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SIX

A PHENOMENOLOGY OF HESITATION

Interrupting Racializing Habits of Seeing

Avrian AL-Saj1

his chapter provides a phenomenological account of racializing vision,

with the aim not only of understanding its intransigent and closed logic
but of sketching the avenues and practices needed for its interruption.' To
begin, three examples can help frame the concerns lying behind my phenom-
enological reflections on racism; albeit anecdotal, and though this chapter
will deal with racializing perception at a more general level, these examples
clarify the stakes involved. The examples are not meant to be exhaustive of
experiences of racism or of the antiracist responses open to us, but they are
meant to remind us of the difficulties involved in thinking how racism (espe-
cially at the level of perception, affect, and prereflective experience) operates
and can be overcome.?

1. In the context of the public debate surrounding the Muslim
headscarf or “veil” in France, a debate that led to the passage
of the 2004 law banning conspicuous religious signs in public
schools (and that continues today with the face veil, or niqab,
as its object), a frenzy of media and news coverage about girls
wearing headscatrves in schools occurred in France. In one such
news story on a public television channel, just prior to the passage
of the law, a common though baffling reaction was documented
(baffling at the time, at least to me). A Muslim gitl attending
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secondaty school had attempted to citcumvent the interdiction on
the headscatf imposed in het school (at the time decisions regard-
ing headscarves were made on a case-by-case basis and, hence,
left up to school administrations). Instead of a hijab covering
the head and neck, she wore a high-necked sweater and wrapped
her hair in a bandana or scarf tied at the back of the neck. This
achieved a certain level of cover while in the classroom; when
the gitl left the gates of the school, she would put on her heads-
carf over her bandana and go back to life as usual. Though this
“compromise” was accepted by the school for a time, tensions
were palpable in the news piece. As the girl entered her class-
room (in high-neck and bandana), the teacher responsible for the
class reacted with immediate and visceral repulsion; she could not
(physically and emotionally) tolerate the presence of the girl in
her classroom, expressing violently and vocally her desire for the
gitl to leave.> What was clear was that the teacher saw the girl as
willfully incarnating religious dogmatism and gender oppression;
het reaction was not that of worked-through argument or judg-
ment, but of prereflective perception and affect.*

. In her essay, “You Mixed?r Racial Identity Without Racial Biol-

ogy,” Sally Haslanger desctibes how living with her adopted Afri-
can Ametican children, and in a “mixed” family, has altered her
own body sense and image.* More than being simply a question
of comfortt zones, this transformation takes place at the level of
perception, affective openness and sense of community with
African Americans. Importantly, it is an alteration that disrupts
tacializing habits and aesthetics, and that changes her perception
of, and response to, other bodies as well as her own. It recon-
figures her bodily attachment to, and physical presence among,
others. Such transformation is not limited to interactions with
her childten; rather Haslanger finds that her bodily, affective, and
social map has been redrawn.® She notes how this has made her
sensitive to the implicit racism of some social spaces, in a bodily
and affective (and not simply reflective) way, since “[t]acism is no
longer just something I find offensive and morally objectionable;
I experience it as a personal harm.”’

. A personal example. When I first met my partner in 1996, he was

an elementary school teacher working in a socially disadvantaged
school in the south of France (a school with a visible proportion
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of students of North Aftican descent). The debate around heads-
catves in schools was alteady very much alive in France, and at
that time and for several years after, I would attempt to convince
him, through all the arguments and analyses at my disposal, that
the widespread reaction to veiling in France was misconceived.
As a good public servant and citizen, he was committed to the
principle of /ziuité (the French version of secularism) in the pub-
lic school system. What this meant, for him and for many other
friends and colleagues in France, was that veiling could not have
a place in schools. As someone whose immediate family includes
both women who wear the hijab and unveiled women, and where
veiled women have attained a high level of educational and pro-
fessional achievement (as engineers and lawyers), I saw the French
reaction to veiling as eliding the reality and multiplicity of Muslim
wotnen’s experiences. My arguments, however, did not seem to
wotk on my partnet, so we left it at that. Several years later, hav-
ing moved to Montreal, the question of veiling arose again in
the context of the debate that led up to the 2004 French law. In
the meantime, my mother and grandmother (who both wear the
hijab) had been very much a part of our everyday lives. At this
juncture, it became appatent that my partner was not only critical
of the proposed law but had revised his reaction so thoroughly
that his previous attitude seemed alien to him. Instead of owing
to my persuasive abilities, it was the transformed affective tissue
of collective living that seems to have shifted my partner’s per-
ceptions. Women weating the hijab, and the modalities of inter-
action that such veiling dictated, were now, to him, part of inter-
subjective life. New habits of seeing had emerged: veiling was no
longet perceived as a homogeneous object (hiding subjects from
view); tather, differentiations in ways of veiling and interacting
were seen as adumbrations of individuated and concrete subjects
who commanded singular and contextual responses.

In what follows, I propose to explore the question of racializing vision
and the possibilities for its critical interruption by drawing on the phenom-
enologies of Frantz Fanon, Mautice Metleau-Ponty and Iris Marion Young
and on Henti Bergson’s philosophy of time. My account also proceeds in
conversation with contemporary race theotists such as Linda Martin Alcoff
and Shannon Sullivan. I should note that although Merleau-Ponty’s work
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lacks a systematic consideration of “race,” I find his phenomenology to offer
a nuanced framework for thinking racializing perception.® This stems from
Metleau-Ponty’s attention to the ambivalence and contextualism of visual
relations, a nuanced approach he shares with Fanon. Vision is neither inher-
ently harmonious not necessatily objectifying and hostile. It can become the
location for violent and objectifying misrepresentation, but also for criti-
cal attunement and affective openness.” Vision, then, contains the ground
for both objectification and its critique, for racialization and for antiracist
interventions into social practice. My aim in this chapter is to disclose both
these possibilities. While sections 1 and 2 uncover the phenomenological
structures of racializing vision and affect, section 3 explores the power of
hesitation to open such structures to transformation and critique. Hesitation,
I claim, is a necessaty condition for critical and ethical seeing, although hesi-
tation by itself is not a sufficient response. To understand this, I distinguish
generative from oppressive forms of hesitation in section 4, and I show in
section 5 how hesitation is in need of enduring relations with others and of
the critical wotk of memory in order to become productive. In the second
half of the chaptet, I thus present a phenomenology of hesitation as a means
for interrupting the racializing habits of seeing and affect, described in the
first half. In the course of these phenomenological studies, I will revisit the
above examples.

1. A Phenomenology of Racializing Vision

In Black Skin, White Masks, Frantz Fanon shows how racialization is not only
a process by which the identities of self and other are constituted (an other-
ing process a la Jean-Paul Sartre); it is a socially pathological othering with
impottant structural features."” This othering involves a projective mecha-
nism (or intentionality) by which what is undesirable in the self is projected
onto the other; the result is a negative mirroting whereby the other is con-
stituted as that which this self is not, or does not take itself to be.'' “Black”
is hence oppositionally constructed as that which “white” identity disavows.
Through this racialization, difference no longer appears to be relational or
fluid; difference is made into opposition and hierarchy, so that identities
appeat to be mutually exclusive and in-themselves terms. What allows this
hierarchy to be seen as a feature of the world, and racializing operations to
remain hidden from view, is the way in which race is perceived as belong-
ing to visible features of the body (such as skin color). Racialization, hence,

A Phenomenology of Hesitation 137

relies on the naturalization of projected and oppositional difference to the
perceived body.

Moreover, racialization not only structures the ways in which bodies are
represented and perceived, it describes the ways in which colonialism and
White supremacy divide bodies politically, economically, spatially, and socially
in order to exploit and dominate them.'? Racialization is, then, the histotical
and social process by which races are constructed, seen and, when intetiot-
ized or epidermalized, lived. The power of Fanon’s account of racism is
twofold, in my view, for he is interested both in the naturalization of race, its
constitution in relation to visible bodily markers that come to unconsciously
stand in for race, and in its rationalization, the way in which racism takes itself
to originate as a mere reaction to the racialized other. He shows that it is of
the essence of racism to forget the histories and operations of power, which
constitute it, and to scapegoat or blame its victims. What Fanon reveals in his
account of racialization is that the construction of race in the White imagi-
nary has more to do with white domination and dematcations of “white-
ness” than with the concrete racialized others that are its ostensible objects.
In other words, there is a ignorance to racism that is not merely accidental,
but that sustains its operations—a forgetting which actively hides racializing
mechanisms and misconstrues its objects.

A primary way in which racialization takes hold in lived experience, while
remaining unconscious and invisible, is by means of perception. As ctitical
race theorists have shown, racializing perception operates by projecting race
as a property of the visible body, naturalizing racial categories to bodily fea-
tures such as skin color, facial attributes, bodily styles, and in cultural racism,
bodily practices and clothing,"” In this way, “race” becomes petceived as a
natural category and not a social, cultural, and historical construct. The seem-
ing naturalness of perceived “race”-categories works to justify the vety racist
logic that produced them. That the racialization of bodies and the rational-
ization of racism are intimately tied to their naturalization in visual percep-
tion opens a site of phenomenological questioning; for it is impottant to ask
not only what in the structure of vision allows it to become tacializing, but
also how racializing vision operates, what is distinctive about it."* More gen-
etally, is the objectification of others in racist and sexist petception simply
the elaboration of a universal tendency within vision (as one may be tempted
to conclude from the Sartrean theory of the gaze, for instance); ot is there a
distinctive phenomenological structure to these ways of seeing?'® In my view,
it is by interrogating the recalcitrance and rigidity of racializing vision, at the
same time as its contextualism and contingency, that the means for criticizing
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and transforming this vision can come to view.'® Such a race-critical and fem-
inist interrogation can find resoutces in Metleau-Ponty’s phenomenology,
as Linda Martin Alcoff has shown.!” Significantly, within a Metleau-Pontian
frame, the visual naturalization of “race” can be understood to be made pos-
sible by the intentional structure of vision and its reliance on habit, but not
to be necessitated by them.

For Merleau-Ponty, vision is not a mere neutral recording of the visible.
As the Phenomenology of Perception shows, we learn to see.'® This means that
vision not only makes visible, it does so differentially according to sedimented
habits of seeing—accotding to the tacit ways our bodies relate to and move
in the world, allowing certain aspects of that wotld to be foregrounded. Such
habits of seeing owe to a social, cultural, and historical field—a visual field
structured in such ways as to motivate, without fully determining, certain
forms of perception, certain meaning-making schemas.”” Through sedimen-
tation and habituation, the constitutive operations of vision remain tacit or
unconscious; its intentionality works in us without our reflective awareness. It
is the petceived object that is seen, as figure against ground, while the habits
of visual petception remain themselves invisible. As Alcoff notes, we see
through our habits; we do not see them.” Invisible is the gaze (or seeing body)
in its constitutive and dynamic relation to the object, as well as the historical
horizon and spatial ground against which that object is adumbrated. Indeed,
the object appeats visible in itself, while the relational and perspectival condi-
tions of that visibility are elided.

Though vision is generally habitual, not all vision is objectifying or, more
specifically, racializing (i.e., vision is not inevitably racist, but contextually and
histotically s0).* I would claim that racializing vision builds on the inten-
tionality and habituality of vision in general, on the self-reflexive erasure of
vision before the visibility of its object. Bu# racializing vision is both more and less
than this. Although I agree with Alcoff that racializing vision is, like all vision,
habitual, T believe that a further dimension structures racializing vision and
explains its closure.”? In other words, it is important to ask not only how
racialization takes hold as petceptual habit, but also how that habit differs, in
its intransigence and dehumanization, from the improvisational fluidity and
responsivity of habit mote generally. I believe this can be traced by asking
after the structure of racializing vision as more and less than vision in general
Racializing vision is /ss in that the affectivity and receptivity of vision ate
citcumsctibed—the openness of vision to other ways of being, which may
destabilize or shatter its perceptual schemas, delimited. The dynamic ability
of vision to change is partially closed down. Racialized bodies are not only
seen as naturally infetior, they cannot be seen otherwise. In its overdetermination,
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racializing vision is also zore. The mechanism of otheting, which undergirds
this vision, sustains itself by means of the very perceptions, representations,
and affects it produces.” Hence, witness the homogeneity and petsistence
of this vision. In a narcissistic and self-justifying move, racializing habits of
seeing inscribe their cause in the perceived body, positing themselves as the
objective or natural reaction to that body. In this way, these habits rationalize
racism. Although the dnability to see otherwise is a limitation that belongs to
racializing vision (and not to the bodies seen), this limitation is naturalized to
those bodies, so that they are taken to cotrespond to that and on/y that which
this vision sees.

Racializing vision thus weats “blindets” (to borrow an expression from
Betgson).* It is a representational and objectifying way of seeing. This inabil-
ity to see otherwise—what I call the “I cannot” of racialization—should be
understood to belong to social-cultural horizons, historically tied to modes-
nity and colonial expansion in the West and motivated by imaginary and epis-
temic investments in representation and the metaphysics of subject-object.?
But the logic of racialization dictates its own self-forgetting; the hotizon,
to which the construction of “race” owes, is elided by the visual naturaliza-
tion of “race.”” To see “race” as belonging to certain bodies is to overlook
the social, histotical, economic dimensions that contextualize “race.” Here,
I would claim that there is a kind of “I cannot” that structures racializing
vision and that is not in contradiction with its “I can.”” This “I cannot”
institutes, circumscribes and indeed makes possible the objectifying teleology
of the racializing “I can: I can see bodies as raced only because I cannot see
them otherwise. Had it been possible to see more than raced object-bodies
(to be affectively open to the difference and becoming of lived bodies), ot to
see /ess than naturalized bodies (to be awate of the social-historical structures
of domination that institute my own vision), then it is not “race” as such
that I would see.”® “Race”-perception operates through a double exclusion or
invisibility. In seeing bodies as “raced,” their and my dependency on social
positionality cannot be seen. Bodies are recognized in neither their relational-
ity, nor their plasticity and lived-ness, but as “biologically” inborn ot cultur-
ally invariant types composed of inherent traits. At the same time, the very
mechanism by which racialization hierarchically stratifies and congeals the
visual field is disavowed.” In this sense, ideals of postracial color-blindness
do not overcome but rather repeat and confirm such racist disavowal.

By means of this double exclusion, racializing vision citcumsctibes and
configures what is seen, so that the realm of visual objectivity is narrower
than the historicity and social structute on which it relies. More importantly,
it is not only structures of oppression that are invisible, but the affective and
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lived subjectivities that undetgo their effects, and which are more than those
effects. What I want to claim is closed down in racializing perception is the
receptivity of vision: its ability to be affected, to be touched, by that which
lies beyond or beneath its habitual objectifying schemas. It is the openness
to unanticipated (and not immediately cognizable) difference—an affective
openness that usually grounds the dynamic and improvisatory character of
perceptual habits—that the “I cannot” of racializing vision aims to limit.*

2. Racializing Affect

The affective closure of racializing perception requires further scrutiny, for,
at the same time, this petception is often deeply visceral (as we saw in the first
example of this chapter). Indeed, racialization proceeds not only through
unconscious perceptual habits, but also through habituated and socialized
affects that inextricably colot and configure perception. Though affect is pre-
intentional, on the phenomenological account, it can provide the motivating
and material support for the projective intentionality of racializing percep-
tion, and, hence, is implicated in naturalizing its reactive directionality. Affect
and perception form two sides of the same phenomenon, linking that which
is seen as racialized to its immediately felt effects on the racializing body.”
This immediacy is ctucial for the naturalization that sustains racializing habits.

To see this we must return to the first example and examine more closely
the teacher’s repulsion in response to her Muslim student. While this repul-
sion appeats to have been caused by the Muslim girl’s attire (or the hint of
a headscarf that her attire recalls), it is the teacher’s repulsion that casts this
student’s body and her clothing as “intolerable.” The gitl’s presence is at
once seen and felt to be intolerable (to the teacher); and this works to justify,
indeed naturalize, the racist reaction of tepulsion itself.** The mechanism
of othering by which racializing petception inscribes its cause in the racial-
ized body proceeds here at the prereflective level. The teacher’s perception
thus appears immediate, the mote so because it is colored by affect. And it
is this very immediacy that seems to justify the teacher’s response. Since the
racist reaction of intolerance takes the form of a quasi-automatic, bodily,
and affective reaction to the appearance of the girl’s body, this reaction can
be read as itself a “natural” reaction to the way things are (rather than as 2
culturally, socially, and histotically constituted comportment). The nonreflec-
tive level at which perception and affect opetate function to hide the ways in
which these operations are mediated and constituted by a history and culture
of racism, effectively naturalizing what is seen and felt. It is in this sense that
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(moral) tesponsibility for cultural racism is blamed on its victims. The source
of culturally racist hostility is taken to lie in the “irrational” and “intolet-
able” practices of cultural others (here Muslim girls who veil), exculpating
both racist bodies and the racist social body that enables and circulates such
affect.”

Affect does not here break out of the circle of the “I cannot see oth-
erwise”; indeed, it guards this circle and contributes to its closure. “I can-
not feel otherwise” serves to both naturalize the intolerability of the other
and exculpate the teacher, and the social body of which she is a part, from
responsibility for her response. What is “otherwise” is not only occluded
from vision, but also from feeling, imagination, and undetstanding; that a
veiled Muslim female subjectivity or agency may exist, which cannot be reduced
to the false consciousness of gender oppression, is not only invisible but
affectively inaccessible and unimaginable. The affect of repulsion marks the
limits of tolerance and polices the intolerable, simultaneously defining it. In
this dichotomization, the complexity of lived subjectivities is elided. While,
in this example, the tolerable may be defined by secularized Muslim women
and the intolerable by oppressed veiled women, the possibility of real Muslim
women’s lives that do not fit into this schema remains a blind spot.* Rather
than engaging in the affective work of responding to those lives, repulsion
blocks that response, effectively congealing the potosity and fluidity of the
affective sphere. Ethical unresponsiveness to the other (the perceptual and
affective “I cannot”) is hence masked and justified by an affective hypet-
reaction that, at once sustains racialization and blocks the difficult work of
responsivity by taking its place.

This phenomenon can be described, following Fanon, as “affective anky-
losis.”* “Affective ankylosis” conveys, at once, the rigidity, immobility, and
numbing that characterize racializing affects; it explains the recalcitrance of
these affects. The rigidity of racializing affect can be witnessed in its temporal-
ity, for this affect is not only frozen in its response but repetitive in its form.
This is not simply to say that racializing affect repeats the schemas of the
past acontextually in future settings. It is to say that the past is hete congealed
as schema and is, as such, overdetermined and fixed in its sense; this is the
past as “historico-racial schema,” the past constructed as myth, stereotype,
distorted and isolated remnant.® Corresponding to this overdetermination
of the past, there is a predetermination of the future. The future is not the
open setting where newness can be created; its possibilities ate projected and
mapped in advance based on the ossified schemas of the past. It is in this
vein that Fanon describes affective ankylosis as an “inability to liquidate the
past,” for, instead of being worked-through and remembered, this past is
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tepeated in the present and closes down the future.”” By only being receptive
to that which is determined in advance, such rigidity enacts, in a tempora|
registet, the negative mirroring characteristic of racialization.

The rigidity of racializing affect can be seen not only in the closed tem-
porality it projects onto the bodies it racializes (and which it takes to belong
to the “closed” nature of those bodies themselves), but also in its own tem-
potal immobility. Thete is a lack of fluidity or becoming to racializing affect, 5
totalizing sense of completeness or absorption that means it does not hesi-
tate in its course and does not become otherwise. Not only is receptivity
to that which does not already figure on its racialized perceptual map fore-
closed, this affect does not search beyond that foreclosure and does not open
onto other affective responses or modes of response. In this sense, racial-
izing affect short-circuits the work of responsivity and self-critical engage-
ment that comes with sustained coexistence with others. This highlights the
numbing of receptivity that paradoxically accompanies the strong affects of
tacialization—as if these affects serve as blinders. This numbness is twofold,
for it affects both the self—in its lack of critical self-awareness and its active
forgetting of the structures of oppression and privilege on which it relies—
and the relation to others, eliding nuance, modulation, and adaptive effort in
responding to singular others and divergent situations. Not only is the recep-
tivity and responsiveness of the affective sphere curtailed, the creative and
critical potential of affect to hesitate, which I will discuss below, is blocked.

The recalcitrant invisibility that structures racializing vision and affect—
the “I cannot see or feel otherwise”—means that antiracist practice needs to
be more than a discprsive or cognitive intervention (though this discursive
level is also required).® Precisely because of the role of perceptual habit
and affect in naturalizing racism, it is within perception and affectivity that I
believe critical antiracist practice must find its tools. Here, the inner weakness
(or potential) of habits of seeing to become aware of their own affective
limitations and conditions, to recall their historicity and social horizonality,
must be mined. Drawing on Bergson’s account of habit, I find this critical
potential in the form of hesitation.

3. Hesitation and Affect

Hesitation defines the structute of titne for Betgson, the ontological interval
whetein time makes a difference, whetein it acts in experience. The differ-
ence that time makes is felt as delay: “time is what hinders everything from
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peing given at once. It retards, or rather it is [delay).” This implies, as in
Gilles Deleuze’s formula, that the whole is not given, that thete is no comple-
fion ot closute for an enduring reality.* That all is not given means that what
;s must be understood as tendency and becoming rather than thing; this is
jmportant not only for how we see objects and bodies, but for what it means
to see, feel, and think. If experience itself is tendency, to use Bergson’s term,
then its tempotal structure is that of indetermination, becoming, and poten-
tial change. Tendency connotes not simply movement, but “nascent change
of ditection.”™ Fot to hesitate is to feel one’s way tentatively and receptively;
time is “tAtonnement,” says Betgson, that is, a search without finality or tele-
ology, an expetimentation that does not dictate the future it will find.* Such
a seatch does not take the form of linear progression,; it forks and diverges
continually, so that the futures it encounters were not those initially antici-
pated, being irreducible to the repetition of the past. But neither is the past
a self-same or congealed idea, on this account. Though the past as a virtual
whole pushes on each present, actualizing itself there, this past is dynamically
reconfigured through the passage of events. The past is not the accumulation
of events in a container, but the continuous immanent transformation of
sense and force that is tendency.” Newness, in othet words, arises not only
from the openness to the futute but from the way the past is remembered in
hesitation; memoty and invention are here intertwined. Hesitation does not
only delay, it also opens onto elaboration and becoming otherwise. Since all
is not given, what happens in the interval is becoming.

Phenomenologically, affect plays a vital role in the bodily experience
of temporal hesitation. In Matter and Memory, Bergson notes that affect is
felt when the body hesitates in the course of habitual action.* The causal
sequence of excitation and response is interrupted and hesitation takes its
place. Here, hesitation is felt as bodily affect—so that we might speak of
affective hesitation ot of hesitating affect. This affect not only takes the place
of, and hence delays, habitual action; it also prefigures the delayed habit, mak-
ing it visible as an anticipated future among others in the world. Through
affect the body waits before acting; it has the time not only to perceive, but
also to remembet. In this sense, to feel is to no longer repeat the past auto-
matically, but to imagine and temember it Affective hesitation can thus
make felt the historicity, contingency, and sedimentation of habitual actions
and perceptions, as well as their plasticity. Moreover, if we understand affect
as tendency, then affect is not a completed reality or atomistic thing, but
a process always open to further elaboration, forking, and becoming. Such
affect opens up routes for feeling, seeing, and acting differently.
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Although the teacher’s affective reaction described in the first example
of this chaptet would seem to belie Bergson’s account of affective hesita-
tion, I believe that Bergson’s theory allows us to distinguish the ankylosis of
affect in tacializing perception from the critical potential of affect in hesi-
tation. Betgson’s account makes visible, by contrast, that which is missing,
distorted or ankylosed in racializing affect. While Bergson is not concerned
with racialization but with the general objectifying effects of socialization,
his account points to the necessary condition by which affect becomes receptive
and responsive, namely hesitation. Though hesitation is not sufficient in my
account—it must rely on a context that motivates it and a sustained working-
through that holds it open—it represents a necessaty step. In presenting this
Bergsonian diagnosis, I do not mean to propose hesitation as an isolated or
willful remedy to racializing habit. My putpose, tather, is to show what is
phenomenologically needed for perception and affect to become responsive,
and the ontological ground of this possibility in the structure of temporality
and affective life. It is in this sense that the phenomenology of hesitation I
am offering can be read as a corrective—potentially ctitical and ethical—to
the reifying structures of racializing perception and affect described above.

Though it may be tempting to align racializing and responsive affects
with so-called positive and negative emotions, such a categorization not only
ovetlooks the way in which emotions can serve different functions (e.g,
anger can be hostility or the beginning of critique), it also mistakes the nature
of the difference between the affects in question. At stake in the distinction
between racializing and responsive affects are, I believe, different ways of
relating to the interval of hesitation, and thus to tempotality. This structural
and temporal difference also means that affects that are closed may, through
various strategies and circumstances, become responsive, and that those that
are responsive must be guarded against closure.

Returning to the example of the teacher, it would seem that she felt, but
did not hesitate. Indeed, the interval of the present was saturated with an
affect so seemingly immediate and deeply absorbing that there was no time
for anything else. The totalizing sense of completeness that characterizes
racializing affect means that, for it, @/ is given (in contrast to the incomplete-
ness of Bergsonian hesitation). First, that a// is given means that racializing
affect projects and narcissistically perpetuates itself in all contexts and times,
expecting to encounter confirmations of itself there. This recalls Shannon
Sullivan’s description of habits of white privilege as “ontologically expan-
sive.”** Second, I would add that the a// which is given has been circumscribed
in advance according to racializing schemas, so that we must understand this
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«“expansiveness” to be based on a structural closure, an “I cannot see or
feel otherwise.” And, third, to take a// fo be given is to short-circuit hesita-
tion. Racializing affect thus attempts to overdetermine what happens in the
temporal interval, constructing it as closed hotizon. This not only truncates
the ability of affect to become othetwise, it numbs both self-awareness and
receptivity.

In contrast, as we saw in Betgson’s account, affect does not simply take
place in the interval of hesitation, as if interposed from without; this affect
embodies hesitation and, hence, opens the interval from within. It would
be more accurate to say, along with Deleuze, that this affect happens in the
interval but does not fill it.*" In this sense, affect can hold open the interval of
hesitation, leaving the space, the time, for more to come. Since a// is not given
for this affect, it can become otherwise—opening onto other affective ten-
dencies and perceptions, but also recalling divergent memories and becoming
imagination, action, language, and thinking. In other wotds, by hesitating,
affective becoming has the potential to destabilize itself and transform, to
become self-aware and respond. Here, affect is tendency rather than thing.
The intetval of hesitation—of indetermination and nonteleological search-
ing—structures not only the evolution or winding course of affect itself, but
its relations to others and the world. This interval of indetermination, with
all its creative potential, is not yet ctitique, however. To see how affect can
become critically responsive, let us return to Bergson’s account of affect in
Matter and Memor).

Affect constitutes a singular and positive phenomenon for Bergson.*
Though affection is different in kind from perception, according to Bergson,
they are inextricably linked. Bergson notes that there is no perception with-
out affection, since the body is not a mathematical point in space, but flesh
exposed to the wotld.* But while perception designates the body’s relation
to and virtual action on its situation, affection enacts a “useless” self-relation
ot self-perception—the body’s effort on itself in response to that situation.™
Three elements are worth noting. First, affect follows from and expresses
the vulnerability of the body, its exposure to what is other. It marks the pas-
sivity of the living material body. But for the body to feel itself affected, to
undergo affect, its passivity cannot be mere inertia or indifference. Affect
arises not in opposition to activity, but could be described, in paradoxical
terms, as the activity of bodily passivity itself. This is because, second, affect
defines a peculiar kind of effort. It is an effort in which the body works on
itself in response to the wotld.”" Affect is hence a situated response to the
context in which the body finds itself, but it is not a response that acts on that
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situation directly. Rather, affect is an effort to stave off habitual reaction by
prefiguting it as bodily feeling; the body acts on itself and affectively works
through, instead of enacting, a reaction. The peculiar activity (and passiv-
ity) of affect lies in this effort to delay, to hesitate. In this way, the structure
of affect undermines several dichotomous schemas: it lies at the hinge of
passivity-activity, but also inside-outside, or more accurately, self-affection
and heteto-affection.”

Third, in Bergson’s words, affect is “un effort impuissant” [a powetless
effort].”® Though affect is ineffective from the point of view of the teleol-
ogy of action, a teleology in which hesitation figures only as failure and lack,
this very powetlessness of affect is also generative. As an interruption of
habitual reaction, affect allows the time both for a situation to be undergone
and affectively registered and for marginal self-awareness, searching, and rec-
ollection to take place. Since affect responds to its context by working on
itself, it holds together receptivity to that context and bodily awareness of
its habituated (albeit delayed) tesponse. The importance of affective hesita-
tion for ctitical and antiracist vision can be located at this juncture. Bergson’s
account shows that affect is not only the openness onto an outside, but also
the lived-through and self-aware undergoing of that alterity.>* The lived-
through bodily awareness of affect can allow the historical, social, and habit-
ual frame that structures my positionality and embodiment to be glimpsed
on the hotizon of expetience. Indeed, there are two ways in which racializing
habit can become visible in hesitation. Marginally and affectively, the delayed
objectification is prefigured but not explicitly seen. The seeming coincidence
between habits of seeing and the visible is decentered, revealing the ways
in which vision is alteady ahead of itself, constituting the seen according to
habitual schemas. At the same time, memorially, affect can be cast in the role
of a witness, connecting to a kind of “memory of the present.”* This affec-
tive receptivity to, registering and memory of, the present has the function of
an “involuntaty witness” (to use a phrase from Deleuze).*® As witness, affect
both becomes a memory of habit and an occasion to remember; it makes
time for receptivity and responding differently. When we note, in addition,
that affectivity can be openness to that which does not count as representa-
tion, the critical and responsive potential of affective hesitation comes to
view. For it is precisely the receptivity to what registers otherwise than in the
logic of objectification that is excluded in racializing perception and affect.
Hesitation thus points not only to this unrecognized affective field, but also
reveals the blinders through which the visibility of this field is citcumsctibed.
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What I believe is important, from the perspective of critical and antira-
cist practice, is attention to the ways in which affect can become responsive.
And what I find in reading Bergson is a call for perception and affect to slow
down. Racializing perception proceeds at a velocity such that we cannot see it
happening, faster than the speed of thought.”” This conttibutes to its appar-
ent immediacy and its naturalizing effect. Hesitation is a deceleration that
opens up the affective infrastructure of perception, in order both to make
it responsive to what it has been unable to see and to make aware its con-
textual and constructed features. It may be objected that locating antiracist
wotk on the level of affect ovetlooks the way in which affect is the source
of what is recalcitrant and irrational in racism; so that the solution must lie
at 2 level amenable to rational change, in cognitive wotk at the level of belief.
The first example above might be read in this way. But if racializing affect
is not deconstructed from within, its violence remains and will be displaced
into other processes of othering and onto other racialized bodies. To decon-
struct racializing affect is to interrupt the totalizing sense of completeness,
the “ontological expansiveness” by which all is felt to be given. In this way,
the naturalized immediacy, repetitive overdetermination, and reactive direc-
tionality, which this affect sustains, would be destabilized. It is hesitation that
I believe offers the possibility of this interruption. It does so not by eliminat-
ing affect but by modulating and transforming its temporality. This reconfig-
utes affect in at least five ways.

First, to hesitate is to slow down, making the tempotal interval that affect
occupies, and which racializing affect tried to fill up and overdetermine, felt.
This puts the immediacy and automaticity of affect into question; phe-
nomenologically speaking, it can be said that hesitation puts the immediacy
of affect in brackets, while allowing affective expetience to continue. This
means (1) that racializing affect can be denaturalized, so that its immediacy
no longer stands in for its “naturalness” and self-evidence; (2) that the medi-
ations—the social-historical hotizon, positionalities, and attachments—that
constitute this affect can be revealed, allowing further mediations and inter-
ventions to take place; and (3) that the reification of affect, as instantaneous
thing, can give way to an expetience of affect as tendency and process.

This brings us, second, to an important consequence of hesitation as
slowing down; for in modulating its temporality, affective experience con-
tinues but with a different quality or intensity. I want to claim that this mod-
ulation both discloses structures of affectivity, which had been elided and
distorted in tacializing affect, and allows affect to resume its flow. In this
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vein, third, the ambignity of affect is revealed. Affect, as we have seen, is an
encounter of self and othet, where the body works on itself in response
to what is other. It represents the intersection of self-affection and hetero-
affection, an encounter mediated by forces of sociality and historicity, by
sttuctures of domination and privilege, which themselves remain invisible,
Though preintentional and prereflective, this encounter is neither immediate
nor unaware; it includes a lived-through bodily awareness.” Racializing affect
teduces this ambiguity to ambivalence (to use a distinction from Merleau-
Ponty).” That which is felt in affect is projected onto the other as cause,
hiding both self-involvement and structural conditions. This means that the
ambiguity of affect is reduced to, and naturalized as, a univocal and reactive
directionality, which takes the place of any effort at critical awareness or
receptivity. Denaturalizing affect involves, then, not only the suspension of
its immediacy, but also changing its directionality; for the naturalized causal-
ity that affect enforces needs to turn back onto the feeling, perceiving, social
subject as its source.

Fourth, as ambiguous and multiple, affect resumes its course as fendency,
it is unfrozen, able to become otherwise and to respond differently. Rather
than being determined in its reactions by a racialized perceptual field mapped
in advance, affectivity becomes a tentative search that is receptive to that
which is not already given on this map. This is because, fifth, to hesitate is to
delay and to make affect wait. The incompleteness, both of affect and of that
to which affect responds, is here felt. To wait is to testify that time makes a
difference for experience, that all is not given in the present. To wait, without
projection, is not only to be open to a futurity that escapes prediction, but
also to a past that can be dynamically transformed through the passage of
events, and that grounds the ctreative potential of events. This breaks with
the closure of the past and the predetermination of the future found in
racialization. Mote so, it permits mediation and antiracist work at the level
of memory and the past to make a difference for future attachments, for the
ways in which we see and feel according to others.

The critical power of hesitation is linked to memory. Affect, as I noted
above, functions as a witness to situated bodily response. This links affect to
a memory of the present and to memory more generally; affect is both an
occasion to remember and an event that reconfigures the network of memo-
ries of the past, my own past in its telations to the memories of others. In
my view, there are several ways in which memory can serve a ctitical function
with respect to racializing habits of seeing and feeling. On the one hand,
memory is already a destabilization of habit; it replaces the performance
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of habit. On the other hand, it is the memory of habituation; it serves to
contextualize and historicize our habits. In so doing, memory can connect
habit to its temporal ground. This temporality is more than any given habit;
it is the ontological duration that makes habit possible, despite its ctystalliza-
tion. Indeed, since temporal becoming is interval and hesitation, since each
repetition is never quite the same, the possibility of interruption is inscribed
within the same temporality that habit relies on to establish closure. Dura-
tion at once structures and fractures habits of seeing. As we have seen, this
dimension explains not only how affectivity is closed down and ankylosed in
racializing vision; it also makes possible, though difficult, the resumption of
tesponsive affectivity and openness in expetiences of waiting and wondet.
In this context, a supplementary function of memoty can be discerned, for
memofties are not atomistic entities but networks of relations, wherein the
ctitical reconfiguration and destabilization of one sector of the past recasts
the whole. For affectivity to be opened up in the present, the past should also
be worked-through; memories of other pasts need to find voice, interrupting
the ankylosed and dominant stoties that are repeated there.

But can racializing habit be undermined simply by hesitating? My atgu-
ment is not that hesitation is sufficient to overcome racializing habit, but
rather that the necessary role of hesitation should be taken into account
when considering antiracist strategies for overcoming such habit. Hesitation
is both the ontological ground that makes possible transformations in habit,
and the phenomenological opening that can be utilized and supplemented
for such change to take place. Neither does this mean that hesitation can
be willfully enacted, nor that it can form a self-contained experience. Phe-
nomenologically, hesitation happens within a context wherein it intetposes
an opening; this opening must yet be faken #p for new possibility to be cre-
ated. What this suggests is that critical and antiracist practice include indirect
strategies for fostering hesitation; this involves the creation of situations and
attachments that bring hesitation about, as well as attention to ways of hold-
ing hesitation open and allowing it to become productive. Albeit uncertain
in its effects and partial in its reach (like most strategies), the work of critical
memory is one such route.

In Revealing Whiteness, Shannon Sullivan presents another route: to dis-
rupt habits of white privilege indirectly through change in one’s environ-
ment (understood broadly as social, geogtraphical, aesthetic, or political
environments). Sullivan notes that a changed environment—in particular
one that undermines white solipsism—can help produce new habits of liv-
ing® She cautions, however, that environmental change can also reinforce
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the ontological expansiveness of white habits, offering new spaces for their
apptoptiation. That habits are reinfotced rather than disrupted relies, I think,
on anothet dimension missing from Sullivan’s account, namely, on the lack
of affective hesitation. As Sullivan rightly points out, white privileged bodies
expect to feel “at home” in all spaces, including those that they colonize. This
implies, on my reading, that environmental change can only be effective if it
is able to create a certain tension or discomfort, a fractute, at the level of hab-
its of white privilege—what I have called hesitation. Hesitation is certainly
not sufficient to ovetcome racializing habits, but the discomfort it performs,
if fostered and made productive, is a crucial step. Sullivan notes that discom-
fott can lead to fearful or angry attempts at its eradication, reinforcing the
expectations of white privileged bodies to comfortably inhabit and possess
all spaces.! The tesponse to hesitation can thus be a defensive reaction of
intensified closure—the avoidance of hesitation through ankylosed affect.
In this vein, Sullivan’s proposal that white privileged subjects need to accept
discomfort as fitting is suggestive.”” To allow discomfort is to make the time
within expetience for hesitation to occur; this suspends for an interval the
reflexes of white privilege that project comfort, seamlessness, and expansive-
ness in all contexts.

But can the discomfort of environmental change suspend these habits
for more than an interval? Environmental change, in my account, should
not only induce hesitation but sustain it. If focused only on changing the
present envitonment, it risks missing the weight of the past.”’ For the inertia
of racializing habit is supported by past attachments that remain alive in the
present, just as others are actively forgotten. Unless working-through the past
recasts this network of relations, so that hitherto unrecognized attachments
and debts to others can be felt, change will be difficult to sustain. (Recalling
Fanon, I would note that the hold of the historico-racial schema on experi-
ence and its predetermination of the futute have to be broken.)* Environ-
mental change and critical memory go together in my account. As we will see
in section 5, this requires an enduring commitment to living with others, so
that affective attachments can shift and relationality mutate in both present
experience and memory.

4. Hesitation and Bodily “I Can”

My appeal to hesitation as a2 means (albeit partial) for interrupting racializing
and objectifying habits of seeing may appeat problematic.®® For hesitation is
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an ambiguous phenomenon. Though hesitation may make habit visible and
allow its reconfiguration, the expetience of hesitation also seems to under-
mine agency—one’s sense of oneself as an “I can”—and to install a pas-
sivity at the heart of the activity of the embodied subject. More troubling,
hesitation tracks social positionality. On the one hand, those in positions
of ptivilege hesitate the least; indeed, the projective sense of ease and mas-
tery of one’s surroundings, presumed by the “ontological expansiveness” of
white privilege, seem to foreclose hesitation.® On the other hand, hesitancy
in bodily movement and action tends to characterize the lived expetience of
systematic oppression. This is the case for the internalized (or “epidermal-
ized”) experience of antiblack racism, as Fanon describes it, an experience in
which the racialized body is felt to be “amputated” or “distorted,” paralyzed
through the fragmenting effects of reification.” Hesitation is also typical of
“feminine” bodily compottment in our culture, as Iris Mation Young has
shown. Itis by rereading Young’s landmark essay that the phenomenology of
hesitation I offer can be further nuanced.

In “Throwing Like a Gitl,” Young provides a compelling account of
the inhibited and contradictory modalities of women’s movements in our
culture. Young shows how women perceive two sets of (im)possibilities with
respect to the same intentional goal: an “I cannot”—socially constituted as
“femninine” yet experienced by women as self-referred—is superposed on
an imaginary and generalized, human, “I can.”® These contradictory projec-
tions result in a lived tension within one’s body in the context of teleological
action; one feels oneself, anonymously and generally, called on to act, yet at
once feels one’s conctetely feminine body to be incapable of such action.”
Young’ analysis of the sources of this specifically feminine “I cannot”
points to the role of habituation. Such habituation is both privative (enforced
by lack of practice) and “positive,” so that, Young argues, in growing up as
a girl one learns a style of acting that is hesitant, fragile, and constantly self-
referred—one learns to move through the wotld /e 2 girl”® But habituation
arises within a social hotizon that motivates particular habits and that habit
reinforces and actualizes in turn. Hence the root of “feminine” hesitancy is
located, for Young, in the societal pattiarchal gaze that systematically posi-
tions “feminine” bodies as mere objects, and in response to which women
come to live theit bodies on such terms.”

To take setiously, following Young, the inhibiting effects of social objec-
tification on women’s agency means understanding the hesitancy of “femi-
hine” embodiment as more than the tentative suspension of habit. This hesi-
tancy has to be conceived not as the indeterminacy within habit, but as the
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overdetermination of “feminine” body schemas and habits. This overdetermina-
tion can be linked to the exclusionary logic of objectifying, sexist and racist,
vision that “cannot see otherwise than objects”—that cannot see beyond or
beneath its objectifying constructions.”” In particular, the objectifying patri-
archal gaze operates a certain exclusion with respect to “feminine” bodies,
which it defines as mere bodies, objects rather than subjects.” It is by feeling
oneself seen in this way—and living this exclusionary logic whether in com-
plicity ot resistance—that “feminine” embodiment becomes instituted and
felt as tension and alienation. In contrast to Young, however, I would argue
that this tension is produced not only from the “I cannot” that my body
takes up as “feminine” body, but also from the imaginary “I can” that is, at
the same time, adopted as the norm of bodies in general. The contradictory
“feminine” bodily modality that holds together “I can” and “I cannot” with
respect to the same goal owes, I think, to the paradox of a social order that
presupposes the general seamlessness and expansiveness of be lived body,
while excluding certain categoties of bodies (gendered and/or racialized) as
those that “cannot.” It is in their social reference, as Gail Weiss has argued,
and not in any inherent ambivalence within women’s bodies, that the key to
the hesitancy described by Young can be found.”

Questioning Young’s, and Merleau-Ponty’s, model of the “I can” reveals
the possibility of another hesitation, one that has been covered over by the
idealized seamlessness of the phenomenological “I can.” I think it is impor-
tant to distinguish two kinds of hesitation—with different structural roots
and bodily experiences—hesitations that call for different phenomenologi-
cal accounts. For there is a hesitation that corresponds to the indeterminacy
within habit; it makes one susceptible to be affected by that which cannot be
captured in the logic of objectification (as in Bergson’s account). This hesita-
tion is not an internalized effect of objectifying vision. It stems, rather, from
the structure of temporality that sustains habit while remaining invisible. To
expetience this hesitation is to be open to the virtual multiplication of other
ways of seeing, feeling, and acting—alternative routes to that of objectifying
vision, routes that could lead to affective responsivity and critical awareness.
Significantly, such hesitation does not come about through the contradictory
superimposition of “I can” and “I cannot™; it is not reducible to this binary
and exclusionaty logic. But neither does this mean the proliferation of opti-
mal and unobstructed “I can[s].” Rather, this hesitation expresses the consti-
tutive passivity within each “I can,” its affective and temporal infrastructure.”
Here, the phenomenological model of the “I can” needs to be revised, as in
Metleau-Ponty’s later work, in order to imagine activity that is not opposed
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to passivity, agency that is also powetlessness, and vision that acknowledges
its blind spots.”

Recognizing this structural hesitation within habit allows us to reread the
imaginary and general “I can™ in opposition to which the feminine “I can-
not” is posited in Young’ “Throwing Like a Gitl.” What is finally ovetlooked
by Young is the way in which this normative “I can”—posited as human but
in fact correlated to white, male bodies—itself relies on a certain “I cannot
see otherwise” that excludes other ways of seeing and acting.”” By means of
this exclusion, the teleology of objectifying—rtacializing and sexist—vision
can be constituted as “efficient,” “seamless,” and “expansive.” This teleology
is based not only on a strict delimitation of affective receptivity with respect
to certain others, but also on actively forgetting this very delimitation and
the structures of power and privilege that it reflects. Thus the dependence
of the normative “I can” on closute to, and domination of, others remains
itself invisible. Here, the self-directed bodily effort to delay and open up
response—that effort which is affective hesitation—not only interrupts the
seamless and projective execution of objectifying habit; it also makes felt
and destabilizes its blinders. The bodily “self-reference”. or self-awareness of
hesitation is therefore not always a limitation, a negativity that distracts from
the action at hand. Hesitation allows an interval wherein vision can become
self-critical—questioning the structutes of habituation and socialization that
it takes for granted and yet cannot see. Hesitation can be expanded into an
effort of openness and responsivity toward an affective field which is unrec-
ognized by the objectifying gaze. In this sense, hesitation would be a remedy
for the ignorance and arrogance—to use Marilyn Frye’s term—of racializing
and sexist vision.”

But what of the othered subjects who already hesitate? Having internalized
or “epidermalized” the “I cannot” of objectifying vision into one’s body
schema, this “I cannot” leads not only to a split sense of bodily self (between
a subject who can and an object who cannot), but also to a form of hesitation
that can be paralyzing, It is reasonable to object that presenting hesitation as
a solution, albeit partial, to racializing habit ignores the difficulty expetienced
by racialized and gendered subjects in breaking with their overdetermined
cycle of hesitation. Though I take this objection setiously, I think it poses an
artificial dilemma—a choice between unwavering seamless habit, on the one
hand, and paralyzing hesitation, on the other. First, to clarify, not all habit
is objectifying, or more precisely rezfying and othering, as sexist and racializing
habits are. I propose hesitation as an intervention into the latter. But this
does not mean that nonobjectifying habits of everyday life are unhesitating
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and seamless; in being receptive to theit situation, in searching and impro-
vising their response, such habits already include a minimum of hesitation,
Embodied in the very temporal unfolding of habit—in its adaptive modula-
tion and preteflective improvisation—hesitation is unreflectively lived with-
out being felt as a disruption. That hesitation is felt to disrupt objectifying
habits has to do with the desited seamlessness and intransigence of those
habits themselves.

Second, the seamlessness of objectifying habit is based on a structura]
closure that suppresses affective and ethical responsivity. As long as such habit
is held as the ideal, escaping hesitation will involve closure to, and exclusion
of, some other. The dilemma, by which unwavering action is the only remedy
to paralyzing hesitation, elides other ways of acting hesitantly in which habit is
not unhearing and hesitation not immobilizing, Although forms of reverse
objectification may be useful as intermediate reactional strategies against the
objectifying social gaze, I believe that the cycle of paralyzing hesitation can
only be broken through a critical and responsive form of hesitation.

This is because, third, both paralyzing hesitation and objectifying habit
rely on the same deterministic logic, as two sides of othering and reification
(with cleatly incomparable effects). Both instantiate the closed temporality
by which racializing and sexist schemas overdetermine the sense of the past
and map the possibilities of the future in advance. Thus, the two forms of
hesitation I have been describing can be distinguished not only ontologically
in their temporal structure, but also phenomenologically in their relations to
futurity. Since it stems from the overdetermination of interiotized schema
and habit, paralyzing hesitation tends to be predictable and determinate in
its effects; the othered subject expects failure in advance. She sees her future
possibilities as circumscribed by her present incapacity. In contrast, respon-
sive hesitation inserts indeterminacy into habit; it loosens the net of internal-
ized determinism and stereotype, the hold of the “I cannot” on the othered
subject. In so doing, the racialized and/or gendered mapping of possibilities
that the “I cannot” delineates is glimpsed on the margins of experience;
other responses to this map then become possible (and anger, critique, sepa-
ration, and violence are all creative responses when they arise in this interval).
Wheteas the first kind of hesitation delimits possibility based on present
actuality, the second creates possibilities that have been hitherto foreclosed and
which can transform actuality. This is to say that for responsive hesitation the
future is unpredictable and open; it is yet to be created.

Finally, this does not mean that the immobility of the first hesitation can
be directly or easily unfrozen, by willing new possibilities into existence fot
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instance; I cannot willfully begin throwing better, to tecall Young’s example.
But through an effort that mediates and redirects the way it is lived, this
immobility can be made productive. Instead of being caught in a cycle of
hesitation and self-blame, hesitation can be reflected onto the social refer-
ence that gave rise to it, creating the possibility of ctitical awareness. In other
wotds, the first hesitation can be the occasion for the second.” And though
I cannot throw better, I can act differently, thinking, writing, and engaging
in activism as motivated by experiences of oppression and otheting, Such
action should not be understood as tangential, for in addressing the struc-
tures of power and domination that ground habi, it is atguably more direct.
I see this route exemplified in the wotk of both Young and Fanon, where
paralyzing hesitation is mined and becomes philosophy and action. This is
possible, I have argued, because another form of hesitation arises, a hesita-
tion that makes us think on the way to, and within, action; this hesitation can
make us actional and no longer merely reactional (to use Fanon’s terms), so that
“having taken thought, [one] prepares to act.”®

5. A Phenomenology of Critical-Ethical Vision

Can this critical and affective hesitation be the opening to an ethical and
antiracist vision—a vision that does not exclude but, to use a phrase from
Metleau-Ponty, sees with or according to others?® The notion of lateral passivity
that Merleau-Ponty develops in his lecture course on “Le probléme de la pas-
stvité” shows both how every vision is already an institution—how there is
a socially, historically, and habitually sedimented normative steucture or level
accotding to which we see—and how institutions of seeing may resist ot be
open to transformation.” The motivations for the intransigence or the plas-
ticity of vision are difficult to decipher. Metleau-Ponty speaks, on occasion,
of the “adversity” of events that are unassimilable to the “normal” organiza-
tion of the field and that cannot be made sense of through the given level.®
These are events for which we cannot account from within our instituted sys-
tem of meaning—events that reveal, if we are open to them, the fractures in
the coherence of the visual field. There are two ways of responding to such
events: by maintaining the normative otganization of the field and tefusing
to see them, or by receptively allowing an event to insinuate itself into our
vision as the dimension according to which the visual field is restructured—
thus changing how we see:®
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Passivity [operates] in the assimilation or the resumption or the

. Nachvollzng. According to what? Not according to the sense given
with the event. We can be crafty, maintain the operation of the old
practical schema, repress. But although there is no sense given, there
ate events whose histotical insctiption we can prevent only by refus-
ing to see them, events that are unassimilable for our system, that
refuse our Sinngebung. The choice to maintain [the Sinngebung] would
then be pathological. Thus, the sense is never simply given to us, but
it does not always allow itself to be constructed. When it does not
allow itself to be constructed without division of the self from the
self, out truth falls outside of us. [. . ] There is passivity right there
in actvity. It is because such direction was given as “oblique” in the
old level that by setting [myself] up in it as “normal” I modify the
sense of all the rest and establish a new level. [. . .| [And there is]
activity tight there in passivity. Outside certain limit cases where the
event is not assimilable, I could always maintain my old level through
regression.®

The transformation of the visual field is thus not one of radical discontinuity
for Metleau-Ponty, for the new level was “obliquely” or tangentially impli-
cated in the old.® This would seem to limit the novelty and difference that
can be recognized within the visual field. It seems to imply a conservatism
of the visual field, whereby possibilities for seeing differently are delimited
in advance by the very norms that refuse the radically new. On this reading,
the unassimilable difference of an event would bar it from becoming the
dimension according to which we see; that is, we could not come to see such
events on their own terms. As unassimilable affects they remain unconscious
(at the risk of psychic and visual disruption). Though this is one reading to
which Merleau-Ponty’s text lends itself, another direction is also suggested.
While it is always possible, according to Metleau-Ponty, to maintain habitual
ways of seeing, this insistence in response to unassimilable events (and the
corresponding exclusion of other ways of seeing) could itself be read as
pathological. Here it becomes important to distinguish two possible senses
of lateral passivity—two ways in which we see with ot according to others, struc-
tures, and attachments.

First, there is a sense in which we can say, with Metleau-Ponty, that we
always a/ready see with others. These others form the invisibles that have been
laterally implicated in my field of vision. Since it only sees according to its
racialized schemas (it “cannot” see otherwise), racializing vision elides this
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Jateral passivity and dependence on others. I believe that this forgetfulness
should be undetstood to be double: (1) What is forgotten is my dependence
on social-histotical sttuctures and social others who have accompanied the
development of my vision; this invisible “weight of the past” institutes a

articular way of seeing as normative for me.* (2) There is the exclusion
of the nonfamiliar and “alien” other, the racialized other, whose difference
may be represented as exotic or threatening, but whose abjection plays a
constitutive role in how I come to see. This second forgetting corresponds
to the structural elision of other ways of seeing and being that do not “make
sense” within my instituted level. I want to claim that, while the first form of
forgetting institutes the level according to which I see based on the appropria-
tion of the flesh of others to whom my attachment is rendered invisible,*
the second forgetting means that even excluded others are “obliquely” and
structurally inscribed within the field of vision, as its “constitutive outside”
(to use Judith Butler’s term). The “unassimilability” of the other cannot be
undetstood to mean absolute difference ot separation in this case, as if oth-
ers were new lands to be discovered. Rather, those defined as “alien” are
already presupposed and appropriated within the workings of vision, even as
they ate relegated to its “unassimilable” and unrecognized margins.

Racializing vision is thus reductive of lateral difference as relationality:
by rendering familiar, and indifferent, the social horizon on which I depend
and, by positing as absolute and alien, differences in opposition to which
my identity becomes defined. In this way, difference is either subsumed to a
homogeneous identity or projected as racialized opposition. These two atti-
tudes toward otherness are interconnected: the self-certitude and naturaliza-
tion of racializing vision requites that its roots in social-historical ways of
seeing remain invisible; and it is this self-forgetfulness of partiality and con-
tingency that refuses to recognize other ways of seeing and being, foreclosed
as “unassimilable.”

Second, there is an important sense in which to see with others must be
an attentive effort—an effort that I have argued in this paper begins in hesi-
tation. In this light, the first sense of seeing with others is revealed to be
ignorance of others; it is a willful gaze that takes itself to be a self-sufficient,
unhesitating, and seamless “I can see,” ranging over the visible by disregard-
ing its affective roots in sociality and historicity. The insistence on maintain-
ing the normative schema of racializing vision, in response to an affective
complexity that cannot be reduced to that level, would thus be “pathologi-
cal.”® Witness the affective ankylosis of racializing vision in the first example
of this essay.
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But, while Merleau-Ponty’s lectures on “Le probléme de la passivité”
speak of the disruption that comes to vision from unassimilable events, it
is clear that such events are not sufficient in themselves to generate critical
awareness and change. Here, we may ask what role hesitation plays in con-
nection with unassimilable others ot events. Their relation can be understood
not as linear causality but as a relation of motivation (in the phenomenologi-
cal sense), in which unassimilability calls for hesitation and hesitation is an
affective recognition of unassimilability. For Merleau-Ponty, unassimilable
events are those whose sense “does not allow itself to be constructed with-
out division of the self from the self.” Unassimilable events pose an impedi-
ment for the perceiving self; they are experienced as “adversity,” as tension
and, we may say, discomfort.”” What hesitation registers and allows us to feel
is this #nassimilability of an event; this is not the event in its singularity and
detail, but in its resistance to our perceptual and conceptual schemas, as a
“truth [that] falls outside us” and that reflects our failure to incorporate it.”!
Hesitation registers this vety tension and, hence, recognizes the forgetful-
ness of normative vision, the exclusion and abjection on which it relies. This
does not mean, of course, that the unassimilable will be acknowledged on its
own terms, or acted on; only that its difference has been affectively received.
A perceptual and affective response is, then, called for. Though the unas-
similable event may yet be ignoted, ot reduced to an aberration accotding
to the old level, these responses should be understood as the suppression
of hesitation. As Merleau-Ponty notes, it is always possible to refuse to see
events deemed unassimilable, to abide in a kind of affective and ethical clo-
sure toward others and the wotld. This refusal, T would claim, emerges from
the pathological rigidity that is a feature of racializing vision and affect, the
“I cannot see ot feel otherwise” that structures them.

More difficult and less frequent, when hesitation is held open, the norma-
tive level according to which one sees can itself be transformed in response
to unassimilable events. Perceptual and affective maps shift; one comes to see
according to attachments that reflect hitherto repressed events and excluded
others, so that it may become possible, with time, to see and act differently.
But while this interrupts old racializing schemas, it does not necessatily pre-
vent the return of racialization under new guise and the transmutation of
othering into new forms of exclusion.” To interrupt the affective closure and
rigidity of racialization itself, transformation cannot only be forward-looking
but must be based in the critical memory that hesitation enables. In hesitat-
ing, the old level according to which one sees is destabilized and denatural-
ized. This level comes into focus for the first time in memory. As normative
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levels shift, the old level comes to be remembered in its social-historical con-
tingency and affective limitation; its exclusion of that which now appeats
“normal” is recollected, an exclusion that was unconscious in the present,
since it defined the operation of the perceptual field. This memory is hence
self-critical; more so, it can be the source of vigilance with regards to habits
of seeing. Not only can the memory of the old level produce affect in the
present through feeling answetable for the past, holding hesitation open a lit-
tle longer,” but this memory can motivate a different way of living the pres-
ent. Here, the present is imagined as that which wil/ have been; it is imagined in
what it will reveal for a future critical and recollective regard, whether mine
ot another’s. The present is lived in watchfulness and with responsibility to
the future. In these ways, hesitation allows us to feel the weight and answer-
ability of the past; it makes visible—indirectly, affectively, and laterally—the
processes of habituation, socialization, and exclusion involved in the institu-
tion of the level according to which we see.

Finally, to see with others requites, as my second and third examples
show, that one take up the task of living-with. Such sustained effort, in diffi-
culty and in joy, can reconfigure and rehabituate one’s body to see differently.
But how? In both Haslanger’s and my own example, a shift can be witnessed
at the level of attachments to others. Both transracial adoption and extended
family life bring subjects together in bodily and affective intimacy, creating
attachments that are neither necessarily willed nor consciously formed. These
situations make familiar what may have been alien; those others, on whom
racializing vision relies but whom it excludes and reifies, come to have affec-
tive presence. This presence polarizes the affective field changing its configu-
ration and relief, so that zones of tension and comfort shift; this motivates
affective hesitation. Returning to Merleau-Ponty’s account of unassimilable
events, can we see affective attachments as playing the role of such events?
To focus on my third example, Muslim female subjectivity, which is formed
through veiling and not oppressed by it, is unassimilable, even unimaginable,
from the perspective of the secular French racial map. For such subjects to
become familiat, to register in their conctete specificity and subjectivity, is
for one’s affective map to shift, even while one’s perceptual and conceptual
schemas may not yet have changed. In my account, this affective shift can be
felt as hesitation. As noted, hesitation is not sufficient and it can be closed
down in a defensive ankylosis of affect. But hesitation, when held open, can
also lead to a mote thoroughgoing shift in racial maps and a more binding
reconfiguration of the network of attachments; thus, hesitation can go all the
way up and transform perception and thinking,
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In this vein, I think that making hesitation productive requires that liv-
ing-with, in whatever form it takes, be an enduring process. Both Haslanger’s
and my own example suggest this. Though isolated events and punctual
efforts may provoke hesitation, such hesitation can be difficult to sustain
and may revert to a defensive reaction once the event has passed. It is, in my
view, the seemingly minor and incessant expetiences of everyday living that
may be able to hold hesitation open, since such events insinuate their way
into one’s prereflective life and cannot be easily isolated or dismissed. This
is because what is required is a shift at the level of passivity, an intervention
into the workings of unteflective, even unconscious, perception and affect.
Specifically, what is at stake is a reconfiguration of relationality and “lateral
passivity,” a shift in the dimensions and attachments according fo which we per-
ceive, act, and think. As my example with my partner shows, attempting to
change perception at the level of perceptual acts, by means of persuasion and
argument, misses the unteflective and unconscious habituality of petrception;
more so, it misses the ways in which perceptual and cognitive acts rely on,
and are already structured by, socially instituted attachments (that include
some and exclude others). We see acording fo these affective attachments, and
hence do not see them; they function as normative level, as unconscious and
“neutral” ground, selectively demarcating and configuring what is seen. Only
by altering this frame, making it at once marginally visible, can perceptions
and acts themselves be susceptible to change. Though my partner listened to
and engaged with my arguments when I tried to convince him that veiling
should not be banned from French schools, our perceptual maps so differed
that ours was ultimately “un dialogne de sourds” The racializing map, which
subtends secular French space, means that veiling is overdetermined as a
conspicnons sign incompatible with that space, not only because it is religious
(crosses, after all, are allowed), but because it is seen as invariantly oppressive
to women. This racializing perception maps in advance the positions that
veiled Muslim women can occupy, as victims or pawns of their religion; what
is unassimilable in this racializing schema, what cannot be recognized, is the
agency and subjectivity of concrete Muslim women who veil. Living with
Muslim women who wear the hijab, and forming attachments with them,
puts this map under strain in ways that arguments could not; this was, for
my partnert, an enduring “environmental change” (to use Sullivan’s term) that
served to interrupt habitual perception.”

That an effort of living with others is needed points to the ways in which
time makes a difference for how we see and feel. As I have argued, it is not
merely environmental change that is needed, but an environmental change
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that sustains hesitation and allows ctitical memory.”® For affective hesitation
is the opening that permits attachments and events to register, to be retained
and sedimented, shifting the level according to which we petceive. To see
according fo others is not to see through their eyes or to assimilate them to
my vision; it is to find the perceptual field to have been reoriented by oth-
ets. Here, the other is not an object in the perceptual field, but a magnetiz-
ing center, or counterweight, whose very style of being, way of seeing, and
memory inflect that field. To see with others is hence to find one’s perceptual
and affective map to be redrawn through the force of attachments to oth-
ets.”® Such a shift not only reorients the present but is accompanied by a
working-through of the past. We have seen how memoty can serve as cri-
tique of the old level and vigilance with respect to the new. Mote so, ctitical
memory can be an opening onto a shared and intersubjective past. Structured
through privilege and domination, this past was shared without recognition
or justice, so that it remained ignorant of the intersubjectivity on which it
relied. To remember this past differently, and intersubjectively, is for other
memories to be heard. These memories reconfigure the past, making what
was familiar and taken for granted appear alien. Once his perceptual field
had shifted, the racializing map of secular space began to appear alien to my
partner, even though his attachments to that space remained in play (for they
constituted his past and belonging). Such ctitical permutation does not mean
that the past is left behind; to the contrary, this past in its vety teotientation
is felt as one’s shared past and actualized in the present. But this actualization
does not simply reproduce old racializing maps and attachments; it skews
those maps by navigating them differently. To botrow a useful distinction
from Haslanger, one may navigate around white ptivilege rather than foward it,
and in so doing reconfigure one’s racial map; as Sullivan notes, one may use
white privilege against itself.”

What is at stake is a transformation of habitual living through intimacy,
affectivity, and coexistence to become ctitical and ethical. It will be noted that
in both Haslanger’s example and in my own, the space for relearning ways
of seeing and for transformative affect was the intimate space of the home
or the extended family. Neither do I mean to resttict hesitation and trans-
formative affect to these contexts, nor do I intend to romanticize the home
as the abode of social change. Living-with can take many forms: in activism
and in friendship, in the shared spaces of wotk and school as well as home,
enduring experiences of coexistence take place.”® Moteover, I do not mean to
portray the coexistence that motivates hesitation as necessatily harmonious,
or its affective quality as primarily joyful; we learn much from the tension and
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resistance of others, from their efforts to push back, when we are able to see
them on their own terms. Hence, my description of coexistence is not meant
as an argument for forced integration, which generally occurs on the terms
of the dominant social group, neithet is it meant to impose on racialized oth-
ers the presence of the well-intentioned and privileged; coexistence includes
allowing racialized groups the space of separation, on their own terms.”

What T am suggesting, tather, is that in a present where expetiences of
coexistence already take place (both in social spaces and within structures
of the self)y—and given the non reflective and contradictory attachments
by which we live—hesitation and attentiveness within these experiences is
called for.'™ The examples I have given are meant to show how transforma-
tive affect and perception are possible, not to prescribe the means by which
they must come about. Although the means will differ, what I believe I have
shown is that antiracist transformations need to occur at the affective, per-
ceptual, and bodily level, the prereflective level of habit, and not merely at
the reflective level of cognition or belief. In this context, I have attempted to
show the value for ethical and antiracist experience of what is normally seen
as a negative to be avoided: hesitation. Racism aims at, manages, and takes
place through lived bodies; it is through embodied practices that it can be
critically resisted and interrupted.'”
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1. This paper was written duting time spent at the Camargo Foundation
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fied insofar as it is mainly the first chapter of Matitre et mémoire that is
concerned.

Ibid., 251.

Sullivan, Revealing Whiteness, 10.

“Affection is what occupies the intetval, what occupies it without filling
it in or filling it up.” Gilles Deleuze, Cinema 1: The movement-image, trans.
Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1986), 65.

Describing the phenomenon of pain, Bergson says: “Il y a dans la dou-
Jeur quelque chose de positif et d’actif, quon explique mal en disant,
avec certains philosophes, qu’elle consiste dans une représentation con-
fuse” (Matidre et mémoire, 55.) This quotation shows how Betgson bluts
the lines between positive and negative affects. It also evokes the com-
plex question of the role of pain in subject formation and diminution.
Ibid., 57 and 59.

Ibid., 56 and 58.

Ibid., 58.

Betgson notes that bodily affectivity is the limit at which hetero-affec-
tion and self-affection, outside and inside coincide (Ibid., 57-58). In this
regard, we find important phenomenological resemblances, but also
ontological differences, between Bergson and Hussetl’s Analyses Concern-
ing Passive and Active Synthesis, avenues 1 do not have space to develop
here.

Matiére et mémoire, 50.

To speak of lived-through self-awareness recalls Hussetls prereflec-
tive self-consciousness, which accompanies all our experiences. Though
there are resemblances here, the ontological commitments differ. Berg-
sonian self-awareness is bodily effort, hesitation, and the occasion for
remembering,

“Memory of the present” is Bergson’s term for the redundant memory
that accompanies the present and remains unconscious. I have argued
that this “memory of the present” is a2 memory of the world and of
what is not directly grasped in petception, a memory that is colored by
affect. See my essay “The Memory of Another Past: Bergson, Deleuze
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and a New Theory of Time,” Continental Philosophy Review 37 (2004).

. 203-239.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.
61
62.
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64.
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66.
67.
68.

69.
70.
71.

Gilles Deleuze, Cinema 2: The Time-Image, trans. Hugh Tomlinson ang
Robert Galeta (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1989), 52,

I wish to thank Ed Casey for pointing out to me this implication of my
essay.

Two senses of immediacy need to be distinguished here: the imrnediacy
of an experience that does not involve reflection, and the immediacy of
an encounter that gives the other directly.

Merleau-Ponty, “The Child’s Relations with Others,” 103. Ambiguity can
accept a multiplicity of perspectives, whereas ambivalence hides contra-
dictions and imposes a univocal perspective. In the same article, Mer-
leau-Ponty links emotional ambivalence to psychological and perceptual
rigidity.

Sullivan, Revealing Whiteness, 9-—10.

Ibid., 149.

Ibid., 164-165.

Sullivan takes this into account. See in particular her argument for repa-
rations in chapter 5 of Revealing W hiteness.

Fanon, Black Skin, White Masks, 226. Fanon sometimes seems to claim
that the past should be left behind altogether. I think his account is more
nuanced, for it is white history and reactional attempts to recuperate it in
“Negritude” that he rejects; the past as a nondeterministic whole is to be
recaptured but for the sake of creating a different future.

Earlier, shorter versions of the following sections appeared in my essay,
“A Phenomenology of Critical-Ethical Vision: Merleau-Ponty, Bergson,
and the Question of Seeing Differently,” in Chiasmi International: Publica-
tion trilingue antonr de lu pensée de Merlean-Ponty 11 (2009): 375-398. What
follows is a substantially revised and expanded analysis.

Recalling Sullivan’s term, Revealing Whiteness, 10.

Fanon, Black Skin, White Masks, 11, 112—113.

Iris Marion Young, On Female Body Excperience (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005), 34.

Ibid., 37.

Ibid., 43-44.

Ibid., 44—45. This is not to imply that women’s responses to the patri-
archal gaze are homogeneous, but that, whether complicit, resistant, ot
subversive, by being socially positioned as “feminine,” one finds oneself
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already having to work within a field defined by this gaze and, hence,
already hesitating, even as one seeks to overcome that hesitation.

I am drawing a parallel between the logic of racism and that of sexism,
insofar as they are objectifying schemas. I do not mean this to imply a
seamless analogy between these structures of domination.

Ibid., 44.

I agree here with Gail Weiss’s critical reformulation of Young’s account
to highlight the “socially referred” character of bodily existence (Weiss)
rather than its “self-reference” (Young). Body Images: Embodiment as Inter-
corporeatity New York and London: Routledge, 1999), 46-48.

The “I can” 1s always accompanied by a certain “I cannot” that serves
to citcumscribe and set limits to the field of my possible actions in the
wortld. But, as Young points out, “I can” and “I cannot” are in this case
only juxtaposed; it is their superimposition that gives rise to the contra-
dictory modalities of “feminine” bodily existence (On Female Body Excperi-
ence, 37). The passivity within the “I can” that I wish to point to here is
more than the external limitation of a juxtaposed “I cannot.”

For Metleau-Ponty’s attempts to overcome the activity-passivity dichot-
omy, see Institution and Passivity: Course Notes from the Collége de France (1954—
1955), trans. Leonard Lawlor and Heath Massey (Evanston: Northwest-
ern University Press, 2010), 192; L Institution, La Passivité, Notes de conrs an
Collige de France, 19541955 (Paris: Editions Belin, 2003), 250. Also see
Leonard Lawlot’s critique of Metleau-Ponty’s “I can” in The Implications
of Immanence: Toward a New Concept of Life New York: Fordham Univer-
sity Press, 20006), 85-86.

Young offers her own critique of this tendency to treat the masculine
as neutral measure, in “Throwing like a Girl: Twenty Years Later,” in
Body and Flesh: A Philosophical Reader, ed. Donn Welton (Oxford: Blackwell
Publishers, 1998), 286-290.

I am drawing on Marilyn Frye’s term “arrogant vision” from The Politics
of Reality: Essays in Feminist Theory (Freedom, Calif.: The Crossing Press,
1983), 52—-83. In other words, such hesitation would be a critical correc-
tive to the exclusionary logic—the “I cannot see otherwise”—of objec-
tifying, racializing and sexist vision.

One may conclude that the othered subject who hesitates in the first
sense has privileged epistemic and affective access to the second form
of hesitation. This may well be the case, though I think the connection is
neither direct nor guaranteed. This owes to the tension that this subject
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feels, and that leads to her paralyzing hesitation, for this tension reflects

-the way in which the schemas of racialization and sexism, even when

internalized, do not quite fit. This is an experience of prereflective bodily
awareness—a conflict at the affective and petrceptual level between one’
subjectivity and one’s social positionality—that is much more than dis-
comfort and that can be unbearable, leading to revolt and critique.
Fanon, Black Skin, White Masks, 222.

Mertleau-Ponty, “Eye and Mind,” 164; L'(Eé/ et 'Esprit, 23.

The desctiption of “lateral passivity” occurs in the context of a discus-
sion of how an organization of the visual field, that had been zbe leve]
according to which we saw, comes to be reorganized: “Passivity [is] not
frontal, toward another I, but congenital to the I, insofar as something
which happens to it, i.e., sparks redistribution of its landscape, of its
cathexes, of the dimensions of its being in the world; i.e., [introduced]
into a certain level, and [affected] in accordance with it [by] certain values
and significations, [it] ends up by upsetting the level (Wertheimet’s exper-
iment) and reorganizing it” (Metleau-Ponty, Institution and Passivity, 191
LInstitution, La Passivité, 249-250, translation cortected). The reference
here is to an experiment by M. Wertheimer, Experimentelle Studien siber das
Sehen von Bewegnng, Ztschr. £ Ps. 1912, cited in Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenol-
gy of Perception, 259—260, Phénoménologie de la perception, 296-297.
Metleau-Ponty, Institution and Passivity, 192, L Tnstitution, La Passivité, 250.
For more on Merleau-Ponty’s notion of “dimension,” see Renaud Bat-
baras, The Being of the Phenomenon: Merlean-Pontys Ontology, trans. Ted
Toadvine and Leonard Lawlor (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
2004), 174ff.

Metleau-Ponty, Institution and Passivity, 1912, L’Institution, La Passivité,
250, translation corrected. There exists an ambiguity in Merleau-Ponty’s
text: “Le choix de la maintenir sera alors pathologique.” Here “la” can
refer to “Simngebung’ or to “historical inscription” in the previous sen-
tence, but cannot, because of gender, refer to “our system.” The term
that makes most (grammatical and interpretative) sense is “Sinngebung.”
“The new level would be nothing definite without what preceded it, with-

out my history” (Metleau-Ponty, Institution and Passivity, 192; LInstitution,

La Passivité, 250).

Metleau-Ponty, Institution and Passivity, 192; L’lnstitution, La Passivité,
251.

This is an “arrogating” vision, to use Matilyn Frye’s term (The Polities of
Reality, 69). As Matia Lugones points out, such vision grafts the flesh
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of the other to myself, instrumentalizing the other and refusing to see
her within her own “wotlds” (“Playfulness, ‘Wotld’-Traveling, and Lov-
ing Perception,” in Women, Knowledge and Reality: Explorations in Feminist
Philosophy, ed. Ann Garry and Marilyn Pearsall [London and New York:
Routledge, 1996], 420-424).

This can be related to the way in which racializing perception, and racism
and colonialism mote genetally, are pathological according to Fanon. See
Black Skin, White Masks, 10-11, 192.

Metleau-Ponty, Institution and Passivity, 192; L Institution, La Passivité, 250.
1 use the term w#nassimilable here following Merleau-Ponty. But what T am
describing should not be conflated with the ntolerable of ankylosed affect
discussed in section 2. Wheteas the intolerable was already defined by
racialization, the unassimilable is that which cannot fit within racializing
schemas and hence poses a difficulty for the racializing imaginary. This
recalls what Falguni Sheth calls “the unruly” (Toward a Political Philosophy
of Race [Albany: State University of New York, 2009]).

I am thinking of the ways in which racism recasts itself as cultural rac-
ism, once biological theories of race have been discredited. I am also
thinking of the way in which colot-blindness allows systemic and implicit
forms of racism to continue.

This can include regret, guilt, and remorse, but also shared pain and
anget through love, and hope for changing the future. As I believe I have
shown, it is not the kind of affect, negative or positive, but its structure
and responsivity that matter in my account.

Even if my pattner had been convinced by my arguments, a willful and
momentaty decision would not have been sufficient to sustain lasting
change. Hete, I agree with Shannon Sullivan that willful and self-reflec-
tive attempts to change oneself and one’s habits are unlikely to be suc-
cessful (Revealing W hiteness, 9). This is not only because we do not have
such direct and transparent access to outselves, as phenomenologists
have tirelessly discoveted, but also because such attempts ate instan-
taneous and sporadic efforts which, moreover, precisely reinforce the
sense of mastery and control of oneself that excludes hesitation.
Haslanger is cautious to point out that not all transracial parenting will
involve a transformation in racial maps (racial schemas and bodily habits
of navigating social space). Whete parents’ white norms and habits do
not shift, this will have the damaging consequence of casting their Black
children as racialized others (“You Mixed?” 287-288). In other words,
though expetiences like transracial adoption can enact “environmental
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change” and force tacit racial maps into consciousness (284), more i
required to put those racial maps into question and critically reconfigure
the way in which they are navigated.

96. See Haslanger, “You Mixed?” 283-285. Also see bell hooks, Black Look,:
Race and representation (Boston: South End Press, 1992), 177, where she
gives the example of white people who shift locations and begin to see
the world differently.

97. Haslanger, “You Mixed?” 284; Sullivan, Revealing Whiteness, 161-162.

98. For instance, Haslanger speculates that “close inter-racial friendships
and love relationships” may lead to similar disruptions in racializing hab-
its as the ones she describes in transracial parenting (“"You Mixed?” 278),

99. See Sullivan, Revealing Whiteness, 176-177.

100. This is to evoke a multiplicity within the self, in terms of identity and
attachment.

101. This is, I believe, the import of the last line of Fanon’s Black Skin, White
Mastks: “O my body, make of me always a man who questions!” (232).

SEVEN

HOMETACTICS

Self-Mapping, Belonging, and the Home Question

MARIANA ORTEGA

Home is a name, a word, it is a strong one; stronger than magician ever spoke, or
spirit ever answered to, in the strongest conjuration.
—Charles Dickens

A whole history remains to be written of spaces—which would at the same time
be the history of Powers—from the great strategies of geopolitics to the little
tactics of the habitat.

—Michel Foucault

There is nowhere you can go and only be with people who are like you.
It’s over. Give it up.
—Bernice Johnson Reagon

To start, I have to make a confession: this is an exercise of self-mapping,
an attempt to deal with a certain nostalgia, a painful fixation on loss and a
desire to return to a place called home, a persistent desire that keeps return-
ing, like the snow of February in Cleveland, the city I sometimes call home.
In self-mapping, one locates oneself in life and space and recognizes loca-
tions imbued with histories, power relations, cultural and economic forces,
and personal dreams and imagination. Home, says bell hooks, is “the safe
place . . . the place whete the me of me mattered.” Quoting Michael Seidel,
Caren Kaplan says that home is the exile’s “belated romance with a past,
through memory heightened by distance.” I am that exile who unwittingly
falls for this romance yet is petfectly aware of its traps.” Perhaps it is exile
that brings forth the will to belong in a more insistent and gripping way—1I
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