














might have accompanied it, as this inferiorizing provided the primary rational
ization of slavery and segregation. Consider the following words of Jefferso
Davis, the president of the Confederacy, from a debate in the Senate in 186
about slavery: “The condition of slavery with us is, in a word[,] Mr. Presiden
nothing but the form of civil government instituted for a class of people not!
to govern themselves. . . . In their subject and dependent state, they are not thy
objects of cruelty” (Davis 1860).

Racial hatred was certainly often a part of the mix of attitudes that whites he
toward blacks during the slavery and segregation eras (not to speak of the pr
sent); yet even then, that hatred was often directed more specifically at bla
who too visibly flouted the rules of behavior that signaled (in the mind of whit
that they regarded themselves as inferior (failing to show “proper deference”
whites, for example) rather than at blacks in general. If there has been a sea
change in white attitudes such that, nowadays, inferiorization is always driv
by and is a rationalization for racial ill will, Garcia has given no reason to think
this is so. ’

Garcia also argues, independently, that belief in the racial others’ inferiority
is not itself racist unless it does in fact stem from racial ill will (1996: 9). This seem
mere stipulation-—working out a consequence of a definition to which Garciais i
already committed. He provides no reason for us to abandon the intuition that
treating or regarding someone as a racial inferior is, by itself, racist. In any cas¢,”
Garcia’s more frequent argument concerning the relation between inferiorizing
attitudes and racial ill will is yet a third view—aquite different, and contrary to; -
this one, and distinct from the rationalization view. It is that the two forms ar¢ &
not really distinct—that inferiorizing is a form of ill will or disregard. Garcia';
imagines a racial paternalist who regards blacks as inferior but, far from har-
boring ill will or indifference toward them, takes himself to be furthering their
interests when he treats them as something like children, as Davis expresses in
the passage just mentioned.

Garcia rightly points out that the paternalist is not in fact furthering th
blacks’ interests, all things considered (for example, their interest in autonomy)
In an obvious sense, he does not have their real interests at heart. But this doe:
not make the paternalist a type of race hater. The race hater may not regard th
racial other as inferior; and the paternalist need not (and generally does not) hat
the racial other. Even though in some sense neither one has the interests of th
racial other at heart, their ways of being “racist” are morally distinct. Hatin
someone is wrong for a different reason than regarding her as humanly inferio
is wrong. :

- If one shifts from race hatred to racial indifference or disregard, Garcia’s other ;
characterization of racism, the paternalist is not indifferent to the welfare of th
racial other. He misconstrues that interest, but he is still concerned about it, Both
the racial inferiorizer and the racial disregarder, perhaps, fail to be concerned
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out the actual interests of a group; but there is an important moral difference
tween failing to do so because one views the group as inferior and failing to
0:50 because of race-based indifference (or, a third possibility, because one is
Slmply mistaken in what one takes those interests to be because of false empiri-
‘beliefs).

Garcia (1996: 17) sometimes puts his point by saying that the racist is some-
ne who “stand(s] against the advancement of Black people.” But one can stand
ainst the interests of black people for a variety of morally distinct reasons—
red being one, lack of respect for autonomy being another. Indeed, other rea-
ssuggest themselves. Garcia himself mentions persons who engage in racially
riminatory practices, not out of racist motivations but simply to hold on to
ir jobs, as, for example, employees of the Denny’s restaurant chain were com-
elled to do in a case that came to national attention in the early 1990s.1® One
uld do so on a dare, or (another of Garcia’s examples) in order to hurt some-
ne toward whom one has animosity but not racial animosity. These are all quite
istinct reasons, with distinct moral valences. Of course they are all forms of
icial vice or wrong. They involve doing something wrong or vicious in the area
f;féce. But, contrary to Garcia’s implication, they do not all instantiate the self-
ainie vice (or only two vices, disregard and ill will).

One of the criteria of adequacy for an account of “racism” that Garcia lists is
at it should “have a structure similar to, and be immoral for some of the same
easons as are central forms of anti-Semitism, xenophobia, misogyny, the hos-
ity against homosexuals that is nowadays called homophobia, and other kinds
fethnic, cultural, or religious enmity familiar from history” (1997a: 6). Garcia
tight to see his list as all involving a kind of group-based enmity similar to
cial ill will; and 1 agree that some of what is commonly called “racism” takes
is form. However, it seemns to me to beg the question to restrict “racism” to such
rms of enmity. Why not say that racism must have a structure similar to a be-
ef in women’s inferiority, or in the inferiority of some cultural groups to oth-
s? Laurence Thomas and others have written of the differences between
‘antiblack racism and anti-Semitism, the latter involving hatred of a group seen
in some ways superior and the former disdain or disrespect for a group seen
sinferior (Thomas 1992: 94108, esp.107~8). Perhaps Thomas understates anti-
black antipathy; but it seems arbitrary for Garcia to set enmity as a paradigm for
cism, and circular to conclude that racism always takes the form of enmity.
“Ironically, despite his attempt to reduce racial inferiorizing to racial enmity,
saffection, or ill will, Garcia more than once speaks of racism as involving
nsufficient concern or respect” (1996: 9; italics added), as offending against
benevolence and justice. He says, “Racism can offend against justice, not only
benevolence, in the withholding of proper respect and deference” (10). Such

18. On the Denny’s case, see Feagin, Vera, and Batur 2001: 76-83.
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statements seem to concede that there are indeed distinct forms of racial ill th
are not reducible to one another. Justice is not the same as benevolence, an
though Garcia does not quite say this here, one can offend against justice with
out offending against benevolence, just as one can be benevolent while faﬂmg
a form of respect related to justice. These are morally distinct virtues (and co
responding vices). '

CATEGORIAL PLURALITY ;
Garcia’s partial but inadequate recognition of the plural nature of racial i
within what he wants to call “racism” is mirrored in a failure to give due reco;
nition to another dimension of plurality within racial ills—what one might ¢
“categorial plurality” On one level Garcia does recognize—more so than thes
cial account of racism and other accounts as well (for example, Appiah’s cog
tive account)—that beliefs, practices, institutions, utterances, proposition
actions, feelings, attitudes, societies, and more can all be racist. An account,
racism should explain the sense in which each of these is, or can be, racist. B
Garcia’s recognition of this plurality at the level of categorial distinctness is aba
doned in his account of how each of these categorially distinct items can i
stantiate racism. On his view, they can be racist only insofar as they manif
racial ill will {or disregard). So Rose’s belief in proposition P is racist only if Rosg:
is led to her belief by racial disregard. :
But what about the proposition P itself? Is not the proposition “blacks
subhuman” a morally repulsive proposition, independent of what leads anyoig:
to believe it? That is, isn’t there something about the content of propositions it-
self that can make them racially objectionable—that they declare a racial group
to be humanly deficient, or inferior in some fundamental way, or, closer to the
spirit of Garcia’s account, that they portray a racial group as worthy of hate
(“Arabs are all terrorists who are attempting to destroy our way of life”)?
Isn’t the swastika a racist symbol, independent of what leads someone to di
play that symbol? (The displayer may not recognize that it is a racist symbol;
be attempting to recover an earlier—pre-Nazi—nonracist meaning of the
swastika, or might just be attempting to do what he thinks, for whatever rea-
son, is “cool”) And what about practicest Cannot a practice be racist in the sen
of perpetuating or constituting a racial injustice, even if the practice is not
driven by racial animus or racial inferiorization? Consider, for example, the ed-
ucational practice of tracking, by which children are assessed according to some
alleged measure of ability, then placed in ability-grouped classes that are pro-
vided with widely varying levels of stimulating and demanding curricula. In
racially integrated schools, this practice is recognized to lead to wide disparities
in the education provided for white as opposed to black and Latino childr
The ability grouping may in part be driven by racist or racially problematic as:
sumptions about the latter students. But it need not be, certainly not by every:
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ne'who participates in it, who might hold no general beliefs about the abilities
lack children, but who simply buy into a range of nonracial assumptions
ut the character of “intelligence,” about the best teaching practices, and
r such assumptions. This tracking could exacerbate previous inequalities
erformance (not capacity) at an earlier stage of schooling.

etitis at least plausible to argue that the practice of ability grouping deprives
k and Latino children of equal educational opportunity;'® and the practice
be condemned on that basis alone, not because of the racial attitudes of those
_whoimplement it or who created it. Practices can be racially unjust, and so con-
stitute racial wrongs for a different reason, or in a different way, than attitudes
racist” and propositions are “racist” What makes a category of item racist,
cially problematic, need not be the same for every category.

think that Garcia wants to see a single source for everything that he wants
call racism because, although we have seen that he is not consistent in this re-
,he wants all racism to be morally bad for the same reason—that it violates
ingle virtue. Related to this explanation is that he does not want to allow some-
ing to count as racist for reasons that smack of consequentialism.2° He might
ell resist condemning tracking for this reason, unless he is able to find racial
us in its operation.

ACE-RELATED WRONGS OTHER THAN “RACISM”

My final criticism of Garcia draws in a somewhat different way on the moral
tsity within the domain of racial ills. The criticism is that Garcia’s account
cism is not clearly situated within a broader category of racial ills, of morally
oblematic racial phenomena. Garcia does not make it clear that things can go
ong or badly in the area of race without being “racist.” This criticism actually
ies less to Garcia than to those accounts of racism that appear to be aspiring
ageneral account of everything that goes wrong (or goes nontrivially wrong)

19. On tracking and equality of opportunity see Oakes 1985.

20.In one passage, Garcia does appear to allow that there can be “racist beliefs” in the
se of racist propositions, the racist character of which is not explained by the racist sen-
ents that explain adherence to them. He speaks of another philosopher as having pro-
ed convincing examples (e.g., the character of Huckleberry Finn) of people who
innocently come to hold “racist beliefs,” such that doing so does not make them racists (Gar-
99: 14). This example suggests a possible further reason why Garcia generally strives to
racial disaffection across the wide variety of categories of possible “racism.” It is because
generally does not want to count something as a manifestation of racisnrunless doing so
srounds for regarding some agent in the situation as herself a racist. I think Garcia is cor-
tto think that people are too quick to say that someone is a racist on the basis of having
ea certain objectionable remark or engaged in racially problematic behavior on one oc-
sion. However, as Garcia acknowledges in this example, it is possible for a proposition to
unequivocally and fully racist, without the person who holds the proposition being racist.
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in the domain of race. As mentioned earlier, the idea that racism is a structur
of unjust racial domination is often treated in this fashion; anything not en
compassable within this definition (e.g., a powerless racial bigot) is seen botha
not racism and as morally trivial.

By contrast, Garcia mentions some racial phenomena that seem clearly prob
lematic but that, in his view, lie outside the range of his definition of racism-—
stereotyping, or seeing persons too much in terms of groups rather than ;
individuals (1997a: 21). On the other hand, Garcia’s discussions of these phe
nomena never fully and unequivocally acknowledge that they can be moralt
bad, not be instances of racism, and be morally bad for reasons other than thos
that make (what he calls) racism bad. Let me take two examples, both of whic
are discussed in more than one of Garcia’s articles. One is the issue of “black dis
advantage.” In one of his essays (1996) Garcia takes up the oft cited example o
employers hiring through word-of-mouth recruiting. This practice privilege
the networks of current employees, who in most workplaces are generally di
proportionately white. Taken together with the fact that most people’s networl
are in large part monoracial, this practice has the effect of making jobs less avaxl
able to nonwhites, and to blacks in particular.

Although at one point Garcia mentions that this practice is “possibly und
sirable and perhaps even unjust” (1996: 25), his main purpose and emphasis
that such practices are not necessarily racist. He rightly notes that factors th;
disadvantage blacks or “impede black progress” are diverse (1997a: 12). Dire
racial discrimination is one, but others may have little relation to race in the
intrinsic character (developments in the economy, class-based advantage ani
disadvantage, seniority protections), or might concern race but not be prot
lematic in their own right. (Garcia cites Glenn Loury’s example of endogamo
friendship and marriage among racial groups.) Against those who want to s
that the causes of black disadvantage do not matter, that only the result—th
is, the fact of disadvantage itself—does, Garcia wants to press the point that it
important to disaggregate the different factors, partly (he implies) just to help
understand what is going on, and partly because we ought to make moral di
tinctions among these factors. Some may have unfortunate results, but not
morally wrong for that. In particular, Garcia wants to say that it is only facto
that stem from racial animus or disregard that should count as racist. “Racism’
not only presumptively immoral but conclusively immoral, while not everythm
that disadvantages blacks is conclusively immoral” (1997a: 12).

Garcia is correct to note the different moral weight of distinct factors that lea
to black disadvantage. But his argument has the effect of not making it cle
whether he sees the inequality constituted by black disadvantage as itselfmorall
problematic. Although not all disadvantages are unjust or otherwise of mor
concern, Garcia provides no theory of social injustice, for example, that woul
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allow us to see the disproportionate unemployment rate of blacks as a form of
njustice. Doing so would allow one to acknowledge that a practice (seniority, for
'_x,a'mple) may not be morally and racially problematic in its own right, but might
nevertheless contribute to a racial injustice and therefore be morally problem-
tic in that respect.?!

This failure to give a distinct moral standing to a phenomenon that is other
than (what Garcia defines as) “racism”—to recognize that something might be
orally bad for reasons other than that racial hatred is morally bad—is rein-
reed by an example Garcia uses to illustrate that not all factors that disadvan-
age black people should count as “racism.” The example is of an alien force that
ostile to Earthlings and that engages in offensive action against the continent
of Africa because of its mineral deposits (1996: 26) This action has a dispropor-
nately negative impact on the well-being of black people but clearly is not an
tance of racism, nor, Garcia rightly implies, is it any form of race-related
wrong on the part of the aliens.

Garcia uses this example to support his view that only the presence of racial
dlsaffectxon renders a practice racist; but by analogizing this fanciful example to
nes in which nonracial factors contribute to black disadvantage in the context
f 4 history of racial wrongs perpetrated against blacks, the example has the ef-
ect of pulling him even further from exploring the ways that a practice can in-
lve, constitute, or contribute to racial injustice, even though no racism (in his
se) is involved.??

In summary, I have argued that Garcia fails to recognize an existing plurality
within what he himself wishes to call racism, a further plurality within what can
ausibly regarded as racism outside of Garcia’s definition, and a yet further plu-
ity of racial ills beyond what can be regarded as racism.

21. As mentioned, Garcia does suggest that word-of-mouth recruiting might be unjust.
; Vt'_he appears to regard the injustice in question as a nonracial injustice—perhaps an un-
mess based on a failure to use consistent, qualification-based criteria for hiring, or to pro-
Vid,é equal access to all for information about available positions. What his account lacks is
lear recognition of a distinct and diverse range of race-related wrongs, with different ex-
nations as to their moral faultiness.

‘22,1 want to mention briefly a further shortcoming of Garcia’s moral monism about
ism that I am not able to explore in depth. Garcia implies that the identity of the racial
up (or members thereof) that is the target of racial animus has no beéaring on the moral
s}atus of the animus, or the acts flowing from it. But it is at least arguable—and is certainly
a_b;lief held by many—that racial animus against racially vulnerable groups such as blacks,
Native Americans, and Arabs is of greater moral concern than such animus against whites.
:‘érgue for such racial asymmetry in Blum 2002, chap. 2.
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IV. SECOND THOUGHTS ON “I’M NOT A RACIST, BUT . . .”

In “I'm Not a Racist, But ., .” I argued more directly for many of the bases on’ >

ure to recognize the importance of someone’s racial identity to her, failure tosee "
a member of a different racial group as both an individual and a member of thy 5

ills. I argued that what goes morally wrong in these different cases is by no mean
one thing, such as racial domination, or racial ill will. Rather, the phenomen;
embody diverse sources of moral wrongfulness. ' »

I contended in the book that the historical trajectory of the words “racism
and “racist”is part of what has blinded us to this moral and racial diversity. Ther
has been a tendency in ordinary discourse to use these terms so broadly as to en;
compass virtually everything that goes wrong in the area of race, while at th
same time retaining the idea (inconsistent with that usage) that “racism”is a term
of severe opprobrium and should be used to refer only to very serious moral il
or forms of wrongfulness in the racial domain. I advocated that we rein in th
scope of what we call racism, while simultaneously attempting to avail ourselve
of the wider moral resources our language provides for referring to the broade
range of racial ills beyond racism. I advocated also that we try to be careful abou
the category of items to which we apply condemnation in the racial domain—
not tacitly assuming, for example, that everyone who makes a racist remark o
tells a racist joke is “a racist.”

In the book, I offer a reined-in definition of racism. I recognized that this def;
inition would be to some extent stipulative, that the word “racism” has not ac
quired a sufficiently stable, long-standing, and unified use for one to capture its
ordinary-language meaning in a single definition. However, I called the chapte
in which I offered this definition “‘Racism’: Its Core Meaning.” I now conside
this a misleading way to describe what I offered in that chapter, as if there coul
be one thing (or, as I argued in the book, two things) that constitute a core of:
what racism actually is. T have become a good deal less confident than Garcia that :

-one can set as a helpful condition on an account of “racism” that it “conform &
everyday discourse about racism, insofar as this is free of confusion,” or that his
criterion of “accommodating clear cases from history and imagination and ex
clude cases where racism is clearly absent” (1997a: 6) can be applied without at’
least some presupposing of an already existing account of racism. I do not think-
one can with confidence say, as Garcia does, that “there is some one thing in"
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ich racism now consists, some single thing that the term means as we use it
" (9; italics in original).

erhaps more important, I am now less confident that the major task of those
tking in the area of philosophy, race, and morality should be to attempt to
offer an account of “racism.” While I think that there is a good deal that
ilosophers can contribute in the way of clearing up confused thinking about
e;Jam less confident that focusing so exclusively on “racism” is the most con-
structive way to make that contribution. I would urge, more strongly than I did
my book, that we take our task to be an account of the diversity of racial phe-
ymena that constitute moral ills, and a careful delineation of the moral char-
~of each. Perhaps we might even attempt temporarily to put the words
cism” and “racist” on hold; o, at least, whenever we are tempted to use them,
might try to use different words to express what we mean. Perhaps doing so
I lead us to a more comprehensive, yet more nuanced, understanding of what
thought we were trying to do in offering accounts of “racism.”
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