Initial Post: "Black Bodies, White Science: Louis Agassiz's Slave Daguerreotypes."
One of the most important things that I have learned is that of separate creation. The author, Louis Agassiz brought up the debate concerning whether mankind had come in a single pair in a certain place, or whether human beings were of varying species, having originated in many different places of creation. There were two schools of thought which are believers in the basic ‘unity’ of mankind and the ‘plurality of origin’ of human kind. There seems to have arisen one important aspect of the dispute which is the problem about Negro slavery. This was due since those making up the pluralist school were insisting that men were separately created. They also argued that since men were created separately, then they were awarded different mental abilities as well as physical appearance. The appearance notion is well-illustrated from the Louis Agassiz’s slave daguerreotype which shows the physical appearance of a black man. He also drew images of the other races in order to indicate that there were in deed physical differences amongst the members of the different races.  However, these debates have pointed out to the fact that “race” is a political issue. It is a product that can be subjective in terms of choice as it revolves around issues of power.
One thing that surprised me is that the people whose nudity are indicated in this piece of work appear to be detached from the cameraman. This could serve as a clear indication that these people were forced to take these photos; they did not give their consent to the acts. “In what seems to be a deliberate refusal to engage with the camera or its operator … jaws clenched (Brian 40).” This kind of behavior by the blacks raises questions regarding the social investment in “race”. “Photography”, and the museum. There was no sense of forcing these people to be part of what they were doing. 
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