From Redistribution to Recognition?

Dilemmas of Justice in o “Postsocialist” Age

he “struggle for recognition” is fast becoming the paradigmatic form

of political conflict in the late twentieth century. Demands for “recog-
nition of difference” fuel struggles of groups mobilized under the banners of
nationality, ethnicity, “race,” gender, and sexuality. In these “postsocialist™
conflicts, group identity supplants class interest as the chief medium of polit-
ical mobilization. Cultural domination supplants exploitation as the
fundamental injustice. And cultural recognition displaces socioeconomic
redistribution as the remedy for injustice and the goal of political struggle.!

This is not, of course, the whole story. Struggles for recognition occur in
1 world of exacerbated material inequality—in income and property owner-
ship; in access to paid work, education, health care, and leisure time; but
also, more starkly, in caloric intake and exposure to environmental toxicity,
and hence in life expectancy and rates of morbidity and mortality. Material
inequality is on the rise in most of the world’s countries—in the United
States and in China, in Sweden and in India, in Russia and in Brazil. It is
also increasing global, most dramatically across the line that divides North
from South.

How, then, should we view the eclipse of a socialist imaginary centered
i terms such as “interest,” “exploitation,” and “redistribution”? And what
should we make of the rise of a new political imaginary centered on notions
ol “identity,” “difference,” “cultural domination,” and “recognition”? Does
this shift represent a lapse into “false consciousness” Or does it, rather,
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redress the culture-blindness of a materialist paradigm rightfully discredited
by the collapse of Soviet communism?

Neither of those two stances is adequate, in my view. Both are too whole-
sale and unnuanced. Instead of simply endorsing or rejecting all of identity
politics sémpliciter, we should see ourselves as presented with a new intellec-
tual and practical task: that of developing a critical theory of recognition, one
that identifies and defends only those versions of the cultural politics of dif-
ference that can be coherently combined with the social politics of equality.

In formulating this project, I assume that justice today requires both redis-
tribution and recognition. And I propose to examine the relation between
them. In part, this means figuring out how to conceptualize cultural recog-
nition and social equality in forms that support rather than undermine one
another. (For there are many competing conceptions of both!) It also means
theorizing the ways in which economic disadvantage and cultural disrespect
are currently entwined with and support one another. Then, too, it requires
clarifying the political dilemmas that arise when we try to combat both those
injustices simultaneously.

My larger aim is to connect two political problematics that are currently
dissociated from each other, for only by integrating recognition and redistri-
bution can we arrive at a framework that is adequate to the demands of our
age. That, however, is far too much to take on here. In what follows, I shall
consider only one aspect of the problem: Under what circumstances can a
politics of recognition help support a politics of redistribution? And when is
it more likely to undermine it? Which of the many varieties of identity poli-
tics best synergize with struggles for social equality? And which tend to
interfere with the latter?

In addressing these questions, I shall focus on axes of injustice that are
simultaneously cultural and socioeconomic, paradigmatically gender and
“race.” (I shall not say much, in contrast, about ethnicity or nationality.)?
And I must enter one crucial preliminary caveat: in proposing to assess
recognition claims from the standpoint of social equality, I assume that
varieties of recognition politics that fail to respect human rights are unac-
ceptable, even if they promote social equality.?

Finally, a word about method. In what follows, I shall propose a set of
analyrtical distinctions—for example, cultural injustices versus economic
injustices, recognition versus redistribution. In the real world, of course,
culture and political economy are always imbricated with each other, and
virtually every struggle against injustice, when properly understood, implies
demands for both redistribution and recognition. Nevertheless, for heuristic
purposes, analytical distinctions are indispensable. Only by abstracting from
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the complexities of the real world can we devise a conceptual schema that
can illuminate it. Thus, by distinguishing redistribution and recognition
analytically, and by exposing their distinctive logics, I aim to clarify—and
begin to resolve—some of the central political dilemmas of our age.

My discussion in this chapter proceeds in four parts. In the first section,
I conceptualize redistribution and recognition as two analytically distinct
paradigms of justice, and I formulate “the redistribution-recognition dilem-
ma.” In the second, I distinguish three ideal-typical modes of social
collectivity in order to identify those vulnerable to the dilemma. In the third
section, I distinguish berween “affirmative” and “transformative” remedies
for injustice, and I examine their respective logics of collectivity. I use these
distinctions in the fourth section to propose a political strategy for integrat-
ing recognition claims with redistribution claims with a minimum of mutual
interference.

The Redistribution-Recognition Dilemma

Let me begin by noting some complexities of contemporary “postsocialist”
political life. With the decentering of class, diverse social movements are
mobilized around crosscutting axes of difference. Contesting a range of
injustices, their claims overlap and at times conflict. Demands for cultural
change intermingle with demands for economic change, both within and
among social movements. Increasingly, however, identity-based claims tend
to predominate, as prospects for redistribution appear to recede. The result
Is a complex political field with little programmatic coherence.

To help clarify this situation and the political prospects it presents, I
propose to distinguish two broadly conceived, analytically distinct under-
standings of injustice. The first is socioeconomic injustice, which is rooted in
the political-economic structure of society. Examples include exploitation
(having the fruits of one’s labor appropriated for the benefit of others); eco-
nomic marginalization (being confined to undesirable or poorly paid work
or being denied access to income-generating labor altogether), and depriva-
tion (being denied an adequate material standard of living).

Egalitarian theorists have long sought to conceptualize the nature of these
socioeconomic injustices. Their accounts include Marx’s theory of capitalist
exploitation, John Rawls’s account of justice as fairness in the choice of prin-
ciples governing the distribution of “primary goods,” Amartya Sen’s view
that justice requires ensuring that people have equal “capabilities to func-
tion,” and Ronald Dworkin’s view that it requires “equality of resources.”
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For my purposes here, however, we need not commit ourselves to any one
particular theoretical account. We need only subscribe to a rough and gen-
eral understanding of socioeconomic injustice informed by a commitment
to egalitarianism.

The second understanding of injustice is cultural or symbolic. Here injus-
tice is rooted in social patterns of representation, interpretation, and
communication. Examples include cultural domination (being subjected to
patterns of interpretation and communication that are associated with
another culture and are alien and/or hostile to one’s own); nonrecognition
(being rendered invisible by means of the authoritative representational,
communicative, and interpretative practices of one’s culture); and disrespect
(being routinely maligned or disparaged in stereotypic public cultural repre-
sentations and /or in everyday life interactions).

Some political theorists have recently sought to conceptualize the nature
of these cultural or symbolic injustices. Charles Taylor, for example, has
drawn on Hegelian notions to argue that

nonrecognition or misrecognition . . . can be a form of oppression, impris-
oning someone in a false, distorted, reduced mode of being. Beyond
simple lack of respect, it can inflict a grievous wound, saddling people with
crippling self-hatred. Due recognition is not just a courtesy but a vital
human need.®

Likewise, Axel Honneth has argued that

we owe our integrity . . . to the receipt of approval or recognition from
other persons. [Negative concepts such as “insult” or “degradation”] are
related to forms of disrespect, to the denial of recognition. [They] are
used to characterize a form of behavior that does not represent an injus-
tice solely because it constrains the subjects in their freedom for action or
does them harm. Rather, such behavior is injurious because it impairs
these persons in their positive understanding of self—an understanding
acquired by intersubjective means.®

Similar conceptions inform the work of many other critical theorists, includ-
ing Iris Marion Young and Patricia J. Williams, who do not use the term
‘recognition.” Once again, however, it is not necessary here to settle on a
particular theoretical account. We need only subscribe to a general and rough
understanding of cultural injustice, as distinct from socioeconomic injustice.
Despite the differences between them, both socioeconomic injustice and
cultural injustice are pervasive in contemporary societies. Both are rooted in
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processes and practices that systematically disadvantage some groups of peo-
ple vis-a-vis others. Both, consequently, should be remedied.

Of course, this distinction between economic injustice and cultural injus-
tice is analytical. In practice, the two are intertwined. Even the most
material economic institutions have a constitutive, irreducible cultural
dimension; they are shot through with significations and norms. Conversely,
cven the most discursive cultural practices have a constitutive, irreducible
political-economic dimension; they are underpinned by material supports.
Thus, far from occupying two airtight separate spheres, economic injustice
and cultural injustice are usually interimbricated so as to reinforce each
other dialectically. Cultural norms that are unfairly biased against some are
institutionalized in the state and the economy; meanwhile, economic disad-
vantage impedes equal participation in the making of culture, in public
spheres and in everyday life. The result is often a vicious circle of cultural
and economic subordination.®

Despite these mutual entwinements, I shall continue to distinguish eco-
nomic injustice and cultural injustice analytically. And I shall also distinguish
two correspondingly distinct kinds of remedy. The remedy for economic
injustice is political-economic restructuring of some sort. This might involve
redistributing income, reorganizing the division of labor, subjecting invest-
ment to democratic decision making, or transforming other basic economic
structures. Although these various remedies differ importantly from one
another, I shall henceforth refer to the whole group of them by the generic
term “redistribution.” The remedy for cultural injustice, in contrast, is
some sort of cultural or symbolic change. This could involve upwardly
revaluing disrespected identities and the cultural products of maligned
groups. It could also involve recognizing and positively valorizing cultural
diversity. More radically still, it could involve the wholesale transformation
of societal patterns of representation, interpretation, and communication in
ways that would change everybody’s sense of self.'® Although these remedies
differ importantly from one another, I shall henceforth refer to the whole
group of them by the generic term “recognition.”

Once again, this distinction between redistributive remedies and recogni-
tion remedies is analytical. Redistributive remedies generally presuppose an
underlying conception of recognition. For example, some proponents of
egalitarian socioeconomic redistribution ground their claims on the “equal
moral worth of persons”; thus, they treat economic redistribution as an
expression of recognition."! Conversely, recognition remedies sometimes
presuppose an underlying conception of redistribution. For example, some
proponents of multicultural recognition ground their claims on the impera-




16 Redistribution and Recognition

tive of a just distribution of the “primary good” of an “intact cultural struc-
ture”; they therefore treat cultural recognition as a species of redistribution.
Such conceptual entwinements notwithstanding, however, I shall leave to
one side questions such as, do redistribution and recognition constitute two
distinct, irreducible, sui generis concepts of justice, or alternatively, can
either one of them be reduced to the other?"® Rather, I shall assume that
however we account for it metatheoretically, it will be useful to maintain a
working, first-order distinction between socioeconomic injustices and their
remedies, on the one hand, and cultural injustices and their remedies, on the
other."

With these distinctions in place, I can now pose the following questions:
What is the relation between claims for recognition, aimed at remedying
cultural injustice, and claims for redistribution, aimed at redressing econom-
ic injustice? And what sorts of mutual interferences can arise when both
kinds of claims are made simultaneously?

There are good reasons to worry about such mutual interferences.
Recognition claims often take the form of calling attention to, if not perfor-
matively creating, the putative specificity of some group and then of
affirming its value. Thus, they tend to promote group differentiation.
Redistribution claims, in contrast, often call for abolishing economic
arrangements that underpin group specificity. (An example would be femi-
nist demands to abolish the gender division of labor.) Thus, they tend to
promote group dedifferentiation. The upshot is that the politics of recogni-
tion and the politics of redistribution often appear to have mutually
contradictory aims. Whereas the first tends to promote group differentia-
tion, the second tends to undermine it. Thus, the two kinds of claim stand
in tension with each other; they can interfere with, or even work against,
each other.

Here, then, is a difficult dilemma. I shall henceforth call it the redistribu-
tion-recognition dilemma. People who are subject to both cultural injustice
and economic injustice need both recognition and redistribution. They need
both to claim and to deny their specificity. How, if at all, is this possible?

Before taking up this question, let us consider precisely who faces the
recognition-redistribution dilemma.

Exploited Classes, Despised Sexualities, and Bivalent Collectivities

Imagine a conceptual spectrum of different kinds of social collectivities. At
one extreme are modes of collectivity that fit the redistribution model of jus-
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tice. At the other extreme are modes of collectivity that fit the recognition
model. In between are cases that prove difficult because they fit both models
of justice simultaneously.

Consider, first, the redistribution end of the spectrum. At this end let us
posit an ideal-typical mode of collectivity whose existence is rooted wholly
in the political economy. It will be differentiated as a collectivity, in other
words, by virtue of the economic structure, as opposed to the cultural order,
of society. Thus, any structural injustices its members suffer will be traceable
ultimately to the political economy. The root of the injustice, as well as its
core, will be socioeconomic maldistribution, and any attendant cultural
injustices will derive ultimately from that economic root. At bottom, there-
fore, the remedy required to redress the injustice will be political-economic
redistribution, as opposed to cultural recognition.

In the real world, to be sure, political economy and culture are mutually
intertwined, as are injustices of distribution and recognition. Thus, we may
question whether there exist any pure collectivities of this sort. For heuristic
purposes, however, it is useful to examine their properties. To do so, let us
consider a familiar example that can be interpreted as approximating the
ideal type: the Marxian conception of the exploited class, understood in an
orthodox way."® And let us bracket the question of whether this view of class
fits the actual historical collectivities that have struggled for justice in the
real world in the name of the working class.'

In the conception assumed here, class is a2 mode of social differentiation
that is rooted in the political-economic structure of society. A class exists as a
collectivity only by virtue of its position in that structure and of its relation
to other classes. Thus, the Marxian working class is the body of persons in a
capitalist society who must sell their labor power under arrangements that
authorize the capitalist class to appropriate surplus productivity for its private
benefit. The injustice of these arrangements, moreover, is quintessentially a
matter of distribution. In the capitalist scheme of social reproduction, the
proletariat receives an unjustly large share of the burdens and an unjustly
small share of the rewards. To be sure, its members also suffer serious cultur-
al injustices, the “hidden (and not so hidden) injuries of class.” But far from
being rooted directly in an autonomously unjust cultural structure, these
derive from the political economy, as ideologies of class inferiority proliferate
to justify exploitation.” The remedy for the injustice, consequently, is redis-
tribution, not recognition. Overcoming class exploitation requires
restructuring the political economy so as to alter the class distribution of
social burdens and social benefits. In the Marxian conception, such restruc-
turing takes the radical form of abolishing the class structure as such. The
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task of the proletariat, therefore, is not simply to cut itself a better deal but
“to abolish itself as a class.” The last thing it needs is recognition of its dif:
ference. On the contrary, the only way to remedy the injustice is to put the
proletariat out of business as a group.

Now consider the other end of the conceptual spectrum. At this end we
may posit an ideal-typical mode of collectivity that fits the recognition
model of justice. A collectivity of this type is rooted wholly in culture, as
opposed to in political economy. It is differentiated as a collectivity by virtue
of the reigning social patterns of interpretation and evaluation, not by virtue
of the division of labor. Thus, any structural injustices its members suffer
will be traceable ultimately to the cultural-valuational structure. The root of
the injustice, as well as its core, will be cultural misrecognition, while any
attendant economic injustices will derive ultimately from that cultural root.
At bottom, therefore, the remedy required to redress the injustice will be
cultural recognition, as opposed to political-economic redistribution.

Once again, we may question whether there exist any pure collectivities of
this sort, but it is useful to examine their properties for heuristic purposes,
An example that can be interpreted as approximating the ideal type is the
conception of a despised sexuality, understood in a specific way.”® Let us
consider this conception, while leaving aside the question of whether this
view of sexuality fits the actual historical homosexual collectivities that are
struggling for justice in the real world.

Sexuality in this conception is a mode of social differentiation whose roots
do not lie in the political economy because homosexuals are distributed
throughout the entire class structure of capitalist society, occupy no distinc-
tive position in the division of labor, and do not constitute an exploited
class. Rather, their mode of collectivity is that of a despised sexuality, rooted
in the cultural-valuational structure of society. From this perspective, the
injustice they suffer is quintessentially a matter of recognition. Gays and les-
bians suffer from heterosexism: the authoritative construction of norms that
privilege heterosexuality. Along with this goes homophobia: the cultural
devaluation of homosexuality. Their sexuality thus disparaged, homosexuals
are subject to shaming, harassment, discrimination, and violence, while
being denied legal rights and equal protections—all fundamentally denials of
recognition. To be sure, gays and lesbians also suffer serious economic injus-
tices; they can be summarily dismissed from paid work and are denied
family-based social-welfare benefits. But far from being rooted directly in
the economic structure, these derive instead from an unjust cultural-valua-
tional structure."” The remedy for the injustice, consequently, is recognition,
not redistribution. Overcoming homophobia and heterosexism requires
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changing the cultural valuations (as well as their legal and practical expres-
sions) that privilege heterosexuality, deny equal respect to gays and lesbians,
and refuse to recognize homosexuality as a legitimate way of being sexual. It
is to revalue a despised sexuality, to accord positive recognition to gay and
lesbian sexual specificity.

Matters are thus fairly straightforward at the two extremes of our concep-
tual spectrum. When we deal with collectivities that approach the ideal type
of the exploited working class, we face distributive injustices requiring redis-
tributive remedies. When we deal with collectivities that approach the ideal
type of the despised sexuality, in contrast, we face injustices of misrecogni-
tion requiring remedies of recognition. In the first case, the logic of the
remedy is to put the group out of business as a group. In the second case,
on the contrary, it is to valorize the group’s “groupness” by recognizing its
specificity.

Matters become murkier, however, once we move away from these
extremes. When we consider collectivities located in the middle of the con-
ceptual spectrum, we encounter hybrid modes that combine features of the
cxploited class with features of the despised sexuality. These collectivities are
“bivalent.” They are differentiated as collectivities by virtue of boh the polit-
ical-economic structure and the cultural-valuational structure of society.
When oppressed or subordinated, therefore, they suffer injustices that are
traceable to both political economy and culture simultaneously. Bivalent
collectivities, in sum, may suffer both socioeconomic maldistribution and
cultural misrecognition in forms where neither of these injustices is an indi-
rect effect of the other, but where both are primary and co-original. In that
case, neither redistributive remedies alone nor recognition remedies alone
will suffice. Bivalent collectivities need both.

Both gender and “race” are paradigmatic bivalent collectivities. Although
cach has peculiarities not shared by the other, both encompass political-eco-
nomic dimensions and cultural-valuational dimensions. Gender and “race,”
therefore, implicate both redistribution and recognition.

Gender, for example, has political-economic dimensions because it is a
basic structuring principle of the political economy. On the one hand, gen-
der structures the fundamental division between paid “productive” labor
and unpaid “reproductive” and domestic labor, assigning women primary
responsibility for the latter. On the other hand, gender also structures the
division within paid labor between higher-paid, male-dominated, manufac-
turing and professional occupations and lower-paid, female-dominated
“pink-collar” and domestic service occupations. The result is a political-eco-
nomic structure that generates gender-specific modes of exploitation,
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marginalization, and deprivation. This structure constitutes gender as a
political-economic differentiation endowed with certain classlike characteris-
tics. When viewed under this aspect, gender injustice appears as a species of
distributive injustice that cries out for redistributive redress. Much like class,
gender justice requires transforming the political economy so as to eliminate
its gender structuring. Eliminating gender-specific exploitation, marginaliza-
tion, and deprivation requires abolishing the gender division of labor—both
the gendered division between paid and unpaid labor and the gender divi-
sion within paid labor. The logic of the remedy is akin to the logic with
respect to class: it is to put gender out of business as such. If gender were
nothing but a political-economic differentiation, in sum, justice would
require its abolition.

That, however, is only half the story. In fact, gender is not only a political-
economic differentiation but a cultural-valuational differentiation as well. As
such, it also encompasses elements that are more like sexuality than class and
that bring it squarely within the problematic of recognition. Certainly, a
major feature of gender injustice is androcentrism: the authoritative con-
struction of norms that privilege traits associated with masculinity. Along
with this goes cultural sexism: the pervasive devaluation and disparagement
of things coded as “feminine,” paradigmatically—but not only—women.?
This devaluation is expressed in a range of harms suffered by women,
including sexual assault, sexual exploitation, and pervasive domestic vio-
lence; trivializing, objectifying, and demeaning stereotypical depictions in
the media; harassment and disparagement in all spheres of everyday life; sub-
jection to androcentric norms in relation to which women appear lesser or
deviant and that work to disadvantage them, even in the absence of any
intention to discriminate; attitudinal discrimination; exclusion or marginal-
ization in public spheres and deliberative bodies; and denial of full legal
rights and equal protections. These harms are injustices of recognition. They
are relatively independent of political economy and are not merely “super-
structural.” Thus, they cannot be remedied by political-economic
redistribution alone but require additional independent remedies of recogni-
tion. Overcoming androcentrism and sexism requires changing the cultural
valuations (as well as their legal and practical expressions) that privilege mas-
culinity and deny equal respect to women. It requires decentering
androcentric norms and revaluing a despised gender. The logic of the reme-
dy is akin to the logic with respect to sexuality: it is to accord positive
recognition to a devalued group specificity.

Gender, in sum, is a bivalent mode of collectivity. It contains a political-
economic face that brings it within the ambit of redistribution. Yet it also
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contains a cultural-valuational face that brings it simultaneously within the
ambit of recognition. Of course, the two faces are not neatly separated from
cach other. Rather, they intertwine to reinforce each other dialectically
because sexist and androcentric cultural norms are institutionalized in the
state and the economy, and women’s economic disadvantage restricts
women’s “voice,” impeding equal participation in the making of culture, in
public spheres and in everyday life. The result is a vicious circle of cultural
and economic subordination. Redressing gender injustice, therefore,
requires changing both political economy and culture,

But the bivalent character of gender is the source of a dilemma. Insofar as
women suffer at least two analytically distinct kinds of injustice, they neces-
sarily require at least two analytically distinct kinds of remedy: both
redistribution and recognition. The two remedies pull in opposite direc-
tions, however, and are not easily pursued simultaneously. Whereas the logic
of redistribution is to put gender out of business as such, the logic of recog-
nition is to valorize gender specificity.” Here, then, is the feminist version of
the redistribution-recognition dilemma: How can feminists fight simultane-
ously to abolish gender differentiation and to valorize gender specificity?

An analogous dilemma arises in the struggle against racism. “Race,” like
gender, is a bivalent mode of collectivity. On the one hand, it resembles class
in being a structural principle of political economy. In this aspect, “race”
structures the capitalist division of labor. It structures the division within
paid work between low-paid, low-status, menial, dirty, and domestic occupa-
tions held disproportionately by people of color, and higher-paid,
higher-status, white-collar, professional, technical, and managerial occupa-
tions held disproportionately by “whites.”” Today’s racial division of paid
labor is part of the historic legacy of colonialism and slavery, which elaborat-
ed racial categorization to justify brutal new forms of appropriation and
cxploitation, effectively constituting “blacks” as a political-economic caste.
Currently, moreover, “race” also structures access to official labor markets,
constituting large segments of the population of color as a “superfluous,”
degraded subproletariat or underclass, unworthy even of exploitation and
excluded from the productive system altogether. The result is a political-eco-
nomic structure that generates “race”-specific modes of exploitation,
marginalization, and deprivation. This structure constitutes “race” as a polit-
ical-economic differentiation endowed with certain classlike characteristics.
When viewed under this aspect, racial injustice appears as a species of distrib-
utive injustice that cries out for redistributive redress. Much like class, racial
justice requires transforming the political economy so as to eliminate its
racialization. Eliminating “race”-specific exploitation, marginalization, and
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deprivation requires abolishing the racial division of labor—both the racial
division between exploitable and superfluous labor and the racial division
within paid labor, The logic of the remedy is like the logic with respect to
class: it is to put “race” out of business as such. If “race” were nothing but a
political economic differentiation, in sum, justice would require its abolition.

Yet “race,” like gender, is not only political-economic. It also has cultural-
valuational dimensions, which bring it into the universe of recognition.
Thus, “race” too encompasses elements that are more like sexuality than
class. A major aspect of racism is Eurocentrism: the authoritative construc-
tion of norms that privilege traits associated with “whiteness.” Along with
this goes cultural racism: the pervasive devaluation and disparagement® of
things coded as “black,” “brown,” and “yellow,” paradigmatically—but not
only—people of color.”* This depreciation is expressed in a range of harms
suffered by people of color, including demeaning stereotypical depictions in
the media as criminal, bestial, primitive, stupid, and so on; violence, harass-
ment, and “dissing” in all spheres of everyday life: subjection to Eurocentric
norms in relation to which people of color appear lesser or deviant and that
work to disadvantage them, even in the absence of any intention to discrimi-
nate; attitudinal discrimination; exclusion from and /or marginalization in
public spheres and deliberative bodies; and denial of full legal rights and
equal protections. As in the case of gender, these harms are injustices of
recognition. Thus, the logic of their remedy, too, is to accord positive
recognition to devalued group specificity.

“Race,” too, therefore, is a bivalent mode of collectivity with both a polit-
ical-economic face and a cultural-valuational face. Its two faces intertwine to
reinforce each other dialectically, moreover, because racist and Eurocentric
cultural norms are institutionalized in the state and the economy, and the
economic disadvantage suffered by people of color restricts their “voice.”
Redressing racial injustice, therefore, requires changing both political econ-
omy and culture. But as with gender, the bivalent character of “race” is the
source of a dilemma. Insofar as people of color suffer at least two analytically
distinct kinds of injustice, they necessarily require at least two analytically
distinct kinds of remedy, redistribution and recognition, which are not easily
pursued simultaneously. Whereas the logic of redistribution is to put “race”
out of business as such, the logic of recognition is to valorize group speci-
ficity.” Here, then, is the antiracist version of the redistribution-recognition
dilemma: How can antiracists fight simultaneously to abolish “race” and to
valorize the cultural specificity of subordinated racialized groups?

Both gender and “race,” in sum, are dilemmatic modes of collectivity.
Unlike class, which occupies one end of the conceptual spectrum, and
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unlike sexuality, which occupies the other, gender e‘md. “ra_ce” are blvalcn.t,
implicated simultaneously in both the politics of rcdls.tnlz"utlc?n and the P(l)].k
tics of recognition. Both, consequently, face the redxstr1but19n-rccognmon
dilemma. Feminists must pursue political-economic remedies that w_cmld
undermine gender differentiation, while also pursuing cu!tl.xral-vahfatlc'mal
remedies that valorize the specificity of a despised collectivity. Armracas_ts,
likewise, must pursue political-economic remedies that wo@d undcrml’nc
“racial” differentiation, while also pursuing cultural-valuational remedies
that valorize the specificity of despised collectivities. How can they do both
things at once?

Affirmation or Transformation?
Revisiting the Question of Remedy

So far I have posed the redistribution-recognition fiilclmm'a in a forn:n tl;at
appears quite intractable. I have assumed that erISFI'lbuthC reml;dle.s o;
political-economic injustice always dedifferentiate social groug)s. Li .t:\.vlsc.,
have assumed that recognition remedies for cultural-valuatlonal' injustice
always enhance social group differentiation. Given these ass.um.pno.ns, it is
difficult to see how feminists and antiracists can pursue redistribution and
recognition simultaneously. ‘ ‘ .

Now, however, I want to complicate these assump.tlons. In this section,
shall examine alternative conceptions of redistribution, on thn? or.ac han_d,
and alternative conceptions of recognition, on the thcr. My aim is to dis-
tinguish two broad approaches to remedying injustice rha‘t c:.:t acr?‘ss the
redistribution-recognition divide. I shall call them “afﬁnnauon’ and “trans-
formation” respectively. After sketching each of thenjn generically, I_s'hall
show how each operates in regard to both rcdistribunlon a.nd recognition.
On this basis, finally, I shall reformulate the redistribution-recognition
dilemma in a form that is more amenable to resolution. _

Let me begin by briefly distinguishing affirmation andl transformauon._By
affirmative remedies for injustice I mean remedies auncd. at correcting
inequitable outcomes of social arrangements without distu'rbmg thcdl.mdcir-
lying framework that generates them. By transf.ormatwc remedies, in
contrast, I mean remedies aimed at correcting inequitable outcomes prC;lS;-
ly by restructuring the underlying generative framework. The crux of t e
contrast is end-state outcomes versus the processes that produce them. It is

not gradual versus apocalyptic change.
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Fhis distinction can be applied, first of all, to remedies for cultural injus-
tiee. Afhrmative remedies for such injustices are currently associated with
what T shall call “mainstream multiculturalism.”* This sort of multicultural-

I proposes to redress disrespect by revaluing unjustly devalued group
idenuties, while leaving intact both the contents of those identities and the
group differentiations that underlie them. Transformative remedies, by con-
trast, are currently associated with deconstruction. They would redress
disrespect by transforming the underlying cultural-valuational structure. By
destabilizing existing group identities and differentations, these remedies
would not only raise the self-esteem of members of currently disrespected
groups; they would change everyone’s sense of self.

To illustrate the distinction, let us consider, once again, the case of the
despised sexuality.” Affirmative remedies for homophobia and heterosexism
are currently associated with gay-identity politics, which aims to revalue gay
and lesbian identity.”® Transformative remedies, in contrast, are associated
with queer politics, which would deconstruct the homo-hetero dichotomy.
Gay-identity politics treats homosexuality as a cultural positivity with its own
substantive content, much like (the commonsense view of) an ethnicity.”
This positivity is assumed to subsist in and of itself and to need only addi-
tional recognition. Queer politics, in contrast, treats homosexuality as the
constructed and devalued correlate of heterosexuality; both are reifications
of sexual ambiguity and are codefined only in virtue of each other.* The
transformative aim is not to solidify a gay identity but to deconstruct the
homo-hetero dichotomy so as to destabilize all fixed sexual identities. The
point is not to dissolve all sexual difference in a single, universal human
identity; it is, rather, to sustain a sexual field of multiple, debinarized, fluid,
ever-shifting differences.

Both these approaches have considerable interest as remedies for mis-
recognition. But there is one crucial difference between them. Whereas
gay-identity politics tends to enhance existing sexual group differentiation,
queer politics tends to destabilize it—at least ostensibly and in the long
run.” The point holds for recognition remedies more generally. Whereas
affirmative recognition remedies tend to promote existing group differentia-
tions, transformative recognition remedies tend, in the long run, to
destabilize them so as to make room for future regroupments. I shall return
to this point shortly.

Analogous distinctions hold for the remedies for economic injustice.
Affirmative remedies for such injustices have been associated historically
with the liberal welfare state.” They seck to redress end-state maldistribu-
tion, while leaving intact much of the underlying political-economic
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structure. Thus, they would increase the consumption share of economically
disadvantaged groups, without otherwise restructuring the system of pro-
duction. Transformative remedies, in contrast, have been historically
associated with socialism. They would redress unjust distribution by trans-
forming the underlying political-economic structure. By restructuring the
relations of production, these remedies would not only alter the end-st.at_c
distribution of consumption shares; they would also change the social divi-
sion of labor and thus the conditions of existence for everyone.*

To illustrate the distinction, let us consider, once again, the case of the
exploited class.** Affirmative redistributive remedies for c_lass injustices
typically include income transfers of two distinct kinds: social insurance pro-
grams share some of the costs of social reproduction for thc. stabtly
employed, the so-called primary sectors of the working class; public assm,-,
tance programs provide means-tested, “targeted” aid to the “rcservc_ army
of the unemployed and underemployed. Far from abolishing class ldlﬁ‘crch-
tiation per se, these affirmative remedies support it and shape it. Their
general effect is to shift attention from the class division between workers
and capitalists to the division between employed and nonemployed frac-
tions of the working class. Public assistance programs “target” the poor,
not only for aid but for hostility. Such remedies, to be sure, provide ncedf_:d
material aid. But they also create strongly cathected, antagonistic group dif-
ferentiations.

The logic here applies to affirmative redistribution in gcr‘xcral. Although
this approach aims to redress economic injustice, it leaves intact the deep
structures that generate class disadvantage. Thus, it must make surface real-
locations again and again. The result is to mark the most disadvantaged class
as inherently deficient and insatiable, as always needing more and more. .In
time such a class can even come to appear privileged, the recipient of special
treatment and undeserved largesse. Thus, an approach aimed at redressing
injustices of distribution can end up creating injustices of rccognition: |

In a sense, this approach is self-contradictory. Affirmative redistribution
generally presupposes a universalist conception of rccogniti.oln, the cqlfal
moral worth of persons. Let us call this its “official recognition commit-
ment.” Yet the practice of affirmative redistribution, as iterated over time,
tends to set in motion a second—stigmatizing—recognition dynamic, which
contradicts its official commitment to universalism.* This second, stigmatiz-
ing, dynamic can be understood as the “practical recognition-effect” of
affirmative redistribution.*

Now contrast this logic with transformative remedies for distributive
injustices of class. Transformative remedies typically combine universalist
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s?cial—wclfarc programs, steeply progressive taxation, macroeconomic poli-
cies aimed at creating full employment, a large nonmarket public sector
significant public and/or collective ownership, and democratic dccisior:
making about basic socioeconomic priorities. They try to assure access to
employment for all, while also tending to delink basic consumption shares
ﬁ"om employment. Hence, their tendency is to undermine class differentia-
tion. Transformative remedies reduce social inequality without, however
creating stigmatized classes of vulnerable people perceived as bo’:ncﬁciaric;
of special largesse.” They tend therefore to promote reciprocity and solidar-

?ty in the relations of recognition. Thus, an approach aimed at redressin
injustices of distribution can help redress (some) injustices of rccognitiog
as well .

This approach is self-consistent. Like affirmative redistribution, transfor-
mative redistribution generally presupposes a universalist conception of
rf:cognition, the equal moral worth of persons. Unlike affirmative redistribu-
tion, however, its practice tends not to undermine this conception. Thus
the two approaches generate different logics of group differentiation,
Whereas affirmative remedies can have the perverse effect of promoting class.
differentiation, transformative remedies tend to blur it. In addition. the two
approaches generate different subliminal dynamics of reco,gnition
Affirmative redistribution can stigmatize the disadvantaged, adding tht;
insult of misrecognition to the injury of deprivation. Transfonn;ﬁvc redistri-
bl.}tion, in ‘Cf)ntrast, can promote solidarity, helping to redress some forms of
misrecognition.

What, then, should we conclude from this discussion? In this section we
have considered only the “pure” ideal-typical cases at the two extrcmc,s of
the conceptual spectrum. We have contrasted the divergent effects of affir-
mative and transformative remedies for the economically rooted distributive
?n?usu'ces of class, on the one hand, and for the culturally rooted recognition
injustices of sexuality, on the other. We saw that affirmative remedies tend
generally to promote group differentiation, while transformative remedies
tend to destabilize or blur it. We also saw that affirmative redistribution
remedies can generate a backlash of misrecognition, while transformative
redistribution remedies can help redress some forms of misrecognition.

.All this suggests a way of reformulating the redistribution-recognition
dilemma. We might ask: For groups who are subject to injustices of both
types, what combinations of remedies work best to minimize, if not alto-
gether to eliminate, the mutual interferences that can arise when both
redistribution and recognition are pursued simultaneously?
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Finessing the Dilemma: Revisiting Gender and “Race”

Imagine a four-celled matrix. The horizontal axis comprises the two general
kinds of remedies we have just examined, namely, affirmation and transfor-
mation. The vertical axis comprises the two aspects of justice we have been
considering, namely, redistribution and recognition. On this matrix we can
locate the four political orientations just discussed. In the first cell, where
redistribution and affirmation intersect, is the project of the liberal welfare
state; centered on surface reallocations of distributive shares among existing
groups, it tends to support group differentiation; it can also generate back-
lash misrecognition. In the second cell, where redistribution and
iransformation intersect, is the project of socialism; aimed at deep restruc-
turing of the relations of production, it tends to blur group differentiation;
it can also help redress some forms of misrecognition. In the third cell,
where recognition and affirmation intersect, is the project of mainstream
multiculturalism; focused on surface reallocations of respect among existing
groups, it tends to support group differentiation. In the fourth cell, where
recognition and transformation intersect, is the project of deconstruction;
aimed at deep restructuring of the relations of recognition, it tends to desta-
bilize group differentiations. (See Figure 1.1.)

Figure 1.1
Affirmation Transformation

Redistribution  the liberal welfare state socinlism
surface reallocations of deep restructuring of
existing goods to existing relations of production;
groups; supports group blurs group differentiation;
differentiation; can can help remedy some forms
generate misrecognition of misrecognition

Recognition mainstream multiculturalism deconstruction
surface reallocations of respect deep restructuring of

to existing identities of existing  relations of recognition;
groups; supports group destabilizes group
differentations differentiation
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Thﬁs matrix casts mainstream multiculturalism as the cultural analogue of
the liberal welfare state, while casting deconstruction as the cultural ana-
logue of socialism. It thereby allows us to make some preliminary
assessments of the mutual compatibility of various remedial strategics. We
can gauge the extent to which pairs of remedies would work at cross-pur-
poses with each other if they were pursued simultaneously. We can identify
pairs that seem to land us squarely on the horns of the redistribution-recog-
nition dilemma. We can also identify pairs that hold out the promise of
enabling us to finesse it.

Prima facie at least, two pairs of remedies seem especially #npromising
The affirmative redistribution politics of the liberal welfare state seems at.
odds with the transformative recognition politics of deconstruction; whereas
the first tends to promote group differentiation, the second tends ,rarhcr to
destabilize it. Similarly, the transformative redistribution politics of socialism
seems at odds with the affirmative recognition politics of mainstream multi-
culturalism; whereas the first tends to undermine group differentiation, the
second tends rather to promote it. ’

Conversely, two pairs of remedies seem comparatively promising. The
affirmative redistribution politics of the liberal welfare state seems compati-
ble with the affirmative recognition politics of mainstream multiculturalism;
both tend to promote group differentiation, although the former can gcncr-’
ate backlash misrecognition. Similarly, the transformative redistribution
politics of socialism seems compatible with the transformative recognition
p.olftics of deconstruction; both tend to undermine existing group differen-
tiations.

To test these hypotheses, let us revisit gender and “race.” Recall that
t!uesc are bivalent differentiations, axes of both economic and cultural injus-
tice. Thus, people subordinated by gender and/or “race” need both
redistribution and recognition. They are the paradigmatic subjects of the
redistribution-recognition dilemma. What happens in their cases, then
when various pairs of injustice remedies are pursued simu]tancous;y? An;
there pairs of remedies that permit feminists and antiracists to finesse. if not
wholly to dispel, the redistribution-recognition dilemma? ,

Consider, first, the case of gender.*” Recall that redressing gender injustice
n.zq.uircs changing both political economy and culture, so as to undo the
vicious Fircle of economic and cultural subordination. As we saw. the
clhangcs in question can take either of two forms, affirmation or transfo}ma-
tion. Leaving aside the prima facie unpromising cases, let us consider. first
tl.lc prima facie promising case in which affirmative redistribution is ,com-’
bined with affirmative recognition.* As the name suggests, affirmative
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redistribution to redress gender injustice in the economy includes affirma-
tive action, the effort to assure women their fair share of existing jobs and
cducational places, while leaving unchanged the nature and number of those
jobs and places. Affirmative recognition to redress gender injustice in the
culture includes cultural feminism, the effort to assure women respect by
revaluing femininity, while leaving unchanged the binary gender code that
pives the latter its sense. Thus, the scenario in question combines the socioe-
conomic politics of liberal feminism with the cultural politics of cultural
feminism. Does this combination really finesse the redistribution-recogni-
tion dilemma?

Despite its initial appearance of promise, this scenario is problematic.
Affirmative redistribution fails to engage the deep level at which the political
cconomy is gendered. Aimed primarily at combating attitudinal discrimina-
tion, it does not attack the gendered division of paid and unpaid labor, nor
the gendered division of masculine and feminine occupations within paid
labor. Leaving intact the deep structures that generate gender disadvantage,
it must make surface reallocations again and again. The result is not only to
underline gender differentiation. It is also to mark women as deficient and
insatiable, as always needing more and more. In time women can even come
to appear privileged, recipients of special treatment and undescrved largesse.
Thus, an approach aimed at redressing injustices of distribution can end up
fueling backlash injustices of recognition.

This problem is exacerbated when we add the affirmative recognition
strategy of cultural feminism. That approach insistently calls attention to, if
it does not performatively create, women’s putative cultural specificity or
difference. In some contexts, such an approach can make progress toward
decentering androcentric norms. In this context, however, it is morc likely
to have the effect of pouring oil onto the flames of resentment against affir-
mative action. Read through that lens, the cultural politics of affirming
women’s difference appears as an affront to the liberal welfare state’s official

commitment to the equal moral worth of persons.

The other route with a prima facie promise combines transformative redis-
tribution with transformative recognition. Transformative redistribution to
redress gender injustice in the economy consists in some form of socialist
feminism or feminist social democracy. And transformative recognition to
redress gender injustice in the culture consists in feminist deconstruction
aimed at dismantling androcentrism by destabilizing gender dichotomies.
Thus, the scenario in question combines the socioeconomic politics of
socialist feminism with the cultural politics of deconstructive feminism. Does
this combination really finesse the redistribution-recognition dilemma?
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’I‘.hlls sce.nario is far less problematic. The long-term goal of deconstructi
feminism is a culture in which hierarchical gender dichotomies are repla ";
by' n'etworks of multiple intersecting differences thar are dcmassiﬁi:lzl ccd
shﬂ‘jﬂng. This goal is consistent with transformative socialist-feminist redi:tnri-
bution. l?cconstruction opposes the sort of sedimentation or congealing of
gcnd.cr (:!Jﬁ'crcncc that occurs in an unjustly gendered political ecoﬁom SI"
utopian image of a culture in which ever-new constructions of identi . ts
difference are freely elaborated and then swiftly deconstructed is w'ﬁ?
after all, only on the basis of rough social equality. .

As a transitional strategy, moreover, this combination avoids fanning th
f!amcs of resentment.* If it has a drawback, it is rather that both dcconsg ]
tive-feminist cultural politics and socialist-feminist economic politi e
removed from the immediate interests and identities of mopst g
these are currently culturally constructed. T

Analogous results arise for “race,” where the changes can again take eith
of two forms, affirmation or transformation.# Leaving aside once agai : ;r
unpromising cases, let us consider the two prima facie promisin scgc:-in 't J
The ﬁrs_t pairs affirmative redistribution with affirmative rcgco niil'ms.
Aﬂirmat.wc redistribution to redress racial injustice in the economy ?nchizn.
aﬁ.in*_natn.rc action, the effort to assure people of color their fair sha esf
existing jobs and educational places, while leaving unchanged the n: “

anc.l na:ln?bcr of those jobs and places. Affirmative recognition to red -
racial injustice in the culture includes cultural nationalism, the effo o
assure people of color respect by revaluing “blackness,” ’whilc | H' e
unchar‘xge.d the binary black-white code that gives the latt::r its scnsza‘;‘[llxg
scenario in question thus combines the socioeconomic politics of li'bc ;
antiracism with the cultural politics of black nationalism or black "
Does this combination really finesse the redistribution-recognition di!gt?'l“r:r;
S.uc}} a s.ccnario is again problematic. As in the case of gender, affirmati -
l'Cd]Slfl‘Ibllt.lon here fails to engage the deep level at which the po,litical G "
omy is racialized. It does not attack the racialized division of exploitabl ‘501‘;
syrplus labor, nor the racialized division of menial and nonmfnial il
tmps wtithin paid labor. Leaving intact the deep structures that chupa-
racial (.ilsadvantagc, it must make surface reallocations again and a gi “e?;c
result is not only to underline racial differentiation: it is also to mafz ey
of color as deficient and insatiable, as always nccdir’ng more and more P;EPIC
they 00 can be cast as privileged recipients of special treatment Thc; T ulf,
lem is cxac.crbatcd when we add the affirmative recognition -strat e f
cultural nationalism. In some contexts, such an approach can make r‘:)gy "
toward decentering Eurocentric norms, but in this context, the cultII.;:ralgl:I)'::%:jf
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11w of affirming black difference appears as an affront to the liberal welfare
{ate. Fueling the resentment against affirmative action, it can elicit intense
I klash misrecognition.

What, then, of the second prima facie promising case, which combines
(1 ansformative redistribution with transformative recognition. Transforma-
\ive redistribution to redress racial injustice in the economy consists of some
(orm of antiracist democratic socialism or antiracist social democracy. And
(ransformative recognition to redress racial injustice in the culture consists
of antiracist deconstruction aimed at dismantling Eurocentrism by destabi-
lizing racial dichotomies. Thus, the scenario in question combines the
\ocioeconomic politics of socialist antiracism with the cultural politics of
(leconstructive antiracism.

‘I'his scenario, like its gender analogue, is far less problematic. The long-
term goal of deconstructive antiracism is a culture in which hierarchical
racial dichotomies are replaced by networks of multiple intersecting differ-
ences that are demassified and shifting. This goal, once again, is consistent
with transformative socialist redistribution. Even as a transitional strategy,
this combination, too, avoids fanning the flames of resentment.* Its princi-
pal drawback, again, is that both deconstructive-antiracist cultural politics
nd socialist-antiracist economic politics are far removed from the immedi-
ate interests and identities of most people of color, as these are currently
culturally constructed.*

What, then, should we conclude from this discussion? For both gender
and “race,” the scenario that best finesses the redistribution-recognition
dilemma is socialism in the economy plus deconstruction in the culture.*
But for this scenario to be psychologically and politically feasible requires
that all people be weaned from their attachment to current cultural con-
structions of their interests and identities.*

Conclusion

The redistribution-recognition dilemma is real. There is no neat theoretical
move by which it can be wholly dissolved or resolved. The best we can do is
to try to soften the dilemma by finding approaches that minimize conflicts
between redistribution and recognition in cases where both must be pur-
sued simultaneously.

I have argued here that socialist economics combined with deconstructive
cultural politics works best to finesse the dilemma for the bivalent collectivi-
ties of gender and “race”—at least when they are considered separately. The
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ncx.t step would be to show that this combination also works for our |
sociocultural configuration. After all, gender and “race” are not neatl o
doned off from each other. Nor are they neatly cordoned off from sa':::(yr :1(?1--
and class. Rather, all these axes of injustice intersect one another inu o
that affect everyone’s interests and identities. No one is a member of Wai’s
one such collectivity. And people who are subordinated along one 'On);”
social division may well be dominant along another.” 3
‘ Thc_ task, then, is to figure out how to finesse the redistribution-recogni-
tion d:lc_mma when we situate the problem in this larger field of multiglill
Intersecting struggles against multiple, intersecting injustices Althouglilcl,
cannot make the full argument here, I will venture three reasoa:ls for e
ing that the combination of socialism and deconstruction will agai .
superior to the other alternatives. A
First, the arguments pursued here for gender and “race” hold for all bj
lent collectivities. Thus, insofar as real-world collectivities mobilized un:a-
'thc banr‘u:rs of sexuality and class turn out to be more bivalent than t::
1dca]-typ1cal' constructs posited above, they too should prefer socialism plus
dcconlstructlon. And that doubly transformative approach should bccc[:
the orientation of choice for a broad range of disadvantaged groups d
Second, the redistribution-recognition dilemma does not ir’ise |
endogenously, as it were, within a single bivalent collectivity. It also a?-in :
Fxogcnously, $0 to speak, across intersecting collectivities. Thu; anyone w‘fj
is both gay and working-class will face a version of the dilemma , regardless of
}vhcthcr Or not we interpret sexuality and class as bivalent. An(i anyone wh
is also female and black will encounter it in a multilayered and acutg formw IO
general, then, as soon as we acknowledge that axes of injustice cut across c;}n:
anothc.r,' we must acknowledge crosscutting forms of the redistribution-
rccognmo.n dilemma. And these forms are, if anything, even more resistant
to re.,so!unon by combinations of affirmative remcdic; than the fo ‘311
considered above. For affirmative remedies work additively and are (l)? o
cross-purposes with one another. Thus, the intersection of class “race ”cn B
der, and sexuality intensifies the need for transformative so!ut:ions I:nal%frl~
the c»:?mbination of socialism and deconstruction more attractive stili ﬂg
'.l“h.lrd, that combination best promotes coalition building C'oalit'
bufldlng is especially pressing today, given the multiplication of S(')cial antlaon
01.nsrnrt, the fissuring of social movements, and the growing appeal of tlf :
Right in the United States. In this context, the project of u'ansfg:min thc
deep sm.xcturcs of both political economy and culture appears to be thcg on:
overarching programmatic orientation capable of doing justice to a/f current
struggles against injustice. It alone does not assume a Zero-sum game ’
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If that is right, then we can begin to see how badly off track is the current
(1.8, political scene. We are stuck in the vicious circles of mutually reinforc-
ing, cultural and economic subordination. Our best efforts to redress these
injustices by means of the combination of the liberal welfare state plus main-
stream multiculturalism are generating perverse effects. Only by looking to
alternative conceptions of redistribution and recognition can we meet the
requirements of justice for all.
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2. This omission notwithstanding, the framework elaborated below could prove fruitful for
addressing struggles around ethnicity and nationality. It encourages us to pay attention in
each case to the relative weight of claims for redistribution and claims for recognition,
instead of assuming by default that groups mobilized along these lines are struggling only
for recognition. Of course, insofar as such groups do not define themsclves as sharing a
situation of socioeconomic disadvantage and do not make redistributive claims, they can
be understood as struggling primarily for recognition. National struggles are peculiar,
however, in that the form of recognition they seck is political autonomy, whether in the
form of a sovereign state of their own (e.g., the Palestinians) or in the form of more limit-
ed provincial sovereignty within a multinational state (e.g., the majority of Québécois).
Struggles for cthnic recognition, in contrast, often seek rights of cultural expression with-
in polyethnic nation-states. These distinctions are insightfully discussed in Will Kymlicka,
“Three Forms of Group-Differentiated Citizenship in Canada,” in Democracy and
Diffevence: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political, ed. Seyla Benhabib (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1996).

3. My principal concern in this essay is the relation between the recognition of culrural dif-
ference and social equality. I am not directly concerned, therefore, with the relation
between recognition of cultural difference and liberalism. However, I assume that no
identity politics is acceptable that fails to respect fundamental human rights of the sort
usually championed by lefi-wing liberals.

4. Karl Marx, Capital, vol. 1; John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1971) and subsequent papers; Amartya Sen, Commodities and
Capabilities (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1985); and Ronald Dworkin, “What Is
Equality? Part 2: Equality of Resources,” Philosophy and Public Affairs 10, no. 4 (fall
1981): 283-345. Although I here classify all these writers as theorists of distributive eco-
nomic justice, it is also true that most of them have some resources for dealing with issues
of cultural justice as well. Rawls, for example, treats “the social bases of self-respect” as a
primary good to be fairly distributed, and Sen treats a “sense of self” as relevant to the
capability to function. (I am indebted to Mika Manty for this point.) Nevertheless, as Iris
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Absent such‘a distinction, we foreclose the possibility of examining conflicts between
t!'lcm. Wc miss the cha‘ncc to spot mutual interferences that could arise when redistribu-
tion claims and recognition claims are pursued simultaneously.

In what follows, I conceive class in a highly stylized, orthodox, and theoretical way in
order to sharpen the contrast to the other ideal-typical kinds of collectivity discu:sed
below. Of course, this is hardly the only interpretation of the Marxian conception of class
In othf:r contexts and for other purposes, I myself would prefer a less economistic intcr:
pretation, one that gives more weight to the cultural, historical, and discursive
dimensions of class emphasized by such writers as E, P. Thompson a,nd Joan Wallach
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Scott. See Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class (New York: Random
House, 1963); and Scott, Gender and the Politics of History (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1988).

It is doubtful that any collectivities mobilized in the real world today correspond to the
notion of class presented below. Certainly, the history of social movements mobilized
under the banner of class is more complex than this conception would suggest. Those
movements have elaborated class not only as a structural category of political economy
bur also as a cultural-valuational category of identity—often in forms problematic for
women and blacks. Thus, most varicties of socialism have asserted the dignity of labor
and the worth of working people, mingling demands for redistribution with demands for
recognition. Sometimes, moreover, having failed to abolish capitalism, class movements
have adopted reformist strategies of seeking recognition of their “difference” within the
system in order to augment their power and support demands for what I below call “affir-
mative redistribution.” In general, then, historical class-based movements may be closer
to what I below call “bivalent modes of collectivity” than to the interpretation of class
skerched here.

. This assumption does not require us to reject the view that distributive deficits are often

(perhaps even always) accompanied by recognition deficits. But it does entail that the
recognition deficits of class, in the sense elaborated here, derive from the political econo-
my. Later, I shall consider other sorts of cases in which collectivities suffer from
recognition deficits whose roots are not directly political-economic in this way.

In what follows, I conceive sexuality in a highly stylized theoretical way in order to sharp-
en the contrast to the other ideal-typical kinds of collectivity discussed here. I treat sexual
differentiation as rooted wholly in the cultural structure, as opposed to in the political
economy. Of course, this is not the only interpretation of sexuality. Judith Butler (per-
sonal communication) has suggested that one might hold that sexuality is inextricable
from gender, which, as I argue below, is as much a matter of the division of labor as of
the cultural-valuational structure. In that case, sexuality itself might be viewed as a “biva-
lent” collectivity, rooted simultancously in culture and political economy. Then, the
economic harms encountered by homosexuals might appear economically rooted rather
than culturally rooted, as they are in the account I offer here. While this bivalent analysis
is certainly possible, to my mind it has serious drawbacks. Yoking gender and sexuality
together too tightly, it covers over the important distinction between a group that occu-
pies a distinct position in the division of labor (and that owes its existence in large part to
this fact), on the one hand, and one that occupies no such distinct position, on the other
hand. I discuss this distinction below.

An cxample of an economic injustice rooted directly in the economic structure would be
a division of labor that relegates homosexuals to a designated disadvantaged position and
exploits them as homosexuals. To deny that this is the situation of homosexuals today is
not to deny that they face economic injustices but to trace these to another root. In gen-
eral, 1 assume that recognition deficits are often (perhaps even always) accompanied by
distribution deficits. But I nevertheless hold that the distribution deficits of sexuality, in
the sense elaborated here, derive ultimately from the cultural structure. Later, I shall con-
sider other sorts of cases in which collectivities suffer from distribution deficits whose
roots are not (only) directly cultural in this sense. [ can perhaps further clarify the point
by invoking Oliver Cromwell Cox’s contrast between anti-Semitism and white suprema-
cy. Cox suggested that for the anti-Semite, the very existence of the Jew is an
abomination; hence, the aim is not to exploit the Jew but to eliminate him/her as such,
whether by expulsion, forced conversion, or extermination. For the white supremacist, in
contrast, the “Negro” is just fine—in his/her place: as an exploitable supply of cheap,
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fecall that sexuality is here assumed to be a mode of social differentiation rooted wholly
i the cultural-valuational structure of society; thus, the issues here are unclouded by
issues of political-economic structure, and the need is for recognition, not redistribution.

i An alternative affirmative approach is gay-rights humanism, which would privatize exist-
ing sexualities. For reasons of space, I shall not discuss it here.

1) For a discussion of the tendency in gay-identity politics to cast sexuality tacitly in the
mold of ethnicity, see Steven Epstein, “Gay Politics, Ethnic Identity: The Limits of Social
Constructionism,” Socialist Review, May-August 1987, no. 93/94: 9-54.

) T'he technical term for this in Jacques Derrida’s deconstructive philosophy is supplement.

I Despite its professed long-term deconstructive goal, the practical effects of queer politics
may be more ambiguous. Like gay-identity politics, it, t00, scems likely to promote
group solidarity in the here and now, cven as it scts its sights on the promised land of
deconstruction. Perhaps, then, we should distinguish what I below call its “official recog-
nition commitment” of group dedifferentiation from its “practical recognition effect” of
(transitional) group solidarity and even group solidification. The queer recognition strate-
gy thus contains an internal tension: in order eventually to destabilize the homo-hetero
dichotomy, it must first mobilize “queers.” Whether this tension becomes fruitful or
debilitating depends on factors too complex to discuss here. In cither case, however, the
queer recognition strategy remains distinct from that of gay-identity politics. Whereas the
latter simply and straightforwardly underlines group differentiation, queer politics does so
only indirectly, in the undertow of its principal dedifferentiating thrust. Accordingly, the
two approaches construct qualitatively different kinds of groups. Whereas gay-identity
politics mobilizes self-identified homosexuals qua homosexuals to vindicate a puratively
determinate sexuality, queer politics mobilizes “queers” to demand liberation from deter-
minate sexual identity. “Queers,” of course, are not an identity group in the same sense as
gays; perhaps they are better understood as an anti-identity group, one that can encom-
pass the entire spectrum of sexual behaviors, from gay to straight to bi. (For a
hilarious—and insightful—account of the difference, as well as for a sophisticated rendi-
tion of queer politics, see Lisa Duggan, “Queering the State,” Social Text, summer 1994,
no. 39: 1-14.) Complications aside, then, we can and should distinguish the (directly)
differentiating effects of affirmative gay recognition from the (more) dedifferentiating
(albeit complex) effects of transformative queer recognition.

32. By “liberal welfare state,” I mean the sort of regime established in the United States in the
aftermath of the New Deal. It has been usefully distinguished from the social-democratic
welfare state and the conservative-corporatist welfare state by Gesta Esping-Andersen in
The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990).

33. Today, of course, many specific features of socialism of the “really existing” variety appear
problematic. Virtually no one continues to defend a pure “command” economy in which
there is little place for markets. Nor is there agreement concerning the place and extent of
public ownership in a democratic socialist society. For my purposes here, however, it is
not necessary to assign a precise content to the socialist idea. It is sufficient, rather, to
invoke the general conception of redressing distributive injustice by deep political-eco-
nomic restructuring, as opposed to surface reallocations. In this light, incidentally, social
democracy appears as a hybrid case that combines affirmative and transformative reme-
dies; it can also be scen as a “middle position,” which involves a moderate extent of
economic restructuring, more than in the liberal welfare state but less than in socialism.

34. Recall that class, in the sense defined above, is a collectivity wholly rooted in the political-
cconomic structure of socicty; the issues here are thus unclouded by issues of
cultural-valuational structure, and the remedies required are those of redistribution, not

recognition.

——
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35. In some contexts, such as the United States today, the practical recognition-effect of affir

mative redistribution can utterly swamp its official recognition commitment

36. My terminology here is inspired by Pierre Bourdieu’s distinction, in Ou#line of & Theory of

Practice (Cambridge: Cambridge Universi “offici
e e ge University Press, 1977), between “official kinship” and

37. I have deliberately sketched a picture that is ambiguous between socialism and robust
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Once again, 1 am assuming that the internal complexities of transformative recognition
remedies, as discussed in note 31 above, do not generate perverse effects. If, however, the
practical recognition effect of deconstructive antiracist cultural politics is strongly color-
differentiating, despite the latter’s official recognition commitment to racial
dedifferentiation, perverse effects could indeed arise. The result could be some mutual
interferences berween antiracist socialist redistribution and antiracist deconstructive
recognition. But again, these would probably be less debilitating than those accompany-

ing the other scenarios examined here.

. Ted Koditschek (personal communication) has suggested to me that this scenario may

have another serious drawback: “The deconstructive option may be less available to
African Americans in the current situation. Where the structural exclusion of [many]
black people from full economic citizenship pushes ‘race’ more and more into the fore-
front as a cultural category through which one is attacked, self-respecting people cannot
help but aggressively affirm and embrace it as a source of pride.” Koditschek goes on to
suggest that Jews, in contrast, “have much more clbow room for negotiating a healthier
balance between ethnic affirmation, self-criticism, and cosmopolitan universalism—not
because we are better deconstructionists (or more inherently disposed toward socialism)

but because we have more space to make these moves.”

 Whether this conclusion holds as well for nationality and ethnicity remains a question.

Certainly bivalent collectivities of indigenous peoples do not seek to put themselves out

of business as groups.

This has always been the problem with socialism. Although cognitively compelling, it is
experientially remote. The addition of deconstruction seems to exacerbate the problem.
It could turn out to be too negative and reactive, i.¢., too deconstrictive, to inspire strug-
gles on behalf of subordinated collectivities attached to their existing identities.

Much recent work has been devoted to the “intersection” of the various axes of subordi-
nation that 1 have treated separately in this essay for heuristic purposes. A lot of this work
concerns the dimension of recognition; it aims to demonstrate that various collective
identifications and identity categories have been mutually co-constituted or co-construct-
ed. Scott, for example, has argued (in Gender and the Politics of History) that French
working-class identities have been discursively constructed through gender-coded sym-
bolization; and David R, Roediger has argued (in The Wages of Whiteness: Race and the
Making of the American Working Class [London: Verso, 1991]) that U.S. working-class
identities have been racially coded. Meanwhile, many feminists of color have argued both
that gender identities have been racially coded and that racialized identitics have been
gender coded. In chapter 5 of this volume, “A Genealogy of *‘Dependency’,” Linda
Gordon and I argue that gender, “race,” and class ideologies have intersected to con-
struct current U.S. understandings of “welfare dependency” and “the underclass.”




