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ABSTRACT
THE BODY AS SYMBOL: BRINGING TOGETHER
THEORIES OF SEX/GENDER AND RACE
FOR THEOLOGICAL DISCOURSE

Patricia Lewis, B.A., M.A.

Marquette University, May 2010

This dissertation focuses on race and sex/gender as critical theblopgica that are
not being adequately addressed in most theological discourse. They are eittezt dee
irrelevant to mainstream theology and addressed in a theoretically unsopgustiganer, if
at all, or compartmentalized in theological specializations leaving thendeutsiinstream
theological discourse and separate from each other. Sex/gender and rapedaminopics
for several reasons. First, much suffering has resulted from the mehnmgs beings have
assigned to various articulations of sex/gender and race and the actiornsndkestitutions
established based on these meanings. Second, reflection on race and sex/gender leads t
conversation about the reality and meaning of the body, and the body is a crucigithéolo
topic. Third, the most central questions in theology lead us to the body and discussion of the
body leads us to the most fundamental questions of theology.

| argue that theology needs to create common approaches for reflection onythe bod
that consider the whole body. My project presents a tool to establish better tredologic
discourse about the body that takes these specificities into consideration asdHaing
together in theological anthropology. | first explore theological discoumseserning race
and sex/gender in order to plot a landscape of and for these conversations. Thipdandsca
exposes the complexity of these topics and reveals that within each convehsagas t
great disparity about how to talk about race and sex/gender. This first step @ij¢iceqan
help theologians articulate and map their own theories of sex/gender aatdgm®mote
more sophisticated conversation about the body within the discipline of theology. This part
of the dissertation also illustrates the centrality of the questions oesebeigand race for
theology. In the second part of this dissertation, | explore womanist theology ingights
for bringing race and sex/gender together in theological discourse. Buolditngse
insights, my proposal of the body as symbol argues that a full appreciation of the ltsdy i
specificity and complexity must address the body as construction and the legbyession.
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The fact that theology also considers the body should not astonish or surprise anyone who is
aware of the mystery and reality of the Incarnation. Theology is tleaicecwhose subject
is divinity. Through the fact that the Word of God became flesh, the body enterexytheol
through the main door.

John Paul IIThe Theology of the Bolly

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

James Cone asserts that people enter the liberation struggle, in the [zeaskest
from their own specific experience and perspective. This project ariseshieaguestions of
my own life. | have been thinking about the body for a long time. | have had life-long
guestions of how and whsex/gendedifferences affect family, society, and church. My
decision to live and work in a low-income community led me to questiorcltess
differences keep some segregated and award others benefits. My expiaritiecnner city
as well as academia raised my awareness ofracadifferences seep through all class
structures. | withess how differences in slexual orientatiorof my friends keep them
isolated and uncelebrated in society. These experiences have taughinfiaghee the
meanings we assign to body categories have on all aspects of life. bhesgabons have
challenged me to think more deeply and critically about the body in its spgcifldiis
project brings my theological study to bear on the questions of my life and anantport
though often neglected, subject of study. This dissertation focuses on race geddends
critical theological topics that are not being adequately addressedtithaolegical

discoursé.

! John Paul lIThe Theology of the Body: Human Love in the Diftam (Boston: Pauline Books and Media,
1997), 88.

2 Of course, conversations about race and sex/ganddreing had in some specialized fields of thgpld am
concerned here with “mainstream” theological dissewand the fact that one can more often tharahketa



In my own study of theology, | have found two main reasons for this lack of adequate
consideration of race and sex/gentid¥irst, sex/gender and race are often deemed irrelevant
to mainstream theological discourse. Most theologians whose work does notzpeciali
focus on race and sex/gender relegate conversations about the concrete oé#titidoody
to those theologians who hapmblematicbodies. These same theologians seem content to
brush aside the realities of race and sex/gender and speak about a theanat@edlgt and
unsexed/ungendered body. This unwillingness to engage in theological discoursaabout
and sex/gender seems to be accompanied by a general inability to havetkessations.

There is much confusion about how body categories like race and sex/gender anelused a
what is meant when they are invoked. Terms such as gender, sex, woman, man, and race are
conflictual and there is widespread disagreement about these terms. | apprdaacty thet

simply as matter versus spirit or as that hypothetical material bodgltiamans have that

makes us human. Bodies are always part of the social, political, culturatcarairec

matrix in which we find them. Theology must discuss the body in all its concretanes
difference. The body is always raced and sexed/gendered and this reaibemus

incorporated into mainstream theological anthropology.

graduate level theological anthropology coursesadra theological anthropology text and never cacness
the words race or sex/gender.

% In this chapter, | explain my reasons for thisklatadequate consideration of race and sex/ger@grer
reasons given by both theologians and theoristdbeiexplored in Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertatin
Chapter 4, womanist scholars give their reasonstivbyntersection of race and sex/gender is naquately
addressed even in theological specializations. nfiere discussion on race and sex/gender and thiealog
education and endeavor, see James H. Cone, “ThéslBgeat Sin: Silence in the Face of White Suprenia
Union Seminary Quarterly Reviéd®, no. 3-4 (2001): 1-15; Dwight H. Hopkins, “Blatkeology on
Theological Education,” iBlack Faith and Public Talk: Critical Essays on JesCone’s Black Theology and
Black Powered. Dwight H. Hopkins (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Book$999), 41-52; Robert J. Deotis, “And We
Are Not Saved: A Black Theologian Looks at TheotadiEducation,’Religious Educatio®7 (Summer 1992):
353-69; Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza, “Religiomd&e, and Society: Shaping the Discipline of
Religious/Theological Studies,” ifihe Relevance of Theology: Nathan Sdderblom anDéwelopment of an
Academic Disciplineed. Carl Reinhold Brakenhielm and Gunhild Wing¥isliman (Uppsala, Sweden:
Uppsala University, 2002), 85-99; and Denise LardPermody, “Integrating Feminist Perspectives ith
Religious Studies Curriculum: Setting the Questidigrizons16 (Fall 1989): 292-301.



The second reason sex/gender and race are not adequately addressed in theological
discourse is that theologies that do take categories of materiality dé&emna sex/gender into
consideration have been compartmentalized, and often marginalized, into sapdrate
distinct specializations. This is problematic for two reasons. Firstatieegordoned off
from mainstream theological discourse. This results in an ostracisncos$siisns of
sex/gender and race from mainstream theology and a ghettoization ofgbitaint
conversation. Second, because of specialization these discourses about radgamtiese
become distinct and separate from each dtheace and sex/gender become separate
subjects in theology because they are based on such specifics as personal amdtgomm
experience. Both can and have been treated as essential to identity. Withpatiages
theological conversations about race and sex/gender, one may now be required to note the
importance of the other bodily reality but not to explore it at any great depth.ogjiieol
needs to explore how discourses about race and sex/gender can come together fmalheolog
anthropology.

This dissertation is my response to these frustrations and challenges. IMythiza
project is twofold. First, | explore theological discourses concerningaratsex/gender in
order to plot a landscape of and for these conversations. This landscape exposes the
complexity of these topics and reveals that within each conversation theratidigparity
about how to talk about race and sex/gender. This first step of the project can help
theologians articulate and map their own theories of sex/gender and racerantepnore
sophisticated conversation about the body within the discipline of theology. Iroadthis

part of the dissertation illustrates the centrality of the questions okeseldgand race for

* This of course is not the case in womanist theplmg this specialty, like most liberation theolesji claims to
be and is treated as a theology of, by and foreaip community resulting in only that communitigending to
it, in this case African American women.



theology and demonstrates how theories of the body and theology are intertwittexnigAl
this first step begins to connect sex/gender and race discourses around argamizang
concept, it is in the second part of this dissertation that | propose a theolpgicach to
the body that brings discourses about race and sex/gender together for takologic
anthropology.

This project is based on the presupposition that race and sex/gender are important
topics for theological discourse. They are important for several reasons.mkich
suffering has resulted from the meanings human beings have assigned toaréicalaions
of sex/gender and race and the actions taken and institutions established basssl on the
meanings. Definitions of sex/gender have resulted in the second-classstitp of women
in society and church. The black/white racial divide in the United States haedestlte
suffering of the black community. The essentialization of the meanings ofmamaeblack
to meanwhitewomen and blacknenhas resulted in a general ignorance of the plight of
black women. Meanings of the categories of race and sex/gender include various
assumptions about acceptable sexuality. Women, people of color, and people with
“alternative” sexual orientations all struggle with the meanings isgbapon their bodies.
They struggle because their bodies are read in society as abnormal, infesooipted for
specific roles that they may not want. Their freedom in living these bodigstedl by the
scripts presumed imprinted on them by genitalia, color, or “perversion” based on the
assumed misuse of their bodies.

I understand oppression to include both the unjust limitation of persons,

opportunities, and lives as well as outright discrimination and vioferkigs unjust

®| find helpful Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza’s a&ris Marion Young’s criteria of oppression faraal
groups, which include exploitation, marginalizatipowerlessness, cultural imperialism, and systemic



limitation and discrimination is based on theories and theologies of the body.oReligi
belief systems have undergirded the oppositional way we think about men and women and
have contributed to the way we understand different races. Theologians needn@eecog
the contributions of Christianity to the dehumanization of certain bodies and ifis4tisin
of the violence and oppression of persons based on physical attfidét@kristian
theologians believe that reflection on sin and redemption is important theologikatesr
consideration of sex/gender and race must be part of theological discourse. Soanguaa
that race and sex/gender in themselves are neutral and that racismismdasexhe true
problems. | contend that racism and sexism are inherent in the raegdmas of black and
white and the sex/gender categories of male/female and masculinegffebecause the
history and language embedded in these descriptions are racist and sexistal Any
liberation from these impediments and attacks must include a better undegstzirttie
concepts and realities of race and sex/gender.

The second reason discourse about sex/gender and race is important for tHeologica
study is that reflection on race and sex/gender leads to conversation abeatityhramd
meaning of the body, and the body is a crucial theological topic. The work of the theslog
| explore evidence the body’s centrality for theological study. Pope Johhl Baderstood

the body as central to all theology, both our anthropology, which is our understanding of

violence. Schissler Fiorenza adds two criteriateel to theology and religion, namely silencingj an
vilification and trivialization. See Elisabeth Sdsler Fiorenze&Gharing Her Word: Feminist Biblical
Interpretation in ContexBoston: Beacon Press, 1998), 29-31. For Youanggsof these criteria, see Iris
Marion Young, “Five Faces of Oppression,’Jastice and the Politics of Differen¢@rinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1990), 38-65.

® From its inception, feminist theology has beencesned with uncovering and naming the patriarchén
Christian tradition. See Mary Dalyhe Church and the Second $Brston: Beacon Press, 1985), and
Rosemary Radford Rueth&exism and God-Talk: Toward a Feminist Theol@@ypston: Beacon Press, 1983)
as two seminal works in early feminist theologykdwise, black theology has always called attentiothe
racism in the Christian tradition, such as theib#linterpretation of white scholars and ministiyat claimed
that the enslavement of black people was intenge@da and recorded in scripture, thereby justifystayvery
in this country. See James H. CoBed of the Oppressecev. ed. (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1997), and
Gregory Baum and John Coleman, ediae Church and RacistNew York: Seabury Press, 1982).



ourselves, and our theology, which is our understanding of Glanes Cone also makes
this connection when he asserts that our search for identity is nothing less tharaufase
God?® Consideration of the body is crucial because human persons live as specific bodies.
We immediately notice the race and sex/gender of each person we meet. thésese
categories to provide clues to who a person is and we are uncomfortable if wectassityt
the person within the categories we use. Michael Omi and Howard Winant arlec@tsts
who argue that without racial identity one is in danger of having no idéntityould extend
that argument to include sex/gender identity as well. Feminist, womanist,aahkd bl
theologians challenge the theological community to recognize that not al$ laodithe
same. With the growth of these liberation theologies, there is a growargregess of the
complexity of the body. Since the specificity of bodies matters so much iwitige dif life
and church, we must think theologically about specific bodies not just the body as flesh
opposed to the soul.

Consideration of the body is also crucial for theology because at the center of
Christian belief and life is the Body of Christ. This most important body is ohaavyi
communal, and eucharistic. The study of this body is concerned with the life and
circumstances of a specific person, the community born out of this life, and theesaalam
reality that binds them together. Theological reflection on the Body of Glffests and is
affected by how we theologize about our own bodies. To understand Jesus Christ as the
Incarnation means that Jesus was a body-person. God took on humanity and shared in its

condition. Therefore, we must understand that Jesus Christ lived specific@llyhasians

" John Paul lIThe Theology of the Bod47.

8 James H. Cond Black Theology of LiberatiofMaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1986), 14.

° Michael Omi and Howard WinarRacial Formation in the United States: From the 0960 the 1990New
York: Routledge, 1994), 59.



do. Jesus of Nazareth was a first century, Jewish man who lived in an occupied country.
These were the constructions that formed his identity. But he also lived deljpetdis

personal expression of his body was to make his place with the oppressed and outcasts of his
society and religion and to share in their condition in his very humanity, which included his
materiality. This is why liberation theologians see the Incarnationyat® kbeological body

talk. God is present in our very humanity. The body is the instrument for divine presence.

Roman Catholic Christianity still professes Christ's materiaé@nce in the Eucharist
and in the community formed by its belief in the Incarnation. The liturgy asgpce of
Christ in it involve specific meanings of bodily categorization as the comyndecides who
represents and reflects Christ. The Body of Christ that is the Church is humaeraholé
both forms and is formed by the categories of sex/gender and race. ohenigl|
investigation into race and sex/gender argues that who the Church is and héwritte C
lives is deeply affected by the meanings assigned to race andrsserg Since the Church is
a body and bodies do not exist outside of these categories, the Church must reflett on w
meanings of race and sex/gender it embraces and which bodies it excludes.

My third reason why discourse about the body is crucial for theology is that the most
central questions in theology lead us to the body, and discussion of the body leads us to the
most fundamental questions of theology. Discourse about sex/gender and race can serve a
entry points to discussions of inequality and injustice, but also elicit and engagal bibl
hermeneutics, ecclesiological practices and beliefs, as well as oo#blognsiderations.

How one interprets biblical revelation informs their understanding of the bodybobyes

central to reflection on Christian mysteries that occur during liturgtes in word and



action!® Theological reflection on bodies in their specificity explores the signifeaf
history for human identity and the question of how persons come to be at all. The
theologians included in this dissertation argue, and | would agree, that thepiergftthe
subject cannot be considered without addressing the concepts of sex/gender and s#ce. The
considerations of personhood are in turn intimately connected to notions of ontology and
truth. Therefore, ideas about sex/gender and race and the body in its specifaithe
debate about whether universals exist in human living. The meaning a theolagartestt

to the body also goes to the very heart of their method and reflects theiagoasncerns.

All ideas have bodies. Patricia Hill Collins argues that ideas cannot be diVooethe
individuals who create and share them so the identity, and therefore bodily iestegfothe
owner of any idea mattet$. Liberation theologians argue that how we think, what we think
about, and what we think is true is intimately related to our placement withirerctiags
oppressions based on body differentiation. Our experience and our prejudicecethue

research and our scholarly claims.

. METHOD

My approach to discourse about the body is informed by both my study of liberation
theologies and contemporary gender and race theories. Liberation thaotbgrs this
project within the struggle to liberate body-persons from oppression assodidu¢aen

meanings assigned to bodily categories. The analysis of race and sexfgand in this

19 At the heart of any Christian Eucharistic ritus ¢he words, “This is my body.” Other Catholimigical
observances that involve reflection on the bodyGogpus Christi, the Assumption of Mary, and Eastéarl
Rahner’s theology of the symbol, which includesrbifections on the body as symbol, originatesign h
thoughts on devotion to the Sacred Heart. Thersiant of belief found in the Apostles’ Creed in@adhe
words “We believe in the resurrection of the body.”

M patricia Hill Collins,Black Feminist Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness the Politics of Empowerment
2d ed. (New York: Routledge, 2000), 265.



dissertation is not just an intellectual exercise but a task that is partgretiter project to
liberate individuals from that which oppresses and limits them and to creaenclosive
communities. | focus on prominent theologians who investigate bodily meaning fagyeol
with emphasis on race and sex/gender and examine how these theologians readdhd bod
explore its specificity within a theological context. In addition to insigiois fliberation
theology, | utilize theological investigations of symbol and its application to hdubds
individual and communal, and the Body of Christ in all its aspects to create a method for
discourse of the specific materiality of bodies.

My study of the body also utilizes insights from contemporary theory abmaitiral
sex/gender. Contemporary race and gender theories are becoming moreeapdrtrair
theological discourse about the bddyTheology cannot ignore the specificity of bodies, and
contemporary theory is a great aid in thinking about this specificity. Bteexplore how
meaning is assigned to bodies and how these meanings can be changed.nésekawmi
history and language are at the heart of bodily reality. Theology needs idecdhsoretical
approaches to the body that critique the very body categories that theologarsssfime.
| believe that these theoretical critiques can help liberation theologiaresadheir goal of
freedom from oppression. My own felt need for theoretical help to analyze the begly in i
specificity led me first to gender theory. Reading Judith Butler and heretleal approach
to the very idea of the materiality of the body opened up to me the space to think about the
fluidity of bodily meaning and how it is determined within discourse. Race theory

challenged me to see the historical nature of bodily meaning and how the badsys labth

12 Critical race theory began as a development iezpporary legal studies, but now can encompass an
intellectual movement in natural and scientificaehship that critically analyzes and problematittes
concept of race. Gender theory is a field of ingthat questions any universal beliefs about woarah men
and attempts to map the cultural, societal, andigallroots of gender and sex. See the introdustiof
Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertation for a morgepth account of the focus of both gender and trzery.
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present and past. These contemporary theories recognize that bodies altetdiffapture
and define with any one, or once and for all, category. Race and gender theorigbeevea
diversity of the very categories of race and sex/gender.

My project embraces this pluralism and sits comfortably within a postmodern
context® This context treats pluralism as the way we are, not something to be overcome.
Diversity in the meaning and reality of sex/gender and race is the tealitaat postmodern
consciousness opens up to us and for us. This consciousness does not demand a single
answer or smooth synthesis. In a postmodern context we need tools that allow us to bette
live in the pluralism of the world today. It is not my intent to dismiss the theories/ affa
the theologians and theorists | encounter in this dissertation, but to understand eathappro
to race and sex/gender and create dialogue among them. The central poolbteoldgy
that | am addressing is the lack of sophisticated dialogue about race ajahdex/ | am
proposing a tool for discussion. Knowledge about different theories allows us to thimk bette
about sex/gender and race. By arranging these theories around a centralngy gainiziple,
we can better understand where they are in agreement and where they dyesgeating
these theories within a theological context, we better understand how sex/gehteresare
related to the core questions and values of any theological system.

| believe that bodies exist as diverse and complex realities that asipdefined
and never fully captured in language. Every body-person is different and compigie Pe

authentically live sex/gender and race differently. Race and sex/geasteas multi-

'3 For more detailed accounts of the meanings ofpasernity as well as its intersection with theologge
Jean-Francois Lyotardhe Postmodern Explained: Correspondence 1982-{8@%neapolis, MN: University

of Minnesota Press, 1993); Walter James Lowe, fRodern Theology,” i©xford Handbook of Systematic
Theology eds. John Webster, Kathryn Tanner, and lain TieggOxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 617-
23; Graham Ward, edlackwell Companion to Postmodern Theol@ghalden, MA: Blackwell Publishers,
2001); Kevin J. Vanhoozer, e€ambridge Companion to Postmodern Theoldgw York: Cambridge
University Press, 2003); and A. K. M. Adam, ddiandbook of Postmodern Biblical Interpretati¢®t. Louis:
Chalice Press, 2000).
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faceted, complex realities. Identity can never be captured with any tegermeor bodily
description. There is always difference and diversity. People are more theategyry of
identity; but they are always these categories as well. Thereforegribemretical approach
to race or sex/gender is sufficient. Race and sex/gender overlap, interseamicekbach
other, and exist with other identifying realities like class and sexualigg#ate discourse
about race and sex/gender must also recognize that the meanings of bodies arange.ov
This project considers a complex and messy body.

How do we talk about the body then? Can we talk about the body or must we talk
about individual or specific bodies? | think there must be a balance. Theologies that
intentionally begin with specific experiences are very important fotlzeglogy of the body.
People do have something authentic to say about themselves and their identity. Theology
must leave room in theoretical discourse for life stories, both past and presentsandlpe
experiences. But too much reliance on experience for discourse about the body can be a
frustrating endeavor. Some use their own experience to cancel out anotheiEnerpmr
the other’s frustration with body categories. A counter argument is oft@edcaround a
differing opinion one member of any group in question holds. Therefore, theology must
include theoretical approaches to the body in addition to the experiential witness of
individual bodies. | contend that all theologies include theories about sex/gaddarcae,
whether articulated or not, because all theological methods lead to certaiagiod
sex/gender and race. An engagement with various theories of categorizing ticartbeyp
theologians better appreciate the significance of these categorigsifdheological work

whether they personally think race and sex/gender are important or not.
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1. ARGUMENT

To do this work of liberation of body-persons, theology must reflect on the body itself
because racism, white privilege, sexism, androgyny, heterosexism, and homopdbbidya
issues. Bodies are sites of oppression and the meanings we give to theratjossfior
this oppression. Theology needs to create common approaches for reflection on the body
that consider the whole body, attending to all of its specificities. My prpjesents a tool
to establish better theological discourse about the body that takes theseispgaiftto
consideration and brings them together in theological anthropology for the whgle Tiud
tool addresses the two problems outlined above, namely, the reality that discoursaadbout r
and sex/gender is often deemed irrelevant for mainstream theology andrthadsfressed
in a theoretically unsophisticated manner, if at all, and that discourse thatodoesbout
race and sex/gender is ostracized into theological specializationly ipo@red by most
theologians and often separated from each other.

The first problem is addressed through analyses of theories of sex/gethdaca |
use construction as an organizing concept for these analyses. The notion tleatdsexdgd
race are somehow constructed realities is present in both theological antidéleore

discoursé? The idea that the body and the categories by which it is given meaning are

14 Even before the term construction was widely uisgteology some theologians recognized that the
meanings of bodies are ambiguous and shiftinghdir early work, theologians such as James Colisglieth
Schussler Fiorenza, and Delores Williams took gsét@ously the idea that the meanings we give ttaice
bodies are socially, culturally, and religiouslynstructed by history, language, and power. Akéhr
theologians are interested in some way in unmodrodijly categories from “natural” descriptions. €Th
ambiguity and shifting meaning of the body is nogressed in the notion that the meanings of boeie
bodies themselves, are constructed within and &ygdmtext in which they are located. The condegit bodies
are constructed is a result of the wider discoofgkeconstruction, which is a term used to refex to
contemporary intellectual movement in philosopliitgréry theory, and criticism, although not reg#étto
these, and best understood in terms of its assmtiaith the writings of French philosopher JacqDesrida.
Deconstruction is a strategy to analyze texts acdkreality in order to disclose their culturaldesocial
dynamics and unquestioned assumptions as wellrasalied tensions, conflicts and contradictions.
Resonating Derrida’s statement that “There is mgtliutside the text,” deconstruction recognizessgential
difference between language and the world. Theakianalysis of deconstruction is not meant thitetate or
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constructed means that body categories once understood to have ahistoricdi¢ sorenti
ontological meanings can be understood to have political, contextual, ever-shifting, a
changeable meanings. We are now being challenged to deconstruct these igodyicies

to understand why they have the meanings they do. There is much debate about the very
notion of construction; this debate will be part of my examination of theoriex/fender

and race.

Reflecting on the body as construction is a tool to systematize speciddaedion
theologies and as a bridge to connect them together in order to better thedlogiztha
body. Using construction as an organizing principle | map theories of racexéayehser to
aid theologians in navigating these discourses. There is no one theory or meaning to
sex/gender or race and these maps help clarify the differences. Theslogn then plot
their own theories of race and sex/gender. Acknowledging and understandingvame’s
ideas about each of these categories is an important first step to doing just&ce to t
importance and relevance of body categories for theology. One must be cleavtadreut

one stands in these dialogues to have relevant and sophisticated discourse andatialdgue

demolish that which is its object of analysis, tubpen up space for rethinking or new thinkingho
Nicholas Royle claims that deconstruction is, abalV@erhaps, a questioning of the “is,” a conogitih what
remains to be thought, with what cannot be thowgtitin the present. Derrida himself writes, “Déslization

is required for ‘progress’...And the ‘de-’ diconstruction signifies not the demolition of whatbnstructing
itself, but rather what remains to be thought belytire constructivist or destructionist scheme.tqles
Derrida, “Afterword: Toward an Ethic of Discussibim Limited, Inc.,ed. Gerald Graff, trans. Samuel Weber
and Jeffrey Mehlman (Evanston: Northwestern UniteRress, 1988), 147. He has described as “tst lead
definition” of “deconstruction,” namely “thexperience of the impossibileJacques Derrida, “Afterw.rds: or, at
least, less than a letter about a letter less&fiarwords ed. Nicholas Royle, trans. Geoffrey Bennington
(Tampere, Finland: Outside Books, 1992). For nworeleconstruction and its place within theological
discourse, see Thomas J. J. Altizer et al, &bcponstruction and Theolodiew York: Crossroad, 1982); John
D. Caputo and Jacques Derrifeeconstruction in a Nutshell: A Conversation widtdques DerridgNew

York: Fordham University Press, 1997); David W. ®&eott, “Deconstruction,” iHandbook of Postmodern
Biblical Interpretation 55-61; Nicholas Royle, edeconstruction: A User's Guid@New York: Palgrave,
2000); and the work of Mark C. Taylor includibgconstructing TheologiNew York: Crossroad, 1982),
Erring: A Postmodern A/TheolodZhicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), &rtte End(s) of

Theology,” inIntroduction to Christian Theology: ContemporaryfoAmerican Perspectiveed. Roger A.
Badham (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Preks398).
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the body in theology today. This dialogue must consider the particularitieg bbdy and
these particularities are specific to the context in which bodies areedituhe implications
of race for a body in the United States have been shaped by the experiencerpisid
legalized discrimination. The meanings of sex/gender for a body in the Urated Ste part
of the inheritance of Western culture and religion. Exploring these boelyoras through
the lens of construction highlights the complexity of bodies and how we categwin. It
calls attention to not only different understandings of race and sex/gender asitegdyies
but also various notions about materiality itself and the materialization of bothe®sries
about the constructedness of the materiality of the body can and do include the understandi
that these categories are not constructed at all. In this way, theoladjiart® not adhere to
the concept of construction in either discourse of race or sex/gender chea ptlt of the
dialogue. | recognize that the concept of construction is problematic for sciwlarequate
it with illusion. That is not how | am using the term in this dissertation.

Using construction to think about the concepts of sex/gender and race challenges
theologians to go beyond their personal opinion and experience. Everyone must learn the
history of these designations and understand how they affect who we are and how we think.
Just as we need to expand our understandings of racism and sexism beyond personal
prejudice to structural discrimination, so too we need to recognize that the mefihiag
body goes beyond the individual person and has meaning according to the discourse of the
context in which it lives. Recognizing the contextual meaning of the body is not the

equivalent of a structuralist view of personal identityPersons are able to deconstruct the

15 Structuralism began as a specialist method ofiipaused first in linguistics and then in anthropgy, most
notably in the work of Ferdinand de Saussure amdid# Lévi-Strauss. Structuralism focuses on thethat
human behavior is determined by various structanesoften becomes rigid and ahistorical, losingtsid the
individual, their freedom, and their ability to adtor more on structuralism, see Terence Hawkes,



15

body and can change the realities of sex/gender and race. If bodiesstrected through
human action and thought, then they can be reconstructed through these same mkans whet
one believes this entails a new understanding of the body or a return to a true nditeysta
of the body*®

Exploring various theories of sex/gender and race around the same organizing
concept of construction begins to bring these disparate conversationsrtogéthie | focus
on the level of the construction of the body in theories of sex/gender and the meaning of the
construction of the body in theories of race, consideration of both race and sex/gender
embrace how and to what extent bodily identities are constructed in time andBriacgng
discourse about race and sex/gender together in and for theological anthrepthegfocus
of the second part of this dissertation and addresses the problem of ghettoiang thes
discourses in theological specializations. Liberation theologians oppalédhtheologians to
understand that body designations and the meaning given to them in social and éflesia
are not only relevant but crucial for theological study and discussion. Wonteeukigians
in particular call on theologians to recognize that body classifications asddia¢ and

ecclesial structures and teachings based on them intersect and inflaemogher. Only by

Structuralism and Semioti¢dlew York: Routledge, 2003); and John Sturrock, Sttucturalism and Since:
From Lévi-Strauss to DerridéNew York: Oxford University Press, 1979).

1% This belief that bodies can be reconstructed sy finderstanding their categorization as constrlist a
central notion in white studies, an area of reseaomw being embraced by theologians. The editbrs o
Disrupting White Supremacy From Withimite that the possibilities raised by construcisbtheories have
major implications. Once it is recognized thater&not a fixed or static fact of nature, but atested and
changing social-political reality, it becomes pb#sito interrogate thmeaningst has been
given...Constructionist theories enable more sufficienderstanding of how racial oppression actuatiyks.
Understanding how radanctionsin processes of white supremacy can lead to praghénking toward
resistance. Recognizing race as constructed mdgibse the human agency involved in constructingie of
the most important insights to leverage in undediteg racism as a white problem. Jennifer Hart&yjn A.
Case, and Robin Hawley Gorsline, ed¥srupting White Supremacy From Within: White Peoph What We
Need To DdCleveland: Pilgrim Press, 2004), 100. Conversédyin Paul 1l in his theology of the body argues
that many contemporary approaches to sex/gender‘canstructed” it as false and that the propersoof
action is to realign our understanding and livifigex/gender with the biblical and true meaning.of
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addressing the whole body in all its particularity can theologians produce thablogtyand
for real life.

Womanist theology addresses both the helpfulness and the limitations of construction
as a tool for reflection on the body. Womanists balance the objectification atadibmof
bodily identity that can occur through the lens of construction with a consideration of the
expression and individuality of bodily reality. Christian theology cannot be colcenhe
with the historical winners’ points of view since Christian faith is cedterea person who
was most concerned with the realities of the outcast and oppressed. Therefargicteol
consideration of sex/gender and race cannot be satisfied with an analysis of thetons
of the body as instituted by power. Theology must also attend to the communal self-
definition of those historically oppressed by the meanings assigned to ra@xayshder.
Womanists show how reflecting on the identity of black women from the point of view of
power is very different from the same reflection from the point of view of blacken
themselves. In order to understand any body, one must develop a familidritizeuit
discourse not just discourse about them

Womanist scholarship teaches that careful attention to group identity réhesals
diversity in every group. In addition to race and sex/gender, identity marleh as class
and sexuality also influence and shape the identity of body-persons. Attendingittuiidi
expressions of bodily identity deepens our reflection on human identity and bodies. If
Christians believe that God is concerned with each individual person in their uniqueness,
then theology must be able to reflect on the individuality of body-persons as wélhtis w
creates community among us. Theological reflection on the body must includetgriabil

read the texts of our materiality as well as an ability to listen to individeaitories. | want
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this dissertation to help us learn to face each other as individuals. We musioeato
stand quietly with another and wait to be told and taught who that other is and wants to be.
People know something real and important about their experience and history. It is only in
the listening and accepting and being with the other that we can recograze aleunique
bodies and at the same time one body. The combination of construction and expression sees
our commonality in history and language and our uniqueness as individual creations of God.
Approaching the body as symbol embraces the body as a construction and the body as
an expression. The body is given meaning, and therefore constructed, throughesategor
such as race and sex/gender. Each body-person expresses these constructidhgiwithi
own individuality. Symbol is a concept that brings these ideas together. Itdmagshastory
in theological reflection and is a useful tool to think about the body and the much needed
consideration of its sex/gender and race. | draw on my study of symbol in saiaiame
theology and Christology. In both a symbol is understood as a material redlrigvibas
mystery. Symbols are always contextual as they must have relevamhgieanhe current
community. The body is materiality that reveals the mystery of humanity ahwags
situated in its history, language, and context. The body expresses both. The body is
individual and communal. Bodies are not static but changing and changeable. Within this
fluidity of materiality, new identities are possible. New symbols of hutyanil appear and
reveal more of its mystery. The more we are open to the diversity of bodies thdiverse
they appear. As a multivalent concept, symbol allows room for diverse understasfdings
sex/gender and race, as well as other identity markers.
| find this approach to race and sex/gender as construction and expression helpful and

freeing in my own life as well as my thinking about the body. It allowsdoversation
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between people with varying views on bodily categories such as race arehdex/ipat

does not just disintegrate into personal experience but still allows perspeakeke to be

part of the conversation. | believe we must understand how and why people are oppressed by
race and sex/gender. We must find ways to create change that aléweat@pression we
discover. My investigation of these theories and theologies of race and sexfyepdses

a way of thinking about the body that allows the unique image of God that is each person to
be fully realized and shared. There is no simple fix to the problem of oppression based on
body categorization. The change that is needed is always happening and neventiene.
cannot simply transcend our understandings of race and sex/gender tpletelyrdifferent
reality. We must first understand why we think the way we do about these cegdgfore

we can make any changes. It is my hope that in the learning and appreciati@naofdrac
sex/gender as constructions and expressions, we will speak and live them iniaeratiag

way.

V. SOURCES
The body is not a new theological topicThroughout the centuries, Christian

theologians have struggled with issues concerning the meaning of the bodgnal ,géen

" The notions of gradual change and the alwaysikuseality of complete liberation from oppressime
specifically noted in the work of many of the s@xrsl| include in this dissertation. James ConeEishbeth
Schussler Fiorenza both recognize the importaittesttaken toward liberation and the always preseat for
more and relate it to the theological concept efalready and not yet reality of Christian redeomti The
kingdom of God broke into the world with Jesus Ghbiut it is never fully experienced here. Deldiifliams
argues that because total liberation is a hopegaat] liberation theologies cannot and should ust j
concentrate on total liberation but also find waykelp people survive in the midst of their oppres that
presents hope for new ways of living. Kelly Broldouglas presents a proposal for change based on the
gradual change of discourse. This same idea dugiahifts in meaning through discourse is alshatheart
of Judith Butler’'s work. Her analysis of bodiesfasmed in discourse allows room for repetitionsird of this
discourse that bring about changes in the meamihigedies.

18 See James F. Keenan, “Christian Perspectiveseodiman Body, Theological StudieS5 (June 1994):
330-46; and Lisa Isherwood and Elizabeth Stuattpducing Body TheologfSheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1998), for historical surveys of Christippraaches to the human body. See Sarah Coaklgy, ed
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value, desires, and needs, as well as with issues concerned with specii¢ fucheas the
value of women and people of color in society, church, and before God. The body’s
importance has been recognized in biblical studies, historical theology, &hattics, as
well as systematic loci such as Christology and ecclesiology. tirttiace is now a
theological specialization called body theolddyTheology is being challenged to consider
the importance of the body and the ramifications of how we categorize peopleohabe
body. This challenge has grown stronger with the emergence of vaberatibn theologies
and questions arising in and from contemporary theory. This dissertation focuses on the
categories of race, specifically those defined as black and white, andrsiedgecognizing
that there is work being done on other areas of bodily idefitifheories of sexuality also
arise in this project since they have been intricately woven into our understaatinage

and sex/gendér- This project brings together various voices addressing these topics, with

Religion and the BodgNew York: Cambridge University Press, 1997),darider perspective about the body’s
intersection with religion.

9 Lisa Isherwood and Elizabeth Stuart describe hibdglogy as theology through the body not aboubtiy.
The starting point of body theology is all the enxgeces of the body, including but certainly natited to
sexuality and body image issues. Isherwood andrStontend that body theology argues for a radical
understanding of incarnation that places the disiially in the world and challenges any notionsloélism.
See Isherwood and Studritroducing Body Theologylames NelsorBody TheologylLouisville, KY:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1992); and Marcellhaftis-Reid and Lisa Isherwoddpntroversies in Body
Theology(London: SCM Press, 2008).

2 For theological reflection on other ethnic ideest see thdournal of Hispanic/Latino TheologMiguel A.

De La Torre and Gastén EspinoBathinking Latino(a) Religion and Identiileveland: Pilgrim, 2006);
Andrés G. Guerrerd Chicano TheologgMaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1987); Alma Rose Ahea, Liberation
Theology in Chicana/o Literature: ManifestationsF@&minist and Gay Identitigfew York: Routledge, 2007);
Jonathan Y. Tan|ntroducing Asian American Theologi@daryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2008); and Peter C.
Phan,Christianity with an Asian Face: Asian American ologyy in the MakingdMaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books,
2003). For theological reflection on how disaliliind disease affect identity and theology, seddeen
Ackermann, “Engaging Stigma: An Embodied TheologiR@sponse to HIV and AIDSScriptura(2005):
385-95; Thomas E. Reynoldéulnerable Communion: A Theology of Disability dthaolspitality (Grand Rapids,
MI: Brazos Press, 2008); and Hans S. Reindeesgiving the Gift of Friendship: Profound Disatyili
Theological Anthropology, and Ethi¢Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Press, 2008).

% For theological reflection on sexuality and idgntsee Marcella Althaus-Reitiomosexualitie§London:
SCM Press, 2008); Jeffrey S. Silker, ddbmosexuality and Religion: An Encyclope(iidestport, CT:
Greenwood Press, 2007); Grace M. Jantzen, “Oftheight and Narrow: Toward a Lesbian Theology,”
Theology & SexualitySeptember 1995): 58-76; and Richard Cleakeow My Name: A Gay Liberation
Theology(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Pr, 1995hrFspecific reflection on how race and sexuality



20

special emphasis on liberation theologies. | incorporate their work and wisdomiote a
general theological approach to the body as symbol.

Liberation theologies in the United States and elsewhere have been gspecial
concerned with the body. Feminist, black, and womanist theologians have critique@how w
think of some bodies as “different,” while white male bodies are gaugethtive. These
theologians argue that how we value bodily attributes and therefore specifis bodie
influences all aspects of ecclesial and theological life and thoughtwdhere have decided
to categorize bodies, and therefore people, has determined how we have lived and continue to
live as individuals and as community. Historically, some bodies have been valued more tha
other bodies. Certain physical attributes have been conceived as more valdakéehave
created a hierarchy of bodies based on the theories we have imagined concerning
embodiment. Some physical attributes have been theorized to reflect reasadarshlp
while others have come to mean brutishness and weakness. The meaning ascribed to
physical aspects of the body has been used to justify the oppression anobfiroftaertain
body types and the unearned privilege of others.

| concentrate closely on the work of liberation theologians because like gram |
concerned with bodily categorization because it is used as a tool of oppressiorenbéffe
becomes a problem only when people are limited and oppressed by it. Oppressem is oft
defined in terms of “isms” that result from negative body evaluation, nam&gnm, sexism,
classism, and heterosexism. | include in the meaning of oppression based on body
categorization the limitation of the spirit of individuals by the circumventiohef tdentity

and therefore their lives by the meanings given to their bodies. | focus otidibera

intersect, see Chapter 4 of this dissertation amtthédny B. Pinn and Dwight N. Hopkins, edsoving the Body:
Black Religious Studies and the Erafidew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004).
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theologies because my ultimate goal of this theological discourse about the boohgi
fulfilled living for individuals and communities. Liberation theologies do not simpiage

in theoretical debate about the body, but start with the reality of oppression and wamdk tow
its alleviation. Oppression is the key concern of liberation theologians and wiest thiem
under the designation of liberation theology. The alleviation of oppression inclugasks
while oppressed, a better quality of life while struggling against thgseessions, and the
destruction of the systems and prejudices that cause this oppression in thecérsiTpla
ultimate goal of liberation theologies is to create new ways of being andniithiat

overcome the “isms” that result in oppression. My goal for creating bestaruise about

the body is to liberate people to be the image of God they are. This includes theidestruct
of these “isms” as well as encouraging positive self-affirmatiors tha goal of all

liberation theology to create space for each human being to be whole and fulfididotve

that when we liberate individuals we liberate the Spirit to better dwell amonghis

project is a result of my learning from liberation theologies and an atteraphtribute
something to the discourse.

Stephanie Mitchem describes liberation theologies as reactions aganastire
Western-focused traditional theology and its universals. She claims thiantieation of
Christian theology by Western tradition has led to the development and estabtistime
“correct” theological methods as well as the promotion of cultural domination by
Christianity. Liberation theologies present a challenge to the tendaidraditional
theology to (1) make sharp distinctions between body and soul; (2) give preferdmee to t

spiritual/mental over the physical; and (3) believe that a universal, p&dstall theology
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is possiblé?? Liberation theologies argue that there are different perspectivesifay
theology because people are different based on their social location, which is sé@mba
their bodily identity. This declaration is a direct questioning of the reality arsibjldges of
universals for the experience of all people and the theology created for thematibibe
theologians challenge all theologians to recognize and consider their aall@ation and
how it affects their theology. Luis G. Pedraja, a Hispanic theologian, wrdes t
“Marginalized groups and theologies carry qualifiers, such as ‘Hispiu@ology, while
those who are in power simply see their theologies and experiences as unngetakas
the normative or universal expression of theold@yThis “normative” expression of
theology has been used to subjugate persons and communities. For example, James Cone
states that his black theology emerged from his awareness of the weakiieglsite
theology. In his study he found white theologians too indifferent to suffering éiedtpa
with cruelty, especially concerning blacks. Cone observed a bankruptcy inAmiegcan
theology because it was and is too tied to oppressive structures and furthers idieir soc
political, and economic interests. White theology led to a wrong ethics thatd>anus
justified slavery and black suffering. This realization led Cone as a blacknddoaak

theologian to conclude that the biblical God/Christ cannot be limited to the prejudiced

22 Stephanie Y. Mitchenintroducing Womanist Theologiaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2002), 36. She
argues that these tendencies are a result of flnerice of Greco-Roman philosophical traditions/destern
thinking in general and North Atlantic theologi@sparticular. For other introductions to liberatiteology,

see Roger A. Badharmtroduction to Christian Theology: ContemporaryrfoAmerican Perspectives
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 199€jguel A. De La TorreHandbook of U.S. Theologies of
Liberation(St Louis: Chalice Pr, 2004); and Alfred T. Hengglliberation Theology: A Documentary History
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1990).

% Quoted in Mitchemintroducing Womanist Theolog$8. Originally in Luis Pedrajdesus Is My Uncle:
Christology from a Hispanic Perspectifidashville: Abingdon Press, 1999), 25.
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interpretations of white scholars. Black theology, Cone contends, must be tldevate
white theology for it does not and cannot speak to oppressed blacks.
Since mainstream theology has been found wanting for oppressed peoples, and
thereby for all people, a main focus within liberation theologies is the ngcand
restatement of the subjugated strands of human meaning, particularly those of wdmen a
people of colof® Liberation theologies engage people’s lives, their histories, and their
current political realities. These theologies focus on specific “group” iexuess, including
both the experience of oppression and the resources and strengths developed to counter this
oppression. The history, stories, wisdom, and everyday realities of the comarertitye
basis for the construction of theology. People who were formerly viewed atiiefakelves
to be outsiders to the closed circles of Western thought began to have a voice andyg theolo
that speaks of and to their particular experience and culture. Theologiesrafitin are
specific. They are written out of the concrete situations and experienceti@flgagroups.
Specificity about bodily life and experience is the main subject of thisrtdisea. |
am interested in the meanings ascribed to the specific body categories afdesex/gender
and their affect on how we are and act. | explore feminist and black theolugiesgue

that how we value bodily attributes, what meaning we give to them, affects not only

24 Cone,God of the Oppressed3f. Cone presents black theology as a more accuratauthdntic Christian
theology because the black experience witnessixe tsame God one finds in the Bible. White sclsodae
ignorant of this context where God is at work nantteey cannot accurately represent ChristianitayodCone
contends that the reason white theology missem#r& is because it is not centered on the truthldderator
God. Early on, Cone was criticized for relying tmach on the very system he was criticizing. Seel€rick
E. Sontag, “Coconut Theology: Is James Cone theld&Jiom’ of Black Theology,Journal of Religious
Thought36 (Fall-Winter 1979-1980): 5-12, as an exampla ofiticism of the foundations of Cone’s black
theology.

% Feminist theologians have collected the wordstuigtian women throughout the church’s history. An
example of this recovery of the past is Amy Odeh, la Her Words: Women'’s Writings in the History of
Christian ThoughtNashville: Abingdon Press, 1994). Black theologidave collected the stories and
religious thought of enslaved African persons aselduthem as central sources for their theology CBeight
N. Hopkins and George C. L. Cummings, e@sit Loose Your Stammering Tongue: Black Theologlyan
Slave NarrativegLouisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2D03
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individual identity but the community and its theology. If we value male bodre#itts
argue, we will live in a male-dominated, patriarchal society and churche \hive white
skin, black theologians contend, we will live in a white supremacist, racistygacid
church. Feminist and black theologies have attempted to sharpen our focus on boaty-pers
and experiences that have been historically oppressed and often ignored in theology. They
have challenged theologians, mostly white men, to see that these femaleabddaack
bodies matter; they make a difference in how one experiences life, readsiwxs history,
thinks about God; in short, does theology. Because of their focus on the experience of being
raced and sexed/gendered, | rely heavily on the work of feminist and black theslagia
explore these body categories.

It must be clear from the beginning that there is not orebtaick or feminist
theology or even one way of doing either and | do not approach them as such. In fact, |
chose each voice for this dissertation to represent a different approachdodasx/gender,
very consciously exposing the differences within each of these theologmaliciss.
However, all black theologies and likewise all feminist theologies haredtistorical
roots. Black theology traces its history back to the faith and experiencesaxeehsl|
Africans in this country. The major catalysts for the emergence and developinéack
theology as a twentieth century Christian theology are the Civil Rights Maweand the

Black Power Movemerff Likewise, feminist theology has its roots in the movements for

% The modern Civil Rights Movement began on Decenbd955, with Rosa Parkss calculated refusalwe gi
up her seat and move to the back of the bus. Thistian nhonviolent movement was led by the Rewere
Doctor Martin Luther King, Jr. Many young blackspars and ministers were affected by this moveraadt
their theology was formed out in the streets stiinggand fighting for justice. Following the exalamf King,
they took the Christian gospel of Jesus Christapplied it to the black experience. The Black Powe
Movement of the 1960s and 1970s arose out of tiik Rights Movement and can be said to have begitim w
Stokley Carmichael’s call for black power duringiil rights march in Greenwood, MS, on June 1668.9
The cry was for the power blacks deserved, nogmatéon into the white world and white values. fehwas a
recognition that freedom and justice for the blacknmunity would have to be wrested from white oppoes.
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women'’s suffrage and later in the fight for Equal Rights for wofieBoth theological
movements began in the disenfranchisement of persons based on their bodily identity.

The question of how to approach race and sex/gender and what their meanings should
be has always elicited a wide variety of responses from theologians in batlrsesc Some
feminists have continued to maintain that sex and gender are esseriagsties and that
“‘woman” is indeed a term that can be used without further description. Some of these

scholars have declared Christianity irredeemably sexist and have workeelimpde

Members of the Black Power Movement were determthesdwould be achieved by and through whatever
means were necessary. Malcolm X preached the ofggelf-identity and self-determination. He cdllen all
blacks to love themselves and stop equating pesitith white. For more on both of these movemants
their leaders, see James H. Cadvlartin and Malcolm and America: A Dream or a Niglatra (Maryknoll, NY:
Orbis Books, 1991). A third catalyst for the ensarge of black theology was the 1964 publicatioaraf
subsequent reaction to Joseph Washingdtack Religion: The Negro and Christianity in thaitéd States
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1984).this work, Washington argues that although bldnzkse
a unique culture, their religion and theology arrely folk religion and folk theology because blatiurches
are not genuine Christian churches. Genuine Gmisy is found only in white churches since theybedy
the faith, tradition, and church structure handedmthrough the centuries in Western Europe. Hataiaed
that a religion of justice, even one based ontk#ge of Jesus, did not qualify as faith and tfeeeewas not a
proper foundation for Christian theology. Sincadids had been excluded from the genuine Chrisyiait
white churches, the goal should be to rejoin th&lack theology arose partly to refute this chargéack
clergy began to create a theology for black petighding for liberation that stated quite clearhat
Christianity and the God it worshipped were cehtristerested in justice. For more on the catalydtblack
theology, see Dwight N. Hopkinkjytroducing Black Theology of Liberatidivlaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books,
1999), 28-41; and Diana L. Hayeémd Still We Rise: An Introduction to Black Libeoat Theology(New
York: Paulist Press, 1996), 53-78.

%" Both religious and secular feminism can be divitted three waves. The first wave began in theds&sd
called for the legal and economic equality of wométthn men in the United States. U.S. women chakehthe
inferior status of women as part of their partitipain the pre-Civil War abolitionist movementh& Female
Anti-Slavery Society, founded in 1833, connectezldppression of slaves with the subordination afhen.
Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815-1902) brought attertticthe ways the Bible contributed to the subatiim of
women and to a biblical commentary by first wavaiféists calledrThe Woman's BibleFirst wave feminism
paved the way for the Nineteenth Amendment to tl& Qonstitution in 1920, which gave women thetrigh
vote. This achievement, however, virtually endeslfeminist movement at that time. In the 1960 E970s a
second wave of feminism broadened its call forgbiitical and economic equality of women with men.
conjunction with the civil rights struggles of AdeEin Americans, feminists sought civil rights formen. This
second wave was launched by the publication ofyBg&itdan’sThe Feminine Mystiquie 1963 and was
supported by the National Organization of Womennfited in 1966. Second wave feminist theology was
initiated by Euro-American women who pursued adeadndegrees in theology for the first time and bhiug
attention to the shortcomings of the “malenessChbfistian theology. The third wave of feminism aegdn the
late 1970s and has drawn attention to the differgit race and social class of women. Women afrcelich
as bell hooks, exposed the whiteness of second feaveism and called on all women to recognize the
importance of social location for all people. Th&awv development in feminism has expanded its fyjoai the
equality of women with men to a recreation of alhtanity according to right relations. For moretioa
historical roots of feminist theology, see Anne @iifford, Introducing Feminist TheologiMaryknoll, NY:
2001), 9-28.
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theologies and language that are woman focused. Others have worked to revalue the plac
and status of women within the Christian tradition. Some feminist theologians agrelel
that the categorization of sex and gender is natural but argue not essdmas®. thiieologians
temporarily focus on this categorization in order to one day focus on our shared humanity
rather than bodily divisions. Still other feminist theologians recognize tiegon of using
the term “woman” unreflectively; but still consider it an important politecad theological
category. They recognize that those struggling for the end of racism do e®tlaajr
patriarchy is the most foundational evil in our country or chéftch.

There are corresponding trends in black theology concerning the challeage &sr
a body category. Some have argued that being physically black has beseniake® how
one lives in the world and therefore they have called for Black Nationalismepachism.
Others understand the goal of black theology as a work of liberation and lationcso

that we focus our attention on our shared humanity rather than racial divisiaiiblack

% Anne Clifford argues that the different types @finism are the result of different experiencepaifiarchy
and androcentrism and lead to different ways ofyairgg its causes and remedies. She relies ona\Ritey’s
mapping of the feminist terrain and applies thesth¢ discipline of feminist theology. These diffietiations
are most applicable to second wave feminism. Rdentifies four major types of feminism of the sed
wave. First, liberal feminism emphasizes civihtigand seeks the full equality of women with meall
facets of societal life. Second, cultural feminisiso called “romantic feminism” and “reform ferism,”
emphasizes the moral superiority of women andticadil feminine values and seeks the bettermesboiety
by stressing the contributions made by women. dimadical feminism emphasizes the pervasivenessatd
domination and the importance of “women-centerdtiioei’ and seeks to eliminate patriarchy in order t
liberate women from male control in every facelifef The fourth and final type is socialist fersm, which
emphasizes white male dominance in the economis sluggles of capitalist societies and seekaddte
economic dependence of women on men and to achiaj@ social reforms that will end class divisions.
Clifford connects revolutionary feminist theologythvradical feminism. These theologians can berilesd as
post-Christian since they believe Christianityriedeemably patriarchal, even anti-woman. CaralsEHMary
Daly, and Christine Downing are revolutionary adical feminists. Clifford associates reformist farst
theology with cultural feminism. This form of fenist theology does not wish for a totally revolaiized
Christianity but rather a more egalitarian one thablves women more. | would classify Elizabetidson as
a reformist feminist theologian. Clifford’s thigategory of feminist theology is reconstructionisithough it
shares with reformist feminist theology a committrtenChristianity, it calls for a deeper transfotina and
reconstruction of Christianity and its structuréscluded in this category are Elisabeth Schigslerenza and
Rosemary Radford Ruether. See Cliffdrdroducing Feminist TheologB2-38.

29 Dwight Hopkins divides black theology into firsidasecond generations. The first generation théur
delineated into political and cultural theologiartée defines political theologians as those clagran
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theologians continue to maintain race as a legitimate and currently impgbearg for
Christian theology and its work of liberation. Other voices have challengdddalaglars to
move away from understanding race as central to identity. They argue thbtasegories
are themselves becoming limiting and non-liberating for people who find tHegdiand
less comfortably within the boxes of “black” and “whif&.”

Both black theology and feminist theology came under criticism for thelusxe
focus on one aspect of bodily identity. Since black theology was done mostly by black men,
they were concerned with the problems race presented them since their s&x was
problematic. Feminist theology was done mostly by white women who did not have
problems with their race but focused on the problems their sex/gender caused theam. Wha
neither saw was their own exclusive approach to theology. Black women challenged both
white women and black men to see that black female bodies experience a different

womanhood and blackness. Womanists have challenged the sexism and racism found in the

theological mandate for political activism for thil empowerment of black people. Included in tisup is
James Cone who understands race as basic to hdiweveand think in this country and calls for a geate
liberation from whiteness. Another political thegian is J. Deotis Roberts who understands blaskags
symbolic reality in our society and believes thengst be room for both a black and white Christ in
Christianity. However, he hopes Christians cameggond color to worship a colorless Christ and ehitrue
reconciliation between whites and blacks as equdtpkins also includes Albert Cleage in this dwsof
black theology. Cleage was the leader of the B@lgkistian Nationalism Movement who advocated black
separation from the white world and a developménaindndependent church. Hopkins’ second categbry
first generation theology includes cultural theddomg Gayraud Wilmore and Charles Long who calletlank
theology to be in touch with the African Americauitaral context. Open to both secular and non-Ziam
sources, cultural theologians uncover and creaiteklreligious thought and language based in therisame
black community and its cultural ties with Afric&lackness in the U.S. is a cultural construct theas not
exhaust African American identity but also cannetignored. Second generation black theologiareneketd
black theology’s scope to include the place of worard the role of class in the creation of bladotbgy.
See Hopkinslntroducing Black Theology of Liberatiopd9-124. For a classification and criticism of
methodological perspectives in the academic stundgrpretation, and construction of black theolagyhe
United States, see Frederick L. Wavksthodologies of Black Theolo¢@leveland: The Pilgrim Press, 2002).
Ware classifies black theologies as belongingheraneneutical school, philosophical school, or huma
sciences school. All avenues of black theologyirarelved in the on-going task of identity formatiand the
challenge of defining blackness amid its positind aegative realities.

30 See Victor AndersorBeyond Ontological Blackness: An Essay on AfricareAcan Religious and Cultural
Criticism (New York: Continuum, 1995); and Alistair KeEhe Rise and Demise of Black Theology
(Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2006), which question tieefulness of the category of race for theologlgese
texts are part of my analysis of race in Chaptef tBis dissertation.



28

black and feminist political movements. They argue that black male theologians do not
adequately interrogate the patriarchal moorings of traditional Clristiguage about God
and humanity. Womanist writers have also exposed the racism of both secular and
theological white feminism. Womanists criticize feminists for being toaded on sexism
as the sole oppression in society and church. Womanists argue that the expébétauaie
women is different from that of white women. They cannot stand exclusively witd w
women against sexism because they must stand with black men against fEHuggnargue
that neither white women nor black men can speak for black women; they stand at the
intersection of racism and sexism. Womanist theologians are concerhdtewiinique
position of black women’s bodies. From this unique position, they challenge liberation
theologians to fight against oppression in all its forms. Their critique of both black and
feminist theologies has led to a more complex conversation about the body and theological
reflection that brings race and sex/gender together. The inclusion otallahthese
theological specializations in this project brings attention to the comypkaxit importance
of the body in life and religion.

My investigation of and attention to black, feminist, and womanist theologies helps
create better overall theological discourse about race and sex/gender,éateHanitations
to the use of these sources. First, race is not just about being black or white. Blagiytheolo
does not concern itself with raper sebut with a specific race, namely African American
people. This focus on race as black and white may seem to be a limitation for my bigger
project of thinking about the body as symbol. | recognize that not all people idenbBing

white or black, but in the United States racial categories began and have h@gaffieeted
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by the black/white dividé! In addition, dealing with race in a theological context means
addressing a genre of theology that reflects on the experience of a pagaraimunity of
people for whom their particular race is a consciously important asped.oElfch genre of
theology begins with this community’s experience of race not race in genertdlk Bbout
race in theology in general terms would be to address multiple genres of thediady
would make this project unwieldy. However, the ideas and conclusions from thit proje
translate to such a wider analysis of race, at least in theology. My metaddressing the
materiality of the body as symbol calls for inclusion of all the specifitiseobody into
theological conversation, including the particularities of each person’s idemity and
struggles. In this way theological analysis of race broadens to include those beyond the
black-white paradigm.

The specific focus of each liberation theology is both its strength and one of its
limitations. All of these theologies are based on the experience of those péapiit
within the bodily parameters of the theology’s focus: black theology wasddowablack
people, supposedly both men and women; feminist theology was by and for women,
supposedly white women and women of color; and womanist theology was by and for black

women. Because these theologies begin and focus on the experiences of $peéeifical

31 Michael Omi contends that how we think about, gegand politically mobilize around racial issuasd
been fundamentally shaped by a prevailing “blacktstitparadigm of race relations and that such ldlac
theorizing misses the complex nature of race miatin post-Civil Rights Movement America. Onetlod
main challenges to this paradigm of race relatistibat demographically the nation is becoming lek#e.
The massive influx of new immigrant groups has algiized specific concepts of race, led to a peséifion of
identity positions, and challenged prevailing modgpolitical and cultural organization. Omi recizes the
consequences of trying to get beyond the blackentdtradigm. On the one hand, he does not wistspiade
or decenter the black experience, which continaakefine the fundamental contours of race and maagisour
society. On the other hand, he suggests thatrthaiting black-white model tends to marginaliZeyat
ignore, the experiences, needs, and political daifrother racialized groups. He proposes thathiadlenge is
to frame an appropriate language and analysislpouseunderstand the shifting dynamic of race étlagroups
are implicated in. See Michael A. Omi, “The ChamigMeaning of Race,” iAmerica Becoming: Racist
Trends and Their Consequengesl. 1, eds. Neil J. Smelser, William Julius Wits and Faith Mitchell
(Washington, DC: National Academy Press, 2001), 2589.
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groups, there is not much room for overlap. Even though womanists have critiqued both
black and feminist theologians for too narrowly defining identity under thgaas of race
and sex/gender, their primary concern is also on a specific and delineated graspras,pe
namely black/African American women. There was and is the chaleengag the

theologies to respect and respond to the reality of those whose bodily identitiaednd li
realities were and are different. But thinking about race and gender asnpatibland/or
oppressive realities one must experience to understand creates a problem fantmem tay
talk about gender and whites wanting to deal with race. Discussion and debatsdmasrari
how one talks about an oppression one has not experigntésing experience as central
has become divisive even in attempts to unite people with the same body categgitias, s
women or blackd® Narrowly focusing on these realities has also led to an isolation of these
discourses from mainstream theology. It is argued for example that blackgheostrictly

for blacks and feminist theology is strictly for women even though both are advogating

change in how theology is done in general. Not everyone thinks about the(ir) body as

32 For more on appropriation and reciprocity in tloggyl, see Katie Cannon, “Appropriation and Reciioiti
the Doing of Womanist Ethics,” iKatie’'s Canon: Womanism and the Soul of the Blami@unity(New

York: Continuum, 1995), 129-35; and “Appropriatiand Reciprocity,” pt. 5 dDeeper Shades of Purple:
Womanism in Religion and Sociegygl. Stacy M. Floyd-Thomas (New York: New York Usisity Press,
2006); Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza and JudithkBlaseds., “Appropriation and Reciprocity in
Womanist/Mujerista/Feminist WorkJournal of Feminist Studies in Religi8n(Fall 1992): 91-122; and
Deanna A. Thompson, “Teaching What I'm Not: Emboelity) Race, and Theological Conversation in the
Classroom, Teaching Theology & ReligioB (October 2000): 164-69.

% This division is at the heart of third wave fensimi and feminist theology. For an exploration &f tise of
women’s experience in feminist theological disceusee Sheila Greeve Davaney, “The Limits of thpesh

to Women’s Experience,” iBhaping New Vision: Gender and Values in Americaliu@, eds. Clarissa W.
Atkinson, Constance H. Buchanan, and Margaret ResSMiAnn Arbor, MIl: UMI Research Press, 1987), 31-4
Ann Elizabeth O’Hara Graff, “The Struggle to Nam®ien’'s Experience: Assessment and Implications for
Theological Constructionforizons20 (Fall 1993): 215-33; Loraine MacKenzie Shephé&ftie Deceptive
Monolith of Women'’s Experience: Struggling for CommFeminist Visions Amidst Diversity;Toronto
Journal of Theologyt1 (Fall 1995): 151-64; Linda Hogafrom Women'’s Experience to Feminist Theology
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995); Seidmees, “Women’s Experience Between a Rock andrd Ha
Place: Feminist, Womanist, aiMljerista Theologies in North America,” inlorizons in Feminist Theology:
Identity, Tradition, and Norm®ds. Rebecca S. Chopp and Sheila Greeve Davistieydgapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 1997), 33-54; and Jennifer Beste, “LimitthefAppeal to Women'’s Experiences Reconsidered,”
Horizons33 (Spring 2006): 54-77.
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problematic. Pauli Murray has also argued that the particularization of ithexsion
theologies can stifle self-criticism, lead to isolation and frustration, amdievelop into
myopia>*

Another critique of these liberation theologies is that they also edsmnbiadies.
Feminist and black theologians have been criticized for their own exclusionatgdli and
limiting categorization of bodies. Womanist theologians have critiqued fentie@bgies
that do not consider race as a divisive aspect within the feminist movement. These sa
theologians have also critiqued black theologies for not recognizing the aspasts of
black theology and the black church. Some womanists in turn have been criticized by black
lesbian women who do not find sexual orientation to be a prominent part of womanist
discourse about oppressed bodies. All of these theologies are being challengetmfind
in their discussion of bodies for social location and class structures. Challenged tioefir
own exclusionary beliefs and practices, these theologies are beginning wsaudve
guestions and different approaches to bodily identity. Groups based on bodily categorization
are being challenged to face their own diverse reality. No one is eveagad or
sexed/gendered but always both. In addition, our individual identity is defined by many
other identity markers as well. Focus on community can neglect the individual but an
exclusive focus on the individual can lose sight of how people are community.

Contemporary theory challenges liberation theologies to recognize thatyhe ver
categories of race and sex/gender, such as black and white and woman and man,
continuously fragment. The postmodern subject is a complex entity not easigddeith

simple categories. However, we cannot simply discard such categotilesyfalo have

3 pauli Murray, “Black Theology and Feminist Theolod Comparative View,’Anglican Theological Review
60 (January 1978): 22.



32

meaning both historically and in the present struggle of people for liberation atidmer
theologies must recognize that liberation today may mean not only liberationgobthe
from oppression and discrimination in general but also the liberation of the individual from
the group. | contend that any theological approach to the body must address it in its
constructed group reality as well as in its individuality. | utilize addéi sources to focus
on these two aspects of the body.

Contemporary social theory is reevaluating the very categories la¢ &lneof
liberation theologies. Theorists outside of theology contend with how to categorize and
ascribe meaning to the body. These theorists challenge essentialiststiabott the body
and use the tools of philosophy, sociology, law, and language to examine the congplexity
body categorization. Critical race theorists wrestle with the questionsabfrace is, how it
came to be meaningful for our identity, and what the current meanings of eacksalNorth
Americans, we must be attentive to how the experience of colonialism, then/dtacee
trade, as well as centuries of slavery and segregation have affected our notames &tace
theory in general challenged me to see the changing meaning of th& b@dpder theory in
general challenged me to see the level to which the body can be thoughtsuicaes
construction. Gender theorists struggle with the meaning and naturalness ofagehde
sexual differences for identity and the organization of socfety.

Some theologians hesitate to dialogue and/or incorporate these contemporayg theor

into their theological discourse. Some theologians fear that many “postmodemétHead

% David Theo Goldberg is one theorist who explohestistorical development of the meaning of rade.
argues that race is not a natural category buvalolement of modernity and the experience of callismn.
Race, according to Goldberg, is written into therifaof life in this country and far from beingational
racisms are highly developed theoretical notidDavid Theo GoldbergRacist Culture: Philosophy and the
Politics of MeaningMalden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1993); aRécial Subjects: Writing on Race in
America(New York: Routledge, 1997).

% For a discussion about approaches to gender tla@ooyg the top thinkers in the field, see SeylahBéib et
al., Feminist Contentions: A Philosophical Excharfyew York: Routledge, 1995).
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to relativism and provide no basis for community or individual agency to exact change. They
also fear that the loss of categorizations such as “woman” or “black” will onirdetheir
progress toward the liberation of people who self-identify with these categohesefdre,
they continue to use language about the body that maintains dualistic overtones such as
“man” and “woman” and “black” and “white.” It is a question whether this dulaisgyuage
will in the end prove more harmful to their causes of liberation than what contemporary
theories have to offer. | believe that critical liberation theologiansiareasingly aware of
the complexity of categorizing the body for analysis or political actiociety and church.
While studying the theologies of select liberation theologians, | reoedja shift occurring
in their thought from reflection on body categories as natural/ontolagicstidrical to a
greater appreciation of race, sex/gender, and sexuality as culturdligimgcreligiously,
constructed realities. There is an increasing number of theologians wHdrdesa
contemporary theory about the body in their wSrkMany, like me, are recognizing that
contemporary theory has something important to offer theology and is not coniratbats
goals of love and unity.

| incorporate contemporary theory to help me think more deeply about the
constructedness of the body; but this is not all there is to the body. In orderdbaefiee
individuality of body-persons, | incorporate sources that reflect both on how various socia
constructions come together to create unique identity within any group aswelva

individuals express uniqueness in their own person. | turn to the work of Karl Rahner to

3 For investigations of the concerns and themesnofernporary theory and reflections on its poterital
theological explorations in various liberation tlopes, see C.W. Maggie Kim, Susan M. St. Vallel 8ousan
M. Simonaitis, eds.Transfigurations: Theology & French Feminigiinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993); Lisa
Isherwood and Kathleen McPhillips, ed2gst-Christian Feminisms: A Critical Approa¢Burlington, VT:
Ashgate Pub., 2008); David B. Batstone et al.,, ¢dlseration Theologies, Postmodernity, and the Aoaexi
(New York: Routledge, 1997); and Floyd-Thomas, Béeper Shades of Purple
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reflect on the individuality of each body-person from a theological perspectalmeRs
work began my own thinking about the body as symbol and | use his theological reflection to
flesh out this aspect of the body as expression. Starting with his theolefjiections on
the Trinity to his Christological considerations, Rahner’'s work explores how symkmless
uniqueness and individuality of beifit).His application of the concept of symbol to the
human body is illuminating but not the definitive way of theologizing about the body. No
one source ithekey to a theological approach to the body that is concerned with the
complexity of bodily identity in terms of race and sex/gender. Discoursesmbsought
together. Dialogue is beginning to happen with the growing awareness that adsappre
interrelated and that the body categorizations it produces are intersadinmgultilayered. |
bring the conversations about race and sex/gender together with theoretitte@ogical
approaches to the body to propose a theology of the body that incorporates many voices.
| approach each source as an approach to the body that flows from the thinker’s
method and corresponds to their goals for body-persons. | explore how they ehatleng
defend traditional notions about the body in terms of race, sex/gender, and sexuklityat
tools they offer to expand how we have conversation about the body in theology. | propose
how these discourses can be brought together to create a Christian approach tp ttiegt bod
respects individuality and communal connectedness. Specific voices are natdszlrig
represent all black, feminist and womanist theologies. Nor are they being dxpltmeir
entirety. Each source is used as an example of a different approach to apdloebr
sex/gender, race, and the body in general. | bring theory and theology tagether

approach to physical and personal identity that respects individuality, acknosvledge

3 See Chapter 5 of this dissertation for bibliogiaphferences to Rahner’s work.



35

constructs, calls for community, and invites all theology to know the wisdom adtiduer
theology.

| consider this project a contribution to the conversation of liberation theologies as
well as theological anthropology in general. My basic premise is that arsiar@lthe
categories of sex/gender and race is crucial for both liberation theashdgiheological
anthropology. Bodily categorization is intimately connected to racismexishs so we
must analyze race to combat racism and sex/gender to combat sexism. Thesatams/ers
in turn must be brought into mainstream, traditional theology since everyone is waitking
a theory of race and sex/gender whether they know it or not and it affects tbkigyhe
Only by exposing these theories can theologians have better discourse about human
materiality, identity, and community. My investigation of liberation theologrestheir
theories of sex/gender and race leads to my proposal of the body as symbol, vpeicts res
the specificity of the body in liberation theology and a more general Ca#ipgreciation of

human materiality.

V. PROJECT OUTLINE

This chapter has laid out the problems that are addressed in this dissertation and how
| address them. Theology needs better tools in order to engage in more in-depth
conversations about sex/gender and race. These conversations cannot be isolatethfrom e
other or mainstream theological thinking about anthropology. My goals argttheuies
of sex/gender and race for better discourse about these body categorielseusargépt of
construction to organize the theories and to bring these separate discourbes toget

theological anthropology. It is my argument that thinking about the body as symltescrea
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more sophisticated discourse about race and sex/gender in theology and bringg¢tiesn t
for and in theological anthropology. Part | of this dissertation will analg@eus theories
of sex/gender and race in theology. Part Il will explain my proposal to lwemg together
for theological anthropology.

Part | introduces the reader to gender and race theory before outlining various
theories of sex/gender and race found in theology. Using construction as aniogganiz
principle, | map various theories about race and sex/gender, analyzing kegroiés,
emphases, and how these theories intersect with other important theologicptssench as
ontology, truth, methodology, philosophy, historical perspective, rhetorical and political
goals, understandings of language, subjectivity, personhood, and community, as well a
theological themes such as Christology, ecclesiology, biblical intetipretain, and
redemption. The maps of sex/gender and race theories serve as toolsficatmarof these
theories and a template on which theologians can plot their own theories. In mapmuag vari
theories of the materiality of the body, they are shown to exist in muligpjs. These
theories are explored within an overall concern for the liberation of bodies froessjmur
based on bodily categories and as building blocks for a theology of the body that keeps
sex/gender and race as central concerns.

Chapter 2 explores theories of sex/gender according to how each theory gkplains
level of construction of bodily materiality in terms of sex and gender. Theo®gnd
theorists disagree about the level of constructedness of the body in terms of semdanrd g
with opinions ranging from no construction to total construction. Theories are exjated t
explain sex and gender as ontological and transcendent categories of identitydénstand

the dual sex of humanity as natural but how sex is gendered as constructedwthat vi
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sex/gender as constructed for rhetorical and political reasons, and that uudaifsaapects
of bodily identity as constructed in time and space. Sex and gender are exposed as
multivalent concepts with differing relationships between the two depending on ong ithe
qguestion. This chapter is an exploration of how theology can bring together vergrdiffer
ideas about the meaning of sex and gender into one conversation. Central to this
conversation about sex/gender and resulting sexualities is the notion that tivegnoéa
bodies is based on language and power and a deeper understanding of one’s notions of
language and power explains much about one’s notions of bodily identity. How each
theologian and theorist understands the very idea of construction expounds their theory of
sex/gender more deeply. Each theory of sex/gender is also dependent on theattisologi
methodological starting point as well as their theological goals. This cleqptieres how
theories of sex/gender are central to theological discourse.

Chapter 3 continues to use construction as an organizing principle to explore theories
about bodily materiality, but shifts its focus from the level of bodily construcésdoehe
meaning of materiality once it is accepted as a construction. Outsidetefsupremist
writing, race is rarely thought to be a biological or “natural” categohwafian persons. Itis
understood to be a social construction invented in time and place. The meaning assigned to
this construction varies from an essential aspect of identity that needs totigistdaken
into consideration to an illusion that must be jettisoned from descriptions of human identity
| explore five different meanings of race. Race as essence presems i@ntral to our
sense of self and for our living. Approaching race as historical legacyglemthe history
of the concept; how race has been thought of in the past and how these past interpretations

influence how we think about it today. Understanding race as culture or community
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considers race as the worldview we receive from the community that has shafdw us
fourth consideration of race reflects on how economic systems influence dnengewe
assign to race. The approach to race as illusion contends that race is loseanitegm This
approach shifts focus from the community to the individual and asserts that to lsatwac
must transcend race. This chapter highlights the fact that race does not méwmgotoe t
everyone even if we limit our conversation of race to black/African Americdn a
white/Caucasian. Race is an amorphous concept. The body reveals itsetfrasmhigs
meaning shifting over time. Its meaning reflects its time and corgexekh as the ideas
applied to it by its interpreter. The same body means different things to whfferaple.

Part Il of this project explores the problem of bringing the study of sedégeind
race together in theological anthropology. It presents some of the challemgeg)iofg
them together in theology and a tool that addresses these challenges. Chaptégdtes/es
womanist theology as a discourse that brings together race and sex/gendganisy
scholarship calls attention to the fact all body-persons are both and aleeysral
sexed/gendered, and the reality that these identities interact and elaahg#ther. The
specifics of these interactions and their outcomes are unique to different corasnamit to
different individuals. Any community’s identity fragments and diversifvéh the influence
of additional factors such as class and sexuality, highlighting the uniguenedg/iofuals
within the community. Womanist theologians explore the body in terms of identity &ei
complex phenomenon. They investigate African American female identitynis t&f the
interaction of sex/gender, race, class, and sexuality, recognizingehéty is formed within
matrices of oppression. Because of the uniqueness of identity for both communities and

individuals, womanist scholars challenge theologians to attend to both communal and
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individual discourses that contribute to determining identity for body-persons. Coti@suni
construct counter-discourses that self-define their members, usually itieepoay. The
literature and culture of the community are the loci in which these discouesksiad.
Individual discourses include the unique manner in which body-persons express the concepts
of race and sex/gender as well as the uniqgueness of each subject. These disecunbes a
learned through attention to specific life stories. Womanist discourse hagorteach
theologians about bodily identity and the interaction of race and sex/gender; but its focus
remains on the experience of specific identity constructions, namelyaAfAimerican
women. Womanist discourse is concerned with particular bodies.

Chapter 5 presents my proposal for a theological approach to the body that keeps
sex/gender and race central. This tool is based on what | have learned from itnyatioes
of race and sex/gender in theology and theory. My approach to the body as symbol
incorporates both an analysis of bodily identity through the lens of construction and a
consideration of bodily identity as the expression of both communal and individual
discourses. The body as construction is a useful tool since it can organize and niep theor
of sex/gender and race and disclose how and why they differ, but it is limited iinldloses
sight of the individual aspect of the body. The body as expression is a useful todl since
recognizes there are always counter-discourses in the construction of yhrendaah
individuality to each body, but it is limited in that it looses sight of the soqaicasf the
body. Any theological approach to the body must balance construction and expression. Wi
the theological concept of symbol, theology has a tool that enables such an approach to the

body-person.



40

Chapter 5 begins with an investigation of the notion of symbol in general and how it
has been and can be applied to the body in order for theological anthropology to better
address the identity concepts of race and sex/gender. Symbol is a theologiepl tiaatc
brings together ideas teased out in the previous chapters. Symbols are mylalialeimy
for different understandings of what is being symbolized and how, and are contextual and
shifting. There is precedent for thinking about the body as symbol in theology and theory.
Karl Rahner’s theology of the symbol focuses on the uniqueness of each person and how the
body expresses this. His work is important for how it illustrates the impertdribe body
as symbol for all of theology. His approach to the body is limited, however, as it does not
spend ample attention on the body as social. This aspect of the body is monrepfoligde
in philosophical, anthropological, and sociological approaches to the body as symbol. These
disciplines investigate how the body is a construction and central to how lifedsaind
understood, but are limited in their lack of attention to the individuality of each bosigrpe
My tool of the body as symbol incorporates both aspects of the body as construction and as
expression. | argue that this tool can allow for better discourse about sex/gemdace in
mainstream theological anthropology. It highlights the varied realitiethaodes of race
and sex/gender and brings them together as central to discourse about the body. Although
my purpose in this project is to focus on the concepts of race and sex/gender for bodily
identity, the body as symbol is a tool that invites theologians to explore othernyidentit

concepts as well.
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VI. USE OF LANGUAGE

There are many ideas and concepts about bodily identity explored in thisatissert
It is customary to give an explanation of how one is using terms at the beginsunghcd
project. However, a major theme of this dissertation is that categories laddaidly cannot
be contained in one definition. They exist as varied realities and therefore hiapéem
meanings. In general, when | use the term body | mean the materiality af pensans®
The body includes and encompasses ideas about biology as well as group and individual
identity that forms its experience and reality. | use the term body-perseitett the reality
that we are not, nor are we ever, able to refer to mere materiality when this boaked.
The body is always a perséh.Body-persons are categorized according to supposedly
physical attributes that are easy to recognize such as skin color and ‘tatilsgkual
differences. Body categorization is the way we group people accordingsicairattributes
or categories of materiality. | use the group identity markers lalagkAfrican American
interchangeably to reflect that race has more than one méaning.

Since this dissertation takes up the topics of race and sex/gender because of
discriminatory practices based on them and the resulting suffering of seatedrabody
categorization, let me say a few words about the “isms” that follow from bioéihyity. |

will not address racism and sexism directly but work toward their eliminaitbrcleser

39 For further explorations of the concept of theygazbe William R. Lafleur, “Body,” itCritical Terms for
Religious Studieed. Mark C. Taylor (Chicago: University of ChicaBress, 1998), 36-54; Jorg Splett,
“Body,” in Sacramentum Mungvol. 1, ed. Karl Rahner et al (New York: HerdeH&rder, 1971), 233-35;
Richard H. Roberts, “Body,” ithe Blackwell Companion to the Study of Religexh Robert A. Segal
(Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 213-28pin Welton, ed.The Body: Classic and Contemporary
ReadinggMalden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1999).

“0The meaning of person is contested. See Charlruist, “Person,” irCritical Terms for Religious
Studies 225-38. When | invoke the term here | mean aividual instance of thenago Deithat inhabits both
a social context and encompasses a deep mystery.

“1 Some authors make a distinction between blackAdrican American depending on the heritage of the
person or group in question.
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attention to the concepts of race and sex/gender. | enlist sociologist Grahachisinl
definition of racism and expand it to cover sexism as well. He writes thatrr&i
“uncritical acceptance (through socialization) of a negative socialitiefi of a group
identified as a race [or sex/gender] on perceived physical grounds albnipeviegitimacy
of the discriminatory treatment accompanying that definitfénThis discriminatory
treatment includes both individual and structural practices. It is my projedptasavoid
such “uncritical acceptance” of these identifications through a moreiatt@piproach to the
categories that create group identities.

Being attentive to the history and language of body categorizations means
recognizing that the concepts of race and sex/gender shift and change evdfdim
example, sex has meant the anatomical difference [in reproductive systdmwesg¢n females
and males and gender the set of social roles, symbolic functions, and so on, thajreed ass
to this differencé® This distinction is very much contested now. The ambiguity is evident
in scholarly discourse as well as everyday use. Gender and sex are eften us
interchangeably, for example, when one asks the gender of a newly born child. Alkhoug
use the terms masculine and feminine to refer to traditional notions of genker as t
tendencies of persons within specific sexes, some of the authors | use do not make such a
distinction and use masculine and feminine, man and woman, and male and female
interchangeably. | employ the term sex/gender to reflect that théebate about the

meanings of sex and gender and their relationship to each other and the faetythes t

*2 Graham C. KinlochThe Dynamics of Race Relations: A Sociological ysia(New York: McGraw-Hill,
Inc., 1974), 54.

“3 Daniel Boyarin, “Gender,” iCritical Terms for Religious Studie$17. See also Mary Ann Tolbert,
“Gender,” inHandbook of Postmodern Biblical Interpretatjeed. A. K. M. Adam (St. Louis, MO: Chalice
Press, 2000), 99-105.
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always in relationship to each other so both must be considered in our analysis of body
categories. Sexuality is intimately related to both of these categbdesiot mean
sexuality when | use the term sex. Sexuality is how and with whom one hase/dexatl
relationships and involves the concepts of heterosexuality, homosexuality, btgeandl so
on. This is not a central focus of this dissertation but because it is very much connected to
race and sex/gender it will arise throughout the project.

| introduce the reader to not only theories of sex/gender and race in theologobut al
gender theory and race theory. These introductions are meant to be just thatcHdsen
theorists who present main ideas and central questions for gender and race theory
recognizing that they are just one voice in these larger disciplines praisent black
feminist theory as a basis for womanist theology, recognizing the debatehdilack
feminists and womanists concerning the best self-naming for black feofadkrs* Some

of these theorists embrace a more modern approach to the body while others sigifasient

“4 Black women in some disciplines are more likelgésignate themselves black feminists rather than
womanists because of a longer development in tiissglines. Black women scholars in ethics arabtbgy,
however, are more likely to identify themselvesvasnanists. These lines of demarcation are nadrsgblack
feminists and womanists share in the commitmeantdyze and deconstruct at least race, gendelassl
constructions from the perspective of African Aroari women. The term womanist originates in thekvadr
Alice Walker, most notably iln Search of Our Mothers’ GardenValker locates the term within the black
female community; uses it to describe such a blemfan’s relationships with other women, men, her
community, and the world; describes a womaniste$p and situates womanism in relationship to fésmn
Those scholars who advocate for the term blackrfesmi contend that black women’s thought and activis
better connected to the global feminist agend&otih broadens this agenda and disrupts feminisagism.
African American women scholars who embrace the teomanist contend that the feminist movement has
been a white movement and argue that the term wistrizetter respects their connection to the whdhcan
American community. Perhaps most importantly, woista claim that this way of self-naming makes clea
that at the forefront of their thought is the caterexperience of black women. This distinguighes from
both white feminists and black male scholars. Manynanist scholars adopt the name because itrigalsto
them; it fits. See Alice Walkem Search of Our Mothers’ Gardens: Womanist Pr@isan Diego: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1983), xi-xii, for Walker’s defian of womanism; Patricia Hill Colling;ighting Words:
Black Women and the Search for Jus{igénneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 199868, for an
exploration of the debates between black femiristswomanists; “Christian Ethics and Theology in
Womanist PerspectiveJournal of Feminist Studies in Religidn(Fall 1989): 83-112, for a roundtable
discussion about the adoption of the term womdaigheology; and Joy Jame3hadowboxing:
Representations of Black Feminist Polit{deew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999), for a mapgpof a range of
black feminisms.
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postmodern scholars. Postmodernism is another ambiguous term. As Colin Campbell
writes,

Postmodernism is an exceptionally difficult phenomenon to pin down...As Alex

Callinicos has suggested, the term is certainly something of a “floagimijex” and

consequently, in Tom Docherty’s words, “hovers uncertainly in most current \griting

between a difficult philosophical concept and simplistic notion of a certain tdilis

tendency in contemporary culture.” When first used, the term did have a larggbyeatc

and determinate meaning, but it has since become “an irredeemably contestpt"édnce
A definitive definition of postmodernism is not necessary for this project, but nky wor
attends to what Campbell calls North American postmodernism, which includes nmbseme
that aim to change some aspect of culture because the orthodoxy of “modernitgseppre
their members in some way. These movements are usually named “identitg paiit
critique the universalism of human identity embraced by modern discBurse.

| need to address two final notes about language in this dissertation. | use the

pronoun “their” rather than “he or she” to refer back to “person” or “one.” This sgdatk
of agreement is my intention. It reflects the fact that the dualityxahae become
problematic and | do not want to use language that simply enforces this.dualant the
reader to take note of the tension inherent in discourse about sex/gender., [Rinklihse
women’s full last names reflecting before and after marriage with bigfstrevhether

hyphenated or not. This use reflects the dissertation’s concern wittasghgwithin such

constructs as heterosexual marriage.

%5 Colin Campbell, “Modernity and Postmodernity,”The Blackwell Companion to the Study of Religih
Robert A. Segal (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishirgf)06), 311.
6 Campbell, “Modernity and Postmodernity,” 315.
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VIl.  CONCLUSION

This chapter has provided an introduction to my project, its presuppositions,
argument, method, and sources. Given the obvious relevance and importance of the body in
its specificity of sex/gender and race for theological study, theologeat tools to help
those outside of specialized sex/gender and race discourses to incorporate ae adequat
analysis of the body into their theology. | am proposing a tool that helps theoldgrns t
about sex/gender and race in a way that embraces the complexity of theggand
realities and brings them together for theological anthropology. Thegeeatethinkers out
there creating new ways of thinking about the body and | welcome and cetbbrateork.
| try to embody some of that theory for | find it challenging and excitind,ldelieve it
could be freeing to many others in their own struggles with identity. This pgiyest me
the opportunity to bring my theological learning to bear on the questions of napdife
contribute to a larger conversation intended to alleviate oppressions that baxhspers
experience. This liberation allows all persons to more fully embody and exgettienc

Spirit of God within and among us.
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To claim that the materiality of sex is constructed through a ritualipeditien of norms is
hardly a self-evident claim. Indeed, our customary notions of “constructiom’ teeget in
the way of understanding such a claim. For surely bodies live and die; eat and sleep; fe
pain, pleasure; endure illness and violence; and these “facts,” one mightakeptaclaim,
cannot be dismissed as mere constructions. Surely there must be some kind @y nlegessi
accompanies these primary and irrefutable experiences. And surelisthBrd their
irrefutability in no way implies what it might mean to affirm them and throught wh
discursive means. Moreover, why is it that what is constructed is understood éfscaal art
and dispensable character?

Judith ButlerBodies That Mattér

CHAPTER 2: SEX/GENDER AND THEOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The first step in my proposal of considering the body as symbol explores how the
body is constructed in and by its temporal and spatial location. The concept aictamstr
invites reflection on the degree to which the materiality of the body is ebdbhgthin and
by means of social discourse as well as the meaning and significanagedttinidentity
markers such as sex/gender and race that categorize this mgtefinig chapter
specifically focuses on the degree of bodily construction by exploring thet éxtehich the
identity categories sex and gender are constructed in different thebses/gender. Using
construction as an organizing principle illuminates the differences in thegbearivell as
how each theory flows from and informs the theologian’s or theorist's method and goals
This investigation into different theories of sex/gender can help theologitieselerstand
their own, perhaps until now unacknowledged, theory of sex/gender and the relevance and
significance of a consideration of sex/gender for all theological inatistig

The starting point for any gender theory is the identity categorsesided as sex and

gender. Sex refers here to the materiality of the body usually definedhs aébiology,

! Judith Butler Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of ¥3éNew York: Routledge, 1993), Xx-xi.
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which classifies persons as either female or male. Gender indicatesrhale énd male

bodies do or should live this dyadic sexual differentiation. Descriptors such aste ik
masculine fall under the domain of gender. Sex/gender written together invitetecainsn

of the relationship of the two and recognizes that both must be considered in any approach to
body-persons. A gender theory is an explanation of the meaning and sigeiti¢ahese
categories of identity. The work of philosopher Judith Butler is a helpful guide in

approaching theories of sex/gendeButler maintains that although different discourses set
limits to the analysis of gender based on their presuppositions and basic tereetgether

some basic questions that all theories of sex/gender should address.

Gender theories must attend to the very notion of the person and the relationship of
the person and their materiality. How does the subject come to be and what is th¢hele of
concepts of sex/gender in this process? Is the person someone embodied, creasitog a divi
between the substance of the person and their material reality or is there nesouctodi?

Is the subject a person who is the bearer of essential and nonessential attridbo tibhe se
attributes constitute a subject? These initial questions about the relationstagefdon
and their materiality lead to more specific questions regarding titeredhip between the
identity categories of sex and gender. The central issue is whether thereogldrhe a
distinction between sex and gendels sex to nature as gender is to culture? Is there a
precultural, prediscursive “nature” to identity or is “nature” produced? Quesierthis

disclose varied understandings of ontology underlying different gender theories

2| rely especially on Judith ButleGender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion oftlje(New York:
Routledge, 1990).

3 Butler herself makes no distinction between the but discusses how Lévi-Strauss’ structuralist
anthropology with its nature/culture distinctionsaappropriated by some feminists to create a sedfge
distinction. See ButleGender Trouble36-37.
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Gender theories begin in the reality that all people are assigned to one ekesp s
and intend to explain whether and why this binary is problematic. This discussionsnclude
reflection on the normativity of heterosexuality, which the binary approach to hurman li
establishes and reinforces. Discussion of sexuality goes hand in hand withialscaksex
and gender since any gender theory will critique sexual praétiBeslections on
heterosexuality and the binary categorization of sex force attentionvertheneanings of
“female,” “woman,” “male,” and “man.” There is disagreement in genderytebout what
does and should constitute these categories. Do they establish an individualg prima
identity or establish cross-cultural constituencies? Butler challeyageker theorists to
decide whether “unity” of subject or constituency is a presupposition, a goal, sigmavi
status around action, or an impossibility. Gender theorists should contend with how other
identity markers, such as race, class, ethnicity, and sexuality, interdesex/gender. Such
an investigation is especially important for feminist liberation theologanause various
identity categories have been used to oppress groups of people throughout history. Theories
of sex/gender should explore if and how people have been limited by the meaninglassigne
to their materiality, and if and how our understandings of the categories ahdegender
can and should be changed in order to bring about a fuller life for all body-persons.

The theologians and theorist | include in this chapter have different answees to t
guestions involved in proposing a gender theory. These differences emerge from their
various interpretations of the degree to which the identity categories of sex andagende

socially constructed. The first theory claims that neither sex nor gerdso@ally

* Butler cites Michel Foucault's argument that thedm of sexuality in fact constructs the very catg@d sex.
See ButlerGender Trouble23. Foucault makes this assertion in the closhapter of the first volume dte
History of Sexualitytrans. Robert HurlefNew York: Pantheon Books, 1978); and in the inticighn to
Herculine Barbin, Being the Recently Discoveredrdals of a Nineteenth-Century Hermaphrodii@ns.
Richard McDougall (New York: Colophon, 1980).
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constructed but have ontological and transcendent meaning outside of any speaaeific s
discourse. This first approach to sex/gender is articulated in Pope John Raeblibg)y of
the body> The second answer treats sex as an unconstructed biological fact but defines
gender as the socially constructed way of living our sexed reality. eCload theory finds
voice in the ethical approach of Lisa Sowle Cabhill. The third approach argtbstinaex
and gender have been constructed to support a system of oppression; but that some form of
these constructions must be maintained in order to overcome this oppression. Biblical
theologian Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza explores this third theory. Thednsadleration of
sex/gender in this chapter defines the very materialization of sex andéspm ding
articulations of gender as socially constructed phenomena. Philosopher Judith Butle
presents this final approach. These authors have been chosen because theiculatksart
examples of four general theories of sex/gender. The theories thenaseltes focus of

this chapter, not the specific theologians or theorist chosen to articulate it.eS@ntation

of their work is not meant to be exhaustive nor intended to define their approach to

sex/gender once and for all.

® John Paul Il is the only theologian included iis tthapter that is not a feminist scholar. Themmiich debate
about whether John Paul II's pontificate took a-fpmoanti-woman stance, and opinions differ depegain
whether one agrees with John Paul that there i® $@mal of fundamental difference between men ancharo
that does and should affect the living of life.nfaist theologians such as Rosemary Radford Rustber

John Paul II's pontificate as a time of reactionaagklash in matters having to do with the stafusamen in
the church. See “John Paul Il and the Growing#dieon of Women from the Church,” ®@hurch in Anguish:
Has the Vatican Betrayed Vatican |i@ds. Hans Kiing and Leonard Swidler (San Franclamper and Row,
1987), 279-83. Lisa Sowle Cahill, however, poimis that John Paul Il has defended the equalityrayids of
women in the family and in society to an extenteaceeding the teaching of previous pontiffs. ‘Séwe
Feminist Pope,” iDoes Christianity Teach Male Headship?: The Equadi&td Marriage and Its Critigseds.
David Blankenhorn, Don Browning, and Mary StewaatrM_eeuwen (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 2004), 40-48. Other women schoMrs also understand John Paul to be pro-women have
taken up his challenge to build a “new feminismMithele Schumacher, edyomen in Christ: Toward a New
Feminism(Grand Rapids, Ml: Eerdmans, 2004).
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Il. THEORIES OF SEX/GENDER

No Construction

This first theory of sex/gender claims that neither sex nor gender isumiadtm or
by their social context. An example of this theory is foun@iha Theology of the Body:
Human Love in the Divine Plasy Pope John Paul Il. The body is central in John Paul II's
theology? His exploration of the body does not simply discuss the body in general but
addresses its specificity in terms of sex/genderThi Theology of the Bodjohn Paul 1I
argues that both sex and gender have transcendent and ontological meaning fashioned and
intended by God in the original creation for all times. Therefore, John Pauldtfedfor
explaining the body in its sexed/gendered reality is exegesis and compmnthe stories
of Genesi<. John Paul Il argues that in these stories is revealed the absolute oyigiméli
truth of what the male and female human being is. These primordial expeaentesated

as the root of every human experience. John Paul II's method for reflection on the body

® In a commentary on John Paul II's theology oflthely, Christopher West writes, “The length of this
catechesisThe Theology of the Bodgnd its place as the inaugural teaching projédbbn Paul II's
pontificate points to its fundamental significanda.fact, the theological vision detailed in thesklresses
informs all his subsequent papal teachings. We Imat fully penetrated the teachings of John Patilne
have not penetrated his theology of the body.” Gleestopher WesiTheology of the Body Explained: A
Commentary on John Paul II's “Gospel of the BodBbston: Pauline Books and Media, 2003), 5.

" The Genesis commentary begins with reference tihea 19 and Mark 10 where Jesus is answering
guestions about the indissolubility of marriagae.his answers, Jesus references “the beginninghh Paul Il
picks up on this reference and explains how thavesation about marriage has its roots in thetioreatories
of Genesis. He further explores Genesis with egfee to the Gospel story of Mt 5:27-28 and thectopiust
and adultery. John Paul’'s method is not considergidal biblical scholarship. Although he isfewor of
historical critical method, John Paul does not Uguwamploy it because he is more interested indi@e
meaning of the text rather than the human meaniinig.widely agreed that John Paul’s method ofiipteting
scripture is meditative and homiletic reflectiodis use of the Bible treats it as a unified whatis biblical
reflection on Genesis is not based on a literalirepof these stories. He categorizes the accamisythical,
not in its meaning of fabulous, but rather as ahaic way of expressing a deeper content. For mordhn
Paul II's use of scripture, see Charles E. Curtdohn Paul II's Use of Scripture in His Moral Teaah”
Horizon 31 (Spring 2004): 118-34; Michael Waldstein, traMan and Woman He Created Them: A Theology
of the Bodyby John Paul Il (Boston: Pauline Books and Med@4)6), 18-23; and William S. Kurz, “The
Scriptural Foundations of The Theology of the Bddiyp, Pope John Paul 1l on the Body: Human, Eucharistic,
Ecclesial: Festschrift Avery Cardinal Dulles, $&d. John M. McDermott and John Gavin (PhiladelpBaint
Joseph’s University Press, 2007), 27-46.
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represents his overall belief that there is something to be known about the body beyond
specific historical experiences of it.

John Paul Il considers both creation accounts in his development of a theology of the
body and what | am calling his gender theory. He understands there to be no caontradi
between these accounts but explains them as two ways of exploring theargaimganing
of humanity. The first account, Gn 1:1-2, 4, simply gives the objective facts about the
creation of humanity: created male and female; created in the imagel pér@ated to be
fruitful and multiply (and fill, subdue, and have dominion over the earth); and seen by God as
good. The second account, Gn 2:5-25, has a subjective character and is cont¢lkrned wi
humanity’s self-knowledge. John Paul Il maintains that the subjectivity ofeitosd
account corresponds to the objective reality of the first account. Both arécaigfibr his
theology of the body and his gender theory but he focuses much more on the second account.

As leader of the Roman Catholic Church, Pope John Paul II's approach to the body
was intended to support and defend the Church’s teaching on sexuality, marriage, gnd fami
life.® John Paul II's gender theory, explicated from his overall theology of the bohlydesc
the teaching that heterosexuality within monogamous marriage with an openness to
reproduction is the only acceptable form of sexuality. According to John Paul & atees

the divine intentions for human bodies found in the scriptures and revealed by the body

8 John Paul Il addresses the complementarity of vmoamel men in terms of marriage and the family & hi
Apostolic ExhortatiorFFamiliaris Consortioand his Apostolic Lettaviulieris Dignitatem In addition, his
approach to the body supports the teachingsunfianae Vitagwhich restrict the use of contraception for
Catholics and supports the Church’s ban on homadeglationships. For more on John Paul’'s teachimg
sexuality, marriage, and the family, see Janetiitts “Pope John Paul Il and Humane Vitae,” andnJeh
Croshby, “The Personalism of John Paul 1l as théBaisHis Approach to the Teaching of Humanae Vitae
Why Humanae Vitae was Right: A Readst. Janet E. Smith (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1 2239-50, 195-225;
Ronald E. Modras, “Pope John Paul II's Theologthef Body,” inThe Vatican and Homosexuality: Reactions
to the “Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Chuan the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persbed.
Jeannine Gramick and Pat Furey (New York: Crossrb@88), 119-25; Richard M. Hogan and John M.
LeVoir, Covenant of Love: Pope John Paul Il on Sexualitgridge, and Family in the Modern Wor{&an
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1992); and Michael &nNPope John Paul Il and the Fami|Zhicago:
Franciscan Herald Press, 1983).
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itself.> The goal of his theology of the body and its gender theory is to explain the true
understanding of human life intended by God from the beginning so people can take steps to
live this meaning authentically in their lives according to church teachings.

John Paul II's gender theory argues that a fundamental fact of human existiérate
at every stage of its history God “created them male and female.” He contdr@dedha
always creates humanity in this way and that they are always such. For dbhntRFafact
that humanity is divinely intended to be male and female is revealed in thasGaeesint
of both humanity’s original solitud&adamalone, and its original unity, the creation of male
and female. Humanity’s original solitude includes the events from thearexdtihe first
person to the creation of the woman as such (Gn 2:7-2:20). John Paul Il starts his theology
of the body from a consideration of the human person alone before considering sex as a
human marker. He argues that the first human b&dgm is not yet specifically
sexed/gendered but embodies both male and female hurtfaioth male and female
participate in the original solitude so that all that is said about the person befdgstity of
sex is affirmed in both the male and the female after the duality is ebthli

John Paul Il assigns two meanings to original solitude, one about the general meaning

of personhood and the other about the necessity of male-female sexual differefdratnis

® John Paul II's exegesis of Genesis, especiall2 @4, ‘“Therefore a man leaves his father and his motter an
clings to his wife, and they become one fleésads him to conclude that the finality of mamasculinity and
femininity is in the life of the spouses-parent@ttman and woman are created for marriage. LafEne
Theology of the Bodylohn Paul Il does address the choice of celibatight of these reflections on Genesis.
John Paul Il describes the choice of celibacy ‘@harismatic orientation” toward that eschatologgtate in
which men “Neither marry nor are given in marria¢elk 12:25). The same anthropology remains. The
person remains “dual”’ by nature (directed as marmatd woman and as woman toward man), but is cajpdble
discovering in their solitude a form of communiohhe reciprocal “for” of man and woman can alsabthe
basis of continence “for” the kingdom of heaverheerson fully rediscovers self through a singgfteof self
totally to Christ. See John Paul Tlhe Theology of the Bod®62-303.

19 3ohn Paul Il notes that it is significant that finet man (adam), created from “dust from the ground,” is
defined as a “male™i€) only after the creation of the first woman. Thible calls the first human being “man”
(‘fadam), but from the moment of the creation of the fikstman, it begins to call him “manisg), in relation to
ishshah(*woman,” because she was taken from the mesh)- John Paul lITheology of the Bod0, 35.
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personhood. By means of the bdagam moves out into the world in a search for identity.
In original solitude, the human being realizes through the body that they aremtifrom
the other creatures and alone. The human being discovers their own superiority to the other
creatures in that the human is capable of “tilling” the earth and transtprha@ocording to
their own needs. The human way of participating in the visible world, through their body,
leads them to the conclusion that they alone are created in the image of Godpértenes
of the body teaches the human being that they are both beyond the visible world agée im
of God, but still of this world as a corporal being. In original solitude, the human being
searches for an identity that reflects both of these realities and findbét realization of
themselves as a person.

As a person, the original human being yearns for communion with another person.
John Paul Il contends that right from the beginning the human person is moving toward
relationship and the overcoming of the frontier of solitude. As the image and $ka&nes
God, the original person represents all humanity and embodies the unity of the male and
female. The person recognizes their humanity as male and female and farggarfaunion
between the two with another person. John Paul Il argues that humanity requiresishe dua
of sex, which is fully achieved in the creation of the second person and the sexing and
gendering of the first, in order for humanity to overcome its original solitude

John Paul Il maintains that the sleep of the first person which precedes tlenata
humanity as male and female is a return to the moment preceding the creiiam &
non-being'! It is the creation of humanity as male and female which represents the

“definitive” creation of humanity as it gives life to tr@mmunio personaruthat man and

1 John Paul lIThe Theology of the Bogd¢4.
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woman form*? He makes special note that in the biblical text, upon awakening, the human

person expresses joy in the other person, in the second “self,” and the person retogmize

shared humanity not their difference. This is the “helper fit for him.” John Paah#lates

this notion of help to have the meaning of exact correspondence in a way that supports his

definition of gender relation(ship)s as complementdrityn this original unity there is

absolute trust and recognition of completeness between the male and femaleigifails or

unity affirms everything that constitutes the person in solitude; the commuamnamnty be

formed on the basis of double solitude. The Fall interrupts the total trust that sergépde

by original nakedness in the original unity. The male and female are then divided and

opposed to one another rather than united. They become estranged from the body, both their

own and the other’s. It is then that the male becomes “husband” and rules over the woman.
John Paul Il explains that Genesis reveals that human beings are not m#sant for

antagonism between the sexes that the Fall brings. Rather, persons ar@noeamtnunion

and intimacy. He argues that the body calls out for unity in original solitude amdjinal

unity because human beings realize their essence by existing with and éangonThis is

the nuptial meaning of the body, which is John Paul II's central understanding ohiigate

and the basis of his gender theory. He explains the relationship between man andsvoman a

the quintessential example of this. The original person had to reawaken as twamdnale a

female, to attain this relationship becauseanimaliaoffered man the possibility to exist in a

12 John Paul lIThe Theology of the Bod45-46. John Paul Il maintains the equality & tlo sexes. In John
Paul II's theology of the body, these equal bufedént incarnations of the human as male and fefoate a
communio personarumHe explains thatommunids a better descriptor than community since itastides
the notion of the person “beside” or “for” the atlperson.

13 John Paul Il writes that it is difficult to trams the Hebrew expressioazer kenegd6The English is “a
helper fit for him.” He maintains the term suggestomplementarity,” or better, of “exact corresgence,”
and expresses the reciprocity in existence (beaafudeuble solitude), which no other living beingutd have
ensured. John Paul The Theology of the Bod96.
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relationship of mutual giving® The man and woman gift their masculinity and femininity to
each other and in this way come to know their essence. The woman was given égttire cr
to the man and accepted by the man as a gift the way the Creator wished Héortbdre
own sake.” In her continued giving of herself woman rediscovers herseHcdiving the
woman as a gift in the full truth of her person and femininity, the man enriches har. M
gives himself in response to woman and is thereby also enriched through theadfftrohs
masculinity, which the woman also receives and welcomes, and the mutual relptisnshi
now established John Paul Il writes that this giving and this accepting of the gift
interpenetrate, so that the giving itself becomes accepting and the aceeptiansformed
into giving. One finds oneself in giving oneself and this “possession of self” bedhme
source of a new giving of oneself. It is only in and through the body that this ghdng a
receiving can occur because it is through the body that the human person expresses
themselves.

In both original solitude and original unity, human beings are the duality of mdle a
female. In original solitude the person embodies both the male and femaldudisintege
and likeness of God and as the basis for the communion of persons for which the person
longs. In original unity the male and female live out their mutuality for each aigereflect
the complementary duality at the heart of human being. John Paul II'siamdlZenesis
argues that the two creation stories do not contradict each other but rather give both t
objective and subjective meaning of creation. Physical sex, that humanityeated male
and female in the beginning, is understood by John Paul Il to be both objective and

subjective and includes within itself both sex and gender. He reads the crectiontaas

14 John Paul lIThe Theology of the Bod§0.
Y bid., 71.



56

revealing that it is the Creator’s decision that the human being should alhgalg exist
as a woman or a man. The reality of two sexes is an objective fact of creatwnieased
in the first creation account. He contends that sex is a constituent part of a persoh a
merely an attribute as evidenced in the second account. The person is deeply cbhgtitute
the body as “he” or “she'®
The nuptial meaning of the body includes not just sex but also what some would call
gender. John Paul Il does not separate sex from gender since each biologicahsex has
corresponding and appropriate gender. He writes that sex decides not onindltie s
individuality of man, but defines at the same time his personal identity and consséfene
We live our unique and unrepeatable self within the specificity of our sex/gender. |
addition, we are for and with each other in this same specificity. John Pauldhdsnhat
femininity finds itself in the presence of masculinity and masculinitgmgicned through
femininity.'® Human life is dependent on what she will be for him and he for her.
Sex/gender in John Paul II's gender theory is the foundation on which human life is
built and understood. Sex/gender has been given its meaning by God not human beings. We
express ourselves in and through our sex/gender but we do not create or construct the
meaning of sex/gender as such. John Paul II's theology of the body is not concerned with
specific historical articulations of sex/gender but with their true mgamivealed in the
mystery of creation. This true meaning is ontological and transcendent of timaead pl
The true meaning of the body is beyond any specific articulation of it yeh#asing is

present in all articulations. John Paul Il recognizes that the sinfudhéggorical humanity

16 John Paul lIThe Theology of the Bod49. He writes that the constitution of the wonmdifferent as
compared to the man and that we know today thatifferent even in the deepest bio-physiological
determinants. John Paul Tihe Theology of the Bod§1.
17 1hi

Ibid., 79.
* Ibid., 49.
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can distort our understandings of sex/gender but that does not negate that they have true
meanings, which is understood in light of scripture and the Church'’s interpretatidi of it
The body expresses the divine intention for humanity. The body reveals the unique being
willed for their own sake and enables this being to participate icoimenunio personarum

willed by the Creator for them, and to live out the nuptial meaning of the body.

Gender Constructed

A second theory of sex/gender states that sex is not a social construction leat gend
is. Lisa Sowle Cahill's work$Sex, Gender and Christian Ethiespresents this approach to
sex/gendef’ Like John Paul Il, Sowle Cahill approaches the body in its specificity of
sex/gender as a crucial theological topic. Sex and gender are trefeddzgional
guestions for Sowle Cahill's Christian ethics and considered central to acsl eliscourse
and a base on which to build this discourse. Sowle Cabhill presents the matdrthktypody
as a cross-cultural point of contact because she understands the differentidiehurhan
body into the male and female sexes which cooperate for reproduction as ailttwas-c
phenomenon that is invariant over time. The sexual differentiation of men and women is
given form by cultural institutions such as family and marriage. Gentlasisultural
translation of sex, and as such, a socially constructed phenomenon. This approach to
sex/gender argues that although people cannot change the reality of seantdepate and

judge different interpretations of gender and the institutions that give formnto the

19 John Paul Il writes that systematic theology disséwo antithetical situations or two differerstss of
human nature before and after the transgressi@enésis. The former is the state of integral masumnd the
latter the state of sin in which historical humgr@tways finds itself. He contends, however, thatreality of
historical humanity has its roots in and alwayegrefices the state of original innocence. Therairsn
continuity between the two because although welased to original innocence we are open to theteny of
redemption. John Paul IThe Theology of the Body].

% Lisa Sowle CahillSex, Gender and Christian Ethifidew York: Cambridge University Press, 1996).
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Sowle Cahill employs a theological method she calls critical realigra.p&sents it
as a response to postmodern critique, which she argues cannot make objective moral
assessments because it gives equal validity to a plurality of moral foundatibagendas'
Sowle Cabhill maintains that ethicists must rediscover or reinvent some account of
knowledge, truth, and the “universals” of human experience that is reasonably olective
order to make moral judgments. Her method proposes a modified objectivity that resogniz
that culturally relative assumptions are not timeless absolutes and all pidgamne
potentially revisable. However, normative proposals for human living can be madednas
reasonable reflection on human experience within historical existence.a&e lier
approach to the ethical tradition found in Aquinas’ interpretation of Aristotle. Suelhaadn
requires generalizations about human life in order to condemn some moral and cultura
practices and promote others. Sowle Cahill proposes the sexed and gendered body as a
foundation for these generalizations. Because she describes the human bolyaad suc
its physiology as relatively invariant over time, she can use it as maompoint of contact
for all people. Two examples of this invariance according to Sowle Cahiliare t
differentiation of the human race into two sexes and the male-female sexarataproduce
children?

The goal of Sowle Cahill's ethical project is to promote human flourishingsacros
cultures. Human flourishing, according to Sowle Cahill, requires equality anghssian,
including equality between the sexes. She argues that how sex is socmbzgehider can

create impediments or possibilities for human flourishing. Therefore, @nrisigology

2L Sowle Cahill describes the postmodern sensikikitynarked by randomness, fragmentation, distruai of
“meta-narratives,” self-irony and irreverence, andntercultural politics. She argues that postmod®ought
defines the “foundations” it rejects too narrowayd therefore can rebut only some understandingsocl
objectivity and universality. Sowle Cahiex, Gender and Christian Ethjds}, 18.

2 Sowle Cahill Sex, Gender and Christian Ethi@9.
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must give careful attention to these socializations. While she acknowlédgjesodernity
played a large part in teaching people to recognize and prize freedom and thg efjualit
persons, she proposes that Christianity can help people mold these values with compassion
and solidarity. She admits that the Christian tradition has not gone far enough in
implementing and supporting the range of ecclesial, familial, and social chthages
women'’s equality requires. However, she still maintains that Christiaastynuch to add to
the discussion and realization of this equality. What it has to add is the kingdom preaching
of Jesus that invites people to transform their personal relationships intonstigis based
on compassion and inclusiveness. Sowle Cahill reads New Testament instructiorseabout
and gender as a challenge to hierarchy within and outside the family. EddifaDerwere
resocialized from the patriarchal family of society and the state toetvdamily of brothers
and sisters in Christ

Sowle Cabhill proposes that the equality between the sexes that human flourishing
requires does not call for disregarding or contesting differences beta®and women.
She understands these differences as not only an opportunity to bring about equality and
mutuality between the sexes but their recognition a necessity for thigyqgiflerefore, her
project is not to deconstruct sex but to critique the institutionalization of sexual
differentiation. She proposes a feminist ethical critique of social inetigithat construct
gender in ways that create unequal relations between men and women, includiagemar
and family forms. The question becomes how to socialize the body in order to promote

equality and compassion.

% gowle Cahill Sex, Gender and Christian Ethid$50. She reads the gospel stories and actioespsnding
to and challenging the highly stratified sociabt&nships of their time, including that of the GzeRoman
family.
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Sowle Cahill posits that in order for widespread ethical dialogue about human
flourishing to exist, people must recognize their commonality. She feath¢haurrent
focus on diversity is becoming so extreme that there is not ample attention to iomnect
and shared reality between people, even that of bodily reality. Her projethedesly not
as something that isolates us through radical individualization, but what unites us in our
humanity. She writes that it is in and through the most basic and widespread forms of our
materiality that human beings have “common sense” access to the expefietiee human
individuals®* Sowle Cahill proposes that human commonality can be found in the fact that
each human person experiences a naturally occurring sex that is then genderadlbn
social institutions. This is the foundation of her gender theory.

For Sowle Cahill sex originates in and comes back to the reproductive organs. The
sexual differentiation of the body is naturally occurring and shared by allegpeAfithough
she does not dismiss individuality, she does not view the body as infinitely malleable or
some way unique to each individual. She recognizes that to speak of sex, or the basic
materiality of the body, as a fundamental reality is considered an intgirpnetf it; so part
of her project is to re-establish the body’s stability. Although she would dllvséxuality
may extend itself in pluriform and diffuse ways, she maintains that to suggethéna is
no such thing as ‘sex,’ or that sex in humans has no intrinsic connection to reproductive
physiology, is more rhetorical than factual. Such a claim could only be mattartbe

basis of an abrupt break between humanity and other mammalian sp2des.Sowle

24 Sowle Cahill Sex, Gender and Christian Ethj&b.

% |bid., 111. Sowle Cahill is writing in responsevthat she defines as the radical claims of suiclkéhs as
Michel Foucault and Judith Butler who would contiést foundationalism of a shared, two-sexed madteria
reality. She notes that Foucault “even suggestsfew more extravagant passages that the hunthnitself
is not a cultural constant.” Ibid., 22.
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Cabhill, sex is a basic experience of embodied individuals. Sex is not sociallsuctetsbut
something on which culture operates.

Sowle Cahill contends that there are innate differences between the serbsakhist
and everywhere inform identity. She holds that a feminist ethics should rectigatize
women’s sexual and reproductive experience sets them apart from men as bvets
women together historically. The question then focuses on the consequences of timt differe
embodiment of men and women. Sowle Cahill contends that although bodily difference does
affect our sense of self and how we live, it does not necessarily establehrales or imply
a hierarchy of the sexé%. She does not want to be labeled as a biological determinist. She
recognizes that an ethics that considers “natural” tendencies musaiatdgy reality of
biological urges with the equally human capacity for love, commitment, fidehty, a
compassion.

Sowle Cabhill acknowledges that selfhood includes not only sex but the socialization
of sex that all humans experience. The sexed body is always socialized ial cultur
institutions which channel its expression. On the one hand, this socialization idllgultura
various leading to a diversity in how bodily realities are experienced. Orhrehaind, the
process of this socialization itself produces parallel institutions amongesjlauch as the
family and clan, which, though distinct, are familiar to all. The experiehtteese common
institutions presents another junction for cross-cultural discourse. Although Sdville Ca

here differentiates gender from sex, she maintains that they aresaklatyed. Gender is

% Sowle Cahill grants that sexual dimorphism neetpnovide the basic category for organizing human
persons into social relations. She admits thaidimg on sex and sexual reproduction may, as Ftturatned,
endow sex with a disproportionate centrality ambaman experiences and goods. However, she maintain
that since seis used as a social marker, ethics must addressitcs Sowle CahillSex, Gender and Christian
Ethics 5.
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based on the biological tendencies, capacities, and differences of sex and thesdoat
sex create$’

Lisa Sowle Cahill's gender theory incorporates the idea of constructionougth
sexual differentiation is not socially constructed, gender is. This construstoteix nihilg
as she reads postmodern critigowit, based on the differences between the sexes. For Sowle
Cahill basic facts of biology must be central to discourse abowrsbyender. Her work
approaches the body as a symbol of both naturally occurring sexual diffeoendiati of the
social order in which it is foun®. This makes the body both invariant and changing. Sexual
differentiation is a constant of bodily reality. It expresses the comnypailpeople share
with each other. But the body also expresses its local context and its algil@oement
because customs of gender are many and varied. How cultural communitdéigessexual
differentiation will constantly shift because no historical understandingrafey
encompasses the final way men and women should live their bodies. However, on Sowle

Cahill's account the process of socialization is also a point of contact betweea pkeopl

2 Sowle CahillSex, Gender and Christian Ethj@&9. Sowle Cahill builds her sexual ethics arotiredclaim
that heterosexuality within committed marriage thattures children is the sexual ideal for indiatipersons
and society in general. She contends that itisapbintent to use an ideal of committed, pareseal to
condemn, exclude, or cast into the shadows “nomeaniéts,” but to reflect on how and when to justify
exceptions. Her views on homosexual relationshipsalso based on the belief in some kind of innate
differences between the sexes. In addition, thatemess or social construction of homosexualigytigaring
on its moral evaluation. As personally “naturafitiza “given” to those who experience it, a sexuisied
towards persons of the same sex should be chanmglédd moral values which humanize heterosexual
relationships, that is, respect, reciprocity, lcaegd commitment. If it is the case that sexuadmtation is in
fact pliable, then the question returns of the merarants which would make sexual object choice
commendable, condemnable, tolerable, or neutraé importance of male-female reciprocity and repobigte
potential as enriching or completing sexual retaiaould return as contentious questions. 1big-199. For
more on her analysis of homosexuality, see Lisal&@ahill, “Homosexuality: A Case Study in Moral
Argument,” inHomosexuality in the Church: Both Sides of the Delad. Jeffrey S. Siker (Louisville, KY:
Westminster/John Knox Pr, 1994), 61-75.

% gowle Cahill appropriates this idea from the woflMary Douglas who maintains that, since “the hama
body is always treated as an image of societyyethieus “can be no natural way of considering theytthat
does not involve at the same time a social dimexisi§ee Sowle Cahillsex, Gender and Christian Ethjcs
130-31; and Mary Dougladlatural Symbols: Explorations in Cosmologgv. ed. (London: Barrie and Jenkins,
1973), 98. See more on Douglas’ work in Chaptef this dissertation.
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different cultures. The body, then, serves as an anchor for cross-cuhigal eéfalogue in
both its sex and gender.

Sowle Cahill’'s Christian ethical project critiques how we gendenabx
differentiated bodies in order to promote equality between men and women. ¢eagpod
gendering does not produce bodies that express equality and compassion, it must be
challenged and changed. Although she recognizes that for women the institutemmdyof f
and marriage can be limiting and sometimes dangerous arenas, she does not believe tha
bodies need to be liberated from all social corfttolVhat people need to do is live social
institutions differently. Sowle Cahill calls on contemporary Christiansniglae the witness
to social challenge of their early biblical counterparts. Theseli@itiastian communities
recognized that how they lived family life could transform larger socié et and
expectations. They embraced a communal vision of the body as well as iakerttat
hierarchy and domination in the family and society. Christians in todaylsl wust find
ways to bring about social transformation based on fundamental Christian values of
compassion and solidarity. This transformation does not require the denial or detmstr
of sexual differentiation, but it does require the rejection of patriarchyuhavss in and
through the social mediation of biological reproduction. According to Sowle Cahill,
Christians can upset exploitative, oppressive, and dehumanizing relationshipguttarey
and the institutions that support them by living the institutions of family andagarwhich

gender sexed bodies in a more reciprocal and compassionat® Wag.question for Sowle

2 Sowle Cahill writes, “In relation to sex and gendan insistence on pragmatic self-determinatioicivis
individualist and asocial can also permit explasaty tacit yet tenacious sexist attitudes whigtvive under
a veneer of women'’s rights, masking a deeper lagkiblic investment in the positive welfare of wame
children, and families.” Sowle Cahitbex, Gender and Christian Ethjdst0.

30 Sowle Cahill expands her reflections on the Clanistamily, its inheritance from Christian histoitg diverse
articulations today, and its challenges in conteraposociety inFamily: A Christian Social Perspective
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000).
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Cahill is not whether the body is gendered in different ways, therefore eapngsdifferent
social systems, but rather what sort of society the body represents and whatidgiment
we can bring to bear concerning ways of being bodies. This second theoxigehder
calls for engagement with the variety of gender socialization, but for anceptbthe

constancy of dyadic sexual differentiation.

Sex/Gender System Constructed

The next theory of sex/gender posits that the meaning and significance of both
biological sex and its cultural articulation as gender are social constrsictAdvocates of
this approach to sex/gender retain the term and reality of women as alpaliiyoag point
against the oppression that the constructed sex/gender system creates and Supports
recognition of a reality of woman is meant to appreciate the continuing influetioe of
sex/gender system on our lives and identity even though the hope is to shift our uatellect
focus away from sex/gender identity to frameworks that focus on alleviatingssppren all
its forms. Such an approach to sex/gender is outlined in the theology of Elisabethe®chiiss
Fiorenza® Schiissler Fiorenza argues that theologians must address the construction of
sex/gender because it contributes and supports systems of oppression. In the name of

liberation from this oppression, she advocates for the deconstruction of thenNester

31 Works used for this analysis are Elisabeth Sckiiggbrenzaln Memory of Her: A Feminist Theological
Reconstruction of Christian Origin®ew York: Crossroad, 1983pread Not Stone: The Challenge of Feminist
Biblical Interpretation(Boston: Beacon Press, 198B)t She Said: Feminist Practices of Biblical
Interpretation(Boston: Beacon Press, 199Rjscipleship of Equals: A Critical Feminist Ekkla-logy of
Liberation (New York: Crossroad, 1993); addsus: Miriam’s Child, Sophia’s Prophet: Criticaldues in
Feminist Christolog{New York: Continuum, 1995).
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sex/gender system in order to understand how it oppresses as well as the difcovery
avenues for changing how we think about body-per$ons.

Schissler Fiorenza defends the importance of thinking about body categorization for
biblical studies and theology. She argues that the meaning and significzgrcéogilifferent
bodies is an integral aspect of the meaning of ancient texts and their past and curr
interpretations. The rhetorical and political goals of authors and intepagéeto construct
bodies to fit the social and ecclesial structures these agents support. diyebeigtieathed
to us by these texts and their interpretations encode certain ideas onto bodieatand cre
commonsense and “natural” understandings about which bodies rule and which bodies are
oppressed. She advocates an approach to reading ancient texts as well as the ypodies the
construct that undermines interpretations that lead to oppression and supportenilhenati
this oppression. She claims that this can be done because all texts, includingabedies,
ambiguous and allow for reading against the grain.

Schussler Fiorenza names her theological method a Critical Fembesation
Theology® This method challenges any reading of biblical texts and the theology based on
it that oppresses women or other traditional “nonpersons.” Schissler Fiorenzaiheal a

approach to history, biblical texts, and bodies. She defines all three as sitaggiéstr

32 Schussler Fiorenza recognizes that any sex/gesydeem is localized and formed in a specific histor
language, and culture. In the West, the sex/gesytgem or the way that sex and gender differeotias
defined and culturally constructed has been infteeioy Western philosophy that originated in ardi&reece
as well as Christianity. For the elaboration @& totion of sex/gender and discussion of the liteeaon this
concept, see Schiissler Fiorergat She Saidl05-14.

3 Schussler Fiorenza uses the term critical to nbt signal an indebtedness to the critical thedryimgen
Habermas, but also because she critically refigots experiences of oppression through the proliization
of preconstructed religious and cultural gendesésmof interpretation. She does not believe tisargellectual
neutrality, nor should there be, and so she ugetetin feminist to overtly express her politicahlyo The term
liberation signals this as the ultimate concerhaftheology and declares her allegiance to anthgrahip with
emancipatory women’s movements in church and sociebr an analysis of Schissler Fiorenza’s methed,
Marsha A. Hewitt, “Dialectic of Hope: The Feminisberation Theology of Elisabeth Schissler Fioreaza
Feminist Critical Theory,” imToward a New Heaven and a New EafEssays in Honor of Elisabeth Schissler
Fiorenza,ed. Fernando F. Segovia (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Bqdk303), 443-58.



66

authority and meaning. History for Schussler Fiorenza is never the objegoéimg of
“facts.” The texts that are our history are consciously constructedinesrttat reflect the
interests and social location of the author as well as the historians and exdgeteterpret
them. They are stories about power relations, with “winners” ensuring hovattis™are
reported and remembered. The language of those in power becomes commonsense and
forms our reality. In her theology, even biblical texts are treated sida structures with
philosophical and political objectives. Thus, Schussler Fiorenza applies thensdinoel of
investigation to bodies as she does to texts. She maintains that bodies, likedexts, a
historical and political realities that have been constructed and recorstitucteghout

history.

Schussler Fiorenza argues that because texts are sites of struggleidinegecboth
oppressive and liberating movements and feminist theologians must recognize 8bth.
contends that we have inherited a kyriarchal reality from ancientaegttheir traditional
interpretations, but also models that oppose kyriarchy. Schussler Fioremes é&gfiarchy
as a multifaceted matrix of relationships between masters and oppressedpéoiftects
a more complex understanding of oppression than patriarchy, but patriarchy istpart of
matrix of kyriarchy. Our historical texts are androcentric becauseantiywritten within
patriarchal contexts. Their authors often wrote them for the purpose of mainthising
balance of power. Exegetes throughout history continued to interpret them for this sam
purpose. As a biblical scholar, Schussler Fiorenza analyzes not only andethdemselves

but the linguistic theories by which they are translated. She contends thatdhedhist

% Schussler Fiorenza challenges feminist theologigrsfocus exclusively on the liberating aspectthef
early Christian movement or just on oppressive etspa it. She issues this challenge in the iniatidn toln
Memory of Herand evaluates different feminist approachesstwhy and texts in Chapter 1.

% Schussler Fiorenzdesus: Miriam's Child, Sophia's Prophét. Kyriarchy is derived from the Greek term
kyrios, meaning lord.
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development of masculine-exclusive language within the English languagsitaghe fact

that although the masculine gendered pronouns are supposed to be understood as standing for
all humanity they are not often read this way. Therefore our reading of ancisrtaex

ignore or exclude the presence of women in the ancient world. Schissler Fiesnnas

their presenc& This assumption shifts the possible interpretation of many texts. Her

approach perceives ambiguity in texts rather than just one meaning. Byaxtshe

recognizes the ambiguity in the construction and meaning of bodies, which are based on

these texts.

Schussler Fiorenza understands her approach to texts and bodies as a shift in feminis
theology away from identity questiopsr seto well-being questions. She contends that
feminist theology must focus on those suffering from oppression and uncover what keeps
kyriarchy and its language alive. A focus on kyriarchy keeps her theattagyive to the
experience of those who struggle against oppression especially the pooregtoairtivbo
remain women and children dependent on women. With this focus, she maintains her
feminist concern for women’s experience but expands her reflection to includecamplex

and differentiated ways people are oppresée8chiissler Fiorenza contends that a first step

% gschissler Fiorenza cites empirical studies thee kiscumented that men and women read so-callegtigen
masculine language differentlyBut She Said36. Letty Mandeville Russell, in her reflectiams the issues of
inclusive language for interpretation and the difdaith, writes that “the generic ‘he/man’ wasesult of the
politics of grammarians who convinced English @arlent to make it a law in 1850 because men should
‘naturally’ take precedence. Now feminists areks@ga return to the earlier usage of generic ‘théth the
singular noun.” “Inclusive Language and Powét¢ligious Educatio80 (Fall 1985): 584.

37 Although Schiissler Fiorenza has shifted her atteritom patriarchy to the wider scope of kyriarchie
continues to center her theological focus on wobmeause the poorest and most oppressed persds in t
world continue to be women. Although she admitg tiot only women suffer from kyriarchal structyres
Schussler Fiorenza maintains that deconstructiageasons for women’s oppression can provide k&gtits
into the antidemocratic and kyriarchal structutest bppress people of all body categorization. é#ely work
was criticized by women and men of color for coning too narrowly on the experience and oppogssi
they claim is that of white women only. She addesssome of these concern8urt She Saidl14f. For more
on Schussler Fiorenza’s work on how the conceptraality of empire has shaped and affected Christia
scriptures and our self-understandings, see SariUEisirenzaThe Power of the Word: Scripture and the
Rhetoric of EmpiréMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007).



68

in this process of alleviating the distress and denigration of oppressed women is the
deconstruction and eventual destruction of the Western sex/gender system.

Any true elimination of oppression must present a way to include the formasbutc
into decision-making structures. Schussler Fiorenza argues that althiougtia@ity was
and is not always and everywhere liberating for women and other nonpersonsoretiacti
the Jesus movement and the housesskkldoes offer liberating models for community. She
interprets the model of elddia based on her understanding of the Greek word as the
assembly of full citizens that promotes the well-being ot®al\s the model of the Jesus
movement and the early Christian Church, she reads the ancient texts as ragltioati
everyone can and should be part of the deciding of their own spiritual-politides aavell
as being part of the determination of what well-being means. Schissler Ficatzahe
Jesus movement and the early Christian Church as advocating radical dgmaebieit is a
way of living inclusive of the nonpersons and outcasts of kyriarchal structures,besthe
way to realize God'’s basileia on earth. This approach to living includes both indlividua
liberation for self-actualization and the establishment of community tHatlgall in

responsible decision-makirig.

3 Schiissler Fiorenz&ut She Saidl28;In Memory of Her344;Jesus: Miriam’s Child, Sophia’s Prophét4-
15; Sharing Her Word112; andrhe Discipleship of Equal412, 199. Schissler Fiorenza qualifies the term
with the phrase “of women,” in order to indicatattlekkEsia will become historical reality only when women
are fully included. Se&he Discipleship of Equald96.

39 Schussler Fiorenza argues that the Jesus movethentated a radical Jewish democratic vision most
evident in a table fellowship initiated by Jesusahtincluded those alienated from societal rol8ke posits
that some of these persons may have found thenssaliemated in the larger social and religious exint
because they refused patriarchal definition. Tlegeasts found a place within this Jesus movemeéhith

did not advocate patriarchal submission but paaitdn in ekkésia. Such participation sometimes led to the
breaking of household relationships rather tharjubtfication of them as evidenced in Jesus’ cl#iat the
community is his family not his biological or patrchal one. Schiissler Fiorenza maintains that aftenthe
death and ascension of Jesus, many Christian coitiezustill formed themselves around the notion of
ekklesia. She contends that the house community broka dhe public/private split and the hierarchies
between men and women based on it evidenced ifiath¢hat women were not only part of the churchitsu
leadership as well. Communities differed in theferpretation of the gospel and lived it in vaxyiways. She
contends that although the Jesus movement and k&lissia offered liberatory models, there were alsomthe
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Schussler Fiorenza argues that although the Jesus movement provided the model of
ekklesia to guide Christian efforts to live God’s basileia of liberation for eadopend
inclusion of all into God’s community, Christian communities have not always livedsekkl
and often find themselves accepting and creating kyriarchal patterppression and
exclusion. The Christian acceptance of the Western sex/gender systesexepsis,
historical interpretation and ecclesial structures reflects suchrklal living. Therefore,
deconstructing and recreating the meaning of bodies is a crucial step to st
communities away from kyriarchal living to a way of being together thi¢breflects the
ekklesia of the Christian gospel. Interpretation of the body forms a cititiochin evaluating
whether Christian communities are living up to the call of Jesus and the examglddre s
them.

This tension between the models of liberation and the reality of kyriarckentisatto
Schissler Fiorenza’s work and her gender theory. This tension is inherent irotbgitiaé
notion that Jesus Christ’s presence in the world announced the inbreaking of Goedia basil
into human living, but because it is an eschatological concept and reality it is never
completely realized in earthly life. The “already” and “not yefect of the basileia of God
brought into the world through Jesus Christ means that the total liberation it pra@nises
always a goal but never fully realized. Schussler Fiorenza uses thig Cdmistian belief
about God’s basileia as a guiding principle for her feminist theology. Sinsedier

political and theological goals are based on the eschatological concept of Gddia,bas

forces within the Christian community that wisheddting Christian life into conformity with patrielnal and
kyriarchal norms. Schussler Fiorenza has comadenstand the struggle for radical democracy to be
intricately related to women'’s religious-theolodieathority. In her studies of Christian beginrsngchussler
Fiorenza draws a connection between religious amtatratic arguments (lack of freedom for all) amal t
debate concerning women'’s place (lack of freedoseth@n body categorization). See Schiissler Fiarenz
Sharing Her Word115-18; andlesus: Miriam’s Child, Sophia’s Prophé-9.
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which she understands as reflected in &kl this change will be gradual and incomplete.
For this reason, her gender theory seeks to balance the hope of changeguatell
frameworks, such as the Western sex/gender system, that perpetuathalystuctures
with the realization that this sex/gender system still informs and cotsstuiclives.

Schussler Fiorenza’s approach to the sex/gender of bodies is the same atebgr stra
for reading text8® Her analysis has two main steps. First, she seeks to understand how the
sex/gender system oppresses by deconstructing how bodies are formed inramdystem.
Second, she proposes ways this oppressive system can be changed and bodies eztonstruct
through the creation of more liberating practices and relations. Decomgjrinet Western
sex/gender system means deconstructing the body since it is the mimifedtthis system.

The first step in this deconstruction is locating any body within their socioeabbind
religious context and the social networks of power that exist within these conféxs first
step differentiates the social experiences of masters from that of tlessggr Her second
move is to uncover the forces that create ways of thinking and therefore beingdhatthesa
suffering of oppressed persons, including ideas that support sexism, raassisna|
colonialism, and Eurocentrism. These ways of thinking and being are created and
continually influenced by the biases of the texts we read, the interpretagdmsve been
taught, and the privileges of the system in which we live. Schussler Fiorappatach to

bodies recognizes that our past and current philosophical, political, economic,gindgel

0 Schissler Fiorenza names seven hermeneuticalgitra the first four of which are deconstructind the
last three constructive. They are a hermeneufieggerience that socially locates experience, dation,
suspicion, assessment and evaluation, reimaginatittical evaluation or reconstruction, and chaagd
transformation. She writes that these strategiesi@t simply successive and progressive but ctivesc
repetitive, and interactive. See Schissler FiagBat She Saidb1-76;Bread Not Stonel-21; andSharing
Her Word 76-77.
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systems produce and assign identity t8'uKyriarchal arguments and theories for inequality
have become encoded in the body, and affect how we live and think about bodies. We must,
therefore, interrogate the philosophical, political and religious subtexts of evarosur
commonsense understandings of the body.

After these strategies for deconstructing bodies, Schissler Fiouengder attention
to the task of reconstruction for she believes that bodies can be changed thricaigfesitc
how we read them. She contends that if we approach language as not determimistic, the
texts and the reality they produce in our bodies are ambiguous and open to different
interpretations. In addition, inviting the voices of people of varying socio-f@blitic
experiences to join the interpretation of texts disrupts traditional readnfjerent
perspectives reveal the ambiguity and complexity of texts and bodies and alew for
proliferation of interpretation¥ Schiissler Fiorenza admits that her translation of texts and
bodies serves her political goals, but maintains that all interpretations avatethby
rhetorical aims. She argues that kyriocentric interpretations meydty liide this

“constructedness” of reality in order to naturalize the structures andljmes of kyriarchal

1 Schiissler Fiorenza points out that we in the \lesheirs to the thought and understanding of Isoafie
Aristotle and Plato, which have been detrimentahtofreedom of some bodies. Plato believed ireetchy
of bodies that created the notion of a great chilreing and Aristotle argued that relationshipsaniety are
based on nature and reason and that different edibodied differences in nature and reason. Titleas
together have undergirded many kyriarchal appraathéhe domination and subordination of some Isttie
others. Schissler Fiorenza also notes that theatenf Aristotelian philosophy in the first cenfu€E was a
weapon against emancipatory movements of the timdeagainst democratic notions in general. Schiissle
FiorenzaBut She Said4.

2 Schussler Fiorenza defines her approach to textslative objectivity because although she propase
proliferation and amplification of interpretatiohesdoes not advocate absolute relativity. Sheecwist that
there can be truer, more adequate accounts ofélad’ World and history. These accounts would apjate
the levels of meaning uncovered by her first foemheneutical strategies and the complexity of itdeand
oppression. In the end, they would also move wsitd liberation rather than oppression; they wadtp all
persons achieve self-actualization as an individaal provide means to include all in communal decis
making. Schussler FiorenZut She Said33, 90. Schissler Fiorenza engages postmodemmethin “The
Ethos of Interpretation: Biblical Studies in a Rostlern and Postcolonial Context, Theological Literacy for
the Twenty-First Centuryed. Rodney L. Petersen with Nancy M. Rourke (@Maapids, MI: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2002), 211-28;Rinetoric and Ethic: The Politics of Biblical Stuslie
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999), although &ims that the concepts of postmodernism are niester
inspiration, but rather she is compelled by mariged discourses and minority theories.
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systems. She claims she is simply more upfront and honest about her own rhretoscHl
creating a counter-discourse for liberation.

Schissler Fiorenza argues that since texts are inherently ambiguous atal ope
multiple interpretations they contain contradictions and fissures that allowead against
the grain. Reading against the grain allows us to open up historical memory taw/bath
suppressed by those in power. For example, Schissler Fiorenza assumesithat his
involved and involves both women and men and that both were historical actors who shaped
Christianity so both should be subjects of intellectual inquiry. She reads graaimgander
as inclusive rather than an instrument of language to keep people marginalized asskoppre
by making them invisible in biblical translation and interpretation and thenefignificant
for contemporary life as well. Having established that texts and bodiead@o have
ambiguous and plural readings, Schissler Fiorenza encourages Christians to cdioge re
that move the community toward the goal of liberation as articulated in thelradica
democracy of ekkkia inaugurated by the inbreaking of God’s basileia in Jesus Christ. Our
readings of texts and bodies should move us to personal transformation and libetiating ac
Creative rereading should fashion subjects dedicated to radical democras@pcathe
construction of a different realty that no longer supports kyriarchal stesctacluding the
Western sex/gender system.

Schussler Fiorenza advocates changing the ways people are diffedesatratefrom
the current emphasis on the sex/gender system to an approach to persons tha¢satogniz
they are being included or excluded from democratic agency. This approach ty &téinti
recognizes the important influence of the Western sex/gender system wehonderstand

ourselves and others. Schissler Fiorenza advocates the use of the term wo/fieeh tioere
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tension of working toward liberation from kyriarchal oppression while still liwvitgyin it.
Wo/men includes both oppressed women and men and those who stand with them. Itis a
challenge to how we think about sex/gender categories since it recognizdsnligt is
about our place in kyriarchal structures not any kind of neutral biological design is
also an invitation to change the frameworks that create these designattonénst place.
Her use of the category of wo/men shifts focus from men and women to oppressors and
oppressed, suggesting a means of differentiating persons otherwise thhalling This
shift in the meaning of the body is a move from materiality as biologiceainspe to the
body as a text that is written for political purposes.

Schussler Fiorenza’s gender theory understands bodies as constructed faafthetori
and political purposes in just the way texts are. By thinking of the body ashexhows
how bodies are expressions of philosophical and religious arguments that suppod specifi
political goals. These arguments become encoded in the body and become the gtodelines
how we understand our materiality. Bodies are constructed by the “winnerstasf/his
those with power interested in keeping it. The very language of and about bod@msesi
power relations, which includes how we live our sexed/gendered bodies. This language
includes not only contemporary ideas about the body but our history as well. The context of
the authors of our history, the interpreters of this history, as well as our own camtsixtict
the meaning of our bodies.

On the other hand, Schissler Fiorenza argues that texts and bodies are ambiguous
because they extend beyond their specific moment. People are not completelppredra

by their history or the context in which they find themselves. Our bodies do e#tpress

43 Schissler Fiorenz8ut She Said206. See also Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza, “%fork in Our Midst:
From a Politics of Identity to a Politics of Strugg Feminist TheologySeptember 1996): 47-72.
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kyriarchy we have inherited, including our ideas of sex/gender, but they carée irea

more democratic way. Just like texts, bodies can be deconstructed to understared why w
understand them the way we do and reconstructed to express something else. Schussler
Fiorenza’'s goal is for bodies to express &gid so that all people are freed from oppression
and all people participate in the decision-making for the well-being of tihessend others.
Although we may never attain this reality, it should be the goal of Christianigm

theology. As theological justification for this type of reading, Schissleerfzarargues that
the gospel stories invite us to engage in a rereading and rewriting of histight iof lIJesus

Christ that leads to a rereading and rewriting of ourselves as his followers.

Total Construction

For this final approach to sex/gender, | return to the work of Judith Butldrouigh
Butler is not a theologian, her work is engaged and used in theological reflectlmn on t
body** Like John Paul II, Butler establishes no distinction between sex and gender and
describes both as foundational to our way of being in the world. She does not, however,
understand this to mean they are absolute, transcendent, or ahistorical. Her approach t
sex/gender differs fundamentally from that of Lisa Sowle Cahill, whichesrfpr ara prior
sex on which is stamped the cultural construction of gender. Butler posits that batd sex a
gender are constructions of power through which a subject comes to be at atipa pbsi
shares with Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza. She has a different understandingrof po
however, and so her theory takes exception to Schuissler Fiorenza’s argunsorhthatea

of womenmustbe maintained for political purposes. Butler calls on feminist politics tb shif

4 For more on theological engagement with Butlerskysee Ellen T. Armour, and Susan M. St. Villds.e
Bodily Citations: Religion and Judith Butl@ew York: Columbia University Press, 2006).
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its focus from the so-called interests of the set of ready-made sulnjeleisthe heading of
“women,” to a questioning of the very terms through which identity is articutatéuthis
section | consider two of Butler's workssender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of
IdentityandBodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sexti the first, she outlines
a geneaology of gender and concludes that gender is performative of rggubaios; in the
second, she furthers her investigation of how bodies are constructed and concludes that
power relations also work in the very formation of “sex” and its “materiality.

Butler applies Michel Foucault’'s notions of power and Jacques Derrida’s theory of
iterability to theorize how bodies become sexed/gendered and how the nzatoialof
bodies can be shifted to positively include more articulations of the subject begond th
heterosexual binary of male/masculine and female/feminine. When Bailasdhat the
materiality of the body is the effect of power, she is employing Foucamitisrstanding of
power. Power here is not something someone has or yields nor an external $oitgeair
operating on bodies. Rather, Foucault defines power as a web of relations that
interpenetrates society and produces its subjects. Power is the regubatosytimat form
identity and the very process by which anyon® ihis process of identity formation
produces intelligible subjects that fit the contextual norms as well asg¢htses that do not

fit the criteria of a subject. Butler names those that do not fit power’sudgsethe abject.

> Butler challenges feminists to address what lasvrarms of identity categories they are repeatingsnot
to reinscribe the power matrix they are trying ppose. In its frustrated attempts to define “worh&minism
should understand that identity formation alwaydudes an “etc.” because it is a process that awwagduces
and forecloses. For Butler, the idea that theeedemmunity of “women” based on some shared nasuae
phantasm and often an impediment to real change.Bgtler Gender Troublel43-47. For more on the
problematic denotation of “women,” see Denise Rikey | That Name?: Feminism and the Category of
“Women” in History (New York: Macmillan, 1988).

“® See ButlerBodies That Matter22. See Michel Foucaujscipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison
(New York: Vintage Books, 1995), 177.
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Butler’'s gender theory and her strategy for changing the regulatory tioains
produce the materiality of the body rely on Derrida’s theory of langt/agerrida claims
that at the heart of all language, that which makes language possible, isaheohot
iterability. In order for language to be possible it must be able to be repeatecdmal us
different contexts. Its iteration in a different context than its origitedi@en creates a
rupture in the language that can result in a breakdown of meaning or the occurrence of ne
meanings. For Butler, the language and discourses that produce the matéialdies are
phallogocentrism, which is identity based on male-ness, and compulsory hetditysexua
These discourses provide the regulatory norms that determine what is meaabogfhe
body and therefore how the body should be lived. Butler concludes that sex/gender is an
effect of these discourses not their cause, and posits that we experidmogyths gendered
masculine and feminine because we live the body as d¥fadier goal is to decenter these
discourses so that more and different bodies can materialize as acceptabézaimgjfiol
subjects. Thus, Butler's methodology yields a theory of sex/gender timas theat power
forms bodies in and as discourse, which in its necessary repetition can be atadicul

Butler argues against theories of sex/gender that separate the two bhshestax as
prediscursive on which gender operates. Such a theory of materiality is inadequitler
because it cannot contest the discourse of compulsory heterosexuality whsdmoas
bodies as meaningful and others as not mattering at all. She claims tieataete a pure
body or a prediscursive sexed body is actually part of the discourses of phallogocant

compulsory heterosexuality, which establish sex/gender as timelegarssuc Butler argues

" See Jacques Derrida, “Signature, Event, Context,imited, Inc, ed. Gerald Graff, trans. Samuel Weber and
Jeffrey Mehiman (Evanston: Northwestern Univerfitgss, 1988).
“8 Butler, Gender Troublg148.
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that any reference to the body is at the same time a formation of thé’bBdyher, there is

no subject who stands before the construction of sex in any spatial or temporal dense. A

subjects emerge within and as the matrix of gender relations. Butleragiagsexample the

process through which an embryo becomes a person or a subject. She writes thattterough t

interpellation of sex/gender an “it” shifts to “she” and is “girledtidrought into the domain

of language and kinship. Declaring the embryo or child “she” demarcates thadfteigale

rather than male and as acceptable rather than uniifafilee body of the child becomes

culturally intelligible only by being sexed/gendered. Butler arguestibgidwer of “sex” at

its most effective is that it constitutes a field of intelligibility, kea-for-granted ontology.
Butler’'s gender theory maintains that the regulatory norms of phallogscersind

compulsory heterosexuality materialize the body’s sex and produce maknzaid f

subjects. Thus, the production of materiality does not mean that power cretzeslitya

but rather that it marks and delineates what portion of the materiality of thesoadgvant

and foundational for the living of our lives. Butler contends that within our context being

male/masculine and female/feminine matters and so we are matdraidédive as such. In

other words, power operates in the production of the binary frame of thinking about

sex/gender. Butler wants to recast the matter of bodies not as a site «# butfas a

process of materialization that is the effect of the dynamic of power. |&egunorms

govern the materialization of any botly.

“9 This is just as true for Butler even if one iserehcing a pure body. She writes that if onedsihg the
undeniability of “sex” or its “materiality,” the dcourse that refers to a prediscursive sex if fisehative of
this reference. See Butl@odies That Matterl0.

* Butler, Bodies That Matter7. Butler contends that the construction of geraperates througkxclusionary
means, such that the human is not only producedangagainst the inhuman, but through a set of
foreclosures, radical erasures, that are, striggBaking, refused the possibility of cultural artétion. Butler
theorizes that the ideal is a series of normatigizhjunctions that secure the borders of sex tjindbe threat
of psychosis, abjection, and psychic unlivabilitipid., 8, 14-15.

*1 Butler, Bodies That Matter9.
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According to Butler’s theory, the construction of bodies is not a singular act, but a
process of repetition. Subjects are materialized through the reiteratiorregtiatory
norms that govern them. To name a person a female or male is the repeatedanafleati
norm, and the power of regulatory norms stems from the persistence of thitiiorepe
Therefore, the phenomenon of sex is formed within and by discourse. The regulatsy nor
of the controlling discourses produce by marking and constraining bodies to fit tiseafleal
their discourse. Butler argues, however, that bodies can never fully complhegthitieals
because they are constructions themselves. “True” gender identity atallcd Sex” are
such because we mirror gender ideals in our living and cite sex as a law of nature. She
contends that norms only exist and have power to the extent that they are repe&teldasr ci
a norm. This repetition or citation occurs in our process of approximating or fyaenti
with” such norms? Although the norms of sex/gender compel citations and approximations,
which we call female/feminine and male/masculine, there is no true ortpEsfégender
identity.

After establishing her theory that bodily materiality is the reipetivf the norms of
governing discourses and therefore have no “true” reality, Butler laysoauthange in our
very materiality is possible. First, she claims that the concepts of sexradet have
complex histories, which reveal them as historically revisable regulstbemes. This
revision happens, and can only happen, within the discursive practices one wishes to contest
Within and as part of the construction of sex/gender is the possibility for and dgency
change them® Butler argues that the materiality of the body is the effect of socialuise;

which maintains its status as foundational through the continual repetitionreguiatory

°2 Butler, Bodies That Matterl3.
%3 Some theologians argue that thinking of sex/geadaonstruction opposes the possibility of agebuayfor
Butler it is the necessary scene of agency.
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norms. By applying Derrida’s insights about language and iterability to the dissdbat
produce sex/gender, Butler treats identity as unstable and incorporating thdipyossibi
necessity of its own rearticulation and disruption. If sex/gender are @yutarms that
require repetition then they have the same quality as language that needspeated in
different contexts than the one for which it was originally intended. The regularms’
ability to be repeated in different contexts means that their meaningdsdipast and
future. There always exists the possibility for different articulationsitarations of the
body by individuals. Gaps and fissures to the current construction of sex/gender open up and
allow shifts in the norms of sex/gender. Change happens when one lives sex/gender a
something different in a world that presupposes and requires that sex remaan @yatir
argues that moral agency is in the gap of who | find myself to be and who | caarbens
can repeat these norms in other ways that allow for alternative identitgtfions. The task
is then not whether to repeat, but how to repeat the regulatory norms of sex/gender.
The first step in this change is to recognize that there are already thadiegist in
what Butler calls “unlivable” and “uninhabitable” zones of social life. Shiens that these
bodies fail to materialize as subjects within the discourses of phalluigsoe and
compulsory heterosexuality; but if we have the eyes to see them they refiregmgsibility
for change through the contestation of the regulatory norms of sex/gender. ugiyngcl
their articulation of materiality, we can rearticulate “the symbiodiazon in which bodies
come to matter at alP* These alternative articulations of materiality question the
fundamental naturalness of sex/gender, contest its very binarism, and present new
possibilities for its articulation. Butler contends that a proliferationxfsader

configurations can become a reality if we redescribe what is curagfthed as culturally

54 Butler, Bodies That Matter23.
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unintelligible as acceptable articulations of materialization. Thisferation then has the
potential to deprive sex/gender configurations based on compulsory heterosexuhaéty of
natural status. Butler asks, “What would it mean to ‘cite’ the law to produdéertedtly, to
‘cite’ the law in order to reiterate and co-opt its power, to expose the heteabssatrix and
to displace the effect of its necessity.’Her answer is that it would change the regulatory
norms that bring about the sexed/gendered subject. We would have the space and means to
rethink and rearticulate what it means to be sexed/gendered. In this prosedsee
possibilities of rematerialization. For Butler, shifts in materialimaéare not change simply
for change’s sake. They are an attempt to include more persons in the realm citten® m
in social discourse. She wants to expand the meaning of what counts as a valued and
valuable body in the world, of what qualifies as bodies that matter, of what waysof li

count as “life,” and of what lives are worth protecting, saving, and grié?ing.

1. DISCUSSION

This chapter demonstrates how using construction as an organizing principle can
serve as a tool for theology to explore different theories of sex/gender thesleghion on
the degree to which bodily materiality is constructed. Analysis of each tbewigrs on
how it answers the question to what degree are the sex and/or gender of the bodgtednstr
in and by its social discourse. The varied responses to this question reveal/ffeatdezas
concepts and realities exist broadly and diversely in theological discourséeand |

Sex/gender cannot be approached as one thing in and for theology; it must be handled as a

%5 Butler, Bodies That Matterl5. She claims that we can politicize persoifel but she argues that cultural
innovation is key and not myths of transcenderiéa. a more expanded exposition of Butler's viewsodial
transformation, see her essay “The Question ofabdcansformation,” iWWomen and Social Transformatjon
by Elizabeth Bek-Gernsheim, Judith Butler, and &iuigvert (New York: Peter Lang, 2003), 1-28.

* Butler, Bodies That Matter16.
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discussion. Theologians must clarify their own theory of sex/gender, andyaquaditant
know where it fits within the spectrum of views on sex/gender. This cladficatvites
theologians to delve deeply into the relevance and place of the body in theology by
considering how reflection on the sex/gender of bodies calls attention to tieablogthod,
truth claims, views on subjectivity and personhood, judgment of binary sexuality, and the
body’s relationship with language.

Conversation organized around construction begins with discussion about the very
meaning of the idea of construction, the process by which sex and gender arghestabli
who or what is responsible for this process, and if there is any opportunity for the
sexed/gendered person to change the meaning of sex and/or gender. For somarthieolog
such as John Paul Il, construction of bodily reality would negate the belief thaisthere
divine plan to and for our bodies and their living. If sex/gender are ontological realities
reflect the divine plan, then sex/gender are not constructed but rather created.ti@od i
creating agent and humanity cannot change the ultimate meaning of sex/gesdevealed
to them. Any change in a person’s understanding and living of these categories should
reflect an acceptance of their original and ultimate meaning. Otherdi@such as Lisa
Sowle Cahill understand construction to meamihilio so using it to describe sex would
ignore the biology of humans as a mammalian species. If sex is a given in faality,
then only gender can be addressed as constructed. Any meanings and insizattamrsaof
gender that do not create equality and promote compassion in partnership should & change
Most who do use the idea of construction in their explanation of sex/gender do not mean it
“creates” materiality. Rather, the construction of sex/gender is understtiogl @assignment

of meaning to it, the demarcation of the importance of it, and therefore the production of i
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Judith Butler adamantly argues that to state that sex/gender is comsttoesenot mean it is
illusory or artificial, or that it is constructed once and foPalEven theories that accept the
construction of sex/gender for rhetorical and political purposes might disagrdear w
what constructs them. Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza describes the consagetings other
human beings, the winners of history who have control and want to maintain it. Judith Butle
has different notions of power and understands it as a web of relations rather thdamgpmet
someone yields. Both, however, maintain that change is possible and in the hands of
constructed individuals either as a rebellion against the constructing agetecardering of
the constructing power from within.

The answers to the central question of this chapter must be read as crucial to and
flowing from the overall method and goals of the author’s theology or philosophy. A
theological method that demands the possibility of timeless realities to suppbanging
teaching describes the meaning of sex/gender as ahistorical andridamtcd time and
place. If a theological method is searching for universal foundations or lgateras to
anchor cross-cultural ethical dialogue, then sex and the process of beingedaesder
described as invariant. Bodies will look different according to methods andtigataésm
for the alleviation of oppression that is based on the very categorization of bodk&s@s s
and gendered. Both the meaning and reality of sex and gender are consideredah terms
how they move toward the goal of equality or hinder its achievement. When sexhded ge

are understood as the result of power relations, they must be able to be changed if new

*" Butler,Bodies That Matterd. The concept of construction is central tol&tg work, although she
recognizes the difficulty of using the term becatigre are many understandings of the notion thate
problematic. She realizes that many regard angttiefined as “constructed” as artificial and disgsdsie.
Butler believes that the term “construction” isther a subject nor its act, but a process of iitemn. Because
she wants to focus on the process by which maitgrialproduced, she drops the term constructiahadopts
the term materialization.
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political realities are to be achieved. This change happens through the detionsbfuitbe
history of sex/gender and a shift in how we think about sex/gender identity and live it.

These different approaches to sex/gender reveal different understandingks. of
John Paul Il professes a belief in ahistorical, transcendent truth we can kooghthr
revelation. Sowle Cabhill proposes a modified objectivity, which considers truth athsmne
we come to together. There are, however, foundations to human being that can be donsidere
universals. Schussler Fiorenza maintains that we usually define truthiagdorthe
commonsense established by the winners of history and the masters indahehlayri
structure. She claims it is better to think about truth as that which brings ustclbgieig
God’s basileia, which on earth is approximated in radical democracy. Butleaapps
truth as something constructed as such within and according to the discoursesoafany s
context.

These considerations of ontology and truth within the discourse about sex/gender
disclose each theorist’s notion of personhood and subijectivity, another centralittaolog
guestion. Gender theories must address the relationship of selfhood and the sex/dkeader of
body. Is there a subject beyond their sex/gender or does the subject comed@xista
only as sexed/gendered? Is true selfhood a goal that can only be achievin gaceon is
liberated from oppressive sex/gender articulations or are they wha¢ dedi person as a self
or subject? Inherent to these beliefs about the human subject is each theargfshde
purpose of human life. Should sex/gender be understood as complementary, based on
equality and mutuality, undermined altogether, or expanded in order for persons falinost
live human subjectivity? Each view of subjectivity comes to a different cooclabout the

unity of each sex as a group.
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John Paul argues for the necessity of male-female differentiation somberod.
Each human being knows their essence and the self in and through their own sex/gender. In
the giving and receiving of the sexed/gendered self, each person rd@imselives as a
person created by God for this purpose. Itis only in and through the body that a human
being knows themselves as a person created uniquely from other creatures and for
communion with other persons. The ultimate communion is the union of the male and
female. Because he understands sex/gender as our primary identity, the uitgsodmal
females as individual groups is a presupposition to John Paul II's thought. Sowle Cahill
concurs with John Paul Il that being a sexed and gendered person informs our sehse of sel
and through this reality we are able to connect with others. The body as sexeddarddje
is what makes us human. Sex and gender are essential aspects of being a human person,
although the hierarchy based on them is not. Sowle Cahill considers the unity of women a
goal to be maintained for it recognizes the uniqueness of women'’s sexualitypardlotive
capacities and allows cross-cultural dialogue. For Schissler Fiorenparsbea is formed
according to the sex/gender system of their history and context, but it does nod@dchet
be the essential way we think about human beings. She advocates other ways ofiogtegoriz
identity that would define people differently. Schissler Fiorenza shiftstyldasignation
to wo/men in recognition that the unity of this group is a provisional status around action f
alleviation of oppression. Judith Butler describes the sex/gender matrix asradsooarse
that materializes bodies and causes subjects to be. These attributes of thre botlty a
essential and nonessential for personhood. Butler treats the unity of women asisnphant

and an impossibility.
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Delving into the relationship of the subject to their materiality in terms dfjspder
brings to light different understandings of the relationship of sex to genderl aswelw
each relate to social life. While Lisa Sowle Cahill separates sex and gehee analysis,
John Paul Il, Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza, and Judith Butler treat thempasabbe
aspects of bodily reality. These three differ, however, on the relationship afrsgerdo
social life. John Paul Il understands sex/gender as the foundational princigeidbtite;
its cause not its effect. Schussler Fiorenza regards the sex/genderasy/stémndational
principle of kyriarchy and established for its purposes. Butler arguesttigender is the
foundation of being in our social context and is produced and restrained by the normalizing
institutions of phallogocentrism and compulsory heterosexuality. Sowle Cigsiltar
balance the idea that the sex of the body is prior to social life, but the gendermied
only within and by social institutions.

Various approaches to the relationship of sex and gender reveal diverse opinions
about whether the binary of sex and gender is problematic. The more problamatic t
binary, the more sex and gender are viewed as constructed in social disndurse a
changeable. Because John Paul Il argues that God always creates hmgsadeiale and
female, dyadic sexual differentiation is not problematic and heterosexadtigy only
acceptable form of sexuality. Sex/gender is not oppressive; the estrangétherdexes
caused by the Fall is what creates tension between men and women. Lisa &uolvd<0
does not understand binary sexual difference as problematic, but rather as thediodiodat
childbearing and rearing. It is the basis for necessary social ottieygt its gendering can
be established in oppressive ways. Schissler Fiorenza and Butler both find the binary

problematic and oppressive. Schussler Fiorenza contests it because it is part of the
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oppression of kyriarchy, creating relationships based on masters and oppragtad. B
argues that the binary is unacceptable because it does not allow some bodiesalizeater
and therefore matter in society.

These theories of sex/gender approach narratives and language dsacangra
understanding of the body. Scripture is approached as both revealing a true and proper
understanding of our bodily reality and as rhetorical and political narratigesricode
bodies for inequality. Even so, all Christian theologians argue that the Christiativear
can still expand our understandings of sex/gender to make them more about equality than
oppression. Theorists in other disciplines challenge theologians to recogniz@an@inme
of social discourses in the creation and understanding of sex/gender that mdybeytend
and exist distinctly from Christian narratives but still affect how we koorgelves. These
narratives include our social and cultural history. There are and have deesntlif
historical articulations of sex/gender. Theories define some of thesdaditins as the
result of sinful humanity or the interests of the powerful to keep some ruled whjileutbe
Either way, one’s knowledge and interpretation of the history of sex and gender are
important aspects of any gender theory. This includes contending with pastramd cur
scientific explanations of sex/gender. The science of the body changesriendliéientexts.
Sowle Cabhill is the only theologian to base her argument for sex on science, although John
Paul 1l briefly employs science to support some of his claims. Judith Butlesagnce to
support her opposing claim, contending that whether science argues for or agaialssex

system is not obvious. Butler challenges theorists to delve more deeply into theeduppos
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naturalness of sex by critiquing scientific discourses which establitiisity, enquiring
into its history, and questioning its very meanifig.

The debate and discussion extracted through dialogue about sex/gender based on the
concept of construction leads to questions about bodily expression. Different theories about
sex/gender articulate different understandings of what the body expregsasateriality.

The body can be understood as revealing God’s plan for creation or its social tattext
may or may not be based on oppressive discourses. John Paul’s theory claims that each
person expresses the self in and through their body. Sowle Cahill treats the baiysss
cultural connection that creates discourse with others. Schussler Fiorernzachppibodies

as texts expressing the rhetorical and political goals of their author®er Batends that

they are the materialization of the norms of controlling discourses. One rersthide if

the body’s expression as sex/gender is an appropriate and live-givingsexp@sone that
should be changed. These reflections also challenge theologians to think about how the body
expresses not only its constructing discourses but also the individual who the body is. To
what degree are individuals determined by the discourses that form them?stiaGity
believes that each person is a unique being willed for their own sake by God, then gender

theories must explore individual identity as opposed to and in relationship with communal

%8 In Gender TroubleButler cites the following sources for feministeasch conducted within the fields of
biology and the history of science that assespatigcal interests inherent in the various disdriatory
procedures that establish the scientific basiséor Ruth Hubbard and Marian Lowe, e@enes and Gender
vols. 1 and 2 (New York: Gordian Press, 1978, 19%@hdra HardinglThe Science Question in Feminism
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986); Evelyndieller, Reflections on Gender and Scielfskew Haven:
Yale University Press, 1984); Sandra Harding arash Je O’BarrSex and Scientific InquiChicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987); and Anne FaSsesling,Myths of Gender: Biological Theories About
Women and Me(New York: Norton, 1979).
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identity>® Reflecting on bodily construction and how it leads to questions about bodily

expression starts the process of thinking about the body as symbol.

IV.  CONCLUSION

In this chapter, the significance of the body has been investigated through tbk lens
sex/gender. The importance of the body in its specificity of sex/gendéefdotyy has been
demonstrated in each approach to sex/gender outlined in this chapter. Sex/gersterwra
to be relevant and significant to theological anthropology and what it means to becaasl |
the image and likeness of God. It was argued that the body is the foundation of ethical
dialogue and our understandings of sex/gender the difference between human flounighing a
oppression. The meaning and significance we assign to sex/gender is alsgrahaspect
of our scriptural texts and their exegesis. Although not a theologian, Judith Batlenges
theology to investigate how sex/gender is part of our very understanding of the anbje
its possibility.

Theorists concerned with sex/gender have often been criticized for too raview
of identity. Just as John Paul Il establishes sex/gender as primaryidentinist theorists
have been criticized for not recognizing that race is also a fundamental afsgeatity in
this country as well as around the world. There is now a general recognition thaootak
divisions affect how sex/gender is lived in different communities and thatsracerucial
tool of oppressive structures and institutions. Theology must recognize, howeveacéhiat
not just another aspect of identity, but that race and sex/gender togethengttratpeand

influence the meaning of each other. Sexual difference is not prior to rafeatidde.

9 This approach to the person as a unique beingtimited to Christian theology. Judith Butlerderstands
the individual as a unique utterance of the notmas form them. Therefore, each individual hascdygacity to
shift the constructions of sex/gender through fecbht iteration of their materialization.
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Judith Butler honestly addresses race when she writes, “There areegihezs of regulatory
production that contour the materiality of bodies. Race emerges not simply as,dnbiyher
separable, domain of power from sexual difference or sexuality, but that itsdaddi
subverts the monolithic workings of the heterosexual imperative as | havébddstso
far.”®® | agree with Butler's assessment of the relationship of sex/gendexcnih human
identity and the meaning of materiality and | will explore the intersedf sex/gender and
race in Part Il of this dissertation. For now, | will move on to a specific deragion of
theories that give meaning to the construction of the materiality of the batuyanly

known as race.

0 Butler, Bodies That Matterl8.
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A person without a past is a person without an identity. And the absence of an identity is
very serious, because without self-knowledge others can make you become whasitey
James Conévly Soul Looks Bacdk

CHAPTER 3: RACEINTHEOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

This chapter shifts focus from theories of sex/gender to theories of racenbunues
to use construction as its organizing principle. The concept of construction is again
employed to invite reflection on how the materiality of the body is establishieohaitd by
means of social discourse as well as the meaning and significance attttigentity
markers such as race and sex/gender that categorize this ntptefiaé previous chapter
outlined theories that debated the level of construction of sex and gender. In discussions
about race there is general agreement that race is socially construcathgitehas no
biological basis nor is it an ontological category with transcendent ocoatéttmeaning.
However, agreement about race as a social construction does not mean agibeuatemhat
race is. There remains debate about the meaning and significance of thectionsdf race
for human living. This chapter focuses on this discussion.

Declaring race a social construction does not relegate it to the statusiohilwhich
is just one theory of race. Treating race as a social constructionttzilisoa to the fact that
race as an identity category has been invented in time and space and soe@iad m
depends on its context and the history of its context. Race is an ever-changing, cogtinuousl

shifting concepf. We must always ask the question of what is meant when the term “race” is

! James H. Conéfly Soul Looks BacfNashville: Abingdon, 1982), 28.

2 For a deeper investigation of the history of #wrtand concept of race, see E. Nathaniel GatesTtesl
Concept of “Race” in Natural and Social Scien@déew York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1997); Thonkas
GossettRace: The History of an Idea in Ameri@idew York: Schocken Books, 1965); and Winthrop D.
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invoked. Race, like sex/gender, never exists as one thing but is subject to various
interpretations. Theories overlap and influence each other as well as comrinddigipose
one another. Exploring various theories of race helps theologians have betteratiscuss
about race and how it intersects with theological discourse.

In order to frame my presentation of race in theology, | turn to the work of
sociologists Michael Omi and Howard Win&n©mi and Winant argue that the primary task
of racial theory is not to problematize a seemingly “natural” concepteflmat to focus
attention on theontinuing significance and changing meaning of racghey emphasize
three main points that are at the heart of race theory in general and ptes ahgarticular.
First, the importance and centrality of race in shaping identities anaiiosts in the United
States cannot and should not be understated. Omi and Winant argue that the Ungesl State
a “color-conscious” not color-blind society; one markeddnism not equality” Race has
been and continues to be an important organizing concept at both the individual and

institutional level. Our socialization involves learning some version of raatiedaries and

JordanWhite Over Black: American Attitudes Toward the ide550-1812Baltimore: Penguin Books,
1968).

3| rely on the following texts: Michael Omi and Haml WinantRacial Formation in the United States: From
the 1960s to the 1990%Racial Formation,” irRace, Class, and Gender in the United States: fegtated
Study ed. Paula S. Rothenberg (New York: St. MartimassB, 1998); “On the Theoretical Status of the @phc
of Race,” inAsian American Studies: A Readed. Jean Yu-wen Shen Wu and Min Song (New BrurisviiJ:
Rutgers University Press, 2000); and Michael A. Offihe Changing Meaning of Race.”

* Omi and Winant, “On the Theoretical Status of @mncept of Race,” 200. Emphasis theirs. Theyewhat
although most theorists reject race as a “natunaliiological concept there are still attemptsiszedrn the
scientific meanin@f race today in such areas as genetics and éolgbpsychology. These attempts seek to
remove the concept of race from fundamental sog@itical, or economic determination and see théhtof
race to lie in the terrain of innate charactersti©Omi and Winant, “Racial Formation,” 14.

®> Omi and WinantRacial Formation in the United Statel). Emphasis theirs. Omi and Winant descrike th
U.S. social structure as a racial state, meanstgte that is inherently racial. They write thed state
intervenes in the racial order and is intervened;kstructures it and is structured by it. Frdesery inception
the state has been concerned with politics of vétether that concerns repression, exclusion, ttegoszation
of groups for situation in the racial order by smedans as the census, or the political action anthdds of
groups to the state. See their model of the ratéé in Omi and WinanRacial Formation in the United
States83-84. For more on the racial state, see DaliebTGoldbergThe Racial StatéMalden, MA:

Blackwell Publishers, 2002)-or Omi and Winant's discussion of racism, see @nai WinantRacial
Formation in the United State§9-76.
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meaning systems and our common sense knowledge includes racial thinking. Oursconcept
of race are infused with and supported by social, economic, political and religices éoit
beliefs. To ignore race means to ignore central issues of our society.

Omi and Winant’'s second main point is that although race is central to life in the
United States, there is a general unwillingness to discuss it. UndeHigsngntvillingness is
the fact that race is a difficult concept even if it is often treated asmon sense, simple
reality. It is difficult to define race since it is fluid and subject to mudtgeterminations.
As one delves deeper into the study of race, one must contend with many areas of human
thinking. It is a topic that brings us back to the difficult and painful racial legadithe
past, especially slavery, legalized discrimination, and violence agairatmagorities,
which continue to haunt and shape American society. In addition, the important
investigation of whiteness that must be part of race theory is made probleyrisigcfact
that most whites do not see or recognize their whiteness most of the Bemause of these
difficulties the discussion of race is usually avoided, often by means of tréaisg mere
manifestation of some other supposedly more important social relationship drdoagng
color-blindness and the transcendence of race.

A third contention of Omi and Winant is that because of the importance we place on
race, we as a society, and just as importantly as individual scholars, caroretthese
realities or simply jettison our widely held racial beliefs. They adeotteatt we must notice,

not ignore, the concept of race in all its subtlety to effectively analyzesiisateinvolve race

® See Martha R. Mahoney, “The Social ConstructioWbiteness,” irCritical White Studies: Looking Behind
the Mirror, eds. Richard Delgado and Jean Stefancic (Phpa@elTemple University Press, 1997), 330-33.
She writes that whites usually discuss whitenesgwhen they perceive their well-being threatengddre-
based initiatives or their privilege underminedaiacks on whiteness. These perceptions are diftenssed
in terms of racism against whites. Making whitesl fwhite is usually thought of as racism.
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and to make strides to oppose racis®mi and Winant treat race as an element of social
structure not an irregularity in it and as a dimension of human representation lhatian
In addition, race must be situated within its historical and social contexts Bacet
emerge full-blown but are the results of historical practices as sveleacontestation of
these practices and the beliefs behind them. Racial meanings vary over timeneesh bet
different societies. Race has a dynamic reality.

The five approaches to race that follow begin with the assumption that rasecisla
construction. | name these theories race as essence, race as hisgaaalrbce as culture,
race as class, and race as illusion. Each section explores how race candsedlisc
theology. Theologians debate and investigate if and how race can be used to think about our
ultimate concern, to discern the significance of history for identity, toctedle different
cultures and worldviews, to serve as an entry point to a discussion of economititypequa
and injustice, and to distract theologians from truly understanding contempwairagy |
Included in all of these discussions is an assessment of racism and suggestiioermfan
from it. Each section is titled “race as...” not “race is...” because raceng treated as a
construction and therefore open to multiple interpretations. Theologians and sheerist

chosen to illustrate these positions although | recognize that no neatrizatiégn can

" Omi argues that it is crucial to relate raciakgatries and meanings to concepts of racism. Sde“One
Changing Meaning of Race,” 254.

® Omi and WinantRacial Formation in the United Statess.

® Omi and Winant’s approach to race is explicitlgtbricist. They propose the emergence of raaiz tiwhich
is the interpretation of history itself through tkees of race. For example, instead of understanaiodernity
in terms of the rise of capitalism and the bourgiedike enlightenment-based social theory, theptto the
immense historical rupture represented by theaigeurope, the onset of African enslavement,dbequista
and the subjugation of much of Asia, all of whicarerinfluenced by and further influenced ideasackr They
argue, “that modern (and post-modern) history athbught of as the process by which the slow ipgon of
phenotypical signification took place upon the harbady, in and through conquest and enslavemeug to
sure, but also as an enormous act of expressioaradtion.” “Western” or colonial time can be &iped as a
huge project of demarcating “difference.” Omi afithant, “On the Theoretical Status of the Concdpt o
Race,” 206. Since race and by extension race yhe@ontextual, race is understood differentlyifierent
countries and societies. See Omi and Winant, ‘®&wrmation,” 15-16, 21.
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capture any one thinker’'s understanding of race. Theories of race often overlafeesati

in theology, theory, and life.

Il. THEORIES OF RACE

Race as Essence

This first approach to race treats race as essential to human identity. Such an
explanation of race is found in the work of James Cone, who reflects on Christian faith in
light of the black experience in the United Stdfe€one’s theory of race is based on the
claim that U.S. society essentializes race; we are “racet’sfird everything else after tHat.
Race is the meaning and significance we give to skin color; and its eBzattin attempts
to explain who we are and how we should live based on the color of our skin. Theologizing
within this context, Cone asks who we should be as Christians and how we might live this
identity in a society that essentializes race. This reflection leadesdw way of thinking
about race as essence. Race for Cone is still about who we are and how we should live, but it
is now understood from a Christian perspective about identity. Cone concludes that
Christians are meant to live as the image of God, which today means we muskbéidac
theological proposal challenges how we think about ourselves as well as Goddingedia
theological anthropology through the lens of race, which Cone argues is ngdessar

theology is to be relevant for Christians living in the United States.

10 James Cone is known as the father of black thgolétis first book Black Theology and Black PowéYew
York: Seabury Press, 1969), was the first bookilmerdtion theology. It was published two yearsobef
Gustavo Gutiérrez'$eologia de la liberacianl rely on James H. ConBlack Theology and Black Powg3an
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1989, Black Theology of Liberatigisod of the Oppressetfly Soul Looks Bagk
andFor My People: Black Theology and the Black Chufietaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1984). For an
overview of Cone’s work, including continuities acldanges in his thought, see Rufus Burrow James H.
Cone and Black Liberation Theolo@jefferson, NC: McFarland & Co, 1994).

1 See ConeGod of the Oppressesli; andFor My People 46.
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Cone’s discussion about identity begins with the Christian belief that all pergons a
created as the image of God and we are called to live this identity in ouicspestext. In
order to be the image of God we must know who and how God is. This knowledge of God
comes from revelation, which Cone defines as God'’s self-disclosure in peedatiahship
with humankind. He claims that this revelation is found in the biblical witness aasbk
black experience since God’s relationship with humankind continues todehere is
continuity between the biblical stories of God, especially those of Jesus &3hitt
Incarnation of God in the first century, and the experience of the risen Christ today
According to Cone, both means of God'’s self-disclosure reveal a liberator God who is i
solidarity with victims of injustice. For Cone, the Bible speaks of how God is not just
interested in spiritual liberation but also bodily freedom as evidenced in the roaay st
about cure from disease, escape from abuse, and the destruction of structuraigtiasd re
that oppress the poor and marginalizéd:he gospels specifically reveal how Jesus Christ as
God incarnate was with the oppressed and took on their condition as his own in his own
humanity.

The image of God was perfectly lived by Jesus Christ. If human beings arénto be t
image of God as revealed and lived by Jesus Christ, each person must live ak tme wit
oppressed and take on their condition as their own. What this specifically means for a
person’s identity depends on their context. God will always be with the oppressed but to

meet God in one’s living one must look at concrete reality and where the factualitresqua

2 For Cone’s discussion on revelation, see “The Mepaf Revelation,” chap. 3 iA Black Theology of
Liberation

13| ike much of black theology Cone bases his undadinhg of God as a liberator on the Exodus stody an
Jesus’ proclamation in Lk 4:18-19. He interpretsus’ healing of the sick, feeding the hungry, givethg sight
to the blind to mean that Jesus did not regarchialv as an abstract, spiritual idea or a feelinthe heart.
Instead, salvation is the granting of physical venelss in the concreteness of pain and sufferieg. Cone,
God of the Oppressed40.
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exist in one’s specific time. Cone posits that in contemporary U.S. society ls/thg a
image of God is only properly understood in racial terms. He argues thadistesociety
such as the United States no one can be, or should be, colorless, least of all Gdd/Christ.
Black theology teaches that in the black experience we find oppressed pestmnsrefore
we find God/Christ. For Cone, God/Christ is not just a theological concept but arigperat
presence he has experienced and to which the black experience testifies.

Cone understands God’s presence with oppressed black people as a continuation of
the work of God in the Bible. He argues that this continuity between God’s libenairkg
of the past and God'’s presence in the struggle for black liberation is based dmishiarC
belief in the resurrected Christ. As the risen one, Jesus Christ continuesstbd®@/as in
his humanly existence. Who Christ is today is who Christ was in the first cemtuttye
first century he was a Jew in an occupied country, one of the oppressed himself. But more
than just a situation into which he was born, he chose to make his place with the oppressed
and outcasts of his society and religion. As the Incarnate One, the one who took onyhumanit
and shared its condition, his human, bodily existence was and is inextricably tiedri ot
Jesus Christ shared in the condition of the outcast and oppressed in his very humanity, which
included his materiality. As the resurrected one, Christ continues to be as imehiga
humanly existence, that is, one with the oppressed sharing in their condition. Cone argues
that Christ is alive in our midst continuing his work of liberation. Therefore, we fing Jes

today with the suffering and outcasts of our society and religious communities

14 Cone A Black Theology of Liberatioi63. The image of God/Christ as black has deefstia black
theology in general and Cone’s theology in particulFor an analysis of the black God/Christ irckla
theology, see Kelly Brown Douglahe Black Chris{Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1994). For more on
God/Christ and blackness, see James H. Cone, ‘Gihe iColor of Suffering,” iChanging Face of Gqoaed.
Frederick W. Schmidt (Harrisburg, PA: Morehouse PAB00), 51-63; and Warren McWilliams, “Theodicy
According to James ConeJournal of Religious Thougl®6, no. 2 (1980): 45-54.
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Cone posits that we know and make sense of God/Christ in our present context only
in relation to the human condition as we know it. He argues that in the contemporary U.S.
God/Christ is found with the black community because they are the outcasts of oyt socie
Because black people are oppressed because of their blackness, God has taken on this
oppression as God’s own, and therefore God is black. Christ must also be understood as
black because he takes on the suffering of the oppressed as his own, in his very body. Only
in being black can Christ be today who Christ was. If a person finds their being in God and
wishes to live as the image of God, they must also completely identify witpgressed
and become black with them. Christians must be black because God/Christ is black. By
describing God/Christ as black, Cone outlines racial identity as both atedtedymbolic. In
a literal sense, Jesus was not a white man in the first century and because ofwako he
cannot be one today. Since his presence and oneness with the oppressed and anfieting ¢
be docetic, in a racist society Christ must be black to share in the bodilyrsputiethe
oppressed® But this racial identity is also symbolic for it is not just about skin color.

Christ’s blackness represents most importantly God’s solidarity with tre gltaring in
their suffering today as he did in the first century on the cross, and givingdrapevf life,
as he did in the resurrection.

As a Christian theologian, Cone professes that each person is created dlednal ca
live as the image of the liberator God. As a black man who has experienced and observed
racism in this country, Cone argues with confidence that we are not liviAgdis image.

Cone contends that a proper understanding of who God/Christ was in the biblicalestdries

therefore who God/Christ is today is crucial for our self-understanding sinceayah gor

15 Cone,God of the Oppressedi24. Docetism is the belief that Jesus only sektn have a physical body but
in reality was incorporeal, a pure spirit. Sinesuk’ physical body was only an illusion, he onipeared to
physically die as a result of his crucifixion. $lielief is regarded as heretical by Christian cihes.
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identity is indeed our search for G8d Professing Jesus Christ as the final and definitive
word for Christians regarding their humanity, including the meaning and signifiohnce
bodily existence, means that Christians must convert to a new form of existathiaically
identifies with the poor and oppressédThis new way of being, enabled by the inbreaking
of the divine into social existence in the Incarnation, should transform our perceytions
identity. For Cone, the meaning of Jesus Christ is an existential questionysvehoose
where we will stand and what we stand for. A person is for or against oppressionseBeca
of Christ, people are now gifted with the freedom of self-determination aboub#ueg and
are no longer dependent on oppressive systems by which a person’s existeiocmeras
defined’® It is a freedom that allows the individual to choose God’s will, which calls us to
be for others and to recognize that one’s individual freedom cannot be achieved or have
meaning without the freedom of the other. According to Cone, this new form of existence
means that Christians today must be black by being fully present with the eppr&sce
here is essential because it describes who we are and how we live based onithevalent
choose within the racialized context in which we find ourselves.

This theory of race as essence changes our current meanings of eawesioft
whiteness and blackness as well as challenges the significantteibudeato skin color.
Cone’s descriptions of white and black must be understood within the context of racism,

which in this countrys the context of and for our “racial” identities. Cone writes that of

16 Cone A Black Theology of Liberatiori4.

" Cone,My Soul Looks Baglo7.

18 Cone writes that the new value system of blackltwy brings to bear the spirit of self-determinatupon
the consciousness of black people. They are rgelodependent on the white oppressor for their tataleding
of truth, reality, or what ought to be done abduet place of black sufferers in America. To be fresans to be
free to create new possibilities for existencee GeneBlack Theology and Black Power29-30. Friday M.
Mbon argues that the image of freedom is the ckiniage in Cone’s analysis of what it is to be kehlman.
For his analysis of all the aspects of Cone’s vidlwumanity, see his article, “James Cone and thes€on of
What it Means to be Really Huma@urnal of Religious Studigs8 (1992): 34-49.
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course whiteness as such, meaning skin color, is no problem. However, in the black
experience whiteness almost always means racism and this is a vergtiegrpr Therefore,
for Cone, whiteness in soul and mind, meaning in our way of being, is not identifying with
the oppressed. He argues that we cannot be white, culturally speaking, and thirtk and ac
biblically. In fact, he argues that the gospel denies whiteness as an blectpta of human
existence. He further defines it as the symbol of humanity’s depravity andpttess&on of
what is wrong with humanity, which is not living as if Christ is at the center of\eg. lilf
our racial identity expresses who we are and is the determinate of how wdiveytites
must destroy their white identity, which represents racism and oppression, aitd forfe
privilege based on whitene§s.They are free only when they become new persons by
radically reorienting themselves to be on the side of the oppressed. When they dar this the
white being passes away and they are created anew in black being. Blatk mieans
standing with that which society oppresses and denigrates, namely blackneskingnal t
stand for liberation.

Black persons must also embrace blackness. Blackness in Cone’s theologyteprese
the tension between oppression and the certainty of liberation. It is both the re@alltieof

oppression in the U.S. and an ontological symbol of the ultimate liberation of the kingdom of

¥ This same theme is at the heart of a movemerectadice traitors. In an interview, Noel Ignatié\Race
Traitor magazine defines a race traitor as someone whanignally classified as white, but who defies the
rules of whiteness so flagrantly as to jeopardigeoh her ability to draw upon the privileges oé tivhite skin.
Race traitors advocate the abolition of the watger They contend that as long as the white reiseseall
movements against what is called “racism” will failhey promote models of amalgamation. They atbae
although white supremacy seeks to repress theresltaf Afro-Americans and other peoples of colanekican
culture is incontestably mulatto. Without racejpdéce, Americans might discover that culturallgytare all
Afro-American, as well as Native American, and gdH. See “Treason to Whiteness Is Loyalty to Hnitya
An Interview with Noel Ignatiev oRace TraitorMagazine,” inCritical White Studies607-12.
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God?® Cone recognizes the suffering and humiliation of black people who are oppressed
because of their blackness but appreciates that this suffering and oppressiahes

definition of their humanity. He recognizes that people of color are oftehdy of

oppression, but they are also signs of hope for the creation of a new humanity when they
reject racist living and make the black God/Christ the center of their beilsy.satiety
describes black as bad and rejects it as a way of BeiBgne argues that God has made this
blackness, this nonbeing in the world, God’s own condition. No one can know God without
knowing blackness. To be in relationship with and meet God, one must embrace what the
world hates; take it on as one’s own being. This is why Cone writes that blackhess i
because it is a symbol of God’s work and a mode of God'’s pre&ericis. a special creation

of God offered to us as a gift by which each person can reorient theineristebe on the

side of the oppressed. Blackness is a symbol of liberation from whiteness. Cos¢hatite
blacks have been searching for an identity beyond the boundaries of black beingheesn for t
by whites and white society. This is evidenced in the shifts in self-naméhglantification

of this community from colored to Negro to black to African Ameritafhis search has

also been an experience of an identity crisis because of the destruction pashéy whites
and the attempt at assimilation as well as their own attempts to uncovergtwly and a

new meaning to blackness within the reality of white social and politicalrpo@@ne argues
that black persons must also accept blackness as a gift of the creat@eeasalacseation of

God.

2 Cone recognizes that not all those who are oppdese black. If we understand with Cone thakthgdom
of God is ultimate liberation, any humiliation cadsby oppression is inconsistent with this promiggdre and
our contemporary living of our faith based on$ee ConeA Black Theology of Liberatio® and 137.

%L This rejection is not mere individual or colleetiprejudice but backed by social sanctions in ¢inen fof
economic exploitation and political marginalizatitmnthose who embody and embrace blackness. S Co
For My People5.

22 Cone,Black Theology and Black Powe9.

% See Conely Soul Looks Bagles; and=or My People 14.
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In Cone’s theology, in order for anyone to adopt this new way of being and living one
must be liberated from our white past and its ideology of racism. In opposition tos& Chri
centered way of being, racism is an outright denial of the Incarnation anda®inst It
does not recognize that Jesus is with the oppressed in their blackness so it cagniziereco
that that is where Christians must be as well. Cone argues that the uléaldyeand
meaning of humanity is thwarted by the existence of racism and the iexadthtvhiteness,
which sadly is the social ethos of the U.S. The liberation Cone believes we alk need i
different for different people. Non-freedom is a sin in his theology but wenaiféerently
depending on our social location. White sin is the folly of playing God. Whites argeshsla
and dehumanized by their own will to power. Therefore, they must be freed from their
racism. Black sin, on the other hand, is their loss of identity in a desire to be whitks Bla
must be freed from their self-hatred. Their freedom will involve new waysoéfrlg at and
living reality. Cone argues that by repudiating the other’s status asrnthstoppressed are
no longer slaves and can reorient their existence and achieve freedom eeestilvheing
poor or oppressed. This new vision enables them to fight their oppression. Both versions of
liberation, white and black, are for Cone “not doing what | will but becoming wdteduld”
and this becoming is to realize in ourselves the image ofGod.

For Cone race goes beyond mere skin color but is always connected to the meaning
and significance given to skin color since race is a social construct based ovlakin ¢
U.S. society. Just as Christ’s blackness is both literal and symbolic so isialidextity.
Humans obviously only live within the confines of their historical and cultural contest, e
though these are not the final determinants of humanity. In this contemporaryt,contex

people live with color as a defining characteristic and from its beginnirvgsdndered U.S.

24 Cone,Black Theology and Black Powé9.
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society based on it. For Cone, however, racial identity is not just these coostrbcit also

one’s answer to the question of where is one’s being and on what do you ground it. Identity,

including racial identity, is not set once and for all but is defined by what omedshbout

God/Christ and how one acts on this belief. If people understand their purpose tanShris

to be about the kingdom of God and their obligation to act as if Christ was at the center of

their lives, then they will renounce “whiteness” and follow the “black” Chifstne

grounds their being in God then they must become black, no matter what their skin color,

because blackness is obedience to the gospel message to be in solidarity with teedppres
As a theologian aware and reflective of his context, Cone recognizes ttie s

of race based on skin color in the United States. He challenges this signifidercae

writes that race has little to do with skin color. For Cone, black is the color of thedoesr

and mind when one is fully with the dispossessed. Blacks are those who say &y ace

as though they are black regardless of their skin color. The blackness of omneslgkis

not enough to be living the image of God and does not exempt one from critic@niy

with the destruction of whiteness, for racially defined whites and blacks aike¢he

wholeness of humanity, evidenced in the life of Jesus Christ, be realized. Because it

represents this wholeness, Cone can describe being black as our ultimgtamdalit

identity?® He admits that although blackness now describes materially the condition of the

oppressed, it may not always be an appropriate symbol to describe the comiplatiysol

between God/Christ and the suffering. But for now Cone uses racial identitietd o& our

being as human persons.

% Cone has often voiced disappointment and criti@$the black church. As an example, see “Black
Theology and the Black Church,” chap. My Soul Looks Back
% See ConeBlack Theology and Black Poweé?2-33.



103

Cone challenges Christians to expand the concept of material identity tdexdmsiv
it reflects beliefs and being based on these beliefs. Cone’s challengershte
understanding black as holy and white as evil, and his insistence on the need for all
Christians to become black, disrupts commonsense and accepted notions of the meaning of
skin color and race. One is black or white, with the oppressed or the oppressors, with God or
not. By challenging current concepts of race, new possibilities for beingeatect The
goal for Cone is not to reify race but to embrace individuality. This individuality ia not
laissez faire individuality but part of a new humanity in which the special unicgiehes
every person is given and received, regardless of physical charaxefisit is an

individuality that expresses one’s core beliefs through the construct of race

Race as Historical Legacy

A second approach to race is race as historical legacy, which claimscthatilla
exists as the identities established to justify slavery and its afteohkegalized
discrimination, namely, race constructed as black and white. This iceébgy created
stereotypes that led to a mythology deeming blacks inferior in nature ated whturally

superior. This racial ideology was so strong and so widely accepted thattiiemsand still

27 Cone recognizes that identity is a complex concéfet has come to recognize that there are intdrigc
structures of oppression that shape our societynamldl and has therefore broadened the scope afraikysis
to realize the sins of sexism, imperialism, andsiem. See “Black Theology, Feminism, and MarxXishap.
5 in ConeMy Soul Looks BackFor more on Cone’s engagement with women'’s éepee, see James H.
Cone, “Women'’s Experience of the Sacred: An Afridganerican Male Theological Respons¥gices from
the Third World19, no. 1 (June 1996): 162-69. For more on himgeament with other liberation theologies,
see James H. Cone, “From Geneva to Sao P&ulo: ladia Between Black Theology and Latin American
Liberation Theology,” irBlack Theology: A Documentary History 1966-19&@s. James H. Cone and Gayraud
S. Wilmore (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1993), 371-87; H€ologies of Liberation Among U.S. Racial-Ethnic
Minorities,” in Convergences and Differencesls. Leonardo Boff and Virgil Elizondo (Edinburgh& T
Clark, 1988), 54-64; and “Black Theology and theé&mative and Dilemma of Solidarity,” Btruggles for
Solidarity: Liberation Theologies in Tensioeds. Lorine M. Getz and Ruy O. Costa ( Minneapd®lortress Pr,
1992), 37-48. Cone has also begun to engage vétbdblogical movement. See “Whose Earth Is It Asy¥/
Cross Current$0 (Spring-Summer 2000): 36-46.
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is at the heart of American culture. Those who investigate race from thesciaigh that by
exploring and coming to grips with this racial legacy, we not only better uaddrstir own
identities as black and white, but we make conscious how this racial ideology ceffuaur
thoughts and actions. This approach views race as relational and dynamic andescogniz
that we continue to construct race in how we live together today. The goal of tluaappr
to race is to educate people about racial legacies so as to change thetons of white
and black to a new way of living together that does not continue the injustices of the past
Although all black theologians base their theology on the black experience, whieh i
United States began and continues to be influenced by slavery and legalized ragicnmi
use the work of womanist theologians Delores Williams and Kelly Brown Detglautline
this theory of racé®

Both Williams and Brown Douglas argue that in order to understand race in this
country one must begin with an investigation of the American institution of slthegrgave
birth to it. Williams uses the term slavocracy to connote that slavery in the U.Seid vt
just the act of enslaving black people but a whole ideology—a way of being and thiaking
the heart of this slavocracy was the construction of race in terms of whiteaakdvahich
assigned essential importance to skin color. Williams contends that although sasost
deemed Native Americans as different and inferior, they based this assessninglish

national and religious biases; the same evaluation applied to Negro slaves hadtto do wi

| rely on Delores S. WilliamsSisters in the Wilderness: The Challenge of Worh&usl-Talk(Maryknoll,
NY: Orbis Books, 1993); and Kelly Brown Dougl&gxuality and the Black Church: A Womanist Perspect
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1999)I more fully investigate their work in Chapter 4, aihiexplores how
womanist theologians and thinkers bring togethee @nd sex/gender.
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English values regarding color, especially blackrigsShe argues that skin color or
blackness became “an independent rationale for enslaveffient.”

Historian Winthrop Jordan in his bodkhite Over Blaclgives a different answer to
the question of the relationship of slavery and the creation of race based on skih color.
Jordan concludes that difference of color, which became the “mark” of raceadigdnace”
itself, was not the reason for enslaving Africans; it was the rationale &btet the fact. At
first, the English believed the Africans had no religion or civilization and they i oo
African ways were lewd and libidinous. These impressions made the Africdhermea
savage, and almost bestial in their eyes, but Jordan contends that even all of thisatid not a
up to a vision of innate, ineradicable inferiority rooted in the body. The need for such a
vision of race based on skin color arose with the spread of slavery, which becdmegdhe
means of meeting the material and economic interests of the English cadhéarer
indentured servitud® As Luther Wright writes in “Who’s Black, Who's White, and Who
Cares,” “One problem with the existence of indentured servants and slaves isaciete
was the ease with which slaves or servants could escape if they were nguidistible from
free citizens. By linking slavery to race, slave escape became muchiffioudt,d
particularly once all blacks were presumed to be slai’e3Hhis focus on skin color also

resulted from the slaveowners’ or slave supporters’ wrestling with theangettat arose

2 Williams, Sisters in the Wildernesso0.

¥ 1pid., 92.

31| rely on James Campbell and James Oakes’ anaif/disrdan’s book in their article “The InventiohRace:
RereadingNVhite Over Blackin Critical White Studies145-51. | am not here interested in whetherrthei
analysis is the “correct” one but am focusing oral@rnative argument about the relationship ofesta and
race than that proposed by Williams. Jordan arthegsskin color was only one of the ways the Esigli
described the difference between themselves aridafi in their first face-to-face encounters. Aiigh they
described them ddack an exaggerated term full of negative connotatiomsre impressive to the English at
the outset was that the African appeared to haweligion or civilization.

32 campbell and Oakes, “The Invention of Race,” 176-A great labor shortage existed in a place wiieze
availability of land resulted in few people voluritaselling their labor for wages.

33 Luther Wright, Jr., “Who’s Black, Who's White, aWdho Cares,” irCritical White Studies164.
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concerning the place of free blacks or the status of children of “mixed” coliplésese
guestions demanded a more systematic approach to blacks and race. This approach drew on
two secular traditions of the time, the Great Chain of Being and the Linna¢am $jfs
biological classifications, which led to “the naturalization of man” that used tharhbody
as a basis for distinguishing between different groups of pédpiae process of building
the American nation where equality was a national ideal involved “imagiaicgimmunity
in which some would be included while others excluded. Jordan argues that in the post-
Revolutionary period, based on the premise of black inherent inferiority, American
intellectuals, in effect, claimed America as a white man’s country.

Both Delores Williams and Kelly Brown Douglas recognize that any ideds
theories about blackness also suggest ideas and theories about its oppositeyhihemnesys.
These bodily distinctions were constructed in relation to each other. Both authorglconte
that the debasement of blackness is always related to the overvaluatioreokgsit The
white and black “races” became polar opposites connoting, respectively, “mdity a
filthiness, virginity and sin, virtue and baseness, beauty and beneficence atbe\aind
the devil.*® Williams argues that by regarding blacks as “nasty and beastly” they could be

required to do any kind of work the slavocracy demaridét/hiteness according to the

3 Jordan argues that widespread fear and loathifrgemblacks was a crucial component in the devetay of
racist ideology. It was the existence of free kéaihat constituted an invitation to develop a mationale
which would tell white men who they were and whigrey stood in the community—the rationale of racial
superiority. Campbell and Oakes, “The InventioiRate,” 148, 150. By the turn of the century,fiee status
of blacks and the growing difficulty in distinguigly them from whites sharpened the nation’s neatkfme
race. The legal categories of griffe, octoroorgdjoon, and mulatto betray a society so concerritbdracial
purity that it began to define distinct categotigswhich to delineate the degree of “taint.” Seaght, “Who's
Black, Who's White, and Who Cares,” 166.

% The Great Chain of Being is a Western medievatephof the hierarchical structure of the universieich
extends from God down to the lowest forms of lifiéhe Linnaean system is a biological taxonomy that
classifies organisms according to their similasitiét was developed by the Swedish scientist @arbinnaeus
(1707-1778). In it organisms are sorted accortbrigngdom, phylum, class, order, family, genus] apecies.
% Williams, Sisters in the Wilderness0.

¥ bid., 94.
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slavocracy meant you were not a slave and did not have to prove this status. Very
concretely, a person’s race based on the color of their skin determined guhonireln
addition to indicating one’s place in society, a person’s skin color was also assumed to
indicate their innate value. Slavery demanded that black inferiority be groundedra na
This construction of race was supported by all manner of thought including thatnafescie
religion, and law®

Williams and Brown Douglas argue that although most racist caricatures we
developed in order to justify the institution of slavery, their influence continueswailgre
society today. Brown Douglas writes that growing up black in America mesecevdring
early in life the various stereotypes that surround blackness. Both Williams@and B
Douglas examine these stereotypes and caricatures that were parngftibgy of slavery
and analyze how they have been translated into modern parlance. Brown Dougktharit
the image of Jezebel defined the black female as “a person governed alinggtianher

libido,” a temptress, and thereby justified white men’s sexual exploitatiblack womers®

% Theories in religion and science were employedstfy the enslavement and oppression of blackstan
assuage any feelings of guilt by providing “evidehof its historical and scientific inevitabilityWhite
interpretations of the bible reasoned that theaseshent of black people was intended by God anarded in
scripture, especially the story of the curse of Hard Paul's defense of slavery. The work of somesieal
anthropologists claimed that blacks had always Iseevants to the “more intelligent” races, read c@aian,
even in the most distant past. “Scientific” stigdad sociobiology and the eugenics movement peapeduthe
idea of black people’s inherent intellectual and-ahinferiority and white people’s inherently sujoer
intelligence and moral character. Sexual sterexstyy black people were also supported by “science’were
presented as “evidence” that black people werebioally predisposed to being lascivious and sdyual
perverse, which according to dominant Christiaditian signaled their inferiority and need to bexdoated by
those governed by reason, namely, white men. Slams, Sisters in the Wildernes86, 105-6; and Brown
Douglas,Sexuality and the Black Churcd4. Legal rhetoric throughout the centuries has aften
“explained” the deprivation of blacks, and ofter tiaturalness of it, and smoothed over the apparent
inconsistency between U.S. realities and U.S. jpies, all the while avoiding white responsibilftyr this
degradation. For specific cases and exampled ls@mas Ross, “The Rhetorical Tapestry of RaceCritical
White Studigs89-97; and lan F. Haney Lopez, “The Social Cartston of Race,” irCritical Race Theory: The
Cutting Edge 2d ed., ed. Richard Delgado and Jean Stefanbitafielphia: Temple University Press, 2000),
163-75. For more on how public policies are shapedhite privilege, see Linda Faye WillianThe
Constraint of Race: The Legacies of White Skinilege in AmericgUniversity Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2003).

39 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black ChurcBé.
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Brown Douglas argues that the Jezebel image remains virtually intactcalowue and has
been carried forth in the image of black women as welfare mothers/queenswooteyed

as promiscuous unmarried worf@nConnected to the Jezebel image is the caricature of the
black man as beastly and violent, the sexually perverse reprobate. Thisustdigel |

treating the enslaved black man as a powerful animal, a buck, who could produce work and
breed offspring. Through the years the supposed superpotency and virility of thenalack
has meant he is a sexual predator whose common prey was and is white*wdrhese
descriptions of slave mythology were used to justify the ill treatment aivatsblacks, but
they did not meet all the needs of the slavocracy. White slaveholders could notthatrust
care of their children and their households to Jezebels and bucks. Therefore, the role and
stereotype of the Mammy emerg€dMammy was the strong asexual nurturer of the white
family. Mammy has become the strong, single mother with no needs, the dongneeri
matriarch. Connecting current racial stereotypes with those of the pastvgay that these
authors support the claim that the racial system that justified slavery didasetwgh

emancipatiorf?

“0 This Jezebel image is not limited to just imposkeid black women, however. Brown Douglas contémats
the Thomas/Hill hearings witnessed to the contigyiower of the Jezebel image for all black woman.
Jezebel asks for whatever sexual treatment shavescérom harassment to rape. Brown DougdBeuality
and the Black Churchb0, 53-55.

*1 Brown Douglas contends that the O.J. Simpson castnued the image of the violent black man. She
argues that white culture used all of its toolshiow that black mewill not get away with challenging white
male superiority, especially when that challeng®ives the defilement of white female purity. Brow
Douglas,Sexuality and the Black Church6, 58.

2 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Church]. See more in Chapter 4 of this dissertatiauab
Mammy and the intersection of race and sex/gender.

3 The race created by slavery continued to deffeealind living after slavery’s abolition. The fabat passing
was so common during the “separate but equal” igaliphts the fact that there were great sociegadfits,
even after slavery, to being classified as a whitleson. See Luther Wright, Jr., “Who’s Black, WhVhite,
and Who Cares,” 166. See also Linda L. Ammons,l8duMadonnas, Babies, Bathwater: Racial Imagedy an
Stereotypes,” ifCritical Whites Studie276-79. She defines stereotypes as “the langobgesjudice;” as
such, they are a part of the social heritage afciety. They appear in a range of materials fraadamic
sources to rock-and-roll lyrics. She adds thatstliigtlest and most pervasive of all influencestlamse which
create and maintain the repertory of stereotymeshese preconceptions, unless education has nsageutely
aware, can govern deeply the whole process of pgoce
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Williams and Brown Douglas maintain that the racial ideology that was developed
within the history of slavery and oppression and that has always valued whiteness over
blackness is still at the heart of American culture. Williams argueskhatolor
consciousness and the value put upon color have birthed a pathological pattern in American
culture that continues to this day. She names this pattern “white raciaismarciand
defines it as the overvaluation of one group’s skin color to the pathological point of using the
group’s power and authority to persecute others who are not of that skifi*c&lbe
contends that in this country and its society whiteness is valued as good and it®opposit
blackness has been assigned a permanent negative value. The view that blackness is bad,
frightening, and dangerous, especially when it is the color of human bodies, hasd#terate
American national consciousness and conscience. Brown Douglas also vienisaAme
society as one that is fixated on whiteness and has embraced and lives a winégcul
White culture is the very culture that harbors and nurtures white racism.

This racial ideology in the U.S. serves several purposes. One is economiamsVil
writes that the debasement of blackness and therefore black people was fromnhi@dpegi
economically important to this country. The slave trade was the primary sdwrealth
during the colonial period. Brown Douglas concurs that black people have been &psolute
critical to white economic power, initially as free labor and later aspcladar. The ability
to freely exploit black bodies with relative impunity has been critical to the lmarket.

She adds that another reason these stereotypes have been employed by whiis thdtur

*4 Williams, Sisters in the Wildernesss.

“5 Brown Douglas defines culture as “the totalityaofy given society’s way of life and comprises appe’s
total social heritage, including language, ideakits, beliefs, customs, social organization aaditions, arts
and symbolism, crafts and artifacts.” All of thésehe U.S. have various marks of and usher fipctn
whiteness. She recognizes that some white pettyplegh recognizing white hegemony, refute the eris¢ of
white culture. To do this, she argues, is totfagee the deep imprints of whiteness on our spciBtown
Douglas,Sexuality and the Black Church7-18, 23.
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the very color and physiognomy of black persons has inspired both fear and fascination f
whites. Both reactions have served to heighten the sense that black people need to be
controlled?®

The mythology of whiteness and blackness serves not only the function of denigrating
and subsequently oppressing blacks but also of uniting whites. Williams writes that eve
though after slavery, poor whites would have had more in common with the plight of blacks,
they nevertheless got their feelings of self-worth from membership intie race since
society invested such great value in white skin. American culture employededsitas a
variable to unite various European immigrants together in a white group identity. Brown
Douglas maintains that European immigrants arrived as Irish, ItaliarisEn@erman, and
various other ethnic and cultural groups, yet somewhere on the shores of Amgrica the
became white. They subordinated their ethnic and cultural particulamitbeder to adopt a
common national identity ashite Americans'’ This white group identity was the harbinger
of white culture, which exists primarily as it is contrasted with that wisicton-white.

The theory of race as historical legacy respects the fact that ountcttreeides
toward race and our own racist selves did not spring out of a vacuum, but have long cultural
antecedents. It approaches race as something formed by socialidigtinovented in time
and place, not nature. Race was not created by one person or even a group but by the needs
of a way of life, in this case the slavocracy of the United States. We caopetlgraddress

our bodily reality without recognizing the inheritance of race born in the system of

“5 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Church.

“"Ibid., 13. Emphasis hers. James Barrett andd&wediger argue in their article “How White People
Became White” that although most immigrants didaroive in this country with conventional U.S. attles
regarding “racial” difference, they soon got caugptin them when they arrived on the shores ofumtry
obsessed with race. They contend that “becomiriteivlind “becoming American” were connected at gver
turn. Native born and older immigrants often pthoew immigrants in an in-between racial categabgve
African- and Asian-Americans, but below “white” gge. These same older immigrants, particularlyitish,
had themselves been perceived as “nonwhite” jgstneration earlier. IGritical White Studies402-3.
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oppression and privilege. We are heirs to notions of race based on skin color. People were
members of different races because they were assigned to them based omskih wak
important for this racial ideology, however, to connect skin color not only to supposedly
different biological groupings but to connect the color of race to innate obi@stcs that

were then classified hierarchically. Whites possessed a superior iédickes, were closer to
animals. This theory of race lays out what our racial legacy works to keep ednotic

namely, that race is constructed for specific purposes. Itis in no waglmaturnate.

This approach to race challenges people to understand the progression, content and purpose
of the construction of race in the U.S. in order to better understand black and whitg.ident
Black theologians and theorists understand the importance of and have underteksindhe t
investigating the history of being one’s race in this country. They have pksateely called

upon white theologians and theorists to do their own work on the meaning of whiteness and
of white privilege or white supremacy. James Baldwin counseled white people to fdo you
first works over.” He called them “to reexamine everything. Go back to whberstarted,

or as far back as you can, examine all of it, travel your road again and telittheltout it.

Sing or shout or testify or keep it to yourself: but know whence you cdme/hite theorists

“8 James Baldwin, “Introduction;The Price of the Ticket: Collected Nonfiction, 1948B5(New York: St.
Martin’s/Marek, 1985), xix. The editors Bisrupting White Supremacy From Wittdtaim that Baldwin’s
challenge to white U.S.-Americans informs the wibiiy take up in this volume. In addition, the eotlon of
essays was inspired by James H. Cone’s 2001 plawdiangss at the American Academy of Religion annual
meeting when he charged that more than thirty yafes the emergence of black liberation theolagyite
theologians have failed, overwhelmingly, to makasi a starting point of their theological reflecti The
lecture at the AAR can be found in James H. Conhbeblogy’s Great Sin: Silence in the Face of White
Supremacy,’'Union Seminary Quarterly Reviéd®, no. 3-4 (2001): 1-15. See Harvey etisrupting White
Supremacy From Withjry. Rev. Bryan Massingale has called on Catlathicists to name explicitly the
reality of white privilege by engaging “the socsmiences in a serious analysis of ‘whiteness’ secéal
location of structured advantage and dominancehpwi which] their understanding of racism will tiowe to
be superficial and result in ineffective pastonaqtices.” Bryan N. Massingale, “James Cone anceRec
Catholic Episcopal Teaching on Racismilieological Studie61 (December 2000): 727. Alex Mikulich
responds to Massingale in “Mapping ‘Whiteness’: Twanplexity of Racial Formation and the Subversive
Moral Imagination of the ‘Motley Crowd, Journal of the Society of Christian Ethi2§ (2005): 99-122.
Catholic theologians are also taking up the tasknaflyzing white privilege in Laune M. Cassidy and
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and white theologians are beginning to answer this call. Thinkers in variousafields
beginning to interrogate whiteness and a field of critical studies of wh#dras emerged.
The purpose of these studies is to investigate the meaning of whiteness ia a whi
supremacist society. Racism is understood as a white problem and the goalhstuldis
the structures that support and encourage it.

This theory of race contends that the origin and staying power of white supraraacy
confronted only when we delve into the history of race and its ongoing legacy. White
supremacy should be understood as a system of individual, institutional, and societal
practices in which whiteness, meaning “white” bodies, and the cultural anthtpcaetices
associated with those deemed “white,” are seen as normative and superior, ard throug
which white people are granted advantaged status of various kinds and their pstiticd)
and economic dominance is maintained as is the subjugation of peoples 6 dotare we
recognize that human interaction is a source and continued basis for ragatizaten, we
now put ourselves in a position to change the continuing racial ideology based on white
supremacy by expressing, embodying, and living race differently. This legmdyis in
some bodies being more valued, which is contradictory to both the Christian reveldtion tha
all are created in God’s image and the American proclamation that aleateccequal.

With knowledge and understanding we can recreate race for the purpose oy.equalit

Alexander Mikulich, edslInterrupting White Privilege: Catholic TheologiaBseak the SilencéMaryknoll,
NY: Orbis Books, 2007).

9 Some examples of this work can be found in Delgauth Stefancic, ed<Critical White StudiesHarvey et
al, Disrupting White Supremariikulich, “Mapping ‘Whiteness™; and Ruth Frankieerg, ed.Pisplacing
Whiteness: Essays in Social and Cultural Critici@urham, NC: Duke University Press, 1997).

Y Based on definitions of white supremacybDisrupting White Supremacy From Withiy 23, 36. White
supremacy is saturating. Thinkers such as bek$&aogue that white supremacy is a better expnessithe
exploitation of peoples of color, than racism,tasviertly names the link between discriminatiomadism and
the privileges held by whiteBjisrupting White Supremacg?2.
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Race as Culture

The approach to race as culture claims that defining race in terms of skirsco
insufficient and inaccurate. This theory shifts the focus from race as skirtcoéme as
communities with shared histories that provide their members with a common werkhde
culture. Black identity becomes African American identity which bettézatsfthe self-
understanding and culture of a specific community. This approach to race resagaiz
black bodies not only symbolize oppression in American society, but embody African
American culture that stretches back before this oppression and sustainedmptaplaidst
of it. Theologians who posit this approach to race believe it provides new challadges a
insights to the Church in terms of individual and communal embodiment as well as breaking
down barriers between people while maintaining diversity and difference. pgrisaah to
race is well represented in black Catholic theology. | use the work of DeyesHlamie
Phelps, M. Shawn Copeland, and Joseph Brown to explore it.

Race as culture recognizes that traditional racial classificagimisas black and
white are too vague and do not reflect the diversity that exists within thgnergs they are
trying to define. These racial classifications define racial grosipsasaochromatic and
monolithic in order to easily define who are to rule and who should be ruled. Diana Hayes
argues that these classifications mostly serve to maintain the “hegesoomitance of
persons of European descent,” those deemed “wHit@ley were never meant to address
the diversity that exists in all racial groups. In fact, such nuance immlgdia¢aks down
the categories of black and white. For example, the black communityeseky diverse

encompassing different languages, cultures, and skin colors. The either/ochppnaee

*1 Diana L. Hayes, “To Be the Bridge: Voices from t¥argins,” inA Dream Unfinished: Theological
Reflections on America from the Margimsls. Eleazar S. Fernandez and Fernando F. Se@tsigknoll, NY:
Orbis, Books, 2001), 65.
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divides people into neat and specific boxes and alienates one from the other even if they
share interests and concerns. The approach to race as culture addresses bothrthefproble
unnecessary distinction of persons into absolute others and the problem of not recognizing
true diversity between persons. By shifting focus to culture, and thereforeucayynthis
approach to race encourages true diversity in the richness of differenésulteir allows

room to unite for common goals of justice.

The approach to race as culture shifts emphasis from race as skin color and the
history of racial categorization based on it to a focus on community. Proponents ate¢his r
theory argue that how people define and name themselves depends more on the particular
communities and cultures into which they are born than any specific physitaltet??
Therefore, they focus on the shared story of the community not simply thegblaggibutes
the community has in common. Personal identity is understood as coming from being part of
a community with a shared history that produces a shared culture. Communities aatur
teach their members. They provide a worldview, a context for self-undergjatrdditions,
heritages, art, music, and language. These communities with their spdtifiexprovide a
way to understand self and the world. These cultures are part of their meméegs for
because they form a person’s identity. Community identity is not just a hadtegacy but
on ongoing and changing reality. To be authentically part of a community isemina’s
roots throughout the history of that community and also to be part of the ongoingokality
the community. The community’s story is always unfolding. Therefore, rdeiality is not

set once and for all because the story of it is still being told in the day-texddagnce of the

*2Hayes, “To Be the Bridge,” 67.
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community that produces it. It evolves as culture changes with the times and
circumstances’

The theory of race as culture in its shift of focus from skin color to communityg trea
black heritage more specifically as African American heritage. Hayesmds that although
most black theologians use the terms African American and Black America
interchangeably, African American is the appropriate term for those wtettreir ancestry
back to the time of slavery in the United States, while black American gainclusive
term covering not only African Americans but any person of African descemg hvithin
the United States today regardless of intermediate places of Bri§ine argues that African
Americans’ ancestors may have been free or enslaved, but either wayetleayparked by
the experience of slavery and usually have a worldview somewhat diffeyentifat of
other persons of African descent. This kind of specificity in talking about I‘fac@ups is
at the heart of a race as culture approach.

This specificity also reflects the importance of self-naming for comiegrand
individuals. In the last section race was treated as a historical lagddeing raced was the
experience of being named rather than self-naming. This current approacé twids up
culture as identity because it claims that culture is who andwesdy we aré> An
approach to race as culture understands that self-naming is not only importéeriating,

especially if people lift up a name formerly used to denigrate and dehumarszb@asase

%3 Diana L. Hayes, “Emerging Voices, Emerging Chajlest An American Contextual Theology,”Tineology
Toward the Third Millennium: Theological Issues foe Twenty-First Centuryed. David G. Schultenover
(Omabha: Creighton University, 1991), 51. For exeEmplayes writes that the complexity of culture and
identity must now consider the challenges of copemary life including how issues of gender, soeiad
economic concerns impact understandings of race.

* Diana L. Hayes, “James Cone’s Hermeneutic of Lagguand Black TheologyTheological Studieg1
(December 2000): 610.

% See Jamie T. Phelps, “African American Cultureare and Context of Black Catholic Theology and
Church Mission,"Journal of Hispanic/Latino Theolod/3 (1996): 58.
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for African Americans. Of course, African American culture includesehbty of racial

classification and racial injustice, but it also embodies the agency of thewuoty in self-

definition. Self-naming as African and American better represents atitydaformed by

the new community born in the United States as a result of the institution afyshadeby

the ancient people from whom they came and inherited ways of being in the world.
The African American community provides its members with an identity that

recognizes both its African roots and its American reality. Itis a spetntity that

reflects a particular community’s experience. The roots of this expesaeteh back to

Africa and help the community understands itself as heirs of African cultiet the

African American identity also reflects their long and proud history in tineed States

where they formed themselves into a new pethl€his African reality and American

experience collided in the African slave trade, which affected identityghaut the world.

Joseph Brown writes,
No mistake should ever be made regarding an assessment of the culpability and the
consequences of the transatlantic trade in human beings. Millions and millions of
lives were lost; millions more would wish for death, once they found out what the life
of enslavement would bring them. Centuries of systematic torture, manipulation,
abuse, and domination of human beings by other human beings have brought into the
world a pattern of psychosis and destructive behaviors that has infectedscatidr
peoples everywher¥.

The impact of the slave trade is central to the previous theory of race asdlistgacy; it is

here explored as part of the creation of African American culture and identity.

* Jamie Phelps employs W.E.B. DuBois’ classical iaealouble consciousness” as a descriptive metaftito
this racial-cultural experience. Many historicadlynscious black Americans perceive themselves-asltoral.
They are culturally both sons and daughters ofcafand sons and daughters of America. See PHAlpsan
American Culture,” 43.

" Joseph A. BrowrTo Stand on the Rock: Meditations on Black Cathidiémtity (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis
Books, 1998), 71.
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The American part of the African American reality and identity begémtive story
of African persons stolen from their communities and their land by slave tradesswas
just the beginning of a process by slavers to strip these people of all thaheradeho they
were, including their language, traditions, and culture. The goal was to make thark a bl
slate upon which to draw a new and derogatory image of the enslaved Fefdun.
enslaved resisted these efforts in whatever ways they could and counterdubividlvh
efforts to create a new self-image for themselves. Enslaved Afriearsédrmed themselves
into a new people by embracing each other as brothers and sisters no mattésrédrecdd
between them, and becoming an African American community. The members of this
community shared a history of oppression and suffered from the stigma asbotiatelack
skin color in American society. Jamie Phelps writes that all the attemptsumderize
African Americans did impact their culture-making process, but did not dominiate it
African Americans replaced slavery’'s negative depictions of them with motevpcIf-
images. Their self-understanding comes from the stories of the comnimatitbave formed
and sustained it, especially those stories that tell and retell theiyhistoaddition to
stories, Joseph Brown writes that enslaved Africans became a communityhttiremgong.
He contends that they sang themselves from small groups of individuals into a people. The
singing brought them from the brink of collective psychic collapse to a pllaeewystems
of psychological health could be generated and sust&ined.

Theologians who investigate African American identity from a cultunapgeetive

recognize that this new people born in America through their stories and sorgs Vet

*8 Hayes, “To Be The Bridge,” 55. See Race as Hisibtegacy section of this dissertation for more
information about the mythology of slavery.

%9 Phelps, “African American Culture,” 44.

% Brown, To Stand on the Roc&6.
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not new people. The approach to race as culture leads theologians back to Africa in a
attempt to trace African American heritage backward and find linegloénce forward.
When theologians advocate for a black theology that is truly black, they mean one that
reflects African American culture embracing American experiendeAdrican heritage. The
connection they seek is not so much an innate biological sense of being African butfa way o
understanding the influences of African cultures on the culture and communibetzeme
African American. Of course, the task of African Americans tracinig tbets back to
Africa is not simple. Unlike immigrants from other countries, enslaved Aliezere
systematically stripped of their history and heritage by the slawoofagmerica. Finding
one’s specific heritage in Africa is difficult because it is a continent ofyrddferent

cultures and traditions. Even if the search is narrowed to the Western part afutiece
most enslaved Africans were captured, one still finds there peoplesevédtftultures and
religions. Some scholars, therefore, try to map out and make connections among the
different cultures and religions of those Africans most likely enslavedier ¢o find
similarities and patterns. There are efforts to distinguish a disgnafrican culture at the
base of all African cultures, whether on the continent or in the diaspora, andribedaac
Afrocentric worldview. Theologians have begun to outline a traditionally#frreligious

perspective that would have influenced African American Christi&hity.

®1 Drawing from the blended identity of African anan@rican, M. Shawn Copeland describes what she
considers the most essential characteristics éffacan American Christian worldview: creative atahsive
holding of the sacred and secular, without sepamair dilution; profound respect for all human lfied
interpersonal relationships; individual identityrfmation from and in relation to community, alongtwiegard
for the wisdom of elders; empathetic, symbolicnitial, and associative understanding; unity of geind
doing; commitment to freedom and liberation duednturies of oppression and communal and personal
anxiety; ambiguous toleration and transcendeneermftion of limited reward in the context of slayend
stigmatized social history; indirection and disietin speech and behavior; affirmation of stylingentional
or unintentional improvisation in language, gedfuvasymbolic mannerisms to favorably affect teeeipt of a
message. See M. Shawn Copeland, “Body, Repregantahd Black Religious Discourse,” in
Postcolonialism, Feminism, and Religious Discouests. Laura E. Donaldson and Kwok Pui-lan (NewkY or
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Employing an approach to race as culture, black theology teases outthe bla
experience, which is its main source for doing theology. It is the Africagriéam
community and its culture that black theology is referencing not racsdifitation in terms
of biology. Even though the African and American elements of this culture aresalway
wedded to the meaning given to certain aspects of physicality, it is the sotly of the
African American community to which black theology refers. It refldotsparticular
experience of the divine this community has had within their culture.

M. Shawn Copeland writes that there is a synergy between identity and theology,
between black identity and black theold§yBlack theologians that embrace a race as
culture approach reflect on the African American community and its culturenagiaource
for doing theology. They learn the cultures of West Africa in order to truly stashel what
the slave trade meant to and did to captured Africans as well as what cultubectingiyt
with them and how that was molded into African American life and culture. They attend t
the stories of these enslaved people to get a sense of how they were able to @fiolocade
and often hostile Christianity. They learn from slave theology that slaves taodie@od
speaking to them in their own medium. Diana Hayes explains this to mean tanAfri

American slaves could not worship God truthfully unless they “talked” with Godigh

Routledge, 2002), 189. Joseph Brown claims thatrakto African culture and therefore religion déne drum-
and-dance-based religious expression, mysticals§ahprayer, and the sense that all of creationatos the
power of the divine and that this power is to bedufor healing that which has been wounded anthéor
restoration of balance to that which has been perdend distorted. Browito Stand on the RocB7. See
also Phelps, “African American Culture,” 49-52, fiow African American philosophical psychologists,
sociologists, and political scientists studying Afecan American world have identified a distir&frican
American cultural world of behavior, ideas, valaesl meaning which, while not unique, evidence tlewes
with some consistency in the African American comityiand connect it with African and other African
diaspora cultures.

2 M. Shawn Copeland, “Guest Editorial;heological Studie§1 (December 2000): 605.
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their black culturé® This culture continues to mediate God’s presence according to black
theology.

This approach to race as culture is central to the conversation about beingntllack a
Catholic. The question has been raised to black Catholics whether it is possibbetio be
authentically black and truly Cathofi¢. Obviously this question is addressing more than
skin color. Here the question is whether one can be wholly part of the black community and
a full member of the Catholic Church at the same time. The question refledstttieaf the
Catholic Church has been beset by racism in the past and present. The Church, with its
Eurocentric identity, has encouraged African Americans to forsake their udentéies and
cultural practices in order to be seen as truly Catholic. Other membersutdcke
community understand this as a denial of black Catholics’ blackness. The quesian her
whether these cultures, black and Catholic, are compatible and whether oneicgrateain
both without betraying the oth&.

Diana Hayes proclaims the belief of Catholic theologians when she writdée thea
black and Catholic is not a paradox; it is not a conflict; it is not a contradiction. Tadbe bl
and Catholic is correct, it is authentic, it is who black Catholics are and haaysdieer?®
Jamie Phelps argues that to address this identity question one must have a thorough

knowledge of the black and Catholic cultures in all their complexities. Most bktblokc

% Hayes,And Still We Rise98.

% Black Catholic theologians take on this challeitge special issue dfheological Studie1 (December
2000); Hayes and Davis, ed§gking Down Our HargsandJamie T. Phelps, edBJack and Catholic: The
Challenge and Gift of Black Folk: ContributionsAffrican American Experience and Thought to Catholic
Theology(Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1997).

% Here | talk about a Catholic culture rather thharch of faith because the challenge concerns hew t
Catholic community functions. At issue is the hiehy and priesthood and who holds positions diaitly as
well as religious practices. See Diana L. Hay®@¢eve Come This Far by Faith: Black Catholics arif
Church,” inTaking Down Our Harps: Black Catholics in the UnitStateseds. Diana L. Hayes and Cyprian
Davis (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1998), 9. Hayestes that questions about the faithfulness atkl
Catholics come from both the Catholic family and gneater black community.

 Hayes, “We’ve Come This Far by Faith,” 9.
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theologians begin with tracing the black presence in the Catholic Churchstdimis from a
conviction that to be authentically Catholic is to trace one’s or one’s people’siabés |
Church, just as to be authentically black means to trace one’s roots throungtidustory as
well. Sharing authentically in the history of these groups makes one part of Bieck
Catholic theologians attend to their historical presence in the Catholic Churclylahd ri
conclude that there have been African peoples in the Catholic Church as long asithe Chu
has existed’ The Church needs to embody this reality at the altar, in the chancery, in the
seminaries, and other educational institutions in black bodies, which are black clitere
Catholic Church has too long negated this culture, which hampers its ability tosenttseif

in the lives, traditions, and cultures of a people historically seen as “lesstivaah,

without cultures or traditions worthy of noti¢&.lts ability to join with these cultures is a
critical contemporary challenge of the Catholic Church. These black E€athedlogians

are challenging the Church to recognize the cultures and heritages of thpenples who
make up the Church and create true inculturation with respect to these lifg-@ndrife-

sustaining cultures. They also hope it will foster a new theology, open to thédgbotrs of

87 Black Catholic theologians have studied the histord presence of Africans and African Americanthin
Catholic Church. They call attention to the Afnidaeritage of Augustine and Monica, Cyprian andilCyr
Perpetua and Felicity, point out that the first Aicen “settlers” were black Catholics in Floridadastudy the
participation of African Americans in the life dfé Church in the U.S. such as the Black Catholicgtesses
and the establishment of religious orders. Seei@yavis,The History of Black Catholics in the United
StategNew York: Crossroad, 1996); M. Shawn Copelandatiition and Traditions of African American
Catholicism,"Theological Studie§1 (December 2000): 632-5bhe Subversive Power of Love: The Vision of
Henriette Delille(New York: Paulist Press, 2009), and ed. with LiaBéMarie Mosely and Albert J. Raboteau,
Uncommon Faithfulness: The Black Catholic Experggidaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2009); and Hayes,
“The Development of a Black Catholic Theology,” ph& inAnd Still We Rise

% Jamie Phelps contends that the notion of the milinferiority of African Americans is a pervasifeature of
the dominant U.S. culture. Based on social antbicapcal concepts of culture, she argues that theis four
etic perspectives regarding the cultures of blaabpte, which have been internalized both by blacidnon-
blacks. The first three attitudes are based ostiamof culture which adopts a single static aatunorm, in

this case a Eurocentric one, and measures all otitieires as comparatively inferior. From the perdive of
the dominant U.S. culture, African Americans apgedrave: no culture (through the Civil War); ahgdogical
culture; and a deprived culture (from Reconstructiatil the Civil Rights era (1865-1968)). The ffthu
perspective would view African American cultureaadifferent or distinct culture (early @ Pan African
movement and re-emerged in Black Nationalist pefi®58-1975) and in current Afrocentric Pan African
Period (from 1975to the present)). See Phelpsiic¢af American Culture,” 47-48.
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every race and ethnicity, expanding our understanding not only of each other but also of God
and Jesus Christ.

The goal of this approach to race is to shift focus and emphasis from raceiealphys
meaning skin color, to race as community or culture. It argues that our dacitiyi is
constructed by the history of our communities as well as their ongoingsstétremphasizes
the self-definition of the community and not just how it has been traditionally defined by
those in power for the purpose of oppression. This approach to race challenges people to
self-define in a more nuanced way than the usual black and white catedopests out
that these groupings do not do justice to the diversity of those that make them up. Once we
define ourselves and allow others their own self-definition we can appreuaratiferences
and meet on common ground.

This approach to race with its emphasis on culture treats black and wipitiéeas
different categories. The black community, or more specifically thieakf American
community, developed a common culture based on the historical experiences ofatavery
oppression and resistance to this but also things like food, art, music, language, sty
because they were robbed of their heritage and family and clan lineages.isvibita
culture in the same way. Whites may have become a new group of people in America, but
those that became “white” maintained the cultures of their immigranteargb Their
whiteness was opposed to being “colored,” it only had meaning based on the oppression of
blackness. There may be a worldview based on white supremacy, but this is not the same
kind of worldview as that created in the African American community. This approach to
race encourages whites to reclaim their cultural heritages anéagaicefind and appreciate

the diversity of the “white” race. Changing our approach to race can changeehioteract
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based on hierarchy and oppression to ways based on respect of differencasHdyes
articulates the goal as the recognition that we are all people of naiges, mestizaje people,

when it comes to culture, and still all of the same race, human péPsons.

Race as Class

The next theory of race contends that the construction of race can never besdddress
as an independent variable. A full appreciation of the meaning and significaace ofust
include an economic analysis as well. This approach to race connects radiaieision
and economic exploitation as two sides of the same coin. | use the work of Dwightg{opki
to give voice to this approach to rd@eHopkins does not negate the continuing significance
of race and racism in American society. He maintains that race mattbesWnited States,
regardless of denomination, gender, class, sexual orientation, occupation, prdfessbna
and political orientation, and racial discrimination still permeates Northrisareculture’*
But Hopkins understands racial discrimination as just one aspect of the disenfraeahise
suffered by African Americans. Another aspect is the restrictions theyiexpein
controlling wealth, resources, and indeed the space surrounding them. These attacks on
African American self-identity and self-determination have been arnraltegrt of African
American life and history? Therefore, Hopkins argues that the liberation of the black poor
requires more than just a critique of race and an analysis of racism. A tow feous on

race is inadequate because the forces that keep the black poor poor are more dBlagie

9 Hayes, “To Be the Bridge,” 67.

| especially rely on Dwight N. Hopkinsieart and Head: Black Theology—Past, Present, amuife (New
York: Palgrave, 2002).

" Dwight N. Hopkins and Linda E. Thomas, “Womaniseblogy and Black Theology: Conversational
Envisioning of an Unfinished Dream,” & Dream Unfinished73.

"2 Hopkins,Heart and Head17.
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theology must understand the black poor’s place in our economic system as well as in our
national racial order. This complexity demands a more sophisticated tbaldiratmework

that addresses both our postmodern situation and our economic tealitpkins presents a
theological analysis of monopoly capitalism and its underlying racism and psogose
alternative vision of a new common wealth. He advocates an understanding oféiseofor
global monopoly capitalism in order to create a more equitable world.

Hopkins argues that black theology must focus on the situation of the black poor if it
is truly a Christian liberation theology. Black theology as Christian thedéagphes us that
God is a liberator God who co-labors with the poor and oppressed for justice. If the
liberation of the least is God/Christ’'s purpose then it must be our purpose as &hristia
Hopkins writes that the biblical stories call on humanity to oppose poverty, which is the
result of human sin. He further asserts that the stories and lessons of Jesusttepiges
life by the well-being of the most broken and vulnerable among our citizennykirk$o
argues that black theology has always attended to the experience ofrtireifsoo
community. It arose from real life situations of African Americansggling against racial
oppression and economic exploitation. Hopkins calls on black theologians to continue to
produce a theology concerned with the liberation of the poor, which involves dismantling the
dehumanizing structures that make and keep African Americans poor. To do this, black
theology must understand why the poor are and remain poor. This requires a ¢tyass ana

He writes,

3 Hopkins lists some of the claims of postmoderaiythe following: relativity means there is no tighd
wrong; social strata replace class consciousniesdatk of a long-term human purpose substituteario
ultimate goal of liberation; particularity trumpgiuversality; the appearance of many voices overcoamne
overarching master story; and individualism cutaiagt the grain of obligation to a specific comntyniSee
Heart and Head62. See also Dwight N. Hopkins, “Postmoderrigck Theology of Liberation, and the
U.S.A.: Michel Foucault and James H. Cone,Liberation Theologies, Postmodernity, and the Ansegi205-
21.
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The question of economically poor blacks living in the primary monopoly finance
capitalist country in human history is the decisive question for both womanist and
black male theologians. All else in God-talk and God-walk stands or falls on how

Jesus Christ calls us to measure our everyday living by whether or not pdor bla

people are getting better or worse. If black and womanist theologians aeenamhc

with liberation and not only with band-aid reforms, then class, poverty, ownership of
wealth, finance, and the means of production in the United States—indeed, in the
world—need to be top prioriti€$.

Hopkins advocates a wealth-class hermeneutic for black and womanist tbealog
order to understand the system of global capitalism and how its unjust power dynamic
the national and international levels relate to and create the reality ofathelpis wealth
that is crucial for economic analysis not simply income because it idvikattdetermines
one’s power and privilege in American society and throughout the world. Class
differentiations in the U.S. are based on the control of wealth. Those with wealtheown t
means and distribution of production, including land, the natural minerals in the land, the
commercial real estate on the land, the air over the land, communications ngtworks
industries, technologies, companies and corporaffoopkins believes that monopolized
wealth is one of the primary targets of the gospel for social justice beca@iaanijor

condition for the vast poverty and economic inequalities in North America and around the

globe.

" Hopkins and Thomas, “Womanist Theology and Blabkdlogy,” 84. Hopkins cites Martin Luther King, Jr
as precedent of how concern for black liberatiomfia faith perspective pushes a person to a atedgsis.

King said, “As we talk about ‘Where do we go froeré,’...we must honestly face the fact that the Moseim
must address itself to the question of restructutiie whole of American society. There are fortifiom poor
people here. And one day we must ask the quesidny are there forty million poor people in Ameaig”

King was raising serious questions about the olvpdditical economy in the U.S. from the perspeetof the
least in society. Quoted in Hopkideart and Head60. Originally, Martin Luther King, Jr., “The &sident’s
Address to the Tenth Anniversary Convention of$leeithern Christian Leadership Conference, Atlanta,
Georgia, August 16, 1967,” ithe Rhetoric of Black Poweed. Robert L. Scott and Wayne Brockriede (New
York: Harper & Row, 1969), 161.

> Hopkins and Thomas, “Womanist Theology and Blabkdlogy,” 85. See also Hopkirtdeart and Head

24,
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Hopkins contends that an economic analysis must be integral to black theology
because the monopolized ownership of wealth in the United States is diret¢dg telakin
color. He argues that powerful white families, under the leadership of white ratted @
sinister racist asymmetry, known as white supremacy, in order to monopolize es$burc
Defining black as evil, powerful whites forced African Americans inteagrand manual
labor roles while also denying them human and civil rights that the majotitye @opulation
regularly expects as its God-given entitlement. Black human beings becsiraaqther
resource to be used and dominated for profit and the accumulation of more wealth. Hopkins
further contends that the state apparatus, also predominantly white, functiorigsiocol
with, if not at the behest of, the small minority of white families who monopolize the
majority of the wealth in the United StatésThe racism of U.S. capitalism also means that
the neighborhoods of poor black people can be the dumping grounds for deadly chemicals
and other lethal toxins that shorten livés.

Hopkins’ own analysis of the finance and means of production of global capitalism is
uniquely theological, analyzing it as he would a religion, replete with a dyc
institutions, a theology, revelation, a theological anthropology and core values.diAgdo
Hopkins, the god or ultimate concern of the religion of globalization is the concentration of

monopoly finance capitalist wealth. It is a transcendent god beyond allegiances or

® Hopkins argues that black and womanist theologianst also attend to the gender as well as raigeadthy
inherent in our capitalist system. He contendsékary foundation of the U.S. has been based da ma
superiority. See Hopkinsjeart and Head93.

""Hopkins maintains that one could argue persuasitelt the inordinate amount of virile black merpiison
in the twenty-first century results from a delilteraollaboration between monopoly capitalist-relgieson
industries and local, state, and federal governsaeBbmeone is making billions of dollars from the
incarcerated labor of black male bodies. See DuwigtlHopkins, “The Construction of the Black Maleds:
Eroticism and Religion,” i.oving the Body: Black Religious Studies and thatiEr186.

8 For more on environmental racism, see Bryan N.diggle, “An Ethical Reflection Upon ‘Environmental
Racism’ in the Light of Catholic Social Teachingy’Challenge of Global Stewardship: Roman Catholic
Responsesds. Maura A. Ryan and Todd David Whitmore (N@gane, IN: University of Notre Dame Press,
1997), 234-50.
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boundaries reflected in the fact that wealth circulates wherever in thethwerdvner can
find the highest return. The religious leadership consists of a small group of Ull&sfam
who privately own, control, and distribute wealth and the means of production. Like priests,
they know the laws of the god and the requirements of its followers.

The institutions of the religion facilitate the flow of finance capital addte wealth
of the priests. These entities, he argues, maintain dependent finand@hsaigs, an
unequal balance of trade, and unfair access to resources and wealth tisatheloaligion of
globalization to have free access to the developed world and the Third Wattbkins
argues that these institutions are enabled and justified by the theology béraism whose
three prominent doctrines are an emphasis on free markets, privatization andatiereg
The goal is to open up global markets for the god of globalization. Transnational
corporations enter developing countries, create unfavorable terms for theex)@ftoirts of
exporting, and disrupt their economic planning for domestic prosperity. The govesrohe
these countries stop regulating the harmful effects of business practitesr gpebple and
ecology. They are also forced to refocus resources to repaying debts on loans byynonopol
capitalists and away from health, education, welfare, jobs, and other sasetyrribeir
citizens. Devotees of the religion of globalization view the integratiotl pfaakets
throughout the world, the weakening of the sovereignty and decision-making powers of local
states and their shift of focus from their own people to the service of transhationa
corporations, and the movement to a worldwide culture as revelation of the truth and

rightness of their god.

" Hopkins names the three most important of theskea®orld Trade Organization, international banks
(including the International Monetary Fund and ¥erld Bank), and monopoly capitalist corporations.
Hopkins,Heart and Head132-33.



128

Hopkins writes that like all religions, the religion of globalization advances a
theological anthropology, which defines what it means to be a human being in a religious
system. In this system a person’s worth is based on what they consume. A true hoghan be
is one who actually possesses commodities or one whose goal in life is to do so. The ideal
person has the most concentrated financial wealth accumulation on a global kicii¢hey
use for their own individual benefit. Global capitalism rejects communalism aness a
utilitarian way of being. Only a few can become ideal persons for inggaatitexclusion
are requisites of the religidfi. These values, Hopkins argues, are at the heart of U.S. society
and other developed capitalist countries. These Western countries want tglestanliway
of life as the model for developing countries. The religion of globalizattemdls to create
one transcendent world culture that prescribes the tastes and sensibillieegro¢ human
being®!

Hopkins argues that the theological anthropology of global capitalism cosstract
wealthy white person as the ideal model of human personhood. Monopoly capitalism is
entwined with white supremacy. Hopkins writes that although its advocates present it
intended and supported by God, true Christians should know that God did not originate or
advocate these oppressive systems. They are authored by humans and so can beldismant
by human efforts as well. Hopkins claims that the goal of liberation theolagiba to
liberate us all from an economic system that preys on the most vulnerable arus remha
the wealthy few. Economic analysis should lead us to a concerted effort tolwirtg a

systemic social justice and healing. These efforts should empower in¢bvéshabattack

8 Hopkins,Heart and Head135. For more on the need of the capitalistesysior inequality and exclusion,
see Israel Batista, “Social Movements: A Persomgtimony,” inSocial Movements, Globalization, Exclusion.
Social Movements: Challenges and Perspectiedsisrael Batista (Geneva: World Council of Gingrs, 1967).
8 Hopkins,Heart and Head]48-49.
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unjust systems created by the small group of monopoly owners of the worldtls. wda
argues that black theology must unite its liberation theology with all thel'\wanppressed
who struggle for God’s purpose of justice on e&ftthonopoly capitalism has stolen
resources from blacks as well as other people of color and Third World nations andrieft the
poor and oppressed all over the world. The poor must unite against the global dynamics of
monopoly capitalism that destroys indigenous cultures, discriminates agaketsianned
peoples, oppresses women, and attacks the earth’s ecology. Global monopdigmapita
strangles the poor regardless of religion or nationality.

According to Hopkins, these dialogues and actions should work toward what he calls
a new common wealth. This new social order will include a new democracy and a new
economic reality. The new democracy will focus its energy on the vulnerable and
marginalized and will include true and equal representation of and from these ipogulat
The new economic reality will be based on humanity sharing equally in aklbeail
resources and opportunities on earth. The equality established in both systems wiicbe ba
on all citizens having similar material possessions and possibilities. Theonawon
wealth will embrace communalism, not individualism. Members will recogheteno one

can be fully human if another has access blocked or is less than someone else in the

82 Hopkins contends that this attack on monopolytedisin must happen at both the grassroots leveiedisas
on the national and international scenes. He sigdleat the black church’s economic resourceso#met
forms of wealth (buildings, publishing centersngportation vehicles, auditoriums, dining faciltieredit
unions) on a national scale could offer an indepahfinancial base for an alternative way of wisieg in a
society that continually makes black life and labrpendable. He also advocates interfaith dialegune
interactions among theologians and churches coedesith the poor and their well-being. See Hopkins
Introducing Black Theology of Liberatip801; ancHeart and Head73-74. Hopkins outlines an example of
how to connect with Third World Theologians in “AaBk American Perspective on Interfaith Dialogu¢hie
Ecumenical Association of Third World Theologianshiap. 5 oHeart and Head
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community. Hopkins’ vision of the new social order is based on creative individualite wher
the particularity of each person’s cultural identity is respected amohaif*

Hopkins maintains that for Christians this means adopting a preferential aptitve f
poor. Christians serve the poor by putting love of neighbor above the private acmmulat
of things. Hopkins admits this is not easy for people in the U.S. as it goes agagrairihe
of the “American way of life” and its commodified, consumer economy, which purports a
me-firstism and instantaneous gratification. He contends that our economic aigdlpolit
structures actually reward those who oppose the poor’s liberation. The comtiime
embody a preferential option for the poor and embrace the love of neighbor demands a
transformation of ourselves and our society. It means personally taking ecaien to
help people get out of poverty. It also means restructuring society so that thequwoe be
equal in all respects with those who currently hold privileges and wealth over Eheight
Hopkins contends that Christian theology can and must provide an alternative vision of
people and relating than that of the religion of globalization based on a preferptitia for
the poor rather than support of the wealthy féw.

Hopkins theologizes that this vision of humanity is God’s vision for humanity. God
calls us to be healthy human beings as equal partners with each other and ascequal

responsible stewards of the earth’s resources. With concerted efforta disroantle

8 Hopkins,Heart and Head50. Hopkins distinguishes individuality from imitlualism. Individuality calls
for accountability and obligation to the communibyt with individualism a person makes skewed dects
and opts for narrow actions just for the self ogrejust for his or her family. An individual harrtie self when
left to live, think, and be alone separate fromghsup. HopkinsHeart and Head72

8 Hopkins,Heart and Head58-59. Hopkins recognizes, however unfortunuz most churches, and
theologians for that matter, do not embody or ewdsach a vision. Some do take a stand with tioe Ipat
only in giving charity, not in working for systemitange. Others support the system of capitalismaiious
ways. There are those that blame the poor explaithiat they are victims due to their own effortamk of
efforts. Others recognize the unfair and ineqlétgower of wealthy families and institutions batept it for
fear of losing money, members and privilege. $titlers fully support the economic and politicadteyn of the
United States and believe God blesses Americais:s it
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monopoly capitalism and white supremacy and for the first time in U.S. histpeyience a

racial democracy. Hopkins maintains that no one in the new society would have private
ownership of wealth, for no one can own personally what does not belong to them. This new
communalism would foster a positive sense of self for each person since all would be
involved in the process of building common wealth for all. In fact, this way of beinglwoul

end all barriers to full humanity including not only class exploitation and raciaésgpn,

but also gender discrimination and sexual identity exclusion. The new commoin wealt

would embrace aft®

Race as lllusion

The main claim of understanding race as illusion is that race is not a biolagical
“natural” category of human existence and should not be treated like one. Thichpproa
does not negate the historical significance or impact of race on our society aranbers;
but it does argue that times have changed and race is not what it was, nor should it be.
Proponents of this theory of race contend that race has been reified in black thedlbgg a
indeed become an ontological category for black theologians. They claim tbh&dke
identity discussed in black theology continues to be determined by whiteness and modern
white racial ideology. Advocates of understanding race as illusion propose awaye

from thinking about race as the central issue of a person’s being to a more cqmpptexch

8 Hopkins’ new common wealth sounds a lot like sisria but he does not employ Marxist analysis. €hane
those, however, that advocate a Marxist approaelcdnomic analysis for black theology. Alistair&ka
European religious scholar, critiques Hopkins’ agmh to race and class as inadequate and ineffettca he
is unwilling to really move from a race analysisatelass analysis, which he believes is a Marxistept. See
Kee, The Rise and Demise of Black Theold2f+26. Cornel West also encourages black thgdlmgialogue
with the progressive Marxist tradition. See Comst, “Black Theology and Marxist Thought,”Btack
Theology: A Documentary History 1966-19¥8I. 2, 552-67; “Black Theology and Socialist Tight,” The
Witness63 (April 1980): 16-19; and “Black Theology of latation as Critique of Capitalist Civilization,”
Journal of the Interdenominational Theological Gart0.102 (2006): 67-83.
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to human identity. They contend that only in this way can black theology addresd the rea
problems black people face and bring about true liberation. The work of Victor Anderson
and Alistair Kee to illustrate this approach to r&té&oth authors argue that black thinkers
must transcend racial discourse with its racial apologetics and prasantvaay for black
people to think about identity that allows for true fulfilment of the individual in camty.

Both Alistair Kee and Victor Anderson agree that black is not an ontological
category, but Anderson contends that is has become one in black theology. Anderson uses
the term ontological blackness to describe this tendency in black theolodly t@acel
Racial reification, according to Anderson, is to treat race as if it objBcexests
independent of historically contingent factors and the subjective intentions imitimgsvof
historical and contemporary writefs.Treating race in this way makes membership in a
racial group the totality of a person’s existence. All other identifglragacteristics become
secondary to race. Anderson argues that in black theology blackness has lszbmteifhe
totality or unity of black experience.

Anderson contends that black theologians are heirs to a black intelleafitedrira
that has led to the reification of blackness. He argues that the African Amapigceoach to
race he calls ontological blackness was determined by and reflectivetefracial ideology,
the racial discourse of modernity and European imperialism. This racial igiewésg
justified and supported by species logic applied to race as an organizingygatggecies
logic contends that every individual member of a species shares esselgi#hatadentify
the member within the species. White and black became species. Europealaseal

“white” traits as the unity of experience and taste with history and culithe.racialized

8 Victor AndersonBeyond Ontological Blackness: An Essay on AfricareAcan Religious and Cultural
Criticism; and Alistair Kee;The Rise and Demise of Black Theology
87 AndersonBeyond Ontological Blackneskl.
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other of the “black” African was the opposite of the European and naturally infeha. T
inferiority was inherent in their race and therefore their very being angsied the
contemporary politics of democratic exclusion that they experienced. Andsrges that
white racial ideology has had at least three functions, all of which had the gastifging
inequality. It justified the supremacy of European consciousness on a compandtivence
a scientific basis; it provided historical and moral rationalizations fosghead of European
imperialism throughout the world; and it justified the exclusion of blacks and other @aloniz
peoples from civic republican citizensH.

Black thinkers responded to white racial ideology and defended black people by
extrapolating what they understood blackness to be. Anderson argues that Afneacan
cultural philosophy became preoccupied with racial apologetics. It rejecegpbaeasl
racism and white racial ideology’s negative projections of blacks and workeddorel the
black cultural genius and civilization. The goal of black subjectivityiecthe disclosure
of this genius and the representation of the civilization of African Amegicanderson
argues that this counter-discourse in African American cultural philosamtiyding black
theology, has produced a cult of black heroic genius. It, like the white racialggebl
repudiates, emphasizes racial categories and essentialized pritia@pléstermine identity.
Anderson contends that just as in categorical racism all persons who afeedlass
members of the black race are included in qualities that distinguish this goauptfrers.

He argues that African Americans continue to represent themselves asthem

European geniu¥.

8 AndersonBeyond Ontological Blackness?.
8 Anderson notes that the cult of European genipsweses essentially heroic, epochal, and culturesaag
qualities and these are also at the heart of Hlactic genius. He further charges that this blaskrhas also
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Both Kee and Anderson argue that even the new self proposed and presented by black
theology is not really new but still determined by their oppositional stance towihase
previously defined them. They each contend that African American schidasslla
presenting themselves within the confines of the blackness that whiteredssl créhe new
black being continues to be defined within the binary dialectics of slaveryesabm,

Negro and citizen, insider and outsider, black and white, and struggle and survie&l. Bla
consciousness is a revolutionary consciousness that requires oppressionlfer its se
disclosure. Black being is always in relationship with white racism. Andergoesathat if
black experience is defined as the experience of suffering and rebghimstavhiteness,

which are ontologically created and provoked by whiteness as the necessiitipie of
blackness, then whiteness appears to be the ground of black experience. This approach t
black identity is problematic for two reasons. First, it does not adequatelysaddres
contemporary black experience and identity; and second, it does not leave room for real
liberation of black persons today.

Both Anderson and Kee contend that black theology’'s approach to racial identity is
modern discourse that does not adequately relate to contemporary postmodermthife. B
suggest that black theology needs to transcend modernity’s racial consgaushegvelop
a real radical race critique. The first step in this move is to recotrazéhe culture that
created categorical black identity is not ultimate but a human artifact aedbtieechanged
and changeable. Another important tenet of this approach to race is the argumeatkhat bl
persons are not bound by black culture but in fact inhabit widely differentiated suacas

and communities. Anderson argues that African American life and experiensteuatured

taken on the patriarchal base of whiteness, mitihal manlines$®eing architectonic to African American
cultural philosophy. SeBeyond Ontological Blacknesk3, 50.
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by dispersed and not always commensurable interests of class, genderisiexaatials,
and race. Therefore identity formation is conditioned by all of these $aa$owell as race.
Black theologians must embrace the fact that raced identity is alwagnpend effective,
but it is not total. Anderson calls for a new politics of identity that balancespimasis on
community, unity, racial pride, and black interests, which mitigate claindifference, with
an emphasis on personality which privileges self-realization at the levalsoof family,
gender, sexual interests, and personal lifestyle choices, which cantrdideuit to justify
claims for community.

Anderson argues in favor of new literary critiques of African Americamuallt
philosophy that address “race” as a dying category. Anderson proposestése gg
aesthetic, which focuses on ambiguity and difference, as an adequate foundation for
contemporary rationality of difference. Anderson attributes his understandimg of
grotesque to Friedrich Nietzsche who he claims best crystallized aalevktise heroic epic.
The grotesque contends with the seemingly diametrically opposed sensilvilii@ary
dialectics, but seeks neither negation nor mediation between them. It leavés thesmnon
and unresolved. It is a challenge to the mind’s instinctive endeavor to syntheserelets
objects we perceive and our apperception of them confused or ambiguous. The grotesque
aesthetic leaves open possibilities for creative ways for consideringeant obgubject,
because the object is other than how it appears when one contour or another is affenuated.
Anderson argues that the grotesque in African American cultural analygbteito see the
morally ambiguous African American presence in American life. The clttitia is freed

up to play in the unresolved ambiguities of black life.

% For Anderson’s understanding and use of the gromssed@eyond Ontological Blacknesk20-38.
Anderson relies on the following works by FriedridketzscheThe Birth of TragedyGarden City: Doubleday,
1956); The Gay Scienc@/intage Books, 1974); antiwilight of the Idol§New York: Penguin Books, 1990).
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Anderson argues that this new approach to black identity and experience addresses
the problems created by a focus on the heroic genius of black people in thelestagginst
oppression. He claims that when black scholars make suffering, rebellion, andlsurvi
essential marks of black experience, it leads to the absurd claim that arhrseblack is
also oppressed. He believes that such a claim trivializes the nature of oppression ma
blacks genuinely experience. This oppression, of course, must be faced; but it must also be
accurately named and described. Anderson maintains that defining race infterms
ontological blackness leads to another kind of limitation for black persons. He conténds tha
defining black consciousness within the binary polarities of white racial idealudplack
racial apologetics admits no possibility of transcendence or mediation frordithectical
boundaries of being, or the blackness that depends on whiteness for it médribeyation
then becomes the assumption of a revolutionary consciousness not real release from
change of the categories that define and create the suffering and appresise first place.
Anderson is concerned for the individual seeking true personal thriving andrfetftlland
he wonders whether individual fulfillment is possible within the confines of ontologica
blackness. Because of the over-emphasis on community and what it means ty lpanteall
of the black community, ontological blackness represses individuality and doekwot al
space for black persons to pursue goods outside of its dialectics even if thdyutemndrthe
person’s fulfilment as an individual. Those who wander too far from authentic black
consciousness often find themselves ostracized.

Anderson maintains that ontological blackness does not and cannot recognize that
real black interests go beyond mere surviving to thriving and flourishing rgdesathat

human flourishing involves cultural fulfillment, which he defines as the integratibaoroén

1 AndersonBeyond Ontological Blackness?.
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social activity with the satisfaction of categorical and reflexive hugoads®* Anderson
believes that a prerequisite for the cultural fulfillment of black people tigrail
transcendence from the binary determinants of racial apologetics. Thiaa@taaean
ignoring or neglecting the negative and difficult aspects of blackdifeit calls on black
theologians to define the black experience as more than this. According to Anderdon, bla
theology must stop focusing on suffering as well as admit the internal diésrantmong
blacks. Black theology must come to recognize the conditions of postmodern North
American life and develop “a new cultural politics of black identity” thatmmegully
relates to if® Anderson argues that “pressing beyond ontological blackness requires Africa
American religious critics to subvert every racial discourse, inclutiieig own that would
bind black subjectivity to the totality of racial identit}*”

Both Alistair Kee and Victor Anderson argue that black identity has become
synonymous with the blackness that whiteness created during modernity foriffeaijlost
of European imperialism and subsequent enslavement of captured Africans. Attloé hear
this white racial ideology is race as a classifying categorydibakoses the qualities of each
individual in a specific race. Kee contends that black is a social and polaicsfact
defined by the political interests of the powerful and as such should be dropped from black
discourse all together. He writes, “[B]lack’ does indeed seem a pedveategory and the
use of the term by blacks would seem to be a form of perversion or self-abuseffittuls di

to imagine how the interests of white oppressors could be better served than by blacks

92 AndersonBeyond Ontological Blacknes®s.

*1pid., 15.

% bid., 85. For Anderson’s proposal for a way amuacial essentialism, see Victor AndersBreative
Exchange: A Constructive Theology of African AnariReligious Experienddlinneapolis: Fortress Press,
2008). For constructive responses to Andersoitisjge, see Anthony B. Pinn, “Bladis, Black Ain’t’: Victor
Anderson, African American Theological Thought, adentity,” Dialog 43 (March 2004): 54-62; and Trevor
Eppehimer, “Victor Anderson’Beyond Ontological Blacknessid James Cone’s Black Theology: A
Discussion,Black Theology} (January 2006): 87-106.
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accepting this politically motivated and socially constructed térnAhderson also
guestions the usefulness of the modern disclosure of blackness, whether frate tfe si
white racial ideology or black racial apologetics. He argues thideneillows for an
adequate appreciation of the complexity of individual identity and neither didowesal
liberation from white racism. Both Kee and Anderson argue for an altogether new

expression of black identity.

1. DISCUSSION

This chapter begins in the assumption that we must seriously engage race ia order
combat racism. It recognizes that in theory and theology race is tesatesbcial
construction, invented in time and place. It demonstrates how using construction as a
organizing principle can serve as a tool for theology to explore differenteb@dirace
through reflection on the various meanings given to this construction. Differenses ex
about what this construction is and how it should be approached. There are differerg answer
to the questions of who constructs, what meaning of race do they construct, why do they
construct, and how and should constructions be changed. An exploration of these answers
allows for a better appreciation of the complexity of race. This explorati@tetelps
theologians navigate the diverse reality of race as well as their owy tifeace. Since
race influences how we think and how we act, theologians must become conscious of their
own racial beliefs.

Thinking of race as a construction invites theologians to reflect on who cosstruct
race, how this is done, and for what purpose. Most agree that, historically, powetésl whi

constructed race in terms of black and white to meet the needs of slavery. However

% Kee, The Rise and Demise of Black Theoldis2.
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theologians must reflect on how this relates to current understandings and asessoice
race is never constructed once and for all. Some argue that powerful whisel ar
constructing race and that our state and economic structures support this gonstruct
Theology must also attend to how the black community and other communities have and do
construct race as well as how each person constructs race in their owrhéfe
constructions can be positive or negative depictions of human beings and result imdacist a
nonracist ways of life. Race is constructed for specific purposes that inlcidppression
and exploitation of people of color for the advantage and continued dominance of those
deemed white. Race has been used to meet the needs of our national economictsystem. |
has been used as a tool to support European imperialism and democratic exclussn. It ha
been employed to make and counter claims of white racist ideology. Race adsotiser
purpose of uniting people in shared worldviews and perspectives, which create group
identity. In the U.S., race has been a social construct based on skin color, which makes
sweeping generalizations about what it means to have this skin color. Racegtseuti
black theologians claim that any racial construction is a conscious chogtkdrathe core
beliefs of the constructing agent. This construction is accomplished through the
establishment of a narrative that situates specific traits within gpkodies and animates
and influences human interactions. Human relations both create and are crestadtbres
of race.

In the U.S., race has been and continues to be an essential aspect of identity. The
theologians and theorists included in this chapter disagree about whether fhositsva or
negative aspect of our contemporary culture. James Cone contends that race &as been

negative aspect of American culture but because it is a choice based on our lhaliefs a
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human living we can change our racial identity to be a positive force. Those ady@rati
approach to race as historical legacy also recognize the relationalreardid character of
identity and challenge us to reconstruct our inherited racial understamntimgslations of
equality. Black Catholic theologians underscore the idea that identity is ab&ut one
community and culture and that our ongoing participation in its story continues to form our
racial identities. Dwight Hopkins argues that we need to shift our understaondlidgstity
from where we fit into the current capitalist system to how we can all unifuglio a new
common wealth. Victor Anderson most notably argues that human identity is morexompl
than just race and that identity shifts if we attend to different aspeittsBé#cause race has
always been a negative aspect of identity and continues to limit the individudiydeates a
shift away from it in African American discourse.

Treating race as a construction attends to the fact that it has been inmdntexland
space; it depends on its context and the history of its context. What race méand.fa. tis
not what it means in other societies, but this does not negate the importance of race for
theology done in the U.S. nor its influence on how the U.S. acts in the international arena.
James Cone focuses on the struggles of the black community throughout its history in the
U.S. with a special focus on the meaning and importance of the Civil Rights akd Blac
Power Movements for Christian theology. Those who understand race as histgacgl le
call attention to the racial stereotypes that pervade U.S. culture. Dwightridaiallenges
theologians to understand how the U.S. participates in global monopoly capitalism and what
its views on race mean for people of color around the world. Alistair Kee and Victor
Anderson recognize that our racial discourse is changing in and for our postmodext cont

They argue that black life, like all life, is ambiguous and diverse. Advocasggpaaching
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race as culture also call attention to the diversity of persons who live withgroups
defined as black and white.

Any understanding of the context in which theology is being done must appreciate
and understand the history of this context. Our past forms our bodies, our worldviews, which
are intimately connected to our bodies, and our ideas about each other. Race in terms of
black and white is the historical legacy of the United States. Theologiahsppusciate the
American institution of slavery, the continued discrimination based on race thatddligw
and the efforts to combat both institutions. Our bodies have been marked by these
experiences. Our bodies also carry with them the history immigrants aadezhalfricans
brought with them. Racist ideology has been integral to America’s past and undermine
American claims to equality; it has also greatly affected Amer@aristianity.

U.S. racist ideology, the stereotypes and caricatures it created] as i stories,
songs, and discourses formed to combat it all construct race. Theologians muigait@ves
the narratives that created and sustain racism as well as those that toAe&mi and
Winant warn, discussion of race reveals it to be much more complex than usually thought
and in it one must contend with many areas of human thinking. Not only do theologians
need to explore Christian narratives and theology that have been employed to suigport rac
constructions and institutions, but also those of science and law. The approach to race as
culture invites sociological and cultural investigations of the stories, songsfeand |
communities that construct race. Dwight Hopkins calls on theologians to exambedigfie
and practices of capitalism and the discourse of neoliberalism. Remembetriagéha
continues to be constructed, contemporary as well as historical texts mustidednal

discourse about race.
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Of course, Christian theologians are most concerned with the importance arrace f
Christian theology. Theological anthropology is concerned with who we are acallace
to be in relation to our ideas about God. Christian theological anthropology addnesses t
guestion of how the inbreaking of God into the world as a human being affects body-persons
as well as the community of bodies that is the Church. The work of theologians in this
chapter investigated how race is related to Christian identity and how weddreeait.
Theologians cannot ignore such an important bodily reality as race in a religice w
central belief concerns the human body of God. All human bodies embrace categories of
physicality. James Cone argues that how we think about and live these categordes shoul
reflect our central beliefs about God/Christ and how we are to live based on thefse beli
Dwight Hopkins also contends that our purpose must be God’s purpose. This means we must
embody a preferential option for the poor and oppressed and stand with them with our whole
being, including our physical body. In terms of race, theologians suggest we l#aokye
change the meaning of whiteness, embrace the diversity of God’s people, antcftolia
understandings of race for the purpose of combating racism.

Reflection on race is especially important for the Christian Church, wheailesl to
live as the body of Christ. The reality is that the Church has both embraced and fought
against racism; it has both included and excluded people based on race. The Church must
face its own culpability in the construction of race for racist purposes and lvasat
Christ was the center of its life. For Cone this means the Church will aela@hurch
which stands with the poor and oppressed. Hopkins contends that the Church must begin the
formation of a new common wealth that equally shares the earth’s resourceswhbose

understand race as historical legacy contend that all the Church’s pngstsrasters must
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investigate how white supremacy has influenced their own identity and how ithisjem
Race as culture advocates argue that the worship of the Church should embattyrtié/c
diverse bodies that are the Church. The Church can only be a moral voice in thé #vorld i
recognizes its own racism and works to eradicate it. Black theologiansec&htrch to see
the sin of racism and liberation from it as integral to redemption. The purpose ginghan
our attitudes about race is to work toward the establishment of God’s kingdom, which cannot
allow injustice or dominance between persons. Race is a major barrier to plaogfand
the concern of those who wish God’s peace to be with us. To be the Body of Christ on earth,
Christians need a theology that addresses how categories of the body impindesugoal t
Liberation theologies are concerned to construct race in a positive wayldiet falr
all to live fully. James Cone advocates a new way of thinking about race, the repuarafiati
whiteness and the blackness that whiteness created, and a commitment to becachkning bla
imitation of Jesus Christ. Those who study race as historical legadgrcaltultural
transformation that reconstructs whiteness and blackness in order that siédhe Bquality
called for by Christianity and the United States’ founding documents. Advocates of t
approach to race as culture posit that people can come together for common gsiseof |
while maintaining cultural diversity if we respect and appreciate ourelftes. Dwight
Hopkins argues that we can only overcome racism if we embrace peoplesasnpantant
than the accumulation of things. This mindset will help establish racial demaerdanstill
in all a positive sense of self. Victor Anderson and Alistair Kee contend thag¢edea new
racial discourse so that our identities can be different. This discourse mug thaiculture
that created blackness and embrace individual diversity. Specific expessirace may

alter dominant theories of race. Understanding race as a construction ihmiiesce
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changes and is changeable. Race is authored by humans and can be changed by human
efforts. We continue to construct race in how we live today. We can choose to continue to
live race as the historical legacy of slavery and racism or we cageh@se constructions
based on white supremacy. Challenging race involves new ways of looking at and living
reality and creates new possibilities for being. These may includerdisigaur very

notions of race.

IV.  CONCLUSION

Just as in the previous chapter, reflecting on bodily construction leads to questions
about bodily expression. Racial identity expresses many things. The theslwgihis
chapter argued that race expresses our beliefs about God and what itareaashristian,
our history, our culture and heritage, our beliefs about justice, our diversity as humgs) bei
oppression, dominance, exclusion, as well as our inability to get beyond race. White and
black are not obvious terms but have varying meanings depending on the interpreter.
Theology cannot assume any common understanding but must investigate their diverse
interpretations as well as their interrelationships. This interpretatish mot only include
what history has said these identities mean but also how persons with thesesdentiti
describe them. This investigation is crucial to balance group identity Witbxpeession.
Black and white will mean different things to different people. Individualsessptheir race
differently. This expression may follow from group self-expression or challdveyr
assumed communal identity.

Bringing together the ideas of the body as construction and the body as expressio

starts the process of thinking about the body as symbol, a constructed and exprakiyve r



145

which can bring together theories of sex/gender and race for a morest®thgblogical
anthropology. Investigating theories of sex/gender and race is an impogisiefr to
appreciating how the human body in its specificity is an important theologerakt But
sex/gender and race are not independent variables. A fuller appreciation egtnagrand
significance of the body for human living must involve discourse that brings thetheénge
In the next chapter | will begin to explore how race and sex/gender integiersetd

influence the meaning of each other.
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And we know that what our minds forget our bodies remember. The body is central to our
being. The history of the African American ordeal of pain and pleasure is irsoribar
bodies.
Linda E. Thomas, “Womanist Theology, Epistemology, and a New Anthropological
Paradigm®

CHAPTER 4 WOMANIST THEOLOGY AND THE BODY

INTRODUCTION

Part | of this dissertation addressed sex/gender and race separatelrito engage
different theories about these categorizations of bodily materiality.|IPaiigs race and
sex/gender together in its consideration of the materiality of the body .sHiftibrings to
light important considerations for theological reflection on the body in its spacifBy
shifting attention to the whole person rather than one variable of bodied identityhapisrc
recognizes that many intersections of identity make up human living. Thesenationis of
bodily categorizations create unique identities for those who are and live themstruction
as a conceptual concept continues to be helpful to understand and trace the histotgal eve
and language that create and affect unique identities. However, consideragicdsa be
given to the discourses of the groups that are these identities, often unnoticsel @fuitse
group. These group discourses may paint a very different picture of the seltanderg of
the group despite the affect of social constructions that wish to define thernerBtgbn of
group discourses includes attention to individual voices within the group. These voices
reveal the various realities existing within the group itself, whichnadpend on ever more
specific identity or body markers. Womanist theology is a discourse that togegher

sex/gender and race and illustrates what attention to multiple bodily categoms means

! Linda E. Thomas, “Womanist Theology, Epistemologyd a New Anthropological Paradigm,”liiving
Stones in the Household of God: The Legacy andréwiBlack Theologyed. Linda E. Thomas (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2004), 41.
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for theological anthropology. Womanist theology continues to use construction as a helpful
conceptual tool to think about identity, but it also stresses the importance of attending t
group and individual expressions of identity. This balance of construction and exprgssion i
the heart of my proposal of the body as symbol, which | will flesh out in the next chapter
The balance of community and individuality, of the social construction and personal
expression of identity, is continually found in black feminist and womanist theory. | turn
here to the work of Patricia Hill Collins to give a brief introduction to this th&ory.
Womanist scholars attend to black women as whole persons that navigate life mithin a
American society built on their exploitation and within the black female contyntnait
provides a more positive self-image to help them face this challenge. ohhanwet project
starts with the exploration of the juncture of sex/gender and race, but recobaifad that
living the combination of black race and female sex/gender has historicallyaated with
economic instability and sexual abuse. Womanist scholarship illustratesyhaiarker of
materiality that seeks to define group identity is a dependent variable ballasgects of
identity intersect and influence each otfiekny combination of identity markers creates a

unique experience and perspective.

2| rely mostly on Patricia Hill CollinsBlack Feminist Thought: Knowledge, Consciousnessthe Politics of
Empowerment| use the term womanist in this chapter evemghadHill Collins uses the term black feminist,
since what | present would be accepted as founthdtio womanist work as well, and womanist theol@agthe
focus of this chapter. See my discussion of theadeations of black feminist and womanist in Chafitef
this dissertation. Hill Collins is aware that giresents black feminist thought as overly coher&fite does
this purposefully in response to the challengepaditical and intellectual fronts that questiondideminist
theory’s right to exist. Recognizing that she fuesised on the pieces of the mosaic, she writdsstteahopes
to see other volumes emerge which will be moreinglto present black feminist thought as a shiftimgsaic
of competing ideas and interests, emphasizingigjerttures distinguishing the pieces of the mofaim one
another. Hill CollinsBlack Feminist Thoughtjii-ix. One such example of work that focusestioa diversity
of womanist thought is Stacy M. Floyd-Thomas, &keper Shades of Purple: Womanism in Religion and
Society

¥ Womanists are not the only scholars that recoghiaesex/gender and race intersect with othettiggen
markers. The work of Judith Butler and John Phuhtluded in Chapter 2 of this dissertation, gmalthe role
of sexuality in the formation of bodies. In Chapd explored how Dwight Hopkins’ work considers
economic realities as intimately tied to questiohsace. Womanists have begun to add to this ¢jstand
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Womanists argue that African American women did not and do not simply share in
the experiences of black men and white women, the simple addition of troubleseraadac
sex/gender. Race and sex/gender intersect in the experience of black wdmezrate a
unique identity. Collectively, African American women represent a unique pavepEom
which to view life in the United States and theorize about it. Patricia HilinSgibints out
two aspects of this unique location. First, African American women have and ofterueonti
to live in all-black communities, which carry on the traditions of African Acagriculture
that traces its roots to African cosmologies and epistemology rather dsnahWestern
Europe. Second, African American women have often found themselves working within
white spaces and forced to learn and sometimes adopt the rules of the dominaninsociety
order to survive, but simultaneously marginalized in and by this society. Hilh€olli
describes this as the black woman'’s “outsider-within” posftiathether as domestic
workers or academics or any of a number of employment situations, the meyr@iliaak
women experience provides a distinct angle of vision on civil, political, and citelle
situations.

Womanist scholarship focuses on the unique experiences of black women, both
individual stories and traditions within the group as a whole. Both analyses of idesadity |
to a consideration of the power dynamics that affect these experiences amdahe s
constructions that want to define black women as a group. Womanists’ attention to the

intersecting oppressions black women experience moves them to a furtnéragian of the

religious difference. See Audre Lorde, “Age, RaCkass, and Sex: Women Redefining Difference Sister
Outsider: Essays and Speech&adre Lorde (Trumansburg, NY: The Crossing Pr&884); Debra
Mubashshir Majeed, “Womanism Encounters Islam: Ashn Scholar Considers the Efficacy of a Method
Rooted in the Academy and the Church,Dieeper Shades of Purpl@8-53; and Melanie L. Harris,
“Womanist Humanism: A New Hermeneutic,” reeper Shades of Purpl211-25.

* See Patricia Hill Collins, “Learning from the Oidisr Within: The Sociological Significance of Black
Feminist Thought,” ilust Methods: An Interdisciplinary Feminist Readsd. Alison M. Jaggar (Boulder, CO:
Paradigm Publishers, 2008), 308-19.
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matrix of domination within which these intersecting oppressions originatdpgeaad are
contained. A central theme and critical aspect of womanist scholarship i€eregagvith
the images of black women society has created to control them. Womanistszedbagt
controlling images such as Mammy, matriarch, welfare mother, and Jezidbde! power
relations and justify the very existence of intersecting oppressions. Testlikse
controlling images, womanists must analyze the history and narratives ottalecentext
that have shaped black women’s identity.

Womanists point out that black female identity means one thing to societget la
but quite another thing to black women themselves. Womanist theology and theory do not
stop by analyzing how intersecting oppressions construct black femaleyide this
country. They also attend to the testimonies of African American women whakiregna
“way out of no way.” This attention to African American women themselves \sisds
the different reality and identity that these women create for themseibas the context of
oppression and negative constructions. This counter-discourse expresses something beyond
and in spite of these constructions. Attention to the counter-discourses of black wome
themselves reveals that most black women do not define themselves witbaihtesting
images since they do not reflect how they know themselves or each other. Hilk Goites
that black women must “jump outside the frames and systems authorities provideadad c
their own frame” for stimulating positive self-definitionThese new frames and systems are

created in the discourse between and among black women themselves. Tiba thdi

® Hill Collins, Black Feminist Thoughfl00. This work is often done in the safe spatask women create for
themselves and each other. The safe spaces ih Wilsick women examine the issues of their livesfaster
the conditions of independent self-definition aosvrunder attack as “separatist,” “essentialistd anti-
democratic. Hill Collins posits that one reasoesth safe spaces are so threatening to those whexéheded,
and so routinely castigated by them, is that spéees are free of surveillance by more powerfuligso Hill
Collins, Black Feminist Thoughfi11.
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sharing experiences and collecting and passing on wisdom about thesenegpearel acts
of resistance in response to them constitutes the long-standing AfricarcAma&omen’s
intellectual traditior?.

The specifics of this tradition are not uniformly shared by all African Acagr
women. Although African American women face common challenges, they do not all
respond to these challenges in the same way. Hill Collins writes, “Theoesssential or
archetypal black woman whose experiences stand as normal, normative, elng ther
authentic.” Individual black women find their voices in their own unique way. They
connect to the larger black women’s community for support and to collectively work for
change, but they remain an individual within it. This individuality is based on how
intersecting oppressions have affected the individual. Attending to the variassatitns
of identity categories reveals diverse and individual body-persons andieEothe
diversity present in any group. By addressing many aspects of human idealitging
race, sex/gender, class, sexuality, and religious pluralism, womartsgnizes that
individual persons face different realities as these categoriesaatepecifically in their
lives. Womanists point out that just as white men, white women, black men and black
women all differ from each other, so too is there diversity within each grodgding the
collectivity of black women. Contending with poverty or a denigrated sexustdyes
differences and fissures among those who identify as African Americai@mo
Investigating African American women'’s identity points to the reality ¢évary person’s

identity is always more complex and unique the closer you attend to them as individuals

® Hill Collins, Black Feminist ThoughB. She writes that the invisibility of this titidn in the larger social and
academic society is neither academic nor benitgisuppression is part of the maintenance of cusecial
inequalities. It also presents black women adngltollaborators in their own victimization sintey
apparently say and do nothing about it.

" bid., 28.
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Black feminist and womanist work embraces the importance of individualitynwith
community and emphasizes self-expression in its treatment of identitiieabddy.
Womanist scholars contend that change happens in this self-expression that contest
traditional constructions of black female identity. This self-definitiordasts black
women'’s power as human subjects. In their rearticulation of themselves is the@owe
rearticulate their social realities. By resisting and challengontrolling images, black
women protest the power relations that underlie these images. Hill Colltes #rat, “when
black women define ourselves, we clearly reject the assumption that thoseionposit
granting them the authority to interpret our reality are entitled to dd &h& contends that
this empowerment is the first step in resisting oppressive institutionsk fBlamist thought
recognizes that oppression cannot be reduced to one fundamental type and that oppressions
such as race and gender or sexuality and nation work together in producing injustice.
Womanist scholarship includes a thorough investigation of the social construdbiaclof
female identity for the purpose of oppression and dominatioia witness to the real black

women who know another image of self that is revealed in their individual life stories

Structure of Chapter

This chapter explores bodily identity from womanist perspective. Womanist work
encourages an approach to the body that addresses the construction of bodilyndeality a
attends to the life stories and individual first-person expressions of ideWtiynanists hold
in tension communal identity, which is often based in historical constructions, and individual
identity, which is the unique reality of the self. Womanists employ the idea of wdrcstr

in their investigation of the lives of African American women to tease out theugaaispects

8 Hill Collins, Black Feminist Thoughi.14.
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of black female identity. Thinking of identity as a construction addresses himus/ar
historical events and narratives have and continue to shape African American sbovesn’
Womanists give equal attention to the specific group’s expression of identitgllaas
individual expressions within the group.

| use Delores Williams’ tex®isters in the Wilderness: The Challenge of Womanist
God-Talkto provide the structure for this chaptewilliams’ work explores how black
female identity has been constructed through the forced and coerced use abtnent
reproduction. Williams uses the theme of surrogacy to organize her analysigcahAf
American women'’s historical experience. Surrogacy can be defined as functiothieg
place of someone else. In the history of African American women in this countirgmg
identifies two kinds of surrogacy experience. The first was the coanoedjacy of
antebellum America when people and systems more powerful than black people forked blac
women to function in roles that ordinarily would have been filled by someon¥ eleese
surrogacy roles could not be refused. After the Civil War that brought freedomawezhsl|
African Americans, black people tried to determine for whom or what black women would
notstand in place. However, even though black women could exercise choice in refusing
surrogate roles, social pressures and realities often influenced and lingitepower to

choose full emancipation from all surrogacy roles. For this reason, Willlestsibes this

° Delores S. WilliamsSisters in the Wilderness: The Challenge of Worh&usl-Talk Williams’ text is used
because it is a signal text for womanist theolo@illiams describes her work in the following mann& his
book is representative of the first step in thehmdtof womanist theology: to provide pieces of faud of
vision subjected to the critical reflection of tharticular theologian,” WilliamsSisters in the Wilderness2. |
use it to provide “pieces of fact and of vision” which other womanist theologians have built argntse
concerning the identity and life experiences ofiégsn American women. | believe Williams’ text da@ used
as a tool for this work on bodily identity witholiaving to employ her entire theology. For exampies can
use it as a tool without having to accept herquigi of atonement. For an analysis of Williams’ kyaee
Diane M. Stewart, “Womanist God-Talk on the Cuttibdge of Theology and Black Religious Studies:
Assessing the Contribution of Delores Williambfiion Seminary Quarterly Revieéy8, no.3-4 (2004): 65-83.
9 williams, Sisters in the Wildernesg0.
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surrogacy experience as voluntary though pressured. Her theology pdsekfemale
identity as forged within intersecting systems of oppression. Her work outlimeblack
women'’s nurturance, physical labor, and sexuality have been exploited. Heér initia
investigation of the intersection of sex/gender and race in black womesrsddads to the
necessary consideration of class and sexuality. | follow Williams’ teadrisider how
approaching the many identity markers of human living lead to a considerationboidtyhe
that incorporates the social construction of identity as well as unique commdnal a

individual expressions of identity.

Il. BODILY IDENTITY IN WOMANIST PERSPECTIVE

Surrogacy and Nurturance: Sex/Gender and Race

Womanist scholarship challenges any approach to the body that focuses exclusively
on race and/or sex/gender since the body is a complex combination of idengtrieate A
focus on how race and sex/gender intersect is just a first step in appgettiatcomplexity
of bodily identity and the experiences that follow from this identity. The waydha and
sex/gender come together in the lives and experiences of African Amefraen cannot be
understood as just being the experience of being female added to the experienog of b
black. It is something different and unique and produces a unique perspective for African
American women that is sometimes in tension with white women and black meranAfric
American women and white women share both the challenge of facing sexism livéisei
and the belief in the full humanity of women, which makes them equal to men. However,
womanists would not affirm an historical solidarity or common experience amamgn in

this country. Womanists challenge white women to explore how they have berfeditte
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the subjugation of African American women and the social structures and standatustby w
this was done and justified. White privilege creates a deep division between whitist®
and women of colot
African American women share with African American men a common slavealult
heritage and the ongoing experience of racism. They share the paihtiylithe&in the
United States skin color makes a difference and has had a lot to do with theirrapskave
and with the continuation of their oppression. Sharing this common heritage of the past and
experience in the present does not mean that all African-American people mashmk
alike. Black women challenge black men to see how sexism pervades the blac&rviaid
recognize how they themselves add to the oppressive forces pressing on black¥vomen.
Delores Williams argues that throughout the history of African Amenoamen in
the United States there have been forces bent on conquering black women’s powar to resi
and rise above obstacles and trouble. She contends that both men and women of the ruling
class as well as some black men have worked to keep black women in the service of othe
people’s needs and goals. These efforts included the production of negative and controlling
images of black women and a narrative that justified their exploitationiakvdlpoints to
the mythology that surrounded the figure of Mammy both before and after entamcipa

Much of the antebellum stereotypes presented Mammy as the positive resuenof, skee

M williams admits that most Anglo-American womerelionly with the illusion of authority and power, iah
is mostly derived from powerful males. She newalghs argues that white males and white femaletheg
often administer the mainline social systems in Aoaethat oppress black women and the black family.
Williams, Sisters in the Wildernes$85.

12 African American women scholars point out thattia black community the fight against racism hasrof
taken precedence over the fight against sexisnilia¥ds writes, “Many black women in the African-Aniean
denominational churches have been duped to bele¥dirst black people must expend all their dffyatting
rid of racial oppression. They have been told kuer the community can work on the oppressiowaren.
Nineteenth century black women like Sojourner Trutirned black women that ‘if the men get their tiglind
women don't, things will be no better for black wemthan they were during slavery.” WillianSisters in
the Wilderness219.
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conversion of some “heathen” black women into “civilized” models of womanhood. In fact,
Mammy was seen as an example of how black women could model the prevaleniavictor
ideals of womanhood, by being maternal, virtuous, asexual, pious, tender, and understanding.
Mammies were thought to embrace and embody white cultural ideals and values.

In antebellum America, many African American women slaves wereddm
perform the role of Mammy. The job of these enslaved black women was to nurture white
families. Mammy was responsible for the care of the white slaveowners’ dnahtae
nurturance of their children. She managed the household, cared for the children, and often
advised about business matters. Even after freedom from bondage, many Afneacaf
women, forced by financial necessity, needed to continue performing the dutiesnofiyv
in the role of domestic worker. In both roles, Mammy and domestic worker, African
American women were thought of as subservient because of their sex/gender andesubs
because of their race. Patriarchy kept them locked to the proper work of women, which
included taking care of the owner’s or employer’s children and keeping his household
running smoothly. Williams argues that this role according to patriarchalsnazlonged to
the white woman/mistress of the household and that the African American woman was
forced and coerced to be the white woman’s surrogate and do the work that she wished to
avoid. Whether as abused slaves or exploited domestic workers, African American wom
have often been forced to put white women’s needs before their own and do the work white
women didn’t want to do or thought was beneath them. Williams contends that in white
women'’s fight to get out of the house and be freed of domestic drudgery, the expdrience o
African American women, who have often been handed these tasks by white women to do

for them, has been ignored and disrespected. Mammies and later domestic wokkers wer
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forced to support white male dominance with their work and to appear to agree atel imita
the ideals and values of white culture. The authority of Mammy or the dowesker in
no way challenged that of the master and mistress; her race kept her subgeboént

Williams argues that the surrogacy roles and images of Mammy and domester
created a strain and tension for African American women in their own commursties
contends that although Mammy’s forced surrogacy in the white household did not lessen her
dedication to her own family, it muddled her relationship with the black community.
Williams writes that Mammy’s tragedy was not that she abandoned her own peofihat but
she was powerless to offer her gifts to black people “on terms they could witepit,
themselves, sliding farther into a system of paternalistic depend€nBe&pite this tension
in the slave community, the nurturing skills of black women were valued by blackftee
emancipation as long as her standing changed to support his male authority ingtatdfof t
the white slaveownéf. Williams writes that apparently the freedmen did not want to
perpetuate a model of authority subordinating black men to black women. It wasltbe goa
the black man to bring notions of black manhood into agreement with the manhood notions
of mainline American culture. Therefore, the black father must been seenexsqurahd
authority of the black family not the black woman. In adopting sexist role definibtatk

men have also been part of conquering black women’s power through violence as well as

13 Williams, Sisters in the Wildernesg3. Despite this, many mammies were involvelibieration efforts on
and beyond the plantation.

14 Even after emancipation, there were efforts tctiooe to force African American women into the mofd
mammy. Williams writes that the Black Mammy Menab\ssociation advocated that the skills of the
mammy, including exerting authority without usurgimower of main authority figures, skill in everiin of
women’s work, diplomat and peacemaker in relatigpestand a person who understood upper-class white
values, were needed by the black community afteameipation, especially if they were to engage & th
process of acculturation in which they became “nvanée,” meaning more mainline American. Williamiso
suggests that the black community itself apparewetigined their respect for the kind of dedicatothe family
that mammies demonstrated. The institution of mgttof the church that developed in some blackatias
after emancipation perhaps has some kinship wétatttebellum mammy tradition. These women had powe
and authority but none that challenged the preacker Williams’ treatment of the post-emancipatiorage of
mammy, see WilliamsSisters in the Wilderness4-81.
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emotional and psychological pressure. Womanists argue that the inordinate demands men
make upon the nurturing capacities of black mothers are destructive for women.

Williams argues that this forced and coerced form of surrogacy has ctedribuhe
formation of negative images of black women that prevail in America to this day. Wamm
the image of black women as perpetual mother figures—religious, fat, a-sexuad, lovi
children better than themselves, self-sacrificing, and giving up seleoofar group
advancement. The mythology and stereotypes of Mammy and wage earner hasl iméophe
the negative depiction of African American women as matriarchs. Thedevidenen are
not respected and criticized for supporting their families and being heads of hous&tads
contends that in black religious institutions, black literature, and black euftrican
American mothers are often portrayed as an impediment to the black nraiggiestor
manhood in America. These women are seen as emasculating to black men and are ofte
blamed for many of the problems that plague the black community. Womanists dnyunter
calling attention to the fact that the continuous devaluation of black fatherhood andlthe plig

of black men is part of the cultural matrix of American soctéty.

15 This conclusion is part of Williams’ analysis ofi¢e Walker'sThe Color Purple Williams contends that
Walker’s work suggests that the exertion of malergroto make sure women meet these demands coestitut
sexism in the black community. WillianSisters in the Wilderness3.

'8 1n her workSexuality and the Black Churdkelly Brown Douglas cites “The Moynihan Report, 1865
report on the “Negro family” by Daniel P. Moynihamho at the time was assistant secretary of labdr a
director of the Office of Policy Planning and Rasban the Johnson administration. The report iegpthat
black women are responsible for the failure of klelgildren to achieve, especially black boys. Tewort
perpetuates the myth that “the crisis of blacktmdiand social life [is] a crisis solely of blaglasculinity....It
is to be repaired by instituting appropriate formfisnasculinity and male authority, intervening le ttamily to
rebuild the race.” It also identifies “Black wonigffailure to conform to the cult of true womanhoods one
fundamental source of Black cultural deficiencihis report directed attention away from the sqcial
economic, and political structures — all of themistand patriarchal — that actually deprived blawn of work
and relegated black women to domestic labor. S&e@iality and the Black Church0-52. Williams’ work
concurs with this assessment. She writes thaitthi€lux Klan came to life to stamp out any maniégiin of
black male power. This attack on black men trifmgpke their place in American society continuetaly. For
example, black working fathers cannot reside witkirtdestitute families if the mother is to recepublic
assistance for the children. Womanists insist bketk women must not be blamed for the racismmieAcan
society and that in fact suffer from it just as mmas black men. Williamsisters in the Wildernes80.
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Womanists turn to their own tradition to explore how sexism and racism have
intersected in their history and its effect on their lives. They attend tedius of black
mothers to black daughters. For example, in Zora Neale Hur3tbaisEyes Were
Watching Godshearticulates a black woman’s analysis of the historical intersection of
sex/gender and race in the lives of black women. She writes of a grandmibtitgehés
granddaughter about her perspective of the world. “Honey de white man is de ruler of
everything as fur as Ah been able tuh find out...So de white man throw down de load and tell
de nigger man tuh pick it up. He pick it up because he have to, but he don't tote it. He hand
it to his womenfolks. De nigger woman is de mule uh de world so fur as Ah can see. Ah
been prayin’ fuh it tuh be different wid you. Lawd, Lawd, Lawd!Through such
expressions, black women explain their experience in their own words. Womaniges cha
both black and white theologians to attend to these expressions if they are to have an
adequate understanding of black female identity created in the ini@nseficsex/gender and
race.

Womanist analysis of the construction of black female identity chakethge
adequacy of the notion of patriarchy that many white feminists espouse tdedercause
of female oppression. Williams contends that as a term to describe black woateios to
the white (male and female) dominated social and economic systems govieemitiges, it
is lacking. It is silent about class-privileged women oppressing women withduisi also
silent about white men and women working to maintain this white supremacy and privilege.
White feminist analysis is often silent about the positive boons that patriaashebtowed

upon many white womelf. Williams contends that overcoming the racist divide between

17 Zora Neale Hurstorheir Eyes Were Watching G@dew York: Harper & Row, 1990), 14.
18 williams, Sisters in the Wildernes$85s.
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womanist theologians and white feminist theologians will require an asalfyie racist
leanings of the secular and religious notions of womanhood in the country and in Christian
tradition. Williams argues that black women and other women of color have beesseppre
by the standards of white womanhood; and that often for women to be assumed to have
humanity at all, it must be white-woman humarityAfrican American women express
different notions of womanhood within the context of their lives.
Williams argues that just as a directed analysis of patriarchy is\aagh, neither is
an exclusive analysis of racism enough. Such analyses are usually silgrttlabk sexism
in all its forms. Williams suggests that African Americans need to conttnagend to how
they describe blackness. She contends that much of the language used to distugglthe s
between blacks and whites assumes an androcentric black history so that blackeeds com
mean black malene$®.As a theologian she challenges the black Church to reflect on its use
of the bible and to spurn patriarchal theology that prohibits women from askingpgaest
and keeps them in a secondary role to men in church and society. Womanists urge the black
Church and community to understand the unique suffering and struggle of AfricarcAmeri
women and to not join the larger society in blaming her for what she had and has to do.
Womanist theologians recognize the unique identity of black women is situated
within the intersection of sex/gender and race. Their attention to the spapiécences of
African American women leads them to understand that black female ydentibre than
just sex/gender and race. Black women know that their history includes strugglestwi
only racism and sexism but also economic marginalization and sexual expioiféhese

experiences both unite and differentiate black women with and from each other. In the

9 williams, Sisters in the Wildernes$83.
2 pid., 158.
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complex intersections of identity categories there are ever more uniqueeegpsiof being

a black woman.

Surrogacy and Physical Labor: Sex/Gender, Race, and Class

The persistent reality of poverty continues to be a common experience if@mAfr
American women. Therefore, to be true to the real-life situation of manyaAfAmerican
women, womanist analysis cannot stop with a critique of sexism and racism, butsoust al
make the connections between these and the structures that keep the majdnitaof
American women poor and/or economically disadvantaged. Womanists recognizashat cl
status is a crucial identity marker in U.S. society. Understanding classas independent
study in womanist discourse, but is understood through its interaction with sex/gedder
race. From the very beginning of black life in this country, race dictatésl @o@nomic
status. Blackness made one a slave; it continues to make many poor. Fromyttiggtver
moment on American soil, African American women found themselves exploitea withi
U.S. economic system. The daily struggles of poor black women today witness to the
continued interaction of sexism, racism, and classism, so womanism employs a tri-
dimensional analysis of this triple oppression. Womanist theologian M. Shawn Copeland
writes that the experiences of African American women are a pivot forifggukefining,
and coding the interaction of sexism, racism and classisghe argues that theologians
interested in liberation cannot rank or order oppression but must see all its exygrassi

their interaction both in the individual and societal realms.

2L M. Shawn Copeland, “The Interaction of Racism,i§®xand Classism in Women’s Exploitation,” in
Women, Work and Povertgds. Elisabeth Schissler Fiorenza and Anne E(Edmburgh: T & T Clark,
1987), 22.
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Through their experience of economic hardship, African American women know that
economic systems also construct how we are known and how we know ourselves. Delores
Williams argues that investigating the history of African Americaysial labor reveals
various ways that sex/gender, race, and class intersect. She begins with mattiien of
slavery originated this tri-dimensional oppression. The debasement of black women has
always been economically important for the U.S. Williams points out thalateetsade
was the primary source of wealth during the colonial period and the work of ke sla
helped build the economic foundation of this country. The debasement of all black people
was important for the success of the U.S. slavocracy. It was believed thasldneed could
not be overworked and were “comparatively insensitive to sufferings that would be
unbearable to white$® For enslaved black women, this justified the practice of forcing
them to do the same work as men in roles usually associated with men.

Not all female slaves were Mammies and forced to nurture white famMest
female slaves were field hands and sex/gender and race interseeeshtlfffor them.

Williams describes the substitution of black female energy for black matgyeas another
example of the forced surrogacy they experienced during slavery. The sulrsbfuti
enslaved women for enslaved men led to the “masculinization” of these slaves wottkei
meaning they lost the gender distinction society made between men and womesmWilli
writes that in the consciousness of many slaves, the masculinization of thefri@male
slaves erased gender boundaries in relation to work. This is reflected eaolst icl some

slaves’ lack of gender distinction in their use of pronouns. They would refer to botle femal

2 williams, Sisters in the Wildernesg0. Williams writes that the aesthetic valueseiipretations of biblical
texts or stories, and the analogies Englishmen rbatigeen African natives and the animals on theient of
Africa helped them arrive at the conclusion thatitegro was less than human and was more akinrab—
like the apes inhabiting Africa. See Willian&isters in the Wilderness2.
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and males slaves as “h&.”The masculinization of their labor bred the idea that black
women were not feminine and did not desire to be so. When compared to white women,
black female slaves were considered to have not only far more physicattstranglso

more capacity for pain than white women. But these women were not comptptatgc

with men. Williams writes that female field hands could not fill the highestablield

slaves and become the slave driver. In addition, these masculinized female fiela/é@nds
thought to be of a lower social class than the female house slaves who usually did"svomen
work.” Williams argues that these female slaves were forced intoldgethey had to

perform and then their suffering in them was justified based on the view ofltkem t
performance of these roles created.

Even after emancipation, African American women often still filled thesraseially
associated with men at that time, including breadwinner and head of household. Ske entere
into these roles because of her economic circumstances. Poverty necessitdtiedk
women work either in the fields or as domestic workers. In the fields, they wouldusti
do the same work as men. As domestic workers, they would do the work that white women
wished to avoid and had the resources to pass off to black women. Poverty and the search
for work often separated families and left black women to support their childiteouivihe
help of men.

Racism has historically undermined the efforts of black people to gainithanc
security. Delores Williams gives an example from postbellum U.S. socéty writes that
even though white men and women had serious labor struggles with each other in Southern
factories after the Civil War, white women and white men together mabilzkeep

manufacturers from hiring black women and black men. Whites joined together, regardle

2 see WilliamsSisters in the Wildernesg5-67.
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of sex/gender or class, to keep African Americans economically andyaafafior. Some
of these tactics were violent. Employers came up with plans to “utilize biacklaite labor
in a reasonably efficient manner while still preserving white suprenespgcially for
disadvantaged whites**

Focusing on the experience of black women, womanist scholars have always made
connections between racism, sexism, and economic exploitation. Frances Bealeantyhe
black feminist article “Double Jeopardy: To Be Black and Femalevesrthat the “system
of capitalism and its afterbirth racism” have always existed contemmrsigen the U.S>
She contends that both narratives are imbued with sexism. Beale challengdisicépi
definitions of women and family. She contends that its sexist and racist modellgfifasn
wreaked havoc in the black community because black people do not fit. The capadbst m
of woman is a bourgeois white model of womanhood and the model of man is the head of
household. Beale argues that the economic system of capitalism seeks tovedaogo a
state of enslavement and defines their labor as surplus and expl@it&aiemost of its
history, capitalist America has defined woman as full-time caregivbietfamily who is
then a mere satellite of her mate. Beale argues that such an existemmomen is sterile
and parasitic and offers her little opportunity to develop herself as an individuadidition,

black men, even after slavery, have and continue to find it difficult to secure ke&iom

2 Wwilliams, Sisters in the Wildernes88. Williams is quoting Gerald David JaynBsanches Without Roots:
Genesis of the Black Working Class in the Amerganth, 1862-188@0New York: Oxford University Press,
1986), 256. Williams writes that as black peopigamized and began to find jobs after the Civil YWhaey
were thrown into fierce competition with poor whgeople. Economic destitution did not inspire whit
Americans to relinquish notions of the inhereneiidrity of blacks and their own inherent supetiariln this
belief, the white North and the white South cangetber. Many poor southern whites had a pathodbgic
fascination with whiteness. This caused many axes to conclude that “it was the poor white mao wias
freed by the war, not the Negroes.” The white memter was also infected with this same white tacia
narcissism, though it did not always express itgsefhassive violence—except for occasional racesrio

% Frances Beale, “Double Jeopardy: To Be Black amidte,” inBlack Theology: A Documentary History
vol. 1, 284.

% Beale, “Double Jeopardy,” 287. Beale originallyote this article in 1970 and indeed things hawenged,
but women are still paid less than men for the samamdx and still face many more obstacles to advaners.
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productive employment. This reality attacks their sense of self dnatithie capitalist
evaluation of men depends on their status as breadwinner. Black women histoneally ha
had to work and in fact are sometimes the breadwinner for the family. Theymaectused
of emasculating black men. Beale contends that too often black men may teptedthe
sexist guidelines about women, but racism prevents them from taking their ate be
white men. She argues that the black community must renounce these ideas of manhood and
womanhood as counter-revolutionary.

Beale argues that capitalism and its class structure give birth to antup&gpacism
and sexism, and calls on black female scholars to address this underlying problem.
Womanists have taken up Beale’s challenge. Womanist scholars recognfigghthmag
classism is a different battle than taking on racism or sexism. Fir$tiofrecludes a
critique of capitalism, which is whole-heartedly embraced by most of the Ucendgen a
country that prides itself on equal rights and equal opportunity for all, it isutiffo even
make the argument for the existence of class structures. However, KatierCin her
articles, “Unearthing Ethical Treasures: The Intrusive Marke8ooial Class” and “Racism
and Economics: The Perspective of Oliver C. Cox,” does ¥oth.true womanist fashion,
she writes about both the realities of class and how to assess our place wthialgnzing
“theoretical” approaches with personal reflection on individual historyladdnse of self
that issues forth from that history.

Cannon’s analysis of class posits that before understanding our own personal place

within U.S. class structures, one must first recognize the reality afitdadf. Cannon

" Katie G. Cannon, “Unearthing Ethical Treasures Tirusive Markers of Social Classhion Seminary
Quarterly Reviewb3, no. 3-4 (1999): 53-64; and “Racism and Ecowsnihe Perspective of Oliver C. Cox,”
in Katie’s Canon: Womanism and the Soul of the Blazk@unity Katie G. Cannon (New York: Continuum,
1995): 144-61.
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argues that knowledge of class is habitually suppressed in this country andetheefalsf
classlessness is promoted. This illusion of classlessness promotes thatidea's social
standing is determined by individual merit and hard work, even though the class position of
one’s family is probably the single most significant determinant of futuressf®cSuccess
according to capitalism is defined in terms of affluence and possessions. Tbtlieagf
the privileged and affluent is established as the norm in U.S. capitalist idédl6gy.
capitalism and its resulting class structure to work and survive, it is imptrtdrihe
majority of people buy into these values and ideology. Even those exploited by the syste
are expected to embrace it and the justifications for their exploitation. Camnites tvat
most people opt to live this parcel of lies and either pose and pass as so-eaileersnof
the muddled middle-class or exist in a state of we-are-all-the-sarstesksess.

Cannon argues that this we-are-all-the-same attitude is dangerous éowtims
possess little resources and limited opportunities, because class is nobyushaney but
our being and sense of self. When a person’s real life does not reflect the prasykrity
affluence of the ruling class, one can develop a sense of nobodiness. Those with higher
economic standing blame the poor for the problems in the U.S., an attack on the very being
of the poor’® Cannon advocates honesty in assessing our place within the U.S. capitalist

order. She argues that each person must apply a fundamental inquiry of class irtdieditors

% Cannon, “Unearthing Ethical Treasures,” 59.

2 Like Dwight Hopkins in the last chapter, Katie @an argues that the influence and control of thiegu
class goes beyond just the economy and manifesié és well in all areas of government. The presshe
ruling class brings to bear on local and natiomalegnment results in their interests being natiqaédicy.
Since the domestic and international arenas aged@pendent, international relations also servéntieeests of
the ruling class. Cannon argues that ambassaddrsamsuls abroad function to bring other natiom$ew the
exploitative hammer of national corporations arat the diplomatic service is regularly overhaulad a
reorganized to support business more efficienige Cannon, “Racism and Economics,” 150-51.

30 cannon, “Unearthing Ethical Treasures,” 63. Canealls attention to John Raines’ idea that farrt@my of
us spend a vast amount of life's energy “lookinganp blaming down.” John Raines, “Class, Classtcuord
Complicity: An Argument for Radical Teaching,” urgished essay. Temple University, 1998.
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areas of their biotext in order to recognize class in one’s own individual life anthlsow
connects to the class structures of the U.S. capitalist political econonsg/prébess invites
each person to claim who they are and where they come from as well aslefh#btey
adopt to survive and succeed in our society. It asks each person to assess ftiseabbelie
the internal worth of humanity and on what they base it.

This process of self-reflection in terms of class will highlight how eactopaelates
to capitalism. Some will be the powerbrokers who benefit from the systee ethérs may
recognize that they are embracing a system that exploits them. Cannonlzagttas self-
reflection is especially important for the black community becaussmas inherent in our
capitalist economic reality. She uses the work of Oliver C. Cox to uncover the
interconnections of racism and capitalism. Cox contends that the exploitationkof blac
people and people of color is an inherent dynamic of capitalism. Racism is about labor
relations. Black people and other people of color have and are intended to continue to
occupy the lowest rungs of the labor hierarchy both domestically and intertigtiona
Cannon writes that chattel slavery was an extreme institutional expres<apitalist
exploitation but demonstrates the frightful principle of capitalism thagrbater the need for
black labor, the greater would be black subjugattoithe suppression and mistreatment of
black people is maintained because it serves the needs of the system.

Cannon concludes from Cox’s analysis that since white supremacy has been

interstructured with our capitalist political economy only the eliminatics adpitalist mode

31 Cox argues that racism provided the moral rat®fa the subjugation and exploitation of blacks as
“inferior” people, but it was their labor power thaad made chattel slavery an irreplaceable ndgdesivhites.
Racism must be viewed as an inherent part of tei Ipalitical economy that is our capitalist system
Domestically, employers will work to depress blagkges, to restrict blacks to poor working condisioand to
limit job opportunities. Globally, African populahs will remain the poorest of the poor. Canri®acism
and Economics,” 146, 148, 157.
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of production can open the way to making racism dysfunctional. She recognizéssthat t
fight against capitalism must be undertaken in the Church and theology as amiionC
writes that the form of Christianity shaped by obeisance to the economictstdras
capitalist system is a new form of Christianity, one that legitimateloation. It is a form
of capitalist Christianity which combines defense of the sanctity of theauo system with
racial and theological conformity. Such Christianity, Cannon argues, ssptratspiritual
person from the bodily person and calls on people to be spiritual and avoid politics. Such a
Christianity has no place in womanist theology.

The racism inherent in capitalism does not always preclude some AfricamcAnse
from achieving middle-class status. As African American life in this cguliversifies in
this manner, womanists have become aware of the classism developing witllackhe
community. Bridgette Hector, in her article “Womanist Model: Crossings@asriers:
Middle-Class Black Women Relating with Inner-City Black Female Mguibserves a
tension growing between black women of different economic class $taSike contends
that class divisions are dividing the black community and leaving it diminisheceasla r
Hector argues that African Americans of different classes do not know dexcraaymore,
and an important first step to unifying against oppression is to tell each otinstdhes so

they can learn about and from each offiem knowing each other outside of the dictates of

32 Bridgette Hector, “Womanist Model: Crossing Cl8ssriers: Middle-Class Black Women Relating with
Inner-City Black Female YouthJournal of the Interdenominational Theological GarR0 (Fall-Spring 2002-
2003): 129-45.

3 Building on Katie Cannon’s observation that thal4ered texture of black life requires moral aggniat
may run contrary to the ethical boundaries of niiaénProtestantism, Hector argues that young urksakb
women'’s lives must be understood in their “partictlife dilemmas. Hector argues that although ynan
middle-class black women believe that intelligeand moral uprightness are developed in institutafns
higher learning, there is much to be learned fronei-city black youth. She first challenges midcliess black
women to understand the moral standards of theirguasisters and respect their plight. She corstémak in
fact the moral standard of the “hood” is commumalisvhich can stand as a powerful counterforce ¢o th
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capitalism, women of different classes can become “empowered cojourners”sniante
stereotypes and establish opportunities for ministry between each‘otvemanist analysis
recognizes that economics both unites black women in their historical baktlpoverty and
divides them in their present economically diverse realities. It is an impedeial marker

that groups and distinguishes bodies.

Surrogacy and Sexuality: Sex/Gender, Race, and Sexuality

In order to give a wholistic account of black female identity, womanistasigp
attends to the sexuality of African American women. Kelly Brown Douglas s&kebe
sexuality and the black community and Church in her [&etuality and the Black Church:
A Womanist Perspectivand concludes that the violation of black sexuality by white culture
is about nothing less than preserving white power in an interlocking systeanisbf saxist,
classist, and heterosexist oppression. Brown Douglas approaches sexuatity teria
synonymous with sex but rather implying a person’s very humanity. She contends that
sexuality is basic to personhood. It compels emotional, affective, sensual, &ndlspir
relationships and involves self-understanding and ways of relating in the worddreenw
and mert> Brown Douglas contends that the exploitation of black sexuality is part of the
overall effort to control black bodies in the support of white patriarchal hegemadig/isT
especially true for black women who are held in lowest regard by whitansatl culture
because they are blaakdfemale. In contrast to the myth of white womanhood, which

“leads men and children to God,” black women are blamed for the depravity of tlee enti

middle-class individualistic mentality that somedaiie-class black women have bought into. Hector,
“Womanist Model: Crossing Class Barriers,” 130-824-35.

3 Hector, “Womanist Model: Crossing Class Barriefis{4.

% Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black ChurcB.
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black community. They are also held responsible for their past and presenaathes
hands of white men. She claims that black sexuality and its attack and haomaetve an
essential function in white culture’s myths, stereotypes, laws, and customs.

The attack on black sexuality began during and as part of the enslavement aof Africa
people. Although according to the racist ideology of the time white men should haed lim
their sexual relations to white women, they continually forced black women to ehdure t
advances and to provide for their sexual “pleastfteThis experience of surrogacy, which
entailed the continued rape of enslaved women, was a constant attack on theteeelf-es
and self-worth. Delores Williams contends that the sexual surrogacy ofeshglamen
contributed to a negative image of black women as “loose, over-sexed, erotieadih r
responsive to the sexual advances of men, especially white’m&mé argues that by
describing the black woman in this way, white society could put the respgiy$isithe
sexual liaisons of slavery upon the “immoral” slave woman, whose “passionaieg nas
supposed to have stemmed from her African heritage. These ideas laid the foundation for a
mythology of black sexuality that helped justify the institution and praatitskvery and
which continue to justify white patriarchal hegemony.

The racist caricatures and stereotypes surrounding blackness portrayehia bed
intrinsic depravity of black persons. The image of the wild and savage Jezshedegao
justify the sexual exploitation of black women by white men. Brown Dougipearthat the

stereotypes and false images surrounding black womanhood provided a gateway and

% The white sexual ideology read, however, thatevhien should have sexual relations with white wofoen
procreation not pleasure—according to the myth lnif@ewomanhood, white women were pious and sexual
only for the purpose of achieving motherhood. BeddNilliams writes that this reality was most detesing
for those female slaves sold for the exclusive psepof being a slaveowner’s mistress. These female
slave/slave-master sexual liaisons were institafiaad through the “fancy trade,” a special kindsiaive
trading involving the sale of beautiful black wonfenthis exclusive purpose. WilliamSijsters in the
Wilderness69.

" williams, Sisters in the Wildernesgo0.
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foundation for the dehumanization of black men. The stereotypes about the lasciviofisness
the black female required a matching mythology for the black makeckBleople were
portrayed as governed by passion and therefore naturally violent. Black woneen wer
described as seductresses of white men and black men as sexual pred#idgesvedmert®
The mythology created about black sexuality has and does support and justifgosmiritd
of black bodies. Brown Douglas contends that the myths employed to justifpiiisic
painted black persons as potential threats to the peace and sanctity of ¢heawlait For
the sake of the white world, these people needed to be conftblled.

Brown Douglas argues that Christian teaching has supported white cuttongfol
of black bodies by giving sexuality authoritative prominence in the denigratiomtiiuper
human beings. Brown Douglas maintains that Western Christian tradition openetievide t
door for the possibility of utilizing sexual practices, or alleged sexual peacts a means
for devaluing and demonizing human beings by associating sexual activitgagsionate,
irrational, and even satanic behavidrWhite Christian society embraced and used this

tradition to place a sacred canopy over their acts of domination and oppression.

% |ronically, both portraits implied that white mand women were erotically attracted to black pesson
Brown Douglas writes that especially the portrdithe black male challenged what it was contrived t
protect—the notion of white male superiority. BroldouglasSexuality and the Black Church6.

9 Their weapons of control, including rape, castratiand lynching, were also part of the overarchiagative
of black and white sexuality. This narrative clatirthat the black woman deserved and wanted rape at
hands of white men. Black men were castrated &xeartise of control as well as to eliminate tleintact
with black women desired by white men. The reasambjustifications for lynching were often the gaved
or invented sexual advances of a black man towavdie woman. Brown Douglas contends that the
phenomenon of lynching exemplifies Michel Foucaulthderstanding of the relationship between sexual
discourse and the exercise of power. Clearly aagxdirected and motivated attack against blackem
bodies, it was a primary weapon employed to coftlatk men and women socially, economically, and
politically. Almost 3000 black people were repditelynched between 1889-1918. It was a reactioa t
perceived threat to white supremacy. See BrownglzaSexuality and the Black Church7-49. For more on
this relationship between discourse and power @ndalent effects on black bodies, see Kelly Brdwouglas,
What's Faith Got To Do With It? Black Bodies/Chast Souls(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2005).

0 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Churc®9. She maintains that Christianity has bednémiced by
aspects of Greek thought that embraced a profoplitchstween the body and the spirit. This “spigiistic
dualism” alienated persons from their sexualityt @&manded the denial of their body-selves. Forenon
how Brown Douglas understands the influenc®latonizedChristianity in the sexualized condemnation of
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Brown Douglas utilizes Michel Foucault’s theory of power with insights fiotaak
female and male social critics in order to address both the reality of theadiem@f black
sexuality and reasons behind'itShe reads Foucault's relational view of power as
originating in and controlled by the hands of people not impersonal or elusivessuat
domination. Through the production of certain forms of knowledge and their deployment
through public discourse, power produces constraints over the bodies and consciences of
people and thereby compels them to behave in certain ways. Foucault arguesithidy se
integral to power because it is central to the regulation of bodies. By questioning and
impugning another’s sexuality, one bolsters their own claim to superiority andssitge
other group’s inferiority. Such distinctions establish justification for the abotrone over
the othef”? By attacking black sexuality, white culture attacks black peoplersytier the
purpose of controlling them. By painting black people as deviant and uncivilized, whi
culture produces and deploys knowledge meant to define black people as inferior,
intrinsically depraved, and in need of control. Brown Douglas argues that the m@oseur
of this mythology is to make white supremacy seem natural, normal, necessary, and
inevitable, and thereby deflect attention from the sinister nature of wiwterp White
culture has benefitted from the control of black bodies, both their reproductive and

productive capacities.

black humanity, see Kelly Brown Douglas, “The Blaghkurch and Homosexuality: The Black and White of
It,” Union Seminary Quarterl$7, no. 1-2 (2003): 32-45; and Brown Dougl&)at’'s Faith Got To Do With It?
Black Bodies/Christian Souls

1 Brown Douglas writes that since Foucault’s thedgrjually ignores matters of race it must be commated
by the work of black scholars. She contends tilabagh Foucault’s analyses sometimes reflectfasseling
androcentric perspective, they do provide an “iasg! view of white patriarchal culture. Brown Dglas,
Sexuality and the Black Church2.

“2 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Church2. She refers to Michel Foucaillhe History of
Sexuality: An Introductionvol. 1.
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Brown Douglas argues that the assault on black sexuality by white dudisire
impeded black people’s ability to love themselves, to love each other in all thegitgive
and to know God. The result of centuries of attack on all aspects of their person, including
their sexuality, is a lowered self-esteem of individual black persons. Atitynabiove self
is an obstacle to loving others. Brown Douglas writes that “the consequenegsalf s
humiliation have left black men and women vulnerable to adopting perceptions of
masculinity and femininity that place them in dysfunctional relationships waah ether and
oblige them to negate the humanity and worth of gay and lesbian persons whose ways of
being challenge their distorted views of sexualiy.Brown Douglas argues that black
people must face the degree to which their perceptions of femininity, mascamdtfamily
have been shaped by and in fact support the ideology of a white, patriarchal, kisterose
culture. She quotes Patricia Hill Collins who writes, “Much of the antagonisitaAf
American women and men feel may stem from an unstated resentment toward Earocent
gender ideology and against one another as enforcers of the dichotomous sex enéimher
the ideology.**

Brown Douglas argues that divesting themselves of this gender ideolddpelpithe
black community better define black freedom as freedom for all blagiee Like many
womanists, she contends that too often black freedom has meant gaining a cedanad sth
“manhood” for black men. This manhood is too often reflective of patriarchal and sexis
norms that equate it with physical strength, independence, and donhafuis. manhood
meant the subjugation of black women and the derision of homosexual persons. Male

homosexuality becomes equated with effeminate behavior and black mothers &k folam

“3 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Church29.
44 1

Ibid., 82.
**Ipid., 103.
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causing it in their sons. Lesbians are often thought of as a betrayal of manhood by simpl
virtue of who they are outside of sexual relationship with black men. In spite ohtss, t
notions of manhood and womanhood are often embraced by the black community. Brown
Douglas posits that one reason may be that in a society where privilege tedamothe

basis of race (namely, whiteness), gender (maleness), and sexuahpeefere
(heterosexuality), heterosexual privilege is virtually the only prieildt black people —
especially black women — can claim in order to move to the c&nter.

Brown Douglas contends that the worst response to the white cultural attackkon blac
sexuality is the silence in the black community concerning their sgxuBrown Douglas
challenges the black Church to engage in a sexual discourse of resistanbas\& counter
discourse to the one white culture has created to describe and construct hlatikyseShe
embraces the theory that discourse constructs us and it is through a disruptiveeligadur
we can chang®. This counter discourse can change interpersonal interactions and
undermine oppressive institutions. Because Brown Douglas proposes this counteraliscours
from a womanist perspective, she advocates dealing with sexuality watimteitsections
with sex/gender, race, and class. She finds precedence for this courdarsdisc the
history of African Americans in this country. She points to the example of the ehslave

African people whose sexuality and persons were continually under assault, butgedb for

“5 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Church04.

“"Ibid., 105. Building on the work of Foucault, stentends that such a discourse would undermine and
expose the power of white culture, render it fragind make it possible to thwart. Strategiedimge and
eliminate structures of domination can then be gusated. Foucault proposes that if the way persslate to
one another on the microlevels of society is attetieen the way power is institutionalized will @alse
changed. See Brown Dougl&exuality and the Black ChurcB8, 20. For more on the development of a
black sexual discourse of resistance, see AbrahaithSThe Bible, the Body and a Black Sexual Discse of
Resistance,” iLoving the Body73-90.
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their own notions of their sexuality that affirmed their personhood and fostereteirgdlin
the community?®

Brown Douglas proposes that this sexual discourse of resistance should have two
main steps that could lead to many positive outcomes. First, it must deconstregutile s
politics of the black community in order to uncover and understand what forces have shaped
black sexuality. Most importantly, according to Brown Douglas, this discouséname
and expose the impact of white culture on black sexuality. Second, the sexual distourse
resistance must be constructive in that it should cultivate more life-enhappngaches and
attitudes concerning black sexuality. Brown Douglas posits that by disgisestuality the
black community could divest itself of its sexism and its homophobia. Both sexism and
homophobia destroy black life. Black feminists and womanists have long proposed to end
the silence about sexism in the black community because sexism is destiautibth black
men and women. Brown Douglas proposes that homophobia is similarly destructive to both

those who perpetuate it and those who suffer from its perpetdtion.

“8 Brown DouglasSexuality and the Black Churcd4. Brown Douglas refers to the work of Hert@utman,
The Black Family in Slavery and Freedom: 1750-1@2&w York: Vintage Books, 1976); John D’Emilio and
Estelle B. Freedmamtimate Matters: A History of Sexuality in Ameri¢dew York: Harper and Row, 1988);
and Robert Staplemtroduction to Black SociologfNew York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976).

“9 Brown Douglas posits that homophobia leads homesepersons to engage in self-destructive behaviors
She quotes Keith Boykin who writes, “With all thiéogts being made to divide minorities, it is imjpemt to
remember that the real enemy is injustice, not etlsbr. Homophobia, not homosexuality, leads skasigians
and gays to engage in risky and self-destructivebiers. Homophobia, not homosexuality, leads n@ny
them away from their families, their communitiesldheir places of worship. And when closeted black
lesbians and gays continue to deceive themselwbsunsuccessful marriages and families, it is hamobja,
not homosexuality, that threatens the survivahefAfrican-American family. The enemy within usiften
more threatening than the enemies surroundinddusthat internal enemy is not homosexuality bather, the
hurtful way we treat one another. Physically, igpaily, and intellectually, blacks are warring agd each
other instead of supporting each other.” Keith BoyOne More River to Cross: Black and Gay in America
(New York: Anchor Books/Doubleday, 1996), 270-1f.addition, Brown Douglas argues that silence &bou
sexuality and the presence of homophobia in pdati¢mpair the black community’s ability to respotadthe
HIV/AIDS crisis. Black persons comprise 12/13%lué population but represent 57% of HIV/AIDS caises
the U.S. See Brown Douglé8exuality and the Black Church06-7.
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Brown Douglas urges the black community to fully understand how the tools of
power have been used against black people, and recognize how they in turn are usiog them
oppress gay and lesbian persons. Like white culture, the black Church invokes bibli
authority for its denouncement of homosexuality and thereby places a sacreg aathop
divine sanction over their views and thereby justifies its oppression of homosexuais Br
Douglas maintains that with such a history of the bible being used againstttbeems
abhorrent for black people to be so steadfast in their use of the bible againstamtker bl
persons. She challenges the black Church to remember how Christianity was upgaito s
their own oppression and therefore develop a hermeneutic that reflects the $tnuggle
freedom it says it embraces. She contends that the black Church needs to relseamine
biblical texts it uses to denounce homosexuality and determine if homophobia is dsiving |
reading of these text§. She calls attention to the first chapter of Genesis that all of God’s
creation was good, including the human body. God is present through our very humanity and
the body is the instrument for divine presence, the means through which God igextinal
our lives. The Incarnation reaffirms another Genesis claim that every humapdisadn is
created in the image of God. Brown Douglas emphasizes that God loves our bodies, all our
bodies. She urges the black community to remember that black bodies are not arpaffront t

God but the means by which black persons enter into loving relationship with eachhdther a

0 Brown Douglas contends that the irony is thatBit#e does not present as clear a position on hemasity
as is often self-righteously asserted. She maistduat the NT shows Jesus to be virtually indéfférabout
matters of sexuality. When discussing sexual ssluie was typically making a wider point. Sherokthat
black biblical scholars need to: (1) identify fdatk people what has been a “biblical traditiortesfor” by
making clear that participation in a biblical tréwih of terror and allegiance to a biblical traglitithat supports
freedom are absolutely incompatible and hypocititi@ urge black people to adopt a consistentrereutic
of suspicion” in relation to the way they use amigdipret the biblical witness by asking does tix $apport
the life and freedom of all black people?; andfif®) ways to communicate the complex and rich ngssd
the scriptural witness on issues surrounding séxual black people in a language and manner trehtains
the integrity of the black biblical oral/aural tidn. See Brown Dougla§exuality and the Black Churc®O,
96.
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with God. She looks to the ministry of Jesus, which was patrtial to justice and the wactims
all oppressions, to justify her goals of tolerance and inclusion. Brown Douglas cathignds
if the black Church really chooses Jesus as the center of its life dnthéntit must also
choose a way of being in the world that includes an appreciation for the sanctity of huma
sexuality and an acknowledgement and acceptance of the rich sexual diversitylackhe

community.

1. WOMANIST PARADIGM

This chapter has teased out examples of how womanist theologians analyze black
female identity from the perspective of black women themselves. Thisana@gognizes a
unique identity for black women formed within the multilayered oppressions they have
collectively experienced. This identity is not monolithic as black women iexggerand
respond to these challenges differently. Markers of class and sexualyl as others
create diversity within the African American female community. Howevemanist
method embraces the claim that a unique theological perspective follows fromdghe uni
experiences that result from black female identity. Womanists identifyearn the stories
of oppressed black women and witness to both their abuse and degradation as well as their
power and hope. Womanist theology explores the exploitation of black women in this
country, but sees how this difficult history has taught them to defy identityacage that
aim to define what a person can and cannot do. Black women are more than what our society
defines them as. Their own stories reveal a counter-discourse about thely alehtie

power structures that affect this identity.
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Many womanists claim that what they offer is not just a unique perspective but a ne
epistemology that creates a new paradigm for doing theology. Ideas hawwdmallitbese
bodies affect ideas. Womanists claim that truth has been reified within idedlogi
formulations that keep white supremacist heteropatriarchy intact and comignue t
marginalization of black wometl. Womanist theologians such as Delores Williams
challenge all theologians to consider how their bodily identity affectsttiemlogy.

Williams contends that a theology’s focus is often the result of whom the tieeolog
identifies with in biblical texts. She suggests that all theologians emngage@omanist
hermeneutic oidentification-ascertainmenn order to discover with whom and with what
events they personally identit§. This will be the result of the theologian’s individual faith
journey and communal influences. She maintains that mainstream white malgitreolo
too often just identify with the patriarchs, that white feminist theologiantareften just
concerned with patriarchy, and that black male theologians identify too thoyauigil
Israel’s election. She suggests that because of their historicalesqsem this country,
African American woman see the oppressed of the oppressed in the biblical stokie
identify with them.

Williams posits that the unique identity and therefore perspective of thegreol
creates different ways of addressing theological themes. Shengeslliberation theology
to expand its theological focus from a too narrow concentration on liberation theemes t
include survival themes. Womanist theology’s identification with the oppressed of the

oppressed brings to light the reality that the oppressed do not always experiehlyce bodi

*1 Floyd-ThomasPeeper Shades of Purpl2-3.
*2Wwilliams, Sisters in the Wildernes$49.
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liberation in the biblical stories or real |if2. It is still important theological work to reflect
on survival issues since oppressed communities must have tools to survive within the
oppression they fight to eliminate. Womanists consider what it means for thesapjpi@s
believe in a God that not only liberates but leaves some in bondage. The gift ofaevelat
sometimes hope and survival tools. Williams claims that this recognition ilengesto
black theology and its exclusive focus on liberafibn.

Williams argues that the womanist method of identifying with the oppresskd of t
oppressed in real life, in the form of black women and their experiences of syrralga
raises serious questions about how Christians are taught to think about redemption through
the image of Jesus on the cross. As a surrogate for sinful humanity, Jesus on seeaness
to redeem humans by enduring torture and death at the hands of cruel, imperialistic,
patriarchal powet> God'’s “love” is therefore manifested in the death of God’s innocent
child. Williams finds this problematic for two reasons. First, it bestows ongaayan
aura of the sacred and may encourage black women to also view their suSesauyeal, as

part of God’s divine plan. Williams contends that as Christians, black women cargsit fo

>3 williams’ work in Sisters in the Wildernegscuses on the survival story of Hagar with whigany African
American women have historically identified. AlttghluGod does not initiate her liberation, God ddes g
Hagar a new vision to find the survival resourdes iseeds where she saw none before. In Hagaris sto
liberation is self-initiated when she runs away apgressor-initiated when she is turned out. Higar,
African American women’s experience does not engpipression and hopelessness; they survive etkayif
are never fully liberated from the forces that &inkeep them down. Williams§isters in the Wildernes$98.
> Wwilliams questions the exclusive emphasis on éiien and the use of the Bible to support the cldiat
God is a God of liberation. She argues that theli@rative strands in the Bible make it diffictdt
understand how it can function today in the way&a@one suggests as a weapon against oppressers. S
maintains that the equivocal messages and/or silabout God'’s liberating power on behalf of non-téeh
female slaves of African descent (i.e., Hagar) domake effective weapons. She further pointstioaitthere
is no clear opposition expressed in the Christaitaiment to the institution of slavery. Williamaintains that
the question for black theology is about its uséhefBible as a source validating its normativénclaf God's
liberating activity on behalf ddll the oppressed. She maintains that building @syaic theology only on the
Exodus and Luke paradigm is to ignore generatidisack history subsequent to slavery. It is tagign the
community and the black theological imaginatioratkind of historical stalemate that denies the ibdiy of
change with regard to the people’s experience af 8w with regard to the possibility of God charggjm
relation to the community. See Willian&isters in the Wildernes$44-47, 151.

% For Williams’ discussion on the doctrine of red¢iop, seeSisters in the Wildernes$61-70.
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the cross, but neither can they glorify it for to do so is to glorify suffermdjt@render their
exploitation sacred and to glorify the sin of defilement. For Williams, thearafdesus on
the cross is the image of human sin in its most desecrated form. It should reminigeus of t
ongoing reality of oppressive systems that continue to attack, mock, and destesy hum
bodies. The existence of this sin and its manifestation in systems of oppression such a
sexism, racism, classism, and heterosexism cannot bring about redemption.

Not all womanists agree with Williams’ theology of redemption, but mamylav
agree with her claim that redemption and the ushering in of the kingdom of God comes about
through the righting of relationships. William contends that if we focus ws'Jés we see
that righting relationships was core to his person and ministry. In this theologyp$ise
becomes a reminder of how humans have tried throughout history to destroy visions of
righting relationships. Womanists claim that the wholeness that Jesus prewthées a
new vision for both individual identity and interpersonal relationships. This process often
involves the transformation of tradition and social relations sanctioned by thecgtatasd
its power dynamics. Williams interprets Jesus’ work as helping peoplarge their old
identities based on inherited cultural meanings for new identities shaped logiés gthics
and worldview. Womanists call on Christians to embark on a similar personal and
communal transformation from identities based on patriarchal, racist, arddextist

meanings to those that embrace equality and inclusion.

V. CONSTRUCTION AND EXPRESSION
Womanist theology contributes important insights to theologizing about the body in

its sexed/gendered and raced reality. Womanists call attention to tHeataait bodies are
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always sexed/gendered and raced at the same time so both identity markdxs must
considered in theological discourse. The intersection of these identity cesegentes
different and unique identities and realities. Womanist theology also rece¢imaedentity
markers beyond sex/gender and race affect the lives of body-persons. lteslwoaceement
away from narrow or essentialized definitions of black and/or female swijeahcluding
black female subjectivity. Womanist consideration of black women'’s histevgarience
recognizes the influence of class and sexuality on black female identiseteahem apart
as a group as well as creates diversity within the group. These insightatadMo@pproach
to the body that recognizes that the identity of body-persons is greatyeafoy how
sex/gender and race intersect in their lives as well as how these tweahteith a plethora
of other identity markers that create unique individual identities. Womanist thaoigey
theological discourse about the body to balance consideration of the socialctmrstf
identity with the unique expression of identity at both the communal and individual levels.
Womanist approaches to the body balance the fact that historical and societal
experiences and language construct our identity and the equally important fact Hrat w
always capable of both embracing and contesting these constructions. Ourrixbalekss i
both the construction of group identity as well as counter-discourses to this domstand
the life stories that individualize identity. Womanists recognize that winieeshacy has
authored language that has defined black female identity for general consumption. But
female black bodies have a language of their fwwWomanist theologians regard this

attention to the discourses of specific communities and individuals as integral to the

* Diana L. Hayes, “Standing in the Shoes My Motherdé: The Making of a Catholic Womanist Theologian,”
in Deeper Shades of Purplg8; Patricia Hill CollinsFighting Words xxi; and Cheryl A. Kirk-Duggan,

“Quilting Relations with Creation: Overcoming, Ggihrough, and Not Being Stuck,” Deeper Shades of
Purple, 177.
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theological enterprise. Rosemarie Harding writes, “Religion is nqilgiandoctrine of faith
or the methods and practices of church, rather it is all the ways we reminlyesicfevho
we really are, in spite of who the temporal powers may say we are. Reafidiow we
situate ourselves, how we understand ourselves, in a particular place and twwsvis-
ultimate reality, vis-a-vis God’?

Just as in the previous explorations of sex/gender and race, womanist theologians use
construction as a useful though limited conceptual tool for exploring and understanding the
unique identity and reality of African American women by teasing out the vaagpexts of
identity that black women experience. Construction can be a limited tool béfcafise
does not attend to the counter-discourses of historically oppressed commumitehase
discourses are rarely known outside of the commuRifgmilie Towns contends that the
images of black life from beyond black life usually keep black peopbbjasts not as
subjects with complex identities and realiti@sWomanist consideration of history includes
both what those outside of the black female community have said about black femalg identit
andwhat they have said about themselves to each other. Central to the womanist approach
to black female identity is the fact that black women are and always have beethan the
constructs of white supremacy have portrayed them to be. Womanist discourseobrings t
light the forces against black women and their own counter-discourse based on tn&iy cult
language, and self-knowledge. Women of African descent have unique experiences and a

narrative about it that is uniquely their own. It is “a narrative of their pensisffort to rise

" Rosemarie Freeney Harding with Rachel Elizabetiuidg, “Hospitality, Haints, and Healing: A Souther
African American Meaning of Religion,” iDeeper Shades of Purpl&00.

%8 Katie Cannon writes that these discourses have hewheard but not unvoiced.” See “Structured Await
Amnesia: As If This True Womanist Story Never Happa,” inDeeper Shades of Purpl21.

%9 Emilie M. Townes, “The Womanist Dancing Mind: Skieg to the Expansiveness of Womanist Discourse,”
in Deeper Shades of Purpl239.
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above and beyond those persons and situations, which attempt to hold theni’dévismd
narrative that helps black women know themselves and how they came to be. Itaigenarr
that is crafted within African American female culture. Womanists etthzs narrative with
the assumption that these women have intimate knowledge of the matrixes of power tha
structure their live§!

Womanists look to anecdotal evidence to speak the truth of the private lives of black
women and liberate and utilize the power of this knowledge. They look to ordinary people’s
reflection on their experiences of gender, race, class, and sexual opptedsiomanism is
based on the right of self-naming and a central tenet of its methodology. Bladk fema
scholars of religion claimed the power of naming and called themselves wtankngving
that changing names can change minds. The power of self-naming refleetcthperson
is a moral agent and a potential agent of change. Through the stories of theenpmes
learn of their power and agency and our worldview changes. These stories asé not |
communal stories but individual stories. By approaching the body in its totality,msmma
recognizes that each body-person is unique. They seek out and call forth the whole self-
expression of individual persofis.

Womanist scholarship claims a respect for individuality and the space eadtuatli

needs to know the self. As individual creations with the stamp afndgo Dej each person

0 Hayes, “Standing in the Shoes My Mother Made,” 57.

®1 Carol B. Duncan, “From ‘Force-Ripe’ to ‘Womanig!i Black Girlhood and African Diasporan Feminist
Consciousness,” iDeeper Shades of Purplg3.

2 M. Shawn Copeland claims that subjugated knowledigerges from ordinary people’s reflection on their
experiences of gender, race, and class oppressioa position she advocates locates womanist fdiomanot
in propositions but in persons, in critically ingog, thinking, probing, reflecting, judging, detid, acting
black women. See Copeland, “A Thinking Margin: Méemanist Movement as Critical Cognitive Praxis,” i
Deeper Shades of Purpl229.

% Shani Settles in her article, “The Sweet Fire ohely: Womanist Visions of Osun as a Methodology of
Emancipation,” describes this whole self as a ldybomposite. She claims that there must emergetaain
respect of an individual's multiplicity in orderrfoeal liberation from the confines of those maskirat limit
and oppress. IDeeper Shades of Purpl&98.
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has their own expression of self and revelations of the divine to bring forth into tlike worl
Katie Cannon argues that womanists, and all theologians really, must bringdifieisps

of their autobiographical context into play because our contextual lens affedtseology.

In other words, we must all tell our stories. These stories include our familatives and

our communal practices. This self-reflection must include who we are and wdre we
becoming. Life can only be accessed through individual persons. Womanists maintain tha
only in knowing the person’s story can you know their understanding of black female
identity and therefore their rendering of womanist scholarship.

The community self-named as womanist is not a homogeneous group and its
narratives are not monolithic. Womanism recognizes that individuals make up comsunit
and they do not lose this individuality by being part of a group. Womanist scholarship
endeavors to negotiate and balance communal identity, which is both historicalcorss
and their contestation, with individual identity, which is the unique reality of eack bla
woman. Although all black women live in the intersection of black race and female
sex/gender, the influences of class, sexuality, age, and religion on idesityimediverse
experiences and form unique persons. Womanism needs this diversity and expangiveness
address the many challenges black women face both in the wider world and athin t
community of womanists themselves. Womanists challenge each other tcheatneltiple
voices, cultures, and experiences of black women. It is not an easy challengadce
diversity within community, but womanists believe it is true to their heritagenacessary

for their future to do s&'

6 Womanist thought as an identity politics mustgtisive of black women'’s religious pluralism. Debra
Mubashshir Majeed’s essay, “Womanism Encounteasrigl she challenges womanists to recognize the
religious diversity of African American women. Shi&ises Katie Cannon and other first-generation
womanists who understood the need to reject amalst womanism which privileged religion or asiyngle
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This attention to individuality does not lead womanists to embrace relaindtihe
ultimate isolation of persons from each other. Womanist discourse revealsethding to
individuality does not preclude community. Although different aspects of human identity
fragment communal identity into different experiences and realities, mistszholarship
teaches that persons are always connected in their sharing of certaeciias of identity
categories. We are connected to others through the very uniqueness of oyraderttite
aspects of it we share with them. Jacquelyn Grant argues that in all dgredroppression,
black women share in the reality of a broader community. They share raax@nguffith
black men; with white women and other Third World women they are victims of sexigin;
with poor blacks and whites, and other Third World peoples, especially women,ahey ar
disproportionately poor. Therefore, in doing their theology, womanists in theirrodioce
the concrete lives of black women are also concerned with broader issues. Geats pes
experience of a black woman as both unique and connected with others. She ctdims tha
is in the context of black women’s experience where the particular connectshupewi
universal.®® Grant continues that this belief that the particular can and does connect up with
the universal is central to Christian belief. She writes that with Jesust Clerie was an
implied universality which made him identify with others—the poor, the woman, the

stranger. Emilie Townes echoes these sentiments when she writes, “Itptomngxthese

spiritually based experience and to allow spacéHemproblematizing of womanist theories so as to
acknowledge, differentiate, and reclaim the divéash journeys and spiritual influences in theelvof African
American women. liDeeper Shades of Purplé3. In “Hospitality, Haints, and Healing,” Rosane Freeney
Harding writes that an openness to and acceptdrtbe diversity of God’s witness in the world isegacy of
the wisdom brought from Africa. She writes, “Indigpus African religions are known for the inclugnof
their worldview—most tend to find ways to absorll @dapt new traditions (even those of conquered and
conquering peoples) into a fundamentally accepimg) essentially flexible whole.” IDeeper Shades of
Purple 113.

% Grant writes, “The theology is potentially wholisbecause the experience out of which it emergéstally
interconnected with other experiences. It is piiadiy liberating because it rests not on one s@rigbue which
could be considered only a middle-class issue agleto one group of people, but it is multi-facetdtus, the
possibility for wholistic theology is more likely.Jacquelyn Grant, “Womanist Theology: Black Wonsen’
Experience as a Source for Doing Theology, Withc&pdreference to Christology,” Black Theology287.
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depths, in taking seriously my particularity—not as a form of essentialism, but as
epistemology—that | can meet and greet others because we are igtacdtatimately
interwoven in our postmodern cultur®."Womanism celebrates community that finds

common ground not sameness, and builds solidarity within diversity.

V. CONCLUSION

Womanism attends to a “specific’ community, namely black women, but offers its
work as a platform and starting point for the liberation of all to wholeness and right
relationships. Diana Hayes hopes that, in time, womanist would be adopted by all vépmen a
unlike feminism, from its beginnings it has been a theology that attempts tootisacally
with issues of race, class, and gender (including sexual orient¥tidie womanist tenet of
critical engagement proclaims the inclusiveness of womanism for black worddfecént
religions and life situations. In addition, it proposes that womanist discour$eosgnt
process “from which other critical discourses might glean directives fogdboroughgoing
research and analysis ‘that seeks to discover and tell what is¥tuei¥ in this spirit that |
have explored womanist theology. Womanism advocates a method based on the belief that
to bring about a future inclusive and representative of all, theologians must tatte
actual experiences of diverse persons. These experiences will help useredhefi it means
to be male and female or black and white or any other combination of identity markers

because they are the stories of how people live these identities. The folloaotgrain the

% Townes, “The Womanist Dancing Mind,” 242.

®” See Hayes, “Standing in the Shoes My Mother Magl&,74.

% Stacey M. Floyd-Thomas, “Introduction,” Deeper Shades of Purplél. She is quoting M. Shawn
Copeland, “A Thinking Margin,” irDeeper Shades of Purple
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body as symbol embraces an approach to the body that balances the social construction of

identity with the discourses of the oppressed and individual expressions of self.
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And the Word became flesh and lived among us...full of grace and truth.
Jn 1:14

CHAPTER 5: THE BODY ASSYMBOL

INTRODUCTION

At the heart of this dissertation is the belief that the human person cannot be or be
known apart from their body. We are body-persons. Our coming to be is a maitializ
Theology needs to consider not only the process of materialization but our mgtasiali
well, including its sexed/gendered and raced aspects. What the previous atioestioto
sex/gender and race and their interconnection in womanism reveal is that theakigy
balance two aspects of materiality in any consideration of the body. Thexsogiest
explore what bodies mean in their specific context as well as investigate agdnesreality
of specific body-persons. The purpose of this chapter is to propose a theological agproach t
the body as symbol that builds on the discourses concerning sex/gender armhrabe f
previous chapters as well as applications of symbol to the body in theological and other
intellectual disciplines.

The first aspect of materiality that is important for theological arabfsihe body-
person is the impact of its context on the meaning of the body. | use construction as an
organizing concept to present different approaches to contemporary meaningsesfdarx/g
and race. Using construction as an organizing principle reveals how both disexpises
the extent to which language and narratives establish norms and regulationshowevhic
know and are our bodies, how history defines and influences bodily identity, and how
changing times change bodies. Investigations of sex/gender and ragetbanstruction as

an organizing principle are helpful for several reasons. They reveahtie aadescriptions
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of sex/gender and race that exist simultaneously in theological and tb&@adetcourses as
well as their application to life and living. They present the diversity of opihetrekists
about these identity categories without deeming one correct and the others Byong
reviewing the multivalent reality of sex/gender and race, these igagshs into sex/gender
and race invite theologians to chart their own theories of these identity deségor

Specific investigations of theories of sex/gender and race are important for
theologians but they are not enough. Isolating sex/gender and race is a gatepfitst
seriously addressing them but theology must recognize and contend with thetfaltt tha
people live both at the same time. Womanist theology is a theological discotirse tha
specifically explores this aspect of human living. Womanist theology wstilimeconcept of
construction in its investigations of the experience of black women. Womanist iheslog
explore how historical events and the narratives and mythology that followedniesm t
events construct black womanhood in this country. They explore how the intersection of
different bodily constructions influences each construction. In addition, womanist
theologians offer two other important insights for any theological asaly®odily identity.
First, womanists point out that the constructions explored in most academic diseoerses
those developed and known by those with power in our society. Womanists call upon
theologians to also attend to the counter-discourses developed by those who trigditional
have had no power in society or academia. Black womanhood means different things to
those who have traditionally oppressed black women as opposed to black women themselves

Second, womanist theologians recognize that black womanhood is not a monolithic

| recognize that it is difficult for some theolagi to embrace the idea of construction as ayedfior them, a
constructed sex/gender or race is an illusions hy intention to propose construction nottesanswer for
thinking about sex/gender or race but as an organancept around which to have discussion abimse
identity categories.
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categorization. Womanist discourse addresses issues of class and sératdiaye affected
black female identity as well as differentiated black women from each dBeeause it
begins with the complexity of human identity for any group as well as person, womanist
analysis moves out from race and sex/gender to consider other importany ishankiers.

As a result, womanist scholarship teaches theologians to attend to the individulhleas we
the constructed group.

Womanist theology highlights a second aspect of materiality that is impfotant
theological analysis of the body-person, namely, that each body is thecsyaatify of a
unique individual body-person. Theology must recognize that persons choose how to
understand the constructs of sex/gender and race and their intersection, andépeak a
from this perspective. There are many different frameworks, discoursesgratiorts of
identity, some of which have never been brought into mainstream discussion bec¢hase of
social location of those who embrace the standpoint. Theology must invite and explore
various communal narratives about identity, but it must also recognize that indivitals
be more diverse than the community identity by which they are kAoWre unique
individual at the heart of Christian theology must be included and recognized in thaologic
discourse about the body.

Approaching the body as symbol achieves the balance of the body as construction and
the body as individual expression that is needed for better consideration of sex&yehde
race in theological discourse. The body as symbol embraces both the body asla§ys
context, including the language and history of this context, and as a symbol of the individual

who is the body, including the person’s expression of their context and of their uisisjuene

2 These community identities would include the diéifin of a person as “woman,” “man,” “African
American,” “black woman,” “Caucasian,” etc.
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The body as symbol learns from and builds on ideas running through the previous chapters
on sex/gender, race, and womanism. First, it includes the idea that socio-enldusacio-
historical contexts and their discourses are articulated and made vishenmateriality we
call race and sex/gender. Second, it allows for the reality that the meahimgdies are
always shifting and changing. The constructions of bodies are not stat@usBdmdies
include individual articulations of identity constructions as well as the unitjeence of the
individuality of the body-person, race and sex/gender as such are continuaily be
reconstituted. Sex/gender and race have ambiguous meanings since there ayepempia
articulating the materiality that is these identity categoridsrdTthe body as symbol
incorporates the tension and interconnection between individual identity and comneynal lif
which is central to human identity and theology, especially liberation discourses

The concept of symbol embraces the insights revealed in the previous investigations
of theories of sex/gender and race, namely that material symbols rediectdntext and
express mystery. The concept of symbol has a long history in theologiaalrdisand has
been used by theologians to describe the body. There is also precedent in othetuialtell
disciplines for thinking of the body in this way. An investigation of Karl Rahner’s
presentation of the body as symbol explores the body as expression, whilesaokdligse
body as symbol in philosophy, anthropology, and sociology promote understanding of the
construction of the body in and by social discourse. Each provides a correctivettrethe
and in their balance is a good approach to the body as symbol. Balancing insights from
theology and other disciplines produces a good tool for a theological considerdtionaf

materiality that properly addresses sex/gender and race. This dppreestigates the body
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as construction, reflecting its social location, and the body as expressiectimgflts unique

expression of its context and its self.

.  SYMBOL

With the concept of symbol, theology already has a tool to reflect on the two aspects
of materiality highlighted by the previous investigations of sex/genderaaed The
concept of symbol applied to the body invites reflection on how its context impacts the
meaning of any body and how the body reveals the unique individual it is. The concept of
symbol addresses how materiality makes immaterial concepts anesgaiésent. Although
the concept of symbol is prevalent in theological discourse, any attempt tngiwaiversal
definition of symbol is almost impossible because of the many understandingatof wh
symbols are and how they function. This ambiguity is what makes symbol such a good tool,
because it invitediscussiorabout bodily materiality and how and what it symbolizes. My
argument that human beings embody and live as symbols relies on certais asfiect
word and concept of symbol, which are specifically helpful for thinking about theibaidy
sexed/gendered and raced reality.

The word “symbol” itself can be traced to the Greelpdairev (Symballein, which

means to throw together or place together. In its basic etymology, thendarakes one

3| rely on the following articles for overviews tife concept of symbol from a theological perspectidiane
Apostolos-Cappadona, “Symbols,”Emcyclopedia of Christianityed. John Bowden (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 2005), 1160-71; David Brown, “Satism,” in The Oxford Companion to Christian
Thought eds. Adrian Hastings et al. (New York : Oxforditnsity Press, 2000), 690-92; William L.
Hendricks, “Symbol,” irA New Handbook of Christian Theologyds. Donald W. Musser and Joseph L. Price
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1992), 467-68; StepHappel, “Symbol,” inThe New Dictionary of Theology
eds. Joseph A. Komonchak, Mary Collins, Dermot Ané (Wilmington, DE: Michael Glazier, 1987), 997-
1002; Jorg Splett, “Symbol,” iBacramentum Mundi: An Encyclopedia of Theolagls. Karl Rahner et al.
(New York: Herder and Herder, 1967), 199-201; ahch® Chambers, “Symbolism, Ecclesiastical, Time

New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knogdeed. Samuel Macauley Jackson (Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker, 1964), 203-12.
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thing, usually material and visible, bringing to mind or representing sometimgusilally
immaterial and unseen. This idea of symbol has been used throughout Christigrtdistor
think about the mystery that materiality makes accessible to us. Theatitgtefithe body
makes present and accessible the very concepts of sex/gender and race asdrtivehpeas

the body. The body is the symbol of these identity concepts and the individual persen. In it
visibility, the body triggers a huge vocabulary and diverse language about thagseaai

give to sex/gender and race. The body simultaneously symbolizes licgjlydtly evoking
historical meanings of sex/gender and race and nonlinguistically byats sbape,

movement, gestures, clothing, and so on. The Greek root of symbol can also mean to
compare. Any body we encounter is compared with our preconceived ideas aboultdsgx/ge
and race. We want to determine if that body complies with or diverges froen thes
assumptive interpretations of sex/gender or race.

In its original Greek formgymballeir), symbols were understood to indicate more
than one meaning, “thrown together” in such a way that one meaning impliesilsr enta
others! Because of their open nature, symbols can be explained in many and sometimes
contradictory ways. A proper appreciation of symbols must embrace their overload in
meaning. They invite exploration and speculation. This multivalent charactenbbkgan
attend to both the complexity and diversity of persons and the complexity and divetisgy of
very notions of sex/gender and race. Human persons are each unique, diverse, social,
oppressed and/or oppressing, agents of change, as well as a combination of mayy identit
markers. In addition, race and sex/gender also exist in multiple wayseavariausly

interpreted in theology, theory, and specific societies. These explanatiostsnsesnoverlap

* Happel, “Symbol,” 997.
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and sometimes contradict each other but all are present in the broad conceptgeatisex/
and race and the bodies that symbolize them.

Symbols are contextual; in other words, the meaning and very existence ofsymbol
depend on their conteXtSymbols communicate to the members of particular cultural or
religious groups who have been taught their proper interpretation through thesmbces
socialization to the group. Symbols function as part of larger social systenearznot be
fully understood in isolation. When it comes to the body, we are all socialized itam cer
understandings of what particular bodies are and mean and what they can do. Tgefdent
any body-person is initially established by bringing together the individuglibaguestion
with the concepts of sex/gender and race that are relevant to the context in ehich w
encounter them. To have a fuller appreciation of the body as a symbol of itseateit,
interpreters must pay attention to and know the language and history of this context,
including its notions of sex/gender and race and how these have shifted over tindyhe
as symbol is also communicating its osetfunderstanding. This meaning may align with
accepted rules of sex/gender and race or may be a counter-discourse to dbmeimest tIn
addition, an interpreter’'s own perspective about sex/gender and race will iefthenc
meaning assigned to any body they encounter or investigate.

Catholic theology embraces the idea that materiality can and does regéaiymy
within the context of its time and space. The Incarnation and the Eucharist biewverse
into direct contact with God in specific places and times and do so through the thought and
language of these contexts. Just as theologians and Church leaders musinréfiec

different cultures embrace alternative liturgical and theologicabsisntheological

® Some suggest that the similarities of certain sylmbround the world have their origin in a common
psychological unconscious shared by all human Iseing
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anthropology must also wrestle with various notions of sex/gender and race, as otakr
concepts of human identity. Christian revelation is historical and interpeesoagd the
symbols that make it present, including the body.

Another use of the original Greek term for symisginbolonrefers to the comparing
or setting together of two things for the purpose of identification. This harkeksdothe
custom of bringing together the two halves of a broken object, called “symbols,” in@rder
establish the identity of one or both of the persons possessing the matching hdbes.
generally, the terrmymboloncould be applied to whatever signified a means of recognition
or identification. The Christian Church has employed this idea of symbol. Inttii®a
era, the liturgical creeds pronounced by candidates at the time of baptisrcaied
symbols’ By professing their belief in formulas that began with “I believe” andrede‘we
believe,” the candidate was recognized as acceptable for baptism and irtcompota the
community. By uttering the Church’s profession of faith, the person was set asidendnce
for all as a Christian and accepted into the community of faith. This personessirprof
the words that formed the community changed the identity of the individual.

The use of the idea of symbol as a token of identity is an important aspect of my
application of it to bodies. Bodies establish individual and communal identity. Each body

symbolizes the unique individual who it is as well as the meaning(s) assignedlyo bodi

® The purpose of the symbols could be for identifyiwo contracting parties, or legitimate guestssseagers
and partners. It originally referred to a coimgyi staff, or tablet, which was cut in half andrtlearried by two
separate parties. Each party kept a piesyifzbolonor symbo) as proof of identity when one or the other
presented their piece. The value of the objecirnaig being united with its other part. Withghoken a guest
or ally could reclaim the rights of friendship ardpitality when the two participants next met.

" The term symbol has been applied to early crefedalulas at least from the third century (e.g. Sty
Cyprian, d. 259) and the Apostles’ Creed was calsgmbol from the fourth century onward. Thesammn
professions of faith were collections or summanyrfolas of dogmatic statements “brought together” as
succinct expressions of basic Christian truthseselcreedal statements, which compress the whié dithe
church into succinct statements, reflect the owerfbf meaning that is inherent in symbols. Thelgtof the
distinctive doctrinal characteristics of church tesds called symbolics.
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categories such as sex/gender and race, which group bodies into distingt sudrsgts.
Being able to identify persons, discerning how to feel about them, and thereby knowing how
to act toward them is an important part of everyday living. Recognition and icksintii are
crucial purposes of the body. Race and sex/gender serve important roles in thisgfroces
identification and reaction. They can trigger feelings of belonging and abdéptor
rejection. These identifying categories may connect people cross-tylasravell as allow
people to live more specific cultural lives. In this way the body allows us to bempen t
others while still forming communal loyaltiés.

The concept of symbol itself allows for different opinions about how symbols
symbolize. The question is to what degree is a symbol the thing it is symbohzing a
what degree is it not. This question also entails discussion about what it means thisitgone
is or represents something else. The history of Christianity’s use bbsyhmas witnessed
periods of belief in a real affinity or correspondence between the visijolesd the
invisible truth and periods of iconoclasm when there was the need to distinguish reverence
for symbols and their worship This “is” vs. “is not” debate can be translated as nature vs.

convention when it comes to bodies. Questions about nature and convention invite

8 The reluctance of some black theologians as wseiéminist theologians to stop using traditionalppressive
categories like black and woman is because theglaceconcepts that rally people for political astand
social change. Symbols are significant for that@&hment of communal experience.

® For example, the early and medieval Church anoldlgéans took a symbolic view of scripture and the
universe as a whole. The time of the Reformatias & period when rationalism and the development of
science were valued and the use of symbols wagesggr. The twentieth century saw a renewed bitarel
attention to symbols. The question for theologiemssidering symbol is whether the symbol represknt
participating in that which it symbolizes or doemanifest Being Itself only in negation, revealthg
discontinuity between symbol and what it manifestsio leading scholars who represent these differen
approaches to symbol are Karl Rahner and PautfillRoger Haight, a theologian who tries to btmggether
their theologies, describes their approaches &xtigfg the “is” vs. “is not” dialectical structudd religious
symbols. Emphasizing the “is,” as Rahner doesirass a continuity between our world and a transeeind
one. Emphasizing the “is not” of symbol focusegenan the disjunction between humans and God. This
theology would use symbol as a way to talk aboatetbing we do not know how to think or talk aboBkbr an
example of this approach to symbol, see Paul Filllynamics of Fait{New York: Harper & Row Publishers,
1957). For more on Haight's analysis of the “igtldis not” aspects of symbol, see Roger Haiflythamics of
Theology(New York: Paulist Press, 1990), 129-45.
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speculation about how materiality symbolizes and what it symbolizes. The bsyylasl
asks the question of whether the body is uttering ahistorical and ontologidadseaid
materializing something natural and innate about human identity, or merelygamand
making present identity constructions based on how certain characiesfatie body have
been historically or conventionally associated with particular persomaalttycapability traits
by specific social context8. Today the “natural” status of sex/gender and race is being
challenged or has been eradicated. Theological discussion of the body mustvalddtess
happens if we change the register of a description from natural, ontologiahistarical to
one that is established by convention or power dynamics. The usefulness of the idea of
symbol in theological discourse about the body includes its invitation to conearahbut
understandings of ontology, how being materializes, what it embodies, and the role of huma
agency in changing any of these.

Thinking of the body as symbol invites critiques of the meanings assigned to the bod
because all symbols must be investigated and questioned. While we are awaralibbt s
shape our lives, at the same time, we question the meaning and intent of socizd), i
economic symbols, all of which are expressed by the body. We must investightdssgot
only to more fully understand them, but also to judge whether those symbols lead us toward
the transformation of society for good or toward ill. Human history has withédsse
expansive use and abuse of symbolic images. Within this conversation about the body as

symbol, interlocutors must remember that symbols elicit not only intelleesigonses but

19 some argue that characteristics of specific sgreslers and races have been tied to “natural” moidesing
and therefore explained as ontological descriptidiar example, there have been and are many #seand
explanations of women'’s reproductive capacitiele female sex and its corresponding feminine gehaes
been described as more nurturing and the rolegressito them often in the capacity of caregiveralbise some
women can birth and nurse children. Africans wiboeight to be less human because they enactededitfe
modes of religion and living than the Europeans wscribed them in this way.
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emotional reactions as well, because symbols are deeply embedded in human litheg and

meaning we attach to it. Debate about the materiality of the body is dfienltbecause of

the emotional connection people have to the meaning they gain from and give to bodies.
The fit of symbol for my approach to the body is evident in the fact that human

beings are body-persons; they are both at the same time physical matterséeribusly

more than that. Bodies are powerful symbols because they can bear more than orge meanin

and evoke a gamut of ideas and responses. Christian theology maintains that human persons

are thamago Deiand therefore the body symbolizes both human and divine mystery.

Neither is exhaustibly expressed in the body, yet neither can be revetlledtwhe body. It

is through the body as symbol that we attain knowledge of the mystery of the human and the

divine that expresses itself in it. Yet at the same time that the bodgnbslgylunges us into

the mystery of being, it also reveals aspects of human history and deteeueryday

actions and policy. The body-person achieves meaning in their context and exjheesses

mystery of the individual who is more than just this context. The immaterial lsioigpétat

is made material in the body is both the constructs of sex/gender and race aipdebsian

of the individuality of the body-person. The body is construction and expression raeall ti

lll. THE BODY AS SYMBOL

The concept of symbol has been used in theology to reflect on the body. Karl
Rahner’s ideas about the body in particular are helpful for theological dis@iase
sex/gender and race. Rahner demonstrates how discourse about the body flows from the
central questions of theology and is inherent in them. His theology of symbol argues tha

expression is essential to being and the body as symbol is first and foremolt the se
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expression of the individual. Rahner’'s emphasis on expression serves as a neectackcorre
to discourse about the body that focuses almost exclusively on the group identity of the
person and loses sight of the unique individual that the body-person is. However, Rahner’s
theology also needs the corrective of discourses that understand the body bhslatim
context since his approach does not address the specificity of the body to which the
categories of sex/gender and race point. The juxtaposition of Rahner’s thebsygnbol

with other theories of the body as symbol creates the balance of the body asi@xamed

the body as construction that is needed to have better theological discoursesigeuider

and race as identity concepts and about the whole body in all its specifiditiedody as
symbol expresses the mystery of the body-person that it reveals as Whella@nstruction of

materiality that informs and is informed by this mystery.

The Body as Expression

Symbol is central to the theology of Karl Rahner. He wrote that “the concept of
symbol is an essential key concept in all theological treatises, withoct wie impossible
to have a correct understanding of the subject-matter of the various treatisaaseltes
and in relation to other treatise€s."Rahner explains that a real theology of the symbol is
based on the fundamental truth of Christianity, namely that God enunciates Goistse|
world through the incarnate Logos. He uses symbol to explain his theology it T
and the Incarnation as well as his theological anthropology that claims that this Hosly

symbolic reality of the human person.

M Karl Rahner, “The Theology of the Symbol,”Theological Investigationsol. 4, ed. Kevin Smith
(Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1966), 245.
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Rahner admits that the word “symbol” has no clear and definite meaning in every
instance and that the very concept of symbol is much more obscure, difficult and ambiguous
than is usually thought. Symbol for Rahner is the highest and most primordial manner in
which one reality renders another present. Rahner argues that the symbol is rahgomet
separate from the symbolized. The symbol contains the reality it represenlisasdrae
other to really be there. He writes, “the symbol is the reality, constibyt¢he thing
symbolized as an inner moment of itself, which reveals and proclaims the thing izgapol
and is itself full of the thing symbolized, being its concrete form of existéAcEor Rahner,
the symbol represents primarily for the thing symbolized itself and onbyndadly for
others.

Rahner’s basic principle in his ontology of symbolism is that all beings ateslry
nature symbolic, because they necessarily “express” themselves inooattairt their own
nature. He posits that all being must express itself. Being achieveprigsgon through
forming something distinct from itself yet one with itself. This expogs® a symbol of the
being. Beings cannot fully express themselves all at one time so theulaptenm their
expression. These plural moments have an inner agreement among themselves on account of
the unity of the being® In its multiplicity, being sees “the other,” a derivative of its unity,
which expresses its unity. In the recognition of the whole in each part or @spreéke
being is made present to itself and finds itself in knowledge and love. Thereforey Rahn
explains the expression or symbol of the being as its self-realization. eilftgertzeds this
“other,” this expression, to be present and to be known by itself and by others. Without the

symbol the being cannot be known at all.

12 Rahner, “The Theology of the Symbol,” 251.
2 1bid., 227.
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The Trinity is the constant background of Rahner’s ontological considerations of
symbol** Rahner argues that communication is intrinsic to God as God is in God's self and
symbol is central to his explanation of this communication. God the Father, in ordamto att
[his] proper nature, expresses self and possesses self in the other. The lo¢hiatiser’s
self-expression and therefore shares the Father’s be-ing. This otieeLsgbs, the second
person of the Trinity. The Logos is the perfect symbol of the Father. What isurocated
within the Godhead is the essence of God. This divine essence is communicated in three
manners, since expression of being is multiple. The Father as the unerngatdiates self
to self. The Son is the one who is in truth uttered for self, and the Spirit is the one who is
received and accepted in love for self. This communication is the divine act of self-
possession in knowledge and love. Here is the perfection of unity in multipliciti ainaier
understands as the ground of all being. This is Rahner’s first proposition about syntbol; tha
through symbols we express self and therefore possess self. We commumsicatelii for
ourselves.

Secondarily, symbols allow beings to be known by others. This idea is also rooted in
Rahner’s Trinitarian theology. He argues that because God must expresséiadisardly
in order to possess self in the other and therefore attain God’s own nature, thenstiel pote
and capacity for God to be known outwardly and by others. God is known outwardly by the
same “other” by which God possesses God’s self, namely the Word. The content of God’s
communication is God’s self. God is the giver and gift of the communication i®atiner

maintains that how God is with us in and through this self-communication is how God is in

14 For a full exposition of Rahner’s trinitarian thegy, see Karl RahneT,he Trinity trans. Joseph Donceel
(New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 1998).
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God’s self because it is Godiglfcommunication> For Rahner, this self-communication of
God is a real ontological communication which gives real knowledge and tleeirefadres
real relation to what is known. That is why his basic Trinitarian axiom ighbat
“‘economic” Trinity is the “immanent” Trinity and the “immanent” Trinitythe “economic”
Trinity.*® The relationship that Jesus Christ revealed to us through the historic event of the
Incarnation reveals the real relation of the Father and Son as they are iR&wour
contends that God has made God’s self known as triune, a unity and multiplicity titheis a
heart of his understanding of symbol.

Rahner contends that in the same way as Trinitarian belief is best understool throug
a theology of symbol so are Christological tenets. Because being espitesH, the Word
must also express self in “the other.” This other is the humanity of Jesus ®hicst
shares the be-ing of the Logos. Jesus’ humanity is the symbol of the Logosptite sec
person of the Trinity, and as the symbolic reality of the Logos, the seléslisel of the
Logos. Rahner maintains that each person of the Trinity communicatesceetfiag to
their personal peculiarity, that is, according to and in virtue of their mututibredd’ Since
only the Logos became human, we must believe that only the Son, in [his] pecabagiiy,
could become incarnat&. Only then could the mission of the Son tell us anything about the
Logos. In this human symbol, the concrete symbol of the Logos, God is expressed and is
known by the world. The fact that the second person of the Trinity expressescsedted

reality has consequences for all created reality. Rahner argtiesetkaow human being in

15 Rahner;The Trinity 101.

'®bid., 22.

" bid., 35.

18 Rahner, “The Theology of Symbol,” 238.
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reference to divine self-communication because there is continuity betvoeleanG
humanity through grace.

Rahner’s theological reflection on being, both divine and human, is based on the
notion of the fundamental knowability of being because being is expressive. The central
symbol by which human beings are known is the body. The human being expresses self as
the body and through the body. Only through its self-expression in the body can the person
acquire self-knowledge and achieve self-fulfilment. In addition, it is onbutiir the body
that the person can make themselves known to others. Therefore, Rahner defines the body as
the symbolic reality of the human being. In Rahner’s theology, to say that théshibd
symbol of the soul means that the soul renders itself present in the body. The soul
determines the body by expressing itself in it. The body becomes the actudligaéty of
the soul, its concrete form of existence. Therefore we can talk about cotyasdte
symbol of the unity of the person, which is self-communicated in the body. The person
speaks of self as one self-knowing whole which evokes the unity of one’s being. @ne onl
knows the self in the body.

Rahner’s claim that “the body is the symbol of the soul, in as much as it is formed as
the self-realization of the soul*reflects several important considerations for my own
project. First, the bodig the person in that there is no separation between the soul and body.
Rahner writes that reality and its appearance in the flesh are for ever©hestianity,
inconfused and inseparabfe Therefore, Rahner argues that Christian theologians cannot
separate the reality of the person from their materiality in the body ftidhest knowledge

of the spirit is corporeal. According to his theology, people come to be and know thamselve

¥ Rahner, “The Theology of the Symbol,” 247.
0 bid., 252.
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only in their corporeality. This recognition of the importance of corpordalitiuman
living and being is at the heart of my project. There is no person without the body and
sex/gender and race are important aspects of the body and so must be seriodgisedans
theological discourse.

Second, | agree with Rahner’s ontological assumption that being is expreBgive
understanding communication as intrinsic to being, we are able to think about the body as
self-expression. In fact, it is only through the body that persons can exmpeselves,
remembering always that this body is contextualized in time and spa& as whrough the
categories of sex/gender and race. These categories reflect tinafdaeiman identity is not
simple. Like Rahner, | would argue that human self-expression is multiplehexeghtthe
human being is the unity of all these intersecting identity markers. Bewaoss beings
cannot express themselves all at one time, theologians must attend to the messiengr
of the one person, including how sex/gender and race are part of these expressions.

Rahner is again helpful when he states that the body expresses the unity ddhe per
in different ways in its different parts. He contends that the person is known in each pa
the body, although some are more important than othenge certainly see this in how
critical identity aspects are based on specific body parts. For exaeyitgersder is based
on genitalia and race is based on skin color. Other body parts do not matter as muah, i.e., ey
color, hand size, or belly-button configuration. Rahner contends that differences eestrly

in the various “parts” of the body with regard to their power of expression, thegedeyr

2L |n each part of the body is comprised the wholthefperson, Rahner writes, “This prior ontologiaity of
the whole man also appears in each part of the;lasdthe unity unfolds, it projects its proper nfiestation, its
symbol, into the part in question and thus posseisself there as a whole, though not totally.”hRer, “The
Theology of the Symbol,” 248.
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belonging to the soul, their openness of the $olor my purposes this can translate to the
whole person expressing self in their sex/gender or race at one time arttetbéret at
another time or a uniqgue combination of the two at still other instances. This helps
understand the critique of womanists that feminists are not always in soldéhityther
women of color but sometimes more in community with white men based on theirmace. |
each case, the woman in question is expressing herself. Each aspect of ttenkrilolytes

its part to the whole of the symbol and all must be considered in theologicdioefl@c
body-persons?

Another important contribution Rahner makes to thinking about the body as symbol is
his reflection on the unigueness of the body-person. Each body is unique and particular
because it reflects and expresses the uniqueness of the person in and through it. Bhe body i
not merely flesh that all humans share but the real symbol of the unique person. The
relationship of the person with their body is not arbitrary but true to them. Rahtes,wri
“one cannot give another body to a spiritual soul; not only would it express itselédiffer
but it would itself become other or else transform the body into which it was fortcetsi
body.”* Thisbody is symbolic ofhis soul. It is the person’s self-proclamation. What they
are saying in and through the symbol of their body is something real and true about
themselves.

Finally, | agree with Rahner that the body as symbol is the means by which the

person is known by self and by others. His theology of symbol posits that the being posses

22 Rahner, “The Theology of the Symbol,” 249.

23 Rahner writes that “It has always been more ar témarly known that the axiom: the part is only
understandable in the whole, and the whole is it @art, was true above all of the human body. &tiem is
represented even in Scripture, 1 Cor 12:12-26Theology of the Symbol,” 248.

% Rahner, “Priest and Poet,” Ttheological Investigationsol. 3, trans. Karl-H. and Boniface Kruger (New
York: Crossroad, 1982), 295.
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self in knowledge and love in the plurality they create in their symbol. For mycpribjies

means that how one expresses one’s body in terms of sex/gender and race is how one knows
one’s self. A person’s race and/or sex/gender may be a real symbol fortbeneans by

which they realize themselves. This may be different for another person who nkapwot

or express self through the same particular categories. One must beeattehtiw each

person is expressing their body in terms of their race and sex/gender to thenmsetder to

know and understand how the body is communicating this individual to the outside world.
Rahner concludes that persons dohaea symbolic quality; thegre symbols.

Rahner’s importance for theologizing about the body is his emphasis on the body as
an expressive symbol of the unique human person. The person known and knowing self
through the symbol of the body is a singular creation of God. Rahner’s ideas abbalk sy
allows for a pluralism of identity since each body as symbol reflects the unajuelual it
is. This approach to the body as expression needs to be balanced with a strond historica
consciousness and social understanding of human existence in terms of the bodyisRahner
somewhat aware of determinants that affect the body and thereforesbe keown by it as
their self-expression. He posits that although the body does not have any posigm cont
prior to the reality of the soul, it may be influenced by prior determinationgittéémThese
prior determinations of the body affect how the body-person can and does know themselves
and therefore how they are known by others through the symbol of their bodies. For my
proposal, the determinations of what certain aspects of the body such as racgeodsex/
mean would influence the body of the individual person and therefore the reality of the
person known in the sexed/gendered and raced body. These prior determinationft may shi

but at this time in our society certain aspects of the body matter more themasttiéwo of
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which matter most are one’s classification as male or female anel eviperson of color.
Rahner’s insight that the soul determines the body by expressing itselfustibmbalanced
with the idea that the body also determines the soul by being the medium thitaalghtw
expresses itself. | posit that this balance can be achieved by incorporatitigeoiogical
reflection on the body an appreciation and consideration of social context amusiisiction

of bodies.

The Body as Construction

A corrective for the previous theological approach to the body as symbol in the work
of Karl Rahner and in much of traditional theology is to balance its insight that thenbod
general as human materiality expresses the individual soul with an approacbddytas
symbol in other disciplines that considers the body specifically as a productlaatiomr of
its particular context. This section explores how other disciplines speak abdatdy as
symbol with an emphasis on its constructedness within its particular socie@a{tcdntthis
section, | focus on how the body-person is a symbol of the society that forms it. ionse F
Bowie’s workThe Anthropology of Religioss a guide to ideas about the body as symbol in
philosophy, sociology, and anthropologyAs with theology, symbol in other social
sciences is a varied concept with diverse meanings. Bowie describe$e/badsrstands
as two poles of interpretation in the study of symbols. One pole maintains teadrder
intrinsic genetic or psychological mechanisms that generate appeogyrabols. At the
other pole is the doctrine of conventionalism, which contends that symbols and what they

symbolize are arbitrary and based on social agreement. One can borrowdotogy the

% Fiona Bowie, “The Body as Symbol,” chap. ZTine Anthropology of Religion: An Introducti¢®xford:
Blackwell Publishers, 2000), 38-69.
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insight that there are different emphases in the study of symbols on the “issarod™
aspects of them.

Bowie maintains that when considering the body one must always remembee that
are not talking about biologyer se but rather we are speaking of symbolic classification.
Bodies are classified and regulated according to the markers, such asdexéyel race,
that are deemed significant by the surrounding culture. The body is a symbalooftést
embodying and reflecting the beliefs of the culture in which one findgaicuk here on
three ideas about the body as a construct of its social location. Firstdihsyloabolizes its
society; the body and its surrounding culture reflect each other. Second, trebubyto
be and have meaning according to the regulations and control of a particularcaueis. c
Third, the body’s personal expression is related to, influenced by, and an influence on
societal constructions of bodily reality. Throughout this section, | conmes¢ theories of
bodily construction with my previous investigations of sex/gender and race in theoidg
theory. | read liberation theologies concerned with sex/gender and rea¢ afsthis
corrective to traditional theological anthropology.

To suggest that the body is a symbol of its society in that the body and its surrounding
culture reflect each other has two aspects. First, societies, inclulighgn® take cues from
the body and its functions and create meaning systems based on these. Second, the body
symbolizes society by reflecting its structure and beliefs. Thesedmsiderations of the
body create a constant back and forth between materiality and society. Tlhgaoof
cultural rules with the body makes these rules and values appear natural. alio tegpl

aspect of the body as symbol, Bowie turns to the work of Robert Hertz and Mary ©8ugla

% Robert Hertz (1881-1915) was a French sociologigtpil of Emile Durkheim, and some consider hisky
a precursor to Claude Lévi-Strauss’s structuralisis. interpreted the human body as a vehicle fpressing
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Hertz’s work on the concepts of right and left demonstrates how societies havéheakact
that right-handedness is more dominant and married it to beliefs about religiomded ge
role differentiation so that the right has meant good, sacred, creativendifmade, while the
left has symbolized uncleanliness, profanity, death, weakness, and féritéle defamation
of the left has limited the capacities of left-handed individuals who weredaocuse their
right hand and has thereby been a loss to humanity collectively.

The continual interaction between the embodied individual and the social and natural
world of which the individual is a part is also prevalent in the work of Mary Dodglas.
Douglas contends that even the most lowly and intimate of bodily processes caenbbei
most elaborate and metaphysical of interpretations. Douglas’ work sttiessegortance
of the body as a symbol system in which social meanings are encoded and in this way how
body-persons are classified in any system. The body exists as a oiphedérstanding
social structures because it symbolizes these structures. Douglasimpurity reflects
how religious/cultural beliefs are crucial for understanding bodies, clesgstfyem, and

living them. She understands dirt not as a thing-in-itself but as a symbolic gateajor

social values. Bowie concentrates on his essdy ‘Hre-Eminence of the Right Hand: A Study in Relig
Polarity,” which was originally published in 1908datranslated by Rodney NeedhanRight and Left: Essays
on Dual Symbolic ClassificatiofChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1973). ore on Hertz, see Robert
Parkin,The Dark Side of Humanity: The Work of Robert Hand Its LegacyAmsterdam, Netherlands:
Harwood Academic Publishers, 1996). Mary Dougl#¥2(-2007) was a British anthropologist, who i®als
considered a follower of Durkheim and a strong prant of structuralist analysis. Douglas wrotehow
human cultures employ symbols to express theiityeaBowie focuses on Mary DouglaBurity and Danger:
An Analysis of the Concepts of Pollution and TalRaoutledge Classics Ed. (New York: Routledge, 2002
Another important work by Douglas in this aredNetural Symbols: Explorations in Cosmologgv. ed.
(London: Barrie and Jenkins, 1973). For more onddas and her work, see Richard Farddary Douglas:
An Intellectual BiographyNew York: Routledge, 1999).

2" Bowie, “The Body as Symbol,” 42. Many religionsemt bodies and sacred spaces toward the Easeor t
“right” as an orientation toward the sun, the lightid God. Bowie notes that the decrease in thghasis on
right-handedness coincides with an increase inlagzation as well as the lessening of gender role
differentiation, “The Body as Symbol,” 43.

% Bowie, “The Body as Symbol,” 44. Bowie notes thdiile these interrelationships may seem obvious to
many people today, they represented a radical raaxay from a Cartesian view of the universe as a
mechanical object, observed by the rational minthefconscious individual.
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reveals the dualities of order/disorder, being/nonbeing, form/formlessmeskie/death.
Body-persons must be attentive to the purity of their bodies so as not to be classtified on t
wrong side of these dualities, which has grave consequences for one’shplgpcteatial in
society?® These examples expound on the idea that the body-person is a symbol of the
society/culture in which it lives not only as a source of symbolic ideas for¢haing

making of society, but a reflection of this meaning making.

The links between the individual body and cultural forms that define this firsttaspec
of the body as a symbol of its context are found throughout the previous investigations of
sex/gender and race. Some theologians extrapolate from bodily realtleas
heterosexuality, birth, and infant nursing by the mother and present a “natural” and
ahistorical understanding of sex and/or gender. However, one could also argue thag the bod
is in fact constructed by these “ahistorical” meanings given to them by tigeolog
Theologians who treat race as a theological theme call attention totthieetdd.S. society
was built on beliefs that marry skin color to a mythology of color that understamttsalsla
bad and white as good. Skin color is encoded by and reveals the social beliefs o @sr tim
well as our reactions to them. Our life and living is marked by skin color in aitk/
relief.

A second supposition about the construction of bodily materiality is that the body-
person comes to be and have meaning only according to the norms and regulations of its

social context. Control of how bodies can and should be is the means of regulatirygesociet

% Douglas contends that this attentiveness to paritypollution contests distinctions between tlegeshand
profane. According to her, they are not sepasgied of experience concerned on the one hand kéth t
metaphysical realm of religion, and on the otharchaith the mundanity of everyday life, but partio¢ same
ordering system. Bowie, “The Body as Symbol,” &&e Douglas?urity and Danger40.
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a whole. If bodies are and do what they should, then society will be as it Shathe.
regulation of bodies is the result of socialization and its process of imitation aexkticese

of power through the regulatory norms that define bodies as acceptable or urdecepta
Michel Foucault’'s work explores how societal power creates bodies and contiegalligtes
them by authoritative monitoring and the restriction of physical movethehis approach

to the construction of the body argues that in many ways the formation of the body-person
according to social norms is prior to any act, even imitation. The arguntbat i8e can

only come to be as the embodiment of the regulatory norms of our society. Those not
adhering to this obligatory social conformity are left out of, removed from, or s@ulel

argue do not materialize in the social ortfer.

This process of bodily construction is not a once and for all event but must continue
throughout life. Bowie investigates the work of anthropologist Judith Okely on boarding
schools to provide an example of this idea of the construction of the body-person by societal
norms and regulations enforced through the constant surveillance of JoBewie
categorizes Okely’s description of her private girls’ boarding schasl‘egtal institution,” a
notion of Erving Goffman for “a place of residence and work where a large numbdez-of li

situated individuals, cut off from the wider society for an appreciable periau@ftogether

% This is an ancient notion. Ancient Rome triedetgulate how households functioned based on speoifs
differentiation, arguing that a well-run househoidant a well-rupolis. Hence the household codes of the
ancient world. One could also argue that the hHoalsecodes found in New Testament texts reflect tintion
that the proper control and living of each body nteawell-ordered church community acceptable éoldinger
social context.

31 Foucault's work examines how control via the galze constant surveillance of people by those tharity,
affects bodies and their living. See especiallgii FoucaultDiscipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison
% This is a core aspect of Judith Butler's work er/gender and the formation of the subject. Sexp@h 2 of
this dissertation for Butler's appropriation of ault's notions of power to the formation of the
sexed/gendered subject.

3 Judith Okely, “Privileged, Schooled and FinishBdarding Education for Girls,” iDefining Females: The
Nature of Women in Sociewd. Shirley Ardener (New York: Wiley, 1978), 189
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lead an enclosed, formally administered round of fifeThe goal of the boarding school is

to sculpt the minds and bodies of the students to reflect the understanding of the world
according to the custodians of the institutions. This understanding embraceadahsowgial
messages of class and gender. Okely describes the achievement of thestitedefeat of
the individual student. The comportment of the body was crucial in this process sirese bodi
reflect our inner attitudes. Its control was understood as integral to the adritrel

person’s thoughts and emotiofis.

The interconnection of the social, psychological, and biological is intrinsityto a
understanding of the construction of the body-person and is part of many of the liberation
discourses discussed in previous chapters. Many argue that history andsthieatetel| its
tale are told by those with power and for the purpose of perpetuating the sacialrstthat
keeps them in power. Bodies are understood as both a reflection of and the zattenaif
society’s controlling discourses concerning sex/gender and race. Thesesdis@arargued
to determine the meaning of bodies, the proper living of life based on these meanings, and
even the production and control of wealth. Victor Anderson addresses this notion of the
regulation of bodies from a different perspective altogether. He questions nhdtheal
and racial communities themselves are guilty of regulating and defingigsin a way that
limits their full potential for personal fulfilment. His argument conteinds bodies must be

allowed to express themselves personally and not always collectively.

% Bowie notes that Goffman caused some controveysyisocomparison of boarding schools, monastesied,
hospitals with military, mental, and penal estdbtients. See Erving GoffmaBtigma: Notes on the
Management of Spoiled Identifew York: Penguin, 1984), 11.

% Bowie agrees with Marcel Mauss (1872-1950), thenEh sociologist who claimed that the nature/nertur
debate misses the point. He claimed even “purielpgical or psychological” skills have to be leartsocial
meanings are inscribed on the physical body andlmmtyor enable individual and collective actions.
Regulations, by means of their inscription on amdugh the body, are ordained natural and inedtabd
imbued with emotional force. See Bowie, “The BadySymbol,” 55, 57, and 62.
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This insight about the reality and need of personal expression is also explored in
Bowie’s article when she investigates the idea of personal symbols anabihe This
approach to the body as symbol contends that the body reflects not only the widgrhsacie
also the individual within this society. In the body is located the back and forth bettveee
personal and the social. Bowie writes that we continually create patfereaning out of
both our individual and collective experience; even though individual classificatiolessare
powerful than those with the weight of collective authority, which in turn are ngdethian
private ones® Bowie includes the work of Gananath Obeyesekere as a consideration of the
personal symbolism of the bod{.He argues that personal bodily symbols are optional for
the individual and may fill a psychological need rather than reflect obligataigl
conformity. These symbols are nevertheless recognized by the cultuneimtirne person
lives. Obeyesekere maintains that personal symbols may be missedmerssood if one
does not attend to the individual life history of the person who is expressing the symbol and
the meaning they attribute to the symbol. He concludes that the public meaning diba sym
relates to, but may not be the same as, the genesis and personal meaning ofshmbame
Here is what | call the personal expression of the social construction of the bod

Any approach to the body as a construction of society and therefore a syntbol of i
needs to be balanced by not only the body as an expression of the unique individuality of the
person but also the body as a personal expression of the constructions of societgsi&xpr
must include the idea that the body expresses the constructions that form itnesmeti

uniquely. The body’s personal expression of sex/gender and race is relatede¢aced! by,

% Bowie, “The Body as Symbol,” 48.

37 Gananath Obeyesekere is an anthropologist mesested in psychoanalysis and anthropology andiatys
in which personal symbolism is related to religiexperience. Bowie utilizes his wodedusa’s Hair: An
Essay on Personal Symbols and Religious Experi@@isieago: University of Chicago Press, 1981).
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and an influence on the societal constructions of bodily reality. Therefore, pesgoalls
constitute part of the symbolic language of the wider society. Obeyesddkiens that the

need to express personal symbols, or personal variations of culturally atesptabols,

may represent a psychological need so deep that the person would suffer if it were not
expressed. He claims that the personal expression is received by somiegnasgful and
rational. We must also consider that personal expressions are often not acgspiadtip

as such. Some expressions are dismissed as silly, false, irrelevant, cteg,rea

unnecessary. The need to express the personal in the body may make the body-person an
anomaly or an outcadt.

This third point that there is always also a personal aspect to the constrestetine
bodies is quite evident in the work of womanist scholars. Womanism focuses on the unique
reality of black women with special attention to their expression of black womanhood.
Womanists emphasize the strong psychological need to express identitysimwnelords
and ways. They recognize that this expression does not erase the soaiattonsif black
womanhood that has defined them and often limited their opportunities in their historical
context in the United States. But their expression of black womanhood serves as a counter
discourse to this construction. Womanists recognize that black women must study the
history of the construction of black female identity in the United Stateglhasvhow that
same identity has been expressed by black women themselves. There isrd consta

relationship between public and personal symbols. It is the hope of black womehass wel

% Bowie contends that there is usually a strong &mat reaction to anomalies at the individual andietal
level. An anomaly is an entity that defies theesubf the operating taxonomy, which determines vghat
normative. In terms of body-persons, an anomab@uson could be classified as virtually outsidelitmés of
the “human” category. Anomalies or ambiguitiesligmge the foundations of social living. Anomalae
powerful for they may reorder reality by forcingatshift itself to accommodate them. For more noraalies,
see Bowie, “The Body as Symbol,” 38, 49-52.
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other traditionally oppressed groups that as their members are more able tallgwaice

their personal or communal expression of public constructions, their counter-dissaillrses
become part of the language of the wider society and the meaning assignaddertkigy

by the wider community will shift? Womanists, much like Obeyesekere in his work,
recognize the need to attend to the individual who is making an expression of identity. Thei
life story is important in order to properly understand how their body is symboliziing the
identity. This attention to the individual within community must allow for diversity of

expression and perhaps even contradictions of what it means to be a black woman.

IV. APROPOSAL FOR THEOLOGY

My proposal of the body as symbol as a tool for theological anthropology emerges
from my investigations of theories of sex/gender and race in theology, ointieesection in
womanist work, and of relevant reflection on the body as symbol in theology and other
intellectual disciplines. It is a platform for deeper, more criticadlthggcal discussion of
sex/gender and race and through these of the overall complexity of identity yepdrsdns.
The body as symbol does not define race or sex/gender once and for all, but rather
acknowledges their diversity and multiple realities in our society. dtaatsbraces the fact

that no identity markers are separate from the others that an individual embodgs and i

39 Womanists argue that thinking about the body imgeof construction only tells part of the stofjhe
identity of black woman in this country has beenstaucted to be an oppressed body, an overusedtarsg:d
body. This is the construction that has madetd the history books and the construction thalt stilkes it into
the newspaper. But black women speak a diffeedat tThey talk about the counter-discourse thagnied
from their black mothers to speak back to thesetroctions and realize a different way of being for
themselves and their children. But their lack afver keeps this discourse insular to the experigentéhese
black women who know it and pass it on to othecllaomen. This discourse, this construction if yall, of
black womanhood is just now coming into theoretaralysis as womanist scholars make their wayiataes
to speak it. In the same vein, we learn from wfetainists and black male scholars a new way éfriglabout
the body that is not focused on the universal wiigde body. It is a way of thinking about the baelgt is
outwardly political with the goal of changing albmmer of academic and public discourse. It is aafa
thinking about identity that is determined to lister bodies to tell their own tale and their owmiptetation of
their history and their selves.
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Theology must attend to these identity markers without losing sight of the individwgleuni
person.

The constructions of bodily identity may determine many aspects of ondxitife
one’s own narrative and individual expression in relation to them is just as important and
must be included in any theology that wants to be relevant for real people. Attending t
identity constructions guards against getting lost in the spec#iafiendividual expression
and losing sight of the social constructions that always inform personal lifenditg to
individual circumstances and identities guards against a structuralisbvlewman identity
that leaves little room for uniqueness of expression and agency. The body as sitedtsl re
on the person who lives and navigates social constructs and expresses individuality. This
approach to the body balances knowledge of various theories of sex/gender asdvelte a
as sensitivity to personal life stories. The concept of the body as symbeslthasihe
person expresses and forms their badgthat their body expresses and forms the person.
The body is both an expression and a construction.

The body as symbol invites theologians to consider the relationship between the
concept of construction and the body, including the idea of construction itself, thefleve
bodily construction, and the agent(s) of construction. Fiona Bowie’s exploration of
philosophical, anthropological, and sociological work that treat the body as syrobiolgsr
examples of how the body is a reflection and creation of its specific culturakcomteese
approaches to the body as symbol argue that the body symbolizes, represents,eand, som
argue, is the societal constructs of materiality in which it finds iteelfcames to know
itself. There is much debate in theology and other disciplines about they"reflit

constructions and some hesitation to think of bodies as construction since ratsriali
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commonly considered the most real of realiffesdowever, the term construction invites
reflection on how sex/gender and race influence and are our identities withoutragprivi
them of their force in life. For example, most theorists and theologians understaed @
social construction not a “real” biological distinction; yet saying & social construction is
not the same as relegating it to the status of illusion, which is just one theacg of

Using construction as an organizing principle for discussion about sex/gender and
race invites dialogue about whether these bodily categories are traesteontological,
ahistorical realities that tell us something ultimately true andesseabout ourselves or are
somehow constructed in time and place. One can understand the level of bodily ¢onstruct
as total, as partial, or as none. If one accepts some level of constructionyditeodi
guestions follow concerning who is doing the constructing and what kind of agency
individuals have within the matrix of construction. These initial questions about the
construction of material identity in terms of sex/gender and race discloseiskence of
various theories about sex/gender and race in both theology and theory. The meaning of
sex/gender and race varies according to the interpreter and even then rbageaization
can capture any one thinker’s understanding of these identity markers. Imagherst
context, theology must find methods to discuss race and sex/gender that recognize their
varied interpretation and simultaneously varied reality. Individuals unddratal live
sex/gender and race differently and authenti¢allfhis variety includes multiple
explanations that may overlap and influence each other as well as exaiuctEn&radict

each other. Approaching the body as symbol encourages and supports discourse about

“0Butler, Bodies That Matterx.

*1| do not mean here to include women haters oranipremists who do violence to women or people of
color. | would argue that the need to enforce sméll through violence would not be an authenteywo live
any identity.
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sex/gender and race that embraces the multiple realities and understahdeyggender

and race because the concept of symbol itself is open and allows for more thanming.mea
In addition, theology must be prepared to explore how race and sex/gender intefsect a
influence each other. There is never just one construction of identity at work nall s¢ve
the same time.

The body as construction invites consideration of the language, history, and context
of the identity concepts by which it materializes and according to whick imkaning. My
investigation into theories of race and sex/gender includes three main ideas about the
relationship of the body and language. First, theologians must ask what languageave us
define bodies in their raced and sexed/gendered realities. Which language ivesaicss
a theologian think important in furthering our understanding of bodies? Second, theologia
must interrogate how language forms bodies. Third, theologians must consider howythe bod
itself is language. Treating the body as symbol in theological discourse\ates
theologians to consider the history of bodily categories such as sex/gender aftheaee.
are many theories about how the body symbolizes the history of the context nitwimds
itself. The categories of the body may or may not be explained as historical iéicdlpol
realities which have been constructed and reconstructed throughout histoayd|&segof
whether one views the body’s meaning as historical or ahistorical, all maoghree the
influence of the body’s context on our understanding of it. Our understanding and
description of bodily categories such as race and sex/gender changerentiifstorical
contexts and so the material identity markers that are important today, omperéant
yesterday, may lose their importance in the future or may have alreadgios of their

relevance for contemporary society. Thinking of the body as symbol embnaces
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changeability, whether it is explained in terms of the symbol’s birth, grakiange and
death, or in terms of our changing interpretation or growing understanding ofrthelsy
Regardless of one’s approach to symbols, thinking of the body as symbol forces sme lev
of engagement with the historical shifts in the concepts of identity, suck/gsrser and
race.

Consideration of the body as construction, which includes reflection on the concept of
construction itself as well as the language, history, and context of the boadnityide
markers, is just one part of my proposal of the body as symbol. Bodies express more tha
constructions and understanding constructions cannot tell us all we need to know about body-
persons. The other aspect of my proposal investigates the body as expression. If #s body
construction considers how the body informs the person, then the body as expression
addresses how the person informs the body. There are two important aspects of the
expression of the body. First, bodies express individual and communal interpretattons of
constructions of sex/gender and race. Second, the body is the expression of the unique
individual.

Personal interpretations of the constructions that give meaning to racexéyehsler
are expressed in the body. The same construct can take on different meanjgifmals
and groups. The philosophy, narratives, perspective, goals, and personal ambitions one
brings to this interpretation determine bodily expression. Differences hrodwbgies and
ontologies result in a multiplicity of meaning of sex/gender and race for bredilyy. The
expression of the body as symbol is each person’s expression of their selédgewlhich
is their personal reality in relation to the constructions of race and sex/géidgreality

might reflect an acceptance of the meaning of race and/or sex/gendezddaam their
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community or may involve contestations of these meanings. The body as expression
includes a person’s informed and lived sense of self which attends to the interconnection of
identity categories in one’s life that makes them aware that theirtidéagments away

from sole categories of identity. Sex/gender and race may not only meaentitfengs for
different people but have various levels of importance for their self-ider@#y/gender and

race are interpreted differently because there are various expsrgthem. As a result of
personal expressions of sex/gender and race, they exist as diverssre@himmunities

bring together persons with shared experience but even communities mustzetogni

unique individuality of each of its members.

The body as symbol as a method for addressing materiality in theological
anthropology embraces the unique individuality of each body-person. The body expresses
this unique individuality and is always uniquely individual. Each body-person is a unique
utterance of the constructions that mark its identity as well as a uniquesooeuof the
mystery of humanity. The unique expression that is the body-person may be shéftusgy
constructions it is uttering in order for these to include the one time only utteraicge
individual person. Christians especially believe that the person is willed foothreisake
and represents a unique utterance of humanity by God. Therefore, there are dethave
untold numbers of expressions of the uniqueness of human ffvifige body as symbol
invites consideration of the individuality of the person in all the vastly diffgrieifdsophical
and ontological approaches to sex/gender and race.

My investigation of the theology of Karl Rahner especially addresses the

individuality of each person and how this is reflected and expressed in their bodingSta

*2|n addition, Christians cannot forget or dismisstieir consideration of the body as symbol thattibdy
always expresses the mystery of humanityresgo Dej and as such utters the mystery of God as wdie T
complexity of human bodily life leads us to new siolerations of divine life.
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with the belief that Christian revelation says something truthful about God andwerRa
concludes that beings, both human and divine, must be expressing something truthful in the
symbols they use to reveal themselves. God expresses self using thedytméol

Incarnation and humans express their being using the symbol of the body. Thalitgader
humanity becomes expressive of both human and divine life. It expresses uniquendss in bot
ways. Human materiality expresses the unique being of the second person oityhibati

has become incarnate and it expresses the unique being of each person who is Adody. T
idea of being as expressive is important for thinking about human beings and whaayhey m
be revealing through their body-selves.

In narrowing the analysis of human being from the general concepts @ace
sex/gender to individual persons, one becomes more and more aware of the varied and
complex instances of human identity. Womanist work especially teaches lessiois. For
example, considering a black woman is different than just thinking about a black peason o
female person; and to be a black lesbian woman is different again. Ifsctakdeid to the
analysis, one must recognize that a white middle class woman has a ditfergity iand
reality than a poor white woman or still more different than a poor black woman whose
experience is different again from a middle class black woman. Black &rand
womanist thought recognize that oppression cannot be reduced to one fundamental type and
that different oppressive forces work together to produce various instanogsst€e. This
lack of attention to more than one identity factor that leads to oppression was artgae cr
womanist scholars level against both feminist scholars and black liberatioogibes!

Their challenges charge theology to recognize that bodies are complex gunel iGiitiihopes
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to address human reality. Neither sex/gender nor race can be approazhéudapendent
variable in the final analysis.

The very concept of symbol means that the body as materiality points to something
immaterial beyond it in which it participates and which it makes present. Tlge bod
participates in the societal constructs of its time and place and maésriflem. The body
also participates in the individual identity of the human person and makes the pesson pre
and known. The idea of symbol presents symbols as expressions which make something
intangible present, but which only can be understood in the context in which we find them.
The unique individuality of each body-person is always situated within the languoagext,
and history in which they come to be. Addressing the body as construct and as individual
helps theologians better appreciate that identity markers both createingynamd fragment
it. The language, context, and history that form the constructs of identityowriect a
person to others that share some or all of these identity markers and form comanuhity f
person based on shared language, belief, history, context, ability, religion, andBuat on
even within these seemingly bounded communities there will always be fregioe
because they are made up of unique individuals. The boundaries of these communities and
the constructs which create them are always porous. This reality should not benatiable
for a Christian theology that confesses the uniqueness of each person as a agyer bef
creation called into being individually by God and bound together in community through the

mystery of the Incarnation.
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V. CONCLUSION

This balance of construction and expression in the idea of the body as symbol brings
together the goals of this dissertation. Thinking of the body-person as constrstfal
more adequate discourse about the specific identity markers of sex/gaddace. The
concept of construction is a good organizing tool and an instrument of education about
theories of sex/gender and race and how they are used in theology and thedeploByg
this concept from contemporary theory, theologians can consider how the bodyestsorefl
and reality of its context. We come to learn that sex/gender and race are nptthateare
outside of theological purview but intimately connected to its central themmegerdfanding
the body as construct invites theologians to wrestle with the reality aresaty of
identity markers of the body such as race and sex/gender and our collectindiaddal
understandings of and relationships with them. But the concept of construction is nét enoug
for a full theological presentation of the body-person. Construction alone can focus on the
object of the body and lose sight of the subjective understanding and living of the body. It
also keeps race and sex/gender as separate concepts for consideration; buaretvingm
always knows their interrelationship. Theology must approach the individual and
communities not in terms of one category but a complex interaction of various desour
Therefore, theology needs to consider the body as expression in ordendd@itedividual
discourses about the body as well as communal counter-discourses that brirepzeoe pt
commonsense understandings of sex/gender and race into question. This projedtas base
the belief that race and sex/gender are important theological topicsetimat d&reing
adequately addressed in theological discourse. Approaching the body as symball is a t

better develop theological conversation about these topics and address any opgméessing
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limiting aspects of them. More adequate and critical discourse abow@n@dsex/gender
forms a crucial strategy in the overall battle against racism amshseXihe ultimate goal is
for each person to live to the fullest their unique instance afitago Deiso that the Spirit

of God can more fully dwell among us all.
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EPILOGUE: AREASFOR FUTURE RESEARCH

At the end of any project, one must ask oneself, “Where do | go from here?” This
dissertation has endeavored to develop a tool to better think about bodies in their specificity
| narrowed my approach to a consideration of sex/gender and race in terhitecind
black, recognizing that any body and all bodies are more than these identitiesoll his
should be expanded to include other identity markers. Any consideration of race inytheolog
must expand to include racial identities not included in the black-white paradigmif eve
influenced by it. In the United States Hispanic, Latino/a, and a variety ah Asnerican
identities represent other important racial distinctions. Considering theaajymbol
requires that any consideration of these identity markers must include how these
categorizations have been constructed in this country as well as the understasdlfig
identity that arises in each community. Recognizing that every raoigh gg diverse, it
would be necessary to map different understandings of each body categoritration,
any consideration of sex/gender in theology must expand to include sexuaiasgéhndit do
not fall neatly into the sexual dimorphism of male-female. Explorations of slyhiblaories
and personal discourses about homosexuality, bisexuality, transsexual identity, and
transgendered identity must be considered in themselves as well as repgedailenges to
our current understandings of sexual differentiation and gender. These furthegaiiaei
in the general topics of race and sex/gender are still just some of theyidatggories that
mark bodies. Age, disability, and disease also affect how bodies are understood eid treat
in our society and church as well as the body-persons who know these ways of being. The
endless expansion of a tool, however, is not the main purpose of creating it. Its

implementation is the reason for its creation. It is my intention to presenbtkefithis
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dissertation as a tool for students, colleagues, church communities, and religious
communities to better consider the complexity of bodily identity. In its use and the
conversations that | hope it encourages, the tool will be refined.

Thinking of the body as symbol, as both a construction and an expression, has
implications for all areas of theological inquiry. It calls all theologtanse in dialogue with
theorists concerned with bodily identity. It also invites theologians tccteffethe literature
and stories of communities marked by different body categories. Both of thesgemnts
expose the theologian to the constructed and expressive aspects of bodily identity. N
theologian can be an expert on all identity formations, so theology must invite axineel
diverse voices within its discipline. The presence of such diversity wibmigtpresent a
more nuanced theological study of the body, but diverse body-persons will bring new
guestions, challenges, and propositions to central theological themes. Tlaady alr
beginning to happen, but mainstream theology and theological study must betfeonate
and appreciate the work of diverse body-persons. There is a reciprocakeadepandent
relationship between one’s theory and living of the body and one’s approach to the
theological enterprise. One only has to look to the Christology of James Cone, thetheory
atonement of Delores Williams, or the exegesis of Genesis of John Paul Il tetanddow
central one’s approach to the body is to theological study.

Let me present some ideas for the application of thinking of the body as symbol for
specific theological projects. Considering the body as symbol in biblical stalke
historical theology can lead to new insights on historical figures in the @hrissidition.

For example, the stories of Jesus with Martha and Mary in Lk 10:38-42 and Jn 11:1-44; 12:1-

7 can be reread in light of this tool. An historical critical method helps us undeisgand t
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constructions of sex/gender of the time. A narrative method helps us understand how the
expressions in word and deed of each of the characters is embracing or cotiteséng
constructions. In the stories from Luke and John, the characters sometimea@minagng

to the sex/gender constructions of their time, and sometimes contesting themteresting

to note that Jesus appears to be inviting the contestation. The balance of thinking of the body
as construction and expression continually reminds us that bodies did not all and always
mean one thing at any time in history. The unique individuals that are bodies ¢kpiress
context and their individuality at all times. Approaching the stories in Ln&elahn by
keeping in mind the body as symbol presents the possibility for new understandeagy of
Christian witness to bodies defined as male and female. In the samel\astpdtal

figures should be approached as both reflecting and embodying their context asdiegpre
their individuality through an acceptance or contestation of all or some of thésasits
context. In addition to biblical scholars and historical theologians, systametiogians

must also be challenged to embrace a better appreciation of the body in itsigpecifi
Systematic theologians must be challenged to be systematic. Theslsgauld address

how their methods, theories of Christology, Trinitarian themes, and ecclespinfjuence
their theological anthropology and their understanding of body-persons who afe speci
time and in themselves. The study of any theologian’s work ought to question the
ramifications for our understanding of the body, including how we think about its race and
sex/gender. Studies of the theories of sex/gender and race of specifigitreot@an further

map the variety of approaches to the body in its specificity in theologicalulsse.
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