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Heredirary bondsmen! Know ye not
Who would be free themselves must strike the blow?

George Gordon, Lord Byron, Childe Harold's Pilgriznage

Frederiek Douglass one day hits back, he fighrs the slave-
breaker with all his force, and the slave-breaker does not hit
back: he stands trembling; he calls other slaves ta help, and
they refuse. The abstract philosophical concept of a freedom
which can never be taken away suddenly comes to life and re-
veals its very concrete truth: frecdom is ot only the goal of
liberation, it begins with liberation; it is there to be “prac-
ticed.” This, T eonfess, [ learned from you,

Herberr Marcuse to Angela Davis

During the mneteenth century, African American political theorists time
and again found reason to cite the lines appearing as the first epigraph to
this chaprer. Henry Fighland Garner invoked them in his incendiary
“Address to the Slaves of the Unired States” (1843), as did Martin R,
Delany in his political novel, Blake; or, The Huts of America (1861—
1862). Frederick Douglass quoted them thrice: first in his short story
“The Heroic Slave” (1833}, and then again in two autobiographies, My
Bondage and My Freedom (1855) and the Life and Times of Frederick
Donglass (1881, 1892).1 When, then, Du Bois adduced these lines as one
of the epigraphs to “Of Mr. Booker T. Washingron and Others,” the
third chapter of Souls, he was re-citing a text with a notable history in
black polirical thoughr. Significantly, Du Bois’s re-citation of Byron’s mil-
itant exhortation prefaces and pairs it with 2 second epigraph drawn
from che same poem: “From birth till death enslaved; in word, in deed,
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unmanned.”? The two epigraphs present a stark choice: emasculating
submission to slavery or insurrection. By counterposing the two options,
Du Bois prefigures the chapter that follows, anticipating his critique of
Washington's politics of unmanly submission and his expression of en-
thusiasm for the spirit that would “strike the blow.”3

For Du Bois, Frederick Douglass was the preeminent representative of
that spirir (the third chapter of Souls mentions neither Delany nor Gar-
net). Reserving his highest praise for Douglass’s political leadership, Du
Bois writes that

after the war and emancipation, the great form of Frederick
Douglass, the greatest of American Negro leaders, still led the
host. Seif assertion, especially in political lines, was the main
programme . . . Douglass, in his old age, still bravely staod for the
ideals of his early manhood,—ultimate assimifation through self
assertion, and on no other terms.*

The sentences quoted here include the only explicit references ro
Douglass in a chapter otherwise devoted to Booker T, Washington. And
yet the spirit of Douglass, as Du Bois construes it, persistently haunts that
chapter, so much so that we would be no less justified in reading it as an
elegiac response to Douglass’s passing than we have been in treating it as
a forceful artack on the Wizard of Tuskegee. Du Bois, we know, wrote a
series of elegies after hearing of Douglass’s death. Chaprer 3 of Souls, 1
am suggesting, was an addition to that series.

Three considerations argue for interpreting chapter 3 as a prose poem
of lamentation. One pertains to the chapter’s third epigraph (the first
and second epigraphs having been provided by Byron}, which comprises
two lines of music drawn from the slave song “A Great Camp-meetin’ in
de Promised Land.”s Specifically, this epigraph exhibits six and a half
measures of treble clef music that “A Great Camp-meetin’” introduces
to sound the theme of grief expressed in its first stanza choral lyrics—
“Gwine to mourn an’ nebber tire / Mourn an’ nebber tire / Mourn an’
nebber tire,”¢—and that Du Bois has now introduced, arguably, to re-
sound the same theme. The second consideration is that the chapter’s first
paragraph ties the “ascendancy of Mr., Booker T, Washington” to “the
passing” of “war memories and ideals,” thus suggesting that its moura-
ful musical epigraph be heard as the death knell for the Civil War's grip
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on the American Negro’s historical consciousness post-Reconstruction
(“since 18767 a finality that may well have been necessary for Washing-
ron’s “leading” to begin,”

Chapter 3 also ties Washington’s ascendancy to the passing of Freder-
ick Douglass. for ir precisely if racitly relates that ascendancy to

Douglass’s demise in its final paragraph:

The black men of American have a duty to perform, a duty stern
and delicare,~—a forward movement to oppose a part of the work
of their greatest leader. So far as Mr. Washington preaches Thrift,
Patience, and Indusirial Training for the masses, we must hold
up his hands and strive with him, rejoicing in his honors and glory-
ing in the strength of this Joshua called of God and of man to
lead the headless host. But so far as Mr. Washington apologizes
for injustice, North or South, does nor rightly value the privilege
and duty of voting, belittles the emasculating effects of caste dis-
tinctions, and opposes the higher training and ambition of our
brighter minds,—so far as he, the South, or the Nation, does
this,—we must vnceasingly and firmly oppose them. By every civi-
lized and peaceful method we must strive for the rights which the

world accords to men, clinging unwaveringly to thosc grear words
which the sons of the Fathers would fain forget: “We hold these
truths to be self-evident: That ail men are created equal: that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; chat
among these are life, liberry, and the pursuir of happiness.

A third reason, then, to read chapter 3 as prose elegy is Du Bois’s subtle,
anafogical application of the story of Exodus to African American his-
rory and, specifically, to describe Washington’s emergence as a political
leader.” Du Bois introduces the Fxodus analogy in chapter 1 (“Of Our
Spiritual Strivings™), when he writes thar forty years afrer emanciparion
“the Narion has not yer found peace from its sins; the freedman has not
vet found in freedom his promised land.” " Twice maore he draws on the
figure of Canaan in chaprer 1 and then extends the analogy in the next
chapter (“Of the Dawn of Freedom”} with a reference to the King’s
Highway, a road along which the Israelites sought to travel on their way
to the Promised Land." In chapter 3, the portrait of Washington as a
“Joshua called . . . to lead the headless host” yer again invokes the Exo-
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dus tale and recalls the carlier allusion to Douglass, “the greatest of
American Negro leaders, [who) stll led the host” after the war and
emancipation. Imagining Washington as Joshua, Du Bois suggests that
Douglass was the black Moses who previously led the host and whose
demise left the host headless. Having led his people out of the Egypt of
American slavery, Douglass, like Moses, died without leading them into
the Promised Land {for Du Bois, the promised land of assimilation).
Called ro succeed Douglass, Washington, like Joshua, takes the place
of his people’s greatest leader (and, wirh Douglass gone, is now him-
self “their greatest ieader”), although his critics, Du Bois says, do not ex-
pect that in the manner of Joshua fighting the battle of Jericho he will
cause “the bias and prejudices of vears [to] disappear at the blast of a
trumper,”* Du Bois discerns virtue in Washington’s politics, but opposes
it where it departs from the politics of self-assertion that he sees as
Douglass’s legacy. When Du Bois complains that Washington apologizes
for injustice, does not rightly value the privilege of voting, and so forth,
he laments that Douglass is dead and that Washington has failed to pre-
serve his spirit. Du Bois now mourns, but he “nebber tires,” for when he
forcefully insists thar “the black men of America” cling to the words of
the Declaration of Independence—*which the sons of the Fathers would
fain forget”—he echoes Douglass’s famous July 3, 1852, exhortation to
the sons of the Fathers ro “ Cling to this day [July 4] . . . and to its pringi-
ples.” Depicting himself as Douglass’s remindful son and rightful heir,
Du Bois plays the trump of the counter-sublime, thereby prefiguring his
portrait of Alexander Crummell: aligning himself with the “the great
form™ of Douglass, he suggests that Washington’s politics, whatever its
virtues, is but a diminished version of the politics that he following
Douglass embraces.

In the Introduction, I suggested several reasons for bringing
Douglass’s Bondage into conversation with Du Bois’s Sozuls. One was to
complicate our understanding of the history of African American politi-
cal thought by interrogaring Du Bois’s reliance on Douglass’s authority to
promote his critique of Washington. When Du Bois affiliates himself with
Douglass, he elides elements of Douglass’s treatment of black pelitics
that set it apart from the politics of expressive self-realization. For exam-
ple, “Of Mr. Booker T. Washington and Others” lumps ail opponents to
separatism under the rubric of “assimilationism” and represents Du Bois
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and Douglass alike as assimilationists. Yer Bondage, and in fact the July §
speech, present a Douglass who, if not a separatist, is certainly not an
assimilationist in Du Bois’s sense. Bondage evinces a Douglass whom [
mnterpret as a radical reconstructionist avant la lettre: as a political theo-
rist who thinks the possibility of refounding the Union on the basis of a
reconstituted practice of citizenship. In the present chapter, then, 1 exam-
ine some underappreciated features of this Douglass’s political thought,
which differs in more than one way from che politics of expressive self-re-
alizacon.

Another reason for bringing Bordage into conversation with Souls, ]
suggested, was to provide a critical perspective on the key claims sup-
porting Du Bois's defense of a politics of expressive self-realization—a
politics that is rule- and ruler-centered, expressivist, and predicated on an
anomaly theory of white supremacy. In sharp contrast to Souls, Bondage
skerches a picture of black politics thar rejecrs the ruler model of leader-
ship {which, fronically, Du Bois applies to Douglass when he figures him
as a black Muoses); is not expressivist; and regards white supremacy as a
nonanomalous form of domination. By here elucidating that picture, I
establish terms for putting into question Du Bois’s key claims. (In the
chapter that follows, [ rely on and extend those terms to reconstruct and
evaluace recent and contemporary debates abour black politics in post-
segregation America, )

While I focus here on Bondage, I do not claim that Douglass’s second
autobiography represents the substance of his thoughr as a whole, or that
it captures his “basic philosophy™ as it evolves over the course of his long
and complicated intellectual career.’* Bondage is a unique contribution
o Douglass’s oeuvre. Comparing it with the other aurobiographies, I agree
with those scholars whe have contrasted it to the 1848 Narrative of the
Life of Frederick Dowuglass, and would only add that it is equally easy to
contrast it to the later Life and Times. Douglass’s second autobiography
exhibits a communitarian sensibility largely missing from the Narrative,
while his third telling of his life’s story—particularly in parts not already
appearing in Bondage—through its emphases on the self-made man and
economic self-help, recoups the Narratives individualism and suggests a
stronger kinship with Booker T. Washington than is evident either in
Bondage or in Du Bois’s representation of Douglass in Souls.’s And here,
too, we should note thar Life and Times, while it incorporates most of
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Bondage, likewise excises the book’s preface and its appendix—includ-
ing, for example, “The Nature of Slavery” and two excerpts from “What
to the Slave Is the Fourth of July?”—which give Bondage’s readers rea-
son to read it as a political theory of bondage and freedom and not sim-
ply as autobiography.’s In a related vein, Bondage may also be compared
to Douglass’s nonautobiographical speeches and writings, and with a
similar result: despite the conrinuities that tempt us to seek out the over-
riding unity in Douglass’s speech and writings, we notice that more than
one mind, more than one voice, animate his intellectual career. For my
purposes, then, Bondage is significant, not because it illumines the ulri-
mate integrity of Douglass’s thought over the course of his lifetime, but
because it uncovers often forgotten or unheeded conceptual possibilities
for theorizing, with critical reference to Du Bois, the prospects for black
politics in the post-segregation era.

It may be argued that Du Bois himself is a betrer resource than
Douglass for thinking through these options. Or, to put the point some-
what differently, that Du Bois no mare than Douglass was of one mind,
and thar the later Marxist, Freudian Du Bois, can help to illuminate the
limirations of the early Du Bois’s thought better than Douglass. It is true
that Du Bois’s intellectual development is complex and differentiated,
But with regard to two of the three questions in light of which I have
been interrogating his early political theory, the “mature” Du Bois fails
unambiguously to distinguish himself from the author of Souls. To be
specific, Du Bois maintains his adherence to a rule-centered notion of
political leadership well beyond the publication of Souls—in Dark Prin-
cess (1928) and Dusk of Dawn (1940), for example—and still relies on
that notion during the last decade of his life.'” Similarly, the political
expressivist idea that effective and authoritative black politics must ex-
press a shared black spiritual identity continues to haunt both Black Re-
construction (1935), with its invocations of African folklore and slave
music, and Dusk of Dawn, with its attempt to identify New World sub-
stitutes for African communalism.® Now it is rrue, arguably, that with
his turn to Marxism Du Bois rejected anomaly theories of white suprem-
acy. But noting this difference between Du Bois’s early and more mature
thought is not enough to justify the claim that reading Souls, say, from
the perspective of Dusk of Dawn, or of some other marure work or
works, will prove more instructive than reading it from the perspective of
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Bondage. My argument, in any case, is that the latter stracegy is likely to
be the more instructive—ar least as regards claims critical to Du Bois’s
defense of the politics of self-realization {as we have seen, claims relat-
ing to the nature of politics and political leadership; the importance of
polirical expressivism; and the nature of white supremacy)—for Bondage
marks a sharper break with those propositions than do any of Du Bois’s
post-Souls political theoretical writings.

Bondage highlights and elaborares rwo examples of black politics: a
plartation politics enacted by enslaved, southern blacks, and an extra-
plantation politics enacted by free, northern blacks. In Douglass’s narra-
tive, declarations of independence pave rhe way for both politics. Before
pledging himself ro a plantation politics of subversive plotung, Douglass
declares lus independence from the system of slavery. Before dedicating
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independence from the Garrisonian abolitionists. In each case Douglass’s
political action presupposes a declaration of freedom. Figuring black pol-
itics in terms of the deeds of the Republic’s founding fathers, Douglass
depicrs himself as, in the words of James McCune Smith’s introduction to
Bondage, a “Representative American Man”—not as a synecdoche for
what the nation has become and s, but, in keeping wirth Emerson’s no-
tion of a representative man, as an exemplar of the possibi!ify of re-
founding and re-constructing the nation.?

The True Nature of Slavery

In his introduction to The Making of New World Slavery, Robin Blackburn
remarks that though New World *slave systems displayed something of
the impersonality and funcrional logic of modern organization . . . the
slave plantations themselves were based on the distinctive face-to-face re-
lationship berween overseer, driver and slave crew.”?' Like most other
slave narratives, Bondage analyzes plantation-based, personal relation-
ships, vet not without examining the “functional logic” of the slave plan-
ration system. In facr, an impertant purpose of Douglass’s book is te
show just how personal relationships effectively serve the aims of that
system. According te Douglass, the plantation regime is a form of domi-
nation the telos and function of which are “to reduce man to a level with
the brure.”22 Douglass declares his independence from this regime, [ shall

argue, by fighting to enforce a limit to demination.
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In a chapter entitled “A General Survey of the Slave Plantation,”
Douglass describes the planration on which he lived as a boy:

That plantation is a little nation of its own . . . The laws and the in-
stiturions of the stare, apparently touch it nowhere. The troubles
arising here, are not settled by the civil power of the state. The
averseer is generally accuser, judge, jury, advocate and executioner.
The criminal is always dumb. The overseer attends to all sides of a
case.??

Douglass’s main point here, which he repeats throughout Bondage, is
that to be a slave is to be subject to the nnconstrained will of another hu-
man being. That human being is either the slave’s master or the master’s
proxy—his overseer. Although a slave may find that he is directly subject
to his master’s will, he typically confronts that will in the person of his
overseer, who “stand[s] between the slave and all civil constitutions—
[the overseer’s] . .. word is law, and is implicitly obeyed.”2* According to
Douglass, the overseer, in his capaciry as overseer, need not answer for
his actions to a constitution or to any other body of law (his word “is
law™}. Neither need he take into account the slave’s opinions, because the
slave, for all the overseer’s intents and purposes, may as well be “dumb.”
In the rare case where the overseer’s treatment of a slave appears to con-
travene the will of the master, the master tends ultimately to sanction the
behavior of the overseer.2s Analyzing the slaveholder’s maxim “that it is
better that a dozen slaves suffer, under the lash, without fault, than that
the master or the overseer should seemn to have been wrong in the pres-
ence of the slaves,” Douglass remarks that “Everything must be absolute
here.”* He makes a similar point when he recounts Colonel Lloyd’s
treatment of Old Barney:

Listening to complaints, however groundless, Barney must stand,
hat in hand, lips sealed, never answering a word. He must make no
reply, no explanation; the judgment of the master must be deemed
infallible, for his power is absolute and irresponsible. In a free
state, a master, thus complaining without cause, of his ostler, might
be told—*Sir, I am sorry I cannot please you, but, since I have
done the best ! can, your remedy is to dismiss me.” Here, however,
the ostler must stand, and listen and tremble. One of the most
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heart-saddening and humiliaring scenes [ ever wimnessed, was the

whipping of Old Barney.?”

To the extent that the plantation nation places no restriction on a mas-
rer's will as ic applies to his slaves, it treats a master’s power as uncondi-
tional, or absolure, The plantation has its “own rules and regulations,”
says Douglass, bur there exist no rules or regulations ta which a slave can
appeal as a basis for demanding that his master show restraint in his con-
ducr (for example, for demanding that her master forgo cruel and humili-
ating disciplinary “remedies”™). For Douglass, the master is “ir-responsi-
ble,™ for he is not liable to account for his rreatment of his slaves to a
higher, public authoritv—as in facr he would be under the legal jurisdic-
tion of & “free stare.” 2 Without recourse to some such authority, which
could censure and constrain his masier’s will, a slave 1s everywhere aind
always vulnerable to his master’s ability arbitrarily to interfere in his af-
fairs. Douglass underlines the slave’s vulnerability in this regard when he
reports that “a slave-woman is at the mercy of the power, caprice, and
passion of her owner.”? He further explains that vulnerability when he
asserts that the slave system requires that “there . . . be no force between
the slave and the slave-holder, to restrain the power of the ore, and pro-
tect the weakness of the orther.”

[ can summarize my analysis thus far of Douglass’s account of the
nature of slavery by saying thar he conceprualizes the relationship of
master to slave as, fundamentally, a form of domination. Following
Philip Pettit’s recent reconstruction of the republican tradition of politi-
cal thought, we may sayv that one agent dominates another if, and only if,
he possesses the power (the capacity) to interfere with that other on an
arbitrary basis.’! A person possesses that power when, through ceercive
or manipulative actions, he is able to worsen another person’s choice sit-
ration {for example, if he can change her range of options, alter the ex-
pecred pavolfs to those options, or assume control over which outcomes
will resulr from which options) at will, or, more generally, without having
to take account of the interests or opinions (pertaining, for example, to
what her interests require) of that other person.?? For Petrit, one person
can dominate anorher even when she is not actually interfering with him,
because she still enjoys the power to interfere arbitrarily in his choices.
With respect to those choices, then, the vicum of domination lives at her
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mercy. It should be noted, finally, that Pettit, like republican political the-
orists before him, represents the relation of master to slave as a paradig-
matic example of domination.

For Douglass, domination is a constitutive feature of plantation slav-
ery, for the “plantation state,” unlike the “free state,” never compels
slave masters to obey a constitutional, legal, or other public authority—

I3

let alone consider their “always dumb” slaves’ interests or opinions—
when deciding how to behave toward their slaves. As Douglass puts
the point in one of the appendices to Bondage (called “The Nature of
Slavery”), slavery subjects persons to “the arbitrary and despotic control
of a frail, depraved, and sinful fellow-man.”3? The master dominates his
slaves, for he is permirted to treat his slaves at his pleasure. The master’s
impulse, his whim, reigns, because his treatment of his slaves suffers no
limirs,
[Caprt. Anthony] was not by narure worse than other men. Had he
been brought up in a free state, surrounded by the just restraints of
free society—restraints which are necessary to the freedom of all
its members, alike and equally—Capt. Anthony might have been a
humane man . . . The slaveholder, as well as the slave, is the victim
of the slave system. A man’s character greatly takes its hue from
the form and color of things around him. Under the whole heavens
there is no relation more unfavorable to the development of hon-
orable character, than that sustained by the slaveholder to the
slave. Reason is imprisoned here, and the passions run wild . . .
Capt. Anthony could be kind, and, at times, he even showed an af-
fectionate disposition . . . But the pleasant moods of a slave-holder
are remarkably brittle; they are easily snapped; they neither come
often, nor remain long. His temper is subjected to perpetual trials;
but, since these trials are never borne patiently, they add nothing
to his natural stock of patience.

A master’s domination of his slaves, because it entails the power to in-
terfere arbitrarily in his slaves’ choices, provokes him to behave capri-
clously. Without “the just restraints of free society”—that is, without en-
forceable laws that secure the freedom of each member of society against
the domnination of others—human beings will indulge their passions and
arbitrarily interfere in one another’s choices for lack of compelling legal
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grounds not to do so. The absence of just restraines effectively bars rea-
son from adducing such grounds (it “imprisons” reason) and, in a slave
society, mvites masters 1o exercise thelr dominion (their power of arbi-
trary interterence) as their whims dictate.

As indicared carlier, Douglass maintains that the feos and function of
the plantation regime, or, as I may now put it, of masters’ and overseers’
domination of slaves, are to reduce men to the level of brutes. The plan-
tation regime fulfills this function largely by two means: first, by disrupt-
ing slaves” social bonds, and second, by physically abusing individual
slaves. ™ Domination is a feature of both tactics, because the application
of the power of arbirrary interference both breaks up social attachments
and breaks individuals—physically and spirizually.

The disruption of social bonds is mast keenly felt as an assault on the

slave’s feclings of family conneciedness, Tndeed, “the pracrice of separat-

c
ing chiidren from their mothers, and hiring the latter out . . . is a success-
ful method of obliterating from the mind and heart of the slave, all just

ideas of the sacredness of the family.”+ In Douglass's view, slavery’s vio-
tation of the mother-child relationship is but one feature of its general
rendency to ignore siaves’ kinship ties, a tendency he highlights when he
clatms thar “slave law and practice™ abolish the category of “father” and
that the laws of slavery recognize neither fathers nor families “in the so-
cial arrangements of the plantation,” In the perspective af slave law,
sis-

»

no normative significance attaches to the terms “morther,” “father,
ter,” and “brother™ Biological parenthood, fraternity, and sororiry exist
among slaves, bur the law no more trears these relations as a basis for at-
rributing claims and obligations to slaves (inheritance rights, filial duties,
and so forcth) than it treats the same biological relations as a basis for at-
tributing claims and obligations to carrle. For example, slave law omits
to assign to slave mothers and fathers custodial rights pertaining o the
interests of rheir children—rights the enforcement of which would con-
strain the power of slave masters arbitrarily to interfere in siave chil-
dren’s lives—and rto that extenr sanctions and supports the practice of
separating children from their mothers. That practice helps ro obliterate
the idea that the family is a sacred institution, for it bruraily concretizes
rhe law’s blindness to the slave’s familial relationships.

In describing the consequences of the plantation regime’s failure to ac-
knowledge slave kinship, Douglass captures the substance of what
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Orlando Patterson terms “natal alienation,” a condition defined by the
slave’s estrangement “from ail formal, legally enforceable ties of ‘bload,’
and from any attachment to groups or localities other than those chosen
for him by the master . . . The slave was the ultimate human tool . . . as
disposable as the master wished.”* In essence, natal alienation is the
exclusion of slave kinship from the sphere of legally protected kinship
refations and the consequent subjection of slaves to the domination of
masters. Oblivious to the slave’s blood ties, slave law abandons the
slave to her master’s power of arbitrary interference and, specifically, as
Douglass realizes when he recalls the first time he saw his siblings, to her
master’s power to transfer her from one plantation to anather: “We were
brothers and sisters, but what of that? Why should they be atrached to
me, or T to them? Brothers and sisters we were by blood; but slavery had
made us strangers.”* Gbserving that domination typically results in the
disruption of the slave’s social bonds (her artachment to groups other
than those chosen by her master) and that slave law, by neglecting those
bonds, facilitates and promotes that disruption, Douglass recognizes that
natal alienation, avant la lettre, is a constituent element of slavery.

In a passage that recounts his travails from the rime he first departed
Maryland’s eastern shore 1o his sojourn to the home of Edward Covey,
“the Negro Breaker,” Douglass suggests that the natally alienating dis-
ruption of his social attachments has been the unifying theme of his life:

Escape was impossible; so, heavy and sad, I paced the seven miles,
which separated Covey’s house from St. Michael’s—thinking much
by the solitary way—averse to my condition; but thinking was ali T
could do. Like a fish in a net, allowed to play for a time, I was now
drawn rapidly to the shore, secured at all points. “I am,” thought
1, “but the sport of a power which makes no account, eicher of my
welfare or of my happiness. By a law which I can clearly compre-
hend, but cannor evade nor resist, I am ruthlessly snatched from
the hearth of a fond grandmother, and hurried away to the home
of a mysterious ‘old master;’ again I am removed from there, to a
master in Baltimore; thence am [ snatched away to the Eastern
Shore, to be valued with the beasts of the field and, with them, di-
vided and set apart for a possessor; then am I sent back to Bald-
more; and by the time I have formed new actachments and have

173




COUGLASS'S PRACTICES OF PFQLITICS

begun to hope that no more rude shocks shall touch me, a differ-
ence arises berween brothers, and 1 am again broken up, and sent
to St. Michaels; and now, from the lateer place, T am footing my
wiy to the home of a new master, where, Tam given to understand,
thar, hike a wild young working animal, T am to be broken to the

voke of a hitter and life-long bondage.+!

Snarched, removed, snatched again, set apart, sent back, and broken up,
Douglass repeatedly relies on the passive voice to depict himself as the
dupe of a fate he describes as “a law,” A figure, perhaps, for the whole
body of slave law, that law promotes the domination of the siave, for it
sgnores his family and community atrachments {Douglass alludes to his
ties to his grandmother, and likewise to his “new attachments”), thereby
ietting him fail victim to his master’s capacity to destroy those attach-
ments through arbitrary interventions that treat his life as if it were
naught bur “sport,™ and thar need not attend to his “welfare” or his
“happiness.” Domination leads to the treatment of human beings as ani-
mals, Douglass suggests, for the master’s exertion of his power of arbi-
trary interference snatches the slave from one place to another, sunders
his connections 1o kith and kin, and leaves him a “divided” and “broken
up™ fragment of the family and the community to which he once be-
longed, as if membership in a family or a COMMUNItY Were no more
meaningful to him than to “beasts of the field. "+

The planzation regime reduces men to a level with brutes because
slave law subjecrs slaves’ human relationships to slave masters’ domina-
tion: and because the domination of slaves by masters gives rise to the
regular (as if fated by a law) destruction of slaves’ social attachments,
and thus to the trearment of slaves as if they were animals. In fine, the
plantation regime serves its function through the practice of arbitrarily
disrupting slaves” social bonds. Bur this is not the sole means with which
1t serves that funcrion. A second means, again, is the physical abuse of in-
dividual slaves."* Douglass alludes to this means when he reports that,
having been “broken up,” he is headed to be “broken to the voke of a
bitter and life-long bondage.” Covey’s rask, he implies, is to finish the
task of breaking him—that is, of su bduing him, just as he would subdue
“a wild young working animal.” Treating Douglass as an ornery brute,

Covey wili rranstorm him into a compliant one.
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Despite his naral alienation, Douglass retains an element of his hu-
manity as he walks to Covey’s home, That element, specifically, is think-
ing. Having fallen prey to a fate that secures him like a fish “at all
points,” Douglass demonstrares his capacity to act: thinking, he pro-
claims, was ail he could do. Like Descartes, Douglass thinks and iterates
“I'am” (as weil as “am [}, not to estabiish with certainty that he exists,
but to express his aversion to the condition of his existence, a condition
that is comparable to that of a trapped animal—a netted fish—and thar
therefore negates his humanity. By aversively thinking “I am,” Douglass
asserts and preserves his humanity despite a fate that would deny it,

Yet even aversive thinking gives out when confronted with “Covey,
the Negro breaker.”* This, deed, is the most important consequence
of Covey’s brutal and relentless tyranny. When all is said and dorie,
Covey’'s domination of Douglass, as Douglass depicts it, destroys
Douglass’s aversive thinking and completes the process of humbling, de-
grading, and breaking him:

Mr, Covey succeeded in breaking me. I was broken in body, soul
and spirit. My natural elasticity was crushed; my intellect lan-
guished; the disposition to read departed; the cheerful spark that
lingered abour my eye died; the dark nighe of slavery closed in
upon me; and behold a man transformed into a brure!*s

Covey exercises his power arbitrarily to interfere in Douglass’s life
through grueling work demands and “brutal chastisements ?—including
weekly floggings.# By physically abusing Douglass, he obliterates his
thrall’s mental engagement with the world around him. When Douglass
Is not working, or 6therwise submitting to Covey’s command, he spends
his time in a “beastlike stupor.”#7 Physically and mentally subdued, he
ceases to think aversively and becomes a perfect instance of the telos of
slavery—man formed in the image of a stupid brute.

Douglass explains the true nature of slavery by showing how the
plantation regime uses personal, face-to-face relationships—between
masters and slaves and between overseers and slaves-—to achieve its ulti-
mate end. Because domination defines these relarionships, and because
masters and overseers repearedly and relentlessly exert their power arbi-
trarily to disrupt slaves’ social bonds and to bear them senseless, the
plantation regime approximares the goal of reducing slaves to a level
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with the brute. But does it ever fully realize thar goal? Perhaps not, and
Douglass possibly exaggerates when he proctaims that he himself was ljt-
erally reduced ro a “beastlike stupor.” Douglass’s rherorical performance
of his degradation serves both aesthetic and moral ends. Bur it also serves
a pelitical theoretical end, in that it illustrates vividly and so helps to ex-
plain the workings of the plantation regime. Wich his first declaration of
independence Douglass rebels against that regime, picking Covey as his
target. Wirh his plantation politics he conrinues his defiance throngh a
practice of politics that forges new social bonds and thart threatens to up-
set the reproduction of domination,

scenes. He marks the transitions between these scenes by remarking that
“now the scone was changed” and “the scene here, had something comic
about it.”® In the first scene, Covey attacks Douglass and Douglass de-
fends himself, defeating Covey’s artempt to “conguer” him.* In the scene
that follows, Covey tries to strengrhen his hand by enlisting the help of
Hughes, his cousin, only to have Douglass severely injure Hughes and
then drag Covey across the ground of a dung-covered cow yard. The final
scene has Covey looking to a hired slave, Bill, and then to his own slave,
Caroline, for assistance, but both refuse to aid him. The scene closes with
Covey saying, “now, you scoundrel, go to vour work; I would not have
whipped vou halt so much as 1 have had vou not resisted.” Reflecting
on these remarks, Douglass proclaims that “the fact was, be had not
whipped me at gl

Douglass claims thar his battle with Covey was the “turning point™ of
his life as a slave ! Having shown how he was “humbled, degraded . . .
and brutalized,” he now describes “the converse of all this, and how ir
was brought about.”s2 Peppering his nacrative with Christian religious
aliusions (to Saran, when he depicts Covey as snakelike, to the persccuted
Christ, when he describes himself as scarred by “briers and thorns,” and
so on}, Douglass relies on a traditional conversion narrative to establish
the contexr of his transformacion. It can be shown, however, that he de-
ploys this narratve precisely to undermine its authoriry. Thaus, in the
view of one crizic, Douglass secularizes the conversion narrative, “turn-
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ing it from ‘God’s plot’ into just one among many ways of structuring a
narrative.” But Douglass also politicizes the traditional conversion nar-
rative by representing his conversion-through-fighting as a “declaration
of independence.” Fighting with Covey transtorms Douglass—“1 was a
changed being after that fight,” he telis us—yielding a man where there
was none (“I was nothing before; T WAS A MAN NOW?™} and a revival
of “crushed self-respect and . . . self-confidence.”5 Fighting has these
consequences, Douglass suggests, because it declares and establishes his
freedom.

In “Seif-Reliance,” Emerson proclaims that “the moment [a man] acts
from himself, tossing the {aws, the books, idolatries and customs out of
the window, we pity him no more burt thank and revere him.”s* Com-
menting on his fight with Covey, Douglass echoes but revises Emerson
when he writes thar “a man, withour force, 1s without the essential dig-
nity of humanity, Human nature is so constiruted that it cannot honor a
helpless man, although it can pity him; and even this it cannot do long,
if the signs of power do not arise.”s Our tendency to revere a man dis-
places our tendency to pity him just when he “acts from himself.” Sclf-
reliance, then, is antithetical to dependence on laws, books, customs, and
the like. In rewriting Emerson, Douglass highlights a form of depen-
dence that Emerson’s great essay neglects: to wit, a slave’s dependence on
his master’s power of arbitrary interference. Our rendency to revere or
“honor” a slave (perhaps to honor any “man”) will displace our ten-
dency to pity him, Douglass implies, only if he embodies a force that re-
sists domination. Where Emerson explains that self-reliance is aversion
to conformity (which “loves . . . names and custorns™), Douglass depicts
it as aversion to domination.’” Incarnating a force that expresses this
aversion, Douglass, through his fight with Covey, achieves a measure of
in-dependence, what he also calls “freedom.”3#

Douglass clarifies his notion of freedom in a paragraph that conrtinues
to describe the consequences of his fight with Covey:

He only can understand the effect of this combat on my spirit, who
has himself incurred something, hazarded something, in repelling
the unjust and cruel aggressions of a tyrant. Covey was a tyrant,
and a cowardly one withal. After resisting him, T felt as I had never
felt before. It was a resurrection from the dark and pestiferous
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tomb of slavery, to the heaven of comparative freedom. I was no
longer a servile coward, trembling under the frown of a brother
worm of the duse, but, my long cowed spirit was roused to an atu-
tude of manly independence. | had reached the poinr at which |
was iot afraid to die. This spirit made me a free man in fact, while
1 remained a slave in form., When a slave cannot be flogged he 1s
more than half free. He has a domain as bread as his own manly
heart to defend, and he is really “a power om earth.” While slaves
prefer their lives, with flogging, to instant death, they will always
find christians enough, like Covey, to accommodate that prefer-
ence. From rthis time, until that of my escape from slavery, 1 was
never fairly whipped. Several arrempts were made to whip me, but
they were always unsuccessful. Bruises 1 did get, as I shall hereafrer
inform my reader; but the case T have been describing, was rthe end

of the bratification to which slavery had subjected me.™

In explaiming the effects of combat on his spirit, Douglass emphasizes the
themes of freedom and independence. Specifically, he mentions “compar-
ative freedom™ and “manly independence,” noting too that he has be-
come a “free man i fact,” and “half free.” By Aghting Covey, Douglass
prevents Covey from whipping him. After he fights Covey, he never again
is whipped. Although masters and overseers will attempr to whip him,
they will fail in their efforts. Combar is the means Douglass deploys to
assert his resolve not to be whipped, the tactic he applies to curb Covey’s
power arbitrarily to interfere in his life. Similarly, it is the means he will
deploy to check the arbitrary power of any master to whom he falls
prey—the tactic he will use to constrain thar power from extending to
and including the capacity to whip him.5 Because the power of arbi-
trary interference is the substance of domination, curbing that power is
tantamount to enforcing a limit to domination. And it Is tantamount
to imposing a limit on the degree to which an otherwise dominated sub-
ject depends on the will of another—on the degree to which his ability
to live as he wishes depends on another’s decisions. Combat brought
Douglass (“manly™) in-dependence, because it executed his derermina-
tion no longer ro depend for his well-being on Covey’s “merciful” deci-
sion not to whip him. His independence was a “comparative” or a “half”
freedom, for he remained subject to Covey’s mercy in other respects. In
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keeping with the republican tradition of political theory, Douglass repre-
sents independence as freedom and freedom as nondomination. As he de-
scribes the fight with Covey, it secured him a limited freedom by estab-
lishing a limit to dominarion.s!

Daouglass’s nterpreration of freedom as nondomination is closely con-
nected to his claims that the fight with Covey left him unafraid to die and
that his fearlessness toward death made him a free man in fact, even as he
remained a slave in form. By battling Covey, Douglass discovers that he is
an individual who would rather die than not impose a {imit to the domi-
nation he suffers at the hands of his masters and overseers. The prospect
of death ceases to cow the fighting Douglass—that is, to cause him fear—
because he sees that his commitment to resist flogging is so very impor-
tant to him, se fundamenta! to his view of himself, thar he would wel-
come death before renouncing the struggle to enforce that commitment.
Looking to the future, Douglass knows no fear of death, for he recog-
nizes that sustaining this struggle matters deeply to him, while preserving
his life does not.2

I turn now to the second claim, which turns on the distinction be-
rween fact and form. Douglass helps to clarify this distincrion when he
writes that “though T was, after my removal from Col. Lloyd’s planta-
tion, in form the slave of Master Hugh, I was in facz, and in law, the slave
of my old master, Capt. Anthony.”¢3 Douglass was Master Hugh’s slave
“in form,” I assume, because the social form of Master Hugh’s relation-
ship to him was that of a master to a slave. Put otherwise, Master Flugh’s
treatment of Douglass observed the day-to-day social conventions—the
social forms—that generally governed a master’s treatment of slaves, But
Douglass was not Master Hugh’s property; he did not belong to Master
Hugh “in law.” According to the law, Douglass belonged to Capt. An-
thony. Due to Capt. Anthony’s absence from Douglass's life, however
(he remained on Col. Lloyd’s plantation when Douglass went to live
with Master Hugh), the day-to-day sccial conventions that normally
qualify a master’s relationship to his slaves did not qualify his relation-
ship to Douglass. In form, Douglass was not Capt. Anthony’s slave.

How, then, could he have been his slave “in fact”?

A clue to grasping the distinction between form and fact is the distinc-
tion between fact and law. In the present context, law is written language
that articulates the rules governing the distribution of property rights.
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According to the word of the law, Douglass belonged to Capt. Anthony.
Douglass alsa belonged 1o Capr Anthony “in facr,” for Douglass, with
his acrions, never challenged Capr. Anthony’s legally sanctioned power
arbirrarily to interfere in Deouglass's life, Here, then, I read “in fact” as
“in deed,” assuming that Douglass’s now obsolere use of this expression
was no different than Jane Austen’s when, just forty years before the pub-
lication of Bondage, she described a character as “Gracious in fact if
not in word. " Foliowing the death of Capt. Anthony, Douglass be-
comes the legal property of Thomas Auld, the master who sends him to
Covey. Atter he hights Covey, Douglass is a free man “in fact,” or “in
deed,” because henceforth he will persist through his deeds to enforce a
limir to domination.** No matter to whom he subsequencly belongs “in
law,” Douglass will not belong to that person “in fact,” for in fact—that
15, through his actions—he will relentiessly chailenge his legal master’s
power to interfere in his life. Stll a slave in law and in form—-his treat-
ment by his mascer, or his master’s proxies, will still generally observe the
social convenrions for the treatment of slaves—Douglass will nonetheless
have secured a fimited freedom. His fearlessness toward death will have
“made™ him a free man, because it will have dispiaced a fear that other-
wise niay have led him to abandon his commitment to resist flogging. s
“*You can shoot me but you cant whip me,” said a slave to Righy
Hopkins; and the result was that he was neither whipped nor shot. If
the lateer had been his fate, it would have been less deplorabie than the
living and lingering death to which cowardly and slavish souls are sub-
jected.”¢” With these remarks, Douglass claims that if a slave is cowed by
the fear of death into succumbing to domination, then he submits to a
living death that is worse than the death he fears. His insisrence that this
living death is deplorable prefigures his later contention—quoted ear-
lier—that “a man, without force, is without the essential dignity of hu-
maniry. Human nature is so constituted thac it cannot bonor a helpless
man.” For Douglass, a person who is helpless in the face of domina-
tion—who thus succumbs to domination—is a dishonored person, some-
one whose life everyone with a “human nature,” he himself included,
wili deplore racher than respect. Failing to resist domination, he will lack
“the essential dignity of humaniry.” More exactly, he will not evince the
dignity that he must evince to motivate himself and others to accord him
the honor {the respect) that, Douglass elsewhere suggests, he deserves.ss

180

COUGLASS'S PRACTICES OF POLITICS

For Douglass, dignity expresses a slave’s struggle to constrain the power
of arbitrary interference. It is a display to others of a slave’s ability to
help himself, his ability to struggle. And dignity is “essential” not be-
cause a human being cannot be a human being without it, but because
he cannot induce respect without it—either the respect of others or self-
respect. In short, he cannot achieve his humanity in the eyes of others or
in his own eyes. The essential dignity of humanity is an apparent, mani-
fest dignity that human beings require—thart all the members of human-
ity require—to acknowledge one another as human. By fighting Covey,
Douglass evinces the essential dignity of humanirty, thus motivating the
rebirth of both his self-confidence (his trust in his ability to demonstrate
dignity) and his theretofore “crushed self-respect.”s?

Douglass concludes his discussion of the fight with Covey by quoting
the lines from Byron’s Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage that I have used as an
epigraph for the present chapter. In Byron’s poem, these lines begin a
stanza that defends the claim that bondsmen must strike the blow that
frees them (“By their right arms the conquest must be wrought?”), argu-
ing that if they depend on other groups ro strike that blow (“Will Gaul
or Muscovite redress ye?”} they will fall prey to the domination of those
groups.” In describing his fight with Covey, Douglass follows Byron in
highlighting the role that physical force must play in establishing a lim-
ired freedom—that is, in securing a limited independence and non-
domination. He suggests, moreover, that by establishing his freedom he
has declared his independence. In contrast to the founding fathers’ writ-
ten Declaration of Independence of July 4, 1776, Douglass’s declara-
tion takes the form of nonverbal deeds—ir is, again, a declaration “in
fact,” not words.”! Still, it remains a declaration, for acts of combat are
the means through which Douglass makes apparent his limited indepen-
dence. Douglass perhaps alludes to the founding fathers’ declaration—
and, specifically, to its claim to “assume among the powers of the earth
the separate & equal station to which the laws of nature . . . entitle
them”—when he claims that when a slave cannor be flogged “he has a
domain as broad as his own manly heart to defend, and he is really a
‘power on earth.””7 Echoing the words of the founders, who also re-
belled against dependence and domination, Douglass suggests here that
his rebellion has nullified his ties to the “slave power,” thus transforming
him into a separate and equa! “power on earth” with 4 territory (a “do-
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main”} over which he is, as an individual, sovereign, Figuring his action
with reference to the founders, Douglass presents his fight with Covey as
the beginning of a revolution that aims to reconstitute the American na-
tion.”* Tn whar follows, we shall see that he presents his plantation poli-
rics as a continuation of thar revalution.

Piantation Politics

A week after his service ro Covey ends, Douglass proceeds to the home of
William Freeland (his new master “in form 71, where he finds his situa-

non much improved:

The frecdom from bodily torture and unceasing labor, had given
my mind an increased sensibiliry, and imparted to ic greater activ-
ity ... “How be it, that was not first which is spiritual, but that
which is natural, and afrerward thar which is spiritual.” When en-
rombed at Covey’s, shrouded in darkness and physical wretched-
ness, temporal well-being was the grand desideratun; but tempo-
ral wants supplied, the spirit puts in its claims. Beat and cuff a
slave, keep him hungry and spiritless, and he will follow the chain
of his master like a dog; but feed and clothe him well . . . and
dreams of freedom intrude . . . You may hurl a man so low, be-
neath the level of his kind, thar he loses all just ideas of his natural
pasition; but elevate him a little, and the clear conception of rights
rises to life and power, and leads him onward. Thus elevated, a lit-
tle, at Freeland’s, the dreams called into being by thar good man,
Father Lawson . . . began to visit me.™

By excreising his power of domination, Covey nuilified Dauglass’s capac-
ity to think aversively. Due to hjs declaration of independence and the
beneficent treatment he received from Freeland, Daouglass tells us, he re-
gained thar ability, his mind restored te an “increased sensibility,” a

”

“greater activiey,” former “dreams of freedom,” and a “consciousness of
rights.” Douglass’s renewed aversive thinking causally presupposes his
declaration of independence, for withour that declaration, which en-
forced a limit to domination, his ongoing subjection to Covey’s whip
would have kept him in a beastlike stupor. In other words, his physically

expressed aversion to demination—his aversive fighting—was a precon-
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dition for the revival of his mentally expressed aversion to domination,
that is, his aversive thinking. Again, whether or not Douglass rhetori-
cally exaggerates features of the suffering he endured as Covey’s thrall,
his representation of that suffering, of his subsequent fight with Covey,
and of his elevation at Freeland’s conveys a plausible political theoreti-
cal insight: namely, that when oppressors cause the human beings they
dominate extreme physical duress, it will be extraordinarily difficult and
perhaps impossible for those human beings to perpetuate a critical, intel-
lectual resistance to the conditions of their oppression. Only after reliev-
ing that physical duress will such resistance be possible.

Douglass’s plantation politics is linked causally to his declaration of
independence, for his plantation politics demands his renewed aversive
thinking, which in turn presupposes his declaration of independence. As
Douglass describes plantation polirics, it is revolutionary politics fueled
by rights-conscious thinking thar is averse to the condition of slavery. But
plantation politics requires more than aversive thinking. As we shall see,
it additionally requires aversive speaking and acting,

For Douglass, plantation politics is unruly, aversively thinking Afri-
can Americans concertedly engaged in nondominared speech and action
that is not rule- or ruler centered; not expressivist but stiil race-conscious;
and not aimed at assimilation. In this section I explicate Douglass’s
picture of plantation politics, focusing first on the theme of non-

domination.”

Nondominated Speech and Action
In Douglass’s narrative, slaves’ collective political action is non-
dominated just to the extent that it is kept secret. When Douglass lived in
St. Michaels, Master Thomas and two other white men broke up his ef-
forts to help a “pious” young white man maintain a Sabbath school for
slaves and free coloreds.” Bur when Douglass founds a Sabbath school
on Mr. Freeland’s plantation, no whites know about it. Slaves can sub-
vert the slave regime (it being assumed that schooling in reading and
writing is a form of subversion), he suggests, only if whites remain igno-
rant of slaves’ subversive activities. For Douglass, secrecy is critical to
“circumventing the tyrants,” and while he claims that he hates secrecy, he
adds that “where slavery is powerful, and liberty is weak, the latter s
driven to concealment or to destruction.””” On Douglass’s account,
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slaves deploy secrecy to constrain their masters’ capacities to interfere ar-
bitrarily with their collective actions. Because masters cannor intervene
in acovires abour which they remain ignorant, secrecy carves space for
liberty—-that is, for nondominared action. Whereas the Aght with Covey
enforced a limit ro domination, the secreting of the Sabbath school’s sub-
versive acrivities effectively extends that fimit. As we have seen, Douglass
follows the republican tradition of political theory in understanding free-
dom as nondomination. When, then, he portrays insurgent plantation
politics as a practice of collective, nondominarted action, he conceptual-
izes that politics as a practice of freedom. Mr, Freeland’s plantation is, in-

<

deed, free land, yet only “comparatively” free, for unlike the land of a
“free stare™ its freedem is based not on the enfarcement of law but on se-

crecy,

Politics without Rule

As we have scen, the plantation regime fulfills its function of reducing
men to brutes largely by disrupting slaves’ social bonds and physically
abusing them. When Douglass fights Covey, he defends himself against
the physical abuse, and by embracing plantation politics, he offsets the
disruption of social bonds. As Douglass pictures it, plantation polirics is
a practice of freedom rhat establishes and sustains new social bonds—
hence the title of the chapter he uses to introduce his troupe of subver-
sives, “New Relations and Duties.” In sharp contrast to the family at-
tachments thar Douglass emphasizes when discussing slavery’s destruc-
tion of social bonds, these new relations result from voluntary consent,
not biological descent.”

Douglass summarizes his experience of natal alienation when he
writes that “there is not, beneath the sky, an enemy of filial affection so
destructive as slavery. It had made my brothers and sisters strangers
to me; it converted the mother that bore me, into a myth; it shrouded my
father in mysrery, and left me without an intelligible beginning in the
world. ™™ By neglecting the ties of biological paternity, fraternity, and
sorority, slave law fosters the disruption of social bonds based on biologi-
cal filiation—that is, on biological or “blood” descent. How, ultimately,
does Douglass respond to the profoundiy estranging consequences of this
disruption? Not by embracing a version of European romanticism’s myth
that, through a circuitous spiritual journey, it is possible ro regain, in a
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higher, “sublated™ mode, his disrupted and lost ties to kin and home,30
The Bildungsreise of the slave does not end with a redemptive return to
the origin from which he departed:

A slave seldom thinks of bettering his condition by being sold, and
hence he looks upon separation from his native place, with none
of the enthusiasm which animates the bosoms of young freemen,
when they contemplate a life in the far west, or in some distant
country where they intend ro rise to wealth and distinction. Nor
can those from whom they separate, give them up with that cheer-
fulness with which friends and relations yield each other up, when
they feel thar it is for the good of the departing one that he is re-
moved from his native place. Then, too, there is correspondence,
and there is, at least, the hope of reunion, because rewnion is pos-
sible. But, with the slave, all these mitigating circumstances are
wanting. There is no improvement in his condition probable,—no
correspondence possible,—no reunion attainable. His going out
into the world, is like a living man going into the tomb, who, with
open eyes, sees himself buried out of sight and hearing of wife,
children, and friends of kindred tje.®t

Sold and snatched from one place to another, the slave cannot go home -
again; he cannot reunite with kith and kin, and so he cannot restore the
bonds that naral alienation has helped to sever. What, then, can he do to
cope with the effects of his estrangement? If the slave renounces the ro-
mantic Jonging for return and reunion, how can he offsert the plantation
regime’s dehumanizing ruination of family ties? With his portrait of his
life on Mr. Freeland’s plantation, Douglass answers these questions, sug-
gesting, in essence, that the slave’s practice of freedom (of nondominated
action} can produce sartisfying social attachments and potent political
solidarities, even if the integrity of family and home cannot be restored.

They were as true as steel, and no band of brothers could have
been more loving. There were no mean advantages raken of each
other . . . no tattling; no giving each other bad names to Mr.
Freeland; and no elevating one at the expense of the other We
never undertook to do anything, of any importance, which was
likely to affect each other, without mutual consultation. We were
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generally a unit, and moved rogerher. Thoughts and sentiments
were exchanged berween us, which might well be called very in-
cendiary, by oppressors and tyrants; and perhaps the time has not
even noaw come, when it is safe ro unfold all the flying suggestions
which arise in the minds of intelligent slaves . . .

The slaveholder, kind or cruel, is a slaveholder still—the every
hour violator of the just and inalicnable rights of man; and he is,
thercfore, every hour silently whetting the knife of vengeance for
his eawn throat. He never lisps a syllable in commendarion of the
fathers of this republic, nor denounces any artempted oppression
of himself, wicthour inviting the knife to his own throat, and assert-
ing the rights of rebeilion for his own slaves.s2

Although two of the six slaves belonging to Douglass’s group were bio-
logical brothers (Henry and John Harris), the group as a whole was not
united by biological bonds. Thrown together on Mr. Freeland’s planta-
tion, Douglass and his fellows find themselves working the same farm-
land. Soon, however, they begin to consult ene another, and as Douglass
suggests 11 the next chaprer, to debate and deliberate the meris of differ-
ent courses of action, Douglass and his friends act in concert {they move
rogether), culoivate ties of loyalty, and form themselves inro a band of
subversive activists (a point T shall revisit in relation to Douglass’s allu-
sion to the “fathers of the republic™), consenting through their speech,
action, and mucual commirments to resist slaveholder tyranny. Together
they constiture a band of “brothers,” not because they have filiative rela-
tionships to the same parent, but because they have affiliative relation-
ships 1o one another—rhar is, because each has agreed to adopt as his
own a mutually shaped sense of political purpose. “True as steel,” and
bound rogether by “hooks of steel” (an expression thar Douglass later
uses), Douglass and his cabal compensate for the loss of biclogically
~ based kinship ries by forging, through their collective action, consent-
and affiliation-based political ties.®
By mvoking the figure of a “band of brothers,” Douglass points not
only to his action-in-concert and affiliation-based conception of planta-
tion politics, but, likewise, to his rejection of the view, later embraced by
Du Bois, thar politics is exclusively a pracrice of rule. Douglass points ro
his rejection of this view by echolng a phrase—“We few, we happy few,
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we band of brothers®—rthat Shakespeare’s King Henry V speaks spe-
cifically to set aside the status distincrion between ruler and ruled and to
endorse a sense of solidarity that is predicated not on obedience to a ruler
but on mutual commitment and self-sacrifice.? In a similar vein, and in
keeping with the spirit of King Henry’s remarks, Douglass also asserts
that among his affiliates there was “no elevating one at the expense of the
other.” In contrast to his ruler-centered vision of Garrisenian, abolition-
ist politics, which he figures as revolving around the directives of a sub-
lime “hero,” a “Moses raised up by God, to deliver his modern Israel
from Bondage,” Douglass portrays plantation politics as an enterprise of
equals driven by a shared and discursively expressed concern to free
the world of “tyrants and oppressors.”s Neither Douglass nor any of
his collaborators command their cabal, though Douglass, to be sure, is
the “instigator”—the leader-as-initiative-taker rather than the leader-as-
ruler—who spurs his fellows to meet, to deliberate, and to join him in
planning the plot to run away.’ And neither, finally, do they aspire to
govern the actions of other slaves, as if they saw their band as forming an
elite, a “talented tenth” that had been “raised up” to direct the uncalled
along the path to freedom. The plantation politics that Douglass and his
co-conspirators practice is the politics of a few (of six individuals) who
pledge themselves to one another, not a polirics geared to ruling the

many.¥’

Political Race Consciousness without Political Exfrressivism

By highlighting the affiliation- and consent-based character of plantation
politics, Douglass lets us see that African American politics need not be
the expression of an antecedently given, kinship and descent-based iden-
tity that the participants have in common. Indeed, he suggests that Afri-
can American politics is possible where no such identity exists. Douglass
similarly implies that African American politics is possible absent the
existence of a biack, biological, racial ideatiry. If African American politi-
cal solidarity is a function of concerted speech, action, and mutual com-
mirment, then it does not require the existence of an antecedently given,
biologically defined racial identity any more than it requires the exis-
tence of an antecedently given, biologically defined, kinship identity. In
Douglass’s view, politics, not biology, dictates the common purposes and
causes that generate and sustain political solidarity. African American
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politics, nor African American biology, forges the purposes of African
American politics.»

Notice that Douglass’s refusal to biologize black politics did not re-
quire that he repudiate romantic political expressivism. Thus, without
pain of contradiction, Douglass could well have rejected a biofogical con-
ception of African American polirics, vet like Du Bois sill sought ro
ground thac politics in a spiritpai-culrural conception of black racial
identity. Bur Douglass declined to take this rurn, To be precise, he de-
clined to endorse the expressivist thesis that, to be effective and legiti-
mare, Black politics must avow and embody a racially specific and callee-
tively shared spiriual or cultural orientation that antecedently unites all
black Americans. That the Douglass of Bondage has no rruck with politi-
cal expressivism, thus understood, is evident in his portrait of Sandy
Jenkins, one of his fellow slaves. After Douglass complains of Covey to
Master Thomas, he rerurns o Covey’s farm and encounters Sandy along
the way. Responding to Douglass’s tale of wae, Sandy, “a genuine Afri-
can,” gives him a root (an herb) “possessing all the powers required for
... this] protection. ™" A lirle later in his narrative, Douglass reports chat
he suspected that Sandy was the member of his band of brothers who be-
trayed the plor to escape.” Douglass’s refusal of political expressivism is
impiicit, I shall argue, in his presentation of his invelvement with Sandy,
and with what one critic describes as his “black heritage. %!

To be sure, Douglass raises doubrs as ro whether the “authentic Afri-
can experience” that Sandy represents defines a cultural identity that he
can claim as his own.” Sandy tells Douglass that, with the root abour his
persoi. no white man could whip him. In effect, he maintains that the
root will enable Douglass, or any slave, ro thwart whites’ efforts to whip
him—as if to suggest that all blacks can count an African root and divi-
nation practices as a cultural resource. Douglass, hewever, reports that
he has “no name™ for Sandy’s system of belief and that he has put Sandy’s
thoughts in his “own language,” not in Sandy’s. He also gives an explic-
itly Christian interpretation of Sandy’s divination practices, calling them
“dealings with the devil” but allowing too that they could express “the
hand of the Lord." in general, then, Douglass represents Sandy’s divi-
nation practices as elements of a foreign culture that he cannot grasp in
its own rerms (hence he is driven to a “Christianizing” interpreration of
those practices}). Still, when he lacer describes his reaction to Covey’s at-
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tack (the fight begins when Covey tackles Douglass), Douglass writes, “I
now forgot my roots, and remembered my pledge io stand up in my
own defense.”* Here, by italicizing and playing on the word “roots,”
Douglass recalls his reader to Sandy’s belief in roots. And by relying on
the phrase “my roots,” he effecrively intimates that, notwithstanding his
carlier expressed skepticism, he retains some ties to Sandy’s culture and
spirituality. Note, however, that Douglass likewise claims that he forgot
those ties when he began to fight Covey, bur that he was not thereby
left bereft of the solidarity of other slaves., When Covey demands thar
Bill and Caroline help him subdue Douglass, both slaves refuse, leading
Douglass later to proclaim that “we [Douglass, Bill, and Caroline] were
all in open rebellion, that morning.”*s As he larer tells the tale, Bill and
Caroline entered into sclidarity with hiny, choosing to embrace his cause
{to defend himself against Covey) as their own. Douglass wins his fight
with Covey, due in part to the aid of other slaves who, on his account,
Were 1ot supporting a cause that expressed an antecedently formed and
racially specific spiritual or cultural orientation, but a purpose that he re-
members just as he forgets that he is tied to other slaves through some
such common orientation. Here, then, Douglass implicitly denies that the
efficacy of collective black political action in fighting racial oppression
requires that the agents of that action acknowledge and express a previ-
ously established and distincrively hlack spiritual or cultural identity that
unites them,%

tt may go without saying that Douglass’s description of Sandy’s role in
his life also discredics the thesis that avowing and embodying such an
identity is essential to the legitimacy of black political action. For if
Sandy is a figure for black political agency that reflects a peculiarly black
spiritual ethos, then depicting him as a traitor suggests chat the expres-
sion of some such ethos, far from helping to legitimize black political ac-
tion, could spell its illegitimacy. But the language of “legitimacy™ and “il-
legitimacy” may be out of place here, because, and perhaps for good
reason, it is not the language that Douglass uses. The discourse of legiti-
macy, | suggest, is closely and inextricably tied to a ruler-centered con-
ception of politics.*” Thus the shift to an action-in-concert conception
may call for an alternative language for holding political actors account-
able for what they do. And that language, Douglass suggests, is the Jan-
guage of fidelity and infidelity, of faithfulness and betrayal. For Douglass,
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then, holding Sandy accounrable for his actions would be a matter of
maintaining that he had betrayed his promises and pledges to his fellows,
not of asserting that his acrions had failed to satisfy some criterion of le-
minmate rule. Pur orherwise, he suggests thar Sandy is answerable not for
a precept he issued—rfor the band of brothers never “clevated” irs mem-
hers to the smartus of ruler, or commander—but for the deeds through
which he, Sandy, avowed or disavowed his commitments to others. What
validares and lends authority to a deed, Douglass implies, is its fidelity o
such commitments, not its racial authenticioy.®

Although | have been arguing that Douglass refuses political expres-
sivism in his depiction of plantarion polities, I do not take him to deny
that African American politics can and sometimes should be a race-
conscious enterprise thar attributes significance to being black. Consider,
for example, that when he and his cohort decide to keep their Freeiand-
plantation Sabbarh school secret from whites—seeking help from a free
colored man and not, as before, from a pious whire man—they judge that
biack slaves and nonslaves can be trusted more than anvone classified
as whire. The condition of being black (of counting as black) has a sa-
lient significance for Douglass and his band, not because they derive their
pelitical purposes from that condition, but because those purpases—for
example, resistance to slaveholder tyranny—and past experiences (the
breakup of the Sabbath school at St Michaels) prompt them to believe
thar reliability matters and that blacks are more reliable than whires.”?

As Douglass describes it, African American plantation politics gener-
ated a race-conscious political solidarity because he and his fellow con-
spirators believed that the purposes around which they affiliated de-
manded the formation of a racially exclusive polifical cohorr.1® It is
obvious, mareover, that they could have committed themselves to pur-
poses contrary to the ones they did in fact endorse—for example, they
might have decided not to resist slavehelder tyranny but to support it,
perhaps on the grounds that the enslavement of blacks is God’s will. In-
deed, we can imagine a group of slaves, having fallen prey to what
Douglass calls “the “slaveholding priestcraft,” acring in concert to rein-
force God’s will by thwarting the likes of the band of brothers. For such
men, being black would not mean being more reliabie than whites but
being subject to God’s disfavor. 1™

Extrapolating, then, from the particulars of Douglass’s narrative, |
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wish to suggest that, as he portrays it, consent- and affiliation-based Afri-
can American. politics can in principle take many directions, with each
related to a different interpretation of the condition of being black. In ef-
fecz, Douglass invites the thought that there can exist multipie and heter-
ogeneous forms of race-conscious African American political solidarity
characterized by diverse purposes and diverse understandings of the sig-
nificance of that condition. As in Bonnie Honig’s recent feminist reading
of Hannah Arendt, the key idea here is thar politics, rather than deriving
from one identiry, may produce many identities. For Honig,

Arendt’s politics is agonistic because it always resists the attrac-

tions of expressivism, for the sake of her view of . . . identity as a

performative production . . . The strategy here is to proliferate dif-
' g

it he the emnowearin
1t De the empowenn

ference . . . and the result mi
insistence that there are . . . many ways to do one’s gender. The ho-
mogenizing impulse of some (so-called) private identities would be
weakened and that would aliow for grearer differentiation and

contestability within the frame of these “identities” themselves.102
¥

In a similar vein, Douglass’s view of plantation politics allows that there
may be multiple and mutually contestable ways of “doing” or “forging”
race-conscious black solidarities. Resisting the attractions of political
expressivism, which for the sake of political efficacy and legitimacy se-
cures the purposes of black politics by appeal to an antecedently formed
black spiritual or cultural identity, Douglass spurs us to regard black pol-
itics as the interplay of conflicting purposes and conflicting interpreta-
tions of the condirion of being black.1%

Radical Reconstruction versus Assimilation

A central aim of the present chapter is to highlight several features of
Douglass’s political thought that distingaish it from rhe politics of ex-
pressive self-realization. Thus far, I have focused on two of those fea-
tares: namely, Douglass’s non-ruler-centered depiction of plantation poli-
tics and his rejection of political expressivism. A third feature is what 1
have described as his radical reconstructionism.

As we have seen, Du Bois adapts some basic elements of Gustav
Schmoller’s social theory to argue that African American politics should
attempt to solve the “Negro Problem”; that is, to bring African American
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life into conformiry with the norms characreristic of America’s basic so-
cial arrangements—which for Du Bais means the economic, moral, and
perhaps aesthetic norms of modernity. In a nutshell, Du Bois holds that
African American polities should aim to assimilate and normalize the
black masses. But the aim of radical reconstrucrion is not the elimina-
tion of deviance; rather it is to reconstitute practices of citizenship and
thereby ro refound the American nation. With irs emphasis on norma-
uve integration, Du Boiss politics of self-realization tends to prefigure
a prominent strand of modern, American sociology that defines social
“problems™ and “disorganization™ in terms of “deviation from norms,”
a theme that is still evident in the sociology of the black underclass. 19 Tn
contrast to this tendency, Douglass’s politics of radical Leconstruction,
which knows nothing of the sociology of the late nineteenth or rwentieth

s, more often appears to belong ro a tradition of Roman and re-
publican political thepry. 10

I have argued that Douglass presents the Covey fight as the beginning
of a revolution {as a declaration of independence) that aims to reconsti-
tute the American nation. Douglass presents his piantation politics as
continuing that revolution when, after describing his insurgent band of
brothers, he proclaims that the “slaveholder . . . the every hour violator
of the just and inalienable rights of man . . . never lisps a syllable in com-
mendarion of the farhers of this republic . . . withour inviting the knife to
his own throat and asserting the rights of rebellion for his slaves.” With
these incendiary remarks, Douglass suggests that, in acting to assert their
rights of rebellion, he and his fellow conspirators imitated the founding
fathers. In other words, he suggests that they aspired to keep faith with
the work of the founders {the men he also calls “the heroes of the revolu-
rion”), which was ro establish a republic thart respected “the just and in-
alienable rights of man.” % By invoking the language of the Declaragon
of Independence (“inalienable rights™), Deouglass implies that the seminal
act of the founders was to commir themselves to the principles enshrined
in the Declaration. In addition, he implies that this act fell short of the
founders” wishes, for the reign of the slaveholder shows that that the na-
tion it established no Jonger erects irself on and respects those principles,
Douglass and his band emulate the founders by undertaking to refound
the nation—that is, by performing insurgent acts {such as preparing to
escape from Freeland’s plantation) thar reenact the founders’ founding
commitment to the principles of the Declaration, hoping thus to further
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the cause of transforming America into 2 nation that respects those prin-
ciples.17

In his famous speech of July §, 1852, excerpts of which he includes
in Bondage, Douglass had already called for social reform that would
echo the deeds of the founding fathers. ! America, he says, is young
and stll “impressible.” Indeed, “rhere is consolation that American is
young,” for “great streams are not easily turned from their channels.”
According to Douglass, youthful America’s identity as a nation is avail-
able to be reformed. Here he charges the task of national reforni to the
{(white} “sons™ of the founding fathers: “Your fathers have lived, died,
and have done their work, and have dene much of it well. You live and
must die, and you must do your work. You have no right to enjoy a
child’s share in the labor of your fathers, unless your children are to be
blest by your labors.” For Douglass, the work of the sons is to finish the
work the fathers began—the work of founding a nation that respects the
principies of the Declaration of Independence. “The principles contained
in that instrument,” he insists, “are saving principles.” “Stand by those
principles, be true to them on all occasions,” he advises. Later in the
speech Douglass suggests that the sons have forsaken these principles and
that like the descendents of Abraham, who forsook Abraham’s “faith
and spirit,” they have “repudiated the deeds” of their fathers: “Washing-
ton could not die till he had broken the chains of his slaves. Yet his mon-
ument is built up by che price of human biood, and the traders in the bod-
ies and souls of men shout—"We have Washington as our father’” It is
no surprise, then, that Douglass finaily denounces the sons® jubilee cele-
bration as “mere bombast, fraud, deception, impiety, and hypocrisy,” im-
plying that their professed commitment to the ideals enshrined in the
nation’s founding document is insincere, In Dougiass’s view, there is a
contradiction between the principles that the sons of the fathers purport
to endorse—the principles of the Declaration—and the principles they do
endorse. His main evidence for this contradicrion is the “guilty practices”
of slavery, which suggest that the principles of the Declaration mean
nothing to the country’s white citizenry, national anniversary celebra-
tions notwithstanding: “Fellow citizens! 1 will not enlarge further on
your national inconsistencies. The existence of slavery in this country
brands your republicanism as a sham, your humanity as a base pretence,
and your Christianity as a lie,”10%

I 'can summarize my reading of Douglass’s July 5 speech by remarking
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that it relies on a narrative of decline.!™ Considering the present in the
perspective of the past, Douglass describes the present as “degenerate
times.” The past to which he contrasts the present is marked by the
“solid manhood” of the founders for whom nothing was “seftfed” thar
was not right: *With them, justice, liberty and humanity were final;” not
stavery and oppression.” Contemporary America is faise to the past,
Douglass argues, for while the founders unaffectedly embraced principles
that opposed slavery {a controversial claim, to be sure}—even penning
these principles into the Declaration and Constirusion—their heirs, their
deceptive and hypocritical sons, only prerend {profess) to embrace such
principles. " And while Douglass has exhorted the sons to “cling” to
the Fourth of July, and to “cling” to its principles, he admits that they
“cling” instead to the existence of slavery, “as if it were the sheet anchor
of all {their| hopes.™ In his July 3 speech, Douglass envisions American
history as the rate of a fall from grace: that is, as a decline from the time
of the founding acts (the Declararion, the adoption of the Constitution)
through which American leaders committed themselves to principles and
purposes that opposed slavery—intending therein to found a nation that
respected these principles—ro the time of the speech, when the sons of
the fathers harbor no commiunent to these principles and purposes. In
the main body of Bondage, Douglass presents the nation’s bjack sons,
men the July 3 speech describes as not sharing in the “inheritance of . . .
libercy™ bequeathed by the fathers, as imitaring those heroes and as act-
mg to refound the nation. In the July 3 speech, he calls on the nation’s
white sons to do the same—that is, to reenact their fathers” founding
commirment to the principles of the Declaration (and thus o establish a
nation withour slavery)—even as he berates them for not having kept
faith with that commirment, 112

According to Hannah Arendr, the ancient Romans conceptualized
acts of political innovation as acts of refounding rhe old institutions.
Thus she writes thar “all decisive political changes in the course of Ro-
man history were reconstitutions, namely, reforms of the old institutions
and the retmevance of the original act of foundation,” "V For the Romans,
Arendr suggests, acrs that radically rransformed Roman insticutions were
deeds that reenacted and so revived the original act of founding Rome.
Douglass develops a similar notion of political innovation based on the
idea that the “original act” rhat founded the American nation was the
tounding fathers” committing themselves to the principles embodied in
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the Declaration. For Douglass, acts that could advance a radical recon-
struction of Ameérican institutions—for example, the rebellious acts his
band of brothers performs and the revolutionary acts he wishes the na-
rion’s white sons to undertake—were deeds that aimed to refound the
American Republic by reenacting the founding fathers’ founding com-
mitment to those principles. Like the Romans, Douglass interprets the
path to radical political change—to change that would rid America of the
“venomous creature” that is slavery-—as the path of reestablishing the
Republic on the founding principles thar the white sons of the founders
have repudiated.!™* In sum, and reminiscent of Cicero and other writers
in the tradition of republican political theory, he suggests that the decline
of the Republic is due to the moral failing of its sons, and that the resto-
rarion of the Republic will require their moral transformation, '3

To begin to appreciate fully the nonassimilationist implications of
Douglass’s radical reconstructionism, we may recall Du Bois’s suggestion
that there was a “flar contradiction” berween southern whites’ color
prejudice, which helped to perpetuare the color line, and their “beliefs

£l

and professions,” which expressed a commitment to the ideals evident
in the “caste-leveliing precepts of Christianity” and in the principle of
“equality of opportunity for all men.”1¢ As I have argued in previous
chapters, the early, Schmoller-inspired Du Bois was an anomaly theorist
who both took the practice of racial prejudice to be extrinsically related
to the prevailing “group” ideals and norms constituting modern Ameri-
can society, and hoped to realize those ideals through (in part) a politics
of self-assertion {one prong of the politics of self-realization) that com-
bated racial prejudice with the aim, ultimately, of assimilating African-
American life to group norms. For Du Bois the core ideals were both pro-
fessed and believed, which is to say that he declined to interpret the con-
tradiction between the ideals and rhe practice of prejudice as an indica-
tion of hypocrisy. In this respect, Du Bois’s thinking prefigured that of
Gunnar Myrdal, who similarly declined to interpret the clash between
the American creed and the practice of racism as a form of hypocrisy.
Americans, Myrdal insisted, were truly commirted to the creed: it was 2
“living reality” and a “living actuality” that they did not merely pro-
fess."7 Like Du Bois, Myrdal was an anomaly theorist whose political
prescriptions were geared to eliminare deviant practices through the pro-
motion of widely and sincerely professed ideals.11#

In the July 5 speech, Douglass writes neither as an anomaly theorist,
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nor as an assimlationist {in Du Bois’s sense), for unlike Du Bois and
Myrdal he does not propose to bring group practices into conformity
with norms of behavior or development corresponding to prevailing
group ideals.'"™ In Douglass’s view, such a proposal would have been in
error, because the prevailing ideals were proslavery. In short, wherher or
not one agrees with Douglass that the founding fathers meant to found a
nation wherein slavery had no place, it is critical to see that, formally
speaking, his July 5 argument for reconstructing the American polity in-
voked the antislavery ideals to which he insists the founders were com-
mitted as a counterpoint to the prevailing, proslavery ideals of his hypo-
critical, insincere contempaoraries.

In contrast to Du Bois and Myrdal, Douglass promotes a politics
predicated on ideals that have ceased to be a living reality in the hearts
and minds of the nation’s white citizens, By recalling for those citizens
the antislavery commitments of the founders, he hopes radically to trans-
form their hearts and minds—chus, ultimately, to enlist them in the revo-
lutionary project of refounding the American nation by renewing those
commitments; or, more exactly, the project of reconstituring the nation’s
prevailing group ideals by embracing the founders’ ideals as their ideals.
Were thar project to have been fulfilled, it then would have made sense to
demand thar the nation’s practices be brought ince conformiry with the
norms corresponding 1o its prevailing ideals—Dbut not otherwise.!?® For
Douglass, the narrative of American history is the story of an ongoing
contest berween divergent ideals and commitments. The politics of radi-
cal reconstruction 1s the politics of contesting and displacing those pre-
vailing 1deals and commitments that signal the decay and decline of the
Republic.ra

In chapter 4 of Bordage, Douglass wrires,

Public opinion in such a quarter [the slave plantation] is not likely
to be very efficient in protecting the slave from cruelry. On the con-
trary, it must increase and intensify his wrongs. Public opinion sel-
dom differs very widely from public practice. To be a restraint
upon cruelty and vice, public opinion must emanate from a hu-
mane and virtuous communitry, 122

Suggesting here that prevailing practices tend to track prevailing opin-
1o, ideals, and the iike, Douglass, 1 propose, prefigured Ralph Ellison’s
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view that citizenship is a fabric of habits—of practices informed by opin-
ions and beliefs and governed by norms—and that the elimination of
racial subordinarion requiréd the reconstitution of that fabric (here, as
in the introduction, I follow Danielle Allen’s reading of Ellison).’2* Writ-
ing in the early 1850s, Douglass sensed that satisfying the prevailing
proslavery opinion and ideals of the white sons would entail the perpetu-
ation of bath the white sons’ practices of dominarion, complicity with
domination, and hypocrisy; and the enslaved black sons’ subjection to a
system of domination that worked to reduce man to a leve! with the
brute—that is, that assimilated black bondsmen to the norms of brutish
behavior. For Douglass, the reconstruction of the nation required the
reconstitution of the opinion, ideals, and practices constituting and in-
trinsic to the identity of the nation in its fall from grace. And for
Douglass, as for Ellison, this meant transforming the habits of both the
oppressors and the oppressed. Assimilating black behavior to the prac-
tices of domination, complicity with domination, and so on would no
more reconstruct the nation than would assimilating biack behavior to
the behavior of brutes, for a nation of black and whire masters and hypo-
crites would no more reflect the founding fathers’ commitments than a
nation of white masters and hypocrites. To reconstruct the nation and re-
store the Republic, the enslaved black sons must repudiate the coerced
habits of brute-like behavior and, imitating the fathers, declare their in-
dependence and rights to rebellion.’?* Similarly, to reconstruct the nation
and restore the Republic, the white sons must repudiate their habits
of domination, complicity, and hypocrisy, and, imitating the fathers,
commit or recommit themselves to the Declaration’s ideals. In Douglass’s
gendered, revolutionary imagination, the black sons and the white sons
must conspire together to refound, reconstruct, and reconstitute the
American nation.’?s

Second Declaration of Independence,
Extra-Plantation Politics

It is well known that Douglass began ro affiliate with William Lloyd Gar-
rison just a few years after he escaped slavery. Here, I do not rehearse the
story of his extensive activities as speaker for Garrison’s organization.
Rather I concentrate on one of the accounts he gives of his break with
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Garrison. Douglass only completes that break in 1856-1851, when he
announces his rejection of the theory that the Consticution is a proslavery
document. In Bondage, however, he suggests that he had declared his
mndependence from Garrison and his turelage vears earlier, Unifying
Douglasss storv is the proposition thar texts, written and spoken, lend
themselves ro canflicring interpretations. Douglass introduces this propo-
sttion when discussing slave masters’ opposition 1o tezching slaves to
read. Thus he sets the stage for suggesting an important analogy berween
his treatment as a siave and his trearment by the whire leaders of Garri-
SON’S Movement.

When recounting the breakup of the St. Michaels Sabbath schools,
Douglass seems to endorse a Protestant approach to biblical herme-

neutics:

These Christian class ieaders were . . . consistent. They had setrled
the question, chat slavery is right, and, by that standard, they de-
termined that Sabbatch schools are wrong. To be sure, they were
Protestant, and held to the great Procestant right of every man to
“search the scriptures™ for himselt; bur, then, ro all general rules,
there are exceptions. How convenient! What crimes, may not be
committed under the doctrine of the last remark 126

in the course of his later transactions with the Garrisonians, Douglass
secularizes the Protestant approach ro biblical interpretation. Specifically,
he applies that approach to the problem of interpreting the text of his
fife. Douglass reports thar when stumping for Garrison, Garrison would
speak after Douglass, raking Douglass “as his text.” Coming just a cou-
ple of pages after he describes Garrison as s man “raised up by God,”
who rook the Bible as “his text book,” Douglass’s claim that he served
Garrison as a text emphasizes the continuity herween Garrison’s appeal
to the Bible and his appeal o Douglass—or, more precisely, to the text
Douglass produced by narrating his life as a slave,i2” The problem thar
arises here 1s the one thar arose ar St. Michaels, Notwithstanding their
professed Protestantism, the masters at St. Michaels behaved as if they
were priests who alone enjoved the authority to interpret the meaning
of scriprure. Similarly, the Garrisonians behaved toward Douglass as if
they alone enjoved the autherity to interpret the meaning of his narrative
of his life as a slave. “Give us the facrs,” the Garrisonians tell Douglass;
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“we will take cazre of the philosophy.” 2 Douglass resporded to this de-
mand by declaring his independence from the hermeneutical authority of
Garrisonian abolitionism:

Just here there arose some embarrassment, It was impaessible for
me to repeat the same old story month afrer month, and to keep up
my interest in it . . . “Tell your story, Frederick,” would whisper
my then revered friend, William Lloyd Garrison . . . I could nor al-
ways obey, for [ was now reading and thinking. New views of the
subject were presented to my mind. Ir did not entirely satisfy me to
narrate wrongs; 1 felt like denouncing them. 1 could not always
curb my moral indignation for the perpetrators of slaveholding vil-
lainy, long enough for a circumstantial statement of the facts which
I felt almost everybody must know. Besides, [ was growing, and
needed room. “People won™ believe you ever was a slave, Freder-
ick, if you keep on this way,” said Friend Foster, “Be yourself,”
said Collins, “and tell your story.” It was said to me, “Berter have
a little of the plantation manner of speech than not; *tis not best
that you seem too learned.” These excellent friends were actuated
by the best of matives, and were nar altogether wrong in their ad-
vice; and sull I must speak just the word that seemed to me the
word to be spoken by me. 129

When Douglass became a Garrisonian, he revered Garrison and fell prey
to a “slavish” adoration of the members of Garrison’s cohort. 3 Apd
s we have seen, he later depicts Garrison’s politics as ruler-centered—
that is, as revolving around his revered friend’s directives. In keeping
with this depiction, Douglass now presents Garrison as dictating the
“story” Douglass should tell, and as expecting that Douglass summarily
“obey” his commands. In addition, Douglass suggests that the whire
members of Garrison’s cohort dominated his activity as a public speaker
and storyteller, exercising a power arbitrarily to interfere with—to censor
and shape—his speech. They possessed a power of arbitrary interference,
he implies, for they controlled his speech without taking into account his
opinion of the words he would speak. Douglass declares his indepen-
dence from rhe hermeneutical authority of the Garrisonian aboljtionists
by proclaiming that henceforth he will not submit to their rule and so
permit them to dominare his speech; regardless of their judgment of the
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word he intends to speak, he will speak the word that seems to him to be
the word to be spoken by him."*! Douglass will not only narrate his story;
he will issue philosophical and moral interpretations of it, for he is no
less entitled than the Garrisonians to search the scripture of his life for
meaning,.

Douglass's declaration of independence paves the way for an extra-
plantarion politics of black print journalism, a pohitics that he initiates
when he founds his newspaper, the North Star, Tn Bondage, this politics
comes into view as a practice of freedom: to wit, as a practice of collec-
uve action and speech that is not subject to the domination of the
Garrisonian abolivionists. Like his plantation politics, the nondominated,
extra-plantation journalistic politics in which he joins with other free
blacks illustrates a form of black political agency that is not captured by
the politics-as-rule model exemplified by Garrison and later favored by
Du Bots; is race-conscious though not expressivist; and is geared to the

project of radical reconstruction.

Reconstructionist, Race-Conseciouns Politics without Rule—Again!
By establishing an exclusively black newspaper “devoted to the interests
of [his] enslaved and oppressed people,” Douglass tried to advance the
adoption of “abolition principles™ by the citizens of the United States,
Specifically, he argued that the low estimate of the “negro, as a man” had
hindered the adoption of these principles, and that the creation of a good
black paper would help to alter this estimate by showing biack people’s
“capacity for a more exalted civilization than slavery and prejudice had
assigned to rhem.”" When Douglass recounts his role as an instigator
on Mr. Freeland’s plantation, he remarks that “here began my public
speaking.”'** When he recounts his establishment of a black NEWSPaper,
he shows himself to be continuing his public career by institating a public
forum that he and other free blacks can collectively deploy to combat ra-
cial oppression. Declining as before {as in his portrait of plantation poli-
tics} to adopt a rale- and ruler-centered notion of black politics, Douglass’s
representation of his extra-planration, journalistic politics pivots around
the idea of public discourse and, avanr la lettre, the notion of a black
“counterpublic.” It is worth noting, moreover, that Douglass inidally in-
vokes these concepts in the “Editor’s Preface” to Bondage, most immedi-
ately ro justify his decision to write Bondage bus tmplicitly with the more
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general aim of justifying the public sphere-centered politics to which
both the North Star and Bondage contribure:

Dear Friend: | have long entertained, as you very well know, a
somewhat positive repugnance to writing or speaking anything
for the public, which could, with any degree of plausibility, make
me Jiable to the imputation of seeking personal notoriety, for its
own sake. Entertaining that feeling very sincerely . . . I have often
refused to narrate my personal experience in public anti-slavery
meetings . . . In my letters and speeches, I have generally aimed to
discuss the question of Slavery in the light of fundamental princi-
ples, and upon facts, notorious and open to all . . . I have never
placed my opposition to slavery on a basis as narrow as my own
enslavement . . . I have also felt that it was best for those having
histories worth the writing . . . to commit such work to hands
other than their own. To write of one’s self, in such a manner as
not to incur the impuration of weakness, vanity, and egotism, is a
work within the ability of but a few . . .

These considerations caused me to hesitate, when first you kindly
urged me to prepare for publication a full account of my life asa
slave, and my life as a freeman.

Nevertheless, I see, with you, many reasons for regarding my au-
tobiography as exceptional in its character, and as being, in some
sense, naturally beyond those reproaches which honorable and
sensitive minds dislike to incur, It is not to illustrate the heroic
achievement of 4 man, but ro vindicate a just and beneficient prin-
ciple ... by letting in the light of truth upon a system, esteemed by
some as a biessing, and by others as a curse and a crime. I agree
with you, that this system is now ar the bar of public opinion . . .
Any facts . . . calculated to enlighten the public mind, by revealing
the true nature, character and tendency of the slave system, are in
order . ..

I see, too, that there are special reasons why I should write my
own biography, in preference to employing another to do it. Not
only is slavery on trial, but . . . the enslaved people are also on
trial. It is alleged that they are naturally inferior; that they are so
low in the scale of humanity, and so utterly stupid, that they are
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unconscious ot their wrongs, and do not apprehend their rights.
Looking, then, at vour request, from this stand-peint, and wishing
evervthing of which vou think me capable to go to the benefit of
my affliceed peopie, I parr with mv doubts and hesitation, and pro-
ceed to furnish vou the desired manuseript; hoping that you may
be able to make such arrangements for its publication as shall be
best adapted to accomplish that good which vou so enthusiasti-

cally anticipare. i+

In The Letters of the Republic. Michael Warner argues that in eigh-
teenth-century America the print ideology s shaping the public sphere
“valorized the general above the personal and construed the opposition
berween the two in the republican terms of virme and interest,”155 Ac.
cording to Warner, republican print ideology saw print as the proper
medium for public discourse, which it conceptualized as the rational,
general, and impersonal expression of civie virtue. In short, it heid that
printed, public discourse should detach itself from private interest and
concentrare on the common good. For Benjamin Franklin, Warner’s ideal
example of the republican “citizen-in-print, achieving this aim meant
frecing public discourse from the “locaiization of the personal, the
)

R

bodily, the corruprible
Douglass begins his “Editors Preface™ by relying on this rhetoric of
republican print ideology. Adverting to the distinctions between WILLIng
fand speaking) for the public and seeking personal notoriety; berween
public meetings and personal experience: and between comnutting his
story to others and risking the imputation of weakness, vanity, and ego-
tisn, he characrerizes public discourse in terms that statkly oppose what
15 public and impartial to what is personal and corrupt. Douglass has
hesitated to write his story because the genre of autobiography threatens
to contaminate public discourse with personal vice. Were someone else o
tell his tale, he implies—and here, it seems, he has in mind someone
white—it would be possible ro enlighten the public mind, influence pub-
lic opinton, and still avoid that threat, Yet Douglass finally decides to tell
his own tale, tor enlightening the public entails more than an impartial
description of the true narure of slavery. Specifically, it requires a demon-
stration of black people’s humanity, of their awarcness of their rights,
and so on. Absent some such demonstration, a putanively virtuous public
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discourse that supposedly targets the common good is destined to convict
black people of stupidity and inferiority. Douglass must write his own
story to correct public discourse, but the narrative he presents will not re-
flect his personal interests. Rather he wil! write with an eye to the circum-
stances of black people generally, aspiring to a voice thart is more general
and impersonal than a personal voice, bur less general and impersonal
than public discourse is ordinarily. Speaking as if on behalf of a “black
public,” he will produce a public discourse about the common good of
black people (slaves and free blacks included) that, through its very exis-
tence, criticizes the ruling public discourse, contesting its presumption of
black inferiority and its pretension to speak for the common good of all.
In effect, Douglass will project his voice as the agent of what contempo-
ists would call a “subaltern counterpublic,” a discur-
sive arena wherein the members of a subordinated social group “invent
and circulate counter-discourses, which in turn permit them to formutate
oppositional interpretations of their identities, interests, and needs”—
thar is, interpretations that disrupt and challenge the interpretations ad-
vanced in “official public spheres. 137

Douglass’s argument for creating a black newspaper parallels his
argument for writing his autobiography. In short, he defends both proj-
ects by appealing to their probable efficacy as means for countering
the low estimation of blacks in the public mind. In his “Editor’s Preface,”
Douglass conceptualizes the possibility of a subaltern, black counter-
public and represents Bondage as an attempt to shape a black counter-
public discourse. Near the end of his book, he represents his newspaper
as the institutional embodiment of whar he has conceptualized:

My friends in England had resolved to raise a given sum to pur-
chase for me a press and printing materiais; and I aiready saw my-
self wielding my pen, as well as my voice, in the great work of ren-
ovating the public mind, and building up a public sentimenr which
should, at least, send slavery and oppression to the grave, and to
restore to “liberty and the pursuit of happiness” the people with
whom I suffered, both as a slave and as a freeman.13¢

At a time when “there was not, in the Unired States, a single newspa-
per regularly published by the colored people,” Douglass took the iniria-
tive to put “in the hands of persons of the despised race” a public forum
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in the form of a “tolerably well conducted press®—a vehicle for those
persons to call our “the mental energies of the race,” to make themselves
acquainted with thesr “latent powers,” and to enkindle “the hope that
tor them rtherc is a furure.”* Depicting himself as resolving to collabo-
rate with other freedmen to establish a collectively nm black newspaper,
he brings o a head his portrait of his political involvements with free
biacks, which began when he participated in the debates of the Fast
Baltimore Mental Improvement Society, and continued when he attended
the public meetings of the colored people of New Bedford. Like his de-
scription of his plantation politics, Douglass’s treatment of his extra-
plantarion politics imagines blacks acting and speaking in cangert: to im-
prove themselves, to pass and advance “resolutions,” and to renovate the
“public mind™ of a wider public beyond their subaltern group.t And
while Douglass represents excra-plantation biack politics as a race-con-
scious enterprise—that is, as an undertaking that is characteristically
shaped by one or another view of the stakes and, more generally, the sig-
nificance of being black—he never implies that its efficacy or legitimacy
depends on the expression of a collective spiritual or cultural identiry.
As we have seen, Douglass supposes that prevailing pracrices track
predeminant public opinion and ideals. And chat supposition, | suggest,
explains his interest i forming a black counterpublic to renovate the pre-
vailing public mind. Douglass expects thar a renovation of the white
American public mind will help to engender new political practices and,
ultimarely, a radical transformation of the fabric of political habits con-
stituting the nation in its fall from grace. In the closing pages of Bondage,
Douglass recalls that he has used his newspaper to reshape the public
mind on the matter of constitutional interpretarion. Having repudiated
the authority of Garrisonian hermeneutics as it applies to the text of his
life, he also repudiates it as it applies to the text of the Constitution, 1
Declaring a politically “protestant” rheory of constitutional interpreta-
tion, he insists that “every citizen has a right to form an opinion of the
constitution, and to propagate that opinion, and to use all honorable
means to make his opmion the prevailing one.” 142 Douglass defends an
antislavery interpretation of the Constitution, hoping to make his inter-
pretation prevail and thus to persuade fellow cicizens both to commit
themselves to the ideals he finds in the Constitution and to alter their
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practices accordingly. “All [ ask of the American people,” he writes, is
“that they live up to the Constitution, adopt its principles, imbibe its
spirit and enforce its provisions.”'* For Douglass, then, the black
counterpublic’s battle over constitutional interpretation is part of a radi-
cal reconstrucrionist battle to reconstitute the nation: first, by reconsti-
tuting citizens’ prevailing interpretation (their public opinion} of the na-
tion’s constitution; and second, by urging them to bring their practices
into accord with thar re-constituted interpretation. 1+

Conclusion: Douglass, Du Bois, and the Negro Problem

In this final section [ consider Douglass’s speeches “The Negro Problem,”
delivered in 1890, and “Lessons of the Hour,” which he gave in 1894 145
Both speeches belong to the very same decade as Du Bois’s “The Study of
the Negro Problems” (1897), with “Lessons” coming fewer than ten
years before the publication of Souds (1903). Because the elder Douglass’s
republican and radical-reconstructionist discussions of the “Negro prob-
lem” are nearly contemporary to the young Du Bois’s writing on the
topic, they offer a valuable reference poin: for evaluating Du Bois’s as-
similationism.

A thesis central to America’s late nineteenth-century discourse about
the “Negro problem” was that the Negro is, as Douglass put it, a “dan-
gerous persor.” ' In Souls, in the closing paragraphs of “Of the Sons of
Master and Man,” Du Bois responds to this thesis by contrasting the ar-
gument that southern whites adduce to support it with a counterargu-
ment that he himself elaborates. The argument of the southerners is “of
great strength,” he allows, bur “not a whit stronger than the argument of
thinking Negroes.” Submitting that the social condition of the Negrois a
danger or, as Du Bois writes, a “menace,” southern whites cite the Ne-
gro’s “ignorance, shiftlessness, poverty, and crime” to justify the racial
prejudice wherewith they hold the Negro ar arm’s length, thereby pre-
venting him from infringing on and “sweep[ing] away the culture of
[their] fathers [and] the hope of [their] children.” Although Du Bois be-
gins to counter this position with the recognition that “the condition of
our masses is bad,” he immediately adds that there is “adequate histori-
cal cause for this, and unmistakable evidence thar no small number have,
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n spire of rremendous disadvantages, risen to the leve] of American civi-
lization.” Du Bois concludes his recorr on a less defensive, more criti-

cal nore;

When, by proseriprion and prejudice, these same Negroes [those
whao have risen o the fevel of American civilization] are classed
with and treated like the lowest of their peaple, simply because
thev are Negroes, such a policy not only discourages thrifr and in-
relligence ameng black men bur purs 2 direct premium on the very
things you complain of,—inefficiency and crime. Draw lines of
crime, of mcomperency, of vice, as tightly and uncompromisingly
as vou will, for all rthese things must be proscribed; but a color-line
not only does nar accomplish this purpose, hur thwarts ir,1+7

Du Bois can resolve the conflicr between the rwo arguments he pres-
ents because he mterprets the discourse abour the Negro problem and,
specifically, the danger (menace) thesis set forth by southern whites in
terms of the social theory he skerches in “The Study of the Negro Prob-
lems.” Each argument deserves the appreciation and sympathy of the
“other’s position,” because each holds a grain of truth. The behavior of
the black masses presents a danger to American civilization {to the cul-
ture of the fathers, and so forth), Du Beis mplicicly admits, but it need
not doso, for it is possible and desirable to shape biack lives to the norms
of American civilization. Thus the Negro must “realize more deeply than
he does at present the need of uplifting the masses of hjs people.” And
while white people may be justified in shunning mcompetence, vice, and
the like, they must admic thar not all blacks fall short of the norms of
avilization, and thar treating all as if thev do wil| effectively chwarrt all
arrempts to rransform the black masses into assimilated, civilized Ameri-
cans, Whites, then, must “realize more vividly than they have vet done
the deadening and disastrous effect of a color-prejudice thar classes
Phillis Wheatley and Sam Hose in the same despised class.” For Du Bois,
color-related prejudice and the backward social condition of the black
masses “act as reciprocal cause and effect” such that “a change in neither
alone will bring the desired effect, ™ 9 Applying the social-theoretical
framework of “The Study of the Negro Problems,” he argues, in fine,
that the danger the masses present ean be eradicated through assimila-
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tion and that eradicating that danger requires a two-pronged actack on
the mutually reinforcing obstacles to assimilation,

In chapter 3 of Souls, Du Bois describes Washington’s politics as one
ol compromise. Given the opportunity, Douglass, { conjecture, would
have similarly described the young Du Bois’s politics, arguing thar Dy
Bois conceded too much in requiring sympathy and appreciation for
the white southerner’s thesis that the Negro is a menace. According to
Douglass, the claim that the Negro presents g danger to society is 4 “red
herring,” a distracrion thar js nonetheless sympromaric of the “rrue prob-
lem,” which “is not the negro, but the nation.” And this true, national
problem, he Insisrs, emanates from the dearth of civic virrue among the
southern, “white ruffians” whose persecution, {awlessness, and correp-
tion of the baliot box express a “moral depravity” that dishonors the na-
tion. Assuming “to control the destiny of [the] Republic as well as the
destiny of the negro,” the very men “who led the nation in a dance of
blood™ now attempt to turn back the clock, asking that the polity “undo
all thar it did by the suppression of rebellion and in maintenance of the
Union.” Although the Negro poses no threat to the Union, the Union has
begun to endanger the Negro due to sectional reconciliation and the new
politicai power of the white southerner. Discourse to the effect thar there
is a Negro problem hides the proper object of political concern, Douglass
proclaims, which is the moral integrity of the natiog. 149

“There is nothing the matter with the negro,” says Douglass, “he is all
right.” 5 But there may well be something the matrer with the nation, as
the elder Douglass no less thay the Douglass of the 1850s is eager to pro-
claim:

But let me say again, the Soutl; neither really fears the ignorance of
the negro, nor the supremacy of the negro. It is not the ignorant
negro, but the intelligent North that it fears; not the supremacy of
a different race from itself, but the supremacy of the Republican
party. It is not the men who are emancipated but the people who
emancipated them that disturh jts repose. In other words the troy-
ble is not racial but political. It is not the race and color of the
vote, but the type of civilization represented by the yote. Disguise
this as it may, the real thing thar troubles the south is the Republi-
can party, its principles, and irs ascendancy in the Southern States.
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When it talks of necgro ignorance, and of negro supremacy, it
means this, and simply this, and only this.!5!

For Douglass, the thesis char the Negro Is a danger misrepresents a com-
plaint albout the naton as a complaint about the Negro. And the effect of
that misrepresentacion, he suggests, is to disguise a question about the
type of civilization that should prevail in the United States—a political is-

sue—as a question abour the Negro’s fitness for civilization per se, which

15 a racial issue. Douglass meers southern discourse about the Negro
problem with a hermeneutics of suspicion that unmasks its pretended at-
tack on the Negro as an atrack on the very principles (Republican party
principles) that have come to define the civilization of the nation in the
wake of the Civil War, Put otherwise, Douglass interprets that discourse
as an attempt to promote the re-constitution of the nation rhrough the
disavowal of principles that he presents as res adjudicara—as having set-
tled the identicy of the nation as a whole once and for all.'s2

From Douglass’s perspective, Du Bois concedes too much to the white
southerner because he rakes the danger thesis roo seriously. To be sure, he
responds critically to the thesis by proposing that the putative want of fit
berween the Negro and American civilization is due as much o white
prejudice as it s to the backward social condirion of the Negro. Still—
and this is the critical point—Du Bois pursues the southerner’s bait, run-
ning after his red herring, precisely to the extent that he assumes that
there is in facr a danger, a want of fir, that needs to be addressed. As I ar-
gue in Chapter 4, Du Bois too often neglects to question the validity of
norms adduced m the name of American civilization: ro borrow the
words of a contemporary political theorist, he takes for granted “the un-
impeachable desirabitity [and] estimabilicy” of norms of this sort.t53 But
Douglass puts such norms into question, suggesring that any decision to
endorse them musr await an interrogation as to whether they are norms
of tyranny—norms that help to rationalize and reinforce the “dominion
and| the . . . subjection of blacks”—or norms of republican

of whites
freedom. !> In short, he nsists on the fundamental, political importance
of asking whether the tvpe of civilization that the danger ideologues and
their sympathetic, appreciative interlocutors endorse and take for
granted is a type of civilization that merits endorsement in the first
piace. From the standpoint of Douglass’s republican and radical re-

208

COUGLASS'S PRACTICES OF FOLITICS

constructionist political thought, the question of whether the principles
governing the polity are the right principles—whether they define appro-
priate standards of evaluation-—must always take political priority over
questions as to whether a particular group constitutes a danger to those
principles or can be shaped to conform to them. And where these second-
ary questions do indeed obrtain priority, it must immediately be suspected
that they have been invoked to obscure a palitical struggle over the gov-
erning principles, Given these imperatives, Douglass’s political thought
could never pivot around the problem of the masses.
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American Republic™ express the “pure human spirit of the Declaration of Indepen-
dence,” see ibid., 43. For his appeal to the Declaration in the context of his discus-
sion of Washington’s failure to give the siruggle against prejudice and for recogni-
rion its due (which [ discuss in Chapter 2), see ibid., 71-72,

5. In “Conservarion,” Du Bais associates what is specific to Negro identity, in
contrast to what defines the Negra's “Americanism,” wich a “subtle sense of song”
that is the source of the music and the fairy tales that “Of Our Spiritual Strivings”
similarly associates with the Negro {and, in the case of fairy rales, with the Indian).
And in “Qur Spirirual Strivings” he describes “we black men” as America’s “sole
aasis of simple faith and reverence.” A somewhat different picture scems to emerge
in “The Sorrow Songs.” | am arguing, for there Du Bois presents Negro song and
music as the media through which Negro faith in the non-peculiarly Negro ideal of
reciprocal recognition finds expression. Put succinctly, Du Bois’s interpretation of
the sorrow songs works effectively to soften the contrast berween what is specific
ro Negro identity and whart defines the Negro’s Americanism. It should be added,
Anally, that Du Bois’s striking claim in “Of Cur Spiritual Strivings™ that “there are
ro-day no truer exponents of the pure human spirit of the Declaration of Indepen-
dence than the American Negroes™ already anticipates this “softening.” For this
claim represents Negro difference not as a difference in ideals, bur as a difference in
the faichfuiness with which Negroes promote the pure human spirit expressed in
American ideals. See Du Bois, *Conservation,” 234, and Souls, 43.

6. In “OF the Sons of Master and Man,” Du Bois similarly suggests that the
principle of equal opportunity—-which, 1 have argued, he interprets in terms of the
ideal of reciprocal recognition (see my discussion in Chapter 2 of Du Bois’s refer-
ence in “of Our Spiritual Strivings” to “having the doors of Opportunity” closed
roughly in one’s face}—is a principle endorsed by white as well as black Americans
(see Souls, 146). In Chapter 2, | examine the relationship berween the ideal of rec-
ognition and the ideal of incorporation through assimilation.

a7 Ernest Allen has likewise and persuasively taken Du Bois to task far failing
to fulfill the promisc in Sowufs’ first chapter to distinguish berween American and
Negro ideals. See Ernest Allen, “Du Boisian Double Consciousness: The Unsus-
tainable Argument,” Massachusetts Rewview 43, no. 2 {Summer 2002): 229-230.

88. See “The Study of the Negro Problems,” in The Seventh Sor: The Thought
and Writings of W. E. B. Dy Bois, ed. Julius Lester (New York: Vintage, 1971},
234, As 1 initially noted in Chapter 1, and note again later, Du Bois in this essay
holds that the Negro’s want of social efficiency is his “grear deficiency.” Thus he
implies thar the Negro’s other (economic and educational) shortcomings are like-
wise, if lesser, or less significant, deficiencies.

99, Sheldon Wolin, Politics and Vision: Continuity in Western Political Thought,
expanded ed. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004), 377.

90. 1 develop this point in connection to my discussion of “Conservation” and
“Of the Training of Black Men™ in Chaprer 1.

1. See my discussion of Du Bois’s criticism of the politics of revolt and revenge
in Chaprer 2.

97 [ discuss Du Bois’s criticism of demagogues in Chapter 1. For a discussion
of the conflict between elite and nonelite black leaders, and of the different agendas

302

and styles of leadership separating them in the 1870s and 1880s (especially as re-
lates to controversy in connection to the southern emigrationist movement), see
Steven Hahn, A Nation under Qur Feet: Black Political Struggles in the Rural
South from Slavery to the Great Migration (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
2003), 337-345.

93. For a detailed and largely persuasive discussion of Du Bois’s commitment
to an organizational model of black politics throughout his career, see Reed,
W. E. B. Du Bois and American Political Thought, chapters 3 and 3. .

94, For Du Bois’s later, critical reaction in Dusk of Dawn to his earlier failure
to question prevailing norms and ideals, see Chapter 1. For a historical account of
the post-emancipation and, later, post-Redemption palitical struggles of the freed-
men thar effectively puts into question Du Bois's picture of the black “masses,” see
Hahn, A Nation under Qur Feet, esp. chapter 7. For Fortune’s critique of modern,
capitalist civilization, see T. Thomas Fortune, Black and White: Land, Labor, and
Politics in the South (New York: Washington Square Press, 2007), esp. chaprers
11-16.
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1. For discussion of the many references to Byron's Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage
in nineteenth-century African American letters, see Eric Sundquist, To Wake the
Nations: Race in the Making of American Literature {Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1993}, 124, 496,

2. Lord Byron, Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage, canto 2, stanza 74, line 710, in The
Complete Poetical Works of Byron, ed. Paul E. More (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1905).

3.In the text, Du Bois sharply separates the two epigraphs with a dotted line.

4, W. E. B. Du Bois, The Souls of Black Folk, ed. David W, Blight and Robert
Gooding-Williams (Boston: Bedford Books, 1997), 66-67.

5. See ibid., p. 62, and M. E Armstrong and Helen W. Ludlow, Hampton and
Its Students, with Fifty Cabin and Planrtation Songs arranged by Thomas P. Fenner
(New York: G. P. Putnam’s Scns, 1874}, 222-223. 1 foliow Sundquist in assuming
that the Hampton volume wazs the source of Du Bois’s epigraphs; see Sundquist, To
Wake the Nations, 497.

&. Armstrong and Ludlow, Hampton and Its Students, 222-223,

7. Du Bots, Souls, 62. The reading I give of the significance of Du Bois’s placing
of this epigraph differs from thar given by Sundquist icf. Sundquist, To Wake the
Nations, 496-497), although I agree with Sundquist that the epigraph’s allusion to
mourning serves as a sort of ironic counterpoint to Du Bois’s praise of Washington.
It should be noted, alsa, that Fenner’s arrangement of “A Great Camp-meetin’” in-
dicates thar the same six bars of music are meant to accompany different choral
lyrics in each of the song’s subsequent {second, third, fourth, and fifth) stanzas. But
unlike the choral iyrics of the first stanza, none of these other lyrics seems to bear
directly on Du Bois's engagement with Washingron.

8. Du Bois, Souls, 72.

9. For an extensive discussion of African Americans’ analogical use of the Exo-
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dus story o interprer African American history, politics, and so on, see Eddie &.
Glaude, Jr. Evodus! Religion, Race, and Nation in Early Nineteenth Century
America (Chicage: University of Chicago Press, 2000).

10. Du Bois, Souls, 40.

L1 1bid., 41, 61, Cf. Numbers 20:17, 21:22.

12, Du Bois, Souls, 70,

[3. See Fredenick Douglass, » What to the Slave Is the Fourth of July? An Ad-
dress Delivered in Rochester, New York, on 3 July 18352, Frederick Douglass Fa-
pers.ser Lovol 20 1847-1834, ¢d. John W. Blassingame (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Pross, 19824, 359-388.

14. Walde E. Martin, The Mind of Frederick Douglass {Chapel Hill: University
of North Caroling Press, 1984}, x.

15, For a good introduction o the 18435 Narrative, see, especially, Frederick
Dauglass, Narrative of the Life of Frederick Douglass, an American Slave, Written
by Himself, edited and introduction by David W, Blight (Boston: Bedford Books,
£993). Biight's introduction to this edition (A Psalm of Freedom,” 1-23) gives
due emphasis to the heroic, individualistic character of the Narrative. For 2 de-
tuiled discussion of the communitarian turn in Bondage, see Williams L. Andrews,
To Tell « Free Story: The Fivst Century of Afro-American Autcbiography, 1760
1865 (Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 1988}, 214-239, 280-291. For further
discussion of the differences berween the Narrative and Bondage, see Sundquist,
To Wake the Nations, §3-112. For Life and Times’s emphasis on the doctrines of
self-reliant indinadualism (compare Sundquist, To Wake ithe Nations, 92} and eco-
nomic self-help, see Frederick Douglass, Life and Times of Frederick Douglass:
Written by Himself (1892; New York: Collier Books, 1962), 360, 376, 466, 479-
480, 505-506. Sec too Waldo Martin, The Mind of Frederick Dowuglass, chap. 10,
for an extended account of the theme of the self-made man in Douglass’s later
speeches and writings. 1 do not want to suggest thar there is nothing in Bondage
thar prefigures Washington’s celebration of the spirit of economic seif-help, for, as
Robert 5. Levine has shown, that spirit is explicitly evident in the opening pages of
part 2 ot Bundage (“Life as a Freeman"}. See, on this point, Robert S. Levine, Mar-
tinn Debany, Frederich Douglass, and the Politics of Representaive [dentity (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1997}, 134-136.

L6, Douglass's letter to the edicor whe invited him to write Bondage comprises
more than half of the book’s preface and indicates that Bondage’s purpose is to en-
lighten the public mind with respect to the “true nature, character, and tendency of
the slave system™ {Bondage, 4}, Both “The Nature of Slavery” and the excerpts
from *What to the Slave Is the Fourth of July?™ similarly contribuce to this pur-
pose. The preface and appendix also shed light on Donglass’s understanding of the
practice of freedom,

17. See my discussion of Dusk of Dason in the main body of Chapter 1, and of
Dusk of Dawn, Dark Princess, and cthe late “How United Are the Negroes” in the
notes 1o Chaprer |.

L8. ln Bluck Reconstruction, for example, Du Bois invokes the figure of John
Henry 1o represent the political agency of the black worker (the “underlying cause”
of the Civil War) as expressing “the philosophy of life and action which slavery
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bred in the souls of black folk.” See W. E. B, Du Botis, Black Reconstruction in
America: 1860-1880 (New York: Atheneum, 1972), 14-15. For a similar interpre-
tation of these pages, see Cedric J. Robinson, Black Marxism: The Making of the
Black Radical Tradition (London: Zed Books, 1983), 322-323. For Du Bois on Af-
rican communalism, see W. E. B. Du Bois, Dusk of Dawn: An Essay Toward an
Autobiograpby of a Race Concept {Piscataway: Transaction, 2000, 219,

19. For example, Charles Mills has suggested that Du Bois’s discussion of the
wages of whiteness in Black Reconstruction reflects a rejection of anomaly theories
of white supremacy, Sec Charles Mills, Blackness Visible: Essays on Philosophy
and Race {Ithaca: Cornelf University Press, 1998), 135.

20, See Frederick Danglass, My Bondage and My Freedom, ed. and introduc-
tion by William L. Andrews {Urbana: University of Iflinois Press, 1987}, 17. In the
first chaprer of Representative Men, Emerson writes, “No man in al] the procession
of famous men is reason or illumination, or that essence we were looking for; burt is
an exhibition in some quarter of new possibilities.” See Ralph Waldo Emerson,
Representative Men, introduction by Andrew Delbanco {Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1996), 19. For an insightful discussion of Emerson’s {and Nietzsche’s)
notion of the exemplar, sec Stanley Cavell’s essay “Aversive Thinking,” the
first chapter of his Conditions Handsome and Unbandsome: The Constitution of
Emersonian Perfectionism {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990}, 10-11,
33-63.

21. Robin Blackburn, The Making of New World Slavery: From the Barogue to
the Modern, 1492-1800 (London: Verso, 1987, 10,

22, Douglass, Bondage, 29.

23.1hid, 45.

24.1bid., 48.

25. See, for example, Douglass’s discussion of Colonel Lloyd’s response to Mr,
Gore’s murder of Demby, See also his discussion of his appeal to Thomas Auld af-
ter Covey has abused him. Auld, Douglass tells us, offered a “full justification” of
Covey in response to Douglass’s appeal. See Douglass, Bondage, 79-80, 142.

26. Ibid., 78.

27.1bid., 73-74,

28. For Douglass's suggestion thar the plantation is a kind of “public” see ibid.,
44. Compare too the following remarks, which help to set the stage for Douglass’s
description of Aaron Anthony’s brutal beating of Esther: “What may have been
mechanically and heartlessly done by the overseer, is now done with a will, The
man [the slaveholder] who now wields the lash is irresponsible. He may, if he
pleases, cripple, or kill, without fear of consequences; except insofar as it may con-
cern profit or loss,” Douglass, Bosdage, 57, emphasis mine. Significantly, Douglass
acknowledges the existence of laws meant to protect the lives of slaves, but notes
that “the very parties who are nominally protected, are not permitted to give evi-
dence, in courts of law, against the only class of persons from whom abuse, out-
rage, and murder might be reasonably apprehended.” See Douglass, Bondage, 81.

2%. Ihid., 58.

30. Ibid., 95.

31. See Philip Petrit, Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and Government
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{Oxtord: Oxtord University Press, 1997), esp. 31-79. See also Philip Pertit,
“Keeping Republican Freedom Simpie: On 2 Difference with Quentin Skinner,”
Political Theory 30 {June 2002); 339-336. Douglass’s first exposure to Republican
notions of domination, and of freedom as nendomination, is likely to have been
through his reading of The Columbian Orator—especially the speech by G.
Cassius. The boek also conrains speeches by Caro and Cicero, which would also
have contribured to Douglass’s early introduction ro Republican political thought.
bee Caleb Binham, The Columbian Orator, ed. David W Blight {New York: New
York Unversity Press, 19981, 15-16, 41-41, 125-]27.

32, Here I follow Pertit’s formuladon in his A Theory of Freedom: From the
Psyehology i the Politics of Agency (Oxford: Oxford Universicy Press, 20013, 78—
79. For enlightenment on these marters, especially as pertains to cerrain tensions in
Perrir's formulation of his position {which 1 do not address here), T am indebred to
conversaticns with Patchen Markell, and to Markells essay “The Insufficiency of
Noun-Domination,” Political Theory 36, no. { (2008): 9-36.

33. Douglass, Bondage, 274,

34, Ibid., 54.

35 Tnat feast one place (Bondage, 77), Douglass suggesrs that overseers are
tyrannical and masters “lawful.” As I read him, his peint here is that the mem-
bers of the class of overseers are by nature tyrannical, while the members of the
slaveholding gentry are by natare Jawful. As the example of Aaron Anthony
shows, the slave svstem tends o wansform the character of the members of the
slaveholding penery and to provoke them o the sort of unrestrained, brutish be-
havior that comes narurally to overseers. When he discusses Sophia and Thomas
Auld, Douglass likewise stresses the impacr of the slave system on the character of
slave masters (sce Bondage, 96—102, 142). For a similar line of argument relating
to Doungiass's comparison of masters and overseers, see Levine, Martin Delany,
Frederick Donglass, and the Politics of Representative Identity, 122,

36. Here write “largely,” because I do not mean to imply that these are the
only racnes the plantation regime uses to reduce human beings to a level with
brures {for example, using slaves as breeders, as Covey uses Caroline [see Bondage,
L35] is another tactic). But I do think thar Douglass emphasizes these tactics more
than others, which is why I emphasize them,

37. Douglass, Bondage, 29.

38, 1hid., 28, 38,

39, Orlando Patcerson, Slavery and Social Death (Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1982), 7.

43, Douglass, Bondage, 36,

41.Thid., 128-129,

42, Dominarion leads to, or gives rise to, the treatment of human beings as ani-
mals, bur not because masrers must in principle deminate slaves by treating them
as animals (indeed, masters can dominate their slaves without so treating them,
becavse they can dominare their slaves wirhout ever exercising their power of arbi-
trary interference; on this poinr, see Petir, Republicamus, 63-64). Rather
Douglass’s view, again, is thar the condition of domination—thar is, the availabiliry
of the power of arbirrary interference—provokes masters to behave capriciously.
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More exactly, it provokes them regularly o indulge their whims, and thus regu-
larly to exercise their power of arbitrary incerference in ways that lead them to
trear their slaves as animals. Overseers likewise treat their slaves as animals,
Douglass believes, because the brural behavior to which masters must be provoked
comes naturally ro them and is not subject to constraint in siruations where they
enjoy the power arbitrarily to interfere in slaves’ lives.

43. Douglass suggests that the city slave is less subject to physical abuse than
the “whip-driven” plantation slave, Still, as the example of Mrs. Hamilton shows,
the city slave is hardly immune 1o such abuse (sce Bondage, 93-95).

44. This is the title of chaprer 15 of Bondage.

45. Douglass, Bondage, 136.

46. Ibid., 137-138.

47, bid., 136.

48. Ibid., 149-150. For a compelling argument that Bondage narrates the fight
with Covey in a low mimetic, comic mode, see William L. Andrews, To Tell 2 Free
Story: The First Century of Afro-American Autobiography (Urbana: University of
Ilinoig Pregs, 1986}, 222..28%

iiitel 888,y 278G, LOL-200.

49. Douglass, Bondage, 149,

50.1bid., 151,

51. Ibid.

52. Tbid., 138.

53, See David Van Leer, “Reading Slavery: The Anxiety of Ethnicity in
Douglass’s Narrative,” in Eric Sundquist, ed., Frederich Douglass: New Literary
and Philosopbical Essays (Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge University Press, 1990},
121. Although Van Leer’s essay focuses on Dauglass’s 1845 Narrative, much of his
argument applies equally well o Bondage. I owe to Van Leer's essay my under-
standing of Douglass’s use of the conversion parrative ro depict the fight with
Covey in Bondage,

34. Douglass, Bondage, 151.

55. Ralph Waldo Emerson, “Self-Reliance,” in Stephen E. Whicher, ed., Selec-
tions from Ralph Waldo Emerson (Boston: Houghron Mifflin, 1957), 162.

56. Douglass, Bondage, 151.

57. See Emerson, “Self-Reliance,” 149. Nathan Huggins has also stressed
Douglass’s affinity to Emerson. See Nathan {rvin HMuggins, Slave and Citizen: The
Life of Frederick Douglass (New York: Harper Collins, 1980), 44-4¢.

58. Here 1 differ with Bernard Boxill, whose most detailed discussion of the
fight with Covey argues that Douglass was moved to fight Covey not by an aver-
sion to domiination, but by the recognition of a dury to “ro stand up for the princi-

ples of morality,” specifically, to stand up “for his rights.” Two considerations.

count against this interpretation. The first concerns the internal consistency of
Boxill's account. Boxill takes seriously Douglass’s claim that the fight with Covey
revived his “crushed self-respect.” But it is hard to see how Covey’s abuse could
have truly crushed Douglass’s self-respect in the frst place if, like Boxill, one holds
that, despite such abuse, Douglass retained his belief that he was a human being
with rights, a belief that would have yislded him some measure of self-respect (in
his discussion of the impacr of the fight on Covey, Boxill seems ro maintain thar
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seeing an individual--thus, seeing oneself—as a human being with rights is tanta-
mount to according her at least a “grudging respect”). The second consideration is
Douglass™s suggestion, in the chapter after the one describing the fight with Covey,
that Covev’s abuse deprived him of “all just ideas of his natural position™ and that
he regained a “clear conceprion of rights™ only after the fight, See Bernard R.
Boxill, *The Fight with Covey,” in Lewis Gordon, ed., Exisience i Black: An An-
thology of Black Lxisterial Philosophy (New York: Routledge, 1997), 286-290;
and Douglass, Bondage, 161-162. In a different essay, Boxill offers a briefer read-
ing of the Rght thar is cleser to my interpretation. For example, he argues that the
ultimare cause of Douglass’s decision to fight was his desire for liberty, a desire [
have described as Douglass’s aversion to domination (the immediate cause, claims
Boxill, was the desire to avoid pain), Moreover, he now seems to recognize that,
due o Covey’s abuse, Douglass lost sight of his rights, only to regain thar aware-
ness after the fight. See Bernard R. Boxill, *Radical Implications of Locke’s Moral
Theory: The Views of Frederick Douglass,” in Tommy L. Lott, ed., Subjugation
and Bondage (Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 1998), 39, 45-46.

59, Douglass, Bondage, 151-152.

G Tere | follow Pertt in using “arbitrary power” {of mrerference) and
“power of arbitrary interference™ synonymously. An acr is arbitrary in this usage
“by virtue of the controls—specifically, the lack of controls—under which it mate-
riatizes, not by virtue of the particular consequences to which it gives arise.” See
Percit, Republicanism, 55.

61. Douglass’s strategy for effecting a limit ro dominarion—in this case, Covey’s
power to interfere with him on an arbitrary basis—corresponds, roughly, to what
Perrit calls “the straregy of reciprocal power.” It is a strategy of defending himself
apgainst o dominator’s interference with his affairs in order to reduce what Pettit
calls “the intensity of domination.” On these poinss, see Pettit, Republicanism, 57-
58, 67-68. For a derailed, historical introduction to and philosophical defense
of the mterpretation of freedom as nondomination, see Pettit, Republicanism.
For o valuable analysis of the important connections between domination and de-
pendence, and implicitly between nondomination and independence, see Pettit,
“Keeping Republican Freedom Simple,” 341-342. See alse Quentin Skinner, Lib-
erty before Liberalism {Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 70—~

hrierd
P

6Z. Here | rejecr Boxill's view thar Douglass could not have meant what he
savs. namely, “thar resisting Covey made him unafraid to die.” As evidence for this
view, Boxill cires Douglass’s assertion thar life is “precious” ro all human beings
and “not hghtly regarded by men of sane minds” (Douglass, Bondage, 173). As-
suming that the fear of death involves the wish not to die, Boxill holds that this
asserrion commits Douglass ro the claim thar, after the fight with Covey, he too
wished not ro die “given thar he did nor think that at the time he was no longer
of sane mind,” Bur is Boxill right abour this? [ agree that, after the fight, Douglass
did not believe chat he was no longer of sane mind. Even so, it is not absurd to sup-
pose that he believed thar human beings can have experiences that alter their sense
of Iife’s comparative worth and lead them to revalue their wish not to die. Even
if, as a general rule, “sane minds™ wish not to die, it remains plausible that extraor-
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dinary events, like the fght with Covey, will occastonally prempt them to recog-
nize thar other goods—in Douglass’s case, enforcing his commitment to resist
flogging—matter so much to them thar the preciousness of life pales in compari-
son. Douglass arrives ar this insight with no sacrifice of sanity, for fighting moves
him to see that preserving his integrity—in essence, protecting the projects and atti-
tudes with which he most closely and profoundly identifies—requires that he pre-
serve his oppaosition to flogging, not that he preserve his life when it is subjected to
flogging, In effect, he discovers that, relative to other considerations, his life and
satisfying his wish not to die marter a good deal less to him than he thoughr they
did. See Boxill, “Fight with Covey,” 286-287. The notion of integrity I invoke here
derives from Bernard Williams’s essay “A Critique of Utilitarianism,” in J. J. C.
Smart and Bernard Williams, eds., Utilitariguissn: For and Against (Cambridge,
Eng.: Cambridge University Press, 1973}, 108-118.

63. Douglass, Borndage, 109.

64. See The Compact Edition of the Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 1971), first entry under “fact.” Jane Austen's entire sentence
{Emma, vol. 2, chap. 12} is “Enscombe however was gracious, gracious in fact, if
not in word.” Let me be clear that I do not suppose that Douglass’s use of “fact” to
refer to action is the only use of “fact” evident in his writing. I do suppase, how-
ever—here, and in the main body of the present chapter—thar he like Austen relies
on a conventional, English-language distinction between actions {deeds), on one
hand, and speech and/or writing (wards) on the other; see The Compact Edition of
the Oxford English Dictionary, entry 1.1.a., under “Action.” Even s0, I hardly
wish to deny that he knew, in J. L. Austin’s felicizous phrase, “How to do things
with words.” Having learned to read by studying The Columbian Orator, and hav-
ing begun his abolitionist career as a Garrisonian moral suasionist, Douglass was
all too aware of whar, after Austin and John Searle, we have come to call “speech
acts.” And he was especially and famously adepr at the deployment of what Austin
dubbed “perlocutionary vtterance.” In sum, I suppose that Douglass (again, like
Jane Austen} believed that one could cogencly speak of actions, or facts, as distinet
from words, with the convention-based understanding that the actions one had in
mind were nonverbal {as when he expresses concern abour Lincoln’s failure ro limit
the exposure of colored troops to capture by rebel soldicrs: “[Lincoln] was silent
- - . but charity suggested that being a man of action rather than wards he only
waited for a case in which he should be required to act”; see Douglass, Life and
Times, 345), and witkout in any way repudiating the moral suasionist’s assump-
tion that speech indeed does act and can bring about valuable moral effects,

65. In contrast to Willett, Boxill, and most other interpreters of Bondage, 1
deny that Douglass invokes the distinction berween “fact” and “form” to describe
the difference between “inside” and “outside™ views of the self, or between a men-
tal and a physical freedom. As far as I can see, neither account can be easily
squared with Douglass’s earlier references to the differences among being some-
one’s slave “in fact,” being someone’s slave “in form,” and being someone’s slave
“in law.” See Cynthia Willetr, Maternal Ethics and Other Slave Moralities (New
York: Routledge, 1995), 149; and Boxill, “Fight with Covey,” 285. Support for my
interpretation can also be found in Life and Times, when Douglass recounts his
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VSt (o one of his old masters, Thomas Auld, “afrer a period of more than forty
vears.” Before he deseribes his meeting with Auld, Donglass writes ar length of the
“conducr™ and the “deeds™ through which “z0 me Captain Auld had sustained the
relation of masrer” (cmphasis mine). And he writes thar “rraveling the length and
breadth of this country and England,” he ence upon a tune had held up Auld’s con-
duct to “rhe reprobarion of all men who would listen 1o my words.” But when
Douglass recalls hus feelings during his visir to Auld, he writes thar “the conditions
were favorable for remembrance of all his good deeds, and generous extenuation
of afl his evil enes. He was to me no longer a slaveholder either jn fact or in spirit,
and 1 regarded him as [ did myself, a victim of the circumstances of birth, educa-
tion, law, and custom™ femphasis mine). The last sentence T quote here is wholly
comsistent with and supports my interpretation of “in fact” in Bondage, for again it
shows Donglass using rhat phrase to refer to deeds and, more precisely, to assert
that whule Auld had long ago through his deeds (both good and evil) susrained the
relatien of masrer to him (“to me™), Douglass no longer through his deeds sustains
that relation to him [ *He was to me ne longer a slaveholder”}. I am assaming, of
course, that because this last sentence comes at the end of a paragraph wherein
Dauglass represents the relation of master, or slaveholder, exclusively in terms of
his master’s deeds, 1t is natural to interpret “in fact” to mean “in deed”—in fact, it
s quite ditheulr to see, in this context, how else plausibly to interprer it, Finaliy, be-
cause Douglass distinguishes berween being a slaveholder in facr and being a slave-
holder in spisic. it 15 quite reasonable to doube Boxill's and Willere's assumption
that when he uses che phrase “in facr,” here or clsewhere, he has in mind an “in-
ner” or “mental” state, See Douglass, Life and Times, 440-441.

66. Douglass, it seems, takes for granted that fighting to the poinr of risking
one’s life is sufficient to secure limited freedom. Bur as Derrick Darby has pointed
out to me, this need not be the case. A slave could fight, risk his life, but then lose
the fight, be baunrd by his averseer, and then flogged. Having been bound, he then
would be powerless to resist the flogging,

67. Douglass, Bondage, 63.

68, Lassume that Deuglass uses “honor” and “respect” more or less SYNony-
monshe, As [ read Douglass, he heid thar all human beings descrve respect, because
all possess natural righes in virtue of which they deserve respect (for Douglass’s ref-
crence to the just and inalienable rights of man, see Bondage, 163). Consistent with
this belief, Douglass’s discussion of digniry suggests thar a slave will not receive the
respect he or she is due (either from herself or from athers) unless she manifests
dignity through her resistance o domination, Douglass may have held that slaves’
failure w resist domination and rhus ro demonstrare dignity explains the public’s
toleration of slavery, For a discussion and criricism of this view, see Boxill, “Fight
with Covev,™ 28§,

69, Ir mav ulse be the case that Douglass mativates Covey to respect him, as
Boxill suggests. Pace Willetr, however, | see no evidence in the text for the claim
thar the desire for Covey's respect, or recognition, motivates Douglass to fight him.
See Boxill, “Fight with Covey,” 288-289; Willet, Maternal Lthics, 141-143, 174,

70, Sce Lord Byvron, Childe Harold's Pifgrimage, canto 2, stanza 76. Pace
Boxill, a reading of the entire stanza makes it clear that Byron has in mind physical,
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not mental freedom (compare Boxill, “Fight with Covey,” 276). In any case, By-
ron’s assertion that hereditary bondsmen will not be free unless they themselves
“strike the blow™ is plausible if one assumes that slave masters will not voluntarily
free their slaves and that slaves will be reenslaved by those {other than themselves)
who free them. There may be exceptions to Byron’s claim, hur they are not so nu-
merous as to render it obviously absurd.

71. I do not mean to deny here thar the founding fathers saw nonverbal action
as indispensable to their revolutionary endeavors, or o clain that Douglass re-
garded their revolutionary enrerprise as wholly or even primarily “verbal.” And by
emphasizing the verbal character of the 1776 Declaration, I am not asserring thac
Douglass saw that document as “only” or *merely” words, as if to suggest some-
how that the founding fathers did not regard their words as giving an important
justificatory basis for nonverhal {e.g., military)} actions. Rather my point, simply,
is that Douglass’s declaration, though it is not a verbal declaration, may still
be judged to be a declaration. I should add, finally, that recent philosophical
discussions of declarations of independence have concerned the thesis thar writ-
ten declararions of independence scem o be ar once “performatve” and
“constative”—see, e.g., Jacques Derrida, “Declarations of Independence,” New
Political Science 15 (1986): 7-15; and Bonnie Honig, Political Theory and the Dis-
placement of Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993}, 104-109. Becanse
Douglass’s declaration is a declaration in deed, and not in word, T am suggesting
that it is simply performarive.

72. Here I cire the first paragraph of the 1776 American Declaration of Inde-
pendence.

73. In Bondage, Douglass’s narration of evenrs preceding the fight wich
Covey—specifically, his appeal to Thomas Auld—also suggests a parallel to the
founding fathers. Douglass’s Tuly 5 speech of 1852 emphasizes that the founding
fathers rebelled after “they saw themselves rreated with sovereign indifference,
coldness, and scorn” (see Douglass, “What to the Slave Is the Fourth of Julyz»
362). Similarly, the presentation of the appeal to Auld in Besdgge, in contrast to
the presentation of that appea! in the 1845 autobiography, describes Auld as be-
coming “cold,” suggests that he seemed “indifferent” afrer he repressed his feel-
ings, and mentions that he abused Douglass with a “passicnate condemnation”
(sce Douglass, Bondage, 142). By representing his travails as mirroring those of the
founders, Dougiass reinforces the suggestion that he aspires 1o refound and re-con-
stitute the American narion.

74. Douglass, Bondage, 161-162,

75. In explicating Douglass’s picture of plantation polirics, I do not take myself
to be explicating Douglass’s intermitrent use, ar uses, of the rerm “politics,” as, for
example, when he writes that from the slave plantation “religion and politics are
alike excluded . . . ft)he politician keeps away, because people have no votes, and
the preacher keeps away, because the people have no money” (Bondage, 45-46),
Rather T take myself to bhe explicating an account, a concept, of politics that
Douglass articulates through his narrative depictions of his life as a slave and 2 free
man. Many tharks to Jack “Chip” Turner for directing my attention to the passage
just cited. For a detailed discussion of the thesis that narratives can articulate con-
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ceprs—that they can exhibir received conceprs and even invenr and present new
anes (in the manner, sav, of Kanr's productive imagination in the formation of pure
judgments of taste), see Robert Gooding-Williams, Zaratbustra's Dionysian Mod-
errzisnt (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 20013, 10-14.

76. Douglass, Bondage, 124,

77.Iid., 164, 171,

78. In this chaprer, my wse of the distinction berween descent and consent
draws inspiration from Werner Sollors’s discussion of this distinction. The relared
distinetion between filiation and affiliation draws inspiration from Edward Said.
See Werner Sollors, Bevond Ethnicity: Consent and Descent in American Cul-
ture (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), esp. 6, and Edward W Said,
The World, the Text, and the Critic (Cambridge: Harvard Universiry Press, 1983),
1-30.

79. Douglass, Bondage, 43,

80. For an excellent discussion of the figure of the circuitous journey in Euro-
pean lirerature and philosophy, see M. H. Abrams, Natural Supernaturalisim (New
York: W. W. Norton, 1971), csp. 169-193,

g1 Douglass, Bondage, 111.

82 Thid., 1653,

83, Here, and in much of whar foliows, my discussion of the “plantation poli-
tics” Douglass depicts in chaprers 18 and 19 of Bondage owes a profound debr to
the parh-breaking work of William Andrews and Eric Sundquist, Although my
reading of these chaprers differs in many significant respects from theirs, T am also,
in many ways, building on their insights (sec Andrews, To Tell « Frec Story, 214-
239, and Sundquist, To Wake the Nations, 1121 34). Ishould like to stress, more-
over, thar in highlighting the consensual/aifiliative character of Douglass’s picrure
of coliective action, or action-in-concert, I mean ro be stressing its nonbiological,
non-descent-based character, and not at all to be suggesting that the property of be-
g consensual is a property thar suffices to distinguish action-in-concert from the
practice of rule {as the example of representative government shows, rule can also
be based on consent).

84. Tor Shakespeare, the bonds binding the band are also affiliative: “We few,
we happy few, we band of brothers. / For be today that sheds bis blood with me |
shall be my brother™ (4.3.60-62), emphasis mine. For my understanding of the po-
liical force of these lines, which derive from King Henry’s famous Crispin Day
Speech, Tam indebred to Roberr Lanc’s essay, ““When Blood Is Their Argument’
Class, Characrer, and Historymaking in Shakespeare’s and Branaugh’s Henry V,»
ELH &1, na. | (Spring 1994 28-32,

85, Douglass, Bondage, 216. By emphasizing that he presents himself and his
co-conspirators as discursively expressing their shared concern for the world they
inhabit, I mean to suggest that Douglass, notwithstanding his reliance on the rheto-
vic of fraternity, depicts his involvement with his fellows as exhibiting the spirit
of the political virtve thac Hannah Arendt has calied “friendship.” See, in this con-
nection, Hannah Arendr, Men in Dark Tintes {San Diego: Harcourt Brace, 1995},
3-31

86. Here, then, my view is similar to that of William Andrews, wheo suggests
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that Douglass's leadership of his Freeland band grows out of a hroader context of
political activity characrerized by mutual self-reliance and a lateral distribution of
power. According to Andrews, “This fraternal insread of paternal relationship be-
tween leader and followers stuck in Douglass’s mind as an unprecedented model
of home. Paternalism rended to fragment the slaves” faith in their peers in favor of
the cultivation of their immediare superiars and inferiors. But the fraternalism of
Douglass’s Freeland band distributed power laterally, not verticaily, so thar author-
ity could not abuse community. The murual self-reliance of these black men ce
mented them into a unirty of identity and purpose that liberated Douglass from
mere individuality.” See William Andrews, “Introduction o the 1987 Edirion,” in
Frederick Douglass, My Bondage and My Freedom (Urbana: University of Tlinois
Press, 1987), xxi-xxii, It needs to he acknowledged, however, that Douglass did
not always seem to adhere to a decentralized, fraternai conception of politics. In
one version of the “Pictures and Progress™ speech that he delivered in 1861, he
contended that “the few think, the many feel, The few comprehend a principle, the
many require illustration, The few lead, the many follow”—quoted in Waldo Mar-
tin, The Mind of Frederich Douglass {Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1984), 264. For a brief account of the various versions of this speech rhar
Douglass delivered in 1861, see The Frederick Douglass Papers, ser, 1, vol. 3, ed.
John Blassingame {New Haven: Yale Universiry Press, 1985), 452. For Douglass’s
description of his activities as an instigator, see Bondage, 168, 170-171. For the
distinction between leaders-as-rujers and leadersAas-initiative-takers, see the Intro-
duction as well as Hannah Arendt, Responsibility and judgment, ed. Jerome Kohn
(New York: Schocken, 2003), 46-48.

87. My colleague John McCormick has suggested to me that Douglass’s depic-
tion of his transactions with his Freeland band of subversives illustrates a practice
of democratic self-rule, not, as 1 interpret it, a practice of politics withour rule, But
T'am not persuaded by this suggestion, for it seems to me thar Dougiass’s explicit
emphasis on mutual “commitment” and “pledging” (see, c.p., Bondage, 171, 176)
better corresponds to what Hannah Arendt has described as a “limited sover-
eignty” achievable through “the force of mutual promise” than to the idea of a
group, or a people, that, having forged a collective or general will, exercises that
will to command itself. On this point, see Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition
{Chicago: University of Chiczge Press, 1958), 221, 245. For the critically impor-
tant insight that the distinction berween politics as action-in-concert and politics as
rale cuts across the distinction between the few and the many, see Hannah Arendr,
On Revolution (New York: Viking, 1965}, 279-280. 1 briefly touch on this point in
Chapter 1.

88. Here I mean for the concept of political solidarity to capture identification
berween group members, shared values or goals, mutual trust, and mutuzl loy-
alty—thus all the features that Tommie Shelby mentions in his excellent discussion
of that concept. See Tommie Shelby, “Foundations of Black Solidarity: Collective
Identity or Common Oppression,” Ethics 112 {(January 2002} 236-239.

8%. Douglass, Bondage, 147.

90. See ibid., 181.

91. Van Leer, “Reading Slavery,” 126. The argument I develop in the next few
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pages, that Bosdage refuses romantic political expressivism, has strong affinities to
Briallen Harpers argument that Harriet Beecher Stowe's romantic racialism comes
under attack throughour the book. See Brialien Harper, “The Bondage of Race and
the Freedom of Transcendence in Frederick Douglass’s My Bondage and My Free-
dom” Postgraduate English 4 (Seprember 2001} (=12,

92. Van Leer, *Reading Slavery,™ 123,

93. Douglass, Bondage, 146-147.

94 Thid., 149,

95, ibid., 131, CE Andrews, To Tell a Free Story, 285-286, and John Pictman,
“Douglass's Assimilationism and Anai-Slavery,™ in Bill E. Lawson and Frank M.
Kirkland. eds., Fredarick Douglass: A Critical Reader {Oxford: Blackwell, 1999),
68.

26. Mere it should also be noted that while Douglass, like Du Bois, acknowl-
edges the power of the slave songs to express the suffering of the slave, and to en-
gender svmpathy for that suffering, he declines to propose either {1) that they ex-
press the distinciive spiritual identity of the black slave (in fact, Douglass claims ro
have heard similar songs, characrerized by the same “wailing notes,” in Ireland), or
{2) that effective, emancipatory black polrical action must expressly heed and pro-
mote the message conveyed in those songs. Sce Douglass, Bondage, 65. For a gen-
eral discussion of Douglass’s ambivalence with respect to the political significance
of slave culture generally, and the slave songs specifically, see Sundquist, To Wake
the Nations, 103, 127-130.

97. For the suggestion thar the question of tegitimacy is “concomitant” to the
notion of rule, see Arendr, Human Condition, 228. Tt should be noted, however,
that Arende offers a rather different view in her essay “On Violence,” where she
writes that power, which she understands as action-in-concerr, *needs no justifica-
tion ., . whar it does need 15 legittmacy.” See Hannah Arendt, Crises of the Repub-
lie {New York: Harcoure Brace Jovanaovich, 19727, 151,

98. The line of argument 1 develop in this paragraph is largely inspired by
Hamah Arendr’s discussion of promising as the source of a limited sovereignty
carresponding to an action-gentered notion of politics (see Arendt, Human Condi-
fom, 236-247, esp. 244-243), For Arendr, the faculties of promising and forgive-
ness are closely connected, and establish for politics a “diametrically different ser
of guiding principles from the ‘morai standards’ inherenr in the Platonic notios of
rale™ (Avendt, Human Condition, 237), Douglass too seems to connecr the two
faculties, it only impliculy, and all roo briefly, when, afrer suggesting that Sandy be-
rraved the band of brothers, he seems ro forgive him, writing “and vet, we could
not suspeet him. We all loved him teo well to think it possible that he could have
berrayed us™ (Douglass, Bondage, 181). For a valuable treatment of Arendt’s anal-
vsis of the taculties of forgiving and promising, see Susannah Young-ah Gortlieb,
)i’cgfmzs of Sorrow: Anxiety and Messianism bz Hanpal Arendt and W H. Auden
{Stantord: Sranford Universitv Press, 2003), 151-136.

99, See, in a simifar vein, Ronald Sundstrom’s claim that “although Douglass
disfavored racial organizations, he thought it was necessary for African Americans
to organize and unify o fighr against slavery and racial prejudice, and o struggle
for justice ., . for Douglass, this political organizing and unification was not to
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be for reasons of race or culture, buc strictly for political reascns.” See Ronald
Sundstrom, “Frederick Dougiass’s Longing for the End of Race,” Philosophia
Africana 8, no. 2 (Auguost 2005} 152,

100. Although Douglass’s defense of the formartion of a racially exclusive co-
hort may well be taken to raise issues similar ro those raised by his defense else-
where of complexional institutions, [ do not address those issues here. For an in-
sightful discussion of Douglass’s endorsement of complexional institutions, and
the suggestion thar that endorsement sics uneasily with his “assimilationism,” see
Howard McGary, “Douglass on Racial Assimilation and Racial Institurions,” in
Frederick Douglass: A Critical Reader, od. Bill E, Lawson and Frank M. Kirkland
(Malden: Blackwell, 1999}, 50-63. For a further discussion of assimilationism, and
the suggestion that in ar least one significant sense of the term Douglass is nor an
assimilationist, see my interpretation of Douglass as a radical reconstructionist in
the present chapter.

101. As bizarre as it may seem to suggest that black slaves could act together to
support slaveholder tyranny, Douglass invites such speculation when he tells us
that not even Sandy, who had strong ties to African beliets and rites, had wholly
freed himself from the slaveholding priesterafe (which Douglass represents as as-
serting that God is the author of slavery, that running away is an offense against
God, and so on). I fact, by tying Sandy to the slaveholding priesccraft, Douglass
suggests an interpretation of Sandv’s political agency that is different than the one
he suggests {and that [ have emphasized in this chapter) when he connecrs Sandy o
African divination practices. See Douglass, Bondage, 168,

102, See Bonnie Honig, “Towards an Agonistic Feminism: Mannah Arendt and
the Politics of Identity,” in Judith Butler and Joan W, Scott, eds., Feminists Theo-
rize the Political (New York: Routledge, 1992}, 226-232. For a similar line of ar-
gument, see Amy Allen, The Power of Feminist Theory: Domination, Resistance,
Solidarity (Boulder: Westview Press, 1999, 103-112.

103. For a more detailed discussion of the distinction between the condition of
being hlack and the activity of interpreting and assigning significance to that condi-
tion, see Robert Gooding-Williams, “Race, Mulriculturalism, and Democracy,” in
Raobert Gooding-Williams, Lock, A Negro! Philosophical Essays on Race, Cul.
ture, and Politics (New York: Roudedge, 2006), esp. $2-97,

104. See C. Wright Mills, “The Professional Ideology of Social Pathologists,”
American Journal of Sociology 49, no. 2 {Seprember 1943), esp. 169, For an ac-
count of the connection of the sociology of disorganization to contemporary dis-
cussions of the black underclass, sce Adolph Reed, Stirrings in the Jug (Minneapo-
lis: University of Minnesora Press, 1999), chaprer 6, 187.

105. In stressing the republican dimensions of Douglass’s political thought here
and elsewhere, I intend neither to deny Douglass’s “liberalism” nor to imply, as do
some neo-republicans like Philip Pettit and Quentin Skinner, that repubiican and
liberal political thought can aiways be clearly and sharply distinguished. An in-
teresting symptom of the difficulties here, as Charles Larmore shows, is Pettit’s
placing of John Locke—a founder of the liberal tradition, who, like Douglass, con-
ceptualizes freedom as nondomination—among the republicans {sec Pettit, Repueb-
licanism, 40). For an important account of Douglass’s political thought chat places
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him within the American liberal tradition, and rhat highlights both his affinities
with and differences trom Locke, see Peter C. Myers, Frederick Donglass: Race
and the Rebirth of American Liberalism (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas,
20081 For Larmore’s valuable discussion of Pettit, which emphasizes that “the lib-
eral rradirion is not all of a piece,” and which dispures Petric’s claim to have broken
with that tradition, see Charles Larmore, The Awfonomy of Morality (Cambridge,
Eng.: Cambridge University Press, 2008), chapter 7.

106, Douglass, Bondage, 119,

107, Thus retounding 15 a marter of reiteraring the sorr of action—in this case
the founders™ action of committing themselves to the principles embodied in the
Declaration of Independence—thar intrially founded the nation. T develop this
point further in my brief discussion of the Roman antecedents of Douglass’s view.

108, The reading of Douglass’s speech thar follows has been strongly influ-
enced by David Blight's interpreration. See David W. Blight, Frederick Douglass’
Croeil War: Keeping Faith in Jubilee (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
F989), 74-77.

109. For the passages cited in this paragraph, see Douglass, “What to the Slave
[s the Fourth of [uly?™ 360, 361, 366, 364, 367, 371, 383.

110, For a similar interpretation, see Priscilla Wald, Comstituting Americans:
Cultural Anxicty and Narvative Form (Durham: Duke University Press, 1995), 90—
92.

VUL In Life and Times {389), Douglass similarly understands hypocrisy as a
congradiction between what is professed and what is intended, or wished,

112, FFor the passages cited in this paragraph, see Douglass, “What to the Slave
Is the Tourth of July?™ 385, 369, 364, 383, 368. According ro Bernard Boxill,
anrislavery black moral suasicmsts held that the American nation’s founding docu-
menes gave it a “common conscience” and so took their own task to be to persuade
the navion o live up to its conscience. In Douglass’s case, this meant persuading
white slaveholding citizens ro bring their (proslavery) professions into accord with
the demands of their conscience, See Bernard R. Boxill, “Fear and Shame as Forms
of Maral Suasion in the Thought of Frederick Douglass,” Transactions of the
Charles 8. Peiree Society 31, no. 4 (Fail 1995): 714, 717, Tt seems 1o me, however,
that Boxill's analvsis cannot explain Douglass’s speech of July 5, 1852, for, as 1
have been arguing, a central thesis of the speech is that the antislavery commen
conscience of the founding fathers is not the common conscience of his whire
contempaoraries, their pretenses to the contrary notwithstanding, As I read him,
Douglass imvokes the authority of the founding fachers to persuade his white con-
temporaries to make the common conscience of the founding fathers their own (1o
exchange thelr proslavery conscience for the founding fathers’ conscience) and
thereby to acquire a conscience whose demands accord with the principles and ide-
als thev profess.

113, Arendr, O Revolution, 209,

114 Here T conjecture that Douglass’s nation of political innovarion as re-
feunding may be the key to explaining rthe paradox that Frank Kirkland interest-
ingly identifies in his analysis of Douglass’s political thought: namely, Douglass’s
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apparent commitment to the view that there can be a form of morally informed po-
litical action thar at once preserves an extant political culture and institutes a
wholly new political culture, See Frank Kirkland, “Enslavement, Moral Suasion,
and Struggles for Recognition: Frederick Douglass’s Answer to the Question “What
Is Enlighrenment?’” in Frederick Douglass: A Critical Reader, ed. Bill E. Lawson
and Frank M. Kirkland (Malden: Blackwell, 1999), 283-284.

115, On the relation between moral failing (e.g., the collapse of wirtst) and
political decline in the wadition of republican political thought, see C. H.
Wirszubski, Libertas as a Political Tdea at Rome during the Late Republic and
Early Principate (Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge University Press, 1960), 79-87,
and Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of Modern Political Thought, vol. 1: The
Rengissance (Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge University Press, 1978), 75-180.
Douglass’s Roman, republican thinking persists in Life and Times when, in ex-
plaining his escape from slavery to a former master {Capt. Auld), he quotes
Brutus’s famous words from Shakespeare’s Julins Ceasar (3.3.21-22), writing that
“I did not run away from you, but from slavery; it was not that { loved Caesar less,
bur Rome more.” And explicitly invaking the Roman concept of polirical innova-
tion, as Arendt analyzes it, he describes Lincoln’s second inaugural address as the
president’s attempt to “restore [the Republic] ro its enduring foundations.” See
Douglass, Life and Times, 443, 362.

116. Du Bois, Sowuls, 146-147, emphasis mine. Here | take Du Bois to be sug-
gesting that, with each generarion, southern white citizens come to feel more and
more that there is such a contradiction and thart they come to feel this because (1
there is in fact such a contradicrion, and (2} their honesty and generosity lead them
to see that there is in fact such a contradiction.

117, Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemima: The Negro Problem and Mod-
errt Democracy (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1944), 1-25,

118. For Myrdal as an anomaly theorist, see Charles Mills, Blackness Visible
{fthaca: Cornell University Press, 1998), 132, 146,

1189. Here, then, T am not denying that therc are other senses of
“assimilationism® in which Dougiass could correctly be judged to have been an
assimilationist. According to Bernard Boxill, assimilationism is the thesis thar a
colorblind society is both possible and desirzble in America. According to John
Pittman, social assimilationism is the repudiation of an identity that is predomi-
nantly the effect of a system of oppression threugh the radical or revolution-
ary overthrow of that system (the sort of thing that Sartre envisions for Jewish
identity in Anti-Semite and Jew). Douglass may well have been an assimilationist
in Boxill’s sense and an advocate of social assimilationism in Pittman’s sense. See
Bernard Boxill, “Twa Traditions of African American Political Philosophy,”
Philosophial Forum 24 (Fall-Spring 1992-1993): 119, and John Pitman,
“Douglass’s Assimilationism and Antislavery,” in Frederick Douglass: A Criti-
cal Reader, ed. Bell E, Lawson and Frank M. Kirkland (Malden: Blackwell, 1999),
7679,

120. But not otherwise, for otherwise the practices—specifically, the pracrice of
slavery—would already have conformed to those norms. For a similar interpreta-

317



NOTES TO PAGES 196-159

NOTES TO PAGES 129-208

tion of Douglass’s politics and, specifically, the July § speech, see George Shulman,
American Prophecy: Race and Redemption in American Political Culture {Minne-
apolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2008}, 9, 16-18,

121, By denying that Douglass’s July 3, 1852 speech presents an “anomaly™ ac-
count of American racism, { am taking issuc with Charles Mills’s interpretation of
that speech. 1 am right thar Douglass implies that American lustory has harbored
powerful bur divergenr ideals and commirments, then perhaps we should see him
as anticrpating the “multiple traditions” view of American political culture that is
currently associared with the work of Rogers Smith. For Douglass, the existence of
potent bur conflicting ideals suggesrs that racial pohitics will be an ongoing srruggle
aver the soul of the nation. See Charles Mills, “Whose Fourth of July: Frederick
Douglass and Original Intent,” in Charles Mills, Blackness Visible (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1998), 167-200. For Smith’s defense of the multiple traditions
view, see Rogers Smith, Civic [deals (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997). For
A MOe rectill, programmaric statement in the same vein, sce Desmond . King and
Rogers M, Smith, *Racial Orders in American Political Development,” American
Political Science Review 99, no, | {February 2005): 75-92.

137 Dnugl;\cc R(.x.l_idlﬂuu' 45 & i

155, D Lagye a F

miphasis minc.

t2.3. The argument | skerch in this paragraph is targely indebted to Danielle
Allen's cesay “Invisible Cirizens: Political Exclusion and Domination in Arendt
and Ellison,™ in Melissa S, Williams and Stephen Macedo, eds., Political Exclusion
and Douination (New York: New York Universicy Press, 2005), 29-76. See too
Daniclie . Allen, Talking to Strangers: Anxietios of Citizenship since “Brown v,
Bowrd of Edueation™ (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 101-119,

124, Douglass’s defense of the right to rebellion indicates his move away from
his svccessful eppesition to Henry Highland Garnet's call for an armed insurrec-
ton of slaves at the 1843 National Negro Convenrion and prefigures his defense of
armed guerilla warfare geared ro “drawing off the slaves to the mountaing” in con-
versatien with Johu Brown and Shields Green on the eve of the Harpers Ferry raid.
For Douglass™s account of his initial encouater with Brown, and of his later conver-
sation with Brown and Green, see Douglass, Life and Times, 273-274, 319-320.
For related commentary, see Michael G. Hanchard, “Racial Conscicusness and
Afro-Diasporic Experiences: Anronio Gramsci Reconsidered,” Socialisim and De-
miocracy 7, ono. 3 (1991): 83-106, and Michae! C. Dawson, Black Visions: The
Roots of Contemparary African-American Political Ideologies (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 20019, 1-2,

125, Douglasss political thoughe is gendered, bur { do not see char it is essen-
tally wendered, or patriarchical, at least with respect to the key themes I em-
phasize: the concept of black politics he illuscrates, his rejection of political
expressivism, and his vadical reconstructionism, In other words, there is nething
in these notiens to imply thar black polities must be, or mast primarily be, a male
enterprise,

126. Douglass, Bondage, 163.

[27. Ibid., 218, 216.

128, Thid., 220,

129, 1hid., 220-221,
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130, Ibid., 216, 241.

131. Narthan Huggins also characterizes Douglass’s break with the Garrisonians
as a declaration of independence. See Huggins, Slave and Citizen, 42-44.

132.1bid., 237,

133. Ibid., 168, emphasis mine.

134. Ibid., 3—4, emphasis mine.

135, Michael Warner, The Lesters of the Republic: Publication and the Public
Sphere in Lighteenth-Century America (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1990}, 76.

136. Ihid., 87.

137. Nancy Fraser, Justice Imterrupius: Critical Reflections on the “Post-
socialist” Condition {Routledge: New York, 1997), §1-82.

138. Douglass, Bondage, 240.

139. Ibid., 238, 237,

140. Thid., 193, 213, 240.

141. 1bid., 242-243,

142. Douglass, “What to the Slave Is the Fourth of July?” 385,

143. See Frederick Douglass, “The Dred Scott Decision: An Address De-
livered, in Part, in New York, New York, in May 1857, in John Blassingame, ed.,
The Frederick Douglass Papers, ser. 1, vol. 3 (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1985), 183,

144. Here, then, my view is in accord with John Pittman’s claim that, upon his
breale with the Garrisenians, Douglass “came to see the interpreration of the Con-
stitution as a field of political contestation. This decisive move strengthened rather
than compromised Douglass’s sense of the anti-slavery struggle as one between so-
cial systems or civilizations, that is, as one whose successful conelusion would in-
volve a radical and complere rupture with the fundamental structures and relations
definitive of the social situation in America from the 1840s on.” See Pittman,
“Douglass’s Assimilationism and Antislavery,” 79.

145, Sce Frederick Donglass, “The Negro Problem: An Address Delivered in
Washington, D.C., on 21 October 1890,” in John Blassingame, ed., The Frederick
Dounglass Papers, ser. 1, vol. 5 {New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 436—
456, and Frederick Douglass, “Lessons of the Hour: An Address Delivered in
Washington, D.C., on 9 January 1894, inthe same volume, $75-607.

146, Douglass, “The Negro Problem,” 443,

147. Al the material cited in this paragraph derives from Du Bois, Sowfs, 146—
147,

148. Ail the marterial cited in this paragraph derives from ibid., 147,

143, For all the material cited in the paragraph, see Douglass, “The Negro
Problem,” 443-444.

150. Douglass, “Lessons of the Hour,” 602.

151. Douglass, “The Negro Problem,” 447, emphasis mine.

152. Ibid., 448,

153. Danielle Allen, “A Reply to Bader and QOrwin,” in Political Exclusion and
Domination, ed. Melissa 5. Williams and Stephen Macedo (New York: New York
University Press, 2005), 179.
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154, Douglass, “The Negro Problem,” 445. See ron Douglass, “Lessons of the
Hour," 607,

SOANHERITING DU BOIS AND DOUGLASS AFTER JIM CROW

I, The fundamenral propositions framing Du Bois’s early thought are, again:
{1} char African American poiirics is a pracrice of group leadership— thus, 3 prac-
tice of group rule, or gavernance, for Du Bois interprets leadership as a form of
rule, or governance, (2} thar African American politics should take the form of
political expressivism, such thac i expresses the spirirual identity of the black folk,
and (3} that African American struggles to counter whige supremacy are best un-
dersrood as struggies against social exclusion. Here and throughour the present
book, I present D Bois—in particular, the young Du Bois—as a theorist whose
political thoughe is organized by these propositions. T do nor mean 1o suggest,
however, thar Du Bois's political thought—early or atherwise_-is without interest
where it is not reducible to these propositions. Rather I aim to show that we can
best appreciate the scope and nature of Du Bois’s ongoing influence by seeing how
his early thoughr hangs wogether as u cuherent whole. In a similar vein, Adolph
Reed suggests that his Du Boijs scholarship has been motivated (at least in parr) by
his desire to think beyond the “interpretive frames” for thinking about black poli;-
rics thart the post-segregation era has inherited from Du Bois and from the segrega-
tion era more generally; see Adolph L. Reed, Ju, W E. B. Du Bois and American
Political Thaught: Fabiauism and the Color Line (Oxford: Oxford University
Press. 1997), 13, 181-184. For a different approach to Du Bois’s polirical thought
that concentrates less on the coherence of his outlaok than on the significance of
some of his insights and arguments for recent discussions of racial justice, see
Lawrie Balfours excellent forthcoming  book Democracy's Reconstruction:
W B B. D Bois in the Twenty-first Century,

2. For the passages cited in this paragraph, see John Brown Childs, Leadershp,
Conflict, and Cooperation in Afra-American Sacial Thought {(Philadeiphia: Temple
University Press, 1989), a-9, 148,

3. Ihid., 14.

4. Chitds does not mention Douglass, bur finds exceptions to this tendency in
the writings of George Flis and Artura Schomburg, And he argues that Marcus
Garvey's UNIA {Universal Negro [mprovement Association) put “mutuality” ingo
action on a global scale. See ibid., chapter 4.

5. Joy lames, Transcending the Talented Tenth: Black Leaders and American
fnteffectials (New York: Routledge, 1957), 19.

6. Ihid.

7.1bid., 131-145.

8. Ibid., 89.

9. Unlike James, Childs secs that the distinction berween vanguard and mutual-
ity cuts across the distinction hetween elite intellectual and nonelite worker. In
other words, he sees that elite intellecruals can embody the muruzlicy model {z
point he explicitly makes) and that members of the working class can embody the
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vanguard model (a point that is implicit in what he otherwise argues). See Childs,
Leadership, Conflict, and Cooperation, 131. . .

10. Adolph Reed, Jr., “The Jug and Its Content,” in his Stirrings in .tbe Jug:
Black Politics in the Post-Segregation Era (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1999), 18, 37.

11, Tbid., 18-20. _

12. According to Reed, uplift ideclogy “presumed a mass population.t.hz}t was
by definition not capable of steering its own programmatic course or mobxllzmg‘ on
its own behalf.” In the perspective of uplift ideology, he suggesrs, the r.ul.e of elires
was required to mobilize such a population and to steer its action. See ibid., 27.

13. Thid., 28.

14. For the material cited in this paragraph, see Reed, “The Jug and Its Con-
tent,” 15-16, 33, 49.

15. For a simifar point, see ibid., 20.

16. See Adolph L. Reed, Jr., The Jesse Jackson Phenomenon (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1986}, 33, 123-127; and Hannah Arendt, On Revolution (New
York: Viking, 1963), 272.

17. Reed, “The Jug and Its Content,” 22,

18.1bid., 59.

19. For discussion supporting the claim that debate, deliberation, and the
formation of political alliances can lead to the transformation of preferences. and
needs-interpreracions, see Cass Sunstein, The Partial Constitution {Cambridge:
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