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Thinking Ableism through Heterocissexism. A Critical
Review of Fraser’s Redistribution-Recognition Pair from
a Queer-Crip Perspective

Introduction’

Over the last centuries, social justice has become a crucial philoso-
phical issue. The urgency of the answers to social problems rarely coin-
cides with the times of philosophy, which requires a detailed reflection
of the causes, effects, and connections. In our globalized and changing
context, social theories that describe and provide answers to deep social
inequalities, cross-cultural contacts, and the diversity of identities and
value horizons become necessary. Nancy Fraser’s perspectival dualism
allows us to think of two equally relevant dimensions of justice that have
been expressed in the struggles for social change: redistribution and re-
cognition. The first is associated with the possession of goods and the
distribution of economic resources among social groups. The second is
associated with the assignment of value and prestige to these groups, i.e.,
social status. Both justice dimensions are interpreted positively so that
redistribution and recognition are desirable among multiple social actors
(N. Fraser, 2003). Under this framework, redistribution injustices entail
maldistribution, while recognition injustices entail misrecognition.

In practice, the dimensions of redistribution and recognition do not
exist separately (N. Fraser, 2003). First, economic aspects of a society are
always culturally codified. Likewise, cultural aspects of a society structu-
re its modes of production and reproduction of life, as well as its ways
of distributing social benefits and burdens. Secondly, social changes that
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produce redistributive effects have consequences for recognition and
vice versa. As a result, the dualism proposed by Fraser is not ontological,
but perspectivist. Thus, the distinction between redistributive and reco-
gnition dimensions allows for a more complex analysis of social injustices
without reducing either of these to the other, nor eliminating the diffe-
rences and losing the depth of analysis (Almeida, 2009).

In the present paper, I will analyze Fraser’s two-dimensional fra-
mework, so I will leave aside her further three-dimensional theorizing,
which incorporates political representation (N. Fraser, 2008, 2020). This
decision is based on two reasons. First, I believe that considering political
representation as a dimension separate from redistribution and recogni-
tion is a major contribution to the analysis of the scope of justice and
the globalization of social injustices. However, since this paper does not
intend to deal with this aspect, its incorporation would imply making the
analysis unnecessarily complex. Second, my interest is to critically review
the category of “despised sexuality”, which is deployed during the deve-
lopment of its two-dimensional framework but subsequently disappears.

In this paper, I will argue that heterocissexism?, what Fraser calls a
“despised sexuality”, is grounded in both inequalities of recognition and
redistribution, and that ableism’ shares a similar constitution. A queer-
crip perspective* will provide arguments for pointing out that these two
systems of oppression underpin, define, and naturalize the capitalist
economy in productive terms while being functional to that economy
in distributive terms. I will begin by distinguishing affirmative and tran-
sformative strategies to show that Fraser’s perspectival dualism is useful
in identifying and explaining false solutions to particular social injusti-
ces. In that section, I will take pinkwashing and cripwashing as relevant

2 Heterocissexism is a system of oppression structured by beliefs, processes, and practices
that privilege heterosexual and cisgender identities over others. This system conditions
institutional access, permanence, and participation as well as people’s subjectivity and
self-perception. Heterocissexism is based on two normative regimes that distinguish the
human from the non-human: heteronormativity, which establishes as normal and desir-
able those patterns of gender, sexuality, practices, and desires associated with heterosexu-
ality (Warner, 1991), and cisnormativity, which “sustains the prejudice that cis people are
better, more important, more authentic than trans people” (Radi, 2015).

> For now, it will suffice to conceive of ableism as disability oppression. I will develop this
concept further later.

4 The theoretical postulates of a queer-crip perspective are based on the questioning of the
stability of identities and bodily normalization (Garcia-Santesmases Fernandez, 2017).
From this perspective, categories about bodily and psychic functioning, as well as gender
and sexuality, are produced in unequal social conditions that fix a certain functional and
sexual ideal, while defining alternative attributes as deficiencies (Kafer, 2003; McRuer,
2002). Taking these theoretical developments as a perspective implies using them not so
much as a theoretical corpus but rather as a toolbox, an interpretative strategy, for think-
ing about reality (Pérez, 2021b).
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examples of strategies that are advertised as transforming the causes of
injustice but only deal, at best, with alleviating some of its effects. Second,
I will show, in opposition to Fraser, that heterocissexism also has an eco-
nomic basis, whether we understand the economy in terms of the social
production and reproduction of life, or the distribution of social benefits
and burdens. Finally, I will use a queer-crip perspective to explain the
functioning of ableism and its connection to heterocissexism, with parti-
cular emphasis on their similarities and the Fraserian distinction between
exploited persons and eliminated persons. In doing so, I will show that
both ableism and heterocissexism are intrinsically linked to the econo-
mic structure of capitalist society and are functional to its expansion.
Furthermore, I will argue for the actual importance of reflecting on the
effects of heterocissexism, ableism, and neoliberalism simultaneously.

. Political strategies from a dualistic framework

In this paper I will understand the economy in a broad sense: it con-
sists of both the social organization of the means of production and re-
production of life and the distribution of social benefits and burdens.
Moreover, redistributive injustice encompasses the subjects exploited by
the economic structure but also the subjects displaced to informal, po-
orly paid, unpaid work or directly eliminated from the economic circuit.
In turn, I will conceive of culture as the modality of social integration and
the institutionalized patterns of cultural value and assignment of prestige
to social actors (N. Fraser, 2003). The injustice of recognition encompas-
ses both those individuals undervalued by the scales of cultural value,
as well as those who are directly invisible or unrecognized. Under this
interpretation of injustice, it is possible to be, for example, economically
exploited but culturally invisible. Feminist demands for the recognition
of care work, historically assigned to women, is an evident example of
how a social group can be economically exploited while being culturally
devalued or unrecognized (Bolla and Queirolo, 2021).

According to Fraser, the objective of economic redistribution deman-
ds a homogenizing conception of the population, i.e., as a uniform mass
that deserves a fair share of the goods produced or of the available re-
sources. On the other hand, cultural recognition requires thinking of hu-
manity as necessarily diverse and valuable in its differences, composed of
individuals who are not interchangeable, and who have different needs
and interests (N. Fraser, 2003). Hence, many schools of thought have
viewed redistribution and recognition as opposing, even contradictory,
objectives (Barry, 2001; Rorty, 2000; Taylor, 1994)

Those political strategies that focus on the visible effects of social in-
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justices are called “affirmative”, while those that focus on the causes that
generate them are called “transformative” (N. Fraser, 2003). Affirmative
strategies encourage the expansion of one dimension of justice, either
redistribution or recognition, but tend to undermine the other. Their
objective is to alleviate inequalities but not to modify the underlying so-
cial structure that generally operates as their cause. In contrast, transfor-
mative strategies aim to change the underlying structure, which makes it
possible to broaden both dimensions of justice, so that redistribution and
recognition do not cancel each other out. In a small-scale example, a wage
increase for a company’s workers is an affirmative strategy. Alternatively,
the transition from a traditional enterprise to a worker-managed coope-
rative is a case of a transformative strategy. Although in the resolution
of injustices, transformative strategies show a clear political advantage
over affirmative ones, in most cases, the socio-political context limits the
capacity for action of the social movements that implement or demand
such strategies. Moreover, there are cases in which a set of affirmative
strategies has had transformative effects, so that “in fact, the distinction
between affirmation and transformation is not absolute, but contextual”
(N. Fraser, 2003, p. 78).

From an intersectional point of view’, it can be glimpsed that affirmati-
ve strategies usually take a single axis of oppression, while transformative
ones attend to several of these. The univocity of affirmative strategies of-
ten leads to undesired social effects. Thus, for example, when solutions to
gender-based violence are considered solely in terms of the gender varia-
ble, it is common to propose increased penalties for male perpetrators of
violence. When these punitive demands take the leading role, victims who
have different needs, who cannot denounce and expose themselves to the
criminal justice system and police surveillance, or who depend, in part,
on the economic income of those same men who are denounced, are not
considered. Consequently, the increase in punitive measures strengthens
a penal system that protects only a reduced portion of “women”: those
who do not need to resort to “drug dealing” to have an income that allows
them to subsist, “or whose actions, even if classified as crimes, are not
prosecuted, or whose containment structures prevent them from falling
into trafficking networks for sexual exploitation or to work as ‘mules’”
(Pérez, 2021a, p. 530)°. Thus, these affirmative measures have an unequal

> Although already circulating in the activist field since the 1970s, “intersectionality” is a
concept introduced to the academic field by Kimberlé Crenshaw (1991) from critical race
theory. Here I will understand intersectionality broadly, that is, as a way of conceiving
social inequalities along multiple axes of social division. As consequence, in each subject
there is a complex and relational combination of simultaneous oppressions and privileges
(Hill Collins and Bilge, 2016).

¢ This and the following translations of the texts quoted in Spanish are my own.



260 SCENARI/ #18

impact on the social group they claim to protect and reinforce a penal-
penitentiary system whose selectivity and scope particularly disadvantage
trans, poor, racialized, and/or immigrant women (Alvarez, 2018; Davis,
2003). Therefore, when punitive measures are supported by the most di-
sadvantaged groups, the result is the paradox of “appealing to the crimi-
nal law to protect a group that will ultimately end up being penalized by
the instrument that is supposed to protect it” (Larrauri, 2011, p. 4)".

One of the main problems faced by social movements when deman-
ding better living conditions is the false advertising of political strategies
that are affirmative but are presented as transformative. Many strategies
are advertised as ways to intervene in the causes of social injustices but
restrict their impact to the effects. This is problematic because while they
devote the greatest efforts to alleviating the unjust results already produ-
ced, they relegate to the background the dismantling of the underlying
conditions that continue to generate them. Moreover, these deceptive
strategies generate a feeling of exhaustion and satiety in the demands for
better living conditions, since the advertising installs the illusion that a
definitive and stable conquest in the defense of the rights of the most di-
sadvantaged people has been progressively achieved. Phenomena such as
pinkwashing and cripwashing show recognition strategies that, far from
benefiting the oppressed group, deepen the economic gap between the
most privileged and the least privileged people within the affected group.
As T will show, the analysis of these examples from the redistribution-re-
cognition pair shows the richness of a conceptual framework that allows
us to detect, in a given social phenomenon, maldistribution and misreco-
gnition as forms of injustice that cannot be reduced®.

Pinkwashing® consists of a marketing strategy that promotes certain
companies and States as allies of LGBT+ movements to undermine other

7 For Wendy Brown, this paradox that blocks us from thinking of individuals as traversed
by more than one form of social power is found in the very terms of civil rights legisla-
tion (2000). While these rights promise to remedy, for example, gender-based violence,
at best, they only do so by fragmenting violence and hierarchizing subjects. This occurs
according to the abstraction of the discursive experiences and truths of a small set of
people, marked by a very specific notion of gender, and their inscription in law, as a rep-
resentative sample of the whole (Brown, 2000; Wisky and Pagani, 2021).

8 Fraser’s dualism differs from monist theories of justice, i.e., those that consider that
one of the dimensions of justice can be reduced to the other. An example mentioned by
the author is the normative monism of recognition, or “culturalism”, developed by Axel
Honneth (1996).

% This concept was initially used to identify “a deliberate strategy used by Israel’s govern-
ment, agencies, and the Israeli LGBT community to exploit Israel’s relatively progres-
sive stance on gay rights, and to deflect international attention from its gross violations
of human rights and international law” (Shafie, 2015, p. 83). The usage I propose here
is broader and considers other latitudes while encompassing more subtle pinkwashing
strategies.
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rights of the population, including those who make up these movements
(Pérez-Sanchez, 2017). This promotion is generated from minimal con-
cessions to these groups, mainly through visibility in campaigns and ad-
vertisements, the institutionalization of Pride Day, scarce economic be-
nefits, or the implementation of homonormative rights'®, such as equal
marriage and anti-discrimination laws. These concessions fulfill Fraser’s
description of affirmative strategies, as they consider a single axis of op-
pression and, consequently, while fleetingly expanding the recognition
of LGBT+ people, they reinforce redistributive inequalities. Thus, they
entail economic and political benefits for corporations and States, as well
as entailing conformism in emancipatory struggles and widening the eco-
nomic gap between LGBT+ people who assimilate to homonormative
standards and those who do not (Shafie, 2015). Pinkwashing allows com-
panies and States to continue exercising violence and exclusion towards
the most vulnerable portions of this social group through a discourse of
progress that presents the current situation as egalitarian and depoliti-
cized, which generates the illusion that the blame for the injustices that
persist is individual. Far from improving the situation of LGBT+ people
who are also vulnerable to other types of oppression, when homonorma-
tive concessions serve as pinkwashing they reinforce the institutions that
cause social injustices, such as the free market, marriage, and prison.

On the other hand, cripwashing consists of the use of the rights of
people with disabilities as a tool to undermine other rights of the most
disadvantaged portion of the population, among whom are those very
same people (Moscoso Pérez, 2016,2017). States and companies practice
cripwashing when they advertise their small concessions, such as visi-
bility in campaigns and advertisements, national awareness days, scarce
economic benefits, or unfulfilled accessibility laws, intending to cover
up their austerity measures from the general population. This deepens
the economic gap and establishes hierarchies among disabled people. As
pinkwashing, this practice uses discourses of progress to mask affirma-
tive strategies and present them as transformative, as it pretends to redi-
stribute and recognize a vulnerable population, but only makes minimal
legal and recognition concessions that encourage competition among
people to access them, which develops a meritocratic and depoliticized

1© Homonormativity refers to the introduction of heteronormativity into LGBT+ cul-
ture and subjectivity. This normative regime consists of a set of policy measures that
maintain neoliberalism through the preservation of heteronormative practices and insti-
tutions (Duggan, 2002), such as monogamy, procreation, romantic love, white and thin
faces, financial freedom, and so on. These standards hierarchize people within their social
groups, so that those who assimilate and come closer to homonormative standards are
considered more legitimate to receive rights and those who are unable, or unwilling to do
so, are considered problematic, non-conformists or obstacles to equality.
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common sense. Thus, the Fraserian framework, which distinguishes affir-
mative strategies from transformative strategies, allows us to understand
that both pinkwashing and cripwashing are strategies used to present
measures that reinforce social injustices as if they effectively dismantled
their causes.

Il. Heterocissexism as a two-dimensional category

A two-dimensional category is a hybrid social division whose resolu-
tion of inequality combines demands for economic redistribution with
demands for cultural recognition (N. Fraser, 2003)'!. According to Fra-
ser, sexism and racism are two-dimensional categories since their injusti-
ces are based on both an inequitable distribution of goods and an une-
qual social status system. Thus, if we want to reverse gender injustices,
we will have to carry out, on the one hand, social transformations that
restructure the gendered modes of production and reproduction of life,
as well as the gendered distribution of social benefits and burdens. On
the other, social transformations that alter the gendered modes of social
integration and the institutionalized patterns of gendered cultural value.
However, when Fraser studies the category of “sexuality” she argues that
“the ultimate cause of heterosexist injustice is the status order, not the
economic structure of capitalist society” (N. Fraser, 2003, p. 24). To re-
construct and refute this position, I will focus on her central argument:
the regulation of sexuality is relatively decoupled from the economic
structure of capitalist society.

Although Fraser clarifies that, in practice, heterocissexist'? injustices
generate both maldistribution and misrecognition, she asserts that the
ultimate cause of these effects lies in an unequal social status system. In

' Consider the distinction between the earlier notion of “bivalent collectivity” (N. Fraser,
1995) and the later notion of “two-dimensional category”. While the former was intended
to describe certain social groups, the latter describes systems of social subordination.
The fact that Fraser has chosen to replace her earlier notion with the “two-dimensional
category” is explained, among other reasons, by her dialogues with queer theory. Further
on, I will give some reasons about the advantages of this choice.

12 Although Fraser uses the notion of “heterosexism”, in her analysis her conception of
“sexuality” as a theoretical category presupposes both sexual orientation and gender
identity, so not including the category of “cissexism” would inhibit a more precise in-
quiry. Indeed, when Butler (1997) responds to Fraser (1995), she also considers the so-
cial subordination of trans* people. Moreover, cissexism defines and marks the limits of
heterosexism but also sexism. The social reproduction of the species through the nuclear
family presupposes a sexual division that hierarchizes males and females, but which only
makes sense when the obligatory desire is heterosexual, and the obligatory identity is
cissexual.
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other words, although heterocissexism has redistribution effects, these
can be causally reduced to recognition injustices, so that to combat hete-
rocissexist injustices it is sufficient to focus on the status system in place.
This is explained by the fact that the regulation of sexuality is relatively
decoupled from the economic structure of capitalist society so such regu-
lation is not necessarily functional to the expansion of capital (N. Fraser,
2003).

However, it is highly problematic to think of the sexual division of
labor between males and females as constitutive of capitalism without
recognizing that such a division is underpinned by two other social divi-
sions: heterosexual-homo/bisexual and cisgender-transgender. As Butler
asks:

Is there any way to analyze how normative heterosexuality and its ‘gen-
ders’ are produced within the sphere of reproduction without noting the
compulsory ways in which homosexuality and bisexuality, as well as transgen-
der, are produced as the sexually ‘abject’, and extending the mode of pro-
duction to account for precisely this social mechanism of regulation? (Butler,
1997, p. 275).

If the “private” sphere of social reproduction guarantees the place of
the category of “gender” within the framework of the capitalist political
economy, then sexual regulation, which sustains, defines, and naturalizes
the sphere of reproduction, necessarily occupies a place in that economy.
Just as social reproduction sustains and defines the contours of the pro-
duction of goods in a capitalist society, the elimination or exclusion of
surplus subjects stands as the sustenance, the definition of the limits, and
the naturalization of capitalist exploitation, insofar as its constitution is
necessarily heterosexual and cissexual. The first dividing line distingui-
shes the public sphere, made up of those who are in charge of producing,
from the private sphere, made up of those who are in charge of repro-
ducing, while the second distinguishes the exploitable sphere, made up
of those who must produce and reproduce, from the eliminable sphere,
made up of those who must neither produce nor reproduce. Thus, the
productive and reproductive social order of life encompasses both ex-
ploited populations and populations eliminated for the benefit of capital.
The advantage of this broadening of the economic dimension lies in the
fact that it allows us to connect, for example, gender violence with the
capitalist system, since the violence exercised on gendered people is the
end of a chain of capitalist profits that culminates in the murder of those
who do not fulfill their role and who are not profitable. If only the ex-
ploited people are considered but not the people eliminated or excluded
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from the economic structure, a constitutive and functional aspect of the
capitalist economy is lost.

Furthermore, heterocissexism is not only a system of social subordina-
tion that structures the economic order to mark people as excluded and
as punishment signals for the rest, but it also marks and privileges people
as reproducers. In this sense, if we take the case of the gender variable,
“women” precisely fulfill the economic role of reproduction because he-
terocissexism constitutes them as cisgender and heterosexual. This fact
becomes even more relevant if we apply the Fraserian dimensions to the
injustices, not to the affected populations. As Fraser states in later texts,
it is not advisable to think of gender “differences” as pre-existing rea-
lities on which capitalism then assigns roles, but rather they should be
understood “in a pragmatic, de-substantialized way, as outcomes rather
than givens” (Fraser and Jaeggi, 2018, p. 111). What is constitutive of ca-
pitalism is the generation of economic roles rather than the assignment of
those roles to specific identities, hence it becomes less relevant to assess
who actually occupy those roles today. Thus, given that the operability of
sexism to generate reproductive roles in the social division of labor is a
structural characteristic of the economic order of our capitalist societies
and it constructs these roles from the dualisms of heterosexuality and
cissexuality, “then not only patriarchy but also hetero[cis]sexism would
regularly accompany capitalism” (Nahuel Martin, 2020, p. 178). In this
sense, even if heterocisexism does not assign specific roles to LGBT+ pe-
ople, its contribution to the constitution of the social division of labor of a
capitalist society is sufficient to consider it as a two-dimensional category.
Although heterocissexism may not operate under the same redistributive
logic or with the same degree of influence on the social division of labor
as sexism, that does not cancel out the fact that it is a structural part of it.

But if instead of understanding the economy from the modes of pro-
duction and social reproduction of life, we also understand it as the
patterns of distribution of benefits and social burdens, it is possible to
argue that a non-heterocissexist redistribution represents an obstacle to
the expansion of capital. In other words, heterocissexism is functional to
capitalism because it guarantees its profitability through sexual patterns
of unequal distribution of benefits and burdens. However, Fraser argues
that contemporary capitalism does not need heterocissexism to continue
to increase its profits since for a political struggle to be a threat to capi-
talism the oppressed group must occupy a place as an exploited, but not
excluded, population (1997, p. 285).

According to Fraser, there is a segmentation between, first, the econo-
mic and family order, and second, kinship and personal life. Thus:

capitalist society now permits significant numbers of individuals to live
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through wage labor outside of heterosexual families. It could permit many
more to do so provided the relations of recognition were changed. (1997, p.
285)

But the grouping of the family with the economic order, which relega-
tes sexuality to kinship and personal life, implies a questionable division,
like the distinction between public and private life that feminism has cri-
ticized. This split produced in the capitalist system to order social groups
does not mutilate the effective connections between economic order and
kinship. As I argued above, the sexual order is intrinsically inscribed in
the family order as its sustenance, definition, and naturalization, in the
same sense that the family order is inscribed as the sustenance, definition,
and naturalization of the economic order.

Furthermore, Fraser argues that capitalist society allows numerous
individuals to live on a wage outside of heterosexual families to argue
that capitalism does not require heterocissexism. This assertion is as er-
roneous as arguing that capitalism does not need racism because it allows
numerous individuals to live on a wage outside of participation in skilled
jobs or hierarchical positions. These exceptions are empirical evidence
to the contrary. If we approach it from an intersectional perspective, we
can understand that in capitalist countries LGBT+ people, like racialized
people, are overrepresented among the poorest and most incarcerated
populations (B. Fraser et al., 2019; Moran Faundés, 2015; Pérez and
Bissutti, 2021; SOGI Task Force and Koehler, 2015). Capitalism is not
economically sustainable if it allows these huge portions of the popula-
tion to live on a wage. Contrary to Fraser’s interpretation (1997, p. 285),
the benefits granted by multinational corporations such as Apple and
Disney to LGBT+ people do not constitute proof that heterocissexism is
not functional to capitalism, but rather proof of the new ways in which
large corporations can obtain economic benefits at the cost of appearing
“friendly” and, consequently, a new mode of mass exploitation. In the
same way, can be thought of as the “racial compromises” that Google
(2022). Are these commitments, then, proof that racism is not functional
to capitalism? As we have seen with pinkwashing, minimal concessions
to oppressed social groups are functional to the expansion of capital and,
far from implying a transformation of the economic and cultural order,
they reinforce the institutions that produce social injustices.

In later texts, Fraser recognizes that seemingly progressive concessions
of recognition devolve into a meritocratic order that enables the rise of a
few “women, people of color, and sexual minorities” to higher economic

B Although this argument is no longer advocated by Fraser today, it is still relevant to
develop a convincing counterargument.
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strata while masking the deepening conditions of economic precariza-
tion and austerity that deepen capitalism (2017). Because of these same
economic conditions, capitalism could not allow the majority of LGBT+
people, selectively harmed by precarization and austerity, to “live throu-
gh wage labor outside of heterosexual families” (1997, p. 285).

Finally, heterocissexism shares with racism an aspect that the author
establishes as a racial characteristic of political economy: “structures ac-
cess to official labour markets, constituting large segments of the popula-
tion of colour as a ‘superfluous’, degraded subproletariat or underclass,
unworthy even of exploitation and excluded from the productive system
altogether” (N. Fraser, 1995, p. 80). In contrast to the author’s arguments
(1997, p. 285), a large part of LGBT+ people have occupied specific
places in the capitalist economy, developing activities in the informal
economy, whether it is the scarcely paid work in bars, hairdressing sa-
lons, discos, cafes, spas and call-centers, sex work, self-employment, and
micro-entrepreneurship, or directly unpaid labor (International Labour
Organization, 2015; Jiménez-Castafio et al., 2017). If the relegation of
huge portions of the population to the status of superfluous is a con-
stitutive racial characteristic of the economy, why when this happens in
relation with heterocissexism it is only an issue of recognition and status?
According to Almeida, the capitalist social order is founded on the need
to ensure economic gains and keep its profitability intact. In this con-
text, “exclusion does not constitute an undesired effect of this mode of
production [and distribution], but is in fact absolutely necessary to it”
(Almeida, 2009, p. 217)™. This is due to, if the expansion of capital is bu-
ilt as much on those it exploits as on those it eliminates or excludes, it is
evident that heterocissexist oppression is not founded solely on injustice
of recognition.

Having argued that heterocissexism is a two-dimensional category, I
assert that just as gender and race equity require, in redistributive terms,
the abolition of differences, and, in terms of recognition, the revaluation
of their specific differences, sexual justice also requires this. In these two-
dimensional categories, the universalization of rights is as fundamental as
the valuation of differences. From here on I will go on to give reasons to

4 The author also shows another relevant aspect of the connection between excluded
populations and the capitalist economic order: the rehabilitation industries. Drawing on
a quote from Karl Marx, Almeida argues that some social categories, such as disability,
found a complex web of institutions, areas of knowledge, technological devices, and com-
modities that feed back into and renew the profitability of the current economic system.
These industries may not be a relevant factor in the productive aspect of capitalism, but
it is a relevant factor in the distribution of burdens and benefits.
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justify that heterocissexism, as a two-dimensional category, can function
as a conceptual key to think ableism.

lll. Ableism as a two-dimensional category

As Fiona Campbell states, ableism is “a network of beliefs, processes
and practices that produce a particular kind of self and body (the corpo-
real standard) that is projected as the perfect, species-typical, and there-
fore essential and fully human” (2001, p. 44). Like other social structures,
ableism functions as a system of oppression that delimits the human from
the non-human and privileges “able-bodied” identities to the detriment
of “disabled” identities. This entails presenting disability as a diminished
state of the human being. If we look at its ideological aspect, ableism is
instituted from the naturalization of social subordination and the con-
cealment of its historical traces by reducing it “to an undervaluation to-
wards a person or groups, or as something that is transmitted through
representations and cultural discourses that circulate freely, and not as an
institutionalized relationship” (Almeida, 2009, p. 223)".

A queer-crip perspective focuses on the multiple connections between
ableism and heterocissexism: first, people harmed by these systems share
a history of pathologization, since their identities, bodies, and behaviors
have been subjected to normalization processes'® from a medical-reha-
bilitative perspective, while they have not been considered as epistemic
subjects or authorized voices (McRuer, 2006). Secondly, both systems are
constituted based on social mechanisms of dehumanization, even more
so when both axes intersect. According to Garcia-Santesmases (2017),
the sexuality of people with disabilities is exoticized or made invisible, so
that they are constructed as either “asexual” or “hypersexual”. Thirdly,
ableism, like heterocissexism, hierarchizes social groups through stan-
dards of effectiveness in relation with social production and reproduc-
tion, and establishes that those who do not align themselves with these
requirements “have their equivalent in moral and social ‘undervaluation’
[...] and, consequently, they should also ‘reproduce less’ or, directly, not
reproduce at all” (Arnau Ripollés, 2016, pp. 55-56). Finally, both systems

1 For an in-depth inquiry into the harmlessness of civil rights claims that conceive of
social subordination in terms of mere attitudes or prejudices, see Russell (2002).

16 Canguilhem argues that normality consists in a therapeutic ideal that regulates medi-
cal practices and interventions (1978). Since their emergence in disciplinary societies,
the processes of normalization focus on making subjects docile, predictable, and useful,
which legitimizes the marking, control, and punishment of those who deviate from the
ideal of normality (Foucault, 2003; Venturiello, 2016).
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of oppression conceive of the human body as a machine, with specific
functions: “lungs for breathing, legs for walking, eyes for seeing, ears
for hearing, a tongue for speaking and [...] a brain for thinking” (Vin-
cent, 1999 in McRuer, 2002, p. 91) but also genitals to penetrate or be
penetrated, an uterus to gestate, and breasts to lactate. This implies con-
ceiving ability and heterosexuality as the natural and universal order of
the species, which presents able-bodied and hetero-sexual identities as
non-identities.

Ableism has deep roots in the capitalist system, with its main impetus
during the First European Industrial Revolution. In this context of mass
production of goods and services, the demand for useful, productive, and
fit individuals for work became central (Oliver, 1996). With the advent of
this social order, a sector of the population in which poverty and disabi-
lity converge emerges: “not only those who cannot enter the labor force
as wage earners but also those who are expelled from the labor force as a
result of injuries and illnesses, acquired while working or because of poor
living conditions, overcrowding, malnutrition” (Joly, 2008, p. 35). Hence,
disability, which requires an architectural and social design that considers
multiple forms of functioning, has been inscribed in the social imaginary
as an obstacle to the expansion of capital and economic “development”,
and as a “personal tragedy” that must be, at best, rehabilitated (Yarza de
los Rios et al., 2019). Similarly, LGBT+ people have been conceived as
obstacles to the social reproduction of the species, because the traditio-
nal family has been the main nucleus of social ordering that guarantees
the offspring for future production and consumption (Curiel, 2013).

In consequence, if we consider the inclusion of eliminated or excluded
people in the distributive dimension of the capitalist system, the oppres-
sion of certain social groups in such a system would be structured as
follows:

Productive order: A. The first link is made up of individuals exploited
in the production of goods and their distribution. B. The second link is
made up of individuals excluded from the production of goods and their
distribution.

Reproductive order: A. The first link is formed by the individuals ex-
ploited in the social reproduction of life. B. In a second link, made up of
individuals eliminated from the social reproduction of life.

Unlike the Fraserian conception, where the economic dimension of
capitalism is constituted solely between those in charge of producing and
those in charge of reproducing, this alternative way of thinking about
the economic dimension considers its sustenance and contours informed
by heterocissexism and ableism while allowing for the inclusion in the
analysis of other two-dimensional categories, such as racism and colonia-
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lism. The location of individuals in this alternative economic scheme will
depend on their multiple social group membership.

From this economic framework, it is possible to understand that just
as social reproduction guarantees the place of the category of “gender”
in the framework of the capitalist political economy, so functional regula-
tion and sexual regulation, which sustain and define the contours of pro-
duction and reproduction, occupy fundamental places in this economy.
If we consider that transformative responses demand the use of multiple
axes of oppression simultaneously, the inclusion of these categories in the
economic scheme allows us to think about singular forms of distributive
injustices, which previously remained hidden. However, I consider it es-
sential to emphasize that the usefulness of the Fraserian framework that
distinguishes redistribution from recognition should not result in a unidi-
mensional identity interpretation of the social groups affected. There are
no disabled people without gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender
identity, or social class. The dimensions of redistribution and recognition
are useful for analyzing systems of oppression and phenomena of social
subordination, but direct application to their effects on social groups can
generate interpretations that are too rigid and inaccurate. Even if one
were to defend the hypothesis that the injustices of heterocissexism are
reduced to injustices of recognition, the heterogeneous composition of
social groups negates the possibility that recognition strategies alone will
resolve the injustices to which LGBT+ people are subjected. I agree with
the author in her two-dimensional approach to social injustices to think
of axes of oppression as two-dimensional categories. Nevertheless, I dif-
fer from her direct application on social groups that she proposes in her
past notion of “bivalent communities” (N. Fraser, 1995), which she then
abandons, but which has been taken up again by other authors (Almeida,
2009).

A queer-crip perspective argues that both heterocissexism and ableism
intersect to contribute to the current capitalist order, which has become
neoliberal". In this context of deepening unjust inequalities but diversi-
fication of social actors, paying attention to both dimensions of justice
becomes essential. As pinkwashing and cripwashing show, the flexibility

7T understand neoliberalism as a governmental practice structured in an ideological proj-
ect that promotes, on the one hand, submission to the “free market” and, on the other,
“the deployment of punitive and proactive law-enforcement policies targeting street de-
linquency and the categories trapped in the margins and cracks of the new economic and
moral order coming into being under the conjoint empire of financialized capital and
flexible wage labor” (Wacquant, 2009, p. 1). Under a neoliberal framework, then, the
state functions as a “centaur state”: “liberal at the top and paternalistic at the bottom,
which presents radically different faces at the two ends of the social hierarchy” (2009, p.
312).
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of the neoliberal institutions may be hiding the expansion of new forms
of subjugation. As McRuer argues:

Neoliberalism does not simplistically stigmatize difference and can in fact
celebrate it. Above all, through the appropriation and containment of the
unrestricted flow of ideas, freedoms, and energies unleashed by the new so-
cial movements, neoliberalism favors and implements the unrestricted flow
of corporate capital. International financial institutions (IFIs) and neoliberal
states thus work toward the privatization of public services, the deregulation
of trade barriers [...], and the downsizing or elimination (or, more insidiously,
the transformation into target markets) of vibrant public and democratic cul-
tures that might constrain or limit the interests of global capital. These cul-
tural shifts have inaugurated an era that, paradoxically, is characterized by
more global inequality and raw exploitation and less rigidity in terms of how
oppression is reproduced (and extended). (2006, p. 3)

In this context, although the political strategies carried out by social
institutions no longer discursively present LGBT+ and people with di-
sabilities as aberrant and eliminable, in practice, they contribute to the
exclusion of the most vulnerable portions of that population. Companies
and States reappropriate, mainly through marketing strategies, the iden-
tity brands of oppressed groups to exacerbate distributive inequalities
without ethical-political costs. These complex processes no longer make
it possible to distinguish easily between economically exploited social
groups and economically eliminated social groups, but rather the inter-
section of the axes will give different results and trigger differential distri-
butive injustices. Thus, whether a person with disabilities has access to
a hierarchical position depends on other social privileges, such as social
class, gender identity, or sexual orientation. Far from being proof of the
possibility of an “inclusive capitalism” (McKenna, 2018), these excep-
tions demonstrate the pervasiveness and compulsion with which social
demands operate. Under this social order, fitting into identity privileges
implies the possibility of realizing the rest of social aspirations, such as
access to education, health, paid work, being subject and object of desire,
to be recognized as an epistemic subject, etc. (Warner, 2000).

From a crip position, Maldonado Ramirez argues that the success with
which the flexible institutions of today’s capitalism operate is based on a
neoliberal ideology. This neoliberal rationality exhibits the most oppres-
sed populations “as guilty and responsible for their situation, to incor-
porate competition and self-management as attitudinal links of positive
thinking” (2020, p. 50). Thus, social inequalities are reduced to indivi-
dual problems that can only be solved by the individual himself (Wisky
and Pagani, 2021). Consequently, this neoliberal model favors affirmative
strategies and civil rights, as long as they prove to be sufficiently inoffen-
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sive to the underlying social structure (Russell, 2002). For these reasons,
the connections between redistribution and recognition require simulta-
neously theorizing the effects of heterocissexism, ableism, and neolibera-
lism. This reveals the relevance of nurturing a queer perspective from the
contributions made by crip theory and activism in the design of political
solutions to various social injustices.

Conclusion

In this paper, I showed the virtues of Fraser’s perspectival dualism in
identifying and explaining the economic and cultural dimensions of poli-
tical strategies that seek to reduce social injustices, while pointing out its
limitations in explaining the injustices arising from heterocissexism and
ableism. Unlike the author, I argued that these two systems of oppression
are rooted in both an unequal status system and an unequal economic
system. Understanding them as two-dimensional categories allows us to
underline the place and functions they occupy in the current economic
system, as well as to glimpse constitutive aspects of their historical emer-
gence and development.

Thus, the effects of heterocissexism cannot be solved only by addres-
sing the dimension of recognition, since the preservation of an economic
order based on the social reproduction of life and the imperatives of mo-
nogamy, procreation, filiation, binarism and the privatization of sexua-
lity does not allow for the eradication of heterocissexist redistribution
injustices. In the same sense, it is not possible to remedy the effects of
ableism only by changing how disabled people are valued and institu-
tionally admitted. Firstly, because these people also belong to other so-
cial groups. Secondly, it still underlies an economic order that produces
ableist redistribution injustices through the privilege of capital and the
configuration of the ways and times of accessing institutions, producing
goods, and providing services, as well as remunerating care. When we
think from multiple axes of oppression, we can understand that politi-
cizing only the dimension of recognition entails the exclusive benefit of
the most privileged portion of that social group, while condemning the
rest to the deepening of violence and neoliberal austerity. A queer-crip
perspective provides relevant tools to detect these effects and provide
transformative responses.

Finally, in this critical review of perspectival dualism, it has become
clear that the distinction between redistribution and recognition is fun-
damental to thinking about the origin and development of systems of
oppression but can be counterproductive if we apply it directly to af-
fected communities. Although both heterocissexism and ableism have
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redistributive and recognition dimensions that are important to distin-
guish, thinking of LGBT+ and disabled people as homogenous social
groups that are targeted by a single axis of oppression, but not privileged
or oppressed by any other, negates a thorough analysis. Thus, perspec-
tival dualism must be a framework for analyzing social injustices that
do not redound to an identitarian conception of social groups. In this
sense, a queer-crip perspective, which questions the stability of identities
and focuses on normalization devices, allows us to think of social groups
from a dynamic and intersectional perspective. This non-identitarian
conception of social struggles for justice does not call for the dissolution
of identity-based political organizations, but rather for the opening of
new political alliances that are organized around the transformation of
the causes that produce social injustices and their resolution, not as a
point of arrival, but as a horizon and guide for action.
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Thinking Ableism through Heterocissexism. A Critical Review of Fraser’s
Redistribution-Recognition Pair from a Queer-Crip Perspective

The philosophical framework of justice proposed by Nancy Fraser during
the 1990s establishes two equally crucial dimensions of justice: redistribution,
linked to the allocation of economic goods, and recognition, linked to the as-
signment of social status. This division makes it possible to distinguish between
transformative strategies that intervene in the causes of social injustices and af-
firmative strategies that focus on their effects. However, the author’s treatment
of her notion of “two-dimensional category”, which combines inequalities of
redistribution and recognition, has limits for thinking about the functioning of
certain systems of social subordination and the situation of certain social groups.
In this paper, I will use a queer-crip perspective to argue that both heterocissex-
ism and ableism are two-dimensional categories, since they structure an unequal
status system, but also sustain, define, and naturalize the capitalist mode of pro-
duction and are functional to its distribution of economic goods. This critical
review allows us to adapt the Fraserian framework to the current socio-political
context.

Keyworps: Heterocissexism; Ableism; Redistribution-Recognition; Queer-
Crip Perspective; Neoliberalism.



