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blacks as fellow civic participants, without herself having a positive take on blackness
as a distinct cultural/communal entity. This does not mean that the civic egalitarian
must also be an assimilationist—someone, described earlier, who accepts blacks in
shared enterprises only insofar as they do not call attention to their blackness. Such a
person would not be a civic (racial) egalitarian in my sense. The egalitarian cannot be
put off by the appropriate and reasonable invoking of blackness and black identity;
but she need not attach any distinctive positive value to it either. The civic racial
egalitarian need not feel that her shared civic activities are enhanced by the presence
of black people; she need only feel that they are not diminished.

I am not certain, however, if the implication goes in the other direction. That is,
could a valuer of blackness fail to be a civic racial egalitarian? It might seem not, since
a valuer of blackness would also have to have entirely rejected any stigmatizing of
black people or blackness, and would in that way have to see blacks as equals. Bur
perhaps a civic egalitarian must have a deeper appreciation than is required by recog-
nizingfvaluing blackness, of the importance of the civic domain, and of how equaliry
operates in that domain. A civic racial egalitarian would perhaps be more likely to be
angry and indignant about a serious case of racial discrimination against blacks than
would a valuer of blackness. '

Note that even though recognizing/valuing blacks is not the same as egalitarian-
ism, this does not mean that the valuer of blackness thinks more bighly of blacks than
of other ethnoracial groups regarded as equals. It is not a matter of comparing the
value of different groups. The blackness valuer could also value Chinese-ness, Asian
American-ness, Mexican American-ness, and so on. She need only see a distinctive
value in different groups; she need not see that value comparatively.

Racial egalitarianism with regard to blacks also involves an epistemic dimension,
but it is different from that in recognizing blacks. The non-black civic egalitarian
(with respect to blacks) will characteristically know that blacks are stigmatized in her
society and that she herself to some degree participaces, even if unwittingly, in chat
stigmatizing, She will characteristically recognize that racial ideologies and existing
and persistent socio-economic inequalities encourage us to view racially disadvant-
aged groups not as equals but as inferiors, and that these inferiorizing tendencies can
be difficult to acknowledge because they run embarrassingly contrary to the ideal of
equality in which we are meant to believe. For most non-blacks, such knowledge is
required for them to work themselves toward an attitude of genuine civic equality
with blacks, though I have allowed that a rare few non-black persons might be able
It:; attain the civic equality stance withour having been touched by the stigmatizing of

acks.

The difference in the epistemic dimension of the two virtues is this. With regard to

- valuing, one must particularistically value blacks and blackness and thus know par-

ticulars about black history, culture, and life as a basis for doing so. With regard to
civic egalitarianism, this sort of particularistic knowledge is not necessary; all that is
required is that one recogpnize that blacks have been subject to stigmatizing and inferi-
orizing assumptions and treatment that have prevented them from attaining full civic
equality, and that continue to pose psychic obstacles to blacks’ struggle to achieve
Civic equality.
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SEEING OTHERS AS INDIVIDUALS

I have delineated two distinct race-related virtues—racial civic egalitarianism, and
recognizing blacks—as part of actempting to show that the domain of race-related
value is multifarious, and that a virrue approach can help us to access this complex
domain. I will now discuss a third virtue, that exists in moral complementarity with
recognizing blacks. This is the virtue that might be called ‘seeing others as individuals
and not solely or predominantly as members of racial groups’. Although there may
be many particular contexts in which one is perfectly happy to be regarded simply as
a representative of one’s racial group, overall most persons wish others with whom
they come in contact in more than a cursory fashion to treat them as individuals and
not simply as a member of (racial) groups. But being so treated is not something one
can take for granted. [t requires the sort of moral effort, sensibility, and attentiveness
involved in virtue. Both cognitive and emotional forces incline us to see other persons
through the lens of group identiry rather chan saliently perceiving their individuality.2
Race shares with other group identities this homogenizing feature, but it is intensified
in the case of race (or at least it can be so argued). Seeing others racially inclines us
1o see them, wrongly, as fundamentally the same. In the United States, this homo-
genization has been particularly strong in relation to Asians and blacks; members of
these groups tend to be seen by whites (and, often, by the other group) as members of
homogeneous groups. (Because people tend not to homogenize their own group, and
because whites are the dominant group in American society, whites are less subject to
this homogenizing force.) Getting past these social and psychological barriers so as to
see racial others as individuals therefore involves moral understanding and effort.

The virtue of ‘seeing others as individuals. . .’ (I use the ellipsis to indicate that the
virehe in question is set specifically against the background of racial group identity)
comprises a complex of dispositions of behavior, feeling, thought, forms of aware-
ness, and perception. It involves, for example, one’s mental and emotional reactions
to a particular member of the group in question not merely being the same as those
triggered by the group itself. It means being vividly aware of particularities about the
person in question not shared by other members of the group. It means not making
unwarranted assumptions about that individual based on her group membership.

Seeing others as individuals rather than predominantly as members of (racial)
groups is a race-related virte like the other two virtues so far discussed. It is 2
differen vire from recognizing blacks, and the two pull in somewhat different
directions. Recognizing blacks requires giving someone’s racial identity its due in
one’s interactions with another person. ‘Seeing others as individuals . . .” involves not
allowing that group racial identity to loom too large in one’s response to the other
person.

28 Examples of cognitive and emotional factors inclining us to see others in terms of grouP
membership rather than as individuals arc that it is mentally easier to think in terms of group’
than to make the effort to sce the particularity of individuals, and that social distance betwee®
groups reinforces the perception of groupness over individuality. The large literature on stercotyp1o8
explores these matters. See, for example, Oakes et al. (1994).
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It might seem that the particularistic dimension of recognizing blacks already
encompasses the virtue of seeing others as individuals, since one needs to be aware
of individual particularity in order to see how appropriately to give recognition to
a particular black person. But how the recognizee relates to her black identity and
how she would be likely to experience various expressions of recognition is only a
part of her individuality. To oversimplify a bit, recognizing blackness takes account
of someone’s individuality in relation to her black identiry, while seeing others as
individuals in light of their racial identity takes account of her individuality as going
beyond her black identity.

Our various group memberships are partially constizutive of our individuality; they
do not only threaten to mask it. In addition, our individuality is expressed in the par-
ricular meanings we give to our particular group identities, the extent to which we
embrace our group identity or distance ourselves from it, and the like. That is why an
individual black person at a particular period in her life might wish to distance herself
from black identity as she understands it, or as she recognizes others to undersrand it.
Still, to be seen as an individual involves not being seen too exclusively in terms of a
specific one of those memberships, however construed by the individual.

Combining the two virtues requires sensitivity and judgment; yet clearly it is a
manageable goal. In our initial example, Mts. Hawkins surely wanted her child to
be seen and valued both as an individual 2nd as black. She did not think the two
incompatible, nor did Paley in commenting on the exchange with Mrs. Hawkins.2®
(Moreover, though the two virtues are distinct, it is quite possible to exemplify neither
one—neither to see members of a racial group as individuals nor to give their group
membership proper recognition. A racist in Garcia’s sense, for example, does neither.)

Note that seeing others as individuals is not the same as the virwue of civic racial
egalitarianism, or even of egalitarianism of any kind. Seeing someone as an individual
is compatible with not seeing her as a civic equal; and seeing her as a civic equal is’
compatible with privileging her group identity in a way that is not consistent with
seeing her as an individual. The lived sense of a racial other as equa! is different from
the lived sense of the racial other as an individual. The two virtues are not, of course,
inconsistent with one another, and they do naturally go together; but they are distinct.

‘COLORBLINDNESS’ AS A RACE-RELATED VIRTUE

Imentioned earlier that one reason many people fail to see the diversity of race-related
Va!ue and disvalue is that they think that color blindness should be the overarching
Principle governing all racial matters including interracial interactions. We are now in
2 position to assess this idea. ‘Color blindness’ does not really refer to a single principle
or value. In public policy contexts, it is taken to mean that social policies should
Dot mention race, and thus should not explicitly call for the disparate treatment of

. * Paley’s book and a later companion volume, Kwanzaa and Me, are particularly good resources
ofr lf:f‘n,g the operation of these two complementary virtues. These books can be read as a record
raci €y’s journey roward attempting to give appropriate recognition (and valuing) to her pupils’
cial identities, while continuing to see them as individuals,



244 Lawrence Blum

different racial groups. Several commentators have noted that some public policies
which do not mention race are nevertheless intended to have race-differentiated
effects (Blum 2002: chapter 4; Loury 2002). It is not clear, then, if it is the absence
of intended effect or the lack of explicit mention of race that should count as color
blindness.

The policy debate is not necessarily pertinent to our concerns with personal virtues.
Yet here too there is no clear agreement as to what color blindness entails. Should it
be equated with ‘colormuteness’, that is, not making explicit (or implicit?) reference
to persons’ racial identities in personal interaction (Pollock 2004)? Or should it be
understood as a principle governing behavior toward other persons—that one should
never treat persons differently because of their racial identity? Finally, it could also
be taken to mean that one should strive to be blind to—actually not to notice—the
physical characteristics taken as markers of racial identity, as the teacher cited by Mrs.
Hawkins could be taken to have claimed, when she said: ‘All my children look alike
to me’. Finally, color blindness could be something about not what one notices, but
what one attaches importance to; the principle could be that one should not attach
any importance to racial identiry. (This in turn could lead to the ‘no differential treat-
ment’ form.)

The ‘colormuteness’ form seems normatively superficial, so let us take the other
three as plausible candidates.® There are certainly contexts in which color blindness
in any of these three senses is entirely appropriate, or even morally required. I will
not attempt to characterize such contexts. But of the three race-related virtues I have
discussed, recognizing/valuing blacks obviously requires attention to racial identity in
thought, feeling, and behavior. An all-encompassing color-blind stance would make
it impassible to realize this virtue. Seeing others as individuals and not only as mem-
bers of racial groups seems closer to a form of color blindness, since it does not make
specific positive reference to racial identities. Still, this virtue is not color-blind. It
does not prescribe ignoring racial identity in how one sees or treats persons; it says
only that persons should be seen as individuals and not sy as members of racial
groups. Insofar as one’s racial idenity is a part of one’s individuality, color blindness
would be at odds with this virtue. If I am Mexican American and think tha a col-
league, Revan, attaches no significance to this identity and tries to ignore it, I may
well feel that Revan is unable to see me for the individual I am. So treating others as
individuals, not only as members of racial groups, is distinct from color blindness (in
-some of its plausible forms), and can be at odds with it.

Of the thre, only civic racial egalitarianism involves (one type of) color blin.d_ness-
For it says thar racial identity should not affect one’s seeing and treating fellow citizens
as civic equals; they should be treated as equals, no matter of what racial group- It
must be noted, however, that this does not entail that persons’ racial identities sho
be ignored, nor that they should never be grounds for differential treatment. F;’;;
I have argued, to acquire the virtue of civic racial egalitarianism, a non-black m

- . rion
30 Although colormuteness does not seem a plausible normative principle, its ““Pleme;j’ ot
can be harmful, in not allowing people to pay the appropriate attention to racl different
example, with respect to racial inequalities (Pollock 2004).
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characteristically be aware of the role anti-black racism has played in relegating blacks
to less than civic equality. This will, then, often mean paying a cerrain kind of atten-
tion to blacks’ racial identity, and possibly engaging in race-sensitive behavior (or
supporting race-sensitive policies) intended to support blacks' efforts to secure civic
equality.

In sum, color blindness in its several forms cannot serve as an overarching virtue
governing race relations in interpersonal and civic settings. It may, in some form,
survive scrutiny, and take its place among the panoply of race-related virtues (Blum
2002: chapter 4). But at most it will be one among several such virtues.

ARE RACE-RELATED VIRTUES TOO LOCAL TO COUNT
AS YIRTUES?

Two objections can be raised to calling the race-related qualities of character that I
have discussed virtues. First, it might be felt that they are too local in character, and
thus of insufficient significance, to count as virtues. They pertain only to the racial
domain of life, while standard issue virres such as justice, honesty, integrity, and
compassion are not so limited but apply across multiple domains.

Three replies can be made to this objection. First, standard issue virtues themselves
vary quite a bit in the extent to which they apply in daily life. Honesty is arguably a
virte that is pervasively relevant. But courage seems a virtue that may not be per-
tinent to the lives of many persons for long stretches of time. Moreover, in particu-
lar societies and contexts within those societies, all three of the race-related virtues
so far mentioned seem applicable across a broad range of contexts. If a non-black
interacts with blacks on a daily basis, all three virtues will frequently be appropriate
(especially if racial egalitarianism is construed not only as civic egalitarianism but as
human, social, and political racial egalitarianism as well). So, depending on the social
world involved, frequency of contexts of appropriateness will not necessarily favor all
standard issue virtues over these race-related ones.

Furthermore, race-related virtues are arguably of vital importance in the United
States, plagued as it is by a continuing legacy of troubling racial inequities in many
domains of life, as well as segregative processes and other factors making interactions
be.tween those of different ethnoracial groups less than ideal.3! So, for example,
fejecting the negative value often artached to blackness and attaching positive
value to blackness (valuings involved in civic egalitarianism and recognizing blacks,
fespectively) in one’s interactions with black people and in one’s lifc more generally
are arguably important civic or civic-like virtues. These two virtues are somewhat
a"al?gous. to but are more demanding than a general courteous respectfulness in

og Vt'lth those of echnic, religious, political, racial, and linguistic groups other
30 on€’s own, This civic courtesy requires a lower level of engagement with the

twocmfes and processes of social value attached to different racial groups than do the
Tace-related virtues discussed.

* On racial inequities in imporrant life domains, see Loury (2002: appendix).
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Moreover, both these virtues arguably bear some empirical relationship to social
justice. Thisis true of the racial civic egalitarian by definition; she must care that blacks
and other racial groups not suffer from race-based injustices. Recognizing blacks is less
directly civic in import; bus it seems plausible that a recognizer of blackness will care
about blacks and therefore about social injustices from which they suffer.

Secondly, [ would note John Doris’s argument that local virtues have an empirical
reality thac standard issue virtues generally lack (Doris 2002). Some people are
‘honest in the context of family life” but not ‘honest at work’; but only a very very few
are ‘honest’ overall, in the way generally understood in acribution of traits. Although
Doris does not artempt to characterize the form of localism in question, it seems
plausible to see the race-related virtues I have delineated as, on Doris’s account, more
likely to have psychic reality than standard issue virtues. (How pertinent this point is
to the normative adequacy of a proposed virtue is another matter.)

A third response to the ‘100 local’ objection would be to question why more local
worthy traits of character should not be thought of as virtues even if they lack the
scope of some of the most important and pervasive scandard issue virtues. They would
still involve the psychic complexity of virtues, encompassing behaviar, forms of per-
ception, feelings, modes of moral understanding, and the like. They would still be
traits of character that would enable persons to live well. One would have to give up
the idea that a virtue must be for human beings as such, rather than applying much
morc to some societies (or other all-encompassing social contexts) than others. (The
race-related virtues would be much less pertinent in racially homogeneous societies.)
But jettisoning that view seems to me a gain for virtue theory. We seem already to
accept some departure from this universalist ideal in the notion of role-related virtues,
such as virtues attached ro particular professions.

A second objection to calling the tace-related traits virtues might be thac they are
no more than subspecies of more general, standard issue, virtues—or the same virtues
applied in distinct contexts. Civic racial egalitarianism would be a subspecies of civic
egalitarianism, which can perhaps be seen as a form of justice. With regard to treating
the racial other as an individual and recognizing blacks, it is less clear of what standard
issue virtue these would be subspecies. It is not justice, for example, since justice does
not require the positive valuing of blackness. One possible candidate is respect. Indeed,
Taylor’s argument in “The Politics of Recognition’ can be read as suggesting that both
regarding others as equals and appreciating others’ individuality are forms of a com-
mon respect (Taylor 1994).32 In turn, the latter form of respect can be seen as one
variety of an intermediate subtype of respect, namely respect for distinctness, which
also comes in the form of appreciating persons’ group distinctness.33 The latter, in turn,

32 For Taylor, respect is not distincy construed as a vircue, but only as a value. However, It can
be construed as a virtue, and so can the sub-forms that Taylor derives from it. Thar is, respect C‘:‘(
come in a trait form (perhaps ‘respectfulness’) and in a non-trait form that still refers to a comp
of behavior, attitude, emotion, perception, and so on. . the

3 1 criticize Taylor for not fully appreciating that recognition of someone as an equal is nf(;[ﬂin
same as recognition of her as a distinct individual (Blum 1998). Appiah criticizes 'I:aylor for ol dE
1o appreciate that the group and the individual forms of ‘respect for distincmess™ can be at
with one another (1994).
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. can be seen as a more general form of (at least a part of ) the virtue of recognizing blacks.
So Taylor can perhaps be read as suggesting a more general version of all three of our
race-related virtues, as well as suggesting that all are forms of respect.

However, Taylor’s ‘recognizing group difference’ would not actually be the more
general form of the recognizing of blackness virtue, since Taylor’s virtue does not
require the morally significant element of marginalization, underappreciation, or stig-
matizing of the group. This condition brings out that ‘recognizing blacks’ could con-
ceivably disappear as a virtue in a particular society, if blacks became fully integrated
and accepted , and the stigma of blackness entirely disappeared. Similarly, if blacks no
longer came to constitute a group with a distinct group identity, or, in another dir-
ection, if certain cultural nationalist strands of thought became pervasive in the black
community, so that blacks no longer wished to be included in major institutions and
venues, it would also cease to be a virtue. That the virtues in question are not time-
less but socially and historically context-dependent in no way impugns their moral
significance in the contexts in which they do apply.

Even if the three virtues were all forms of some kind of respect, this would simply
suggest that respect comes in importantly morally distinct sub-varieties that need to
be distinguished from one another. The respect involved in civic equality differs from
the respect involved in recognizing blacks, and both differ from the respect involved
in seeing others as individuals not only as members of (ractal) groups. Whether they
are seen as fully distinct virtues seems less significant, once one recognizes that they
involve both distince values and distinet psychic structures, as [ have argued above.

Moreover, there are cerrainly forms of the virtue of ‘respect’ that do not require
the kind of positive group identity affirmation involved in recognizing blacks. I can
respect someone with whose political views I deeply disagree. I do not value his views,
bur I respect him, and, let us say, I recognize that his, to me regrettable, views are
honestly and conscientiously arrived at. I respect him and I respect his holding those
views; but I do not confer value on the polirical identity he has adopted. We have
reason to confer value on black identity, and pethaps other ethnoracial identities, that
we do not have for some other sorts of identities. In this sense, there are certainly
morally distinct forms of respect.

_Not only are the three more general forms of the virtues I have discussed—recog- -
tizing groups, civic egalitarianism, and secing as an individual . . .—distinct from
one another, but, I have argued, the specifically racial form of each of the virtues is
psychologically and morally distinct (at least in respect of involving distinct moral
Capacities and understandings) from other forms. Someone might exemplify the
raC}al form bur not some other form. For example, he might be a civic racial egali-
tarian but not a civic gender egalitarian, seeing blacks as civic equals, but not women.
SOmftone mighe be a recognizer of blacks, but not a recognizer of Muslims, or of .

"xican Americans. Though I would not advocate that each of these sub-forms
d‘ﬁ’-efentiated by group be thought of as a fully distinct virtue, their distinctness does

"®quire recognition in a fully adequate account of them as morally valuable traits of

cter.

I h_a"e argued that the domain of race is a rich venue of value and disvalue.
fawing on Jorge Garcia’s work, I have attempted to show that the virtue tradition
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provides important resources to articulate the values in question. Amplifying Jorge
Garcia’s account of ‘racism’, [ have mentioned several distinct vices (racial ill will,
racial inferiorizing, racial disregard). I have also suggested several distinct race-
related virtues, which are more than the mere absence of these forms of vice— peer
recognition/valuing of blacks, civic racial egalitarianism, and treating persons as
individuals rather than solely as members of racial groups. I argued that these virtues
are distinct from one another, and have suggested thereby that there are likely to be
other virtues and vices of a race-relared character.
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