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Comments By The Authors On Liberating Theory

Michael Albert Winning limited respite from harsh oppressiomamsessential day-to-day
priority. But even a brief survey of the recurrerné@mew forms of old oppressions--new
Vietnams, new starvation, new racism, new violesgg&nst women, new denials of
rights and degradation of potentials--shows thetldishing a humane society is the only
way to attain lasting liberation. Nonetheless,doent years "the left" has largely lost its
capacity to project an uplifting conception of humpessibilities and a plausible picture
of how people's potentials might be fulfilled. Senidbelieveliberating Theorycan help
reinvigorate our desires for and capacities toeweha better future, | worked on and
advocate its conceptual framework and hope othérslavlikewise.

Leslie CaganUsually my writing focuses on leaflets, organ@materials, calls for

action, and fund appeal letters. Workingloberating Theoryhas allowed us the
opportunity to bring together a sample of the ditgrof our struggles and has allowed
me to think more sharply about theory. The demardisily political activism and
organizing often mean a lack of attention to thedris my hope that this collective
writing effort will offer social/political activig a nudge in the direction of taking the task
of building our theory more seriously.

| believe it will be possible to bring fundamentayolutionary change to this country.
Out of the everyday struggles of people throughiostnation and around the world, we
learn new ways to name the problems and definesodwtions. At the same time, our
organizing and mobilizing needs a framework thaegidirection to our efforts.

I hope this book will be read by people active iwide range of political, social, and
economic struggles, as well as those just begintairtigink about such issues. This book
does not solve the problem or give us magical féastor organizing. What | hope it
does do is provoke discussion, open up debateyatetiurther theoretical work and play
some role in inspiring us all.

Noam ChomskyVe often tend to focus our attention on todatyscities and on efforts
to mitigate them, at least | do, recognizing, hogrethat we are at best applying a
bandaid to a cancer that will erupt elsewhere.dfane to go beyond, our work must be



guided by a vision of a future that is attainabid aorth achieving and it must be part of
a sustained and long-term commitment by many peatilemately the great mass of the
population, who share this vision.

Liberating Theoryis an attempt to come to grips with these probldrmepe that this
unusual project will stimulate others to undertakaitical analysis of the ideas presented
here and to develop them further and to join inpimg to bring this dream a few
important steps closer to reality.

Robin Hahnel Functioning separately, movements to overcomismgcsexism, classism,
and authoritarianism fail. Functioning together ahdring aims and methods, they can
succeed.

I helped writeliberating Theorybecause | believe that to go forward radicallyneed
to develop a new understanding of society and tweseuited to human potentials and
able to promote solidarity among people with défrpriorities.

Now that the book exists, | will promote the idbattactivists from many constituencies
should debate, criticize and improve it in the éfehat this can contribute to a growing
movement that seeks and finally attains a betteiréu

Mel King: As an activist, politician, and citizen | condigirenounter people who say
injustice exists because people are evil; lifetdambetter or more fair because that's the
way we are. | should be more realistic.

But | know that injustice exists because of thatjwsl of scarcity and its impact on social
relations and psychologies--things we can changeoW that life and society can be
much better, and that we can make it happen.

Liberating Theorycan help us understand society, develop visiogagys, and create
effective strategies. Our central aim in writingvéts the need to combine agendas of
different movements even while preserving the digand integrity of each.

My hope forLiberating Theoryis that it will galvanize anti-racists, feminists,
disarmament activists, anti-interventionists, gag kesbian

liberationists, and everyone seeking a better wiorldve and grow in, helping each with
their own priorities and to connect to all the othe

| am a member of thRainbow Coalition The impetus of the Rainbow is not to reform a
little here and a little there, not to, in Vincétarding's words, have affirmative action in
a dehumanized society, but to transform the defingtations of society so that life is
vastly improvedLiberating Theoryprovides a way of looking at and thinking about
society consistent with my priorities and ableudHter them. It transcends each of its



seven authors to belong to the whole left. | hagaelers will respond with support and
energy so we can get together and go forward, now.

Lydia Sargentl could begin with many lofty reasons why | caintited toLiberating
Theory But something has happened to them--my loftyaessl mean.

As | drift further from the events, ideas, and gaakt contributed to my own radical
consciousness-raising, | feel more and more impe¢iedespair, even boredom creeping
into my political work and my life and getting aestglehold on my lofty reasons. | am
haunted by the fear that | will live out my life asvitness to the continued existence of
what | hate, without ever seeing the fruits of adub-for revolution.

So | contributed tdiberating Theoryfor pragmatic as well as lofty reasons. I, frankly
will do anything | can in ordamot to participate in a society that oppresses peaaend
the world while insuring that its own citizens opguheir days with a myriad of limited
choices which it refers to as democratic: buyingdPer Coke; Evian or Perrier; eating
MacDonalds or Burger King; working at Burger KingWendy's; choosing apartheid or
less apartheid; intervention or less interventmglear weapons or more nuclear
weapons; straight sex or no sex; profits or moddifsy marriage and a career, marriage
and no career, no marriage and a career, no mariagd no career; a nice boss or a less
nice boss; a job being servile or a servile jok;Mogue version of feminism or the
Cosmopolitan version; watching "Kate and Allie™@ynasty,"Ramboor The Big Chill
and on and on.

| can no longer rationalize the continued existarfcguch a society by saying that the
opposition is too strong, or the left is too weakpolitical disagreements and
sectarianism can never be overcome, or we lackianyisolidarity, courage,
commitment, analysis, skills, and knowledge. Theagenot reasons enough to prevent
me believing in the very real possibility of a dise, creative, liberatory society and in

the necessity for all those involved in left paiiti practice to bring their unique
perspectives, personalities, and humor to the geockcreating and working for such a
society. | think the concepts, vision, and stratéggussed in these pages provide a
framework not only for beginning but for succeeding

Holly Sklar. Between the time | finished working arberating Theoryand the writing of
this preface, | spent seven weeks in Nicaraguarelsmg a new book on U.S. policy.
This was my fourth trip to Nicaragua since 198@J] aach time I've come away with an
essential message about the power of a peoplemaatptheir destiny and rebuilding
their country from the ground up. Sandinismo igarhting theory and practice which
integrates marxism, feminism, spirituality and acdd liberation, representing a new
wisdom etched in Nicaraguan history, but with lessfsom and for liberation
movements around the world.



We have yet to create our "Sandinismo," our U.8niitly, our liberating program, our
popular powerLiberating Theoryis meant to help close the gaps in our movemaht an
serve as a guide for a movement deserving and eapataking power and creating a
new democracyLiberating Theoryrejects dogma and monotony. It was and is a
collective venture, a mutual education. We didtake years in an effort to achieve
perfect consensus or perfect terminology. Our g@a to achieve a new and valuable
synthesis of ideas and concepts, to serve as lgstdta future endeavors. | think we
succeeded in that, and I look forward to new stadiélse project, stages molded by
additional people and expanding perspectives.
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INTRODUCTION

In the summer of 1984 South End Press asked a muhpelitical activists to plan a
collectively-authored book which would analyze ctinds in the United States today,
project a shared vision of our society as we wdilgiglit to be and propose a strategy for
bringing about this new society. Over twenty astifriters from diverse backgrounds
agreed to collaborate in this unique effort.



Four participants were chosen by the group to bee"writers," responsible for initiating
and revising various drafts of the manuscript.Uacgeding months the core writers
interviewed the other participants and, had evgate according to plan, the next step
would have been to incorporate insights from tHossrviews into a first draft which
would then have been criticized by all participaassf it had been their own work. The
core group would next have incorporated suggestioamew draft and submitted that
for further revision. On a few occasions the fualllective would have gathered to discuss
content and distribution and by the winter of 19886 we would have published the
book.

Instead, due to a combination of factors, worketiashortly after the interviewing
ended. The break in the project made us realizeathprospective authors of a political
analysis that could unite many constituencies,ivge liad to agree on a shared
conceptual framework for bringing unity out of disiy. But it was clear from our
interviews that no one of the many conceptual agghves held by our authors could
alone provide guidance. What features define ociesg? How do they interrelate?
These and related questions had to be addressa vef could do more detailed
analyses and project goals and strategies. Weealktiddivide the project into two
stages. The first would provide an effective comgalbframework to employ in the
second, where we would apply the new insights.

To produceliberating Theoryour shared framework, the original group of "core
writers" was enlarged to include all the authorghefpresent volume: Michael Albert,
Leslie Cagan, Noam Chomsky, Robin Hahnel, Mel Kinglia Sargent, and Holly Sklar.
The first draft was written by Albert and Hahneidahen put through intensive rewrites
by the other authors. Not all of us agree with gweord and certainly we would each
have had different emphases had we written alonewBatever our differences, we all
agree that the framework presented here is a polahceptual starting place for
understanding modern societies, developing libdraigons, and formulating strategies
to help us make those visions real. With Liberalihgory as a foundation we have high
hopes that the product of subsequent efforts \eilirbly ground-breaking. We fully
expect concepts presented here to evolve and reas id emerge as the on-going project
unfolds.

Chapter One dfiberating Theorypresents a methodological overview of our
perspective. Chapters Two through Five refine amttle familiar concepts for
understanding economic, political, community, amskip relations. Chapter Six
develops new concepts for understanding how trmsgetypes of relations influence one
another in real societies and chapter Seven adgreggestions of historical change.
Finally, Chapters Eight and Nine explain how tolggpberating Theoris conceptual
framework to envisioning a liberated society andedigping an effective strategy for
reaching it: tasks to be undertaken in a seconainvel



In a set of appendices, we have also included imaagidialogues contrasting our
perspective to others currently more prevalentheneft. There is one dialogue for each
chapter and each dialogue presupposes that theipants have just become familiar
with the chapter it relates to. As hypotheticallexages the dialogues remind us that
ideas are held by people and that concepts for merts must be thrashed out in context
of real needs. But including the dialogues wastiest contested decision we had to
make. While four of us thought of the dialoguepas/ocative concluding sections for
each chapter-Albert, Chomsky, Hahnel, and Sargéetether three--Cagan, King, and
Sklar--found them to be, at best, distracting atdayorst, caricatures. Favoring
"participatory democracy,"” we decided to includenthas appendices at the end of the
whole volume to allow readers to make their ownisiens about whether and/or when to
read them.

Liberating Theoryemphasizes methods, not final answers. It doeamad/ze specific
events, but presemigays of understandingast and present events as well as possible
futures. It does not develop a

particular strategy, but presents methods for crgaliverse strategies suited to complex
contexts.

In light of our ultimate desire to apply this baokbncepts to fresh analysis and
organizing, we are circulating the manuscript toanginal list of authors (as well as
others) and asking each to decide whether they twaetcommit themselves to the
second stage of this project, the work that willelep more detailed strategy and vision,
usingLiberating Theoryas a guide. We hope the next book will be avasldiyl Fall

1987.

Readers can help us pursue this ambitious goalritippgvto the Collective Book Project,
c/o South End Press. We welcome criticismkibérating Theoryas well as ideas for the
forthcoming work. Naturally, we hope these bookd miake a powerful contribution to
left vision, strategy, and solidarity.

CHAPTER ONE
METHOD, MOTIVATION AND SOCIAL THEORY

Political activists need concepts suited to acelyanalyzing society and history. But
accuracy is not all that matters. In addition, étplpopular movements, clear and concise
concepts need to be applicable by activists operat everyday situations--not just by



"armchair" radicals with endless time for deciphgrarcane rhetoric. Moreover, social
theory must help prevent the "baggage of histamythfsubverting attempts to establish
liberating new relations. To be liberatory, consapted to counter tendencies to ignore,
devalue, or oversimplify important social dynansceh as race, sex, class, or authority.
This point cannot be emphasized enough: activesirthmust help its advocates
overcome their own oppressive socializations. lkmat do for our theories to aggravate
or even impose new biases.

Certainly social theories cannot help us migatablepredictions in the manner of

physics or chemistry. Social predictions cannotepgh the precision of a formula: "if

we mix chemicals A and B in environment X, afteyadd time elapses, such and such
amount of C will result.” But, nonetheless, we cae powerful social theory to explain
relationships; to envision possibilities and dediteetrends that may impede or promote
those possibilities; and to make "probabilisticdicgons” about likely outcomes of

current activities--all in ways that broaden ourgpectives and counter our biases. These
are our goals for "liberating theory."

Our Search For New Concepts

When marxists conceptualize society, a particuletupe of social and historical
possibilities emerges. Is the marxist view compnshea enough to meet activists' needs?
Does it counter or aggravate socialized biases? Aliwut other theories such as
feminism, nationalism, anarchism, populism or eg@m? Advocates of different
schools of thought rarely claim to already havelal answers we need about history,
contemporary societies, or alternative visions.yltiéen do claim, however, to have
conceptual frameworks sufficient for developingst@nswers now and in the future.
Our view is different. While these theories teacdmgnimportant truths, they also bias
our analyses by obscuring some important dynammidsuaduly exaggerating others. We
feel that not only do we need new answers abousoctiety but also new concepts to
help us find those answers. Let's look at this lgrolbmore closely.

Neither Monist Nor Pluralist Methods

At the extreme, some political activists claim tbaeparticular domination precipitates
all really important oppressions. Whether manas@rchist, nationalist or feminist, these
"ideal types" argue that important social relatioas all bereducedto the economy,
state, cultur®r gender. Their extreme "monist” approaches emphadseductionist”
foundations.

Each idealized monist theory targets different "gation relations" as the "motor force
of history." Not surprisingly, as they each findifferent essential tension, their
respective proponents criticize one another harditlg idealized marxist looks first to
economic and class relations to explain not onbnemic, but also sexual, racial,
political and all other types of domination. Likesj the idealized feminist looks



primarily to gender, the idealized nationalist tdtare, and the idealized anarchist to the
state. Of course, only a few activists actuallyedasthat everything, everywhere is always
economy-based, state-based, gender-baseuture-based--and nothing more. These
ideal types are caricatures. But most adherergadi perspective do claim that their
particular concepts of structure and power areastlhe central determinants of
oppression and social change.

For example, some people adopt a label like "festiisimply to show their commitment
to overcoming a particular form of oppression withnecessarily accepting only one
theoretical paradigm as valid. They may mean towvegnfor example, that they see the
roots of

Feminkst
Wiew

ot
Society

An

patriarchy as having powerful influences on alesiof social life, while still
acknowledging that other critical dynamics migtstoabe at work. But many other
activists adopt "ism" labels to make the self-comse theoretical claim that a particular
sphere of society deserves priority attention beeatincorporates the driving forces
which determine historical possibilities in evephsre of society. A feminist of this sort
might "seek the ultimate cause and the great mgwawger of all historic events in the
dialectic of sex; the division of society into twistinct biological classes for procreative
reproduction, and the struggles of those classtsamie another; in the changes in the



modes of marriage, reproduction and childcare the connected development of other
physically-differentiated classes (castes); anthéfirst division of labor based on sex
which developed into the (economiccultural) clagstem."

The monist/reductionist program always has rougjidysame structure: a body of
experience or data is dissected into componemtse €6 which are said to have features
that disproportionately determine the propertiethefwhole they together compose. The
whole is then analyzed primarily in terms of théseored parts, on the grounds that these
parts exist in and of themselves, operate largetpmling to their own laws, and
powerfully influence the whole by processes immtmmajor alteration by operations of
other parts of the whole. Though monist analystirdjuish themselves by choosing
differentdefining features of society and history, theisibanethod is the same.

No matter how carefully they proceed, all the d#f& reductions of the same complex
phenomena to different root causes cannot be ¢oNaturally, representatives of
different perspectives ably criticize economics anty influenced secondarily by
gender, culture and polity, and also primarily epnder, but only secondarily by
economics, polity, and culture. Not all reducti@as be simultaneously correct.
Representatives of different perspectives natuedlly criticize one another. In the
ensuing chaos many disgruntled leftists opt foe@at pluralism, employing the
concepts of more than one framework, much as taechist Bakunin called himself a
marxist in economics, and as many marxist econsmtv call themselves feminists
regarding gender.

Countering monism, pluralist approaches claim wstmge more than one set of
intellectual tools because social causes cannmdeced to a single class of determining
relations. Many activists simultaneously claim #rbarxist and feminist, anarchist and
nationalist, or



SUBTLE MONIST
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF
ECONOMIC VISION

Society's Society's
Base Superstruciure

To portray othar “versions™ lsave
Main Elamants in place and simply exchange
“Economsc Sphera” and “Materal Realities” tabels
for any of their Kinghip, Politics, or Community
counterpers

feminist and anarchist, because they rightly recegthe complexity of their
environment and see merit in more than one anabyntation. Whether a pluralist
analysis succeeds obviously depends upon the éisaidl in choosing the right tools to
scrutinize changing circumstances. Yet pluralisotades that to analyze the economy
you should use marxist categories while to anallgedamily you should use feminist
categories, and this advice is inadequate.

Monist approaches fail whenever we need to recegmiare than one set of causal
factors. For example, black and white and malefandhle workers don't all have the
same interests and mindsets simply because thbglalg to the same economic class.
Over-simplifying causal factors to include onlysdaelations ignores racial and sexual
dynamics that cause women and blacks, among otbezadure different oppressions,
not only when pay checks and pink slips are diggkrsut day-in and day-out because of
the racist and sexist definitions of their econotasks. Class concepts cannot alone
adequately explain factory life and gwen to understand the econgmmuch less the



rest of society, we must go beyond marxism. Siryil@ach monist approach
exaggerates the influence of its favored sphemerastimates the influence of other
spheres, and largely ignores the crucial facteékaty sphere is itself critically influenced
by other sources of social definition.

Pluralist approaches try to escape these distartigradopting more than one
perspective, but since events are often so mudtiéatthat only a comprehensive theory
can reveal their true character, this too oftels féinagine looking at a country scene
using, in turn, blue, red and green filters. Thoygh would see much, you would also
have great difficulty discerning features dependgran how colorsgnix. Similarly, a
marxist-feminist will see traditional economic esiphtion and also patriarchal violence
against women, but miss many of the more subtleswlagt gender relations redefine
class definitions or that economic dynamics redefamily norms.

Because they fail to account for multi-faceted miefy influences, marxist categories
insufficiently explain even the economy, feminiategories insufficiently explain even
gender, nationalist categories insufficiently explaven culture, and anarchist categories
insufficiently explain even the state. All theseifare certainly necessary, but to use
them optimally we need to develop a new orientatiat allows us to embody refined
versions of each primary frameworkamew whole



A PLURALIST COHCEPTUALISATION

Complementary Holism

We tentatively call this new orientation complenaptholism. It is rooted in two
modern scientific principles: "holism" and "complentarity.'Holisminforms us that
reality's many parts always act together to forneminvined whole. In the words of
physicist David Bohm, all phenomena are "to be wtded not as...independently and
permanently existent but rather as product[s] [tnate been] formed in the whole
flowing movement and that will ultimately dissollack into that movement"Of
course Bohm doesn't mean to imply that a usefuérstdnding of an electron in a lab of
a physicist in N.Y. can't be had unless we alsdaemxjhe texture of wood in a staircase
in the Kremlin. The influences of the latter wik oo slight to care about. But he does
mean to highlight that, since all phenomena infae=all other phenomena, we should
always be very careful about how we abstract amtygodar aspect of our surroundings
from the whole. Extracting the economy from the césociety, for example, will often
be ill advised. Here the interactions are too inguarto exclude any from our focus.



Since in practice it is not so easy to keep thisenaobvious guideline in mind, choosing
concepts that continually highlight its importames help.

Complementarityin the sense we use it, means that the partdwdoimpose wholes
interrelate to help define one another, even thaagth appears often to have an
independent and even contrary existence. Our diefinias further developed below, is a
somewhat altered form of the general complemegtgprihciple developed by scientist
Niels Bohr and other members of what is called'@&penhagen School,” who felt the
more precise quantum physics definition of completauéty was generalizable to various
social and historical phenomena.

Just as Marx and Engels paid strict attention tatésof the art" science in their time, we
should keep up with contemporary developmentsidseshy, however, though most
contemporary marxists pride themselves on beinigrigiic,” few bother to notice that
"state of the art" science has changed dramatigallye last hundred years. While
avoiding simplistic mimicry and misapplication aientific principles, we should update
our methods by seriously examining contemporargrsx for new ideas relevant to our
theoretical efforts.

Modern quantum physics, for example, teaches #ality is not a collection of separate
entities but a vast and intricate "unbroken whdlg& Prigogine comments, "The new
paradigms of science may be expected to develophetnew science of connectedness

which means the recognition of unity in diversityWhen thinking about phenomena,
we inevitably conceptually abstract parts fromwh®le in which they reside, but they
then exist as separate entities only in our peimegt There are no isolated electrons, for
example, only fields of force continually ebbingddtowing in a seamless web of
activity which manifests events that we choosealbatectrons because it suits our
analytic purposes. For the physicist, each electjoark, or whatever is a "process” and
a "network." As a process it has a developmenagdtory--extending through all time.
As a network, it is part of an interactive pattestretching throughout all space. Every
part embodies and is subsumed in a larger whole.



A COMPLEMENTARY
HOLIST
CONCEPTUALIZATION

Similarly, relativity theorists explain that our age of time as a continually progressing
river is also a human construct. In reality, tintemore flows than does space. The two
are complementary aspects of a single whole, esevegerceive them to be separate. In
both spatial and temporal dimensions there exigisumnity in diversity, diversity in

unity.

Using similar logic, contrary to most radical forlations, we argue that it is wrong to
call a society "capitalist," or "patriarchal,” aatist" or "dictatorial,” and think that with

a single descriptor one has revealed the esserthe ebciety in question. Many readers
might be thinking, "that's obvious; who could dis=gf?" Yet, a review of radical
literature shows that the answer is, at leastactme, a great many people. In publication
after publication, a single sphere of society idradsed (or even labeled) and claims are
then made to the effect that not only has this@adr sphere of society been fully
understood-which it hasn't--but that the fundamehtaamics of the overall society have
been properly illuminated. Writing a book on ecomesror culture is fine. We cannot
always address everything. Examining single sphereolation with monist theories

and claiming comprehensive knowledge is not fine.M#edn't abstract poorly.

Adrienne Rich's eloquent definition of patriarchpyides an example of monistic over-
generalization:



Patriarchy is the power of the fathers: a famidiatial, ideological, political system in
which men--by force, direct pressure, or throudtnati tradition, law, and language,
customs, etiquette, education, and the divisidalwdr, determine what part women shall
or shall not play, and in which the female is ewdrgre subsumed under the male...
Under patriarchy, | may live ipurdahor drive a truck;...I may serve my husband his
early-morning coffee within the clay walls of a Ber village or march in an academic
procession; whatever my status or situation, mwddreconomic class, or my sexual
preference, | live under the power of the fathangl | have access only to so much of
privilege or influence as the patriarchy is willitggaccede to me, and only for so long as
| will pay the price for male approvél.

From this starting point, if we are not very catgitis all too easy to lose track of the
defining influence economic, political, and cultui@ms can have on gender relations
and lose track of the different

experiences of different women, of the differensgbilities they face, and so on. Yet,
often we do need to temporarily escape the comjeexdf "connectedness,” and at these
times we take as our focus not the whole intercotauesociety, but a particular type of
abstract economy, kinship system, cultural prooegpverning form. We write a treatise
on the "capitalist economy" or "parliamentary demacg" just as a physicist might write
one on the "electron.” Yet, in doing so we musteerther that our conclusions are
suspect. For as with the electron and its field,gbonomy, community, state and kinship
spheres are always complementary facets of a simjieoken natural and social order.

Of course, we are not saying that a theory of teetm®n is suspect if it doesn't include
reflections on the Crusades--just that it is susjpécdoesn't include reflections on
photons or even gravitation. And likewise, we avésaying a theory of the capitalist
firm is suspect if it does not include reflectiamsthe anthropology of ancient
matriarchal societies. But it had better includertions on contemporary gender,
community and political relations since these abviayertwine with and help define
economic forms.

To take the economic example further, the assumpiiat only classes are important
economic actors and that classes are wholly defiyeztonomic relationships common
to different modes of production would be validiilit were justifiable to abstract from
the fact that members of classes are also membdievent sexes, cultural
communities, and political structures. That isjakgender, political and other dynamics
which play upon economic relations would have tariaginal for the theory to always
do a good job. Yet, all too often such abstractamesflawed, as when many marxists
assume the lack of relevance of gender in assegsiaigiction relations or when many
feminists ignore race when assessing kinship forms.

In short, since society itself is holistic, it issential that we develop an intellectual
frameworkspecifically contoured to understanding an intencected reality We should



expect interdependence and only introduce simplgfyassumptions that deny the
importance of interconnections when such assumptoa carefully justified. Since
existing theories fail to adequately follow thigpapach, we cannot begin our efforts by
assuming marxism, feminism, nationalism, anarctosmven some combination of
these.

Contemporary science teaches us to examine r@alilyusual ways. Embarking upon
our effort to create a new conceptual frameworlpfditical analysis, we should heed its
lessons. Unlike monists, we must incorporate miaae bne angle of approach. Unlike
pluralists,

we must integrate our diverse angles of approadralow each to refine the others
within a comprehensive framework which allows intpat truths to emerge.

Dissipative Systems

Thermodynamics, which is concerned primarily witieegy relations, is another physical
science with methodological insights of use to alatieorists. Here, llya Prigogine's
studies have led to a new theory of change of Wwhatalls "dissipative systems."

For Prigogine, most dissipative systems continuatigiergo reproductive
transformations. Continual fluxes in dissipativeteyns embody a perpetual flow of
energy and matter which leave the dissipative systargely unchanged over time.
Though everything flows, the result of this turmsibnlyevolutionary change
fluctuating around a stable pattern of developmdrith defines the character of the
whole dynamic system. People, for example, undeogmtless flows of energy, material
and information with the surrounding environmem, gach morning we awake with our
identity secure. Viewed one way we are wildly oliequilibrium, our very cells

regularly dying off and being replaced. Yet, vieveatwther way, we are here today,
tomorrow and the day after, relatively unchanged.

Sometimes, however, fluctuations in dissipativeesys invoke fundamental
transformations in their defining characteristicsthese "revolutionary” cases, instead of
all changes away from the basic defining patteindeeigned in, pressures from within
and without together push the system so far fremdéffining trajectory that old identities
shatter.

Prigogine applies his conceptualization universafiythe smallest physical systems, to
individuals and social groups, to societies andle/ecologies, and to cosmic systems. In
biological and sociavolution for example, changes occur within limits and geltg
preserve the host system's defining characteriolodical and socialevolution

however, changes burst all restraints so the lyss¢s ceases to exist in its old form and
is replaced instead by a new system with new dejifeatures and altered evolutionary
and revolutionary potentials. Though it would bale-minded to extrapolate too freely



from Prigogine's studies, his lessons can prowvidaghts relevant to our own
understanding of social systems.

If we view all complex structures as dissipativetsyns, following Prigogine, then we
can evolve an image of social structures existiitim overlapping and encompassing
one another, all influencing and

even flowing through one another. On occasiongtiteand flow of one sphere becomes
S0 pronounced--owing to its own internal motiond/anto growing pressures from
without--that it undergoes a profound change amtiiiin, sometimes causes other
systems to change as well. Seeing societies amdparés of societies--like their kinship
spheres or economies--as dissipative systems shoaNé enlightening in coming
chapters. Moreover, although the specific featofesvolutionary processes differ
depending on the type of "dissipative system" umliussion, the general dynamic is
always present.

Yet, if nature is an unbroken whole with parts \ae only examine in light of how they
mutually interpenetrate and define one anothertwbas it mean to discuss a "system"
separate from the rest of nature? We don't hesiatpeak of chemical compounds,
molecules, biological organs, rocks, mountainsgdpots, people, economics and
societies as separate "things." In each case, leywere mentally extricate a conceptual
piece from the whole tapestry of society and natrere no such extrication is entirely
accurate. We do this, of course, because our mabsalaction helps us think about the
part, albeit a little incorrectly, in a more manalgke way. If every time we wanted to talk
about a chair, car, or friend we had to simultasgodiscuss the whole rest of our
society and even of the universe, obviously we wagver say or think anything.

At the other end of this axis, however, as we takEady argued, it is also wrong to
forget that a tapestry of interconnections doestego that whenever we do speak of
parts by themselves, we do so only in approximatgswWe must always check to see
that the interconnections we ignore can, indeedghered at small cost. To initiate our
theoretical journeys with reductionist assumptitiveg unchanging "atoms" of influence
will be found at the foundation of all social andthrical processes would be a
disastrously narrowing step. A more encompassitigi@e informed by a desire to
carefully search out justifiable abstractions itdresuited to activist needs.

When we extract a part from a larger whole and éxarih, we must remain aware that
an encompassing whole defines the aspect we andiyeed, for Prigogine, precisely
the relationship of the part to the whole--the wayaspects interrelate and flow through
that whole and vice versa--allows the part to atsaifficient coherence for us to examine
it separately. If we think of ourselves againsithe way energy and materials flow from
our environment through us and back allowing usoiatinually reproduce our
component features that



allow us to maintain our coherent definition asasape people. Likewise, thinking of an
economy, it is the particular ways goods, servimEss, and relations flow though the
economy, from it to the rest of society and babkt tllows the sphere to maintain its
coherence. Without interconnection and continug,fheither people nor economies
could persist as discernible systems with defiatierns of development to be
maintained during normal times and transformedmdurevolutionary times. In essence,
it is a special type of ongoing change that prosiotggoing continuity.

Within dissipative systems, parts are always sulesbumder still larger wholes and any
boundaries we recognize must be understood asabstrs. It follows that when we try
to understand any particular system's evolutioaad/revolutionary tendencies we
should look not only to its "internal” attributésjt also to those affecting it from
"without." Indeed, the division between "within"dhwithout" is really only something
that we impose by our particular conceptual lalgptihthe system. This lesson is
important when talking about such societal subsystas the economy, polity,
community and kinship spheres and can go a longtaagrd preventing monist
misconceptualizations. For example, this recognitims counter to the idea of
employing exclusively an "internal contradictions8w as the basis of a methodology of
change, precisely because the concept "intern@Balf an arbitrary one dependent upon
how we view society, history, or whatever subjeetter we are addressing. For by our
conceptualizing, it is we who define the boundabesveen "things" determining what is
"internal” and "external” to each. Again, we can aertainly should do this for many
purposes, but not always, and always with gread. car

Fundamentals of Complementary Holism

Many different kinds of domination characterize tamiistory. Imperialist powers have
dominated other peoples politically, culturallydegconomically. Within particular
nations, men have dominated women, ruling clasaes dominated other classes, whites
have dominated people of color, members of ongioglihave dominated members of
another, and so on. Moreover, each of these difféiads of domination has existed in a
variety of forms; each has had pervasive effectsherguality of people's lives; and each
has influenced the whole structure of societieshicth they have appeared. Genocide,
colonialism, slavery, racism, and religious oppi@s$ave each had

their own particular dynamics and consequencese Regychological abuse,
objectification, and the exclusion of women fronmtggpation in political, cultural, or
economic activity outside the family, as well asadimination against women when they
are able to participate in "public” life, presenmnaltitude of different forms of gender
oppression. The exploitation of peasants by lawdloworkers by capitalists and workers
by planning bureaucracies and managers are alkfofrolass oppression, each different
from the others. Similarly, execution, imprisonmédyanning of political activity, and



unjust access to public participation are all foohstate opression, any of which can be
utilized by monarchies, dictatorships, represevgdilemocracies,” or even participatory
democracies. Our pains have come in many shapesizeg] each with their own
characteristic signatures and each with influemsgsnding far beyond their immediate
spheres.

Each of these types of domination has elicited aigtéheory-feminism, nationalism,
anarchism, marxism--which we have rejected as imaate whether taken separately or
in pluralist combination. In coming chapters, welioe alternative concepts that start
from the premise thaach domination generates highly interconnectedrbeducible
social forcesWe also build a series of sub-theories that nmake priori assumptions
about any hierarchy of different forms of dominatia view we will support in more
detail later. Only empirical investigation of a fheular society at a particular time can
verify the existence or non-existence of a hienaihdominations in that particular case.
And often, rather than a hierarchy of oppressitmere will be a holistic interweaving of
oppressions.

Center and Boundary

As a complex "dissipative system," any society Ugu@volves along a relatively stable
pattern of steady evolutionary change. People engadiverse types of social activity
which leads to the creation of systems and ingtitstwhich generate social groups with
different social responsibilities and different @ss to status, power, and means of
attaining well being. Occasionally, these comporsgnictures and even society as a
whole undergo revolutionary transformations.

Using vague "domination terminology,"” we can sagt tiny society has a well-defined
complex of social relationships determining its des of domination" and division of its
citizenry into groups of dominators and dominathen a society merely evolves, these
patterns reproduce without major change. But whesvalution occurs, they transform.

We can conceive of society as two basic networkairaan center composed of citizens,
their consciousnesses, personalities, needs al& skid a surrounding institutional
boundarycomposed of society's institutions and their sttactures. These two
networks, the human and the institutional, "us" @hd system," together comprise the
larger society which, in turn, encompasses botle.imktitutions are certainly created by
the actions and expectations of the human populatiet, the consciousnesses and
personalities of the people are themselves molgeateinstitutional structures people
continually confront.

The psychological dynamics that equilibrate ouspealities and society's boundary
vary, to be sure, but the basic relations are By our activities we not only fulfill
immediate needs, but also develop personalitysteait! future preferences. When we
work in a certain type of job, or mother or fatleildren, or go to church, temple or



mosque, or participate in politics, we not onlyiuehce others but also "create" ourselves
"to fit." When we contour our activities to fulfilertain role requirements, we naturally
acquire certain related traits and needs. More@gewe have a disposition to think well
of ourselves, most often we then also contour titudes to rationalize our efforts so
they appear logical, good, or at least necessary.

It follows that if institutions offer only a limigenumber of roles through which we may
gain access to means of survival and fulfillmerstrof us will naturally and inexorably
mold ourselves to fit the requirements of thosesolf we do otherwise, we either
become permanent misfits or we seek to changenstitutional context. So, most often,
most people develop acceptable self-images by anoalating their values to the logic
of their activities, which are in turn structuregldociety's institutional boundary. And
this means that we regularly bring our mindsets adcord with that boundary. Most
times, therefore, powerful pressures push peoped only what society is prepared to
bestow upon them.

At the same time, institutions obviously also reflidhe personalities and ideas we bring
to their design and construction. We continuallyreate our society's institutions so that
of course they accord with our values, needs asulete

In sum, both society's boundary and its centerteraad are created by the other; each is
the subject and object of their entwined histortye Twoco-defineone another. The
division between them is imposed and porous. Iewtend center and boundary in time
and space, they each expand through their "edgesthbody one another.

Society's center and boundary acenplementarnaspects of a single unbroken whole.
Both center and boundary are complex dissipatiggesys. Whatever society's defining
features may be, they will necessarily pervade bothety's center and boundary. They
will persist through evolutionary changes sincehstitanges necessarily involve limited
adaptations of both center and boundary. Revoluhiowever, will alter these defining
features. Since we know that historically peopleversally engage in certain social
activities, which in turn involve social relationsntouring daily life and governing group
interactions, as our next conceptual step it makese to subdivide society along lines
highlighting these activities, social relationsgawocial groups. In the next four chapters
we will conceptualize economic, political, kinskdpd community spheres showing how
each may be usefully characterized by a predomimetitity and particular defining
social relations and group structuresch entwined with the others in a complementary
holist fashion We will not assume at the outset any particuiaranchy of the influences
stemming from these spheres, but will instead addsach interrelations as we come
upon them in our theorizing. After discussing esghere largely in isolation from the
others in these early chapters, later we will ateahigher level of accuracy by combining
our new conceptualizations into an encompassingdveork for thinking about societies
and history.



*Please Note: Readers who would now like to conrsadeypothetical dialogue deali
with issues raised in chapter one should turn geda8. Others may prefer to read
the dialogues at once, after having completed thia fmody of text.

CHAPTER TWO
COMMUNITY

In our framework, "communities” are groups of peopho share a common sense of
historical identity or heritage. Usually this shdirdentity derives from a common
culture, language or lifestyle developed while dhiginal members of the community
lived in geographical proximity. A nation, for exple, is a particular type of community
comprised of an organized society of people, witlo@mon territory and government.
In turn, within nations, we find additional distingpes of communities and sub-
communities based on ethnicity, cultural heritageg, locale, etc., and these may
conform with or cut across class and sex lines claien that identification with one or
more communities has important social implicatitorpeople's needs, desires,
responsibilities, manners of ritual and celebrateomd ways of accommodating to diverse
institutional requirements.

Certainly the universality of many communities makeeir existencappearmore
biological than historical. And, indeed, it is alsoe that when, where and by whom we
are born does tend to predispose us to become mewiearticular communities.
Nonetheless, closer attention to the phenomenbdeadming a community member
reveals that we develop our community identificasionot biologically, but by adopting
particular cultural beliefs and behaviors and ttmahmunities evolve through a
combination of internal and exterrecial relations. Social relations, not genes, define
community allegiances.

The Concept Of A "Community Sphere"

We know that national communities develop theirsgenf a shared history owing to
geographical constancy and common language anarepéts in France, for example. In
contrast, we also know that religious communitias loe defined by common spiritual
beliefs and customs as for practitioners of ZendBusm, or by the religion of their
mother, as for Jews. Ethnic communities in turmidg through shared origin in some
geographically defined community, like Poland, wtspecifically racial communities,



we will argue, are defined more by the characteéheir relations with other communities
than by internal characteristics, as Blacks inUk®. or Chinese in Vietnam.

Within the borders of the United States, we knoat there are numerous Indian nations,
struggling to see their sovereign rights to land self-determination realized. We also
know that Blacks, Latino/as and Asian Americansnfoacial communities, themselves
made up of distinct sub-communities rooted in metlity: AfroAmericans, Haitians,
Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Chinese, Japanese, Baipiin turn, Italian, Irish and Polish
Americans are among the many different white etboimmunities while Protestants,
Catholics, Muslims and Jews make up different r@lig communities, and New
Englanders, Southerners, Mid-Westerners and Westefarm different regional
communities. South Boston, East Boston and Bostdiggh End" represent different
neighborhood communities. Other kinds of cultu@hemunities are WASP, Yuppy,
Punk, Hip-Hop, etc. And finally, we also know tllaése far from homogeneous
communities exert widely divergent, changing infloes on people and society.

It follows from all this common knowledge that weed a concept of the community
sphere because in human societies people--whéateieeconomic, gender or political
affiliations--also develop important beliefs, needissires and behavior patterns
corresponding to particular community roles. Mom@gpeople bring these community
traits to all their life activities. What we mean the "community sphere” is thus the
network of all these communities and their intnad anterrelations.

The Importance Of The Community Sphere

Clearly, any society will vary greatly dependingwhether its members share a single
religious afffiliation, ethnic identification, or

racial heritage or, instead, belong to many religjceethnic, and racial communities.
Similarly, life in a particular society will varyrdmatically depending on the nature of its
community relations with other societies. Moreovbese types of variations can be as
critical to social possibilities as others derivingm class, gender or governance. It
follows that to characterize a society's statenenuc or kinship institutions, or even all
three, without characterizing its community indtaas, will not yield a comprehensive
picture.

Moreover, there are important differences betwéerctltures of different religions,
ethnic groups, regions, and nations. Different camities have different interpretations

of history, philosophies of life and death, anduesl relating to material wealth, personal
relationships, scientific knowledge, nature, andifp. Communities with different

cultural attitudes toward property, will likely detop different economic spheres even if
they share many defining forms. Contrast the econoote of land in Indian and

capitalist non-Indian economies. Communities thate different cultural values on

family relations will likely develop different kimgp spheres, even though they may share



basic patriarchal gender structures. Consider tanis in family roles between whites
and blacks in the U.S.

But community differences arise both from differes@n internally elaborated
characteristics and from the interface between conities. All too often, for example,
one community may fear a threatened invasion byh&npor two communities may have
different beliefs and customs, and each may watray the other will impose its values
and entice away community members. But whateverdalkeor imagined causes, hostility
across community boundaries can have profoundtsffexluding wars, followed by the
assimilation or annihilation of one community by#rer. Or, short of such intense
conflict, the internal evolution of community/cuiél forms can nonetheless be disfigured
by the cultural products of an outward facing HitgtiFor example, how communities
view each other can affect how each views itsel. M#ed only think of the history of
some of the world's most troubled communities--saaglsraeli Jews and Palestinian
Arabs, or Northern Irish Catholics and NorthershrProtestants--for examples of this
powerful dynamic.

In coming chapters we will argue that the consaiess and needs of members of
different genders and classes can be conditiongldiystruggles with one another over
values, roles, and wealth. In this chapter we lsaethe same can be true of communities.
They too may

form in opposition to one another and develop sidfitities in part determined by the
character of the struggles between them. Solitaiswe need to pay special attention to
"community” and the "community sphere" in our effaio understand society and
history. For this sphere is critically importantdatermining how we live and how our
societies change over time.

The Origins Of Community Identifications

People form communities because community actigityentral to the process of human
social definition. Humans must learn what socié&sdo play since, unlike bees, for
example, our genes do not make some of us "quasasbthers "drones" or "workers."
Bees and humans both satisfy needs through elawatal activity, yet the manner in
which bees and people create their sociality diffgofoundly. Groups of bees have no
need to generate a sense of their particular lgstddentity to carry out their activities
as a hive. Groups of people, however, do needriergée a sense of their historical
continuity and identity through cultural activity.

Although inter-community relations can make peaptailar, hostile to one another and
racist, and although intra-community relations oeganize cultural activity, such as
religion, in a sexist, close-minded, or otherwiggrdrchical way, the ongoing activity of
forming communities also often meets many positivman needs. Indeed, historically
we form communities precisely as a means to attalitaral and emotional continuity in a



conscious, profoundly human, emphatically sociay.v@@ommunity is certainly not
instrinsically bad. And to fully understand anyédaof the critical causes and
consequences of cultural activity, we must suredykwo understand the positive as well
as the negative. For often, even the most negatiee and intracommunity relations are
linked to people's struggles to cope with fundamlesuiestions of life and death, and
search for social solidarity.

Race and Racism

Most people think of race as a biological differatibn. You are what you are by virtue
of birth. Yet, the purely genetic differences betwenembers of different groups of
people traditionally labeled "races"--as measunedverages over the groups--proves to
be less by chemical composition and type, by alangrgin, than the genetic differences
among diverse members of a particular race. Th#tes

differences between two randomly selected whitelgeare likely to be greater than the
differences between the average genetic charaatsrif they are discernable at all--for
blacks and whites, Native Americans and Asians,sanadn.

The division of the human species into races i®pgioally-though not socialky

arbitrary. We could differentiate humans along dtess axes, such as height, weight and
other physical features. If we assigned racialg@ies to groups of humans with
different heights-for example, for every foot oidte from four feet up determines a new
race--we would be more biologically precise thamukual racial designation by skin
color. For no fixed biological boundary exists beém Asian and Caucasian, black and
Indian, whereas a fixed boundary does exist betwlease who are shorter than five feet
and those who are between five and six feet. Raeesimply cultural communities
which have historically come to be identified byypical ascriptions. Racism is the
ordering of these communities in a hierarchy inclilthose "above" deem those "below"
genetically inferior.

Community Oppressions And Resistance

The fact that relations between communities alwafjsence both and that communities
ultimately exist for natural and positive reasonsidd not lead us to a false conclusion
of symmetry or to a false optimism that communipamics will always be positive.
Communities can adopt oppressive norms internaltly enoreover, whenever one
community dominates another not only will the synmnbeetween their social positions
break down, so will the symmetry of internal effect

Regarding colonialism, for example, one of the noggiressive community
relationships, Frantz Fanon writesTihe Wretched of the Earth



Because it is a systematic negation of the othesgmeand a furious determination to
deny the other person all attributes of humanityomialism forces the people it
dominates to ask themselves the question constahtlgeality, who am 1?*

In Fanon's Algeria, as with every colonial situatithe struggle for liberation is a
struggle against internalized oppression as wedlgaénst the colonial oppressor. From
the perspective of the subjugated community, tlwgcehis either submission, with all its
physical and

psychological pain, or resistance.
Paulo Freire writes, iRedagogy of the Oppressed

The oppressed suffer from the duality which hasl#isthed itself in their innermost

being. They discover that without freedom they adrmaxist authentically. Yet, although
they desire authentic existence, they fear it. Tdreyat one and the same time themselves
and the oppressor whose consciousness they havedhized. The conflict lies in the
choice between being wholly themselves or beingldi; between ejecting the

oppressor within or not ejecting him; between humsalidarity or alienation; between
following prescriptions or having choices; betwdamng spectators or actors; between
acting or having the illusion of acting through #detion of the oppressors; between
speaking out or being silent, castrated in thewgrato create and re-create, in their

power to transform the world.

In the relationship between oppressor and oppregssdhe oppressed who must
overcome the dehumanization of both. The oppressast continue to oppress the
subjugated community if they are to maintain tleeonomic, political and cultural power
and privilege. The oppressors cannot renounce ploger and privilegavithin a racist
relationship; they mustbandonthat relationship. And while there are inspirirages of
individuals abandoning their racist heritage--Soifitican whites, for example, who
work with the liberation struggle--there is no bistal example of genuine, peaceful
abdication of racist supremacy by the whole ruljngup. Freire writes:

Dehumanization, which marks not only those whosednity has been stolen, but also
(though in a different way) those who have stotersiadistortion of the vocation of
becoming more fully human... This, then, is theagfeumanistic and historical task of the
oppressed: to liberate themselves and their oppress well?

Community activity defines a sphere of social thiat causes the formation of groups
who share common aims and desires, who sometinpresypothers, rebel, and/or attain
liberation. It must be a focus of radical attentiBat with what priority and
methodology?



Nationalism As A Kind of Monism

Nationalists focus on the community sphere asiteeo§critical causal influence in
history andightfully argue that cultural identifications cause peopleave different
values and ways of thinking that help delimit how kve. Nationalists alsoghtfully
argue that cultural attitudes permeate not justranity, but all social spheres-
economic, political, and kinship. It is nationadistor example, who most emphatically
show how racism and apartheid differentially redefinany capitalist and patriarchal
norms in both South Africa and the U.S.

However, having developed these powerful insighis temptation arises for nationalists
to over-extend their recognitions to arrive aténe®neous conclusion that community
relationsalonedefine social life. "Community is base, the regieystructure.” "Sexism is
a cultural disease confined to white communitié8lass differentiations arise out of
community exploitation." There is a temptationegap from seeing centrally defining
relation--which evidence supports--to identifyitig primary relation exercising an
asymmetrical influence on all other social relasiowhich evidence denies. And,
understandably, nationalists are even more tentpteake this leap when they so often
encounter Eurocentric social theories which halghgfuse to grant cultures status even
as one centrally defining relation among many.

Still, this ideal "culturalism™ is myopic. It overxaggerates community activity, and, in
turn, underestimates the effect of other sphereamunity relations themselves.
Practitioners tend not to fully realize the impata of phenomena associated with
sexism and class oppressions and to overlook timy class, gender, and political
schisms that can divide members of communitiesnagane another. To get beyond
these weaknesses without denying the integrityutifical forces and losing the insights
nationalism offers is the goal liberated conceptstattain. It is necessary, therefore, for
us to elaborate community concepts which are abtedognize that communities always
embody economic, gender, and state functions areflect the influence of forces
arising from these spheres on communities as \sallce versa.

Conclusion

Every human society generates a sense of its platicistorical heritage through

cultural activity. This highly social interaction turn creates distinct communities whose
inter-relations have included some of the most phwedominance relations in human
history. Community relations critically affect olires, but it is wrong to think different
racial, religious, or national communities are hgereous in the sense that each member
faces essentially identical life prospects simptwbitue of being Black, Protestant or

Irish. Communities fracture internally along gended class lines, just as genders and
classes fracture internally along community lindat's more, communities also
internally fracture along community lines. For exden though the label "Catholic”

defines a community for some purposes, it is nbt tae that people experience



Catholicism differently if they are male or femabeit also if they are Black or white.
Ultimately, we must carefully examine the interobéracteristics of each community and
also the nature of the interfaces between comnasnéind with gender, economic, and
political spheres to successfully develop a thohowigderstanding of any society.

The community sphere is certainly institutionallffuke containing a variety of religious,
ethnic, and geographical elements. Neverthelessiumity activity is essential to life
and irreducible to any other kind of activity. Comamity dynamics both affect and are
affected by kinship, economic and political dynasnit ways we will understand more
fully as we proceed to address these other spheackthe social and historical relations
among them. But for now, we should at least naéé dkar concepts make @gpriori
assumptions about any particular pattern of donueda these interrelations because, as
we will see in coming chapters, in any particulacisty at any particular time,
community dynamics may be more, less or equallyoitigmt to social stability and
change than any of the other kinds of activity.

Community activity can reproduce the core commuretgtionships that already exist in
a society. Or, alternatively, community activityndead to the redefinition of core
community relations, thus changing the definingrabger of community life. In the first
case we havsocial stabilityallowing at most evolutionary changes in community
characteristics. In the second case, however, we &social revolutionn community
relations. Community stability or change can refolin cultural processes within
communities, from interactions between communitegrom impositions on
community relations deriving

from either kinship, economic or political dynami8at even if economic, kinship and
state relations are little changed by a social gge¢hat fundamentally transforms
community relations--as in national independenogggies which overturn settler
colonies but result in "neocolonial” economic amditical orders--a social revolution has
occurred. In any event, all these matters willddesh up further as we proceed in coming
chapters to address other spheres of social titsetal interrelations between various
spheres of social life, and the entwined historilyedamics of all of them together.

"Please Note: Readers who would now like to consideypothetical dialogue dealing
with issues raised in chapter two should turn tgepEb5.

CHAPTER THREE
KINSHIP



Every society has a kinship sphere which signifigagietermines interactions among
men, women, and children. Kinship activity revohaesund sexuality, procreation, child
rearing, socialization, maturation, and aging. Vermymmunity focuses on language, art,
ritual, and intercommunity relations, kinship foeason the human life cycle and
interpersonal relations.

The resulting kin relations not only define sexuatms, but also how children are
socialized to become adult lovers, mothers, fatheirges, husbands, uncles, aunts and so
on. The kinship sphere thus sets role requirenfentgarticipation in sexual interaction
and socialization and also divides people into irtggd gender groups, just as economic
relations divide people into classes.

Kin Categories: Biological or Social Determination

It is true we are born either male or female arad biological differences alone
determine who can and who cannot bear childrerbagaist feed. But in and of itself the
biological difference between being male and ferdalermines little else. It does not
determine how passive or aggressive we will beekual encounters. It does not
determine whether we will be more attracted to mensibf the male or female sex. It
does not determine whether we will be more profice "nurturing” others or at
manipulating abstract concepts. It does not eveneatietermine one's height, weight, or
density, although there are statistically signfficdifferences between male and female
averages in these areas. Nor does being male aldeione determine strength, speed or
endurance, although, here too, even with othenémites equal, we might find
statistically significant differences in male amariale averages.

The point is that sexual biology dictates a paléictdivision of labor'in only two
regards: giving birth and breast feedingeyond this, it has long since become an
elementary truth, at least for informed criticseotrenched oppressive relations, thiat
other gender relations are socially establishééhat's more, in every case where
differences exist between what men and women dibedimg the bearing of childretire
meanings given these differences are socially défiBut let us investigate this a bit
further.

Socially-created kin categories define particutdes in the social activity of
reproduction, specify gender qualifications foliri) the various roles and, most
important, determine the social meaning and vasse@ated with the different roles.

The social relativity of all this must be recogrz€&or instance, what it means to be a
"father” or "mother" can differ from society to $ety. The kin category of "godmother"
or "maternal uncle" may be important in one sockmtynot even defined in another.
Even the degree to which "blood" relations meanenworess in a society depends on the
extent to which important kinship functions areriegt out by "blood" or "non-blood"
"relatives.” If, for example, children are reargdumrelated nannies or other surrogate
caretakers, biological motherhood and fatherhooy Inesof reduced significance from



the point of view of kinship roles. What it meanse "heterosexual,” "homosexual,” or
"bisexual"--and whether it carries any broad sosighificance--also varies from society
to society.

How people interact with one another in kinship\wigt is established by the kinship
institutions of the institutional boundary and thedterns developed in the human center.
Every society has a kinship structure in which pe@mgage in kinship activity and
interact within the contours of families, extendanhilies, sexual communities and sub-
communities, and whatever other institutions eixishe kinship sphere. As a result,
everyone identifies, in part, according to kin gatées. We see ourselves as men or
women (not always according to biological critereg having particular sexual
preferences, and as being parent, child, siblingrandparent. Each identification affects
how we view ourselves and other people and whatshaed interests we develop. To the
extent that kinship categories differ in differentieties, the pattern of interests and
needs they generate will vary as well. There isoalmothing genetic about all this.

Since no specific role pattern and no particulée af sexual assignment is biologically
determined, each society must determine roles ssigraments through a social process.
For this reason we can

justifiably ask whether any particular set of kiipstelations promotes equitable and
fulfilling human socialization or whether it restis people's ability to fulfill all that their
biological potential allows. Kinship relations aret "God-given," or "nature-given," but
historical. If a particular set fulfills us, we cagalebrate its virtues. If a particular set
oppresses us, we can struggle to change it.

Patriarchy

In spite of the many different kinds of kinshipagbns that have existed in different
societies, there has been a remarkable continegigrding a few important features of
most kinship systems of which we have any knowle@ggce one critical kind of
domination relation that has plagued human hiswtlge domination of men over
women,patriarchy, or male supremacy, has appeared as a key fedtorest kinship
systems to date.

"Patriarchy" is the name for any kinship systerwimch the role divisions between
gender groups grant fewer duties and more berfsdits kinship activity to men than
women. "Sexism," refers broadly to the mindset lagldlavior associated with and
supporting patriarchy. In the words of AdriennelRiquoted earlier:

Patriarchy is the power of the fathers: a famifiatial, ideological, political system in
which men--by force, direct pressure, or througdati tradition, law and language,
customs, etiquette, education, and the divisidalwdr, determine what part women shall
or shall not play, and in which the female is ewdrgre subsumed under the male....



Under patriarchy, | may live ipurdahor drive a truck;... | may serve my husband his
early-morning coffee within the clay walls of a Ber village or march in an academic
procession; whatever my status or situation, mwddreconomic class, or my sexual
preference, | live under the power of the fathangl | have access only to so much of
privilege or influence as the patriarchy is willitgaccede to me, and only for so long as
| will pay the price for male approval.

Labeling a society "patriarchal” tells us thatgesnder relations are oppressive to women
while they give power to men. Kate Millett writes:

Our society, like all other historical civilizatienis a patriarchy. The fact is evident at
once if one recalls that the military, industrygtirology, universities, science, political
office, and finance--in short, every avenue of powihin the society, including the
coercive force of the police, is in male harfds.

But to label a society "patriarchal” is not commesive. The label fits most historical
kinship forms, just as the label "class-dividedplegs to feudal, slave, capitalist, and
state-socialist economies. Calling a society "pathal” tells us that men dominate
women, but little about thgarticular forms and mechanisms this relationship takes. To
do better, we need more refined concepts to digishgdifferent types of patriarchy, just
as the concepts "feudal” and "capitalist” distisguilifferent types of class divided
societies. But, to date, feminists do not agreaiabow to make these finer distinctions
and we will not attempt to do so here.

"Mothering" and "Fathering"

Patriarchal societies are characterized universgllg sexual division of labor and
reward. This division has many elements of varyingact. For example, inheritance is
generally man-centered, women generally take nmamees when they marry, women
generally do less public tasks, women's rewardlarform of wages and status are lower
than men's, sexual expectations are differentiaed,so on. But most important in the
analyses of many feminists is that in patriarclogieties women "mother” and men
"father.” Though this difference may seem obvioofseourse women mother, mothers
are women; of course men father, fathers are alwegys-the fact of the matter is that
"mothering” and "fathering" are social roles thathomen and women are biologically
capable of fulfilling. Mothering and fathering amo aspects of "parenting” which have
been divided from one another and "gender-identifie enforce social and personality
divisions that would otherwise be absent. Why memat often mother, and why women
do not often father must be explained by sociallaistbrical reasons.

In traditional terms, "mother" means the femalesparBut "to mother" means to provide
nurturance and to care for and care about. To matleans to see the tasks of cleaning,
loving, and teaching a child as one's personalipyjand to organize one's life, in large

part, around their successful accomplishment. Matbas a fulltime job.



By equating "mother” and female, and "to mothed arparticular set of responsibilities
and inclinations, our use of words says that woarerby nature inclined toward certain
types of (what we then label) "feminine” behaviors.

In contrast, in traditional terms, "father" meahns male parent. But "to father" refers to a
modest role that involves disciplining, playingdasometimes teaching. Fathering
doesn't require constant attentiveness and iseartynso central to one's identity as
mothering. One fathers a few minutes or hours a aagy frequently not for days at a
time. "To father" is never more than a part time jaentifying men with "father" and
"father" with these limited responsibilities onlymmally augments our understanding of
what men are. This view says that men are by natch@ed toward certain types of
(what we then label) "masculine” behaviors whiah swcially assertive and outgoing but
with the nurturant element sublimated. Moreovegsthdivisions are communicated to
children as well. As Nancy Chodorow argued3 e Reproduction of Mothering

...the contemporary reproduction of motherings.neither a product of biology nor of
intentional role training ... women as mothers piceldaughters with mothering
capabilities and the desire to mother ... [and] nvBose nurturant capacities have been ...
suppressed. The sexual and familiar division obtab which women mother and are
more involved in interpersonal, affective relatibips ... produces in daughters and sons
a divisigon of psychological capacities which le#fism to reproduce this ... division of
labor."~

Yet, none of this is biologically inevitable. Itperfectly possible to conceive of a society
where women father and men mother, or, preferabhyhich women and men both
"parent.” Likewise, the social status and poweneerfrom mothering, fathering, or
parenting is not inherent in the roles themsellasyesults from social factors. There is
nothing inconceivable about a society in which waoroaly mother and in which men
only father, maintaining a gender division of laldaut in which it is women who garner
higher status and social power than men from ftiffisrdnce, thus reversing the order of
the hierarchy.

However, as biologically feasible as the above ipdgges might be, none have occurred
frequently--or perhaps even at all--in the humastdny we know. And the discovery that
females "mother" and males "father" in all knownrachal societies is highly
suggestive:

one foundation for male domination of women is jaially the "binding" of women to
mothering which "frees" men to focus their attentam non-household activities that are
in turn awarded greater social status.



And even beyond freeing men for more valued saatVities, the different
psychological dynamics of mothering and fatheringdpice profound differences
between the psychologies of men and women, ané thdasrn have broad implications
for the ability of men and women to achieve soabgnition in a patriarchal society.
The personality traits corresponding to mothering fathering become equated with
what it is to be a man or a woman in a society wiveymen mother and men father.
Thus one basis for differential esteem in all da@kes--not just the roles of mothering
and fathering--is their relative demand for perdibynaraits associated with mothering or
fathering. It follows then, that even when mothges out of the home they are seriously
handicapped in competing for esteemed roles ingpalral societies.

In this way the asymmetry between men's and wonpaménting roles extends to the
entire social division of labor. In patriarchal siies some tasks are deemed "female”
and others "male." Female tasks include cleanidginig, cooking, serving, and certain
forms of exhibitionism, which all then appear todsedeserving of low esteem as the job
of wife and mother they resemble. Male tasks inelogaking war, governing, and
producing whatever are considered the more "imptreconomic goods in the more
"serious” and "important" ways.

Women might be allowed to succeed not only as mstaed housekeepers, but also in
other sexually defined roles like nurses, teaclasesses, or models. The specific
sexual division of labor may differ from societygdociety and generation to generation,
but womendominated fields are by definition lowtatss. For example, in the United
States, bank tellers and clerks had much hightrsstefore they became female-
dominated fields, with clerks transformed into s¢aries. In the Soviet Union, the
majority of doctors are women, but the status efftald is relatively low.

In sum, the differential human consequences of eroth and fathering and their full
social extension--rather than any important biatabdifferences between the sexes--can
result in more or less differentiated male and flefiamodes” of existence. How we
perceive and interact with the world, the kind ofations we have and the extent to
which we relate to them, and even the way we watktalk

can all come to depend on whether we adhere tm#ie or female "mode" of being. It
follows that in order to help activists properlyd@nstand any society it is essential that
among other accomplishments "liberating theoryvles concepts able to reveal the
ways in which men's and women's lives differ, ahgatriarchy is present, what its
implications are and how it is enforced and repoediu And, in that light, an additional
critical dimension of kinship relations and mani&®ns of patriarchy has to do with
sexuality and sexual preference.

Homophobia and Heterosexism



Heterosexism is the oppression of gays and leslaiatishe belief that heterosexuality is
superior to homosexuality. Homophobia refers spEadif/ to anger at and the dread of
homosexuality, but it is also used loosely to defieterosexist behavior, subtle or overt.
In The Homosexualization of Amerjdaennis Altman writes:

It is not uncommon to hear calls for castration anen the death penalty for
homosexuals among some fundamentalists... The dgegof homophobia is remarkable
for its vehemence (why was homosexuality and n@e & murder long seen as "the
unmentionable and abominable crime"?), and itsukegy--Anglo-Celtic slang, in
particular, is full of references to homosexualfigocksucker,” "bugger,” "pansy,”
"faggot,” "poofter” are all common terms of abusestriking, as if the constant
reiteration of homosexual words and referencesseithehow ward off the reality. Most
clearly, homophobes constantly speak as if hom@siéxuvere contagious and place
great stress on "protecting” children from any achtvith homosexuals: it is hard to
explain logically how homosexuality can at the sdime be "disgusting” and
"unnatural,” and yet so attractive that only thestreevere sanctions will prevent its
becoming rampant.

In "coming out,” gay men and lesbians may risk yodarm ("gay bashing" and rape),
involuntary hospitalization in a mental institutjagxcommunication by the church,
rejection by friends and family, dismissal from §hb, eviction and, since another
manifestation of heterosexism is the idea thatrgag and lesbians do not and should

not have children, loss of custody of children.lias mothers, in particular, have fought
and lost many a custody battle with former maleusps. In Boston, in 1985, two gay
male foster parents had their foster children resddvom their care, and the
Massachusetts State Legislature passed a biletizatres that surviving partners of gay
couples who have children may find they have nempat rights with the death of the
biological or adoption parent, even if they haverbaamed the legal guardian.

In the United States, homophobia and heterosexiess@ll community lines. Black
nationalists have variously defined homosexuakty dwhite man's disease," a
"decadent" manifestation of cultural decay, or '@de." Cherrie Moraga writes of both
sexism and heterosexism within Chicano culturelaridmilia:

We believe the more severely we protect the sesnaithin the family, the stronger we
will be as a unit in opposition to the anglo threat

...Living under Capitalist Patriarchy, what is tfioe "the man" in terms of misogyny is,
to a great extent, true for the Chicano. He, tibe, dny other man, wants to be able to
determine how, when, and with whom his women--motivée, and daughter--are
sexual. For without male imposed social and legatrmol of our reproductive function,
reinforced by the Catholic Church, and the sodistifutionalization of our roles as
sexual and domestic servants to men, Chicanas wéghtfreely "choose" to do



otherwise, including being sexually independeoin and/orwith men. In fact, the forced
"choice" of the gender of our sexual/love partresrss to precede the forced "choice" of
the form (marriage and family) that partnership migke. The control of women begins
through the institution of heterosexuality.

Understanding the relationships that define setuafid people's reactions to different
sexual preferences is part of understanding thie baéining relations of any society.
Later we will return to this issue to ask whethes toncept of a "kinship sphere”
provides a sufficient starting point for these reseey analyses or whether instead we
need to introduce still another basic defining spha# social life based on sexuality
itself.

Radical Feminism As A Kind Of Monism

All feminists agree that the kinship sphere radiateportant influences which pervade
all other aspects of social life. Feminists recagrthat work, politics, and cultural
activity are always carried out by people who aedgr-defined so that the patriarchal
division of society doesn't stop at the bedroorkiwhen door. Feminists note how the
differences between men and women's appointedigiastivities generate different
presuppositions about who they are and what thiin@es and behaviors will be which
then affect all their activity. And feminists chealige the assumption that some kinds of
jobs are "naturally” suited to men and others tonen, arguing that the differential
rewards they receive are not simply the "naturattome of competitive market forces.

But "radical feminists" have gone further and tfansed their insights into a sex-based
monist theory in which the kinship sphere is presdio dominate all other aspects of
social life. For radical feminists, the kinship splabecomes "base" and all else
"superstructure.” Patriarchal domination and gestteiggle become the fundamental
differentiation against which all other social diféntiations must be interpreted. As
Robin Morgan expressed the view:

...sexism is the root oppression, the one whictil and unless we uproot it, will
continue to put forth the branches of racism, clegged, ageism, competition, ecological
disaster, and economic exploitation.

No other human differentiations can be similarlyvedful in reproducing oppressions,
and so, Morgan concludes, "women are the real"L%ft.

Shulamith Firestone summarizes the radical fempusition by paraphrasing Engels:

[Feminist] materialism is that view...of history iwh seeks the ultimate cause and the
great moving power of all historic events in thaléctics of sex; the division of society
into two distinct biological classes for procreatireproduction; and the struggles of these
classes...in changes in the modes of marriagepdaption, and childcare...in the first



division of labor based on sex...[and] in the cateé development of other physically
gifferentiated classes [castes]...which [develop) the [economic/cultural] class system.

Despite the fact that some of the sharpest insifhfse feminist movement have come
from radical feminism, the reductionist premiseicatifeminism involves is no more
justified or less debilitating than the reductiamsemise of cultural nationalism
discussed earlier. Radical feminists underestiteemportance of other spheres of
social activity and other forms of domination. Themerlook the profound influence of
other spheres of social life on kinship relatidmsmselves. They often over-exaggerate
the influence of kinship relations on the restatisty.

Radical feminists underestimate the extent to whiglorking class woman, for example,
is affected by her class experience as well agérder experience. Radical feminists
also minimize the extent to which the gender exgrexe of a working class woman is
different from the gender experience of an uppassivoman. Similarly, a black lesbian
has both racial and gender experiences that ditfiestantially from those of a white
lesbian. Yet all these differences are obscured tmpnist feminist framework. To deal
with them it is essential that feminist concepts/Eeroom to incorporate influences from
other spheres of social life.

Feminists rightly assert that history is a histofgender struggle, both because gender
divisions are the basis of a primary dominatioatieh and because gender norms
permeate class, political, and cultural relatidist we have already argued that history is
a history of community struggle. And we will soaeghat it is equally true that history
is a history of class struggle and a history oftjall struggle-for precisely the same
reasons it is a history of gender struggle. Thermothing inconsistent in these claims.
Instead, it is a myopic monist viewpoint that makemplementary insights appear
incompatible and undermines the possibility ofdality among diverse movements with
different primary agendas. A rightful feminist ayite of the ways that other monist
approaches neglect gender can wrongly grow intmidsal of the importance of other
facets of left thought and practice as, for exampl¢he following passage from
Adrienne Rich:

For many of us, the word "revolution" itself hacbme not only a dead relic of Leftism,
but a key to the deadendedness of male polities'rgvolution” of a wheel which returns
in the end to the same place; the "revolving dodd politics which has "liberated"”
women only to use them, and only within the lintfsnale tolerancé

To develop a workable "liberating theory" in comicttapters we must incorporate the
insights of feminism into a broader conceptual feamark which retains the integrity of



the gender focuand equally highlights the impact of forces from otlspheres
throughout society and within kinship as well.

Conclusion

Depending on the particular pattern of kinshipitogbns and relations, sexual needs can
be developed and molded in different ways--leadingpore or less satisfaction or
frustration--and children can be socialized toeti#ht patterns of adult roles through
different systems of assigned duties, obligatiansl prerogatives--characterized by more
or less repression of their potential. So everglkp system implies not only "How does
it work?" questions, but "Howvell does it work?" questions too: How well does the
system develop and satisfy human sexual potentids®little of children's initiative

and creativity is repressed in the process of §rateoon?

It is true men are pressured to narrow their psigcheal development to accord with a
patriarchal definition of what a "man" should beesifically stunting nurturing

capacities and ways of relating to their own emmjmther people, and even the physical
universe, as they hone their "masculinity.” S ialiso true that patriarchy entails a loss
of potential sexual and social satisfaction fomadin. But as we found when examining
the consequences of racism for dominant and sutetieglcommunities, patriarchy's
suppression and warping of human potentiatoisymmetrical for men and women. As
in all domination relations, although both partées disfigured, the greatest burden of the
system falls clearly on the subordinate groupsts tase women in general, the young,
the old, gay men, and lesbians.

But kinship structures are not frozen in time. Kipssystems can be thought of as kinds
of dissipative systems in which alterations initngibnal roles and human characteristics
are most often "damped," in Prigogine's sensegrttam within defining norms.
Disruptive pressures can come from without, fomegle when a war draws more
women into the work force, new economic productsmdate the household with
electronic gadgets, or religious upheavals leathemges in cultural definitions that
throw gender definitions into question as well. @essure for change can come from
within, for
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example when new means of birth control radicdlgrahe consequences of sexual
activities or when youth rebellion stemming fromanbing family patterns alters
socialization processes. But these are mattergdde=ss in coming chapters on society
and history.

Lastly, in comparing the kinship sphere to the camity sphere--and later to economics
and politics--we should recognize that each haggsére influences on social life. Each
defines critical social divisions among people.ltgenerates critical psychological
differences between people. And each has rootssirtutional and psychological aspects
of society that influence one another and are anfted by other aspects of society as
well. Each influences the other and is influencedhe other, and so each affects history
in a complex pattern we will better understand agvoceed.

"Please Note: Readers who would now like to consideypothetical dialogue dealing
with issues raised in chapter three should tugeige 161.



CHAPTER FOUR ECONOMICS

To avoid incorporating biases that would proveidetntal to a complementary holist
approach special care must be taken in modifyingtieg radical economic theory. We
thus begin our analysis by presenting seven maiaptations to familiar marxist ideas.

A Summary of Innovations

Economics certainly involves the production, conptiam, and allocation of material
objects and activists need to understand how #mstormation of "raw materials" into
"Iintermediate" and "final" products and the digtitibn of those products affect material
incomes. But economics also affects people aseghggge in different kinds of economic
activities. Our personalities, skills, conscioushesd relations with others form and
transform as we repeatedly engage in economicitesivThis too should be a focus of
attention.

Changing a person's role in the economy--from ae#gitto worker, for example--will
change many of the social pressures (and bentfas)nold his/her life. Change the
nature of the economic system as a whole--fromdktadcapitalist, for instance--and you
will change the pattern of roles and economic airstances facing everyone. Economic
activity therefore affects the qualitative humamensions as well as the quantitative
material dimensions of life. It affects social tedas and people as well as things. A first
priority in a complementary holist approach to emoits has to be to include
personality, skill, knowledge, consciousness, affdrént kinds of qualitative social
relationships as central economic concepts.

One way of thinking about how economic activitynstorms objects, people, and the
relations between people is to think of that attias "consuming” various "inputs" and
"producing"” a variety of "outputs.” When we focustbe outputs we call the activity
"production” and when we concentrate on the inpig<all the activity "consumption.”
In automobile production, for instance, we are esned with the car as product. But
when a person consumes a car we look at the sam@adity not as the end of
production activity but as the means of a kindaisumption we call travel. In other
words, "production” and "consumption™ are just wviderent views of any economic
activity, since all economic activity both "conswshéputs and "produces” outputs.
Even when we travel, for example, we certainly coms fuel, the labors of airplane
pilots, etc., and also produce the transport ofelues to new locales, our changed states
of mind, exhaust, and so on.



But to take the auto example further: in automopiteduction steel and rubber, and
human energy, skills, and personality traits are@lsumed as inputs, while
automobiles, pollution, and exhausted workers (wéttain traits either reinforced or
transformed) are produced as outputs. Likewisapbomobile consumption the new car
is consumed as an input and a used car is prodigcad output, but the user's status in
his/her neighbors' eyes--a social relationshiase enhanced or diminished (depending
on the kind of car and neighbors.)

The point is that ilbothwhat we call production and consumption, matehatmanand
social inputs are consumadd material, humarandsocial outputs are produced. For
activists it is particularly critical that we inqmorate in our conceptual framework means
to highlight the latter human and social inputs aatputs of both production and
consumption activity.

Because economic institutions define what kindsaainomic activity will and will not
take place, and because the economic activity \yagmin affects our personality, skills,
and consciousness, economic institutions profouafigct society's social and
psychological patterns as well as its material ipdgges. Economic institutions also
profoundly affect the needs or preferences peoglaevelop and the productive skills
they will learn. A useful set of economic concepitsst therefore direct us to ask: how
does market exchange influence consumer pers@saditid preferences? How do
markets influence the structure of workplaces,\doe versa? How would central
planning change consumers' or workers' roles? Amalare the human effects of social
relations within each workplace? A useful concejization

must not presuppose the inevitability or neutradityny particular set of economic
institutions, but explore the particular human depmental effects of every set of
economic institutions it examines.

All but the most lackluster economies can genaraiee material outputs than necessary
to 1) replace the produced material inputs used 2amouse, feed, and clothe those
engaged in economic activity. Though the measureofehis "material surplus” or "net
product” is inevitably somewhat imprecise, it isieaportant concept nonetheless. And a
useful economic theory should identify all facttrat influence the size and distribution
of this net product among different classes antbsgavithin classes. We therefore need
economic variables sensitive to how and why capttlprofessionals, managers, and
workers receive different incomes; why workers adifferent wages depending on their
occupation, union status, race, skills, and sed;vamy capitalists receive different profits
depending on the kinds of competition they face thiedcharacter of their work force. It
will not do to employ concepts that minimize the#érences as if they had only
insignificant effects.

Classes are groups of people who share sufficisntijfar economic circumstances to
have common interests and the potential to recegmmz act on those common interests



as collective agents. Many factors can help madgmap a class, including sharing the
same relationship of ownership or non-ownershigifferent types of property or
holding different positions in hierarchies of powBut we must additionally highlight
that qualitative factors can also help define @dasshenever people do similar enough
work with similar enough relations to others soythéll evolve shared perspectives and
desires. It isn't simply ownership, or power, oy ather single factor that creates a class
but a combination of factors that causes simiksitn world view, interest, etc. We can't
a priori say what all the relevant factors will be fortgpes of economy. We must
investigate. Capitalists, for example, are a chednly because they own means of
production or exert control over investment decisidut because they share similar
gualitative circumstances regarding their overaiks and relations to others in the
economy.

The most important classes in any economy are tihasdnave the potential to dominate
economic decisions, appropriate the greatest paneanaterial surplus, and monopolize
the most desirable economic roles for themselvestHer words, the most important
classes in an economy are those that are alreduverthe potential to become a "ruling
class." Marxists additionally assume that the nmogbrtant

ruling groupin any society must be the rulietass We reject this presumption but
without rejecting the concept "ruling class” sifitcis perfectly possible for a class to
dominate the economic sphere (making it a ruliag<), yet be subordinate to another
social group defined principally by political, coramity, or kinship characteristics. Of
course it is also possible that of all the domirgmoups in a society the ruling class is the
most important or that group hierarchies withiroeisty vary in importance depending
on the focus of concern. But, in any case, we fits&t these are matters that can only be
settled by empirical investigation of particulaceies. No social theory can provide us
advance knowledge as to which, if any, elite wilhdnate the others.

In any event, once we recognize that economic iactfects personality,

consciousness, and capabilities; once we recogimesontrol of the use of the means of
production can be as critical or more critical tloamership; once we recognize that a
monopoly of information can form the basis of assla economic power just as a
monopoly of ownership or a monopoly of skills ceu® are able to see a new "class map"
of capitalist and existing post-capitalist socigtig addition to the capitalist and working
classes we see an important third "coordinatosscia modern economies.

In our view, modern economies, of both capitalied postcapitalist varieties, have
spawned a new class of managers, technocrats rafeggionals who compete for
control over economic activity and its benefit:1c& we feel this class comes from, but
is much smaller than the growing stratum of "mewntaitkers” in modern economies we
call it the coordinator class to distinguish itrfrahe larger stratum that would include
elementary school teachers as well as tenuredgzofe, engineers of all kinds, and
nurses as well as hospital administrators and daclio economies where the capitalist



class still dominates, the coordinator class h#sgamistic interests with capitalists who
are their most frequent employers. Coordinatork sger more autonomy from capitalist
supervision as well as growing shares of the ssrBut in such societies the coordinator
class also has antagonistic interests with the iwgrélass whose activities it largely
directs and "coordinates." Coordinators seek toodyrce the dependence of workers on
experts and the coordinators' own relative monopalgxpertise. In countries where
private ownership of the means of production hanbargely superceded by state
ownership, coordinators are the only specificatlgreomic elite, the new ruling class, but
they frequently divide into two "fractions”--thecial managers with their supervisory

and technical staffs, and the central planners thighr staffs of bureaucrats and experts--
which vie with one another as well as with workansl non-economic elites for
economic power.

We feel that if a "class theory" is to be usefusindying modern economies it is critical
that it recognize the existence of a "coordinatas€' (regardless of what name is
chosen), and emphasize the importance of its eigions with capitalists, workers, non-
economic elites as well as the broader stratunoonéeptual workers lodged between
coordinators and workers. A class theory that hidegpower of this major economic
group by classifying it as the petit bourgeoisiea@lass theory that minimizes the
conflicting interests of coordinators and workeydumping coordinators into the "new
working class" (or labor aristocracy), will obscurgtical class relations and cause
programs to serve coordinator rather than workesai

Lastly, a complementary holist approach to the enonemphasizes that all economies
exist within societies containing other importaotisl structures, and therefore
economies are necessarily textured by "forces" atmranfrom other spheres. As Nancy
Hartsock says, "Class distinctions in capitaligtiesty are part of a totality, a mode of life
which is structured as well by the traditions ofr@achy and white supremacy. Class
distinctions in the United States affect the evagytives of women and men, white and
black and Third World people in different ways."

It follows that an economy of a particular type \Wwboot function the same way if it
interacted with a racist community sphere instdaa rmon-racist one or existed in a
patriarchal setting instead of a nonpatriarchal @&meexample that has been more
frequently debated by marxists is the differendsvben "parliamentary capitalism" and
"fascist capitalism.” But what has eluded partioiigan these debates is that not only are
the political spheres different in "parliamentaayid "fascist” capitalism, but the
"capitalist” economies differ as well. In other ey an abstract theory of "capitalist” (or
coordinator) dynamics, should not be confused waaticrete economic theory relevant to
a particular social setting. An economic theorgvaht to a racist, sexist, capitalist
economy, for example, must contain concepts thatKt the effects of other "fields of
force" emanating from outside the economy, buhgcwvithin it just as surely as
capitalist dynamics do. In this kind of economysax-blind" and "race-blind" theory of



distribution of the social surplus or of job-typgsuld also be "blind" to many important
economic dynamics and forms of specifically ecoroappression including the
qualitative subordination of

women and minorities in jobs that are not only updgl, but whose role definition
reproduces sexist and racist ideology. We need mracempassing concepts.

The Failings of Marxist Economic Theory

The points surveyed above are intended as impartargctives to marxist economic
theory. We take great pains to insulate our cometeary holist analysis from the
failings of marxism for two reasons. First, theeets of marxism on activist thought are
so powerful that it influences almost all progreegsheory and practice, frequently in
ways of which we are unaware. Second, the failaf@sarxism go beyond the problem
of monist exaggeration of one sphere's sway, simeeconomy itself is misunderstood.
Before presenting the outlines of our analysisagfitalism, we summarize the major
deficiencies of marxist economic theory.

As a monist economic theory marxism exaggeratesrpertance of economics and
minimizes the importance of other spheres of sdiéeato the point of being
"economistic." This economism takes the form ofenedtimating the importance of non-
economic forms of domination, incorrectly reducthgse forms of domination to
economic roots, and failing to recognize how comityuigender, and political dynamics
have powerful effects on economic structures. Masxare right to emphasize the
immense importance of economic dynamics and thiealrrole that classes have played
in history. But just as with nationalism and fersimi, to jump from these insights to a
monist formulation is unjustifiable and debilitagin

But more than this, marxist economic theory falptovide conceptual categories that
help us discover how different kinds of economitivity have different effects on the
development of human characteristics and needs.adrhission not only devastates our
ability to evaluatedifferent economic institutions, it debilitatesr@bility to analyze
some of the most important dynamics that influesms&al stability and change. In its
fixation on the material, quantitative aspectsaifremic activity, marxism has largely
ignored the human, qualitative aspects. Or, pdeihtly, marxist economics has never
become a theory of economic "praxis"--in fact, veendt live by or for bread alone.

Lastly, marxist class theory obscures even theenge of one of the most important
classes in modern economies. Based on a monoptdglmfical and organizational
knowledge, a class who conceptualizes,



coordinates, and oversees the economic tasksttiersexecute has come to vie for
economic power with both the capitalist and workotegses in modern economies.
Despite its many other accomplishments, that ibiga this fact denies marxism even the
accolade, "at least it provides a sufficient b&sisinderstanding abstract eccnomies.”

The Capitalist Economic Sphere

In capitalism we see that there are three impodiasses who share unequally in the
burdens and benefits of socially organized econ@miiwity. Capitalists own the means
of production, hire workers and coordinators, apgdrapriate a large share of the
economy's net product as profits. Coordinatorshdiog senior managers, engineers,
lawyers, civil servants in various economic minesgy and high-ranking tenured
university professors-monopolize valued knowledgkdld conceptual jobs at high
salaries with considerable decision-making authiavter their own and others' work.
Coordinators receive part of the net product ak bajaries and vie with capitalists over
how an even larger part of the social surplus belinvested. In contrast, members of the
working class sell their labor power for the bespe they can find, have little say over
how their capacities will be utilized, and execateks conceived by others. It has not
proved impossible for workers to gain part of tbeial surplus they alone produce. After
all, many working classes have succeeded in tlailels for higher than subsistence
wages. But even under the most advantageous comglittorkers receive, on average, a
far smaller share of society's net product tharntakgis and coordinators.

Moreover, not all actors in capitalist economiesupy positions within only one well-
defined class. For example, between workers andlgwdors there is what we call a
"professional and managerial stratum” includinghbeas, welfare workers, nurses,
technicians, and others--in short, most of thealted "educated middle class." These
folks have facets of their economic roles in commth coordinators--their high levels
of schooling, and roles consisting largely of cqutoal tasks. But they also have much in
common with workers-the low wages they often ree@ind their lack of decision-
making power.

In any event, everyone in capitalism participatesiarket exchange. As buyers everyone
looks for the lowest prices they can find. And eléess everyone searches for the highest
prices available. But

what the different classes buy and sell, and tigeedeto which they are able to influence
the amounts they pay and receive, are very differen

Capitalists buy material inputs and labor power seltithe products the workers make to
consumers in pursuit of as much profit as possiblerkers (and most coordinators) sell
their labor power for a wage with which they bugitrmeans of subsistence, seeking to
improve their living conditions. To maximize prajtcapitalists organize their work
places and situate their companies in various n&sery carefully. They try to get as



much product from as little input as possible. Tkegp their work force disciplined and
weak to keep productivity high and wages low. Alnelytcompete for position in various
product markets to increase their monopoly powestR&ts, coordinators, and middle
strata members all seek to negotiate the higheg¢sviney can and to buy products at the
lowest possible prices. But in attempting to imgrélveir negotiating position with their
capitalist employers, coordinators and middle ateahployees often try to expand their
monopoly of knowledge and authority over productma exchange--largely at the
expense of workers--over whom they enjoy relativeaatages.

Market exchange is a matter of bargaining poweoséhwho have more power extort
higher payments for what they sell and/or compekloprices for what they buy. Other
things being equal, the greater the degree of magap an industry the higher the prices
the capitalists in that industry will be able taofe. Large corporate customers are also
more likely to be able to extract special pricirajigies, payment schedules, or service
contracts from their suppliers. Similarly, if workenegotiate as a unit, through a union,
instead of individually, they can increase theirgaéning power. Or if an employer
cannot easily withstand a strike because compettould steal away his customers,
workers should be able to win higher wages.

Capitalists buy only their workers' labor powerability to do work. They must then
extract as much actual work as possible duringvitidx day. This means they must
structure the work process and job-promotion systeways that cajole, entice, or
coerce as much work as possible while ensuringttigatvork force goes home at the end
of each shift disinclined to demand better workogditions or increases in pay. The
coordinators and middle strata employees, of coptag an important role in this on-
going contest. As organizers, directors, and supery of the work process, coordinators
attempt to keep workers sufficiently uninformed aivded to prevent them from
effectively reorganizing their work efforts and egotiating their

rewards more to their advantage. Sam Bowles anld Battis point out:

Organizing production hierarchically and fragmegtiasks divides the workers on
different levels against one another and reducettependent range of control for
each. Both of these weaken the solidarity (and éd&inat the group power) of workers
and serve to convince them, through their day-ypatdivities, of their personal
incapacity to control, or even of the technicakamsibility of such controf

But it is not only capitalists’ power that is adgad by such structures. Coordinator
interests are served as well, and directly at ¥iperse of workers. Many factors affect
bargaining power, and no simple equation deterntio@s prices, wages, and profits will
evolve in all settings. For example, in times sfirg unemployment and fear of job loss,
workers are less willing to take risks, but wheeréhare tight labor markets employers
are put in a position of not knowing if they wik lable to find replacements. Increasing
unemployment therefore "disciplines" the work foacel leads to greater productivity



and profits. Decreasing unemployment, on the dthed, strengthens workers and
allows them to consider job actions and strikeg.\vizhat if some of the edge is taken off
unemployment so the unemployed are not so desgertdke jobs and the employed not
so afraid of getting a pink slip?

For example, if unemployment compensation is qyiédithcoming with a minimum of
bureaucratic annoyance, and if quality public Hee#tre has rendered employment-
linked medical insurance unnecessary, and if théveeand public housing systems
available to the unemployed are adequate and ngradi@g, the plight of the
unemployed wouldn't be so desperate. Indeed, ma@ynployed workers might refuse to
take any available job no matter how demeaningadbwn wages in pursuit of work.
And those who have jobs might not be so fearfiditocumb to threats aimed at
extracting "give back" concessions in contract ti@gons. In such circumstances the
link between unemployment, productivity, and wagesild be greatly weakened.

Through this kind of analysis we can see how stegygver the "social wage"--or
general level of support guaranteed all membes®oiety through welfare, housing,
food, health care and other social service prograsnes fight over the relative bargaining
power of workers and capitalists as well as a "Mapaestion of what society is willing
to guarantee its most exploited members. Whendbialsvage

strengthens workers so they cannot easily be dilsegppby a dose of unemployment,
capitalists naturally seek to revoke the sociagpmms that threaten their power. By this
brief description, we begin to see the efficacglats analysis and the importance of
paying attention to the interconnection of différeeends and the multiplicity of factors
that can affect bargaining powers.

But other important factors also influence the gratiof wages and prices. Not only do
capitalists seek to enlarge profits and workelig¢oease wages and improve working
conditions, professionals, managers, and especiatlydinators also try to increase their
incomes and the power they can exert over econdetisions. Sometimes professionals
and managers seek to improve their circumstancésdibyidually trying to improve their
standing with employers, colluding, sometimes eagainst other coordinators. Other
times they collectively seek to increase the stahdklegitimacy afforded to the
possession of intellectual skills in society. Pssfenal associations and formal
accreditation systems are among the collective arésims managers and professionals
have employed to enhance their power. Moreoversithation of different economic
actors can vary from industry to industry or regiomegion as unemployment rates,
levels of unionization, or the plight of the uneoys#d vary.

Capitalist economies are giant wars in which pgudicts try to win advantages by
exerting whatever individual or collective bargaigipower they can muster. Basic class
relationships texture the entire battlefield witle tapitalists occupying all the highest
ground. But conditions vary from place to placevali, and many factors texture



outcomes. Different industries have different degref concentration, are more or less
unionized, more or less able to withstand strik@sl more or less able to threaten to pack
up and move elsewhere. Likewise, different regioins country or different sectors of a
work force may have different levels of bargainpayver. Unionization is an obvious
factor, but skill levels and social relations rabtautside the economy are also important.
For example, because of the special characterstite sale of labor power, the
capitalist has an interest in keeping the workdareak and divided. This is
accomplished by a variety of means including sbcehd technologically structuring the
workplace to minimize worker knowledge and solitlarin addition, if groups of

workers come to a plant with hostilities rootedefationships beyond the factory door, it
will obviously benefit the capitalist to perpetuated aggravate these hostilities so
energies which might have gone to increasing waskédarity and bargaining power

will instead be

focused on intra-worker competition.

And the effects of social divisions from other sygseare not limited to distribution of the
material surplus. Job definitions may be influensedh racial or sexual division of labor
causes job roles to differ depending on whethds slce filled by men, women, whites, or
members of oppressed communities. Therefore igiatygexist society the workplace
will not only be fragmented along class lines, &loing race and gender lines as well.
Similarly, class consciousness varies dependintp@mix of the four spheres in the
whole social formation--a matter we will addresgHar in later chapters. The point is
that social divisions derived from other spheregehaqualitative as well as quantitative
impact on the functioning of a capitalist economy.

Income distribution in capitalist economies is det@ed by the pattern of wages, prices,
and profits. Each of these, in turn, depends omédlaive bargaining strengths of
particular buyers and sellers. Many factors affeese relative strengths including, as we
have begun to enumerate, class division, uniomizatndustrial concentration,
employment levels and patterns, the social wageswoer organization and
consciousness, racism, and sexism. On the queditaiile, economic roles and
relationships are defined by the class structuigpitalism and by social divisions from
other spheres as well. Hence people's attitudeartbisow the economy functions and
what kinds of alterations they would like to see @fluenced by the mixture of class and
non-class roles they occupy. In a particular sgciet can see both quantitative and
qualitative trends, and postulate likely implicatsoof particular policies. But the idea
that within capitalism a few critical economic ra@s and simple laws of motion
govern, is simply wrong. Even the most straightfardvrelations are always historical
and subject to change.

Given all the above, it follows that we accept tharxist recognition that class struggle
exists in capitalist workplaces and market areWses accept that capitalists compete for
profits and that the capitalist economic systenoheas around the accumulation process.



We accept that capitalists make social and teclgmabinvestment decisions in their
plants and in society as a whole with an eye towapdoducing their own relative
advantages. As a result, for example, they are iilely to expand society's war-making
capacities than to improve living conditions fornkers since building tanks enhances
their international bargaining power while buildilnable housing for the poor would
diminish their bargaining power at home. Even thohgth forms of investment would
return profits, capitalists will certainly prefdret former.

But for us class struggle is a more complicateghdlar struggle in modern capitalist
economies involving coordinators and a middle atnataddition to capitalists and
workers. And in contrast to marxists, we see tregeg, prices, and profits depend on a
multiplicity of factors that determine the pattefrelative bargaining strengths between
the different actors in a capitalist economy. Meerpwe highlight that the influence of
other social spheres on the economy is criticahbbee we recognize that forces
emanating from outside the economy help define @inroles and influence economic
decisions within it, a phenomenon we will studytifer in later chapters.

Our economic analysis also focuses on the quakatspects of economic activity--how
it is that the organization of work and consumptimaer capitalism affects the pattern of
human development and the reproduction or disromifcsocial relationships. The
situations of traditional workers, capitalists, adinators, and those in the middle strata
are all different. As a result, a representativbviidual of each type, on average, has a
different perspective on their economic role inisty; prospects, and interests. This
explains why we designate such people memberdfefelt classes.

Moreover, the interface between these groups angdltterns of consciousness that
result are much more complicated than traditionaixism recognizes. For example,
workers interact face-to-face far less with catalthan with middle strata workers or
coordinators. It is therefore not surprising thatam of workers' hostility is directed at
these intermediate groups instead of at capitafst®xample, working class antipathy
for doctors, lawyers, and ideologies identifiedhwiintellectuals.” It is also important to
recognize that members of the middle strata shareyrmterests with traditional workers
but frequently aspire to coordinator status; faaraple, teachers or nurses debating over
unionizing or striking--questioning whether to be&an accord with the working class
aspects of their situation or according to coorinaspirations. Recognizing the
complexity of class dynamics as well as the impuateof racial and sexual dynamics at
work within the economy makes all the more impartae tasks of theorizing the
"human," "psychological,” or "qualitative” side @onomic relations.

And we also must recognize that though classebarein the organization of economic
activity, class life extends beyond the factory amtket. Classes develop extra-
economic characteristics such as shared tastessitnsports, restaurants, bars, clothes,
etc. To recognize that class is economically rodetbt to deny that



capitalists, workers, and coordinators also develdfural, aesthetic, and even spiritual
characteristics that deserve our attention as Wélippies” may be thought of as a
particular subset of the coordinator class. Blug\ahite collar workers are subsets of the
working class.

The different roles assigned by a modern capitafiganization of production are not the
only capitalist roles that have significant effeatshow peoples' characteristics and
needs develop. Markets compel actors to functidividually and anti-socially, without
taking account of the well-being of the producel®wnake what one purchases or the
consumers who purchase what one produces. Marlaks people competitive,
individualistic in the anti-social sense of the dioand materialistic. We see the dollar-
worth of everything but lose track of social redat and human costs and benefits to
others.

We cannot overemphasize the importance of these fiaclife in capitalist economies.
Our personalities and tastes depend partially afk@ha&onstraints. Markets are biased to
over-supply private goods compared to public gaod} in response, we privatize
ourselves to want what markets offer. Markets mtexgoods designed for the lowest
common denominator of intelligence and interest andesponse, we brainwash
ourselves to want what's to be had. And the sarus lior work life. Capitalist jobs
require a facility for enduring boredom and beisggive and, in response, we
lobotomize ourselves to deaden our capacitieshegtexceed employer requirements. In
both goods markets and jobs markets individualsfege to choose" among available
offerings. But what is made available is largelyedmined by the institutional biases of
capitalism. In response, by adjusting our individiesires toward the kinds of goods and
jobs capitalism is supplying and away from the kinflgoods and jobs that capitalism
never offers, so we will most often have our "desimmet, we collectively help

reproduce capitalism's biases. It is sensible tllmor tastes so that we want what is
available rather than things we can never findhennbharket. Or is it? We get what we
seek, yet our acts reproduce our oppressions.

Capitalist economic relations include a vast nekwadrroles textured by class as well as
race, sex, and political struggles. But when wenatittin the confines of those roles--as
we must do if we are to gain what society has terefwve also reproduce the defining
class and other social divisions and thereby tis&esy of privileges that benefit the
socially advantaged. In other words, in additiomwtatever needs we satisfy through our
work and consumption activity, that activity hastemal and psychological effects that
help reproduce capitalism.

Ironically, our ability to make the best of a baaation also serves to reproduce our
oppressive circumstances. As Herbert Marcuse ptiihat is now at stake are the needs
themselves. At this stage the question is no larfgaw can the individual satisfy his [or



her] own needs without hurting others, but instead can he satisfy his needs without
hurting himself and without reproducing, throughk aspirations and satisfactions, his
dependence on an exploitative apparatus, whickatisfying his needs, perpetuates his
servitude?*

Since we must eat, we work. Since we must keepotast we mold our wills and
capacities to fit them. To attain fulfillment thiglu consumption, we train our tastes to
what can be bought. We mold ourselves to fit the@ars of our environment, thereby
establishing meetable needs but also reinforciageghvironment and diminishing our
chances for real liberation. And we even sensédmy of what we do. As Andre Gorz
describes:

Wonder each morning how you're going to hold dretiening, each Monday how you'll
make it to Saturday. Reach home without the stretwgtio anything but watch TV,

telling yourself you'll surely die an idiot...Long smash everything...once a day, feel
sick...because you've traded your life for a livifegar that the rage mounting within you
will die down in the end, that in the final analypieople are right when they say: 'ah, you
can get used to anything.'

Capitalist economic activity generates means o$istdnce for most, access to luxuries
for many, and an ever greater accumulation of me&psoduction for a few. In the
process, it also produces biases against sociabiagption and self-managed work and
continually reproduces the class relations of edipih as well as oppressive sex, race,
and political relations based in other social speewWhile antagonistic aims fuel
perpetual economic struggles over the relative-yeithg of different classes and social
groups, most of the time the basic social relatgssof capitalism remain secure.

Under certain circumstances, however, subordinatses can escape the narrow bounds
usually circumscribing class struggle and overcdominant classes replacing old
economic relationships with new ones. Just as ksi@hility in part results from
reproductive aspects of economic activity, so datiange in part results from disruptive
aspects of economic activity. But these are mattersvill return to once we have
completed our abstract survey of each of soci&ysspheres.
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"Please Note: Readers who would now like to consideypothetical dialogue dealing
with issues raised in chapter four should turnagel65.
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CHAPTER FIVE
POLITICS

Politics involves the creation of ideology; thetisef of societal priorities, policies, laws
and regulations; and the conferring of power, weethth or without majority
participation and ratification. The political spaencludes the State with its military,
judiciary, police, legislature, and public worksgligical parties; lobbying and public
interest organizations, etc. Depending on the §ipastiaracter of the political sphere,
people may be hierarchically arrayed by electoralppointed office, bureaucratic



tenure, military rank, party position, or unofficidackroom" influence, as well as by
economic, gender, and cultural factors rooted freospheres.

People fall into different political hierarchiesroesponding to different governing forms-
-monarchy, parliamentary or U.S.-style represeveadiemocracy, military junta, one-
party dictatorship, oneperson dictatorship--andati@ns within these governing forms.
Representative democracies may differ accordirgyth factors as size and
entrenchment of the state bureaucracy, voting #equand procedures, extent of
enfranchisement, number and nature of competingqadlparties, and access to and
control over mass communications media. Whatewven the State takes, political
relations not only effect the distribution of gonerental decision-making power, but also
the consciousness which people bring to the ecandamiship and community spheres,
and the freedom (or lack of freedom) that affelstsrtability to explore possibilities in
these spheres. Political relations greatly affeetways in which social institutions and
structures mediate the dissemination of histowcaontemporary information (and
misinformation), perceive the "truth” and the "coomgood,” and influence the
parameters of public debate and individual thoutgketf.

Politics isn't merely a reflection of other hiefaies within a dependent unifying state.
You can't understand authoritarianism in institasi@nd consciousness simply by
extrapolating from class, gender, and communityanéhies. If the state is parliamentary,
there will be one situation, but if it is dictatarthere will be another-whatever other
defining features society may have. The politigdlese, while it entwines with other
defining spheres and feels their effects, alscahaistory and set of dynamic attributes of
its ownthat exert defining influences back upon the oésiociety. For example, if the
political sphere of a particular society acts tatowally repress dissent or to structurally
coopt it then this certainly will have an immensgact on dynamic relations and
possibilities for change in all other spheres aliadife, whatever their own intrinsic
attributes and contradictions may be.

Would anyone who denies this see no difference dmtviving in a society with
parliamentary democracy and one with a militaryatmrship, all other social forms
being otherwise "equal™? Indeed, even given thatsacieties have formally the same
type of state, would anyone deny that great diffees in the types of political
movements and parties that vie for power in thatetp could also have dramatic impact
on its citizens' quality and character of life? dralerstand any society, therefore, no
single adjective describing a single sphere sugfice

Authoritarianism

Politics arises from the need to balance and régdisparate aims to attain collective
ends. It deals with the organization of order, attdining order often involves the
attribution of authority either to individuals anpersonal bureaucracies. But when
authority is vested in unyielding, unresponsiveir@sponsible hierarchy it yields the



political oppression we call "authoritarianism” dpying relatively few people excessive
power at the expense of the many.

Different types of authoritarian systems imposéedént restraints, oppressions, and
opportunities on their citizens. Authoritarian megis need not be dictatorships. They can
incorporate procedural democracy as well. Authodatasm is rationalized in a variety of
ways: ordained by God, ethnicity, gender or rasigderiority, paternalism, electoral
mandate, national salvation, economic efficientije eompetence, etc.

A primary characteristic of authoritarian politicelations is a drive to find a single
"correct"” policy or line for any particular

circumstance. A plurality of proposals may be detdaBut, regarding any particular
problem invariably only one proposal will be givamthoritative sanction as either the
"divine wisdom" of a few rulers or a compromisdaryer elites. The notion of the
"correct line" or "common good" is an essential foo legitimating authoritarian rule.

For example, in a U.S.-style representative denoycidecision makers gain legitimacy
by asserting the need for efficiently centralizdegision-making tasks in a central
authority, while promoting elected leadership asrttost democratic way of balancing
competing "special interests" and discerning tregibmal interest.” Elite rhetoric focuses
on the "free choice" involved in voting while obsioilg the separation of all actual
decision-making from the populace's will, oversjghteven awareness. There is no
attention given to the fact that voters have |t in who runs for office and no power
over what they do once they win office--even whiected officials ignore all campaign
promises and platforms. Few would question theomathat the United States is a
democracy, even though the U.S. government oftes tee opposite of what a majority
of citizens demand; for example, a majority of Ltizens have been found to support
the nuclear weapons freeze, national health inseraxtended environmental
protection, and full employment.

In contrast, in a single party, "Soviet-style," daucratic dictatorship, the party claims to
represent popular sentiment and to distill it tiylothe combined wisdom of society's
most intelligent and committed leaders, its ComrsuRarty cadre. The elite party
members owe their position to their coercive poarat to their claim to represent the
combined "scientific" wisdom of all proletarianshdy tolerate criticism no more than a
doctor tolerates patients criticizing a prescriptio

Communication and Thought

In a dictatorship the single correct "truth" présdiecause no other thought can be
broached publicly without risk of repression. Iméditary regime or repressive party
dictatorship, people are generally allowed to famy those institutions of information
exchange and social debate, unions, women's ogjanig, and other organizations that



are sanctioned by the state. Where opposition argtons exist they are subject to
continual harassment and periodic wholesale rejmresgoting is perfunctory or, where
opposition candidates take part, fraud is useddoipulate the outcome. The media is
censored

directly, or indirectly through a climate of fe&@ubversive thoughts can and certainly
will exist, but short of revolutionary upheavaleywill be kept effectively silent through
fear of repression.

In countries with legal rights of freedom of spegatess, etc., and the election of
political representatives, the correct line is ecda differently. Indeed, the more
"democratic" governing forms a political system,itag more its channels of
communication and debate must operate within paesevhich reinforce the
assumption®f elites. Since there is little control over pal@xpression of ideas (though
there is plenty of control over the resources witfich to communicate those ideas e.g.
access to television, university tenure, etc.) folmsulation of the ideas themselves must
be constrained. In other wordshat is thinkablenust be controlled so that when people
manifest their rights of expression they will rgrekpress thoughts subversive to
defining social relations. Dissidents are "redduditor ridiculed out of the "responsible”
arena of debate and policy making. Whatever thegust with conditions in the U.S.,
people are more frightened of alternative imagedtased through the mass media and
educational system. And in the words of E. E. Ssbhheider, the "definition of
alternatives is the supreme instrument of power."

In the Soviet Union news commentators can and mbtdeometimes do draw the
personal conclusiothat the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan is wromg @atriotic Soviet
citizens should oppose the war and support thdseliereover, such a commentator
might even decide to say this over public mediandsed, one had--but, he or she would
then be quickly dispatched to an asylum providifgealthy warning to others that they
should keep their disturbing thoughts to themselirethe U.S., however, although
public news commentators could say almost anytbmthe air, risking only being fired
and most often not even that, none who have lardeeaces and have therefore risen
through the ranks of conforming pressures can evamage to think a disturbing thought.
Free to speak, they have little of import to say. &ample, during the period of the
Vietnam War it was beyond their mental reach for drfS. press or mainstream T.V.
commentator to even think that the U.S. was theessgr in Vietham and that the war
should not only be opposed as a mistake, but Aepatriots should support the
Viethnamese resistance.

It follows that political systems incorporate demamy to roughly the degree that
governing and other social authorities can be denfi that it will be used as a form of
social control--to legitimate rather than underntimer interests. Stripped of genuine
participation and dissent,



democracy becomes a very worthwhile system foresgsielites. It allows them to argue
through their disagreements about how best to puiseir own interests and to
simultaneously gauge popular reactions to alteragiroposals they must judge. The
subversive character of democracy is diminishesbasrdinate groups are
disenfranchised and prevented from gaining aceesgdrmation and means of
developing and sharing alternative ideas and prograoth these conditions operate
magnificently in the U.S. And, whenever populaicks do begin to emerge in ways that
can translate and transmit information and ideakelyiand serve as vehicles for
dominated groups to develop subversive progratsjsis of democracy” ensues, and
there is a turn toward repression to control theasion by destroying such forms and re-
engendering a passive citizenry. Keepers of thadlaf democratic principle
successfully reclaim their power from those who lddidestroy democracy" by actually
using it.

The clearest statement of the utilitarian purpddaroted or "moderate” democracy and
the threat of "an excess of democracy" is founthénTrilateral Commission repoithe
Crisis of DemocracyThe section on the United States was written dp&l

Huntington, the Harvard political scientist and sbime government official who praised
the Vietham War's "forced urbanization" programs{deed to rid the national liberation
forces of a base of popular support in the courdeysHuntington writes:

The effective operation of a democratic politicgtem usually requires some measure of
apathy and non-involvement on the part of someviddals and groups...In itself, this
marginality on the part of some groups is inheyentidemocratic but it is also one of the
factors which has enabled democracy to functioactifely.>

Of course, by "some individuals and groups" Hurtbngneans most. The "crisis of
democracy," ensued in the sixties and seventieswhe

Previously passive or unorganized groups in theufadjon, blacks, Indians, Chicanos,
white ethnic groups, students, and women now eneldaosk concerted efforts to establish
their claim to opportunities, positions, rewardsd @rivileges, which they had not
considered themselves entitled [sic] befére.

As with previous periods of mass protest in the. Lt "crisis of democracy" in the
sixties and seventies was answered with a mixeglrano of political repression (e.g. the
COINTELPRO programs) and cooptation (e.g. the patierty programs). The media
played a crucial role in reimposing apathy, wittobastant drumbeat about the "Me
Decade" of the later 1970s; a time, of course, vtherantinuclear and gay liberation
movements were, among others, on the ascent.

Anarchism as a Type of Monism



Anarchism is the name given the broad movemeneople who oppose authoritarianism
in all its forms. Anarchists focus their attentistly on hierarchies directly rooted in the
structure and dynamics of the state but then alsa@olate their concern for these
political hierarchies to a derivative concern ftiner oppressions such as economic
exploitation, racism, or sexism, understanding g¢adfe a manifestation of authoritarian
hierarchy in another sector of daily life. For arfasts, "hierarchy" becomes an
organizing concept for all analysis as it permeatgwsvard from the government to
corrupt all aspects of life.

As a goal, some anarchists elevate the idea oficthdalism, extolling the ultimate
freedom and isolated integrity of each separateguein society. Others favor sociality,
extolling the integrity and freedom of each indivédi only as all are part of an integrated
social whole and socially responsible for one aastcircumstances and well-being. But
all anarchists rightly argue that the political sghprojects forces which pervade all
corners of society. The state-rooted division @isty doesn't stop at the executive,
legislative, or judiciary door, since the role iagred presuppositions of people in
different positions in society's political hierares, whatever their exact form may be,
permeate all other spheres of social life. Stateddierarchies tend to reproduce all
other social hierarchies by imposing them and afmbodying their qualities. In Soviet-
style societies, for example, the political bureatigparty member, and average citizen
confront different circumstances and optionalinsociety's institutions, not solely within
the state. To rid society of any oppressions, stapFession must be overcome.

Yet, as valuable as these anarchist insights egegttably some anarchists overextend
their valid recognitions beyond their real rangenfiience. They label politics the sole
defining sphere of social life.

Implicitly, at least, they call the state's hietarsociety's base, the rest its superstructure.
All oppressions become variants on state-basedatathanism. They analyze racism,
sexism, and classism first in terms of analysesaits and their functions, in particular
power and hierarchy, not first in terms of conceptsed in the specific dynamics of
these other spheres. They may ignore other spbatisly, or, alternatively, they may
understand them, but only in the ways that theyifesinspecifically authoritarian

relations, not in their own intricate and uniquelifies. They see a hierarchy between
men and women, blacks and whites, workers and bpagrd though they understand
many of the emotive and material implications affshierarchies, they fail to see all
dimensions of the importance of and positive sidgeaual interrelations, cultural
definitions, and economic forms. They oppose mgesiaeligion, and complex large

scale industry as necessarily statist without wstdading the more complex relations
associated with each of these non-government forrtise positive needs for security,
continuity, spirituality and material wellbeing thepeak to which must also be addressed
in any desirable future. The liberating thrust méechism, therefore, sometimes
succumbs to a monist narrowness which foreclodgsunderstanding and effectively
opposing all the forms of oppression which mostetmats, in fact, do wish to overcome.



Conclusion

Change within the political sphere is most oftenletronary. Leaders come and go by
election, appointment, or death. A new departmégbeernment is created. The military
budget grows or shrinks. Yet, sometimes changegam to rupture old definitions and
establish new ones. A sub-elite rises to prominemckredefines governing
relationships. A military coup throws out one staliee only to install another, equally
oppressive perhaps, but fundamentally differenisimodes of operation.

The impetus for evolutionary and revolutionary stettange can arise from within the
state, owing to changes in decision-making peroaptor to conflicts between political
groups, or from "without,” owing to economic, kimghor community pressures on
political forms that cause their slight alteratmmdissolution and redefinition. But we can
only conceptualize these matters more fully in eshof a broader discussion of society
and history in coming chapters.
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CHAPTER SIX SOCIETY

In chapters two to five we have shown how four sps@f social life help form the basis
for important facets of daily life. To use the cepts presented in those chapters to now
formulate amonist theorywe would next have to demonstrate that one ofdhespheres
is more dominant than the others. For example, wghtargue like cultural nationalists
that communitymustexert a disproportionate influence over the formesocial stability
and change because everything depends on how weatlyl relate to things. Or,

instead, like anarchists we might emphasize pslitic the basis that the state dominates
all decisionmaking and power hierarchies clarityoplpressions. But while to be monist
we would have to highlight one sphere, as thesntations do, we could nonetheless
propose any of many possible forms of asymmetrywéetn our favored sphere and
others. For example, we might argue for economaripy but urge that the economic
sphere is only "determinant in the last instane#fier than always dominant. Or we
could recognize the "relative autonomy of the Stasehighlighted cultural differences,
and so on.

Alternatively, to formulate our same concepts iafuralist theory we would need to
analyze each sphere separately using "its own"egia@nd then sum the results, much
as many marxistfeminists do for the economy andhm Our key assumption would
then be that the most basic defining features @h s@here are not significantly
contoured by dynamics from "outside."

But in contrast to monist and pluralist approacifese choose @omplementary holist
approachwe must anticipate the possibility of more complexerconnections between
spheres even as we deny that these will alwaysseariby form a fixed hierarchy of
influences. This

approach (like socialist feminism for only two spt® denies both the logic of elevating
one sphere above others and the logic of tryirgitply sum separate abstract analyses
into a whole. Holism asserts that any hierarchinfdfience of spheres in a particular
society is something that must be empirically desti@ted in particular historical
situations. It doubts that all societies even Haeearchies of influences, and it denies
that the existence of a fixed hierarchy in one etyalemonstrates or implies the
existence of the same hierarchy in another. Indeggm leads us to anticipate that with
more exacting theories of particular societieswileoften find that all four spheres
operate centrally; and this claim is based notogichl or historical necessity, but on our
knowledge of conceptual possibilities and our erogirawareness.

Holism is also distinguishable from pluralism by isistence on employing concepts
from other spheres when analyzing dynamics withinarticular sphere. The
"summing" we advocate recognizes a greater dedreenoectivity between social
factors and highlights the degree to which one spéieetermining influences often help
define characteristics of another sphere, so fitagres do not really exist separately, but



always in the context of a whole that defines tladimTreating spheres as "networks" and
"processes” that extend throughout the space dadtsmxcand the time of history is one
technigue for recognizing this connectivity.

Four Into One

In preceding chapters we discussed community, kinsiconomic, and political
dynamics as if each operated in isolation. At tr@e time, we have emphasized thlat
human activity affects all four of these aspectsurhan existencé&or example, we call
our activity in a factory "economic” whenever thansformation of material objects is its
most important aspect for the purpose at handth@sieconomic activity also has
kinship, community, and political "moments."” Moreoyany activity that combines
material, social, and human ingredients to createnal, social, and human products
with new attributes is economic. But doesn't tmgly that every activity has an
"economic moment"? When we clean house, play, getiool, watch T.V., or attend a
concert or sporting event don't we consume andym®dhaterial, human, and social
factors? And, vice versa, don't work activitieaecialize, create culture, and affect
political options?

This recognition of the multidimensionality and essntial unity of diverse activities
extends to the level of the different spheres ofetg

as well. For example, the economic sphere incladlesstitutions which involve
production, consumption and allocation of mateolgkects as part of their social roles.

By this definition, factories, marketplaces, andisare obviously economic institutions.
But elementary schools, which we usually think ®kaship institutions because of their
socialization function, also involve production aswhsumption of material objects, as do
theaters, households, senates, churches, anchbledl. pn fact, if we extend the economic
sphere to its fullest dimensions, we discover ithabcompasses all of society and that
every institution resides within the economic ingtonal network. Indeed, it is this

reality which makes effective theories of the ecagigowerful tools for understanding

at least some things about all sides of social life

But the same reasoning applies to the communibghip, and governing spheres. Every
institution has a socialization aspect, culturgleas, and decision-making aspect as well
as an economic aspect. Families historically hatedsas the central kinship institution,
but socialization takes place in factories, offij@sd marketplaces as well. The state is
the principal focus of political activity, but itsd produces and consumes material
objects and reproduces and transforms culturalidés and relations. And, as with
economics, the fact that the extension of the lgmstommunity, and political spheres of
life encompass all of society is what makes conmtheories oeachof these spheres
powerful tools for understanding at least certhinds abougll social relationships.



The four spheres share the same space and timeahexegh they have different central
institutions and focus on different social funcgoft is as if societies have four centers
from which four different force fields emerge, miegand finally merge. Each of the

four force fields not only affects like options aactivities throughout society, they all
also affect one another, a complication that makeifficult to comprehend the full
character even of society's individual sphereaelonly study the characteristics of each
field in isolation, we not only have no guide ahitaw to combine the results, we also
mis-specify the dynamics within each field becawsedo not see how they are
influenced by forces emerging from the other three.

The Concept of a "Social Moment"

We have said that we can think of any social at¢ims of four "moments” related to the
four defining types of social interaction. It idite like the way we learned how to
graphically track projectiles in

high school. If we imagine a ball flying throughetlir we can track its path by noting at
each instant how high it is, how far it has gorenglour line of sight, and how far it has
gone perpendicular to the line of sight. We studyforces pushing or impeding it in
each of these three directions. If we want to stheyball being thrown across a field, we
should choose a vertical axis in line with graxatd two horizontal axes measuring off
the field in a grid along the line the wind is biog and/or in the direction we will throw
the ball. If we're tracking an airplane, we'll dgegitude, latitude, and altitude. If we're
tracking a spaceship, we may choose more complexilinear coordinates” because in
this instance they will be easiest to use.

But what if we want to track "social trajectoriedV2 have proposed conceptualizing
society by carving it into components of four typésocial relations. Yet, unlike spatial
directions, these social dimensions are not lia@arthey do not operate independently
of one another. Influences relating to each hafecef on the three others. In the
throwing example, gravity acting along up-down diien doesn't significantly change
the wind effect along the horizontal direction. Nimes our energy of throwing across the
field affect gravity's influence perpendicular toBut in societies, changes in "forces"
acting primarily along the kinship dimension inflee not only gender but also
economic, community, and political phenomena. kiettes,everything is mutually
interactive and this severely complicates matters.

Yet, despite this critical complication, we choase "social dimensions" for the same
reason a physicist chooses a particular spatialeqnalization or any analyst chooses a
particular way of organizing his or her conceptsptovide the most effective framework
for understanding chosen subject matter in waysegilt to particular ends being sought.
In choosing four social spheres, we seek enougs taxgpan all the social dynamics we
are interested in, but, at the same time, we dovaot any more axes than necessary.



Moreover, for utility we want our social axes t@ypide maximum ease of use to activist
analysts.

But what precisely do we mean by a "social momeBt/€ry social interaction--whether
assembling cars or struggling for rent control--aggects that can be most effectively
understood through each of the four spheres we tiaeassed. We call these its
economic, kinship, community, and political "monerf definition. In real lifepf
course, these characteristics intertwine, so the dio chosen social moments do not
manifest themselves separately any more than a baiimultaneously moves along all
the infinity of spatial axes we can

EACH TYPE OF SOCIAL ACTIVITY EMBODIES
MOMENTS OF ALL THREE OTHER TYPES
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Govermning Moment
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conceptualize. Yet gravity and wind do operate @lspecific spatial axes and so too do
specific forces within society operate along spe¢gocial dimensions." If we choose
our social dimensions as those via which the nmopbrtant forces most often operate,
specific "social moments" will help us easily paveethe action of critically important
forces and their interconnections.

One Into Four

What possible kinds of relations can exist betwiderfour spheres and their fields of
force? People aren't economically-affected in cemt @f their lives and gender-affected
in another; state-influenced one day of the weeka@mmunity-influenced some other
day. Instead, they simultaneously experience ecandinship, governance, and
community involvements, and this guarantees tha¢igs interact. At a particular time



class may have more influence on molding a persmmsciousness and behavior than
gender, or vice-versa. But these influences musxst.

Societies consist of diverse relations combinecbimplex ways. If the different relations
became completely estranged, society itself woaltbme impossible. Different parts of
our lives would produce such profoundly contradigtihought and behavior patterns that
we would become hopelessly disoriented. In statdeesies, there is a constant interplay
of mechanisms to reconcile contradictory dynamefete they get out of hand. Profound
schisms which cannot be reconciled characterizeablessocieties ripe for social
revolutions. Conservative "functionalist” sociattinies assume that in all societies
sufficient mechanisms exist to reconcile all codictory role requirements and socialize
people to accept those roles without questioniegitimanity of this "fit." Radicals, on
the other hand, tend to underestimate the influehsgabilizing, ameliorating
mechanisms.

For example, with no interconnections, our kindtigomight socialize us to become non-
acquisitive and anti-competitive, while our econotife might require opposite traits. Or
our community life might produce mutual respectddferent cultures, while our

political institutions require instrumentalist,tedt, authoritarian attitudes. If one part of
society says we should have a particular qualitg, another part says we should have the
opposite quality, where the quality in questionne that will help define our personality
and structure our life prospects, social instabditises. With no way to alleviate the
resulting tensions, not only would social cohesi@integrate as

people clashed with each other, but each persaesal psychology would tend to
"disintegrate” due to confused self-definition. ®bgwould be terminally schizoid.
Something would "have to give" but theory would tedk us in advance of analyzing
specific circumstances what that something wouldlbeory without investigation, that
is, could not tell us that one of the tendenciesld@always dominate another. Nor could
theory allow us to predict, without seeking evidenehether the unstable situation
would revert back to a former stable status qumave on to a new social formation not
characterized by dynamics that produce both gealdnd their opposites. But it is
precisely our theoretical knowledge of the exiséeotdiverse types of interactive
dynamics between spheres and fields coupled witkldée surveys of the conditions of
actual societal relations that can together helpradict how instabilities are likely to
resolve to recreate workable social orders of ané &r another. In workable social
orders it follows that there will be intricate intennections between defining spheres of
social activity. In our effort to understand so@etas they appear at a given moment
what remains is to ask what forms these expectedcionnections can take.

Accommodation

One kind of interaction between spheres that isistent with stability is
accommodationCritical features of each sphere may accommaddatequirements of



other spheres. For example, the assignment of @eo@conomic roles may
accommodate with a society's sexist gender andtre@mmmunity hierarchies so that
economic activity places men in positions above @wand whites in positions above
blacks. Similarly, if there are accommodation rielas between the kinship and political
spheres, the family will socialize children in waygnsistent with the state-related roles
they will play as adults and political activity Widroduce traits that comply with the
family roles men and women are to play. In thejeyrfrom the simplest pluralism to
complementary holism, recognizing "accommodaticgtiMeen spheres is the first
tentative step.

Co-Definition

But another more deeply "connective" type of relaship consistent with social stability
is what we calto-definition the different spheres "co-define" one anothetsrnal roles
and relations. For example, instead of economigsrbking determined entirely by class
divisions and bargaining relationships and indigilduassignments to

various economic roles merely accommodating to emmiomic, external hierarchies,
thevery definitionof economic roles in the first place could refledtluences from
kinship, political, or community spheres. Work ®la the corporation might incorporate
a sexual division of labor inexplicable in solegoaomic terms, yet easily understood as
a manifestation of a sexist field of force. Nungyiroles in the family might vary
depending upon community affiliations thereby shayulefining characteristics
inexplicable in solely kinship terms yet easily ergtood as a manifestation of a cultural
field of force. It would not be enough to theorthe economy and then note--via the
principle of accommodation--that since men and woare differentiated by kinship
relations outside the economy, they will be treat#i@rently within the economy as
well. Instead, even in theorizing the most basterents of the economy we would have
to determine the defining impact of kinship forc&ad likewise for theorizing kinship
and incorporating community recognitions. Recogrgzhis necessity is the critical step
from even the most complex pluralism to complemsit@lism. It corresponds to the
difference between those who pluralistically joneatations, like marxist-feminists, and
those who holistically develop a more encompasgargework, like socialist feminists,
or, taking all four spheres into account, completagnholists.

There is nothing inherent in capitalist economiatiens that requires the activity of
coffee-making to be assigned to the role of segrefdere is no purely economic reason
why in the U.S., women are ghettoized into so-cdlf@nk collar” jobs: clerical work,
nursing, domestic work, restaurant and food seyvetail sales, elementary school
teaching, etc. There is nothing about economidsrétpuires that in addition to different
levels of compensation, women's and men's actwuitiast or even should involve
different degrees of oversight and mobility. Puretpnomic dynamics cannot explain
such profound gender differentiations. In this setisen, not only do economic relations



accommodate kinship hierarchies, by placing womehe lowest "economically-
defined" positions, but patriarchy "co-defines"ibaconomic relations.

In the very definition of economic roles only cldastors can be at play--in which case,
low-level, but genderless jobs will, by accommoadiatigo to women and others at the
bottom of non-class hierarchies--or, alternativety,defining kinship forces can also
operate so as to generate subordinate "feminineiegedefined jobs, such as being a
secretary whose responsibilities include materealises such
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as coffee-making, gift purchasing and birthday retinig.

Whenever gender dynamics co-define economic relstioot only will men and women
be assigned to different economic roles, but thokes themselves will have



characteristics in part determined by kinship dyiwanSimilarly, whenever community
forces co-define kinship relations, cultural difieces will permeate gender roles, so
families whose members belong to different comnesivill have different role
structures. The roles of mother and father maydsfgnificantly in Afro-American,
Chicano, and Anglo-American families. The logicrezzs from sphere to sphere. When
we look at societies via any monist theory, mostatisions of differences among people
are reduced to peripheral concern. When we switghuralism, we see each type of
difference, but not how they contour one anothenewe choose complementary
holism we have the potential of developing a comensive picture. Indeed, an
especially critical consequence of co-definitioattbnly a holist approach fully
highlights is that "class consciousness" will vdepending on gender, political, and
community allegiances; "womens' consciousness"difiiér for women of different
classes, political allegiances, and communitiestdAmerican, Latino, or Native-
American consciousness" will differ depending ondg, political, and class
allegiances; and "political consciousness" willywdepending upon gender, community,
and class allegiances.

In short, "complementary holism" highlights all ttrétical kinds of possible
interconnections in human societies. First, sodetyewed as a whole, a single system
of people and institutions inextricably bound tdgt Only then, and only for specific
purposes, do we abstract four different componartspor social spheres, for separate
analysis. But the characteristics of each sphere@iawed as multiply determined by one
another, and the specific ways in which the sphacesmmodate to and co-define one
another are a primary subject of examination.,S&tien this array of concepts leaves us
feeling insufficiently prepared. It would be ni@edlso focus specifically on general
relations between people and what we often cadl System.”

Center and Boundary

Within marxism the concepts "base" and "superatirettplay an important role. Since
marxists see the economy as more important thar efiheres, it is only sensible for
them to carve up society according to a materiaishomic hierarchy. Economic
relations form the base, everything else is moless lumped together in a dependent
superstructure. Different marxists use this oragimdifferent ways,



“CONSTRUCTING"
A SPECIFIC SOCIETY
| FROM THE COMPONANTS OF ALL
POSSIBLE SOCIETIES

some allowing the superstructure to have more @nfte on the base and some less. For
instance, the Maoist theory of the "Cultural Revioli" grants greater influence to
"superstructural® phenomena. Feminists, natiorglestd anarchists could all also
employ the "base/superstructure” terminology, altothe composition of the base
would differ for each.

In contrast, having located not only economicsaisid politics, community, and kinship
in society's core, we do not want to impose a "patiglist” or sphere-centering hierarchy
on our method. Similarly, after having argued thaterial, social, and ideological
relations operate interactively in each type oivitgtand social sphere, again we would
be foolish to assert an always operative materialenlogical dominance.

So while no "base/superstructure” hierarchy is caibfe with a complementary holist
approach, it does make sense for us to distindnesiieen the people in any society--
with all their individual and group traits--or whae call the "human center," and the
social roles, institutions, and institutional redat in that society, or what we call the
"Institutional boundary.” The allusion to archite in these labels has a purpose. The
institutional "boundary” of a society textures pgb#gies by imposing systemic or
structural limits on people's behavior "from with8Within any society the boundary
includes the intricate array of role offerings tbahstitute the society's many institutions.
The roles "surround™ us and restrict our choicesgdin whatever benefits society has to



offer--as workers, parents, voters, neighbors;-@te. must fit ourselves into these role
structures or risk being ostracized socially andatized economically and politically.
The "human center,” on the other hand, embracesihdeeling, need, thought, skill,
consciousness, desire, creative expression, asdrgdity. The ideas and actions of
individuals and groups within the center "radiaténard” in turn influencing the
boundary and even transcending successive gemesatio

The idea of one realm surrounding another is orgya@hic approximation of the
dynamic between the two realms--it is not a litelecription. In fact, the center and
boundary occupy the same time and space as oneeaiaotd are therefore really a single
whole, just as the four spheres are. And, agaetlile four spheres, the center and
boundary also intersect, overlap, accommodatecasdéfine in a complementary way.
But while the spheres distinguish between diffef@nds of activities while lumping
together the people and institutions that deterrthiese activities, the concepts of
societal

center and boundary distinguish between peopleretidutions while lumping together
different kinds of activity. Indeed, each sphers haenter element and a boundary
element--people and institutional roles. Moreogegiety's center and boundary each
have aspects of all four spheres. The conceptuwahgs are simply two compatible
overlapping ways of looking at things.

Core Characteristics

The introduction of this new set of concepts isaatatter of "different strokes for
different folks," but different conceptual toolgs fdifferent analytical tasks. And the next
addition to our tool kit, for the task of focusiog critical defining aspects of social life,

is the concept, "core characteristic." We defirm®@i@ characteristic as a defining feature
of a society which centrally influences life optoly significantly affecting the character
of both the human center and institutional bound@pre characteristics usually begin as
defining characteristics of the activity of a peutar social sphere, and then, through
accommodation and co-definition, come to affectgbality of life throughout the rest of
society as well.

For example, in "class societies," class relataerainly help define all economic role
structures and texture all economic possibilit¥ést, in addition, beyond the economy,
class hierarchies usually impose themselves onttheacter of governing, kinship, and
community relations as well. Indeed, it is becdletass” frequently permeates all social
definitions and textures all aspects of lived eigraze that the marxist label "class
society" truly does have meaning beyond the econgptiere. In such situations a
specific class structure will become a core chargttc affecting all of social life. In the
United States, for example, capitalist exploitati®a core characteristic.



But in the United States the same holds true frisse (flowing from the kinship sphere),
racism (flowing from the community sphere), andagtipular type of authoritarianism
(flowing from the political sphere). In other wordsot only is capitalist exploitation a
core characteristic of U.S. society, but so aresmacsexism, and authoritarianism. While
we believe this to be true for the United States ane not arguing that in all societies at
all times each sphere of social activity must gateea feature that becomes a core
characteristic. Whether or not this occurs depemdthe nature of the social activity in
different social spheres and the nature of thegotenections between those spheres in
each particular society. The important point ig thaltiple core characteristics are a
possibility deserving serious investigation. Unfor-

tunately, this is rarely contemplated as a possitbhly most social theoreticians.
Selecting Appropriate Concepts: Do Four Critical Sfheres Suffice?

At this point, we want to address a question théikely disturbing at least a few of our
readers. We know society can be conceptualizecamyrdifferent ways. We agree that
the task is to formulate those conceptualizatibas will most effectively meet our needs
as students and agents of social change. But winysehexactly four spheres for our
conceptual framework?

"Carving" societies into our four chosen spheramiy one of countless possible options.
We cannot possibly maintain it provides the onfeetve, right, or revealing way to

view things. Our argument in favor of choosing thésur particular spheres to ground
our theory of social stability and change restshanvalidity of the following claims: 1)
Each activity necessarily exists in any societyE@gh activity is carried out through
elaborate social relationships that define a sicgmit portion of people's life prospects. 3)
None of the four types of activity reduces to osubsumed by any of the others. 4) All
of the activities and spheres influence one anathdrall social outcomes. So, 5) if our
priority is understanding society in order to chaitgnot highlighting any of these
spheres would cause us to run a grave risk of ipbetely theorizing our circumstances.
And 6) if we seek the most manageable frameworkiéweloping analyses, vision, and
strategy, adding additional spheres would simpingiicate matters at no great gain in
facilitating understanding. Of course we cannotydiae possibility that some other type
of activity will meet the first four criteria sodhpoints "5" and "6" will apply only to an
expanded set of five or more spheres, but, saviahave not found this to be the case.

Economic, political, kinship, and community relasowill always exist, though their
influence in different societies may vary greathherever movements seek to overcome
forms of domination, we can safety bet that coneapting along these particular social
dimensions will significantly inform their effort3.o be sure, in different times and
societies, different spheres may have greatersseltenfluence in defining oppressions
and eliciting social movements. But lack of conasigsocial movement along a particular



axis does not diminish the theoretical usefulnésbai axis; instead, the lack of social
movement

itself requires explanation using the theoretioalg pertaining to the particular sphere
and to others as well.

To "abstract" means to pull a part out from the etfor separate analysis. When we
discuss a society's economy without paying attartbats culture, for example, we
abstract out the economy from the whole. Sometabsgractions lead to the definition of
concepts and angles of focus that provide excegitiosights, not only pedagogically--
by making our thought simpler because unessergraptexities have been left out--but
also practically, by yielding results which seertyfapplicable in real societies and
which would not have been seen but for making tiegraction in the first place. Other
times, however, we separately conceptualize anlyzmaome part of a whole at great
length, only to find that in real world interactefew of our abstract results remain valid.

The real world is characterized by interconnectednEverything exists in one whole,
defined by and defining everything else. Yet witthis whole, we can distinguish parts
which exhibit modeled abstract dynamics which difitle from their real dynamics in
complex environs. Their interconnectedness or "eotiwity" with other relations doesn't
intrude on the features we focus on when we condiigen abstractly, isolated from
interactions, at least to the degree of descriptierare pursuing.

The effects of quantum dynamics within falling aggobn their gravitational attraction to
the earth are so minute thitve are only concerned about the apple's ratdlofiéacan
ignore them. In contrast, marxist, feminist, natilist, and anarchist theories, which are
generally developed by abstracting economic, gemd@enmunity, and state relations
from all others, end up suggesting effects whiehsar modified by the process of
abstracting that when we take into account fadgprsred in the abstract analyses, we
see that those analyses are no longer reliableguddreal relations.

The point of our complementary holist frameworkagrovide an over-arching
conceptual "carving” that can simultaneously gisean encompassing view and also
refine each particular angle of conceptualizatiofit sloes not suffer from being too
abstracted from all other angles of conceptuabratso, regarding the possible
demarcation of a fifth sphere, at the conceptuadllere must ask whether it clarifies or
obscures our analytical vision. Radical activistsstrask whether adding an additional
sphere highlighting another dimension, currentlyssumed in one or more or our four,
would allow us to more easily see important reladitor issues of social change and
strategy that might



otherwise have been overlooked or misunderstogadf then as activists we should take
this extra conceptual step. If not, it would coroate matters unnecessarily.

For example, the kinship sphere is the primaryditghat we have termed kinship-
sexual-child rearing activity and the principal sziof divisions along "gender” lines.
We have argued that division by sexual preferenoag an integral part of the dynamic
of kinship activity, and that just as sexism emerfyjem the dynamics of kinship, so does
heterosexism and homophobia. Seeing things this wayvould discuss questions of
sexuality and sexual preference as one complexopéne whole range of phenomena
associated with kinship. This is not, however,dhly approach we could take. Instead of
four defining spheres, we might choose to demarfozte

We could argue, for example, that sexuality itsethe locus of a sphere of human
activity which can project defining social charagics as autonomously as any other
defining activity can. We could argue further thdiasic, oppressive dynamic associated
with this additional sphere of social life is "eyphobia” (the fear and hatred of sexuality)
whose primary manifestation is homophobia.

The choice between these alternative frameworkertplargely on an assessment of
the value of the alternative ways of conceptuatjazmlight of our goal of promoting
social change. In a homophobic/erotophobic socweitya fourfold division that
subsumes complex issues of sexuality within a sppemarily concerned with gender
produce an understanding of sexuality sufficierauo needs? Or, alternatively, just as
we find it necessary to break out politics frommemmics, for example, must we break
out sexuality from kinship--disentangling sexuatitypermit a closer, potentially more
insightful reading of society?

It seems evident that like economic, political tetdl, and gender activity, sexual activity
has historical universality. Moreover, sexual atfieften has the effect of demarcating
important social divisions. But this isn't enougimce one could say the same thing about
subparts of the economic sphere arguing the negeparate production from
consumption and allocation, but be rebutted becthisetep is unwarranted due to the
fact that production, consumption, and allocatiomjast different phases of one process
that produces a seamless web of effects. Doesathe kold for sexuality as an element

of kinship relations? Or, with sexuality, as oppmbse matters of gender definition and
child rearing, do we need to employ two concepstraictures and locuses of focus to
achieve full understanding?
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Following a similar tack an argument could be midelividing race and religion off
from ethnicity or even for including entirely newhgeres of different sorts having to do,
for example, with cognition/psychology. What ispi@vent this? Are there times when it
would be important to undertake such a step?

In chapter one we suggested a utilitarian norngéwverning how we define concepts.
The issue is not a matter of "abstract theorefioater” but one of "use value" in finding
truths we need to understand. The point of ourguiisg provocative examples for
possible fifth spheres has been to show that theegualizations elaborated in this book
in no sense constitute a closed and inviolableegsysBut for now we think we can
manage with four main conceptual angles not becaeghink issues such as sexuality
are relatively unimportant, but because we thirgt tike many other important

dynamics, they can be effectively handled withfowrfold orientation. Whether this
choice is optimal will depend on how powerful ounerging theory proves to be as we
proceed to discussions of whole societies andtyistasion and strategy.



A Holistic Approach To Understanding Societies

A holistic analysis of a society's school systemtake one example, would look at not
only how the schools socialize children to becouhdta, but also how the schools pass
on cultural awareness, teach necessary econonis; skid carry out political functions.
A holistic analysis would identify the aspectstoé socialization process in schools that
reproduce society's defining kinship norms--saysaxand heterosexism--but would also
identify ways in which school activities were incpatible with established kinship
norms--equal budgets for male and female athletgnams or boys taking home
economics classes and girls taking shop. A holetalysis would also look for
reproductive and destabilizing effects of schoaisarial, religious, class, and political
relations. Are children segregated and "trackedtdmg, or is integration through busing
or other means challenging racist norms? Are abiildreing tracked in ways that teach
conceptual skills to a few future coordinators eotg vocational skills to many, or are
more children of working class parents receivingrgollege and college education than
will be able to find "thinking" jobs in the econofre children getting a sanitized,
anglicized version of American history or are thaking Social Studies courses that
study the genocidal treatment of Native Americams @proach

the Vietham War from a critical perspective?

But as powerful as this orientation may be, the glementary holist approach as
described so far is still incomplete. Not only haweleft the fundamental issues of social
stability and change to the next chapter, butdiditeon we have left out all reference to
the ecology and paid little attention to a worldtgyn of many societies.

The Ecological Context

The "natural ecology" includes the flora, faungoces, and general habitat of the non-
human-created environment. It operates as an imgheosmplicated system in which
intricate interconnections between the life cydgédifferent species, the climate, and the
physical environment determine over-arching charstics. A "society" includes the
human created network of social relations we haemaisthis chapter conceptualizing. A
"social ecology,” however, is the combination afedural ecology and a society which,
once again, form a single complementary whole.

We can view the natural ecology and society in nthehsame way we have viewed
different spheres within any particular societyclEahapes and is shaped by the other.
Looked at from one perspective they weave a sisglamless whole. Looked at from
another perspective, they act as two differentesgstaccommodating or co-defining one
another. Each perspective is useful for particolaposes and together they comprise the
complementary holist view we have developed througithis book.



For some purposes we can therefore usefully treati@ty as a separate system. For
other purposes, we do so at risk. For exampldyescologists have tried to teach us, if
we wish to create a world in which we can live Bafer longer than another half century
we can leave out ecological considerations ontyuatown peril. Murray Bookchin
conveys this lesson, for example, when he urgesstbahould not allow ourselves to
succumb to a heavy-handed dualism that separagesthral from the social, or to fall
into a reductionism that dissolves the one in tihermsince committing either of these
errors cripples our ability to think out the resdues involved.

Similarly, we feel that an ecological perspectieeds to become part of our guiding
philosophy of life. In this book we have so farluded chapters on four spheres of social
life and in this chapter we have argued for a cphed approach to amalgamating the
four sets of critical concepts into a holistic viefsociety. In addition, however, a fully
complementary holist view of social ecologies suint to the

needs of activists concerned with creating a betteld also requires ecological concepts
that can operate on their own and be integratedth@ overall approach as well.

Yet not all ecological perspectives are equallgliyko contribute to improving social or
even ecological relations. For example, traditiomestern mainstream ecologists apply
instrumentalist approaches common in modern hibieatsocieties to the problem of
manipulating and taming nature. These "technoceatatogists" treat nature as another
tool particular human elites can manipulate foirtbe/n ends. This view calls itself
ecological, but it has nothing in common with tleenplementary holist approach we
have celebrated. Instead this attitude toward ratafreproduces tendencies that emerge
from contemporary social forms characterized by idation and exploitation. We need

to incorporate an ecological perspective that @alleproduce a liberatory world-view.

We are confident complementary holist methodologlya@mplement an ecologically
sound attitude to the natural ecology. With Bookaolie believe that this approach can
sensitize us to the intricate connection betweanaruand non-human relationships,
"neither mechanically reducing them to a false fiadéntiated oneness, nor totally
breaking the bonds between them to wrongly impéytare unconnected.We have no
doubt many "ecological concepts" will be neededddition to the "social concepts”
presented in this volume, and though we cannotidssspecific ecological concepts here,
we believe they can be integrated effectively mtwolist framework.

The World Context

Every society interacts not only with nature bialvith other societies. Throughout
history, varying forms of imperialism, national civenism, and strategic alliances have
existed as critical factors, shaping not only tketdny of the world but the development
of individual societies as well. Colonialism haambatically shaped the societies of the
colonial powers as well as the colonies, with tteel, of course, suffering far more



damaging consequences. Countries with highly vatasdurces such as oil have seen
their national incomes rise to dwarf countries withsuch resources. Almost all societies
divert enormous resources to military establishsménthe face of real or exaggerated
external threats. Countries perceived to have givotes in geostrategic superpower
competition are subject to far more consistentreglgressure than less "important”
countries. Intervention clearly constrains anddteas liberatory developments in
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countries such as Nicaragua or El Salvador. Weldheaver forget that intervention to
destroy progressive movements and governments igtl not the exception, and that
historically most of these interventions have sedeel. Where revolutions have
survived, they have been distorted. Imagine hoveht national and world history
would be only over the last three decades if trep[eeof Guatemala and the Dominican
Republic and Brazil and Chile and Jamaica and Gieaad Cuba and Nicaragua and El
Salvador and Vietnam and Cambodia and South Karéadraland and Hungary and
Czechoslovakia and Iran and Angola and MozambiguaeZambabwe...were able to have



made and keep making their own history withoutrigation by the United States or the
Soviet Union. (If the list of countries tormentegthe U.S. is longer, it's because in fact
it is longer.)

We have not attempted to offer a detailed treatraémternational dynamics. But, we
feel the holist approach is well suited to doinglsaperialism is one of the subjects most
conducive to a holist analysis since imperialisncigarly manifests all four "moments”
of causation. In our opinion, much that has beekitgy in various theories of
international relations stems from ignoring onemmre moments--for example, the
influence of patriarchy has been almost universaligrlooked until recently--or from
assuming that one or another moment must alwageimnant. Marxist-Leninist

theories of imperialism defined solely as the matgpstage of capitalism (an economic
system) are a prime example of the latter point.

Applying a holist approach to relations betweenntoeas should give us a better
understanding of the impact of community dynamicsoe and religion, for example
(e.g. in the U.S. occupation of Grenada or Britisleupied Northern Ireland or the
Israeli-occupied West Bank). It would help us ustiand the exploitation of women by
multinational corporations or military institutios.g. the use of rape in warfare and the
cultivation of prostitution around U.S. military $&s) and the role these play both in
structuring the form of international relations ahdir motivations. Likewise this
approach should help explicate the meaning of Ucaltimperialism" (e.g. the
Westernization/Americanization of consumption aefirdtions of beauty) and the role
this plays.

If it turns out we need additional concepts spécwudited to the macro context of inter-
society connections to get an analysis comprehemsiough for our activist needs, (as
we likely need additional ecological concepts,drample), this should not be a problem
for the holist framework. If these additions causeo have to return to our

society-level concepts to adapt their basic deding in light of the defining impact of
world-level "fields of force," a degree of altemtiwe do not expect to have to undertake,
that too would be a workable step for our methogplihough it might lead to significant
alterations to the results obtained so far in toisime.

"Please Note: Readers who would now like to consideypothetical dialogue dealing
with issues raised in chapter six should turn geph/ 3.



CHAPTER SEVEN HISTORY AND SOCIAL CHANGE

Can we ever understand history? Can we explaiddhgrunning drama, with its
countless plots and subplots--past, present andefitOr can we only provide narrow
post-mortems of brief interludes? Can we conce@alocial change in ways which
enhance strategy and program? Frederick Engelsyfaswence's great popularizers,
described history's imponderability this way:

When we consider and reflect upon Nature at larghehistory of humankind or our
own intellectual activity, at first we see the pie of an endless entanglement of
relations and reactions, permutations and comlangtiin which nothing remains what,
where, and as it was, but everything moves, chamgeses into being and passes away.
We see therefore at first the picture as a whotk s individual parts still more or less
kept in the background, we observe the movememtssitions, connections, rather than
the things that move, combine, and are connectad.pFimitive, naive, but intrinsically
correct conception of the world is that of anci@&neek philosophy, and was first clearly
formulated by Heraclitus; everything is and is riot,everything is fluid, is constantly
changing, constantly coming into being and pasaingy." '

The Greek (and Zen) conceptions Engels admiredewhsentially correct, encompass
too much and pinpoint too little to be analyticaliseful. At a point in time, a society is
certainly a single network, as these viewpoints legspze, but in order to understand any
society we must

conceptually divide it into finer "parts" we havalled the human center, institutional
boundary, and four spheres of social activity. Blafrisingly, the same need arises when
we view any society's historical development. Whiteshould begin by recognizing the
integrity of the historical process, we must alsfirte more focused concepts. To begin
this process we adopt a familiar distinction betwveeo different types of social change,
each of which we need to theorize.

Reproduction versus Transformation: Social Stabiliy versus Social Change

People constantly "make" their own history, inchglthemselves and their social
institutions. We act, form expectations, and findse expectations fulfilled or
disappointed. Beginning with the obvious, we cagfulsy conceptually divide people's
"history-creating activities" into two types. Thest type generates human and
institutional characteristics fundamentally similathose of preceding periods. Even
when it changes second-order features, this typetofity alsore-creates defining
characteristics and patterns of the past. We lualitype of changeeproductionbecause
even as it alters some attributes, it reproduces fltoman and institutional structures.
The "structural continuity" of society's defininggtures results not from dormancy but
from human activity. Technology develops in wayshsthat the social relations of



production reproduce. Fashions and modes of ceddng alter in ways such that
defining kinship relations remain.

The other possibility for social change is that activity creates human and/or
institutional characteristics fundamentally diffierérom the characteristics of preceding
time periods. Instead of recreating main definitigctures while changing only
peripheral characteristics, this typeti@nsformationalters defining structures and
creates new core characteristics fundamentallgmifit from those of the past. Political
relations move from authoritarian to formally demadic. Defining community structures
are replaced.

It follows that both "social reproduction” and "sadransformation” result from human
activity. In either case--reproduction or transfatimn--outcomes must be explained and
not taken for granted since even social stab#itgroduced by a particular kind of social
motion. But, having understood this much, we entaumore subtle gradations of
understanding where conceptual differences statistinguish historical analysts: how
much change makes any characteristic "fundamerddfrent” versus "fundamentally
similar"? And

how much of the human center and/or institutiormalriary must change
"fundamentally” before we conclude that we haveegigmced a "social revolution"?

Besides observing that these questions, like hérstrelated to concept-defining, can
only be mediated by practical considerations, weagith adherents of every other
social theory we know of that it is useful to catege many kinds of changes as
consistent with overall social stability.

Things have certainly in some sense changed whenan is selected as a candidate
for vice president by the Republican or Democrpéitties; when a progressive Black
presidential candidate wins a substantial shatkeoprimary vote; when a wave of
mergers increases monopolization of the economegmvthe steel industry declines;
when a right wing Republican defeats a liberal Derabfor the presidency; when
abortion is legalized; when Rock 'n Roll arrivestba scene; when a voters' registration
drive adds millions of lowincome voters to the spMlvhen a mass campaign of civil
disobedience forces a shift in U.S. policy towaadith Africa. Things have certainly
changed, indeed, but only within the confines afrall social stability. Such changes
may occur in both center and boundary, but sosielgfining contours remain in place.

Changes that involve qualitative transformationusdess frequently than system-
preserving changes, but have more importance frenpérspective of social activists: a
change in the kinship sphere replacing one forpadfiarchy with another or eliminating
patriarchy altogether; a change in the communihesp drastically altering relations
between the races, such as the abolition of slawetlye dismantling of apartheid; a
change in the economic sphere in which the cootadlira working class replaces



capitalists as the ruling class; a change in palitielations in which representative
democracy replaces monarchy or participatory deawycreplaces one-party
bureaucracy.

What distinguishes these and other fundamentalgesas that characteristics of both the
human center and institutional boundary changecseffitly so that the way that activity

is carried outn at least one spheffendamentally alters. The social organization for
carrying out the activity is changed and the d&bns of social groups and/or social
relations between groups that carry out that dgtasie transformed. The change is
experienced as a change in society's core chasticteand thus in the "meaning and
quality of life"--for better or worse.

But, in addition to distinguishing between fundamtaésocial

change and social stability, we must also decide imoich social change must occur
before we say there has been a "social revolutieor.'traditional marxists, only a
fundamental transformation in the economic spherstitutes a social revolution. A
change in ruling class and in the "mode of produrctis a social revolution, whereas
equally drastic changes in state, cultural, orlkipselations are not. For these marxists,
drastic changes in the "superstructure” may camilo a social revolution, to be sure,
but only if they culminate in a change of the moéleroduction itself. And while
feminists, anarchists, and nationalists are shglets insistent on making analogous
claims, in practice they too tend to view "soc&lalution” as a semantic term to be
applied only when there is a fundamental sociahgkan their favored sphere. Of
course, the assumption behind the claim of eathesie schools is that the dynamics of
their favored sphere are at the root of all sotsetyost important characteristics and
tendencies. Therefore, unless these change, thregy much "stay the same."

While recognizing that definitions themselves cambither "wrong" nor "right," only

more or less applicable and useful, we remaincatitf these conceptual choices because
they promote all the errors we warned of in oufieadiscussions of monism. Instead of
defining "social revolution" as a fundamental sbclenge in onlypneparticular sphere

of social life, we think it is more useful to dedithe term to refer to fundamental change
in any of the four defining spheres of social life. Wesnhthen investigate the prospects
for changes in each sphere in any society and whsetiheres are likely to change alone,
in tandem, or only collectively as a whole.

Marx himself gave us the most succinct formulattbthe more monist "historical
materialist” view:

At a certain stage of their development the mdtésraes of production in a society
come into conflict with the existing relations abgduction, or what is but a legal
expression for the same thing, with the propergtiens within which they have been at
work before. From forms of development of the feroéproduction those relations turn



into their fetters. Thus begins an epoch of saeablution. With the change of the
economic foundations, the entire immense supetstieics more or less rapidly
transformed?

The problem with this "historical materialist" d&fion of social revolution is not that the
economy is less influential than Marx thought, that there are (at least) four influential
spheres--not one--which define and texture socetgl,one another. The quotation
would be

just as compelling if we substituted any of theeottihree spheres of social activity for the
economy while changing the appropriate refereriResognizing this, we can further see
that during periods of social stability the fouhspes can change at different paces and
be more or less in or out of "sync" in their mot{gmough they will all move only within
limits set by society's core characteristics). fasas spheres accommodate or co-define,
reproductive changes in any one can easily peeal&d others. A changing pattern of
inter-community relations may affect norms withactories or alter political alignments.
A change in industrial structure may provoke charigeschool curricula and the family,
or vice versa. But as long as none of the coreadtaristics of a particular society
change--as long as there is no fundamental sdugadge in any of the spheres of its
social life--it has only on-going social stability.

On the other hand, the kind of revolutionary transfation described by Marx above can
evolve for any of the four spheres from either whatxists call "Internal contradictions"
within any one of the four spher@s from disruptive dynamics between them. The
economy can rupture due to its own motions andnatl developing contradictiors

due to changes in another sphere which disrufnistioning and cause its classes to
intensify their struggles. And vice versa. Likewigethe extent that spheres
accommodate and co-define, fundamental changeseic@n provoke fundamental
changes in others. A revolution in political forgan (but won't necessarily) engender a
subsequent revolution in culture, or vice versa.

The point is that historical materialism and all@tmonist orientations must be replaced
by a view of historical change that: 1) sees (@stlefour essential spheres of social life
instead of one; 2) sees fundamental change ingawre as equally deserving of being
considered "revolutionary”; 3) sees "accommodatemmd "co-definition" as two way
streets between all spheres (sub-spheres) of gaddhat to the extent that inter-
relations between spheres are strong, both norafuadtal and fundamental changes
will "percolate” from one to others.

Achieving this much yields a theoretical framewablite to help us organize our thoughts
about history in ways that provide us with expl&re of contemporary and past events
and hypotheses about future possibilities. Buin# believes the inter-connections
between spheres in societies are often very stibisggtempting to generalize further.



Thus,if a society's spheres are strongly co-definingyalugionary change in one will
generally have to produce revolutionary

transformations in all others or, eventually, exgere a kind of counter-revolution itself
as the co-reproductive forces from other spherestablish old core characteristics in
the sphere that had changed. Given this sort efantion, which may or may not operate
in any particular society In any chosen epochafogvolution to be successful in any one
sphere, it would have to be accompanied by, or komeinleash, a still more
cataclysmic change throughout all of society--angeafundamentally altering all spheres
and all core characteristics, not only one. Orcaenoptimistic way of saying the same
thing would be to note th#tin some society the co-reproducing interconnestion
between spheres were strong enough, revolutioreyge in any one of themight
generate strong pressure for compatible revolutiotmtansformations in others.

Sometimes old largely unchanging kinship forms @ame into conformity with a newly
revolutionized economy through only modest altersti Other times economic
revolution may spur a subsequent revolution inlkipselations as well. But, what if new
economic forms are incompatible with old but intedode kinship forms? Then, if social
stability is to be re-established and if kinshipnfis won't alter to conform with the newly
altered economic forms, the economic forms willdh&v alter again or even revert to
their old shapes. This is one among many poss#slthat marxists and all other monist
theorists refuse to recognize, not only for ecormsnaind kinship but for all spheres in all
directions.

Since such relationships vary from society to d99cie tune with social conditions in
each, we can't sensibly generalize about the liggngth of such mutual
interconnections nor about the likelihood that gptheres interconnected to the one that
undergoes a revolutionary change will always dtda@ck oryvice versathat a
transformed sphere will always drag old ones fodwv®¥hat happens will vary from
situation to situation.

Other Approaches and their Weaknesses

There are many paths other than our's that go laelystorical materialism and while
these approaches are often motivated by desi@gtacome many of the same monist
weaknesses we have discussed, this does not imentlveien against new mistakes or the
familiar problem of "throwing out the baby alongtvthe bath water.” Here, before
further elaborating our own conceptual alternatiweyway of motivation we mention a
few examples of flawed attempts to go beyond tierés of historical materialism.

One response to the economism of historical méisaridhas been to deny the existence
of critical contradictions in modern capitalist aomies. Such approaches might argue



that post Keynesian economic reforms such as feswdimonetary policy, incomes
policies, profit sharing, labor participation ats®levels of corporate decisionmaking,
and indicative planning or "industrial policy” camooth out capitalism's main problems.
The implication is that if these methods could seéntifically” applied by
knowledgeable technocrats, insulated from politisiaubject to partisan pressures, they
would render the economic "contradictions" of calsinm obsolete. While there is much
to be learned from these arguments, (particulaylynarxists who continue to pursue the
chimera of the failing rate of profit or inevitaldesis of under consumption), the
struggle over control of the work process and ttistion of its fruits will continue at

least as long as capitalism does. Claiming to maséeeconomic sphere of modern
capitalism--heralding "an end to ideology"--or mirizing the economy's importance by
adopting a non-economic form of monism such asehdeminism are both mistaken
correctives to historical materialism. It does od to "transcend” marxist analyses by
denying the importance of economics instead ofge@ing the importance of other
spheres as well; or by denying the importance agsgs instead of recognizing the
existence of other agents of history as well; odbgying the progressive role of workers
instead of seeing that their role is complex.

Another attempt to transcend marxism is represemyetindre Gorz, who holds that the
economic sphere is centrally important, but argbasthe industrial working class can
no longer act as a progressive agent of histompelffuture requires so much
technological innovation and social restructuringttindustrial jobs and the relative
status of industrial workers must be underminedty desirable form of progress, then
along with Gorz one might reason that industriatkeos will be initially inclined to
protest such transformations, not propel them. daodigh there is certainly considerable
insight in this analysis, regrettably Gorz accomesiit with a thesis that the workplace
itself must always be marred by a lack of selfmanagnt. Gorz can only see the dawn of
a new day in society's other spheres of life, hetak. But this is tantamount to
unnecessarily tying one's hands before undertdiatide. An alienated economy means
an alienated society.

Still another possibility, propounded by many sbdemocrats, for example, is what we
might call neo-populism. Advocates rightly critieimarxists and other monists for being
too narrow and intel-

lectually elitist in imposing a single focus on ailalyses. But, neopopulism's critique of
marxism does not extend to marxism's failure taoidie the existence of conceptual
workers who can seek to become a ruling class yopalizing knowledge and skills,
and, indeed, this is because neo-populism actaalyes coordinator interests.

In order to remain invisible while coopting tradital workers and other social agents to
programs elevating coordinators, coordinator ietglials must elaborate conceptual
frameworks whicHiterally deny the importance of class differentats of any kindy
highlighting the idea of a populist community otiazapitalist actors. Since the aim is to



have a coordinator economy with workers confinethémual roles, on the one hand, or
unemployed on the other, there will be consideratilention given to enlarging welfare
rights to avoid great poverty and attract alliegt ®orker power over the economy won't
be on the agenda. And, at the same time, pard#lieldes regarding racism, democracy,
and sexism will also be watered down versions augeely liberatory views. For
example, we can anticipate that progressives ifiethtivith the coordinator class will
extol the importance of democracy, but ignore aw@lay the development of
genuinely participatory alternatives to unaccoulaatectoral models that elites can
control and benefit from; decry sexism, but seenied for childcare or "maternity”
leave primarily as relating to women; decry racibni, construct their economic
alternatives in settings dominated by white menc@ifrse advocates of this approach
will claim they are seeking change to enhanceriterests ofll of society's poorest and
most oppressed peoples--as reformers generallgmh-indeed, if enacted, many of their
programs will have some of this sort of impact. Bigt and foremost, this orientation
will foster economic advance for coordinators.

Those of us engaged in social theory building sthéakke a cue from other scientists who
regularly replace outmoded theories with supetfi@riaatives. Any new theory must
explain the successes of its predecessors. We taansibly deny the importance of the
economic, kinship, community, or political sphengl @rop any of these from our
conceptual framework, or deny the importance ofrepgion based on race, class, gender,
or authoritarianism and drop any of those issua® four political programs. Theories
should not extrapolate from a particular situatomll situations without being sure the
leap is warranted. Social theorists who see thdérsertain circumstancegressures on
industrial workers, for example, tend to inhibié tikelihood of their grasping

progressive options should not then jump

to the conclusion that henceforth industrial woskeill play a secondary role in social
change. The fact that some set of circumstancegsrmalarticular social group unlikely
to take progressive action today, doesn't meangtioaip will not play a progressive role
in other circumstances tomorrow and in no way fiestia leap to the claim that the group
is no longer an important historical agent. Whatemoes our own conceptual choice,
complementary holism, say about these matters?

Complementary Holism and Different Possibilities ofHistorical Change

We know that history is a single flowing patternimterconnected changes, yet to think
about it in manageable chunks, we need to abstomgponent parts. Many of the
stabilizing and destabilizing forces of history e on a constant and more or less
unconscious basis. The dynamic that induces indalglto choose to behave and develop
in ways sanctioned by existing social roles, ineottd benefit from the fruits of social
discourse, operates constantly, though this iseldcused on by those under its
influence. Similarly, the disruptive forces of stgphuman needs that cannot be
adequately met by people consigned to oppresses imddomination relationships



foment daily acts of individual rebelliousness, tagises of which are frequently lost
sight of by the perpetrators of oppression. Sonmtb@ttabilizing and destabilizing
forces, on the other hand, emerge from the consdebavior of social groups organized
as agents of history and working for the maintepasfeexisting social relations or for
their transformation. In assessing the possildliiEhistorical change in any society,
complementary holism looks for all these factord aies to assess their relative
strengths.

In our conception, a society will tend to remaiabd¢ whenever a rough conformity
exists between center and boundary and betwednuheefining social spheres. The
state produces personality traits that help repredore economic relations, and vice
versa. The economy runs with only minor contradittind accommodates hierarchies
born of kinship and community relations. Commumégroduces itself and class
hierarchies, and so on. Under these conditionsggsawill occur along a stable
trajectory. Within limits, people will expect ané bapable of what social institutions
require of them. Each defining sphere's field o€éowill be in rough conformity with the
character of consciousness and institutions inthkrs and all changes will be

constrained to preserve these harmonious relatietvgeen spheres. Under these
conditions the dissipative systems within societgl the dissipative system that is society
itself will certainly undergo continual alteratiqrsit their main contours will reproduce
without major change. Revolution, on the other hdretomes possible when
destabilizing forces within or between spheres oabe resolved without altering at least
one of society's core characteristics. Kinship getes adults ill-suited to economic roles.
The economy's contradictions cause people to cigdlaot only work but also political
forms. Community conflicts spread as cultural el demand and provide people with
personalities contrary to what other spheres redaiorder to stably reproduce. Basic
institutions are changed. Core characteristics.alte

In sum, society has four spheres that share tirdespace with each other and minimally
accommodate with or co-define one another wherebos not in a state of crisis. Of
course, sometimes crises do occur and also infga@utionary transformations. Yet,
our point is that in the absence of revolutiondrgige, the failure to minimally
accommodate for an extended period implies thateety would remain in a state of
crisis for that whole period. We make no claim ttrdédes can't happen, nor that they
must always end quickly or always provoke revoliavhich lead inexorably to new
periods of stability. Revolutionary struggles, adnss and unconscious, can last decades
and, moreover, sometimes societies can enter adpefigreat upheaval which doesn't
induce a revolutionary period at all, only a peragddyreat disturbance and contradiction.
Regrettably, in this as in other matters, histdfgrs no answers to the question, "what's
inevitable?" though it does allow some interesaingwers to the more tractable
guestions of "what's possible?" and even "whaty"

Co-Reproduction



In the last chapter, when we were analyzing s@seis interconnected social networks,
we introduced the concept of "co-definition." Nowe wmtroduce the parallel idea of "co-
reproduction” to help understand one possible kinchusal force at work in historical
development. Spheres co-reproduce when the dynarharse reproduce the defining
relations of others. For example, in a racist dgceconomic relations co-reproduce
community relations if daily economic activity repiuces racist relations just as it
reproduces class relations. Of course co-reproalucsi but one theoretical possibility
concerning the relationship between social sphemdsonly empirical investiga-

tion--and activist practice--can reveal whethenat this relation pertains in any
particular place and time. But we should also rio& since spheres must all occupy the
same social space and since human consciousnésstéerepel cognitive dissonance,
co-reproduction is a likely possibility.

It follows that trying to overcome racism withoutdaessing the economic sphere, in a
society in which economic relations co-reproduceicmnity relations, would be an
incomplete and probably fruitless strategy. Likeayisying to overcome authoritarianism
without addressing sexism in a society where geralations co-reproduce political
relations would be similarly short-sighted. In eitltase--and these are but two
examples--co-reproductive influences would makeactically impossible to transform
one sphere without simultaneous compatible chaimgéae other.

Thus strong co-reproduction makes a shambles afl#zethat movements can overcome
racism while down-playing sexism; overcome classigmie fostering authoritarianism;
and so on. Coreproductive connections of oppressaos "deadly” indeed.

Working Hypothesis about the United States

One way to think about these intricate patterrne realize that rates of change within
and between spheres may differ. As events transphieres may get out of sync with one
another. Interactive forces among the spheresttérehto pull them back toward stable
conformity, usually by evolutionary transformatiavfseach. Different spheres never stop
moving in and out of synchronization nor do thegreattain a perfectly harmonious
conflict-free form. Just as Prigogine's dissipagystems move on' an evolutionary
trajectory as a result of complex flows of enenmggterials, and information, so spheres
in a society continually alter in a reproductiveywaue to internal contradictions and
contradictions with other spheres in both the geswtel boundary.

Societies are always changing. During periods ofadatability, fluctuations "level out.”
In revolutionary periods, however, certain fluctaas (which may have their basis in
many different aspects of social life) are maguifimtil the whole character of a society
leaps from one stable path to another. There sngle cell of society from which all
change emanates. Instead, each cell interactsamittexists as part of all the others. To



say this is not to embrace ignorance but to re@agnow complex history is and how
multifaceted our con-

ceptualization must be.

In our theoretical framework, a society could umgea number of different types of
revolution. Hypothetically (if co-reproduction wengeak), a society could have an
economic revolution with no other fundamental clem®r a kinship revolution with no
other fundamental changes; or a kinship and palitevolution with the economy and
community largely unaltered; or maybe a communitt @aconomic revolution with
kinship and politics largely unchanged. And soMnoreover, there could be different
types of revolution within each sphere. A revolatmight lead from a capitalist
economy to a coordinator economy or from a cagitaiconomy to a true workers' self-
managed economy. Or a revolution could replacegohe@l democracy with a single-
party, bureaucratic state, but it might also tramsfthe polity from a procedural to a
participatory democracy. In the abstract, our th@dmistory allows many logical
possibilities.

In reality, we know, things often become less tdai Certain theoretical possibilities
may be ruled out in particular societies in whilch strength of co-reproduction between
spheres delimits the types of revolutionary proegskat can reach a new stability. And
if we seek revolutions that eliminate core formslomination instead of reformulating
them by exchanging one dominating group for angtierpossibilities open to us may
be highly constrained indeed.

In our own study of the United States we have ctmieelieve that here, although many
types of non-liberatory revolutionary change canasivably occur, intricate co-
reproducing relations constrain liberatory optisnsseverely that relatively few are
feasible. We believe the oppressive core charatitesiof the United States--racism,
sexism, classism, and authoritarianism--are nomstually reproductive of one another
that, to eliminate any one, all will have to be imzene. Institutional and consciousness
relations have become so entwined that each cdaaiety's four core characteristiosw
reproduce within every sphenestead of only within the sphere of their origin.

The American family reproduces class dominatioth@ttarianism, and racism--as well
as sexism and heterosexism. The U.S. economy repesdauthoritarianism, sexism, and
racism--as well as class division. The dynamicsvben races in the U.S. reproduce
authoritarianism, class, and gender oppressiometisas racism. And political activity in
the U.S. reproduces sexism, racism, and class ddimmas well as authoritarianism.
Each sphere reproduces the defining forms of all.fo

We can conceive of an economic revolution--creatiognocratic,



coordinator economic relations in the U.S.--whiabwd change the nature of class
oppression but not eliminate it and, in doing gopain compatible with only moderately
reformed relations in the community, kinship, awoditical spheres. And, as a matter of
fact, in our opinion this is the most probable testimany variants of social-democratic
(and what we have called neo-populist) efforthm.S., should they ever prove
successful.

To take another example, if liberatory child regrisocialization, and sexual practices
began to be carried out in the kinship spherecbotmunity, economic, and political life
continued to be organized as it is at presentetiveauld be a profound social
contradiction. Young adults would be unpreparesiiomit to and engage in racist,
capitalist, or authoritarian forms of dominatiomdithe sexist dynamics pervasive in
other spheres in the U.S. would constantly threatam kinship practices. In other words,
there would be intense pressure for the kinshiplgon to revert, or for other spheres to
begin transforming. Indeed, we see this happermday, with the so-called "post-
feminist” generation's reassertion of the primaicsnotherhood over career, among other
things.

One way to think about all this is to say, "allhigif changing one sphere requires
changes in all of them, let's determine which we daange most easily, change it, and
then worry about pulling along the others.” Thisegsence, is what monists do, choosing
the economy, for example, or the state, familyguture, and then, depending upon how
mechanical they are, either asserting that theofdbe spheres of social life will
automatically fall into line on their own, or this may take some time and struggle but
will nonetheless be a lot easier than if any attelmaol been made to address all issues in
the first place since such attempts would have b@gsive and diverted energies from
their most efficient allocation.

This is the "weak link" approach to social charagg] in some situations it can make
perfectly good sense. It does not ask which sphetetent relations are most oppressive,
or which dominated groups have the most righteocoiahetlaims, or even the greatest
anger. It asks, how can we win fastest. Howevex Sbciety isn't a mesh chain in which
there is one most important link which, if we piitthard enough, will ultimately
necessarily cause the whole thing to come undbee, this approach becomes suspect.
Indeed, if, as we think, our society is a kindabific with four complex, interwoven
patterns, each of which has the capacity to redemig of the others-each of which can
act as a source of incidents able to initiate major

change, mold the texture of changes, and moduiatsize to which changes grow or are
limited in their influence--then the weak link appch becomes suicidal. If we attack
"weak links" we may alter one pattern only to fihét having ignored the others they
have successfully undone all our work. Perhaps wikyot exactly reproduce the old
pattern we altered, but they will mold it to fittiwin the oppressive norms they still
prescribe. The societal fabric will settle dowratoew form with the four patterns



compatibly entwined, and if three remain oppressive fourth will too. Our economic
revolution against capitalism might not be rejusedao the old form of capitalism, for
example, but instead channeled into a new claasifsd form we have elsewhere
labeled a coordinator society. But it will not beesocialist. And similarly, our feminist
revolution may create new kinship forms, our comityurevolution may transform
cultures, or our political revolution may createvngoverning methods, but none of these
revolutions will lead to optimal liberatory resultsthout changes in other spheres as
well.

When you shine a laser through a "hologram,” aetldimensional image which has been
stored in the device earlier is projected. Remdykafoyou break the hologram into small
pieces and shine a laser through any one of thenggbthe same complete image (only
a bit less sharp) as when you earlier used theauti@lice. U.S. society behaves like a
hologram in exactly those areas most critical tubfgms of social revolution. Each
sphere--like the hologram's pieces--contains ttadityp of defining core characteristics
and can potentially project them into any new raargation of society in which that
sphere remains largely unaltered.

The Limitations of Historical Theory

There is a tendency among activists to sometimaggetate what their theories can hope
to accomplish so that people come to believe tiet have discovered the Truth about
this or that. Often sectarianism follows. In ortleget a better grasp on what a historical
theory can and cannot hope to achieve, and on attniteutes it needs to have,
considering similarities and differences with Darlwitheory of natural selection might
help.

In natural selection, evolutionary change derivemfthe cumulative effects of chance
accidents in an ecological environment which "gslefor fithess. Biological mutations
within an organism's genetic structure propel amatal changes that in turn reduce or
improve the

organism'’s capacity to give birth to new offsprafdgts own type. As surprising as it
seems, the initiating accidents occur randomlydrparticular pattern at all. What gives
species evolutiothe appearancef following a master plan is not an interrelatest of
causes among the triggering accidents, which doeexist, but the after-the-fact
channeling effects of the process of natural seleatithin a complex environment.

In societies, we know that changes arise everywiene countless causes. Most often,
whether any particular change takes root dependaghether it conforms to its social
environment. In this analogy, society as a whotev/joles an over archirgpcial niche

Be they relatively small, like the invention of anor new technology, or large, like the
restructuring of gender relations owing to a retioluin kinship forms, to prevail
changes must fit (or redesign and then fit) thefreaunding social niche.



Of course, this analogy is inexact. In natural atioh true laws of motion operate which
allow us to make mathematically precise statemaimbsit the frequency of mutations, the
likelihood of any mutation taking hold, the time the spread of changes throughout a
species, etc. Yet, because the initiating mutatedmsatural evolution are purely random,
despite these understood laws of motion, few betoeefact testable predictions prove
possible--only explanations after the fact. Accogdio some schools of philosophy this
characteristic relegates Darwin's theory to a sudnsific shelf in the panoply of
intellectual disciplines. Natural selection is adty which, like complementary holism, is
incapable of alone making testable predictionsb&ilated further, to create a derivative
theory like population genetics, natural selectian lead us to predictions, of course, but
then elaborated into a specific theory of capitamonomic forms, complementary
holism will also lead us to predictions. Even witheefinement both approaches can
explain events after the fact; make revealing cta@tnout intellectually conceivable
occurrences which are not, in fact, immediatelycpcally conceivable; and make
informative claims about the probability of cert@iossible future occurrences coming
about. Referring to skeptics who are uncomfortaisiag the word "theory" when
referring to social history, we would reply that w&e it in roughly the same way a 19th
century Darwinian would have used it when refertimgatural history.

But, beyond this, the similarities in these twarieworks are minimal and it is actually
the differences that can help us understand histiaitieory's potentials better. In social
history fewer if any fixed

laws of motion operate. One can't make generarsiats about the frequency of
changes or their rates of taking root since thescimusness of human actors makes most
uniformities in the way history unfolds temporaFurther, in societies the link between
"social mutations" and lasting changes in the $oiche are more bi-directional than the
link between biological mutations and changes endbological niche. And, what's
worse, recognizing both that social conditions cesate social mutations, and that
consciousness plays a role in defining social dans, in societies it follows that the
initiation of "mutations” is not totally random. @ce is one factor in the motion of
social relations, but in history there is no impeatole barrier between the
organism/environment complex on the one hand, laadcidence of social
evolution/revolution engendering "mutations” on dtlkeer. The former can cause, mold,
and even consciously contour the latter, whiclum heedn't be random, therefore, but
can be aimed to particular ends. We can consciaaglge social "mutations,” which in
turn either fit or fall to fit our social environme Indeed, this is the aim of social
activists.

Ironically, with less in the way of scientific lave$ motion, social history permits more
than biological history in the way of predictiortsoait possible future events. The initial
context only channels biological evolution, butan provide a predetermined goal for
social changes--a goal whose influence we can peread at least partially understand,



allowing us, therefore, to sometimes predict wiadme measure of confidence the
likelihood of specific future outcomes coming tspa

There is, however, an additional rough similarigvieen natural evolution and historical
evolution which makes precise predictions nearlgassible in both. It is a characteristic
also common to the weather, to the flow of watésfdhe shape of clouds and snow-
flakes, and, perhaps, even to the cosmology ofiniverse and the dynamics of most
real phenomena. That is, in these realery small changes in initial circumstances can
lead to very large changes in outcomeelatively proximate futures. A difference of a
half degree in temperature over New York on Thuysdln mean the difference between
sunshine and rain over Toronto on Friday. A fraghodém twig wedged between two
rocks at the top of a waterfall can cause the nubdscflowing over the falls to wind up in
completely different positions with respect to am®ther than they would have were the
twig fragment not there. The smallest variationatimospheric conditions can lead to
huge variations in the shapes of clouds and

snowflakes. And, likewise, the tiniest variationsai mutation in one generation can lead
to the difference between a species existing ahéxisting just a few generations later,
and then, in the event the species has a marked aif the social ecology, to dramatic
differences in the whole of nature still a few geiens further on. And, similarly, tiny
changes in where, how and when individuals andtutigins act can sometimes trigger
huge alterations in the pace and shape of histgratgerns. Such volatility renders
preciseprediction impossible in all these fields of stymgcisely because we cannot
know the position of every twig or inclination ofery actor at the outset. But that does
not mean that useful predictions and analysesuéed out.Indeed, this "chaos factor”
causes us to have to understand "prediction” icéise of weather, history, and other
such phenomena in a cautious way. Moreover, wesghtiee word "chaos" with care.
Recently physicists have begun studying this tyjgghenomena to discern what kinds of
patterns exist in the development of "chaotic" ey, and perhaps these studies will
provide further analogies and insights that cap léhers enlarge and refine the
perspectives set forth here. In any case, sinceawaot know all the fine details of
historical (or atmospheric) "initial conditions" ey might exist at any moment, we
cannot possibly perfectly predict all outcomesaahs later moment. Moreover, since the
variations that can result from small changesmiti&l conditions" are great for most
historical processes-history's "chaos factor"--dimmes our errors will be great despite
the most intelligent analyses. What a theory carhdwever, is help us chart rough
potential trajectories of overall developments (thiee of weather or of history) and
discern their relative probabilities and, to someeast, illuminate how our own activities
(seeding clouds, waging social struggles, devefppew institutional forms) might

affect those probabilities. The task of a theoedtimmework oriented to help us
understand history, then, is to assist in the éohibut crucial undertaking of pinpointing
as precisely as possible those kinds of dynamidg@ationships that will most often be
most critical to:

a. Initiating macro changes in society of a typpartant to our lives.



b. Channeling and texturing such changes so taesigt or fade away, become
localized or spread.

c. Modulating such changes so they refine outcamngsminimally, as in historical
evolution, or transform them dramatically, as istarical revolution.

The point is to use theory to create visions aratesjy we can implement. That we must
be cautious and never presume to think that we alhviee answers in no way means we
cannot take informed initiative to improve our sigi

A Different Set of Guiding Questions

When trying to determine whether a society is {ikel undergo a revolutionary change
any analyst develops a set of guiding questiong. ay to appreciate the difference
between theoretical perspectives is to comparguiting questions or "research
programs” they imply.

A complementary holist approach poses the follovkimgls of questions: What is the
character of the four defining spheres of socfaldnd how does it effect people’'s ability
to fulfill their various potentials? What distineé social groups are defined by the
organization of social activity in each sphere hoa do these groups interact? What
contradictions exist within and between each spaedhow do these contradictions
affect class, community, gender, and politicalgitas? What factors influence the
power of competing groups as they pursue theirests, and how do the dynamics
between spheres affect the self-consciousnesesé tiroups? How do events and
struggles tend to reproduce or undermine core ctaistics? How does the undermining
of core characteristics in one sphere affect sgsiether spheres? And finally, what
reproductive and destabilizing dynamics are at vimtwveen the human center and
institutional boundary?

The complementary holist agenda requires an asadyssing the interactive effects of
four fields of influence without assumirgpriori the influence of any one of these fields,
some priority ordering of their importance, or sofimed form for their interaction.
However, this does not imply our concepts are ahmup since they direct us to examine
dynamics within and between particular spheresny gpecific ways.

Does our approach increase the probability of aeansomprehensive understanding?
Does it avoid subordinating the concerns of oneigto those of another? Will it
facilitate a fuller solidarity among those with@emon interest in social change? Or
does it merely add steps to historical analyseéttte additional insight, confusing a
muddled picture with a fuller one?

While it isn't a virtue to present a motion pictafeeality with no central concepts or
organizing principles to guide analysis and predic-



tion, it is also no virtue to claim to have uncaethe essential tension while ignoring or
misunderstanding other critical relations. Completagy holism can yield concrete
results only when applied to particular societig@storical problems, visions, and issues
of strategy. We believe our concepts of centerlandhdary, core characteristics,
accommodation and co-reproduction, stabilizing destabilizing dynamics, and our
newly refined conceptualization of four criticalges of social activity provide a set of
conceptual tools that can help activists with aenignge of priorities tackle the difficult
problem of building increasingly powerful social wemnents in the years ahead. It is not
the only set of concepts one can usefully useyttotcreate social change, but we think it
is one set of concepts particularly suited to thppse. Only time will tell.

Please Note: Readers who would now like to consideypothetical dialogue dealing
with issues raised in chapter seven should tupage 177.

CHAPTER EIGHT DEVELOPING A HUMANIST VISION

Definitive evidence about the worth of our new agpts can only come from applying
them to three critical questions: What features @yrhmics characterize our society
now? What is our vision of a more desirable futsweiety? How do we expect to get
from "here" to "there"?

Much has been written about the first question.l@Ave hope that our holist principles
will inform further analyses of contemporary comatis, we focus our attention in this
and the next chapter on the latter two questions.

Naming A Desirable Vision

Having argued so strenuously that societies asdyrérever predominately determined
by the characteristics of but one sphere, it foflatat we should not limit our goals by
visualizing a desirable future embracing less tafour spheres. Moreover, we should
notlabel our vision for all of society with a concept tléstorically resonates with an
emphasis on only one sphere. "Socialism," "femirisSmtercommunalism,” and
"participatory democracy" are appropriate namesliiderent aspects of a desirable
future society, but why use an economic concepeszribeall of society unless one is
economistic? And why use a kinship concept to desall of society unless one is
"kinshipist"? People justifiably distrust labelsathreduce any of their priorities to
peripheral concern. Thus, we will use the familédoels as names for desirable ways of
organizing particular



spheres of social activity but we will use the meneompassing term--"humanist"--to
describe the overall society we envision.

Constructing A Humanist Vision

How does one elaborate a humanist vision? Firsheeel to decide what core
characteristics we want in both the human centéimstitutional boundary. Second, we
need to develop a vision of how social activity ldooe organized in each sphere so that
our favored core characteristics would be generd&edexample, what major governing
institutions and decision-making systems couldxXjeeeted to generate the core
characteristics we desire? What community insohdiand rules for community inter-
relations would generate these desirable core ctaistics? Third, we need to refine our
vision of all spheres in light of an analysis ofahthe dynamics of each will affect the
dynamics and characteristics of all the otherseHee only outline approaches that will
hopefully serve as a basis for further work by eluss and others.

Humanist Core Characteristics

How does one justify the superiority of one setafe characteristics compared to
another? Where do humanist values come from? Wirataharacteristics embody
humanist values?

We know that human potentials are sufficiently lortfzat a number of different
reasonably stable societal alternatives to our arrfeasible. Moreover, since the
behavior patterns, desires, and values of citireasy society are in large part formed
by the core characteristics of the institutionalstures they encounter, we know that
reproductive dynamics between any society's camermhoundary will promote values in
their citizens that will tend to justify whatevesre characteristics they daily encounter. It
follows that if we ask merely whether people getatthey seek in some society we will
get a yes answer in many cases where the socjetgnstheless, oppressive. To have
confidence in our evaluations we must ask, insteadhat society will people seek and
attain the most. Unlike philosophical nihilists wiegect value statements or moral
judgments and wonder only whether citizens in aespsupport it, we have to wonder
whether citizens also maximally develop and futfiémselves.

Thus, while many different social core characterssarepossible not all equally fulfill
human potentials. And while all sets of core chiastics fulfill at least some aspects of
human potential, not all sets

equally promote all aspects or foster all form&wman development. For example,
while a competitive, authoritarian system may dig@ degree of stability, indicating
that human beings can adapt even to these corglitiois does not mean that there are no



aspects of human potential that are denied by suchmstances. If needs for social
solidarity and self-management cannot be fullyséaul for large numbers of people
under competitive, authoritarian systems, suchesystcontradict these needs even if
people are not loudly proclaiming them. Other systevith different core characteristics
that do as well by human fulfilment and developt@mother counts and better on this
count, are superior.

To argue for the desirability of a particular setore characteristics it follows that we
must show that they are compatible with the fuppression of all important aspects of
human potential and that they do not thwart meetimgjustifiable human needs for
some groups because of how efforts to meet thesnafaather groups are organized. That
is, we should determine which core characterigtilcsv for the fullest development of all
important human potentials for all of society'szeihs, and which core characteristics
provide for the greatest fulfillment of all impontahuman needs for all. As we see it,
therefore, a general understanding of basic hureadsiand potentials combined with a
more specific understanding of how these histdsicivelop can justify those core
characteristics that best promote all people's Imufioléillment and development. We
also believe that no other logic can generatekinid of "ethical imperative." Most
simply, a humanist must ask: What characteristigstra society have for people to
freely develop to their fullest potentials?

Of course, no one can fully answer this questiamoNe knows enough about human
nature or the ways it manifests itself in sociatemstances to give a comprehensive
answer reaching into all sides of moral, spiritirsiellectual, and material life. The best
we can do-without additional knowledge gained tigiothe experience of actually
building humanist alternatives--is to summarizedblective lessons of radical
movements to date in order to elaborate a fewgsttfmrward aims so profound that they
can provide at least the rough contours of a hushaision.

We reject prejudiced notions which go againsttet is known about human genetics to
assert that all people are innately anti-sociathat men are misogynist, women passive,
non-whites witless, some people born to lead anst madfollow, etc. Needs we focus on

instead are: 1) social solidarity, 2) diversitylitd options and outcomes,

and 3) collective self-management that allows grrkon to partake in decisions in
proportion to the degree she or he is concerndu thé outcome. We believe these aims
promote human potentials, reflect lessons fromceddiistorical experience, and include
many other more specific goals that different huistarmight wish to promote: peace,
equity, trust, respect, material well-being, deracyr etc.

How can self-management, solidarity, and diverségome the characteristics that
permeate every sphere of social life? What ingbihgt have furthered these aims in the
past and how might we alter old forms to enhanee #bility to do so in the future?
What entirely new institutions are needed? Ouowsnust inform as well as inspire.



Socialist Economy

We know economic forms are required to allow faydarction, consumption, and
allocation, and we know that in most past socidtiese functions have been
accomplished in ways that divided people into dotifig classes causing great
inequalities and hierarchies. To define a humalistnative we need to examine
existing economic forms--markets, central plannprgyate and public ownership, and
hierarchical divisions of labor--to see how theggude solidarity, diversity, and
collective self-management. In light of these lessaove need to elaborate alternative
economic forms better suited to organizing produrgtconsumption, and allocation in
ways consistent with humanist goals.

In earlier chapters we made many claims regardiagvays capitalist and coordinator
forms elevate either capitalists or coordinatous, ot workers, to ruling economic
status, by compelling competition and destroyinglaaty, and by centralizing
decisionmaking instead of allowing workers and comars to self-manage their own
economic activities.

A humanist alternative requires collective self-gg@ment which organizes production
to involve all workers in jobs that empower thenna&ty in decision-making, develop
their potentials freely and fully, and allocatefidiflt and dangerous tasks equitably.
Decision-making by producers and consumers muptaleipatory as well as
democratic.

To these ends, we will also have to overcome thisidin of work roles so it no longer
holds that some people primarily conceive tasksrmstperform, while other people
primarily execute tasks they do not conceive. Jedrdptions need to be flexible,
maximizing creative

opportunities while simultaneously and equitablyimizing the monotonous, unhealthy
and dangerous work everyone has to do. A primdeyabautomation under these
circumstances must be to constantly eliminate nwmmats and dangerous production
tasks, though jobs people want to do could be predeWhile no one would be
discouraged from specializing in any area of wovkdther health care, teaching,
woodworking, or whatever) the economy would bedflehough to allow people to
change jobs and develop new and varied skills. @ieatthe focus of people's labors, a
critical point is that they will have job complex&sch that the range of tasks they do will
be comparable in its combination of empowering iame, conceptual and executionary
skills to those of other workers.

Second, workplace dynamics must promote solidaytiielping workers make decisions
not only in light of their own needs and capacitlas in light of those of other workers
and consumers. By the same token, consumers muisedheir preferences not only
according to their personal needs but also in lgfhnplications for other consumers and



for workers who produce what they consume. Allaratnechanisms must not centralize
decision-making in the hands of capitalists, margagechnocrats, or a handful of central
planners. Nor can allocation be carried out vigsdesn that competitively divides
economic actors, pitting each against all otherd.dvly private ownership of the means
of production, but both markets and central plagnuil be ruled out as destructive of
humanist goals. Some type of participatory planmiiighave to be developed and
perfected.

Third, since unequal income distribution sustalassdivisions, income will have to be
allocated equitably even though individuals consuiifferent goods and work at
different job complexes according to different tisehedules. The economy would
provide equitable balanced job complexes for albwiant work; a shorter standard work
week; comparable income for all; and free comprsiverhuman services.

Though the task will be difficult, why aim for lefsan humanist institutional forms
designed to allow society to effectively produd&aate, and consume goods and
services in ways fostering solidarity, diversitgdacollective participatory self-
management?

Feminist Kinship

Kinship institutions are necessary for people télftheir sexual and emotional needs
and raise new generations of children. But most

societies have elevated men above women and ahjldppressed homosexuals, and
warped human sexual and emotional potentials.Hanaanist society we will have to
eliminate socially-imposed gender definitions sat ihdividuals can freely pursue their
lives as they choose whatever their biological sexuality, and (within reason)
chronological age. But how?

In earlier discussions we attributed the mainteaarigatriarchy to several causes
including (but not limited to) the division of cilearing roles along male-female,
mother-father, axes. Reproductive freedom--thet igihave children without fear of
sterilization, economic oppression or other ingesiand the rightot to have children
through unhindered access to birth control andtadyeris a fundamental precondition of
equality between women and men. But more is negessa

First, a critical characteristic of feminist kinptwill be childrearing roles that do not
divide tasks by sex. There must be support forlsipgrents, couples, and multiple
parenting arrangements, including lesbian and gagnting. Parents must have easy
access to diverse child-care options including {gjghlity personalized day care,
afterschool programs, workplace day-care, flexitdek hours and parental leave
options. But the point is not to free parents byitug over the next generation to
uncaring agencies. Instead, sustained highly patzed and rich interaction between



children and adults must be enhanced while diginguhe responsibilities for these
interactions as equitably as possible.

Second, though there will continue to be greatatems in how people organize their
time and see themselves at different periods aof kives, ageism would have no place in
a humanist society. Adults will certainly exert djimig influence over vulnerable children,
since to be a child means, in part, to be incapabt®mpletely governing one's life. But
even while protected and taught, children will aigorespected and encouraged to voice
their perspectives which they will have freedondéwelop with their peers and without
undue interference. Likewise, seniors will be emagad to maintain an active life, with
full or partial retirement from work guided by penal considerations and abilities, not
economic dictates. The interface of perspectivelsleabin different times as seniors, the
middle aged, and children encounter each othert&dbme one more vehicle for each to
learn from the different experiences of others.

Third, a humanist vision will embrace a liberatedisality which respects people's (often
changing) choices and inclinations, whether

homosexual, bisexual or heterosexual; monogamouosmnonogamous. Moreover,
beyond respecting rights, the exercise and expdoraff different forms of sexuality by
consenting partners provides a variety of expedsibat can benefit all. In a humanist
society without oppressive hierarchies, sex wilgumably be pursued for emotional,
physical, and spiritual pleasure and developmexjpieEmentation to these ends is not
something merely to be tolerated, but to be apptedi

In general, to offer a viable attractive visiomniaists and humanists will have to
elaborate liberatory visions of primary living gpsy child rearing, and sexuality. But
while such a vision will have to be comprehensivewgh to provide compelling images
and attractive possibilities, it should also leas@m for experimentation and growth as
we move into a new kind of future.

Intercommunalism

We know that community forms give people a sensghaf they are and where they fit
in society and history. However, most communityrierhave also imposed the heavy
prices of genocide, racism, jingoism, religiousseeution, and ethnocentrism. The
seemingly simplest alternative to the existencenahy communities which confront one
another with racial, national, religious, and ethmostility might be to integrate everyone
into one comprehensive community group. Likewibe,gimplest solution to
communities having internal attributes destruct¥solidarity, diversity, and collective
self-management, would seemingly be to redefinetiteire of this one large
community to make it satisfactory. But reactingtte negative interaction of diverse
historical communities by attempting to elimindtese communities and their cultures
through cultural homogenization is a disastrougcgolt is not only internally



inconsistent, since it heightens exactly the comtguamtagonisms it seeks to overcome,
but even if it could be implemented such a visiffers little variety and cultural self-
management. In fact cultural homogenization is amdlian nightmare.

What then is a truly humanist alternative? Firsbnpoting diversity requires that a
humanist approach to community relations emphabe@eed to respect the multiplicity
of community forms by guaranteeing each sufficieaterial and social resources to
reproduce itself indefinitely. Reversing the homageagenda, humanist community
policies will identify cultural subgroups and hélem preserve

and develop their own particular solutions to difglandaries, not by imposing on them,
but by ensuring their access to means of expressidrihe opportunity for free
development.

Second, a humanist approach to community will ersizlesthat communities are not
genetic or biological, but social and historicateir forms will be diverse and
memberships variable depending upon people's caonentis, not on skin color or
parentage. This is not to say that there will reottalian, black, or Jewish communities.
It merely clarifies that such communities will bdtaral forms whose members belong
by virtue of their beliefs and practices, not tHémeage." Of course being from lItaly, or
having had an Italian upbringing, or having immdreaeself in things Italian are the
practices that give one an lItalian culture anddtatommunity membership. But this is
not due to genes; it is due to choice. And the saithénold for religious, ethnic, and
racial community affiliation. To be black implieaving been immersed in black culture.
Someone whose skin is black but who has never exed black culture is not
necessarily a member of the black community. Ndrivaeiving black skin elicit a
presumption about one's culture (or hostility) froomblacks. Moreover, someone whose
skin is white but who was brought up in and hapéetbthe cultural allegiances of the
black community could be a member of that commufibese recognitions will greatly
facilitate the potential for mutual respect andrfartual learning among communities.

Third, at the same time that a humanist approadonamunity will recognize and
preserve the integrity of diverse community defams, a humanist approach will also be
sensitive to the need for community definition®é&internally humane and supportive of
individual and group freedoms. People will be fieenter and leave cultural
communities in accord with their own best underditags and desires. Moreover,
cultures could be subject to criticism (but noeimention) from without, though the right
of their members to dissent and leave will be dlycpotected. Spirituality will likely
flourish though in many new forms as a result airaes both in our approaches to
religion and in the character of the society inabhour communities will be embedded.
But atheists will retain their right to criticizelrgious believers andice versathough
neither atheists nor the religious will be ablelémy the others' cultural rights. But if a
religious community denied a member the opportutoitieave and practice atheism, or



vice versa, there would be intervention to protkat individual's right of cultural dissent
and choice.

In short, under humanist intercommunalism diffemritural and spiritual institutions
will be preserved and the right for them to peraiditbe respected. Each will alter, no
doubt, owing to changing understandings of the aole character of culture that evolve
from liberatory internal dynamics, as well as iefices from other social spheres which
help erode sexist, classist, and authoritariamdefns. At the international level, as a
direct extension, intercommunalism will mean respecself-determination and
commitment to nonintervention.

Participatory Democracy

We know that the political sphere is a necessargnsef providing overall social
coherence and mediating social disagreements. Batiso know that most governments
to date have created hierarchies, imposed regitiemtaepressed freedom, and inflicted
harsh crimes against their citizens.

When we think about a humanist alternative we rthisk in terms of new institutions
which not only respect democratic advances tha¢ loaeurred to date, but expand upon
this base to promote a still higher degree of $@adicipation in decision-making. We
must go beyond electoral forms in which participatis brief and episodic to conceive of
structures in which popular oversight and partitgrais continuous.

Further, we have to think not only in terms of arplism of contesting options, but also
in terms of a pluralism of chosen outcomes. Expaspdemocracy means recognizing
that there is no single right way to conduct solidi@lsince various alternatives can all
embody valid goals and whenever possible diversermgpshould be implemented. We
will not always automatically presume a single bvesy to do every imaginable task, but
will instead experiment with diverse options.

We will also have to pay attention to the obvious &iften neglected fact that democratic
decision-making forms are useless unless all citizeave access to information and
means of voicing, arguing for, and organizing awbtlreir ideas and social proposals.
Democratic decision-making is impossible if whabjple can propose is determined by a
few who control access to information and ideasetne molding even what it is possible
for people to think about. We must develop rich nsefar information dissemination,
popular debate and sharing of new ideas.

To discover how best to attain such ends, we mayae the dynamics of information
flow and debate as well as related structures oka-making to see how existing
forms of each impede (and propel) true democrasy ist then develop alternative



forms which overcome traditional obstacles to greparticipation while getting the
decision-making job done in an effective fashion.

A humanist vision of governing forms must therefmrerporate many dimensions of
institutional life if it is not to risk underminingself by ignoring the full array of
variables that affect whether people can reallyifeantheir wills in social decision-
making.

A Program For Developing A Humanist Vision

If we take all these insights simultaneously, weeha kind of research program for
developing a humanist vision. First, develop dethimages of possible economic,
kinship, community, and governing forms which escHye classist, sexist, racist, and
authoritarian norms of the past to accomplish tesgential social functions in ways that
instead promote social diversity, human solidaatyd collective self-management. We
have discussed some means of accomplishing thib adueady.

Second, refine these separate images into a whoial picture in which all the parts
overlap in a consistent and mutually reinforcinghfian. The idea here is a bit more
subtle. In contemporary U.S. life we know that esghere creates a core characteristic
which then helps define relations in other sphasewell. The same can occur in any
future U.S. society. Spheres necessarily accomraaiat can certainly co-define and co-
reproduce. If men and women are treated equalfytoye kinship relations, for stability
they must also be treated equally in the econgpalitical, and community spheres. And
we can insure this for our vision by simply incor@iing that each sphere accommodate
to the conditions of equity and participation tb#ter spheres establish. But,
additionally, each sphere in our future society wontribute to producing the skills,
dispositions, and personality attributes we develiopne sphere promotes attributes that
contradict another sphere's operations, or if @hei®e requires people with certain
inclinations though other spheres impede the esmreof these inclinations, conditions
will be unstable. So if we want to use our concéptsreate a workable vision we must
be sure that humanized economic, community, kinsgng political spheres promote
dispositions, talents, inclinations, and/or prefiees that mutually reinforce

one another. And, to assure this, we have urgedtwn sphere in a humanist society
should co-reproduce the core characteristics esttigr sphere produces: solidarity,
diversity, and collective self-management. Thusjweerporate a high level of harmony
into our vision precisely by our choice to havelesghere promote the same basic
values.

Third, recognize that though a vision developethis fashion will provide a degree of
clarity about what we seek to attain--an esseptelequisite to trying to develop
strategy--it will nonetheless need to grow andratewe learn more from our
experiences. Our tools are powerful, but they aag give us insights when coupled



with knowledge of human potentials and needs. Thasmust continually elaborate
through our efforts at attaining change and themaxking and living together in new
ways.

CHAPTER NINE
DEVELOPING A HUMANIST STRATEGY

"Tactics" are ways of behaving that can be useth shght variations, in many different
situations and circumstances. "Programs” includeeseces of tactical steps combined
into patterns suitable for attaining more complealg. "Strategies" are combinations of
programs entwined into complete scenarios forratigidesired ends. Tactics, programs,
and strategy can vary in focus, structure, breaatt,intent. How do we arrive at them
starting only with theory and information about surroundings?

Strategic Thinking

Activists seek social changegainstforces and actors working to preserve existing cor
characteristics. As a result, they need strate@betsaccount not only for complex
circumstances and many means of acting, but atsgpfsonents with opposed aims. This
may lead social activists to consider the genaxablpm of "winning" via developing
effective "competitive" strategies. There is bathaglvantage and a price for thinking
about revolutionizing society in this way. We'llnsider useful lessons first.

Instructive Analogies Between Social Strategizingradl Competitive Games

Consider tic tac toe. Each player in turn mark&aor an 'o' in any of nine boxes arrayed
in a three by three square. The first to get thmaeks in a straight line wins. In any turn
you have a variety of precisely enumerative choittesfirst time you go, nine, then
seven,

and so on. The "initial conditions" are simple: tplayers, one using 'x's and the other
'0's, and an empty nine by nine array. At each nieveeach a new "state" of the game
marked by the presence of another X' or ‘0" iratin@y. Any good player follows a
strategy that includes a step by step descripti@verything that should be done no
matter what specific "state" the game enters. lddeés because every encounterable
state of the game can be analyzed that the situetisimple.



Now consider chess. Each player has a set of sixteees of six different types--eight
of one type, the pawns; two of three types, thhdps, knights, and rooks; and a king
and queen. The players take turns moving accotdingchanging rules on an eight by
eight array of sixty four squares. Winning can oodgur by capturing the opponent's
king, though draws can occur in various ways. Caeygb#o tic tac toe, the initial
conditions and rules of chess have been significantriched. Now sixteen pieces are
placed on a much larger board and have far mor@lexmvays of interrelating. Unlike
for tic tac toe, and despite libraries of strategitumes, no chess player is able to never
lose much less always win.

In chess there are so many possible paths fotrhggte to follow that it is impossible to
enumerate what to do in every conceivable situaiiéa can describe various types of
opening or endgame or special structures wherkitlgeis in certain particular positions,
and we can present various patterns of moves fimgdewith each--the tactics of chess.
Moreover, at any time during a game we can plaactmmplish some strategic aim by
stringing together a few tactical forays to hoplgfaktain a new state of the game more
favorable to our intentions. We might try to impeosur pawn position, for example, or
to "open files" for our rooks, or to trade the oppot's good mobile bishop for our own
hemmed in knight. But we cannot confidently preplamwhole trajectory of a game.

Over the board one is always looking for a patha@iaan improved position. Seeing a
possibility of gain, one tries to envision a sequeeaf tactical maneuvers to accomplish
that gain a step at a time. In turn, a sequengaios accomplished by a few such plans
will hopefully yield a position from which one cairsue a final victory.

We can make chess more complicated by imaginingla-game match between two
opponents in which the first combatant to win mgaenes is victor. Now, many
additional factors having to do not only with bog@sitions but with pyschological
dynamics of momentum, exhaustion, emotions, andpiré of the opponent and

skill of his/her advisors affect calculations. tate of the game at any time includes the
current score--1 have won three, my opponent twd,taere have been six draws--as
well as the changing moods of the players, theanging attention span, attitudes toward
one another, and health. Should | work hard toaggda difficult position to gain a draw,
or should | conserve strength for the next gamesulgh try for a problematic win that |
may lose, or should | settle for a draw and anditg@ghat my opponent will grow weaker
in succeeding games? Can | mix up my opening &latlwices to put my opponent off
guard many games from now? In other words, in aidib the playing rules, now the
complexities of an opponent's long term moodsngities, and weaknesses bear on the
match. With this enrichment, the analogy to the plexity of social strategizing

becomes stronger, though far from exact.

If we now switch our attention to basketball and purselves in the position of a coach,
the situation becomes still more complex. As fagss) any one basketball game has far



too many possible trajectories to chart them aildeance. Now, however, there is the
added problem that an effort to enact a certaitictefor example slowing the pace of the
game by employing a certain defensive set, mightame off. Your players might
fumble their assignments--unlike a chess knighthvill never fall to go where its
"coach" tells it to. Now it isn't only the coach avhban tire, but also the players. Nothing
in the basketball game is certain because the daye now human and the playing
board social.

Strategies become exceptionally complex requirttenéion to changing states of the
strengths and weaknesses of one's own team anded@simembers, of the opponents’
team and each of its members, the clock, the chgragiore, the score in games if it is a
series, momentum, bench strength, how players gdhmutotated and matched up with
opponents, and even how hometown and opposingdéingact and the effect their
enthusiasm will have on play. There can be tactitghments, defensive and offensive
strategies, and well-planned programs for sped#igns of the game. Even the
dynamics of transportation between cities, thettneat of player ailments, and the effect
of the moods and skills of referees can be pivotal.

As a last leap, now imagine coaching a super bbaketame with millions of
participants, playing rules that can constantlgraiinultiple goals that are themselves
flexible, opponents who can become allies and ve&rsa, referees who are often
members of competing teams, fans and players wingogaor leave the action at will,
and thousands of

playing fields with complex rules for how results @ach affect action on others. This
approaches the complexity of trying to be stratadpout attaining specific social changes
in the real world.

From the exact science of tic tac toe, to the cemphalytics of chess, to the immense
difficulties of the human equations of "super bais&k," we come to the herculean
complications of historical struggle. At best, veenake probable assessments. The
initial conditions themselves are more complex tthenwhole of any other type of game.
The changing states of social struggle involve esglpermutations of multiply entwined
factors. The array of possible tactical choicestshres without limit so understanding
even just the major effects of each possible choicdifferent possible states of the
game is exceptionally difficult. Often even agreeom what a victory is can be a matter
of great debate. The link between theory and gjyatecomplex indeed.

Yet the art of creating strategies for social cleawgl be conducted with more or less
intelligence depending on whether or not one hasffactive means to think about
relevant particulars and their interrelations. Véla play a move at a time, ignorantly, or
we can play with a plan conceived in light of thesbanalyses we can render. Our
strategic artistry can be informed, and it haddydit if we are to succeed.



The Pitfalls of Thinking In Terms of "Winning"

Understanding the importance of developing progachstrategy, learning to account for
complex circumstances and opposing forces, andnliegofacile at combining tactics
into programs consistent with over-arching strategins are all positive lessons we can
take from our "gaming" analogy. But there is a deside of this analogy that we have to
be aware of as well.

Conceptualizing strategy in terms of winning ansing--as in chess, basketball, war,
etc.--tends to harmonize with macho, authoritarniastrumentalist, and reductionist
approaches common to oppressive norms in our i@y promoting this theme we
run the risk of reproducing the very psychologeadl behavioral traits that we are, in
fact, trying to undo. The solution cannot be, asessuggest, denying that we have
hostile differences with people who oppose changeinimizing the degree of conflict
necessary to attain a better world. But a self-cious approach that recognizes that
attaininga new future involves ways of thinking and actihgt won't be valuedithin
the new future so attained, is salutary. It camp sl guard against problems

that arise from incorporating our opponent, orast the psychology of our opponent,
within ourselves.But there is also a more posisitegp we can take. It is important to learn
the lessons of strategy to participate equallyeffettively in defining the direction of
our movements. But, having become proficient stfiate, we need no longer use only
competitive analogies. We can, for example, begithink in terms of "building a new
future" in a complex context where sometimes tlaeesshortages of means, where
project participants don't always get along, whbkese are factors opposing our progress,
and so on. Instead of "competition," which senedraphically reveal many skills,
"creation" can become our central metaphor. Tlo& ts to attain this more positive
thematic mindset while retaining the skills of s#égic thinking and the abstract methods
needed to develop good strategies. In this wayamepeceserve the positive lessons to be
had from thinking carefully about competitive stgies, while jettisoning the elements
of their "personality” that contradict our broadefues.
Toward A Strategy For Social Revolution
To become strategic about social change, we musiien a trajectory of change from
what exists to what is desired and develop a flexdgenda of tactical and programmatic
steps that seem likely to help propel history dékat particular path. Furthermore, we
must update our strategies regularly in light adrafiing states of the struggle and new
lessons learned about "tactics,"” the "board," ghayers," and the "goal.” Activists must:
1. Identify potential allies and identify obstalghich will hinder progress toward
humanist aims.
2. Analyze available forms of organization anditat options in light of effects in
different circumstances.
3. Continually update evaluative surveys of tlo@mn and their opponents' strengths
and weaknesses.
4. Envision a sequence of general steps fromrgept through a variety of



intermediate states to a final goal, and descrdwe tactics and programs can help
propel desired changes at each st

The image of society as is and as desired comastfieory and so too does the analysis
of likely effects of tactics that can be employed arganizational forms that can be used
in different contexts. And, to be sure, differdmaries yield different bases for further
strategic thought. Variables considered, tactiezlpand plans unfolded depend

tremendously on the type of conceptual framewodkight to the problem of
understanding and positing intermediate goals.pldveer of having even a simple broad
strategy as compared to functioning step by stejolegl only by immediate reactions,
can't possibly be over-emphasized.

Yet nothing in this says that one's style has tethek, joyless, and automated. The U.S.
Marines needn't be our model, and can't be if wetwaretain the integrity of our values
and maintain sight of our goals. The mindless switg of thousands of hands and feet
moving in unison to a drill master's chants woulteert the kind of harmony we seek.
Having the discipline to create and implement styegs doesn't preclude trying to
incorporate joy, sharing, solidarity, and even pigydirectly into the process of creating
a new society. Quite the contrary, given the kiofdgersonalities we need to foster if we
are to be able to define and enjoy these new segjeéhese "tactics” will have to be part
of our effort. Perhaps for some, the analogy tédig a complex structure in harsh
circumstances, as a team, and with camaraderiaesttetic balance, can dispel the aura
of militarism that being strategic and trying taowmend to raise. Or, for others, maybe
highly planned out clever teamwork, such as waswgkéed in the movie The Sting, can
provide an alternative model. But whatever onestetahe need to be strategic and to
simultaneously retain and even expand our humaaramount.

Humanist Strategizing

The steps for developing a specifically humanisttegic orientation are considerably
more complex than those a marxist, anarchist, festior nationalist employs. For the
humanist must deal with four spheres, not one. Aatcbnly must a path be envisioned
from contemporary to future relations in each sphbut the methods of pursuing
liberation in each must be harmonized so they oeoaf one another.

On the one hand, the primary goal in struggle eeléb each sphere is overcoming the
basic defining causes of that sphere's own ceptalbressive forms and developing
alternative humanist structures in their placahkneconomy we want to replace
capitalist forms with socialist ones. In commun#jations we want to replace racism
and other oppressions with intercommunalism. Intemd however, humanists focusing
their work in a particular sphere must also overe@ppressive manifestations that
pervert that sphere from without, including theesg's own tendencies to reproduce the



domination characteristics of other spheres\acel versaWe cannot have strategies
regarding community that contradict strategies meigg kinship, which in turn
contradict those relating to the economy or theest&/e cannot aim to overcome the
roots of racism in community interfaces while igngrfactors capable of reproducing
racism that emanate from the economy, kinshiptaie spheres. Partial struggles must
combine into a comprehensive strategy to transftsociety.

So, a humanist activist operating principally ie #ttonomy must assess the different
kinds of economics-related consciousnesses ofcjaatits depending on their class and
also community, gender, and state-related affdiegi \WWhat kinds of consciousness tend
to reproduce oppressive economic relations--whatkiend to disrupt economic norms
and engender humanist alternatives? What formstity and modes of organization
will impede the former and propel the latter? Wyaes of demands, if won, will yield
new states of the workplace, consumer, and allmeatiruggle conducive to winning still
further victories because seekers of change wifitienger owing to better knowledge,
clearer commitments, or possession of better ozgéinnal vehicles or material means
with which to win further gains?

Having developed answers to these questions dstisés then envision a trajectory of
demands, means of struggle, and organizationalsfoinat would lead toward, for
example, worker self-management through councitrobover workplaces, consumer
councils governing consumption choices especiallycbllective goods, and
participatory planning for allocation. But, in atidn, activists will also have to
determine the likely affects of choices made wil@onomic struggle on struggles in
other spheres and mediate their choices to accibhdive goal of moving forward on all
fronts, not just one.

Similarly, regarding community, kinship, or thetstegiven the goal of
intercommunalism, an end to patriarchy, or esthbigs participatory democracy,
activists must ask what kinds of organizing wilbprote consciousnesses and
commitments and alignments able to foster their edigte goals. For example, what
kinds of organizing and what demands, if won, stfengthen community, gender, or
political identification, yet simultaneously dimgfhi the forces of racism, sexism, or
authoritarianism?

The humanist activist thus has to envision a seéemdmunfolding events which
progressively increases the numbers of people whlo tw transform society and their
access to means for doing so--along all four akesee. Concentrated efforts to win
reforms--such as wage increases, improved day-aHmenative action, shopfloor
council



control over health and safety, community-basechecoc development, rent control,
gay rights legislation, voter registration, anddtgaring leaves for men as well as
women--must be formulated to enhance the conscess&s of potential change agents,
weaken opponents of change and strengthen theqmosim which movements will
confront status quo forces in the future.

Similarly, forms of organization and methods otigtyle-autonomous community
movements, electoral parties and campaigns, psoggound single issues like freezing
nuclear weapons or to create battered women'sshelhd abortion clinics, organize
affinity groups, or plans to use petitions, teagi-sit-ins, or other forms of civil
disobedience--must all be formulated and refornedab strengthen the means activists
have to introduce forward-looking reforms and tari€y and enhance their long-range
programs, maximize liberatory consciousness, opaoogsibilities for those who are not
yet working for change, and negate oppressive fdaigdsto old ways of being both in the
movement and outside it.

Outline Of A Humanist Strategy

To outline the main contours of a humanist strategyneed to address each of the four
spheres in turn and then discuss the ways moveraedtprograms relevant to each can
combine to form a comprehensive strategic approach.

Community Strategy

The defining mode of domination in the communitie@ in the U.S. is racism. The
defining humanist goal is intercommunalism whicbluides preserving and enriching
diverse communities, guaranteeing intercommungkits, and fostering learning between
communities.

The potential creators of liberatory change regaydiommunity relations include
everyone oppressed by racism, ethnocentrism, andeahial of spirituality, but
principally those communities who are the direogé#s of racist domination: Blacks,
Latinos, Indians, Asians, etc. Whites who transdéed cultures to develop a hatred for
racism and a love for cultural diversity will beastg supporters of intercommunalism.
Whites who prefer to defend their community advgesawill be opponents.

Obstacles to creating intercommunalism includeréitessm and ethnocentrism of
currently dominant communities, internalized fegérof inferiority and inter-community
hostility of many currently dominated communitiasd the pervasive biases of not only
community and cultural, but also of kinship, ecommrand state institutions all in favor
of exacerbating community oppressions.

One facet of community strategy must be the foromatif autonomous community
movements organized to advance the dignity of tlesipective cultures and also to refine



their cultures by rejecting oppressive sexist, artairian, and classist elements they may
contain. This will involve programs to diminish afidally remove racist structures in
society, to challenge and finally undo racism-rejieng attitudes in oppressor and
oppressed communities, and to develop proceduresstare the perpetuation and
enrichment of diverse cultures in ways promotingiaaoist and not racist, sexist, classist
or authoritarian values.

The "Black Power" movements of the sixties werdargpes that can teach us much,
though by humanist standards they also had fallisy rightly sought to understand,
respect, and elevate community cultural forms, abtheir best, to refine community
cultures to overcome at least some internal opmesgeaknesses. They did little,
however, to increase modesiater-communitydiscourse and learning.

In the future, at the same time as communitiesmefand strengthen inwardly via
techniques similar to those used by predecessckBlawer movements, they must also
pursue programs that will build positive relatidretween communities. Autonomous
community movements formed to help communities tgveheir own cultures, visions,
and programs in relative freedom from outside feyceust additionally diminish
hostilities between communities instead of exadergahem. It will not be argued that
the responsibility for promoting good inter-comntynielations lies only with racist
communities who usually impede such relations.tRough the justice of such a view is
obvious, the strategic logic is not.

Just as culture will be celebrated inwardly, ithalso be respectfully urged outwards
toward other communities and, in particular, frorgamized movements of oppressed
communities toward one another and also towaravtiige oppressor community

beyond. Communities will make overtures to leaomfrothers and not to denigrate them.
Racism will be criticized and attacked, but not caunities themselves. In this, as in all
things, humanist activists will want to progresswaod humanist aims, not simply to be
"right," or to exact a "justified retribution" thlgads nowhere.

To develop a community-focused strategy we willdhevdevelop a rich understanding
of the kinds of consciousnesses that tend to remedacist inter-community relations in
both their oppressor and oppressed forms. Thenilvaeed to assess how different
ways of expressing demands and insights, speakiitig, organizing, and structuring
our movements affect these forms of consciousmed#ferent situations and for
different constituencies. In light of this, we cassess tactics for how movements can
improve the balance of forces favoring intercomnlisnaas compared to those favoring
the maintenance of racism, ethnocentrism, religgmrsecution, and cultural denial.

All sorts of tactics and programs including reviation of traditional cultural practices,
demands for genuine affirmative action, enhancemaedtenforcement of civil rights
legislation, formation of community groups and azses inside organizations, demands
for media access, movements against police brytaistitutionalization of Black



Studies and other community studies programs, ddsifm media access by oppressed
communities, marches, teach-ins, civil disobedienod proposals for inter-community
celebrations, and meetings to share cultural icaditwill be combined into agendas of
change aiming to create "states of the strugg®sesito anti-racist, pro-intercommunalist
possibilities.

It will not be the case, as it always has in th&t péhat the onus for "smooth
communication” between different communities walt solely on those who are
oppressed. There will be efforts by Black, Latiangd other oppressed communities to
communicate in ways that whites can better perdeitehe more urgent priority will be
the reverse: an effort by oppressing communitidedm enough about other cultures to
be able to understand their modes of expressia least to know when they are not
understanding and how to ask for clarification withleaping to defensive conclusions.

The aim will be a steady strengthening of autonasremmmunity movements tied to one
another by steadily maturing networks of inter-camity communication and respectful
sharing of one another's cultures. Milestones atbagvay to intercommunalism may
include creating specific community movements, wigrcommunity control over

certain media resources, elaborating ties betwégsreht community movements,
enforcing affirmative action legislation, elaboratiforms of cultural interchange and
celebration between and among different communétinescreating a larger inter-
communal "rainbow" coalition.

One additional critical point is that beyond worgito insure that community sphere
programs and organizational forms impede racismpaoohote intercommunalism, it

will also be critical to ensure that minimally thdg nothing to reproduce sexism,
classism, and authoritarianism, and maximally thay help counter these other forms of
oppression. Community movements cannot be orgamizaechd authoritarian
hierarchies, in ways elevating members of domickgses to community leadership, or
in ways promoting sexist patterns of male dominademale submission or
homophobia in the movement, without sacrificinghbletimanist extra-community and
community aims as well. But to attain these endsyiats with a community priority will
also have to have a holist orientation and alleggaiVe will discuss the organizational
means to promote this integration of movements affdressing all four focuses
themselves.

Kinship Strategy

The aim of kinship strategy is to overcome sexisrali its forms throughout society and
to promote an alternative feminist vision of gendgations, sexuality, and child-rearing
as a part of the encompassing project of creatimgnaanist society in all spheres of
social life. Accomplishing these ends will certgimvolve building an autonomous
women's movement, gay and lesbian movements, amgyoeople's and older people's
movements. In turn, each of these will strugglarsgaexism, homophobia, and ageism



and for an alternative feminist vision of kinshgations. Each will function in part
autonomously from other social actors to escapanfhesnce of oppressive behaviors
common to men, heterosexuals, and adults andetyfdescover their own identities and
liberating alternatives to domination relations.iglover, as each of these movements
fights against specifically kinship-centered oppiess, each will also struggle to
undermine the means by which kinship relationsagpce other forms of social
domination andvice versa

Strategies will include demands for reforms like ERA, affirmative action, legislation
protecting children, the elderly, and freedom ofuse preference, and reproductive rights
as well as efforts to confront and overcome matéstéehavior and existing sexist
structural relations in primary living groups amdaghout society. But, additionally,
positive programs elaborating new conceptions of

gender roles, new definitions of sexuality, and m#eas regarding how people can
conduct the functions of primary living groups--tunance, child rearing, the sharing of
love and affection, and preparation for death--al#lo be proposed. Demands for access
to media and educational institutions to critioite forms and to project new visions will
be important as will efforts to oppose the crimespe, battering, child-molesting, "gay-
bashing,” and other sexist physical abuse.

In general, movements focused primarily around cvming patriarchy and fostering
positive feminist alternatives will also have tabeith overcoming classist, racist, and
authoritarian forms that exist within kinship itgtions. Moreover, as kinship centered
movements elaborate demands and propose strategrasving the "state of the kinship
struggle” closer to humanist ends, they will haveetcognize that women, old, and
young people all come from different classes andmanities and that even their kinship
concerns must be addressed differently.

The women's and gay liberation movements of tleeditties and seventies offer a clear
image of many of the facets of behavior that walldombined in humanist/feminist
movements of the future. The major change will lgecaving recognition of the
connections between kinship-focused work and woigther spheres, and thus a
growing theoretical and organizational sensititiythe need for kinshipfocused
organizing to also address issues of race, clagsaathority in ways respecting the
independent character of their causes in otherrspland the importance of their effects
on kinship relations themselves. Unlike some gefat@rsed movements of the past,
however, humanist feminist movements certainly twoeglebrate biological differences
between genders or people with different sexudkepeaces, nor work to advance
primarily white middle class women. As with the aoomity strategic orientation
discussed above, the target will be sexism, homophand ageism--much of male
behavior and ideology, heterosexual behavior aadladyy, and parental and elders’
behavior and ideology--but not all men, heterosksxymarents, and adults. Again,



creating a better society, not the desire to b 0g to exact retribution, will be the
watchward of strategic planning.

A kinship-centered strategy will involve combiniadiost of different kinds of programs
related to strengthening the self-images of worgag,men and lesbians and countering
sexism, homophobia, and ageism among men, heteralseand adults. Along the way
demands will be adopted, tactics employed, and meharganizing and of

organization chosen on grounds of their strengtigef@minist consciousness and style,
countering opponents of kinship change, and opgasicism, classism, and
authoritarianism.

Some milestones along the way toward creatingdiioey kinship relations may include,
for example, the elaboration of self-conscious huistfeminist women's, young
people's, gay, and elderly people's movementshaidunification into a grand anti-
patriarchal coalition; the parallel development@n's groups for fighting sexism and
promoting male participation in mothering; the bishhment of women's centers, rape
centers, sex clinics, and sex education centershitren; the winning of ERA-like
legislation and of workplace demands concerned asgtommodating women and men
with children, and winning of comprehensive affitiia action programs.

An additional critical point is that beyond workitginsure that kinship sphere programs
and organizational forms impede sexism and prorf@obenism, it will also be critical to
ensure that minimally they do nothing to reprodwazg@sm, classism, authoritarianism,
and maximally that they help counter these othem$oof oppression. Kinship
movements cannot be organized around authorithre@archies, in wavs elevating
members of dominant classes to kinship leadershiip, ways promoting racist patterns
in the movement, without sacrificing both humaseistra-kinship and kinship aims as
well. But to attain these ends, activists with mif@st priority will have to also have a
holist orientation and allegiance. As mentionedieamwe'll discuss the organizational
means' to promote this integration after addressiinfgur focuses themselves.

Economic Strategy

The contemporary U.S. economy is capitalist anchtihmanist economic goal is
participatory socialism. To accomplish its aimseavrworkers' movement will therefore
have to find ways to struggle for collective seléimagement of production and
consumption and for participatory allocation thamstantly furthers all other dimensions
of humanist struggle as well.

The movement would draw on the full gamut of congsnessraising techniques,
publications, rallies, teach-ins, petitions, boygotvork stoppages, strikes, marches, sit-
ins, and civil disobedience all used in subtle coations to strengthen working class



solidarity and win reforms that improve the positioom which workers are able to seek
further gains in the future.

Immediate focuses of economic activist attentiolh eartainly include wages, rents, and
prices, but also quality of goods, allocation of

resources and monies for investments, levels ofl@mpent and inflation, workplace and
consumer health and safety, and selfdeterminafigsbalefinitions for all workers. In
addition, however, class-focused movements with &lsve to recognize that workers
come from different gender, race, and politicaldggounds so that economic programs,
outreach, and workplace organizational forms malst iccount of these differences and
counter not only classism, but also racism, sex&rd,authoritarianism.

To promote socialist economic attitudes, struggpaacrease income will begin to be
linked to efforts to demand that owners hold dowings and improve goods and services
in the interest of consumers. Struggles for expdrashel secure employment will be
linked to struggles for a guaranteed income, deatmccontrol of social services and
investments, and conversion of plants away fronitamyl production. Workplace
organizing will extend from efforts to improve wocknditions and safety standards to
struggles over the definition of job complexes, g@lity of products, the rate and
volume of production, the division of labor by dasace, sex, and age, control over
pension funds and employee stock, and worker manaigieand ownership. Networks of
neighborhood councils will raise demands aboutlloeeestments and tax, housing, and
employment patterns, which will connect with wokestruggles and vice versa. These
sorts of linkages will provide a solid basis fonsamer-worker-community coalitions.

The forms workers will use to allow themselvesdmemunicate their ideas to one
another, strengthen their commitments, developmlaoty, and propose and fight for their
programs will include unions--reformed by struggiesnake them steadily more
democratic, anti-sexist,. and anti--racist--andiggén workplace and community
councils.

One important dimension of economic strategizinlyj lvd recognizing that being anti-
capitalist is not enough. A positive stance musad@pted not only for the humanist
movement to attract adherents, but also for ivtmdaadopting a non-socialist approach
which can wrongly win workers' allegiances if catedfttention isn't paid to coordinator
class machinations and how they manifest themséivesonomic struggles.

All sorts of middle level employees and intermeeligifrata and, at times, even
coordinators, will be welcomed to humanist moverseBut it will be critical to ensure
that humanist movements and their union and cowngdnizations have working class
aims as their constant priority, even as they afgmse racism, sexism, and
authoritarianism.



The elitism common to coordinator programs andrechatic visions will have to be
identified and combatted just as the exploitatiod alientation common to capitalist
forms are. One important focus of humanist-sodialtsivism will be the definition of
work and of divisions of labor in contemporary stgiand the alternative definitions we
seek in the future. Humanist economic movementshaile to propose and pursue these
aims in ways countering the current information akitl monopolies of coordinator and
middle strata workers, even as humanists alsotsegttract people in these positions
into opposition to capitalism and support for sbsra.

And, of course, one additional critical point istlheyond working to insure that
economic programs and organizational forms impéasaule and promote participatory
socialism, it will also be critical to ensure timaihimally they do nothing to reproduce
sexism, racism, and authoritarianism, and maxintaby they help counter these other
forms of oppression. Economic movements cannotrgi@nized around authoritarian
hierarchies, in ways elevating members of domicanmmunities to economic
leadership, or in ways promoting sexist patternsale dominance or female submission
or homophobia, without sacrificing both humanistraxeconomic and economic aims as
well. To attain these ends, activists with an eooiegoriority will also have to have a
holist orientation and allegiance. We will disctiss organizational means to promote
this integration after addressing the last of aurr fstrategic areas.

State Strategy

The defining mode of domination in the U.S. poétisphere is authoritarianism. A U.S.
humanist movement will seek to replace it with fggratory democracy. Accomplishing
this will require the careful combination of shartd long term programs progressively
increasing people's abilities to develop their gehcy attitudes and means for
participation in decision-making, as well as insiag the range of policy alternatives
and promoting power sharing among diverse considies.

An anti-authoritarian, pro-participatory democraosgvement will have its own electoral
and non-electoral tactics and organizational foemghasizing new visions and new
means of developing, debating, and implementingpaliternatives, and of struggling to
gain adherents.

At the same time, however, the efforts of goverrimgused movements to win reforms
of existing state relations and develop ever madehly shared and deeply rooted anti-
authoritarian attitudes will

occur in the context of parallel efforts to insthat political forms don't reproduce race,
sex, or class hierarchies.



Landmarks along the way might include making tliegiary more representative;
establishing universal voter registration; guaraimg public campaign funds and free
media access to all political parties; abolitiortled death penalty, overhaul of sentencing
procedures, and massive prison reform and alteesato prison; divorcing military
spending from the profit motive and cutting androgpamming the military budget to
serve strictly defensive, non-interventionist obijess; overhauling the currently racist
and restrictive immigration law and respecting saauy for political refugees;
strengthening Freedom of Information legislatioe¢ehtralizing political control at all
levels; and establishing the principle of powensita whereby minority views can also
be implemented where possible.

And, predictably, an additional critical point st beyond working to insure that
political sphere programs and organizational formgede authoritarianism and promote
participatory democracy, it will also be critical énsure that minimally they do nothing
to reproduce sexism, classism, and racism, andmadlbyi that they help counter these
other forms of oppression. Political movements catwe organized around racist
hierarchies, in ways elevating members of domickgses to political leadership, or in
ways promoting sexist patterns of male dominandemale submission or homophobia,
without sacrificing both humanist extra-politicaldapolitical aims as well. To attain
these ends, activists with a state priority wil@&o have a holist orientation and
allegiances. We'll discuss the varied organizatiomeans to promote this integration of
movements in the following section.

But first, note that in each of the four spheressame kinds of considerations will guide
us as we conceive and later refine strategies, Missidentify constituencies and seek to
determine how their views support or oppose praiveschange in their sphere and in
society as a whole. Second, we assess our medngdingtactics, forms of organization,
and styles of organizing. Third, we propose progréon organizing advocates of
humanist transformation and improving their knovgedskills, commitment, and
numbers; and for winning reforms that will impraeir abilities to act in ways leading
toward radical change.

Along the way, we continually re-examine tactié®Iparticipating in elections, doing

civil disobedience, or struggling to win particul@orkplace or household demands to see
whether pursuing them will lead us to a new sitiratvith a still better balance of forces
for further

advance. We thus pay special attention to howrsdtese courses of action may affect
the strength of our institutions, the number ofgdesupporting change, the strength of
our opponents' institutions, and the social fidlaaion on which we must all operate.

Yet, as hard as strategizing in any one sphetbaseal problem, as we have repeatedly
noted, turns out to be effectively accommodatireydtiategies in each sphere to one
another in ways propelling them all toward shanectess.



Toward A Holist Humanist Movement

There are good reasons why advocates of stratggitdas who emphasize change in one
particular sphere of social life rarely trust omether. History in the U.S. is laced with
examples of "class analysis" meaning the analydiseosituation of white working men,
"gender analysis" meaning the analysis of the sanaf white middle class women with
children, and so on. There have been many diffesteaggles for social change in the
U.S. and for the most part communication betweegnessive forces at work on these
have been sparse and hostile. Many factors hapediebhuse this lack of solidarity,

some of which are obvious and many of which caedsly extrapolated from earlier
discussions and from the dialogues at the endi®btbok. Here we would like to discuss
possible ways forward.

Movements that are primarily focused on oppressioated in different spheres of social
life can align with one another for at least foeasons. First, one might feel that
members of another movement can be won over, yf ovértures are made. This is
opportunist; unity in this instance has no purpather than to siphon off activists from
one movement (a community movement, for exampl@ntther (an organized
economically focused Leninist party, perhaps). 8dcanovements can feel that alone
they cannot succeed but in coalition their stremgthbe sufficient to deal with first one
movement's concerns, then the other's. This ig#dcit involves a borrowing of one
another's troops on a fifty/fifty basis as when vems movements and black civil rights
movements align first on voting rights, then on BRRA, or when disarmament activists
help anti-nuclear ecologists anite versaThe problem is, all to often thvce versa
never happens and unity is transitory and shalioany case. Third, movements can
recognize that they have a common enemy so thassigting one another's efforts their
own efforts will be aided as well, as when antementionists make overtures to groups
fighting racism, or when those opposing chemicaffava try to ally with those opposing

toxic waste dumping. This is strategic; an aligntrdvelops on the basis of deep
motivational ties and though this has many virtiiresbasis of alignment is usually so
immediate that only the most blatant sorts of catines are accounted for. Finally,
fourth, movements can align not only because tlaeybenefit from one another's
victories since they share a common enemy, butusecthey recognize that they
themselves are essentially different facets ofstitidarger movement all of whose parts
must relate positively to one another if the whenhel any of the parts will succeed--not
only in defeating a shared enemy, but in gainingradlependent aims and creating a new
liberatory society. This is principled and holist.

Historically, these four types of allegiance esieala power as one moves from the first
to the fourth, though the fourth has rarely if ebeen operative in social life. Yet, the
fourth autonomy-within-solidarityype of alignment is the most important and aleo t
reason for being of the conceptual approach prapwsthis volume. Complementary
holist concepts propel, justify, and inform a sat approach of the fourth type. Monist



alternatives promote alliances of types one andamd)y occasionally, allow alliances of
type three.

The complementary holist humanist strategist masonly develop strategies relevant to
each sphere but also an understanding of how ffeetial strategies interrelate. We have
already suggested that within each sphere thetdg@utonomous movements,
coalitions, specific forms of organization, specidiemands, diverse tactical options,
complex programs, and strategic agendas. Now, we oely add that each perspective
will need to be aligned with one another at a higeeel.

Of course, activists with their own priority focuseach separate struggle will also
involve themselves in organizations and eventsatedtin other focuses. Feminists will
not only confront primary kinship relations, bus@lsexism in the economy, community,
and state spheres. And they will do this not ondyf the vantage point of their own
kinship focused organizations and movements, Isatlaécause they will be members of
women's caucuses in plant and neighborhood coufmilexample, fighting not only for
economic gains but also against sexism. And, sityjlevorkers primarily concerned

with matters of workplace democracy will also reled community struggles not only
directly through their means of economic expresdon also since they will be members
of communities and community movements themsebhi&swise, blacks organized to
promote intercommunalism will fight racism not omhytheir cultural work, but also in
the kinship sphere because they will be membecsmimunity

caucuses in women's, gay, elderly peoples', anthyarganizations and coalitions.

The idea will be to promote autonomy in the conteghdolidarity. Movements will retain
their integrity and manage their own destinies reigg their priority oppressions. Yet,
they will also function in the context of one arathcrossing lines to battle residues of
oppression within the left and also providing aidhe another whenever needed. Within
each movement there will be caucuses to allow mesrdfeother movements to readily
influence policy to insure strategic connection®r&bver, the fact that many activists
will be members of many movements will create farttinkages and lines of
communication and shared lessons. Finally, movesngith different priority focuses

will all be part of larger encompassing forms tdlk respect their autonomy even as
respective strategies and needs are assessedrtotprie simultaneous advance of each.
The encompassing holistic conceptualization ofedgcand change will support these
organizational steps and also evidence the nequkfole with different personal
priorities to learn from one another and suppog another for tactical and strategic
reasons and to promote collective advance. Moresusse we all have community,
economic, political, and kinship lives--even thougte or another may affect us more
pressingly due to our specific situation or backmab--we will all begin to have an
interest in each facet of struggle and especialthé ways they interconnect due to the
ways spheres of social life co-reproduce.



The meshing of strategies into encompassing plarnthé development of the whole left
will occur at every level--in movements, organiaas, campaigns, educational activities,
outreach through the left media, etc. It is prdgifigs linking of insights and their
connection within holistic perspectives that widldome the highest priority of these
types of interchange, even while the integrity afle perspective remains an equally
first-rank concern.

This is not the place to discuss the details o&oizational forms-for example, the types
of blocs that will align specific movements intodar holist networks--nor for hazarding
guesses about timetables of progress. The workwdldping a viable strategy remains.
Our immediate point is that the complementary hdlemework is the only one that can
produce flexible analyses capable of meeting tlemdas of each autonomous movement
and to developing and sustaining their unity. & jglace to start as we retain our separate
identities, yet struggle to attain a new sociest 1B liberating for all.

"Please Note: a dialogue dealing with the diffi@dtof developing visions and
strategies due to cynicism about the possibiliesuccess can be found on page 186
and is recommended for reading after chapters aigghinine.

DIALOGUES
Introduction

The following dialogues are an imaginary stylizedsion of the kind of discussion that
could occur when those who hold different politipatspectives react taberating
Theory They are designed to provoke and enliven politedate. The material can be
read as an extended interchange or in segmeritsyiog the related chapter, as noted.
The patrticipants include:

Coho: A complementary holist with roots in civights and sixties anti-war movements.

Marlen: A marxist leninist professor active in numes campus organizations over the
years.

Nat: A nationalist with roots in sixties black pawaovements currently involved in
community organization and anti-apartheid work.

C.C.: A council communist working as a machinisdl anganizing around workplace
democracy.

Radfem: A radical feminist who works at an abortatinic and who is currently active in
movements against violence against women and igdiiend lesbian community.



Sofie: A socialist feminist active in the sixtig@gicrights movement and now working as
a freelance photographer and in the Rainbow Coaliti

Neopop: Once a marxist but now a populist workingaagadical journal.

Ana: An anarchist who works at a radio station snatctive in antiintervention and
disarmament organizing.

Plury: A union organizer active in the Latino commity and an exponent of a pluralist
ideology.

Cyn: A marxist theorist whose current cynicism basome debilitating.
Dialogue #1: Following Chapter One, "Methods" "We Need A New Synthesis"

Coho: (summing up after describing the methodshapfer One) Because they fail to
account for multi-faceted defining influences, matrxategories insufficiently explain
not only community, kinship, and political realgibut the economy as well; feminist
categories insufficiently explain not only econopgommunity, and political realities but
also gender; nationalist categories insufficierttplain not only kinship, economic, and
political realities but community as well; and actast categories insufficiently explain
not only kinship, economic, and community categohiat the state as well. We need a
new synthesis.

Marlen: (speaking first, as usual) Are you througbho, because | have a great deal to
say about your very flawed presentation. (shiftmget more comfortable). Now ...

Nat: (trying to stave off an extended rehash ofxisaeconomics) Hold it right there. |
thought we agreed to have these conversation$rienally constructive spirit.

Marlen: (trying to regain control) | am being fraig and constructive. Now while Coho
states ...

C.C.: (clarifying for those not familiar with Maré&s politics) His idea of constructive is
to try to argue us back to the orthodox fold.

Nat: Let him try.
Radfem: (squaring off) That's why I'm sitting ndae exit.

Sofie: (always hopeful) Surely he's softened sthedast time we were together--1972
wasn't it?



Neopop: (the efficiency expert) Listen, I'm indispable at my job which I'd like to get
back to before 1990, so if we could speed thing$ephaps | should act as chair?

Ana: (sensing developing hierarchies) | don't thimkt will be necessary, Neopop.

Plury: (conciliatory, as usual) Let's not be defemsEveryone has something to
contribute, something important to say. | am expegdo learn a great deal that will help
in my organizing.

Marlen: (refocusing the debate, skillfully) | agnegh Plury that you all have a great deal
to learn. Now, Coho, you state that since no thearybe totally comprehensive, we
must focus in on critical elements. Then you prddesfocus in without limit. You've got
more categories than a tax form. My approach allesvi look at other oppressions but
to concentrate on economic forces which are thg @eiments that can bring about major
change.

Ana: (speaking over the ensuing angry comments) gkad, and | mean this sincerely,
that you recognize other oppressions besides edormras. That wasn't the case in
1972. But | think what Coho has in mind is thatalldbegin to see the limits of our
particular monist or pluralist theories. | certgiske the limits of yours, Marlen. You
ignore the fact that in all kinds of current soi@gt even where Leninists rule, the
economy is dominated by the state. You miss theatili to dominate and the countering
will to collectivity are what make change happeunstfor power, not lust for money.

Radfem: (about ready to move out the door) Anar ymalysis stems from reading
history written by men. "Capitalist society?" "Darant states?" My approach reflects the
fact that we live in a patriarchal society that jpexps to have private property and a
constitutional "democracy." It's money grabbinghauitarianism derives from more

basic levels. Who owns property or governs is deitgzd, not determinant. Patriarchy
creates political and economic oppressions. Gemdst be our organizing focus, kinship
our priority lens.

Marlen: But address the question, Radfem. Cohahalenged our "monist" theories.
And believe me, yours seems the most monist of ath extremely sensitive to sexist
oppression but to say that....

Radfem: Don't even think of debating me on youdifjaations around sexism. As for
Coho's analysis, I'm frankly suspicious. To usaaalogy ...

Sofie: Not physics again.
Radfem: If you put a lot of vegetables in a stdwe, dne with the strongest flavor will

dominate. The same is true when you combine adetiperspectives. The one with the
"weight of history" is going to dominate.



Nat: (spotting an ally against Marlen) And if yout@ll us meat,

vegetables, and potatoes in the stew pot togefasifem, the first thing you white folks
will pick out is that beefy marxist economics whigbu will then swallow hook, line, and
sinker.

Coho: (intrigued by the stew analogy) But Radfespgroach prevents us from noticing
the influence of different groups of vegetables.aiMilappens when everyone picks out
the white potatoes and leaves the black-eyed pdasrh on the bottom.

Nat: | was getting to that.

Plury: (learning from everybody and eager to paflitogether) | find all the vegetables
in the stew delightfully edible as | find all yoapproaches useful depending on the
circumstances. To create my own analogy, if I'midug a new society, | reach into my
theoretical tool box for a hammer for hammeringceewdriver for....

Sofie: (interrupting before the analogies get dutamd) While you're each praising or
defending your own approaches, you are ignoringaér@ho's main points about
monism. Marxism doesn't even fully understandois priority focus--the economy.
Why? Because the theory itself is sex-blind, unéblenderstand how gender oppression
affects the economy. And radical feminism doesdly funderstand the family and
sexuality because it cannot incorporate econonfigances on kinship arrangements. |
have combined the two into a composite theory whitiodies both class and gender
concepts.

Nat: What about me? Am | still burning at the baottof the pot?

Ana: (enjoying the stew approach) None of you ltkessed the primary question. Who
decides what goes in the stew?

C.C.: No, who makes the stew?

Marlen: Who owns the stew?

Sofie: (they are getting carried away) What sethésstewmaker? The ingredients?
Coho: (over continuing rapid fire comments) Thipiiscisely why | asked you here, after
all these years. We have to try and get out oféhiiless reiteration of the predominance
of our own approaches. Let me summarize the egisitmation. First, Marlen, you want

to hold to marxist concepts because...

Marlen: (pleased to be first) Because why throwthatmost important and thorough
analysis of the capitalist epoch? It's strong aseful. It locates struggle with the working



class but has the potential to also understandgpeession of women and minorities--in
that context, of course.

Coho: (countering) But do you really think that igbg and history are only about wages,
employment levels, profit rates, and class strugyghathout waiting for an answer) And,
Radfem, you argue that marxist concepts...

Radfem: Drive me nuts. Marxists talk only of ecomontifferences, class oppression.
They even see the family as a means of reprodubk@tabor force. They try to attract
women into the fold by organizing economic campsaiground wages for housework as
the primary feminist concern because it gets tarthéerial root of things. What a joke.
Marxists can't understand sexism's origins, tepaciteven its economic effects.

Coho: (countering firmly) But would your concepissp you to look at other
oppressions? Do they help you understand diffeseheaveen women who define
themselves as working class, as minorities, axchiss? (Barreling on) And, Nat, you
argue that marxism...

Nat: Ignores and subsumes race and nationalityaiist society has no respect for
cultural or religious heritage. How we define olwes, how we celebrate, play, and pray
determine the base on which social structures @ite And, while | agree with Radfem
about marxism, | think, quite frankly, that sexigjust a white cultural phenomenon.
Derivative and not causal.

Coho: (countering briskly) But your analysis cobklapplied against you. If we are
defined by who we are, doesn't defining yoursathgrily as black limit your potential to
understand sexism or classism or authoritarianes@n as it usefully highlights racism?
(barreling on) And, Ana, you argue that...

Ana: | argue that sexism, racism, and classisnustdéhree among the many forms of
authoritarian hierarchies. Their constructs ddidtxathem to see more than one or two
forms of dominance relations. Mine encompassegaalinations.

Coho: But would you, in turn, be inclined to exgdhe more subtle and blatant
dimensions of racism and sexism or only those @oais to political hierarchies?
(continuing on) And C.C., you would like to seéhadry that...

C.C.: While I understand Radfem's and Nat's corsckedon't think their oppressions are
at the root of things. It is the economy and tla¢estogether that create the social
constructs of sexism and racism.

Coho: (jumping in as Nat and Radfem rise from tkeats) And Plury would use
concepts pragmatically from the theory pie.



Plury: Yes, | would take Nat's, Radfem's, Marleals] Ana's analyses and use them each
as needed.

Sofie: But how do you know what's needed and wiWwhat if they interact in a way that
separate usage doesn't fulfill? | have combinedisia@conomic analyses and feminist
categories into a broader theory.

Nat: (losing patience) Once again, where do yougtism in this picture?

Sofie: The same place you put sexism, Nat. Cultaresierivative not causal.

Marlen: And we're back where we started. At an isspa

Coho: I don't think so. | don't see why we canlteabively move forward. You each
realize the weakness of each others monist appesablt not your own. You each
suspect that combinations of approaches will sulesymar own. You feel solidarity with
those whose concerns are being mutually ignoretlydie each in turn downgrade one or
more of the other's concerns. Given this situatidmt are our choices? We can continue
in this manner, holding to our approaches, workavgard our separate visions with
those who share our theories and strategies. Wgiearit all up and let others determine
our future. Or, we can use my new fourfold approhett redefines each of your concepts
to account for influences from all spheres andasits all in successfully building a new,
liberatory society. (smiling pleasantly) What daiybink?

Nat: Christ.

Ana: Not quite, but close.

Plury: | was inspired.

Neopop: She's a little out of touch, isn't she?

Marlen: Opportunist.

Sofie: I'm willing to be persuaded. Just as longlesdoesn't quote Prigogine again.
Radfem: I'm doubtful.

Nat: So am I. What makes your approach any bédttar oburs, Coho? You are just as
influenced as everyone else. Your approach is pteduby white and western ways of

thinking.

Radfem: (accusingly) Exactly. You grovel in froritsgientism and capitulate to male
thinking.



Plury: (apolitically) Yes. Why do activists need this theory anyway? When it comes to
day to day actions, it becomes irrelevant.

Ana: (democratically) It also often becomes synooyswith sectarianism and elitism.

Neopop: (wishing there was a chairperson) Wouldh@ae us intuit our way to social
change?

Marlen: (admiringly) Well put.

Coho: (confidently) Are you serious? Do you wanttm®w out all theory? Or just

mine? To successfully work for a liberated societg,need theory and strategy and we
also need each other. Our experiences and obsmTsatiay give us sensitivity to one or
more aspects of life in the United States, but #reyonly partial observations and cannot
provide us with complete pictures. Moreover, graywp in the U.S. affects us all
adversely. White male professionals become blinddst kinds of oppressions. Black
male professionals understand racism but havenhd glue to sexism and classism.
White male workers may understand exploitations bleuracist and sexist. White female
workers may understand class but not racism. Biaclale professionals may understand
race but not class.

(reluctant grunts from the group)

Coho: And not only that. Being black or lesbiaraaworker doesn't necessarily guarantee
that you won't yourself reproduce racism, sexisntlassism. While the oppressed often
understand domination relations in the oppreskes; tion't always understand the extent
to which being oppressed has flawed our own redatintuition and experience are
important, but so is theory, if we are to avoiditilting mistakes.

(frowns of defensiveness from the group)

Coho: And if Radfem adopts a monist feminist thedoegause she understandably fears
marxists will erase her concerns about women; aaichllopts a monist nationalist theory
because he justifiably fears feminism will overshaaoncerns for racial oppression;
and so on, then each of our approaches will be stemwsome way.

(looks of distrust among the group)

Marlen: But why not just enlarge marxism's scope?

Coho: No. Starting with purely economic--or purkigship, community, or political--
concepts will lead to seeing things too narrowly.



Marlen: But | can broaden my concepts.

Coho: Not enough. Unless you fundamentally reddfieen you will continue to
highlight labor divisions but ignore sex practicealculate wages but ignore cultural
identity; track unemployment but misunderstandsiage.

Ana: But | can enlarge my domination concepts nmarteirally.

Coho: Perhaps, but if you do you will highlight ptihose features of racism and sexism
that are analogous to political hierarchy. You willpose power differentials between
men and women, but feminists will be the ones &lym® women-centered mothering
and erotophobia.

Well meaning monists claiming to generalize themaepts only encompass the
economic (authority, gender, or community) aspéctloer activities. Starting with
economics, they look at the family as factory. @tgrwith gender they look at the state
as a complex of extended families. And so on. Argdor "expansionist” monism still
fails to capture the unique attributes of otheresph. When it is time to take action,
marxists often slight gender concerns, enlightdeednists procrastinate about racism,
nationalists blur class issues. Exceptions waslinaihie predominant trends. Monist
theory yields myopic movements coupled by flimdiaates.

What we need now is a new theoretical approachighatlusive, that corrects for biases,
that can be flexibly expanded, and that presentméragmented view of reality. To use
Radfem's analogy: we need a stew where all therdifit flavors are both separate and
distinct before they go into the stew but whichgwloined together, complement and
enhance the flavor of the whole.

Radfem: (sorry she ever mentioned the stew) OkFokget the stew, will you.

Cyn: (a new voice from the corner of the room) ES&me, but there's one thing you've
overlooked, Coho.

Nat: (frowning) Who's that person?

Radfem: (shrugging) Beat's me. Friend of yoursjeSof
Sofie: (curious) Never saw the person before.

Plury: (friendly) Let the person speak.

Marien: Yes. I'm interested in what Coho overloaked

Cyn: (cynically) Perhaps I'm being too negative yui've overlooked the fact that no
matter what the theory and how realistic a pictfre



society it gives, you're dealing with a very flawagman nature. Just look at the
conversation in this room. You can never be suégkss

Coho: (tongue-in-cheek, interrupting a variety mhayed responses) Well, then. In the
face of such an analysis, | guess it's hardly woetttinuing.

Marlen: What? I've got more to say on the subjeet's get on with it.

Nat: Right.

Radfem: I'm all ears.

Sofie: Nothing would please me more.

Neopop: Just make it quick.

Plury: My excitement knows no bounds.

(Coho rustles through her papers as the otherb@yand Cyn, apprehensively)
Dialogue #2: Following Chapter Two, "Community" "My History Disappears”

Coho: (summing up her arguments for the commumibese) Every human society, then,

generates a sense of its particular historicatdwgithrough complexes of cultural

activity. This social interaction in turn creatastihct communities whose interrelations

have included some of the most powerful dominaetaions in human history. But it is

wrong to think that different communities are homegous, or that they are not fractured

along gender and class lines.

Marien: (speaking first, as usual) Are you througbho? Because there are so many

holes in your holistic concepts of community thawill take me some time to refute

them all. Now...

Nat: (suspicions confirmed about these white foks) suspected, no matter what they

claim, in the opportunism of the moment, whiteist# have never taken the culture of

the black community seriously.

Marlen: (reasonable) And you are confirming my divaoretical suspicions, Nat. Your

commitment to nationalism, or as Coho puts it, ymonist concerns have made you

unable to analyze objectively. Marxists are pritegijpanti-racists, with a long history of

respect for black civil rights.

Nat: (with exaggerated politeness) You're not Imgame, as usual.



Your concern is opportunist. You hang your prinegbn your sleeve when black
people's economic concerns coincide with yours,thats nice. You respect my
economic and political rights, you oppose racismylow don't respect my culture.

Marlen: (correcting him) You're missing the poiite're talking about theoretical
concepts here and my theoretical concepts can abingt the economic changes
necessary for your liberation.

Nat: (controlled anger) Oh really? I've never quitelerstood that. Try as | can, when |
look at so-called Socialist countries | find a edrhistory of attempts to eliminate ethnic
distinctions in favor of a model socialist cultul@ use the earlier "stew" analogy--let's
not overlook the fact that when you put everyonthapot together, the result is one
thing--stew. Subsuming my culture, assimilatingsitactually the ultimate racism. My
history disappears.

Sofie: (getting pissed) But, Nat, I, for one, atmmgpthetic to your concerns. | think the
women's movement has made some attempts to addoes® in society and in the very
tenets of feminist theory. But it's difficult todesolidarity with black movements who
make no attempts to address sexism. Your earkporese that sexism is a white cultural
phenomenon indicates to me that you care less atwpigsue than | do about yours.

Radfem: (getting equally pissed) | could point many examples of communities whose
cultures engage in grotesque sexist practicesfrindin India, in the Middle East. The
failings of the women's movement around racism pafapared to what's been done to
women in the name of culture and religion.

Ana: (eager to attack) And, let me add, little ititen has been paid within the
community sphere to hierarchies and grotesque fofrasithoritarianism.

Nat: (on his feet) Once again you've confirmedrallsuspicions. Is it really sexism and
authoritarianism that angers you or fear of lo@hgour own "superior” white cultural
heritage? Are your racial biases so ingrainedybattoo fear, like the biggest bigot on
the block, that we will take over, marry your sam&l daughters, steal your culture from
you?

Neopop: (still hoping to move the discussion alowggll, there's just no point in
continuing if you're going to take the attitudettath whites are racist no matter what
their politics or their best intentions.

Plury: (trying to make peace) It does your conceimgood, Nat, to

alienate your potential allies. A more reasoned@ggh would serve you better.



Nat: A more reasoned approach? (exchanging loolks Safie and Radfem) I've heard
that before.

Sofie: (sympathetically) So have I.

Radfem: (wearily) Often.

Coho: If I may?

Nat: The voice of reason.

Coho: Correct me if I'm wrong but | would bet thafore we began these conversations
none of you had a way of incorporating cultural @gpts into your particular theories.
Racism was just something you felt you were agaBist as far as recognizing the
importance of cultural communities, | would imagmg presentation was largely new.

Marlen's response, for instance...

Marlen: (eager to clarify) | feel that introducittgs concept of community obscures the
priority of class and economic issues.

Coho: (countering briskly) Which means you underple impact of culture. (moving
on) And Radfem's response is...

Radfem: (firmly) The issue is still basically gende

Coho: (countering equally briskly) Which means traaism will not be of primary
concern to you either. (turning to Sofie) And Safieesponse is..

Sofie: (thoughtfully) I must admit I've focusedmparily on class and gender in my
theoretical constructs but I like this new approastund community.

Ana: (interested) | like it too but mostly for tivesights it gives me into cultural
hierarchies which | admit had been a little weakiynown mind.

C.C.: (considering) | agree. | had always beencatibf "socialist" societies for their
tendency to cultural homogeneity. But | can't gmnglwith Coho's formulations about
religion and spirituality.

Nat: Well, Coho, | think that about sums it up.

Marlen: (interrupting, eager to find a lever to @gho loose) There are other reasons |
am opposed to your community concept, Coho. | lsageeat deal to say on the topic of
religion. You criticize me for opportunism, but yaepportunism knows no bounds. If
there were



an Iranian fundamentalist in the room, | supposewould call religion a liberatory

force in history and we would all be required taviio Khomeini as a wise prophet and a
revolutionary leader. This is what happens whenlgol a solid economic analysis and
lose track of the real revolutionary force--the Wng class.

Coho: (amazed) Where in my entire presentation havgued for Khomeini as a force
for revolution? The man is a despot. So was Stalnd he's yours, Marlen.

C.C.: But he's not mine. (confident on this isd8@) | think | agree with Marien on this
topic of religion. | respect people's rights toi&et as they choose, but you will never
convince me that religion has any positive atteisutAnd | will continue to criticize it.

Ana: (with certainty) | agree. What could possibéyliberatory about irrational beliefs in
a supreme authority or authoritarian structuresghamote complete submission of the
individual will, often in service of the state.

Radfem: And what about the role of religion in egging sexuality and women?

Nat: Just as | thought. By denying any need fagiahs or spiritual life, you deny my
entire culture and then expect me to join up...

Coho: But | don't. | believe spirituality is an iogant part of life. | think all community
cultures must be given the freedom to persistgiaiis included. While | don't admire
everyone's culture and | don't like the idea ofredw and some other religious artifacts, |
think cultures with shrines should be defendedc@ifrse, my right to criticize them
should be preserved as well.

Nat: Sure, you support cultural diversity but adsgue that those you don't like will have
to change. Very progressive.

Coho: I argue for it, but | would never suggestrcow it. But | do expect that as other
spheres change, community cultures will changeeadk ¥et, | also believe that cultures
must be protected from outside interference urtlesg harm members who are unable to
leave. Cultures that practice infanticide, for epéamwould provoke opposition from
without. But | don't think such practices will pistsn light of changed kinship forms and
their effects on communities. All cultures that i@mgage in barbaric denials of their
members must be guaranteed the resources to eéheureeproduction even when
outsiders don't like them.

Nat: | think you're glossing over real differendetween us.

Coho: I personally hate religion based on renuiamaguilt, or authoritarianism.
Irrational beliefs administered by Holy Books andherity figures who interpret



doctrine to suit their own ends disgust me. Yetll defend their right to exist even as |
also defend my right to criticize these practickstortions of real spirituality.

C.C.: You interpret God and religion so broadlytthihthe content disappears. Then you
say you respect what's left. Your rhetoric cardehthe fact that you are really anti-
religion.

Coho: It's true I'm not the most religious persothie world but that doesn't make me
anti-religion. | seek cultural diversity not homoggy. | would not only defend religious
practices | dislike, | personally believe theraiglace for awe and spirituality in a
fulfilling life. What's rhetorical about includintpis under the label of "religion."”

Nat: But you do, despite these good intentionglliyrargue us all into one inevitable
culture. You say that blacks and Jews and Iristdafmed as such only by the existence
and extent of white or anti-semitic or anti-Irishtted. Since race is only a social
construct, then in the end you must think we omgdone culture.

Coho: I don't remember saying | was for assimifati®ure | think racism is social and
that races per se won't exist in a desirable futdosvever, the black community will
exist with it's own culture but it's membershiplwiépend on a complex of cultural
habits, heritages, attitudes and beliefs, not aisoskin. People you call "oreo's" will not
be members of your community.

Nat: | just can't see culture as only one amongynraportant elements. To me, cultures
are the foundation for whatever else we do withliwess. They arise from people's most
basic strivings--customs, language, folkways, tradi-how we deal with questions of
life and death, celebration and communication.

Coho: I've already agreed on culture's importaBeg your view prevents criticism of
your own community because you reduce all critisismwhite racist cultural attitudes.
And, as others have mentioned you overlook autiriaitism in many black religions,
and sexism and homophobia in some of your culfnadtices.

Nat: I'm willing to consider limitations in my mastifocus but, and here's my final point,
| don't think that any of you realize there is mtwe@vercoming racism than most whites
think. Most whites have more to learn from peoglealor than they imagine and it is
precisely

because they have not grasped the complex dynammised in what Coho calls the
community sphere and what | call nations.

What whites don't realize is that blacks just desht to be around them because of the
ways that racism invades broader white mentalggresbehaviors. You can analyze and
philosophize your marxist concepts 'til you're hilu¢he face; you can tell us that racism



divides the working class; that community divisiamy play into the hands of the power
structure and we're still not going to sit with yiathigh school, college, or workplace
cafeterias.

Radfem: | know what you mean. That's not much ckfie from the way women feel in a
predominantly male culture. Men's general behagipermeated with sexist distortions
and we just don't like it, even when overt sexisrabsent.

Ana: | would say the same for a hierarchical comityuiklow many of us can't stand to
be around people whose behavior in general isenfied by being bosses?

Marlen: Or capitalists.
Nat: It's not that we think whites are geneticadlgist but they do pay a price for being
an oppressor community and for rationalizing iteT$sue to me is still white people.

When it comes down to it, do you support black p@wesuspect not.

Coho: | support black power. Do you support ferm#sWill your community based
movements be able to unite with movements rootdddiories?

Cyn: (stirring in the corner chair) Excuse me.

Radfem: (losing patience) Who is that person?

Sofie: (frowning) | don't know, but I'd like to fthout.

Nat: (angrily) What's your problem?

Cyn: (long suffering) Human nature. That's my peoll Once again, you've each
reinforced my feeling that it all comes down togmralities and human interactions. You

are your own worst enemies.

Ana: (pleasant as always) The only human natutieisnroom that's becoming a serious
problem is yours.

Coho: Shall I continue? Or is the task ahead técdit for everyone?
Nat: You must be kidding. We were just startingébd along.
Marlen: Nothing is too difficult.

Ana. Nothing is impossible.

Plury: Everything is possible.



Coho: (rustling through her papers) That bringstines to the kinship sphere.
Radfem and Sofie: At last.
Dialogue #3: Following Chapter Three, "Kinship" "Wh y Should You Object"

Coho: (summing up the kinship category) Every dgdias a socially determined kinship
sphere which determines interactions between mémamen; the nature of sexuality,
childrearing, socialization, and procreation. Tharacter of kinship spheres change over
time and interact with and are influenced by ecoiappolitical, and community spheres.

Marlen: (still eager to begin, as usual) | am gladee, Coho, that you are aware of the
profound weaknesses in current feminist thinkihge tead much of their literature and
while sensitive to their cause, | have always adgagainst the ahistorical character of
feminism. Patriarchy is a constant throughout tigender dynamics are the motor force
of history. Come on. They call me economistic aexIgind but their theory makes them
totally blind to class differences.

Nat: Significantly, Marlen, you left out the racrsture of feminism. Most feminist
analysis in the literature I've read uses the tavoman" the way you, Marlen, use the
term "working man." You're both describing the exgrece of "white" women and
"white" working men. You don't address differencaimstances for women in different
communities, to use Coho's construct. You'll neagvince women of color that
feminists have any real interest in such analyses.

Ana: Significantly, Nat, you fail to mention tharhinism has contributed much to the
discussion and practice on non-hierarchical refatiand processes. However, feminism
has also failed, | think, to pay enough attentmthe political sphere, to use Coho's
concept. A great deal of feminism idolizes "femdlalits and argues for a separate
superior status through institutionalized matriggsh

C.C.: Besides, | just can't see sexuality as aclgsi of social theory. When parts of the
women's movement start arguing for homosexualithasiorm, or for heterosexuality as
the root of all evil, they leave me behind. Or tileer extreme is to elevate motherhood

while denigrating lesbianism. To me the natureexiusility in a society is

determined by economic and political structures.

Ana: Most authoritarian societies repress sexydégislate "normal sex,"” and legislate
against homosexuality.

Sofie: (wondering why she has to listen to all #gsin) That does it. | hardly know
where to begin. (Her eyes search the room, fintdagen) Marlen, your concern for
history would be more compelling if you botheredhttice the historical development of



thinking in the current women's movement. Many worage attempting to conceptualize
the different forms patriarchy has taken throughmetiominantly male-written history.
And what's so historical about your claims aboasslistruggle? You don't even look at
the changing composition of the working class cphgeu worship. Nor do you look at
changes based on gender conflict or race conesides while your concern for the
working class is touching, what, as Coho has indatd'socialist” society is run by the
working class? Are you really concerned with myigtéricity or with the possibility that
you may be dethroned. And by women, no less.

Radfem: I find your concern for the plight of blagkmen, Nat, just a bit hypocritical.
(on her feet) And if, Nat, you think sexism is aitghmale construct, and if you think that
white culture is so despicable, why then do yowdbgs sexist construct?

Sofie: And as a black woman, | participated in klpower organizations and the
oppression of black women in those movements b#iesincerity of your concern. Am
| going too fast for you?

Radfem: And C.C. | am touched by your commentssammpbort around sexuality and
homophobia which has caused the persecution anldsdeflarge portions of history's
gay communities.

Sofie: And Ana, while | respect the anarchist tiiadi | just don't see how your exclusive
focus on authoritarianism is going to help you ustind gender differences. If parents
are defined generally as authoritarian, what hetpslook at the difference between the
mother and the father?

Radfem: (not to be denied) And Coho, you focus iotobical differences as if even
mentioning them will result in fascism. Excuse togt, men and women are different
biologically. We could debate genes and sizes ahirand other such sociobiology
concerns but they only obscure the fact that wohae babies. Your theory leads to a
culturally imposed bisexual androgynous societiink there is a male and a female
principle which have roots in biology, and that one

principle is caring and the other prone to violer\es, men can sublimate their
maleness, but | think women have got to attaintgreafluence then men so that the
male principle can be kept under control.

Sofie: (taken aback) Now hold on, Radfem, | acteptneed to explore the concepts of
mothering, fathering and so on but | cannot acaeguiciety where "nature as nurture” is
the watchword. Your concepts, applied to all ofisty; relegate men to a form of
testosterone dominated beasthood. You never actepn's biological arguments for
women's inferiority, why repeat their mistake bpging that record over? Your concepts
still don't help explain why women were oppressethe first place. Why should bearing
children make women subordinate?



Radfem: But your dualistic combining of marxism dachinism has no room for
understanding sexuality and sexual preferencewesatfor female liberation. In fact,
they have no place in your homophobic, materialiagiproach.

Coho: (happy to expand this point) There is sometim what both of you say, but,
Radfem, by asserting a biological approach, youtralge assert that women naturally
nurture. Since in your construct, all femaledefiaetlvities have become positive, you
lead women right back toward monopolizing childrieg and other similar work. It's as
if we have moved from seeking liberation to trytogedefine our oppression as
liberation itself. Moreover, the biological differees argument can lead to other
problems.

Radfem: Like what?

Coho: Let's apply the biological differences fotmishe current heated issue of
pornography. If men are responsible for all thappressive in society, then pornography
is one of the ways in which men maintain the pathg--that is, through the threat and
practice of violence, particularly sexual, agaiwetnen and children. What course of
action does this analysis require of feminists?

Radfem: Eliminate the entire pornography industong with rape.

Coho: And all forms of sexual dominance?

Radfem: You won't get me to say that.

Coho: But you must admit that those kinds of cosidns are inherent to the biological

differences argument. And | just can't go alondwitit While | agree, and my theory
reflects this, that in a sexist society and in a

sexually repressed society, and in a homophobietsoihe free expression of sexuality
is difficult if not impossible, but | cannot agréeat pornography, which | define as
literature, art, or photography of erotic or sexaets intended to excite lustful feelings, is
inherently evil. That would be like saying becatls=economy is a male construct and
promotes sexism, we should eliminate economics.

Marlen: I'm beginning to be impressed, Coho.

Coho: It's the same thing with spirituality. Becausost religions are oppressive in some
way does not mean we should do away with spirityali

Marlen: You lost me.



Coho: This is why | continue to argue vehementlgiast monist theories. They lead you,
Radfem, to ignore the liberatory possibilities offpography and involve you in alliances
with people who are homophobic and erotophobic. ey require you to engage in
authoritarian struggles around censorship.

Ana: I'm appalled.

Radfem: | can begin to see what monist thinkinglead to but | don't think you're aware
of the dangers of your concepts. They lead yoatoifice serious attention to violence
against women on the altar of a liberal concerrafapn-existent freedom of speech.
Coho: I don't think so. | pursue an end to violeagainst women without denying that
women's and men's sexual needs and desires acaldotdeveloping a liberatory society
or overlooking the dangers of censorship. If tteat be done, why should you object?
Radfem: Because | don't think it's possible.

Sofie: | sometimes feel that men will always haldheir own self-interests.

Cyn: (from the corner) Excuse me but...

Nat: | knew something was missing from this disauss

Cyn: (more long-suffering than ever) | think itsiafe to say that each discussion helps
build my case. It's never going to be possibleytar all to respect each other's concerns.
You can develop the most sensitive theory, CohaovBien it comes to practice,

Marlen's going to identify with economics and therking class, paying lip service to
your other spheres. Radfem will do the same fodgerand so on. Endless fighting until

we wear each other down or all give up or becorstasan from the resulting cynicism.
| know. I've been there.

Coho: So have I. We've all been there. But youosgethose who have become cynical.
What about those who haven't? Besides, do you twaméllow in it forever?

Sofie: Not me.

Radfem: Do we have a choice?

Nat: Wallowing is not part of my human nature.
Ana: Nor mine.

Coho: And on that note, let's move to the econ@piere.



Marlen: (on the edge of his seat) Finally.
(The others exchange looks as Marlen watches Qgditeithrough her papers)

Dialogue #4: Following Chapter Four, "Economics” "History Shows It. Analysis
Reveals and Predicts It."

Coho: (summing up her discussion of the econonfiersg) So, while the economic
sphere involves production, consumption, and ationaof material objects, it also

affects people's personalities, skills, consciossnand relations with one another. The
marxist paradigm minimizes the importance of ogheres of social life to the point of
being economistic; it fails to provide conceptsdoderstanding the effect of various
kinds of economic activity on human development aeeds; it obscures the existence of
an extremely important and influential coordinatlass (pausing for breath)...

Marlen: (unable to contain himself) You exaggeratéhe most opportunist way in your
treatment of economics. Because some marxistar®mistic, then all marxists must
be mechanical marxists. That's like saying becaase anarchists use bombs, all
anarchists are mad-bombers.

Coho: Calling me opportunist doesn't address tlestipns I've raised. | don't deny that
most marxists add qualitative concerns to theineaac science, but they hamper their
efforts by removing it from their most basic guigliconcepts. For instance, | find nothing
in your labor theory of value that takes qualiti@® account.

Marlen: Well, I...
Coho: In fact, your labor theory of value reducksmatters to "hours of labor.” Quality

of work and consumption, mindsets and social retatiof workers and consumers have
no impact on a) values and ex-

change rates; and b) quality and character of whang and what we do.

Marlen: If you would let me get a word in...

Coho: While your concepts have resulted in rickestigation into classes, your final
class definitions have little to say about workglaelations except as they relate to
ownership.

Marlen: I...

Nat: And what does the labor theory of value havsay about the importance of

workers' cultural heritage, community identity, ahd often intense racism of the white
working class?



Marlen: You know my record in working against incauifferentials, divisions that
weaken the working class.

Coho: But your concepts prevent you from seeinglwakplace relations, job
definitions, chains of command, workplace cultwasumption patterns, and prices are
also patrtially defined by non-class forces.

Marlen: (confident) Of course we recognize the ingoace of seeing women as
economic actors. Big deal. Women are secretarigs oiten than men.

Sofie: (sarcastic) And capitalists are rich morterthan workers. Can you explain
gender divisions of labor? Or why, when men and woimold the same position, men
are paid more? Or why, when men take jobs that heea considered "women's" jobs,
those jobs suddenly change, not just in salaryidebeit in quality and status? Your
categories ensure that you don't ask those qusstioat you don't even know to ask
those questions.

Marlen: | think our analysis of the working clabsth women and men, gives some
insights into these questions and | fail to see...

Coho: Precisely my point. You do fail to see. Yaerdook influences that affect how
people see and relate to one another, the compleiiteople's different interests, and
therefore how we are likely to relate to politieald economic programs and events.

Ana: And you also fail to see that marxism has n@veractice meant liberation for the
working class. Your concepts recreate authorityattyics through a socialist state.

Nat: And you also fail to fully understand the wioik class because you are talking only
of the white working class. Much of what you thiulo, and say is geared to appeal to a
white working class culture.

Radfem: A white male working class culture.

Marlen: (not impressed) Your arguments expose falure to comprehend marxism as
a theory of the working class and, more importaraltheory for revolution and
liberation.

Coho: But what marxist guided revolution has beshldy the working class? And what
resulting society has been controlled by the wayldlass? Marxism has given us insights
into capitalism but it has failed to give us a ttyeof socialism. Your preferred societies
are run by coordinators, not workers.

C.C.: (on firm ground here) You're criticizing Lasm, not marxism. | wouldn't call
Soviet states marxist. As a marxist, | opposeaatht which subjugate workers. | agree



that orthodox marxism overlooks certain factorsymu fail to recognize that there are
marxist strains that have done much better, cowooiimunism, for instance. While we
are slow to understand the role of gender and we@re trying to expand and change.

Coho: But since you are a relatively small offshgour tenets are swallowed up by the
enormity of the marxist heritage you attempt totcaxtict.

C.C.: Complementary holism doesn't exactly havagelollowing either.

Coho: If that's still true when we've existed asg@s council communism has, then |
will concede the point. However, that isn't my oafiticism.

C.C.: I had a feeling it wasn't.

Coho: To me council communism is a merger of mana@sd anarchism in the same way
that socialist feminism is a merger of marxism &mdinism. Like the best socialist
feminists, the best council communists have alténed component theories to
incorporate economic and political insights patacly around the concepts of self-
management. But you fail to criticize all the fiags of the theories you combine. You
think the main weakness of marxism is only its Ingstistrategic baggage while you
overlook more basic conceptual limitations.

Marlen: (eager to reclaim the discussion) Thisusageous. You confuse lack of perfect
practice with inherent theoretical failings. Beaabsireaucratic states have usurped
power in certain countries, you want to throw dwg éntire marxist vision. A democratic
state

alongside a centrally planned economy will sengedlass which ultimately administers
it, the working class. After all, we are, by yowrmadmittance, Coho, searching for
theoretical constructs that give us the best chéorale broadest kind of success. From
there we can move to perfect it. If we wait to fitheé broadest possible lowest common
denominator theory we will wait until the cows cohr@me, the stew is a crust on the
bottom of the pan, the earth has disappeared ibhtack hole--use any analogy you want.

Coho: Why do you falil to...

Marlen: (only beginning to assert the weight otdrig) Let me finish. Nat, you claim
concern for the black community but you fail toidefand understand capitalism which
oppresses all people. To assert your culturaldgeiaind religion at the expense of a
working class revolution seems a luxury we canfffor@ In fact, many in your
movement argue for black capitalism. And Radfenurybeory ignores that men are
oppressed as well as oppressors. And Ana, yourythels you nothing about capitalist
encirclement. You are so worried about hierarciiesbarely mention poverty,
occupational health and safety, wages, pensiomiss@n.



Coho: But you keep arguing my case for me. Why @o'tilyou prefer theoretical
concepts that allowed you to do all of what you fiesscribed? Why argue for one that
largely excludes all or a combination of them? Wbyyou hold to a monist framework
and insist on its dominance? We've all seen how gentral planning works. It elevates
central planners, managers, intellectual workessthre working class.

Neopop: But someone has to administer an econoheyissue is: who do they serve?

Marlen: Quite right. In a capitalist society yowoedinators are tools of the capitalists.
Coordinators in a socialist society are in the iseref workers.

Coho: Coordinators won't exist in a socialist stycien your vision, they rule. Sometimes
workers in capitalism blindly serve capitalistst yeu have no trouble identifying them
as a separate and potentially revolutionary cl@ssrdinators too can be conscious of
their economic position and struggle for rulinggsa Marxism's focus on capitalism's
economic failures and celebration of central plagrays the perfect basis for
coordinator control of your so-called working classolution. Coordinators argue for
their superior intellectual skills when they promaentral planning, markets, or the best
economic

uses of technology. The Marxist program allows dowtors to offer some worthwhile
benefits to win workers' allegiance in exchangecfwordinator control. In Marxist
Leninist societies, for example, the state bureazconly took on the double duty of
planning the economic and political spheres becthese weren't enough coordinators to
do the job. So the state...

Ana: Became lord of all.

Coho: In many western societies, coordinators woeldble to administer a centrally
planned economy alongside a parliamentary statehwiould be in their interest.
Eurocommunists have dropped the notion of dictatprsf the proletariat, party, or
anyone else for just that reason.

C.C.: | can't argue with that. But | would not déise the societies you refer to as
socialist.

Marlen: (in disbelief) I'm in a vacuum of a-histmal nonsense. You ignore capitalist
encirclement and the poverty and illiteracy that hald back marxist revolutions. You
ignore that marxism is read, studied, and adopyeal fnajority of the world's population.
It has been the theoretical motor for huge histbfi@nsformations.

Coho: And | have continually given marxism its dBet we must critique the failings of
its theoretical concepts in light of our desirdotmng about true liberation for all spheres
of society. The Russian revolution has had decaflesstory to play itself out. The



problems in Soviet society can no longer be blasmely on outside factors. The Soviet
Union is a superpower. East Germany and CzechdskJaoth industrialized countries
when they had the Soviet model rammed down thdleaove throats, have the same
basic failings. If the marxism that informs thesedals is so good, why do these
problems still exist? Because marxism is a theeared toward the interests of
coordinators, that's why. History shows it, anaysiveals and predicts it. Coordinator
programs and so-called working class organizatisyglay it. (pausing to catch her
breath)

Marlen: (feebly but still not convinced) But mamxisias also shown that it can change
over time, that it can incorporate such recogngion

C.C.: And it is important to be identified with thtaadition. We live and work in a
capitalist country that obscures it's oppressiviemic values with rhetoric about
democracy and makes it difficult for people to dezeffect of capitalism on daily life.
Marxism has fueled opposition...

Coho: Yes, and it's not that all marxists won'trg it's that not enough will. What
changes have you yourself made, Marlen, even whdaruncredible pressure from
black power and women's movements. And, C.C., maskists would rather not include
you in their camp since you argue for things theg'treally want...like self-
management. The differences between you and othetists are so great that using the
term marxist doesn't really describe what you beli¢pausing for breath)

Marlen: I...

Coho: Marxism has been a powerful tool for undeditag the injustices of capitalism.
But the fact that it emphasizes capitalism's undiéization and misdirection of
productive capabilities can serve a coordinatowesas a socialist view. Coordinators
feel they can reorient technology and be more tdeiand humane by replacing
pursuit of profit with elite administration. And ma@m'’s celebration of central planning
or markets, productivity and efficiency, fits in \v&ith coordinator aims.

Marlen: I...

Coho: Yes?

Marlen: I'm thinking.

Coho: While you're thinking, why don't we move e fpolitical sphere?

Ana: (pleased with herself) I'm ready.

Marlen: (still thinking) I'm not.



Plury: | can see why. That was an onslaught. | alesit to side with
Marlen, just out of sympathy.
Nat: Not me. | feel the weight of history removedm my shoulders.

Cyn: (from the corner smugly) Excuse me but-(thmugrscowls at the figure in the
corner)

Coho: Yes, Cyn?

Cyn: You want history? I'll give you history. Hisyoshows there will always be bosses
and those who are bossed. It's human nature.

Sofie: (muttering to Nat) Again with this human urat

Cyn: Sure, | once believed that all this was pdesibhen | tried working with people,
organizing to build a movement for change. We sgismentire time fighting, arguing to
win out over each other. The result? No one couwddkwith anyone else. You can't
bring about

change with thousands of parties each made upeoperson. (Angry looks focus on the
corner chair)

Radfem: (on the edge of her chair) Want me to renthis person, Coho? | need some
exercise.

Nat: (halfway up) You want human nature, Cyn,slibw you human nature.

Coho: I'd rather discuss with Ana the weaknessé®iotheory regarding the political
sphere.

Ana: (sighing as the others settle down) Be my gues

Dialogue #5: Following Chapter Five, "Politics” "The Theory Is Often Better Than
The Practice"

Coho: (bringing her political sphere discussiomtdose) And so depending on the
character of the political sphere, people will Ierdrchically arrayed accordingly.
Whatever form the state takes, political relatiorikience not only the distribution of
governmental decision-making power but the consrieas which people bring to the
economic, kinship, and community spheres. And jgalitrelations greatly affect the
ways social institutions mediate and dissemindtanmation and misinformation.



Marlen: (a little daunted from the economy convieosebut still eager to begin as usual)
The absence of any economic analysis renders astacomcepts practically useless. In
addition, they are so obsessed with hierarchigstlaay anarchists oppose all forms of
organization, including democratic states, uni@msl political parties.

Sofie: (friendly but concerned) | have to agreehwiitarlen’s criticism of your lack of
economic analysis, Ana. But also, | find that ahamm does not provide a way of
understanding how state structures vary accordinatriarchal influences. And while
most anarchists oppose hierarchical relations lestween and women, adults and
children, they don't understand the bases of thesarchies as they stem from kinship
relations or why these hierarchies persist.

Radfem: (friendly but also concerned) I, too, heawend much to admire in the often
passionate and eloquent writings and actions afchisds against authoritarianism. But |
have to admit, Ana, that while individual anarchigersonally oppose homophobia and
sexual repression, their opposition seems to bedoa®re on opposition to state

intervention than a real understanding of the issreolved. Or to a commitment to a
non-heterosexually dominated society.

Nat: (dubious but friendly) I find your concern fiminority rights and concerns even less
impressive than Marlen's, Sofie's, and Radfem'sirédoalysis doesn't look at the
complexity of racial oppression, or how state dtites vary depending on splits in
community spheres.

Coho: That's certainly true. Like marxists, anasthtend to see only the ways that
community forms support the oppression they wamditoinate, not how they meet
human needs.

Ana: (responding in a friendly fashion) We anarthare often free and open to new
concepts so | have no trouble, unlike some of gwdmitting that I'm starting to like
Coho's approach quite a bit. Particularly it'si@sim of marxism.

Plury: Something's wrong here. This is all toorfdly. Ana: But...
Plury: Spoke too soon.

Ana: Let me remind each of you, in the spirit ofrcadeship, mind you, of a few things.
First, Marlen, you don't criticize state power arkplace hierarchies. Is that because
you believe in them? Have you carved a place forgelf at the top of one of them? And
Sofie, while | appreciate your supportive commentd the application of anarchist
tenets by the women's movement, | have also fouaidhhany women's organizations
and individual feminists stop criticizing otherswger once the have gained a little
themselves. Nor have | seen incredible effortshiewtomen’s movement to criticize state



power. | have seen more efforts to have equal adoethat power. And Radfem, your
theory simply posits a new authority--that of wonoer men, homosexuality over
heterosexuality. And Nat, while the civil rights wement was in infused with the spirit if
not the practice of democracy, the black power moargs were the most hierarchical
I've seen. Or is this a white construct? And Neopepll, you get the idea. Each one of
your spheres has not dealt adequately with questibpower.

Coho: Well put. | agree. But | think anarchistsmiselves could be criticized for the very
same thing. | don't think that anarchists suffdy &mom overemphasizing political
hierarchies as the cause of all others; or fomigilo recognize kinship, community and
economic spheres. Anarchists also fail to adeguatdcribe the state itself. You identify
intrinsic power dynamics but you don't then go @mnderstand the intricacies of
bureaucracy or the means of information

and communication control tied in with varying tgpe state relations. In short, your
analysis is too simplified.

Ana: (friendly to the end) So the theory is oftatter than the practice. | am already
willing to broaden my framework. But at the risks#feming monist, Coho, how can we
weave all these spheres together into one hotikith that avoids new forms of
dominance and subsumption?

Cyn: (leaning forward in the chair in the cornecah answer that. You can't.

Ana: (with a supreme effort at friendliness) We r@gpate your constructive comments,
Cyn...

Coho: (rustling papers over the hostile mutteridgstroying the friendly atmosphere)
Now, to continue on to society.

Dialogue #6: Following Chapter Six, "Society" "I Do Get A Uftle Carried Away"

Coho: (warming to her task in a summing up of tnergiths of complementary holism as
a method for better understanding societies) Andadism emphasizes that all human
activity affects all four spheres of human exiseer@nce more it asserts that any
hierarchy of influence in a particular society mostempirically demonstrated. Holism
recognizes the connectivity of spheres so thatrgghexist always in the context of a
whole that defines them all.

Marlen: (with renewed vigor) It still seems suiditame to throw out an already existing
powerful materialist theory. Your complementaryisiohpproach is all concepts and no
theory. Why not build carefully from an economiediny that is universal?



Nat: (not giving up) Still at it, Marlen? Why natke the community sphere and build off
that?

Radfem: (not giving up either) The kinship sphere.
Ana: (reminding them) The political sphere.

Coho: But it's true that we still need to apply gd@mentary holist concepts to generate
specific theories of particular societies.

Marlen: (challenging) What does your framework hgp to understand about the
Soviet Union, for instance, that | would ignore?

Coho: (taking up the challenge) You look at theiSbMnion and see a deformed
socialist society. The economy to you has soci#@ishs, the

state is a bureaucracy. You proceed to blame thets@s on poverty, capitalist
encirclement, Stalinism, problems located withia $tiate, prior history, or other
countries. You analyze in detail the intricate peais of the Soviet planning system,
bemoaning its centralization and subordinatiorh®Rarty, but you never see the forest
for the trees. The Soviet Union has neither a algitnor a socialist mode of production.

C.C.: (contributing) And as | understand it, Copoyur complementary holist approach,
correct me if I'm wrong, would give a completel§felient view. You would describe a
coordinator economic sphere in which planners, mearsa and other conceptual workers
occupy positions of ruling economic status. And yauld see a bureaucratic dictatorial
state which still in part administers the econoragduse in the early days there weren't
enough coordinators to do the job--and becausear®delf-management was anathema
to Leninists.

Nat: And, have | got this right, Coho, wouldn't yapproach allow you to see a complex
community sphere in the Soviet Union in which mityocultural communities struggle
for dignity against forces that seek to reduceucaltvariety to dominant Russian norms?
Assimilation with respect, you might call it, or necaptly, cultural homogenization.

Marlen: (with certainty) You are so obsessed witintaining your heritage, Nat, that
you fail to appreciate the struggle to create a sewialist culture.

Nat: New cultural forms that trample spiritual Ii@d whose aesthetics emphasize
socialist realism; this is not a culture | wouldHt to create.

Sofie: And, add to this Coho if | leave something, evouldn't your approach see a
patriarchal kinship sphere in the Soviet Union imak women suffer domination at the



hands of sexist men. And while institutional stawes differ from those in the U.S., they
are patriarchal nonetheless.

Radfem: And, if I've understood Coho correctly, émtire question of sexuality, sexual
preference, subtle and not so subtle gender dngdioroughout society would only be
peripherally considered by a marxist analysis.

Marlen: (holding fast) | am not convinced that apanded monist approach isn't the
most useful for our purposes.

Ana: But, if | may explain what Coho's getting atéx An enlightened monism in the
hands of a clever marxist simply expands a narrmmwmemic focus. Factory work as
first-cause gives way to production in

general, which becomes all economic activity wigores way to a concept that
emphasizes not only production and consumptiomdproduction in the factory and the
family, which grows to encompass production andaépction of ideas, people, and
culture.

C.C.: Even the definition of class, am | right, ©@pbxpands to encompass features
rooted in sexual, political, and cultural divisianfdabor. But it is all based on
economic/material features...

Sophie: And so it too narrow. For example, whemeaoaic concepts are extended to
incorporate kinship relations, they only addresskip attributes insofar as they are
analogous to production and consumption...

Radfem: To see income differentials more than daxoians of teenagers; job structures
more than courtship practices and marriage vowssidns of labor in the home rather
than violence against women. No expansion of ecgroased concepts will enlighten
anyone about erotophobia.

Nat: What's more, even the most enlightened meomésiries scare off activists. | must
admit, white workers don't coalesce around bladionalist ideology and certainly black
nationalists won't support class demands that aygpesoply to whites only.

Plury: But you've very neatly argued for my plusapproach--all these oppressions
exist and it's simply a question of picking thehtigpol for the job.

Sofie: If I may, Coho? The difference between dlam and Coho's approach is that the
latter stresses the fact that we all simultaneoutdgitify as members of classes, gender
groups, communities, and political hierarchies. Amd holistic experience of society
determines how we each relate to our surroundindsanat we expect from life.



Ana: For instance, Radfem asks questions aboutegemd sexuality, Marlen asks
guestions about forces and relations of producimhclass struggle, Nat asks questions
about culture and spirituality, | ask about positand hierarchies. But Coho proposes an
approach that makes it easier to ask more encompgagsestions and to see important
relationships--not just using one sphere here sphere there.

Plury: | still don't see the difference. | think I&ps just obscuring the issue unnecessarily.
Coho: Take the Soviet example again. The compleamghblist approach helps us look
at struggles within the Soviet coordinator classrdtie relative importance of market

and planning forms; between workers and coordisatger management prerogatives;
between

coordinators and political bureaucrats over cultdedinitions and rights; and among
genders over divisions in role structures fromehdiest days of the Soviet revolution.

C.C.: Yes, | think we're all beginning to see tlssbilities.

Coho: But what you're not seeing, | think, is...

Plury: | knew there'd be something.

Coho: Those involved in each particular sphere rhastble to understand not only the
concerns and dynamics of other spheres but theagitee effects of trends within
spheres on other spheres.

Plury: This is so confusing.

Coho: (with emphasis) And to see the implicatiohghese interactions on visions and
strategies for change. To see the impossibilitywliding a liberatory theory, strategy
and vision when separate conceptualizations andrtfvements are "out of sync”;
when their relationship is not complementary buaganistic.

Radfem: (wearily) You know, Coho, the more you a&guith us, the more you attack
Marien, in particular, the more | begin to seeshme dynamics that made me opt for
movement separatism. It all begins to sound saéhtian thou."

Coho: Perhaps | do get a little carried away.

Sofie: | must admit that | cringe every time yoaiestific analogies become almost a
basis for "proving" the correctness of your consept

Coho: I do get excited over my charts and sphéngs, don't mean my analogies as
proofs...



C.C.: Atfter all, Coho, what prevents the very isteness and flexibility of your system
from becoming as dogmatic as you describe ourgtgarticularly Marlen's?

Coho: I was just trying to...

Plury: And, as | said earlier, what keeps youreystrom being so abstract, so
intellectual that only you and a few others canstarctively apply it?

Neopop: On the contrary, | think the weakness did®system is that she says too little
about who would administer it. Who would take leatigp?

Nat: It's true that while | find myself developiageal affinity for Coho's approach and
it's potential I still can't picture myself involden organizing for voter registration by
talking about "social moments."

Ana: There seems to be something wrong with crgatitight intellectual system and
calling it a theory of society or history. It stitquires the arguing for and imposition of
one system over another. Our interpersonal dynaanesentered around one person
trouncing another, bludgeoning another.

Radfem: Instead of being more marxist than thouenfieminist than thou, more
theoretical than thou...

Marlen: (smiling) We can be more cohoist than thou.

Coho: Are you arguing that there is no differeneaneen a system which argues for the
exclusion of others, as each of yours does, aydtars which argues for the inclusion of
others, as complementary holism does? Betweent@nsyshich argues for the elitist
power of its adherents and a system that arguessagditism? Certainly there is
something grandiose about trying to enunciate arthef history when we know so little.
It's time to organize around a theory that recogmits limitations, that attempts to
generate a democratic movement around shared Walysking about the world and a
better future.

Plury: Sounds like a step forward from sectariafaigon, organizing around stars and
leaders, with temporary slogans and fears, andwatshared coherent intellectual
framework.

Coho: Exactly. Regardless of the dangers, we laeenbrace a theory and vision. We'd
better make sure that the concepts we choose aigefd, creative, and anti-sectarian as
possible.

(a pause, then a familiar voice from the corner)



Cyn: (softly, wearily) No one wants that more thaHistorically it's never been done.

Coho: (over the ensuing groans) Since you mentjd@yn, let's take a look at what
history shows.

(gloom begins to settle as they eye Coho happsiling through her papers)

Dialogue #7: Following Chapter Seven, "History"
"Like | Said; No Laws Of Motion"

Coho: (finishing her summary discussion of histang social change) And so, the point
is that historical materialism and all other momwisentations must be replaced by a view
of historical change that: sees at

least four essential spheres of social life instdaahe; sees fundamental change in each
sphere as equally deserving of being considerealuBonary; and sees accommodation
and codefinition as two way streets between sphserélsat fundamental and non-
fundamental changes will percolate from one to igthe

Marlen: (this is his turf and he is first, as ugudhink you have really lost it this time,
Coho. You cannot point to any inexorable processgarding kinship, authority, and
community that lead inevitably to revolutionary t@dictions. Why don't you finally
admit that economics directs historical developrsritccumulation causes
contradictions rupturing old forms and auguring rewes. Other social dynamics, as |
have stated, are important primarily in terms @fitleffects on economic occurrences.

Nat: (dubious) Stop right there. | admit | can'ifhdo a single process that recurs
repeatedly in all community spheres in the way yoat pinpoint the accumulation
process. But | can point to many social strugglaere nationalist aspirations played
primary roles. Or a combination of religion andioaalism. What about South Africa,
Iran, China, India?

Marlen: Just a minute here. Racial and nationahdyns operate to texture economic
dynamics which alone set the stage for change.

Ana: Wait a second, Marlen. Even in the Soviet Wntavas Lenin's party that played a
central role in determining that change would beshucratic and statist, not socialist.

Marlen: But the state was not the basic motor fange.
Sofie: Hold the phone, Marlen. Your evidence omngves that economics is causally

relevant, not that other spheres are irrelevahink we should look more closely at
relations between gender and class. We could obrtfand some laws of motion in that



relationship which would help us understand histdrchange better than the continued
assertion of economics alone as the basic motarfange.

Radfem: There's no question in my mind that theomfatrce in history is the striving of
men for power over women.

Marlen: That kind of blindness simply proves mymioWhat evidence can you possibly
have for that statement? The Russian Revolution&\Wihship laws of motion occurred
there? Don't make me laugh.

Coho: You each make the other laugh at your res@ectonist claims. | think, Marlen,
that your point can never be proven. What evidelwce

you have of a revolution brought about by the ferokproduction bursting social
relations of production? Your formula hasn't beenfied anywhere, any time. Where is
your evidence that in China or Cuba, for examplewing forces of production running
up against constraining social relations caused téeolutions?

Marlen: | might say the same to you, Coho. Wheeetlae laws of motion in Cohoism?

Coho: | repeat, Marlen, in what revolution havedehg forces brought about
revolutionary change? (pause) All right, you don‘tan't answer that one, let me try
another. Let's suppose that growing forces encauagtéozen relations could become
important. What if what you say were true for deyeld capitalism: that there exist
intrinsic economic dynamics which push developqatalist economies inexorably
toward revolutionary upheaval. Why are we thenddwte that only economics can
move societies with capitalist economies? Or timy ohanges in economics could bring
about other liberatory social structures?

Marlen: | repeat, Coho, you take your holism satlfi@t nothing precise remains.

Coho: But | don't claim to know precise laws oftbryg. Indeed, there are no precise,
always operative laws in the sense you mean. Wasa@amteresting things about how
the four spheres will interact no matter what sfpecontours they may have. We can
know what general kinds of conditions are impogshi#tween spheres or inside spheres.
We can discover that all societies of a partictype will always embody certain traits.
But we can't say, for example, that every sociatlyimevitably undergo such and such a
pattern of development, or even that every capitaltonomy or patriarchal kinship
sphere will always follow such and such a traject@ther spheres may interfere.

Marlen: Like | said, no laws of motion.

Coho: You may not like it that we can't enunciaté/arsal laws, but postulating violated
laws doesn't improve the situation.



Sofie: | can agree with that. Why enshrine inacieulaws? Even if we analyze certain
intrinsic characteristics of a particular type obeomy or state, we can't say with
certainty that those characteristics will alwaysmgpe in real societies.

Marlen: But why must we believe that the best we @ame up with is general assertions
about accommodation and co-reproduction and nottioig?

C.C.: Because while we can analyze specific sedethd determine what historical
pressures and trajectories are operating in thentan't do it for all time and for all
societies.

Coho: I would go even further. | would say that #mgory that treats history as if there is
a built in, unchanging economic script is a thetbigt ignores that the rules of historical
development are themselves historical.

Marlen: (in disbelief) Are you calling me a-histoal?

C.C.: I think she is.

Nat: | like the way this discussion is going.

Sofie: So do I.

Ana: | wonder why.

Radfem: I'm not sure | do.

Plury: Fits in with my thinking.

Coho: (insisting on this point) In every field atidy, scholars develop theories that
operate on many different levels. They make geribesries about the behavior of
solids, liquids, and gasses. They make more spehbifiories about compounds in
general. Or about particular compounds. Or abou¢ontes in general, or specific
molecules, or elements in general, or specific el@s) or atoms in general, or specific
atoms.

Radfem: Science again.

Coho: We can theorize about qualities of all larggisa or of all languages of a specific

type, or of a particular language, or about alictires of a particular type within a
particular language.



C.C.: But history is at a higher level of complgxitan chemistry, biology, or linguistics.
History involves all those things as well as liviiggans, thinking beings, elaborate
networks of institutions and ideologies.

Coho: Still, the analogy can work. When we theogeaeral classes of things like all
compounds or all languages we only discover braagipilities and make predictions
about ranges of possible outcomes. When we neeed datail, for more precise results,
we lower the level of abstraction and discuss paldr compounds or languages. Then
we discover more exacting rules which allow usrexdpt with greater precision and
detail. And the same is true for societies andhyst

Sofie: | see what you mean. We can theorize abmiéses and history in general or we
can look at specific societies like the U.S. We ldawame the basic spheres in society
economic, kinship, community, and political andw@uld use these spheres to theorize
about society in general and about specific evitratishappen in society--about
evolutionary and revolutionary patterns as theyrgmé both particular societies and
whole epochs.

Nat: For example, looking at the community sphesecan talk about religion in
general, catholicism in general, the catholic chutbe church in Nicaragua, a particular
parish, and so on.

Marlen: (unimpressed) You want me to believe thahe U.S., the Soviet Union, China,
Cuba, or any other country, there are noneconogmaurmics that significantly affect
evolution and the prospects for revolution? Whergour evidence?

Coho: There is probably no evidence that will coe you. If | state that the formation
of the working class in England was differentiadééahg gender lines because sexism
produced in the kinship sphere caused both malkes®iand male capitalists to struggle
to embody the same relations in the economy, parttiefend gender privilege as well as
partly to use gender hierarchies to support classutchies, you would probably reply
that no, gender divisions were produced only teda@ithe working class and had purely
economic roots. If | describe the Soviet Union a®eaiety that from birth was a social
formation with a dictatorial bureaucratic statéeehnocratic economic structure, an
initially fragmented community sphere fraught wigttism and pushed toward
homogenization, and a kinship sphere with the eatfisexism altered but patriarchy
intact, you would disagree. You see the Soviet b@g a society that had a socialist
revolution in the economy, that was pressured Ipjt&igst encirclement, illiteracy, and
poverty: i.e. neither capitalist nor socialist, babrdinator, and | would highlight the
other spheres as well.

We have such different pictures of things, Markéat | think you will never accept my
evidence. But for all your "weight of history" atite past predominance of your well-
developed economic theory, can you even explailggtes among coordinators,



coordinators and workers, coordinators and cepagly bureaucrats over planning and
markets in the Soviet system?

Nat: When, Marlen, have you ever adequately expthieligious and cultural
persecution or the positive dimensions of spirityand power of cultural
identifications?

Sofie: The limited access of women to positionpditical influence?
Radfem: The distortion of sexual potentials?
Ana: Stalinism?

Coho: The question of what constitutes sufficiantience to justify giving up an
established widely-held perspective is difficuittthe experience of the Soviet Union
evidence enough? What if that experience combiriddour theory of the coordinator
class can counter any marxist claim that Leniniemes the working class? | think we
have a plausible workable conceptual alternativieink complementary holism gives us
concepts that help understand things that mangsmores. But not only that. They help
us know that these are important areas of congidarim the first place. Complementary
holism aims to give a generalized theory of therafpens of history that will help us
delimit the ranges of historical outcomes. It maikg®ssible to theorize certain types of
institutions--economies or markets; communitie$mialism or specific cultures; states
or parliaments; kinship or nuclear families--torthmake predictions about general and
more specific social dynamics. And it can helpheotize about trajectories of
development, how spheres interact and change,land #orce fields that radiate
throughout society. Isn't that enough to warrawingj it a practical chance?

Marlen: I'm not giving up. Your methods give nogpities, no guidelines of focus. Going
back to our early and ever-popular stew analogy,wogot a lot of vegetables, meat and
potatoes floating around in a gravy with no waylécide which gives the stew its main
flavor, which to eat first, what to add later. Myncepts allow me to enjoy the stew even
though clearly the dominant flavor comes from hegfis a beef stew, lamb if itis a
lamb stew, etc.

Sofie: | will never understand, Marlen why you canariticize your own theory. You
argue for a set of laws of motion of some abstchpsat of society which you then say
will tell us all the important things we need tooknabout all of society.

Plury: | think, Marlen, you have made a strong das¢he rest of us to simply get rid of
the marxist framework.

Radfem: | agree. Talk about fetters.



Neopop: No problem for me. | left marxism behintheatime ago. Marxist class analysis
has become a handicap to a movement for sociabeh&ilass analysis, any kind of
group analysis, promotes dissension and tension.

Coho: Now hold on. It is one thing to note that samh marxism's central concepts are
flawed. But why overreact and reject all the ingsgimarxism provides? That is going
much too far. We need to improve marxism and ino@ie its positive lessons, not reject
it whole hog.

Neopop: No. | think we need to reject it becausenesd to unite people, not fragment
them. We need to respect differences and valusdats of polarities. There are many
different kinds of work, so why not value them allfe same for cultures and kinship
roles. All you're doing, Coho, is expanding the im@mof correct political lines people
must argue over. While Marlen would only criticize for having the wrong line on the
economy, you would criticize us for having the wgdime on just about everything. Why
not simply propose a liberatory program that oppa@skeimportant oppressions and invite
everyone to support it?

Coho: The danger of complementary holism becomisganother batch of lines, as you
point out, is real--although | have never claimieak ppeople should think, act, or look
alike. Quite the opposite. Perhaps you were dolzirtgin any event, your solution to the
dangers of sectarianism has tremendous problenchwithink cannot be corrected.

Neopop: | might have known.

Coho: Let me put this to you as a hypothesis. Qupecach to the fourfold core
characteristics in our society is to analyze thesmfthe perspective of those who are
oppressed along each axis and then propose aiternaions which are fully liberatory
for all.

Another approach, however, starts with the supjoosihat what is needed is to eliminate
certain specific ills so that a particular grougther than all groups, might benefit. My
claim is that whenever the group in this second@ggh is one of those at the bottom of
the hierarchy of the oppressed, liberation wilirnpossible without pervasive liberatory
changes in all spheres of social life. But if theugp is not one of those at the bottom, but
rather the coordinator class, then activists engi@gelevating this class to economic
supremacy could choose a politically effective pamg conducive to that more limited
end. And | claim that decades ago, the best ctiorca champion of coordinator interests
was marxism since marxism could deflect attentromfcoordinator aims even while it
helped coordinators organize other sectors totfercoordinator defined project. But
nowadays almost any sustained thinking about dasseals coordinators as important
historical participants, and so marxism, which Higts class analysis,



no longer serves coordinator needs well as it alictelt leaves too much possibility of
people noticing the role of coordinators--event&sas to prevent this. A better
ideological choice, in the eyes of some coordirgtesrto adopt some kind of populism
rejecting all class analysis in favor of "unity.f @urse, the marxist infatuation with
markets and central planning for allocation camdtained, though coordinators will also
want to emphasize the value of parliamentary deamyerwhich, of course, benefits
them most of all.

C.C.: It sounds to me like in current situations yut the economy first.
Radfem: | knew it.
Nat: | suspected it.

Coho: In analyzing the program of a specific clgss,. But only because | see an
emerging political program serving the economieti@sts of coordinators, under the
guise of a popular front.

Neopop: Who said anything about the economic istsref coordinators? | offer
constructive criticism and you label me an obsctisaenemy.

Marlen: Join the club.

Coho: If what | said applies to you, then | pleadlty of labeling. Changing society is
not the same as having a friendly chat. A greatidest stake. But | think | was only
suggesting the dangers of an approach which, fatevier reason, says that classes are
no longer relevant historical actors. There arenes@me who now argue that because
work is inevitably boring and regimented, we shogile up revolutionizing it and
simply diminish the number of hours we spend wagkirhile increasing the amount of
leisure time. Oppressions in the economic sphemaireas they were--we just suffer
them for a shorter period of time. This not onbks losing any chance of attaining
liberation in the other codefined and coreprodwusg@tkres, it ignores that work, freely
undertaken, is a critical element of a fulfillingel

Marlen: (sensing affirmation) So, you admit thechém working class leadership in
struggles to change history.

Coho: Of course. because | see that history hasi@ateconomic component. But our
movements must also be led by those whose intdreststhe elimination of all forms of
domination.

Sofie: You know, while | don't agree with Neopogfsproach, | must



say that | am getting nervous again. | can easi&\vghere your concepts, Coho, can
sound very plausible, flexible, and inclusive. Bxgre understands and is sensitive to
everyone else. But what if the person or groupeaigte using the theory are black
people whose experiences differ from each othemtiat locate themselves in the
community sphere. What makes them sensitive totier spheres? Because they've
studied and understood the theory? Maybe. But hlasgn't understood the experience of
white women or women in the garment industry.

Nat: And the same would hold true for white womehie kinship sphere. What
increases their sensitivity to community? They diive where | do or suffer in the same
way. Why would they incorporate the principles ofdefinition and co-reproduction in a
way | would applaud?

Radfem: What would make those concerned with sex@dérence issues incorporate
experiences of black auto workers, and vice versa?

Ana: What would make those addressing state posettiiat any changes in that sphere
were co-dependent on other spheres...

Plury: It just seems so impossibly complicated.

Coho: It's true that it requires a great deal. \Batare talking about changing society. We
can spend our energy branding people with simpliabels and manipulating people's
words and programs in sectarian ways or we camlistitically to familiar approaches,
decide that they are less desirable than they nbighnd openly and carefully develop
new and better beliefs and goals.

Ana: Back off. You've already convinced me.

Nat: | don't know.

Radfem: If | thought men would actually...

Sofie: I'm getting there.

Coho: Shall I tell you about my thoughts on visand strategy for a liberatory society?
Nat: Why not.

Cyn: (smugly) A liberatory society? That ought edpod.

(Coho rustles through her papers as the otherseaggrly)



Dialogue #8: Following Chapter Nine, "Strategy" "Is There Some Way We Can
Replace This Dumb Label, ‘Complementary Holism'?"

(Coho has just finished describing her thoughtsision and strategy. As the others are
busy making notes, gathering their own thoughtsttogy, Cyn takes the momentary lull
as an opportunity to set Coho straight on the questf human nature)

Cyn: (rising to stand near the window) No one reggmore than | having to say these
things. My entire life has been wrapped up in dathange. For years I've read, written,
and organized in the area of international relatidme seen radicals become fascists;
I've seen comrades become apolitical bourgeoifienteals; I've participated in
meetings and events where the internal debatemogledtthe spirit of almost all the
participants. | appreciate your efforts, Coho, ipafarly your sketching of such
comprehensive guidelines for developing visiona akw society. But | had visions once
too. So did many others. | believed fervently ia gossibility of a liberating society. |
fought for it. Now | look at countries | supportéitte China, and it just seems hopeless.

Coho: But the Chinese never created a humanisttypar even just a socialist economy.
Cyn: But they tried.

Coho: So did the Russians. You don't seem as leathmr their failures.

Cyn: So I'm a slow learner.

Coho: Perhaps. Or perhaps you were able to sethth&eninist failures were no more
proof of the impossibility of a liberatory socidtyan was the failure to create one in the
U.S. after our revolution. Or in France after their

Cyn: The U.S. revolution wasn't aimed at creatiogaism.

Coho: The Russian revolution wasn't aimed at angatocialist economic relations or
humanist relations in all four social spheresolight an authoritarian state, a coordinator
economy, a homogenized community sphere, and egdtal kinship sphere. The

leaders, at least, got what they sought. So didethgters in China.

Cyn: That's nonsense. Soviet activists believahetter world as much as we do. They
gave their lives trying to win it.

Coho: Of course, | don't deny the integrity of #utivists. They did desire equity, but
their leaders actually instituted social forms whiad contrary implications.

Cyn: Maybe there was no alternative. In China theolgts certainly sought democracy.



Coho: Perhaps, in the end, but for too many ydwg tised centrist organizations which
reproduced domination relations. Their challengesekism, state authoritarianism, and
class oppression were minimal. Their myopic cultpaitics corrupted their community
life as well as their attempts at democracy.

Cyn: That's not entirely true. During the yeargmathe revolution many struggled to
understand and create alternatives to coordinamirthnce. But they failed...

Marlen: You wear your pessimism like a crown ofrtie Look at what existed in China
before their revolution--starvation, violence, dedation, deprivation. Their
achievements were immense, unparalleled in history.

Nat: And what about Cuba? Some of the African mattoThere have been profound
changes that have improved the quality of lifeanmtries around the world. And in the
U.S. too.

Coho: In any event, why should the failure of tHern@se and other revolutions to meet
goals they never intended to meet, goals that wé& they should have met, dissuade us
from the possibility of a revolution that createlsatvwe want?

Cyn: In spite of what you say, it still seems thatmatter what we do, we will never get
what we want. The final outcome is always corrupksther human nature insures that
some will always rule and others obey, or unknowneds preserve domination even
though they let us alter the forms that dominatidihtake.

Coho: So your hypothesis is that people are inpa&el in ways that preclude creating a
humane society?

Cyn: It makes sense to me that explanations t@mblems may lie with human nature.
Nat: Is it Darwin's theory that makes you believatt or history?
Cyn: Both.

Coho: But there is nothing in biological understiagd of how evolution contours
organisms to suggest that a species would "wire in"

a trait that runs counter to its own perpetuati®eople might have capacities for
aggression, since these could have been usefuiglaur evolution. But it's hard to see
why they would come to innately turn these aggwestgndencies against one another.
It's infinitely more likely for evolution to havewgen us dispositions to seek to live
peacefully in search of friendship, solidarity, tonity, assistance, and defense against
other species. Greed against other species migte sense, but sociability within a
species would be more conducive to genetic su¢hassin-fighting.



Sofie: But even Coho talks of the survival of tieest.

Ana: True. But survival of the fittest doesn't meaeryone kills off everyone else. In
fact, it usually insures that within a species ¢hwill be a disposition toward mutual aid.
An appeal to evolution doesn't give us evidencafgenetically evil human nature.

Cyn: Then look at the evidence from history.
Coho: Yes, if we assume innately evil people, we @artainly explain Hitler. We can
explain exploitation, concentration camps, lynchisigvery, rape, and saturation

bombing. But can we explain the good that peopfe do

Cyn: Circumstances sometimes stifle our anti-san@inations or even cause our greed
to produce sharing.

Coho: So people do good things because instituaodsenvironments select sociability
over innate greed? From what we have said aboidtgtscinstitutions they would be
more likely to exaggerate our dispositions to...

Nat: Burn.

Marlen: Loot.

Radfem: Rape.

Ana: Rule.

Coho: I think your innate anti-social genes thesakes it very difficult--almost
impossible--to see why there is any good at alheworld. Your view of human nature

leads to a world of unrestrained evil.

Cyn: But if people are instead innately social uisgive and creative, as you
hypothesize, then how do you explain exploitatgenocide, race hatred, imperialism.

Coho: That's what theories of history reveal bywghg that what

happens throughout history depends on interrelati@tween "innately good people,”
complex environments, and social institutions. Evihot inevitable in all times and
places. It is produced and can be replaced.

Cyn: Suppose | could accept your argument thaettseno compelling evidence for
believing that human beings are basically so artias that a humane society is
biologically impossible, it still wouldn't increasey hopes. Dominating ways are so
entrenched that every effort to eradicate them tralysforms them into new forms.



Plury: It's sad, Cyn, that your belief in the irtability of injustice has become such a
bedrock faith, almost part of your personality.

Cyn: Perhaps your optimism is just blind faith, ang pessimism is based on reality.

Coho: No. I think many people are cynical about aamature or social possibilities
because a cynical viewpoint serves them well, moabse they have lots of good
arguments and evidence on their side.

Cyn: But there is historical evidence in favor loé tview that we can't create a good
society. No one ever has. And now maybe we've baghe wrong road too long to get
off.

Coho: People said we couldn't fly, but now theetakor granted. But you are right that
no one can prove we can win a better world shodioarig it, but | have good arguments
for why it hasn't been done yet that can give ysehdhe fact that you don't want to hear
them, that you choose a pessimistic option, igianalization.

Cyn: For what? I'm miserable this way.

Coho: People who believe in a better way of lifewrthat the way we live now is
criminal. Denial of freedoms, death by starvatiod axploitation, denigration of

people's capabilities are everywhere. If you saettiese outcomes are socially
produced, then you understand that every persondidsoas a result was effectively
murdered. Once you accept the possibility of aittgia humanist alternative, you have to
be a terrible hypocrite, coward or cynic to livespiaely with the contrast between what
is and what could be.

Cyn: | don't get the point of this.

Coho: If you only know enough to think that peogate evil, or if you convince yourself
of that no matter the contrary evidence at youpaksl, then these daily murders are
horrible but inevitable. You have no responsibjlity complicity.

Cyn: So we should all sing the Internationale aelile in the goodness of human
nature triumphing over evil? That's so pathetic.

Coho: I'm not suggesting it. It isn't that peogiewd leap to believe in the goodness of
human nature. It would be masochistic for peopleatiow in guilt over complicity in
crimes against humanity unless you felt you coalédamething about it. If you don't see
any way forward, then as a strategy for gettingt Iy probably most sensible to interpret
the injustices as the flip side of progress anderthk best of things.



Sofie: | know people who will be moved to tearsthy profound humanity of certain
characters in novels, or movies, or by people stony, even people they know. Then
they'll read about some atrocity and proceed tagdate all humanity as greedy
monsters.

Coho: lllogical but not crazy.

Cyn: But that's not me. I've actively supported smoents for social change. | want to act
but | can't anymore. | don't think we can succeed.

Coho: But why rationalize this inability by callingpople innately evil or by appealing to
inevitability?

Cyn: You tell me.

Coho: Well, some people rationalize wanting to apein mainstream society--to make
money, or whatever--by denying the efficacy of lggiadical. Ordinarily the one-time
leftist turning to journalism, or running for ofé¢or otherwise trying to be comfortable
in the midst of humanity's crimes will denigrate be his past as utopian childishness.
Trying to make it in society is rationalized aseawfound maturity about what's possible.

Cyn: Once again, that's not me. | have no desireotd in mainstream society to prove
that | am a mature person.

Plury: But you argue that it proves you are a stialiperson.
Cyn: Yes, because it does.

Coho: Perhaps, but maybe there is something abeuasks required to be effective
activists that you don't want to admit are nee@dhat you don't want to do.

Cyn: Perhaps | don't want to spend my time on aar¢hlosing battle, constantly looking
at pain and suffering that | cannot put a stop to.

Coho: First, as a feeling person who has had tperymnity to learn what is really going
on, can you find sustenance in maintaining injeséind degradation, or in looking the
other way? Would you have felt

better watching the Vietham War on the six o'cloekvs? Could you have said to
yourself, "since | can't know positively that argtian | take will stop the war, | won't act
at all even though | know how evil it is?" Or "s@nevil will always dominate, why
bother? There will be another war, and anotheraaodher.” After all, no group of
people in the U.S. had ever previously stoppedjtvernment from waging a war it
wanted to wage. It seems to me that even if the edae against stopping the Vietham



War, that it was better to take a shot at it, thae up. But, second, we did help end the
war. You did have an impact. And there is no colimpgeleason to think we can't have an
effect again and again, not only on individual e policies, but once the great mass of
people are involved, also on their underlying cause

Cyn: Abstractly, | suppose | can agree that makeeaots of my cynicism lies in
rationalization rather than hard evidence. But #tdltdoesn't make me want to rush back
to the barricades...In fact, | feel paralyzed int&ction, pained and depressed by both
choices.

Coho: But opposing oppression doesn't have to radiéetime of suffering. How can we
persuade others to work for a better world if we lives of pain and suffering, isolation
and boredom. We don't have to ignore culture, mp&rcsonal relationships, food,
beauty, humor, and sports, even interesting workadt, involvement, community,
purpose, and a sense of humor can enhance oureshitihmeasurably.

Neopop: (who finds Cyn a lost cause and has hadgim&peaking of abilities, and
while | appreciate your efforts to lift Cyn's sparil really do have to get back to my work
at which | am indispensible.

Marlen: (eager to discuss Coho's presentationssiorvand strategy) Speaking of
interesting work, your discussion of participatptgnning raises many points which |
would like to discuss at length.

Radfem: (rustling through papers to find visionamer) Speaking of personal
relationships, your notion of extended familieslddae enhanced if we. . .

Nat: (waving papers) Speaking of art, | was impeddsy your arguments for diversity,
although your hopes for. . .

Sofie: (arranging charts on the floor) While | wblike to consign your notion of fields
of force to the dustbin of a Hollywood Star Warstiog room, | do like this business
about codefinition and coreproduction. We shoulplyg even more generally . . .

C.C.: (rising and stretching) | think this econowision with the concept of equitable job
complexes is very good. But how. . .

Radfem: (rereading the kinship visions section)ti@nquestion of sexuality, you clearly
aren't familiar with issues of erotophobia which. .

Nat: (on the edge of his seat) When it comes igic#l, you have a way to go. Clearly
you've never had a religious day in your life. Bute elaborate. . .



Marlen: (taking a few volumes out of the bag hegea@d to bring along) Mind you,
Coho, I don't agree with your methods but | thirdouild assist you in enriching your
analysis to provide a deeper and more comprehensia. . .

Sofie: (frowning) This label complementary holisiti® all wrong. It's. . .

Nat: White.

Radfem: Male.

Marlen: Middle class.

Ana: Religious-sounding.

Plury: A mouthful.

Neopop: Inefficient.

C.C.: Strange.

Sofie: Dumb.

(Comments are beginning to fly fast and furiousyttee group gets involved in the vision
and strategy sections. Then a familiar voice framdorner quiets them down.)

Cyn: (tentatively, still holding on to the cloak ©fnicism that has become a security
blanket) Excuse me. | just wanted to say, withaib@ too negative, that this vision
chapter is somewhat naive and utopian. While Iiteh planning to leave for an
appointment, | could stay a few minutes more t@ lpgbvide a more realistic look at the
possibilities. . .

Ana: Minutes? This is going to take longer thart.thhave quite a bit to contribute to
Coho's limited vision around hierarchies and deaedining political forms which she
obviously has little experience in. . .

Cyn: (on the verge of sliding back into the depirg)ess | could stay another hour.

Sofie: (only beginning her critique) Hours? Weakking about days.

Nat: Weeks.
Radfem: Months.

Cyn: (aghast) Months?



Plury: A year maybe.
Nat: In fact, we need another book. This one idtog already.
Cyn: (getting frantic) Another book?

Sofie: As a matter of fact, | have a few friendsowlould enjoy participating in further
discussions of vision and particularly strategy ad could provide insights into the
kinship arrangements. . .

Radfem: Since | am outhnumbered around questiossxafality,i know some people who
could enlighten the discussion around. . .

Cyn: (worried) More people?
Nat: Exactly my thoughts with regards to racism #reldiscussion of the community. . .

Ana: My thinking also around hierarchies . . . bkinsome people who could really assist
in the. . .

Cyn: (fighting off a returning cynicism) More peefl Are you kidding? | can see it now,
a hundred people in this room all arguing . . i&dflot a hundred. More like twenty-
five.

Cyn: Well, I. ..

Marlen: (eager to get on with it) Now that we'veesgl that we need more people and
another book, and let me say | can contribute & department, | want to say a few
words, Coho, in our remaining time together, alibatreductive nature of your strategy
discussion where you equate strategies for econmwatution with a game of tic tac
toe.

C.C.: Well said, Marlen. | really must object te thotion of strategizing a working class
revolution around a chess board.

Plury: And basketball? Am | supposed to organizepmgple into sports leagues and then
explain how each offensive play is really a planrévolution? It's so . . .

Ana: Opportunist. Not to mention the competitivalldse mentality it suggests. | really
want to discuss this entire notion of strategy@swe presented it, Coho.

Coho: (couldn't be happier) Glad to, Ana. Clealhig is a stumbling block for many of
you. You are equating analogies with actual pract8ince | think strategy is extremely
important, and | am hoping we can refine it in tlext book you have been talking about,



| do think that we need to understand what | artirgeait in my sports/games analogy. If
| may demonstrate . . .?

Cyn: (clinging to old habits) Demonstrate? Suredy ylon't expect us to play . . .

Coho: (drawing on a large pad of paper) Now asd isamy presentation, there are
simple strategies (draws tic tac toe) and thereangplex strategies (draws basketball
play board) Now let's say that Nat, Radfem, andeSatk the offense and Plury, Neopop,
and Marlen are the defense . . .

(the group gathers around, clearing chairs and mgakotes on the backs of pages)
Coho: In a basketball strategy we are working with

Nat: Yes, we got that part.

Radfem: Tie in the analogy with some actual pditgtrategies, Coho.

Ana: Let's have examples.

Cyn: (still in the corner chair, speaking withoonheiction, almost as a question) This
isn't going to work . . .

Coho: Oh, but it is.

(We continue on with the discussion and we antteipaany more as our arguments
develop and Coho's strategy board becomes incghasiomplex.)
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