THE RACIAL CONTRACT

der a hypothetical contractarianism that evades the actual
circumstances of the polity’s founding is preferred!)

Both globally and within particular nations, then, white
people, Buropeans and their descendants, continue to benefit
from the Racizl Contract, which creates a world in their cul-
tural image, political states differentially favoring their inter-
ests, an economy structured around the racial exploitation of
others, and a moral psychology (not jist in whites but some-
times in nonwhites also) skewed consciously or unconsciously
toward privileging them, taking the status quo of differential
racial entitlement as normatively legitimate, and not to be
investigated further.
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o that gives us tﬁe overview. Let us now move to a
) closer examination of the details and workings of the
¥ Racial Contract: its norming of space and the (subjper-
son, its relation to the “official” social contract, and the terms
of its enforcement.

The Racial Contract norms (and races) space, demarcating civil and
wild spaces.

Neither space nor the individual is usually an object of
explicit and detailed norming for the mainstream social con-
tract. Space is just there, taken for granted, and the individual
is tacitly posited as the white adult male, so that 21l individuals
are obviously equal. But for the Racial Contract, space itself
and the individuals therein are not homogeneous; so explicit
normative distinctions necessarily have to be made. 1 will
treat the norming of space and the person separately, though

. exegesis is complicated by the fact that they are bound up
© together. The norming of space is partially done in terms of
* the racing of space, the depiction of space as dominated by
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individuals (whether persons or subpersons} of a certain race.
At the same time, the norming of the individual is partially
achieved bﬁr spacing it, that is, representing it as imprinted
with the characteristics of a certain kind of space. So this is
a mutually supporting characterization that, for subpersons,
becomes a circular indictment: “You are what you are in part
because you originate from a certain kind of space, and that
space has those properties in part because it is inhabited by
creatures lilke yourse.

The supposedly abstract but actually white social contract
characterizes (European} space basically as presociopolitical
[“the state of nature” ) and postsociopolitical (the locus of “eivil
society”). But this characterization does not reflect negatively:
on the characteristics of the space itself or its denizens. This-
space is our space, a space in which we (we white people) are..
at home, a cozy domestic space. At a certain stage, {white):

people seeing the disadvantages of the state of nature voluntar
ily choose to leave it, thenceforth establishing institutions

transforming its character. But there is nothing innate in the.

space or the persons that connotes intrinsic defect.

By contrast, in the social contract’s application to non:
Europe, where it becomes the Racial Contract, both space and:
its inhabitants are alien. So this space and these individuals
need to be explicitly theorized about, since (it turns out) they
are both defective in a way that requires external intervention

to be redeemed [(insofar, that is, as redemption is possible

Europeans, or at least full Europeans, were “civilized,” and

this condition was manifested in the character of the spac
they inhabited.! Non-Europeans were “savages,” and this co
dition was manifested in the character of the spaces th
inhabited. In fact, as has been pointed out, this habitatio :
captured in the etymology of “savage” itself, which deriv
from the Latin silva, “wood,” so that the savage is the w;
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man of the wood, silvaticus, homo sylvestris, the man into
whose being wildness, wilderness, has so deeply penetrated
that the door to civilization, to the political, is barred.? [You
can take the Wild Man out of the wilderness, but you can’t
take the wilderness out of the Wild Man.) The Wild Man is
ccrucial figure in medieval thought, the domestic antipode
(Wltbm Europe} of civilization, and is one of the conceptual
tecedents of the later extra-European “savages.”? As Hayden
hite points out, the creation of the “Wild Man” illustrates
he techmique of ostensive self-definition by negation,”* the
haracterization of oneself by reference to what one is not.
Who are we? We are the nonsavages. Thus it is really here, in
real-life Racial Contract, as against the mythical social
tract, that the “state of nature” and the “natural” play
decisive theoretical role. They are in the state of nature,
g arenot. Englishmen, writes Roy Harvey Pearce, “found
rica not only an uncivilized environment, but uncivi-

men-—natizral men, as it was said, living in a natural
drs

orresponchngly, the Racial Contract in its early precon-
ersions must necessarily involve the pejorative charac-
n.of the spaces that need taming, the spaces in which
1 polities are eventually going to be constructed. The
ontract is thus necessarily more openly material than
contract. These strange landscapes {so unlike those
me thls alien flesh {so different from our own), must be
d and subordinated. Creating the civil and the political
_. ‘equires an active spatial struggle (this space is
against the savage and barbaric, an advancing of the
18t opposition, a Europeanization of the world.
Mary Louise Pratt notes, “came to see itself as
rocess’ rather than simply a region of the world.”s
b normed and raced at the macrolevel (entire

43




THE RACIAL CONTRAGT

countries and continents), the Jocal level [city neighborhoods),
and ultimately even the microlevel of the body itself {the

contaminated and contaminating carnal halo of the non-

white body!.

There are two main dimensions to this norming: the episte-

mological and the moral.

The epistemological dimension is the corollary of the pre-

emptive restriction of knowledge to European cognizers,
which implies that in certain spaces real knowledge (knowl-
edge of science, universals) is not possible. Significant cultural
achievement, intellectual progress, is thus denied to those
spaces, which are deemed (failing European intervention) to
be permanently Iocked into a cognitive state of superstition
and ignorance. Valentin Mudimbe refers to this as an “episte-
mological ethnocentrism.” Countervailing evidence may then
be treated in different ways. It may simply be destroyed, as
for example the invading Spanish conquistadors burned Aztec
manuécripts. It may be explained away as resulting from the
intervention of outsiders, for example from a previously un-
known contact with whites: “Since Africans could produce
nothing of value; the technique of Yoruba statuary must have
come from Egyptians; Benin art must be a Portuguese creation;
the architectural achievement of Zimbabwe was due to Arab
technicians; and Hausa and Buganda statecraft were inven-
tions of white invaders.”” (Think of that favorite of comics,
adventure novels, B-movies-~the lost white tribe whose legacy
is discovered in some faraway, otherwise benighted place on
the earth, and which is responsible for whatever culture the
hapless nonwhite natives may possess.) Sometimes even an
extraterrestrial origin may be sought, as the desert drawings in.
South America have been attributed to alien visitors. Similarly,
independently of the eventual outcome of the controversy
recently stimulated by the claim of Martin Bernal’s Black
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Athena that ancient Egypt was a significant cultural influence
on ancient Greece, and that it was to a large extent a black
civilization, one can surely infer that at least some of the
resistance to the idez in establishment white scholarship
comes from the aprioristic presumption that no such achieve-
ment could really have come from black {and ultimately “sub-
Saharan”} Africa.® [The phrase “sub-Saharan Africa” is itself,
infact, a geographic marker motivated by the Racial Contract.)
Finally, the cultural achievements of others may simply be
appropriated by Burope without acknowledgment, in effect
denying the reality that “‘the West’ has always been a multi-
cultural creation.”” _

This normingis, of course, also manifested in the vocabulary
of “discovery” and “exploration” still in use until recently,
basically implying that if no white person has been there be-
fore, then cognition cannot really have taken place. In Heart
of Darkness, Joseph Conrad’s Matlow pores over the globe and
notes that “there were many blank spaces on the earth.”!
And this blankress signifies not merely that Europeans have
not arrived but that these spaces have not arrived, a blankness
of the inhabitants themselves. Africa is thus the “Dark Conti-
nent” because of the péﬁcity of {remembered} European con-
tact with it. Correspondingly, there are rituals of naming
which serve to seize the terrain of these “New” Worlds and
incorporate them into our world: New England, New Holland,
New France—in a word, “New Europes,” “cultural-spatial ex-
tension[s] of Europe.”!! They are domesticated, tranéformed,
made familiar, made a part of our space, brought into the
world of European [which is human) cognition, so they can be
knowable and known. Knowledge, science, and the ability
to apprehend the world intellectually are thus restricted to
Europe, which emerges as the global locus of rationality, at
least for the European cognitive agent, who will be the one to
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validate local knowledge claims. In order for these spaces to
be known, European perception is required.

Morally, vice and virtue are spatialized, first on the mac-
rolevel of a moral cartography that accompanies the literal
European mapping of the world, so that entire regions, coun-
tries, indeed continents, are invested with moral qualities.
Thus Mudimbe describes the “geography of monstrosity” of
early European cartography, which, in a framework still largely
theological, partitions the known world and points out Where
There Be Dragons.? Non-European space is thus demonized
in a way that implies the need for Buropeanization if moral
redemption is to be possible. The link between the cognitive
and the moral, of course, connects the failure to perceive natu-
ral law with moral flaw: the darkness of the Dark Continent
is not merely the absence of a Buropean presence but a blind-
ness to Christian light, which necessarily results in moral
blackness, superstition, devil worship. Appropriately, then,
one of the medieval cartographic traditions was the mappa-
mundi, the map of the world organized not on a grid system,
but around the Christian cross, with Jerusalem at the center.”
Similarly, European settlers in America described the area
beyond the mountains as “Indien country,” “the Dark and
Bloody Ground . . . 2 howling wilderness inhabited by ‘savages
and wild beasts,’” or sometimes even “Sodom and Gomorrzh.”
And the society they saw themselves founding was, corre-
spondingly, sometimes referred to as “New Canaan.”!

The non-Buropean state of nature is thus actual, a wild and
racialized place that was originally characterized as cursed
with a theological blight as well, an unholy land. The European
state of nature, by contrast, is either hypothetical or, if actual,
generally a tamer affair, a kind of garden gone to seed, which
may need some clipping but is really already partially domesti-
cated and just requires a few modifications to be appropriately
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transformed—a testimony to the superior moral characteris-
tics of this space and its inhabitants. (Hobbes’s paradigmati-
cally ferocious state of nature may appear to be an exception,
but as we will see.later, it is really only literal for non-
Europeans, so that it actually confirms rather than challenges
the rule.)

Because of this moralization of space, the journey upriver
ot in general the journey into the interior in iﬁperial
literature—the trip away from the o‘utpostslof civilization into
native territory—acquires deep symbolic significance, for it
is the expedition into both the geographic and the personal
heart of darkness, the evil without which correlates with the
evil within. Thus in Apocalypse Now, Francis Ford Coppola’s
1979 rewriting of Conrad in the context of Vietnam, Willard’s
[Martin Sheen) journey upriver to find Kurtz (Marlon Brando),
whose stages are sartorially marked through the gradual strip-
ping away of the (civilized) uniform of the U.S. army to the
final mud-caked, machete-carrying figure indistinguishable
from the Cambodian villagers ceremonially killing the buffalo,
is both a normative descent into moral corruption and a cogni-
tive ascent to the realization that the war could have been
won only by abandoning the restraints of Euro-American civi-
lization (as demonstrated in My Lai presumably) and embrac-
ing the “savagery” of the North Vietnamese army.!

The battle against this savagery is in a sense permanent as
long as the savages continue to exist, contaminating (and being
contaminated by) the non-Europeanized space around them.

~ Soit is not merely that space is normatively characterized on

the macrolevel before conquest and colonial settlement, but
that even afterward, on the local érel, there are divisions,
the European city and the Native Quarter, Whitetown and
Niggertown/Darktown, suburb and inner city. David Theo
Goldberg comments, “Power in the polis, and this is especially
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true of racialized power, reflects and refines the spatial rela-
tions of its inhabitants.”* Part of the purpose of the coloz bar/

the color line/apartheid/jim crow is to maintain these spaces -

in their place, to have the checkerboard of virtue and vice,
light and dark space, ours and theirs, clearly demarcated so
that the human geography prescribed by the Racial Contract
can be preserved. For here the moral topography is different and
the civilizing mission as yet incomplete. Of this partitioning of
space and person, Frantz Fanon writes: “The colonial world
is 2 world cut in two. . . . The settlers’ town is a town of white
people, of foreigners. . . . [The native town)] is 2 town of niggers
and dirty Arabs. ... This world divided into compartments,

this world cut in two is inhabited by two different species.”?

In fact, the intimacy of the connection between place and
isubjperson means that perhaps it never will be complete, that
those associated with the jungle will take the jungle with them
even when they are brought to more civilized regions. {The
jungle is, so to speak, always waiting to reassert itself: every
évolué stands in danger of devolution.) One might argue that
in the United States the growing postwar popularity of the
locution of “urban jungle” reflects a subtextual (and not very
sub-| reference to the increasing nonwhiteness of the residents
of the inner cities, and the corresponding pattern of “white
flight” to suburban vanilla sanctuary: our space/home space/
civilized space. In America, South Africa, and elsewhere, the
white space is patrolled for dark intruders, whose very pres-
ence, independently of what they may or may not do, is a
blot on the reassuring civilized whiteness of the home space.
Consider the curfew laws in segregated neighborhoods earlier
in U.S~history (and arguably the continuing informal police
practices now), the notices that used to be posted outside
“sundown” towns—“Nigger, don't let the sun set on you
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here!” The Racial Contract demarcates space, reserving privi-
leged spaces for its first-class citizens.

The other dimension of moral appraisal and norming, which
is of course thie one that becomes more central with seculariza-
tion, is not traditional Christian vice and virtue but the emer-
gent capitalist/Protestant ethic of settlement and industry.
Franke Wilmer argues that the ideology of “progress and mod-
ernization” has served for five hundred years as the dominant

" justification of Western displacement and killing of the

“Fourth World” of indigenous peoples.'® Here, space is nation-
ally characterized with respect to a European standard of agri-
culture and industry in such a way as to render it morally
open for seizure, expropriation, settlement, developmen;c—
in a word, peopling, In the white settler states, space will
sometimes be represented as literally empty and unoccupied,
void, wasteland, “virgin” territory. There is just no one there.
Or even if it is conceded that humanoid entities are present,
it is denied that any real appropriation, any human shaping
of the world, is taking place. So there is still no one there:
the land is terra nullivs, vacuum domicilium, again “virgin.”
“Thus in the beginning,” Locke tells us, “all the World was
America.”® The central and mutually complementary myths,
as Francis Jennings points out, are the twin ideas of “virgin

-lands and savage peoples.”® In both cases, then, this will be

unpeopled land, inhabited at most by"’varmints, " “critters,”
“human beasts,” who are an obstacle to development, rather

than capable of development themselves, and whose extermi-

nation or at least clearing away i a prerequisite for civilization.
A numbers game is played, involving the systematic under-

. counting of the aboriginal population, often by a factor of ten
"or more, since by definition “large populations are impossible

in savage societies.”” (And when they are no longer large, one
will not want to admit how large they once were.) Richard
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Drinnon describes how many European settlers in the United
States thought of themselves as “inland Crusoes” in an “un-
peopled” wilderness, characterized by Theodore Roosevelt as
“the red wastes where the barbarian peoples of the world hold
sway.”® Similarly, “At the time of first settlement in the Aus-
tralian colonies all lands were deemed to be waste lands and
the property of the Crown.”? In South Africa, the trekboers
went on exterminatory hunting expeditions and subsequently
“bragged about their bag of Bushmen as fishermen boast about
their catch.”% So the basic sequence ran something like this:
there are no people there in the first place; in the second place,
they’re not improving the land; and in the third place—oops!—
they're already all dead anyway (and, honestly, there really
weren’t that many to begin with), so there are no people there,
as we said in the first place.
Since the Racial Contract links space with race and race
with personhood, the white raced space of the polity is in
a sense the geographical locus of the polity proper. Where
indigenous peoples were permitted to survive, they were de-
nied full or any membership in the political community, thus
becoming foreigners in their own country. Drinnon describes
this remarkable final Melvillean political confidence trick:
“The country was full of recent arrivals from the East, mysteri-
ous impostors pretending to be natives and denying real natives
their humanity.”® ‘Similarly, an Australian historian could
write in 1961: “Before the Gold Rush there were, after all,
few foreigners of any one race in Australia—except for the
Aborigines, if we may, sheepishly I hope, call them foreigners
after a manney of speaking.”? (Where did you guys come from,
anyway? You're not from around here, are you?] This raced
space will also mark the geographic boundary of the state’s
full obligations. On the local level of spatialization, norming
then manifests itself in the presumption that certain spaces
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(e.g., those of the inner city) are intrinsically doomed to welfare
dependency, high street crime, underclass status, because of
the characteristics of its inhabitants, so that the larger eco-
nomic system has no role in creating these problems. Thus
one of the interesting consequences of the Racial Contract is
that the political space of the polity is not coextensive with
its geograpbical space. In entering these (dark) spaces, one
is entering a region normatively discontinuous with white
political space, where the rules are different in ways ranging
from differentjal funding [school resources, garbage collection,
infrgstructllral repair) to the absence of police pi:otection.
Finally, there is the microspace of the body itself (which in
a sense is the foundation of all the other levels), the fact,
to be dealt with in greater detail later, that the persons and
subpersons, the citizens and noncitizens, who inhabit these
polities do so embodied in envelopes of skin, flesh, hair. The
nonwhite body carries a halo of blackness around it which
may actually make some whites physically uncomfortable. (A )
black American architect of the nineteenth century trained
himself to read architectural blueprints upside-down because
he lknew white clients would be made uncomfortable by having
him on the same side of the desk as themselves.) Part of this
feeling is sexual: the black body in particular is seen as para-
digmatically a body? Lewis Gordon suggests that the black
“presenceis a form of absence. . . . Every black person becomes
alimb of an enormous black body: THE ELACK BODY. "2 Whites
may get to be “talking heads,” but even when blacks’ heads
are talking, one is always uncomfortably aware of the bodies to
which these heads are attached. {So blacks are at best “talking
bodies.”? Early rock and roll was viewed by some white conser-
vatives as a communist plot because it brought the rhythms
of the black body into the white bodily space; it began tﬁe
funky subversion of that space. These are, literally, jungle
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rhythms, telegraphed from the spaée of savagery, threatening
the civilized space of the white polity and the carnal integrity
‘'of its inhabitants. So when in the 19508 white artists did cover
versions of “race records,” songs on the jim-crowed rhythm
and blues charts, they were sanitized, cleaned up, the rthythms
rearranged; they were made recognizably “white.”

More generally, there is also the basic social requirement
of distinguishing on the level of everyday interaction (an inter-
action taking place not on some abstract plane but within this
racialized space] person-person from person-subperson social
intercourse. Thus in the United States, from the epoch of
slavery and jim crow to the modern period of formal liberty
but continuing racism, the physical imteractions between
whites and blacks are carefully regulated by a shifting racial
etiquette that is ultimately determined by the current form
of the Racial Contract. In her study of how white women’s
lives are shaped by race, Ruth Frankenberg describes the re-
sulting “racial social geography,” the personal “boundary
maintenance” that required that one “always maintained a
separateness,” a self-conscious “boundary demarcation of
physical space.”® Conceptions of one’s white self map a micro-
geography of the acceptable routes through racial space of
one’'s own personal space. These traversals of space are im-
printed with domination: prescribed postures of deference and
submission for the black Other, the body langnage of nonuppit-
iness (no “reckless eyeballing”); traffic-codes of priority (“my
space can walk through yours and you must step aside”); un-
written rules for determdining when to acknowledge the non-
white presence and when not, dictating spaces of intimacy
and distance, zones of comfort and discomfort {“thus far and
no farther”}; and finally, of course, antimiscegenation laws and
Iynching to proscribe and pumnish the wltimate violation, the
penetration of black into white space.® If, as I earlier argued,
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there is a sense in which the real polity is the virtual white

polity, then, without pushing the metaphor too far, one could
say that the nonwhite body is a moving bubble of wilderness
in white political space, anode of discontinuity which is peces-
sarily in permanent tension with it.

The Racial Coniract norms (and races) the individual, establishing
personhood and subpersonhood.

In the disincarnate political theory of the orthodox social
contract, the body vanishes, becomes theoretically unimport-
ant, just as the physical space inhabited by that body is osten-
sibly theoretically unimportant. But this disappearing act is
just as much an illusion in the former as in the latter case.
The reality js that one can pretend the body does not matter
only because a particular body {the white male body) is being
presupposed as the somatic norm. In a political dialogue be-
tween the owners of such bodies, the details of their flesh do
not matter since they are judged to be equally rational, equally
capable of perceiving natural law or their own self-interest.
But as feminist theorists have pointed out, the body is only
irrelevant when it’s the [white} male body. Even for Kant,
who defines “persons” simply as rational beings, without any
apparent restrictions of gender oz race, the female body demar-
cates one as insufficiently rational to be politically anything
more than a “passive” citizen.?! Similarly, the Racial Contract
is explicitly predicated on a politics of the body which is related
to the body politic through restrictions on which bodies are
“politic.” There are bodies impolitic whose owners are judged
incapable of forming or fully entering into a body politic.

The distant intellectual antecedent here, of course, is Aris-
totle, who, in The Politics talks about “natural slaves,” who
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need to be distinguished from those whose ensla?fement 1332
merely contingent, 2 result, say, of being captured in b.attl.e.
But writing in the epoch of the nonracial slavery of antiquity,
Aristotle faced an identification problem in picking out these
unfortunates. The Racial Contract basically seeks to remedy
this deficiency, establishing a [relatively) clearcut line of so-
matic demarcation between possessoxs of servile and nonsez-
vile souls. As earlier menti_oned, the older distinction]?etween
Europeans and non-Europeans is essentially a theological one,
developed in large part through the wars in the E‘ast and Sout%r
against Islam, {black| paynim hoth anti-Christ and anti-
Burope. For the politicoeconomic project of conquest, expro-
priation, and settlement, this categorization has the disadvan-
tage of being contingent. People can always convert, and if
the schedule of rights is religiously based, it then becomes at
least a prima facie problem (though not an insuperable one}
to treat fellow Christians the way one can treat heathens. In
the City of God, as Hayden White glosses Augustine, ”eve%n
the most monstrous of men were still men,” “salvageable 111
principle,” “potentially capable” of being redeemed by Chris-
tian grace.® The new secular category of race, by contrast,
which gradually crystallized over a century 0t so, }.1ad‘ the
virtue of permanency over any given individual’s hfet_n?le.
Drawing on the medieval legacy of the Wild Man, and giving
this a color, the Racial Contract establishes a particular soma-
totype as the norm, deviatiog from which unfits one fc')r full
personhood and full membership in the polity. If one is not
always a naturzl slave, one is at least always a natural nfm‘- o1
second-class citizen. “In the gradual transition from religious
conceptions to racial conceptions,” Jennings notes, “the gulf
between persons calling themselves Ch:ds:nian and the o‘.cher
persons, whom they called heathen, translated smoothly into
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achasm between whites and coloreds. The law of moral obliga-
tion sanctioned behavior on only one side of that chasm.,”#
Philosaphically, one could distinguish moral/legal, cogni-
tive, and aesthetic dimensions of this racial norming.®
' Morally and legally, as I stated at the beginning, the Racial
Contract establishes a fundamental partition in the social on-
tology of the planet, whick could be represented as the divide
between persoms and subpersons, Untermenschen. “Per-

- sonhood” has received a great deal of philosophical attention

in recent years because of the revival in ‘Kantian and natural
rights moral /political theories and the relative decline of utili-
tarianism. Utilitarianism puts morality on the straightforward
basis of promoting social welfare: the greatest good for the
greatest number. But it is vulnerable to the charge that it
would permit the violation of the rights of some if overall

. social welfare were thereby maximized. By contrast, Kantian

and natural rights theories emphasize the sanctity of individ-
ual “persons,” whose rights must not be infringed even if
overall welfare would be increased.

ldeally, then, we want a world where all humans are treated
as "persons.” So the notion of a “person” becomes central to
normative theory. The simplified social ontology implied by
the notion of “personhood” is itself, of course, z product of
capitalism and the eighteenth-century bourgeois revolutions.
Moses Finley points out that “inequality before the law” was
typical of the ancient world,* and medieval feudalism had its
own social hierarchy. Kantian personhood emerged in part
in opposition to this world of rank and ascribed status. The
hierarchically differentiated human values of plebeian and pa-
trician, of serf, monk, and knight, were replaced by the “infi-
nite value” of 2ll human beings. It is a noble and inspiring
ideal, even if its incorporation into countless manifestos, dec-
larations, constitutions, and introductory ethics texts has now
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reduced it to a homily, deprived it of the shattering political
force it once had. But what needs to be emphasized is that it
is only white persons |and really only white males} who have
been able to take this for granted, for whom it can be an
unexciting truism. As Lucius Outlaw underlines, Européan
liberalism restricts “egalitarianism to equality among equals,”
and blacks and others are ontologically excluded by race from
the promise of “the liberal project of modernity.”¥ The termns
of the Racial Contract mean that nonwhite subpersonhood is
enshrined simultaneously with white personhood.

S0 in order to understand the workings of the polities struc-
tured by the Racial Contract, I believe, we need to understand
subpersonhood also. Subpersons are humanoid entities who,
because of racial phenotype/genealogy/culture, are not fully
human and therefore have a different and inferior schedule of
rights and liberties applying to them. In other words, it is
possible to get away with doing things to subpersons that one
could not do to persons, because they do not have the same
rights as persons. Insofar as racism is addressed at all within
mainstream moral and political philosophy, it is usually
treated in a footnote as a regrettable deviation from the ideal.
But treating it this way makes it seem contingent, accidental,
residual, removes it from our understanding. Race is made to
seem marginal when in fact race has been central. The notion
of subpersonhood, by contrast, makes the Racial Contract
explicit, showing that to characterize things in terms of “de-
viations” is in a sense misleading. Rather, what is involved is
compliance with a nmorm whose existence it is now embar-
rassing to admit. So instead of pretending that the social con-
tract outlines the ideal that people tried to live up to but which
they occasionally {as with all ideals) fell short of, we should
say frankly that for whites the Racial Contract represented
the ideal, and what is involved is not deviation from the (fic-
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tive] norm but adherence to the actual norm. {Thus, I pointed
out eatlier “exceptionalism” was the rule.) The “Racial Con-
tract” as a theory puts race where it belongs—at center stage~—
and demonstrates how the polity was in fact a racial one, a
white-supremacist state, for which differential white racial
entitlernent and nonwhite racial subordination were defining,
thus inevitably molding white moral psychology and moral
theorizing. -

This is most clearly the case, of course, for blacks, the degra-
dation of racial slavery meaning, as has often been pointed
out, that for the first time {and unlike the slavery of ancient
Greece and Rome or the medieval Mediterranean) slavery ac-
quired a color. But for the colonial project in general, per-
sonhood would be raced, hence the concept of “subject races.”
The crucial conceptual divide is between whites and non-
whites, persons and subpersons, though once this central cut
has been made, other internal distinctions are possible, vari-
eties of subpersonhood (“savages” versus “barbarians,” as ear-
lier noted) corresponding to different variants of the Racial
Contract (expropriation/slave/colonial). Thus Kipling’s native
could have more than one face—“half devil and half chiid”—
so that while (for the expropriation contract) some kinds might
simply have to be exterminated {as in the Americas, Australia,
and South Africa), for others (as in the colonial contract} a
paternalist guidance {as in colonial Africa aJ:Ld‘Asia) might lead
them {as “minors”) at least partway to civilization. But in all
cases, the bottom line was that one was dealing with entities
not on the same moral tier, incapable of autonomy and self-
rule. “Negroes, Indians, and [Kaffits] cannot bear democracy,”
concluded John Adams.® {Think of Tarzan and the Phantom,

. She and Sheena, white kings and queens ruling the black jun-

gle, laying down the law to the lesser hreeds without it.)
Moreover, the dynamic interrelation of the categorization
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meant, as Hegelians would be quick to recognize, that the
categories reciprocally determined each other. Being a person,
being white, meant—definitionally—not being a subperson,
not having the qualities that dragged one down to the next
ontological level. In the ideal Kantian world of the raceless
social contract, persons can exist in the abstract; in the non-
ideal world of the naturalized Racial Contract, persons are
necessarily related to subpersons. For these are identities as
”contrapﬁntal ensembles,” requiring their opposites, with the
“secondariness” of subpersons being, as Said phrases it, “para-
doxically, essential to the primariness of the European.”# _
Where slavery was practiced, as in the United States and the
Americas, so that a sustained relation between races obtained,
whiteness and blackness evolved in a forced intimacy of loath-
ing in which they determined each other by negation and
self-recognition in part through the eyes of the other. In his
prizewinning book on the evolution of the idea of freedom,
Orlando Patterson argues that freedom has been generated
from the experience of slavery, that the slave establishes the
norm for humans.® Part of the present-day problem in trying
to assimilate black Americans into the body politic is the deep
encoding in the national psyche of the notion that, as Toni
Morrison points out, Americanness definitionally means
whiteness; European immigrants who came to America in the
late nineteenth—carly twentieth centuries proved their assimi-
lation by entering the club of whiteness, affirming their en-
dorsement of the Racial Contract.” The longtime joke in the
black community is that the first word the German or Scandi-
navian c;r Italian learns on Eilis Island fresh off the boat is
“nigger.” Black American, African American, is oxymoronic,
while White American, Furo-American, is pleonastic. White-
ness is defined in part in respect to an oppositional darkness,
so that white self-conceptions of identity, personhood, and
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self-respect are then intimately tied up with the repudiation
of the black Other. No matter how poor one was, one was
still able to affirm the whiteness that distinguished one from
the subpersons on the other side of the color line.

There is also a cognitive dimension that is likewise continu-
ous with the Aristotelian tradition. Historically the paradigm
indicator of subpersonhood has been deficient rationality, the
inability to exercise in full the characteristic classically
thought of as distinguishing us from animals. For the social
contract, a rough equality in men’s cognitive powers or at least
a necessary groundfloor capability of detecting the immanent
moral structuring of the vniverse (natural law), or what is
rationally required for social cooperation, is crucial to the
argument. For the Racial Contract, correspondingly, a basic
inequality is asserted in the capacity of different human groups
to know the world and to detect natural law. Subpersens are
deemed cognitively inferior, lacking in the essential rational-
ity that would miake them fully human.

In the early (theological) versions of the Racial Contra ct, this
difference was spelled out in terms of heathen unwillingness to
recognize God’s word. One early seventeenth-century minister
characterized Native Americans as “having little of Humanitie
but shape, ignorant of Civilitie, of Arts, of Religion; more
brutish than the beasts they hunt, more wild and unmanly
[than] that unmanned wild Countrey, which they range rather
than inhabite; captivated also to Satans tyranny.”* In later,
secular versions, itis araced incapacity for rationality, abstract
thought, cultural development, civilization in general (gener-
ating those dark cognitive spaces on Europe’s mapping of the
world]. In philosophy one could trace this common thread
through Locke’s speculations on the incapacities of primitive
minds, David Hume’s denial that any other race but whites
had created worthwhile civilizations, Kant’s thoughts on the
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rationality differentials between blacks and whites, Voltaire’s
polygenetic conclusion that blacks were a distinct and less
able species, John Stuart Mill’s judgment that those races “in
their nonage” were fit only for “despotism.” The assumption
of nonwhite intellectual inferiority was widespread, even if
not always tricked out in the pseudoscientific apparatus that
Darwinism would later malke possible. Once this théoretical
advance had been ma&e, of course, there was a tremendous
outpouring of attempts to put the norming on a quantifiable
basis—a revitalized craniometry, claims about brain size and
brain corrugations, measurings of facial angles, pronounce-
ments about dolichocephalic and brachycephalic heads, reca~
pitulationism, and finally, of course, IQ theory—the feature
putatively correlated with intelligence varying, but the dgsired
outcome of confirming nonwhite intellectual inferiority al-
ways achieved.®

The implications of this denial of equal intellectual and
cognizing ability are various. Since, as mentioned, it precludes
cultural achievement, it invites the intervention of those who
are capable of culture. Since it precludes the moral develop-
ment necessary for being a responsible moral and political
agent, it precludes full membership in the polity. Since it
precludes veridical perception of the world, it even precludes
in some cases court testimony: slaves in the United States
were not allowed to give evidence against their masters, nor
could Australian Aborigines testify against the white settlers.
In general, over a period of centuries, t‘he governing epistemic
principle could be stated as the requirement that—at least on
dbntroversial issues—nonwhite cognition has to be verified
by white cognition to be accepted as valid. And it is permitted
to override white cognition only in extreme and unusual cir-
cumstances {large numbers of consistent nonwhite witnesses,
some kind of disorder in the cognizing capacities of the white
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cpistemic agent, etc.). (Further complications involve a shift
from straightforward biological racism to a more attenuated
“cultural” racism, where partial memb ership in the epistemic
community is granted based on the extent to which nonwhites
show themselves capable of mastering white Western culture.)

Pinally, the norming of the individual also involves a specific
norming of the body, an aesthetic norming. Judgments of moral
worth are obviously conceptually distinct from judgments of
agsthetic worth, but there is a psychological tendency to con-
flate the two, as illustrated by the conventions of children’s
land some adults’) fairy tales, with their cast of handsome
heroes, beautiful heroines, and ugly villains. Harmannus Hoe-
tink argues that all societies have a “somatic norm image,”
deviation from which triggers alarms.® And Geofge Mosse
points out that the Enlightenment involved “the establish-
ment of a stereotype of human beauty fashioned after classical
models as the measure of all human worth. . . . Racism was
a visual ideclogy based upon stereotypes. . , . Beauty and ugli-
ness became as much principles of human classification as
material factors of measurement, climate, and the environ-
ment.”* The Racial Contract makes the white body the so-
matic norm, so that in early racist theories one finds not only
moral but aesthetic judgments, with beautiful and fair races
pitted against ugly and dark races. Some nonwhites were close
enough to Caucasians in appearance that they were sometimes
seen as beautiful, attractive in an exotic way (Native Ameri-
cans on occasion; Tahitians; some Asians). But those more
distant from the Caucasoid somatotype—paradigmatically
blacks {Africans and also Australian Aborigines|—were stig-
matized as aesthetically repulsive and deviant. Winthrop Joz-

-dan has documented the repelled fascination with which

Englishmen discussed the appearance of the Africans they

encountered in early trading expeditions, and Americans such
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as Thomas Jefferson expressed their antipathy to Negroid fea-
tures.* (Benjamin Franklin, interestingly, opposed the slave
trade on grounds that were at least partially aesthetic, as a
kind of beautification program for America. Voicing his con-
cern that importation of slaves had “blacken’d half America,”
he asked: “Why increase the Sons of Africa, by Planting them
in America, where we have so fair an Opportunity, by exclud-
ing all Blacks and Tawneys, of increasing the lovely White
and Redz}¥

To the extent that these norms are accepted, blacks will be
the race most alienated from their own bodies—a fate particu-
larly painful for black women, who, like all women, will (by

the terms, here, of the Sexual Contract} be valued chiefly by

their physical appearance, which will generally be deemed to
fall short of the Caucasoid or light-skinned ideal.® Moreover,
apart from their obvious consequences for intra- and interra-
cial sexual relationships, these norms will affect opportunities
and employment prospects also, for studies have confirmed
that a “pleasing” physical appearance gives one an edge in job
competition. It is no accident that blacks of mixed race are
those who are differentially represented in employment in the
“yhite” world. They will, because of their background, often
tend to be better educated also, but an additional factor is that
whites are less physically uncomfortable with them. “If we

. have to hire any of them,” it may be thought, “at least this
one looks a bit like us.” '

The Racial Contract underwrites ithe modern sogial contract and is
cortinually being rewritten,

Radical feminists argue that the oppression of women is the
oldest oppression. Racial oppression is much more recent.
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Whereas relations between the sexes necessarily go back to
the origin of the species, an intimate and central relationship
between Europe as a collective entity and non-Europe, “white”
and “nonwhite” races, is a phenomenon of the modern epoch.
There is ongoing scholarly controversy over the existence and
extent of racism in antiquity (“racism” as a complex of ideas,
that is, as against a developed politicoeconomic system), with
some writers, such as Frank Snowden, finding a period “before
color prejudice,” in which blacks are obviously seen as equals,
and others claiming that Greek and Roman bigotry against
blacks was there from the beginning % But obviously, whatever
the disagreement on this point, it would have to be agreed
that the ideology of modern racism is far more theoretically
developed than ancient or medieval prejudices and is linked
[whatever one’s view, idealist or materialist, of causal priority)
to a system of European domination.

Nevertheless, this divergence does imply that different ac-
counts of the Racial Contract are possible. The account I favor
conceives the Racial Contract as creating not merely racial
exploitation, but race ftself as a group identity. In a contempo-
rary vocabulary, the Racial Contract “constructs” race. {For
other accounts, for example, more essentialist ones, racial
self-identification would precede the drawing up of the Racial
Contract.) “White” people do not preexist but are brought
into existence as “whites” by the Racial Contract—hence the
peculiar transformation of the human population that accom-
panies this contrdct. The white race is invented, and one
becomes “white by law.”%

In this framework, then, the golden age of contract theory
{1650 to 1800} overlapped with the growth of a Furopean capi-
talism whose development was stimulated by the voyages of
exploration that increasingly gave the contract aracial subtext.
The evolution of the modern version of the contract, charac-
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terized by an antipatriarchalist Enlightenment liberalism,
with its proclamations of the equal rights, autonomy, and
freedom of all men, thus took place simultaneously with the
massacte, expropriation, and subjection to hereditary slavery
of men at least apparently human. This contradiction needs
to be reconciled; it 1s reconciled through the Racial Contract,
which essentially denies their personhood and restricts the
terms of the social contract to whites. “To invade and dispos-
sess the people. of an unoffending civilized country would
violate morality and transgress ¢he principles of international
Jaw,” writes Jennings, “hyt savages were exceptional. Being
ancivilized by definition, they were outside the sanctdons of
both morality and law.”st The Racial Contract is thus the
t+yuth of the social contract.

There is some direct evidence that it is in the writings of

the classic contract theorists themselves. That is, it is wot
merely a matter of hypothetical intellectual recomstruction
on my part, arguing from silence that “men” must really
have meant “white men.” Already Hugo Grotius, whose early
seventeenth-century work on natural law provided the crucial
¢heoretical background for later contractarians, gives, as Rob-
ert Williams has pointed out, the ominous judgment that for
wharbarians,” “wild beasts rather than men, one may rightly
say ... that the most just wax is against savage beasts, the
next against men who are like beasts.”® But let us just focus
on the four most important contract theorists: Hobbes, Locke,
Roussean, and Kant.?

Consider, to begin with, Hobbes's notoriously bestial state
of nature, a state of war where life is “masty, brutish, and
short.” Onasup erficial reading, it might seem that it is nonra-
cial, equally applicable to everybody, but note what he says
when considering the objection that #there was nevet such a
time, nor condition of warre as this.” He replies, "1 believe it

64

DETAILS

was never generally so, over a1l the world: but there are many
places, where they live so now,” his example being the savage
people in many places of America.”® So a nonwhite people,
indeed the very nonwhite people upon whose land his fellow
Furopeans were then encroaching, is his only real-life example
of people in a state of nature. (And in fact, it has been pointed
out that the phrading and terminology of Hobbes’s character-
ization may well have been derived directly from the writings
of contemporaries about settlement in the Americas. The “ex-
plorer” Walter Raleigh described a civil war as “a state of War,
which is the meer state of Nature of Men out of community,
where all have an equal right to all things.” And two other
authors of the time characterized the inhabitants of the Ameri-
cas as “people [who] Lived like wild beasts, without religion,

- por government, NOr town, 1Ot houses, without cultivating

the land, nor clothing their bodies” and “people living yet as
the first men, without letters, without lawes, without Eings,
without common wealthes, without arts ... 0ot civil by
nature.”}%

In the next paragraph, Hobbes goes on to argue that “though
there had never been any time; wherein particular men wete
in a condition of warre one against another,” there is “in all
times” a state of “continuall jealousies” between kings and
persons of sovereign authority. He presumably ermnphasizes
this contention in order for the reader to imagine what would
happen in the dhsence of a “common Power t0 feare.”* But
the text is confusing. How could it simultaneously be the case
that “there had never been” any such literal state-of-mature

war, when in the previous‘ paragraph he had just said that some

were living like thatnow? Asa result of this ambiguity, Hobbes

has been characterized as 2 literal contractarian by some com-
mentators and as & hypothetical contractarian by others. But
1thinlk this minor mystery can be cleared up once we recognize
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that there is a tacit racial logic in the text: the literal state of
nature is reserved for nonwhites; for whites the state of nature
is hypothetical. The conflict between whites is the conflict
between those with sovereigns, that is, those who are already
{and have always been) in society. From this conflict, one can
extrapolate {gesturing at the racial abyss, so to speak] to what
might happen in the absence of a ruling sovereign. But really
we know that whites are too rational to allow this to happen
to them. So the most notorious state of nature in the con-
tractarian literature—the bestial war of all against all-is
really a nonwhite figure, a racial object lesson for the more
rational whites, whose superior grasp of natural law {here in
its prudential rather than altruistic version} will enable them
to take the necessary steps to avoid it and not to behave as
“savages.”

Hobbes has standardly been seen as an awkwardly transi-
tional writer, caught between feudal absolutism and the rise
of parliamentarianism, who uses the contract now classically
associated with the emergence of liberalism to defend absolut-
ism. But it might be argued that he is transitional in another
way, in that in mid-seventeenth century Britain the imperial
project was not yet so fully developed that the intellectual
apparatus of racial subordination had been completely elabo-
rated. Hobbes remains enough of a racial egalitarian that, while
singling out Native Americans for his real-life example, he
suggests that without a sovereign even Europeans could de-
scend to their state, and that the absolutist government appro-
priate for nonwhites could also be appropriate for whites¥
The uproar that greeted his work can be seen as attributable
at least in part to this moral/political suggestion. The spread
of colonialism would consolidate an intellectual world in
which this bestial state of nature would be reserved for non-
white savages, to be despotically governed, while civil Europe-
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ans would enjoy the benefits of liberal parliamentarianism.
The Racial Contract began to rewrite the social contract.

One can see this transition more clearly by the time of Locke,
whose state of nature is normatively regulated by traditional
{altruistic, nonprudential) natural law. It is a moralized state
of nature in which private property and money exist, indeed
a state of nature that is virtnally civil. Whites can thus be
literally in this state of nature |for a brief period, anyway]
without its calling into question their innate qualities. Locke
famously argues that God gave the world “to the use of the
Industrious and Rational,” which qualities were indicated by
labor. So while industrious and rational Englishmen were toil-
ing away at home, in America, by contrast, one found “wild
woods and uncultivated wast[e] . . . left to Nature” by the idle
Indians.® Though they share the state of nature for a time
with nonwhites, then, their residence is necessarily briefer,
since whites, by appropriating and adding value to this natural
world, exhibit their superior rationality. So the mode of appro-
priation of Native Americans is no real mode of appropriation
at all, yielding property rights that can be readily overridden
(if they exist at all), and thereby rendering their territories
normatively open for seizure onee those who have long since
Ieft the state of nature (Europeans) encounter them. Locke’s
thesis was in fact to be the central pillar of the expropriation
contract—*the principal philosophical delineation of the nor-
mative arguments supporting white civilization’s conquest of
America,” writes Williams®-—and not merely in the United
States but later in the other white settler states in Africa and
the Pacific. Aboriginal economies did not improve the land
and thus could be regarded as nonexistent. A

The practice, and arguably also the theory, of Locke played
a role in the slavery contract also. In the Second Treatise,

Locke defends slavery resulting from a just war, for example,
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a defensive war against aggression. This would hardly be an
accurate characterization of European raiding parties seeking
African slaves, and in any case, in the same chapter Locke
explicitly opposes hereditary slavery and the enslavement of
wives and children.® Yet Locke had investments in the slave-
trading Royal Africa Company and eatlier assisted in writing
the slave constitution of Carolina. So one could argue that
the Racial Contract manifests itself here in an astonishing
inconsistency, which could be resolved by the supposition that \
Locke saw blacks as not fully human and thus as subject to a
different set of normative rules. Or perhaps the same Lockean
moral logic that covered Native Americans can be extended
to-blacks also. They weren’t appropriating their home conti-
nent of Africa; they’re not rational; they can be enslaved
Rousseau’s writings might seem to be something of an ex-
ception. After all, it is with his work that the notion of the
#noble savage” is associated {though the phrase is not actually
his own). And in the Discourse on Inequality’s reconstruction
of the origins of society, everybody is envisaged as having been

in the state of nature {and thus to have been “savage”) at one

time or another. But a careful reading of the text reveals, once
again, crucial racial distinctions. The only natural savage$
cited are honwhite savages, examples of European savages b

ing restricted to reports of feral children raised by wolves and
bears, child-rearing practices (we are told] comparable to those

of Hottentots and Caribs.® (Europeans are sp intrinsically civ
lized that it takes upbringing by animals to turn them ot
savages.) For Europe, savagery is in the dim distant past, sin
" metallurgy and agriculture are the inventions leading to ci i
zation, and it turns out that “one of the best reasons-

Europe, if not the earliest to be civilized, has been at leas!

more continuously and better civilized than other parts of
world, is perhaps that it is at once the richest in iron and:

68

DETAILS

most fertile in wheat.” But Rousseau was writing more than

two hundred years after the European encounter with the great
Aztec and Inca empires; wasn’t there at leastalittle metalig:r
and agriculture in evidence there? Apparently not: “Both mciy
aHurg?r and agriculture were unknown to the savages o;‘ :
America, who have always therefore remained savages.”s §
even what might initially seem to be a more open envjroz;mencj
tal determinism, which would open the door toracial egalitari-
aj.:usm- rather than racial hierarchy, degenerates info massi
.-hlstorlcal amnesia and factual misrepresentation, drive llje
the presuppositions of the Racial Contract. ’ o
Moreqver, to make the obvious point, even if some of Rou
r-_:aTl’s nonwhite savages are “noble,” physically and ps hs-
gically healthier than the Europeans of the degracllje{?lrca;c;
r;ul?t society produced by the réal-life bogus contract, the
e_“__stﬂl savages. So they are primitive beings who ar’e nosti
gmally partof civil society, barely raised above animafs, with-
ut language. Leaving the state of nature, as Roussean :'a.'r e
1;@ Social Contract, his later account of an ideal poli’cng 'S
ssary for us to become fully human moral agents be; 1:
le of justice.* So the praise for nonwhite sava;;es isga
: patternglistic praise, tantamount to admiration for
. -animals, in no way to be taken to imply their equality,
ne .superiority, to the civilized Europeans of the ideai
T];e underlying racial dichotomization and hierarch:
ed and savage remains quite clear. §
;Kant’s version of the social contract is in a sense
1‘]11.1_stration of the grip of the Racial Contract on
'since by this time the actual contract and the his-
ension of contractarianism had apparently van-
togg_t:her. So bere if anywhere, one would think—;
of abstract persons, demarcated as such only b;
ality—race would have become irrelevant. But as
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Emmanuel Eze has recently demonstrated in great detail, this
orthodox picture is radically misleading, and the nature of

Kantian “persons” and the Kantian “contract” must really be

rethought.® For it turns out that Kant, widely regarded as the
most important moral theorist of the modern period, ina sense
the father of modern moral theory, and-through the work
of John Rawls and Jirgen Habermas—increasingly central to
modern political pbilnsophy as well, is also the father of the
modern concept of race.® His 1775 essay “The Different Races
of Mankind” {“Von den Verschiedenen Rassen der Menschen”)
is a classic pro-hereditarian, antienvironmentalist statement
of “the immutability and permanence of race.” For him, com-
ments George Mosse, “racial make-up becomes an unchanging
substance and the foundation of all physical appearance and
human development, inciuding intelligence.”s The famous
theorist of personhood is also the theorist of subpersonhood,
though this distinction is, in what the suspicious might almost
think a conspiracy to conceal embazrassing truths, far less
well known.

As Bze points out, Kant taught anthropology and physical
geography for forty years, and his philosophical work really
has to be read in conjunction with these lectures to understand
how racialized his views on moral character were. His notori-
ous comment in Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful
and Sublime is well known to, and often cited by, black intel-
lectuals: “So fundamental is the difference between [the black
and white] races of man . . . it appears to be as great in regard
to mental capacities as in color” so that “a clear proof that
what [a Negro] said was stupid” was that “this fellow was

quite black from head to foot.”® The point of Eze’s essay is ’

that this remark is by no means isolated or a casual throwaway
line that, though of course regrettable, has no broader implica-
tions. Rather, it comes out of a developed theory of race and
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corresponding intellectual ability and limitation. It only seems
casual, unembedded in a larger theory, because white academic
philosophy as an institution has had no interest in researching,
pursuing the implications of, and making known to the world
this dimension of Kant’s work.

In fact, Kant demarcates and theorizes a color-coded racial
hierarchy of Europeans, Asians, Africans, and Native Ameri-
cans, differantiated. by their degree of innate talent. Eze ex-
plains: “‘Talent’ is that which, by ‘nature,” guarsntees for the
“white,’ in Kant’s racial ratioral and moral order, the highest
position above all creatures, followed by the ’fellow,’ the
‘black,’ and then the ‘red.’ Skin color for Kant is evidence of
superior, inferior, or no ‘gift’ of ‘talent,’ or the capacity to
realize reason and rational-moral perfectibility through
education. . .. It cannot, therefore, be argued that skin color
for Kant was merely a physical characteristic. It is, rather,
evidence of an unchanging and unchangeable moral quality.”
Europeans, to no one's surprise I presume, have all the neces-
sary talents to be morally se1f~éducating,- there is some hope
for Asians, though they lack the ability to develop abstract
concepts; the innately idle Africans can at least be educated
as servants and slaves through the instruction of a split-
- bamboo cane [Kant gives some useful advice on how to beat
. Negroes efficiently); and the wretched Native Americans are
just hopeless, and cannot be educated at all. So, in complete
opposition to the image of his work that has come down to
us and is standardly taught in introductory ethics courses, full
personhood for Kant is actually dependent upon race. In Bze's
summary, “The black person, for example, can accordingly be
denied full humanity since full and ‘true’ humanity accraes
orily to the white European.”®
+ The recent furor about Paul de Man?™ and, decades eaxher,
Martin Heidegger, for their complicity with the Nazis, thus
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needs o be put into perspective. These are essentially bit
players, minor leaguers. One needs to distinguish theory from
actual practice, of course, and I'm not saying that Kant would
have endorsed genocide. But the embarrassing fact for the
white West (which doubtless explains its concealment) is that
their most important moral theorist of the past three hundred
years is also the foundational theorist in the modern period
of the division between Herrenvolk and Untermenschen, pez-
sons and subpersons, upon which Nazi theory would later
draw. Modern moral theory and modern racial theory have
the same father.

The Racial Contract, therefore, underwrites the social con-
tract, is a visible or hidden operator that restricts and modifies
the scope of its prescriptions. But since there is both syn-
chronic and diachronic variation, there are many different
versions or local instantiations of the Racial Contract, and
they evolve over time, so that the effective force of the social
contract itself changes, and the kind of cognitive dissonance
between the two alters. {This change has implications for the
moral psychology of the white signatories and their character-
istic patterns of insight and blindness.) The social contract is
(in its original historical version) a specific discrete event that
founds society, even if [through, e.g., Lockean theories of tacit
consent) subsequent generations continue to ratify it on an

ongoing basis. By contrast the Racial Contract is continually
being rewritten to create different forms of the racial polity.

A global periodization, a timeline overview of the evolution
of the Racial Contract, would highlight first of all the crucial
division between the time before and the time after the institu-
tionalization of global white supremacy. (Thus Janet Abu-
Lughod’s book about the thirteenth-century/fourteenth-cen-
tury medieval world system is titled Before European Hege-
mony. ! The time after would then be further subdivided into
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the period of formal, juridical white supremacy (the epoch of
the European conquest, African slavery, and European colo-
nialism, overt white racial self-identification, and the largely
. undisputed hegemony of racist theories) and the present period
of de facto white supremacy, when whites’ dominance is, for
the most part, no longer constitutionally and juridically en-
shrined but rather a matter of social, political, cultural, and
- economic privilege based on the legacy of the conquest.

_ In the first period, the period of de jure white supremacy,
“the Racial Contract was explicit, the characteristic
instantiations—the expropriation contract, the slave contract
the colonial contract—making it clear that whites were th:;
privileged race and the egalitarian social contract applied only
t;o'them. {Cognitively, then, this period had the great virtue of
social transparency: white supremacy was openly proclaimed.
One didn’t have to look for a subtext, because it was there in
t__he text itself.) In the second peried, on the other hand, the
Racial Contract has written itself out of formal existence.’The
ope of the terms in the social contract has been formally
: ended to apply to everyone, so that “persons” is no longer
extensive with “whites.” What characterizes this period
ichis, of course, the present) is tension between continuing
facto white privilege and this formal extension of rights.
: ?:-Racial Contract continues to manifest itself, of course

- unofficial local agreements of various kinds {restrictivé
enants, employment discrimination contracts, political de-
sions about resource allocation, etc.). But even apart from
=se; a crucial manifestation is simply the failure to ask
tain questions, taking for granted as a status quo and base-
 the existing color-coded configurations of wealth, poverty,
ty, and opportunities, the pretence that formal juridical
_.'_ty is sufficient to remedy inequities created on a founda-
qf_ several hundred years of racial privilege, and that chal-
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lenging that foundation is a transgression of the terms of the
social contract. {Though actnally—in a sense—it is, insofat as
the Racial Contract is the real meaning of the social contract.}
Globally, the Racial Contract effects a final paradoxical
norming and racing of space, a writing out of the polity of
certain spaces as conceptually and historically irrelevant to
European and Euro-world development, so that these raced
spaces are categorized as disjoined from the path of civilization
i.e., the European project). Fredri¢ Jameson writes: “Colonial-
ism means that a significant structural segment of the eco-
nomic system as a whole is now located elsewhere, beyond
the metropolis, outside of the daily life and existential experi-
ence of the home country. . . . Such spatial disjunction has as
its immediate consequence the inability to grasp the way the
system functions as a whole.”” By the social contract’s deci-
sion to remain in the space of the European nation-state, the
connection between the development of this space’s industry,
culture, civilization, and the material and cultural contribu-
tions of Afro-Asia and the Americas is denied, so it seems
as if this space and its denizens are peculiarly rational and
industrious, differentially endowed with qualities that have
enabled them to dominate the world. One then speaks of the
“European miracle” in a way that conceives this once marginal
region as sui generis, conceptually severing it from the web
of spatial connections that made its development possible.
This space actually comes to have the character it does because
of the pumping exploitative causality established between it
and those other conceptually invisible spaces. But by re-
maining within the boundaries of the European space of the
abstract contract, itis valorized as unique, inimitable, autono-
mous. Other parts of the world then disappear from the white
contractarian history, subsumed under the general category
of risible non-European space, the “Third World,” where for
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reasons of local folly and geographical blight the inspiring
model of the self-sufficient white social contract canmot be
followed.

Nationally, within these racial polities, the Racial Contract
manifests itself in white resistance to anything more than the
formal extension of the terms of the abstract social contract
{and often to that also). Whereas before it was denied that
nonwhites weze equal persons, it is now pretended that non-
whites are equal abstract persons who can be fully included in
the polity merely by extending the scope of the moral operatar,
without any fundamental change in the arrangements that
have resulted from the previous system of explicit de jure
racial privilege, Sometimes the new forms taken by the Racial
Contract are transparently exploitative, for example, the “jim
crow” contract, whose claim of “separate but equal” was pat-

 ently Indicrous. But others—the job discrimination contract,

the restrictive covenant—are harder to prove. Employment
agencies use subterfuges of various kinds: “In 1 990, for exam-
ple, two former employees of one of New York City’s largest
employment agencies divulged that discrimination was rou-
tinely practiced against black applicants, though concealed
behind a number of code words. Clients who did not want to
hire blacks would indicate their preference for applicants who
were ‘All American.’ Foy ite part the agency would signal that
an applicant was black by reversing the initials of the place-
ment counselor.”™ Similarly, a study of how "American apart-
heid” is maintained points out that whereas in the pastrealtors
would have simply refused to sell to blacks, now blacks “are
met by a realtor with a'smiling face who, through a series of
ruses, lies, and deceptions, makes it hard for them to learn
about, inspect, rent, or purchase homes in white neighbor-
hoods. . . . Because the discrimination is latent, however, it is
usually unobservable, even to the person experiencing it. One
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never knows for sure.”’ Nonwhites then find that race is,
paiadoxically, both everywhere and nowhere, structuring their
lives but not formally recognized in political/moral theory.
But in a racially structured polity, the only pecple who can
find it psychologically possible to deny the centrality of race
are those who are racially privileged, for whom race is invisible
precisely because the world is structured around them, white-
ness as the ground against which the figures of other races—
those who, unlike us, are raced-—appear. The fish does not
see the water, and whites do not see the racial nature of a
white polity because it is natural to them, the element in
which they move. As Toni Morrison points out, there are
contexts in which claiming racelessness is itself a racial act.™

Contemporary debates between nonwhites and whites about

- the centrality or peripherality of race can thus be seen as
attempts respectively to point out, and deny, the existence of
the Racial Contract that underpins the social contract. The
frustrating problem nonwhites have always had, and continue
to have, with mainstream political theory is not with abstrac-
tion itself (after all, the “Racial Contract” is itself an abstrac-
tion) but with an idealizing abstraction that abstracts away
from the crucial realities of the racial polity.® The shift to
the hypothetical, ideal contract encourages and facilitates this
abstraction, since the eminently nonideal features of the real
world are not part of the apparatus. There is then, in a sense,
no conceptual point-of-entry to start talking about the funda-
mental way in which [as all nonwhites know] race structures
one’s life and affects one’s life chances.

The black law professor Patricia Williams complains about
an ostensible neutrality that is really “racism in drag,” a sys-
tem of “racism as status quo” which is “deep, angry, eradicated
from view” but continues to make people “avoid the phantom
as they did the substance,” “defer[ring] to the unseen shape
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of things.”” The black philosophy professor Bill Lawson com-
ments on the deficiencies of the conceptual apparatus of tradi-
tional liberelism, which has no room for the peculiar post-
Emancipation status of blacks, simultaneously citizens and
noncitizens.” The black philosopher of law Anita Allen re-
marks on the irony of standard American philosophy of law
texts, which describe a universe in which “all humans are
paradigm rightsholders” and see no need to point out that
the actual U.S. record is somewhat different.” The retreat
of mainstream normative moral and political theory into an
#ideal” theory that ignores race merely rescripts the Racial
Contract as the invisible writing between the lines. So John
Rawls, an American working in the late twentieth century,
writes a book on justice widely credited with reviving postwar
political philosophy in which not a single reference to Ameri-
can slavery and its legacy can be found, and Robert Nozick
creates a theory of justice in holdings predicated on legitimate
acquisition and transfer without more than two or three sen-
tences acknowledging the utter divergence of U.S. history from
this ideal.®™

The silence of mainstream moral and political philosophy
on issues of race is a sign of the continuing power of the

" Contract over its signatories, an illusory color blindness that

actually entrenches white privilege. A genuine transcendence
of its terms would require, as 2 preliminary, the acknowledg-
ment of its past and present existence and the social, political,
economic, psychological, and moral implications it has had
both for its contractors and its victims. By treating the present
as a somehow neutral baseline, with its given configuration

- of wealth, property, social standing, and psychological willing-

ness to sacrifice, the idealized social contract renders perma-
nent the legacy of the Racial Contract. The ever-deepening
abyss between the First World and the Third World, where
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millions—largely nonwhite—die of starvation each year and
many more hundreds of millions--also largely.nonwhite—
live in wretched poverty, is seen as unfortunate [calling, cer-

tainly, for the occasional charitable contribution) but unre-

lated to the history of transcontinentsl and intracontinental
racial exploitation.

Finally, the Racial Contract evolves not merely by altering
the relations between whites and nonwhites but by shifting
the criteria for who counts as white and nonwhite. (So it is
not merely that relations between the respective populations
change but that the population boundaries themselves change
also.) Thus—at least in my preferred account of the Racial
Contract [again, other accounts are possible}—race is debio-
Iogized, making explicit its political foundation. In a sense,
the Racial Contract constructs its signatories as much as they
construct it. The overall trend is toward a limited expansion
of the privileged human population through the “whitening”
of the previously excluded group in question, though there
may be local reversals.

The Nazi project can then be seen in part as the attempt to
turn the clock back by rewriting a more exclusivist version
of the Racial Contract than was globally acceptable at the time.

' {One writer suggests ironically that this was “the attempt of
g8 Y 8]

the Germans to make themselves masters of the master
race.” ! And this backtracking leads to a problem. My catego-
rization {white/nonwhite, person/subperson) has the virtues
of elegance and simplicity and seems to me to map the essential
features of the racial polity accurately, to carve the social
reality at its cntological joints. But since, as a pair of contradic-
tories, this categorization is jointly exhaustive of the possibili-
ties, it raises the question of where to locate what could be
called “borderline” Europeans, white people with a question
mark-—the Irish, Slavs, Mediterraneans, and above all, of
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course, Jews. In the colonial wars with Ireland, the English
routinely used derogatory imagery—"savages,” “cannibals,”
“bestial appearance’~—that it would now seem incredible to

apply to whites.® The wave of mid-nineteenth-century Irish

immigration into the United States stimulated one wit to
observe that “it would be 2 good thing if every Irishman were
to kiil a nigger and then be hung for it,” and caricatures in
the newspapers often represented the Irish as simian. Furopean
racism against nonwhites has been my focus, but there were
also intra-Buropean varieties of “racism"-—Teutonism, Anglo-
Saxonism, Nordicism—which are today of largely antiquarian
interest but which were sufficiently influential in the 1920s
that U.S. immigration law favored “Nordics” over “Mediterra-
neans.” [There is some recognition of this distinction in popular
culture. Cheers fans will remember that the “Italian” waitress
Carla [Rhea Perlman), curly haired and swarthy, sometimes
calls the blond, “alabaster-skinned” WASP Diane [Shelley
Long] “Whitey,” and in the 1992 movie Zebrahead, two black
teenagers discuss the question of whether Italians are reaﬂy
white.) Finally, Jews, of course, have been the victims of Chris-
tian Europe’s anti-Semitic discrimination and pogroms since
medieval times, this record of persecution reaching its horrific
climax under the Third Reich. |

How, then, should these Europeans be categorized, given
the white/nonwhite dichotomization? One solution would be
to reject it for a three- or four-way division. But I am reluctant
to do so, since I think the dyadic partition really does capture
the essential structure of the global racial polity. My solution
therefore is to retain but “fuzzify” the categories, introducing
internal distinctions within them. I have already pointed out

- that some nonwhites {“barbarians” as against “savages”)

ranked higher than others; for example, the Chinese and [Asizan)
Indians would have been placed above Africans and Australian
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Aborigines. So it would seem that one could also rank whites,
and 111 fact Winthrop Jordan notes that “if Europeans were
white, some were whiter than others.”® All whites are equal,
then, but some are whiter, and so more equal, than others,
and all nonwhites are unequal, but some are blacker, and so
more tnequal, than others. The fundamental concept?lal cut,
the primary division, then remains that betw{veer.z whites and
nonwhites, and the fuzzy status of inferior whites is acclomn.lo-
dated by the category of “off-white” rather than nonwh.llte.
Commenting on the failure of the “valiant efforts of the English
to turn their ethnocentric feelings of superiority over the
‘black’ Irish into racism,” Richard Drinnon concl}ldes tl-tii
“the Celts remained at most ‘white niggers’ in theu'eyes.
And with the exception of Nazi Germany, to be dlSClli:}SEd
later, this seems to me a judgment that could be generalized
for all these cases of borderline Furopeans—that they were
not subpersons in the full technical sense and would all have
been ranked ontologically above genuine nonwhites. The ease
with which they have now been assimjlateé into postx-r\rar Eu-
rope and accepted as full whites in the United States is some
evidence for the correctness of this way of drawing the
distinction. ' -
Nevertheless, these problem cases are useful .m
illustrating—against essentialists—the social rather thfm bio-
logical basis of the Racial Contract. Phenotypical whzten-ess
and European origin were not always sufficient for fu]l White-
ness, acceptance into the inner sanctum of the racial club,

and the rules had to be rewritten to permit inclusion. (One
recent book, for example, bears the title How the Irish Beﬁamg :
White.|¥ On the other hand, there are groups “clearly” not :
white who have conjuncturally come to be seen as such. The
Japanese were classified as “honorary whites” for the purpose
of the Axis alliance, the restrictive, local Racial Contract (as
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they were in Scuth Africa under apartheid), while being classi-
fied as verminous nonwhites with respect to the Western Al
lies, inheritors of the global Racial Contract % A Century ago,
at the time of the European domination of China and the Boxer
rebellion, the Chinese were a degraded race, signs were posted
saying “No dogs or Chinese allowed,” and they faced heavy
immigration restrictions and discrimination in the United
States. “Yellow Peril” depictions of Chinese in the American
popular media in the early twentieth century included the
sinister Orientals of Sax Rohmer's Fu Manchu novels and the
Ming the Merciless nemesis of Flash Gordon. But today in the
United States, Asians are seen as a “model minority,” even
[according to Andrew Hacker| “probationary whites,” who

might make it if they hang in there long enough. “Is Yellow

Black or White2” asks one Asian American historian; the an-

swer varies.¥” The point, then, is that the membership require-

ments for Whiteness are rewritten over time, with shifting

criteria prescribed by the evolving Racial Contract.

The Racfal Coniract has to he enforced through violence and

-idealagical conditioning.

The social contract is, by definition, classically voluntaris-

‘tic, modeling the polity on a basis of individualized consent.
‘What justifies the authority of the state over us is that “we

‘the people” agreed to give it that anthority. (On the older,
feudal” patriarchat model, by contrast—the model of Sir Rob-
ert Filmer, Locke’s target in the Second Treatise—peaple were
represented as being born into subordination.}®® The legiti-
macy of the state derives from the freely given consent of the
lgnatories to transfer or delegate their rights to it, and its role
the mainstream moralized] constitutionalist version of the
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contract {Lockean/Kantian) is, correspondingly, to protect .

those rights and safegnard the welfare of its citizens. The
liberal-democratic state is then an ethical state, whether in
the minimalist, night-watchman Lockean version of enforcing
noninterference with citizens’ rights or in the more expansive
redistributivist version of actively promoting citizens’ welfare.
In both cases the liberal state is neutral in the sense of not
privileging some citizens over others. Correspondingly, the
laws that are passed have as their rationale this juridical regula-
tion of the polity for generally acceptable moral ends.

This idealized model of the liberal-democratic state has, of
course, been challenged from various political directions over
the past century or so: the recently revived Hegelian mozal
critique from the perspective of 2 competing, allegedly superior
ideal, a communitarian state seeking actively to promote a
common conception of the good; the degraded version of this
in the fascist corporatist state; the anarchist challenge to all

states as usurping bodies of legitimized.violence; and what

has been the most influential radical critique up till recently,
the Marxist analysis of the state as an instrument of class
power, so that the liberal-democratic state is supposedly un-
masked as the bourgeois state, the state of the ruling class.

My claim is that the model of the Racial Contract shows
us that we need another alternative, another way of theorizing
about and critiquing the state: the racial, or white-
supremacist, state, whose function inter alia is to safeguard
the polity as a white or white-dominated polity, enforcing the
terms of the Racial Contract by the appropriate means and,
when necessary, facilitating its rewriting from one form to
another.

The liberal-democratic state.of classic contractarianism
abides by the terms of the social contract by using force only
to protect its citizens, who delegated this moralized force to
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it s0'that it could guarantee the safety not to be found in the
state of nature. (This was, after all, part of the whole point of
leaving the state of nature in the frst place.} By contrast, the
state established by the Racial Contract is by definition not
neutral, since its purpose is to bring about conformity to the
terms of the Racial Contract among the subperson population,
which will obviously have no reason to accept these terms
voluntarily, since the contract is an exploitation contract. {An
alternative, perhaps even superior, formulation might be: it
Is neutral for its full citizens, who are white, but as a corollary,
it is nonneutral toward the nonwhites, whose intrinsic sav-
agery constantly threatens reversion to the state of nature,
bubbles of wilderness within the polity, as I suggested.)

Of necessity, then, this state treats whites and nonwhites,
persons and subpersons, differently, though in later variants
of the Racial Contract it is necessary to conceal this difference.
In seeking first to establish and later to reproduce itself, the
racial state employs the two traditional weapons of coercion:
physical violence and ideological conditioning.

In the early phase of establishing global white supremacy,
overt physical violence was, of course, the dominant face of
this political project: the genocide of Native Americans in the
conquest of the two continents and of Aborigines in Australia;
the punitive colonial wars in Africa, Asia, and the Pacific;

+ the incredible body counts of slaving expeditions, the Middle

Passage, “seasoning,” and slavery itself; the state-supported
seizure of lands and imposition of regimes of forced labor. In
the expropriation contract, the subpersons are either killed or
placed on reservations, so that extensive daily intercourse
with them is not necessary; they are not part of the white
polity proper. In the slavery and colonial contracts, on the
other hand, persons and subpersons necessarily interact regu-
larly, so that constant watchfulness for signs of subperson
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resistance to the terms of the Racial Contract 18 required. If
the social contract is predicated on voluntarized compliance,
the Racial Contract clearly requires compulsion for the repro-
duction of the political system. In the slavery contract, in
particular, the terms of the contract require of the slave an
ongoing self-negation of personhood, an acceptance of chattel
status, psychologically harder to achieve and so potentially
more explosive than the varieties of subpersonhood imposed
either by the expropriation contract (where one will either be
dead or sequestered in a space far away from white persons)
or the colonial contract {where the status of “minor” leaves
some hope that one may be permitted to achieve adulthood
some day). Thus, in the Caribbean and on the mainland of the
Americas, there were sites where newly arrived Africans were
sometimes taken to be “seasoned” before being transported
to the plantations. And this was basically the metaphysical
operation, carried out through the physical, of breaking them,
transforming them from persons into subpersons of the chattel
variety. But since people could always fake acceptance of sub-
personhood, it was, of course, necessary to keep an eternally
vigilant eye on them for possible signs of dissernbling, in keep-

ing with the sentiment that eternal vigilance is the price of

freedom.

The coercive arms of the state, then—the police, the penal
system, the army-—need to be seen as in part the enforcers of
the Racial Contract, working both to keep the peace and pre-
vent crime among the white citizens, and to maintain the’
racial order and detect and destroy challenges to it, o that
across the white settler states nonwhites are incarcerated at;

differential rates and for longer terms. To understand the lon

bloody history of police brutality against blacks in the United
States, for example, one has to recognize it not as excesses
by individual racists but as an organic part of this political
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enterprise. There is a well-known perception in the black
community that the police~particularly in the jim crow days
of segregation and largely white police forces—were basically
an “army of eccupation.”

Correspondingly, in all these white and white-ruled polities,
attacking or killing whites has always been moraily and juridi-
cally singled out as the crime of crimes, a horrific break with
the natural order, not merely because of the greater value of
white (i.e., a person’s) life but because of its larger symbolic
significance as a challenge to the racial polity. The death pen-
alty is differentially applied to nonwhites both in the scope
of crimes covered [i.e., racially differentiated penalties for the
same crimes)® and in its actual cerrying out. (In the history
of U.S. capital punishment, for example, over one thousand
people have been executed, but only very rarely has a white
been executed for killing a black.J*® Individual acts of subper-
son violence against whites and, even more serious, slave rebel-
lions and colonisl uprisings are standardly punished in an
exemplary way, pour encourager les autres, with torture and
retaliatory mass killings far exceeding the number of white
Yictims. Such acts have to be seen not as arbiirary, not as
the product of individual sadism (though they encourage and
rovide an outlet for it), but as the appropriate moral and

political response—prescribed by the Racial Contract—to a

threat to a system predicated on nonwhite subpersonhood.
ere is an outrage that is practically metaphysical because
ne’s self-conception, one’s white iciéntity as a superior being
entitled to rule, is under attack.

'Ij'hujs in the North and South American reactions to Native
lerican resistance and slave uprisings, in the European re-
ponses to the Saint Domingue (Haitian) revolution, the Sepoy
rising (“Indian Mutiny”), the Jamaican Morant Bay insurrec-
1, the Boxer rebellion in China, the struggle of the Hereros
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in German Africa, in the twentieth century colonial and neo-
colonial wars (Ethiopia, Madagascar, Vietnam, Algeria, Ma-
laya, Kenyz, Angola, Mozambique, Guinea-Bissau, Namibia),
in the white settlers’ battles to maintain a white Rhodesia
and an apartheid South Africa, one repeatedly sees the same
pattern of systematic massacre. it is a pattern that confirms
that an ontological shudder has been sent through the system
of the white polity, calling forth what could be called the
white terror to make sure that the foundations of the moral
and political universe stay in place. Describing the “shock to
white America” of the Sioux defeat of Custex’s Seventh Cav-
alry, one author writes: “It was the kind of humiliating defeat
that simply could not be handed to 2 modern nation of 40
million people by a few scarecrow savages.”” V. G. Kiernan
comments on Haiti: “No savagery that has been recorded of
Africans anywhere could outdo some of the acts of the French
in their efforts to regain control of the island.” Of the Indian
Mutiny, he writes, “After victory there were savage reprisals.
For the first time on such a scale, but not the last, the West
was trying to quell the East by frightfulness. . . . Some of the
facts that have come down to us almost stagger belief, even
After the horrors of Europe’s own twentieth-century history. 91
In general, then, watchfulness for nonwhite resistance and a
corrésponding readiness to employ massively disproportionate
retaliatory violence are intrinsic to the fabric of the racial
polity in a way different from the response to the typical
crimes of white citizens.
But official state violence is not the only sanction of the
Racial Contract. In the Lockean state of nature, in the absence
of 2 constituted juridical and penal authority, natural law per-

mits individuals thernselves to punish wrongdoers. Those who

show by their actions that they lack or have “renounced” the
reason of natural law and are like “wild Savage Beasts, with
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whom Men can have no Society nor Security,” may licitly
be destroyed.®® But if in the racial polity nonwhites may be
regarded as inherently bestial and savage {quite independently
of what they happen to be doing at any particular moment),
then by extension they can be conceptualized in part as
carrying the state of nature around with them, incarnating
wildness and wilderness in their person. In effect, they can be
regarded even in civil society as being potentially at the center
of a mobile free-fire zone in which citizen-to-citizen/white-
on-white moral and juridical constraints do not obtain. Par-
ticularly in frontier situations, where official White authority
is distant or unreliable, individual whites may be regarded as
endowed with the authority to enforce the Racial Contract
themselves. Thus in the United States paradigmatically (but
also in the European settlement in Australia, in the colonial
outpost in the “bush” or “jungle” of Asia and Africa) there is
2 long history of vigilantism and lynching at which white
officialdom basically connived, inasmuch as hardly anybody
was ever punished, though the perpetrators were well known,

and on occasion photographs were even available. (Some

lynchings were advertised days in advance, and hundreds or
thousands of people gathered from surrounding districts.P* In
the Northern Territory of Australia, one government medical
officer wrote in 1901, “It was notorious that the blackfellows
were shot down like crows and that no notice was taken.”?
The other dimension of this coercion is ideological. K the
Racial Contract creates its signatoriés, those party to the Con-
tract, by constructing them as “white persons,” it also tries
to make its victims, the objects of the Contract, into the
“nonwhite subpersons” it specifies. This project requires labor
at both ends, involving the development of a depersonizing
conceptual apparatus through which whites must learn to see
nonwhites and also, crucially, through which nonwhites must
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learn to see themselves. For the nonwhites, then, this is some-
thing like the intellectual equivalent of the physical process
of “seasoning,” “slave breaking,” the aim being to produce an
entity who accepts subpersonhood. Frederick Douglass, in his
famous frst autobiography, describes the need to “darken [the]
moral and mental vision, and, as far as possible, to annihilate
the power of reason” of the slave: “He must be able to detect
no inconsistencies in slavery; he must be made to feel that
slavery is right; and he can be brought to that only when he
ceases to be a man.”% Originally denied education, blacks were
later, in the postbellum period, given an education appropriate
to postchattel status—the denial of a past, of history, of
achievermnent—so that as far as possible they would accept
their prescribed roles of servant and menial laborer, comic
coons and Sambos, grateful Uncle Toms and Aunt Jemimas.
Thus in one of the most famous books from the black Ameri-
can experience, Carter Woodson indicts “the mis-education
of the Negro.”’” And as late as the 1950s, James Baldwin could
declare that the “separate but equal” system of segregation
“has worked brilliantly,” for “it has allowed white people,

with scarcely any pangs of conscience whatever, to create, in-

every generation, only the Negro they wished to see."?

In the case of Native Americans, whose resistance was
largely over by the 1870s, a palicy of cultural assimilation was
introduced under the slogan “Kill the Indian, but save the
man,” aimed at the suppression and eradication of native reli-
gious beliefs and ceremonies, such as the Sioux Sun Dance.”
Similarly, a hundred years later, Daniel Cabixi, a Brazilian
Pareci Indian, complains that “the missions kill us from
within. . . . They impose upon us another religion, belittling
the vahies we hold. This decharacterises us to the point where
we are ashamed to be Indians.”’® The Mohawk scholar Jerry
Gambill lists “Twenty-one ways to ‘scalp’ an Indian,” the first
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being “Make him a non-person. Human rights are for people.
Convince Indians their ancestors were savages, that they were
pagan.”*® Likewise, in the colonial enterprise, children in the
Caribbean, Africa, and Asia were taught out of PBritish or
French or Dutch schoolbooks to see themselves as aspirant
(but, of course, never full} colored Europeans, saved from the
barbarities of their own cultures by colonial intervention, duly
reciting “our ancestors, the Gauls,” and growing up into adults
with “black skin, white masks.”'® Australian Aborigine stu-
dents write: “Black is, wronged at white schools but righted
by experience. . . . Black is, going to white school and coming
home again no wiser.”'® Ngiigi wa Thiong'o describes, from
his experience in his native Kenya, the “cultural bomb” of
British imperialism, which prohibited learning in the oral tra-
dition of Gikuyu and trained him and his schoolfellows to see
themselves and their country through the alien eyes of
H. Rider Haggard and John Buchan: “The effect of a cultural
bomb is to annihilate a people’s belief in their names, in their
langnages, in their environment, in their heritage of struggle,
in their unity, in their capacities and ultimately in themselves.
It makes them see their past as one wasteland of non-
achievement and it makes them want to distance themselves
from that wasteland.”"* Racism as an ideology needs to be
understood as aiming at the minds of nonwhites as well as
whites, inculcating subjugation. If the social contract requires
that all citizens and persons learn to respect themselves and
each other, the Racial Contract prescribes nonwhite self-
loathing and racial deference to white citizens. The ultimate
~triumph of this education is that it eventually becomes possi-
- ble to characterize the Racial Contract as “consensual” and
“voluntaristic” even for nonwhites.
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