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in the ordinary way that artifacts are created by us. One can believe in them withoul
accepting the idea, sometimes endorsed by “social constructionists” that our thought
constructs, in a less ordinary way, what there is in the world (Haslanger, “Social™).

This rough account of social structures helps to define the idea of a social milieu.
As we saw above, the schemas that constitute social structures are intersubjective
or cultural patterns, scripts and the like, that are internalized by individuals to form
the basis of our responses to socially meaningful objects, actions, and events, In
many cases, perhaps even most, the dominant cultural schema will also be the one
that individuals in that context have made “their own.” However, it is not always that
simple. Individuals bear complex relations to the dominant schemas of their cultural
context; they may be ignorant of or insensitive to a schema, may reject a schema, or
may modify a schema for their own purposes. One may be deliberately out of sync
with one’s milieu, or just “out of it.” It is also the case that different schemas vie for
dominance in public space. Plausibly the negotiation over schemas at least partly
happens linguistically through the formation of common ground.

For the purposes of this chapter it will be useful to define an individual’s (gen-
eral) social milieu in terms of the social structures within which he or she operates,
whether or not the public schemas in question have been internalized. Although we
can choose some of the structures within which we live, it is not always a matter
of choice, e.g., I am governed by the laws of the United States whether 1 choose
to be or not. Of course, individuals do not live within only one milieu, and milicus
overlap. One’s workplace, place of worship, civic space, and home are structured
spaces; each of these structures are inflected by race, gender, class, nationality, age,
and sexuality to name a few relevant factors. So it will be important to specify an
individual’s milieu at a time and place and possibly in relation to specified others.
In this essay [ will not be able to give precise conditions that specily what milicu is
operative for an individual in a given context; we’ll just have to rely on clear-enough
cases for now.

To summarize briefly, schemas and resources together constitute practices.
and patterns of interdependent practices constitute structures. The schemas—
dispositions, interpretations, experiences, beliefs and the like—are an important part
of the common ground we rely on to communicate; they are also, I maintain, a form
of ideology. On this view, ideology is not just a set of background beliefs that pur-
port to justify social structures: ideology in the form of schemas partly constitutes
the structures.

“Looping” and Social Kinds

In his discussion of social phenomena, Tan Hacking has emphasized the phe-
nomenon of “looping.”?> On his view, the continuum between the natural and
the social depends on a distinction between indifferent and interactive kinds (32,
102-5). Hacking describes the contrast this way:
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221 discuss Hacking on “looping” kinds also in Haslanger, "Ontology” and Haslanger. “Social”.
See also Langton, “Speaker’s Freedom”.
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The [kind/classification] “woman refugee” can be called an “interactive kind”
because it interacts with things of that kind, namely people, including individual
women refugees, who can become aware of how they are classified and modify
their behavior accordingly. (32)

The classification “‘quark,” in contrast, is an indifferent kind: “Quarks are not
aware that they are quarks and are not altered simply by being classified as quarks”
(32). As Hacking elaborales the idea of an interactive kind it becomes clear that the
interaction he has in mind happens through the awareness of the thing classified n
being so-classified, though it is typically mediated by the “larger matrix of institu-
tions and practices surrounding this classification” (103; also 31-2, 103-6).23 For
example, if a particular woman is not classified as a woman refugee,

... she may be deported, or go into hiding, or marry to gain citizenship. . .she learns what

characteristics to establish, knows how to live her life. By living that life. she evolves,

becomes a certain kind of person [a woman refugee|. And so it may make sense to say that
the very individuals and their experiences are constructed within the matrix surrounding the

classification “women refugees.” (11)

Hacking concludes that the individuals so-aflected are themselves socially
constructed “as a certain kind of person” (11).

Hacking is especially interested in a certain kind of object construction, viz.,
construction that works by the social context providing concepts that frame the self-
understanding and intentions of the constructed agent. In cases like this, agents
incorporate (often consciously) socially available classifications into their inten-
tional agency and sense of self, but as their self-understanding evolves, the meaning
of those classifications evolves with them. This forms a “feedback loop” (hence the
term: “interactive kinds”) between what we might think of as objective and sub-
jective stances with respect to the classification. To emphasize the importance of
the agent’s active awareness in this process, we might call this “discursive identity
construction.” It is important to note, however, that relationship between schemas
and resources in the constitution of social structures is, in general, loopy. Resources
are formed to trigger dispositions (schemas) that are manifested in ways that, in
turn, utilize and shape the resources. Cuisine is a good example (Pollan). In a less-
globalized world than ours, food crops were grown to support the local cuisine and
the local tastes and culinary techniques evolved in ways that took advantage of the
crops. In more complex and broadly social changes we can waich consumer taste
develop so that certain products become “must haves” in a particular milieu. Trends
in cuisine can become trends in production which, in turn, affect trends in labor, and
this affects schemas of class and taste, etc.

This loopiness can obscure the social dimension of social structures. When ide-
ology is uncontested and hegemonic, it is insufficiently conscious to be aware of its

23The contrast between indifferent and interactive kinds is not a simple binary distinction, for
there are several different factors that may play a role determining whether a kind is more or
less indifferent or interactive. One factor is the degree to which we can have. and have had. a
causal impact on members of the kind: in cases where we have had a causal impact. a further
issue is whether the similarity amongst the members that forms the basis for the kind is due to our
influence.
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own effects. So the causal impact of hegemonic schemas on resources is typically
invisible. Because the “trigger” for a schema is external—in the world—we attend
to this, and social structures come to seem inevitable, natural, “given”:

Although all ongoing social organizations incorporate contest and struggle over the consti-
tution of their world, most aspects of social structure are taken for granted. . . .Social actors
accept a good part of their social worlds as necessary, and often as natural, as perhaps they
must do to function at all in those worlds. Often invisible, and certainly uncontested, these
taken-for-granted structures are thus unlikely to be the subject of justice claims and cri-
tiques, although they may be a source of disadvantage and injustice. . .hegemony colonizes
consciousness. . ..(Silbey 289)

The reliance on, say, wheat in a particular cuisine may seem inevitable, natu-
ral, “given.” Wheat is what is available; wheat just is what we eat. But the wheat
is available because of the impact of schemas on resources that establish farming
practices, food distribution, etc. Given the stability of such structures, culinary taste
conforms. In this context quinoa, or soy, or spelt tastes bad and has a funny texture
t00; so who would want to plant it? Hegemony colonizes consciousness.

Critique
Refusing to Accept the Common Ground

If ideology partly constitutes the social world, then it seems that a description of the
ideological formations will be true, and it is unclear what is, epistemically speaking,
wrong with them. The material world reinforces our tutored dispositions—qwerty
keyboards reinforce our qwerty dispositions which reinforce the use of qwerty key-
boards; racial classification reinforces racial segregation, which reinforces racial
identity, which reinforces racial classification. Social structures, good or bad, con-
stitute our lived reality and they become a matter of common sense for us, i.e., they
become hegemonic.

Hegemony, just or unjust, appears inevitable, natural, “given.” We’ve seen that
this false appearance is easily generated due to the “loopiness” of social structures:
we respond to the world that has been shaped to trigger those very responses without
being conscious of the shaping, so our responses seem to be called for by the way
the world is. This, I submit, is what our problematic generics (1)—(4), and others
like them, articulate: they describe the world as if it is, by its nature, how we have
interpreted it, and from there caused it, to be. Cows are food, women are submissive,
and blacks are violent. In purporting just to capture the facts, the generics import an
explanation, implicate that the source of the truth of these claims lies in what cows,
women, and blacks are. Implicatures and presuppositions of this sort become part
of the common ground, often in ways that are hard to notice and hard to combat,
and they become the background for our conversations and our practices. Once the
assumption of, e.g., women’s submissive nature has been inserted into the cultural
common ground, it is extremely difficult and disruptive to dislodge it.
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A first step in ideology critique, then, is to reject such claims and to make evident
the interdependence of schemas and resources, of the material world and our inter-
pretation of it. 1t is not the case that women are submissive, even if most women are
submissive, in fact, even if all women are submissive, because submission is no part
of women'’s nature. Let’s consider examples (3) and (4) in a bit more detail.

Start with:

(4) Blacks are violent (criminal, dangerous).

This seems to be an example of a striking generic because the attribution in question
is “harmful, dangerous or appalling” (Leslie, “Generics” and “Original Sin”). Recall
that striking generics, as in “mosquitoes carry the West Nile virus,” require only
a tiny percentage of the kind to exemplify the property in order to count as true.
Nevertheless, the implicature is that all members of the kind are disposed, by nature,
to have the property. So (4) is either itself false or highly misieading by virtue of
inserting into the common ground a false claim about the fature of blacks,** and
one would be right to object to it.

However, suppose someone, Bert, who is highly invested in (4), is challenged;
he would probably deny intending the implication in the first place. The claim, he
might say, was just intended as an ordinary quantified generalization and the impli-
cature was not intentional. But what quantification makes sense of (4)? The fact that
“some blacks are violent” is too weak to underwrite (4) as a majority generic (which
requires that most of the kind have the property). But both “all blacks are violent”
and “most blacks are violent” are false. So it is tempting to conclude that (4) is not
assertable even if the implicature is canceled. Both (4) and its implicature are [alse.
Not just metalinguistic negation is called for, but ordinary negation as well.

Bert, however, may still be convinced that there is a truth being expressed by (4),
and given that striking gencerics can be compelling with very few instances, this may
be a strong commitment. If he is committed to the claim that blacks are violent and
recognizes that “some blacks are violent” is not sufficient to support the claim as a
majority generic, he is likely to infer that “most blacks are violent.” Why else, he
asks, is it reasonable (o assert (which he is committed to) that blacks are violent?
Thus the falschood, “most blacks are violent” comes to seem legitimately part of
the common ground. So even if Bert rejects the claim of generic essence, viz., that

241 am not in a position o argue for a theory of the truth conditions for generics; in fact, I want to
avoid taking a stand on the semantics of generics (though I admit that the line between semantics
and pragmatics is unclear). My suggestion has been, however, that the generic essence claim is
only pragmatically involved. If this is true, then whether Bert’s statement “blacks are violent,” is
false will depend on our semantic account and complicated facts about how we want to explain
the apparent violence of (some) blacks. For example, if there is an explanation of black violence
in terms of a response to racist oppression. then there may be a non-accidental correlation which
would allow the generic to be true as a striking generic even if only a very few blacks are violent:
but we will be right to resist or deny it by virtue of how it affects the common ground. The inter-
locutor’s denial is a “meta-linguistic negation™ that blocks the implicature that blacks are by nature
violent. This is also relevant in the case of fashion because we may want it to be true that a fashion
item is cool even if we don’t grant the essentialist claim.
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blacks, by virtue of being black, are violent, there is still a tendency to reinterpret

the claim and accept another falsehood in-the common ground: “most blacks are

violent.” It is the responsible interlocutor’s job, in such a case, to resist this as well.
Consider now:

(3) Women are submissive (nurturing, cooperative).

What (3) implicates will, of course, depend on context. Moreover, it is not clear
how the example fits into Leslie’s categories of generics. Neither being submissive,
nurturing, or cooperative fits the criteria for being a striking generic. Is it a charac-
teristic generic? Are women, by nature, submissive (nurturing, cooperative)? There
are definitely many positive counterinstances. But here again the idea could be that
good, or normal, women are submissive (nurturing, cooperative), where “normal”
is not understood as “statistically normal” but in terms of what individuals are good
examples of the kind. Or is there a template in the background: Recall that we can
say “birds (or bees) lay eggs” even if most don’t because there is a template for
animals that has a box for reproductive mechanism, and “lays eggs” is one of the
options considered acceptable. Is there a template for animals, or for humans, that
offers a pull-down psychology menu? There might be a story to tell: in interacting
with other creatures we need to be able to predict whether they are going to be easy
to interact with or hard to interact with, whether we are going to have an easy time
being dominant or whether we are likely to be dominated. The claim that women are
submissive provides a value for that box in the template and a basis for predicting
behavior. Yet another option is that it is just a majority generic and is true just in
case most women are submissive (etc).

Given these options, | think there is reason to deny (3): it is neither characteris-
tic (part of what it is to be a good example of womanhood) or generally the case
that women are submissive (nurturing, cooperative). However, even if it is unclear
what are the truth conditions for (3), we can still consider its pragmatic effects. The
implication of (3), on the account I am proposing, is that women are, by nature,
submissive; women who aren’t submissive are, nevertheless, disposed to be under
the right circumstances, because this is how women are. Perhaps the implication
is that the category of woman is a functional kind: women are for nurturing, or
women are for being dominated. Again, this is how women are. If this is conveyed
in conversation, it may be hardly noticeable, but once it takes hold, it becomes a
schema that shapes our social world. Blocking the implication is called for.

In this case, the invested defender of (3), in the face of objections, might have
an easier time defending the quantified substitute for the generic: “most women
are submissive (nurturing, cooperative)” and may also regard this as an adequate
basis for asserting (3) as a majority generic (not taking into account the many non-
submissive women). But the templing slide (and apparently good inference) from
“most women are submissive,” to “women are submissive,” must keep us on our
guard to block the essentializing implicature.

One might object, however, that feminists and antiracist theorists regularly
employ generics that, on my account, have problematic implications. Consider, for
example:
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(5) Women are oppressed.
(6) Blacks in the United States suffer racism.

How should we handle such cases? If (5) and (6) are simply majority generics,
then both are plausibly true (assuming, as | do, that the oppression and racism affect
all women and all blacks in the circumstances at issue). In asserting (5) and (6)
however, does one implicate that women are oppressed by nature? Or that blacks
are naturally targets of racism?

I can think of two options for handling such cases. One is to claim that the context
cancels the implicature because the point of making such a claim is to criticize the
practice, not to justify oppression or racism as appropriate or natu.ral to women or
blacks. Thus there is no need to block the implicature. This strategy is also important
for understanding majority generics such as “barns are red” and “cars hav.c radios,”
more generally. The idea is that in cases where it is obvious that there- is no non-
accidental connection between the kind and the predicate, i.e., where it is clear that
what is being expressed is a majority generic rather than a characteristic or slrikzi?g
generic, there is no implicature, and so no implicature to be blocked or negalf:d. -

The second option is to allow that there is a non-coincidental or non—accnden.tal
connection between being a woman and being oppressed, or being black and bemg
the target of racism. The idea is not that women or blacks are naturally trealefi this
way; rather, the point is that being a woman or being black are good. pre@1clors
for the unjust treatment. So it is not necessary to block or negate the 1mph§ature
because it is true. This may seem troublesome, but the appearance of trouble hinges,
I believe, on a slide we need not make. According to some accounts of gender and
race, being unjustly subordinated is part of what it is to be gendered man or woman
and to be raced (Haslanger, “Gender and Race”). On this view, it is true that womep
are oppressed by virwe of being women, and a paradigm example of a woman 1is
someone who is oppressed. So when someone asserts (5), both the ulteran‘CG and
the implicature are true. Does this entail that women are oppressed by their very
natures? How could that be acceptable? It isn’t acceptable, but neither is it entailed.
Consider the comparison:

It is true in virtue of what it is to be a bachelor that bachelors are unmarried.
with:

It is true in virtue of what it is to be a woman that women are oppressed.
or

It is in virtue of being poor that the poor are disenfranchised.

25There is empirical evidence that we are aware of the distinction between Il’.laj.Ol”ily and charac-
teristic generics. In the case of characteristic generics, speakers are more wx]lmg tq count bpth
bare plural and indefinite singular forms of the generic as nutur‘al to assert than majority generics,
e.g., “tigers have stripes” and “a tiger has stripes” are both judged assgr[able. \N"herca”s spealf-
ers are more likely to differ in their assessment of “barns are red” and “a barn is red” (Leslie
et al.."Conceptual” 482).
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In each of these cases the non-accidental link is being asserted between proper-
ties. As long as one allows that no individual-is by nature a bachelor, or by nature a
woman, or by nature poor, then it doesn’t follow that the individual is by necessity
unmarried or oppressed or disenfranchised, or that they should be. There is a further
scope error, however, that many find tempting. Consider:

(7) Women are [non-accidentally, by virtue of what they are, by nature] oppressed.

(8) Sally is a woman.

(9) Therefore, Sally is [non-accidentally, by virtue of what she is, by nature]
oppressed.

Of course this conclusion is unacceptable, but the inference is invalid and requires
the stronger premise:

(8%) Sally is [non-accidentally, by virtue of what she is, by nature] a woman.

If we deny (8%), which is needed in place of (8) to infer (9), then we can avoid
the problematic conclusion.

Whether this second strategy is an acceptable option (and I'm not convinced
it is!), will depend on several considerations. In particular, it will depend on the
details of how we spell out the precise content of the implicature: what sort of non-
accidental connection is being claimed between the kind and the property referred
to by the generic, what is involved in a claim of generic essence, how should we
interpret assumptions about nature(s). The issue here is, [ believe, metaphysical, in
the sense that we need good metaphysical distinctions Lo make sense of the alter-
natives, but more than metaphysical, it is psychological. The goal is to understand
what people tend to believe when they hear someone assert a generic. There has been
valuable research on the human tendency to essentialize (Gelman “Essential Child”,
“Conceptual Development”) and a better account of the pragmatics of generics
should take this research into account.

Critique?

The project of at least many social constructionists is to make explicit how the
world we respond to, the world that triggers our schemas, is shaped by us and is not
inevitable, natural, or “given.” In other words, the project is to make evident the role
of schemas in shaping resources that “fit” our schemas. Once the loop is laid bare,

new questions can be asked about the adequacy of the schemas, the distribution of

resources, and alternative structures that might be put in place. The goal is to make
explicit the hegemonies that hold us in their grip so that they can be challenged and

contested. My arguments thus far have attempted to connect this understanding of

social construction and the formation of hegemony with practices of speech and con-
versation that help constitute the common ground. If what 1 have argued is correct.

———
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there is less mystery how confused and mistaken ideologies become hegemonic—
they are absorbed as the background to successtul communication. Moreover, we
need not assume that the parties to the cbnversation are deviously insinuating the
false beliefs into the cultural background. It may be thal the mechanisms of presup-
position accommodation and implicature that are essential to establishing shared
meanings and the contours of our social world are simply not serving us well in
these domains.

[s the point of ideology critique, then, to make explicit the content of hegemony,
to bring it to the level of belief to be evaluated? There is much emphasis in discus-
sion of ideology on this idea that what is gained through critque is an understanding
that things could be different. Catharine MacKinnon emphasizes that in unveiling
ideological illusion one comes to see that how things are is not how they must be:

Women’s situation cannot be truly known for what it is, in the feminist sense, without know-
ing that it can be other than it is. . . Patterns of abuse can be made to look more convincing
without the possibility of change seeming even a little more compelling. Viewed as object
reality, the more inequality is pervasive, the more it is simply “there.” And the more real it
looks, the more it looks like the truth. As a way of knowing about social conditions, con-
sciousness raising by contrast shows women their situation in a way that affirms they can
act to change it. (101)

This fits with the idea that what is inserted into the common ground by the
problematic generics is a claim of generic essence. If the presumption is that sub-
ordinated groups occupy the social positions they do because of facts about their
nature or essence, then effective resistance requires that we first explore the pos-
sibilities that this move has foreclosed (see also Taylor “Interpretation™). But it is
one thing to recognize the possibility of a different social structure and another to
offer a critique of one. Is the revelation of alternatives sufficient to provide social
critique?

A simplistic hypothesis might be that once one is exposed to the social work-
ings of one’s milieu, one will come to see the weaknesses of it. On this view, the
unveiling of the illusion of inevitability can disrupt an investment in one’s current
(inadequate) milieu and provide opportunities for improvement. Further critique,
strictly speaking, is not necessary; one need only broaden the horizons of those in
the grip of an unjust structure and they will gain “consciousness” and gravilate to
liberation.

It is true that this can happen, but it is far from guaranteed, and there is a danger
that not all such gravitation is toward liberation. Ideology critique begins by tak-
ing aim at the particular masking of social schemas that occurs when they become
hegemonic, but it takes further moral or political critique to determine whether the
structures they constitute are legitimate or just. Questions of justice don’( arise for
the common sense world that is taken for granted. To raise normative issues we
must first make visible the social dynamics that create our social worlds; once artic-
ulated ideology can (in principle) be debated. So showing how something is simply
presupposed as common ground and that it needs critical examination is one goal
of ideology critique.This is an important step, but alone is insufficient to capture
the critical dimension. Moreover, as noted, schemas are entrenched dispositions
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and often don’t change in response to cognitive engagement. A further, often unac-
knowledged, concern is that components of hegemony are polysemic, so we cannot
assume that it is possible to articulate “the content” of hegemony (Ewick and Silbey,
“Subversive Stories” 212; Silbey 293):

The hegemonic is not simply a static body of ideas to which members of a culture are
obliged to conform. . .[it has] a protean nature in which dominant relations are preserved
while their manifestations remain highly flexible. The hegemonic must continually evolve
so as to recuperale alternative hegemonies. (Silberstein 127. qtd in Ewick and Silbey,
“Subversive Stories” 212)

This “protean” nature of hegemony can protect it from critique (Ewick and
Silbey, “Subversive Stories” 212), but can also make room for resistance and
counter-hegemony:

Since power is exercised through the patterned distribution of resources and schemas, if
there is resistance to this power it must also operate through the appropriation of these self-
same structures. Resistance, as much as power, is contingent upon the structural resources
available to the relational participants. . .."Counter-hegemony has to start from that which
exists, which involves starting from *where people are at.” Such a conception of counter-
hegemony requires the ‘reworking’ or ‘refashioning’ of elements which are constitutive
of the prevailing hegemony” (Hunt, 316). (Ewick and Silbey, “Narrating” 1335 (including
Hunt quote)),

In studies of hegemony and counter-hegemony, many humanists, legal theorists,
social scientists, have focused on narrative. Narrative is important because of its
power to entrench social scripts that have plots which are transposable to differ-
ent contexts; narratives frame the personal in cultural forms. Acts of resistance
to social scripts can also be narrated using the “elements which are constitutive
of the prevailing hegemony” and become subversive stories (Ewick and Silbey,
“Narrating”).

Narratives—subversive or not—are crucial components of the schemas we bring
to social life. However, they are not the only component. For example, feminists
have long noted that dualistic conceptual frameworks that oppose reason/emotion,
mind/body, nature/culture, masculine/feminine guide and distort our thinking. It
is also plausible that schemas include presumption rules that direct our reasoning
in cases where evidence is slim (Ullman-Margalit). Such rules are often encoded
in narratives, but we have seen that they are also ubiquitous in conversation and
other forms of social interaction. And habits of body and mind—including non-
intentional behavior, “body language,” moods, feelings, emotions, suspicions, and
the like—play an important role in social life, and their interpretation and coordina-
tion depends on socializing individuals to fit (roughly) within a pattern of collective
dispositions.

So it would seem that ideology critique can and should take a variety of forms.
For example, we can articulate the hegemonic in ways that open space for contesta-
tion and justice claims, e.g., by criticizing conceptual frameworks and offering new
ones, by noting and challenging presumption rules that occlude evidence of alter-
natives, by pointing to the etfects of social practices on consciousness. We can give
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voice to the counter-hegemonic by describing and recommending resistant interven-
tions and practices. We can analyze social conditions and organization in terms that
are broadly accessible so that the looping of social structures is rendered visible and
so less fixed or inevitable. We can also promote norms and standards for contesting
ideology that are more democratic and alert 1o the muting (and deafening) effects of
hegemony. We can reject generics that support false claims about generic essences:
it is not the case that women are more submissive than men; that blacks are more
violent than whites; that cows are food,

A further goal, of course, is social change resulting in greater justice. Ideology
critique of the sort I've described can help create conceptual space for such change,
but thought can never replace action. The power of consciousness raising is not just
to offer new avenues of thought, but to create social spaces where new schemas
can be acted out, and eventually new—Iless oppressive—practices can become
hegemonic. Describing what those practices should look like is a task for further
normative debate.
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