivity

that we aim at crafting in the practice of race. This device or element of the practice of race

allows for the use of the physical attributes of the human being and all of the physical

connections possible between bodies to be displaced from the subjectivity of the racing and raced

subjects; this is one of the dehumanizing devices of the aesthetic. This mechanism enables the

use of the presentation or representation of the person in front of us – the so called first

impression, the impression of skepticism, and the anxiety that the beautiful induces in the subject

when it requires its protection – as if it would be the whole human being; certainly, this is
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precisely the racial problem of transcendence and it is here where the relation of purity and

perfection becomes intelligible as the practice of the relational positionality between the aspiring

transcendent subject and the non-transcendent one.

It is not a mere coincidence that Kant uses as example the body of the New Zealander to

explain the detachment of perfection which is generally considered as purpose in use and the

purity of beauty (2009, 231). It seems to me that the New Zealander, the “warlike” man

inhabitant of this part of the world in this example, is positioned as something that can be used to

fulfill the purpose of the social agreement on the beautiful; thus, since it is the beautiful that is

under consideration here the body can be detached from the person and used as a representation

of the beautiful as a mere thing. There are two simultaneous practices here that constitute the

subjectivity of race as, one, a possibility, and, second, as a reality. The first practice concerns the

detachment of the body from the person; this is a form of dehumanization. The second practice

concerned with representation which is in itself a practice in detachment; this is the type of

detachment which is characteristic of the beautiful. The practice of race inherent of the aesthetic

judgment is also made evident in Kant’s example by the use of the body of the person as

something that is not the figure of the human being. This later a device of erasure and

disappearance constitutes the intelligibility of the disinterest of the aesthetic judgment from its

object; this is in itself the possibility of race. Thus, dehumanization happens in two ways in this

relationship: a dehumanization concerning transcendence and the possibility of being a human

being as conceptualized in modern terms, and a dehumanization concerning an existence. The

human being in front of the racing subject at the moment of the encounter becomes first, a being

incapable of transcending on the one hand, and capable of fulfilling a purpose on the other hand;

second, the raced person becomes invisible matter, a ghost, nothing. This relation provides an
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explanation about how the practice of race as well as the practice of gender work by allowing for

a person to be socially aesthetic in these practices by agreeing on the perfection or lack thereof of

the person in the fulfillment of the function to which the person agrees or rejects to fulfill.

Stability of Race

The artistic work that renders the intelligibility of the detached relationship between

beauty and perfection is, in the practice of race, a unity of the subject of race. Race and its

privileges seem ambiguous as binary oppositions in some cases due to this particular device; the

subject must achieve a unity in order to be able to be able to break into pieces the human being

or, more specifically, in order to achieve compartmentalized and regulated subjectivities that

could stand the test of the moment of racial intersubjectivity. By standing the test of this

intersubjective moment, the subjects transcend their practice and become historical as racial

subjects. Yet, this is rather a simple explanation of the device for what this device truly does for

the subjects of race is to establish the value of the practice.

It is true that taste gains by such a connection of aesthetic with intellectual liking,
for it becomes fixed and, though it is not universal, rules can be prescribed for it
with regard to certain objects that are purposively determined. By the same token,
however, these rules will not be rules of taste but will merely be rules for uniting
taste with reason, i.e., the beautiful with the good, a union that enables us to use
the beautiful as an instrument for our aim regarding the good, so that the mental
attunement that sustains itself and has subjective universal validity may serve as a
basis for that other way of thinking that can be sustained only by laborious resolve
but that is universally valid objectively. (Kant 2009, 231, 232)

The practice of race as the aesthetic is, by the work of separation between purity and perfection,

a unity of subjectivity that renders possible reason, development, and history; in other words, it

renders possible Western society. What Kant sees as a use of the beautiful with regards to an aim

towards the good is the valuation of the practice of race as valuable in connection to the good

and, hence, intrinsically good. Although the beautiful may be at the service of the good this does
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not imply that there is a relationship of power, nor that power may work here in an asymmetry;

there is no asymmetry between the pure and the perfect and, although the beautiful becomes an

instrument it remains transcendental in the disinterest of the subjectivity. It is the disinterest that

allows for the practice of the subjectivity rather than the submission of the beautiful to the good.

I think that the subservience of the aesthetic is related to its function in the practice of race; i.e. it

is subservient to the good since the agreement that the aesthetic requires in the practice of race is

the agreement that allows for the social practice that gives the subjects a society that is a moral

value – positive in its transcendental elevation. This is another instance that shows us the

magnitude of what a politics that renders race meaningless faces and the magnitude of the task

that critical race theory engages with. Critical race theory deals with critiques of the everyday

practices of race as well as with new practices of crafting the arts of the self. If this is the case

and if the aesthetic is problematic in certain ways the critique becomes deeply intrusive in the

types of subjectivities that it aims at crafting for they may also carry the language or tools of

race.

In addition, the detachment of beauty and perfection presents other problems in terms of

the politics against race. How is it possible to “agree to disagree” in matters of race? I.e. how is

it possible to practice race in such a way that while an individual gets punished for the use of

racial derogatory language by society the accusers remain immune to such punishment and to

any self-assessment? We are dealing again with agreements, but in this case it turns out to be a

disagreement. How can this be? It is very possible to have agreements that are actually

disagreements; this is what makes the practice of race possible for what is necessary for the

beautiful to remain such is the absence of quarrel; a very productive and engaging absence that
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derives itself from quarrel in some instances. The agreement to disagree is one of the forms of

intelligibility that the detachment I am referring here takes.

A judgment of taste about an object that has a determinate intrinsic purpose would
be pure only if the judging person either had no concept of this purpose, or if he
abstracted from it in making his judgment. But although he would in that case
have made a correct judgment of taste, by judging the object as a free beauty,
another person who (looking only to the object’s purpose) regarded the beauty in
it as only an accessory characteristic, would still censure him and accuse him of
having wrong taste, even though each is judging correctly in his own way, the one
by what he has before his senses, the other by what he has in his thoughts. If we
make this distinction we can settle many quarrels that judges of taste have about
beauty, by showing them that the one is concerned with free and the other with
accessory beauty, the one making a pure and the other an applied judgment of
taste. (Kant 2009, 232)

The action of detachment is a practice of deflecting what is being done by the beautiful

subjectivity of race in such a way that the disinterest towards what is being done can be sustained

and the beauty that is being presented remains safe from the threat of its own evidence – on what

presents; thus, only what is too much interested with the presentation of the beautiful is a danger

to the beautiful because it risks making it too evident and thus, since it relies on bounded

proximity in agreement, it allows for the isolation of the problem and its solution or expulsion.

The too evident racist individual becomes a problem; he or she raises social anxiety about the

failure of the beautiful to guarantee the stability of the practice. This individual problematizes the

social agreements of the practice and its continuation; thus, it is possible to salvage the practice

by individualizing the threatening disagreement. The reaction that the disagreement produces is

full of passion, resentment, anger, or quiet distancing and resignation, but it is deflected towards

the individual rather than towards the subjects who feel it.

The Racial Subject

Up to this point I have been dealing with Kant’s concept of the beautiful and its

importance as a sort of language that had made possible the intelligibility and the practice of race
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in modernity and its widespread application in postmodernity. I have also presented several ideas

about what I think the beautiful is; now, I want to present the reader with the beautiful as a

specific type of subjectivity from a direct reading of Kant’s text under the present analysis. I

think that Kant’s description of the beautiful is a presentation of human subjectivity; it is also the

presentation of a language to describe, understand, and develop such subjectivity. I think that the

beautiful is Kant’s design of a human subjectivity. In this view, Kant is the artist, the genius, the

author of a human subjectivity that we have the possibility of confronting, engaging, in ourselves

in order to overcome what we are doing to ourselves in it. The genius of the artist, Kant’s genius

since this is my concern here, is to give society a presentation of something that can be presented

in a variety of ways by other participants in what he calls the aesthetic judgment. In other words,

the artist provides society with a presentation of the beautiful through her or his work and with

the beautiful itself through the presentation and the work. The artist makes herself or himself in

this work; in addition, in the presentation of this work, the artist becomes what she or he is by

means of the agreements of the judging community, or of society in general. It is important to

consider, then, that there is a person that can be placed in a particular position in society and

assigned value according to the agreements concerning the work done in becoming; there is also

what the judging community and society become in the agreement. In the agreement of genius of

the aesthetic work it is possible for the beautiful to become practicable by the artist and the

agreeing parties.

For me, the genius is the work of making possible a multiplicity of becomings; this

multiplicity would not be possible without this particular work being considered as original, or as

the origin of future becomings. This is the originality of the work of genius that Kant argues for.

Hence that archetype of taste, which does indeed rest on reason’s indeterminate
idea of a maximum, but which still can be presented not through concepts but
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only in an individual exhibition, may more appropriately be called the ideal of the
beautiful. Though we do not have such an ideal in our possession, we do strive to
produce it within us. (Kant 2009, 233)

What I get from this originality is that the beautiful in itself is a type of subjectivity that

demands, without demanding in the traditional sense of the authority, to be reproduced albeit in

many different ways as representations. In the description of the beautiful Kant is describing

subjectivity since subjectivity is never an achievement but its work in what it does. This

description of the beautiful is the description of the subjectivity of race which has been dealt with

extensively in this section; what we can see here more clearly, however, is the function of the

ideal as something that can’t be possessed but demands its reproduction within the mind. The

genius of the beautiful is to make possible the practice of race in the everyday of life in

something like the full and passionate engagement of the human beings that agree upon it as a

presentation of what it really is but can’t be grasped; to allow for the multiplicity of presentations

that are characteristic of individual human beings; to detach and isolate the work performed from

the performers; and, to allow for the obliviousness of the work being done and, in many cases, of

its effects. Race, thus, is the beautiful of modernity and postmodernity as a subjectivity that

comes to be in society as a work of subjective art which, by its originality, is practiced in the

everyday as original representations from an original presentation and from an original essence.

The Use of Nature

It is at this point that the aesthetic, the beautiful, becomes evidently anthropomorphic.

Kant shows that in spite of having something such as the beautiful that is ungraspable, human

beings are, indeed, very capable of finding the necessary conditions to agree on the presentation

of the beautiful by means of their own subjectivity.

An ideal of beautiful flowers, of beautiful furnishings, or of a beautiful view is
unthinkable. But an ideal of a beauty that is accessory to determinate purposes is
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also inconceivable, e.g., an ideal of a beautiful mansion, a beautiful tree, a
beautiful garden, etc., presumably because the purposes are not sufficiently
determined and fixed by their concept, so that the purposiveness is nearly as free
as in the case of vague beauty. [This leaves] only that which has the purpose of its
existence within itself—man. Man can himself determine his purposes by reason;
or, where he has to take them from outer perception, he can still compare them
with essential and universal purposes and then judge the former purposes’
harmony with the latter ones aesthetically as well. It is man, alone among all
objects in the world, who admits of an ideal of beauty, just as the humanity in his
person, [i.e., in man considered] as an intelligence, is the only [thing] in the world
that admits of the ideal of perfection.
But this [ideal of beauty] has two components. The first is the aesthetic standard
idea, which is an individual intuition (of the imagination) [by] which [we] present
the standard for judging man as a thing belonging to a particular animal species.
The second is the rational idea, which makes the purposes of humanity, insofar as
they cannot be presented in sensibility, the principle for judging his figure, which
reveals these purposes, as their effect in appearance. (Kant 2009, 234)

Aesthetics is a form of judging or working and re-working human subjectivity. For Kant, the

aesthetics is constituted, in the beautiful, by a type of judgment in which human beings engage

socially. This type of judgment aims at determining the adequacy of purpose of the presentation

of another human with regards to what the subject that carries out the judging wants to be; for

Kant and the modern human what the subject wants to be is man as morally and, therefore,

universally fixed. This is not necessarily the way in which race is strictly given intelligibility in

the practice but this reference to man is present in the effect that race has on the racing and the

raced human beings.

What I think remains relevant here beyond the anthropocentric argument that has been

studied at length is the emphasis on the necessity of an absence of confrontation with the

subjectivity in the practice; i.e. the subject is required to form a distant and contemplative

subjectivity rather than a close and engaging one. It is important for me to deal with this aspect

of the aesthetic for this is possible by the recourse of nature which allows for the foundation of

subjectivity in nature as an essence. Nature’s endowments in the human being, more specifically,



122

in the group, allow for the possibility of having an aesthetic standard for judgment. Arguably,

Kant is making use of climatic and subsistence theories (Bindman 2002, 58-70); nevertheless,

what concerns the practice of race here is the standard to perform this particular type of

subjectivity.  Nature organically imprinted in the harmony of sameness and differences between

sameness is used as a device to make possible the practice of race. The aesthetic standard of

judgment is more than anthropocentrism; it is, in a way, the establishment of subjective sameness

and difference outside of the challenges and resistance that the persons involved in the practice

could present to the establishment of this type of classification. The subject of race establishes its

own subjectivity outside its own challenges and outside of the challenges that the politics of

justice and equality can present to it. This is the way the subject likes itself aesthetically.

In the everyday of the practice, this implies that the use of some standards pertaining to

what is considered given by nature to race is possible even when these standards have been

considered scientifically incorrect or evidently false. For instance, what we usually call

stereotypes – be it the color of the skin or the phenotype – are accepted as standard presentations

of the human being that allow for the effective racing of the other person according to the level

of compliance the other person manifests towards those standards. In this way, these standards

are used to punish the individual that has failed either to use them properly or to conceal them

adequately. These standards or stereotypes may be superficial or simplistic descriptions of a

person, but they are very sophisticated as standards of race in themselves and very sophisticated

in the way they can be used. These are devices that allow the subject to justify the agreement of

the subjectivity in the practice. The phenotype or the skin color are not called upon in the

practice to serve as referential points, nor are they called upon to serve as foundations for the

practice of race; they are called upon to be present, in case a justification is needed, in order to
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make possible the subject of race in its beauty as an aesthetic subjective work. The work of art –

the subject of race – must be saved and, thus, these other elements are part of the practice due to

their past effects on the person and due to their possibility of being used in the agreement; these

are the constitutive elements that we learn to use through the practices for they are useable and

modifiable at the moment of subjectivity. They are the tools of the art of the subject of race.

Tools and their uses define the type of work not only in its presentation but the work itself.

Conclusion

The practice of race in the everyday is constituted as a set of agreements on how race is

going to be given meaning; it is also constituted as a set of agreements on how certain devices

are going to be used to make the racial subjectivities stable. This is what I have been considering

important from McKnight’s (2010) idea of the conditionality of race in this dissertation; in this

chapter I expanded this argument to deal with the transcendental naturalization of the practice of

race in Kant’s philosophy. The beautiful of race is, then, the practice of the disinterest that

constitutes race in our society and, at the same time, an aesthetic device. I argue that the beautiful

can be thought as an agreed requirement constitutive of race in the contingency of the everyday

to cloak what is done in the practice; it is a way of deflecting responsibility and denying

complicity in what the subjects of race do to each other in the practice. The beautiful is also a

powerful way of stabilizing race by rendering it impenetrable and, thus, available in society as a

transcendental constitutive element. The importance and influence that Kant’s Critique of

Judgment in modern and postmodern aesthetics is due to the problems that it addresses and the

solutions it presents; the particular problem that Kant addresses, solves, and has concerned me in

this chapter is the solution of the constitution of moral racial subjectivities and the constitution of

the racial good society. Finally, the practice of race can’t be made possible as stable, multiple,
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and pervasive solely by becoming concealed in the everyday of what we do socially; it has to be

communicable as well. This communicability is the common sense of race and it is also a

function of the beautiful. In this chapter, I focused mostly on the agreement of this

communicability in terms of a social aesthetic pleasure of race rather than as what is traditionally

conceived as the common sense; I will deal with the common sense in chapter eight to address

the problem of engaging race in terms of hegemony and ideology. Now, several questions arise

from here; for instance, how is race social beyond its pleasurable communicability and its private

neglect? Theoretically dealing with the concept of the sublime in Kant’s third critique will allow

me to answer this question in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 6: Dread, Transcendence, Admiration, and Respect: Concerned Unconcernment of

Race

Introduction

The aesthetically sublime is given a different use in the practice of race than the use the

beautiful is given in race as it is in Kantian philosophy; however, the practices of the beautiful

and the sublime, both, together as devices make possible an esthetic practice of racial

intersubjectivity. I theorized bout the sublime of the practice of race in chapter five; I will deal

with the sublime in this chapter and I want to argue that if in the beautiful the subject is

unconcerned with what it does with its own subjectivity in the sublime the subject of race

confronts its own subjectivity and performs a conversion that allows the absence of concern

required by the beautiful in its subjectivity to become a sort of flight; a transcendence. I argue

here that, in this way, the sublime of race can be thought as a transformative engagement by

which the subject of race advances its subjectivity beyond the oblivion of the beautiful so that it

can become socially a transcendental aesthetic subject of reason. For this, the subject must face

the constant possibility of its death, or the instability of its racially constituted subjectivity, and

survive to prove the parties in the intersubjectivity, to his or her society, that it is a worthy

subject that respects race in its own subjectivity and that it is capable of working towards the

stability of race socially. This test that the sublime of the practice of race is socially and

intersubjectively agreed to require constitutes the self-contained property of race. I want to

conclude this introduction with the following questions that will be answered in this chapter and
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expanded in the chapters that follow: in which ways does the subject of race perform its race

aesthetically in the sublime? How does the intelligibility of the sublimity of this racing and raced

subject or subjects becomes possible? What is or what becomes a subject that is aesthetically

sublime? If in society human beings constitute and perform their subjectivities aesthetically as I

argue here there are doings in the intersubjectivity and its performances that aim at establishing

that one subject is not like another and that certain types of subjects are like their own type while

other subjects are like other types; this is what constitutes absolute difference. It is possible, thus,

to think of a racial society as presenting its subjects with something like an arena, after the

moment of race, where the performances agreed become grouped in different stages and each

staged performance struggles for dominance in voice and appeal without wanting to obliterate

the stages in favor of the arena. How can something like this work at all? How is it possible to

have absolute difference and, at the same time, social complicity between raced and racing

subjects?

Sublime Value of the Subject of Race

For Kant (2009), the aesthetically sublime is concerned with presentations of quantity as

interruptions of the force of life; as the amount of dread a subject thinks of when facing the

overwhelming forces of nature (245, 248). In the beautiful value is conferred to the work of the

subject in terms of the quality of the presentation so this presentation can be aesthetically liked or

disliked in an agreement; on the other hand, in the sublime it is quantity that assigns value to the

work of the subject. One way of thinking about the intelligibility of this type of value

characteristic of the Kantian concept of the sublime is to consider the amount of work performed

by the subject when what the subject wants is to achieve and further develop adaptable and

contingent intelligibilities for the concept of reason as necessities (257-258, ss27); or, in other
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words, to deal with the founding discourses of an episteme and the development of the

knowledge of such episteme. We are dealing here with the episteme of our society developed for

the practice of privileged reason. In the case of the practice of race this implies that while in the

concept of the beautiful the subjects of race can become either the same or different due to the

conditions of their bodies as products of natural processes, or/and due to their bodies being

cultural products of self-representation and social representation, the sublime allows for the

possibility of difference and sameness as a matter of the political practices of a society.

Therefore, once the use of nature becomes complicated or impossible in the practice of race;

once nature can’t function as the only provider of discourses and practices that allow for the

establishment of absolute difference and sameness, the sublime can be used as a substitutive and

complimentary device capable of justifying these practices. The sublime justifies something like

the impossibility of human equality; it constitutes this impossibility. I consider this the

complimentary, and conditional use of the aesthetically sublime in the performance of the

subjectivity of race.

In this way the sublime, by being a form of giving value to the subject in terms of

epistemic quantity, allows for the possibility of a subjectivity of race that survives the absence of

nature; it makes possible a subjectivity that survives the displacement of nature and its influence

in society to the margins of the episteme characteristic of the contemporary politics of reason and

rights. It enables the possibility of a transcendental subjectivity; it also allows for subjects that

can race in their transcendence over the discourses and practices of nature and over what it is

deemed the nature in their bodies. In this case, we have to confront another problem when

dealing with race: the problem of knowledge. In the sublime, ignorance becomes the site of race

and the condition of the racist individual; knowledge, on the other hand, becomes the site of the
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racially emancipated individual. Color blindness could be thought, then, as one of the forms in

which the sublime of race is practiced in contemporary society by the informed or educated

subject. The subject of race in our contemporary society has accumulated a body of knowledge,

or a set of devices, that constitutes the form and regulation of desires according to the situations

in which the subject finds itself in its social relations with other subjects.

Knowledge is more than this set of devices; it is a specific purposive practice in itself. It

is the quantitative device of the sublime. Knowledge thought in this way confers value to the

practice of race in the sublime by providing the subject with a device that allows for the

estimation of quantity or amount of separation. What matters in this type of separation is the

distance form crude formulations of race, or from inadequate racial formulations of the past that

the racing and raced subject are able to use for their constitution as subjects at the moment in

which the importance of race becomes either too evident to remain concealed – formal, or soft

and pleasing – or improperly used. Hence, it is possible for the white subject to claim that an

individual or group of individuals are racist because they lack the necessary education or because

such individuals are ignorant of the way in which society works nowadays. It is also possible for

Blacks and Latinos to do this. What the subject does with the distance conferred by the

estimation of the amount of education – derived from the value of knowledge in the sublime – in

the practice of race is to perform a corrective move; the subject of race regulates the practice and

points at the flaws that make the practice too evident and crude for the mode of race currently

practiced and socially accepted and, further, proceeds to correct them. I argue that this is a form

of crafting of the intelligible of race in society.
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Racial Vocation of the Subject

Another aspect of the sublime is its subjective performance of a type of transcendence;

the transcendence of the subject of race as a vocation (Kant 2009, 269). I will discuss

momentarily the implications of this vocation that the sublime calls for as a practice in more

detail; for the moment I want to begin discussing the problematic issue of race as a

transcendental practice or as the elevation of a particular subjectivity as the ideal of what human

beings should become or as the practice of the Western idea of humanity. I understand

transcendence as the development of a type of knowledge and as the development of a history.

Knowledge constitutes the development of strategies by which subjects are constituted, and the

strategies by which these subject can become of a specific type resisting and denying the

externalities of their subjectivity. History, on the other hand, constitutes the progress and

becoming of an aesthetic anthropological ideal. The sublime allows race to transcend in the

development of what it means to be a modern human being and, especially and more relevant for

addressing the contemporary issues of race that I am considering here, in the development of

what it means to be a human being in the postmodernity. I want to argue that the rational human

being of modernity and the aesthetic subject of the postmodernity are the subjects of a

transcendental subjectivity; that of race.

In the aesthetically sublime, the subject of race becomes a subject of history, either in

sameness or in difference. The work of power/knowledge, the use of knowledge as power, in

both history and development as epistemic systems and narratives of truth is what I think of the

practice of the sublime transcendent of race; these types of practices are agreed to be useful for

what the subjects of race do and want to present as their doing. In this way, this form of

transcendence regulates and allows for an aesthetic practice that defines the social spaces of
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difference and sameness in the use of irreconcilable parallelisms given by the linearity of time

required by reason as the development of knowledge or knowledges. For instance, in ethnic

absolutism, different developments of knowledge and the different historical developments of

human groups can’t be reconciled under the sublime, nor can they be considered to be equal in

value; they have followed different lines of time each one with its own temporal and spatial

origin – their natural and social environments or spaces. Each one of these lines has the

potentiality of being sublime. Yet, the sublime can’t be particular; it must be universal (Kant

2009, 250). The universally sublime becomes privileged though not necessarily exclusive; it is

inclusive for race doesn’t happen in the isolation of the individual but is the complicity of its

subjectivity as I have discussed it previously and in the isolation of the raced subject in freedom

as I will discuss in the following chapter.

Hence, the practices of the beautiful and the sublime of race require the organization of

differences spatially and temporally and the grounding of these differences in things such as the

physical place of birth of the subject. The subject, thus, belongs to its place of birth either by its

connection to earth – nature – or by the historical or ahistorical path of its people. Both the

beautiful and the sublime constitute these differences as fundamental and, thus, racial. If the

beautiful constitutes the fundamental differences among human beings and groups as impositions

by the natural endowments of the place of birth, the sublime constitutes absolute difference in

terms of the historic paths taken by human groups and their individuals. The fundamental

differences of the sublime are given by the destinies of the groups of people determined by what

they are as people.

Arguably, in a simplistic way, when critical race theory engages the problem of

knowledge as power and the racial relations of power, it is engaging one of the intelligible



131

aspects of the transcendent of race. Nevertheless, the complexity of race that the aesthetic

presents us motivates me to continue with the present analysis taking another direction; I think

that critically engaging the issue of absolute difference and the stratification of the Latino

immigrant community in terms of power/knowledge will not allow me to address the complexity

of the problems I am addressing here. Race-aesthetics and the aesthetics of race are much more

complex than the relations of power they allow and, in particular social situations, require; for

instance, in relations of economic production, or in relations among nations. What, then, is in the

intelligibility of the practice of race that the sublime requires and allows socially in addition to

the exercise of power in certain social relations? In order to answer this question, I will now to

deal with the constitutive and performative difference of the sublime in regards to the beautiful.

Purposive Disinterest: Constitutive Dread of Race

In the sublime the disinterest or indifference is yet again present although the disinterest

doesn’t concern what is being done in the practice but what the subject wants to be and is in its

subjective presentation. In the sublime, the magnitude of what is being done in the practice of

race is engaged in such a way that the subject must accept its existence and deal with it in

aesthetic terms (Kant 2009, 250). The magnitude of what is being done in the practice of race is

universally communicable in the sublime for it serves as a confirmation of the possibility of the

subjectivity – the feeling of the subject in its quantitative distance from what it can never really

be separated. I want to argue that this feeling is something like an expression of the success of

the alibi that the subjects of race come up to in the practice.

In aesthetics, the beautiful requires disinterest from the part of the subject as well as

passive contemplation; the sublime, on the contrary, calls for the subject’s attention. In

Heidegger’s terms, it makes subjects equal in the interruption of the vital forces – the anxiety
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(Kant 2009, 245-246, M. Heidegger 2006, 295, 310). In the practice of race it is death, in the

equalizing moment of its contemplation, which constitutes a confirmation of the potential danger

of equality and the necessity of fundamental differences that are indeed possible beyond that

moment as the survival devices of the subject and its subjectivity. I think Heidegger engages in

the analysis of death as the equal uniqueness of the subject (M. Heidegger 2006, 283-284, 294,

Gelven 1989, 140-141); for me, this implies that only in death persons can be unique and equal.

Certain forms of equality are certainly problematic, but the subject of race constitutes its

subjectivity as sublime by refusing the possibility that the human being in front of it is a human

being like it is (McKnight 2010, 31); the type of equality I am referring here is the type of

equality which is the condition of being human with other humans in society. This death

constitutive of the sublime doesn’t imply the complete annihilation of the human being, i.e. a

literal death, or the erasure of what the subject is as an individual, but the confrontation with the

possibility of the end of the subjectivity that is being sought in race. Heidegger argues that

Being-towards-death is “the anticipation of a potentiality-for-Being” (M. Heidegger 2006, 307);

I take this to mean that race is one of the potentialities of giving meaning to life in society that

persons agree in order to become what they have agreed in their subjectivity in the practice of

race.

In the beautiful, what is done by the subjects needs to be protected and ignored in order

for the beautiful to be agreed as such and remain ungraspable and contemplative; in the sublime,

what is done by the subjects is confronted intellectually. In this confrontation of the sublime the

subject performs a feeling of anxiety and maximizes it to the point of confirming the equality

that exists between the parties involved in the practice; this confirmation of equality turns out to

be dangerous for it makes too evident the nihilism or the ugliness of what is being in both, the
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beautiful and the sublime. This evidence threatens, in a very real way, all the development

achieved by the practice. The subject, then, fearing all that it is takes a step back from this

nihilist abyss; almost as if it were fleeing an undesirable fate and fulfills its own fate. In the

sublime, the subject constitutes its racial subjectivity in the process of backing away and makes

its subjectivity performable. The subject contemplates the collapse, and the possibility of

collapse of its own subjectivity as death, as the abyss. Hence, the subject of race performs its

subjectivity at the border of equality as death, as an abyss that it has placed itself in its

wanderings and must step back; it must not wander; it must live.

The subject of race performs its subjectivity in the presence of the abyss not as if the

abyss has suddenly appeared in front of it and all the intelligibility of the world and its own

intelligibility has ceased; neither is this subjectivity constituted as if the subject suddenly

becomes aware of a ghost or a sudden apparition out of nowhere, out of the incomprehensible

beyond language. It constitutes its subjectivity in the stumbling with the impossibility of its own

stable subjectivity as if this impossibility would be the consequence of a lack of attention on

what is done by means of the beautiful, and it is this lack of attention which becomes called to

attention by the mind due to the effects that external events have on the senses. Contrary to the

way in which ideology operates for Althusser, the abyss of the sublime is the performance of the

calling of attention of the subject in regards to its own subjectivity as an irresistible effect of

what it constitutes and practices as a necessary weakness when it has let its guard down;

although, it is not constituted as weakness for I think this is a constitutive awareness of the

instability of race that is agreed as a necessary condition to keep the stability of something like

the concept of race stable, universal, and intelligible. Here, there is no authority calling for the

attention of the subject; this is not the work of ideology, nor it is the work of a monolingualism.
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The subject of race performs the abyss of its own subjectivity in the practice of its constitutive

weakness in regards to its transcendence in its beautiful and sublime.

The contemplation of death – since this is not a performance, nor is a death either in the

sense of the human being ceasing to exist – is necessary for the subjectivity of race to be

possible; it is a form of its intelligibility and its practice. The subject of race will rather die a real

death than giving up its subjectivity. Arguably, for the subject of race it is preferable the burden

that it puts on itself and the individuals involved in the practice than giving up its racial

subjectivity. A subjectivity other than that of race can be possible and take the place of race

undoing race, but I think that this alternate subjectivity would not be what the subject of race

strives to give meaning in the race-aesthetic. The subject of race and the intersubjectivity of race,

however, don’t die; death is not the ultimate end when the subjectivity is threatened. Life, the life

of the subject is extremely enhanced; it is made to realize of its own presence and possibility and

to realize such possibility as presence and practice – the subjectivity of race as social. The

practice of race is given meaning, partially, in the contemplation of its death; in the ugliness of

the unintelligibility that constitutes its intelligibility.

Magnitudes of Social Spaces of Race

I have mentioned magnitude in the discussion of the beautiful and, more recently, in this

discussion of the sublime. Magnitude fulfills several purposes in the aesthetic, but it becomes

important in the uses that the sublime allows; for instance, in the sublime magnitude is used as an

estimator of the intelligibility the distances that the practice of race constitutes and imposes as

absolute difference. In the sublime, magnitude is also used to determine the degree of

inclusiveness that constitutes absolute sameness. For Kant, magnitude is the mathematical

property of the aesthetic (Kant 2009, sec.25-sec.26). It is then possible to regard the aesthetic
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estimation of magnitude as a form of limitation. Magnitude can be thought as the intelligibility of

the limits of tolerance of the subject in regards to what this subject can take as foreign to its

subjectivity when engaging its intersubjectivity without becoming itself meaningless as racial

subject. The subject of race uses this limitation as the absolute limitation of what it can be and,

thus, flees back to itself constituting its racial delimitations. The confrontation of the subject with

these two ends of racial subjectivity – the limits of its toleration and the coming back to itself –

are the feeling of relief of the aesthetic appreciation of the sublime (262). The person as a subject

of race can find some peace by thinking “ok, this is what I am”. The relief of the aesthetic

appreciation of the sublime is this sense of security of the successfully constituted subjectivity.

This sense of security and gladness, I argue, is the absolute of being that is characteristic of racial

sameness and difference. This is the liking of the sublime; it is the emotion, the pleasure, of

aesthetic difference. It is the pleasure of having found a way of making the essence of the subject

work in the practice.

Magnitude, as the limits of tolerance of the subjectivity, can be understood in the

confrontation of the racing subject with the humanity of the raced subject. In this case, the

presence of another human being in front of the racing subject is considered in terms of a

distancing between the two absolutely different subjects in the practice; it is also considered as

the literal separation between two objective bodies. What the racing subject does, in this case, is

to position and see the other human being as a product of nature and as a human being as part of

nature in general in such a way that it becomes largely magnificent in all the possibilities of

being; of being anything, much like the subject of race is at the moment of dread when the

presence of the other human being makes apparent the frailty of its own subjectivity. What I am

arguing here is that the absolute differentiation of the subjectivity of race is given meaning by
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means of this mathematical device of sublimity which allows the subject to quantify distance as

an absolute that arises in encounter of the moment as if the moment were a first encounter. I

think it is important to take into account that the sublime is what constitutes the encounter with

the character of being a first of a kind; for, is this not what the subject of race does when racing?

Cannot we think, then, that race is, in some ways, the practice of perpetual first encounters

between human beings, between groups, and between members of communities of people? The

first encounter is dreadful, yet it can also be made enjoyable, likable, aesthetic, pleasing by a

variety of intelligible means. The first encounter is not limited to be dreadful or to its

dreadfulness; it is limited – defined socially – as dreadful in the practice of race.

The confrontation with the possibility of collapse of the subjectivity and the ability of the

subject to work, test, and learn new ways of avoiding such collapse and enhancing and

reinforcing the subjectivity by the incorporation and/or acceptance of other human beings in the

practice of race are made sublime, exciting, even wonderful. This is what the subject of race does

with the first encounter, that device of absolute distance that makes evident the chasm that its

own subjectivity opens to it and the force of the grounding that backing away from the chasm

provides. This is what the subject does in the sublime: it performs the chasm, the dread, the

respect, and the admiration of what it is not. The subject performs a first encounter; it performs a

series of first encounters.

The sublime allows us to think about the work of race for its pervasiveness in society is

possible by all the mechanisms that allow it to survive its own confrontations; the subject of race

thinks of its pleasure and relief when it finds that what it is in race, as subject, can’t be threatened

if it continually distances from the danger of its collapse. Now, it will be very hard to carry such

a practice if it will cause extreme hardship to its subjects so the promise of not being in the face
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of danger in the future serves as a mechanism that allows the subject to perform something

similar to the disinterest of the beautiful and to guarantee that it will always survive its own

confrontation. This contrasts with the hardships that the practice imposes in society to its

unprivileged subjects, but what I intend to show here is that the moment of subjection of race is a

moment in which the subjects use all the devices at their disposal to negotiate and agree on a

particular way of aesthetic liking of themselves. The moment of this subjective racial aesthetic

constitution is being lived as a fulfillment of an individual pleasure [the sublime], and what is

sought in the practice – that absolute difference and sameness, and the losses they actually are

for the human beings involved – exist outside of the moment yet permeate it [the beautiful].

The aesthetically sublime comes from the confrontation of the subject with the limits and

instability of its subjectivity, but this confrontation comes also from the everyday life and

interactions of the subject. For Kant, the noun sublime can be attributed to objects of nature that

confirm the strength of the subject and its subjectivity at a safe distance, or in the security of its

isolation (2009, 262). I think that this attribution of the sublime to objects of nature is too

convenient and, at the same time, problematic for it constitutes this confrontation as a physical

externality that material bodies are capable of exerting on the human being. If it is possible to

confer the noun sublime to objects of nature it is because the sublime of race works in this way.

The confrontation of the subjectivity of race happens in the practice; it is a device of the practice

and makes it possible the practice. The subject gains strength, or strengthens its positionality and

its role in the practice in the ability to resist the multiple threats of the confrontation of the

everyday life; including the social consequences of race. The appeal of the noun sublime, thus,

comes from its aesthetic use and from what it does in its use to the subjects in the practice. The

use of this noun confers the subject with security, and grounding strength by allowing for the
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comparison between its subjectivity and the obliterating forces of nature and its associated

dangers to the frailty of the human body.

The subject places these changing forces out there and articulates a discourse of the Self

that contrasts its survival to the confrontation of the sublime with the obliterating change of

natural phenomena; the subject tells itself something like this: “see, I am capable of surviving

this! In spite of all the forces of nature that can kill me and that change beyond recognition what

was there before I stand, stronger than ever. I remain.” Although this is the form of discourse of

the self that the sublime establishes as a constitutive requirement in what it allows in the practice,

the subject gains strength precisely because of the danger it faces. I think that it would be too

simplistic to think that the subject gains strength in spite of the danger. I can’t think of something

like as “in spite of” in this type of subjectivity; the danger of the sublime functions as a device

for the possibility of the subject. This is in some ways, I would argue, one of the necessities that

the transcendental demands from the subject of race. The transcendence of the subject of race

acquires meaning in the performance of its potential death and survival; to be able to live, to

guarantee that it exists, the subject must prove that it can be killed and, still, survive the proof.

Intelligible Unintelligible of Race

As it has been discussed in the section of the beautiful, the beautiful is possible in the act

of not being able to grasp the object in its contemplation – the disinterest concerning what is

being done; when this non-graspable is engaged it becomes unintelligible since it is practiced as

ungraspable and it must remain so for the aesthetic subjectivity that is worked through it to be

agreed upon. I think that the engagement with the ungraspable of what is done in the beautiful is

a form of self-denial; a form of engaging what the subject explicitly doesn’t want to engage; an

engagement with non-engagement, with oblivion. The engagement with the ungraspable of the
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beautiful can be thought as a self-denial because, by doing so, the subject denies what it is by

denying what it does. Thus, in the beautiful this engagement is forbidden, and it is this forbidden

condition that allows for the tranquil contemplation of the beautiful. In the sublime, on the other

hand, the engagement is allowed, if not required, as a form of intellectual confirmation of the

ungraspable and a form of justification of its condition of being forbidden. It is a proof of the

non-graspable, unreachable, or unattainable of the object of the beautiful that needs to be

confirmed by means of the sublime. The subject of race sets its limits and performs its own proof

as a confirmation and constitutive performance of its own subjectivity; the racial subject lives

because it can be dead but it is only in life that it can be aesthetically performed, liked, and

enjoyed. It is a way in which the subject of race can like itself as a work of art in mutual

agreements. The subject of race needs to be contemplated to avoid the questioning of what it

does, but it also needs to be engaged to do what it wants to do.

On one hand, the body of the human being may not be able to pass such a proof; a proof

of life in death; on the other hand, the subject of race survives the hardships of its confrontation

in a similar way the convict survives the hardships of the Panopticon. In the latter case, the

hardships are not imprinted in the body but in the subjectivity of race; this subjective hardship is

a form of surveillance constituted by the agreements of the practice (M. Foucault 1995, 202-

203). Race is subjective and social; for the mortality and frailty of the human body could not

survive the hardships of race in its continual confrontation with danger, fear, and death nor could

it be attained in the loneliness of the retreat of the mind of the individual. In our society, the

tangible effects of this proof can be seen in the psychological ailments, and in the mortality and

morbidity with which the vulnerable persons in the practice have to deal in the everyday of their

unprivileged position; it is also seen, albeit as different manifestations, in the stresses, neuroses
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and anxieties of the privileged. From this description it is possible to conceive the social effects

of race after the moment of subjection, in a simplistic way, as the imposition of a form of

division or distribution of the effects of the practice in its subjects. As a consequence, the

unprivileged suffer in their bodies while the privileged suffer in their psyche. Although this is, in

part, the case due to the social distribution of wealth and access to resources according to the

lines established by race, I am inclined to think that this is the presentation of race more than it is

its condition as a practice. What I am arguing is that the practice of race directs the focus of the

subject’s attention towards what allows it to agree on its positionality and constitute, more

adequately, its aesthetic subjectivity.

The proof then is also the performance of race in society in its effects. What this tells us

is that race goes far beyond the endowments of nature on the body and the properties of the

bodies of the persons; it goes also beyond the mind and its developments – concepts and

knowledge. Race is found elsewhere; it is not found in the body, nor is it found in nature, nor can

it be found in the mind of the individual as a transcendental concept. If race involves anything

physical is what the human being does with what is being perceived by the senses and by the

interactions with other human beings. If race has anything to do with the mind is what the human

being does with its mind in regards to other minds. Transcendence, thus, replaces this

meaningful social doing for reason as distance from the physical in what Kant calls the

supersensible (2009, 258-259). What the subject of race does, thus, with this appeal to something

like the supersensible in the aesthetically sublime is to turn away from what it is doing but not as

if it would not be concerned – the case in the beautiful – but as a request for absolution for what

it now knows it is doing; the subject appeals to society, to the parties involved in the practice, for

approval – although in this case is more a plight for absolution, or a plight for acceptance after



141

the contemplation in the abyss. The sublime subject of race finds this approval in the laws and

institutions of its society but especially in the social conventions that it has established in the

agreements of its everyday.

But, what does it mean to use what the human being can do with the sensations and the

mind as if it were an essential mandate, as it is the case of the Kantian supersensible? This appeal

to the complicit subjects of the practice and to society does more than confirm the correctness of

the use of the devices of the practice; this supersensible works as a moral call that regulates the

way in which the plea and the agreement would be conducted. What is being done with the

supersensibility implied in the sublime, in a way, is to use memory and the effects that past

practices have had in the subject as its essence. It seems problematic, in my way of thinking, that

the subject can find relief in a form of distancing that secures the liking of itself as a presentation

of what it always has meant to be. I would like to think that if subjectivity comes to be in the

practice of a form of craft what comes out of it is something that allows for the possibility of

change and continuous crafting of the self in and with the contingent political community, in

society and with society rather than a presentation of something that has already been established

by a higher being – be it a god, an artist, an state, a relationship... – in a discarded past that has to

be recovered only to be discarded again. The memory of race is, thus, an always ungraspable

essence that has to be constantly re-evaluated by a continuous recovery. This is what the subject

of race does with memory: it pushes memory out as if it would not be part of what it is in the

practice, but it seeks to keep this memory close to it as its own essence. In this way race does

history, presents a beautiful subject – one that can be liked, and becomes essence in its

experiences. For instance, citizenship is one of the forms in which the practice of race acquires

its meaning in an essential memory of a distant past in regards to its foundational origins, in
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regards to immigration and against it. I discuss how citizenship is positioned against immigration

in the practice of race and the idea that citizenship is racially performed in chapters two, and

seven; in this section of the sublime I wanted to show what citizenship is doing when used to

define the local and the foreign in immigration.

Violent Sublime

Memory will be considered in more detail somewhere else; for now, I will continue

dealing with the distancing that the subject of race practices as transcendence. The distancing of

what I am speaking here is violent; it is almost like a self-rejection that needs to occur when it is

confronted with its impossibility as essential. What the subject does in this violence is to carry

the anxiety of discovering itself and being discovered as a failure; the subject thinks of itself as

something that it wants to like but can’t. In a momentary struggle against nihilism the subject

wants to like itself and, actually, does it by violently placing itself in the place that has been

assigned and chosen to it by the aesthetic agreement of race and modifying the practice he is

complicit with in the process (Kant 2009, 260). In this case, what has changed is the

intelligibility of the practice, not the practice itself. What the subject does in this violence is to

deny that it doesn’t like itself anymore and re-present itself as likable again and, thus, valuable

and agreeable. Violence, arguably, becomes one of the intelligible elements of the practice of

race in its aesthetic use. Now, how can violence be aesthetically liked? What does the subject of

race do to be able to like and to present as likable what it has deemed a necessary violence which

is self-inflicted and inflicted on the raced subjects upon the agreement? What type of concepts,

when agreed upon, render this violence agreeable and, therefore, likable? How is this violence

constituted?
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I think that the concepts of admiration and respect allow for the violence inflicted upon

the subjects of race in the confrontation to be used as aesthetically accepted forms of this

violence as the performance of the agreements of race in the practice. I will address more in

depth these two mechanisms and their role in the violence of the aesthetic in a moment. For now,

I want to argue that the subject of race is aesthetically admired and respected in its condition of

sublimity; it is, thus, negatively enjoyed as the work of its subjectivity (Kant 2009, 246). What is

done with this negative pleasure is to perform the division, to perform the limits, to perform the

borders of difference and sameness. This negative pleasure of admiration and respect happens in

the negation of equality as if equality would be the sameness that the subject wants to despise to

be able to become an individual in the establishment of agreements in the same terms with others

that have chosen it and that it has chosen.

This form of respect and admiration of the sublime is the practice of distancing that the

subject of race performs when the presence of the human being in front of it is recognized as a

problematic if not dangerous potential rather than as an achievement in the practice. In other

words, the subject of race recognizes that there might be something human in the being in front

of it, or that the human being in front of it can, in fact, be a human as it is; yet, this being in front

of the racing subject must remain a potentiality of becoming human like one is and, rather than

pursuing the agreements or disagreements of the beautiful, the subject backs off and retreats

from further attempts of engaging the other subject in agreement. The type of engagement that

takes place here, then, is one of separation and distancing.

In the practice of race, the raced subject and the racing subject can’t agree on something

like the beautiful of the subjectivity; for, who would like to be raced and become the victim of

the practice or, on the other hand, the ugly of its own subjective performance? Thus, the
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distancing becomes a necessity that must have happened previous to the disagreement and,

hence, the subjects confirm the problem of other minds in the practice of mutual exclusivity of

the subjectivities as absolute different. Race is made to be something inherent of human beings

as existing a priori to the subjectivity; yet, it is made by the agreements of the practice which

impose difference as an absolute condition of the existence of the subjectivity. Race seems as

something inescapable as something that is imprinted in the human being by the processes that

produced its body and gave it the capacity of producing thoughts; this, however, is one of the

conditions of being a racial subject for if the subjectivity is questioned constantly as such, it

wouldn’t be possible or, at least, it wouldn’t be pleasant. If race is thought as an inherent human

trait it is because the subjects of race had agreed on that condition in order for the subjects to be

able to have something like race to be possible in the social everyday practice, in the social

realities of race, and on the relationships between human beings.

The sublime is a type of practice and constitutive device that allows the subject to have a

feeling (Kant 2009, 247), a feeling of liking or being liked as a subject. By the use of this device,

I take Kant to suggest that nature presents the subject with the possibility of assessing what it can

do and what it becomes by walking away from what has been given to it by nature. In the case of

race, it can be argued that as human beings we see ourselves as having something to do with

nature and that part of what we are is the product of natural processes and that we are part of

nature; the sublime allows to separate, to localize the natural of the human being apart or as

separated from what the subjects is and what it becomes as human being and to use this

separation to assess and give value to what it does and becomes in this process. Nature, however,

becomes incorporated as an externality separated from the internality of the subject and, thus,

becomes useful for determining the distancing of the subject from the externality. The subject of
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race values itself – aesthetically, and fully – in terms of the distance between what it agrees

socially as internal and what it agrees socially as external. This incorporation and assessment

gives intelligibility to the subject as a feeling; as another way of thinking of body processes. The

sublime constitutes nature as separation in the subject of race as a feeling of the Self; as a Self-

feeling. The subject of race feels its own self in this separation and the amount of feeling gives it

a measure of its own value. This was discussed in a previous section of this chapter as the

constitutive expression of the judgment of success of the agreements of the practice by the

subject of race.

Concerned Unconcernment of Race

What, then, is more specifically the meaning of the negative pleasure that is aroused in

the distancing of absolute difference which is articulated as a conditional necessity in the

sublime? How does something like this become meaningful? It seems to me that this is a

pleasure that separates, distances, and repels in enjoyment – enjoys repelling or distancing. I

think that what is done happens both as a form of enjoyment of the subjectivity of race when it is

engaged directly with its own doings, and as a response to the difficulty or impossibility of

denying that the human being in front of the racing subject is a human being like it is. The

subject of race finds ways of making the denial of what it is doing and the denial of equality

among human beings intelligible and, thus, agreeable, likable, and enjoyable. This, however,

leaves the aspects of this enjoyment still to be discussed; the negative character of the enjoyment

of the sublime shares many aspects of morality but this doesn’t explain what the subject does to

actually achieve this aesthetic enjoyment as pleasurable in the agreement that comes from self-

denial and the denials it want to keep for itself in order to make the practice possible.
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As a human being, the racing subject needs to find a way to be able to give meaning to

the differences it attempts to disregard in the beautiful of the subjectivity; a way of giving

meaning to what has been sent into oblivion by the practice of the beautiful is to use the sublime

to complete what the subject could potentially lose by engaging what has been sent into oblivion

by an aesthetic distancing. Admiration and respect become the concepts that surface as practices

of an encompassing subjectivity that incorporates what it discards. Hence, the aesthetic never

discards; it works acceptable and unacceptable subjective performances and subjectivities in

order to have a coherent meaningful social aesthetic. The awareness of the loss in which the

aesthetic of racial subjectivity will incur by discarding or/and neglecting differences and

disagreements contributes to the intelligibility of the practice of race as a device that makes

possible the incorporation of what is placed outside of the site that a particular subjectivity of

race makes available to its subject. In this way, it is possible for the subject of race – the racing

subject – to practice race in complicity under agreement since the racing subject can’t race itself

without the raced subject; nor can the raced subject without the racing one.

It will be too simplistic and problematic to argue that the practice of race becomes

intelligible and, thus, a practice due to a device that allows for the constitution of a subjectivity

that can ignore what it is doing as it would be something that never occurs or that is never a real

phenomenon with real social effects. In many ways, the beautiful allows for the practice of race

to attain meaning as a doing that is not being done; nevertheless, the human being does know

what is “not being done” and this is what the subjectivity of race requires of the subjects to deal

with. The sublime is the constitutive device that allows the intelligibility of race in the “not being

done” to become dealt with and incorporated. This device allows also for the incorporation of the

raced subject in the practice for further use or/and development of the social effects of the
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practice; otherwise, it will be very difficult to sustain the aesthetic of race in its practice as

beautiful. If the beautiful needs protection from being discovered as “what is being done” then

the possibility of its development would be meaningless, i.e. there would not be a practice of the

development of many presentations of the beautiful, but a social and direct engagement with its

constitution. This is precisely the problem that Kant confronts when dealing with the

contemplative of the beautiful in his presentation of the sublime.

Thus, what “is not being done” becomes part of what “is being done” or what the subject

wants to do by the use of these two concepts that make acceptable the latter as a negative

reflection of the former. What I want to argue here is that the subjectivity of race is practiced

socially due to the possibility of having or agreeing on one important condition: an ungraspable

transcendental that can be practiced as an epistemic one.  Race is social and, thus, sameness has

to find a way of working with difference. The beautiful subject of race must be sublime to be

social; to function as a social practice and to claim the human fulfillment it claims to provide in

the constitutive of modern and postmodern subjects. After all, admiration and respect are socially

acceptable concepts in contrast to the problematic absolute sameness and difference of race.

Arguably, sameness and difference have been more or less considered acceptable in society

concerning the practice of race; however, I think that the application of the concept of equality

has always been at odds with them. The two forms of aesthetic, the beautiful and the sublime,

become one in the subject of race yet they remain different devices allowing for two different

strategies aiming at making possible a practice.

The Use of Admiration and Respect

I want now to proceed with a discussion concerning the role of violence in the aesthetic

and the way it works in the mechanisms of admiration and respect. I want to do this by dealing
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with the specific distinctions Kant makes between the two aesthetic judgments: the judgment of

the form and the judgment of the formless.

[T]he intrinsic and most important distinction between the sublime and the
beautiful is presumably the following. If, as is permissible, we start here by
considering only the sublime in natural objects (since the sublime in art is always
confined to the conditions that [art] must meet to be in harmony with nature), then
the distinction in question comes to this: (Independent) natural beauty carries with
it a purposiveness in its form, by which the object seems as it were predetermined
for our power of judgment, so that this beauty constitutes in itself an object of our
liking. On the other hand, if something arouses in us, merely in apprehension and
without any reasoning on our part, a feeling of the sublime, then it may indeed
appear, in its form, contrapurposive for our power of judgment, incommensurate
with our power of exhibition, and as it were violent to our imagination, and yet
we judge it all the more sublime for that.
…
Independent natural beauty reveals to us a technic of nature that allows us to
present nature as a system in terms of laws whose principle we do not find
anywhere in our understanding: the principle of a purposiveness directed to our
use of judgment as regards appearances. Under this principle, appearances must
be judged as belonging not merely to nature as governed by its purposeless
mechanism, but also to [nature considered by] analogy with art. Hence even
though this beauty does not actually expand our cognition of natural objects, it
does expand our concept of nature, namely, from nature as mere mechanism to
the concept of that same nature as art, and that invites us to profound
investigations about [how] such a form is possible.
…
This shows that the concept of the sublime in nature is not nearly as important and
rich in implications as that of the beautiful in nature, and that this concept
indicates nothing purposive whatever in nature itself but only in what use we can
make of our intuitions of nature so that we can feel a purposiveness within
ourselves entirely independent of nature. (Kant 2009, 246-247)

These two types of aesthetic judgments constitute the aesthetic of the subject of race; they allow

the subject of race to do race in different ways and achieve different purposes in the practice and,

yet, they both work together in the aesthetic of the racial practices. The first one is the condition

of an aesthetic that has been predetermined by nature; it is here that race can be made an issue of

nature such as the adequacy of certain bodies to certain climates and to the adequacy of certain

bodies to the performance of certain tasks. This type of aesthetic judgment belongs to the
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beautiful; it has been discussed in the previous section to some length, but I want to reiterate that

it is a form of passive intentionality which can appear as subtle when contrasting it to the

intentionality of the sublime. The beautiful of the practice can easily be concealed and ignored

due to its intelligibility as passive even though it is engaged critically, in some instances, as the

problematic of social difference based on nature – including geographic location and culture-

climate. It is possible that the practice of the beautiful of race as passive has made its

engagement easier to carry out theoretically than it has been in the case of the sublime. The

beautiful of the practice relies on the agreements of form that the subjects of race are able to

reach with other subjects that belong to what they want their groups to be, i.e. it is subtle and,

perhaps, less problematic if engaged since it requires the subjects to reach the agreements that

the practice demands in the form of subjective uniformity or homogeneity. The beautiful, then,

requires agreements to continually be reached among the subjects for the practice to be possible;

agreements get actualized and new ones may replace old ones, but the practice is not required to

change. What is agreed, then, is the practice itself among its agreeing subjects.

On the other hand, the second type of judgment, which belongs to sublimity, presents us

with the more tangible intentionality of the practice; with the intelligible intentionality of it. It is

the violent condition of the aesthetic. It seems important to note that it is this violence which

confers sublimity with its value; a value that is defined as superior to the value that anything

provided by nature and its forms can confer to the practice. Violence is more valuable for the

intelligibility of the subjectivity of race and its practices than the passive definition of what is

done in the beautiful. What I find important from this distinction I am addressing here is that in

spite of the definition of the sublime as violent and its apparent bluntness, the engagement with

the sublime of race presents some difficulties. I think that the violence of the sublime is possible
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in the practice due to its use as a requirement in the formation of the subject; it is a constitutive

performance of the subject of race. This violence, however, is of a different type than the

violence of power. Although violence can be associated to power here in some instances, I think

of it as something that is accepted, or agreed, as the effect on the subject when it accepts the

bluntness of the devices it uses to craft itself; as the acceptance of the regulations and allowed

possibilities by the limitations and displacements of the agreed racial subjectivity. An

appropriate way of dealing with this violence would be to treat it as an aesthetic genuine

oblivion.

The violence of the sublime can be thought in a way as the aesthetic genuine oblivion that

constitutes the subjectivity of race when the realization of its impossibility becomes apparent; it

is also the pleasure that arises in the subject by the possibility of its own subjectivity in spite of

all odds in the appearance of its impossibility. This violence is a form of necessary proof of

“existing;” a necessary proof by the subject of race of being what it is socially as an intelligibility

subject. Thus, the subjective existence of race is intelligible by these two forms of aesthetics and

their devices which make possible the inclusion of nature and the inclusion of human subjectivity

in the practice. Although the natural may be used to provide the practice of race with

unquestionable foundations and with “grounded” justifications, it occupies a place of less value

in regards to the developed transcendental; it is done in this way so as to make possible the

avoidance of complicity in it. It will not be possible for the developed transcendental to be

transcendental without the use of nature; race relies on these mechanisms to be socially practiced

as a concept; to have its effects and to have an appeal to the modern subject and modern

intersubjectivity. The subjectivity of race is what matters for the subject of race in aesthetic terms

but nature provides the subjectivity with a powerful device to deflect its own problematic and to
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claim a use of nature that is of a superior, presumably moral, quality in relation to the crude,

inhuman, scientific use of nature. The problem is more evident here for the sublime allows the

practice of race to become intelligibility as a mere – yet not less important and valuable –

incorporation and development of what has been given by nature through the work of the

subject; a form of morally bounded or purposive freedom. If, at some point, race seems self-

contained – as a stable concept – in spite of being possible as a solution of the problem of the

difficulties of rendering freedom objectively quantifiable is because race is self-contained and

self-containing, and it needs to work in this way to a degree for its subjects to agree on the type

of work that is being done – the type of subjectivity in the practice – with what earth has

provided them as a truth that can be preserved (M. a. Heidegger 2001, 41, 67-69); race is, in this

way, naturalized and given meaning as a transcendental moral concept.

Conclusion

I argued in chapter five that the constitutive device of the beautiful of race can be thought

of as a disinterest about what the subject of race does in the intersubjectivity of the practice. In

this way, what is done is sent into oblivion; it becomes inaccessible as something that can’t be

grasped by human beings as what it is. Only presentations and agreements on these presentations

are possible. Hence, the beautiful is constituted as a set of agreements that deflect the

responsibility and the complicity of the subjects of race in their constitutive conditional

intersubjectivity. On the other hand, I theorized in this chapter that the sublime is a constitutive

practice and device in which the subject becomes concerned with what it is doing as a subject in

the practice; in other words, by means of the use of the sublime practice the subject of race is

constituted as concerned with what it is in what it does in the oblivion of the beautiful rather than

being concerned with what it is doing that constitutes a requirement for oblivion. Consequently,
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the concern of the subject in the sublime is to make racial subjectivity transcendental by means

of reason. Kant solves the problem of the ungraspable of the beautiful with the sublime as a form

of freedom of the individual subject. The sublime constitutes the subject as a subject that

transcends the purposiveness of nature and purposively engages the constitution of its own

subjectivity by rational means. While what is done in the beautiful remains ungraspable an is

made nature – naturalized; the sublime allows the subject of race to become dedicated and

concerned with the work of its own subjectivity out of what it does. In consequence, the beautiful

can be though as a set of agreements on the alibis of the practice, and the sublime can be thought

as what it is done in the beautiful with the support of the alibis and after the oblivion of the

beautiful. Race becomes intelligible in its agreed unintelligibility. Sending into oblivion what is

done constitutes its intelligibility. In the following chapter I address the problem of theorizing

about the race-aesthetic practice as a hegemonic contract. Although the idea of the contract is

implied in the way race is practiced contemporarily in America due to the work of John Rawls

(2005), dealing with this race-aesthetic practice as a hegemonic contract presents some problems

that are important to consider.
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CHAPTER 7: Practice and the Critique of the Social/Racial Contract

Introduction

Departing from the arguments about race presented in the two previous chapters, I want

to consider two important works here: the work of Charles W. Mills (1997), and the work of

Christina Beltrán (2010). I consider Carles Mills’ The Racial Contract important because it

allows to think about the race-aesthetic practice of race as a self-imposed impossibility of

solution of the problem of race; I also consider it important because it deals with this self-

imposed impossibility of solution as a form of madness. These two elements of the practice of

race are considered here briefly but they will be expanded in chapter nine. My reading of this

work in this chapter, however, is critical of the hegemonic approach given to race as a contract. I

argue in this chapter that approaching the practice of race and the Kantian influence in the

foreclosing of race in this way becomes problematic, first, because it neglects aspects of

solidarity that are constitutive of the Social Contract; and, second, because a critical hegemonic

approach tends to address only certain aspects of the sublime and leave certain aspects of the

beautiful of the practice untouched. This type of critique, thus, risks doing race otherwise by

restaging the Fanonian mirror discussed in chapter four setting, thus, limitations to the

development of the theory. I will expand this argument in chapter eight. The work of Christina

Beltrán, on the other hand, addresses the problem of the use of a Rousseauan approach to unity

in the Latino immigrant and Latino resident community. I consider this work important for it

addresses certain problems that contractarian tradition and that Rousseau introduced in the social
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formation of a national community. I address this work theoretically from a reading of

Rousseau’s First Discourse and I argue that, although a critique of the contractarian tradition

addresses certain aspects of Rawls’ (2005) theory and the problems introduced by Rousseau to

the idea of a social contract, it neglects the importance of solidarity that constitutes the politics of

unity in the Latino community in the United States. Contesting the category of “Latino” in a

Liberal democratic way becomes problematic and limited if what we want to do is to render race

meaningless.

Considerations concerning the Social Contract

I have argued through the two previous sections that the conditionality of race can be

better understood as a form of aesthetic, as a race-aesthetic; I have also argued that the idea of an

aesthetic contractual practice allows for the treatment of race as a conditional practice in its

everyday operation for the possibility of being communicated in its own aesthetic common

sense. I want now expand on the concept of the contract in a way that allows me to theorize on

the constitutive intersubjectivity of race. I would like to argue that the idea of the contract as a

form of foundational text or speech, both as prescription or norm, can’t explain the work of the

aesthetics; for this reason, I propose the use of the contract as a form of healing. I am proposing

this use of the contract because I want to theorize on what is race is for the citizen and the

immigrant in the United States is. At the same time, I want to theorize on what the

intersubjectivity of the practice of race of the citizen and of the immigrant in the United States is.

The question that I am interested in answering in this section, thus, concerns the everyday

practice of race, its aesthetics, and immigration: what is the everyday practice of race in the

United States for the immigrant and the citizen? In other words, what is the meaning – doing – of

this subject and its subjectivity?
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I want to concentrate on what I consider some important elements in Rousseau’s first

discourse and on his Social Contract. If Rousseau has a system that begins with his first

discourse and is developed more or less consistently through his whole work maintaining a claim

to a foundational principle of the goodness of man (Black 2009, 10-11, 267), it is possible to use

the idea of the contract to expand the theory of race and its conditionality under discussion here.

I consider important, first, to think of the contract as a form or space of healing. Second, when

dealing with race, the use of the contract theoretically as a form of control or norm that aims at

unity through regulation and performance does not deal with race and its subjectivity but with

the consequences of race as if they were race itself or its intersubjectivity; moreover, the use of

the contract and its analysis in this way is another way of racing or confirming and establishing

the way in which race has to work otherwise. Third, the Rousseauan commonality of the contract

can be thought as a call of attention to what is neglected in the practice of race; or, in other

words, as dealing with the everyday rather than allowing ourselves to be distracted from what it

is done in the practice of race. Fourth, the way in which I suggest thinking about the contract

allows to deal with the ideas of teaching and learning implicit in citizenship; in this way, I

propose to think of the contract as a way in which race is learnt by the citizen and the immigrant

when they enter this space of healing and what this healing space has to do with learning race

and, actually, being a citizen and an immigrant rather than an immigrant-citizen – a human being

within the context of immigration. Finally, by suggesting that the reader approaches the contract

in this way I want to propose a different reading of commonality in the Rousseauan festival as a

way of dealing with race in its intelligible and unintelligible elements as an intersubjective

constitution in the practice. I suggest these ways of dealing with the contract as a way to theorize

on the aesthetic complicity of the subject of race in the practice. I think that it is problematic to
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think that it is the aesthetics the cause of race; I think that race, as a form of aesthetics, is a

practice and that aesthetics can allow for a more relevant engagement with race in the

postmodernity. If aesthetics is considered ambiguous or problematic when dealing with race I

think it is because aesthetics in the high modernity is presented as a powerful tool for social

critique for its freedom of expressiveness; it is this type of freedom that I want to deal with in the

idea of the contract that I am presenting here for consideration.

The Contract as a Space of Healing

What I want to take from the idea of the social contract is its position in Rousseau’s

philosophical system in relation to the first discourse. Rousseau is concerned with the effects of

the Enlightenment through the arts and sciences on what Rousseau calls the morals or the

common sense of the morality of the society. Rousseau sees this corruption of what it means to

be human as a consequence of the dispersive effects the sciences and arts over the power of

reason to restore the common sense of being human in something like the truth of being human

in the self-making (1987, 3, Black 2009, 49-51). Rousseau sees the development of the arts and

sciences enlightened with knowledge and their own truth as the “flowers over the iron chains” of

those who are interested in cultivating them. Human beings cultivate the arts and sciences that

deem convenient and attainable to them and become dependent on these devices and on their

effects; this is the source of inequality and, presumably, the loss of the “original freedom”

endowed by reason (1987, 3-4). Rousseau is concerned, then, with the inequalities that this

dispersion creates and with the political effects they have by strengthening political rule, or by

the strengthening of the mechanisms of social regulation and control (Black 2009, 53, 152). The

corruption of the morals of which Rousseau refers is, then, a form of particularistic retreat from

the practice of the rational common. In this retreat, only forceful mechanisms keep people
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together. These mechanisms, however forceful, can be, and they are for Rousseau, as soft as the

social manners.

Rousseau, however, admits that once the morals have been corrupted they can’t be

recovered; there is no possibility of going back to the previous state from which the human came

before the encounter with the enlightened sciences and arts. The condition of corruption is

irreversible. Nevertheless, it is possible to contain the spread of corruption by the wise use of the

same tools that led to such corruption; thus, the arts and sciences and their dispersive effects can

be used as medicine to sustain a state of distraction except, this time, from the further

development of the corruption (J.-J. a. Rousseau 2007, 28-29, Black 2009, 175).

There are three ideas that I consider important in order to deal with the intersubjectivity

of race from this short consideration of Rousseau’s first discourse concerning the dispersion that

is under critique: first, the possibility of humans to be what they want to be – what they

fundamentally are according to Rousseau – without the availability of God to determine their

humanity or being an incommunicable common; second, the impossibility of going back to a

previous state, or the change and difference that the dispersal has had for the human being. The

dispersal and its consequences are already a constitutive part of the human being of modernity;

and, third, the impossibility of returning to a previous state is presented as a problem of freedom

that necessitates a solution; I think that this solution is presented in the form of healing in the

social contract.

These ideas present what I consider the basic concerns that the social contract addresses

concerning the everyday practice of race. The first idea has already been discussed in previous

sections in regards to the aesthetics of race. I will expand the discussion of this idea later in the

section dealing with the subject of race as the postmodern artist of its own subjectivity. What I



158

think is relevant for the discussion in this section concerning this idea is that the subject of race

likes itself aesthetically in the dispersion of its freedom and distraction from the everyday; this is

in a way what race is in the practice contrary to the isolated individual without a common

language that has been corrupted by the sciences and the arts.

Concerning the second and third ideas, I understand Rousseau’s fundamental goodness of

the human being as the possibility of human beings of being just. This constituent element of

Rousseau’s system can also be understood as the “capacity to act morally” without regard of the

content of such morality (Strong 1994, 30). This, for me is problematic and I think it is what

constitutes the social contract as space of healing. I think that for the subject of race there are

major differences between being just and acting morally. Being just opens the possibility for

change, for the end of the practice; for the subject to say “no” to race; for the subject to end its

unconcernment or neglect with what it has learned and does and not do it any longer. For the

subject of race, on the other hand, acting morally implies to act as a racial subject for the sake of

the practice and its effects. Morality relies on the existence of a we or a social arrangement that

provides for such unity of commonality (31); for a set of initial conditions that encompass and

regulate this we and its actions in public where reason is communicated by means of a common

sense or a common language. This is the problem of justice institutionalized as fairness

suggested by Rawls (2005, 14). In this Kantian use of morality there is a contingent need for an

initial condition that allows for the institution of such morality; it is this contingent necessity

which demands a healing in such a way that this initial condition could be rationally agreed and

communicated. In a way this is a practice of sanitation as well; I think, however, that in the case

of Rousseau it is healing that addresses the role of the contract if what we want to do is to deal

with the problem of race.
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For Rousseau – as it is for Kant – the dispersion that the arts and sciences allow the

human being, the concern with vain pursuits require then, as a necessity, the restoration of the we

in some form in order for the morality to become available again. Since for Rousseau it is

impossible to return to the original we of reason the corruptions of the customs or mores should

be treated in some way. A form of healing would be required. The healing that morality requires

in the case of race leaves untraceable marks of its existence. In this way, the contract as a healing

aims at making possible a moral we that has healed from a condition of corruption which is

similar to an infection. In this case there will not be a scar; the body has a somatic imprint of its

corruption that lives with it and it is irreversible, but it has healed. The we is a new we like new;

there may be the scars and the effects left of the corruption in the new we, but they will

eventually be forgotten. Isn’t it the purpose of healing to regain strength and to continue with life

without the paralyzing or confusing presence of the illness? This is part of Rousseau’s system;

since the first discourse he sees the academy as a palliative remedy and proposes the social

contract and the citizen’s education of Emile as a preventive remedy. Moreover, Rousseau

doesn’t simply want to make possible a common but a happiness of the body and mind. The

corruption of the mores has effects on the body of the human beings and this is reflected in the

realities of social interactions. Hence, body, mind, soul, and the common relations of human

beings are his concern; they have been corrupted and need to be healed; a form of homeopathic

healing according to Black (2009, 221). I want to reiterate the importance of the idea of the

contract as a healing in contrast to the idea of the social contract as a sanitation or sterilization

for Rousseau arrives to the idea of the social contract by a call to attention of the social realities

of inequality. This is what is important for a critique of the social contract to start addressing the

problem of race.
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Rousseau did not care about race; this is what makes his theory very problematic for it

doesn’t address racial issues and, therefore makes it complicit. Moreover, when he writes about

different peoples he does emphasize the role of reason and the importance or value of the

European people in regards to the inhabitants of other locations; these issues have already been

explored by theorists. When Rousseau does this, he is referring to the value of reason in allowing

the human being to construct itself and study itself as she and he wishes; and it is reason that

renders human beings – white Europeans – inhuman or barbarians (Black 2009, 80-81). Then, in

this way, Rousseau’s system has nothing to say about race; nevertheless, it addresses in a very

critical way the issue of the everyday practices of the modern and postmodern human being. This

is what I find useful when dealing with the everyday practice of race on immigration.

Rousseau’s Call to Attention

If the social contract is a space of healing, then, it is a space that is possible by a form of

diagnosis and the application of certain measures. For Mills, the social contract is a form of

agreement or the constitutional edifice of the West as white, privileged, and dominant (1997, 3,

27, 114). For Mills, then, this type of social contract precedes the social contract of the western

world and the social contract of individual nations. He calls this type of contract a racial contract

for it establishes race, a particular type of race, as the citizen of the world or as human and

confers these citizens the right to use this contract to establish societies as spaces of racial

conquest (29). He is dealing, thus, with transnational and national racisms and the problem of the

colony and the post-colony. I think that this addresses the issues of value and how value is

distributed in society and used to make possible a particular form of racial society. Mills is

treating the social contract as a form of unity of a community that imposes certain requirements

to the members of such community – the white community – and other set of requirements to the
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communities it is imposed on (55-58). In this way, Mills racial contract is a form of articulation

in domination. What is the difference, then, between the racial contract, Rousseau’s social

contract, and the everyday practice of race?

The everyday practice of race deals with the intersubjectivity of race and the processes of

learning how to race and the availability of subjectivities or subjective elements in the event of

race. The subject of race happens, exist, learns how to be itself, and does race in the practice;

race is not agreed by a group of people previously to its application (McKnight 2010, 24).

Moreover, the problem with the idea of the racial contract is that it seems to imply that there are

no effects to the party that establishes the contract as a priori to the formation of a society

through this form of racial conquest. This is the problem of the “white man’s burden.” For the

racing subject, there seems to be no effect in terms of the constitution of its subjectivity; there are

only privileges gained and responsibilities. This seems to imply that for the raced subject the

consequences are dehumanization, suffering, and exploitation. On the other hand, arguably,

whites and non-whites suffer by the existence of race and its effects in one way or another albeit

differently. What I am trying to show here is that the idea of the racial contract is already

assuming that there are races or racial camps established previous to the interaction and that the

subjectivities of the persons and communities involved are not affected as subjectivities; that

there are only formal relations – legal, moral, material – between separated entities –

communities or individuals. How, then, will it be possible to undo race? Are we supposed to

undo the encounter of the West with the rest of the world? Was really the encounter of the West

with the rest of the world an imposition or was it an encounter? What about the immigrant, is the

immigrant a conqueror or a defeated non-human entity accepting what has being imposed by the

global West? Asking these questions in this way is still problematic and shows the difficulties
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that an idea of a racial contract presents to the theorization of potential solutions to the problem

of race.

On the other hand, what I find important from Mills’ idea of the racial contract is the

function of the contract as an ideology; a type of ideology that causes forgetfulness in the

members of the communities that have already accepted it (Mills 1997, 97). Race is a form of

practice in which we learn to forget. This forgetting is more like the oblivion of the aesthetic

beautiful in Kant where everything about what has being learned in the practice to make possible

race is made unintelligible. In this way, it is impossible to bring back to language what has been

forgotten in this way. What has been forgotten, however, is a very important element of the

practice of race for, I would like to argue, the unintelligible of race is what makes the practice in

itself possible. Forgetfulness or the act of sending into oblivion what it is done is one of the

mechanisms by which the subject of race learns to race. The intelligible of race is its

unintelligible; the subject of race learns to race by learning that race is incomprehensible and this

is the comprehensible element of the practice. The subject of race, then, learns and agrees that

since race is incomprehensible it may not exist, it may not be real, or, on the contrary, it may be

at all natural. This is the deferral of race; the subject of race defers the solution to the realities of

race in society, defers subjective value and positions it according to the requirements of the

practice conferring privileges and miseries and allowing difference to be possible, sends its

practice into oblivion, and becomes free.

Thus the idea of the racial contract or the idea of the social contract as a form of imposed

unity or as a form of unity that imposes the community to the individual becomes problematic in

this case. If understood in this way power and the lack of freedom or the debilitation of freedom

due to power from authority are the cause of race. If race is a form of aesthetic of subjectivity,
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power fails to explain how the subject of race can be the artist of its own work and how this

subject likes itself in its work. Race remains an imposition of external constitution such as some

hegemonic idea or and imposition by natural forces. Race in its deferral and differences makes

possible the asymmetry that allows for power to function (M. a. Foucault 1990, 95-96). The

power of race, then, is a consequence of race and the privileges and miseries of its reality in

society are the material effects of the practice.

I think that Rousseau’s idea of the common allows for a different use of the social

contract to deal with race. Rousseau’s first discourse deals with the loss of the common in two

ways that are important here: first, the type of common that was available to human beings with

the Enlightenment given by reason becomes vain dispersal; the common language of reason, that

allowed the human being to rise itself as a subject without the availability of God and investigate

itself becomes diluted by the availability of scientific truths and the truth of opinions of fashion.

Second, the dispersion is the source and cause of unstable sentiments of affection. For Rousseau,

the healing of the social contract deals with the dispersion of language and instability of

affections by providing a common language – the language of reason, and by providing a stable

source of affection. Two problems are evident in this solution in the way that I am presenting it

here: the unity of reason seems very similar to the intelligible or communicable of a practice, and

in the globalized world and its ever growing population the stable of the small community

suggested by Rousseau is not practical. Nevertheless, the appeal to the common is a powerful

call of attention to the practice; to what it is being done; to be concerned with what the subject

has neglected by its distraction. In this way, the contract is a call for the subject to be in its

practice; to get concerned with its distraction; to be concerned with what it is neglected; to be

what it is to be able to do otherwise. In addition, the contract is a way of making reference to the
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intersubjectivity of every practice in which humans engage in their lives. Giving oneself entirely

to other and, at the same time receiving it all (J.-J. Rousseau, On the Social Contract 1987, 148),

is another way of saying that subjectivity is not possible alone.

The contract, if addressed and used as a form of overarching social unity, as an ideology,

as thwarting freedom, does nothing but allow race to be practiced otherwise. This type of critique

of the social contract is correct when dealing with power, yet race is not the product of power. In

this case, the critique becomes another excuse to do race; to contribute to its dispersion. In this

call for freedom, in this particular claim of oppression and revolution as necessary opposites, the

subject of race wants to race; it wants to stand alone for it is in this loneliness that the oblivion of

deferral is possible. In the post-Civil Rights era the individual can be racist; society and its

institutions are not. A free individual is racist; he or she stand alone and they must be punished

for their racism. All others individuals, in their freedom, are not like those others who race; nor

are they in any way accomplices of the social realities of race. How can a free individual in this

way have anything to do with what others do? How can an individual have anything to do with

the realities of its society? As long as the subject of race stands alone free in this way,

unconcerned with its own practice, with what it does, with what it is, race can’t be addressed,

much less made impracticable.

Public Contestation of the Common

One of the problems of the Latino community in the United States is the problem of

identity. Latino politics has been organized on the solutions that the Chicano and Puerto Rican

communities applied to the problem of racism, lack of access to politics and resources, and

difficulties of achieving political solidarity. The politics of the Latino community in the United

States has been made available by the work of these two large communities and has been a form
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of dominant political organization and action for other Latino communities and for Latino

immigrants. Latino identity in its political unity becomes problematic for democratic politics for

it harms debate and hinders the advancement of more comprehensive and diverse solutions to the

different problems of each community and to the different problems within each community

(Beltrán 2010). The problem for the Latino community concerning identity is the problem of

ideology as the product of a hegemonic elite. In which way is, then, possible for the Latino

community to address the problem of race? Democratic politics in this way seems to fail. Do

more debates and more diversity of opinion within the community engage and address race in its

practice? I don’t see how this would be possible.

One of the problems that the Latino community confronts in the United States is its

attachment or, perhaps, its devotion to the established democratic institutions. This concern

becomes problematic for it functions in the same way as the ideology of identity provided by the

community does; democratic debate and diversity are presented as opposites of unity and race.

Race is considered as something that is possible in the racial communion of a group of people.

Although race can be fundamentalized in this way, this opposition allows race to be practiced

otherwise for it assumes that race is possible uniquely in the unity of a community. The appeal to

freedom from this unity is also evident in this opposition to unity within the established

democratic system. Diversity becomes problematic when it is presented as a solution to a

political identity without addressing the practice of race. If the social contract is, in a way, a call

to attention to the practices of what constitute human subjectivities, and the dispersion it aims to

address is that of the distraction form the practice, the use of the social contract as a hegemonic

unity that must be dispersed as a distraction is substituted by a multiplicity of new ones. How can
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political solidarity become possible for addressing race? Is it even useful? How would it be

possible to address the issue of stratification of the Latino community?

Communicable Freedom of the Racial Intersubjectivity

If race is addressed in the practice solidarity acquires a different meaning; it would be

more similar to Rousseau’s common as a call of attention to the practice. Solidarity when dealing

with race, then, is not useful if thought as a set of institutions, ideological principles, or

procedures; it is useful if thought as an engagement with what the subject of race does and is in

the practice and dealing with the stratification of the community as yet another distraction.

Solidarity used in this way doesn’t present a solution; it is an engagement with the

intersubjectivity of race in the everyday with its many devices and meanings; it is a concernment

with what is done in the deferral of race. This common, however, is not simple; it doesn’t have a

simple language – if it has any at all; nor is it tranquility or gladness; nor is it happiness as

Rousseau sometimes suggests (Discourse on the Origin of Inequality 1987, 26). The problem of

the social contract in Rousseau and in Kant is the problem of reason as the common language of

subjectivity; in the way I see it, it is the problem of the priority and importance of the

intelligibility of the practice. This priority is at work, as well, in the practice of race and it is this

prioritization that makes race difficult to deal with; if we consider that reason is given an

imperative in communication in our society due to the importance and uses of the freedom of

choice, then, addressing race is made to be close to impossible.

For Kant and Rousseau Freedom needs to be communicable. Rousseau makes it

communicable in the common of the city; Kant makes it communicable both in the common

sense of the aesthetic judgment and in universal knowledge. In this way Kant and Rousseau’s

systems show the neglect Western society has concerning issues of class, gender, and race.
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Rousseau addresses the issue of inequality and engages with gender roles; Kant, on the other

hand, addresses the issue of race yet neither system had contributed to the solution of these

problems. I have shown that, contrary to their intentions, Kant’s Critique of Judgment and

Rousseau’s social contract are useful for theorizing about the intersubjectivity of race. What is

explanatory in these cases is both the absences and the very presences of the systems and their

engagements.

Critiques of the social contract address what some theorists consider a form of

romanticism due to the stability of sentiment that Rousseau wants to confer to it (Black 2009, 61-

62). I think that the stability that Rousseau refers is that stability that happens when human

beings are in the practice of their intersubjectivity. If this is the case, then stability has nothing to

do with tranquility, gladness, being at rest, or being compelled to quietness by some power. This

stability can be considered as stable due to its concernment with what it is. If human beings are

multiple and if human life is multiple and diverse (Strong 1994, 83-84), this concernment with

the practice would not be other than very active, possible active to what can be considered

extremes in terms of stability. In the practice of race the stability of the common can’t be quiet,

glad, or forced quietness; I don’t think it can be. Even when the subjects engage in the practice

either as perpetrators or victims there is no stability in the traditional sense. To argue that racial

relations are stable as if they were the product of a social contract institutionalized and

established by whites and that this is observable, quantifiable, and felt in the realities of society,

is to argue that race never changes; that it is not scarred and healed in its constitutive conditional

practices. The subject of race engages in a tremendous effort in order to sustain the social

conditions of its practice in the way they are; in a comprehensible way so it can move forward

with distractions that it considers more relevant; even, to make possible these distractions. This is
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the concerned unconcernment of the aesthetics of race; more specifically, this is the sublime of

race I addressed in the previous chapter. The subject of race is concerned with the practice, but

its concernment with it is one of unconcernment about it; the subject of race makes race possible

but does it in such a way that it can be and remain unconcerned with this possibility. For the

subject of race, then, doing race would be more like an acknowledgement that there is something

that it does to constitute itself, but that it is not important for it may just be the way the subject is.

I think this may be wrong. The subject is in its doing even when it puts all its efforts on being

unconcerned and creates its own distractions.

I mentioned some paragraphs ago that I want to take from Rousseau the effects of the

corruptions left in the person and in society. This is important when dealing with race for race is

possible in the form of freedom of the distraction from the practice because it allows the subject

to stand alone. This position may not be a position at all; for me, it is a way of dealing with the

distraction that its unconcernment allows. There, the subject stands free and, therefore,

untouched; it is only touched by power, by its own power, in what it may treat as encroachment

or as a privilege. The subject of race is in this way pure. This is the purity of race. A critique of

the social contract that addresses power and freedom as two always struggling forces does not

contribute to the solution of the problem of race. Rousseau’s common and the social contract

take into account the effects of intersubjective practices in the subject; they take into account the

intersubjectivity of the modern human being. If education is constitutive of the social contract in

Rousseau’s system, then education can be thought as a process of formation of intersubjectivity

in the practice. The Master and the student engage in the process of citizenship education in such

a way that the master and the student are so different at the end – if there is any end to it;

moreover, the master has changed so much that it would be nearly impossible for him to take any
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other student. It is a process that in Rousseau’s words take close to a life time (J.-J. Rousseau

2007, 25-26). Intersubjectivity is what constitutes human beings in society; human beings can’t

live in society without being changed and change in their practices. Race, then, leaves not only a

mark; it is its intersubjectivity. Race is all it is left of its subject in its practice and the social

effects are left or remain after the moment of racial subjection; race is the subject in its racial

practice in society.

The stability of affection that the engagement with the practice of intersubjectivity in the

everyday can still lead to tranquility, felicity, and quietness although in a different way. This

practice is intensive and demanding as the practice of concerned unconcernment of race;

nevertheless, and I take this from Rousseau, in the engagement with what one is doing in the

practice without distractions, the subject does not have to deal with the distractions any longer

and can practice justice rather than defer justice to the multitude of distractions (J.-J. Rousseau,

Disclurse on the Sciences and the Arts 1987, 14). Rousseau’s concern with the common in this

way, then, is a concern with a politics that can make possible concerned practices rather than

unconcerned ones since unconcerned practices demand – as if they were necessities – a

multiplicity of attentions that can be used, each of them at the same time, as distractions from

one another. This is why for Rousseau artists and scientists can engage with their practices

without being unconcerned although Rousseau doubts this would be possible at a large scale for

in these cases, the person dwells with the muses (8).

I am using the Arts and Sciences of Rousseau’s first discourse here as a raw example of

his concernments; when dealing with race, however, what I consider important is that the

practice allows, provides, and demands its own distractions and each of these distractions distract

the subject from the others. If we as human beings want to do justice, to end race, to unlearn, or
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to stop learning race, then color blindness, individual racisms, self-segregation, and the many

neglects of the social realities of race may seem as the exploding of our common. Desperation

about the widespread availability and practices of race leads easily to desperation and cynicism. I

would argue that, in this case, the subject has not a common; it may never had one in many cases

so why would not having it would really matter? It has no common because it is always seeking

it in order to be able to make a difference, to change the way it learns to see and refuse the other

in front. Here is where solidarity is practiced; how can a subject not be able to practice

something such as love for the other subject in an intersubjectivity that is concerned with what it

does and changes relations, discourses, practices, and society instead of leaving things the way

they are by redefining these practices otherwise in language? The subject would not be standing

alone anymore; it would not be standing free negating that the power it has allowed to be

possible of race has or ever had any effect on it. It seems to me this is not a prescription although

it may read as a sentimentalism; I am using the terms love and solidarity interchangeably for the

use of concepts in the critique of race in this way seems not useful. Rather than thinking of them

as concepts, I argue that they can be thought of as concerned practices. In these practices the

subject cares.

The problem with Rousseau’s common is, again, the problem of the intelligibility of race.

What does this mean for the immigrant? What does this mean for the non-immigrant subject of

race? I argue that the communicable intelligible of reason is one of the constitutive practices of

the refusal of the other mind (McKnight 2010, 31). The contractarian tradition of the West relies

on reason as a communicable intelligible. I understand this to be what Kant refers as the

understanding of the concepts in the mind – the sublime pleasure – as well as the common sense

of the aesthetic. I understand this being for Rousseau, on the other hand, the simplicity of
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language in the community of human beings that allows for the passionate temperate

concernment of what one is (J.-J. Rousseau 2010, 694, J.-J. Rousseau, Disclurse on the Sciences

and the Arts 1987, 8). For Kant and Rousseau, reason makes the freedom of the dispersion

communicable universally and, thus, common. Universalism being more important for Kant than

it would be for Rousseau. Reason is both, the cause and the dispersion itself, and the coming

back to the human as a whole. Coming back – for Rousseau, or bridging the natural with reason

– for Kant – is practiced as a form of healing. Society, or the home of the citizen, have healers

and patients in order to deal with the corruption or the dispersal of the sciences and art. In this

way, society is constituted as space of healing. Reason and its intelligible texts are to be used as

the medicine in the same way Plato’s writing is to be a form of pill.

I am dealing here with discourses of subjectivity. The questions that I think is relevant to

ask here in order to move forward are these: what does the subject of race learns in order to be

able to fundamentalize difference at the moment of the encounter? What makes possible this

fundamentalism of race when human beings become aware of each other in front of each other?

What it is that the subject learns and/or has learnt? Skepticism of the other minds implies that for

race to take place, to become the practice it is, it happens in the encounter; when two minds

encounter in front of each other. What makes, then, possible for these minds to distinguish each

other as human being like each other or as human beings unlike each other?

Mills argument in the Racial Contract seems to point to the encounter as a form of

conquest where a sets of agreements are imposed when the subjects are unlike each other. Does

this imply that if the subjects are like each other they don’t impose anything? Mills argues that

there is an imposition in this case as well since the contract demands that whites do certain things

in certain ways rather than otherwise; the contract impedes whites to undo race (1997, 96-97).
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Again, conquest seems to be what characterizes the encounter. Hence, for the non-white the

racial contract requires to be, conquered, dominated, exploited, and dehumanized; on the other

hand, for the whites, the racial contract requires that, in order to be sustained, it should be

applied in the way it is in order for conquest to be possible and for whiteness to be what it is as

an established foundational text that allows all the fruits of the conquest to be enjoyed in the

white common. I find this problematic for it is not clear to me how the contract works in cases

where the persons in the encounter are non-whites and race still happens. It would be possible to

argue that one or a group of the parties involved in the encounter adopt a form of established

racial contract that has defined what whiteness is to mean in this case (Mills 1997, 127). I think

of the racial problem of Latin American mestizaje; this would be one of the instances in which

this type of situation occurs. This still doesn’t allows me to deal with race effectively for even in

such a case this type of whiteness would not be the same as Western European whiteness;

moreover, it is still possible to have an ongoing conquest of Western European racial contract

over the non-white non-European racial contract. Does addressing race as a global hierarchy of

racial contracts allows us to deal with race? I don’t consider this to be possible.

My negative answer to this way of dealing with race concerns the situation or situations

in which the immigrant and the citizen encounter each other. Do they negotiate their contracts?

Do they assume that the Western European racial contract is superior and, therefore, there is

nothing to be negotiated? What it is that they are negotiating to begin with? It can be argued that

the Western European racial contract has already been accepted – imposed first and consented

later – as superior and, thus, there is nothing to be negotiated except for, merely, the rules of

engagement. Mills critique of the hegemony of a particular form of racial relations at global level

doesn’t allow for change for the immigrant in the way I consider important, for instance, will still
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be subjected to the laws of the geographic location of arrival and dependent on these laws and

customs to be used on her or him first – or in the interaction with them – to know what to do.

Furthermore, there may be also two other possibilities: one, that the immigrant has already

accepted hegemony in which case there will not be change and, two, that the immigrant has

already left the world of the contracts and is, therefore, free or has been released from race

altogether – the immigrant has fled and lives now the dream. In any case, in addition to the

confusion that this presents us with, none of these answers seems to point to a possibility of

change. Thus, the consent is what is left for us to address in order to change this. The consent,

then, is what is left for us to do change, but this is a consent that is of a different type than the

hegemonic text Mills is addressing.

The consent left to do change, thus, is the conditionality of the practice. If what happens

in the practice is a process of learning what types of discourses should be used, applied, or/and

modified to make race work in the encounter with each other, how do these discourses establish

absolute difference or absolute similarities? The discourse that establish values and differences

are also learnt and are, thus, available to be used in the practice; in other words, the subjects of

race learn to make these discourses available for the practice. Thus, the subject of race has learnt

discourses of value, it has learnt how to make them available in the practice, and learns how to

use them in the practice (McKnight 2010, 28-29). What remains still unclear for me at this point

is how these discourses are given value and how, if race is a practice of oblivion as well as it is a

conditional practice, what is the role of what has been sent into oblivion? I think problematic to

argue that what has been sent into oblivion does not matter for I think it is constitutive of the

practice. Moreover, I think that without the possibility of having the oblivion, without the

possibility of having something to forget, and without what has been forgotten, the problem of
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race can’t be addressed more effectively. The forgotten, the oblivion, as a constitutive

unintelligible elements of the intelligible is what I consider the value that makes possible

skepticism and, hence, the fundamentality of difference of race.

If skepticism happens at the moment of an encounter and at that moment the minds

determine if they are like each other or unlike each other, and if skepticism is a refusal of seeing

the other human being as a human being like one is that needs to be evaluated, tested, and placed

somewhere in the realm of value, what makes possible this refusal? There is more than

discourses and practices of refusal, I think; there is also what has been made impossible to learn,

what has no language, the intelligible that has changed forever and made an irrecoverable

intelligible as it was. In other words, there is something in Western subjectivity that can be learnt

and used in a particular way so as to make possible value, skepticism, the intelligible, and the

unintelligible that we can use to confront the problem of race. I think of this something as a

modified form of what Derrida (1982) thinks of the différance of Western Metaphysics.

The Race of the Citizen; the Race of the Immigrant

What is the immigrant for the citizen? What is an immigrant in the United States? The

immigrant is an individual. What is the problem then? That the citizen and the individual have

race and that they can be fundamentally different. I think it is here where the critique of the

social contract avoids addressing the problem of individuality and its role in the practice of race.

In the traditionally accepted meaning of Rousseau’s common, the foreigner is, is fact, and

individual (On the Social Contract 1987, 149). For Rousseau, the individual could not share the

language of the common. This, however, doesn’t necessarily imply that the individual would not

be able to communicate with a person of the common; they don’t share the same common

language. The foreigner is not a citizen of the common that is not hers or his. Although this



175

opens the possibility of race for each common citizenship and allows us to think of immigration

and emigration as encounters, there is the possibility that citizenships can be part of a larger

common citizenship; a world citizenship. This is the principle of human rights: that all

individuals are human beings as citizens of the world and as local citizens of their own countries.

However, not human rights, nor globalization had solved the problem of race. I would argue that

this principle has made the engagement with the problem of race more difficult not as a

complicated engagement but as something impossible because it is unnecessary. Again, the

problem of individuality and freedom when dealing with race.

I find an interesting example of this problem in Rousseau’s Emile and Sophie (2010). In

the second letter to his the master Emile tells him his ordeal as a man without a common. He is

not inhuman; he is the most human of all, a citizen, a man, that has lost his common but hasn’t

lost what he is. Emile hasn’t lost his subjectivity. There is no common for him but what his

education in the common, in the practice, has left him is his being, his humanness. Emile has

been changed by his common; he can’t ever be a man without something that the common has

left in him. He is the solitary commoner. Emile doesn’t relate with other individuals as if they

were inferior, but he is different. He can communicate with others, help them, and prove himself

superior in his simplicity of language and doings. He handles himself in such a way that he can

avoid to become corrupted by the corruption surrounding him; Rousseau has, by means of the

social contract and by means of the education of the citizen, solved the problem of the few good

men and their need to act in wicked ways when dealing with corruption that he presented in the

first discourse.

Emile, however, under these circumstances has been made a slave. As the solitary man in

his citizenship without common Emile has been subjected as a tool. The solitary Emile can’t be
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changed; he survives all the odds of his condition for nothing that is put or imposed on him will

make him be different. He is not any longer in the practice with others, but he is, somehow, in

the practice. Emile is so much in the practice that he uses all the events of his condition to obtain

an even better position as a healer. He moves from slave to administrator, to public official. The

citizen, unchanged and in the practice, is at the end of the second letter in the position of the

legislator; the man that will return the common to his condition.

What I find problematic in Emile here is his concerned unconcernment; this is a way in

which the practice of race is possible and made possible. This, however, is still a simplistic way

of dealing with what Rousseau is suggesting and what we do in the post-Civil Rights society

with the non-white and the immigrant. The importance of this text for me is in what it tells the

reader: that when a human being has learnt to be a citizen, his or her conditions are not important

and that the only thing that matters is that he, as an individual, alone, solitary, is a human being.

In other words, it doesn’t matter that Emile is an slave, that he has to endure and suffer as he

does, it doesn’t matter that he is solitary, it doesn’t matter that he has left and lost what he has

lost; he is a human being in such a way that his condition now, after education and a social

contract albeit lost, are what he is and that it would not change while he is in this condition.

Moreover, it is this condition that allows him to raise from slavery to legislator. Emile’s

subjectivity is not changed while in this condition; his subjectivity can change only when he is in

the common or when he has become a legislator. In the latter case he will cease to be what he is

and return to the new common that he will be able to institute.

This, I think, is the problem with the contemporary way in which we deal with race in

terms of human rights. Justice as fairness requires that one of the basic principles of individuals

in society is that they have rights (Rawls 2005, 14). It find this very problematic for this is a
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device that allows the practice of race as something that must be endured by the individual. The

immigrant, thus, as a foreigner is a solitary person; a person that must endure all that her or his

situation presents him or her with. Moreover, the immigrant, as did Emile, should be silent,

comply, and just be what she or he is to come to dwell in the new common. The non-white in the

United States must remain a solitary as well. The too evident white racist stands alone too, but

his or her treatment is different; he becomes the target of a vicious attack by others for his or her

violations against the intelligible of race; this is a topic that I will continue discussing later.

Solitaries engage in encounters as free individuals with rights that allow them to endure

their conditions and present them with the possibility of rising to the position of legislators or to

become part of the new common. As long as the non-white and the immigrant have rights there

is no need to be concerned with race for it makes no difference; it doesn’t change the what the

person is: a human being with rights, individual, alone and free. The concernment with the

practice that Rousseau proposes hints, in this tale, at a particular use of subjectivity. The

subjectivity of Emile in this tale must remain tested and contested, but it must prevail; it,

actually, prevails. How can prevailing subjectivities change? Rousseau makes clear that this is

not possible; what he dismiss is the common that is actually taking place in Emile’s condition as

solitary. Subjectivities are made possible as unchangeable when they stand outside of their

common. What are they in this condition? They are absolutes of difference.

Rousseau’s individual ignores the common of freedom as dispersion – the individual

alone – and in this neglect, he suggests that the subject survives and complies with the condition.

In other words, his common doesn’t provide with a way of dealing with the contemporary

challenges of race and suggests, much like Rawls does, that justice is done in the conditions in

which the subjects of race find themselves in. There is no solution in the practice; there is a
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solution in the future. The solution of the problem of race, then, is deferred to another place and

time from which the encounter occurs. Race makes its own space and time in this deferral. This

is the effect of the use of the transcendental aesthetics of Kant’s first critique. Although I am not

addressing this particular critique in this work, I think that referring to this particular aesthetics at

this stage of my argument helps dealing more directly with the way in which absoluteness is

made possible in the differences between subjects without common as skepticism. The

immigrant as an individual can become absolutely different from the common man as citizen

and, thus, they become subject to race; they acquire the races that they chose to assign to each

other in the encounter so they can remain untouched, pure. In the common of the uncommon, the

common of individuals, the common of citizens without common, the common of dispersion, the

practice of absolute difference becomes possible. This common uncommon is the space of the

absolute unconcerned with itself and concerned with what it is not; the space of concerned

unconcernment of race in the encounter. As a consequence, addressing the social contract and the

immigrant and the non-white situation in the United States as a problem of an ideology that has

being imposed, and addressing the immigrant situation and the situation of the non-white

communities in terms of rights is to allow for the practice of race otherwise.

The Problem of the Common Intelligible Language

The tale of Emile and Sophie hints at the importance of the intelligible of race that I am

dealing with. In the first letter Emile tells his master – he is telling this to himself as well due to

the intersubjectivity of Emile’s education discussed before – the distraction, love, betrayal, lost,

uncontrollable numbing passions, and passionate temperate survival he had to go through with

Sophie when he ran to the city, away from the common in pursuit of new adventures. Emile and

Sophie leave their common to pursue Emile’s interest; in the process, Emile loses Sophie to her
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betrayal with their close friend. The common of love substitutes the common of the town but is

not enough to confront the distractions of the dispersion of the city; still, the city allows for a

common similar to Rousseau’s first discourse in which the good citizens act in wicked ways in

response to the corruption that surrounds them (1987, 14). The intersection of gender and race

can be read here as well for it is Sophie who betrays Emile; it is her who is the good one acting

wicked. Emile sees his role in the betrayal but he has managed to remain good in the event that

dissolves the last remaining traces of their common. Emile breaks from the common of the

citizen; Sophie breaks form the common of their love. The common has a public and private; it

has gender as well. Their roles define their interactions in the practice of the common and their

interactions in bringing about the uncommon; the process of the practice of their solitariness.

For Rousseau, it seems to me, the private common comes from the public common but it

is weakened when it is alone. To me, this shows the way in which absolute difference has a

process that is staged; it has stages. It starts from the dispersion from the public, the dispersion

from the private, and ends in quiet acceptance of the condition of misery of the solitary. This is

important, it describes the way in which the practice of race becomes a concerned

unconcernment. The practice or face is social but it is a practice that happens in the local in the

moment at which persons open their space for skepticism. Here, I am departing from Rousseau’s

interpretation for I am not thinking of the loss of a common that ends in loss, but about the way

in which the subject of race is so concerned with itself in the practice and the practice in its

unconcernment with it; what we in the theory think traditionally as a loss is actually the whole

gain of the subjects of race in the practice.

Why can something like a loss be something like a gain? When Emile finds out about the

treason from Sophie herself, his common collapses; I take this to mean that the intelligible of the
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practice that is their common becomes unintelligible. Emile and Sophie change so much at that

moment that they can’t recognize each other. Emile’s ordeal presents us with a clearer idea of

what this misrecognition or unrecognition is. Emile feels the overwhelming confusion of all his

passions burning inside himself all at the same time, blinding, deafening, and numbing him

completely; to the point of nausea. He is sick of himself, he is nobody. His passions have lost

their temper. His passions are not communicable to himself by means of reason any longer much

less are they communicable to anybody. Emile is all unreasonable passions, his savage nature

unbounded, unleashed. He has no language; he can’t understand the language of the people

standing beside him and saving his life. Emile has lost his reason; he is mad; he is madness. I

take this to be the state of the body and the senses that Kant (2009) attributes to those who are

close to nature as the realm of natural laws – to women and non-European natives – in his third

critique. He only becomes a man, a solitary, when he finds language to himself; when he is able

to write himself out of his unleashed passions and able to write himself as subject again. I think

this is a way in which Rousseau solves the problem of mad intersubjectivity as solitary

subjectivity. Emile does this in such a way that he ends talking to himself extensively for the rest

of the first and second letters.

The language of the individual in the practice of race is the language of the intelligible

reason. Emile becomes a solitary by tempering his passions by means of the use of reason given

to him by his education as citizen as a memory of himself to whom he can talk to. He becomes

temperate intelligible of reason. He gains himself by losing his madness; he gains his solitude by

losing himself in madness. Emile learns to send into oblivion his passionate dispersion in the

move of his intelligible tempering. By being unconcerned with what he does, the sending into

oblivion, and what he sends into oblivion, Emile gains his solitude; he gains himself as an
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individual human being. I think that in the practice of race it is what is unintelligible what

matters the most; Du Bois seems to suggest this would be the case although I think there are

differences between the unconscious and the unintelligible (1984, 171). If there is no language to

deal with race in the post-modernity and in the post-Civil Rights United States is because the

subjects of race can’t speak of what they are or what they do. There is no intelligible of race;

there is only its unintelligible. The intelligible of race is its own unintelligible. If this is the case,

there is no manner of bringing the unintelligible back to the intelligible for it has changed forever

and it is no more. If something is brought back, what would it be? This, however, doesn’t imply

that there is no possibility of solving the problem of race; this would be to make it even more

possible. Race is a moving target and a proliferating and successful practice precisely because

the subject of race has learned to speak a common temperate intelligible language and, perhaps,

one of the few concepts that remain available to talk about it is “madness.”

I think it is important to consider Du Bois’ chapter on Of the Coming of John, in The

Souls of Black Folk because it can tells us about the practice of race in this way (2012, 108-118).

The life of the two Johns from their childhood to their deaths, it seems to me, to describe the

process of learning the deferral of race as the communicable intelligible of reason. The subject

that races and the raced subject in the practice of race are the two Johns. In a simplistic way it

can be thought of the story as a brief description of the practice in this way: two persons live in

the same society, in the same reality. In this society, the reality is that there is a problem of race

and that problem has and it is manifested in the material conditions of the human beings subject

to such conditions. Nevertheless, the two Johns play together as children at some point. Both are

sent away to the city to college to pursuit their careers. Both are expected back to bring

something new, fresh, to the town, yet many are suspicious and doubtful of what would happen



182

to John Jones. John Jones has to endure the hardships of learning how race works for him.

Presumably, the other John does the same without having to endure much. When they find each

other outside of their town, in the city, they don’t recognize each other initially; John Jones

recognizes white John, they both recognize each other, after a long moment and several instances

in which their paths cross. When they see each other for who they are, a bridge is extended,

denied, and made impossible. Trey both walk away; John Jones escorted out, white John staying

sat. Both paralyzed and moved at the same time. In the recognition, by looking at each other’s

face, the way in which each has to position himself in the practice of race becomes more evident;

another instance of learning the conditions in which race becomes applicable and how; another

instance of learning to defer the possibility of a solution.

Once back in Altamaha, the two Johns are different in regards of what they were when

they left and in regards to each other. John Jones is not what he was expected to be; neither is

white John. Black John has a mask; he has learned to defer not only the possibility of a solution

but value. John Jones has learned how the deferral of race operates in such a way that a form of

fluid circulation of value now defines his subjectivity and white John’s subjectivity. Black John

now, in front of the law – the judge – confesses and professes his offering to the practice

confirming that something such as the deferral is taking place; he almost swears that he knows

what his place is. The ritual of the deferral is performed before the law; a confirmation of both

parties different from each other that their difference in fact exist. White John, on the other hand,

is a cosmopolite; he confirms by his own ritual that his place is somewhere else, in the North,

where race, presumably, is of no concern as it is in the South. The possibility of change is

already impossible for both, even after their last encounter. For white john, it is unconcernment

that defines the impossibility; for black John it is his concernment. Their last encounter is a
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violent one; their racial subjectivity is now sealed, there is no scape, they are both death: white

John by the hands of black John and black John will be death by the hands of the white

community of the other John.

The two Johns are defined as subject of race in each of their encounters in different ways.

They are kids, they are together, and they play together as kids; like kids. Then, they are sent

away to learn, to put their subjectivities to test in the realities of society. Then, they come back

changed, almost unrecognizable; they are different in a fundamental way from each other, from

everybody else in town. John is concerned, John is unconcerned in their intersubjectivity.

Dealing with each other is now, impossible, it is only death that makes them like each other:

death. The sublime of the Kantian aesthetic, of the aesthetic of race in the West hangs over their

heads. They are so different, fundamentally different, that there is only in death that their

difference can be solved. The subjects of race are in their intersubjectivity a form of death; their

unintelligible. How can the subject of race want to approach what causes it the most dread and

terror? It can’t. It has learned to make its constitutive practice a dead practice. Yet, it is the

practice of race.

Laughing at Race in the Public Fiesta

To make clearer the importance and the function of the unintelligible of the practice, I

want to use Rousseau’s solution to the problem of dispersion in the conscience of the citizen as

well as his praise of the festival. I think that conscience is useful for it deals with the other that

checks the actions of the subject in solitude when the common other is not there. I think, on the

other hand, that the festival is important for it deals with the unintelligible of the practice of race.

In addition, for the Latino community in their geographic locations of departure and in the

United States, the festival has been accepted as a space in which the problems and differences of



184

mestizaje are dealt with. I think the festival is the practice by which unintelligible can be

addressed and dealt with.

For Rousseau, conscience is the going back to oneself in a process of introspection.

Conscience persuades the subject of the practice to go back to itself, to desist from the dispersion

and be in the practice (Black 2009, 241); what tempers the passion into passionate intelligible

reason. Conscience is different for different people. Conscience is an internalized worthy witness

that is concerned with opinions that can be communicated in common sense to the subject or

subjects as being true, it is interpreted by reason, and its voice is different from the voice of the

dispersion (243-247). I think that conscience is problematic in the way it addresses the

dispersion. It does this in the voice of reason that calls to the attention of the practice as if it were

concerned with something true. If the citizen and the immigrant have races and are possible in

the practice of race; what makes this conscience usable for change? What I intend to show is the

problem of conscience is that the subject of race can have a clean conscience. If race is

negotiated as truth due to its unintelligibility in its practice, the subject of race would not be able

to have a dirty, obscured, or confused conscience. Its conscience is clear and clean. Moreover, it

is the call of its conscience that leads it to go back to itself on the practice as an absolute

different. For the subject of race consciousness is tranquil.

I think that consciousness can call the subject when the unintelligible of the practice

becomes intelligible. In this case, it is still problematic. This is what happens when the individual

makes evident that race is constitutive of our society in the racial slur, in the hate speech, in the

racial murder, in the inadvertent reference to difference that is too noticeable. It is in these

occasions that this conscience is awaken and suppresses, punishes, the transgressor. Conscience

becomes offended when the unintelligible is made evident. If conscience is an internalized
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worthy other, its reaction is passionate, unbounded, and externalized. What reason tempers in the

communicable of the intelligible conscience releases in the intelligibility of the unintelligible, or

when what has been sent into oblivion is brought back as evidence that something is wrong with

what is being done and can’t, therefore, be truth. In the space of healing of the social contract,

conscience works as the efficient and swift antibody that has been provided with the necessary

immunologic strength by the pill and with the adequacy of its task provided by previous

encounters with the same malady. I think of conscience, thus, as the trace of race in its Platonic

text, the poison-remedy.

The festival, on the other hand, seems to be the free expression in common of the

multiplicity of the human being. Spectators are their own entertainers; they are who they are;

they are in the practice. The festival, thus, is a form of expression of the common of the practice

of being human in which the passions are allowed to be released and enjoyed in common as a

cathartic moment in which the healing of the unbounded passions and distractions can happen

(J.-J. a. Rousseau 1968, sec. XI). The festival is an event and a place. The festival, however, is

limited in time and in the extent of what it achieves; it allows for the catharsis of an internal

dispersion in a moment. Once it is over, the healing has already been accomplished and the

persons don’t have to confront what brought them to the festival in the first place until the next

time a festival takes place. This type of festival can be though as a regulatory space where

unanimity idealizes a community without disagreements (95). In other words, it is a space where

race in a community can be naturalized.

What I want to take from the festival is the experience of the Latin American person. In

Latin American countries fiestas are spaces where people from different backgrounds come

together and are able to suspend the effects of race, class, and gender. These types of fiestas are
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far from being perfect spaces of suspension of the problems of society; moreover, race, class, and

gender tend to surface in more or less subtle ways. The almost institutionalization of the fiestas

has been used to deal effectively with mestizaje and the everyday interaction of subjectivities of

difference. I think the Chicano community and other Latino immigrant communities in general

hold fiesta as a very special event. The fiesta, which is usually a major component of any

festival, becomes the moment and space where something like ideas of common spiritual

belonging can become reality. The Catholic tradition has influenced these types of events, thus,

the spirit of the fiesta or the festival in general is that of rendering the real social differences

irrelevant for an instant. In addition, the possibility of a real mestizo subjectivity close to

Vasconcelos’ cosmic race made the fiesta and the festival desirable. Vasconcelos influence in the

articulation and work of the mestizo subjectivity in Latin America as a transcendental aesthetic

race is present in the fiesta and the festival. This experience is so desirable that governments are

constantly struggling to find correct ways to regulate them in quality and quantity; it is so

desirable that in many cases the Latin American person longs for it as soon as it has ended and

looks for the next one. This problematic experience is relevant for me for it brings the

unintelligible of the practice of race to the front; this, I think, can be important to deal with the

problem of race and its concerned unconcernment.

This festival and the fiesta bring the subjects of race together to deal with their

subjectivities. The problems with this approach become manifest in the abuse of alcohol that can

numb the person completely, the body breaking dance, the endless conversations about nothing

and everything at the same time, the danceable extremely sad Latin rhythms with lyrics of deep

suffering among other practices that distract the person from the problem but remind the person

about her or his own personal problems. All these distractions, however, come to one place; I see
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them as the unintelligibility of the everyday of the practice of race in the Latino community

manifested in different forms. There, the partygoers or the participants have to deal with them

without sending them into oblivion, at least for the moment; a moment that is, perhaps, too short

and a moment nonetheless. In this way, these festivals and fiestas are what mestizaje is for the

Latino person; the confrontation with the multiplicity of the practice of race, the continuous

confrontation with the difficulty of changing it, and the confrontation with the fear and dread of

the sublime of the race aesthetic. The fiesta, the festival and their role in Latin American

societies and in the Latin American community in the United States seems to be constitutive and

re-constitutive of the meaning of mestizaje as hybrid race. What can a subject of race do when it

is continually confronted with something like an indeterminacy of its subjectivity that, even

when it is indeterminate is determinate? How does this subject deals with its own danger of not

being able to fundamentalize its difference in a binarism and wanting to fundamentalize its

difference as not being in the binaries but in the middle as a third diffuse and amorphous

element? The subject laughs in race’s face, dances it, dances its tragedy, dances its inabilities,

wash all of this with alcohol, passes out or gets exhausted, and lives and leaves with the

consequences.

I think that dealing with the problem of race implies dealing with its unintelligible and its

intelligible as the practice of its unintelligible. Thus, conscience as an internalized worthy other

is not useful. What would something like a politics of conscience in the practice of race be so as

to make race impossible? I argue that it would look like the festival without the numbing and

distracting effects. Conscience in the practice of race would never be quiet, tranquil, and happy;

it would deal with all the unintelligibility it does and it will cease to be when race is done with.

Again, conscience in the way I see it would not be a concept but a form of engagement with race
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in its practice of oblivion; a form of engaging the unintelligible and dealing with it in such a way

that the unintelligible becomes meaningless in the undoing of race rather than in its making. If

there is no language for what it is done in the practice, the festival seems to show that a politics

that addresses the problem of race doesn’t necessarily require a communicable language of

reason to confront the subjectivity of the practice. Reason, though, seems to be there, but not as a

temperative communicable intelligible; nor as the opposite of the senses or the body. It seems to

be there as the challenging of the subjectivity in what it does, as the subjectivity, as the practice,

with the unintelligible and the intelligible; a concernment; a caring for what the subject is in race,

and a caring for justice that solves the problem of race.

Conclusion

The idea of the contract allows to address race in its practice. Rousseau’s first discourse

is presented as a critique to the many distraction of modern life and the subjectivities constituted

in these distractions; it is also presented as a call to attention to what it is done in the practice of

the everyday. It is this call to pay attention that becomes important when dealing with the

practice of race; it addresses the problem of freedom in the practice of race. I think that the

appeal of the concept of freedom can be used to give credibility and stability to race by

deflecting complicity in the practice by means of individual freedoms of choice, and by a refusal

to engage what is done in the practice. On the other hand, the problems of the social contract are

related to the privileging of reason and communication in modern society. Rousseau seems to

avoid this problem by a romantic attachment to the vernacular in the festival. The Rousseauan

festival, however, doesn’t address the problem of the social of race; it addresses the engagement

with race otherwise. I think it would be very difficult and problematic to do politics that render

race meaningless in something like a festival for the citizen and the immigrant for they stand
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alone, as individuals – solitaries – in the racial freedom of their subjectivities. The festival can be

thought, then, as another instance of the social contract albeit the two differ in the way subjects

engage; in the social contract Rousseau aims at controlling and regulating the spread of

corruption – the creation of a common under law – while in the festival Rousseau aims at making

communicable and livable the common. Of these two forms of commonality that address what is

done in the practice, the festival seems to provide for a space in which a politics that renders race

meaningless can become possible; solidarity can happen in practices like the festival but it

requires continuous work and engagement with what is done rather than providing for peace,

tranquility, and enjoyment.
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CHAPTER 8: Ideology, Hegemony, and the Perfectible Distraction of Race

Introduction

I want to deal in this chapter with what I think is one of the roles of ideology in the

aesthetics of race in the everyday. I am interested in showing how the application of ideology

works when dealing with race and attempting to solve the problem of race. It seems to me that

ideology serves as a form of contested universalism of the intelligible. It contests a form of

universalism, but it is a contested universalism as well, and it is intelligible; it aims at making the

hegemonic intelligible possible, and fulfills a function in itself that is not the function of the

universalism it aims at articulating. In these ways, ideology becomes something like a distraction

from the practice it is intended to address for change. Ideology, then, allows the subject to flee its

intersubjectivity and creates an alternate subjectivity engaged with what it wants in another time

neglecting what it is doing. Here, I theorize about how ideology works as a distraction by dealing

with the work of Stuart Hall on hegemony and with the work of Althusser on ideology. Hall’s

work allows me to theorize about the effects ideology has on a politics that aims at solving the

problem of race; on the other hand, Althusser’s work allows me to theorize about the distractive

subjectivity of ideology and its appeal for the subject of race. I consider Stuart Hall’s work

important because it addresses the social effects of the practice of race and it aims at addressing

the everyday practice of race in representation. My argument engages critically the part of his

work that deals with ideology and hegemonic articulations. I theorize that the limitations of

Hall’s work come, in part, from Gramsci’s concern with the intelligibility, communicability, and
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rationality of his praxis. The ideological problem present in Hall’s work is the problem of the

Althusserian materiality of ideology. I consider important to deal with these problems of the

theory here because in this way it will be possible to find political solutions that account for the

terrain gained in the politics against race and solve the present limitations of the theory.

Cultural Hegemony and the Problem of the Common Sense

I think that the Gramsci’s philosophy of praxis provides some insights on the aims and

effects of ideology in society. For Gramsci, a philosophy of praxis aims at allowing for the

orientation and re-orientation of the common sense in such a way that a political practice of

change becomes possible. The common sense grows intellectually and, thus, morally; it is given,

intellectually, a political moral goal that makes possible social change (1971, 332-333). The

philosophy of praxis aims at solving certain problems that the common sense presents in a social

formation. The common sense is incapable of unified political action; it is capable of passionate

and sporadic political action leading nowhere. This is the problem Marxist theory faces in

democracies and it is, as well, the condition of the postmodernity.

Common sense is problematic for Gramsci for it is primitive and disperse in the

possibilities of action is allows. Hence, there is a necessity of a rational direction and purpose

aimed at unifying consciousness – thought and action. Instinctual impulses are of no use guiding

political action for they don’t form consciousness. Philosophical praxis, then, is “overcoming

bestial and elemental passions through a conception of necessity which gives a conscious

direction to one’s activity. This is the healthy nucleus that exists in ‘common sense’, the part of

which can be called ‘good sense’ and which deserves to be made more unitary and coherent”

(328). I take the “good sense” to refer to the dispersed discourses of justice and change which

challenge the common sense in what it is. This dispersion, thus, coincides with philosophy in that
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it is good – oriented to justice and seeking change (326). Common sense is primitive for its lack

of intellectual articulation; it is primitive for it is articulated by means of its usefulness in the

everyday and locality of the practices of the different groups of a social formation under the

cultural hegemony of the times.

Every social stratum has its own ‘common sense’ and its own ‘good sense’, which
are basically the most widespread conception of life and of man. Every
philosophical current leaves behind a sedimentation of ‘common sense:’ this is
the document of its historical effectiveness. Common sense is not something rigid
and immobile, but is continually transforming itself, enriching itself with
scientific ideas and with philosophical opinions which have entered ordinary life.
‘Common sense’ is the folklore of philosophy, and is always half-way between
folklore properly speaking and the philosophy, science, and economics of the
specialists. Common sense creates the folklore of the future, that is as a relatively
rigid phase of popular knowledge at a given place and time. (Gramsci 1971, 326,
Note 5)

Yet, common sense is very tangible; real. Common sense, from the point of view of a philosophy

of praxis, is the tangible – almost touchable – residual of the effects of the philosophy of a

particular time in society; in history. Thus, common sense is the conception of life and man, the

conception of the social intersubjectivity – the subjects in their common articulation – which is

already there, in society; philosophy and society making subjectivity what it is uncritically. I

think that it is because of this that common sense can be thought as a form of identity in the

everyday under the dominant social conditions or under the dominant ideology of the time.

However, this common sense is been modified all the time by new additions as history advances.

From this, I want to argue that this history of which Gramsci is writing about is more like the

mark of the effects of common sense left in the reality made by its subjects in the everyday and

in their experiences. I think this is what allows Gramsci to claim that there is something like a

necessity or necessities that the intelligible is called to fulfill in order to accommodate the always
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changing realm of pseudo-discourses. The mark and its historicity require a guiding purpose and

action aimed at achieving a willful development.

I am, however, reluctant to call these pseudo-discourses the intelligible of the practice

although they share similarities in their function. This is what will be later shown to be the

problem with ideology in its application to the solution of the problem of race. The intelligible of

the practice of race is of another kind; although it makes possible the practice, constitutes the

practice in a similar way the sedimentation of good sense constitutes the common sense. The

intelligibility of race is its unintelligibility rather than being a consequence of the production of

material reality that leaves marks in history – or the object being located in a space and in a time

– as the leftover of the human activity of building a world.

Common sense, thus, is material; it is the cause and the effect of the dominant ideology.

The subaltern groups and the hegemonic elites make society possible the way it is because all the

groups of a society are engaged in a constant interaction or struggle that is defined by the

dominant ideology and this struggle re-defines, at the same time, the dominant. I think this is

important for we are dealing here with the role of the subaltern in the effects of politics in

society. Ideological hegemony is possible not by a coherent set of definite practices but because

of a unity of thoughts and action while the thoughts and actions that are not part of the unity

remain dispersed. The non-hegemonic groups of society, thus, can be though as lacking this

unity and coherence or intelligibility. Under these circumstances subaltern groups survive the

everyday of their struggle with hegemony by identifying this struggle with the continuous defeat

in the political arena and the possibility of a future victory; survival tends to become mechanical

determinism and obstinate perseverance rather than coherent political action. In this way, the
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subaltern groups of society deprive themselves of the intellectual initiative that could lead to

change (336).

Left by themselves, the subaltern masses become absorbed by the hegemonic groups in

society and, when the time of crisis comes – when the hegemonic coherence collapses for its

increasingly lack of representational effectiveness, there is nothing left to develop in order to

lead the new historical turn; neither political progress, nor emancipation are possible. This is

what makes common sense inadequate for change; it is constantly adapting to the defeats

hegemony inflicts on it. For Gramsci, then, praxis implies the unity between the intellectuals and

the masses; the formation of a progressive self-consciousness. Theory and practice are always in

a struggle to become one in a philosophical praxis; to become articulate coherently wanting

something and doing what it wants to do and, thus, to become hegemonic by means of

intellectually guided change (333-335).

Hall suggest that this process of achieving progressive self-consciousness is the field of

ideological struggle in society; it is the struggle of attaining a particular position – or being able

to attain the desired position – in what Gramsci calls the “war of position” (The problem of

ideology: Marxism without guarantees 1996, 41). Ideologies, then, allow and determine the

positions of individuals and groups within the superstructure (Gramsci 1971, 335). This

positionality is what confers ideology with its materiality for “no ideological conception can ever

become materially effective unless and until it can be articulated to the field of political and

social forces and to the struggles between different forces at stake” (Hall, The problem of

ideology: Marxism without guarantees 1996, 41-41). Thus, the mark of common sense is

material because common sense is more than just the customs of people; the mark of common

sense is already material for it is the positions and actions of people in society according to the
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social relations they find themselves in (1996, 39-40). Furthermore, the mark of the common

sense is the material effects that the dominant ideologies have left in the historical reality of the

society by the accommodation of groups and individuals to the outcome of the everyday struggle

between what they want and the way society is structured. Common sense, thus, is determined by

the limits set by the dominant ideology of the time; it also gives the dominant ideology its

material form. Nevertheless, this delimitation of the common sense is not a strict imposition, but

a sort of horizon for the tendencies of the members of the particular groups in society (1996, 42,

44). Ideological struggle, thus, aims at articulating the common sense; at making intelligible the

disjoined discourses and the pseudo-discourses according to a particular ideology. Since this is a

doing, a praxis, society and its common sense is constituted – changes – according to the

articulating ideology and, at the same time, the articulating ideology becomes constituted by

what it articulates; again, this is the hegemonic process – hegemony as a practice rather than as a

concept. Hall calls this a mutual determinacy, a relative indeterminacy, or the practical

indeterminacy in the political (1996, 44).

This material conception of ideology as hegemonic articulation of the dispersed “good

sense” of the common sense allows Hall to present identity as an articulatory practice for the

struggle of hegemony of the Left against the racism. For Hall, identity as an ideology is

articulatory and productive in terms of subjectivity, and ethnicity is the hegemonic positionality

of the subject of ideological identification. As a consequence, the difference upon which identity

relies on is positional and conjunctural rather than absolute. Ethnicity, as a contested concept in

itself yet it is non-violent; it functions without having the state as its supporter and without

having the control of the state as its ultimate end. Consequently, Hall explains, the politics of

representation happens at the splitting movement of ethnicity between “the dominant notion [of



196

ethnicity] which connects it to nation and ‘race’ and on the other hand … the beginning of a

positive conception of the ethnicity of the margins, of the periphery” (Hall, New Ethnicities

1996, 447). Representation, thus, is the articulation of the new subjectivities of the former

discursively displaced subjects positioned in the terrain of ideological struggle; the articulation of

new subjects that displace their former imposed subjectivity by a historically, culturally,

particularly, locally, and commonly discursively articulated subjectivity. This is a form of

articulation that allows for the material existence of a coherent subject of praxis effectively in the

terrain of the ideological struggle; in the socio-historical “war of position.” By displacing the

imposed racial subjectivity, the subjects of representation constitute themselves outside of race.

This outside, however, is one of position and one of hegemonic articulation and hegemonic

tendency.

What Hall suggests here is, then, a politics against race that is carried out in the

articulatory, discursive, and hegemonic field of race rather than in the field of economic

structures or the multicultural discursive field. Hall uses the concept of hegemony in order to

circumvent the problem of social dispersion in contemporary societies, and to avoid the

economic determinism that Cultural and Ethnic Studies and Marxists have developed in order to

deal with the problem of race. For Hall, articulation is a useful concept that allows closing the

gap between these two different approaches to the development of an anti-racist theory and

practice for social formations are composed of a variety of modes of production “structured in

dominance.” (Hall, Race, Articulation, and Societies Structured in Dominance 1996, 33). The

cultural mode of production of race can be dealt with in its relation to the economic mode of

production of the state. It is at the level of the articulation of these two modes of production that

Hall situates the politics of the new ethnicities; in the field of “ideological terrains of struggle”
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(Hall, The problem of ideology: Marxism without guarantees 1996, 41). In this text, Hall is

concerned with the functioning of the unity of the different levels of social formations and the

superstructure – the organic unity of the intellectual elite or vanguard and the masses acting

politically coherently based on a progressive action aimed at achieving a new world view

(Gramsci 1971, 335) – in the articulation of new forms of representation; in new identities. Hall

opens the possibility for the ideological position of new ethnicities against the racist global

ideologies and against the racist ideology of the state; for the possibility of social relations

outside of race.

Hegemony, however, becomes problematic and limited in its effects in terms of the

development of a theory that allows for a coherent practice of anti-racism as Hall sees it. One of

the problems that arise is the relation of hegemony to the state; this is particularly important here

since it presents certain problems for the immigrant. If the problem of race has to be dealt with in

the field of ideological struggle, how should the immigrant achieve this? How can the immigrant

deal with what it has learnt about it and brings with her or him as part of a worldview? How can

the immigrant confront the immediate hegemony of race in citizenship? The immigrant seems

out of place unless a process of “acculturation” takes place previously to the engagement with

the local “war of position”. I will later argue that this displacement is precisely the problem of

ideology. One possibility is to assume that the immigrant belongs to a group in the society of

arrival and thus, that would define her or his positionality in the struggle – ethnicity; however,

the immigrant also belongs to a group in her or his society of departure. The social relations in

both places are differently articulated. A more comprehensive answer to this problem is

presented by hegemony: social relations, although differently articulated locally, are locally and

globally overdetermined by the contradiction in the last instance; that globally, it is the capitalist
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mode of production which overdetermines the way in which race works for the immigrant. This,

however, becomes more problematic and it is closely related to the problem of cosmopolitanism.

The immigrant becomes ideologically positioned either as a belonging to an ethnic group, or as a

cosmopolite. In the former, the immigrant is assigned to a local social mass which, presumably,

becomes hegemonic to her or him; in the latter, the immigrant is assigned a sort of global

citizenship or none at all which, in both cases, displaces the immigrant from the ideological

struggle articulated through race locally where it is what matters the most for the immigrant. In

the first case it is difficult to argue that something like false consciousness would not take place

if not confusion and resentment; in the second case it seems that hegemony would not be able to

address the issues of dispersion whit which it is concerned. I find it difficult for hegemony to be

presented as a solution to the problem of race for the immigrant.

Overdetermination: Material Unconcernment

We have to deal, then, with overdetermination before considering hegemony as

something not necessarily adequate to the solution of the problem of race. The ideological

struggle of hegemony is overdetermined by the general contradiction “between the forces of

production and the relations of production, essentially embodied in the contradiction between

two antagonistic classes” (Althusser 2006, 61). For Hall, ideology – or mental frameworks –

doesn’t stand alone in the production of the material effects of race in society, nor does the

economic. It is the materiality of the economic which endows culture with its concrete material

effects. The economic concrete conditions of existence of race in a social formation are the

conservative effects of capitalism of the non-economic modes of production in such social

formation for instance (Hall, Race, Articulation, and Societies Structured in Dominance 1996,

22, 34). On the other hand, “how we act in certain situations depends on what our definitions of
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the situations are;” in this way, ideas make a difference and their effects are real (Hall, The

problem of ideology: Marxism without guarantees 1996, 40). Capitalism determines, openly, the

cultural practices of a social formation. These cultural practices, conversely, determine the

materiality of the economic in the ideological struggle for hegemony. Hence, ideology is

overdetermined by the “repertoire of categories which will be used, in thought” of the economic;

the economic determines the ideological “only in terms of the former setting the limits for

defining the terrain of operations, establishing the ‘raw materials’, of thought.” In other words,

the conditions of existence determine the field of ideology (44); and, these conditions are

determined by the givenness of the historical terrain and arrange the social forces in struggle

according to the tendential lines of forces (43). Hence, this overdetermination is historically

placed in the real relations of society and confers the cultural agents of society with autonomy or

relative autonomy to the givenness of the field of ideological struggle (Erni 1994, 120). The

overdetermination as theorized in this way by Hall accounts for a comprehensive and pluralistic

engagement with society as a social formation. As such, it works in two ways: one, it guarantees

the concreteness of identity as bounded and positional materiality rather than abstract ideas or an

ideal; two, it makes possible to reduce universalism – that of capitalism and that of the European

center – to social formations bounded by national states. In addition, it allows conceiving social

life at the individual subjective level – through Gramsci’s theorization on organic intellectuality

– as the intrinsic formative element of the national social formation. The masses are engaged

with their ideological positionality.

The concept of hegemony theorized in this way, although concretizing the identity as an

ideology and allowing to treat the individual subject as a formative element of the structure

doesn’t allow us to deal with subjectivity outside of the boundaries of the hegemonic struggle –
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in the dispersion, nor does it allow us to deal with the effects of subjectivity in this formative

process – in the intersubjectivity of the everyday of the practice of race – much less dealing with

the possibilities outside the boundaries re-articulated by hegemony. Race is softened and left

without the social effects that it has outside of the realm of the historical development of the

economic in a society. I would argue that race is left floating in this form of materiality of last

instance. The racial relations are the reality of the subject in the historical field; the subject is not

constituted in the practice for what it does but by the effect this reality has in the way it is

determined in the dominance of the historical tendencies. The subject of race, however, has

autonomy in what it can do with its subjectivity; it rearticulates the relations of the reality,

ideologically, materially, to represent itself otherwise. Thus, the subject is constituted by the

historical tendencies of the social forces and shapes them in its actions in this reality. In some

cases these actions will not lead to political change and they will remain in the realm of the

common sense; however, for the ideologically positioned ethnic subject, these actions articulate

new relations between the social forces and leaves the mark of this action in the common sense –

in history.

Individuals and communities engaged in this hegemonic practice produce their cultural

representations and struggle with the practices of race in order to establish a dominance; one

outside of race. In this way, the communities and the individuals are engaged with the cultural

representations of race in the dominant ideology of the society of their time. Although this

practice allows for a powerful political practice and for powerful and creative articulations of

representations, it is concerned with the historicity of the race; with what has sunk into the

common sense of the social formation and lives uncritically. The critique, the struggle, and the

practice occur at this level. There is, however, a disjunction in the way this engagement takes
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place; the ideological struggle is taking place in its past. The ideological struggle occurs in the

engagement of the subject of race with its products or the products of race. I think that it is

different to deal with the cumulative social effects of race than to deal with the intersubjectivity

of race. The subject of race can be naturalized in many ways by the existence of this cumulative

effect but this naturalization occurs at the moment of its use. There is, then, a difference between

the common sense and its use in the formation of the subjectivity of race. In democratic societies

and in the post-modernity race is continually evaluated, tested, articulated, and re-articulated;

race is done by what its subject does at the moment of the intersubjectivity. The subject of race

of the hegemonic practice can’t be engaged with itself; it engages its representation or the

representation of itself it finds in the racisms of society. This is the semi-autonomy of the subject

of the practice; a disjunction between what it produces and with what it is doing.

The semi-autonomy of the hegemonic practice becomes a necessity for the subject to deal

with the dominance and the overdetermination; necessity – that of the ideological struggle –

moves the subject out of its uncritical dispersed position. Still, some questions remain. Can race

be solely self-inflicted by the uncritical of the common sense of the social formation of which the

subject is part of? Is race imposed hegemonically and historically? The formulation of these

questions and their answer presents us with ambiguities and additional problems. I think that the

ambiguities and problems of these questions are inherent of the problem of the fetish in

Marxism. The subject of race seems to engage with its subjectivity in a similar way in which a

worker would approach the product of its labor to make it its own after the fact of capitalism. For

the worker the product is different from what she or he is but the worker is what he or she is

socially by producing such product; thus, the shoemaker is the person who makes shoes. I don’t

think this can be said in the same way for the subjectivity of race. The subject of race doesn’t
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produce something – a product – that makes it what it is; the subject of race is what it is in what

it does to itself and the other in front in the practice. The subject of race is what it is in its

absolute difference. The immigrant, for instance, can be unassimilable.

Is it possible to think of absolute difference as a material product in the way that

hegemony would suggest? I don’t think this would be possible without arguing that absolute

difference is something historical and subject to an ideological struggle. If difference is absolute,

how could it be historical? This is what I mean when I say that hegemony softens race and

confers its materiality to the economic. There is a difference between subjects that are racially

different due to the history of dominant ideologies of their society and subjects that constitute

themselves as absolutely different when they are not like other human beings in the encounter.

Arguably, in the postmodernity, not even history escapes questioning and skepticism; why would

the racisms of the common sense? I think they don’t. The evidence of the atrocities of World

War II and the success of the Civil Rights movement dispersed the socio-institutional coherence

of race. The effects of race are very real and coherent yet race is not; race is not historical, its

effects could be thought as being historical albeit with some caveats. What I am attempting to

show here is that human beings are very capable of becoming subjects of race in its aesthetic

practice because they want to like themselves in the way they do as unique, beautiful, and

sublime; absolutely different and presentable to a sort of judgment of an aesthetic common sense

in freedom. By this, however, I am not arguing that the realities of race in society don’t have a

role; they do but this aesthetic subject of race has learnt to defer their solution so it could be what

it is. In the deferral, race allows for the possibility of power and power relations as well as for

new social realities and the survival of the current ones, but this is a consequence of absolute

difference not strictly a historical material or cultural product.
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If we are interested in the solution of the practice of race, especially on immigration,

hegemony does allow for a coherent ideological practice; however, it doesn’t allow for the

solution of the problem of absolute difference. Its effects are more dispersive for hegemony

doesn’t allow for the subject’s concernment with its doing. It would be difficult for the

immigrant to engage in the practice of political solidarity to render race meaningless in this way

since individual subjects will be engaged with the ideological struggle rather than with the

practice of race. In the practice of hegemony, the subject of race has fled its racial

intersubjectivity and it has articulated a deferred subjectivity for itself. In this way, the subject of

race stands alone. This deferred subjectivity is still racial for it makes its own the effects of the

conditional agreements of absolute difference it had engaged with in the practice by neglecting

the agreement and displaced itself to the realm of the economic. The displaced subject takes for

granted race in its effects and, thus, fails to disprove the absoluteness of difference; it can contest

the absolute of difference though it can’t render it meaningless. The ethnic subject has become

unconcerned with its own racial intersubjectivity and has constituted itself, in a way, as

sovereign.

Cultural hegemony as a solution of the problem of race presents us with a second

problem: the problem of unity. The problem of unity can be recognized in the necessity of post-

orthodox Marxist theory of explaining the articulation – the suturing or cohesive development –

of disparate – especially contradictory – elements and levels of the common sense of a social

formation. Hall using Foster-Carter’s theoretical development on this field defines and suggest

the theoretical importance and possible use of articulation in these terms:

[it is] a metaphor used ‘to indicate relations of linkage and effectivity between
different levels of all sorts of things’ - ...these things require to be linked because,
though connected, they are not the same. The unity which they form is thus not
that of an identity, where one structure perfectly recapitulates or reproduces or
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even “expresses” another; or where each is reducible to the other; or where each is
defined by the same determinations or has exactly the same conditions of
existence; or where each develops according to the effectivity of the same
conditions of existence; or even where each develops according to the effectivity
of the same contradiction (e.g., the “principal contradiction” so beloved, as the
warrant and guarantee of all arguments, by so-called orthodox Marxists). The
unity formed by this combination or articulation is always, necessarily, a
“complex structure,” a structure in which things are related, as much as through
their differences as through their similarities. This requires that the mechanisms
which connect dissimilar features must be shown – since no “necessary
correspondence” or expressive homology can be assumed as given. It also means
– since the combination is a structure (an articulated combination) and not a
random association – that there will be structured relations between its parts, i.e.,
relations of dominance and subordination. Hence, in Althusser's cryptic phrase, a
“complex unity,” structured in dominance. (Hall, Race, Articulation, and Societies
Structured in Dominance 1996, 38)

Articulation is a transformative process in which the raw materials with which the process is

concerned are converted into a determinate product. It is an intellectual process of human labor.

In this way, articulation is a practice or a moment of “labour of transformation itself, which sets

to work, in a specific structure, men, means and a technical method of utilizing the means.” In

this particular case, it is an ideological practice aimed at transforming human consciousness

(Althusser 2006, 131).

The Kantian dialectics of aesthetic judgment is present here in what Althusser calls the

Marxist dialectic as a political practice. Kant is attempting to bridge the empirical purposiveness

of nature with the objective purposiveness of reason; a dialectic between beauty and reason.

Hegemonic articulation does something similar; for Althusser, it is the present social conditions

which give human beings purpose, albeit a disinterested or dispersed one, to the political

practice, to the struggle. The theorist is the genius who steps out for an hour or two to give back

to the fellow men involved in the struggle the concepts whit which they can repurpose,

objectively, their struggle. This is the practice of articulation (141). In the Marxist dialectic,

nature of the aesthetic dialectic has been replaced by the givenness of the historical terrain, or the
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overdetermination. It is this givenness that determines the practice without being rational and

conceptual (143); it is the empirical a priori of the practice. The theorist takes the raw materials

present in the practice and produces a concept that gives new purpose to the practice and guides

the struggle further; the theorists articulates the diversity of the common sense of the social

formation, the multiplicity.

In Marxism this is a materialist practice since it deals with given raw products and

conscious production. In the same way, Marxism treats the aesthetics as a material practice

aimed at changing human nature (Küpper 2012, 150). However, it is an aesthetics; it is the

aesthetics of ideological articulation. It is through this aesthetic practice that the social condition

is naturalized economically and ideology is constituted as a comparative universality in struggle

– the common senses of the aesthetic. What articulation is doing, then, is to provide with an

indeterminate concept to achieve the unity in the dispersion in the same way that Kant solved the

antinomy of Taste (Kant 2009, 341-342). This indeterminate is the Marxism without guarantees,

or the problem of ideology.

This relative openness or relative indeterminacy is necessary to marxism itself as
a theory. What is ‘scientific’ about the marxist theory of politics is that it seeks to
understand the limits to political action given by the terrain on which it operates.
This terrain is defined, not by forces we can predict with the certainty of natural
science, but by the existing balance of social forces, the specific nature of the
concrete conjuncture. It is ‘scientific, because it understands itself as determinate;
and because it seeks to develop a practice which is theoretically informed. But it
is not 'scientific' in the sense that political outcomes and the consequences of the
conduct of political struggles are foreordained in the economic stars. (Hall, The
problem of ideology: Marxism without guarantees 1996, 45)

Ideology is another form of concerned unconcernment; a materialist one; it is unconcerned with

what it is doing in the givenness of the social formation and concerns itself with itself in the

articulation of its new, alternative subjectivity. This is the problem of consciousness; whether the

subject of a class or a social group, or the group overall, is doing something different from what



206

they think and want – the difference between theory and practice of the organic philosopher, it is

doing it and, thus, there is a unity between their actions and thought; they constitute themselves

in what they do. They do mean what they do; they are what they do. The subaltern class

constitutes itself in hegemony by accepting that there is a given dominant ideology attached to a

mode of production in dominance and constituting it, thus, dominant. Ideology constitutes a

distracted subjectivity; it is a practice of distraction in which the subject engages in order to

avoid confronting what it is doing.

The problem of consciousness in the practice of race is not a problem of lack of unity but

a problem of lack of concernment and a distraction. Yet, the distraction and lack of concernment

are the practice that makes possible the constitution of something like double consciousness or

something like the subject of race. I am thinking here of a subjectivity constituted in this way

rather than thinking about a subjectivity that is divided between what it is in society due to

something like an overdetermination and what it conceives itself being. The subjectivity of race

is not a schizophrenic subjectivity or double consciousness; it is constituted in its own distraction

with what it is doing. The subject of race wants to be constituted as a human being that belongs

with other human beings like it is, that there are other human beings like it is, and that there are

other human beings that are not like it is. In other words, the subject of race has learnt that there

are real differences and problems in society and that this reality requires it that it learns how to

belong according to the realities of society. It is important, then, to deal with this necessity. Why

does the subject of race needs to become unconcerned with itself? This is, as I have tried to

show, not the result of what is happening with the person in the practice, with the moment of

subjection that leads to a product; I think it is a practice that constitutes race in this intersection
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with class. The subject is resisting a particular subjection and flees, but why does it do it in a way

that it can’t flee but remains merely distracted and, thus, unconcerned?

Interpellatory Distraction

I turn now to the concept of ideology to explain the necessity of the distraction in the

practice of articulation. As mentioned in the paragraphs above articulation is a political practice

in which the theorist or the organic philosopher transforms what is given to her in the experience

of the givenness of the social formation. The transformation aims at achieving change or a

hegemonic domination. We are dealing, thus, with a practice of determining a sort of language

by which the subject of ideology can communicate – through a representation – to itself and to

others the real of the experience. Ideology dwells in the common sense; in the communicable,

intelligible, of the common sense – in the articulate and articulable good sense of the common

sense. It is possible, then, to argue that ideology is concerned with change albeit indirectly; its

main concern is that of formulating and re-formulating the systems of representations. In this

way, ideology is concerned with the use and interpretation of the common language off reality.

In other words, it is concerned with the belonging of the subject in the givenness of the social

formation. The subject is concerned with its place and its relative location. I think this is what

allows Hall to theorize ideology as contested and contestable in formation in domination.

This localization and directionality make ideology problematic. I think that the subject

has the contingent necessity of articulating language at the moment of the practice; of

articulating itself otherwise. What I mean here is that the directionality and localization of

articulation imply that a representation is replaced by another at the moment of the practice. This

implies that the subject of race is replacing what it is doing for something else at the symbolic

level; it is changing the name of the practice. Now, this name does have a meaning; if ideology is
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material, this replacement of the name is giving the subject a new meaning in the practice but it

has left what it is doing in the practice of race nameless. Moreover, ideology is determinate by

the social formation and, thus, this form of articulation places the articulated representation in the

future for communication in this way is not possible immediately without the agreements and

mutual determinations it is constituted of. This temporal displacement of the subject is what

makes ideological hegemonic articulation a practice in which the subject of race is engaged with

its past – its products – rather than with its intersubjectivity. By the time the system of

representations has been established it will be dealing with the reality that the practice has left.

How can the subject be concerned with what it is doing under these requirements?

I don’t want simply to suggest that this form of articulation is linguistic and temporal and

that it has no other implications concerning ideology. This form of articulation is an aesthetic

practice as well. I think that the subject of race knows what it is doing in the practice and it wants

change but it has already been constituted racially and, thus, flees from itself. This flight form

the intersubjectivity is a movement of aesthetic perfection or perfectionism. Even if it is possible

of thinking of articulation as something immediate, something that happens in the practice, it

doesn’t solve the problem of unconcernment. In this case, the subject articulates an alternative

subjectivity for itself, one that it likes or/and a subjectivity that would be acceptable in common

– conditionally – and displaces itself symbolically without ending the racial subjection of the

encounter. The subject perfects itself in this way; it becomes more beautiful. Race can’t be

deprived of meaning in this way; on the contrary, it is charmed and the subject practices its

beautiful and sublime aesthetics. Absolute difference can be very attractive even when it

dehumanizes.
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When Althusser, for instance, writes in Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses that

he, as well as the readers of the essay are functioning within the structures of meaning of

ideology – always already as subjects of ideology (Althusser, Lenin and Philosophy and Other

Essays 2001, 117), he is writing as Louis Althusser, the subject. He is correct up to this point; on

the other hand, Althusser is also forming his own subjectivity in an attempt of giving his life

meaning, more meaning, more life – he wants to feel alive and he is feeling alive as Louis

Althusser. He does this by appealing to ideology since it seems to me that one of the

characteristics of ideology is that a particular subjectivity can be formed, by interpellation,

without the psychological suffering that implies a subjectivity that doesn’t rely on such

abstraction. For Althusser ideology is historical and material, nevertheless, it progresses in its

intelligibility – domination – and it presents us with the possibility of developing it, questioning

it, and building it stronger over time after an endless process of critiques; i.e. ideology is eternal

in this way. The acceptance of reification as a given fact of life under capitalism by the

movement of transformation of ideas into the material (Hawkes 2003, 125). The theory has failed

its theorist. Louis Althusser is living its painful intersubjectivity when he neglects the

intersubjectivity and privileges his ideologically constituted subjectivity; he has become

unconcerned with what he does.

Louis Althusser wants to be Louis Althusser in ideology – ideologically – perhaps

because he finds comfort in the ideological community he is pledging his subjectivity to, helping

to build, maintain and perfect. I find it difficult to theorize this as the type reification that

capitalism imposes on Louis Althusser as a theorist and as a writer. What Louis Althusser is

actually doing at the moment of writing on interpellation is a pledge of his subjectivity on an

aesthetic imperfection; he sees this imperfection as promising him not to be such an imperfection
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in his humanity and lives as Louis Althusser while critiquing it – wounding it, and wounding

himself in the critique, in the development of ideology. Although the imperfections of ideology

take shape in reality – as expected by the person who wants to pledge his or her subjectivity to

something eternal while wanting to find himself or herself as living in society as subject among

subjects, by wounding the materiality of ideology and the subjectivity of the subject – ideology

remains perfect in its aesthetic transcendentalism and materially workable, perfectible.

Ideology, then, provides a certain comfort to the person living a reified life – or engaged

in agreeing on absolute differences – since it is the subject alone, at the moment and during the

process of the critique, the one who is wounding and being wounded by himself or herself by a

pledge to something material yet transcendental. The subject has become unconcerned with the

material effects of its practice as well; it can’t even feel what it is doing to itself even when

something may feel wrong for it. I think this is what Althusser means when he states that

ideology has little to do with consciousness (2006, 199-200). It is a refusal to live a life

controlled by the fetish of the relations of exchange in a capitalist society in a comfortable way.

For the subject of race this is the refusal to live in a society that allows it to do what it does and

that it has learnt to do so effectively. On the other hand, I think that this sort of comfort can’t be

found in society, capitalist conceived or not, if we intend to address social change rather than

individual activity on the material idea of wholeness. There can’t be comfort when the pledge of

the subject happens with the multiplicity of subjects in society and with the infinite possibility of

intersubjectivities at the moments of the engagement between the subjects as individual subjects,

and at the moment of society.

There is no comfort as Socrates shows us, in part, in Plato’s Euthyphro. The critique and

the wounding could be unsettling at every moment and has no warranties whatsoever of a
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transcendence. The critique becomes wounding physically and psychologically when it comes

from a social interaction with a friend; i.e. not even friendship is transcendental. Think about this

for a moment, for the subject of ideology there is ideology as the last resort for the settlement of

its own subjectivity when engaging in the critique of the materiality of the ideology of which the

subject is its subject; on the other hand, there is no possibility of ultimate settlement or sanity

when the subject becomes unsettled by his or her friend, son, daughter, neighbor, enemy… If

transcendence is a value that can be worked in ideology as Louis Althusser does – and useful in

terms of theory and politics – it may be because it allows for the possibility of deflection and/or

avoidance of the deeply unsettling, disorienting critical engagement with our own subjectivity. In

other words, ideological transcendence gives value and meaning to social stability; i.e. it makes

it possible to transform society into an object with attributes and behaviors; this is precisely what

Althusser does by approaching ideology scientifically. The problem of the transcendence of

ideology is that it makes materially possible to engage social life and persons as if they were

objects; i.e. subjective objects. It fails its theorists because it settles and constrains them; it

separates them from the other subjects of ideology; it limits and, ultimately, breaks the relations

between subjects. After all doesn’t the interpellation of ideology distract the subject from what it

is doing when it attends to the call?

Ideology functions as a contested universality in the practice of race; it is, in many ways,

working its aesthetics. It requires the subject to work a form of unity under an indeterminate rule

aimed at hegemonic domination. It requires the subject to produce this alternate subjectivity that

can be communicated and dealt with as aiming at a beautiful; to be perfectible. But the subject is

not required to do this hegemonically; it requires this from itself. In other words, the subject

accepts the interpellatory call of attention of the ideology it attaches to deal with the problems of
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its own intersubjectivity in order to flee what it is doing. The dispersion that consciousness

aimed at unifying in orthodox Marxism becomes the regularity in the dispersion of Post-

Marxism. They are indeed different, yet their concern remains the same: the unity of theory and

practice to change society neglecting that the dispersion and the unity are not textual but the

practices of the everyday – dispersion – and the practice of solidarity – unity. I argue that, to a

degree, this concern with the dispersion is a form of paranoia which is characteristic of reason in

modern society in the way that I have shown to be for Emile with his broken heart. Arguably,

this is what has happened to Marxist theorist and organic intellectuals due to the evidence of a

string of failed revolutions. When dealing with the practice of race, then, this concern for the

intelligibility of ideological social formation – unity – is a concern with other than the

intersubjectivity of race in the practice. The practice of race is substituted by the practice of

revolution in the last instance of the economic.

The Economic Distraction of Race in the United States

I want to present in this section an example of the way in which ideology works when

dealing with race. Du Bois presents us with the tale of Of the Wings of Atalanta to discuss the

problems of the education oriented to breadwinning (2012, ch. 5). I think that this tale is relevant

because Du Bois is dealing with the problem of the ideology that capitalism inserts into the

problem of race due to Marxism’s materialism. Du Bois is not dealing here with ideology or

materialism directly for this is not his concern, but I take his concern with breadwinning as the

base for social change as being related to the base-structure implications of Althusserian

overdetermination in its effects on the theory in the way I have addressed these problems in this

chapter.
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I think that Du Bois concern with the “deification of Bread” and the priority given to

industrial production in Atlanta, and the emphasis on education oriented to fulfill these economic

social needs is a concern with what he sees as a replacement of the Negro social consciousness

by class consciousness – capital relations (2012, 39). Du Bois sees the concern with money and

the economic orientation of the universities as a lustful drive towards fulfilling Hippomenes’

temptations (40). I take this to mean that the materialism of the economic can be though as a

distraction from engaging with the problem of absolute difference of race in the practice. The

material temptations of the capitalist society replace the politics that renders race unusable for a

politics of economic struggle. The important questions of the problem of race are always under

the distracting influence of wealth; the presence of ideology in the everyday practice of race.

Culture and knowledge provide human beings with the tools to engage the problem of race and

make real changes in terms of undermining racial practices and the social realities of race (41).

I think that Du Bois’ insight about the role of capital to slow, if not avoid, the

transformation of society is relevant for the present discussion. In our society, immigration is

usually dealt with in terms of laws and economic concerns. Many of the anti-immigration laws

including Alabama’s HB-56 were proposed and passed by local governments based on the

economic “damage” that immigrants presented to the productive apparatus; this “damage” was

associated to the criminalization of the undocumented immigrant as a being not worth of

participating in an economic system regulated by laws for whatever reason. Even when these

laws were opposed and partially defeated, it were the national and state elites who aided in the

process based solely in terms of the economic impacts of the anti-immigration laws rather than

on the important issues that these laws represent. Other concerns are usually neglected and they

remain the concern of immigrant associations or immigrant defense groups. Arguably, the
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problem of race is altogether avoided or considered without merit. The problem of race is being

substituted by ideological struggles between the Left and the Right in terms of the economic

productive apparatus of the nation and human rights.

For the immigrant, in many cases, there is no choice than to submit to the pursuit of

wealth. The distractions are there for immigration in the United States is organized in such a way

that the acceptable way for a person to become a model immigrant is either to work quietly and

hard for less, to become extremely successful and productive, to fail miserably and self-deport,

to remain after the failure and become a criminal, or to die. All this is the expression of the way

in which race is practiced in the United States and the social realities of the practice. How can

the Latino immigrant community engage in a practice of solidarity that renders race meaningless

if survival and economic status are the main if not the only concerns? If immigration becomes an

economic issue, then it becomes difficult to engage with the real problem: the practice of race in

immigration and the social practice of race in the United States.

Conclusion

In this chapter I argued that Stuart Hall’s theory of hegemonic articulation allows to deal

with certain aspects off the practice of race without addressing what is done in the practice itself.

In other words, Hall’s theory engages the sublime of the practice neglecting what was theorized

as the beautiful of the practice in chapter five. This is a problem of ideology. There is a risk of

doing race otherwise when engaging with race ideologically since ideology thought of as

interpellatory in Althusser’s work constitutes, precisely, this distraction that characterizes the

sublime of the race-aesthetic practice. The other problem of hegemonic articulation discussed in

this chapter concerned the communicability and rational requirement of praxis that /hall’s theory

brings from Gramsci’s work. My argument on this regard is that race in contemporary society
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lacks a language; it is almost unspeakable; it is, in many ways, madness. If our theoretical

solutions aim at reason and communicability in the everyday, then we are limited to addressing

the presentations of race rather than its ungraspable madness and its transcendence. In the next

chapter, I will theorize the constitution of value of the subjects of race in the practice of race. I

will discuss Derrida’s theory of différance to theorize about the problem of engaging the Kantian

aesthetic in contemporary racial practice and as a way out of the problem. I will also deal with

the problem of the literal color line that was under discussion in chapters two and three as the

horizons of the Latino immigrant and Latino resident racial mobility. For this, I will rely on Du

Bois’ work for I consider that his later work deals with the color line as a practice of race rather

than as a literal color line. In this way, Du Bois provides with several solutions for dealing with

the race-aesthetic for what it is rather than for the way in which it is presented socially.
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CHAPTER 9: The Deferral of Race and the Practice of the Color Line

Introduction

In previous chapters I expanded on McKnight’s (2010) idea of the conditionality of race

and discussed the way in which race is a form of intersubjective aesthetic practice in which

individuals establish, conditionally, the way the want to like each other in spite of the refusal of

the other or of others as human being like them. I argue in this chapter that race in contemporary

America has been made close to impossible to address due to Rawls work and his use of Kantian

philosophy. Although I don’t address Rawls’ theory directly here, I address the Kantian aesthetic

which I have theorized as the beautiful and sublime of the practice of race. The metaphysics of

Kant in his Critique of Judgment renders race self-contained and presents problems to those who

dare engaging it for what it is. I see this as a trap in this chapter although it would be more useful

in the theory to think of it as the reflection of the mirror of Fanon discussed in chapter four. I

argue that Derrida’s différance allows for an engagement with race in thought in a playful way:

not giving oneself too much to it, yet engaging with it for what it is in what the subject of race

does in its practice of oblivion and transcendental sublimity and, in this way, provide for

solutions to the problem of race in our contemporary society. This chapter, however, doesn’t deal

with the potential solutions directly but with the limits that the practice of race imposes on any

solution. Finally, I theorize about the color line as a practice following W.E.B. Du Bois’ (1984)

later work. I consider his work important to deal with the problem of the racial stratification of

the Latino resident and Latino immigrant community that I dealt with in chapters two and three.
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Du Bois presents us with the practice of the color line as a social problem that concerns every

member of the American society albeit with different roles and responsibilities. I present for

consideration, then, this chapter as a contribution for thinking of solutions beyond the present

limits of the theory, and beyond the increasing lack of solidarity when engaging race.

Deferral of Race and the Problem of the Metaphysics

I want to start with this question: what is the transcendental signified of race? I am not

dealing with a text when dealing with race as I hope I had already shown, but as a practice with

something like a transcendental signifier. If race is learnt, then perhaps, asking this question is

deceiving and problematic. However, I take that for the subject of race to learn something and

apply it conditionally, it constitutes itself as playing in a field that allows it and, maybe even

requires it, to learn what it learns to be able to form its intersubjectivity in the everyday of the

practice. How is it possible to approach another human being and put something like the

skepticism of the other minds at work? We are dealing here with the subjective formation of the I

but I think that this doesn’t allow to address the possibility of absolute difference of race.

Instead, I want to argue that something like the skepticism of other minds and its refusal is

possible when it is used in play with the realities of race in the personal life of the subject and in

society. I think that, to some degree, the importance that the post-Marxist put on the social

conditions or the givenness becomes useful here without being given the same importance. The

subject of race is taught how race works, but it also learns about its functioning and functionality

in the everyday of its interactions with other subjects in its intersubjectivity. Thus, I think that

absolute difference is practiced in the encounter, and that the impact of skepticism is refused

when the subject of race accepts that such an impact has a meaning that is real in the social

realities of difference.
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But how has the subject of race learnt to give some meaning to the social realities of the

practice of which it is already part of as a social being before any encounter? I think that the

subject learns this when the refusal of the skepticism of the other mind is accompanied – neither

preceded, nor happening after the event – or put in play with the confrontation of this skepticism.

What I mean here is that the subject refuses the impact of skepticism when it refuses it; in a

practice of refusal of skepticism. This means that to refuse the skepticism of the encounter, some

notion of equality or some notion that the human being that is in front of it is like it is is being

used to make possible the refusal. This is why absolute difference can be constituted as the

chasm of the sublime and is made and event of dread, danger, and potential, if not assured,

survivability. This seems to be the case in the aesthetics of race I have presented here for the

common sense of the aesthetic operates as a comparative universalism, and because it is possible

to have absolute different groups of people with their own aesthetic common senses as Kant

(Kant 2009, 235) and Wittgenstein (Wittgenstein 2007, 8-9) put it. Thus, there is a requirement

of equality previous to the establishment or foundation of absolute difference. I call it a

requirement for in the practice of race equality becomes such a requirement rather than the

reality of being a human being.

Hence, I think that the refusal of skepticism is put into play with the social realities and

the subjects involved in the practice agree that if there is such a requirement of equality, there

must be the possibility of a solution to it; but that this solution has to be put aside to another time

which is not the encounter as a moment in time. This acceptance constitutes the possibility of

absolute difference in a deferral of the solution of the social realities and what has been learnt

about the workings of race. I think of this as a deferral of the solution of the problem of race in

society which is used in the practice and opens the possibility of value and its allocation more
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than a strategic refusal for a strategic refusal implies that something is already given and that the

subjects can strategically refuse each other. In this way, it is possible to think of the subjectivity

of race as a form of an aesthetic that the subjects of the practice engage in and, actually, want to

make possible to like themselves in the way they are and they do in spite of the realities of race

in society and the effects of the practice. Aesthetics as a practice is possible in this disinterest and

unconcernment. Yet, even when it is a deferral in time of the solution it is also a solution to the

problem of difference in the practice; difference is solved – accepted or agreed – in the practice

of race in the deferral of the solution; in the absolute difference. The avoidance of the solution is

used as its solution. In this case, it may be possible to argue that the distraction of the practice is

an effect of the idea of progress and the perfectibility of the human being and that progress and

perfectibility are postponements. Perfectibility and progress are used to give meaning to the

deferral of the solution of the problem of absolute difference as the solution of the problem itself.

What is, then, that the subject learns or takes from the metaphysics of the West? In which

way the subject learns that this thing it has learnt from the metaphysics can be used? To answer

these questions I propose the use of what Derrida calls différance. Différance is not an origin or

Being that manifests in being; it is “the non-full, non-simple, structured and differentiating origin

of differences” (1982, 11). It is a play of referents that is constituted historically as a weave of

differences (12). I don’t think of race as a text; this would bring the problem of the symbolic and

the problem of the intelligibility to the practice and race would be done otherwise. What I want

to take from différance is its playful movement or its playfulness and its movement; this is what

Derrida is doing responding to Heidegger’s Being in the ontic-ontological difference (Brogan

1988, 37). In the moment of the encounter in the practice of race, the subjects of race learn to use

this movement to make possible the space and time of race or its transcendental aesthetics. I
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think of this transcendental aesthetics as something different, in some ways, from the movement

of significance and closer to Derrida’s unnamable différance (18, 26). I think that presence is

privileged in the unconcerned subject or in its ideological subjectivity – as the intelligibility of

the common sense of the race-aesthetic – but this doesn’t explain the unconcerned with which

this unconcerned subject is very concerned. This privileged unconcernment is the distraction

rather that a reference to what it is not absolutely which is the case of the significant element as

the present trace of its reference or interaction to the past and future elements (13).

Race is possible in the oblivion of what its subjects do rather than in the oblivion of an

origin or of something like a strategic movement or play of the metaphysics. I don’t think that

race is a deferred pleasure; however, this play is used in such a way that satisfaction of a pleasure

is made to seem deferred when it is not. I don’t think that the deferral of the solution of the

problem of difference to an indeterminate time is equivalent to the deferral of pleasure

satisfaction (19). Consciousness as self-presence is precisely the problem of the intelligibility of

race; it is it’s the distraction that makes it possible. My concern is, again, with this play in the

practice in which the subjects of race engage in the use of the play and movement to make

possible the deferral of the solution and the transference of value as the geniuses of their own

aesthetic practice. In other words, I am concerned with the use of différance as the tools and

medium for the aesthetics of race in the practice; with the concernment of the subjects with their

intersubjectivity in such a way that it may become productive of differences and asymmetries

that allow for the effects of the practice to be agreed and presented. In addition, I am concerned

with the effects of this agreement as the oblivion of what is done and with the oblivion that is the

gift or transference of value from and the acceptance of value from; on how the subjects learn to

do this.
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I think that race is a complex use of this différance. I think that what I have been referring

as the aesthetic of the intersubjectivity of race is a complex specific use of this play and

movement; a use that is the play and movement of the practice itself. I think that the subjects of

race learn to use the encounter to transform it into a sort of a canvas or space where something

like the privileged presence of race can be made possible as the presentation – representation – of

the ungraspable supersensible – beyond he human – beautiful. Thus, the subjects agree that there

is a necessity of using something beyond themselves that they can accept in freedom – contrary

to an imposition – that justifies their agreement. The justification, however, must work as an alibi

or a plausible deniability of the agreement for how else can the subjects claim their freedom?

This freedom differs from the Kantian moral bounded freedom of the genius; these geniuses are

amoral, they are free and much dispersed until the agreement. I think that Kant’s moral bounding

of the genius in the finality of nature is his way of grounding the alibi, on making it plausible.

Nevertheless, these geniuses of the intersubjectivity of race don’t do it in this way, they are not

bounded, they make the alibi their own boundaries; their agreement. Kant’s grounding confers

the plausibility of their agreement after the agreement rather than previous to it. With this, they

have laid out the canvass for their art.

It is the complicity of the agreement and the alibi what makes possible the privilege of

what is going to be presented as the representation of the beautiful – of the alibi in itself. This is

why the unintelligible of race is its own alibi and can’t be thought or lacks a language; it is sent

into oblivion for how can the subjects of race have witnesses of what is being done? I am using

legalistic terms here, but this is what, in my limited language and understanding of the practice I

can do. What I am doing here is also, in many ways, influenced already by these alibis. Once

agreeing on the privileged presence of the alibi and the oblivion of the agreement of the practice
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the subjects have their aesthetic work laid out; the project is almost completed; what remains is

to give it color. What remains to be done, then, is to position themselves into the work; to give

themselves a meaning or new subjectivity in the alibi as if they were fleeing form the practice

altogether – the genius of Rousseau, the legislator disappearing after the act and becoming one

and common with the people it legislates. The alibi, then, works in creating its effects; the

subjects receive or confer their subjectivities according to their presentation in relation to the

realities of society. In this way, the alibi morphs well and doesn’t rise suspicion or questioning;

in this way the subjects establish the limits of the intelligibility of the practice. The work of art

has now morphed with reality; the work has become social, communicable, agreeable, likable,

aesthetically understood in its common sense. It is at this point that absolute difference has been

established or accepted. At this point one subject is made privileged and accepted as such; it is

present and allocated in the privileging of the presence. On the other hand, the subject that

confers becomes unprivileged non-present; it becomes the oblivion of the presence. As I will

show later with a short example, the immigrant as a racial subject makes an offering to the

citizen almost in a religious way.

The practice and the social realities are working together and in this working the solution

of the problem of difference has been deferred; the alibi and its presence-absence in the subjects

now allocated by their own agreement to comply with the realities of society they want to use to

ground their beauty as subjects defers the solution and implements the absolute difference. The

deferral avoids the solution for it implements its own justification for not doing it, for making an

alibi. The practice of race, then, is a particular practice of making an alibi for the realities of

inequality in society, for the subjects’ own subjectivity, for the subjects’ own communicable

aesthetic. The practice of race is, then, in the way I have presented here to the reader, an aesthetic
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of the alibi of deferring the solution of inequality which constitutes – and in the constitution of –

the absolute difference of the subjects of race. I think that the practice of race is, also, the

agreement on the space and timing of the beautiful of the subjectivity of race. In many ways, it

seems to me, the subjects want to like themselves in this way; from the many alternatives that

they may agree upon, they have chosen this particular one perhaps because the easiness with

which the rules of nature and the realities of suffering in society can be used to produce the alibi

of what they want to be in their freedom and creative freedom. From here, the effects of practice

are made possible yet not necessarily produced since something like the transference of value is

also an agreement on an asymmetry that can make possible power. The concerned unconcerned

of the subjective aesthetics of the subject of race is its concernment with the alibi that allows it to

be what it is when it does what it does; when it races.

To say that all this aesthetic elements take place at the same time, however, is deceiving.

The practice of race does its aesthetics in this way, in the play and movement of the encounter

with the conditionalities that constitute the practice and its subjects; it is the practice not as a

moment but as the agreement to race. The practice of race can be thought as a complex and never

ending troublesome and exhausting endeavor that the subjects of race engage in. Learning how

to do and apply race happens in the everyday; the learning never ends. The subject of race is

extremely engaged, concerned, with what it does, with itself making itself likable and liking

itself in this exhaustive manner. The subject of race is never at rest. Race doesn’t happen due to a

mistake or due to a lack of knowledge about a circumstance or a situation; it is always at work

socially. Instances like these can be thought as failures to the agreement rather than practices out

of something like the racisms of individuals. In this way, immigration can be thought as a

practice in which the subjects of race have to learn to agree otherwise. In migration, as in other
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forms of encounters, race fails in its exhaustive achievement of agreement and becomes tiresome

and burdensome. The suffering of the immigrant is, in this way, different from the suffering of

the non-white citizen. It is in this burden of race of immigration where the rituals of passage

become important; they allow the subjects of the practice to rest – to succeed in the agreement.

These rituals allow the subjects of race to move on with their lives – get away with the practice –

by making use of race as something like a guiding concept rather than the tiresome exhaustive

practice. Yet, it is a practice; the concept is a modality of the deferral that the subjects do, in their

constitution as subjects of race, to depart from their responsibility in the intersubjectivity.

Race as a concept that surfaces in its practice, then, can be thought, in some ways, as the

intelligibility or rational of the practice. This can also be thought as the mark left by the doings

of the subjects of race in their agreements; as the mark left by the play of the unintelligibles that

constitute it. However, this is still problematic. This implies that there is something making race

possible, something like an original Being that manifests, is made present, in a hermeneutic

practice at the moment of being. This implies that race actually has an origin which is not

necessarily an absolute difference but something that requires it in our way of being human;

something intrinsic either in humanity or in the natural world which constitutes humanity. This

remains problematic. Différance helps explaining this problematic:

[différance] is not. It is not a present being, however excellent, unique, principal,
or transcendental. It governs nothing, reigns over nothing, and nowhere exercises
any authority. It is not announced by any capital letter. Not only is there no
kingdom of différance, but différance instigates the subversion of every kingdom.
Which makes obviously threatening and infallibly dreaded by everything within
us that desires a kingdom, the past or future presence of a kingdom. And it is
always in the name of a kingdom that one may reproach différance with wishing
to reign, believing that one sees it aggrandize itself with a capital letter. (Derrida
1982, 21-22)
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The practice of race doesn’t necessarily imply the use of something like a concept or the

presence of such concept working the subjectivity. What the subjects of race do in the practice

defeats the concept but constitute something like a concept as a mode of the alibi that covers

their complicity as an agreement or sets of agreements. However, for Derrida, the trace – which

is not a concept – still remains important. The trace in the text of metaphysics is “a trace, and a

trace of the erasure of the trace” that we should approach playfully, dancing and laughing

without nostalgia (1982, 24, 27). Derrida accepts Rousseau’s festival now, in his play with the

traces of différance.

When dealing with the practice of race, the ghost of the trace, of the spur, seems to have

an effect in the constitution of the subjectivity. I would like to argue that this remains

problematic. Although the metaphysics of the west is available for the subject of race it

constitutes subjectivity not necessarily as a ghost or a trace now that presence has been

disqualified. The subjects of race make the metaphysics of the West what it is for them and for

the practice in the use they give to it. It is in this way that the text of the metaphysics and its trace

becomes constituted in the subject. What I am trying to argue on this regards is that there is

nothing necessarily, not even ghostly, determinant of absolute difference that leads human beings

towards absolute differences. For instance, the metaphysics is for the subjects of race an alibi for

their complicity and an aesthetics of this alibi. In other words, when it comes to the absolute

differences of race, there is no scape; not even the metaphysics can serve as an excuse for what it

is being done. In order to confront the problem of difference of race, the immigrant must

confront it rather than defer it to an indeterminate time or to a higher or to another power or

powers. Whether the confrontation is joyful, frightening, or of any other character matters as

long as it is a confrontation without excuses and/or alibis.
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My interest on aesthetics and its role in the practice of race concerns the way in which the

meaning of race is brought about in the use of the aesthetic as languages of the other. The

language of aesthetics and its role in the metaphysics of the West is there for the subject to be

used and given meaning in the practice as a constitutive of the intersubjective. This is what has

concerned my theoretical development. I hope I had shown that although aesthetics fulfills a role

in the solution of a variety of problems of the metaphysic, its meaning is not inscribed in it so

this meaning can give meaning to race. The metaphysics traps the theorist and the subject of race

in the mark of its text and makes difficult to address race as a practice rather than as a

phenomenon. The trap is probably evident in my writing and it certainly traps me some times. I

used the Kantian Critique of Judgment for its influence in the development of the Western

aesthetic to show how the subject of race uses it and uses aesthetics in general to constitute its

subjectivity in an aesthetic practice of deferral and alibis. In this way, race is an aesthetics and

uses aesthetics; aesthetics can’t be thought as a given meaning or language guiding something

like a development of race. Aesthetics is meaningful in race and race is meaningful as an

aesthetics in the agreements of the uses they are given in the practice to conditionally establish

absolute difference. The play and movement of différance used in the practice would, then, be

the language game of the aesthetic of race; the weaving of metaphysics as an aesthetics of

deferral in the everyday of the practice of race as its language game.

The Practice of the Color Line and the Problem of the Literal Line

I want now to deal with the problem of the color line. I find problematic the way in which

a statement or a definition of the problem of race in a phrase such as “the color line” is used. In

more than one occasion the color line is interpreted, literally, as an imaginary line or, as in the

practice of race for the Latino community, as a referent or as the border between two camps that
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allow for a positioning outside of that border or in between the border. This way of addressing

the problem of the color line leads to theoretical formulations and solutions that deal with the

problem as if it were a border that it needs to be crossed or breached. It is from this use that

something like reaching across, charity, mutual understandings, or middle ground to name few

become possible as practices that aim at solving the problem of race by rendering race soft and,

thus, less problematic when the problem is still there, by addressing race superficially, or by

doing race otherwise. This seems to me like a confusion between the word “line” and something

like the practice of such line. I think that for Du Bois the line is a practice and although he resorts

to integration as its solution and may address the solutions to this practice as ‘reaching’ or

‘closing the gap’ it is possible for us to separate the practice from the solution and engage the

problem of the practice. I do think that practices of closing gaps and reaching are part of the

solution yet these strategies superficially used present themselves as the solutions of the problem.

For the subject of race it is still possible to do race, perhaps to do it even more covertly, by the

use of these strategies when they are used in simplistic manner overseeing a critical engagement

with the practice in order to render it meaningless. I think that this type of use, more than a

danger, is constitutive of the agreements of the intersubjectivity of race and, thus, the use they

are given in important. Here, the difference between aesthetics and solidarity matters.

In the Dusk of Dawn, Du Bois engages with the practice of race as a concept; as the way

in which race is intelligible for him and the Black community. I think that the intelligibility that

he engages with provides the theory with a better view of the experience of race in the everyday

of the color line, and with a way of addressing the deferral of race. He works the unintelligible of

race and gives us an intelligible with the limitations and problems of any intelligible of race, but

it is through the limits that I think Du Bois finds in the intelligible that he works the
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unintelligible he is dealing with. He starts his work with a genealogy of his family and with a

concern for the lack of study of racial mixtures in the United States. I find this very important for

Du Bois is calling attention to the lack of interest in dealing with the genealogy of race; with the

role blacks and whites have on its constitution (1984, 102-103). For the Latino immigrant this is

as important because the position of the community in the practice of race is one that emphasizes

the mixture of races in physical and spiritual ways that deny any implication with the practice

and use this racial mixture as a weapon against the hegemony of race in the country; as an

ideology. This position accounts for the racial mixture in this way but neglects the practice; in

other words, the Latino community privileges mestizaje as the dialectical solution of the practice

rather than as the product of the practice that it neglects in the use of these effects; the Latino

community is usually concerned with the effects and unconcerned with its practice and the role it

has on it. In another section I deal with the problem of mestizaje as a form of cosmopolitanism

unconcerned with the practice. Here, what I think important to address is that mestizaje can be

thought and practiced as a concernment with the practice of race and as a practice of critical

engagement with the problem of absolute difference.

The problem of the color line is, then, the problem of primitivism and sequestration of

modernity. Wealth and race are connected in this in the practice of the color line (Du Bois 1984,

128-129). Du Bois is arguing here that the color line imposes barriers to the access of modernity

to non-whites and that modernity has been coopted by whites. This is the argument that concerns

the works of Charles W. Mills in the Racial Contract and Paul Gilroy in The Black Atlantic. But

Du Bois is saying more about this. Race entombs the subject of race, the subject that has been

raced. This tomb of which Du Bois speaks about is the position of the subject of race that defers

value; it is the subject as the unintelligible, unprivileged, of the practice, the subject that is
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intelligibly sent into oblivion. The entombed subject is resented, mad, and bitter about its

impotence. Du Bois feels its own deferral; his madness, he can keep calm only with great effort,

he has to find a way of using reason to grab his dispersion (130-131). For what can one feel

outside of the privilege of the logos or the privilege of the unintelligible? What can one feel

when displaced of the practice that constitutes what one is as madness or monstrosity? Du Bois

impotence is his own deferral in the practice but it is also the limitations of the subject alone,

without the solidarity that can make impossible this deferral; it is in this way that race is possible

socially in the individual loneliness and in the social entombment.

The entombment in which the subject finds itself is already the absolute different position

in which the subject has moved and being displaced. Du Bois, on the other hand, interprets race

as the result of the entombment but this result comes, for him, as the engagement with an

important condition of the practice: that whites are “painfully human” as much as he is (1984,

132). Du Bois makes evident the deferral of race in this two moves: first movement, he has

deferred himself when he considers himself a group man, a man of race after the moment of the

entombment; second movement, he finds himself in the practice when he finds out that his

position is not possible if not due to the humanity of the parties involved in the practice. And it is

now that Du Bois breaks with the metaphysics in a very important way; he gives up the idea of

race as a concept and thinks of race “as a group of contradictory forces, facts, and tendencies”

(133). He is now dealing with race in a materialist way due to the contradictions that are now at

play for a dialectic which I think is close to the materialist dialectic for Du Bois becomes

concerned with integration and with the economy. On the other hand, he is now engaged, in

some ways, with the trace of the metaphysical text, the ghostly spur, in the play of differences of

the Derridean différance. He is now concerned with something like the logocentrism of race.



230

The problem of the color line is also the problem of exclusiveness, or the problem of

asymmetrical absolute difference. This is, I think, what Du Bois is saying when talking about the

imprisonment of a human group over another; the “inner spiritual slavery” (1984, 137). Here, Du

Bois is addressing the three aspects of the deferral of the practice: the requirement of equality;

that for the possibility of absolute difference an initial condition of equality is required and put to

play with the social realities. The second aspect of the deferral is the transference of value; the

exclusivity of the absolute difference and the intelligible use of one group over another, and the

appropriation or bounding – limitation – of human characteristics and possibilities. The third

aspect is that of the deferral of the solution to an indeterminate time; if the subjects of race are all

human and, thus equal even in the agreement to race each other in the play, they have made their

human spirit slave. Spirit, it seems to me, is atemporal in the way Du Bois is using it. The two

implications of atemporality are related to the transcendence of meaning in the intelligible of

race as a concept – in the absolutism of the difference, and its indefinite postponement of its

solution. Transcendence, deferral, and absolute differentiation in domination makes possible to

think about race in a problematic way as racial camps (Gilroy 2000, 84-85). Nevertheless, the

idea of race as racial camps expresses this inner slavery of the deferral of the practice albeit

superficially as an engagement with the practice in its effects; it is, in a way, a deferring of the

problem from something like a cause to its effects. I think this is the problem of the intelligibility

of race when it is engaged in its intelligibility; race is this type of practice where many

difficulties for its engagement are agreed and worked intensively.

One of the problems of dealing with the color line is that it becomes, literally, a dividing

line and the borders of the camps. I think this is one of the problems that Gilroy brings from Du

Bois. Du Bois argues that Blacks have been endowed with something like a spirit that “knows
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Beauty” which is, then, a superiority that escapes the primitivism or inferiority of the exclusion

from modernity and progress in the positive sense (1984, 146-148). Du Bois is arguing here for

integration. I think this is what makes the engagement with the color line problematic and

confusing at times. The division between the sensuous and reason sometimes becomes the trap of

metaphysics. This is one way in which value is deferred along bodies and minds, but Du Bois is

also concerned with the experience of the Black community in absolute difference and with the

affirmation of the blacks as human beings. In other words, he is making rational what has been

traditionally consider irrational – the senses – by conferring it with a spiritual value; Du Bois is

de-deferring himself and the black community as subjects. To do this he puts values in the

respective differentiated human groups; I think that this assignment of values is what allows for

his idea of the color line to be thought as a literal line in some occasions rather than being

thought as a practice. Du Bois is playing in the same realm of the divisions and allocations of the

aesthetic of race. Perhaps, the reader falls in the trap more than Du Bois does as a writer. The

differences that du Bois writes about are the differences of experience of the communities. For

him, there is the possibility of solving the problem rather than deferring it; difference without

envy (1984, 149). In this way Du Bois keeps coming back out of the trap of metaphysics to the

practice and engages it. Integration becomes a problem, I think, if the de-deferral occurs as a

separate activity of a community aimed at solving the problem of absolute difference in a form of

a dialectic of struggle between social contradictions without engaging the intersubjectivity; in

this case, it is an ideology. In some ways, this is Du Bois’ problem and Gilroy’s as well.

Perhaps, for the immigrant the color line is confused with the literal divisive line due to

the race of citizenship. I discussed in the section on Rousseau, how a racial aesthetics of the

citizenship is possible in the agreement of the common and its relation to the individual. Du Bois
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shows the way in which whiteness defines Americanness and how it works through imperialism

and social-military regulation – the economy of war. This is, in some ways, what is thought as

the white man’s burden: giving up other values relevant to the solution of the problem of

absolute difference – Christianity and values associated with justice (1984, 163-169). The

immigrant confronts in the everyday the racial citizenship as an antithesis – in many ways it is

presented as an antithesis of immigration – and, in some ways, immigrants agree that racial

citizenship is important to belong to the nation – assimilation, or to present a common immigrant

front in opposition – Latino or Hispanic ethnicity; the alternative to these two would be self-

segregation. In other words, the absolute difference of race in immigration is defined as locations

on the two sides of the wall, or, as is usually the case, as the legally enclosed enemy within. This

is the problem of the color line understood as the literal divisive line that defines absolute

differences between citizens and immigrants. It is an agreement that in many cases is

aesthetically practiced as respect and admiration – the sublime of race. The color line, then,

becomes a symbol of differences rather than the practice it is and remains elusive for the

purposes of addressing the problem of race.

The implications of the color line as a practice are very different than its implications as a

literal line. I think that Du Bois seems to trace something like a literal line but, although this may

be an issue of writing or methodology, what seems a line in some instances is the differences in

the roles that whites and blacks, as well as non-whites, have in the practice. This is why I think

that the color line is more a practice than a line that can be erased or that allows sides to be

separated or reach across. It is probably better to think about subjects involved in the practice

rather than camps or groups. The parties involved, the subjects, have different roles and their

roles are meaningful in the practice in the way the deferral is given meaning and in the way the



233

alibis are established and used in the agreements of the practice. Nevertheless, the roles are not

independent or, in other words, strictly dependent on one community or another separately. The

roles are different but they are given meaning in the practice. It is because of this that the non-

white in the United States has a concept of whites and whites treat her or him according to the

concept whites have of her or him; that the non-white may or may not fit well the role; and, that

anything that a non-white would do outside of the role or close to the role of the white becomes

an internal problem of the non-white community (1984, 173). The non-white accepts that

whiteness has intelligible meaning, power, and value that non-whiteness can’t or doesn’t have;

the non-white subject privileges whiteness in this way and, on the other hand, privileges non-

whiteness by deferring itself to whiteness and by deferring itself to absence, meaningless, and

lack. The stratification of the immigrant community which has been one of the major concerns in

the first sections of this work, then, is a way in which the agreements of race give meaning to the

community’s race and give meaning to the race of the citizen.

Stratification can be thought as more than simple allocations of people according to their

compliance or lack thereof to the norms or, in general, to the regulation that the practice may

establish after the event and as a consequence of the event; it can be thought as the way in which

what Fanon calls the phobogenic of the mask becomes meaningful (Fanon 1982, 154, 98).

Except, it is not a matter of overdetermination. The deferral of race allows for the meaning of

values and privileges that can be allocated or transferred – used – to give meaning to whiteness

and non-whiteness. Stratification of the immigrant community in this way can be thought as the

use of the deferral of the immigrant subject to produce the unintelligible meaning of the deferral

in an intelligible way. This may seem confusing and complicated but what it means is that the

immigrant subject that stratifies and that allocates itself in a particular stratum of immigration is
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using its own subjectivity and the subjectivity of fellow immigrants as the whites may use these

subjectivities and, at the same time, using the stratified subjectivity to define the meaning of

whiteness and non-whiteness. In a way, then, the racially stratified immigrant subject is using the

value agreed and accepted for its own subjectivity to justify other practices that use other

immigrants and non-whites as of lesser value, and subjects these others to uses similar to those

that whites would give to it as a non-white subject. In other words, stratification is a way for the

non-white immigrant to agree on its own racial subjectivity, position, administration of its own

deferral, and the administration deferral of the deferral of the practice. Stratification, then, is a

way of allocating oneself as non-white subject or as an immigrant in race; it is a way of

becoming a racial subject, a non-white one and giving meaning to whiteness as the other of the

absolute difference of race.

I think this is what Du Bois is concerned with when he deals with the problem of the

members of the Black community cheating each other, working against each other, and

murdering each other (1984, 178). This is what happens in the Latino community as well.

Politically, Latinos work, against each other supporting anti-immigration laws and lawfully

imposed difficulties to the legal protection of the law to the vulnerable members of the

community. Even in cases when something like a need to solve the problem of immigration in

the United States is forced upon the members of the community with political power, the

solutions tend to give priority to legal and bureaucratic procedures which make difficult or even

impossible for the vulnerable members of the community to become citizens. The situation is not

necessarily different in the case of the vulnerable members of the Latino and Latino immigrant

community; the way in which the cheatings of stratification happens are carried out by different

methods, but they are not less at work. This happens when a member of the community gets
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charged twice as much for the purchase at the tienda; when members of the community stare

suspiciously at each other in the public space of Walmart and recognize each other as different

and walk away without allowing for the possibility of solidarity; when members of the

community abuse and want to get the most out of the generosity or naiveté of other members.

These are just few instances in which the agreements of race, of whiteness – of the American

citizen – and non-whiteness, are practiced in the community in the everyday. I can’t write about

all the issues of the community in here; they are topics for further theoretical development each

one in itself. Many, if not, all of these problems are problems of the community itself and they

are problems that only the community can deal with; these problems come to be due to what the

community does with the deferral to whiteness and the self-deferral to oblivion, the power

conferred to whiteness by this deferral, and the associated privileges as Du Bois clearly states

this is for the Black community (1984, 180-183). In any case, the racial antagonisms, suspicion,

and valuation occurring in the community in terms of skin color, phenotype, education,

economic resources, immigration circumstances, and legality are also ways in which the

community does its race and gives race to the absolute different other white or accepts that there

is something as a white race that is superior for what it is made to stand. It is for this reason that

the personal experiences of immigration and the experiences of the everyday are important if the

solution of the problem of absolute difference is sought; solidarity is a practice in which these

experiences orient and allow the person to make sense of the practice of race and walk out of it

rather than agreement of groups or within groups.

For the Latino community, the color line is a practice even though it is, quite often, used

as a literal line that presents the subject of race with the horizons of its own hybridity. I think that

the interpretation and use of the color line as a literal line is a way of doing race otherwise. In the
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case of the Latino and Latino immigrant community the color line is used as the alibi of the

practice to position itself as subjects and as community within the social realities of race and

make them ideologically productive. The color line as a literal line makes it is possible to think

of different immigrant groups and the differences inherent of the community as pertaining to

degrees of location within the two horizons of black and white. Du Bois case of the black

intellectuals presents us with a description about how the literal line works (185-189); the use of

the argument of the color line as a literal line happens in the Latino community as well albeit by

different means due to the different ways in which the literal line is used. The line as the

horizons of the Latino position become the symbol of the deferred values of the practice; i.e. the

line symbolizes the agreement of race that Latinos are part of and agree with. In this way,

intellectuals position themselves and are positioned as white like or as whites within the

community even though they are not considered as such by the white community. Something

very similar happens to the privileged Latinos. On the other hand, the most vulnerable, the

uneducated, the undocumented, children, and many Latino women, are usually positioned in the

scale in positions closer to the black of the horizon than to the white. This is also the case with

phenotype, color skin, and ancestry – when it is known.

It is in this use of the line that Latinos race themselves and make racial antagonism

possible between racial non-white subjects in the community and Afro Latino and African

Americans. The line is used and imposed by the community as an alibi to mask its own

complicity in the making of race in the United States and to make its own racial dream possible.

This meaning of the line is race otherwise for what it is done is the deferral to whiteness and the

self-deferral to oblivion in a deferral of the solution of absolute difference by solidary practices

to an indeterminate time. Presumably, the deferral is necessary for the Latino and Latino
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immigrant community to achieve the American dream; in this way, then the Latino subject of

race substitutes the deferral of race for the deferral of the dream and makes the solution of the

problem of absolute difference impossible. The substitution in itself, it seems to me, is a denial

of the possibility of a solution and a confirmation that race has been agreed and that it exist

beyond humans and human capacity to change it. I think this is what makes possible and even

necessary the articulation of rites of passage for immigrants. I will present a short example of the

immigration law requirements as a rite of passage later in this section. In the present discussion,

the rite of passage would be this substitution as sets of agreements of one local alibi by the

national alibi of race; in other words, a practice of the color line for the immigrant.

Du Bois concern with the economy and his suggestion of hegemonic political action for

the Black community at the moment of the crisis seems to point to an ideological solution to the

problem of absolute difference (1984, 194, 199). This type of struggle is important, I think, for it

allows to deal with the effects of race rather than simply suffer them. Hegemonic struggle is

important for it takes into consideration the limitations of the individual subject. Individuals

can’t do it all to change race; it is not possible for the individual to build something like a

cumulative changing effect for it is in this individual freedom that race as a practice is possible

as I have discussed in previous sections. This struggle, however, tends to become ideological if

the practice is neglected. Du Bois is well aware of this and I think he suggests economic

integration as a form of keeping the Black community engaged with its role in the practice of

race. Economic integration, however, remains a strategy to obtain the necessary economic means

for the community to prosper, to embrace modernity without the recourse to the power of the

white community which, in most cases, doesn’t address race as a problem but as its intention. Du

Bois’ advocacy for strategic segregation (207), however, seems to be in a play with ideology
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from which it can’t escape some times. The trap of metaphysics – which inverted becomes

materialism in its ideologies in the practice of race – is always present. It can be argued that Du

Bois suggestion of the use of consumption to exercise effectively the power of the Black

community (208-212) becomes ideological when it succeeds. This is what neo-liberalism deed

more recently, it made consumption very successful ideologically and transformed it,

hegemonically, to serve race even further.

Nevertheless, I think that consumption was also Du Bois’ distraction. The problem of

race is so complicated and actively hidden that metaphysics or materialism as it counterpart

easily becomes a distraction; this seems to be the case in Du Bois’ solution to the problem of

absolute difference. I think, though, that it is more of a distraction for the contemporary politics

of solving the problem of absolute difference than it was for Du Bois due to the hegemonic racial

articulation of Neo-Liberalism (Hall, The hard road to renewal: Thatcherism and the crisis of the

left 1988, 71), contemporary nationalism (Gilroy 1991, 45, 1993, 58-60), and contemporary

global consumerism and production (Gilroy 2000, 271-273). Gilroy works some of the problems

of this success by addressing the problem of branding, brand loyalty, and mass consumption and

production of art (2000, Ch. 4). Hall deals with the problem of nationalism and neo-liberalism;

the problem of ideology in Hall’s theoretical development has been discussed in the previous

chapter. It seems to me that in Gilroy’s theoretical development the problem of ideology persist

as well for artistic production and conviviality are limited in what they achieve in terms of

dealing with the practice of race since these strategies are networked “semantic

interconnections,” or freely articulatory (Gilroy 2005, 144-145); these strategies become so

engaged with the effects of race – social languages given meaning in the practice – that they

become a distraction from the practice itself although Gilroy seems to be well aware of this. The
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subject of race can uncritically use these activities and developments for its constitution as the

subject of race while working articulatory and de-articulatory strategies. These strategies

become, in some cases, the new alibis of the practice.

To finalize this section on the color line, I want to argue that consumption is important in

many ways for the Latino community. The predominant trend of mobile device purchases by the

Latino community in recent years demonstrates the realities of the community and the way in

which consumption addresses some of the problems of the community. For instance, the

consumption of mobile devices by Latinos is associated to the necessity to maintain contact with

family and friends in distant places due to the restrictions imposed to undocumented immigrant

individuals and due to the geographical distance from family inherent of immigration. This is a

way of exercising the power of the consumer; nevertheless, this power does not address the

problem of the color line as a practice for in our contemporary society it is a power exercised

individually. The distraction persist perhaps because it allows the subject of race to charm itself

with beautiful things that are accessible and available now more than ever and allow it to enjoy

the subjection rather than suffering it at the moment of the consumer satisfaction.

Deferral of Race in Immigration

I want to present the reader with two short examples about how race works. The first

example deals with national borders, immigration law, and legal immigration while the second

one deals with the way in which race is practiced by the subject of race. In the first example I

show how race requires from the immigrant to go through a ritual of passage. Race requires the

immigrant to perform a ritual of passage to convert or replace the dispersed and old ways of

doing race that the immigrant brings from the place of departure for the ways of doing race in the

United States. This ritual is regulated by immigration laws and procedures and enforced as a
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form of sovereign religion within the temple of the nation. In the second example I present the

song Wake me Up from Swedish D.J. and Electronic musician Avicii. In this example, the lyrics,

the visibility of the artists involved in the project and the popularity of the song provide a

contemporary insight on the way race is practiced in the everyday.

Walls, laws, and immigration

Immigration is constituted as a place where the other can always be located; it is the place

of location of the Rousseauan individual when it encounters the national community. In this

encounter, immigration is often articulated in terms of nationality, borders, governments, culture

and laws. These terms in which immigration is articulated belong to the theoretical – ideological

– formation of the West without discarding any complicity of other areas of the planet. It is in

this place, for instance, that the immigrant has been formed before a journey has begun; before a

spatial, geographical movement has been initiated; before a family, an individual, a group has

arrived to a particular destination.

The subject of the immigrant is not static even though it is discursively articulated as a

displacement of the self and by the self – the immigrant in movement from a place to another and

from a citizenship to another – towards the position of otherness which tends to be assumed as

fixed as such – as an-other – and as a position. Hence, the subject of the immigrant is always

being shaped and sustained through discourses and practices. This subjective articulation is

social and, as such, takes place in the local as well as it does globally. It is possible to speak of

spaces of formation of the immigrant subject only after acknowledging that the places in

themselves don’t serve any purpose as the absolute origins of the articulation of subjectivities;

these spaces are related to the phenomenon itself and do shape the articulation of the subject, yet

they are not the origins of such articulations for articulations of subjectivities are never original.
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One of such locations is the place at which a migratory journey begins; this location is the

spatial, geographic point from which a human begins the spatial movement conceptualized as

emigration; its nation, its city.

Among the many global locations that can be considered as the points of departure for

human beings’ movements, the locations constituted as nation-states are constituted and used as

partial, yet powerful fields of formation – articulation – of the subject of the immigrant. I

discussed some of the aspects of this process in the section dealing with the social contract.

Sovereignty, for instance, as one of the constitutive attributes of the nation-state is endowed with

a variety of discourses and elements that enable – command in many cases – the multiple

practices of the formation of the immigrant as a citizen and as an individual. In the postcolonial

era, sovereignty shapes the immigrant subject by means of walling. For Wendy Brown, the new

walls built at the borders of the territory of nation-states are the icons of the erosion of state

sovereignty; walls display what the state is supposed to embody in a time when the state is

actually eroding away and can’t embody anything close to the unity they once purported to

embody (2010, 70). Brown’s argument points to the resilience of sovereignty and its dispersion

outside of the realm of the nation-state:

the walls defend an inside against an outside where these terms “inside” and
“outside” do not necessarily correspond to nation-state identity or fealty, that is,
where otherness and difference are detached from jurisdiction and membership,
even as the walls themselves would seem to denote and demarcate precisely these
things.  Walls today articulate an inside /outside distinction in which what is on
the inside and being defended and what is on the outside and being repelled are
not particular states or citizens, indeed, in which subjects, political power,
political identity, and violence may be territorially detached from states and
sovereignty on both sides. (Brown 2010, 82)

If the immigrant subject was ever predominantly defined in terms of country of residence

or place of birth, and if the flows of immigrants were mostly the concern of the institutions of
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nation-states and the authorities in charge of regulating these flows, in the postcolonial era the

subject of the immigrant is mostly politically and legally defined in terms of inside/outside

relations and in terms of security/lawlessness. I think it is important to address the reality that

these increasingly dominant practices of defining the subject of the immigrant are not

institutional in the traditional sense; they have become pervasively dispersed while still

constituting an integrative practice of subordination through violent delimitation and exclusion;

the multiplicity of sovereign definition of the subject of the immigrant – as a form of

commandment (Mbembé 2001, Ch. 1) – as integrative practice is the extrajuridicism that Brown

identifies taking place at the site of the walls through “the blurring of military, police, and citizen

prerogatives” (Brown 2010, 87). What was previously achieved by means of the institutions of

the state in a direct manner from the point of view of the sovereign state, and in an indirect

manner from the point of view of the sovereign individual has to be accomplished now through

more direct and personal doings and sayings from the part of the individual.

Although for Brown the main concerns reside with sovereignty and the subjection of the

individual to the sovereign, and with the paradoxical relation between sovereignty and

democracy (41), the self-subjection of the democratic citizen who uses sovereignty to protect the

self of its race – the sovereign individual of race – and what the self claims to be its own –

belong to – doesn’t explain, nor does it make evident, the intentionality of the use of such

sovereignty in the case of walling. The intelligibility that conduces to the use of sovereignty as a

walling tool, to normatively enclose and exclude, to set the rules about how the immigrant

should perform her and his subjectivity and subordination remain opaque; so does the

intelligibility of the use made of sovereignty by the performer of such subjection and

subordination.
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Certain elements of this intelligibility are present in the theatricalization of sovereignty

by the contemporary walls at the borders. Through discourse, the walls are made to perform the

role of the stage or arena within which sovereignty can be recreated, replayed, felt, visualized,

enjoyed, practiced; in other words, performed (Brown 2010, Ch. 3). Thus, walling is the

performance of sovereignty production and acknowledgement. This performance of walling aims

to satisfy, please, the requirements of the sovereign. I would like to argue that walling establishes

the temple of the sovereign subject of race and transforms the state in something like a sovereign

individual with a racial identity. For Brown, the sovereign that requires these fulfillments is not

the nation-sate but capital. It is the sovereign capital that requires the performances presented in

walling as well as the sacrifices characteristic of the “shock therapy” of the neoliberal market

formation and establishment (95). However, capital is being used in a particular way rather than

being constituted as the sovereign. I take this passage to mean that neo-liberalism is used to give

material ground to race in the context of the state in an analog way to the sovereign subject of

race as the individual citizen or immigrant. This, of course, requires the acknowledgement of the

sovereign and its designs not merely by doings and sayings but also by means of display; which

is the building and admiration of the monumental walls and the awe they make possible – enable

– in connection to the greatness of its sovereignty (103-104). The recognition of the sovereign

and the submission it requires from those who become its subjects is the intelligibility performed

in contemporary border wall building; this suggests that the immigrant and its subjectivity are, in

part, the expectations of such sovereignty – as constituent elements – without which it may not

be possible. It is a practice of race in what we consider the realm of the international system and

the global economy.
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Nonetheless, this is one of the many elements of the intelligibility of walling. Another

element is the need of the sovereign; the need of something like God. This need is the form that

the human experience has acquired in this type of walled state; the intelligibility of the

experience of the citizen and the immigrant itself. This experience continues to be articulated as

the “smallness and vulnerability in a huge and overwhelming universe … [which] harbors a

desire for protection, containment, and orientation” (71). As a consequence, the use of

sovereignty implies a set of agreements on who is the vulnerable and small and how the

smallness and vulnerability have to be represented and performed; the use of sovereignty also

implies a set of agreements on who or what provides the protection, the containment and

orientation to cover smallness and vulnerability and how this should be done. What I am

considering here as the God of sovereignty, can be thought as the transcendental of the absolute

difference; as the unintelligible intelligibility of race materialized in the state. What is God if not

its own intelligibility for the human being and its community in morality and a complete

unintelligibility on what it is as a being? The God of sovereignty is a form of aesthetics of race

applied to the nation state rather than the individual subject to cover what it does in the practice

and give itself a transcendental economic and legal ground.

Brown suggests that the how of the sovereign is articulated as a set of fantasies of

containment, impermeability, purity, innocence, and Goodness, as well as a fantasy of a

dangerous alien who is even more dangerous in the borderless globalized world (117-123). These

fantasies share a close resemblance with what Nietzsche denominates the slave morality (1989).

Hence, the user of sovereignty performs sovereignty and subjection by gathering agreements on

what sovereignty should be – is, by appropriating sovereignty for itself in the agreement, by
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performing sovereign – as the sovereign – and by submitting to sovereignty as the proprietor of

protection and greatness over it, or as the entitled son of a father.

In this use, the subjects at both sides of the walls become one: humans as small and

vulnerable with one important difference: that of the entitlement of display. This is one of the

elements of sovereignty that remains blurry in Brown’s description of contemporary walling.

The entitlement of display is articulated based on agreements of who possess such entitlement

and who doesn’t, and what are the rites to attain it and what are the particular sacraments that

confirm the entitlement. Brown does, however, acknowledge the importance of display in the

case of sovereignty since it is its display that makes it performable; sovereignty in itself is not a

characteristic of the human being articulated as vulnerable and small. It is the entitlement of

display that makes possible the binarism of sovereignty and the use of sovereignty to secure

submission and subjection.

Contemporary walling, thus, enables and ensures the performance of sovereignty after the

state and before capital and is, in itself, the practice of subordination to sovereignty and the

practice of diminishing and violated human. Although for Brown the wall is always a tangible

physical wall (118), the wall – walling – is also a practice; the practice of submission and

subordination, the practice of separation and banishment, the practice of heaven and earth. For

instance, immigration becomes a sort of passage from no entitlement to display to entitlement of

display; if this is the case, immigration becomes a rite of endowment in the practice of

sovereignty.

At the level of state and sovereignty, the deferral of the solution of absolute difference is

given legality and materiality; it is instituted, in dispersion, as the spirit of the nation. What I

mean by spirit here, though, is the meaning that is given to the nation so it can be used properly



246

for the acceptable and agreeable institution of race. In walled sovereignty, the nation becomes

the geography, the location, the ground, for the language game of a specific racial practice and

specific racial subjections. The differences in which persons do race in individual constitutes the

meaning given to sovereignty in its use so that it makes possible particular, local, language

games for the meaning or meanings of absolute difference; for the creation of the Rousseauan

community of the traditional understanding of the social contract capable of having a dwelling

place and foreigners as individual subjects of race. The subjects of race, then, are capable of

becoming sovereign in their intelligibility as subjects which are the product of a culture, an

environment, and a piece of land neglecting their role in the constitution of their subjectivities

and the materiality they are conferring to the walls as the monuments of the neglect to what they

do.

If the practice of sovereignty on immigration takes the form of a ritual of passage or

endowment, it implies that the parties involved in such practice acknowledge positions within the

practice, and place themselves within these positions so as to be able to pass from, or to receive

what the ritual promises to confer, on one hand; on the other hand, to supervise the conferment,

to perform the act or ritual of conferment, or to receive the passing parties. In other words, the

ritual implies an acknowledged conversion, or possibility of conversion from a position of lower

quality to another of superior quality, as well as the acknowledged positioning of the parties

involved in the ritual and the endowments of the subjects in such positions. The

acknowledgement of position in this ritual is constitutive of the intelligibility of sovereignty

present in the practice of emigration and immigration as places for racial subjection. It is the

practice of the deferral of race for the citizen and the immigrant.
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What I think is important to take from Brown’s theory to work with the practice of race

in immigration other than the mask of national sovereignty as a sophisticated alibi is the

constitution of the state as a temple for a particular practice of deferral. Through the laws, the

state and its citizens require the immigrant subject to accept the practice of race as it is agreed

and implemented in the country of arrival. The immigrant subject brings its own racial practices

and is, as an immigrant, an individual other for the citizen. The discordant practices of race

become unbearable for the citizen and the immigrant; both parties in the practice find the

encounter and convivence difficult for the intelligibilities of race for them work on different

types of agreements and conditions. It is in the encounter between the citizen and the immigrant

as subjects of race that the alibis of their practices become very evident; for citizens and

immigrant alike, this is less than desirable. Thus, the state with its laws and its sovereignty is

used to shape a form of transition to the local practice.

The difficulties and requirements imposed by immigration laws and immigration politics

are tests of compliance; they are racial tests. They may be, democratically or otherwise, designed

and agreed by the citizens but they are also agreed, accepted, and respected by the immigrant,

even when they may be opposed or rejected as less than ideal for the latter when going through

the burden of the test and facing the possibility of a failure. Through these tests, immigration

officials, and citizens can make sure that the immigrant complies with the national and local

practices of race in such a way that the process of immigration and the subjects of immigration

don’t constitute disruptive and potentially dangerous elements for the race relations. Through

these tests, the immigrant proves that she or he are fit to become citizens; that they have

complied with the requirements of race locally. Once immigrants have become residents or

citizens, they are required by the law and by the citizens to avoid criticism to the nation that has



248

accepted them as part of it. In many instances, the immigrant community – including residents

and new citizens – opposes criticism to the nation and to the laws on the same basis. Passing the

test, however, is one of the aspects of the rituals of passage of sovereignty for only few

immigrants can pass such test and become successful in their negotiation with race in the United

States. This make clear the purpose of the test as more than a tool of compliance or as hegemonic

imposition.

The other aspect of the rituals of passage is the deferral of race or the passage that

constitutes the successful practice of the color line. For white European immigrants, the test has

been set up in such a way that it requires compliance to the local practices of race after many

generations of testing and perfecting of the practice as Ignatiev (2009) has demonstrated. For

white Europeans there is no requirement of deferral; there is, however, a requirement for

conversion and a silence about the conversion. This conversion, confers the white European

immigrant with the local voice of race if you like. The silence about the conversion of race

makes race possible locally. I think of voice here as the agreement on the local practices of race,

their conditionalities, and their agreements as a form of translation.

For the non-white and Latino immigrant, on the other hand, the test is applied as an

insurance policy of the compliance with the deferral of race. The non-white immigrant and the

Latino immigrant are tested on their compliance to the practice of the color line. I think that

Latino immigrants, for instance, become legal residents and citizens after they have completed

certain requirements that make the use of race suitable for them in the United States; a way of

rendering the subject suitable for the racial practice of the United States. In Latin America,

whiteness is associated with a particular form of mestizaje that privileges education, wealth, and

phenotype. When the Latino immigrant has passed the test of wealth, the test of education, and
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the test of language, the law and the citizens consider such immigrant subject as being suitable to

understand the local practice of race and capable of finding its proper place; to make possible the

nation with its particular color line. The phenotype, however, remains as a marker of the

skepticism that the test of race insures the citizen against. This is why dissent and criticism of the

nation become problematic when it comes from the immigrant for it represents the failure of the

test for whites and the impossibility of assimilation of the immigrant subject. The impossibility

of assimilation of the immigrant subject, on the other hand, confirms its position at one side of

the literal color line and guarantees that the subject has been racially deferred.

Sovereignty, then, is used to give the agreements of race in the practice of immigration

and citizenship a sort of a temple in which the passages take a religious character. Race is

practiced in the everyday as the unconcerned concernment of the subject with its racial

subjectivity and the intersubjectivity of race; and, the religiosity of the nationalization process or

the community acceptance rites of passage confer the practice with its mysticism. As I have

argued before, this mysticism is the constitutive unintelligible of the practice of race; it is the

intelligible of race in the respect of the law, nations, the international system, and cultural

identity.

What I have try to show in this short example of sovereignty, walling, law, and

immigration is that the practice of race relies on agreements that can take a variety of forms;

these forms of agreements can also be applied – used – in a variety of ways. What is important is

that the practice of race is the intelligibility of what it makes unintelligible so it can be

productive and prosperity of a reality that is anything but burdensome, even enjoyable, and

satisfying and, thus, good. The aesthetics of race allows for the subject of race to like itself in the

intelligibility of the unintelligibility of what it does; it allows the subject to like itself by having a
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common agreement and understanding that it is not doing what it does to constitute itself

racially. The beautiful and the sublime of this aesthetic practice are symbolized, if not

materialized by its walls as its own monuments, in the God of sovereignty and its religious

rituals codified in the law.

Wake me Up when Race is Over

The song Wake Me Up by Avicii presents listeners with the way in which race is intended

to work in the form of its production, lyrics, marketing, and popularity. The song represents in a

very interesting way many of the agreements that make race what it is in our society. As an

artistic production, it doesn’t stand alone; it draws its success from the genius of the artist and the

aesthetic common sense of society. In other words, it is a good example of the practice of race in

the way I have discussed it in this dissertation project. Although I use it here as an example of

the theory and its application it is not just an isolated case for the delight of the mind; it is,

actually, a practice of race. The song and its success are an expression of the practice of race

among many similar practices.

The song features the voice of Aloe Blacc doing the vocals. What is interesting is that

Blacc’s collaboration, contribution, and importance on the song are not credited. Many listeners

claim in their Youtube.com comments that they have been attracted to the song precisely because

of the vocals and the way they fit together with the melody without knowing that it was Blacc

behind the microphone. What is very telling is that Avicii steals the show and even gets a

nomination for the Favorite artist, Electronic Dance Music award in the 2013 American Music

Awards. Aloe Blacc may get some comment and some reference in the internet talk and during

the award nomination’s presentation but the song and the creative process behind it is made to

belong solely to Avicii; the award would have gone solely to him. I think that, in some ways,
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Avicii owns Blacc; if not the person, he owns his voice, his creativity, and his talent. In

economic, and possibly in aesthetic terms, this may be the agreement of the collaboration, but

this type of agreements at the economic and artistic level are possible due to race; moreover, they

are a way in which the practice of race constituted its subjects: Avicii, Blacc, and the audience

socially, in the dance floor or in the solitary relationship between the individual and her or his

iPhone.

What is the role of the absent party in the song? Is the uncredited artist a victim here? It is

very difficult to think of him and treat him as the victim since he has profited from the track and

has used the success of the song to push his own artistic project releasing an album with the

name of the song and an acoustic track of his vocals; this project is part of his success as an artist

and as a person. This is precisely the way in which the practice of race has taken place in this

project; by inserting this difficulty of finding race in the collaboration through the use of

economic and artistic means. I think that it is possible to find the artist’s role in the practice in

the lyrics of the song, the performance of the lyrics and his work with the immigrant community.

Blacc belongs to the second generation in a family that emigrated from Panama. I can’t

theorize on the racial history between Panama and the United states here for this would be a

matter of a whole chapter and it is outside of the scope of the present dissertation. It seems to me,

though, that the influence of mestizaje may be at work in this case for the Latino community

prefers to negotiate the color line as horizons of stratified racial positioning and as a synthesis.

One of the ways the Latino community does race is by claiming that mestizaje is superior to the

two sides of the literal color line and that mestizaje constitutes a third space or a synthesis of the

two sides of the color line (Vasconcelos 1997); this is the problem of hybridity or interracial

mixture. It is also a way of giving a racial meaning to the indeterminacy of the literal color line.
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It is in this way that the Latino immigrant engages the practice of the color line; by accepting it

as two different spaces of absolute difference and by synthesizing, in quantity and quality, the

elements of whiteness and blackness, and by neglecting the practice altogether and the role of the

community in it. The Latino community constitutes itself, in this way, as cosmopolitan or as

having overcome the problem of race. It accepts race as something given and neglects that it has

accepted race in the way it is – its practices and conditionalities – as constitutive of the

community in the synthesis or third space; it neglects its complicity with race; as if hybridity

would be the new pure. It is possible, then, that in this project the artist has deferred with his

uncredited vocals; he has negotiated and accepted a position of absolute difference and made it

publicly subtle and acceptable due to the character of the project as aesthetic.

The way race is done in this project may also be the expression of the way in which the

artists as geniuses consider themselves in regards to their works of art, the public or consumers

of their art, and society in general. Vasconcelos’ idea of the Cosmic Race is an aesthetic concept

in which the subject makes itself spiritually – in community – and aesthetically – individually. I

think that mestizaje and the artist share the cosmopolitanist approach to race as a form of

transcendence of the literal color line and the realities of race with which they deal with in their

everyday. In this way, the artist is color bling and purposely attempt to transcend it but it doesn’t

imply that she or he are less implicated in the practice of race. From the discussion on the

Kantian aesthetic and the practice of race in this project it is possible to think of the artist as an

individual being able to synthesize what it is done in race into something transcendent, moral,

and, thus, aesthetically pleasant. The artist as this genius of race is cosmopolitan in the

transcendence of the synthesis of his or her work.
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The lyrics of the song, on the other hand, present a description of how the practice has

been agreed to work; the lyrics can also be though as the text in by which the practice of race in

its unintelligibility is made intelligible – as a presentation or representation of the beautiful of

race – by the work of the aesthetic genius of their producers in 2013 or even in 2014 – the year

of this writing.

Feeling my way through the darkness
Guided by a beating heart
I can't tell where the journey will end
But I know where to start
They tell me I'm too young to understand
They say I'm caught up in a dream
Well life will pass me by if I don't open up my eyes
Well that's fine by me

So wake me up when it's all over
When I'm wiser and I'm older
All this time I was finding myself, and I
Didn't know I was lost

So wake me up when it's all over
When I'm wiser and I'm older
All this time I was finding myself, and I
Didn't know I was lost

I tried carrying the weight of the world
But I only have two hands
Hope I get the chance to travel the world
But I don't have any plans
Wish that I could stay forever this young
Not afraid to close my eyes
Life's a game made for everyone
And love is a prize

So wake me up… (Avicii 2013)

The song became the summer anthem of 2013 and the lyrics, the poetic voice, the melancholy of

the performance, and the mellow and longing melody made it possible as well as the millions of

listeners and dancers. It is almost as if the song would call the subject to stop fighting the world
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and pursue some individual passion; its love from which it, as a subject, has been kept away

from or has refrain from approaching. Why confront the world when the subject can sleep and

wake up when it is all over? Arguably, in the practice of race, the subject never wakes up. The

subject of race must sleep to itself, to what it does in its intersubjectivity – to make its racial

subjectivity possible; to be racially what it is. No wonder the subject of race is finding itself all

the time without knowing it was lost. The subject negotiates race in such a way that it finds a

way out in something that it can like, in a likable, enjoyable, and fulfilling alibi; whatever the

alibi may cause in the subject it is an alibi. I think that the alibi of race – what it is done in the

intersubjectivity of race as unintelligible – can be pleasurable in this way because it is made

intelligible socially by the subjects in the success of the agreements of absolute difference; in the

oblivion of what is done.

If love is the prize of a game called life could not this mean that racial acceptance or

fulfillment is the prize of a well achieved agreement? If a person can stay young forever without

fear of closing her or his eyes so that he or she don’t have to sleep to be woken up when older

and wiser does this mean that addressing the practice to change it is just a wish and that deferral

is a form of darkness constitutive of the subjectivity of the racial subject and, thus, real and

frightening? I think that race is being presented with its subtleties and apparent mutually

exclusive feelings in this song in such a way that it presents itself as touching a string of the

racial subject that defers the solution of the problem of absolute difference, defers and is

deferred. The melancholic tone of the song, it seems to me, is a statement of what race does and

the difficulties of confronting it; for this reason, it makes people dance or enjoy themselves in

what they do ambiguously. The dance floor as a space of race with this song playing in the

background and being enjoyed points the subjects engaged in the practice to what they do as an
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echo of something that can’t yet be grasped and solves the uneasiness this echo causes by the call

of a beating heart that guides the quest: by a call to flee the practice and constitute themselves

racially accepting that the uneasiness of a deferred faint pain is constitutive of the reward of the

achieved subjectivity. As of February 2014 two videos of this song posted on Youtube.com have

been viewed together almost half a billion times. This is the way race is done in 2013-2014 in the

globalized, cosmopolitan world.

Conclusion

When addressing the problem of race there are multiple risks that the theorist, the citizen,

and the Latino and Latino immigrant confront. One of the problems that make this endeavor

risky is the metaphysics of Kant present in the aesthetic of contemporary practices of race.

Arguably, what it is thought as the metaphysics here is a sort of successful uses given to ideas,

concepts, practice, relations, and experiences that constitute Western society as racial. Due to the

uses these constitutive elements of society are given in the practice of race and due to their

presence, if you will, on the social realities a person engaged in a politics against race may use

them in the same way. The work of rendering race meaningless is a task that requires

engagements with what it is the person does in the everyday of his or her life to constitute herself

or himself intersubjectively. This, no doubt, is a hard task. The idea of the deferral in the way

that is discussed in this chapter can be thought as a sort of reminder or call to attention to what

the person is doing in the practices of the everyday, and as a demanding thought process that

alerts of the problems that the self-containment of race presents. Finally, I relied on the work of

W.E.B. Du Bois because I consider important to incorporate in our solutions the terrain that has

been gained by other communities in the politics against race. I argued that the color line is more

often than not considered as a literal horizon of absolute difference that allows for the Latino
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person to establish racial positions, to racially stratify the community, and to achieve racial

mobility. Du Bois’ work considered in this chapter is important because it deals with the color

line as a practice and makes any politics against race, a concerned politics; a politics that deals

with race for what it is; a politics that allow persons to avoid working more alibis and excuses,

and start engaging their subjectivity and their gains in the race-aesthetic practice.
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CHATER 10: Conclusion and Discussion

Justice as Fairness, The practice of Race in America, and the Racial Stratification of the Latino

Community

I began this dissertation project by discussing the problem of the stratification of the

Latino and Latino immigrant community. In chapters two and three, I considered Fernández-

Kelley’s (1998) sociological approach to the analysis of certain aspects of Latino immigrant

identity to theorize about the way in which stratification constitutes the racial practice of the

community. The three points that Fernández-Kelley uses to carry out her study are: one,

immigrant self-definition; two, the social mobility; and, three, the formation and reproduction of

the immigrant community through the allocation of material resources, the quality of these

resources, and the management of social capital within the established community. These three

elements seem important to me because they describe the way in which racial formation is

expressed in terms of individuality, nationality, and citizenship and how this expression displaces

and renders meaningless a politics capable of defusing immigrant stratification, race, racism,

and, overall, our racial society.

In Rawls’ (2005) Theory of Justice these three points are very important to achieve the

containment of the instability of race made evident by the politics of the Civil Rights movement.

Think first of the immigrant self-definition of Fernández-Kelley as the initial conditions of the

communities and persons living in the United States in 1960. The successes of the Civil Rights

movement and the consequent social demands of this success presented persons living in the
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United States’ territory at the time with many difficulties concerning the practices and the

realities of their own society; the old social agreements of the practice of race in America were

not possible anymore; if they were still meaningful somehow, they were illegal. Moreover, as

theorized by Mills (1997), American society was founded on racial principles primarily and on

republican ones secondly. American identity has been equated with whiteness when dealing with

immigration from the South and with Native Americans (Molina 2014, 72). How could, then,

U.S. society change radically? I think that Rawls took this task in his hands and developed his

theory of justice to incorporate the practices of the past with the new institutional framework to

save society from getting in the types of conflicts that characterized the post-World War II

period. Arguably, this is the position in which the immigrant person and the immigrant

communities find themselves in the United States; especially if the community is not deemed

assimilated or assimilable.

The work of Ignatiev (2009) discussed in chapter two has shown that it is politically

possible to become white; to become racially integrated into American society. For instance, for

the Irish community it was possible to attain white status by a series of racial strategies that

strategically located class against race; in this way, Irish immigrants were able to attain white

solidarity and, later, to become integrated by contrasting the levels of freedom between white

immigrants and black emancipated slaves. On the other hand, for the Latino community this type

of solidarity is complicated for the phenotype, the color of the skin, and the cultural differences

attributed to the different nations of Latin America from which different immigrants come from

constitute somatic and social absolute differences that thwart the possibility of a solidarity in the

same type the Irish community achieved. On the other hand, in the post-Civil Rights America,

the institutional barrier for segregation become difficult to implement; thus, the Latino
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community would not seek integration in the same way the Irish community did. How, then,

absolute difference can work with assimilation in the case of the Latino immigrant and Latino

resident community?

Rawls, paying attention to the institutional and legal situation of the 1960s, streamlined

the process of racial integration by means of two principles of justice. There is a major caveat

here; the type of integration of “justice as fairness” works both ways: it allows society to remain

racial and uncontestable as one, or integrated, society, and it requires communities to constitute

themselves as particular and protected spaces. This is achieved by agreeing to confer everybody

equal constitutional rights, and by allowing everybody access to offices of authority; unequal

distribution of resources, though, is preferred if society as a whole gains from this (presumably

this gain is what Rawls considers justice). These two principles, however, are conditioned to an

order of precedence: individual rights have precedence; the institutional part comes second

(Rawls 2005, 60, 61). In this way Rawls takes society and politics at a point in time and sets a

path for a development of justice. Rawls argument is that race is integrated in this scheme and

that we should not pay attention to it because given these conditions, justice should evolve to

overcome racial differences. After all, in Rawls’ thought the “initial condition” assures that

persons entering the social contract will always chose a better and more just position of justice in

comparison to any previous position they may have been in (158); moreover, on time,

inequalities of any type – be gender, race, and class – will become unacceptable as society

progresses (99, 247). All this because in the initial position the principles of justice “are those

which rational persons concerned to advance their interests would accept in this position of

equality to settle the basic terms of association” (118). What I think important to notice from this
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argument is that justice becomes a sort of vector with a positive direction while race,

presumably, becomes a vector with negative direction.

I argue that this is the direction that racial mobility follows in the Latino community. The

distribution of resources, then, is an important expression of the practice of race in the

stratification of the Latino community as argued in chapter three. Achieving social mobility, then

is also achieving racial mobility in “justice as fairness”. How can this be possible? The imposed

requirement of the two principles for Justice as fairness achieves the conversion of the problem

of race in to a problem of advantage. This is not a reduction or a simplification of the problem; it

is a transformation of the problem into something else. In this way, according to Rawls, there is

no problem of race anymore since advantages are allowed in a society that seeks that all persons

benefit from the social arrangements decided form the initial position taking into account the two

principles in the respective order of precedence; moreover, the relevant positions for a politics of

justice are only two: the position of equal citizenship, and the position defined by the social place

of the person in the distribution of income and wealth (94, 96). Hence, racial mobility is

incorporated, silently if you will, into social mobility and thought in terms of material and

authority terms. It is important to consider that class becomes associated with race here and the

two social practices of difference are displaced from the realm of direct political action; politics

is displaced to a different plain and deals now directly with a screen. It seems that in “justice as

fairness” gender politics deals with the same problem since the social differences of gender are

also allowed for Rawls for as long as they are advantageous for women as the less favored party

(99).

The vectorization of the problem of race, then, is the expression of the racial stratification

and racial mobility as a screen or veil – using Rawls own words. What I mean by this, in one
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way, is that race is given a new social meaning in the way the aesthetic contract described in

chapter four does with aesthetic practice. In another way, this vectorization establishes social

mobility in terms of whiteness. The most advantaged and privileged community in the United

States until this day has been the white community. The direction of social mobility I “justice as

fairness” points towards the advantage that constitutes whiteness. On the other hand, the negative

direction of the vector that Rawls’ theory confers to the problem of race before covering it is,

more often than not, made to occupy the same space of the positive vector in a mathematical

plain. What I mean here is that social mobility is quantized in terms of proximities with the black

and white horizons defined by the racial society. If an immigrant person is not following the

vector with the positive sign in terms of social and economic mobility, then this same person is

moving along the same trajectory in a negative direction; the immigrant person is, in this latter

case, moving towards blackness. Arguably, this is what constitutes the racial stratification of the

Latino immigrant and Latino resident community. The social and material goods, the distribution

and management of these goods, constitutes the practice of race of the community in this

mobility. I discussed this idea in chapter three. What I want to show here is that the management

and distribution of goods constitutes a practice of race because of the way in which “justice as

fairness” vectorizes the social realities of race by converting them into the rational development

of justice.

I discussed the idea of the Aristotelian moral friendship to theorize about the distribution

and management of the resources within the community. Rawls assigns a role to fraternity in his

theory; for him, fraternity corresponds to the principle of difference. This type of fraternity is

unrealistic for Rawls if it is considered as the Aristotelian community of sentiment; however, it

becomes practical and useable as the Aristotelian moral friendship (105). It is fraternity which
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allows Rawls to aesthetically transform the problem of race in a problem of social and economic

advantages. Friendship so thought allows for the sacrifices of the advantaged parties to serve

their respective families or social spaces. In Rawls’ theory this is considered a social practice that

contributes to social justice, I have theorized here that it is the practice of race otherwise. The

vectorization of the problem of race and the both ways of the integration that “justice as fairness”

allows constitute the contemporary practices of race in America by means of the Aristotelian

moral friendship. Gilroy’s work aims at dealing with the fraternity of the practice of race (1991,

1995); however, the type of fraternity that Rawls introduces in his theory is closer to the moral

friendship than it is to the community of sentiment for which the vernacular and conviviality are

presented as solutions (2000, 2005); this is one of the problems in Gilroy’s theory I considered in

chapter four. Gilroy’s work does undermine certain aspects of this fraternity, but the vernacular

and conviviality are limited practices when addressing the screen that this moral friendship

allows in the practice of race. It is still very possible to practice race in the spaces of the

vernacular. I will expand on this argument in the following section.

Race-Aesthetics, Justice as Fairness, and the Kantian Aesthetics

In chapter four I presented the idea of the aesthetic contract because it allows thinking

about the way in which race is made to work in modern society and continues to be workable in

contemporary society as a malleable practice that requires its own adaptation to the always

changing social circumstances. In addition, I argued that this idea of the aesthetic contract helps

expanding critical race theory by engaging race as aesthetic that is given use – meaning – by its

subjects as much as it regulates its subjects in an intersubjective practice that gives meaning to

the race-aesthetic. The transformation of the problem of race into its screen in “justice as

fairness” is an aesthetic practice; I argue that Rawls makes Kant his genius and he presents
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himself as the genius of our contemporary society by providing the practice of race with a new

version of this aesthetic contract.

What I think is important to take from this idea of the aesthetic contract in this discussion

is that it allows to deal with the contemporary practice of race and Rawls influence in

contemporary politics in terms of the Kantian aesthetic. Rawls achieves the transformation of

race by means of the devices that the Kantian aesthetic. For Rawls (2005), the two principles of

justice that he attributes to the original position are “understood as the outcome of a hypothetical

agreement. If their formulation shows that no binding action, consensual or otherwise, is a

presupposition of their application, then they apply unconditionally” (2005, 115). In this way, the

original position is constituted as a status quo of reached agreements that are fair (120).

Moreover, the parties must agree unanimously to the one conception of justice among the many

they are considering (122). This type of agreement and the way it is reached in the initial

condition is the type of agreement that the Kantian beautiful demands to solve the problem of the

subjectivity of taste as I discussed in chapter five. After this initial presentation and rational

choice of the definition of justice by the subjects of the contract, the initial position must become

foundational of justice. Rawls achieve this by the mechanism of the Kantian sublime described

in chapter six. Thus, it is possible for Rawls to argue that “we can view the choice in the original

position from the standpoint of one person selected at random. If anyone after due reflection

prefers a conception of justice to another, then they all do, and a unanimous agreement can be

reached” (139). In the sublime, the principles chosen in the initial condition are constituted as a

rational normative that assures the mutual respect of such principles (145). In this way, the

subjective of the beautiful of the practice becomes established as a sort of general concept that is

applied to all of the members of society and their choices after the initial condition. The initial
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position, thus is displaced beyond the grasp of politics even though the subjects are directly

engaged with the presentations of justice and their unanimous choice. Subjects of this type of

contract, then, are unconcerned with what they do in the way they become concerned with the

screen they put on what they do.

“Justice as fairness” constitutes the transformation of the problem of race into an

aesthetic screen of what it really is as a practice. It is then possible to demand reciprocity from

the disadvantaged parties in the form of acquiescence (112). This is the price that the vulnerable

parties in society pay in political terms for the opportunity they have been granted by those in

better social position in the initial condition. Arguably, the few white elites sacrificed something

that demands submission to social peace from the vulnerable members of society; therefore,

politics against race, class, and gender become very complicated and difficult to achieve. Now, I

argue that politics becomes crippled by a form of naturalization of the social conditions and by

the transcendence of the generality of the sublime of the social practice of “justice as fairness”.

Mills (1997) theory of the racial contract addresses this aspect of “justice as fairness”; however,

as discussed in chapter seven and as I have theorized here, the practice of the race-aesthetic is

much more complex than hegemonic impositions and ideologies. If we as theorists address race

in this way, we may be giving ourselves up to the trap of the sublime of race without ever

addressing the beautiful, and without addressing the sublime of race as an alibi; we may risk

doing race otherwise, or we may continue to present theories against race with crippling

limitations.

Rawls and the Use of Nature in the Race-Aesthetic of “Justice as Fairness”

I have discussed in chapter five and six Kant’s externality of nature as a physical force

exerted on the body of the subject making possible its sensations, I have also presented this
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externality as the intelligibility of the distance of race that the sublime allows in the practice;

what I want to argue in regards to nature briefly at this point is that it is being used as a device

that allows the lack of concernment of the beautiful – the externality of subjectivity and what is

being done in the practice – to work in the sublime as an engagement – the internality of the

subject, or, in other words, the constitutive intelligibility of the subject. On the other hand, the

aesthetically sublime is concerned with what it is the unconcerned in the aesthetically beautiful;

concerned unconcernment. The concernment of the sublime is carried out as an externality that

exerts violence. The violence that race does and is neglected in the beautiful, thus, is thought as

something external, as something produced by the forces of nature rather than by the

intersubjectivity of the social practices of race. Rawls naturalizes the social conditions and

certain differences of the body and the mind (127) in order to achieve the viability of the two

principles of justice, the plausibility of the veil of ignorance, and the legitimacy of the initial

position. This is the practice of the race-aesthetic in America. Arguably, “justice as fairness”

constitutes this practice of the contemporary race-aesthetics.

For instance, a mechanism like this allows the subject of race to argue that the raced

subjects and the victims of racism suffer the consequences of the inadequacy of their natural

endowments in society – either because of the physic or because of culture. Also, a mechanism

like this renders agreeable, or acceptable, the use of physical differences – phenotype for

instance – and the differences in geographical places of birth – upbringing and culture – to

establish the limits of race and difference. Nature, then, becomes an element of the intelligibility

of humanity in the practice of race through some of the devices of the aesthetic; I think that

nature is one of the acceptable and widely available materials that the subject of race uses to

perform its art. Nature, however, although in many occasions referring to the raw power of its
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phenomena and/or the raw external materiality of the world, operates in a very particular way in

the practice of the race-aesthetic; nature as a dwelling place of the subject of race not necessarily

as an space of residence or existence but as a reference realm for a movement of the agreements

of the practice. This reference, however, would not be a fixed point that the subject would use to

navigate in the space of its subjectivity; it can be thought as the movement of its subjectivity that

allows for the possibility of value and its assignment. In this way, the subject of race constitutes

its subjectivity and performs it – attempts to inhabit it (McKnight 2010, 65) – by a movement of

self-declaration, almost like an identity, that it is what it is – a subject of race – because there are

other things on its outside that can be proven – by refusal – not to be what it is. The subject of

race standing alone in its refusal of the movement that it engages in with the other subjects of the

practice.

The subject of race forces itself into its subjectivity with others but as if it would be alone

by accepting the external force of the agreement it has entered with other subjects it considers are

like it is or like it is not. This happens in the dread of the sublime, in the violence of this self-

inflicted compliance. The subject sets the externality, agrees on the mechanisms of violence, uses

this violence on itself, and banishes with resentful violence those who don’t or can’t comply.

Yet, the beautiful is still very present; the subject of race is unconcerned with what it is doing.

There is a necessity in racial subjectivity of this unconcerned practice for the force of the sublime

to make possible the conscious, intelligible, reality of the concept of race in the practice. The

sublime shows in the theory that there are several constitutive elements of the practice of race

that act in the form of violence by displacing, limiting, framing the intelligible of the concept of

race; race, however, may be a concept in this way, but as a practice race is more than a concept

and, thus, this concept can be understood as an element of what is being agreed in the practice.
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Race, then, is not solely a concept but it is also a practice and thus it is self-contained partially as

a sublime concept leaving other elements that are part of the practice outside of this containment

in the concept; hence, the beautiful unconcerned element of the practice. Therefore, power can

be thought a consequence of race in the everyday of its practice. The sublime of race arises with

its beauty; the beauty of race is in what makes possible the chasm of its sublime.

The Lone Subject of Race of the Kantian Aesthetic

In chapter seven, I presented for consideration the idea that the appeal the concept of

freedom has for contemporary persons can be used to give credibility and stability to race by

deflecting complicity in the practice by means of individual freedoms of choice, and by a refusal

to engage what is done in the practice. Arguably, this is what Rawls (2005) does in A Theory of

Justice. I also theorized about the problems of the social contract that are related to the

privileging of reason and communication in modern society. Although Rawls transforms race

into “justice as fairness” by means of the use of the Kantian aesthetic devices, a theoretical

analysis of what a philosopher does with race can’t explain, much less deal with race as a social

practice. I discussed in chapter four and five the role of the genius in the aesthetic contract, and

the role of the genius in aesthetics owed to the work of Kant. The genius, in Kantian aesthetics,

is an exceptional human being that can grasp the beautiful and create presentations of the

beautiful in the best and most agreeable way. Now, for the genius to be considered a genius in

society, she or he has to provide society with a work that is not only agreeable, but

communicable and socially agreed as the best representation of the ungraspable beautiful; since

every person has an intuitive grasp of the beautiful, the agreeableness of its presentations must

become socially, or generally agreed or accepted for this presentation to change the rules of

aesthetic appreciation. This is the role of the genius of the fine arts in Kant; this is also the role of
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the genius concerning the aesthetic contract discussed in chapter four. Rawls can be considered

as the genius of the contemporary practice of the race-aesthetic in this way as I briefly discussed

in the previous sections.

Yet Rawls goes beyond his role as a genius; he allows every individual in society to

become a genius of “justice as fairness”. I consider this individual geniality the race-aesthetic

work of the postmodern subject of race. For Rawls (2005) the individual to be responsible for his

or her moral choices assuming that the initial rational agreement made law is the rational moral

embodiment of the social contract. This is so because in “justice as fairness” individuals are

equal before the law, with endowed natural and individual rights and equally ignorant of each

other's social conditions (25, 29). Individual rights, thus, have preference in his theory (60).

What this does in terms of politics, at the same time that race is transformed into a screen, is to

detach a person from her or his community and to move individual political actions to the realm

of universal reason where talent becomes the practice of the use of general concepts a priori or

universally applicable concepts – the original position of the Kantian sublime (73). Thus, “justice

as fairness” transforms the problem of race into something else and, at the same time, makes

impossible any type of political solidarity. One of my arguments in chapter seven was that

Rousseau’s philosophy has a component of solidarity that Kant dispenses with; it is this

dismissal of solidarity which makes possible the contemporary practice of race in America by

free, sovereign, and rational individuals.

Rawls renders political solidarity difficult by requiring measures of common agreement

and understanding about the ways in which social justice is going to be carried out. These

measures must be objective to avoid the personal biases of the individual parties and their

individual expectations (90). It seems to me that the devices of the beautiful are at work here;
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justice is made ungraspable for every individual. It becomes a beautiful that requires individual

presentation, but a common sense on how to use it socially. It is for this reason that many claims

of social injustice concerning race, class, and gender are deemed irrational, illegitimate, or

without merit. Moreover, if they are ever addressed, they must be addressed based on individual

cases rather than as a social problem for there is already a social solution to it according to

“justice as fairness.” Claims of racial injustice are, thus, unintelligible; they simply don’t exist

socially for they are the problems of particular individuals and, maybe, the problem of very

particular groups.

I argued in chapter seven that this is a constitutive problem of the social contract. The

immigrant is always in the Rawlsian initial position and must conform to the just requirements of

society. The immigrant is always made an individual in regards to the citizen for universal rights

have already been conferred to her or him even before starting the migratory geographic

movement; moreover and presumably, just be being already in the territory of the United States

the immigrant already enjoy a set of rights and opportunities that he or she may not have enjoyed

in their countries of origin. There is, then, no rational motivation for the individual to engage in

solidarity o politics that addresses the problem of race in the United States; at least, not within

the framework of “justice as fairness.” These limitations of politics constitute the practice of

race-aesthetic for the immigrant and the citizen; they determine the way in which race is agreed

and practiced, how race is not social, and how the individual bears the burden of her or his own

racisms.

Finally, the subject of race is constituted as a free and sovereign race-aesthetic genius by

means of her or his individual rational choices. I argue that this is a way of assigning conscience

to the subject of race. In chapter seven I discussed the problem of Rousseau’s conscience as the



270

solution implied in the social contract to deal with the problem of dispersion. Rawls makes use

of this same device to secure compliance to the social agreements of justice and deflect politics

that can address the problem of race. In “justice as fairness” individuals “are rational in that they

will not enter into agreements they know they cannot keep, or can do so only with great

difficulty” (Rawls 2005, 145). In the post-Civil Rights America, individuals, individual groups,

and individual institutions are free and sovereign to practice race without contestation because

every human being has been already assigned universal rights and has fair opportunities to

advance in society; moreover, each individual follows, rationally, her or his own conscience in

order to act in good faith towards this socially accepted agreement on how to constitute social

spaces.

The problem of Race and the Politics of Solidarity

My concern with the Latino and Latino immigrant community in the United States in this

project addressed in some ways the problem of stratification and the problem of Mestizaje.

Stratification is the practice of race and the constitution of racial subjectivities in the community.

I have argued that the practice of race in this way is a racial subjective aesthetic; a race aesthetic.

I consider important to address the practices of race in the community in this way because race is

constituted in the oblivion of what it is done. In this oblivion – the tests of the practice – the

subjects of race defer the solution of the problem of absolute difference in the racial realities on

society and defer value. In this deferral the subject constitutes its racial subjectivity as a work of

art that is presented for judgment – for a racial social test – in order to constitute the intelligible

of race in society.

As a practice in this way, race presents difficulties to the persons that want to engage it in

order to make possible social change. I think that there are a variety of practices against race for
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these practices depend on the ways in which the agreements of race are presented, negotiated,

and practiced. It is here where solidarity can happen instead of deferral. Arguably, the deferral

doesn’t have to happen at all, yet in our society it happens and it is a constitutive possibility of

the social encounter of two persons. If this is the case, the, how can solidarity take place?

Solidarity was presented as a critical concernment with what it is done in the practice and

with a personal effort to set aside all the constitutive distraction of the racial society. This effort

constitutes a thinking effort for when dealing with race we are dealing with an absolute

unintelligible. This implies that in some ways undoing race implies thinking in impossible ways.

However, this would not conduce to any change in society. I think that solidarity means, in some

ways, the making possible of this impossible thought that race constitutes socially for its

subjects. Solidarity means undoing race in the practice. Yet, this is still difficult if not impossible

when done alone and it is here where the community becomes important.

The community is constitutive of the practice of solidarity for I think that by working

race to its meaninglessness in the community the person can gain tools and devices to undo race

in the everyday; what I mean here is that although the community is not a necessity, it is

important for the subject can’t constitute social change alone. The social realities of race, its

legacy effects on society and on the subject, make this task difficult in the everyday of race when

subjects constitute as absolute different. Thus, it seems that the community happens or is

constituted in this absolute difference; it also happens in sameness. This presents us with another

set of problems because it is as if the subjects of race have cornered themselves in what they do.

This is precisely how race works. Thus, the person that wants social change solidary pulls itself

out of it. It is for this reason that concernment with the practice is a form of engagement in which

the person is fully engaged. As a politics, this engagement undermines the stability of the
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intelligibility of race; it undermines its alibis. In this engagement the person relinquishes her or

his responsibility by constituting this responsibility in the responsibility of addressing the

problem of absolute difference in the refusal of the effects of skepticism; in the refusal of

skepticism of the other mind.

I think that this practice implies giving up the tests of race but critically engages the

practice and its tests in such a way that the race-aesthetic can’t be completed. A critical

subjectivity, thus, is constituted by working out of the subject the availability and use of what is

at hand in the practice as the canvas and the transcendental presentation of a deferred likable and

agreeable subjectivity. In this case, it seems to me, there is no distance, nor there is time since a

social reality of the impossibility of a stable intelligibility of race would imply the use of all our

faculties to constitute ourselves with risks and, in this risky constitution, make society possible

without possible absolute difference.

The peace, the tranquility, the rest that Rousseau seems to long for in the Letter to

d’Alambert discussed in chapter seven from a childhood memory seems not possible in this

political practice of constituting the risky subject. I think that things like personal memories, the

memories from childhood for instance, can provide the person with alternatives for the

constitution of solidary practices; in this way, the success of the meaninglessness of race would

not be something like a feeling that the person can long or a pleasure – fulfilled or unfulfilled –

but a social practice; the practice of critical subjectivities at risk in a society where race is made

meaningless (McKnight 2010, 73). This constitution of the subjectivity implies giving up the

possibility of thought of liking oneself; of being a genius, and of being the artist of the self. In

the risking of the subject the subject performs the meaninglessness of something like the liking
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or attachment of subjectivity. This type of politics implies that citizen and immigrant engaged

critically become persons.

Further Theoretical Developments: The Mestizo Genius of Race

The theory presented in the chapters of this dissertation leaves one question open; I

intend to deal with this particular question now. What does it mean to be a mestizo or a

postmodern aesthetic genius? This question deserves a whole chapter; nevertheless, I want to

address it in what remains of this conclusive chapter.

I think that Vasconcelos’ (1997) theory of the Cosmic Race is an interesting point of

departure to analyze the ways in which mestizaje is constituted for the Latino and Latino

immigrant. During a long period of modernity, the Rousseauan legislator or the Kantian artist

were the geniuses that delivered the presentation of the beautiful to the human beings and, by

doing so, performed the purposiveness of the human being as a natural being and in its

transcendence in thought. However, there are two important differences between Rousseau’s

legislator and the Kantian genius that I think allows me to address the way in which race is

constituted in the practice of the everyday of immigration.

In some ways, these two persons were moral authorities that provided the human being

with worlds or possibilities of worlds in the absence of God. The Rousseauan legislator,

however, performed his work in such a way that this work and he himself constituted a gift to

society. By means of this gift, society was delivered or constituted otherwise and the role or task

of the legislator was concluded; the legislator, then, dissolves as legislator and, presumably,

either he returns to live with his equals in the common, or he goes away to dwell somewhere else

(J.-J. Rousseau, On the Social Contract 1987, 162-165). Rousseau seems to solve one of the

problems that Plato presents in his allegory of the cave: the man that has left the cave can’t return
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to it without causing dread to his peers. Rousseau makes his legislator a departed or an

exceptional commoner. What I take from this as important for the discussion on the problem of

race is that the legislator can’t dwell in the city without being changed by what he does. He is in

his practice as legislator an entity that is not common, and as a common man, a common man.

This seems important to me for one of the conditions of race is that the subject must

remain stable and the practice coherent and, thus, universal even when confronted. Emile’s

Master changes so much by making a life of a citizen together with the pupil that he is no more

the person he was before teaching Emile; nor is he capable of teaching anybody else. I think that

the practice of race constitutes a refusal of the intersubjectivity of the complicity in this way. The

free subjects of the practice can’t be changed, they are racially stable, they are free, and they

fulfill themselves by delivering what they grasp of their nature to others as proof of this stability

and transcend in thought. In both cases the stability of the race of the subject is made

unchallengeable; there can’t be critique to this type of subject.

On the other hand, the legislator or the master of Rousseau allows for more than a

critique; it seems to me that this person becomes subjectively different in his everyday

interactions with other human beings. Arguably, Rousseau doesn’t allow for dissent; I think this

is a form of Utopianism or a misunderstanding of what Rousseau is doing. What does this mean

to change subjectively and undo dissent? If a politics that renders race meaningless is a politics

of selves always at risk what would dissent mean in this case? I think that the self at risk and the

self of the common man may not be so different after all. Rousseau seems to be concerned with

dissent for it is constitutive of something like the Kantian aesthetic judgment. This type of

judgment of the aesthetic communicable can be used to establish the social spaces and timings of

absolute difference. The practice of race is constituted in this way.
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Rousseau’s common man, on the other hand, is working her or his subjectivity together

with other persons of the common. If the subjectivities of these persons are always at risk, then

the dissent is constitutive of the intersubjectivity but not a social stratified phenomenon.

Rousseau seems to imply that this is a form of quietness, rest, and calmness. I take this to mean

that when all persons in society are engaged in changing society this self at risk is constituted in

these practices for superiority is not a threat. This, however, becomes utopian or romantic if we

take Rousseau by his word in the first discourse. He fails to find a way to have a politics that

addresses the distractions that the Enlightenment presented human beings with; he treats these

distractions as corruptions that are irreversible; they have become fundamental corruptions. I

think this is a moral position and it is because of this that the calmness and quietness he suggests

in the common become problematic.

Nevertheless, it is possible to render race meaningless in a politics of critical engagement

with what it is done in the intersubjectivity of the everyday. Without Rousseau’s morality, the

practice of the common becomes a viable form of politics for social change. If there is anything

like morality for the risky self it is its condition of being constituted as risky, of being at risk.

The Fiesta Latina seems important as a constitutive practice of putting the self at risk. This

fiesta, however, is a political practice against race that changes society rather than an enjoyment

of the self in an aesthetic or pleasurable way.

On the other hand, the Kantian Genius is a being that delivers morality to society but in a

particular form or mode. It is this type of genius the one that delivers race. If we think of artists

and scientists as these types of geniuses, the practice of race doesn’t appear to be grounded in

scientific truths. I think that race has always been a form of race aesthetic. If during most of

modernity it was delivered by geniuses or experts, it is nowadays practiced by the subject
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without any mediation. This implies that race in our contemporary society is stable in a different

way; it is stable in the everyday rather than being stable as an institutional regulatory practice as

it may have been in other times. Nevertheless, whether mediated or not, the practice does happen

in the everyday. Kant acknowledges that aesthetic judgment is subjective and, thus, necessitates

something like a common sense which is presented for consideration by the genius to the public.

What has changed is the scope of the agreement and the character of the aesthetic common

sense. The common sense of the race aesthetic is, nowadays, socially available and contested; yet

this contestation of the common sense doesn’t deal with what it is done in the practice; it deals

with the presentation of the subject of race. Facebook is one and the most prominent case of this.

This implies that race can’t be thought as a group practice; or as a practice of camps. The

intelligibility of the practice is now socially dispersed yet not less intelligible. I have argued

somewhere else that race is intelligible in its unintelligibility; I think that in this way race is more

intelligible than ever for its particular stability is its social instability. I think that what has not

changed much is what is done in the practice for it is the constitution of the subjectivity in an

intersubjective relation or space. This is what makes possible the risky subject as a useful politics

that does away with race.

I think of Mestizaje with the theoretical intervention form Vasconcelos’ Cosmic Race as a

practice of this Kantian genius in the post-mediated racial society. The subjects of race can

deliver themselves the morality of their absolute difference if this morality is not delivered by

another entity or if what is delivered is inadequate. This problem guided the present project from

the beginning. The Latino and Latino immigrant subjects constitute their race in this way

(Beltrán 2010, 4), as the geniuses of their own race aesthetic. I think that in this way, the Latino

and Latino immigrant community are constituted racially as stratified and, yet racially coherent
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as the metaphorical giant. The metaphor however is a limited one for the giant can’t act

politically to undo race as a giant; the giant is another name for race. The giant is a sleeping giant

for this is the way in which race is acceptable nowadays. The example of Avicii’s song in

chapter nine discusses the constitution of this racial giant.

On immigration, the immigrant and the resident or the citizen encounter each other as

absolute others. It is in this encounter that immigrant and citizen can undo race. If the immigrant

is an immigrant even before departing the politics against race starts even before that. In the

geographic movement of the person, on the other hand, the immigrant encounters other human

beings. For instance, the customs official at the country of departure, the coyoteros or human

traffickers, the fellow passenger, the fellow at the border crossing, the flight attendant, the border

patrol, the U.S. customs official, the police officer, the citizens, immigrant communities; in each

encounter the immigrant confronts race and is usually alone. Immigration is agreed, practiced,

and enforced as encounters between solitaries or between a community and solitaries. The

encounter is seldom romantic and idyllic and as there are many unconcerned persons and life is

at stake, but even running is a way of confronting race for it doesn’t’ allow for a simple

subjection of the immigrant; moreover it is at this moment when it becomes the more personal

for the unconcerned person for she or him have to work hard to maintain any subjective stability.

These are the difficult cases that imply the most work. Yet the person running from the

repressive hand of the law is not alone; there are other persons residing in the United States and

persons that immigrate without having to face directly the repressive power of the law. Shouldn’t

we start at every moment of every encounter in which we don’t have to run to make possible

more moments like that by withering the repressive power of the law that comes from the social

realities and agreements?
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