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FROM THE EDITOR

Carlos Alberto Sanchez
SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY

The first fiffeen years of the new millennium have
witnessed an increased enthusiasm for, and a stronger
level of commitment to, Latin@ philosophy broadly
construed. Recent work in Latin American philosophy dares
to go beyond questions into its own possibility (which has,
from the start, always been a guiding preoccupation for its
practitioners), delving info the infricacies of its arguments,
the nature of its contributions to the history of Western
philosophy, and the usefulness of its insights to fwenty-
first-century Latin@s. The opening of the field has also
motivated questions into Latin@ philosophy itself, its nature
and possibility, as well as the formation of philosophical
communities dedicated fo its dissemination and advocacy.
For instance, the present issue of the newsletter announces
the formation of the Society for Mexican-American
Philosophy, which aims to philosophically consider topics
relevant to the peculiarities of the Mexican-American
experience. The Caribbean Philosophical Association
also makes an appearance in this issue, advocating for a
humanitarian cause that should matter to us all.

The present issue of the newsletter thus includes the
announcement of the new society, as well as a statement
from one already actively working for the betterment of the
Latin@ condition. This is followed by a detailed report and
analysis on a conference on Latin American Philosophy held
at the University of San Francisco, organized by Manuel
Vargas and headlined by Jorge Gracia.

Papers included in the newsletter represent the various
ways in which scholars are pushing the boundaries of
Latin American/Latin@ philosophy: Grant Silva’s *Why the
Struggle Against Coloniality Is Paramount to Latin American
Philosophy” touches upon the driving motivations of the
discipline, while Elizabeth Millan’s “Philosophy Born of
Colonial Struggle: One Theme, or the Whole Story of the
Latin American Philosophical Tradition?” responds to Silva’s
analysis; José Mendoza argues for just immigration reform
in “Doing Away with Juan Crow: Two Standards for Just
Immigration Reform,” while Andrew Soto appeals to critical
race theory to consider the underpinnings of a Mexican-
American identity in “White Supremacy, Guera/o-ness,
and Colonization: An Argument for a Mexican-American
Philosophy.” Finally, we close with Kim Diaz’s translation
of Guillermo Hurtado’s homage fo Luis Villoro, “Portraits of

Luis Villoro,” on the eve of the great Mexican philosopher’s
passing in 2014.

CALL FOR SUBMISSIONS

The APA Newsletter on Hispanic/Latino Issues in Philosophy
is accepting confributions for the spring 2016 issue. Our
readers are encouraged to submit original work on any topic
related to Hispanic/Latino thought, broadly construed. We
publish original, scholarly freatments, as well as reflections,
book reviews, and interviews.

Please prepare articles for anonymous review. All
submissions should be accompanied by a short
biographical summary of the author. Electronic submissions
are preferred. All submissions should be limited to 5,000
words (twenty double-spaced pages) and must follow
the APA guidelines for gender-neutral language and The
Chicago Manual of Style formatting.

All articles submitted to the newsletter undergo anonymous
review by members of the Committee on Hispanics.

BOOK REVIEWS

Book reviews in any area of Hispanic/Latino philosophy,
broadly construed, are welcome. Submissions should
be accompanied by a short biographical summary of the
author. Book reviews may be short (500 words) or long
(1,500 words). Electronic submissions are preferred.

DEADLINES

Deadline for spring issue is November 15. Authors should
expect a decision by January 15. Deadline for the fall issue
is April 15. Authors should expect a decision by June 15.

Please send all articles, book reviews, queries, comments,
or suggestions electronically tfo the editor, Carlos Alberto
Sanchez, at carlos.sanchez@sjsu.edu, or by post:

Department of Philosophy
San Jose State University
One Washington Sq.

San Jose, CA 95192-0096

FORMATTING GUIDELINES
The APA Newsletters adhere to The Chicago Manual of Style.

Use as little formatting as possible. Details like page
numbers, headers, footers, and columns will be added
later. Use tabs instead of multiple spaces for indenting.



mailto:carlos.sanchez%40sjsu.edu?subject=

APA NEWSLETTER | HISPANIC/LATINO ISSUES IN PHILOSOPHY

Use jfalics instead of underlining. Use an “em dash” (—)
instead of a double hyphen (--).

Use endnotes instead of footnotes. Examples of proper
endnote style:

John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1971), 90.

See Sally Haslanger, “"Gender and Race: (What) Are They?
(What) Do We Want Them to Be?” Nods 34 (2000): 31-55.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEW SOCIETY FOR
MEXICAN-AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY

The Society for Mexican-American Philosophy is dedicated
to the support and promotion of Mexican-American
philosophy in all of its diverse manifestations. It seeks to
provide a venue for inquiry intfo philosophical issues that
are of particular concern for Mexican-Americans and, more
broadly, persons of Latin American descent. To this end, the
society is particularly interested in social justice issues (e.g.,
imperialism, colonization, immigration, civil and human
rights, race, gender, discrimination, and language) as well
as issues pertaining to identity and citizenship in its various
forms (e.g., social, political, or cultural). This society also
supports historical and contemporary research on Mexican
philosophy, including the philosophies of Mexico’s
indigenous peoples and current work on indigeneity.

For information about upcoming sessions or meetings,
contact, on the West Coast, Alejandro Santana (University
of Portland) santana@up.edu; on the East Coast, José
Jorge Mendoza (University of Massachusetts Lowell)
Jose_Mendoza@uml.edu; or, in the Mid-West, Grant Silva
(Marquette University) grant.silva@marquette.edu.

CPA DENUNCIATION OF RECENT DOMINICAN
RULINGS

The following is the Caribbean Philosophical Association’s
denunciation of the Dominican government’s recent
retroactive stripping of the citizenship rights of Dominicans
of Haitian descent:

We oppose the Dominican government’s and its
defenders’ recourse to the most reactionary forms
of state sovereignty as an answer to international
criticism and intervention. These rulings not
only retroactively strip the citizenship rights of
Dominicans of Haitian descent dating as far back
as 1929, they violate international conventions,
setting a dangerous precedent for the treatment
of migrant workers globally. This is yet another
instance of the Dominican government’s failure
to acknowledge its own hand in creating the
vulnerable population that it now wishes to
regularize or expel. To be sure, the Dominican
government is not singularly responsible for the

intersecting histories of white supremacy, capitalist
exploitation, and patriarchy that undergird the
Dominican state; the U.S. and Haitian governments,
Haitian and Dominican elites, and multinational
corporations have invested in market relations that
create, rely on, and then dispose of vulnerable
Haitian and Dominican workers.

As a fransdisciplinary organization that seeks
crifically fo engage and build on Africana, Latin
American, and Indigenous philosophies of the
Caribbean, we challenge the Dominican state’s
reliance on an outmoded conception of state
sovereignty that facilitates oppression and
exploitation along axes of race, color, class, and
gender. We stand with all those who have already
strongly condemned the ruling and passage of the
law (including several Caribbean governments,
the United Nations, civil society organizations,
regional and international social justice activists,
and the Caribbean Studies Association) and with
the Dominican organizations and individuals who
have been working for decades for meaningful
immigrant, migrant, and citizenship rights and call
on the international community, and Caribbean
activists, intellectuals, artists, and organizations o
work directly with them in opposing violations in
the Dominican Republic.

http://www.caribphil.org

ARTICLES

Report on the 2015 Fleishhacker Chair
Lecture Series and Latin American
Philosophy Conference

Julio Covarrubias
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

INTRODUCTION

What follows is a report on the Fleishhacker Chair Lecture
Series on Latin American Philosophy, a conference hosted
at the University of San Francisco, April 16-18, 2015. My
aims are, first, fo give a sense of the arguments found in
the papers delivered, and second, to offer some reflections
on themes which emerged from our discussions, and which
I think merit further consideration. These are the themes
of the marginalization of Latin American and Latino/a
philosophy, and of the potential intellectual and moral
obligations which issue from the same. | provide, then,
in the order in which they occurred, a brief summary of
each presentation, turning thereafter fo consider the two
themes in question. While much can be said about each
of the papers in relation to these themes, though, | limit
myself to speaking on just the two papers which provoked
the thoughts | would here like to voice, namely, the papers
presented by Jorge J. E. Gracia and Grant Silva.
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1. IMMIGRATION AND SOCIAL TRUST

To begin, the first presentation was José Jorge Mendoza’s
“Latino/a Immigration: A Refutation of the Social Trust
Argument.” In his paper, Mendoza takes on enforcement-
first policies by means of what he calls the social trust
argument. Now as | understand it, an “enforcement-first”
stance on immigration policy is the position that the
immigration laws currently on the books ought to be now
enforced, even while no comprehensive resolution to the
“immigration problem” has been reached. In real tferms,
then, what this position implies is that undocumented
migrants in the United States should be now deported,
that the border wall ought to be now reinforced, and that
these things should be done before the migrants currently
present in the United States are able to obtain or be granted
a legal status—and certainly before more undocumented
migrants enter.

By “social trust,” on the other hand, it is meant something
like those bonds that hold together and facilitate the
cooperative functions necessary for societies to exist,
and which (I take it) make democratic societies, in
particular, possible. The social frust argument, in furn, goes
something like this: A political community cannot survive
without “social trust.” Furthermore, a necessary condition
for social trust is that the political community in question
must have discretionary confrol over its borders and over
who is allowed to enter, implying that enforcement-first
policies are permissible. Therefore, enforcement-first
policies are permissible insofar as they secure social frust.
Such a position is oftfen invoked, at least in popular media,
as a rhetorical device which relies on the force of concept
of illegality, and its association with moral wrongness.
Hence, disguised racial animus against migrants comes to
be justified by such slogans as “lllegal is illegal.”

Now, an implicit claim in the foregoing argument is
that unchecked immigration undermines social trust.
Guided by the principle that policies should reflect the
real sociohistorical circumstances of the United States,
Mendoza’s strategy against enforcement-first policies is
tfo accept the social trust-style argument, but to dispute
the claim fthat immigration actually undermines social
trust. In fact, he claims, enforcement-first policies actually
undermine social trust by creating pernicious associations
between undocumented status and “*Mexican” appearance,
turning Mexican-Americans into second-class citizens. If
a political community wants to limit migration across its
borders, and the rationale for doing so is securing social
trust, therefore, it cannot do it by enforcement-first policies.

As Mendoza notes, this argument doesn’t quite get us
migrant rights yet, but it does get us an anti-racial profiling
stance. The stance he envisions is comprised of two
standards. These are the Equality of Burdens Standard (EBS),
and the Equal Protections Standard (EPS). According fo EBS,
the burdens of immigration policies should be equally
shared among citizens. Thus, for instance, if people with
a “Mexican appearance” are subject to I.C.E. raids, then
upper-class whites should be equally subject to the same.
To off-set any further unequal freatment which may result in
the carrying out of the requirements of the EBS, Mendoza
suggests the EPS. According to the latter, citizens should

receive universal protections against excessive force, and
there should be oversight on procedures required by both
EBS and EPS.

2. LATIN AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY AND
COLONIALITY

Leaving the immigration issue to the side, | turn now fo
Grant Silva’s presentation, “Latin American Philosophy
as ‘Philosophy Born of (Colonial) Struggle.”” In his paper,
Silva claims that what distinguishes Latin American and
Latino/a philosophy (henceforth, LALo/a philosophy) is,
firstly, a concern (implicit or explicit) with coloniality, which
he glosses as “the implicit power dynamics in colonial and
post-colonial societies”; secondly, a concern with liberation
from coloniality—that is, LALo/a philosophy is philosophy
in the service of the liberation of those oppressed by the
system of coloniality.” In so arguing, Silva is in agreement
with the philosopher of liberation, Ignacio Ellacuria, that,
despite pretensions to the contrary, philosophical practice
is always guided or informed by practical concerns, and
cannot therefore be reduced to anything like the notion
of “the search for fruth for its own sake.” Latin American
philosophy is, he insists, “an inherently politicized
intellectual practice.” But | take it that it is no different from
philosophy in other traditions, save for its specific concerns
with coloniality.

Now Silva’s explicit target in this paper is actually Jorge J.
E. Gracia—specifically the latter’s views (or lack thereof) on
the issue of coloniality. However, | here want to focus on
what seem to be Silva’s implicit targets. For clarity, | divide
them into two groups, as follows:

(Group 1) (a) those philosophers of Latino/a
descent who do not work on issues in LALo/a
philosophy (defined relative to the concern with
coloniality); and (b) who may even explicitly
disavow LALo/a philosophy as a credible subfield;

and

(Group 2): those philosophers, whether or not
they are of Latino/a descent, who claim to work
on LALo/a philosophy just to advance their careers
(for instance, in order to get a job interview), but
do not, in fact, work in the area.?

Relative to Group 1, Silva argues that those philosophers
who claim to work in LALo/a philosophy but yet say nothing
about coloniality still do implicitly, by that very omission,
display what they think or feel about it. | take it that what
Silva here suggests is that those LALo/a thinkers belonging
to Group 1a either (mistakenly) do not see coloniality as a
real issue, or they willfully (and wrongly) fail to acknowledge
that it is a real issue. But defining LALo/a philosophy as
concerned explicitly with coloniality enables Silva to argue
that failures to address coloniality are like failures to do
LALo/a properly. It is, on my reading of Silva, to do LALo/a
philosophy badly (i.e., in the wrong way, leaving open that
it could still be “good philosophy” in some more general
sense of abiding by disciplinary norms).
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For the case of Group 2, there is a concern especially
that, given how desperate the job market has become,
some philosophers may be claiming to work on LALo/a
philosophy just to get interviews for jobs, despite having
no intention to contribute to this area of study. Using the
same style of reasoning as the above, however, Silva
makes a case against such philosophers. If you claim to
be a LALo/a philosopher but aren’t putting in work, the
reasoning goes, then aside from simply having something
like bad faith, say, you are also in some sense failing
morally the tradition to which you are claiming fo belong.
You do not, properly speaking, belong to the tradition, or if
you do, you are doing it badly/wrongly. This is because, on
Silva’s view, to do LALo/a philosophy is precisely to write
on issues pertaining to coloniality. Af the end of this report,
| will have occasion to return to this topic and offer some
reflections on it.

3. LUIS VILLORO AND THE PLURALIST
NATION-STATE

We turn next to Kim Diaz’s presentation on “American
Indigenism and Democracy: Assimilation, Pluralism, and
Autonomy.” Her project surveys the political works of
Luis Villoro, with special reference to the discourses on
indigenous liberation. Villoro, says Diaz, is concerned that
indigenous cultures in Latin America are dying off or being
assimilated into the majority mestizo culture. Furthermore,
he criticizes liberation discourses for adopting prevalent
stereotypes of indigenous peoples which portray them as
“not entirely natural slaves but not entirely human either,”
which leads to paternalism. Mestizos, Diaz points out, think
that the indigenous have only two options open to them:
(a) to separate into a different society or (b) to be dragged
infto modernity.

But, on Villoro’s view, this dilemma betrays an underlying
reluctance to extend meaningful autfonomy to indigenous
peoples. Autonomy, for Villoro, is the freedom to form one’s
own life plan and pursue it. And the state, as Diaz points
out, “needs to guarantee adequate social conditions for
the realization of people’s freedom to pursue their own life-
plan.” But Euro-Americans across the contfinent continue
to control the indigenous peoples. “Liberation,” however,
“requires that Euro-Americans relinquish this control.”

Together, the foregoing considerations speak in favor of a
third option, which is, namely, the formation of a pluralist
nation-state, a state whose “only role is to coordinate
decentralized subgroups of power.” The formation of a
pluralist nation-state, according to Diaz, does, however,
require a particular form of tolerance. Mere tolerance, by
which | take it that she means tolerance as forbearance,
or tolerance arrived at by modus vivendi, Diaz thinks,
is insufficient for a pluralist democratic community to
function. What we need instead is tolerance that develops
esteem for the other.

4. THE STATE OF LATIN AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY
IN THE UNITED STATES

We have arrived now, then, to the keynote lecture, given
by Jorge J. E. Gracia, “Latin American Philosophy in the

United States: Past, Present, and Fufure.” What Gracia
offers in his keynote is, first of all, fo sketch the history of
the study (or lack thereof) of Latin American philosophy
in the United States. Second, he identifies several distinct
challenges and threats that Latin American and/or Latino/a
philosophy (LALo/a philosophy) faces in receiving uptake
to become established in the philosophical canon. Using
publication data on LALo/a philosophy as an indicator of
interest in the area, Gracia finds that—excepting few and
far in between cases—there was virtually no interest in
LALo/a philosophy until the 1980s. Even today, he points
out, the subfield remains peripheral, lacking recognition in
the mainstream. The top journals of the profession will not
even touch LALo/a philosophy. And for that reason LALo/a
philosophers have even had to create their own alternative
venues (such as this newsletter). On the other hand, LALo/a
philosophy looks like it’s here to stay, given recent frends in
research output, and tenure-track appointments of LALo/a
philosophy practitioners.

In short, Gracia paints a stark, though not entirely hopeless,
picture. | will not here recount Gracia’s findings or detail
all of the challenges. But by way of conclusion, | mention
only some challenges which stood out to me. First, Gracia
claims that a challenge which we must reckon with is that
historically many LALo/a philosophers in the United States
were and continue to be dabblers who do not carry out
sustfained research on LALo/a philosophy. Gracia dubs
these dabblers “dilettantes.” Granted that this is often
a result of externally imposed constraints, he thinks this
dilettantism must nevertheless be replaced by sustained
research. Second, warning against the dangers of academic
ghettoization, Gracia also suggests looking to other formerly
marginalized subfields, such as feminist philosophy and the
philosophy of race, which have become integrated into the
mainstream, for models. We learn from their experience, he
thinks, that we need to get LALo/a philosophers positions in
major departments. Finally, he makes note of the urgency
of undertaking translation projects, so that Latin American
philosophy can actually be taught.

5. PLAN FOR WHAT REMAINS

Having thus provided summaries for each presentation,
| would like now, in what remains of this report, to turn
my focus fo those themes mentioned at the outset, of
the marginalization of LALo/a philosophy, and of the
intellectual and moral obligations which issue from the
same. | here limit myself to discussing these themes as
they bear on Gracia’s and Silva’s presentations, given that
these provoked the thoughts which | would here like o
voice. | start, then, with commentary on Gracia and move
on to Silva, thereafter concluding the report.

6. ON THE MARGINALIZATION OF LATIN
AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY

Begin, then, with Gracia. After his keynote, | found
myself recalling that it wasn’t only in philosophy that the
study of Latin America, and the study of Latin American
intellectual activity specifically, seemed marginal. It is
a well-documented fact that the study of Latin America
is marginalized in other disciplines, even if it might be
thriving as an “area study” generally. For instance, in a
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meta-analysis on the state of research on Latin America
in political science, John D. Martz (1990) observed an
increased esfrangement between the disciplinary study
of political science and the area study of Latin American
studies.® Regarding the study of intellectual activity in
Latin America, the historian John T. Johnson had noted in
a 1985 report that in terms of the number of publications
on Latin America, no subfield in history had fared as poorly
as the history of ideas.* One might also mention the little
attention paid fo Latin America by historians of science—to
say nothing of philosophers of science.’

It strikes me, then, that it may be profitable to situate
Gracia’s analysis within the context of the status of the
study of Latin America in the academy generally. If it turned
out that Latin American studies is generally marginalized
across disciplines, this would seem to suggest a pattern,
and so also a different obstacle than any identified by
Gracia—one which is related to the study of the region
itself.¢ Shortly, | provide considerations in favor of the view
that this is the case.

Let me start, however, with an anecdote from my years
as an undergraduate philosophy major, one which
encapsulates a challenge that | believe we are all acutely
aware of, but that we rarely talk about in publication.”
Having stated my intention to pursue LALo/a philosophy to
a peer, | was met with the following response: *“What does
Latin America have to offer,” she asked, “besides bananas
and dictatorships?” | was, of course, both astonished and
puzzled by the arrogance and contempt expressed by this
question, essentially asking that | prove—on the assumption
to the contrary—that there is intellectual merit to be found
somewhere south of the U.S. border, and so also asking me
to justify why it was legitimate to study LALo/a philosophy.
What this student associated with Latin America, in other
words, was not intellectual activity, but political violence
and instfability, tyranny and dictatorship, and that term,
which rightly offends anyone who knows anything about
U.S.-Latin American relations, banana republic. *“What could
these people,” she must’ve thought, “barely civilized as
they are, have to offer intellectually to the world?”®

This latent disrespect and contempt for Latin America is, in
my view, a significant, if not the primary, obstacle for LALo/a
philosophy in the United States—just as latent misogyny is
an obstacle for feminist philosophy, and latent anti-black
racism is for philosophy of race. In fact, | suspect that LALo/a
philosophy is especially disadvantaged, exactly in virtue of
the fact that if is an intellectual activity historically done by
people with origins in a racialized geographical region that
is precisely disassociated from intellectual activity.®

Evidence for this disassociation from intellectual activity,
and of association with instability and backwardness, is
ample. Writing in the 1970s, the political scientist Howard
Wiarda had already noted a tendency to talk about Latin
America in terms of extremes, which, in retrospect, we
can connect to the stereotypes floating around about
the region. He cites the emergence of “scare literature”
with such titles as “The Eleventh Hour,” “Reform or
Revolution,” “Evolution or Destruction.”’® This followed a
paftern of associating Laftin America with instability, one

which persists to this day: Witness such titles as “Born in
Blood and Fire,” “Democracies and Dictatorships,” “Cuba:
Between Reform and Revolution.” Consider the panic with
which U.S. media reports on post-Chavez Venezuela, and
the general reception, even in the scholarly literature, of
the recent “Left Turn” in Latin America, which resorts to
such discrediting scare-language as “neopopulism” and
“ethnopopulism.”™

There is also evidence of a widely held assumption,
even among some Latin Americans, that the region has
essentially contributed nothing intellectually to world
history. Latin America, as Wiarda puts it, was “bypassed
by the great revolutions associated with the making of
the modern world.”'? These are, namely: “The Protestant
Reformation, the rise of capitalism, the scientific revolution,
the rise of socially more pluralistic and politically more
democratic societies, the Industrial Revolution and its
many-faceted ramifications.”™ All of this results in even
Latin American philosophers dismissing LALo/a philosophy
as “merely ideological,” “purely literary,” “unoriginal,” and
“derivative,” and this sometimes without even frying to
show that these claims are warranted.

Together, the foregoing factors have confributed to the
formation of pernicious stereotypes about the region
that obscure its rich inftellectual history, resulting in the
presumption that intellectual activity simply does not occur
in the region, and that whatever passes for it just isn’t the
real deal. For these reasons, | claim that the marginalization
of LALo/a philosophy is tied not just to the marginalization
of Latin American studies generally, but the former and the
latter are directly tied to the international marginalization
of the region itself. For it is the latter which has produced
racialized stereotypes of Latin Americans and Latinos that
disassociate them from intellectual activity, and instead
associate them with backwardness.™ To think otherwise,
| claim, is to regard philosophers as being exempt from
the influence of their social-political environment,
which is, frankly, implausible. But, if | am right about
these considerations, then they set down a challenge
not yet identified by Gracia with which we must reckon,
and in regards to which no ready-made solutions seem
forthcoming. For it seems that so long as Latin America
itself is marginalized, so too will be the study of the region
and its intellectual activity.

7. ON INTELLECTUAL OBLIGATIONS FOR
LATINO/A INTELLECTUALS

The foregoing challenge fouches on themes which, it
seemed tfo me, went unspoken but tacitly felt in all of our
discussions in the conference. Most notably, it seemed
to me that there was a special connection between the
foregoing theme and Silva’s presentation. Briefly, | wish fo
offer some thoughts connecting the two papers.

To start, it is worth pointing out something left unsaid in
Silva’s paper. This is, namely, that Silva’s project to define
LALo/a philosophy as philosophy born of colonial struggle
is not just descriptive, but also prescriptive: it prescribes
what LALo/a philosophy is and should be. Let us call this
position prescriptivism about LALo/a philosophy.
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Itisfromthis prescriptivismthat Silva wishesto conclude that
Latino/a philosophers are obliged to put in work on LALo/a
philosophy. It would then appear that Silva is committed to
the claim that, in the history of LALo/a philosophy, there
have been those who have lived up to the intellectual
obligation fo be concerned with the oppressed (think of
figures like Enrique Dussel, Ellacuria, perhaps Las Casas),
but that others have not lived up to this responsibility (think
especially of figures like Mario Bunge, but perhaps Silva
would think that more traditional villains of the canon, like
Sarmiento, may also fail to display a proper concern for
the oppressed). Hence, today, a Latino/a philosopher who
works exclusively, say, on Anglo-style philosophical logic,
or Anglo-metaphysics, is also failing in this sense.

Now | take it that Silva thinks (and rightly so, in my view)
that the failure to do LALo/a philosophy proper, or the act
of claiming to do it only for self-gain, is especially heinous
or blameworthy for the case of philosophers of Latino/a
descent. Left unexplained is why this might be the case.
But | think that at the heart of this infuition is something
like the position that, for the case of oppressed racial or
ethnic groups, there are legitimate moral demands which
can be placed by them on their own members, such that,
by meeting them, the members in question conduct
themselves in a way proper to members of that group.
For instance, it might be said that | have a burden as a
Mexican-American to care for and respect the language
and traditions I've inherited from my parents; or, as Charles
Mills has suggested for the case of black men, that they
have a moral duty to marry black women."

Let us call the foregoing standards of conduct racialized
rules of conduct: rules which regulate what it takes for
me, say, to be a proper Mexican-American, as opposed
to a “faulty” one. We might distinguish these rules from
racialized rules of constitution: those rules which govern
when and under what conditions someone gets fo counft,
say, as a Mexican-American, and not, for instance, as a
Native American or a white.®

Supposing that there are such rules, an interesting question
is whether (regardless of racial or ethnic descent) there
are analogous obligations for members of marginalized
intellectual traditions which fall out of the very fact that
the members in question belong to that marginalized
fradition. One way to reconstruct Silva’s position might
then be this: That there are constitutive rules for playing
the game of LALo/a philosophy, and that counting as a
LALo/a philosopher means you become obliged by certain
rules of conduct. To be a LALo/a philosopher is be a part of
a tradition of thought which has been concerned with our
various colonial legacies and the search for freedom from
the same. Thus, my being an heir to this tradition imposes
on me those intellectual obligations which will further this
project.

This is a somewhat less controversial position than the one
that there are racialized rules of an analogous kind, but it
seems that Silva is also committed to that view. Recall that
he seems to think it is especially heinous/blameworthy for
philosophers of Latino/a descent to belong to either Group
1 or 2. The reason seems to be this: to be a philosopher

of Latino/a descent and to be unconcerned with LALo/a
philosophy, to regard the intellectual efforts of our forebears
as unworthy of attention, or, worse, to treat them as a mere
tool to advance our own careers, is not only disrespectful
to the fradition itself, but perhaps even to Latin American
and Latino peoples.

It strikes me then that, for his view, Silva must assume
more general claims like the foregoing. But he has not
explicitly argued for them. Moreover, these are obviously
controversial positions, especially with respect to race and
ethnicity.’”” This is not to say, however, that they are for
that reason mistaken. In fact, | believe that the question
of racialized rules demands greafter attention from
philosophers of color than is currently given.

But notice that we are back to the previous theme of the
marginalization of LALo/a philosophy. Recall my suggestion,
in the foregoing section, that the marginalization of LALo/a
philosophy (and of Latin American studies generally) is
entangled with the general marginalization of the region. If
we identify coloniality as the source of this marginalization,
then it becomes clear that the struggle against coloniality is
itself entangled in the marginalization of LALo/a philosophy.
Hence, if LALo/a philosophy somehow inherently involves
the struggle against coloniality, then for that reason the
struggle will take place within philosophy itself. The impulse
to hold members of Group 1 and 2 morally blameworthy,
then, comes invirtue of the fact not just that Latin Americans
and Latinos are marginalized politically but that LALo/a
philosophy is itself marginalized and held in contempt.
What seems to be the source of our moral disquiet here
is that the philosophers in question do not show a respect
which is properly owed to LALo/a philosophy in virtue of
its being a philosophy born of struggle. To disrespect the
fradition in these ways, it may be claimed—and here | do
affirm it—is to express a principle of social organization on
which the subjugation and marginalization of Latin America
and ifs peoples is affirmed, and the value of the fradition
denied.'®

8. CONCLUSION

But now these reflections come o a close. In the foregoing,
| have summarized all presentations given at the Latin
American philosophy conference, and | have offered some
thoughts regarding the themes of the marginalization of
Latin American philosophy, and of those obligations which
| believe seem to issue from this marginalization. In the
course of these reflections, | provided considerations for
thinking that the marginalization of LALo/a philosophy, and
hence of Latino/a philosophers, is in part due to the general
marginalization of the study of Latin America, and the
study of the intellectual activity of the region in particular,
both of which are, in turn, related to the international
marginalization of the region. This, | claimed, presented
obstacles not yet identified, namely, the prejudgments
of everything Latin American as being backwards and
specifically not intellectually interesting.

It is likely, | suggested, that this is directly tied to the
international geopolitical marginalization of Latin America.
| thus identify the causes of this marginalization with
the dynamics of coloniality to which Silva alludes. As a
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consequence, it seems that the marginalization of LALo/a
philosophy will persist so long as Latin America itself
remains marginal. Our struggles for intellectual recognition
come, in this way, to be tied together to the struggles of our
peoples for social and political recognition, connecting also
the question of marginalization fo Silva’s prescriptivism.
Out of this fall those infellectual and moral obligations
discussed in the foregoing. By reference to the idea of
rules of conduct and constitution, moreover, | raised the
questions of whether such rules exist, not just for members
of oppressed or marginalized groups, but also for members
of marginalized intellectual traditions. | suggested that the
answer to both of these questions was a Yes, but these
themes obviously merit a deeper engagement than can
now be given.

NOTES

1.

Unless otherwise indicated, all quotes are pulled directly from
the presentations.

I note that it’s not without irony, respecting this latter target, that
Silva is here essentially concerned that there are usurpers out
there who are, so to speak, “taking our jobs!”

See John D. Martz, “Political Science and Latin American Studies:
Patterns and Asymmetries of Research and Publication,” Latin
American Research Review 25, no. 1 (Nov. 1990): 67-86. To take
just a sampling of his findings on publication data: between
1960 and 1987, out of the total of 1,155 articles appearing in
the prestigious journal American Political Science Review, just
17 of them (1.5 percent) were on Latin America; in the Journal
of Politics, 18 of the 892 publications (2 percent); in World
Politics, 18 of 461 (3.9 percent) (Martz, “Political Science and
Latin American Studies,” 70). At the same time, during that
period, there was a consistent percentage of submissions by
political scientists (between 22 and 28 percent) fo area studies
alternatives like Latin American Research Review, indicating that
political scientists working on the region have been engaged
in sustained research (ibid., 75). Martz suggests there is a
certain irony, then, given the low numbers of publications in
the major disciplinary venues, that we should not anticipate
to find in political science journals the major empirical and
theoretical contributions to come on Latin American politics.
“That commentary alone,” he concludes, “speaks eloquently
about the relationship between Latin American area studies and
the discipline of political science” (ibid., 83). (A further irony is
that this paper was not actually published in a political science
journal, and instead in a Latin American studies one.) See also
Martz, “The Place of Latin America in the Study of Comparative
Politics,” The Journal of Politics 28, no. 1 (Feb 1966): 57-80.

| am unaware of any follow-up study on Martz’s findings, but |
took the liberty of casually browsing the American Political Science
Review while writing this article and counted that, fo date, a fotal
of about 17 articles with titles on Latin America were published in
the past 15 years. For World Politics, | counted back five years for a
total of three or four publications on Latin America. Obviously, my
numbers should be confirmed before they are cited.

Finally, it is worth pointing out that the low number of
publications in political science journals are still numbers which
we in philosophy can at this fime only ever dream to see in the
“top” journals in our field.

See John T. Johnson, *One Hundred Years of Historical Writing on
Modern Latin America by United States Historians,” The Hispanic
American Historical Review 65, no. 4 (Nov. 1985): 763.

My understanding is that there are not many U.S. scholars, and
even fewer philosophers, who have given much aftention to
the history of science in Latin America. For an infroduction to
this topic, see Jorge Cafizares-Esguerra and Marcos Cueto’s
“Latin America” in An Infroduction fo the History of Science
in Non-Western Traditions, eds. Douglas Allchin and Robert
DeKisky (Seattle: History of Science Society, 1999), 49-62.
Recently, Manuel Vargas has advocated for the study of Latin
American history and philosophy of science in “Lessons from the
Philosophy of Race in Mexico,” SPEP Supplement (2000): 18-29.

13.
14.

This contrasts with, for instance, Manuel Vargas’s approach
of identifying challenges to LALo/a philosophy which are
internal to the field, or which are due to the content of LALo/a
philosophy. See Vargas, “Real Philosophy, Metaphilosophy, and
Metametaphilosophy: On the Plight of Latin American Philosophy,”
CR: The New Centennial Review 7, no. 3 (2007): 51-78.

For instance, in Gracia’s presentation, this topic is completely
omitted. So also in Vargas’s discussion of challenges to Latin
American philosophy (Vargas, “Real Philosophy, Metaphilosophy,
and Metametaphilosophy”).

| later recalled this episode after reading the opening words of
Charles Mills’s (2007) paper on “White Ignorance”:

Imagine an ignorance that resists.
Imagine an ignorance that fights back.

Imagine an ignorance militant, aggressive, not to be
intfimidated,

an ignorance that is active, dynamic, that refuses to go
quietly—not at all confined to the illiterate and

uneducated but propagated at the highest levels of the land,
indeed presenting itself unblushingly as

knowledge.

See Charles Mills, “White Ignorance,” Race and Epistemologies of
Ignorance, eds. Shannon Sullivan and Nancy Tuana (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 2007), 13-38.

Again, Johnson noted that the subfield which fared most poorly
in regard to Latin American history was the history of ideas (*One
Hundred Years,” 763). He speculates as to the causes, but here
again there is also a failure to consider or even recognize widely
held stereotypes and prejudices, even if they are only implicitly
held, that Latin America simply is not intellectually interesting
(ibid., 763-64).

. Howard Wiarda, “Toward a Framework for the Study of Political

Change in the lberic-Latin Tradition: The Corporative Model,”
World Politics 25, no. 2 (Jan., 1973): 206.

. The paradigm case is perhaps Jorge Castafieda’s influential “Latin

America’s Left Turn” in Foreign Affairs 85, no. 3 (May/June 2006).
This article provoked a number of responses, such as Hector E.
Schamis, “Populism, Socialism, and Democratic Institutions,”
Journal of Democracy 17, no. 4 (2006): 20-34; Kenneth Roberts,
“Latin America’s Populist Revival,” SAIS Review 27, no. 1 (2007):
3-15; and Mitchell A. Seligson, “The Rise of Populism and the Left
in Latin America,” Journal of Democracy 18, no. 3 (2007): 81-95.
Notably, the latter fried to argue using survey data that the shift
to the left in Latin America meant a shift away from democracy.

. Wiarda, “Toward a Framework for the Study of Political Change in

the lberic-Latin Tradition,” 209.
Ibid.

It bears noting that the claims | have argued for here are by nature
speculative. The kind of study required to assess the claims |
have made would likely require cross-disciplinary expertise and
perhaps interdisciplinary collaboration. No one | know of in our
discipline has attempted such a project, and no one in the near
future is likely to do so. For that reason, | proposed to offer a
start here. Conceding that all of this may be ultimately mistaken,
I am for my part persuaded of what | have said, and | hope to be
persuasive enough to convince this audience (or at least to have
stirred someone up enough to undertake the more thoroughly
comprehensive kind of study required to assess my claims). | am
surprised, though, that I have not encountered a publication which
has explicitly connected the marginalization of Latin America, and
its study, to the marginalization of LALo/a philosophy in the United
States. For it seems to be a widely held, if unarticulated, sentiment
among LALo/a philosophers, even among Latin Americanists
generally. In any case, if | owe anyone credit for these thoughts,
it is likely Michael Mitchell, with whom | studied Latin American
politics as an undergraduate. Discussions in his seminars began
my thinking of the marginalization of LALo/a philosophy as fied to
the general marginalization of the region.

. See Charles Mills, “*Do Black Men Have a Moral Duty to Marry

Black Women?” Journal of Social Philosophy 25th Anniversary
Special Issue (1994): 131-53.
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16. | got the idea for this distinction in a conversation with Bernard
Kobes, who pointed me to John Searle’s distinction between
regulative rules and constitutive rules in Speech Acts (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1969), 33. The distinction is this:
“regulative rules regulate antecedently or independently
existing forms of behaviour; for example, many rules of etiquette
regulate inter-personal relationships which exist independently
of the rules. But constitutive rules do not merely regulate, they
create or define new forms of behaviour. The rules of football or
chess, for example, do not merely regulate playing football or
chess, but as it were they create the very possibility of playing
such games.”

17. Most philosophers, under the influence of liberal individualism
perhaps, would reject this view on the grounds that there is
not a proper way to be a Latino/a and also no proper way fo be
a Latino/a philosopher. After all, to claim that there are moral
obligations in virtue of one’s (unchosen) race or ethnicity, they
would say, is to essentialize the very same, which is descriptively
mistaken insofar as races are not real, and it might be thought
to be morally impermissible insofar as it denies the “priority
of individual liberty,” or imposes unwanted obligations on
individuals without their consent. | am of the mind that this line
of argument is mistaken in regard fo racialized and oppressed/
marginalized groups. Someone wanting to make the case would
want, however, to distinguish between the in-fact rules which
our social reality collectively sustains, some of which may be
pernicious (e.g., Jim Crow-era rules of conduct), and those that
would be appropriate rules for people of color to adopt in order
to combat oppression. In a future work, | would like to expand on
this theme, but here | set this issue aside.

18. This, of course, is not to say that we cannot criticize our
philosophical forbears. It is just to point to the social meaning
attached to the disavowal and dismissal of LALo/a philosophy by
other philosophers, and particularly by Latino/a philosophers.

Why the Struggle Against Coloniality Is
Paramount to Latin American Philosophy

Grant J. Silva

MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY

As a Latino philosopher who teaches and specializes in Latin
American philosophy, | am often frustrated by explanations
of this subfield that describe it as “philosophy, just south
of the United States border” or “any kind of philosophy
done in Latin America.”! Other ways of pufting this suggest
that Latin American philosophy is an area of thought
concerned with the history of philosophy in Latin America
as opposed to the possibility of a distinctive Latin American
philosophy, the former often a report on easily recognizable
sub-disciplines—such as Marxism, phenomenology,
philosophical anthropology, analytic philosophy, axiology,
philosophy of law—as they have taken place in Latin
America (including Brazil), the Caribbean, and even
amongst Latino/as in the United States.? Although meant to
be inclusive (perhaps foo inclusive), the above descriptions
are vague and mislead those unfamiliar with the field. They
eclipse a “tradition,” for lack of a better word, that takes the
idea of Latin America and all the identity crises that come
with this regional affiliation as the point of departure for
philosophical analysis and practice.?

This tradition places much importance on the goal of
liberation, the idea of freedom (an idea realized in various
ways), the significance and unavoidability of “place” or
one’s circumstance, and the need for creativity and/or
“openness,” especially in terms of how one thinks and lives

in light of coloniality (not just colonization), as central to
philosophical practice. The previous, however, are topics
and concerns of great importance in other branches of
philosophy and even in other disciplines. Thus, as Jorge J. E.
Gracia explains below (in so many words), | am perhaps only
capable of painting a picture of Latin American philosophy
as “philosophy born of [colonial] struggle,” to slightly tweak
the phrase coined by the African American philosopher
Leonard Harris.* This limitation is not a problem; | have
no problem viewing Latin American philosophy as part of
a larger philosophical practice committed to struggling
against coloniality in its various manifestations. | think this
imbues Latin American philosophy with a proclivity towards
praxis that is missing in most of academic philosophy. In
addition, | think there is an important difference between
philosophizing from freedom and philosophizing for the
sake of freedom. Philosophy looks different and often
assumes “non-canonical,” “non-philosophical,” or “non-
tfraditional” purposes and problematics in political and
socio-economic contexts plagued by ongoing structures of
oppression, especially those resulting from coloniality.

For the most part, philosophers residing in imperial,
developed countries are typically free (or at least free
enough) to think without the constraints or burdens of their
particular social, cultural, racial, and gendered existence.
These individuals tend fo think “universally” and their
subjectivity or identity rarely enters the philosophical
purview, except for discussions of identity writ large (in
the sense that J. Locke talks about personal identity). This
is especially frue when the face of philosophy reflects
the dominant racial, gender, class, and/or sexual norm,
or when one’s status in country or place of residence is
authorized by the state; that is, when one’s subjectivity is
legally, metaphysically, and socio-historically secure. To
philosophize from this perspective does not mean that
one is totally free of conflict or strife, for nobody lives a
life free of turmoil of some kind. Nevertheless, there exist
ways of practicing philosophy that begin from socially
advantageous positions that subsequently delimit the
philosophical practice.

Forthoseincolonial(andeven“post-colonial”) circumstances
that find themselves on the side of underdevelopment,
poverty, marginality, and domination, this luxury is not so
apparent.® For those that think for the sake of freedom the
exigencies of their circumstances force a critical reflective
stance that targets oppression, sfructural inequalities,
pain, and suffering. Since “privileged” philosophers think
from perspectives where their interests and problems
are recognized and align with traditional or historical
philosophical problematics, their status as philosophers
is never in question. Those philosophers who begin from
contested, dominated, and oppressed social locales are said
to think about “*non-philosophical” issues, their discourses
remain unauthorized and non-canonical for reasons that
reflect nothing other than bias, blatant disregard, and the
force of history.® These are the non-philosophers, the ones
that use philosophy for instrumental reasons, and in so
doing jeopardize their stance in academic and intellectual
circles—this where | place Latin American philosophy.
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While the above dichotomy admits of problems on multiple
levels, it nonetheless presents opportunity to examine the
difference offered by Latin American and other ways of
doing philosophy. Whatever Latin American philosophy
(LAP) may be, philosophy at the service of freedom plays
a crucial role in the tfradition | am concerned with, one
that cannot be subsumed into a retelling of the history
of Western thought as it has taken place south of the U.S.
border. More than just the history of philosophy in the
region, Latin American philosophy is an example of what
philosophy looks like in the face of coloniality.”

What follows contains a weak claim and a strong claim
(perhaps a better way of describing these is fo say
descriptive and normative). The weaker claim is that one can
interpret or describe the works of various Latin American
philosophers as concerned with freedom, liberty, and the
problem of colonization or coloniality, even when this is
not the explicit goal of the author. More often than not, no
interpretation is needed. Whether it is national liberation
or questions of mestizaje; epistemic or political justice
for indigenous peoples; freedom from political, racial,
or gender oppression imposed by a patriarchal/colonial
order; the importance of authenticity or originality in light
of colonialism; or even anti-essentialist understandings
of Latino/a identity, a majority of what constitutes Latin
American philosophy revolves around, has been impacted
by and concerned with, coloniality and liberation. This is not
to suggest that every page of Latin American philosophy
confains the words “colonial,” “coloniality,” “liberation,”
or derivatives of these terms. Nevertheless, | believe that
one is hard pressed to find “pure” philosophical content
in Latin America that is not in some way engendered by
or valued for its confribution fo Latin American societies
or cultures. This imbues Latin American philosophy with
a tendency towards political thought, such that the term
“Latin American political philosophy” is a pleonasm at best
and a fautology at worst.

Soastotakethe more difficult route, | offer Gracia’s thoughts
on why coloniality or colonization cannot be the basis for
LAP as an example of an implicit instance where liberation-
themes nonetheless abound. In his essay, “Ethnic Labels
and Philosophy,” Gracia argues that what is distinctive
about Latin American philosophy, or that which unites Latin
American thinkers under the umbrella of “Laftin American
philosophy,” cannot be “the experience of so-called
coloniality, or even perhaps marginality.”® Colonization
cannot serve as the basis for Latin American philosophy
since not all experiences of colonialism are uniform nor is
colonization unique fto Latin American history. Coloniality
as the basis for Latin American philosophy establishes
conditions that are either too strict, such that it leaves
out some of the region’s best thinkers who never wrote
a word about colonization, or this criterion establishes
conditions that are satisfied by many non-Latin Americans,
e.g., Africans, Asians, and perhaps even North Americans.
At best, Gracia continues, “even if one were to accept that
coloniality is in fact something that characterizes Latin
American philosophy, this would help to separate it only
from philosophy which is a product of the First World, not
from the philosophy of other parts of the world that have
also suffered colonial exploitation.”?

There is much to appreciate in Gracia’s comments,
particularly his anti-essentialism and turn fo a familial-
historical model for understanding group identities
(Gracia’s modus operandi'’®). Both are worthwhile
contributions to philosophy of race and ethnicity, and, as
I will suggest, epitomize a Latin American philosophical
concern with freedom from totalizing concepts, the type of
which are typified by colonial impositions. Gracia assumes
that like ethnic groups themselves, it is wrong to think
of “ethnic philosophies” in essentialized ways that rely
upon necessary and sufficient condiftions. There is no one
definitive characteristic or trait that defines the members
of an ethnic group. Instead, ethnic groups are cluster
concepts, groupings united on their relation to a variety
of traits to characteristics, none of which are necessary
and often context-specific. Ethnic philosophies supervene
on ethnic groups, and the fact that members of an ethnic
group do not share in a single feature entfails that a
philosophy arising from this group cannot harbor universal
characteristics. Gracia holds that “ethnic philosophies
are historical realities enmeshed in webs of complicated
relations.” He continues, “a proper understanding of them
must reflect this reality [. . .] the conditions of membership
vary, as history itself does, allowing for different groupings
and ways of looking at them.”"

There are two dimensions of Gracia’s views that are worth
focusing on. One pertains to the idea of history itself;
the other to how history is interpreted. There are various
ways of explaining what history is: (1) facts or events
that have taken place; (2) interpretation or accounts of
facts as performed by historians; and (3) “history” as a
discipline, which entails an assortment of meta-historical
and methodological principles and commitments.’> This
variegated understanding of history results in no exclusive
way of looking at the past or even agreement upon what
constitutes “history.” One’s interests, goals, proximity, or
distance to the subject in question condition how they
view the past. To impose a single monolithic interpretation
of the past frustrates other ways of viewing history and,
more importantly, preempts the formulation of novel
perspectives. For ethnic philosophies like Latin American
philosophy, such imperial approaches to its history limit
the range of possible interpretations (and manifestations)
in the present and future. As | take it, Gracia’s views are not
just about the multiplicity that is the past, but also about
the dynamic and creative nature of the present determined
by that “past” and the possibility for an open future. To
say that all members of an ethnic philosophy necessarily
share in one common feature is fo totalize or master the
practice and boundaries of that philosophy. This means
the concepts that arise from this group will be limited by
the conditions that are imposed by an over-determined
historical view. This would be the colonization of a particular
ethnic philosophy.™

My ‘“liberationist” reading of Gracia’s work is supported
by his views on ethnic groupings. While discussing the
problems that arise when one expects all Latino/as to speak
Spanish or eat beans and rice or dance salsa, namely, the
problems with stereotypes, he writes:
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These examples illustrate the fact that to be Latino
does not entail much that is generally associated
with the stereotype. But why should this lumping
and homogenization generate fear in the Latino
population? Why do we find strident voices
complaining and warning about this phenomenon?
Because we worry that by being lumped together
into one stereotyped group, the reality which we
are will be misunderstood—we will be taken as
what we are not and this can affect our lives in
significant ways, some very nefarious to our well
being. Homogenization becomes particularly
dangerous in political contexts because the
government often formulates and implements
social policy based on stereotypes.™

Again, the problem with stereotypes is that they impose
an image of what it means to be from a partficular group
before individuals have a chance fo define themselves.
Stereotypes limit how our reality will be understood. While
Gracia may fall back on the claim that there is no normative
dimension to his argument for the familial-historical view,
meaning that he is simply painting a more accurate picture
of reality, the moral dimensions of his train of thought are
visible in the above passage (i.e., “nefarious to our well
being”).

Gracia’s comments are reminiscent of what the philosopher
of liberation, Enrique Dussel, writes while speaking about
the victim of colonization:

Distant thinkers, those who had a perspective of
the center from the periphery, those who had to
define themselves in the presence of an already
established image of the human person and in
the presence of uncivilized fellow humans, the
newcomers, the ones who hope because they are
always outside, these are the ones who a have
clear mind for pondering reality."®

“Distant thinkers” are those residing on “the outside” of
hegemonic circles and totalizing systems; those in colonial
peripheries in relation fo a center that is Europe; those
for whom their status as a rational subject implies spatial
connotations, i.e., an aperture or distance from the imposing
views of the center; those who had images of humanity’s
past cast upon them in fterms of being considered
barbarian, pre-modern, savage, inferior. *Newcomers,” or
those for whom creative interpretive practices are possible,
are best suited to ponder reality since, as Dussel continues,
they do not seek to defend any privileges or ideological
perspective.

For Gracia, the lack of necessary and sufficient conditions
does not rob ethnic philosophies or ethnic groups of an
identity. Like proper names or dates of birth, there is a
sense in which ethnic philosophies have specific points of
origin or arise from a set of circumstances that is unique
to that grouping (this uniqueness does not entail that the
fraits in question will not be shared by others). However,
one cannot think of that identity as anything other than
confingent and contextual. Although Latin American
philosophy may have a starting point, say the “discovery”

of America, as Gracia does, and a range of topics that
tend to be discussed by various thinkers that fall within
this area of study, these are historically contingent and
always contextualized. Thus, what is called “Latin American
philosophy” is not meaningless, as this ftitle signifies a
set of questions that are clumped together for a variety
of reasons, none of which should reign supreme. Thus, to
say that Latin American philosophy maintains an inherent
tendency towards liberatory thought is simply to highlight
a contingent history that makes sense in light of a desire
to differentiate Laftin American philosophy from those
descriptions of this field posed at the onset of this essay
(for the reasons offered above in addition fo those that
come below).

| ask, if the burden of differentiating Laftin American
philosophy from Anglophonic interpretations of the
philosophical canon falls upon the texts and ideas that
do not just retell the history of Western philosophy south
of the U.S. border but represent a particular way of doing
philosophy that is unique to “Latin America” and other parts
of the world, why contfinue with such descriptions of LAP
as those provided at the onset of this paper? How might
those other texts, the ones that are often emphasized when
explaining what LAP is or why this area makes worthwhile
confributions to academic philosophy in the United States,
be the real difference makers, so to speak? How does this
point to that which distinguishes LAP from “mainstream”
understandings of philosophy?

To say that colonialism ought to be a starting point for
Latin American philosophy is where controversy starts.
It is problematic, | admit, fo think of colonization as an
indispensable basis for Latin American philosophy (and
note that | am aware of the totalizing nature of my claim).
First off, as Gracia explained above, not all Latin Americans
have suffered colonialism equally. Here, however, | think
there is a tendency fo think about the experience of
colonization strictly from the perspective of the victim. |
offer as example the way whiteness has been understood
in the context of the United States for support.

It is offen the case that white people report that the
experience of race does not play a central role in their
life. Being part of the dominant racial group, race is not an
issue for whites the way it is for Blacks, Hispanics, Native
Americans, or Asians. Nonetheless, is this fo say that white
identity is race-less? Is this fo assume that whiteness has
not been impacted by the existence of race? Of course noft;
the white experience of race—for the most part, since white
people always want to remind of the fact that nonwhites
can be racist to whites as well—is best understood as
constituting the oppressive side of race relations. Self-
effacing white people who claim to be “white-trash” sound
as ridiculous as me claiming fo be *male-tfrash”; regardless
of how much | hate it, others will assign to me the privileges
that come with masculinity. Nevertheless, even if whites
do not “feel” race, there is a way in which white identity
is predicated on the existence of nonwhites. Given that
whiteness has often been associated with rights, privileges,
and benefits denied to others, whiteness operates more in
anfagonistic ways. While we may not be able to positively
identify what whiteness is, we can, and historians often do,
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identify the way in which whiteness is a social, political,
and legal construct that was used to exclude Asians, African
Americans, and now Hispanics.'®

In short, one’s experience of race, or colonization for that
matter, does not have to begin as victim. This is pertinent
to my goals in this essay since it sets up the stronger claim:
Latin American philosophers ought to think of themselves
as concerned with “philosophers for freedom.”"” | hold this
view fo such an extent that the absence of colonialism or
liberation-themes from their work can be interpreted as
a stance on colonization, especially when injustices and
inequality is ubiquitous in their immediate surroundings
(the culpability and definitiveness of silence). We can
take the absence of explicit engagement with the idea of
coloniality as the basis for one’s opinion on this topic: they
do not really care about it or represent such a privileged
approach fo philosophy such that they cannot really be
considered part of the Latin American fradition.'®

This stronger claim is partially supported by Ignacio
Ellacuria’s (the Jesuit philosopher murdered during the
Salvadorian civil war) views on the liberating aspects of
philosophy and his normative suggestion that philosophers
ought to concern themselves with the socio-historical
contexts they inhabit.” Crucial to Ellacuria’s views on
philosophy are both a critical and creative components.?®

Since it plays a role in supporting political and socio-
economic institutions, one of the natfural fargets of
philosophical critique has always been ideology. Being the
means through which humans sustain themselves, socio-
economic and political institutions are literally shaping
human reality by sfructuring and determining the lives
and communities of those they serve. Even though it may
be inherently neutral, ideology, an ouftgrowth of existing
institutions, affixes itself to the prevailing understanding of
reality and reinforces the status quo. In doing so, ideology
assists in the stifling of growth, thereby denying the
community the possibility of life. If human communities
are composed of living beings, their interests and concerns
cannot be captured by a single economic or political
structure backed by an ideological outlook that justifies
itself. That would be to say that all human problems,
concerns, and creative outputs have reached their zenith,
something obviously unfrue if we are speaking about living
beings. Philosophy and philosophers fail tfo represent
the dynamic entity that is the community when they are
not sufficiently critical of ideology. Philosophers are
those individuals that ought fo concern themselves with
this stagnation of life else they deny the conditions that
engender ensuing philosophical thought. For Ellacuria, the
fact that Latin American cultures lack a philosophy of their
own reflects part of the reason why the region remains in
the grips of inequality and violence.

Yet, never is this criticizing done for no other sake besides
questioning the status quo; an implicit goal of philosophy has
always been to bring about change, to improve the situation
at hand, or at the very least assist in making alternatives to
the status quo imaginable (and thus possible). Philosophy
does this by making clear the foundations, or lack thereof,
of ideology. For Ellacuria, without sufficient critique, there

cannot be creafivity, an aesthetical, epistemological,
existential, and even political category (remember what José
Marti says in Nuestra América: “Gobernante, en un pueblo
nuevo, quiere decir creador”).

Philosophy has always been “creative,” i.e., connected
to freedom from oppression and stfriving for a kind of
openness or responsiveness to life. As Ellacuria wrote in
“The Liberating Function of Philosophy,”

We can say that philosophy has always had to do
with freedom, though in different ways. It has
been assumed that philosophy is that task of free
individuals and free peoples, free at least of the
basic needs that can suppress the kind of thinking
we call philosophy. We also acknowledge that it has
a liberating function for those who philosophize
and that as the supreme exercise of reason, it has
liberated people from obscurantism, ignorance,
and falsehood. Throughout the centuries, from
the pre-Socratics to the Enlightenment, through
all methods of critical thinking, we have ascribed
a great superiority to reason, and to philosophical
reason in partficular, as a result of its liberating
function.

L.

This matter of philosophy and freedom gets to the
fundamental purpose of philosophical knowledge,
which even if it is understood as a search for truth,
cannot be reduced to being a search for truth for
its own sake.?!

In almost a prophetic sense, to think of Latin American
philosophy as “philosophy born of colonial struggle”
returns philosophy to its original purpose. Whether it
is from ignorance, misuses of reason, political force, or
popular dogma, a liberatory dimension has always been
part of philosophy.

For Ellacuria, the beauty that is philosophical thought
renders this liberatory tfendency explicit when it serves as
the mouthpiece for a community’s concerns, interests, and
means of critical and creative self-understanding. Critical
and creative thought necessitates engaging the full range
of humanity, not just the elite. Philosophers may be the
voice of the community, but they are not a revolutionary
vanguard. Part of the philosopher’s epistemological tool
kit is the greater portions of society (in Lafin America),
the poor, dominated, and oppressed. Philosophers fail to
formulate complete conceptions of truth, beauty, meaning,
and value when the oppressed, poor, and marginalized are
ignored as sources for knowledge.

That being said, for one to grow up amidst colonial
oppression, experience if, or perhaps even benefit by
it, and yet not think philosophically about it fakes a
fremendous amount of effort. To not write about it means
that one is an “ideologue,” which implies a denier life. It
is difficult, if not impossible, to think philosophically as a
Latin American and not be concerned with colonization or
a derivative subtopic in some way. To not do so requires
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conscious effort and willful ignorance, the type of which
ought o be morally culpable. For those that worry that this
normative standard leaves out many of Latin America’s
best thinkers, | think there is a way in which we can keep
those who do not write on colonialism in the LAP canon: We
should interpret their silence on this tfopic as indicative of
their stance on this issue. Namely, it is an issue not worth
their attention. Their lack of concern or attention renders
them complicit with the ideology that supports the status
quo, which on the one hand stagnates the dynamism that
is the human community. In the context of Latin America,
to leave ideology infact is fo turn one’s head to social
and political institutions responsible for the deaths of the
poor, oppressed, nonwhite (or insufficiently mestizo/a and
mulatto/a) masses.

What is the nature of philosophy for those who are
existentially compelled to philosophize? Philosophy, for
those in this predicament, is not a choice. It is a vocation;
the pursuit of freedom imposed by the non-freedom
one lives; a duty brought on by a reality that denies the
humanity of people. This is what Latin American philosophy
as a philosophy born of colonial struggle means, and that is
how | think about Latin American philosophy as a tradition
that exceeds the history of philosophy south of the U.S.
border.

NOTES

1. See the comments made by Manuel Vargas in “Mulficultural
Philosophy Panel 2: Comparative Philosophy” (https://vimeo.
com/58932466, accessed July 1, 2015).

2. For a brief discussion of the difference between these
characterizations (one that also explains how they are compatible
and not antagonistic), see Susana Nuccetelli, Ofelia Schutte, and
Otavio Bueno, “Introduction” in A Companion to Latin American
Philosophy (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2007), 1-2. See also
Nuccetelli, “Latin American Philosophy,” A Companion to Latin
American Philosophy (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2007), 343-57.

3. When Latin American philosophy is understood as simply the
history of philosophy in Latin America or “philosophy south of the
U.S. border,” any philosopher in Latin America or with a Hispanic
surname becomes a Lafin American philosopher. | worry about
this when it comes to job prospects for those who work in this
area. | think this subfield requires more specialization rather than
just inclusion for the sake of adding numbers. | thank Kim Diéz
for reminding me of Tommy Curry’s comments in this regard.
Perhaps all this paper calls for is more specialization.

4. See Leonard Harris (ed.), Philosophy Born of Struggle (Dubuque,
10: Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company, 1983). Only the historical
specificity of the struggle against coloniality as it has taken place
in Latin America can differentiate Latin American philosophy
from say African, Asian, and more. | am aware that colonization
does not happen in any uniform or monolithic way; hence, my
desire to talk about “philosophy born of colonial struggle” in a
general sense.

5. The qualifier that runs throughout this sentence implicitly
acknowledges that not all who come from colonial circumstances
represent an oppressed or victimized perspective. Thus, there
are many from Latin American metropolises that represent elite
points of view and philosophize from freedom. As | explore
below, especially in my discussion of Ignacio Ellacuria’s views
on the nafture of philosophy, all academic or professional
philosophers think from freedom. Some philosophers, however,
are more interested in living an understanding of philosophy that
places it at the service of various social, political, and economic
pursuits.

6. Along these lines, see the contributions by Ofelia Schutte and
Jorge J. E. Gracia to George Yancy’s Reframing the Practice of
Philosophy: Bodies of Color, Bodies of Knowledge (Albany: SUNY
Press, 2012).

10.

1.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

Coloniality is not necessarily the rule of a particular colonial
order or regime, like that of Spain in Mexico or Peru, buf is
the power dynamic implicit fo colonial systems resulting in
stratified social hierarchies divided in terms of class, land rights,
race, gender, political power, education, and even knowledge-
proprietor or that known. There are thus onfological, historical,
and epistemological dimensions to coloniality. Although national
liberation may take place, and thus a society may be “post-
colonial,” there is a sense in which the power dynamics implicit
to colonization (i.e., coloniality) may still be operational. Anibal
Quijano, “Coloniality of Power, Eurocentrism and Latin America,”
Nepantla: Views from the South 1, no. 3 (2000).

Jorge J. E. Gracia, “Ethnic Labels and Philosophy,” Latin American
Philosophy: Currents, Issues, Debates, Eduardo Mendieta, ed.
(Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 2003), 63.

Ibid.

See also Gracia, Hispanic/Latino Identity (Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishers Inc., 2000), 48; Gracia, Surviving Race, Ethnicity, and
Nationality (Rowman & Littlefield, 2005), 49-55; and Gracia,
Latinos in America: Philosophy and Social Identity (Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishers, 2008).

Gracia, “Ethnic Labels and Philosophy,” 58.
Ibid.

Compare Gracia’s thoughts on history of those of Enrique Dussel
in his recent political philosophy and ethics. Dussel begins his
three-volume work on political philosophy with the first volume a
rethinking of the history of political thought. Rather than start with
the Greeks, Dussel ventures back farther to reveal the sources for
the Greek terms for “justice,” “demos,” “equality,” and “destiny.”
See Enrique Dussel, Politics of Liberation: A Critical World History,
trans. Thia Cooper (London: SCM Press: 2011 [2007]), 15-16. His
ethics does the same. The point of comparison with Gracia is that
where multiple ways of viewing the past lead to a variety of ways
of thinking about the present and future. Novel justice claims or
ethical ideas do not come from nowhere; they have a history.

Gracia, Latinos in America, xi-xii. Emphasis added.
Ibid., 4. Emphasis added.

See lan Haney Lépez, White By Law: The Legal Construction of
Race (New York: NYU Press, 2006 [1996]).

At this point, some may worry that | am creating a scenario where
| undermine the dynamic nature of Latin American philosophy.
Risieri Frondizi articulated such a concern in his famous essay
“Is There an Ibero-American Philosophy?” Phenomenology and
Philosophical Research Vol. IX, no. 3 (1949). As Frondizi explains,
philosophers who attempt to think from the perspective of a
Latin American “corrupt” (my word) the philosophical process.
By trying to be Latin America or think as a Latin American, one
runs the risk of self-consciously limiting the creative process
and perhaps even obviates the possibility for an authentic LAP
(351-53). The conscious attempt to think in Latin American ways,
whatever that may be, is a self-imposed handicap that might
result in the abandonment or dismissal of many ideas that fit the
Latin American script. Much like being “cool,” one just is; trying
to be “cool” is not cool. | do not see this as much of a problem
as | do further proof of the importance of unbridled creativity (or
freedom) in LAP.

The following comments are inspired by Charles Mills’s
discussion of racial justice and racism in the work of John Rawls.
See Charles Mills, *Rawls on Race/Race in Rawls,” The Southern
Journal of Philosophy XLVII (2009): 161-82.

Ignacio Ellacuria, *The Liberating Function of Philosophy (1985),”
in Essays on History, Liberation, and Salvation,” Michael E. Lee,
ed. (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2013), 93-119.

Ellacuria, “The Liberating Function of Philosophy,” 96-107.
Ibid., 93-119.
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Philosophy Born of Colonial Struggle: One
Theme or the Whole Story of the Latin
American Philosophical Tradition?

Elizabeth Millan Brusslan
DEPAUL UNIVERSITY

In his ambitious paper, “Why the Struggle Against
Coloniality Is Paramount to Latin American Philosophy,”
Grant Silva identifies several problems with attempts to
define Latin American philosophy and then suggests what
he takes fo be a more promising path towards a definition
of the tradition. Silva uses the themes of colonization,
liberation, and creativity tfo guide his account of Latin
American philosophy, an approach that is promising. As
he puts it, Latin American philosophy is “philosophy born
of colonial struggle”; as such, he adds, “[w]hatever Latin
American Philosophy (LAP) may be, philosophy at the
service of freedom plays a crucial role in the fradition |
am concerned with.” Colonial struggle and freedom are
enduring themes in the Latin American philosophical
fradition. The hybrid identity of Latin America—a troubling
mix of European and American influences and complexes—
and the ensuing problems said identity have created for
the recognition of Latin American philosophy as having any
clear space on the traditional map of philosophy have led
to an enduring crisis of identity which has generated what
might be called an excessive cycle of self-criticism and
self-questioning within its philosophical fradition. Silva’s
focus on colonial struggle and his push to emphasize the
contributions of the Latin American tradition to social and
political issues in their most concrete forms (that is, in the
voices of the oppressed, the poor, and the marginalized) is
a valuable conftribution to the endemic problem of defining
Latin American philosophy and defending its original
contributions. | think that if developed in detail, the path
Silva offers us would lead us to a richer understanding both
of what Latin American philosophy offers and of how to
come to an understanding of central texts from the fradition
of Latin American philosophy.

From the outset, however, | was troubled by the emphasis
on philosophy at the service of freedom. First, because the
term “freedom” is a difficult one, so we need fo be given
a careful account of it if it is going to give movement to
the case Silva is making in his paper. The term “freedom”
seems to open up a host of issues that would have to be
addressed before we could use the description that Silva is
offering. At one point in the paper, in taking Jorge Gracia to
task for rejecting coloniality as the basis for understanding
Latin American philosophy, Silva does laud Gracia’s anti-
essentialism and his turn fo a familial-historical model
for understanding group identities. As Silva writes: “Both
are worthwhile contributions to philosophy of race and
ethnicity, and . . . epitomize a Latin American philosophical
concern with freedom from fotalizing concepfts, the type
of which are typified by colonial impositions.” So, is the
freedom at stake in Silva’s account a type of “freedom
from totalizing concepts”? Being more specific about the
freedom informing his view that Latin American philosophy
is a kind of philosophy at the service of freedom would help

make a stronger case for the view that Silva is presenting
in his paper. Of course, once a working definition of
“freedom” is offered, we would then need a more detailed
defense of why we would want to describe philosophy as
at its service. | think this way of describing Latin American
philosophy may pose serious problems for Silva’s account,
and ultimately become a disservice to the fradition he is
seeking to restore. Silva is impatient with those who cannot
accept that philosophy is at the service of freedom, those
who reject any such moves to instrumentalize philosophy. |
wonder (or is this really a hope?) if we can get to the level
of dedication to social change and respect and care for
the marginalized which Silva seeks, that is, fo a philosophy
dedicated to struggle, without reducing philosophy to
its service as a tool of social change. | am not interested
in preserving the purity of philosophy or of granting
it any queen-like status, but | am also concerned that
particularizing its tasks foo narrowly could do precisely the
damage that has been inflicted upon the Latin American
philosophical tradition by years of neglect, namely, such a
move could silence important voices of that tradition, not
because they speak the wrong language (Spanish), but
rather because they write about the wrong things (logic,
the beauty of the Andean mountains, truth as propositional
versus truth as existential, etc.).

Silva clearly articulates why we need to address the Latin
American philosophical tradition in a new way in order o
overcome the dismissive ways it has been received by
the Anglophone philosophical tradition. In his paper he
also carves out a much needed intellectual space in which
to understand the problems fueling the Latin American
philosophical tradition. Silva’s paper is part of a project
fo combat exclusion and silencing of a tradition that he
is indeed imbuing with a new, stronger voice. Yet, that
voice becomes exclusionary at points. | fear that Silva is
addressing an injustice and then creating a new injustice.
As he writes:

It is difficult, if not impossible, to think as a Latin
American and not be concerned with colonization
or a derivative subtopic in some way. To not do so
requires conscious effort and willful ignorance, the
type of which is morally culpable.

This matter of “thinking as a Lafin American” sounds
rather essentialist to my ears, and to link that thinking to
a particular subject matter, i.e., colonization, and then to
attribute nefarious motives in the absence of such subject
matter, fo any given thinker, seems a lot like thought
control, which, it seems to me, would not make for the
development of healthy, progressive philosophy, but
rather would result in ideology. Silva makes a claim in direct
opposition to this point when he writes, “For one to grow
up amidst colonial oppression, experience if, or perhaps
even benefit by it, and yet not think philosophically about
it takes a fremendous amount of effort. To not write about it
means that one is an ideologue, which, in Ellacuria’s sense
of the term, implies that one is a denier of life.” No one
wants to be an ideologue—the ideology that concerns me
is the ideology that denies freedom. Silva may be guilty
of condemning Latin American philosophers to doing
philosophy in a particular way, of scripting them too tightly.
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For a philosopher who is placing freedom at the center of
his inquiry, this lack of freedom granted fto philosophers in
Latin America seems particularly out of place. Silva seems
resigned to accepting exclusions, writing, “My goal is not
to exclude, but undoubtedly, this will be a consequence of
my project. Instead, my goal is to preserve the fradition of
thought in LAP that stands out in comparison fo Anglophone
understandings of philosophy.” | think that Silva’s desire to
preserve the tradition of LAP is of the highest value, and |
think that he, in fact, has the elements not only to preserve
but to revive and lead the tradition in new, tradition-
affirming directions. But | don’t think we need to accept
exclusions born of scorning Latin American thinkers who
are not concerned with colonization in order to carry out
the valuable project that Silva has delineated in his paper.

Part of my discomfort with such exclusions is that in
such moves of exclusion and of scripting who and what
counfts as a Laftin American philosopher we ghettoize
the very fradition we are attempting to preserve, revive,
and develop. Latin American philosophy and Spanish-
speaking philosophers remain ghettoized. We have special
committees to oversee the treatment of Hispanics in
philosophy, in part because inclusiveness of this group
cannot be taken for granted. We have to market sessions
at the American Philosophical Association meetings so
that they will appeal to mainstream philosophers: logic
in Brazil is a crowd pleaser, while the topic of indigenous
thought in America draws only a few eccentrics. The theme
of German philosophy in the Americas is seen as more
valuable than addressing the problem of modernity in Latin
American, for the stentorian philosophical voice of the
German tradition inevitably overpowers the muffled voice
of the Latin American tfradition. Paying serious attention to
something like the problem of modernity in Latin America
would surely be a sign of progress, of an overcoming of
the “colonial condition” in which we have placed Latin
American philosophy, for it would present Latin American
thought in an autonomous light. But we cannot secure
such autonomous light by limiting the freedom of Latin
American thinkers, preventing them from taking their
thought where their questions lead them. Whether we
think the resulting work is good or bad is one matter, and
we might even agree that the best work done within the
fradition of Latin American philosophy is the work that deals
explicitly with the colonial condition. But to deny that a
given contribution by a Latin American thinker simply does
not belong to the tradition because of its content seems
not only wrong but damaging to the very future of the
fradition. Colonial struggle is a central problem of the Latin
American philosophical fradition, but why must we create a
hierarchy according to which only those confributions that
address this matter are really Latin American philosophical
confributions—why not acknowledge that the tendency
of thought within the Latin American fradition that deals
with colonial struggle is a central one, a fendency that has
shaped many of the valuable contributions of that tradition,
while also acknowledging that there are other tendencies?
Even if we cannot offer final words on what Latin American
philosophy is, cerfainly we can all agree that there is a
vast territory of themes and figures, of questions and of
proposed answers to those questions. Rather than looking
for exhaustive definitions and becoming entangled in the

inevitable exclusions that come with such approaches,
perhaps we should focus on the exclusions within the
fradition so that we can continue to make the tradifion
more and more inclusive as we strive to achieve for the
Latin American philosophical tradition the recognition that
it deserves.

Doing Away with Juan Crow

José Jorge Mendoza
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS LOWELL

In May of 2008, Roberto Lovato wrote an article for The
Nation magazine entitled “Juan Crow in Georgia.” Lovato’s
article begins in a manner that is now familiar to those of
us who pay close attention to the plight of DREAMers:' it
tells us about a sympathetic young person, living in the
United States under less than ideal circumstances, who
nonetheless has a big American dream. In this particular
case, the young person in question is fifteen-year-old Marie
Justeen Mancha. At the time, Mancha was living with her
mother in Reidsville, Georgia. The two of them had recently
migrated to Reidsville and were eking out a meager
existence by working in onion fields and living out of what
Lovato describes as a battered old trailer. We are also told
that, despite the seemingly long odds, Mancha plans to
one day go to college and become a clinical psychologist.

In September of 2006 her dreams were put in jeopardy.
As Mancha was getting ready to go to school, armed
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) agents raided
her frailer. These agents had neither warrants, probable
cause, nor permission to enter Mancha’s residence, but
they entered anyway and interrogated Mancha over her
and her mother’s immigration status. At the end of this
interrogation, the agents simply left. Mancha and her
mother were not deported. Tragedy was averted because,
as Lovato informs us, Mancha and her mother were: “the
wrong kind of ‘Mexicans’; they were US citizens.”?

According to Lovato, Mancha’s experience is not an isolated
incident, but part of a larger and more froubling frend. As
he writes:

Mancha and the younger children of the mostly
immigrant Laftinos in Georgia are learning and
internalizing that they are different from white—
and black—children not just because they have the
wrong skin color but also because many of their
parents lack the right papers. They are growing up
in a racial and political climate in which Latinos’
subordinate status in Georgia and in the Deep
South bears more than a passing resemblance
to that of African-Americans who were living
under Jim Crow. Call it Jua