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Sally Haslanger

Future Genders!? Future Races?
Sally Haslanger

I. BACKGROUND'

In the social world as we know it, two of the most salient dimensions of human
difference are race and gender. If ] mention that | met an interesting person
while waiting for the subway last week, a first step o understanding the nature
of our contact would be to identify whether the person was a man or a woman,
and what race they were. (Also especially useful would be their relative age.)
To describe someone by their race and gender is not simply to describe their
appearance, but to situate them in a framework of meaning and indicate the
social norms that govern our interactions,

Dirawing on the insight that one's sex has quite well-defined and systematic
social implications, feminists have argued that it is helpful to distinguish sex
and gender. Very roughly, as the slogan goes, gender is the social meaning of
sex. The idea is that gender is not a classification scheme based simply on
anatomical or  biological differences, but marks social differences between
individuals. Sex differences are about testicles and ovaries, the penis and the
uterus (and on some theories, quite a bit more (Money and Tucker 1975,
Fausto-Sterling 2000))* ; gender, in contrast, is a classification of individuals in
terms of their social position, as determined by interpretations of their sex.

Tohelp understand this, consider, for example, the category of landlords. To
be a landlord one must be located within a broad system of social and economic
relations which includes tenants, private property, and the like. It might have
hEL“H t].'lﬂt -H].]. HI'Id U‘ﬂl"" l;lndlurds h':'ld U'ﬂl"f' '[{]Ul' Loes on thEi.I lufl: fDUt. El.lt CVEn
if this were the case, having this physical mark is not what it is to be a landlord.
Being nine-toed is an anatomical kind; being a landlord is a social kind.
Similarly, we can draw a distinction between sex and pender: sex is an
anatomical distinction based on locally salient sexualfreproductive differences,
and gender is a distinction berween the social/political positions of those with
bodies marked as of different sexes. (See also Haslanger 1993.)

Tobe clear, I'll use the terms ‘male’ and ‘female’ to designate sexes, ‘man’ and
‘woman’ to designate genders.”’ Because one is a female by virtue of some
{\’Hriﬂhlﬁ} set Uf ﬂnu:ul'{licill rEEItUrES-, Hﬂd One 15 9 woIman h'!f' virtue l}f {'.I‘I'IL"rs
position within a social and cconomic system, we should allow, at least in
principle, that some males are women and some females are men. Although it
is clear enough for our purposes here what distinguishes males and females, the
question of what it is to be a man or woman is not at all clear. And this has been
a major site of controversy amongst feminists.

I'll return to how we might define gender shortly. In the meantime it is
interesting to note that there is a parallel to the sex/gender distinction in the
case of race. Just as one's primary and secondary sex characteristics are socially
meaningful, so are the color of one's skin, shape of one's eyelids, color and
texture of one's hair, etc. So we can distinpuish the physical markers of race
from the social implications that these markers have. To register this termino-
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logically, let's distinguish “color” and "race” as parallel to sex and gender. [ will
use the tern ‘color’ to refer to the (contextually variable) physical “markers” of
race, just as | use the rerm ‘sex’ to refer to the (contextually variable) physical
“markers” of pender. | mean to include in “color” more than just skin tone:
common markers also include eye, nose, and lip shape, hair texture, physique,
etc. And in principle | want to allow that virtually any cluster of physical traies
that are assumed to be inherited from those who occupy a specific geographical
region or regions can count as “color”. (Although the term ‘people of color is
used to refer to non-Whites, | want to allow that the markers of *Whiteness”
count as “color”.) Borrowing the slogan we used before, we can say then that
race is the social meaning of "color”.

So far I've characterized race and gender very vaguely. [t is one thing to say
that race and gender are social categories that capture the social implications
of certain bodily traits, but can we give them more content? For example, what
are the specific social implications of sex in terms of which we should define
pender!? '

Among feminist theorists there are two problems that have generated
pessimism about providing any unified account of women; I'll call them the
commemality problem and the normativity problem. Very briefly, the commonality
problem questions whether there is anything social that females have in
common that could count as their *gender”. f we consider all females—females
of different times, places, and cultures—-there are reasons to doubt that there
is anything beyond body type (if even that) that they all share (Spelman 1988).
The normativity problem raises the concern that any definition of “what
woman is,” because it must select amongst the broad variation in women's
traits, cannot help but be value-laden, and so will marginalize certain females,
privilege others, and reinforce current gender norms { Butler 1990, Ch. 1).

A primary concern of feminist and antiracist theorizing is to give an account
of the social world that will assist us in the struggle for justice. Given this goal,
[ take the primary motivation for distinguishing sex from gender to arise in the
recognition that societies, on the whole, privilege individuals with male bodies.
Although the particular forms and mechanisms of oppression vary from culture
to culture, societies have found many ways—some ingenious, some crude—to
control and exploit the sexual and reproductive capacities of females. So one
important strategy for defining pender has been to analyze it in terms of
women'ssubordinate position in systems of male dominance.? Recognizing the
legitimate goals of feminist and antiracist theory, we can allow, then, thar
certain vnluesgui.tle our inguiry. Pursuing this line of thought, here is a (rough)
proposal for specifying what it is to be a man or a woman:®

S is a woman iffgy S is systematically subordinated along some
dimension (economic, pu|ilic£|l, lcg;ﬂ.. social,etc.), and S is " marked”
as a target for this treatment by observed or imagined bodily features
presumed to be evidence of a female’s biological role in reproduc-
tion.”
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S is a man iff g S is systematically privileged along some dimension
(economic, polirical, legal, social, ete.), and S is “marked" as a target
for this treatment by observed or imagined bodily features presumed
to be evidence of a male’s biological role in reproduction.

It is a virtue, | believe, of these accounts, that depending on context, one's
sex may have a very different meaning and it may position one in very different
kinds of hierarchies. The variation will clearly occur from culture to culture
{and sub-culture to sub-culture); so e.g., to be a Chinese woman of the 1790',
a Brazilian woman of the 1890's, or an American woman of the 1990's may
invalve very different social relations, and very different kinds of oppression.
Yet on the analysis suggested, these groups count as women insofar as their
subordinate positions are marked and justified by reference to female sex.

With this strategy of defining gender in mind, we can now consider whether
it will help in giving some content to the social category of race. The feminist
approach recommends: don't look for an analysis that assumes that the
category's meaning is always and everywhere the same; rather, consider how
members of the group are socially positioned, and what physical markers serve as
a supposed basis for such treatment. Elaborating the earlier slogan, we might
say that race is the social meaning of the geographically marked, i.e., “colored”
body. To develop this, consider the following account.”

A group is racialized (in context C) iffjf its members are socially
positioned as subordinate or privileged along some dimension
{economic, political, legal, social, etc.) (in C), and the group is
“marked” as a target for this treatment by observed or imagined
badily features presumed to be evidence of ancestral links to a
certain geographical region.

In other words, races are those groups demarcated by the geographical
associations accompanying perceived body type, when those associations take
on evaluative significance conceming how members of the group should be
viewed and treated. Given this definition, we can say that 5 is of the White
(Black, Asian...) race [in C] iff Whirtes (Blacks, Asians...) are a racialized group
[in C], and S is a member.®

Mote that on this view, whether a group is racialized, and so how and whether
an individual is raced, is not an absolute fact, but will depend on context. For
example, Blacks, Whites, Asians, Native Americans, are currently racialized in
the US insofar as these are all groups defined in terms of physical features
associated with places of origin, and insofar as membership in the group
funcrions socially as a basis for evaluation. However, some groups are not
currently racialized in the US, but have been so in the past and possibly could
be again (and in other contexts are), e.g., the ltalians, the Germans, the Irish.

Given these accounts it should be clear that a primary task in the quest for
social justice is to eliminate those social structures that constitute races (or
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racialized groups) and eliminare men and women. Of course this is not to say
that we should eliminate males and females, or impose a *khaki” appearance on

everyone. Rather, it is tosay that we should work for aday when sex and “color”
mirkers do not have hierarchical implications.

II. ALTERNATIVES

At this stage one might reasonably ask, however: Why build hierarchy into the
definitions! Why not define gender and race as those social positions motivated
and justified by cultural responses to the body, without requiring that the social
positions are hierarchical! Wouldn't that provide what we need without
'Llnphriug {ilnpluusil‘llﬂ that women are, by definition, subordinate, men, by
definition, privileged, and races, by definition, hierarchically positioned?

Recall the sugpestion that gender is the social meaning of sex and race is the
social meaning of “color”. Consistent with this, one could allow that the social
implications of sex and “color” are, as we know them, hierarchical, but insist that
sex and "color” can nonetheless be meaningful under conditions of justice. 1f
50, then in envisioning a just future we should include the oprion of preserving
race and gender while working towards race and gender equality.

Pursuing this strategy we could use the definitions of man and woman offered
aboves: it is clear that these dominant nodes of our current gender structures are
hierarchical. But rather than assuming thar gender is simply the genus under
which the more Speciﬁc categories of men and women fall, we could define
gender as a broader genus allowing both hierarchical and non-hierarchical
cases. For example (roughly),

A group G is a gender (in context C) iff jf its members are similarly
positioned as along some social dimension (economie, political,
legal, social, etc.) (in C), and the members are “marked” as appro-
priately in this position by observed or imagined bodily features
presumed to be evidence of reproductive capacities or funcrion.

A similar approach to race would yield the following:

A group G is racialized (in context C) iffgf its members are similarly
positioned as along some social dimension (economic, political,
legal, social, etc.) (in C), and the members are “marked"” as appro-
priately in this position by ohserved or imagined bodily features
presumed to be evidence of ancestral links to a certain geographical
region.

As in the case of gender, we could retain the hierarchical analysis for existing
races, e.g., Black, White, Latinafo, etc., are hierarchical groups. But we might
envision a new egalitarian structure of races, i.e., new races, to take their place.

In what follows, 1 will argue that there are interesting and important
differences between race and gender that count agamst treating them as parallel.
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Recause sex is, from a political point of view, inevitably meaningful, we neid
to envision new egalitarian genders; but race is different, and we should not take
a parallel approach to race.

111 “SEX", “COLOR” AND BIOLOGY s 7
Start with gender. | am sympathetic to radical rethinkings of sex u_ml. gm_l;, . er.
In particular, 1 believe that we should refuse to use anatomy as a primary 1‘.1::3
for classifying individuals and thatany di,stinlctiuns between kinds of s.exu% a
reproductive bodies are importa ntly political and open to contest, qmel
authors have argued that we should acknowledge the continuum of anatom :ul:ajt_
differences and recognize at least five sexes (Fausto-Sterling 1993). Anc n_lk
sexual distinctions become more complex, we would alm neen_:l to rﬁtht
sexuality, given thalr ﬁﬂl:ﬂ.ai desire would not fit neatly within existing homo-
- xual paradigms. :
Stxﬁ:ﬂle:‘::ﬁ?m cmf EIICDEII'JEL‘ the proliferation of sln:m:ml and l‘E[}TIU'ii!'l:JEtl"i'::
options without maintaining that we can or s’tltfruld eliminate all s_o-cuL impli-
cations of anatomical sex and reproduction. Given that as a species there ars
substantial differences in what human bodies contribute to rupr!aductlun,lan
what sorts of bodies bear the main physical burdens of H‘.‘Iprﬂdl.!l: tion, EI.'I'I.df given
further that reproduction cannot really help hru_t bea s:.)-mlailv s_1gruf icant .av.:[_{lt
does, after all, produce children), it can seem dlufﬁcu}t to imagine af.unctc:nmlg
society, more specifically, a functioning feminist society, that Fioesn tac ?iwl-
edge in some way the difference between those kinds of bodies that are hl E|:1
able to bear children, and those that aren’t. One could argue th_lat we shou
work towards a society free of gender in a materialist sense—one in which sex-
oppression does not exist—while still uﬂuwinl\g that ?exun'l and repr:.‘niu::twc
differences should be taken into account in a just society. (Frye 1996; Gatens
1'?91?};1 argument just skerched (more is ce rta_inl'_.r : needed to flesh it ui;t}
asserted that sexual difference—allowing variations in what culturres consider
or should consider relevant in marking sex differe nces—would be in some way
meaningful in any society of people with bodies like ours, at least in any society
in which humans are sexual beings and ruprmlch bmln_aglcallv,r; 50 doing aw{:yt
with gender categories altogether, i.e., eliminating snclml categories that take
sexual difference into account, would not be an effective way to create a just
future. On this issue | am sympathetic to Beauvoir’s argument that fe rnulus.l on
the whole, bear a greater physical burden for the species thap mj.ales. and it is
the responsibility of society to address this in order to achieve justice ( Beauvoir
. Ch. 2). &
19%?:1?:'[23531{ nt?ce mpting to eliminate gender, we should try to envision mﬁ
non-oppressive ways of being pendered without being a man or a woln};:?. al:l
should eventually incorporate these new gender concepts as parts {p;:msn hly v::_t ry
small parts) of our self-unde rstandings. In ut!xer wurdels, ina just “’F_‘}'W gu:j er
(in some as yet unknown form) should constitute a thin social position, and to

1 ¥
i iti as an i enitity, we
the extent that one's social position has an impact on one’s identity
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should allow for the development of non-hierarchically grounded gender
identities.? Consequently, it isan important project within a feminist antiracism
to construct alternative social positions and identities (hopefully many of
them!) for people of different sexes.'”

The idea here is that justice requires that we radically rethink the structure
of relationships that constitute our societies. But this does not mean that
“anything goes”. There are some limits to what alternatives are viable, e.g.,
there may be features that are necessary for the society to function at all, or for
it to be just, or that are especially desirable in some way. Sexual reproducrion,
| submit, imposes some limits in forming a just society, though it is not clear
what those limits are. Given that sex needs to be meaningful in order toachieve
justice, a conception of gender that allows new non-hierarchical cases will be
valuable in our efforts.

The question arises, however, whether there is something about race that
should also constrain us. s there something significant we are in danger of
losing track of should we pursue the elimination of race?" 1t would seem that
racial equality should be our goal (as opposed to the elimination of race), only if
we have reason to view “color” as a justifiable way for societies to differentiate
groups of people, i.e., if “color” is a legitimate basis for a thin social position.
Although it appears that there are reasons for any functioning society to take
sex and reproduction seriously, there does not seem to be any comparable
reason for thinking that functional societies must acknowledge those physical

| differences that distinguish “color”. Classifications based on “color” vary
tremendously depending on the socio-historical-legal context, and are not
grounded in meaningful biological categories. (Appiah 1992, Ch. Z; Appiah
1996; Root 2000; Mills 1998, Ch 3; Zack 2002; Lewontin 1982; cf. Mosely
1995: Kitcher 1999; Andreason1998; Andreason 2000)." For example, the
markers of “Blackness" differ when considering, e.g., the contemporary United
States, Brazil, and South Africa, and the rules for racial marking change over
time (Davis 1991). Moreover, “color” classification is not just an informal
practice, but is often legally imposed and based on biological myths of “blood”
(think of the “one drop” rule, enforced under Jim Crow). It is not plausible to
explain the variation and development of “color” distinctions in terms of
increased understanding of biology or genetics. Rather, the best explanations
point to their social and political implications (Fields 1982; Fields 1990;
Stocking 1994; Mills 1997).

These facts indicate an important difference berween race and gender.
Although gender as we know it is a site of social injustice, just societies should
be concerned with those functions of human bodies that matter for reproduc-
tion. But “color"—those clusters of features such as skin tone, hair rexture, eye
and lip shape, imagined “racial gene”, and other imagined anatomical differ-
ences that are used to mark races—does not seem to correlate with any feature
that carries sufficient biological weight that it must be socially addressed.

It is important to note that even if society should not be structured to
recognize “color”-distinctions, this does not entail a politics of “race blindness”.
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Race, as I've argued, is more than just “color”; it concerns the systematic
subordination of groups of people marked by “color™.? The effort to end racism
must recognize racialized groups in order to understand the processes by which
they are formed and sustained, and in order to remedy the ongoing injustice
done to their members. Recognizing racialized groups is not only compatible
with justice but essential to achieving it. Burt to recognize the social positions
created by existing racist ideologies and institutions is not to endorse the
formation of public or personal identities based on “color”.

For example, in the contemporary US, there are many groups that define
themselves by reference to race and racial injustice: some form on the basis of
a common history of racial oppression, or in solidarity against such oppression,
others on the basis of cultural practices that have evolved within racialized
groups (e.g., Kwanzaa). However, note that it is neither necessary nor sufficient
for group membership that one have a particular inherited body type per se;
what is required is a common history, a moral stand against injustice, or the
enjoyment of a celebratory practice. These groups, or at least many of them,
do not define themselves by reference to *color”, even if in the context of racial
oppression some of them correspond in their membership roughly to group:
that are marked by “color”. Such group conceptions avoid false assumption:
about biology and geography in constructing group solidarity, and also avoic
the entrenchment of social divisions along existing racial lines: at least i
principle and often in practice, the membership of such groups is “multi-racial
by the dominant standards of racialization.

A. The medical necessity of “color” coding

But perhaps this is too fast. What abour racial patterns in susceptibility ¢
discase! Shouldn't societies be prepared, as a matter of justice, to addres
disadvantages that some suffer due to genetic risk factors? And don’t some ¢
these correlate with "color™? The weight of current research suggests not (Roc
2001). Although there are significant generalizations linking race/"color” wit

disease in the United States, the basis for these generalizations is social ne
hiological:

Blacks are seven times more likely to die of tuberculosis than whites,
three times more likely to die of H.LV.-A.LD.S. and twice as likely
to die of diabetes. The diseases are biological but the racial
differences are not; How is this possible? .. .No mystery. Race affects
income, housing, and healthcare, and these, in turn, affect health.

Stress suppresses the immune system and being black in the U.5.
today is stressful. (Root 2000, 5629)

Given the contextual variability of “color” classifications, it is not surprisi
that generalizations linking “color” with disease are only local and do n
support a biological basis for race. For example,
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An individual with sickle-cell disease can be black in the U.S,, but
white in Brazil, for the category of black or white is defined
differently here and there. As a result, rares of sickle-cell disease for

blacks differ from place to place, in part because race does. (Root
2000).

Thus, it seems thar although there are reasons for a society to take “color”
seriously as an indicator of risk under conditions where groups are racialized (or
are suffering the long-term effects of racialization), this only shows that prior
injustice imposes constraints on the construction of a just society; it does not
show that “color”, or a biological fact correlating with “color”, imposes such a
constraint. Asaresult it may be appropriate for societies to be structured so that
there are social implications of having suffered injustice—implications that
arempt to redress the injustice or prevent recurring injustice—but history
rather than biology is what requires our response.

On might insist, however, that although we currently think of “color” as
something that is easily observable in everyday interaction, perhaps instead it
should be genetically defined. If so, then in keeping with the terminology I've
introduced, the genetic traits in question would count as “color”. And to be
more explicit, we might adjust our slogan for race: race is the social meaning
of certain (to be specified) genetic traits.

In pursuing this approach, we cannot assume that such penetically defined
groups will correspond with the groups we currently count as races, i.e., that the
external appearance of the groups will correspond to the “color” divisions we
make now, or even that the external appearance of members of a single group
will be similar. But that's just to say, on this view, that our current classification
is mispuided. Moreover, one might argue, we need to treat such genetic groups
as socially relevant because they correlate with socially meaningful traits, e.g.,
susceptibility to disease. Because medical care is something that a just society
must be concerned to provide, “color”, like sex, must be taken into account
even under conditions of justice. As a result, we should treat race like gender as
a category that currently has hierarchical forms, but need nor.

The question whether there are genetically defined groups that are medically
significant and should count as races is a large issue in contemporary genomics

and biomedical ethics. 1 will not be in a position to address fully the literature
on this topic here. However, there are three points that count against revising
my account of race to include non-hierarchical groups defined by reference to
genetic traits.

First, according o my definition, racial divisions are marked by observed or
imagined clusters of physical traits that are assumed to be inherited from those who
occupy a specific geographical region or regions. Consequently, not just any
medically relevant genetic division amongst humans will count as a basis for
race: the genetic traits must be interpreted as geographically significant. The
connection between race and geography is, | believe, akey factor in distinguish-
ing race from other social categories that are marked on the body and assumed
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ta be natural, e.g., gender, certain forms of disability and disease, (sometimes)
sexual orientation, and (sometimes) caste. The link with geography also helps
explain the role of racial concepts in the context of imperialism and t!ae process
of nation-building (Mills 1997). So there are good reasons to maintain the
geographical element in the definition of race. _ .
Second, although my definition of “color” does not require that the ph:,,rsncal
traits in question be easily observable in ordinary interaction, the marking of
racialized bodies involves appearance. Forexample, at certain times and places,
Jews have been racialized. The specifics of the racialization process vary, but
on one scenario Jews are imagined to have some physical feature inherited from
populations originating in what is now the Middle East. In some cases,
however, it is recognized that there is no reliably observable phv,-snlcal fearure
that distinguishes Jews from non-Jews, so other devices have been introduced
to make sure that their race is identifiable in casual encounters, e.g., yellow
stars. So even if geneticists can find ways of dividing humans intn: Broups based
on genetic features that are assumed to be inherited fmfn [mpglﬂ.tmn.s originat-
ing in a particular region, as | see it, those groups are rac ializedina -:ontextlunhr
if in that context it is thought that there are observable markers, either
anatomical or artificial, that—at least in paradigm cases—distinguish mem-
bers of the group.  Such observable marking is important to rh_u process _{:f
racialization, for a key factor in racializing a group is the invocation of social
norms that differentiate “appropriate” behavior towards the memb:(:rs of the
group (normally) before any interaction is possible. You experience the
“color,” behave in accordance with the norms for individuals of that kind, and
ask questions later, if ever { Alcoff 2000a, Alcoff Iﬂﬂﬂtf}. , !

Granting these two points, it would seem that it is still _posmblu for races, |_n‘
my sense, to be constituted by social responses to genetic ffu:t_s. A penetic
division amongst humans, together with assumptions concerning gqulraphy
and practices of marking, can create social groups which are either p:nwlegud
and subordinated. In other words, it is possible for genetics to t’uncn‘nn as an
element of “color” in a process of racialization. However, the question now
before us is whether there are good reasons to count nonrhiumrchir_zﬂ Eroups
constituted in this way as races. Is “color” genuinely analogous to"sex” or m_:nt!'
(Recall, I've suggested there is good reason to treat differently sexed bodies
differently even under conditions of justice.) poN .

For example, consider those who have a genetic 31lscu:p£lbll|t-,r to smklf cell
anemia. Although it is often thought that sickle cell is a _Bluck disease”, the
“color” designation “black” does not correlate at all well m_mth those ,whp have
the relevant gene (HbS), or with those who have the disease. {I‘i'l use'the
capitalized term ‘Black’ for the racialized group; I'll use lower-case ‘black’ for
the body schema designated for those with relatively recent Sl._lh—-SBl‘ial‘ﬂl'l
African ancestry.) Sickle cell is found primarily among populations whr_:su
ancestors have lived where malaria is common. So it occurs among those with
ancestors from central and western Africa, but not southern Adriea: it is also
found, e.g., in Turks, Yemenis, Indians, Greeks, and Sicilians (Adelman 2003).
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Sho re treg i * 51
ol geograpbical orin b e e e 38 8 grup whese gnonype
is-geographic 1S s ant in structuring a just sociery? Given that
presumably justice req hat we tre: S carri B et
quires that we treat HbS carriers as a morally significant
Eroup { they should be entitled to certain medical care, perhaps to heald
Ef_.fuc:]t_u::n concerning reproductive options, accommodation for any resulti :
dmull'-thtms, etc.), it appears that “color” features do matter in s:;:rl:in e
straints on i}uw we organize ourselves. In order to guarantee needed acc i
dation HbS carriers might also be “marked” by health alert h;1* le s
necklaces (note that I'm not recommending this, but raise it to malk?a{ts GT
exactanalogy with race). If so, then it would seem that the disanalogy b meIL
sex and “color” breaks down. i e
But this lem_:ls to my third point against treating non-hierarchical penetic-
cum-geographical groups as racial groups. Insofar as justice rtquin:s!ihar we
izt. ?III.Ud;Fe tlhe m;ju_ds of such a group, it is by virtue of their health starus DLF
5¢, medical conditions are relevant in consideri at justice require
ﬂ".d it u:::}!,r be l:hnt medical conditions mmutimcf;r:l::flil:it:' ijtlllf :c;t:grr"::;l:lj::: i
ongins (tor obvious cases think of children bom ¢ in_ highl
pnil:_:tml areas). But the basis for the differential treat‘:nzuartui[:lgt?:g;cpc'll:cr ilsg:zhi
m-.:q.{?cnl condition; any real or imagined links with geography is gfm: l:L
!nut_in;u{ point of view, accidental, For example, suppose a largeypcr::::nt'n ; T‘
Imd_w!s_fuu[s born in a certain area have a specific genetic defect ].'-‘rf_-su:nulb;\ig 'D
mdlw_dun] born in or with ancestors from a very different area with th'u s:;:
genetic dcff:cr should be grouped with them from the medical point of view
As | see it, the main issue is how we draw distinctions between humans fo
the purposes of justice. I've argued that it is important to distinguish existiz: f
races and genders because of historical and contemporary forms of oppressi !3
.11 ;r’:{ Elt‘glﬁl th:it we shuirtldrddistinguish new forms of gender inI ﬂrdﬁo;:;
accommodate the special burdens some humans carry i
ductltun; I'have also suggested that we should disttngu‘ilil'll:;:;jpir:i::hssr:: I:E*.ﬂt-h
ﬂ'!L‘!.{]Eiil conditions in order to provide adequate care and support Eﬂ .
different categories of concern require different strategies of res DI:I..'SI." lzjﬂ
thuu_glla there are cases where the Benetics, peography, and markinlftuleﬁ t F
medicine can trigger racialization, | submit that this is when Hierurcll: tiE:
_lmpus_r:ui. Ineffect, there will be cases in which racism and ableism overla J d
in which antiracists and antiableists are confronting structurally similar E.Fm
tice. l-llu.we ver, for the most part, the challenges facing those who hnvu;uf !’r:jrl:esci
rgc:ul injustice and those who have suffered medical/ableist injustice ;re ver
1_:|Lffv.?runr; :uj.d race and disability require different responses in order ro uv:hive‘.r:er
justice. This provides good reason for not expanding the definition of r:
include non-hierarchical genetic divisions between us as racial diuisiun‘;ce i

E. Emrlhm'un, populations, and life-worlds
ut perhaps there are other biological i
g ical expls 5 8 istence :
e f s et gical explanations of the persistence of race.
e 5 ip ovides turther reason to pause before we reject “color” as a
ECitimate, perhaps even inevitable e SO in
¢, source of social meaning. He asks,
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concerning the number and persistence of differently “colored” populations,

Might these populations not be the result of bio-cultural group
attachments and practices that are conducive to human survival
and well-being, and hence must be understood, appreciated, and
provided for in the principles and practices of, say, a liberal demo-
cratic society? (Outlaw 1996, 13)

He seems to answer that populations defined at least in part by “color™ are
valuable and virtually inevitable. Communities, he argues, constitute “life-
worlds” of meaning which include interpretations of the body. ®... of particular
importance,” he points out, “are norms of somatic aesthetics that help o
regulate the preferences and practices in terms of which partners are chosen for
the intimacies that frequently (must) result in the birth of new members...”
(Cutlaw 1996, 16)

Because, he argues, humans on the whole desire “to achieve relative

immortality” by having offspring “who look and carry on somewhat like
ourselves” (Outlaw 1996, 17)," moreover, because we have reason to be fearful
of “significantly different and objecrionable strangers” (Outlaw 1996, 17), and
finally, because the “valorization of descent” increases our chances of survival
by motivating cooperation (Outlaw 1996, 18), our communities develop into
“self-reproducing populations that share distinguishing physical and culeural
features that set the demographic boundaries of a life-world.” (Outlaw 1996,
17) On his view, when such a population is defined to a significant degree by
physiological factors, it is a race; when to a lesser degree, it is an ethnicity.
(Outlaw 1996, 136). Races are, then, enduring, if not inevitable, facts of social
life, and because they promote cooperation, security, and so survival of a
community's life-world, they are valuable.

Although | am sympathetic to Outlaw's interest in the embodiment of social
norms and the development of an aesthetic of “color” (see, e.g., Haslanger
2004), there are anumber of points in this narrative that strike me as worrisome.
In particular, I wonder about the implicit gender assumptions and the supposed
“naturalness” of mate selection among humans. For example, it appears that
Qutlaw is taking as given that individuals tend to choose mates of the same
“color” (allowing that “color” differences depend on context), and the task is
to provide an explanation of this that will show such choices to be conducive
to the survival of their society. There are potentially two connections with
hiology here: on one hand, individual choices for “same-color” mates are being
cast as, although admittedly shaped by cultural cues, nonetheless “natural”; and
on the other hand, the model of natural selection is being applied to the society:
the societies that are “color”-conscious in their choices are more “fit” than
others, and so survive.

However, considering the broad extent of human history, the option of an
individual “choosing” his or her mate has not been uniformly granted, and in
particular, has more often not been granted to women; fathers or tribal elders
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typically control the reproductive options for women and girls. Moreover,
women have been regularly used in the context of gift-exchange between
“foreign”, even hostile, groups as a means of increasing the chance of friendly
relations (Rubin 1973), not to mention a way of expanding the gene pool. So
much more would need to be said to support Outlaw's suggestions that
individuals narurally choose mates who are marked as being the same “color”,
for the alleged “choice” of mates is plausibly accounted for by a broad range of
social fucts rather than any biological predisposition on the part of individu-
als.""  And given the potential value of out-group mating (as evidenced by the
practices of gift-exchange), more is also needed to support the claim that in-
group mating is the most successful strategy.

A further concern is whether, even if the choice of a same-"color” mate is
common, and even if to some extent “natural,” whether this is good. Qutlaw
suggests that it is valuable because it promotes the survival of the “life-world”
of the community. But of course, not all *life-worlds” are ones that should be
preserved, even within a “liberal democratic sociéry”. For example, Outlaw
speaks of the “valorization of descent” as a factor that contributes to the
uniformiry of “color” in a population, and also which also serves as a means of
promoting cooperation berween members of the population. Setting aside the
empirical question of whether this is an effective way to promote cooperation,
it would seem that the valorizarion of descent would (and does) create an
unjust hierarchy of family forms.  The history of adoption provides a rather
pruesome tale of the effects of the “valorization of descent”: orphaned and
“illegitimare” children are systematically abandoned, women who give birth
to"illegitimate” children are cast out, even murdered, if discovered; parentless
and adopted children through history have been mistreated, denied legal
protections, and severely stigmatized. Families that are formed through
{either formal or informal) adoption are very often not regarded as “real” with
the implication (among many others) that individuals and couples who want
children nevertheless remain childless and leave children without homes,
rather than face the stigma of adoption.  This suggests that the "valorization
of descent” should be rejected in a “liberal democratic society”, not preserved.

In summary, it appears that “color” may in some hypothetical contexts and
by accident be morally significant. But this is not sufficient reason to treat race
like gender as a response to a physical fact that even a just society must address.
Although both “color” and sex as we know them are socially significant,
“color” need not, and in most cases, should not be. However, thus far ['ve
supposed that if “color” does impose constraints on what can be just, it would
be due to the biological basis of “color”. Are there other aspects of “color” that
might legitimately constrain us!

111. “COLOR" AND CULTURE

It is hard to imagine any function essential to a society that could only be
served by distinguishing people along the lines of “color™.'®  So it does not
appear that an argument for treating “race” as a genus of social categories that
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includes both hierarchical and non-hierarchal forms, analogous to the argu-
ment offered for gender, is available. But given the purposes of an .enga:ged
feminist antiracism, it is important to know not only what sorts of idealized
cocieties there might be, but what a just society would look like that ccu_]d
plausibly evolve as asuccessor to ours. One mightargue, for e:lcample, that rlarjml
groups, although originating as offshoots of racist practices and pulu:,lis,
develop cultural forms and self-understandings that are v?luahle: It might
seem, more specifically, that a society without race couldn't pl:}u&lhhr evolve
from ours without cutting itself off from its own history and {Jumr.p, d-.mmg_e to
meaningful communities. Linda Alcoff argues in her paper, “Mestizo [dentity:

__within the context of racially based and organized systems of
oppression, racial identiry will continue to bea salie{'nt internal and
external component of identity. Systems of oppression, mgregaFed
communities, and practices of discrimination create a cu!chtLve
experience and a shared history fora racialized grouping. It is thar
shared experience and history, more than any pl_wsu:-lugmal or
morphological features, that cements the community and creates
connections with others along racial lines. And that history cannot
be deconstructed by new scientific accounts that dispute the char-
acterization of race as anatural kind. Accountsof race asasocial and
historical identity, though this brings in elements that are tempo-
rally contingent and mutable, will probably prove to have more
persistence than accounts of race that tie it to bml{fg',r. Ironically
history will probably have more permanence than hiology. (Alcotf
1995, 271}

Here Alcoff suggests that race might be best understood as “a saﬁ'tal and
historical identity”, and that race is more meaningfully centered on “shared
experience and history” than on body type. : i

The suggestion that racial unity stems more from sl::ared experience and
history is especially significant as we move away from th-_'-: Elack-Wthe binary
and think more carefully about the racialization of L‘atum.l'osl and Asians. For
example, Latinasfos do not fit many of the assumptions typically Imade about
races. Latin America is highly diverse in the “color” of its populations and the
cultures it includes:

By U.S. categories, there are black, brown, white, Asian and Mative
American Latinasfos. There are many Latinasfos from the southern
cone whose families are of recent European origin, a larg_ul number
of Latinasfos from the western coastal areas whose famtltes_ came
from Asia, and of course a large number of Latinasfos whose lincage
is entirely indigenous to the Americas or entirely African. (Alcoff
2000h, 31)
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Maoreover, the cultures of Cuba, Brazil, Panama, Mexico, Chile, Columbia,
Costa Rica, to name a few, vary widely in their dominant (and regional)
languages, cuisine, holidays, political structures, and virtually every other
dimension of culture. Comparable diversity can be found in Asia. (And it
should not be forgotten that there is tremendous cultural diversity in all of
major proups racialized in the S, e.g., the cultures of Sub-Saharan Africa and
the African Diaspora are by no means homogeneous.) This is, of course,
compatible with Latinas/os and Asians being racialized in the United States,

Such diversity of appearance and culture raises the question whether there
is anything other than being racialized that unifies Latinasfos and Asians.
Although racial identity hias been imposed by systems of oppression, there are
and have been movements within the groups to construct positive identities
(pan-Latinafo, pan-Asian) to counter stigmatized identities and fight against
the injustices inherent in the process of racialization. Do these count as
“racial” identities? Should we reconceive the notion of racial group in their
terms! Should a feminist antiracism support the formation of racial identities
and racial groups in this sense?

A. History, experience, and self-interpretation

One goal of this inquiry is to provide an account of race and racial identity that
will be useful in the quest for social justice. As Alcoff suggests, this will be to
a significant extent a constructive project requiring us to look not only back to
history but also forward towards a better future. In developing my accounts of
race and gender | have focused on the rtask of identifying groups who have
suffered from certain forms of embodied oppression; we should not ignore,
however, that the members of these groups are not passive victims, but are
agents engaged in the construction of their own meanings (Lugones and
Spelman 1986). For members of subordinated races, their racial affiliation—
as it has been constructed from within the group—is often not only a source of
pride and value in their lives, but has provided resources to combat racial
oppression. So if we are thinking about the possible future of race, one option
is to build on these positive racial reconstructions, rather than the damaging
structures of oppression.

For example, amongst those working on reconstructions of “Blackness”, one
theme emphasized is shared history as opposed to "color”, and cultural inter-
connections as opposed to common culture (Gilroy 1993; Hall 1992; Gooding-
Williams 1998). This option is also considered by those working on Latinafo
and Asian identity (Gracia 2000a; Gracia 2000b; Alcoff 2000; Shah 1994),
though as suggested above, the prospects of finding a plausible way to charac-
terize the historical and cultural connections are diminished as the group
becomes more diverse. Moreover, insofar as a reconstruction of race in terms
of history and experience will have to provide an interpretation of that history
and experience, and so select what aspects to highlight, we re-encounter the
problem of normativicy.

K:}I'I(‘ Uf [I'I.l.' i]l'gu[I!Cl'itS lh:l[ h.‘d.ﬁn EJE.'L"“ I..lﬁl_'d to L'I'.I.':I].lEﬂgE EI'lE L,LSCflIlnEﬁS [flf rl'I.E
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category of gender for feminist politics raises the concern that women are so
diverse that there is no way to capture what women are that does not privilege
some women as paradigmatic and others marginal. This is a not merely an
abstract concern in the context of women's studies, for there have been strands
of feminist research that focus on White privileged women as if their issues and
experiences are representative of all women. In devcl_l.}ping my own account of
gender 1 argued that theoretically privileging certain fc_ut_ures .uf a group or
certain members of a group over others is not always pernicious, if the basis fu?
privileging is justified by a legitimate purpose of the theory. In the case o
feminist research, one legitimate purpose is todevelopa framework that enables
us to identify and better understand forms of injustice. _Be::alu.se my t]jneun'
defines women as those who suffer from sex-based oppression, it theoretically
privileges oppressed females. But this is justified given the purpose of the
L uIry.
ui su?ggested that an analogous argument might also hold for race. For
example, there is a danger in determining what history and experiences should
count as definitive of Blackness, or of Asianness, that a narrative would be
constructed that privileges men, heterosexuals, the economically advantaged,
the educated, etc. The suggestion that reconstructed races would be defi m.“'d by
those who are its members is, if we imagine it happening lhr:::ugll some h1ghiv
democratic process, one strategy of addressing this concern ?Uocqmg-‘ﬁ_"dl-
iams, 1988). However, even democracy doesn't guarantee uqu_ltablc inclusion.
Given that the effects of such efforts are not merely symbolic, but also have
substantial ramifications in law and politics, there is reason to be extremely
cautious. It may be possible to provide a positive reconstruction of race or of
particular races; my point here is to highlight the challenge of simultaneously
accommodating the broad diversity of people who count as members of a race,
and the selectivity involved in constructing a basis for group |!1emhursh|p.l
| agree with Alcoff that there are a variety of groups unified b',,r_ socialf
historical background and/or culture, and these are valuable and are lﬂﬂlﬂ? to
persist. In the case of panethnicities, their formation and self'defmmgt} is st l!.“
in progress. If we build on the positive reconstructions of race to envision the
future of race, then we might pursue Alcoff's suggestion that the future of race
lies in panethnicities, or what she calls (following David Goldberg) cdmchlcs,
that are unified around the history of being racialized as a group and the positive
cultural forms that have evolved in response.

B. Ethnorace _ o
What exactly is an “ethnorace”? I've argued that there is a conception of race
in terms of racialized group that is valuable for thinking about certain forms of
embodied oppression. This is how 1 characterized it in section [:

A group is racialized (in context C) iffgf its members are ﬁt]ci':_l]i‘f
positioned as subordinate or privileged along some dtmunamln
{economic, political, legal, social, etc.) (in C), and the group is
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“marked” as a target for this treatment by observed or imagined
bodily features presumed to be evidence of ancestral links to a
certain geographical region.

How is an ethnonrace different from a race? Is the notion of an ethnorace more
useful than race (as I've defined it)?  In considering a more just future, should
we aspire to preserve ethnoraces or eliminate them and the conditions thar
sustain them!?

Alcoff introdduces the notion of ethnorace because social and historical
reality does not seem to fit the standard classifications of race or ethmicity, For
example, Latinafos as a group are not racially homogenous, although Latinafo
{or Hispanic) in many contexts counts as a race. Some have supgested that a
better strategy is to replace racial classification with ethnic classification.
Ethnicities, as Alcoff is using the term, concern “cultural practices, customs,
language, sometimes religion, and so on.” { Alcoff 2000, 25) Some ethnicities,
in this sense, are sub-groups of existing races (all of the standard races include
various ethnic groups); and some ethnicities cross racial lines,

Alcoff recommends that we think of currently racialized groups (perhaps
especially groups such as “Latinafos”) in terms of ethnoraces rather than
ethnicities for three main reasons: (i) culture, especially the cultures of
racialized groups, tends to be naturalized and to entail membership inarace. For
example, as soon as one reveals informarion abour one's culture of origin, one
is immediately racialized. If one has grown up in Mexico and is culturally
Mexican, then regardless of how one physically appears, one is assumed to be
Latinafo. {Alcoff 2000, 37-8) (ii) the racial coding of the body trumps cultural

identification:

...race, unlike ethnicity, has historically worked through visible
matkers on the body that trump dress, speech, and cultural
practices....in popular consciousness—in the implicit perceprual
practices we use in everyday life to discern how to relate to each
other—ethnicity does not "replace” race. When ethnic idenrities
are used instead of racial ones, the perceptual practices of visual
demarcation by which we slot people into racial categories continue
tooperate because ethnic categories offer no substituting perceptual
practice. (Alcoff 2000, 38)

Because current social perception is conditioned to interpret “color” as cultur-
ally meaningful, classifications of individuals into ethnic groups will continue
to tely on the physical markers of race. And (iii) positive group solidarity
amongst currently racialized groups in the United States is likely to provoke
anxiety and resistance because the long history of their subordination is a threat
to the dominant American self-image. Insofar as the United States identifies
with and takes pride in its commitment to equality and freedom for all, the
affirmation of Otherness is a reminder of a shameful history that many long to
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erase. (Alcoff 2000, 39). Because racialization has been rhetorically crucial to
the legitimizing narratives of white supremacy, deracialization will be resisted.

So because race and racialization is intimately bound up with culture and so
ethnicity, Alcoff recommends ethnorace:

Unlike race, ethnorace does not imply a common descent, which is
precisely what tends to embroil race in notions of biological deter-
minisim and natural and heritable characteristics. Ethnorace might
have the advantage of bringing into play the elements of both
human agency and subjectivity involved in ethnicity—that is, an
identity that is the product of self-creation—at the same time that
it acknowledges the uncontrolled racializing aspects associated with
the visible body. (Alcoff 2000, 42)

Although intriguing and suggestive, I'm not sure | have a firm grasp on the
notion. My best guess is that an ethnorace is a group of people who have been
“marked” as of the same race (this is the uncontrolled racializing aspect), who
share some common cultural elements and are collectively involved in the
constitution of their shared identity. Ethnorace differs from race, asI've defined
race, in including the conditions of common culture and agency in the
construction of identity. Races, as I've characterized them, do not require any
commonality in culture, commitment, or identity. They only require that
members are similarly positioned structurally in society, whether they want to
be or not, whether they even notice this or not. Races are more ascribed than
embraced. However, plausibly Alcoff's ethnoraces count as a subset of races in
my sense: if races are groups whose “color” affects their social position,
ethnoraces are those among them that have developed a common culture and
a commitment to shared identity. Some, but not all, races are ethnoraces.

Alcoff offers the notion of ethnorace not as a vision of the groups that should
be part of a utopian future, but as a reconstruction of the notion of race that
applies to (some of) us now and what the next step in the elimination |_:nt' race
might look like. 1 would assume that in a context where racialization l,sllclrng
past, ethnorace could be replaced by ethnicity. Ineffect, not only the cgndntmn
of common descent, but also the practice of “color” marking would disappear.

Are ethnoraces a valuable interim category? This is controversial. 1 take it
that Alcoff (and others) encourage the formation of ethnoraces because they
highlight and encourage agency in group formation and acknowledge some
degree of common subjectivity amongst those who are similarly mcuallne!.'l.
Others, however, will urge us to resist racism by rejecting membership in
“color™-defined groups, and resisting identities formed around “color”. 1 prefer
not to take a stand on this normative issue. In any case, we have reason to be
theoretically attentive to the formation of such groups as we trace the workings
of racializing practices and active resistance to them.

However, | believe that we also need to maintain a conception of race or
racialized group that is not as concerned with culture or agency. For example,



21 Sally Haslanger

internationally adopted children of color who are brought up in the United
Stares are ethnically American; often if they are adopted transracially they are
not involved in the self-creation of an ethnic identity associared with their
birthcounrry, or even a panethnic identity. And yet they are raced; they don't
become the race orethnorace of theiradoptive parents. (See also Corlert 2000,
227; Corlerr 1999) At least we need some way of including such adoptees
within the racialized group they are raken to belong to in order to understand
some of the injustices they face in the Unirted States.

Moreover, although it is clear that ethnicity is racialized, race is also
“ethnicized” in problemaric ways. Alcoff herself points out that because she is
Latina, she is assumed to enjoy spicy food, even though in Panama (her
ancestral home) the food is mild. {Alcoff 2000, 33) Racial stereotypes that
allegedly capture “cultural” differences abound ( Blacks enjoy baskethall, Asians
value educarion). In the context of adoption, a link between race and culture
has been a site of controversy for decades. In the 1950, internationally
adopted children were forced to assimilare and were allowed to have little, if
anything, to do with the culture of their birthcountry. By the early 1970,
transracial adoption (both domestic and international) was challenged for,
among other things, denying a child *her” culture. By the 1990 when
international adoption boomed and domesric transracial adoption began to
significantly increase, the pressure on adoptive parents to become educated in
the child’s culture and to provide “cultural comperence” in this culture to the
child, remained very strong (in some cases being written into policies determin-
ing who could adopt). There is a way of seeing this as an enforcement of
ethnorace."  Such pracrices are, | believe, at odds with Alcoff's recommen-
dations, However, they alert us to both concerns about the normative import
of the carepory of ethnorace and also the need for a caregory that allows us to
keep race and ethnicity apart.

1V. CONCLUSION
I recommend that we opt for the account of race that I've proposed as useful for
doing the work of identifying those affected by racialization and remedying its
harms. | further propose that we employ the notions of culture, ethnicirty,
panethnicity, and ethnorace, for understanding the more constructive etfores
to form new identities that do justice to our histories and our experiences. This
proposal leaves open the possibility that currently racialized groups will either
form a more encompassing identities describable in terms of shared history and
experience (a pan-Latinafo identity) or will retain a variety of more local
identities {Puerto-Rican, Brazilian, Cuban-American, Chicanafo).

| have argued (though the argument is far from conclusive) that in the long
run, social justice does not require the formation or maintenance of groups
defined by “color”, though “color”-based groups may be valuable as part of an
interim strategy. Race, as I've proposed we understand it, is something to be
rid of. Ethnicity or ethnorace, if understood as involving both “color” and
culture may be helpful in the short term, but 1 believe that an ongoing social

Future Genders? Future Races? 23

investment in “color” is harmful. In short, “after the revolution” we should
anticipate that there will be no men and women, but there will be mu‘h-:s and
females (and herms, merms, ferms, etc. ), and these sexual differences will have
distinct bur egalitarian implications, And although, we should hope, people
will come in the broad variety of skin tones, shapes, and appearances they do
now and will organize themselves around a rich array of cultural practices, there
will be no races. Although from the point of view of justice, it would be
irresponsible not to accord differences between our bodies some social mean-
ing, it would also be irresponsible not to overturn the meanings we now assume
and right.
Ry bty ¥ Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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NOTES

Much_ of the material presented in this section can be found in more fully developed
r::}f:-:;r}kgl-.laslunq_gﬂ EI;'QD]I. Thanks to Lawrence Blum, Jorge Garcia, Koffi Magﬁ:u.
155.,;.35Idi_g;._||t5;i:j I:':l;lllllt Shelby, and Stephen Yablo for helpful discussion of the
;_"'l.s we saw above, the everyday distinction between males and females leaves out th
u_-Ltursum_:ql population that might have been given its own sex category (or calcg;
IWS}; s0 it may b appropriate to introduce terms for additional sexes, e, ‘merms’
fr:rms_. and *herms’ (Fausto-Sterling 1993). A study of the cwnstmclitrr: nfs-ux—.
meaning the genealogy of sex categories—is itself an interesting and valuable
project {Lagueur 1990, Fausto-Sterling 2000), but it is not my focus here ;
It is by no means a simple question what criteria should be used to distir tish
_d|fff:rent sexes. Sexologists such as John Money have argued that there afrm
_nuhcatﬁrs of sex including: chromosomal sex, ponadal sex, fetal hormonal s
mtr:_rn:n] morphologic sex, external morphologic sex, brain sex, sex assipnment a”—:‘-:I
rearing, pubertal hormonal sex, gender identity and role, pmcrleative sEx I{Fnu:t
E-l._‘erlmg 1995). Clearly, not all of these indicators are anatomical l-ln-.;rr:\fer “i
will be using the term, sex primarily concerns anatomy. Additi:;nnl sux-reIF::::d
-:Ih:arucrmsucs. femininity, feminine identity, etc. o beyond sex towards gender
Some theorists (Delphy 1984) focus on the economic exploitation of wnlfmen i‘
ada:;u:stic NEn:lﬂt_ilnns oli production; others (Witeig 1981; Wittig 1982 focus on sexuar]i
ndreproductive exploitation unde J ity; i
e Tolate Eal nhj“umtqj;r'::lmpu lsory heterasexuality; others (MacKinnon
This is a simplified version of the account [ offer in (Haslanger 2000)
These analyses allow that there isn't a common understanding of “sex” ACTOSS Hime
and place. On my account, gendered social positions are those marked by reference
Lo {L:?Eurﬂ"fjhm are generally assumed in the context in question to either explain or
E;T;:h;rﬁ::_xmu of reproductive role, whether ar not these are features that we
On this Lam deeply indebted to (Stevens 1999, Ch. 4), and (Omi and Winant 1994
esp. pp. 53-61). | develop this definition more fully in (Haslanger 2000) l
Asin t_he case of gender, | recommend that we view membership ina rac{a],n’eﬂ."u\ic
group in terms of how one is viewed and treated regularly and for the most part in
thg context in question; though as before, one could distinguish being a member of
agiven race from functioning as one by considering the degree of one's entrenchment
::1 t}l:e EIClIIIj'!EtI social position (not on the basis of biology or ancestry). For more
|5:;?J,t at compares race and gender, see (Thomas 1980, Appiah 1990, Corlett
For more on “thin” and “thick” identities, see (Haslanger 2003).
It should also be part of that project to identify those reproductive (and potentiall
;ancmtic} differences that should be taken into account in order to uchlévc justi Y
i.e, in identifying legitimate sexualfsexuality differences. i
Note that there are several different questions at issue. Considering a just future
when the effects of contemporary racialization have been remedied: i) Must the
state, in its laws and policies, be “color-blind” or is attention to “color” differences
required for justice? i} Must we eliminate “color” categories in our social practices
:mu! our self-understandings in order to achieve justice? iii} Is there s:fm:thin
socially valuable in “color” classification, and would its elimination destmﬁ
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something valuable! iv) Even if not required for justice, would the elimination of
*eolor” as a way of organizing ourselves socially be better overall? It may be helpful
to rethink the discussion that follows with a greater attention to these different
CUESEIOnS,

1 Mote that even though there is controversy over whether races are biologically
meaningful categories, there is general consensus on the claim that “color” distine-
tions do not rack biologically meaningful catepories except to the extent that
“color” takes on a meaning that has social implications.

Y For a useful discussion of related issues, see (Wasserstrom 1987; also Gotanda 1995).

" This claim puzzles me: not only is it asserted without evidence (the nuclear family
is, in fact, a relatively recent and socially specific phenomenon!}, but it would seem
that if one reproduces biologically, one cannot avoid having a child who looks like
you, tosome extent. Perhaps the idea is that because “looks like" is socially defined,
one is in danger of not passing on the socially salient features if one mates with an
out-group member.

¥ There is reason to believe, in any case, that for many populations geographical
isolation made it difficult nor to mate primarily with others of the same “color”; is
there any evidence that when a variety of “colors” are available, and there are no
social sanctions, there is a preference for in-group mates?

¥ What about health policy? Are there racially specific diseases or vulnerabilities that
might make it important to have different health care options for people of different
races! Are the explanations of the differences socio-economic or biological? 1s there
a basis for a parallel to the argument for gender here!?

T For example, Simén Bolivar, José Marti, and Che Guevara have promoted a pan-
Latinafo solidarity (Alcoff 2000b, 27). There have also been moves, especially
amongst feminists of color, to embrace mixed identity, e.g., (Anzaldia 1987, Zack
1993, Zack 1995).

18 She also provides reasons for not thinking of Latinasfos as a race. On this see also
{Mendieta 2000).

" 1 agree that it is extremely important for transracially adopred children to be given
the resources to develop positive self-esteem and to combat the racism they will
confront. And in some cases this will involve building a connection to a community
of people of the same race. However, my concern is that the argument for such
involvement is often based on the idea that by virtue of having a race the child
already has a culture; on this view, tansracial adoption is inherently problematic
because it uproots a child from her culture. (CF. Allen 1993)




