
Recon،؛l؛ato^  Praxis: The Face of Justice iu the 21st century

Ada Maria Isasi-Diaz

A starting place for the understanding of justice 1 want to 
present to you is this: Our present understanding of justice does
not seem to help us to make justice a reality. More than two-tiiirds 
of the world lives in situations of injustice. In other words, the 
poor and the oppressed are ftvo-thirds of the world’s population.

As a mujerista theologian, 1 privilege the voices of the 
oppressed, of those suffering injustice. Therefore, my starting 
place is an analysis of situations of injustice so as to 
conceptaalize justice from the perspective of injustice. When 
one looks at injustice what is obvious is how it causes divisions, 
fissures, fractures, ruptures, among peoples, communities, 
societies, nations, and between us humans and other species 
and even our biosphere. This leads me to think that if we 
are to do away with injustice we have to heal these ruptures and 
create bridges. It leads me to think of justice as reconciliation, 
as bringing into just relationship those of us who have 
become enemies

As 1 pursue this line of thinking, 1 have come to understand 
tbat one of the main reasons for the divisions that create and 
sustain injustice comes from our understanding of differences, 
from the fact that we often think of those who are different as 
people we cannot trust, as people who frighten us.

In my work on reconciliation of people who treat each other as 
enemies I see the need to concepftralize differences in another 
way from our usual one. Here I explain how I think we need to 
understand differences so that we can heal divisions and bring 
about reconciliation

My contention is that unless we re-conceptualize differences 
in a positive way, we will continue to live in a world where 
injustice and violence reign. I have divided my talk into two parts 
to share with you as clearly as possible understandings that I believe 
will help us with our work on behalf of justice.

Apuntes/44



First, I will talk about the true meaning and role of differences. 
Then, based on this new understanding of differences, 1 will talk 
about dialogue as an effective strategy for bridging differences, for 
bringing about justice ط  our world.

R ^oneptualizing Differences

I believe that to understand oppression today we have to 
understand how oppression affects the implementation of excluding 
policies with their effective ways of keeping the majority of humanity 
from access to the resources needed to survive and flourish as human 
beings. 1 have come to see the most effective way to work for justice 
as inclusion. To include we have to face the fact that differences exist. 
However, we have to re־conceptualize differences because the way 
they are understood and used at present is preeisely the main reason for 
excluding others. It is what makes exclusion possible and effective.

A. Starting point: oppression, cultural Imperialism
As a Tatina, as a member of a minority group ط  the USA, 

1 always insist on starting from the perspective of the oppressed, 
and today I do so from a specific kind of oppression: cultoral 
imperialism, toe category of oppression under which racial and 
ethnic prejudice tolls.

Uultural imperialism is toe worldview, toe ideological 
backdrop of most modes of oppression in toe USA and toe world over. 
For oppressed people, to experience cultural imperialism is to experience 
how toe dominant views of a society or of individuals who have 
power render their victims’ perspectives invisible. Take toe 
case of us Latinas who live in the USA. We Latinas who live 
according to our own non-dominant insights, are stereotyped as 
"other," as "outsider" because toe experience and culture of dominant 
groups establish the norm in society. Those in toe dominant group 
"project their own experience as representative of humanity..." 
All other experiences are construed largely as deviant and inferior.'

The most destructive aspect of cultural imperialism is what 
it makes the oppressed do to ourselves. We internalize the judgments

’ Iris Mari، )]1 Young, Justice and the Politics ٠/ Diffence (Princeton: Pnnceton
University Press, 1990), 59.
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of the dominant euiture and find ourselves acting according to the 
very image society has of us. Little by little the cultural understandings 
of the oppressed become as invisible to us as they are to the dominant 
culture. Such invisibility finds expression in a rejection of our 
own cultural customs and values and, finally, of ourselves-all the more 
insidious because of its imperceptibility even to ourselves.2 How do 
we deal with cultural imperialism? How do we as Latinas deal with eth- 
no־racism?^ To do so effectively 1 believe we need to re-conceptualize 
differences

B. Differences: a eognitive mechanism
There are certain mechanisms that we use to come to know our 

reality, to become aware of and to place ourselves in the midst of the 
material mediations of reality. The human mind seems to perform two 
different operations (these two are not foe only ones) as it tries to 
apprehend reality, to comprehend foe complexities of reality. One of the 
ways is by grouping things that are sim ilar-by  thinking in categories: 
things that are yellow, things that fiy, things that crawl, things that have a 
pleasant smell, things that are cold. In fois process of creating categories, 
foe things included in a given category lose their uniqueness, for what we 
pay attention to is r،ot their uniqueness but their similarities. To create 
categories is an important fimction of cognition for if foe mind wem to 
fix at all times or، all foe uniqueness in foe world, we would be 
overwhelmed and would not be capable of creating concepts, of thinking 
in this ٠٢ that particular way.

As it attempts to comprehend reality, foe human mind also 
performs an opposite function, h knows this by knowing that it is 
not that: it separates things one from foe other, it creates boundaries 
between different things. Noticing differences and establishing 
boundaries is in itself one of the firnetions of foe mind in its attempt

2 Ibid., 60.
3 Linda Martin Alcoff, “Latinos Beyond ،be i.،inar¥.” h t،D ://t^ ^ lc o ff.com/eontent/ 

bevondbinary.html, (accessed February 2010 ,?ل).
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to know reality. Noticing ^fferences is ط  itself amoral: it is neither 
good nor bad.

However, as we look at different situations in our world today, 
we quiekly realize that differences are often made into
insurmountable obstacles and are used to keep us apart instead of
being seen as merely one of the mind’s mechanisms for cognition, as 
part of the process of coming to know reality. The problem, therefore, is 
not with differences, but with what we do with them: with how we
use differences to benefit some but not others. It is precisely how we
deal with differences that leads to exclusion and marginalization of 
those who are different from those dominant in society, from those 
who have power in society. The way we deal with differences is toe 
basis for all prejudices and hate-crimes.

c. Assimilation and its consequences
It is my contention that toe USA society continues to believe 

that toe best way to deal with differences is to assimilate toose who 
are different. The idea of toe melting pot, which in reality has never 
been all-inclusive, continues to set toe parameters for toe way we 
conceptualize and deal with differences. The concept of toe melting 
pot is precisely one of toe main reasons ؛٠٢  toe continuing ethno-racism 
present in society. The way we think about differences today makes 
many think that toe only solution lies in making differences disappear. 
We either set aside differences or do away with toem. The latter is toe 
understanding operative to assimilation theories, which, in my opinion, is 
still the controlling worldview in this society.

Assimilation leads to three, negative consequences, first, 
claiming to ignore differences in reality means forcing those who are 
different into toe mainstream. It means that the dominant group 
defines toe standards used to society and those who are not like 
them have to abide by what has been set as toe norm. Those of the 
dominant group do not recognize toe ٥٠®  they have set as “eulturally 
and experientially specific,” but rather hold on to it as toe ideal of a 
common humanity that poses as universal and neutral in which all can

Apuntes/47



participate without regard to race, gender, religion, or sexuality/
The second negative result of assimilation is that “it allows the 

privileged group to ignore their own group specificity.”؛ This leads the 
dominant group to claim neutrality and to mark not itself but the groups 
that are different as having particularity, as marked with specificity, 
which is why they are considered “other.”

?erhaps the third consequence is the most insidious one: 
assimilation often makes those who are different internalize the negative 
understandings the dominant group has of them. Assimilation demands 
those who are different to fit in, to he like the dominant group, leading to 
“the self-loathing and double consciousness characteristic of 
oppression.... When participation is taken to imply assimilation, the 
oppressed person is caught in an irresolvable dilemma: to participate 
means to accept and adopt an identity one is not, and to try to participate 
means to he reminded by oneself and others of the identity one is.”6

D. Surviving in the melting pot: world-traveling.
Now, those of us who are defined as “different” and who are 

excluded, ط  order to survive as a marginalized group within a dominant 
culture, have developed, mostly unconsciously, great flexibility shifting 
from “the mainstream construction of life” to our own construction of life 
where we feel at home.7 Our own construction of life is a hybrid reality, 
a reality that we create from elements of our own culture and elements of 
the dominant culture imported and refashioned as needed. Though this 
process is an enriching one, ethnic prejudice and racism turn this 
world-traveling into a negative experience for it makes it compulsory for 
marginalized people and at the same time absolves the dominant group 
from any responsibility to engage in it. The lack of knowledge and 
appreciation of marginalized cultures makes this traveling between 
worlds mostly a one-way affair. Marginalized groups are not allowed to

4 Young, 64 ا.
5 ¡bid., 165.
6 ¡bid.
7 Ma[■؛؛؛ Lugones, “?lawfulness, ‘World’-T[־aeel11؛g, and Loving Perception,” in Mak-

ingFace, Making Soul -  Haciendo Caras, Gloria Anzaldúa, ed. (San Franeiseo: An Aunt Fute 
Foundation Book, 1990), 390.
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bring into the dominant construetion of the world elements from our own 
culture, while the few people of the dominant group who travel to my 
Latina world, for example, insist on changing it by acting ط  the Latina 
world the way they act in their own.

£٠ Opting to N tice  Similarities.
The conclusion 1 draw from all of this is an important one. 1 

believe that this lack of ability for “world-traveling” and toe insistence on 
assimilation by toe dominant group is toe result of identifying people and 
things by highlighting difference instead of similarity. As already 
mentioned, identifying similarities and differences is part of toe way 
people make sense of our “perceptions, experiences, identities, and 
human obligations.”؟ So toe problem lies not in identifying similarities 
and differences but rather to assigning conse^ences to difference and to 
toe way we position ourselves in relation to them. In otoer words, most 
of toe time toe way we understand and deal wito differences includes 
making moral judgments about them, “automatically” deciding that those 
who are different are beiter or worse, never just different.

The fact is that society has insisted on capitalizing on “categories 
of difference that manifest social prejudice and misunderstanding,”؟ and 
has ignored ongoing relationships among people that are based on 
similarities. Society links differences to boundaries that keep us apart, as 
what keeps us oto ٠٢ away from each otoer instead of highlighting that 
“toe whole concept of a boundary depends on relationships: relationships 
between toe two sides drawn by toe boundary, and relationships among 
toe people who recognize and affirm toe boundary.”؛® This means that 
because boundaries do not exist outside connections among people, if we 
are to bring about a paradigm shift in our understanding of differences, 
we need to emphasize how differences are related to relationships rather 
than to distinctions. Differences constitute toe boundary that makes 
relationships possible.

* Martha Minow, Making all the Difference (Itha،;a, NY: €omell University, 1990), 7.
٠ Ibid., 9.
‘٠ Ibid., 10.
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F. Differences make relationships possible.
Differences are about relationality. Relationships are not a matter 

of total identification without acknowledging that differences exist, or 
of absorption of one into the other. Relationships are a matter of being 
with the other, open to the other, interacting with the other. It is a 
matter of understanding that differences make possible other perspectives 
than the dominant ones in society and the de-centering of self that I 
discuss below.

The predominant understanding of differences as well as tacit 
assumptions about differences is what turns them into dividers instead of 
points of contact between different nations, societies, groups, 
communities, persons, and species. These unstated assumptions about 
differences are what ground prejudice and discrimination.

How do we change unspoken assumptions that are considered 
namral and that, if noticed, are considered neutral? The only way is to 
turn to experiences of relationships, and this is what we have the 
opportunity to do in settings where many different races, ethnic groups, 
and cultures come together. Experience often makes one realize that we 
deal with people we consider “different,” but who matter to us, 
differently from the way we treat those whom we do not know or who do 
not matter to us. The differences of those who matter to us do not 
disappear, but they are not considered to be determinant nor do they 
make a difference in what we think about that person. But when it comes 
to people who do not matter to us, the characteristics that mark the 
difference tend to take over, that is, we tend not only to notice them but 
they are the reason why we deal with that person in this or that way. The 
point I am trying to make is that the differences are considered differently 
according to our relationship to the person who is different. Their being 
different does not change if they matter to me, but the significance I 
ascribe to those differences is going to depend on the relationship I have 
with the person. The dissimilarities in themselves are not considered 
determining traits nor do these traits signal exclusion and opposition.

Relationships make it possible to understand that differences are 
relative. Relationships make it possible for us to share the point of view 
of those whom an essentialist understanding of differences may have 
classified as deviant ٠٢ at least as “other.” The goal here is not to replace 
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our perspeotive about given differences with that of another but rather to 
embrace the partiality of all human perspectives and to admit the point of 
view of others as a corrective lens to our own.

The present understanding of difference depends on a comparison 
between people with reference to a human-made norm that need not 
remain the way it is. It is ة norm that must be challenged. Relationships 
make it possible to realize that once differences stop being unfamiliar 
they are no longer frightening. Not being afraid opens the door for 
understanding that our point of view and our experience of reality are as 
different to others as theirs are to us and that the concept we have of 
difference is a conceptual simplification that serves our interests, that 
reflects where we standإر

G. Decentering ourselves.
As social beings we are called to relate to all those around us and 

filis we can do in a non-discriminatory way only if we emphasize what 
connects us, if we understand the injuries produced by exclusion and 
isolation. De־centralizing ourselves would help us to be cognizant of 
what connects us. To do this we must stop making ourselves the point of 
reference. س  must to p  h a id n g h a t  has been called “boomerang 
perception.”٧  The best way to explain what this means is by an 
example. Think of the well-meaning, committed-to-justice, Euro- 
American mother who sends her daughter to school the first day. When 
the little girl comes home and tells her that she has a Latina classmate the 
mother, not wanting her daughter to be racist, reassures her by telling her 
that there is nothing to worry about, that the little Hispanic girl is just like 
she is. It is very difficult to imagine that such a mother in today’s society 
would tell her daughter, “Do not worry, you are just like that Hispanic 
girl.” The mother’s comment reasserts toe centrality and normativity of 
toe dominant race and culture. She is, probably unknowingly, 
inculcating in her child toe monopoly of normativity that toe constant 
self-referential attitude of dominant groups promotes. Ultimately 
boomerang perception indicates that toose of toe dominant group do not

11 Lugones, 379.
12 £l؛zabe¡h V. Spelman, Inessential Woman -  Problems ofExclusion in Feminist 

Thought (Boston: BeacDn?ress, 1988), 12.
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consider difference important, something worthwhile exploring for itself. 
If differences were considered important, the dominant group would see 
those of us who are different as mirrors that reflect them as no other 
mirror can. We, of course, are not the only mirror that they have or 
should use, but we do show those of the dominant group who they are.؟؛

Overcoming boomerang perception is directly connected to the 
ability to travel between worlds.ئ  This idea of traveling to different 
worlds relates to the need there is to “unlock subjectivity, such that the 
self functions as a fluid, internally diversifying, and temporally 
open-ended process rather that a product of an autonomous essence.”؟؛ 
This kind of social ontology necessitates fluidify on our part—it requires 
one to remain open and vulnerable. Traveling to the world of others 
needs from each and every one a deep sense of empathy, of feeling with 
others, of walking in their moccasins for ااا؛ألالا , many miles. It also 
needs to be committed to relationships with those who are different, to 
embrace a radical mutuality that cannot exist without deep and continual 
dialogue. And, in the third place, it requires solidarity with each other 
and recognition of the common interests that tie us together, for we exist 
interconnected in our biosphere and we must leave aside the delusions of 
self-sufficiency and absolute independence or we will perish and we will 
effectively destroy our world.

The ?raxis of Dialogue

If what we need is to reconceptualize differences, undoubtedly we 
need to move to a different praxis from our present one. We have to 
engage differences. We have to go beyond “respecting” differences, 
which is a code word for a crass individualism and ethno-centrism that 
feeds prejudice. “To respect” differences is similar to the “don’t ask

13 Maria Lugones, “©٥ the Logic ٠٢ Pluralist Feminism,” ط  Feminist Ethics, edited 
by Clausa Card (Kansas: University nfKansas ?ress, 1991), 41-42.

14 Lugones, “playfulness,” 394-396.
15 Catherine Keller, “Seeking and Sueking -  On Relation and Essenee in 

Feminist Theology,” in Rebeeea s. Chopp and Sheila Greeve Davaney, eds.. Horizons in Feminist 
Theology -  Identity, Tradition, andNorms (Minneapolis: Fortress Fress, 1997), 55.
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don’t tell” policy regarding homosexuals in the armed forces. “To 
respect differences” is, most ofthe time, a matter o f “don’t ask, don’t see, 
don’t bother about the differences,” an attitude that erroneously leads one 
to think that we exist in and of our individual selves, instead of 
highlighting the sociality of all persons. The praxis of dialogue, on the 
other hand, allows us to take seriously the connections that exist among 
all persons.

Dialogue is important because it is a praxis that recognizes and 
promotes the agency ofthe oppressed. In dialogue we move away from 
deciding what is best for the oppressed, how they should act, what they 
should embrace. Dialogue brings the oppressed to the table, respecting 
their lived-experiences and how they understand them.

There is the possibility, no doubt, that the oppressed may not 
want to come to dialogue. Consider the following. First, we are living 
the result of centuries of oppression, the result of a myriad of acts of 
domination that have destroyed vast numbers of people physically and 
spiritually, emotionally and intellechially. That the oppressed do not 
trust us, no matter how good our intentions are and how hard we have 
worked against prejudice and oppression, should not suiprise us. It is a 
long process to get those who suffer and have endured so much at the 
hand ofthe very same structures and institortions that privilege us to want 
to talk to us, to sit at the table with us. Second, we have to remember 
that the oppressed many times do not want to come to the table to 
dialogue because they realize that they are not truly at the table. It is a 
matter of who at the table has power. We must address the issue ofpow- 
er before we come to the table. We must be clear about who benefits 
from the dialogue we want to have with the oppressed. In other words, 
we have to provide the guarantees necessary for the oppressed to know 
that sitting down to dialogue with us will have some effective results, 
will bring about change.

We need to understand how hard it is for the oppressed to hear 
and accept that change happens in small doses, and that dialogue is one 
of those small doses. Every time change ط  large amounts has been 
attempted it has not lasted. This is obviously what has happened with the 
advances that cost so much sacrifice, blood, and lives during the Ctyil 
Rights Movement. Little by little we have seen the changes undone,
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what has been aceomplished has evaporated, and what is even worse, 
what was aceomplished did not even result in diminishing other forms of 
oppression in foe USA—poverty, for example.

Dialogue means a slow process that moves people and changes 
circumstances in very small ways. That, however, must not deter us from 
proceeding. We must be willing to dialogue at all times and wifo 
whoever is willing to make that exchange wifo us. Setting more and 
more conditions for dialogue is a clear sign that there is no real desire to 
dialogue, to listen to foe other, to consider that our views may be 
mistaken or at least incomplete.

A. Characteristics of dialogue
Unfortunately, in my experience, we have often entered into 

dialogue not seeing diversity as richness but rather trying to do away 
wifo it, wifo differences that in great part have not been antagonistic. 
The prevalent understanding of dialogue is not one conducive to justice 
since we often enter into conversations convinced that we have foe truth 
and what needs to happen is for others to be convinced of our truth.

True dialogue needs a good dose of pragmatism. For effective 
action on behalf of justice, all dialogue must bear in mind that it is not 
only a matter of accepting other points of views, other hermeneutical 
lenses, but also of knowing and understanding in a different way. True 
dialogue is always an epistemological exercise. All knowing of reality 
requires one to be enmeshed in its material mediations. Most of the time, 
what makes dialogue necessary, is that there are different ways of 
“knowing reality'’ because what we know has been mediated by very 
different experiences. True dialogue, then, starts wifo willingness on foe 
part ٠٢  all who participate to work from their experience instead of from 
preconceived ideas about reality not based on experience. True dialogue 
depends on the ability ٠٢  foe participants to go beyond their own limited 
experiences and to enter as much as possible into foe experiences of 
others.

This means that any dialogue that has as its goal foe flourishing of 
justice while starting wifo “truths” ٠٢ practices considered immutable is 
doomed. Take, for example, foe fact that as a society, foe USA believes 
in “exceptionalism,” that fois country is foe best one in foe world and that
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that the only true demoeraey is the one understood and practieed in this 
nation. If this is the view we hold, hammering away on toe need for 
democracy will never convinee anyone that toe USA has another’s 
well-being at heart. Insisting on “American exceptionalism” leaves 
absolutely no room for dialogue. Operating out of a worldview totally 
suffirsed with cultural imperialism, the USA seeks not to dialogue but to 
impose its point of view,. The only possibility for others to triumph and 
move forward is to understand triumph as it is understood in toe USA 
and to assimilate this society’s way of lito.
Dialogue is a praxis based on toe lived-experience of participants. But 
dialogue also has to strive, not to convince others of one’s point of view, 
but to arrive at a richer way ofknowing reality. “Richer” here means an 
effective way of knowing reality, a way that allows more people to 
apprehend reality, to be responsible for it, and to change it. Dialogue is 
about sharing one’s lived-experience in such a way that toe other person 
also can share her or his lived-experiences.

The sharing of experiences is a complex exercise that r e t ire s  
honesty and hard work. When one shares one’s experience what is at 
stake is an entering into our and others’ lives and investigating what we 
have lived, of searching oto toe reasons for our experiences-that is, 
what is toe social context that made such an experience take toe shape it 
took. An analysis of experience always has an evaluation phase in which 
we judge whether toe experience was beneficial ٥٢ not, whom it affeeted, 
who benefited from it. Often one excuses oneself, insisting that what one 
did was toe best one could do. However, toe contrary is often true: we 
know that we can always do better. Tntering into dialogue makes us see 
how others constructed their lives, challenging us to think about our own, 
about what we have done and what we can do from here on.

In a dialogue toe sharing is always guided by proceeding in a way 
that can move toe group to reach a goal. The final goal may not be 
immediately reachable but no true dialogue leaves toe group where it 
started. t i ^  d i a lo g  ra v e s  toe group at least one small stop
towards the goal. Usually this is called a minimalist position that 
discourages many from participating in what is considered “a waste of 
time.” Contrary to this position, I believe that accepting toe need of 
small steps is recognizing toe partiality and limitedness of all that is
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human. It indicates that in this earth there is no “forever,” no permanent 
goal, that all goals are “for now,” a temporary solution that makes it 
possible to move in an effective way (that can be indexed) to another 
“moment”  to another “situation.”

B. “Reasonableness”-E ssen tia l Disposition for Dialogue
In all true dialogue, “reasonableness” has to prevail as the 

disposition of every participant. “Reasonableness” here has a very 
specific meaning/؛ First of all, it requires a true desire to lis ten -to  he 
open to how others understand/experience reality. This means that the 
“uptake” of what others say has to indicate respect for their point of 
view, that is, a valuing of their perspective. This will not happen unless 
we embrace the partiality of our own experience/knowing reality. 
“Reasonableness” requires one to think others may be right even if they 
drink differently from us. It demands that we seriously entertain the 
possibility that the conclusions about reality we have drawn from our 
experiences may not be right and that we need to open ourselves to many 
other experiences before we conclude how we realty know reality.

“Reasonableness” requires those who dialogue to do so with the 
firm resolve that the problems under discussion can be solved, will be 
solved -o r at least that a step towards solving them will be taken. This 
requires one to talk in a way understandable to others -  “other-centered.” 
Unforhrnately, this is not the way we usually talk. We go back here to 
boomerang understanding. Often we are totally self-centered in our 
conversations and dialogue. We are more interested in explaining our 
point of view than in listening to others. Most of toe time we interpret 
everything others say wito a view toward constiucting arguments to 
support our own point of view. To be other-centered we need to listen 
intently to others to enter as ftrlly as possible into their experiences and 
toe way toose experiences are reflected in toe positions they take. 
“Reasonableness” to toe process of dialogue demands understanding 
diversity of experiences and of ways of thinking as enriching elements 
that can contribute to solving toe problems at hand. Disagreement, toen,

؛٠  This (i؛scuss؛©n ص “reasonableness” is based en Young’s explanation of one of the 
elements needed In a truly demoeratie proeess. See, Iris Marion Young, Inclusion andDemocra- 
cy (Oxford: Oxford University ?ress, 2000), 24-25.
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is not a source of discouragement but rather a sign of the agonistic 
pluralism needed, for it challenges one to farther dialogue in order to 
enter more deeply into each other’s experience and, enriched by the 
differences ٠٢ diversity in the group, to elaborate together a decision that 
will indeed promote justice and peace.؛’
“Reasonableness” in dialogue has to do with taking into consideration 
those not present at the dialogue -  third parties -  whose experiences and 
particularities are not represented. Their interests and understandings 
have to be factored into the discussion as much as possible and those 
involved in the dialogue must be accountable to those not included in it.؟؛ 
Some will argue that fais is a speaking for others, and that is not 
acceptable. However, fae interconnection of all forms of oppression 
makes this attitude indispensable for any true dialogue. No one will be 
folly liberated unless we are all liberated-this is fae importance of 
factoring into fae dialogue perspectives not represented in fae 
experiences ٠۴ those sitting around fae tablet. If those of us at fae table 
do not take responsibility ؛٠٢  making present fae demands of those who 
have been excluded, how are we going to be able to open up strucfares, 
to change power dynamics?

Finally, “reasonableness” requires those dialoguing not to bring 
into fae dialogue or attempt to farce a decision by invoking an extraneous 
authority, power ٠٢ norm. One can indeed invoke one’s experience as 
fae basis for what one is saying, but to try to extricate oneself from a 
difficult moment by invoking an authority outside fae process, breaks fae 
dialogue. An example of fais is fae use of sacred scripture-no matter 
which one — as the basis for one’s claims. Of course, sacred scripture

I am not endorsing a na'i've sense of dialogue that seeks to eliminate eonfliet. 1 
wholeheartedly embraee the perspeetives of agonistie pluralism that seeks to capitalize on the 
positive aspects of eonfliet and contestation, or, in my langage, of differenees and diversity. 
See, Chantai Moufee, The Return ofthe Political ((London: Verso, 2005); Bonnie Honig, Politi- 
cal Theory and the Displacement ofPolitics (Cornell: Cornell University ?ress, 1993); Democra- 
cy and the Foreigner (Princeton: ?rinceton University Press, 2001).

18 This idea of taking into consideration in our conversations those who are not pre- 
sent is developed by Jodi Dean in her discussion of “the situated, hypothetical tiiird.” See her 
book Solidarity o f Strangers (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), Chapter 1.
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may play an important rolo ط  interpreting experience or understanding 
reality. But to invoke sacred scripture ٠٢ another authoritative source as 
a deus ex machina is to move away from one's experience and is not rea- 
sonable.

Concluding Remarks

?erhaps the most important thing we have to offer our world is 
the fact that the work of justice, the work against any and all forms of 
oppression is not something we do on behalf of some group or ourselves. 
No, it is the work we do so our world can survive. The work of justice 
and peace is not something to he undertaken when we have time ٠٢ when 
we care about others. No, it is the work of those who live life 
responsibly, reflectively, who care for others who have no way of caring 
for themselves. Unless we make the struggle for justice central to our 
lives, our world will soon be inhabitable. We will not be able to live with 
ourselves because we are not able to live with others.

As an activist, I often feel discouraged. But 1 continue to find 
ways to call to conscience myself and others, at all times, in all 
situations, without rest. If others do not listen to the call to conscience of 
the poor and the oppressed the world over, all we can do is keep calling. 
We cannot let their deaf ears silence our calls. We cannot let injustice 
continue to be so common that people do not even notice it. We cannot 
grow weary but rather we must find strength in the precariousness of the 
human race. We must remember that to struggle is to live, that la vida es 
la lucha, and we must embrace the struggle for justice if we want love 
and peace to triumph.
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Resumen

La manera de ver y entender justicia en la actualidad no es efectiva, y 
además niega la realidad devastadora en la cual dos terceras partes de la 
población mundial viven cada día. ?٠٢  esta razón es necesario empezar 
el análisis, con este tipo de injusticia, la cual sus raíces y practicas causa 
fisuras y divisiones que aumentan las situaciones de injusticia en lugar de 
aliviarlas. En respuesta a estas formas de exclusión e injusticia, el 
artículo propone que es necesario redéfinir nuestras diferencias. La 
autora, cómo una mujer Latina en los EEt^J, es parte de una minoría que 
ha experimentado opresión de una manera tangible; y por esto, opresión 
es más que un concepto, es una realidad sociológica, una experiencia 
vivida y compartida. Uno de estos aspectos de la opresión es el 
imperialismo cultural, y está presente y sucede cuando grupos o 
individuos en posiciones de poder y autoridad hacen invisibles las 
experiencias y expresiones culturales de la víctimas, ?recisamente este 
tipo de imposición está basada en las diferencias que el grupo en poder 
ha definido. Son los que tienen poder y recursos los cuales determinan 
quien es aceptado y quien es rechazado, quien es normal y quien no ١٠ es, 
y finalmente quien vive y quien muere. ?٠٢  10 tanto, el lugar de ver 
nuestras diferencias como algo negativo, hay que redéfinir nuestras 
diferencias de una manera positiva y afirmativa, basada en relaciones 
personales y entendiendo que la relación e interacción entre personas 
“diferentes” es un aspecto positivo que promueve el bienestar social y la 
justica de todas las personas y grupos involucrados. A la vez, este tipo 
de relación e interacción, nos invita y desafía a dejar nuestro 
egocentrismo y a entrar en una dialogo transformador. De esta manera, la 
injustica no solo es un problema de las victimas sino es una situación en 
la cual todos somos responsables y debemos de buscar la manera de 
establecer este dialogo para poder ver nuestras diferencias de una manera 
positiva, afirmativa, y como una respuesta colectiva a la injusticia actual.
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