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Without social movements and wider struggles for progressive social change, the field of Geography would lack
much of its contemporary relevance and vibrancy. Moreover, these struggles and the geographical scholarship
that engages with them have changed the philosophical underpinnings of the discipline and have inflected the
quest for geographical knowledge with a sense not only of urgency but also hope. This reader, intended for
advanced undergraduate and beginning graduate courses in Geographic Thought, is at once an analysis of
Geography’s theoretical and practical concerns and an encounter with grounded political struggles.

This reader offers a fresh approach to learning about Geographic Thought by showing, through concrete
examples and detailed editorial essays, how the discipline has been forever altered by the rise of progressive social
struggles. Structured to aid student understanding, the anthology presents substantive main and part introductory
essays and features more than two dozen unabridged published works by leading scholars that emphatically
articulate geographic thought to progressive social change. Each section is introduced with an explanation of
how the following pieces fit into the broader context of geographic work amidst the socially progressive struggles
that have altered social relations in various parts of the world over the last half-century or so. Doubly, it places
this work in the context of the larger goals of social struggles to frame or reframe rights, justice, and ethics.
Geographic Thought provides readers with insights into the encounters between scholarship and practice and aims
to prompt debates over how social and geographical knowledges arise from the context of social struggles and
how these knowledges might be redirected at those contexts in constructive, evaluative ways.

The reader is unique not only in knowing Geographic Thought through its progressive political attachments,
instead of through a series of abstract “isms,” but in gathering together salient works by geographers as well as
scholars in cognate fields, such as Nancy Fraser, Chantal Mouffe, Iris Marion Young, and Jack Kloppenburg,
whose own engagements have proved lasting and influential. For researchers and students interested in the
connections between theoretically informed work and the possibilities for bettering people’s everyday lives, this
book provides an innovative and compelling argument for why Geographic Thought is valuable and necessary.

George Henderson is a human geographer who teaches and writes about the political economy of American
capitalism. He is the author of the book California and the Fictions of Capital (Temple University Press paperback,
2003) and is Associate Professor of Geography at the University of Minnesota.

Marv Waterstone is Associate Professor of Geography at the University of Arizona. He was also the Director
of the University of Arizona’s Interdisciplinary Graduate Program in Comparative Cultural and Literary Studies.
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“The philosophers have only interpreted the world,
in various ways; the point, however, is to change it.”

Karl Marx, Theses on Feuerbach (1845)
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If you are holding this book in your hands there is a strong possibility that you either teach or are taking a
course in Geographic Thought (or Philosophy of Geography, or History of Geographic Thought, or some
such designation). If this is not you but you have picked it up curious about what “geographic thought” might
mean, well, this book is for you too. Virtually all attempts to characterize geographic thought and its histories
are in our view a response to the question: “Is geographic thought good to think?” Reviews of both
programmatic and substantive work by geographers over time have documented the changing contents and
directions of the discipline as various scholars have contended to put forward their particular perspectives
on what makes the discipline relevant and compelling; that is, their versions of “What makes geography good
to think, for whom, and for what purposes?” This book is our answer to this crucial question. And the answer,
in short, puts a premium on Geography's and geographers’ relationship to social and political struggles. Just
why we take this approach we hope will become clear in the pages to follow.

We begin here by offering a brief guide to the contents of the book. Next, we offer, for two reasons, our
thoughts about what differentiates our approach from others that have preceded us. First, we want to make
clear our own sense of a particular stand vis-a-vis an important role for scholarship in general and geographic
scholarship in particular. Second, we want to take the opportunity at the outset to alert readers to a number
of excellent works that pursue different paths in exploring the history of geographic thought and scholarship.

A BRIEF GUIDE TO THE CONTENTS OF THE BOOK

This volume is, on the one hand, an anthology of essays, all previously published (some are classics)
and, on the other hand, a series of our own “editorial” essays that describe how we envision Geography.
You will see that our sense of the discipline, especially our sense of what makes it “good to think,” depends
utterly on the fruits of those whose work is strongly connected to struggles for social change. We can
put this very succinctly: It is not possible to describe what Geography has become in the last thirty years
or so without acknowledging that it has come of age with movements for progressive political and social
change. Apart from writing the editorial essays our efforts therefore have been directed at locating published
exemplars that help to spell out why progressive social change is a good thing; why struggle is necessary;
and why struggle is not only a material process but involves developing and refining concepts through
which to understand social-political strategies and goals. (That action also begets thought is, then,
an important supplement to the quote from Marx in the beginning pages of this book.) There are two
notes about these readings. First, because it takes time for authors to develop the connections among
these things, and because we think readers have the right to witness and be affected by how one
aspect of an argument leads on to the next, we opted early to include whole, rather than abridged essays.
This means fewer but perhaps more satisfying selections. Second, we make no claim to a comprehensive
representation of the social struggles documented or participated in by geographers. What we did do is
attempt to include works that clearly argue why and how social struggle, as such, is so prevalent and how
and why the struggle to change the world is intimately linked to the struggle to understand the world in
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new ways. As for our own editorial essays stitching the book together, these are the result of our joint work—
discussion, debate, writing, and revision—though one or the other of us at various times took the lead in
writing drafts.

The book is divided into three main sections, two of these are broken into distinct parts. These are all
preceded by introductory essays which we hope helpfully develop the particular themes that comprise the
book and set into motion discussions that you can move forward in your own ways. In Section 1, we explicitly
lay out the conditions for an argument that geographical thought is good to think as part of a project of
progressive social change, struggle, and activism. We establish these conditions by examining a number
of key pieces of scholarship that both constituted and elaborated a key turning point in the field in the late
1960s and early 1970s (variously termed the “interpretive” or “normative” turn). Section 1 (our editorial
essay and the readings themselves) articulates our notion of geographic thought as always political. We
include in this section three seminal pieces (and a discussion of a fourth) that represent early statements
about essential elements of interpretive/normative geographic scholarship: the nature of knowledge and
knowledge production, the politics of scholarship, the personnel involved in knowledge production, and the
practices and methods of geographic work.'

The interpretative essay and readings in Section 2 take up the inter-related issues/themes concerning
what is at stake in such a politicized conception of geographic thought. Here, working on the recognition
that scholarly work is always (and inevitably) closely intertwined in political and social contexts, we turn to
the kinds of questions that must be raised in order to help insure that scholarly work serves progressive rather
than regressive purposes. The essay and readings address such matters as: How is progressive social
change to be recognized and evaluated? How might scholarship and activism be helpful in enabling such
change? What are the implications for the practice of geography?

In the essay and readings for Section 3 of the book, we are interested in moving the theoretical and
conceptual orientations developed in Sections 1 and 2 into the realm of geographic practice in order to begin
to understand the myriad potential links between knowledge and progressive politics. We utilize a three-
part analytical framework to distinguish pieces of empirical scholarship and the social change struggles
with which they intersect. The framework is based upon three different (though complexly inter-related)
“worldviews” of both sources of oppression, as well as mechanisms for remedy and redress: those based
upon rights, upon justice, and upon ethics. Readers anxious to know what we mean by these may jump ahead
to the introduction to Section 3.

OUR DEPARTURE FROM CONVENTIONAL APPROACHES

There are numerous accounts of the rise of modern Geography and its changing fortunes over the last 150
or so years. We enumerate several of these here, in part to guide readers to these excellent sources, and
in part to help differentiate explicitly our approach to the topic of geographic thought from those taken in
these other efforts. Many of these works take what has been termed an “isms” approach (positivism,
humanism, structuralism, post-structuralism, etc.), a research paradigm approach (models or theories in
urban, social, cultural geography, biophysical, geographical information science [GIS], etc.), or the two
approaches in combination. Examples of books that take these approaches are Peet's Modern Geographic
Thought (Blackwell, 1998), Holt-Jensen's Geography: History and Concepts (Sage, 1999, 3rd edn),
Johnston's Geography and Geographers (Arnold, 1997, 5th edn), Cloke et al.'s Approaching Human
Geography (Guilford, 1991), Unwin's The Place of Geography (Longman, 1992), and Stoddart's On
Geography and lts History (Blackwell, 1986).

An alternate route, however, is taken in Hubbard et al's Thinking Geographically (Continuum, 2002),
Gregory's Geographical Imaginations (Blackwell, 1994), and Gillian Rose's Feminism and Geography
(Cambridge, 1993). These works, just to give a few examples, inquire into how geography’s discursive
practices differentially constitute its objects of study: map, text, region, city, place, landscape, body, etc. We
note that most existing readers in geographic thought take one or all of the above approaches—e.g. Agnew
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et al's Human Geography: An Essential Anthology (Blackwell, 1996) or Barnes and Gregory's Reading
Human Geography (Oxford University Press, 1998).

In addition, geographic thought has been written, per Livingstone's The Geographical Tradition (Blackwell,
1992), as a critical, social-spatial history of ideas, focusing on the relations between science, scientific
practice, and society and drawing upon the field of “science studies.” More specialized books on the
disciplinary history of geography are also available, especially those placing the professionalization of the
field in the context of nationalisms, imperialism, and militarism (e.g. Godlewska and Smith's Geography and
Empire [Blackwell, 1994]; see also Livingstone's The Geographical Tradition [Blackwell, 1992]).

These books are all excellent in devising ways of imagining geographic thought, and they have charted
expertly the shifting intellectual terrain of the discipline: (1) from its early concerns with an organicist view
of society growing out of Darwin's, Spenser’s, and Lamarck’s new formulations of biology, evolution, and
natural selection (e.g. Ratzel, 1896); (2) through encounters with environmental determinism (e.g. Semple,
1911; Huntington, 1924; see also Peet, 1985 for an assessment of environmental determinism); (3) the early
forms of the man/land (human/environment, nature/society) interaction studies (e.g. Marsh, 1864; Geddes
1898; Barrows, 1911); (4) the rise of cultural and regional geographies (e.g. Sauer, 1925; Hartshorne,
1939); (5) the so-called “quantitative revolution” and its aftermath (e.g. Schaefer, 1953; Burton, 1963; also
see Gould, 1979 for an assessment of this critical transition period), including our main concerns here.

While these works provide very useful descriptions of the changing nature and content of the discipline,
and while a number of them take up the more recent scholarship in Geography, none take the “interpretive
turn” referred to above (which touches virtually all of them) into deep enough territory so as to: (1) explicitly
and in a sustained way draw the connections amongst knowledge, social struggle, goals and strategies, and
processes of moral justification; and (2) de-purify and adulterate the epistemologies through which we
usually characterize the field (i.e. we want to make clear in what follows the constant interplay between
scholarly knowledge and the political, social, and cultural contexts in which it is produced and put to use).

In asserting this, what we are basically asking is the following: Instead of an imaginary that organizes
geographic thought around different theoretical and conceptual approaches, what happens if we say it is
organized around different sorts of political and moral commitments and is transected by movements for
social change? In asking this question we do not deny that there is a tradition of work in geography that
theorizes positivism or humanism, or Marxisms or feminisms, and so on. Clearly there is such work, just as
there is work that scrutinizes ontologies of space, landscape, scale, ecology, body, subject, city, region,
nation, etc. But we do not seek to simply describe all that can be found in the discipline. We seek, like
virtually anyone who attempts to craft “geographic thought,” a useful imaginary. Geography's paradigms,
concepts, methods, and/or history have all served as that imaginary. We want to alter the playing field so as
to look at how processes of social struggle, including geographic research allied (implicitly and explicitly)
to various struggles, constitute (geographic) knowledge as part and parcel of their politics. In depicting this
kind of praxical imaginary, we would add that, in fact, knowledges constituted out of struggle are not bulwarks:
feminisms, Marxisms, humanisms, environmentalisms, postcolonialisms, and so on, travel through these
knowledges, and are reworked by them. The same is true for the ontological reworking of geographical “key
concepts.” It is our expectation that the approach to geographical thought that we take brushes up against,
and recontextualizes, other approaches; it does not utterly forsake them.

Having said all this, there are two recent books with which ours might be compared, both having a family
resemblance to our project. The first of these is David M. Smith’s Moral Geographies: Ethics in a World of
Difference (Edinburgh, 2000). In this work Smith does three important things. First, he spatializes and
historicizes (i.e. materially situates) moral theory. He then devotes a chapter to each of several basic
geographic concepts (e.g. territory, distance, environment), each signaling an always-already differentiated
world, as opposed to the homogenous plain demanded of certain strains of abstracted moral reasoning, and
develops the implications that these have for moral thought. Third, he works out these implications through
a series of international case studies, sometimes of movements and sometimes of contentious policy. We
conceive of our project as augmenting Smith’s and also offering a different point of emphasis. As should be
clear, this book concerns the issue of what moral turns are called upon by different sorts of collective politics
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and movements. In the works we have assembled that engage this issue (including a pertinent paper by
Smith), we observe that geographical (and other) concepts are also summoned up. We therefore offer a
different point of entry.

The second comparable work is Alison Blunt and Jane Wills’ Dissident Geographies: An Introduction to
Radical Ideas and Practice (Prentice Hall, 2000). While this book is organized around a set of radical
epistemologies (e.g. anarchism, Marxism, feminism, queer theory, postcolonialism) it devotes considerable
attention to the social and political movements and events that gave these epistemologies their warrant. It
therefore goes much further in this direction than other “isms” books on geographic thought. We believe
that our project complements Blunt and Wills’ work by giving perhaps greater play to the idea that the
politics of becoming cut across both different epistemologies and different social collectives and alliances.
Also, given the fact that this book offers both primary readings and editorial essays we hope students will
have greater opportunity to grapple with more of the existing literature and the subtleties that lie therein.

George Henderson, Minneapolis
Marv Waterstone, Tucson

NOTE

1 Readers will also find in Section 1 the first of several “text boxes” that point toward the work of additional
scholars engaged with the issues under discussion.
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A FEW WORDS ON THOUGHT ITSELF

Before we begin our substantive discussion of geographic thought, it is useful to spend some time on the notion
of thought itself, on how we might distinguish scholarly (including geographic) thought from other modes of
thinking, and finally, how we might distinguish geographic thought from other types of scholarship.

Is there something that characterizes scholarly thought, and distinguishes it from non-scholarly thought? It is
clear that scholarly thought can be distinguished in terms of who produces it (quite circularly, scholars, on which
more momentarily), for whom it is produced, and with what intent. The producers of scholarly thought are often
conscious of themselves as engaged in producing “scholarship” or intellectual thought, and are usually aware of
the likely audience for such products. In addition, such producers (scholars) typically have a purpose in mind
when they engage in scholarly work, from such general notions as “advancing knowledge” to more concrete
attempts to address specific problems. Usually, though by no means always, societies have authorized some
members to produce scholarship, and have developed more or less formal mechanisms for determining who is
so authorized. One predominant mechanism is the educational system, and the credentialing that typically
accompanies this form of legitimation. Once designated as “scholars” these individuals are often accorded the
time necessary for cogent reflection, and their output (at this point often evaluated by their peers) can be designated
scholarship. We are also cognizant of, and want to note here, the exclusionary implications of these kinds of
credentialing processes. As we examine below, the production of knowledge and its designation and acceptance
as legitimate and useful often constitute important sites of struggle.

This kind of orientation to knowledge production then leads to thinking about scholarship (including geographic)
in a way that emphasizes its embeddedness (always-already) in a Gordian knot of knowledge, practice, politics,
and personnel. Considered in this way, it is clear that knowledge always has a social component and that it is always
for something and arising in particular material contexts. One way of looking at the trajectory of scholarship in any
field, then, is to trace the shifting struggles over who constitutes an authorized scholarly voice, what counts as
scholarship, and what scholarship is for. In accounts that simply describe the leading figures in a field, the major
“schools of thought,” the evolution of sub-disciplinary specialties, or the changing constellation of big concepts,
these contested aspects of the historiography of a field often remain hidden or under-developed. Here we pay
special attention to geography as a formal discipline historically linked to global, national, and regional projects
that have both inclusive and exclusive components and regressive and liberatory moments. Thus, we make the
point that Geography, including the content of geographic thought, has been contingently related to the rise of a
discipline that is in some sense understandable as a kind, or kinds, of “movement politics” (at scales from the body
to the globe) that brings into being the (contested) content of its thought. We begin to elaborate the specifics of
these matters in the following sections. As we begin to contemplate geographic thought more specifically, we are
mindful of the social as irreducibly spatial and power-laden and of individuals as irreducibly social.
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WHY IS GEOGRAPHIC THOUGHT ALWAYS POLITICAL?

In the most general and ineluctable sense, then, all scholarly thought is always political. This does not necessarily
mean political in the narrow sense of partisan (although this can often be the case), but rather in the sense that
what such thought is about, and who and what it is for are always the result of the interplay of power within
disciplines, and the embeddedness of scholarly work in the material and discursive contexts in which it is produced.
As such, scholarly/intellectual thought always either supports the existing status quo (whether this be in terms of
internal disciplinary matters, and/or in terms of the various “outsides” to which any discipline is inevitably
connected), or works to subvert the status quo for either progressive or regressive purposes.

For much of its modern history (i.e. from the late 19th century until the last third of the 20th), the discipline of
geography has been irrefutably, though often tacitly, supportive of the status quo. Although there have been
tumultuous struggles within the discipline over how best to accomplish this purpose, geographic practitioners have
often looked to the powerful within societies for legitimation of the discipline. Securing that legitimacy (or failing
to do so) has been crucial to certain measures of disciplinary (as well as individual, scholarly) success, and has
influenced the varying relationship between Geography and society over that period. It should be clear, from
comments made thus far, that scholarly work in support of the status quo is, by no means, apolitical. Indeed,
intellectual activity that helps to maintain existing conditions and power relations is often a key support and source
of credible authority for those who are benefited by such conditions. This situation obtained (with a few notable
exceptions, e.g. Reclus, 1876-94; Kropotkin, 1885, 1899, 1902; Vidal de la Blanche, 1926) in geography, as it
did in many other disciplines, until the late 1960s (and to a large extent is still the case at present). The major
dimensions of intra-disciplinary struggle up until this period (as many of the sources cited above document quite
well) concerned questions of what constituted proper objects of geographic inquiry, the primacy of description
or explanation as geography’s goal, or the best methods to accomplish either or both of these ends.

At that point (i.e. by the late 1960s), a number of geographers, responding both to conditions within the field
and to material and intellectual circumstances in society more generally, grew quite restive with many facets of
the discipline. These scholars were becoming more aware of (and more responsive to) a number of important social
movements that were beginning to coalesce around key issues of the time, including: (1) rising opposition to the
Vietnam War (and its characterization as part of ongoing imperialist and neo-colonialist projects against the global
south by the global north); (2) the early stirrings of so-called “second wave” feminism and mounting resistance to
the structures and strictures of patriarchy (and, by extension, other forms of traditionally constituted “normativity”);
(3) an ongoing struggle for the expansion of civil rights to a variety of minorities who saw themselves excluded
from the post-World War Il prosperity that had lifted many other segments of the U.S. society; and (4) a newly
energized environmental movement given its impetus by overt signs of an environment polluted and overburdened
to the point of crisis.

In this first section, we include several readings that represent early articulations of what has come to be called
the “normative” turn within the discipline. This phrase has taken on various meaning over time, but here we take
it to signify several inter-related dimensions. First, and foremost, it means that (for those who take the critiques of
the normative turn seriously), geographical scholarship must be concerned not only with description and explanation
of what the world /s, but must equally be concerned with questions of what the world should be. Second, it has
meant, and continues to mean, coming to grips with such questions as what is scholarship, who is authorized to
produce it, under what circumstances, and for what purposes? This normative turn consisted of both a negative
critique of existing responses to such questions within geography (and in academia more generally), and a positive
critique that offered alternative questions, methods, and purposes. Not surprisingly, these critiques engendered
intense struggles and debates within the discipline, and have been quite influential in shaping its subsequent
trajectory.

The essays in this first section demonstrate the complex and continuous inter-relationships among the various
elements that make up scholarly/intellectual thought, and highlight the then-emerging contentions within geography
over knowledge, politics, personnel, and practices and methods. These pieces represent formative statements
(some would say early, incendiary salvoes!) in debates that continue to resonate strongly within the discipline to
this day, and in each case the pieces have contributed to very productive, multi-directional conversations within
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the discipline and with cognate fields. The themes raised by these early works have matured and evolved over the
past 35 or so years in scholarly terms, and (as we shall explore in later sections of the book) in their ability to inform
progressive practices as well.

We begin this section with a 1972 article by David Harvey (Chapter 1), appropriately titled (for our, and other,
purposes) “Revolutionary and counter-revolutionary theory in geography and the problem of ghetto formation.” In
this paper, Harvey (currently a Distinguished Professor at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York),
who just three years earlier had published one of the landmark monographs in the positivist geographic cannon
(Harvey, 1969), enumerates several themes that will become pivotal to changing notions of geographic thought
and its internal and external relations of knowledge, and provides anchors for a vivid sense of what the discipline
ought to be about. Harvey's own biographical trajectory in this short period is emblematic of broader changes within
geography (and other fields as well), and is worth a slight detour before delving into the specifics of the article.

In a recent interview, Harvey discusses this transition as follows:

Well, my politics at that time were closer to a Fabian progressivism, which is why | was very taken with the ideas
of planning, efficiency and rationality . . . there was no real conflict between a rational scientific approach to
geographical issues [which Harvey sought to elucidate in Explanation in Geographyl, and an efficient application
of planning to political issues. But | was so absorbed in writing the book that | didn't notice how much was
collapsing around me. | turned in my magnum opus to the publishers in May 1968, only to find myself acutely
embarrassed by the change of political temperature at large . . . Just at that moment, | got a job in the US, arriving
in Baltimore a year after much of the city had burnt down in the wake of the assassination of Martin Luther King.
In the States, the anti-war movement and the civil rights movement were really fired up; and here was |, having
written this neutral tome that seemed somehow or other just not to fit. | realized | had to rethink a lot of things
| had taken for granted in the sixties.

(NLR, 2000)

Some of that formative rethinking is reflected in the piece included here, which Harvey begins with the question
“How and why would we bring about a revolution in geographic thought?” In answering this rhetorical query over
the next 13 pages of the recently inaugurated (1969) radical geographic journal Antipode, Harvey takes up three
key, intertwined issues. First he critiques a prevalent argument offered by Kuhn (1962) regarding the ways in
which the nature of knowledge production goes through periodic reformulations (or revolutions, as Kuhn argued)
within and across disciplines. Second he offers an assessment that places changes within geography over the
previous decade (the period of the so-called “quantitative revolution”) within this framework, and concludes that
that “revolution” had now run its course, and was itself ripe for overthrow. And finally, Harvey presents both a critique
of the ways in which positivism had become irrelevant within geography specifically, and in the academy more
generally, as well as pointing a way forward that would allow such a positivist orientation to be both recuperated
and made pertinent. In sum, then, this piece articulates the incipient concerns of the “normative” turn, formulates
a cogent critique of the then-current state of geographic scholarship from this normative perspective, and describes
(by means of both argument and an abbreviated case study) what Harvey is then groping toward as a more
engaged, productive and progressive form of such scholarship.

One striking feature of this paper is that only a few years after publication of the status quo Explanation in
Geography, Harvey is advocating Marxism as the analytical framework most promising for advancing geographical
knowledge and, importantly, social change. As he later explained himself:

In America, | would then [in 1973, when he published Social Justice and the City, his next major monograph
after Explanation] have been termed a card-carrying liberal. So | set out along these [i.e. liberal] lines. Then |
found out they weren't working. So | turned to Marxist formulations to see if they yielded better results. The
shift from one approach to the other wasn't premeditated—I stumbled on it . . . | wasn't a Marxist at the time,
and knew very little of Marx . . . The [Marx] reading group [composed mostly of graduate students and Harvey
at Johns Hopkins University, begun in 1971] was a wonderful experience, but | was in no position to instruct
anybody. As a group, we were the blind leading the blind. That made it all the more rewarding.

(NLR, 2000: 80)
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As Harvey notes in the “Revolutionary . . ."” piece, his engagement with Marxian thought grew out of a conviction
that it provided a useful overlap among approaches that he thought productive: positivism, materialism, and
phenomenology. This position is congruent with his notions that paradigm shifts, when they occur, do not wholly
displace what came before, but rather incorporate what is useful from previous orientations into formulations that
are more relevant to current situations and problems. As Harvey explains in this piece, his turn to Marxism was
undertaken as a corrective to what he (and many other younger geographers at the time) saw as a sterile positivism,
divorced from material reality, as well as problems that might come from the main alternatives then being proposed
(abandoning positivism altogether or moving in the direction of phenomenology). As Harvey argues, either of these
latter approaches held the risk of a move away from materialism (a concrete connection to particular times, places,
and contexts) toward an abstract idealism. It was just this lack of a materialist basis that critics found so problematic
about the discipline’s preoccupation with abstract quantification, model building and law-seeking.

In Harvey's view Marxism provided the corrective for one other aspect of the existing status quo geography,
an issue fundamental to the “normative” turn. As he states, following Marx directly, “positivism simply seeks to
understand the world, whereas Marxism seeks to change it" (see p. 18). In pursuing this orientation, Harvey
argues strongly that not only is status quo (and, even more extremely, counter-revolutionary) theorizing unlikely to
lead to progressive change, it actually contributes to oppressive conditions. It accomplishes this important
legitimizing function by supplying support, if only tacitly, to existing circumstances. The kind of evidentiary work
being carried out at the time by most mainstream geographers (and other social scientists), even when working
on crucial social issues, in Harvey's view, provided a sense that “bleeding heart liberals” were contributing to
solutions when, in fact, they were merely perpetuating the problems themselves. Since the underlying causes
of these problems reside in the capitalist system itself, and since that system was never a subject of analysis,
Harvey argues that mainstream scholars were constantly doomed to treating symptoms and missing the underlying
issues entirely.

Finally, Harvey argues in the piece for a new role for geographers and other scholars, as intellectuals and
academics. This consists in developing arguments of such persuasive strength that “all opposition to that system
of thought” will be made to look ludicrous. And he includes the caution that academics, in such matters, are often
“our own worst opponents.” Here Harvey is clearly referring to the difficulty of challenging the taken-for-granted
categories of thought and scholarly practice that often constrain the shift to new paradigms, particularly those that
also challenge the political status quo within which academics do their work. This, as Harvey concludes, becomes
especially difficult when the intersections between theory and practice are also a part of the changing mix. He lays
down a gauntlet in advocating the need for “real” as opposed to “merely liberal” commitment to social change,
and in the taunt that it is “indeed very comfortable to be a mere liberal.” Many of these challenges continue to
reverberate through much of the work included in the remainder of the book.

Jim Blaut (1927-2000) examines another dimension of the critique embodied in the “normative” turn, the
politics of scholarship, in Chapter 2. As the critique matured, it incorporated an increasing historical sensitivity to
the ways in which geographical knowledge and scholarship had been intertwined with systems of power,
particularly those of imperialism and colonialism. This paper by Blaut is an early formulation of this analysis, and
Blaut, like many of his contemporaries, saw the necessity for this kind of work as the U.S. engaged in yet another
round of neo-imperialism in the Vietnam War.

As in the piece by Harvey, Blaut is interested in the paradigmatic nature of scholarship, and particularly with
its taken for granted, naturalized elements. In the series of papers Blaut wrote at the time (1969, 1975, 1976), he
is interrogating the largely unexamined, and necessarily congruent, relationship between what he terms
“ethnoscience” (the system of beliefs, values, methods, and objects of inquiry characteristic of a specific culture)
and the interests of dominant élites within that culture. His specific focus in this series of papers, including in
Chapter 1, is the way in which Western ethnoscience over the previous 500 years (including geographic
knowledge) has been effectively utilized to justify centuries of oppressive imperialism, colonialism, and neo-
colonialism; and, at the same time, to illustrate how those connections to the interests of the powerful in the West
have served to legitimate those scholarly disciplines (and individuals within them) and establish their value to
society. Indeed, one of the interesting themes that Blaut elaborates here (and which becomes a touchstone for
subsequent theory building in the “normative” vein) is this dialectical (mutually constituting) relationship between
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knowledge and power, and between each of these dimensions and the material conditions in which they are
complexly produced and altered.

Before turning specifically to the insights provided by Chapter 2, it is worth taking a moment to examine some
of Blaut's other work at the time, which will help set the context for this paper and its concerns. In a piece published
the year before in Antipode, and provocatively titled “Jingo Geography,” Blaut lays out the programmatic elements
that will infuse his subsequent scholarship: the nature of imperialism, its connection with and support by/of scholarly
activity (most especially geographic scholarship), the geographic dimensions of the emergence of capitalism, and
the transformation of scholarship to aid in the reduction and elimination of oppressions built into imperialist and
neo-imperialist projects.

He begins by defining imperialism as follows:

| use the term “imperialism” in a sense of pure opprobrium. It designates the subjection and exploitation of non-
whites through colonial domination or some other, more subtle and modern, device—but always with the aid
of latent or manifest force . . . To clear the air further: my condemnation of imperialism in geography is directed
at no individual; the science as a whole is to blame . . . The field after all, was born and raised in the homelands
of imperialism . . . Thus, the modal academic geographer is white, Western, and probably an honest believer
in the rightness of some form of imperialism (perhaps under a different name). If he [the predominance of the
masculinist view of the world was so taken for granted by Blaut at the time that there was no need to include
“male” in his description of the “modal” geographer or the language used to designate “him"] disagrees on
certain subjects with his [sic] colleagues in other Western countries, he [sic] nevertheless shares with them a
common set of values and beliefs concerning the non-white, non-Western world. He [sic] therefore purveys a
science that has the imperialistic affliction at its very core.

(Blaut, 1969: 10)

In the paper, Blaut then goes on to discuss “the symptomolgy of imperialism in our field—the forms, occurrences,
and effects of this attitude—and its treatment” (1969: 10). While he is concerned with geography’s long-standing
connection to imperialism (for example he quotes Strabo to the effect that “it is plain that geography as a whole
has a direct bearing on the activities of commanders,” and comments on geography’s utility in early moments of
empire building), Blaut is most interested here in “the symptoms of imperialistic geography in the modern world”
(1969: 11). The paper explores in some detail the manifestations of the imperialist bias in geographic education
and in both “pure” and “applied” geographic research. The goal of the paper is to trace out the largely unconscious
(or at least largely taken-for-granted) imperialist notions that permeated geographic practices to produce the
kinds of mindsets in students, policy makers, and other consumers of geographic education and scholarship
conducive to constructing the “First World” as the norm, and the “Third World” as homogeneous and uniformly
inferior, and therefore justifiably susceptible to all forms of exploitation.

In one additional related paper, “Where was Capitalism Born®" published in 1976 in Antipode, Blaut takes up
the question of the origins of European world dominance, in order to investigate whether current Euro-American
hegemony can be understood in more contingent terms, which would then undermine the by-now naturalized
hierarchies that place “the West" (Europe, and more recently the U.S.) on top, in the center, or in other advantageous
positions relative to “the Rest.” This concern with contingency (and understanding phenomena in historico-spatio-
material terms) is congruent with other elements of the evolving “normative” turn, and particularly its growing reliance
on Marxian thought as an explanatory framework (which is further explored in Blaut, 1975). This concern also
prefigures what will come to be crucial questions in subsequent geographic inquiries into (under-)development and
North/South relations in particular, and into many other forms of difference and normativity more generally.

In attempting to answer the question of the title, Blaut puts forth a hypothesis that capitalism was actually born

[iIn Asia, Africa and Europe. Countless centers of incipient capitalism were springing up across the Old World
during the two or three centuries prior to 1492. Fourteen-ninety-two is the key date. Before that date, capitalism
was growing evenly among the old world continents. After that date, capitalism was growing unevenly: Europe
was ascendant.

(Blaut, 1976: 1, emphasis in original)
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He then offers two propositions to further explore this basic hypothesis: (1) prior to 1492 there were multiple
centers of incipient capitalism throughout the world, any of which might have become predominant; but (2) after
1492, Europe, based upon its exploitation of the resources of the “new world,” gained a decisive advantage over
other areas, and moved much more quickly toward a fully articulated capitalist economy. Blaut attributes this
emerging European supremacy to an important, but thoroughly contingent factor: “The fact that European
merchants reached the New World first is due solely to the factor of location: among mercantile-maritime centers
in 1492, the Iberian centers were by far the closest to America” (1976: 1). Based upon what Marx termed “primitive
accumulation,” the European merchants were able to amass very significant wealth, which Blaut argues was useful
for both undermining the feudal systems in Europe itself, and for taking control of the long-distance trading systems
with Asia and Africa. Once begun, the process based upon the competitive advantage achieved through
exploitation of new world resources contributed to an increasing European dominance of the evolving global
capitalist system: “Thereafter the dialectic of development and underdevelopment intensified, and the world
economic system fixed itself in place” (Blaut, 1976: 1).

Blaut's argument makes a taken-for-granted (and natural) superiority of Euro-American culture implausible,
and connects directly to the arguments made in Chapter 2, which point to the complex intersections between
knowledge (including scholarship) and politics. As Blaut argues in this paper, Western ethnoscience has been
committed to a rationalization of imperialism and colonialism, but the larger point is contained in his statement
regarding the axiomatic character of this relationship:

afundamental belief in the ethnoscientific system associated with a given society is not likely to fall into or remain
in conflict with a fundamental value or norm that is held by the members of the society or by the policy-making
elite if the society is highly stratified. In other words, crucial beliefs should conform to crucial precepts: the true
should also be the good.

(see p. 25)

If we reverse this final phrase (i.e. the good should also be the true), we get a clearer sense of the ways in which
knowledge and belief systems are constantly policed and maintained to produce a concordance with dominant
worldviews.

What Blaut is articulating here is an early formulation of what has come to be termed “situated knowledge,” which
we take up more extensively in our discussion of the next paper. Blaut's contention that Western ethnoscience has
been the underpinning of imperialism can be enlarged to allow us to consider the important connections between
scholarship and the interests of the powerful under other historical and geographical circumstances. But it should
be clear that recognition of these connections is also a first, crucial step in understanding that different relationships
between knowledge and power can be constructed. Without such recognition (i.e. the bias disguised “behind a
fagade of spurious objectivity”; see p. 27), a particular form of (ethno)science is accorded an explanatory superiority
based on putative impartiality and a mystified relationship to the interests of the powerful. Blaut's paper is an early
call to geographers to develop and nurture this kind of sensitivity to the interplay between their scholarly activity and
the contexts within which it is conducted and interpreted.

A third dimension of the “normative” turn concerns the personnel of geographic scholarship, and is explored
in the piece below by Janice Monk and Susan Hanson (Chapter 3) (currently professors of geography at the
University of Arizona and Clark University, respectively). Though not the first paper to take up this important issue
(see, e.g., Hayford, 1974; Tivers, 1978), it is one of the earliest programmatic statements to do so in a relatively
comprehensive manner. Drawing upon the emerging feminist scholarship both within and outside of geography
at the time, Monk and Hanson elucidate the implications of these developments both for geography as a discipline,
and for progressive change more generally. It is impossible to overstate the importance of the insights developed
through feminist scholarship for challenging the kinds of status quo scholarship critiqued by both Harvey and Blaut
(and others involved in the normative turn).

Monk and Hanson are certainly concerned with the absence of women in the field of geography, both as
practitioners per se, and as objects of study. Interestingly, in this regard, later scholars have often interpreted the
paper as an example of a relatively simplistic “add women and stir” formulation (Monk, 2007). As should be clear,
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however, they are primarily interested in bringing the central perspectives of feminism to bear on the discipline in
a transformative way.

Perhaps the single most important of these insights is the notion of situated knowledge (or, more formally, the
idea of standpoint epistemology), which Monk and Hanson raise in several different ways. The basic notion, which
now seems quite reasonable and straightforward, is that all knowledge is produced by actors who are themselves
inescapably situated in particular historical and geographic circumstances, and that these circumstances have
important (if often unrecognized) effects on both the means of knowledge production and on the kinds of knowledge
produced. It is perhaps difficult to imagine that this idea was ever controversial. As we have already seen in the
pieces by Harvey and Blaut, however, the power of “normal” science and of an unquestioned ethnoscience often
resided in the presumed objectivity of the scholars and the impartial universality of the scholarship thus produced.
To question such objectivity threatens the entire status quo scholarly enterprise, and requires a re-examination of
what and whom scholarship is for; exactly the questions raised by Monk and Hanson (and Harvey and Blaut).

Situated knowledge undermines the unexamined and naturalized privilege inherent in the various hierarchies
created by powerful interests, and thereby opens up possibilities for progressive change. To see how this works,
let us examine two key sentences from Monk and Hanson’s Chapter 3:

The kind of knowledge that emerges from a discipline depends very much upon who produces that knowledge,
what methods are used to procure knowledge, and what purposes knowledge is acquired for. . . The number
of women involved in generating knowledge in a given discipline appears to be important in determining the
degree to which feminism is absorbed in that discipline’s research tradition.

(see p. 35, emphasis added)

While Monk and Hanson are especially interested in undermining the ubiquitous sexism and patriarchy of early
1980s geography (and academia), this formulation immediately points to further openings and yet other viewpoints.
Instead of, or in addition to, women in this sentence, it also now possible to include the concerns of the working
class (owning class hegemony), people of color (racism), people outside of the “First World” (colonialism or neo-
colonialism), people with differing sexual orientations (heterosexism), and people with differing physical and mental
capabilities (arbitrary standards of “normalcy”), among many others. In other words, situated knowledge makes
any particular notion of “normal” or “superior” extremely difficult to justify and maintain. It also unmasks the
connections between knowledge and power, and the mechanisms that are utilized to obscure these relationships.
This is a critical and necessary (though rarely sufficient) first step toward the elimination or reduction of various
forms of oppression.

Monk and Hanson also point to the ways in which the pervasive sexism embodied in the dominant paradigms
of the day track through the objects, methods and purposes of scholarship, which clearly echoes the domina-
tion of élite class interests in status quo and counter-revolutionary scholarship discussed by Harvey, and the
justification of ethnocentrism described by Blaut. Destabilizing and dismantling these structures of privilege was
an early concern of the normative turn, as was an explicit recognition of the need for scholarship to be connected
to progressive social transformation. These are themes that we will see constantly revisited in the papers in
subsequent parts of the book.

As noted earlier, Harvey concludes the piece below with the following comments: “the emergence of a true
revolution in geographic thought is bound to be tempered by commitment to revolutionary practice. Certainly the
general acceptance of revolutionary theory will depend upon the strengths and accomplishments of revolutionary
practice” (see p. 21). Blaut’s piece ends on a note of impending crisis, produced through the blinders inherent in
Western ethnoscience’s woeful misunderstanding of the world situation, and a similar, if somewhat less explicit,
call for new geographic practices. Finally, Monk and Hanson issue a similar call in their paper, when they ask:

Is the purpose of geographic research to accumulate facts and knowledge in order to improve our understanding
of current events or to formulate policy within the context of the status quo, or is the purpose to go beyond
asking why things are the way they are to consider the shapes of possible futures? Feminist scholars emphasize
the need for research to define alternative structures in which the lot of women is improved.

(see p. 42)
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BOX 1: THE “DETROIT GEOGRAPHICAL EXPEDITION”: PRACTICING WHAT WE PREACH

An early attempt to restructure this fourth element of geographical scholarship, its practices, is reviewed
in a 1971 paper by Ronald Horvath (currently at the University of Sydney, Australia): “The ‘Detroit
Geographical Expedition’ Experience.” The Detroit Geographical Expedition and Institute (DGEI) was an
important collaborative effort begun in 1969 by William Bunge and a number of colleagues at Michigan
State University, the University of Michigan, and Wayne State University. At the time, Bunge, like Harvey,
had been a leading scholar in the previous “quantitative revolution” in geography and, also like Harvey, had
produced a well-respected monograph in this area (Bunge, 1966).

As Horvath's chronicle observes, the DGEI was begun in a sustained period of intellectual and political
upheaval, and was intended to confront directly two areas of neglected scholarly engagement: (1) higher
educational opportunities for poor and minority students; and (2) research relevant to the needs of poor
and minority communities. In addition to reviewing the DGEI's accomplishments and failures in these areas,
Horvath’s paper points us to a number of key themes that we have already encountered regarding the
transformation of geographical practice. First, Bunge remained committed to a “science” of geography. The
production of an influential school decentralization plan relied heavily on traditional geographical skills and
practices (data collection, map-making, the analysis of spatial interaction patterns). The key, however, for
Bunge and his colleagues, was to employ rigorous methods of analysis, not simply for description, or even
for understanding and explanation, but with an intent to define (normatively) and maximize (prescriptively)
social justice.

Two additional themes are embodied in the case method of instruction (and related research as well). As
Horvath describes, the success of such courses depended heavily on the familiarity of the (white) faculty with
inner-city conditions. As Bunge observed, such familiarity and experience were not to be acquired easily or
quickly, but necessitated sufficient immersion to allow faculty to take on “insider” sensibilities. Another way
to put this is that expeditionary faculty had to have the ability to assume new (or altered) positionalities or
standpoints; they had to have their knowledge newly (or differently) situated. A related theme concerns the
necessary and desirable dialectical relationship between theory and practice. In interacting with those whose
positions, and therefore knowledges, were differently situated, DGEI faculty were constantly forced to examine
the same fundamental questions of scholarship that others engaged in the normative turn were facing: Who
produces knowledge, for what purposes, for whom, what counts as appropriate evidence, and on what
bases is scholarship to be evaluated?

A final theme is one that undergirds this entire discussion, but is brought out most explicitly, to this point,
by Horvath's paper, though the others hint at it as well. This is the critical notion of contestation and struggle,
both within the discipline over the questions just posed, and between the discipline and the contexts to
which it is connected. It involves issues of power, status, stake, and risk. As Horvath's paper makes clear,
there was tremendous resistance to the organization, implementation, and products of the DGEI, both
within the various academic universities of Michigan's higher education system, and within the broader
community. The DGEI challenged the status quo of university bureaucracy, of local government, and of
fundamental elements of social injustice. These challenges are not taken lightly by those who benefit from
the status quo, and, as Horvath further describes, several of the participants paid heavily for their involvement.
Bunge and several of his colleagues made the “hard personal choices” described by Harvey, and were
clearly unwilling or unable to tolerate the comfortable position of being merely liberal. We turn more
specifically to this question of what is at stake in a politicized conception of geographical thought in the
next sections of the book, and return specifically to the ideas embodied in the geographical expedition
when we discuss Andy Merrifield's updating of the idea in Chapter 11.
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The questions raised in the pieces in this section represent a defining moment in the trajectory of geographic
thought. In an important sense, once asked, the questions, as well as their implications, can never be unasked.
The kinds of sensibilities and commitments that these issues open up must now remain an important part of the
discipline. In the next section, we turn to some of these implications, and move our conversation forward to consider
more explicitly how scholarship and progressive social change might fruitfully interact.






Revolutionary and counter-
revolutionary theory in
geography and the problem

of ghetto formation

David Harvey

from Antipode, 1972, 4(2): 1-13

How and why would we bring about a revolution in
geographic thought? To gain some insight into this
question it is worth examining how revolutions and
counter-revolutions occur in all branches of scientific
thought. Thomas Kuhn provides an interesting analysis
of this phenomenon as it occurs in the natural sciences.
He suggests that most scientific activity is what he
calls normal science, which amounts to the investi-
gation of all facets of a particular paradigm (a para-
digm being thought of as a set of concepts, categories,
relationships, and methods, which are generally
accepted throughout the scientific community at a
given point in time). During the process of normal
science certain anomalies arise, observations or
paradoxes which cannot be resolved within an existing
paradigm. These anomalies increasingly become the
focus of attention until science is plunged into a period
of crisis in which speculative attempts are made to
solve the problems posed by the anomalies. Eventually
there arises out of these attempts a new set of con-
cepts, categories, relationships, and methods, which
successfully resolve the existing dilemmas as well as
successfully incorporating the worthwhile aspects of
the old paradigm. Thus a new paradigm is born, to be
followed once more by the onset of normal scientific
activity.! Kuhn’s schema is open to criticism on a
number of grounds. I shall discuss two problems very
briefly. Firstly, there is no explanation as to how
anomalies arise and how, once they have arisen,

they generate crises. This criticism can be met by
distinguishing between significant and insignificant
anomalies. Thus it was known for many years that the
orbit of Mercury did not fit into Newton’s calculations
yet this anomaly was insignificant because it had no
relevance when it came to the use of the Newtonian
system in an everyday context. If, on the other hand,
certain anomalies had arisen in, say, bridge con-
struction, then they obviously would have been highly
significant. Thus the Newtonian paradigm remained
satisfactory and unchallenged until something of
practical importance and relevance could not be
accomplished using the Newtonian system. Secondly,
there is the question, never satisfactorily answered by
Kuhn, concerning the way in which a new paradigm
comes to be accepted. Kuhn admits that acceptance
is not a matter of logic and he therefore suggests that
it involves a leap of faith. A leap of faith based on
what? Underlying Kuhn'’s analysis is a guiding force
which is never explicitly examined. This guiding force
amounts to a fundamental belief in the virtues of
control and manipulation of the natural environment
and the leap of faith, then, is based on the belief that the
new system will allow an extension of manipulability
and control over some aspect of nature. Which aspect
of nature? Presumably once again it will be an aspect
of nature which is important in terms of everyday
activity and everyday life as it exists at a particular point
in history.
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The central criticism of Kuhn which these two cases
point to is his abstraction of scientific knowledge
from its materialistic basis. Kuhn provides an idealist
interpretation of scientific advancement when it is
clear that scientific thought is fundamentally geared
to material activities. This materialistic basis for
the advancement of scientific knowledge has been
explored by J. D. Bernal.2 Material activity involves the
manipulation of nature in the interests of man and
scientific understanding cannot be interpreted inde-
pendent of that general thrust. But at this juncture we
are forced to add a further perspective because “the
interest of man” is subject to a variety of interpretations
depending upon which group of men we are thinking
of. Bernal thus points out that the sciences in the
West have, until very recently, been the preserve of a
middle-class group and even recently, with the rise of
what is often called the “meritocracy”, the scientist is
invariably drawn into middle-class ways of life and
thought during the course of his career. We must thus
expect the natural sciences tacitly to reflect a drive for
manipulation and control over those aspects of nature
which are relevant to capitalist entrepreneurs. Far
more important, however, is the harnessing of scien-
tific activity, by a process of patronage and funded
research, to the special interests of those who are
in control of the means of production. The coalition
of industry and government heavily directs scientific
activity. Thus manipulation and control mean mani-
pulation and control in the interests of a particular
group in society rather than in the interests of society
as a whole.® With these perspectives we are far better
able to understand the general thrust of scientific
advancement hidden within the recurrent scientific
revolutions which Kuhn so perceptively described.

It has frequently been questioned whether or not
Kuhn’s analysis could be extended to the social
sciences. Kuhn appears to take the view that the social
sciences are “pre-scientific” in the sense that no one
social science has really established that corpus of
generally accepted concepts, categories, relationships,
and methods which form a paradigm. This view of the
social sciences as being pre-scientific is in fact quite
general among philosophers of science. But a quick
survey of the history of thought in the social sciences
shows that revolutions do indeed occur and that
such occurrences are marked by many of the same
features which Kuhn identified in the natural sciences.
There is no question that Adam Smith provided a
paradigmatic formulation for economic thought, which

was subsequently built upon by Ricardo. In modern
times Keynes succeeded in doing something essentially
similar. Johnson, in a recent article, explores such
revolutions in thought in economics and his analysis in
many respects parallels that of Kuhn's, with, however,
a couple of extra twists to it. At the heart of the
Keynesian revolution, Johnson asserts, was a crisis
generated by the failure of pre-Keynesian economics to
deal with the most pressing and significant problem of
the 1930s—namely, unemployment. Unemployment
provided a significant anomaly. Thus Johnson suggests
that:

by far the most helpful circumstance for the rapid
propagation of a new and revolutionary theory is
the existence of an established orthodoxy which
is clearly inconsistent with the most salient facts
of reality, and yet is sufficiently confident of its intel-
lectual power to attempt to explain those facts, and
in its efforts to do so exposes its incompetence in a
ludicrous fashion.®

Thus objective social realities of the time overtook the
conventional wisdom and served to expose its failings:

In this situation of general confusion and obvious
irrelevance of orthodox economics to real prob-
lems, the way was open for a new theory that
offered a convincing explanation of the nature of
the problem and a set of policy prescriptions based
on that explanation.

So far, the similarity to Kuhn is quite remarkable. But
Johnson then adds certain new considerations, some
of which really stem from the sociology of science itself.
He thus suggests that to be accepted a theory needs to
possess five main characteristics:

First, it had to attack the central proposition of
conservative orthodoxy . . . with a new but academi-
cally acceptable analysis that reversed the propo-
sition . . . Second, the theory had to appear to be
new, yet absorb as much as possible of the valid or
at least not readily disputable components of
existing orthodox theory. In this process, it helps
greatly to give old concepts new and confusing
names, and to emphasize as crucial analytical steps
that have previously been taken as platitudinous.. . .
Third, the new theory had to have the appropriate
degree of difficulty to understand . . . so that senior
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academic colleagues would find it neither easy nor
worthwhile to study, so that they would waste their
efforts on peripheral theoretical issues, and so offer
themselves as easy marks for criticism and dismissal
by their younger and hungrier colleagues. At the
same time the new theory had to appear both
difficult enough to challenge the intellectual interest
of younger colleagues and students, but actually
easy enough for them to master adequately with
sufficient investment of intellectual endeavor . . .
Fourth, the new theory had to offer to the more
gifted and less opportunistic scholars a new
methodology more appealing than those currently
available . . . Finally, (it had to offer) an important
empirical relationship . . . to measure.®

The history of geographic thought in the last ten
years is exactly mirrored in this analysis. The central
proposition of the old geography was the qualitative
and the unique and this clearly could not resist the drive
in the social sciences as a whole towards tools of social
manipulation and control which required an under-
standing of the quantitative and the general. There can
be no doubt either that during the transition process
old concepts were given new and confusing names
and that fairly platitudinous assumptions were sub-
ject to rigorous analytical investigation. Nor can it
be denied that the so-called quantitative revolution
allowed the opportunity to pillory the elder statesmen
in the discipline particularly whenever they ventured
into issues related to the newly emerging orthodoxy.
Certainly, the quantitative movement provided a
challenge of appropriate difficulty and opened up the
prospect for new methodologies, many of which were
to be quite rewarding in terms of the analytic insights
they generated. Lastly, new things to measure were in
abundance and in the distance decay function, the
threshold and the range of a good, and the measure-
ment of spatial pattern, we found three apparently
crucial new empirical topics which we could spend
an inordinate amount of time investigating. The
quantitative movement can thus be interpreted partly
in terms of a challenging new set of ideas to be
answered, partly as a rather shabby struggle for power
and status within a disciplinary framework, and partly
as a response to outside pressures to come up with
means for manipulation and control in what may
broadly be defined as “the planning field.” In case
anyone misinterprets my remarks as pointing a finger
at one particular group, let me say that all of us were

involved in this process and that there was and is
no way in which we could and can escape such
involvement.

Johnson also introduces the term “counter-
revolution” into his analysis. In this regard his thought
is not very enlightening since he clearly has an axe to
grind against the monetarists whom he designates as
counter-revolutionaries even though a significant
anomaly (the combination of inflation and unemploy-
ment) exists as a pressing challenge to the Keynesian
orthodoxy. But there is something very important to
this notion which requires analysis, for it seems
intuitively plausible to think of the movement of ideas
in the social sciences as a movement based on
revolution and counter-revolution in contrast to the
natural sciences to which such a notion does not
appear to be so immediately applicable. We can
analyze the phenomena of counter-revolution by using
our insight into paradigm formation in the natural
sciences. That paradigm formation is based on the
extension of the ability to manipulate and control
naturally occurring phenomena. Similarly, we can
anticipate that the driving force behind paradigm
formation in the social sciences is the manipulation
and control of human activity and social phenomena
in the interest of man. Immediately the question arises
as to who is going to control whom, in whose interest
is the controlling going to be, and if control is exercised
in the interest of all, who is going to take it upon
themselves to define that public interest? We are thus
forced to confront directly in the social sciences what
arises only indirectly in the natural sciences, namely,
the social bases and implications of control and
manipulation. We would be extraordinarily foolish to
presuppose that these bases are equitably distributed
throughout society. Our history up until the present
time shows that they are usually highly concentrated
within a few key groupings in society. These groups
may be benevolent or exploitative with respect to other
groups. This, however, is not the issue. The point is that
social science formulates concepts, categories, rela-
tionships, and methods, which are not independent of
the existing social relationships which exist in society.
Thus the concepts used are themselves the product of
the very phenomena they are designed to describe. A
revolutionary theory upon which a new paradigm is
based will only gain general acceptance if the nature
of the social relationships embodied in the theory is
actualized in the real world. A counter-revolutionary
theory is one which is deliberately proposed to deal
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with a proposed revolutionary theory in such a manner
that the threatened social changes which general
acceptance of the revolutionary theory would generate
are, either by cooptation or subversion, prevented from
being realized.

This process of revolution and counter-revolution in
social science can most explicitly be examined by
studying the relationship between the political econ-
omy of Adam Smith and Ricardo on the one hand,
and Karl Marx on the other. In this regard Engels, in
the Preface to Volume II of Capital, provides some
quite extraordinary insights. At issue was the charge
that Marx had plagiarized the theory of surplus value.
Marx, however, had clearly acknowledged that both
Adam Smith and Ricardo had discussed and partially
understood the nature of surplus value. Thus Engels
sets out to explain what was new in Marx’s utterances
on surplus value and how it was that Marx’s theory
of surplus value “struck home like a thunderbolt out of
a clear sky.”” To explain this Engels resorted to an
analogy with an incident in the history of chemistry
which, quite coincidentally, turns out to be one of the
inspirations for Kuhn’s thesis regarding the structure of
revolutions in natural science.® The incident concerns
the relationship between Lavoisier and Priestley in
the discovery of oxygen. Both ran similar experiments
and produced similar results. The essential difference
between them was, however, that Priestley insisted for
the rest of his life on seeking to interpret his results
in terms of the old phlogiston theory and he therefore
called his discovery “dephlogisticated air.” Lavoisier,
however, recognized that his discovery could not be
reconciled with the old phlogiston theory as it was
and, as a consequence, was able to reconstruct the
theoretical framework of chemistry on a completely
new basis. Thus both Engels and Kuhn suggest that
Lavoisier was the “real discoverer of oxygen vis-a-vis
the others who had only produced it without knowing
what they had produced.”

Engels continues:

Marx stands in the same relation to his predecessors
in the theory of surplus value as Lavoisier stood to
Priestley . . . The existence of that part of the value
of products which we now call surplus-value had
been ascertained long before Marx. It had also been
stated with more or less precision what it con-
sisted of . . . But one did not get any further . . . (all
economists) remained prisoners of the economic
categories as they had come down to them. Now

Marx appeared upon the scene. And he took a view
directly opposite to that of all his predecessors.
What they had regarded as a solution, he considered
but a problem. He saw that he had to deal neither
with dephlogisticated air nor with fireair, but with
oxygen—that here it was not simply a matter of
stating an economic fact or of pointing out the
conflict between this fact and eternal justice and
morality, but of explaining a fact which was destined
to revolutionize all economics, and which offered
to him who knew how to use it the key to an
understanding of all capitalist production. With this
fact as his starting point he examined all the
economic categories which he found at hand, just as
Lavoisier proceeding from oxygen had examined
the categories of phlogistic chemistry.®

The Marxist theory was clearly dangerous in that it
appeared to provide the key to understanding capital-
ist production from the point of view of those not in
control of the means of production and consequently
the categories, concepts, relationships, and methods
which had the potential to form a paradigm were an
enormous threat to the power structure of the capitalist
world. The subsequent emergence of the marginal
theory of value did away with much of the basics of
Smith’s and Ricardo’s analysis (in particular the
labor theory of value) and also incidentally served to
turn back the Marxist challenge in economics. The
counter-revolutionary cooptation of Marxist theory in
Russia after Lenin’s death, and the similar counter-
revolutionary cooptation of much of the Marxist
language into Western sociology (so much so that
some sociologists suggest that “we are all Marxists
now”) without conveying the essence of Marxist
thinking, has effectively prevented the true flowering of
Marxist thought and concomitantly the emergence of
that humanistic society which Marx envisaged. Both
the concepts and the projected social relationships
embodied in the concepts were frustrated.

Revolution and counter-revolution in thought
are therefore characteristic of the social sciences
in a manner which is not apparently characteristic
of natural science. Revolutions in thought cannot
ultimately be divorced from revolutions in practice.
This may point to the conclusion that social sciences
are indeed in a pre-scientific state. This conclusion is
ill founded, however, since the natural sciences have
never been wrested for any length of time out of the
control of a restricted interest group and it is this fact
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rather than anything inherent in the nature of natural
science knowledge itself which accounts for the lack
of counter-revolutions in the natural sciences. In other
words the revolutions of thought that are accomplished
pose no threat to the existing order since they are
constructed with the requirements of that existing
order broadly in mind. This is not to say that there are
not some uncomfortable social problems to resolve en
route, for scientific discovery is not predictable and it
can therefore be the source of social tension. What this
suggests, however, is that the natural sciences are in a
pre-social state. Thus questions of social action and
social control, which the techniques of natural science
frequently help to resolve, are not incorporated into
natural science itself. In fact there is a certain fetishism
about keeping them out since incorporating them
will supposedly “bias” research conducted at the behest
of the existing social order. The consequent moral
dilemmas for those scientists who take their social
responsibilities seriously are real indeed. Contrary
to popular opinion, therefore, it seems appropriate to
conclude that the philosophy of social science is in
general much superior to that of natural science and
that the eventual fusion of the two fields of study
will not come about through attempts to “scientize”
social science, but will instead require the socialization
of natural science.!® This may mean the replace-
ment of manipulation and control by the realization of
human potential as the basic criterion for paradigm
acceptance. In such an event all aspects of science
will experience both revolutionary and counter-
revolutionary phases of thought which will undoubtedly
be associated with revolutions and counter-revolutions
in social practice.

Let us return now to the initial question. How and
why would we bring about a revolution in geographic
thought? The quantitative revolution has run its course
and diminishing marginal returns are apparently setting
in as yet another piece of factorial ecology, yet another
attempt to measure the distance decay effect, yet
another attempt to identify the range of a good,
serve to tell us less and less about anything of great
relevance. In addition there are younger people now,
ambitious as the quantifiers were in the early 1960s, a
little hungry, somewhat starved of interesting things to
do. So there are murmurs of discontent within the
social structure of the discipline as the quantifiers
establish a firm grip on the “production” of graduate
students and on the curricula of various departments.
This sociological condition within the discipline is

not sufficient to justify a revolution in thought (nor
should it be) but the condition is there. More important,
there is a clear disparity between the sophisticated
theoretical and methodological framework which
we are using and our ability to say anything really
meaningful about events as they unfold around us.
There are too many anomalies between what we
purport to explain and manipulate and what actually
happens. There is an ecological problem, an urban
problem, an international trade problem, and yet we
seem incapable of saying anything of any depth
or profundity about any of them. When we do say
something it appears trite and rather ludicrous. In short,
our paradigm is not coping well. It is ripe for overthrow.
The objective social conditions demand that we say
something sensible and coherent or else forever
(through lack of credibility or, even worse, through the
further deterioration of the objective social conditions)
remain silent. It is the emerging objective social
conditions and our patent inability to cope with them
which essentially explain the necessity for a revolution
in geographic thought.

How should we accomplish such a revolution?
There are a number of paths we could take. We could,
as some appear to suggest, abandon the positivist
basis of the quantitative movement for an abstract
idealism and hope that objective social conditions will
improve of their own accord or that concepts forged
through idealist modes of thought will eventually
achieve enough content to facilitate the creative
change of objective social conditions. It is, however, a
characteristic of idealism that it is forever doomed to
search fruitlessly for real content. We could also reject
the positivist basis of the 1960s for a phenomenological
basis. This appears more attractive since it at least
serves to keep us in contact with the concept of man
as a being in constant sensuous interaction with the
social and natural realities which surround him.
Yet phenomenological approaches can lead us into
idealism or back into naive positivist empiricism just
as easily as they can into a socially aware form of
materialism.—The so-called behavioral revolution
in geography is pointed in all of these directions.
The most fruitful strategy at this juncture is therefore
to explore that area of understanding in which
certain aspects of positivism, materialism, and pheno-
menology overlap to provide adequate interpreta-
tions of the social reality in which we find ourselves.
This overlap is most clearly explored in Marxist
thought. Marx, in the Economic and Philosophic
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Manuscripts of 1844 and in the German Ideology gave his
system of thought a powerful and appealing pheno-
menological basis.!! There are also certain things
which Marxism and positivism have in common. They
both have a materialist base and both resort to an
analytic method. The essential difference of course is
that positivism simply seeks to understand the world,
whereas Marxism seeks to change it. Put another way,
positivism draws its categories and concepts from an
existing reality with all of its defects while Marxist
categories and concepts are formulated through the
application of dialectical method to history as it is
written here and now through events and actions. The
positivist method involves, for example, the application
of traditional bi-valued Aristotelian logic to test
hypotheses (the null hypothesis of statistical inference
is purely an Aristotelian device). Thus hypotheses are
either true or false and once categorized ever remain
so. The dialectic on the other hand proposes a process
of understanding which allows the interpenetration of
opposites, incorporates contradictions and paradoxes,
and points to the processes of resolution. Insofar as it
is at all relevant to talk of truth and falsity, truth lies in
the dialectical process rather than in the statements
derived from the process, which can be designated
“true” only at a given point in time and which in any
case are contradicted by other “true” statements. This
method allows us to invert analyses if necessary, to
regard solutions as problems, to regard questions as
solutions.!?

[ shall briefly summarize an extended argument on
urban land use theory to provide an example of how
the strategy described above works.

Geographers drew much of their initial inspiration
from the Chicago school of sociologists (particularly
Park and Burgess), who noted that cities exhibited
certain regularities in spatial structure. This spatial
structure was held together by some culturally derived
form of social solidarity which Park called “the moral
order.”'3 Engels, writing some 80 years before Park and
Burgess, noted the phenomenon of concentric zoning,
interpreted it in economic class terms, and identified
the market mechanism operating under capitalist
institutions as the generating force behind the urban
structure. His description of Manchester is insightful
and worth quoting:

“Manchester contains, at its heart, a rather extended
commercial district, perhaps half a mile long and
about as broad, and consisting almost wholly of

offices and warehouses. Nearly the whole district is
abandoned by dwellers, and is lonely and deserted
at night . . . The district is cut through by certain
main thoroughfares upon which the vast traffic
concentrates, and in which the ground level is lined
with brilliant shops. In these streets the upper
floors are occupied, here and there, and there is a
good deal of life upon them until late at night. With
the exception of this commercial district, all
Manchester proper, all Salford and Hulme. . . are all
unmixed working people’s quarters, stretching like
a girdle, averaging a mile and a half in breadth,
around the commercial district. Outside, beyond
this girdle, lives the upper and middle bourgeoisie,
the middle bourgeoisie in regularly laid out streets
in the vicinity of working quarters . .. the upper
bourgeoisie in remoter villas with gardens.. . . infree,
wholesome country air, in fine, comfortable homes,
passed every half or quarter hour by omnibuses
going into the city. And the finest part of the
arrangement is this, that the members of the money
aristocracy can take the shortest road through the
middle of all the labouring districts without ever
seeing that they are in the midst of the grimy misery
that lurks to the right and left. For the thoroughfares
leading from the Exchange in all directions out of
the city are lined, on both sides, with an almost
unbroken series of shops, and are so kept in the
hands of the middle and lower bourgeoisie . . . (that)
they suffice to conceal from the eyes of the wealthy
men and women of strong stomachs and weak
nerves the misery and grime which form the com-
plement of their wealth . . . [ know very well that
this hypocritical plan is more or less common to
all great cities; [ know, too, that the retail dealers
are forced by the nature of their business to take
possession of the great highways; [ know that there
are more good buildings than bad ones upon such
streets everywhere, and that the value of land is
greater near them than in remote districts; but at
the same time, | have never seen so systematic a
shutting out of the working class from the thorough-
fares, so tender a concealment of everything
which might affront the eye and the nerves of the
bourgeoisie, as in Manchester. And yet, in other
respects, Manchester is less built according to
plan after official regulations, is more outgrowth
of accident, than any other city; and when I con-
sider in this connection the eager assurances of
the middle class, that the working class is doing
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famously, I cannot help feeling that the liberal
manufacturers, the Big Wigs of Manchester, are not
so innocent after all, in the matter of this sensitive
method of construction.'

The description provided by Engels can, without
too much adaptation, be applied to the contemporary
American city, which suggests that capitalist cities tend
towards a similarity of structure because the basic
forces modifying them are the same. Certain passages
written by Engels, for example, compare with those
typically contained in contemporary governmental
reports on urban problems (such as the Kerner
Commission Report).’® It therefore seems a pity that
we continue to look to Park and Burgess for inspiration
(as do the Chicago geographers) instead of following
up the approach adopted by Engels. In fact the tradi-
tion that most closely relates to that of Engels arises
from von Thiinen’s analysis which has been applied
by Alonso and Muth!® to the urban land market. In
these models urban land use is determined through a
process of competitive bidding for the land. Different
groups in the population have different resources with
which to bid and a variety of city structures can emerge
depending upon the preferences of the rich groups,
who can always use their resources to dominate the
preferences of poor groups. This is the natural out-
come of models built on neo-classical marginalist
principles—models which are generally regarded as
Pareto optimal.

Deviations from the normative model can be taken
as an indication of disequilibrium. It is generally
conceded that there is considerable disequilibrium in
the American city at the present time as employment
has become suburbanized but poor populations have
been excluded from suburban locations by a variety of
devices (such as zoning). It is interesting to note that
many of the policies proposed by liberal groups
(planners, civil rights groups, etc.) amount to advo-
cating a return to equilibrium of the sort identified in the
Alonso—Muth formulation. This is supported by large
corporations who are in some cases suffering labor
shortages in suburban locations. All of these proposals
indicate returning to an equilibrium in which the poor
still live where they can least afford to live—in other
words a return to the status quo of the sort described by
Engels is being advocated. How can we identify more
revolutionary solutions?

Muth sought to show that the normative model he
devised had empirical relevance. He tested it and found

it broadly correct as a model of residential land use in
Chicago. Let us assume the theory is true, in the sense
used by logical positivists. This truth can be used to
help us identify what the problem is. What for Muth
would be regarded as a successful test of a theory we
regard as an indicator of what the problem is. The
theory predicts that the poor groups will live where
they can least afford to live. Therefore, the only valid
policy is to eliminate the conditions which give rise to
the truth of the theory. In other words we want the von
Thinen model of the urban land market to become not
true. The simplest approach to this is to eliminate the
mechanism which gives rise to the truth of the theory.
The mechanism in this case is competitive bidding
for the use of the land. If we eliminate this mechanism
we will presumably eliminate the result. Competitive
bidding should therefore be replaced by a socially
controlled urban land market and a socialized control
of the housing sector. We would thus render the von
Thinen theory irrelevant to our understanding of
spatial structure of cities. This process has begun in
Cuba and in Havana competitive bidding has been
completely eliminated, as have rental payments on
many dwellings.!”

We ought not to accept this argument too readily,
for it is often the case that the mechanism which is
assumed for the purpose of the theory is not necessarily
the same as the real mechanisms which generate
results in accord with the theory. We should merely be
alerted to the possibility that the market mechanism is
at fault and look for further proof of the contention. This
proof canbe gained from an argument stemming from
the general characteristics of capitalism and market
behavior. A market system becomes possible under
conditions of resource scarcity for only under these
conditions can price-fixing commodity exchange
markets arise. The extension of market exchange has
allowed an immense increase in the production of
wealth. We therefore find a paradox, namely that
wealth is produced under a system which relies upon
scarcity for its functioning. It follows that if scarcity is
eliminated then the market economy which is the
source of productive wealth under capitalism is liable
to collapse. Yet capitalism is always increasing its
productive capacity. To resolve this dilemma many
institutions and mechanisms are formed to ensure that
scarcity does not disappear. In fact many institutions
are geared to the maintenance of scarcity (universities
being a prime example, although this is always done in
the name of “quality”). A general analysis of capitalism
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and market exchange economies would indicate that
a major barrier to the elimination of scarcity in
advanced productive societies like the U.S.A. lies in the
complicated set of interlocking institutions (financial,
judicial, political, educational, and so on) which support
the market process.

If we look very carefully we can identify mani-
festations of this general condition in the urban housing
market. Commercial operators in the housing market
(landlords, banks and other financial institutions,
developers, and so on) are not interested in housing
per se but are interested in maximizing their returns
(rents, interest, profit—or, as Marx called it, surplus
value). Even if each operator behaves ethically, accord-
ing to the usual norms of capitalist entrepreneurial
behavior, the net output of the interactions among
them all is to write off use-values in housing in one part
of the city in order to reap exchange-values in another
part of the city. In other words, scarcity is being created
in one part of the city so that the market can function
(at a certain level of profit) at the other end. This
process can be detailed. If this process is general, and
the evidence suggests that it is, then we must anticipate
that the market process will naturally counteract any
policies designed to eliminate scarcity in the housing
market. Again, there are some disturbing similarities
between the accounts provided by Engels and
contemporary urban policy problems. Here is how
Engels described the attempts at urban renewal in the
nineteenth century:

In reality the bourgeoisie has only one method of
solving the housing question after its fashion—that
is to say, of solving it in such a way that the solution
continually reproduces itself anew. This method is
called “Haussmann” . . . By “Haussmann”, [ mean
the practice which has now become general of
making breaches in the working class quarters of
our big towns, and particularly in areas which are
centrally situated, quite apart from whether this is
done from considerations of public health and for
beautifying the town, or owing to the demand for
big centrally situated business premises, or owing
to traffic requirements, such as the laying down of
railways, streets (which sometimes appear to have
the strategic aim of making barricade fighting more
difficult) . . . No matter how different the reasons
may be, the result is everywhere the same; the
scandalous alleys disappear to the accompaniment
oflavish self-praise from the bourgeoisie on account

of the tremendous success, but they appear again
immediately somewhere else and often in the
immediate neighborhood! . . . The breeding places
of disease, the infamous holes and cellars in which
the capitalist mode of production confines our
workers night after night, are not abolished; they
are merely shifted elsewhere! The same economic
necessity which produced them in the first place,
produces them in the next place also. Aslong as the
capitalist mode of production continues to exist,
it is folly to hope for an isolated solution to the
housing question or of any other social question
affecting the fate of the workers. The solution lies
in the abolition of the capitalist mode of production
and the appropriation of all the means of life and
labour by the working class itself.'8

[t is difficult to avoid concluding from the accumulated
evidence that Engels was probably right. There is good
reason to believe that the market mechanism is the
culprit in a sordid drama. And yet it is curious that
although all serious analysts concede the seriousness
of certain of our contemporary urban problems, few
call into question the forces which rule at the very heart
of our economic system. We thus discuss everything
except the basic characteristics of the capitalist market
economy. We devise all manner of solutions except
those which might challenge the continuance of that
economy. Such discussions and solutions which so
avoid the central issue serve only to make us look
foolish, for they eventually lead us to discover, rather
belatedly, what Engels was only too well aware of in
1872—that capitalist solutions provide no foundation
for dealing with deteriorated social conditions which
are structurally necessary for the perpetuation of
capitalism. Such solutions are mere “dephlogisticated
air.” We can, if we will, discover oxygen and all that
goes with it by subjecting the very basis of our capitalist
society (with all its institutionalized scarcities) to a
rigorous and critical examination. It is this task which
a revolutionary theory must address itself to. What
does this task entail?

First, let me say what it does not entail. It does not
entail yet another empirical investigation of the social
conditions in the ghettos. We have enough information
already and it is a waste of energy and resources to
spend our time on such work. In fact, mapping even
more evidence of man’s patent inhumanity to man is
counter-revolutionary in the sense that it allows the
bleeding-heart liberal to pretend he is contributing to a
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solution when he in fact is not. This kind of empiricism
is irrelevant. There is already enough information in
congressional reports, daily newspapers, books,
articles, and so on to provide us with all the evidence
we need. Our task does not lie here. Nor does it lie in
what can only be termed moral masturbation of the
sort which accompanies the masochistic assemblage
of some huge dossier on the daily injustices to the
populace of the ghetto, over which we beat our breasts,
commiserate with each other, before retiring to our
fireside comforts. This, too, is counter-revolutionary
for it merely serves to expiate guilt without our ever
being forced to face the fundamental issues, let alone
do anything about them. Nor is it a solution to indulge
in that emotional tourism which attracts us to live and
work with the poor “for a while” in the hope that we
can really help them improve their lot. This, too, is
counter-revolutionary, for so what if we help a com-
munity win a playground in one summer of work to find
the school deteriorates in the fall? These are the paths
we should not take. They merely serve to divert us from
the essential task at hand.

This immediate task is nothing more nor less than
the self-conscious and aware construction of a new
paradigm for social geographic thought through a
deep and profound critique of our existing analytical
constructs. This is what we are best equipped to do.
We are academics, after all, working with the tools
of the academic trade. Our task is therefore to mobil-
ize our powers of thought to formulate concepts and
categories, theories and arguments, which we can
apply in the process of bringing about a humanizing
social change. These concepts and categories cannot
be formulated in abstraction. They must be forged
realistically with respect to the events and actions as
they unfold around us. Certainly, empirical evidence,
the already assembled dossiers, and the experiences
gained in the community can be made use of here. But
all of those experiences and all of that information
means nothing unless we synthesize it into power-
ful patterns of thought. But our thought cannot rest
merely on existing reality. It has to embrace alterna-
tives creatively. We cannot afford to plan for the
future on the basis of positivist theory, for to do so
would merely be to reinforce the status quo. Yet, as
in the formation of any new paradigm, we must be
prepared to incorporate and reassemble all that is
useful and valuable within that corpus of theory.
We can restructure the formulation of existing theory
in the light of possible lines of future action. We can

critique existing theories as “mere apologetics” for the
dominant force in our society—the capitalist market
system and all its concomitant institutions. In this
manner we will be able to establish the circum-
stances under which location theory can be used to
create better futures and the circumstances in which
it reinforces modes of thought conducive to the main-
tenance of the status quo. The problem in many
cases is not the marginalist method per se or optimizing
techniques per se, but that these methods are being
applied in the wrong context. Pareto optimality as
it enters location theory is a counter-revolutionary
concept and so is any formulation which calls for
the maximization of any one of the partial manifes-
tations of surplus value (such as rent or return on
capital investment). Yet programming solutions are
clearly extremely relevant devices for understand-
ing how resources can best be mobilized for the
production of surplus value.!® Formulations based on
the achievement of equality in distribution are also
counter-revolutionary unless they are derived from
an understanding of how production is organized to
create surplus value.?’ By examining questions such
as these we can at least begin to evaluate existing
theory and in the process (who knows?) perhaps begin
to derive the lineaments of new theory.

A revolution in scientific thought is accomplished
by marshaling concepts and ideas, categories and
relationships into such a superior system of thought,
when judged against the realities which require
explanation, that we succeed in making all opposition
to that system of thought look ludicrous. Since we are,
for the most part, our own worst opponents in this
matter, many of us will find that a first initial step on this
path will be to discomfort ourselves, to make ourselves
look ludicrous to ourselves. This is not easy, particu-
larly if we are possessed of intellectual pride. Further,
the emergence of a true revolution in geographic
thought is bound to be tempered by commitment to
revolutionary practice. Certainly the general accep-
tance of revolutionary theory will depend upon the
strengths and accomplishments of revolutionary
practice. Here there will be many hard personal deci-
sions to make. Decisions that require “real” as opposed
to “mere liberal” commitment, for it is indeed very
comfortable to be a mere liberal. But if conditions are
as serious as many of us believe, then increasingly we
will come to recognize that nothing much can be lost
by that kind of commitment and that almost everything
stands to be gained should we make it and succeed.
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James M. Blaut

from Antipode, 1970, 2: 65-85

Imperialism, as I speak of'it here, is white exploitation
of the non-white world, a plague that began some 500
years ago on the West African coast and spread across
the globe. It has not been cured by emancipation, by
decolonialization, or by economic development (which
suffers from the same disease). It ~as been cured at
times by revolution, for instance in China and Cuba.
One such cure is now underway in Indochina. But a
deadly pattern has emerged which we see in Indochina
and elsewhere: no revolution may run its course
without armed intervention by the white world, the
West. This pattern is grounded in the logic and beliefs
of imperialism. Here are two allegories:

“Those gooks can’t win.” If P, then not Q. This
statement enjoys the status of axiomatic certainty.
There is no possible logic of withdrawal that follows
from such a self-verifying axiom. “The gooks can’t win,”
so we escalate. Thus we come to fight the gooks and
the chinks and the niggers as well. “But those gooks
didn’t win, did they? Now those chinks and gooks and
niggers together can’t win. . .” So the air-tight logic flows
on, and so we enter World War IIL.

The second logical sequence begins benignly
enough, “No sane man wants violence.” [s it therefore
insane to sanction the incessant violence that a Black
South African endures? But this, of course, is not
violence. [t is merely a high mortality rate from disease,
starvation, and suicide. We blame it on the Population
Bomb or on Their Own Stupidity, never on our own
Chase Manhattan debentures. But when their
revolution begins—that is termed “violence,” and
violence is insane. So we send in the marines:

“peacekeepers” who never even heard of Apartheid.
When Black troops arrive from East and West Africa,
we defend the territorial integrity of South Africa
against these invaders, these perpetrators of “violence.”
Next to arrive are the gooks and the chinks . . . And so
we enter World War III.

These allegories express a proposition that is the
foundation stone of this paper. I can state the prop-
osition in two ways, one of which will seem trite and
the other perhaps mystical or foolish. First: all things
canbe rationalized. Second: all of Western science and
historiography is so closely interwoven with Western
imperialism that the former can only describe and
justify the latter, not predict it or explain it or control
it—not even when human survival is at stake, as may
now be the case. The second form is easily confused
with the “East is East and West is West” form of cultural
relativism, an argument which has some predictive
use in linguistics, but otherwise merely expresses the
fact that cross-cultural communication is always diffi-
cult, always imperfect, but never truly impossible. I am
trying to say something rather more specific. At this
point I need a felicitous term.

The word ethnoscience has been used for the past
few years to designate an interdisciplinary field on the
common border of anthropology, linguistics, geog-
raphy, and psychology. That field tries to analyze the
cognitive systems—the beliefs about reality—which
are characteristic of a given cultural-linguistic universe,
and to theorize about such matters on a cross-cultural
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basis.! I will speak of “an ethnoscience” and mean
thereby the total set of explicit and implicit terms,
relations, and propositions which circulate among the
members of a culture or group of cultures.

Some propositions will be axiomatically true by
common consent. Some will carry different truth-
functions for different individuals. Some will contradict
some others. Concepts will vary in much the same way.
This universe of discourse will be said to possess the
following defining characteristics:

1 Itincludes propositions about unique events as well
as general propositions. Thus it extends over all of
history, all of science, and all of practical knowledge
as understood by the members.

2 It is absolutely comprehensive. If a given phen-
omenon is known to the members of two such
groups, it will be incorporated into both ethno-
sciences.

3 An ethnoscience does not include the judgements
of value, preference, virtue, or taste which the
members hold. This is of course a tricky point. In
Western science and history, for instance, the
notion of value-free statements is viewed as a
fiction, sometimes useful and more often not. In
epistemology it is difficult even to imagine a
statement or thought, however mundane, that is
value-free. All I require here is the possibility of
crudely splitting off a value-statement from a
corresponding knowledge-statement, and only to
the extent that the latter can be stated as a distinct
proposition, relatively clear of valuation. The
statement, “I see the lovely chair” must then
become “I see a chair” + “I judge the chair to be
lovely.” The former is explicitly within the ethno-
science. Though still not wholly value-free, it can be
used as a relatively independent variable (i.e. the fly
on Napoleon’s horse’s nose).

This separation is needed to distinguish the
universe called “an ethnoscience” from the larger
universe embracing all thought and expressed by
terms like “world view,” Weltanschauung, cosmol-
ogy, and so on. Only in this way can we get at the
interactions between ethnoscientific variables and
non-ethnoscientific variables. The crucial inter-
action is the effect of Western imperialism, as a set
of interests and norms, upon the two most relevant
portions of Western ethnoscience; first, historical
“truisms,” or conventional beliefs about what
happened in history; and, second, social-science

“paradigms,” or clusters of accepted social-science
theory.?2

4 Any two ethnosciences can be mapped on one
another, by way of comparing them. Each can be a
different state-of-knowledge for the same culture.
Each can be from a different culture. One can be
from a specific culture and the other from a group
of related cultures in which the first is included. The
pair with which I will be concerned in this paper is,
first, the whole of Western science and history and,
second, a theoretical ethnoscience that [ create by
modifying the first in one respect: [ withdraw the
more glaring rationalizations for imperialism.

An ethnoscience has two additional properties
which are axiomatic but testable. The first describes
the relations among statements within the system. The
second describes the relation between an ethnoscience
and a corresponding value system.

We can think of Western science and history at a
given time as containing a certain number of persistent
theoretical paradigms and historical reconstructions.
This population of scientific and historical beliefs can
be assumed to have an overall structure, however loose
it may be. I will speak of a relation of “compatibility”
between pairs of beliefs, meaning simply that they can
co-exist. A pair in widely separated disciplines can no
doubt contradict one another and still co-exist, and
there are rare cases of this sort within single disciplines,
e.g. particles vs. waves.

The general rule would seem to be that accepted
paradigms are likely to reinforce one another—by
using common elements, for example—or at the very
least be essentially unrelated. Compatibility on these
terms is no problem. The same should hold true for
pairs of historical beliefs and for mixed pairs, as in
psychoanalytic history, for instance. This should also
hold for paramount beliefs in public policy, e.g. the
putative views of the electorate.

Obviously, the concept of compatibility is proba-
bilistic in specific cases and becomes axiomatic only
when we deal with beliefs in aggregate. The axiom is
best stated in the same form: in a given ethnoscience,
through a given epoch, it is unlikely that any basic,
important beliefs, scientific, historical, or public-policy,
will be sharply and embarrassingly incompatible with
any other such belief without a resolution of the conflict
taking place relatively quickly. This axiom is closely
analogous to the theory of cognitive dissonance, i.e.
incompatible beliefs tend to get in one another’s way.



The axiom will let us deal with each ethnoscience as a
system, and it lets us connect together various distant
beliefs—distant in subject, time, and space.

The second axiom is more crucial to my argument:
a fundamental belief in the ethnoscientific system
associated with a given society is not likely to fall into
or remain in conflict with a fundamental value or norm
that is held by the members of the society or by the
policy-making élite if the society is highly stratified. In
other words, crucial beliefs should conform to crucial
precepts: the true should also be the good. If there were
no such conformality between ethnoscientific system
and value system, we would have science proving that
religion is false, history undercutting patriotism and the
like—dissonances that a culture certainly cannot
tolerate in high degree.

[ think I can identify a single ethnoscience that is
characteristic of the European nations (or élites)
which have participated directly or indirectly in the
imperializing process. This ethnoscience spans the
entire European culture world through five centuries
of its history. This level of generality would be too
broad to be useful in most other contexts, but that is not
the case here, for two reasons. First, the span is quite
normal for studies in the history of scholarly ideas.
Second, whatever the variations among the national
(or national-élite) ethnosciences, all should have a
basic similarity in matters pertaining to imperialism,
to relationships between Europe, with its set of wants,
and the rest of the world, where the wants are to be
fulfilled.

This White, or Western, or European, ethnoscience
is the intellectual underpinning of imperialism. It
includes within it the varying paradigms of Western
science and the propositions of history. Allowing for
necessary variations, this is the common, general
system of scientific and historical ideas in which we
White, Western social scientists are working. Its
growth has paralleled and supported the growth of
imperialism, and it has become for us an almost
irresistibly strong current of thought, pulling each new
theory and interpretation in the same direction as the
old: toward compatibility with the policies and goals of
Europe and empire. There is nothing mysterious about
this force, and some of us succeed in swimming against
its pull (else there would be no Antipodel). But it has
produced a general drift of bias in those parts of
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Western ethnoscience which are closely involved with
imperialism. [ will show in later paragraphs how this
bias works its way through the chinks in scientific and
historiographic method.

European ethnoscience, like every other, is perfectly
comprehensive in scope. Hence it contains a set of
historical beliefs and social-science generalizations
about the non-White world as well as the White. I noted
earlier that long-run consistency must be maintained
between the ethnoscientific system and the value
system. The governing system of values in European
ethnoscience is that of the White world alone: the
imperialists, not the imperialized. To fit this ethno-
science to an anti-imperialist value structure requires
quite drastic changes, even if this structure is a limited
set of normative propositions and not the entire value
system of a specific non-European culture. Even more
drastic changes are required to incorporate the findings
of Third-World social scientists and historians (to the
extent practicable).

The European model has to be examined very
closely for biased and questionable historical state-
ments dealing with the Third World, with imperialism,
with European affairs relating to the Third World,
and for social-science models and generalizations
which are comparably biased or questionable. Each of
these must be deleted. In some cases [ will very deli-
berately introduce alternative statements with biases
tending in a Third-World direction and build models
to generate new hypotheses, however improbable
these may seem. If I call the end product a sketch of
Third-World ethnoscience, nothing impressive is
implied. This is not the ethnoscience of an entire
culture. Nor is it that of a synthesis of cultures. It is best
described as an attempt to broaden Western ethno-
science by removing its more flagrant imperialistic
biases and enriching it with Third-World data. Many
Third-World social scientists and historians, perhaps
most of them, are engaged in essentially the same
enterprise.

v

The argument turns now to the sphere of method,
since a crucial point is the vulnerability of scientific
method and historiography to bias. If the drift of bias
in Western scholarship is in the direction of con-
gruency with imperialism, the one most pervasive and
persistent interest of Western culture as a whole, then
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methodology will not check that drift. Even the most
careful, disciplined, expert, and perceptive scholarship
will be unable to do so, although without such care and
expertise matters would be worse.

The problem is most acute in history, but most
easily diagnosed. Visualize the historian’s job of
pursuing information along a chain of documentary
reports, each document adding its quantum of value
bias, imperfect perception, incomplete description,
subjective categorization, and so on. These are normal
hazards of the historian’s trade, and he negotiates them
as best he can. Always he seeks to overcome these
difficulties of concrete, artifactual data and, as it were,
enter the subject’s mind.

Consider now the problem faced by a European
historian trying to gather data on, say, the history of
a colonial possession of his own country. One set
of sources derives from those individuals whose
participation in the events under study would ordinarily
persuade the historian to rely most heavily on them for
primary data. But they write in non-Western language
and script, convey the beliefs and values of a
non-Western culture, and are likely to evince rather
consistently negative bias against the occupying
power, its agents, and their actions. By contrast, there
is an abundance of easily available records written in
the historian’s own language by a group of his own
countrymen whose ordinary bias is inflated by racial,
cultural, class, and patriotic prejudice. The historian
must thus choose between two kinds of account,
each with an opposing bias. Not surprisingly, he is likely
to accept the bias of his own countrymen, whose
material he can deal with in terms of known means
of judging evidence. He can, as it were, enter their
minds. However carefully he may avoid contaminating
his work with his own attitudes, the bias has entered
it even so.

The shelves of colonial and non-Western history
contain rather few works by Europeans who are
familiar with the non-Western language and culture of
their area, and fewer still by colonials themselves.
Instead, we have a vast literature written by colonial
administrators-turned-historians, with titles like
“My Ten Years among the Dyaks.” There is also an
abundance of strongly biased writings by trained
historians from the occupying nations, works very aptly
described by Van Leur as history “written from the
deck of the ship.”® Hence we see the importance of a
handful of studies written by non-Western historians,
mostly after independence has been attained, studies

which present a counterfoil to the European view, a
different interpretation, and often a body of new and
important data.? Until this literature has grown very
much larger, we must assume that the basis for
reasonably objective judgment of the colonial and pre-
colonial past has not as yet been laid. Thus we must
garnishee the bulk of existing data and review all the
evidence behind the most crucial generalizations about
the nature and evolution of imperialism.

Science has proven as vulnerable as history in
the matter of resisting imperialistic bias—of break-
ing out of the paradigms which assert that, for any
hypothesis P, P is true of the Third World if P is useful
to imperialistic policies and false if not. My concern
is with lacunae in scientific method, specifically in
the methodology of pure and applied social-science
research being carried out today in neo-colonial
countries, independent areas which maintain one or
another form of colonial economy. (Much more will
be said about neo-colonialism later.) Nearly all of this
research has the stated goal of contributing directly
or indirectly to economic and social development,
and those who conduct the research accept by and
large the goal and honestly follow the canons of
scientific method. Yet the results continue to fit the old
paradigms.

We notice to begin with that the probable direction
of bias can be predicted from the roles, values, and
reward system that are typical of the investigators.
Much of the research is carried out by White social
scientists from North America or Europe with financial
support from their own government or a corporate
foundation. Most are inclined to accept the ideology
of their own culture in at least skeletal form—would
not receive the financial support if they did not, in
most cases—and this ideology is compatible with the
paradigms in question. These paradigms assert that
any P is untrue, unworkable, or wrong if P leads to
radical, social, and political change, or merely to poli-
tical instability. Investigators who are nationals of the
neo-colonial country itself usually are government
employees, participants in a system that provides faster
promotion and like rewards for findings which do not
point to governmental errors and contradictions at
any level, from the small development project to the
national policy of neo-colonialism. University research
is only slightly less constrained, and professors in any
case have little opportunity to do any. It should be
added that government and university social scientists
are usually recruited from the class that benefits



from neo-colonialism. If many of them oppose it
nonetheless, they tend not to do so in the context of
sponsored research. Hence we find the potential for
bias toward the paradigms of imperialism at the start
of research. The potential is enhanced by the fact that
nearly all investigators ingested these paradigms at the
time they were trained.

Scientific method is relied on to ward off systematic
bias, but it cannot do so in a neo-colonial situation such
as we are describing. [t merely disguises the bias behind
a facade of spurious objectivity. The facade is most
impressive when formal models are used and when
masses of quantitative data are processed. However,
these approaches seem to confer no greater immunity
than do others.® Most of the models are drawn from
Western theory. Given that other models are likely to
provide equally good fit in a typically complex system,
the systematic choice of a Western model adds to the
probability that the system will be wrongly subsumed
under an inappropriate paradigm. The same systematic
error recurs in the choice of assumptions.

A special problem arises when simulation models
are developed specifically for mass data-processing.
The choice of variables is conditioned by the
availability of statistics. These, in turn, reflect the
information needs of the prior colonial epoch (or
present large-scale commerce); hence, the simulation
becomes a caricature. One must see this problem in
the context of theories that explain so little of the
variance—when they are tested at all—that a bad
model or bizarre assumption is almost never rejected
for reasons that have anything to do with scientific
method or results. The favored models are congruent
with views, values, and interests which would not be
abandoned in any case.

Empirical research fares no better than theoretical:
it is hobbled by the same biases. Implicit Western
models tend to govern the selection of problem, field-
work area, sample design, data categories, and the like.
Interview biases are monotonous in their congruence
with the hypothesis and purpose of a study. Perhaps
the most serious problem in empirical research is the
tendency to read into a given situation some truism
dredged up from European history—about which more
will be said later.

Thus it appears that Western science, like Western
history, has been methodologically incapable of
controlling its own tendency to interpret the Third
World in terms of the paradigms of Western ethno-
science and the interests of imperialism. For this
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reason, one must adopt an attitude of systematic
skepticism toward theories about the dynamics of the
Third World. The predictions from such theories
suggest strategies, e.g. for economic planning, but
one finds very often that the predictions are merely
restatements of the assumptions originally chosen
for a model that has not really been tested. The
assumptions themselves turn out to be epigrams of
imperialism. So economic development can become a
way of phrasing imperialist strategy, not an alternative
to imperialism.

Few of us believe in the possibility of a perfectly
objective science or history, so the foregoing argument
should not be, in principle, unpalatable. Ifit gives some
discomfort, this may be a symptom of the difficulty we
have in swallowing the proposition that our lack of
objectivity is not a random error, nor even a class or
national bias, but a systematic tendency of Western
thought, tied to the common Western imperialism. The
tendency is rather slight at the level of individual
research: an unconscious value-loading of adjectives;
a not-absolutely-random sample; a project selected
because research funds are available for this sort of
thing and not that. The cumulative effect, like the
Coriolus [sic] force and the solar wind, is no less
powerful for being unnoticed. Hypotheses that clash
with imperialism simply do not rise to the status of
paradigms or truisms. Hence, over the decades and
centuries, we maintain a body of belief that is truly the
ethnoscience of the Western world; not, as it claims to
be, the universal science and history of the world as a
whole.

\'

We can now compare the geographic models of
imperialism which emerge from Western and Third-
World systems of belief. I have said nothing thus far
about the content of these ethnoscientific systems.
Instead I gave an elaborate methodological fanfare, the
aim of which was to raise some doubts in advance
about the seeming self-evidence of the one set of
beliefs and the seeming improbability of the other.
[ will discuss these beliefs only to the extent that each
underlies or enters into its respective geographic
model, but their basic form will emerge quite clearly as
we proceed. I speak of the models as “geographic”
because space and resources are perhaps their main
dimensions. They span some 500 years of human
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history, but they also span the globe. This scope is
routine in historical geography. Note that the Western
model is non-Marxist. A Marxist model of the classical
or European type—something of an intermediate
case—will be examined briefly at a later point. The
Western model will be given rather cursory discussion
in any event, since it is a collection of all-too-familiar
truisms. [t will in fact be treated very shabbily, and used
mainly as a foil for the Third-World model, toward
which I admit a favorable bias.

It should be said at this point that my use of the term
“model” in this discussion is intended to not only
emphasize the fact that we are simplifying process
to a bare structure for analytic purposes, but also to
emphasize a property of models which is vital to this
kind of discourse. Models are not reality. They can
be as improbable and outlandish as one may desire,
so long as the model world and real world remain
separated. Some of the historical statements in the
Third-World model are so thoroughly contradictory
to the truisms of Western history that they may not
even seem plausible. My task is to clothe them with just
[such] supporting evidence as conveys their plausibility.
Historians must carry the burden from there.

“European civilization arose and flowered, until in
the end it covered the face of the earth.”® These words
by Marc Bloch sum up the Western model quite nicely.
They convey the root belief in an ineffable European
spirit, a sui generis cause of European evolution and
expansion. A small number of such beliefs are the basic
truisms of imperialism, generating those arguments
which justified imperialism during its evolution and
those which (I claim) disguise it today. The following
truisms seem to be crucial:

1 Europe is a spatio-temporal individual, clearly
demarcated and internally coherent—a “civiliza-
tion.” It has been such since the Middle Ages or
before, although the boundaries have extended to
Anglo-America and beyond. This conception gives
the model a simple domocentric form,” with a
distinctive geometry: an inner space, closed and
undifferentiated (all portions have the property
“European”); an outer space, also closed on the
spherical surface; and a boundary between them
which has finite width and important internal
properties.

2 The rise of European civilization throughout
this period has been generated mainly by inner
processes. Non-European peoples and areas

have had no crucial role in epochal events: the
Reformation, the Enlightenment, the Industrial
Revolution, and so on. Whenever events outside
of (topological) Europe assume significance, as
during the ages of exploration and mercantilism,
Europeans themselves play the active role. Here we
have the first property of the boundary: selective
permeability. Major forces in cultural evolution
cannot filter through it in a centripetal direction,
although raw materials can do so; likewise Aztec
gold.

All non-European cultures are more or less
primitive, at the time of colonization, by comparison
with Europeans in the abstract and by comparison
with the particular Europeans who colonize a given
area and pass judgement on its inhabitants. All such
cultures are unprogressive. All are either standing
still or declining at the time of colonization. (China
is usually conceded to have barely reached the
“European” civilization level of pre-Enlightenment
times, but is the very model of decadence.) All such
cultures are barbarous and heathen. In sum, the
non-European world is less strong, less intelligent,
and less virtuous than Europe. Hence there is a kind
of osmotic differential in power, knowledge, and
righteousness.

The outward expansion of Europe, like the rise of
Europe itself, is, sui generis, a product of internal
forces and motives. It is a “striving outward,” an
“urge to expand.” There is self-generated evolution
within the boundaries of Europe and there is
osmotic pressure across the boundary. The result
is unidirectional flow: a diffusion process, not an
equilibrating system. (By no coincidence, classic
diffusionism in European social science was
imperialistic, ethnocentric, and often racist in tone.
Does this perhaps hold true for some of diffusion
theory today?) As a corollary, any given part of the
non-European world gains its important attributes
from the European impact. Therefore the non-
European world as a whole—excepting the areas
depopulated and settled by Europeans, thus
becoming pseudopoda of Europe itself—displays
the pattern created by a decay function; the farther
one gets from Europe (in the sense of connectivity,
not true distance), the less intense the attribute. This
can be described in part as a series of age-area or
wave-diffusion bands, and in part as a continuous
cline. Thus, whenever non-European areas display
qualities indicative of importance, progress, and the



like, they do so as a result of Europeanization and
in proportion as they have received the European
impact. Thus also, the process of imperialism
becomes a matter of giving civilization while taking
resources.

These historical truisms provide some of the major
elements in a structure of ideas that underlay European
imperialism throughout its course and underlies it
still. A double standard of morality was accepted by
which privacy, brigandage, privateering, slave-raiding,
slave-trading, and slavery itself were permitted so
long as the venue were extra-European—indeed, the
Enlightenment in Europe rather coincided with the age
of slavery beyond the boundary. Colonialism acquired
the status of a natural and inevitable process, almost
foreordained by the internal evolution of Europe and
developing smoothly and continuously from the first
voyages of Henry the Navigator to the final partition of
Africa. The establishment of large-scale capitalist
enterprise in colonies and former colonies was equally
inevitable, a matter of finding better and higher uses
for land and labor than the natives themselves were
capable of achieving. In the twentieth century,
discomforting events like Japanese militarism and the
growth of Chinese communism were cognized as
effects of European ideas. Were it my intention to
elaborate fully the Western model, I would attempt to
show how these and like processes are, and have been
in the past, cognized in terms of the few basic persistent
truisms (not all of which have been mentioned, of
course) which serve as assumptions in the model. At all
stages in modern history, Europeans have drawn these
truisms from Western ethnoscience whenever the need
arose to justify events past, current, or planned.

The same holds true today. The conception of non-
European peoples as inferior in strength, intelligence,
and virtue—that is, in national power, technological
innovativeness, and justifiable aspirations—is still basic
to the international policies of the West, although rarely
stated in explicit terms and perhaps not even drawn
out into the conscious decision-making process. Before
pursuing this matter further, we had best present the
alternative model, that of the Third World.

Vi

Somewhat earlier, I characterized Third-World
ethnoscience in a highly simplistic way, calling it
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Western ethnoscience with one constraint removed:
its support of imperialism. But if that one constraint is
removed, the shape of historiography and social
science must change. Fanon makes this blunt assertion:
“What the West has in truth not understood is that
today . . . a new theory of man is coming into being.”®
Whether he is literally right or not, this is clearly the
program for a Third-World ethnoscience.

The model, as I build it here, goes well beyond
existing scholarship (as any model should). Where my
own speculations are woven into the fabric, the design
remains in harmony with the whole. This design has
one basic motif: basic skepticism with regard to any
truism or paradigm of Western ethnoscience which
seems to reinforce imperialism: by derogating a part
or property of the Third World; by asserting a
dependency on the West; by claiming that some form
of Western enterprise in the Third World is a priori
logical, proper, or necessary; by rationalizing the use or
potential use of Western force in a Third-World region;
or simply by asserting that European history is sui
generis—that cultural evolution is a European monop-
oly. Skepticism leads to criticism, and thus the fabric
is unraveled and rewoven.

This model asserts a body of propositions, most of
which are sample denials of one or another part of one
or another Western truism. I will draw these propo-
sitions together into a schema of the historical
geography of imperialism, somewhat arbitrarily divided
into three space-time stages. Very little will be said
about the geometry of this model since its most
fundamental quality is (or can be expressed as) the
absence of ethnocentrism, domocentrism, and there-
fore nodality.

Stage I can be called the Slave-Based Industrial
Revolution, with bounds extending from Atlantic
Europe to the West African coast; thence to the
Atlantic coast of South America; thence northward
along that coast to the West Indies; thence back to
Europe. This period lasts very roughly from 1450
to 1750. To deal with it adequately, one would have to
discuss events occurring in Asia at the same time, but
[ will content myself with one proposition: the impact
of Europe on Asia throughout this period was very
light; the model itself suggests why this was so.°

The period begins with privateering—chartered
piracy—on the Guinea coast by Portuguese merchant
and naval vessels. Small-scale slave-raiding occurs.
Equally small-scale sugar planting begins on several
Atlanticislands (e.g. Sdo Thomé), using captured slaves
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and producing for the European market. Iberian
seamen continue to probe southward, less concerned
with rounding Africa than with preying on her coast.
As profits and experience increase, ships grow sturdier;
eventually the orbit enlarges to the point where a
landing is made in the New World, and Iberian interest
shifts in part to New World privateering (“conquest”).
Meanwhile, the Portuguese open a lucrative trade in
the Indian Ocean, beating Arab competition mainly
through high-seas piracy on the smaller Arab vessels.
This trade interests us mainly because it leads to
settlement on the Brazilian coast, whose warfare and
European diseases, combined with slavery, quickly
destroy Amerindian competitors for land. Planters
move across the Atlantic, vastly increasing plantation
acreage and stimulating the slave trade. Now Europe
hits the jackpot and commences the true explosion of
imperialism: massive expansion of commercial, slave-
based agriculture in the New World.

The acquisition of disease-emptied land in limit-
less quantities was the one major advantage which
Europeans managed to wrest over the civilizations of
Africa and Asia. In this model Europe had no “urge to
expand” not shared by these other civilizations; nor did
Europe have any technological advantage, save ships
that were slightly more sophisticated as a result of the
prior epoch of African piracy; nor did Europe display
any other distinguishing sign of cultural advancement
or achievement-motivation in the fifteenth and early
sixteenth century. She merely got to the New World
first, and obtained its lands in exchange for genocide.

The Third-World model can therefore postulate
that Europeans had no innate superiority, nor even the
power to conquer Old-World civilizations. This power
was only gained in the eighteenth century, 250 years
after Columbus, as a result of the industrial revolution,
which began not in Europe but in the West Indies,
thereafter diffusing (outward? inward?) to Europe.'° To
make this last assertion plausible, we need a subsidiary
model, a microgeographic system-model of the slave-
based plantation, showing its homology to subsequent
factory industry. Such a model would show that, in level
of machine technology (mill and field), level of capital,
scale of labor input and production, organizational
complexity, multiplier-generating effects, and other
attributes, the sugar plantation was equal to the level of
the early English textile mill, which it long preceded.
The overwhelming difference was slavery.

The Third-World model here invokes alternative
propositions. The first is an anthropological truism:

every culture has rules, or laws, which limit the degree
to which any one participant in that culture can exploit
any other, but no such rules need apply to outsiders.
Beyond the bounds of Europe, a heathen alien could be
murdered or enslaved at will. With fresh land and a
brisk market, moral scruples were brushed aside. The
second proposition is cultural-geographic: new tech-
nology is extremely costly in its earliest phase. Third is
the basic Marxist proposition that power must be
employed to extract surplus from labor—surely most
feasible under the guns of a slave colony. Thus we have
rounded out the argument for a slave-based, extra-
European origin of the factory system—indeed, of
capitalism itself if one accepts Marx’s distinction
between merchants and capitalists.!! In our model, the
factory system had to evolve under slavery to the point
where labor’s return was, literally, enough to keep the
laborer alive; only then could the system be transferred
from the colonies to Europe, and from the southern
U.S. to the north; then reconstituted as a new kind of
mill, with semi-free labor and child labor forming a
transition.

This model of the origins of industry and industrial
capitalism is reasonably strange in the context of
Western ethnoscience. In the Third-World system, the
model may be poor but it is far from strange. C. L. R.
James, one of the greatest of Third-World historians,
says simply: “There is no question today that the
resources which initiated and established [the factory
system] . . . resulted from the Atlantic slave-trade and
the enslavement of Africans in the Americas.”*? The
slave-trade itself, in this model, was mostly brigandage
on the West African coast; involvement of African
kingdoms came relatively late, responding to one of
the fruits of the European industrial revolution: cheap
guns.® One must add the input of profits from Spanish
enterprise in the New World—plunder, mining, and a
bit of agriculture—as well as the profits from mer-
cantilism in Asia. The Asian element, however, is
much overrated. Europeans controlled no significant
territory prior to the mid-eighteenth century, and had
nothing much to sell the Asians until slave-based
industry had triggered off European industrial
revolution.

Stage Il in the evolution of imperialism, as portrayed
in this model, is classical Colonialism, or large-scale
territorial conquest, mainly in areas with sophisticated
state organization. This period commences slowly
in the early eighteenth century. By the end of the
nineteenth, colonial control has spread at least



nominally over nearly all of Africa and Asia, Japan has
joined the colonizers, and China has become a giant
colonial condominium. The stage is brought to an end
almost everywhere, by a formal grant of independence
and a change of color on world maps, in the two
decades following World War II. In the model, it ends
by a gradual re-occupation of territory and gradual
crumbling of colonial political control over a period of
perhaps eighty years.

The initiating conditions for Stage II are in essence
also the terminating conditions for Stage I. These
conditions can best be understood in terms of the
geometry of the model. Initially, the Old World is a
single uniform region dotted with mercantile cities, not
a nodal region centered on Europe. We assume no
initiating condition within Europe itself which might
destroy the relative spatial equilibrium among Old-
World cities, and we assume (with Polanyi) that
merchants throughout the archaic world are sub-
servient to or portions of the state apparatus—that
dual, competing power poles are unstable and hence
inadmissible.* We explain the acquisition of power by
European merchants as a boundary process between
the Old World and the New. Two vital ingredients of a
capitalist society were thus drawn into Europe; first,
the system of industrial capitalism which (in this model)
evolved under slavery; and, second, the profits—from
plunder, slavery, Asiatic trade, and new markets in
North America and other pseudopoda of Europe—
which were needed by the merchant (now capitalist)
class to acquire political power and thus legitimize
itself. By the end of Stage I, capitalism and the State
were again a single focus of power, but West European
states were adapting themselves to capitalism, not vice
versa. In this way political and legal authority was
obtained to create a semi-slave proletariat in Europe
itself by widening the limits of allowable exploitation
within the society, and to redefine the territorial
conquest of non-European areas as an affair of state,
not of private Chartered Company (although the
transition from one to the other was slow).!>

Thus we derive the three initiating conditions
of Stage II, or Colonialism. First, the European country
has already become a capitalist—not simply
mercantilist—society, and colonies are therefore
sought as extensions of the European marketing and
raw-material sphere. Second, industrialization and
mercantilism together have advanced to the point
where both the technology and capital needed for
large-scale conquest are at hand. And third, since the
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first condition is best encountered in a potential colony
which possesses a strong pre-existing state organ-
ization and large population, formal and informal
procedures will be followed to forge an alliance
between the imperialists and the colonial power
structure—an alliance with genuine advantages for the
colonial participant since it offers him a share of the
economic and political spoils. This, you will note, is a
redefinition of the “divide and conquer” precept. In our
model, the precept reads: imperialism should be fitted
into the pre-existing forms of exploitation so that the
same classes are exploited, only more vigorously. [
shall have occasion to return to this proposition in a
modern context.

At the close of World War II, the colonial system
was dismantled with the speed of a traveling circus,
and in most places independence was achieved
without violent revolution and at the stated initiative
of the imperial power, rather than on presentation
of an ultimatum. The Western model uses these
facts as evidence that imperialism is on its deathbed.
The Third-World model interprets these facts quite
differently: an area can be exploited more efficiently
in the late twentieth century without overt political
control. This is neocolonialism, Stage III of our
model. To understand the homology between these
two stages, and to understand the nature of neo-
colonialism—a crucial matter for the Third-World
analysis of economic and social development
programs—we must focus for a moment on certain
structural properties of an ideal-typical colony as
delineated by our model.

The colony as a whole can be described as a
feudal state, a three-tiered society consisting of a
gentry or landlord class above whom are the state
aristocracy and below whom are the peasants, with
an imperialist superstructure added as another tier
above—and indeed trickling through all the econ-
omic interstices at the state and gentry level as well.
The colonial bureaucracy is usually self-sustaining
with tax revenues which are generally paid directly
or indirectly by the peasants. The bureaucracy sup-
ports a large corps of not always vitally needed
Europeans. It has the additional tacit function of
providing a source of decently paid employment
for the sons of lesser gentry. It is indeed a signifi-
cant element in the spoils system; hence the bureau-
cracy may be an exploitative structure if its technical
services do not redress the balance, as may or may
not occur.
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The main exploitation, however, comes from
private business, the functions of which are kept scru-
pulously separate from those of government. A large,
diversified colony, however densely populated, will
have at least some European-owned plantations (if
only tea gardens above the food cultivation zone),
some European-owned mines, a host of European-
owned import—export agencies which usually feed
into locally managed distribution networks, and other
such enterprises. Almost all manufactured goods are
brought in from the colonizing country. Local manu-
facturing may be suppressed overtly, as happened to
India’s cotton textile production and export during
the company era and later to sugar refining in the West
Indies, or local industry may be unable to face com-
petition from factory-produced imports.!® In any case,
a massive loss of income occurs as a result of this
process, wiping out incipient manufacturing industries,
depriving urban artisans of a livelihood (but benefitting
merchants), and reducing peasant family income. !

To sum up these structural features: the colonial
bureaucracy provides welfare and infrastructural
services and maintains an exceedingly large police or
military establishment, roughly at cost. The private
European sector profits by exporting plantation and
mine products and importing manufactured goods.
The landowning gentry continue as always to collect
rent or share from the peasants, while their kinsmen
maintain an élite status in new roles, bureaucratic or
business. The peasants find their burden growing
slowly but steadily, generation by generation, and the
class of landless laborers increases in proportion.
Population growth may be a contributing cause to their
problem—I will argue to the contrary below—but the
primary cause is exploitation: heavier charges placed
on farmers who always have limited land supplies and
rarely have access to yield-raising inputs.

The colony thus created is dualistic, but not in the
sense of an economy in which European enterprise is
distinct from and cannot integrate with peasant
economy, if such is even possible.!® The dualism here
is between government and economy. This is a
fundamental feature of capitalist societies; it permits
unrestricted economic activity within a broad area of
legally permissible actions. The same dualism is
constructed, for the same reason, in our colony. After
a firm network of ties has been established between
metropolitan and colonial enterprise, and the latter has
acquired a corps of managers and shopkeepers from
the local élite, then, in theory, independence need not

interfere with business as usual. In pre-colonial society,
this kind of dualism is rarely seen. Land ownership, for
instance, may have as many political-territorial attri-
butes as it does economic. But colonialism bribes the
old élite into assuming a new role, part economic
bourgeoisie, part bureaucratic functionary. If peasants
and laborers have not been pushed to the point of full-
scale revolution, then the new élite will almost always
be found in the vanguard of the less extreme inde-
pendence movement. But if the colonizers refuse to
leave, many from this group will turn revolutionary
overnight, as happened in Indonesia, Algeria, and
elsewhere. One need not entirely dismiss the signifi-
cance of imperialistic beliefs when noting that almost
all the imperialist countries chose to ignore such beliefs
and free their colonies without fuss. So the terminating
conditions for Stage II and initiating conditions for
Stage III are bound up in the colonial process, which
creates an economic fief and secures it against all
political dangers short of socialism.

“Neo-Colonialism” is the most widely used term
for what our model identifies as the third stage of
imperialism. Nkrumah characterizes an independent
nation as neo-colonial if “its economic system and
thus its political policy is directed from outside.”® In
the present model, a neo-colonial state is given five
defining properties. First, its economy is connected to
European capitalism in the colonial manner. Second,
its internal political structure is effectively controlled
by an élite group of the sort [ described for Stage 11
colonies, a group of businessmen, civil servants, or
both, committed by self-interest or ideology to main-
taining the colonial economy. Third, it may have
economic connections with more than one European
power. Fourth, the state lies under a permanent threat
of invasion or some other hostile act if European
economic interests within its territory are not properly
protected; hence, its sovereignty is contingent. And
fifth, since exploitation in the neo-colonial mode is
much like that of classical colonialism, neo-colonialism
has much the same need to be backed up by military
power if the citizens grow restless. Accordingly, the
neo-colony is customarily given substantial military
assistance to insure internal security, while its
European partner stands ready to airlift troops into
the country if they are needed.

Note that the first two of these properties, a colonial
economy and a bureaucratic-mercantile élite, are the
two most fundamental features of Stage II colonies,
aside from European rule itself. Note also that the third



of these properties suggests a plausible reason why
imperialist powers might find their interests best served
by granting independence to their colonies and con-
verting them into neo-colonies. To begin with, if all
the major powers de-colonize at about the same
time—exactly as happened—then the Common
Market principle takes effect: each gives up its trade
protections in a small colonial market, gains access
instead to a vastly larger one, and still retains the fat
pickings of neo-colonialism in the original. The second
imperialist excuse for de-colonization is a military
one. Given the state of war technology in the 1950s
as compared, say, with the 1900s, military airlifts and
roving navies may have come to provide greater
reserve power than colonial garrisons maintained (at
great expense) throughout the empire. From a Third-
World point of view there is every reason to believe
that imperialism is still very much alive.

The proposition that imperialism still holds sway in
the new guise of neo-colonialism leads to a pervasive
skepticism about Western policy in the Third World
today. It also raises doubts about the pronouncements
of Western ethnoscience on matters of peace, equality,
and economic development in the Third World. Take
the following propositions as examples. First, given
the propensity to define non-European movements
in European terms, will it ever be possible to stage a
revolution against any form of exploitation in the
Third World without having that revolution defined
and responded to as Marxist—as a subset of Western
thought? Second, will the West be able to accept
the possibility that Third-World nations can defeat
it militarily—that conflict resolution in places like
Southeast Asia must follow the same principles as
elsewhere? Third, can the Third World accept the
thesis that any major economic-development program
is not merely a part of the process of imperialism? For
instance, is there any real difference between economic
aid programs and former colonial technical services?
Do both serve as pattern-maintenance or welfare
services to permit smooth functioning of private
exploitation? Fourth, are population-control efforts
really designed to assist the Third World or are they
simply another dimension of imperialism? After all, it is
asreasonable to argue that high peasant birth rates are
a function of exploitation as it is to argue the current
Western view, which assumes incredible ignorance on
the part of peasant families and, to many non-Whites,
carries overtones of racism. If time permitted, [ would
continue with many other skeptical propositions of the
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same sort. Perhaps the Third World is truly coming to
the conviction that peace, justice, and development
must emerge from a new ethnoscience: “a new theory
of man.”

Vil

Systems of belief are by no means immune to change,
but they are less likely to foretell external events than
to explain them after the fact. This is notably true when
a culture is losing control over such events. Reality, for
that culture, is changing; the belief-system is signaling
“no change”; the members of the culture believe and
act on the signal; and sooner or later the gap between
belief and verification becomes too great to be ignored.
Unfortunately, that discovery may occur during the
millisecond before a nuclear holocaust. Let me be more
specific: Western ethnoscience defines the geography
of the present-day world in a way that is so grossly
unrealistic that we can only hope for a change in belief
that occurs in time to save us, or a slow enough
intrusion of reality so that beliefs may somehow
respond in time. The Western model has persuaded
the West that imperialism is under control, that
economic development is just around the corner, and
that peace is only a matter of right thinking. The Third-
World model, on the other hand, describes a world in
which imperialism is far from dead—instead, it has
changed from colonialism into neo-colonialism, a
cooperative enterprise of the European world as a
whole—and that resistance to imperialism is mounting
throughout the world. If the real world bears any
resemblance to this model, then we are on the brink
of disaster.
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Recent challenges to the acceptability of traditional
gender roles for men and women have been called the
most profound and powerful source of social change in
this century [76], and feminism is the “ism” often held
accountable for instigating this societal transformation.
One expression of feminism is the conduct of academic
research that recognizes and explores the reasons for
and implications of the fact that women’s lives are
qualitatively different from men’s lives. Yet the degree
to which geography remains untouched by feminism is
remarkable, and the dearth of attention to women'’s
issues, explicit or implicit, plagues all branches of
human geography.

Our purpose here is to identify some sexist biases
in geographic research and to consider the implica-
tions of these for the discipline as a whole. We do not
accuse geographers of having been actively or even
consciously sexist in the conduct of their research, but
we would argue that, through omission of any con-
sideration of women, most geographic research has
in effect been passively, often inadvertently, sexist.
It is not our primary purpose to castigate certain
researchers or their traditions, but rather to provoke
lively debate and constructive criticism on the ways in
which a feminist perspective might be incorporated
into geography.

There appear to us to be two alternative paths to
this goal of feminizing the discipline. One is to develop
a strong feminist strand of research that would
become one thread among many in the thick braid of
geographic tradition. We support such research as
necessary, but not sufficient. The second approach,
which we favor, is to encourage a feminist perspective
within all streams of human geography. In this way,

Issues concerning women (some of which are dis-
cussed later in this paper) would become incorporated
in all geographic research endeavors. Only in this way,
we believe, can geography realize the promise of the
profound social change that would be wrought by
eliminating sexism. In this paper we first briefly con-
sider the reasons for the meager impact of femin-
ism on the field to date, and review the nature of
feminist scholarship in other social sciences and the
humanities. We then examine the nature of sexist bias
in geographic research and, through examples of this,
demonstrate ways in which a nonsexist geography
might evolve.

WHY THE NEGLECT OF WOMEN’S
ISSUES?

Why has geography for the most part assiduously
avoided research questions that embrace half the
humanrace? We believe the answer lies very simply in
the fact that knowledge is a social creation. The kind of
knowledge that emerges from a discipline depends
very much upon who produces that knowledge, what
methods are used to procure knowledge, and what
purposes knowledge is acquired for [78]. The number
of women involved in generating knowledge in a
given discipline appears to be important in determin-
ing the degree to which feminism is absorbed in that
discipline’s research tradition. Although the number of
women researchers in geography is growing, women
still constitute only 9.6 percent of the college and
university faculty who are members of the Association
of American Geographers. The characteristics of
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researchers influence the kinds of issues a discipline
focuses upon. Geographers have, for instance, been
more concerned with studying the spatial dimensions
of social class than of social roles, such as gender roles.
Yet for many individuals and groups, especially
women, social roles are likely to have a greater impact
than social class on spatial behavior.

Geography’s devotion to strict logical positivism in
recent years can also help to account for the lack of
attention to women'’s issues. As King has pointed out,
positivism has not been particularly concerned with
social relevance or with social change [48]. It is a
method that tends to preserve the status quo. The
separation of facts from values and of subject from
object are elements of positivism that would prevent
positivist research from ever guiding, much less
leading, social change [15, 48]. Researchers in the
positivist tradition have tended to ask normative
questions that have little to do with defining optimal
social conditions (e.g. the traveling salesman problem).
This is not to say that positivism is incapable of asking
socially relevant normative questions, but only to point
out that the status quo orientation of positivism has not
fostered the sort of normative thinking that challenges
existing social conditions.

Although strict logical positivism no longer has a
life-threatening grip on the discipline, alternative
paradigms have done little to incorporate a feminist
perspective. Marxists have championed social change
but, with a few exceptions [14, 37, 58], they have not
explored the effects of capitalism on women. Phen-
omenologists have promised a more humanistic
geography, a geography that would increase self-
knowledge and would focus on the full range of human
experience [15, 84], but even this research stream has
produced few insights into the lives of women.

Finally, the purpose of much geographic research
has been to provide a rational basis for informed
decision making. Insofar as planners are committed
to maintaining the status quo [29], and insofar as both
researcher and decision maker were, especially in the
past, likely to belong to the male power establishment,
a focus on women, or even a recognition of women,
was unlikely. In sum, most academic geographers
have been men, and they have structured research
problems according to their values, their concerns,
and their goals, all of which reflect their experience.
Women have not been creatures of power or status,
and the research interests of those in power have
reflected this fact.

FEMINIST CRITICISM IN OTHER
DISCIPLINES

Although scholarship on women has, to date, made
little impact on mainstream geography, much of
relevance to our discipline can be learned from a
decade of research and feminist criticism in other social
sciences and in the humanities. Characterizing the
development of this research, Stimpson notes an initial
stage in which researchers responded to an urgently
felt need to document women’s sufferings, invisibility,
and subordination, and to explore causes of women'’s
secondary status. Later focus shifted to examining “the
relationship of two interdependent, intersecting worlds
.. . the male world of production, public activity, formal
cultures, and power . . . [and] the world of the female—
of reproduction, domestic activity, informal culture,
and powerlessness . ..” [80, p. 187]. There have been
demands for recognizing the diversity among women
and for developing a sense of woman as an active force
rather than a passive or marginal being. Most recently,
the debate over the nature, permanence, and signifi-
cance of sexual differences has revived [80].

Paralleling these changing emphases in work on
women have been changes in feminist critiques of
traditional disciplines. Early work was concerned
mainly with correcting stereotypes and filling in omis-
sions, but this has been followed by recognition of the
need for basic transformations of the disciplines if
women’s experiences and actions are to be incor-
porated into enriched interpretations and analyses of
human experience [32, 50, 65]. Inadequacies were
identified not only in content, but in critical concepts
and categorizations [18], in methodologies, and in the
very purposes of scholarly research [86]. For example,
among many new content themes identified for
research were the relationship between language and
power, the psychology of rape, and the history of
sexuality and reproduction [53, 62]. In some fields,
these new endeavors stimulated and enhanced
important disciplinary trends, such as the shift in social
history toward a focus on ordinary people rather
than on the élite [54] or a shift in anthropology from
emphasizing formal structures in society to developing
and refining models of adaptive behaviors within social
systems [79].

The need for revisions of concepts and categories
has included broad issues such as the concept of genres
and canons of masterpieces in literature or the
appropriateness of using historical periods based on



political or military activities for conceptualizing histori-
cal changes in women’s lives [53, 65]. Feminist social
scientists have questioned the prevailing definitions
of concepts such as status, class, work, labor force,
and power because, in current use, these concepts
reflect male spheres of action [32, 65, 67, 72, 73]. How
can work, for example, be defined and measured so
that the concept incorporates nonmarket production
and the maintenance activities involved in house-
work? Does social class, if derived from stratifications
of male occupations, serve as an appropriate frame
of reference in examining women’s behavior and
attitudes?

Critiques of disciplinary methodologies have
focused on the implications of positivism and social
scientists’ applications of the scientific method. Some
critics (for example, [47]) consider that revisions are
needed in defining problems and hypotheses and in
interpreting results, but argue that there is still a place
for research that is objective/rational as opposed to
subjective, involving naturalistic observation and
qualitative patterning. Other scholars, examining the
sociology of knowledge, have emphasized difficulties
with the concept of objectivity, pointing out the
crucial role subjectivity plays in the production and
validation of knowledge. They discuss problems
with the assumption that the object of knowing is
completely separate from the knower, and they see
knowledge as a dialogue that is “an unpredictable
emergent rather than a controlled outcome” [86,
p. 426]. These critics go beyond advocating a new
orthodoxy in which subjectivity is valued. Instead of
accepting explanations developed and validated by
male experience as the complete and only truth, they
propose recognizing all explanations as only partial and
temporary truths, and they point to the importance of
women researchers in creating a fuller vision of human
possibilities [78, 86].

Other strands in the criticism have taken aim at
the ahistorical nature of positivist work and at neglect
of contextual variations in behavior [30, 62], both of
which are shown to contribute to inadequate and
stereotyped interpretations of women'’s lives. Although
these various criticisms have much in common with
positions advanced by advocates of hermeneutic,
structuralist, and Marxist approaches, they are clearly
different in their attention to the implications of
patriarchal culture for scholarship.

Associated with the new methodological directions
have also been reorientations in techniques of data
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collection, partly on philosophical grounds and partly
because of gaps in recorded data on women. Thus we
see more attention to naturalistic observation, oral
histories, and analysis of documents produced by
women such as diaries, mémoirs, and literary works.

Reflection on content and methodological issues
has led ultimately to questioning the purposes of
research. Distinctions are drawn between work on
women, by women, and for women. It is suggested that
research for women will be informed by visions of a
transformed and equitable society [86]. With such
a purpose, research oriented toward recording and
modeling the status quo is seen as counterproduc-
tive. In the following section we examine some of
the ways in which women have been excluded from
consideration in geographic research. By pointing to
omissions we implicitly suggest ways in which issues
that affect women can be fruitfully incorporated in
geographers’ research designs.

SOME EXAMPLES OF SEXIST BIAS IN
GEOGRAPHIC RESEARCH

Following Westkott [86], we consider sexist biases in
the content, method, and purpose of geographic
research. We do not imply that all human geography
is sexist, but aim to demonstrate the pervasive nature
of the problem by drawing illustrative examples from
many areas of geographic endeavor. Neither the
examples given nor the topic areas covered are
intended as an exhaustive exposé of the problems
we address. We have also not included extensive
references to the feminist research emerging in
geography, which we have reviewed elsewhere [87].
Our purpose here is merely to suggest the dimensions
and sketch out the character of sexist bias in
geographic research.

Content

Perhaps the most numerous examples of sexist bias
in geographic research concern content. Problems
relating to content include inadequate specification of
the research problem, construction of gender-blind
theory, the assumption that a population adheres to
traditional gender roles, avoidance of research themes
that directly address women'’s lives, and denial of the
significance of gender or of women'’s activities.
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Inadequate specification of research problems

Many geographic research questions apply to both
men and women, but are analyzed in terms of male
experiences only. We see this in two recent historical
studies involving immigration of families from Europe
to North America. Ostergren neglected to identify the
farm woman’s role in his analysis of economic activities
in Sweden and Minnesota [61]. Cumber restricted his
treatment of working-class institutions in Fall River to
lodges, unions, working-men’s societies, taverns, and
sporting organizations. Study of the women’s lives
might have supported or weakened these authors’
conclusions. As it stands, generalizations about com-
munities were drawn from data on men only.

The omission of women’s experience from Muller’s
text on suburbanization [60] is more surprising than
are similar omissions from the historical studies,
because women might be assumed to spend more of
their lives in suburbia than do men. Yet his section on
the social organization of contemporary suburbia and
its human consequences fails to address women'’s
lives directly. He identifies post-World War Il migrants
to the suburbs as “earnest young war veterans,
possessing strong familistic values, who desired to
educate themselves, work hard and achieve the
good life” [60, p. 54]. He writes, “any major salary
increase or promotion was immediately signified by
a move to a better neighborhood, with the move
governed by aggressive, achievement-oriented
behavior” [60, p. 35]. Are women only passive followers
to the suburbs? There is research suggesting that
women are ambivalent about suburban life, and that
husbands and wives evaluate residential choices
differently [59, 68, 69].

Inadequate specification can involve male as well
as female exclusion when neither type of misspecifi-
cation seems warranted. Studies of shopping behavior,
for example, have assumed a female consumer and
have analyzed data collected for samples of women
only (e.g. [23]). A problem that seems to be related
to the researcher’s perception of shoppers as female
is the assumption, implicit in models of consumer
store choice (e.g. [17]), that all shopping trips originate
athome, rather than, say, being chained to the journey
to work. Hence such models employ a home-to-store
distance variable rather than some other, possibly more
important, variable such as workplace-to-store.

Gender-blind theory

A concern stemming from inadequate problem
specification is the emergence of gender-blind theory.
Such theory may be dangerously impoverished if
gender is an important explanatory variable and is
omitted. Geographers interested in theories of develop-
ment have drawn extensively on work outside the
discipline [9, 10, 11, 21, 25, 36]. Nevertheless, these
writers have not cited the significant quantity of
literature on women and development that followed
the publication of Boserup’s Women’s Role in Economic
Development [7]. Thus geographers address the political
economy of the international division of labor, but
ignore the theoretical implications of the sexual
division of labor. Study of the literature on women
would extend the range of development issues worth
considering. For example, is development enhanced if
women have access to wage incomes or only if they
are increasingly involved in decision making with
regard to income allocation? Should theories focus on
production or give more attention than previously to
family maintenance activities?

Geographic theories aimed at problems in indus-
trialized countries also suffer when they are gender
blind. Attempts to build theories of urban travel
demand have largely overlooked the importance of
gender roles in determining travel patterns [81], but
recent work suggests the seriousness of this omission
[34]. Theories of the residential location-decision
process have likewise failed to take gender roles
into account, yet Madden has recently shown the
necessity of incorporating such elements in any
successful theory of residential choice [58]. Similarly
Howe and O’Connor demonstrate the importance of
gender to any insightful theory of intraurban industrial
location [41].

Gender-blind theory is also emerging in research
on issues of social well-being [19, 49, 74, 75] and
equity [8]. Although sexual discrimination receives
passing mention, few of the welfare indicators refer
specifically to women, nor are data disaggregated by
gender. Yet, as Lee and Schultz demonstrate, there are
marked differences in the spatial patterns of relative
versus absolute well-being of males and females in the
United States [51]. On a topic related to social well-
being, Bourne’s discussion of equity issues in housing
focuses upon race and class as important factors,
but does not mention discrimination on the basis of
sex [8]. The result of the general omission of gender



in welfare and equity research is that race, class, and
the political economy dominate explanations, while
the contributions of gender and the patriarchal
organization of society to the creation of disadvantage
remain invisible. So long as gender remains a variable
that is essential to understanding geographic pro-
cesses and spatial form and to outlining alternative
futures, explanations that omit gender are in many
cases destined to be ineffective. Clearly, theoretical
work along diverse lines of inquiry could benefit
from becoming gender sighted rather than remaining
gender blind.

The assumption of traditional gender roles

Explicit geographic writing on women, though rare, is
likely to assume traditional gender (social) or sexual
(biological) roles. Sauer’s hypothesis about women’s
role in the origins of sedentary settlement and social life
relies on his concept of the “nature of women,” the
“maternal bond,” and associated assumed restrictions
on spatial mobility [70]. The assumption that women
universally (and perhaps historically) are primarily
engaged in home and child care may reflect stereo-
types of Western culture in the recent past, but can
lead to inaccurate generalizations. Hoy, for example,
referring to “the diverse cultures of most poor nations”
stated that “women may work with men in the fields
during times of peak labor requirements, but their
major role is in the home where they may engage in
some craft industry such as weaving for household use
and for sale and barter” [42, p. 84]. Urban women have
options as “domestics, secretaries, and more recently
in industry” [42, p. 84]. He thus ignored women’s
central roles in agriculture in much of Africa and in
many Asian countries, their provision of fuel and water,
and their extensive roles in marketing and petty trading
[7]. Pfeifer also assigned marginal roles to women
peasants in central Europe, whom he described as a
reserve labor force (our emphasis) that performs an
estimated 50 percent of the work [63]!

Traditional urban land use theory, assuming as it
does that each household has only one wage earner
and therefore need be concerned with only one journey
to work, seems also to be founded upon traditional
gender roles (e.g. [1]). As we have pointed out
elsewhere [87], models and theories that simply
assume that all households are “traditional” nuclear
families are not particularly useful for understanding
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changing urban spatial structure as a function of
fundamental demographic or social changes. An
additional example of gender stereotyping is the
practice originating with Shevky and Bell [71], and
continued in factorial ecologies [38], of identifying
women’s participation in the paid labor force as part of
an index of urbanization or familism. Work outside the
paid labor force is not recognized, and within the labor
force is not broken down by type of occupation as it is
for the male head of household on whom the social
status index is therefore based. The implications
appear to be that nonurban women do not work and
that knowing simply that a woman works outside the
home is more important than knowing how she is
employed. Neither seems conceptually sound.

Review of such examples highlights the need for
rethinking the concepts of work and labor force if
research is to treat women accurately. Normally such
concepts are used to refer to the formal sector of the
economy traditionally connected with male activity.
Yet women also work in the informal sector (for
example in marketing food and crafts or as baby
sitters or domestic servants), in home production for
the market (food processing, sewing), in subsistence
production (keeping domestic animals, raising gard-
ens), and in unpaid service work (housework, child
care, community volunteer work). Among partial solu-
tions proposed for incorporating women’s work are
a Japanese indicator “net national welfare,” which
includes the contributions of housework (at female
wage rates) [19], and estimates of work in terms of time
or energy expended. Certainly more attention to this
problem is warranted.

Avoidance of research themes that directly
address women'’s lives

Women are generally invisible in geographic research,
reflecting the concentration on male activity and on
public spaces and landscapes. Work in recent issues of
the Journal of Cultural Geography (1980, 1981), for
example, deals with farm silos, farmsteads, housing
exteriors, gasoline stations, a commercial strip, and
country music (identified as a male WASP form).
The massive Man's Role in Changing the Face of the
Earth [82] is aptly named. Women make only cameo
appearances in three papers in the entire volume [26,
63, 70]. A sampling of research on regional cultural
landscapes and historical landscape perception, such
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as studies of the Mormon landscape and the Great
Plains, discloses a preoccupation almost entirely with
public spaces and men’s perceptions [5, 6, 27, 44r 45].
Hudson’s Great Plains country town has streets, busi-
nesses and businessmen, railroad depots, and men
marketing livestock and making the trip to the elevator
[43]. We see little of the churches, schools, homes, and
other social settings where women passed their lives.

Not surprisingly, the only mention of women’s lives
in the Great Plains studies reviewed is by a woman
historian. She described not only the hardships that
space brought to men, but the loneliness and isola-
tion of women separated from kin and friends, the
oppression of emptiness, and women'’s terror of injury,
disease, and childbirth remote from doctors. She also
compared barriers to social interaction for ranch and
farm wives [35]. Such insights suggest how research on
women, the family, and social spheres would enrich
our understanding of place. Beginning research on
domestic interiors and symbolic uses of space similarly
indicates how the horizons of cultural geography might
be extended by attention to places closer to women’s
lives [33, 39, 54, 66].

In the urban realm, geographic research could profit
from assessing the effects of the availability of such
facilities as shopping areas, day care, medical services,
recreation, and transportation on female labor-force
participation and on labor in the home. Take, for
example, the provision of child care, a topic practically
untouched by geographic researchers yet one of great
consequence in the lives of women. Compare the
trickle of research on this issue with the virtual torrent
of material produced in the past few years on the
provision of mental health care, an area that touches
the lives of fewer people. Pursuing research themes
that directly address the lives of women will do more
than merely flesh out a bony research agenda: such
research should also provide needed insights on the
diversity of women’s experiences and needs.

Dismissing the significance of gender
or women's activities

Preconceived notions of significance lead some authors
to dismiss women’s activities or to overlook gender as
a variable, despite evidence to the contrary. Gosal and
Krishnan, for example, discussing the magnitude of
internal migration in India, pointed out that females
account for two-thirds of migrants [31]. Because they

interpret this as marriage migration, they used male
migration as the “true index” of economic mobility [31,
p. 198], thereby dismissing the economic implications
of marriage-related movement. Later, they noted that
women make up 75 percent of rural-to-rural migrants
but wrote “a more realistic picture will be obtainable if
only males are taken into account” [31, p. 199].

Another interesting example comes from incom-
plete interpretations of the findings of Bederman and
Adams that Atlanta’s unemployed are mainly black
female heads of families [2]. Both Smith [75] and Muller
[60] reported this aspect of the study, but in drawing
conclusions from it focused on racial [75] or “racial and
other” [60] discrimination. Both missed the double bind
of gender and race.

A corollary of discounting the significance of
women’s activities may be a tendency to notice women
primarily when they enter the male sphere or disrupt
the traditional society. Hoy’s few index references to
women cover female participation in the (paid) labor
force and related population and social policies in the
USSR, Eastern Europe, and China, and the presumed
association between women’s liberation and urban ills
in Japan [42].

Method

Sexist bias can afflict geographic research in the
methods used as well as in content. A number of specific
methodological concerns enter into empirical research
design and execution regardless of the general
approach (e.g. positivist or humanist) of the researcher.
Here we address a few of these concerns and the ways
in which they are susceptible to sexist bias.

Variable selection

We have identified several inappropriate or inadequate
practices in the selection and interpretation of variables
in studies in which women are or should be included.
One problem is the use of data on husbands to describe
wives. For example, two of eight variables included by
Lee in a study of housewives’ perceptions of neigh-
borhoods in Cambridge, England, were “location of
husband’s work” and “husband’s occupation” [51]. A
third variable, “car ownership,” may also have been
inappropriate, because Lee did not report if women
drove. Such use of husband’s occupation as a surrogate



for social class is problematic. Its appropriateness and
the identification of alternatives are a concern of
feminist sociologists as well as geographers insofar as
geographers use measures of social class in their own
research.

The assumption that data on males adequately
describes the entire population is also suspect. For
example, Soja [77] measured “minimal adult literacy”
in Kenya and Lycan [55] measured education of
“persons” in the US and Canada by using only data on
men. Yet we know there are gender differences in
educational access and attainment, and that this varies
spatially [87].

The diversity among women and the range of
women’s needs often go unrecognized in variable
selection. Male occupational categories are invariably
differentiated, but women are recorded only by “female
labor force participation” (e.g. [60]) or “female acitivity
rate” (e.g. [49]). Social welfare studies would better
reflect women’s condition if indicators were included
on such topics as women’s legal situation, rape rates,
or the provision of services such as day care.

Lack of awareness of women is also evident in
variable interpretation and factor naming. For example,
Knox chose “old age” as the salient feature to name a
factor that had high loadings on female divorce rate,
illegitimate birth rate, high proportions of persons over
sixty, low proportions in younger age groups, small
households and shared dwellings [49]. Without denying
the significance of the elderly, the factor could be
identified more comprehensively as “female-headed
households.” Such gender-blind naming of factors has
theoretical and policy implications.

Respondent selection

There is a need to rethink the unit of observation in
survey research [83]. Frequently data are collected on
one individual yet reported as representative of the
household; in particular, researchers like to rely upon
responses from the “head of household” [12, 46]. This
practice presents several problems. First, it assumes
one person represents the household, which is ques-
tionable. Second, aggregation by head of household
may mask important gender differences, given that
there are substantial and increasing numbers of female-
headed households throughout much of the world [16].
Third, cultural custom may lead to an assumption of
male headship, even when the male does not have
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principal responsibilities for household support [16].
Collection of data on individuals (or appropriately
varying combinations of individuals) would help to
avoid this male bias in data. Problems also arise when
authors indicate that the sampling unit was the head of
household but do not indicate whether or not other
household members were surveyed [22], or when the
sex composition of the sample is not given despite the
clear theoretical importance of considering gender
differences in that research context (e.g. [40]). Clear,
complete reporting of research methodology and
disaggregating samples by gender would alleviate
these problems.

Interviewing practices

Research results can be colored by interviewing
practices such as having other members of a household
present when one member is being interviewed.
Interpretation of survey responses may raise problems,
particularly on topics relating to women’s role in family
support or decision making. Either subjects or inter-
viewers may discount or underestimate the importance
of women'’s involvement. Elmendorf noted that rural
Mexican women described themselves as “helping” the
family, rather than working for its support, despite
substantial activity in planting, harvesting, animal care,
and food processing [24]. Bedford, studying population
mobility, commented that New Hebridean women
offered passive reasons for moves, described as largely
directed by parents or husbands [3]. This may be, but
we might question whether his interpretation reflected
the cultural expectations of a foreign male researcher
or of the women themselves.

Inadequate secondary data sources

Convenience or the nature of secondary data sources
can contribute to the omission of women from
research. Migration studies by Poulson et al. and
Wareing demonstrate this problem [64, 85]. They drew,
respectively, on electoral registrations (women could
not be traced because of name changes) and male
apprenticeship registrations. The US Census definition
of household head prior to the 1980 census [13, pp.
100-1] makes difficult the use of census data for
investigating certain research questions related to
women.
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Purpose

One purpose of geographic research has been to
provide a basis for informed policy and decision
making. Yet policy-oriented research that ignores
women cannot help to form or guide policy that will
improve women’s conditions. In fact, there are
numerous examples of the results of policies that have
overlooked or have minimized the needs of women.
One is the urban transportation system that is
organized to expedite the journey to work for the full-
time worker but not travel for other purposes.

[s the purpose of geographic research to accumu-
late facts and knowledge in order to improve our
understanding of current events or to formulate policy
within the context of the status quo, or is the purpose
to go beyond asking why things are the way they are
to consider the shapes of possible futures? Feminist
scholars emphasize the need for research to define
alternative structures in which the lot of women is
improved [28, 86].

A geography that avoids or dismisses women and
their activities, that is gender blind, or that assumes
traditional gender roles can never contribute to the
equitable society feminists envision [28, 86]. For such
purposes we need a cultural and historical geography
that would permit women to develop the sense of
self-worth and identity that flows from awareness
of heritage and relationship to place and a social and
economic geography that goes beyond describing
the status quo. Blaikie recognized this implication of
his studies of family planning in India [4]. Policies
developed from his diffusion research may improve
dissemination of contraceptive information to socially
and spatially isolated women, but more radical social
change in that context requires research addressing
the conditions leading to women’s isolation.

TOWARD A MORE FULLY HUMAN
GEOGRAPHY

A more sensitive handling of women’s issues is
essential to developing a nonsexist, if not a feminist,
human geography. Moreover, we believe that elimi-
nating sex biases would create a more policy-relevant
geography. Aslong as gender roles significantly define
the lives of women and men, it will be fruitful to include
gender as a potentially important variable in many
research contexts. Through examples of sexist bias in

the content, method, and purpose of geographic
research, we have attempted to indicate some of the
ways in which women'’s issues can be included in
research designs. Many of the problems we have
identified are problems that are easily solved (e.g. the
need to disaggregate samples by gender), but others,
such as the need for nonsexist measures of social class,
are more challenging. Although we encourage an
awareness of gender differences and of women’s issues
throughout the discipline now (so that the geography
of women does not become “ghettoized”), we would
like to see gender blurred and then erased as a line of
defining inequality.
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Following the recognition of scholarship (including geographic scholarship) as always political in the ways
elaborated in Section 1, this section explores further the necessary, though rarely sufficient, steps that must be
taken to help ensure that scholarship works for progressive rather than regressive purposes (i.e. in Harvey's
terminology in Chapter 1, that scholarship is revolutionary rather than status quo or counter-revolutionary). Here,
we take up the following discussion. What we commonly understand to be critical scholarship (i.e. “revolutionary”
social theoretic scholarly work) is always underlaid by at least two assumptions, whether stated or implied:
individuals and groups are subjected to oppressions of various kinds; and critical scholarship can play an important
role in documenting, describing, explaining, and/or possibly ameliorating such oppressions. In other words, critical
scholars engage in the kinds of work they do because they believe that such scholarship may be a vitally important
component of enabling “progressive” social change. This orientation immediately raises several important questions
that the remainder of the book will take up:

1 How is oppression to be recognized and evaluated? Who is oppressed, in what ways, and with what effects?
What are the implications for practicing geography? These essentially diagnostic questions inform Section 2
of the book.

2 In a broader sense, what do progressive social and political struggles aim to do and why? How might
progressive change be defined and assessed, and how might more emancipatory practices be advanced? What
are some instances of progressive struggles and how have geographers understood them? How can we
understand the wide landscape of social change and struggle as such? These questions are for Section 3 of
the book, which we have parsed into three interrelated goals or appeals that seem to be apparent (implicitly
or explicity) in social struggles: rights-based appeals, social justice-based appeals, and appeals based on
ethical/moral conceptions of the “good.”

Our introduction to Section 3 will explain this framework. For now we want to signal that people’s struggles
have led to real accomplishments, that these ought to be noticed, and indebtedness to them recognized. We also
want to signal that appeals based on “rights” or “justice” or “ethics” embody the criteria to determine progress,
stasis, or retrenchment. For example, within a rights-based approach it may be possible to document an enlarged
or diminished set of entities to whom rights are accorded, or to determine whether the suite of accorded rights
are expanding or contracting over time or across space. Similarly, within a justice-based approach it may be
possible to observe changes in the conceptualizations of justice itself as well as the extent of its application.

By employing the mix of these approaches that are evident in recent critical scholarship it is possible to
understand (in a multi-dimensional way) that “progressive” social change has occurred in a number of arenas of
struggle. By this we mean that some battles no longer need to be fought constantly, or that the terms of the contest
have changed, and some matters are (temporarily, at least) settled. This does not mean that progress has been
achieved evenly, and certainly does not mean that struggles in these arenas are over.






The term “oppression” has many meanings, both denotative and connotative. In the main sense that we want to
convey here, the term is intimately bound up with notions of injustice and inequity, and we seek to understand the
various ways in which oppression works in the world to make life “heaven on earth” for some and “a living hell” for
others. In order to attain this understanding we need to give the term “oppression” some precision. In common
parlance, we take the term to describe a condition in which some individuals or groups are constrained in some
way by other individuals or groups, most often without the willing consent of the former. But this formulation is
insufficient, by itself, to make clear the important connections between oppression and injustice. It is also too vague
to allow us to analyze how particular oppressions/injustices arise, or to suggest appropriate and effective remedies
or redress. The first two readings in this section are aimed at improving our understanding of these intersecting
ideas of oppression and injustice.

In Chapter 4, political and feminist social theorist and philosopher Iris Marion Young (1949-2006) undertakes
three major tasks: (1) to elaborate a broad conception of justice; (2) to tie that conception to the conditions that
either enable or constrain the attainment of justice; and (3) to develop an understanding of subject formation and
politics in the context of moral knowledge. In other words, she is asking what kinds of injustice should we be
aware of and how do these intersect? And how shall subjects (a “we”) be formed for struggle? It is important, at
the outset, to understand that Young's view on these issues is structural and systemic. She is clear that what we
come to think of as (in)justice is built into the fabrics of the societies in which we live, and that these conceptions
are the result of ongoing struggles. This is clear throughout the piece as she broadens out the notion of justice
beyond distribution of life’s goods and bads (a frequently used definition), through her dissection of the various
forms that oppression can take, and in her assessment of how social groups are formed and take on meaning.

Young's discussion of social groups and the relationship between such collectivities and individual identity is
central to her understanding of justice and to the kinds of situations that promote or constrain it. For Young, groups
(which she differentiates from aggregates and associations, the former as mere assemblages of characteristics,
the latter as primarily voluntary conjunctures), into which individuals are largely assigned by the mechanisms of
society and culture, are in constant mutual interplay with the production of individual subject identities. Through
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this formulation she argues against the methodological individualism that sees individuals as existing prior to, and
autonomously from, the social and cultural contexts in which they develop. Groups, as Young argues, constitute
individuals, and her insistence on this point is to establish firmly that individuals are the product of social processes.
This allows her, then, to advance her arguments that justice and/or injustice are not, by and large, the products of
individual actions, but rather derive out of the complex of systemic, structural social interactions.

One other dimension of Young's discussion of groups merits some additional comment. Drawing on Martin
Heidegger (1962), Young describes group affiliation as having the character of “thrownness,” or an element of
being assigned to the group by others. This is congruent with Young's formulation of identity being a relational
matter, i.e. “to how others identify us, and they do so in terms of groups which are always already associated with
specific attributes, stereotypes and norms” (see p. 59). It is this assignment or “thrownness” that distinguishes
groups from associations, affiliations that one chooses on one’s own volition. And it is on this basis that Young
begins to establish the case that matters of social (as opposed to merely individual) justice or injustice are structured
into the encounters among contending groups in society. As we will see shortly, there are important connections
between Young's formulation of group assignment and the arbitrariness of good fortune that David Smith discusses
in Chapter 6.

The central element in Young's piece is her careful explication of the precise nature of oppression. She
conceives of oppression, first of all as “structural phenomena that immobilize or diminish a group” (see p. 57). By
structural, Young means that these systems of oppression are not necessarily, or even primarily, the result of
individual acts to repress the actions of others, but rather are built into the everyday practices of society. One
implication of this orientation is that assessing oppression forces us to look not to the “good” or “bad” motives or
intentions of individuals, but instead to the ways in which powerful norms and hierarchies of both privilege and
injustice are built into our everyday practices. A further implication is that remedies for injustice must also be aimed
at changing these structural elements rather just the behavior of individuals. None of this rules out the possibility
of individual acts of oppression, but these are not Young's primary interest, at least as individual acts. Rather
these individual acts are to be understood within structures of injustice that allow them to be rationalized or at least
explained. Finally, this conceptualization points out Young's need to begin with an operational understanding
of groups.

The need to better understand the nature of oppression stems from Young's expanded notion of justice, and
her commitment to furthering the emancipatory goals of social movement groups. In Young's work, the concept
of justice moves beyond the equitable (though not necessarily equal, as we will discuss later in this introduction)
distribution of life’s necessities, comforts, luxuries, and burdens, to include enabling people to participate fully in
the conditions, situations, and decision processes that give rise to particular distributions in the first place. As Young
makes clear, fair and equitable distribution of goods and bads is inevitably a key component of justice, but for some
groups to be always and only (i.e. systemically) on the receiving end (rather than participants in the construction
of the distribution itself) of these distributional processes (even if equitable) is itself an injustice.

The bulk of the paper is taken up with Young's explication of her “five faces” of oppression: exploitation,
marginalization, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, and violence. Her descriptions, differentiations, and explo-
rations of overlap among the five faces are quite clear and, we think, illuminating. The disaggregation of the notion
of oppression into these five facets is useful both as a clarifying diagnostic to indicate how particular kinds of
injustice arise out of specific forms of social organization (especially under capitalism in its current form), as well
as to point to means of remedy and redress. At this point, therefore, we simply want to highlight a few key insights
that emerge from Young's schema.

As Young elaborates, the first three faces of oppression (exploitation, marginalization, and powerlessness)
emerge from the social division of labor and the unequal power relations embedded in that division. Groups
burdened with these forms of oppression clearly face obstacles in their material lives as well as in their ability to
control and deploy their own creative and other capabilities. The two other faces of oppression (cultural imperialism
and violence), Young argues, operate in a somewhat different way. Young uses the notion of cultural imperialism
to describe the systematic and structural ways in which a dominant group constructs a social hierarchy of differ-
ence, with their own experiences and cultural products at the top (and superior), and those of all other groups as
subordinate. The worldview of the dominant group is taken as the norm, and all other viewpoints as not only
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different, but inferior. In Young's argument cultural imperialism is the principle mechanism through which a dominant
group's perspectives become taken for granted and naturalized as not only the way things are (descriptively), but
the way things should be (normatively and prescriptively). Of course, these are never settled matters, but are sites
for intense struggle, as Chapter 5 by Nancy Fraser will make clear momentarily.

Finally, Young is concerned with systematic (as opposed presumably to “random”) violence as a form of direct
oppression. While her discussion is edifying, the potential connections between violence and the other faces of
oppression need a bit of elaboration. To provide this, we believe it is useful to draw on Antonio Gramsci's (1971)
notions of hegemony and coercion. By and large, the four other faces of oppression work very much in accordance
with Gramsci's formulation of hegemony as governance largely (though not completely or evenly) with the consent
of the governed. Under hegemonic conditions, the interests of subordinated groups are made to seem, through
various apparatuses (e.g. the media and the educational system to name just two), congruent with those of
dominant groups or élites. Those in dominant positions are seen to hold them legitimately since they are presumably
acting in the interest of all. As long as the hegemony holds, governance produces little resistance or opposition.
It is when hegemony begins to break down, when the legitimacy and credibility of those in dominant positions begin
to be questioned, that other means of social control become necessary to maintain the status quo. One of these
other means is systemic violence.

One crucial intersection between the other faces of oppression and violence is the social context produced
by exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, and cultural imperialism in which some groups are significantly
devalued and deligitimized relative to others. These processes not only mark out differences from the dominant
“norm,” but hierarchize such differences in a social pecking order. This establishes a set of cultural and societal
patterns that make violence against members of such groups both “possible and acceptable” according to Young
(see p. 68).

It is also important to note, as Young makes clear, that this careful dissection of oppression into its variety of
etiologies and effects has quite profound implications for political coalition and movements for justice. To the
extent that oppressions can be shown to be variously produced, but systemic nonetheless, it might be possible
to reduce internecine claims that some oppressions are more fundamental (or authentic or worthy) than others,
and that differing bases for calls for justice can be used to join struggles together. Two examples will help to
clarify the utility of this analysis. While seemingly forming quite separate political factions, coalitions might be
formed between the elderly, the poor, and the differently abled on the basis of their shared marginalization. Similarly,
the struggles of women, gay men and lesbians, and people of color might be united through the recognition of
their common subjugation under varying manifestations of cultural imperialism.

The second paper in this section (Chapter 5), by Nancy Fraser (currently Professor of Philosophy and Politics
at the New School for Social Research in New York), takes up similar questions to those of Young, and for quite
similar reasons. Fraser, like Young, is vitally concerned with matters of social justice, and seeks to understand justice
in ways that go beyond the typical and traditional focus on (re)distribution. Fraser constructs her analysis along
two important axes of claims for justice, neither of which, she argues, is reducible to the other: (1) redistribution,
understood as redress for existing maldistributions of goods and resources, but also presumably of life’s bads and
burdens as well; and (2) recognition, understood as redress for cultural domination and impositions of dominant
culture as the norm.

As Fraser describes elsewhere (1997), her interest in these intersecting dimensions of justice grew out of
empirical observations that the rise of post-socialist political culture and of identity politics seemed to put these
two bases for claims for justice into conflict or competition. The paper here is an attempt to reconcile these appeals
for justice and to demonstrate their fundamental compatibility within the realms of both analysis and politics.

In many respects, the papers by Fraser and Young are quite similar. Fraser combines Young's first three faces
of oppression (exploitation, marginalization, and powerlessness) into the axis of redistribution, and equates Young's
notion of cultural imperialism (and, by extension, Young's category of violence) with the axis of recognition. Her
argument is that both maldistribution and misrecognition are distinct categories of injustice, that they arise through
different mechanisms, and that they require different forms of remedy and redress. Although there are some
similarities between the papers, the inclusion of Fraser's piece here, with its explicit focus on the issue of
recognition, allows us to examine several critical components of justice in more detail.
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A useful route into this examination is a brief discussion of a debate between Fraser and Young over the
course of the 1990s (Fraser, 1989, 1995, 1997; Young, 1997). Though there are many interesting elements to
this debate, here we single out one main theme for its salience to our subsequent concerns in the rest of the book.
This is the question of the relationships among oppression, liberation, and justice. Young and Fraser are in
substantial agreement on these matters when thinking about justice as fair distribution of material goods and bads
(i.e. those elements of both schemas that relate directly to the political economy and the division of labor: Young's
first three faces of oppression and Fraser's axis of distribution). Where they diverge is over the matter of recognition
(Fraser) and cultural imperialism and violence (Young). The nub of the argument is that Young sees recognition
(or the redress for cultural imperialism and violence) as a means (one among several) to the end of a just distribution,
while Fraser seems to see recognition primarily as an end itself. Two critical questions arise from this element of
the debate. First, what is the metric to be used to assess justice? Put another way, how do we know when
oppression (in Young's terms) or misrecognition (in Fraser's terms) has been eliminated or reduced? Young's
answer is when distributions are more equitable and remaining inequalities can be explained not as the result of
invidious comparisons among stereotyped groups, but rather due largely to the arbitrariness of life’s lottery. (It is
exactly in this sense that not all inequality is injustice, as we shall discuss further in the introduction to Part Two.)

Fraser's analysis provides no clear answer to this question. It is somewhat difficult to see how remedies of mis-
recognition could be assessed meaningfully except as they result in more equitable distributions. Indeed, elsewhere
Fraser herself recognizes that such is the case. In a more recent piece than the one included here, Fraser wonders
why so many contemporary conflicts take the form of claims to recognition. Her conclusion:

To pose this question is also to note the relative decline in claims for egalitarian redistribution. Once the
hegemonic grammar of political contestation, the language of distribution is less salient today. The movements
that not long ago boldly demanded an equitable share of resources and wealth have not, to be sure, wholly
disappeared. But thanks to the sustained neoliberal rhetorical assault on egalitarianism, to the absence of any
credible model of ‘feasible socialism’ and to widespread doubts about the viability of state-Keynesian social
democracy in the face of globalization, their role has been greatly reduced . . . In this context, questions of
recognition are serving less to supplement, complicate and enrich redistributive struggles than to marginalize,
eclipse and displace them.

(Fraser, 2000: 107-108)

In other words, failing to achieve more parity in distributional terms, misrecognition remedies take the form of
symbolic compromises. As Fraser goes on to note in this vein, “insofar as the politics of recognition displaces the
politics of redistribution, it may actually promote economic inequality” (2000: 108).

All of this then leads to the second question, and perhaps this helps to resolve the dilemma: What is to be
included in the notion of distribution? It is clear that Young's conception of justice goes beyond fair distribution
of material goods, and includes some control over the decision processes that govern distributions. Fraser's
position here is similar, and is made explicit with her concept of “parity of participation.” In a similar vein, James
O'Connor (1998: 338) makes a distinction between productive and distributive justice. For O'Connor productive
justice operates in just the spheres of decision making, capacity enablement, communication, and participation
that concern Young and Fraser. This includes real (as opposed to merely token) involvement in the processes that
help determine life chances for oneself and others. Are there ways, in this light, to think about distribution as
including more than material goods and bads? Productive justice (or Young's expanded notion of justice, or
Fraser’s parity of participation) is about control over one’s own decisions and choices. But to what end? The fair
distribution of all of life's goods and bads, including material as well as such non-material goods as respect,
security from harm, and the elimination (or at least reduction) of hierarchies of difference.

This formulation is responsive to Young's critique of Fraser, and helps to resolve the dilemma that Fraser
presents. By thinking about recognition as a necessary, though often insufficient, step toward fair distribution, and
by thinking about distribution in this expanded way, it is possible to reconcile these two axes of justice, and accord
them their due status in both theoretical and political spheres. These issues will be illuminated further in this
section.



Iris Marion Young

from I. M. Young Justice and the Politics of Difference. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990,

pp. 39-65

Someone who does not see a pane of glass does not know
that he does not see it. Someone who, being placed
differently, does see it, does not know the other does not
seeit.

When our will finds expression outside ourselves in
actions performed by others, we do not waste our time
and our power of attention in examining whether they
have consented to this. This is true for all of us. Our atten-
tion, given entirely to the success of the undertaking, is not
claimed by them as long as they are docile. . . .

Rape is a terrible caricature of love from which consent
is absent. After rape, oppression is the second horror of
human existence. It is a terrible caricature of obedience.

—Simone Weil

[ have proposed an enabling conception of justice.
Justice should refer not only to distribution, but also to
the institutional conditions necessary for the devel-
opment and exercise of individual capacities and
collective communication and cooperation. Under this
conception of justice, injustice refers primarily to two
forms of disabling constraints, oppression and domi-
nation. While these constraints include distributive
patterns, they also involve matters which cannot easily
be assimilated to the logic of distribution: decision-
making procedures, division of labor, and culture.
Many people in the United States would not choose
the term “oppression” to name injustice in our society.
For contemporary emancipatory social movements,
on the other hand—socialists, radical feminists,
American Indian activists, Black activists, gay and
lesbian activists—oppression is a central category of
political discourse. Entering the political discourse
in which oppression is a central category involves
adopting a general mode of analyzing and evaluating

social structures and practices which is incommen-
surate with the language of liberal individualism that
dominates political discourse in the United States.

A major political project for those of us who identify
with at least one of these movements must thus be to
persuade people that the discourse of oppression
makes sense of much of our social experience. We are
ill prepared for this task, however, because we have no
clear account of the meaning of oppression. While we
find the term used often in the diverse philosophical
and theoretical literature spawned by radical social
movements in the United States, we find little direct
discussion of the meaning of the concept as used by
these movements.

In this chapter I offer some explication of the
concept of oppression as [ understand its use by
new social movements in the United States since
the 1960s. My starting point is reflection on the con-
ditions of the groups said by these movements to be
oppressed: among others, women, Blacks, Chicanos,
Puerto Ricans and other Spanish-speaking Americans,
American Indians, Jews, lesbians, gay men, Arabs,
Asians, old people, working-class people, and the
physically and mentally disabled. I aim to systematize
the meaning of the concept of oppression as used
by these diverse political movements, and to provide
normative argument to clarify the wrongs the term
names.

Obviously the above-named groups are not
oppressed to the same extent or in the same ways. In
the most general sense, all oppressed people suffer
some inhibition of their ability to develop and exercise
their capacities and express their needs, thoughts, and
feelings. In that abstract sense all oppressed people



STAKING CLAIMS

face a common condition. Beyond that, in any more
specific sense, it is not possible to define a single set of
criteria that describe the condition of oppression of the
above groups. Consequently, attempts by theorists
and activists to discover a common description or the
essential causes of the oppression of all these groups
have frequently led to fruitless disputes about whose
oppression is more fundamental or more grave. The
contexts in which members of these groups use the
term oppression to describe the injustices of their
situation suggest that oppression names in fact a family
of concepts and conditions, which I divide into five
categories: exploitation, marginalization, powerless-
ness, cultural imperialism, and violence.

In this chapter I explicate each of these forms
of oppression. Each may entail or cause distributive
injustices, but all involve issues of justice beyond dis-
tribution. In accordance with ordinary political usage,
[ suggest that oppression is a condition of groups. Thus
before explicating the meaning of oppression, we must
examine the concept of a social group.

OPPRESSION AS A STRUCTURAL
CONCEPT

One reason that many people would not use the
term oppression to describe injustice in our society
is that they do not understand the term in the same
way as do new social movements. In its traditional
usage, oppression means the exercise of tyranny by
a ruling group. Thus many Americans would agree
with radicals in applying the term oppression to the
situation of Black South Africans under apartheid.
Oppression also traditionally carries a strong conno-
tation of conquest and colonial domination. The
Hebrews were oppressed in Egypt, and many uses
of the term oppression in the West invoke this
paradigm.

Dominant political discourse may use the term
oppression to describe societies other than our own,
usually Communist or purportedly Communist soci-
eties. Within this anti-Communist rhetoric both
tyrannical and colonialist implications of the term
appear. For the anti-Communist, Communism denotes
precisely the exercise of brutal tyranny over a whole
people by a few rulers, and the will to conquer the
world, bringing hitherto independent peoples under
that tyranny. In dominant political discourse it is not
legitimate to use the term oppression to describe our

society, because oppression is the evil perpetrated by
the Others.

New left social movements of the 1960s and 1970s,
however, shifted the meaning of the concept of
oppression. Inits new usage, oppression designates the
disadvantage and injustice some people suffer not
because a tyrannical power coerces them, but because
of the everyday practices of a well-intentioned liberal
society. In this new left usage, the tyranny of a ruling
group over another, as in South Africa, must certainly
be called oppressive. But oppression also refers to
systemic constraints on groups that are not necessarily
the result of the intentions of a tyrant. Oppression in
this sense is structural, rather than the result of a few
people’s choices or policies. Its causes are embedded
in unquestioned norms, habits, and symbols, in the
assumptions underlying institutional rules and the
collective consequences of following those rules. It
names, as Marilyn Frye puts it, “an enclosing structure
of forces and barriers which tends to the immobilization
and reduction of a group or category of people” (Frye,
1983, p. 11). In this extended structural sense oppres-
sion refers to the vast and deep injustices some groups
suffer as a consequence of often unconscious assump-
tions and reactions of well-meaning people in ordinary
interactions, media and cultural stereotypes, and struc-
tural features of bureaucratic hierarchies and market
mechanisms—in short, the normal processes of every-
day life. We cannot eliminate this structural oppression
by getting rid of the rulers or making some new laws,
because oppressions are systematically reproduced in
major economic, political, and cultural institutions.

The systemic character of oppression implies
that an oppressed group need not have a correlate
oppressing group. While structural oppression involves
relations among groups, these relations do not always
fit the paradigm of conscious and intentional oppres-
sion of one group by another. Foucault (1977) suggests
that to understand the meaning and operation of power
in modern society we must look beyond the model of
power as “sovereignty,” a dyadic relation of ruler and
subject, and instead analyze the exercise of power as
the effect of often liberal and “humane” practices of
education, bureaucratic administration, production and
distribution of consumer goods, medicine, and so on.
The conscious actions of many individuals daily
contribute to maintaining and reproducing oppression,
but those people are usually simply doing their jobs or
living their lives, and do not understand themselves as
agents of oppression.



[ do not mean to suggest that within a system of
oppression individual persons do not intentionally
harm others in oppressed groups. The raped woman,
the beaten Black youth, the locked-out worker, the gay
man harrassed on the street, are victims of intentional
actions by identifiable agents. I also do not mean
to deny that specific groups are beneficiaries of the
oppression of other groups, and thus have an interest
in their continued oppression. Indeed, for every
oppressed group there is a group that is privileged in
relation to that group.

The concept of oppression has been current among
radicals since the 1960s partly in reaction to Marxist
attempts to reduce the injustices of racism and sexism,
for example, to the effects of class domination or
bourgeois ideology. Racism, sexism, ageism, homo-
phobia, some social movements asserted, are distinct
forms of oppression with their own dynamics apart
from the dynamics of class, even though they may
interact with class oppression. From often heated dis-
cussions among socialists, feminists, and antiracism
activists in the last ten years a consensus is emerging
that many different groups must be said to be
oppressed in our society, and that no single form of
oppression can be assigned causal or moral primacy
(see Gottlieb, 1987). The same discussion has also led
to the recognition that group differences cut across
individual lives in a multiplicity of ways that can entail
privilege and oppression for the same person in dif-
ferent respects. Only a plural explication of the concept
of oppression can adequately capture these insights.

Accordingly, I offer below an explication of five
faces of oppression as a useful set of categories and
distinctions which [ believe is comprehensive, in the
sense that it covers all the groups said by new left social
movements to be oppressed and all the ways they are
oppressed. [ derive the five faces of oppression from
reflection on the condition of these groups. Because
different factors, or combinations of factors, constitute
the oppression of different groups, making their oppres-
sion irreducible, I believe it is not possible to give one
essential definition of oppression. The five categories
articulated in this chapter, however, are adequate to
describe the oppression of any group, as well as its
similarities with and differences from the oppression of
other groups. But first we must ask what a group is.

FIVE FACES OF OPPRESSION

THE CONCEPT OF A SOCIAL GROUP

Oppression refers to structural phenomena that
immobilize or diminish a group. But what is a group?
Our ordinary discourse differentiates people according
to social groups such as women and men, age groups,
racial and ethnic groups, religious groups, and so on.
Social groups of this sort are not simply collections of
people, for they are more fundamentally intertwined
with the identities of the people described as belonging
to them. They are a specific kind of collectivity, with
specific consequences for how people understand one
another and themselves. Yet neither social theory nor
philosophy has a clear and developed concept of the
social group (see Turner et al,, 1987).

A social group is a collective of persons differen-
tiated from at least one other group by cultural forms,
practices, or way of life. Members of a group have a
specific affinity with one another because of their
similar experience or way of life, which prompts them
to associate with one another more than with those not
identified with the group, or in a different way. Groups
are an expression of social relations; a group exists only
in relation to at least one other group. Group iden-
tification arises, that is, in the encounter and interaction
between social collectivities that experience some
differences in their way oflife and forms of association,
evenifthey also regard themselves as belonging to the
same society.

As long as they associated solely among them-
selves, for example, an American Indian group thought
of themselves only as “the people.” The encounter with
other American Indians created an awareness of
difference; the others were named as a group, and the
first group came to see themselves as a group. But
social groups do not arise only from an encounter
between different societies. Social processes also dif-
ferentiate groups within a single society. The sexual
division of labor, for example, has created social groups
of women and men in all known societies. Members of
each gender have a certain affinity with others in their
group because of what they do or experience, and
differentiate themselves from the other gender, even
when members of each gender consider that they have
much in common with members of the other, and
consider that they belong to the same society.

Political philosophy typically has no place for a
specific concept of the social group. When philoso-
phers and political theorists discuss groups, they tend
to conceive them either on the model of aggregates or
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on the model of associations, both of which are
methodologically individualist concepts. To arrive at
a specific concept of the social group it is thus useful
to contrast social groups with both aggregates and
associations.

An aggregate is any classification of persons
according to some attribute. Persons can be aggre-
gated according to any number of attributes—eye
color, the make of car they drive, the street they live on.
Some people interpret the groups that have emotional
and social salience in our society as aggregates, as
arbitrary classifications of persons according to such
attributes as skin color, genitals, or age. George Sher,
for example, treats social groups as aggregates, and
uses the arbitrariness of aggregate classification as a
reason not to give special attention to groups. “There
are really as many groups as there are combinations of
people and if we are going to ascribe claims to equal
treatment to racial, sexual, and other groups with
high visibility, it will be mere favoritism not to ascribe
similar claims to these other groups as well” (Sher,
1987, p. 256).

But “highly visible” social groups such as Blacks
or women are different from aggregates, or mere
“combinations of people” (see French, 1975; Friedman
and May, 1985; May, 1987, chap. 1). A social group is
defined not primarily by a set of shared attributes, but
by a sense of identity. What defines Black Americans
as a social group is not primarily their skin color; some
persons whose skin color is fairly light, for example,
identify themselves as Black. Though sometimes
objective attributes are a necessary condition for
classifying oneself or others as belonging to a certain
social group, it is identification with a certain social
status, the common history that social status produces,
and self-identification that define the group as a
group.

Social groups are not entities that exist apart
from individuals, but neither are they merely arbitrary
classifications of individuals according to attributes
which are external to or accidental to their identities.
Admitting the reality of social groups does not commit
one to reifying collectivities, as some might argue.
Group meanings partially constitute people’s identities
in terms of the cultural forms, social situation, and
history that group members know as theirs, because
these meanings have been either forced upon them or
forged by them or both (cf. Fiss, 1976). Groups are real
not as substances, but as forms of social relations (cf.
May, 1987, pp. 22-23).

Moral theorists and political philosophers tend to
elide social groups more often with associations than
with aggregates (e.g. French, 1975; May, 1987, chap. 1).
By an association I mean a formally organized insti-
tution, such as a club, corporation, political party,
church, college, or union. Unlike the aggregate model
of groups, the association model recognizes that
groups are defined by specific practices and forms of
association. Nevertheless it shares a problem with the
aggregate model. The aggregate model conceives
the individual as prior to the collective, because it
reduces the social group to a mere set of attributes
attached to individuals. The association model also
implicitly conceives the individual as ontologically
prior to the collective, as making up, or constituting,
groups.

A contract model of social relations is appropriate
for conceiving associations, but not groups. Individuals
constitute associations, they come together as already
formed persons and set them up, establishing rules,
positions, and offices. The relationship of persons to
associations is usually voluntary, and even when it is
not, the person has nevertheless usually entered the
association. The person is prior to the association also
in that the person’s identity and sense of self are usually
regarded as prior to and relatively independent of
association membership.

Groups, on the other hand, constitute individuals.
A person’s particular sense of history, affinity, and
separateness, even the person’s mode of reasoning,
evaluating, and expressing feeling, are constituted
partly by her or his group affinities. This does not mean
that persons have no individual styles, or are unable
to transcend or reject a group identity. Nor does it
preclude persons from having many aspects that are
independent of these group identities.

The social ontology underlying many contem-
porary theories of justice, [I point out in my previous]
chapter,! is methodologically individualist or atomist.
It presumes that the individual is ontologically prior to
the social. This individualist social ontology usually
goes together with a normative conception of the self
as independent. The authentic self is autonomous,
unified, free, and self-made, standing apart from history
and affiliations, choosing its life plan entirely for itself.

One of the main contributions of poststructuralist
philosophy has been to expose as illusory this meta-
physic of a unified self-making subjectivity, which posits
the subject as an autonomous origin or an underlying
substance to which attributes of gender, nationality,



family role, intellectual disposition, and so on might
attach. Conceiving the subject in this fashion implies
conceiving consciousness as outside of and prior to
language and the context of social interaction, which
the subject enters. Several currents of recent philos-
ophy challenge this deeply held Cartesian assumption.
Lacanian psychoanalysis, for example, and the social
and philosophical theory influenced by it, conceives
the self as an achievement of linguistic positioning that
is always contextualized in concrete relations with
other persons, with their mixed identities (Coward and
Ellis, 1977). The self is a product of social processes,
not their origin.

From a rather different perspective, Habermas
indicates that a theory of communicative action also
must challenge the “philosophy of consciousness”
which locates intentional egos as the ontological
origins of social relations. A theory of communicative
action conceives individual identity not as an origin
but as a product of linguistic and practical inter-
action (Habermas, 1987, pp. 3—40). As Stephen Epstein
describes it, identity is “a socialized sense of indi-
viduality, an internal organization of self-perception
concerning one’s relationship to social categories, that
also incorporates views of the self perceived to be held
by others. Identity is constituted relationally, through
involvement with—and incorporation of—significant
others and integration into communities” (Epstein,
1987, p. 29). Group categorization and norms are major
constituents of individual identity (see Turner et al,
1987).

A person joins an association, and even if mem-
bership in it fundamentally affects one’s life, one does
not take that membership to define one’s very identity,
in the way, for example, being Navaho might. Group
affinity, on the other hand, has the character of what
Martin Heidegger (1962) calls “thrownness”: one finds
oneselfas a member of a group, which one experiences
as always already having been. For our identities are
defined in relation to how others identify us, and they
do so in terms of groups which are always already
associated with specific attributes, stereotypes, and
norms.

From the thrownness of group affinity it does not
follow that one cannot leave groups and enter new
ones. Many women become lesbian after first iden-
tifying as heterosexual. Anyone who lives long enough
becomes old. These cases exemplify thrownness
precisely because such changes in group affinity are
experienced as transformations in one’s identity. Nor
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does it follow from the thrownness of group affinity that
one cannot define the meaning of group identity for
oneself; those who identify with a group can redefine
the meaning and norms of group identity. Indeed, in
[my Chapter 6 I show] how oppressed groups have
sought to confront their oppression by engaging in just
such redefinition. The present point is only that one
first finds a group identity as given, and then takes it up
in a certain way. While groups may come into being,
they are never founded.

Groups, | have said, exist only in relation to other
groups. A group may be identified by outsiders without
those so identified having any specific consciousness
of themselves as a group. Sometimes a group comes
to exist only because one group excludes and labels
a category of persons, and those labeled come to
understand themselves as group members only slowly,
on the basis of their shared oppression. In Vichy
France, for example, Jews who had been so assimilated
that they had no specifically Jewish identity were
marked as Jews by others and given a specific social
status by them. These people “discovered” themselves
as Jews, and then formed a group identity and affinity
with one another (see Sartre, 1948). A person’s group
identities may be for the most part only a background
or horizon to his or her life, becoming salient only in
specific interactive contexts.

Assuming an aggregate model of groups, some
people think that social groups are invidious fictions,
essentializing arbitrary attributes. From this point of
view problems of prejudice, stereotyping, discrimi-
nation, and exclusion exist because some people
mistakenly believe that group identification makes a
difference to the capacities, temperament, or virtues
of group members. This individualist conception of
persons and their relation to one another tends
to identify oppression with group identification.
Oppression, on this view, is something that happens to
people when they are classified in groups. Because
others identify them as a group, they are excluded and
despised. Eliminating oppression thus requires elim-
inating groups. People should be treated as individuals,
not as members of groups, and allowed to form their
lives freely without stereotypes or group norms.

[My] book takes issue with that position. While
[ agree that individuals should be free to pursue life
plans in their own way, it is foolish to deny the reality
of groups. Despite the modern myth of a decline
of parochial attachments and ascribed identities, in
modern society group differentiation remains endemic.
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Asboth markets and social administration increase the
web of social interdependency on a world scale, and as
more people encounter one another as strangers in
cities and states, people retain and renew ethnic, locale,
age, sex, and occupational group identifications, and
form new ones in the processes of encounter (cf. Ross,
1980, p. 19; Rothschild, 1981, p. 130). Even when they
belong to oppressed groups, people’s group identifi-
cations are often important to them, and they often feel
a special affinity for others in their group. [ believe
that group differentiation is both an inevitable and a
desirable aspect of modern social processes. Social
justice, [I argue in my] later chapters, requires not the
melting away of differences, but institutions that pro-
mote reproduction of and respect for group differences
without oppression.

Though some groups have come to be formed out
of oppression, and relations of privilege and oppression
structure the interactions between many groups, group
differentiation is not in itself oppressive. Not all groups
are oppressed. In the United States Roman Catholics
are a specific social group, with distinct practices
and affinities with one another, but they are no longer
an oppressed group. Whether a group is oppressed
depends on whether it is subject to one or more of the
five conditions I shall discuss below.

The view that groups are fictions does carry an
important antideterminist or antiessentialist intuition.
Oppression has often been perpetrated by a concep-
tualization of group difference in terms of unalterable
essential natures that determine what group members
deserve or are capable of, and that exclude groups so
entirely from one another that they have no similarities
or overlapping attributes. To assert that it is possible to
have social group difference without oppression, it is
necessary to conceptualize groups in a much more
relational and fluid fashion.

Although social processes of affinity and differen-
tiation produce groups, they do not give groups a
substantive essence. There is no common nature that
members of a group share. As aspects of a process,
moreover, groups are fluid; they come into being and
may fade away. Homosexual practices have existed
in many societies and historical periods, for example.
Gay men or lesbians have been identified as specific
groups and so identified themselves, however, only in
the twentieth century (see Ferguson, 1989, chap. 9;
Altman, 1982).

Arising from social relations and processes, finally,
group differences usually cut across one another.

Especially in a large, complex, and highly differentiated
society, social groups are not themselves homo-
geneous, but mirror in their own differentiations many
of the other groups in the wider society. In American
society today, for example, Blacks are not a simple,
unified group with a common life. Like other racial and
ethnic groups, they are differentiated by age, gender,
class, sexuality, region, and nationality, any of which in
a given context may become a salient group identity.

This view of group differentiation as multiple, cross-
cutting, fluid, and shifting implies another critique of
the model of the autonomous, unified self. In complex,
highly differentiated societies like our own, all persons
have multiple group identifications. The culture, per-
spective, and relations of privilege and oppression of
these various groups, moreover, may not cohere. Thus
individual persons, as constituted partly by their group
affinities and relations, cannot be unified, themselves
are heterogeneous and not necessarily coherent.

THE FACES OF OPPRESSION
Exploitation

The central function of Marx's theory of exploitation is
to explain how class structure can exist in the absence
of legally and normatively sanctioned class distinctions.
In precapitalist societies domination is overt and
accomplished through directly political means. Inboth
slave society and feudal society the right to appropriate
the product of the labor of others partly defines
class privilege, and these societies legitimate class
distinctions with ideologies of natural superiority and
inferiority.

Capitalist society, on the other hand, removes
traditional juridically enforced class distinctions and
promotes a belief in the legal freedom of persons.
Workers freely contract with employers and receive a
wage; no formal mechanisms of law or custom force
them to work for that employer or any employer. Thus
the mystery of capitalism arises: when everyone is
formally free, how can there be class domination? Why
do class distinctions persist between the wealthy, who
own the means of production, and the mass of people,
who work for them? The theory of exploitation answers
this question.

Profit, the basis of capitalist power and wealth, is
a mystery if we assume that in the market goods
exchange at their values. The labor theory of value



dispels this mystery. Every commodity’s value is a
function of the labor time necessary for its production.
Labor power is the one commodity which in the
process of being consumed produces new value. Profit
comes from the difference between the value of the
labor performed and the value of the capacity to labor
which the capitalist purchases. Profit is possible only
because the owner of capital appropriates any realized
surplus value.

In recent years Marxist scholars have engaged in
considerable controversy about the viability of the
labor theory of value this account of exploitation relies
on (see Wolff, 1984, chap. 4). John Roemer (1982),
for example, develops a theory of exploitation which
claims to preserve the theoretical and practical
purposes of Marx’'s theory, but without assuming a
distinction between values and prices and without
being restricted to a concept of abstract, homogeneous
labor. My purpose here is not to engage in technical
economic disputes, but to indicate the place of a con-
cept of exploitation in a conception of oppression.

Marx’s theory of exploitation lacks an explicitly
normative meaning, even though the judgment that
workers are exploited clearly has normative as well
as descriptive power in that theory (Buchanan, 1982,
chap. 3). C. B. Macpherson (1973, chap. 3) reconstructs
this theory of exploitation in a more explicitly norma-
tive form. The injustice of capitalist society consists in
the fact that some people exercise their capacities
under the control, according to the purposes, and for
the benefit of other people. Through private ownership
of the means of production, and through markets that
allocate labor and the ability to buy goods, capitalism
systematically transfers the powers of some persons to
others, thereby augmenting the power of the latter. In
this process of the transfer of powers, according to
Macpherson, the capitalist class acquires and main-
tains an ability to extract benefits from workers. Not
only are powers transferred from workers to capitalists,
but also the powers of workers diminish by more
than the amount of transfer, because workers suffer
material deprivation and a loss of control, and hence
are deprived of important elements of self-respect.
Justice, then, requires eliminating the institutional
forms that enable and enforce this process of trans-
ference and replacing them with institutional forms that
enable all to develop and use their capacities in a way
that does not inhibit, but rather can enhance, similar
development and use in others.

The central insight expressed in the concept of
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exploitation, then, is that this oppression occurs
through a steady process of the transfer of the results
of the labor of one social group to benefit another. The
injustice of class division does not consist only in the
distributive fact that some people have great wealth
while most people have little (cf. Buchanan, 1982,
pp. 44-49; Holmstrom, 1977). Exploitation enacts a
structural relation between social groups. Social rules
about what work is, who does what for whom, how
work is compensated, and the social process by which
the results of work are appropriated operate to enact
relations of power and inequality. These relations
are produced and reproduced through a systematic
process in which the energies of the have-nots are
continuously expended to maintain and augment the
power, status, and wealth of the haves.

Many writers have cogently argued that the Marxist
concept of exploitation is too narrow to encompass all
forms of domination and oppression (Giddens, 1981,
p. 242; Brittan and Maynard, 1984, p. 93; Murphy, 1985;
Bowles and Gintis, 1986, pp. 20—24). In particular, the
Marxist concept of class leaves important phenomena
of sexual and racial oppression unexplained. Does this
mean that sexual and racial oppression are non-
exploitative, and that we should reserve wholly distinct
categories for these oppressions? Or can the concept
of exploitation be broadened to include other ways in
which the labor and energy expenditure of one group
benefits another, and reproduces a relation of domi-
nation between them?

Feminists have had little difficulty showing that
women'’s oppression consists partly in a systematic and
unreciprocated transfer of powers from women to
men. Women'’s oppression consists not merely in an
inequality of status, power, and wealth resulting from
men’s excluding them from privileged activities. The
freedom, power, status, and self-realization of men is
possible precisely because women work for them.
Gender exploitation has two aspects, transfer of the
fruits of material labor to men and transfer of nurturing
and sexual energies to men.

Christine Delphy (1984), for example, describes
marriage as a class relation in which women’s labor
benefits men without comparable remuneration. She
makes it clear that the exploitation consists not in the
sort of work that women do in the home, for this might
include various kinds of tasks, but in the fact that they
perform tasks for someone on whom they are depen-
dent. Thus, for example, in most systems of agricultural
production in the world, men take to market the goods
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women have produced, and more often than not men
receive the status and often the entire income from
this labor.

With the concept of sex-affective production, Ann
Ferguson (1984; 1989, chap. 4) identifies another form
of the transference of women’s energies to men.
Women provide men and children with emotional care
and provide men with sexual satisfaction, and as a
group receive relatively little of either from men (cf.
Brittan and Maynard, 1984, pp. 142-48). The gender
socialization of women makes us tend to be more
attentive to interactive dynamics than men, and makes
women good at providing empathy and support for
people’s feelings and at smoothing over interactive
tensions. Both men and women look to women as
nurturers of their personal lives, and women frequently
complain that when they look to men for emotional
support they do not receive it (Easton, 1978). The
norms of heterosexuality, moreover, are oriented
around male pleasure, and consequently many women
receive little satisfaction from their sexual interaction
with men (Gottlieb, 1987).

Most feminist theories of gender exploitation have
concentrated on the institutional structure of the patri-
archal family. Recently, however, feminists have begun
to explore relations of gender exploitation enacted
in the contemporary workplace and through the
state. Carol Brown argues that as men have removed
themselves from responsibility for children, many
women have become dependent on the state for
subsistence as they continue to bear nearly total
responsibility for childrearing (Brown, 1981; cf. Boris
and Bardaglio, 1983; A. Ferguson, 1984). This creates
anew system of the exploitation of women’s domestic
labor mediated by state institutions, which she calls
public patriarchy.

In twentieth-century capitalist economies the work-
places that women have been entering in increasing
numbers serve as another important site of gender
exploitation. David Alexander (1987) argues that
typically feminine jobs involve gender-based tasks
requiring sexual labor, nurturing, caring for others’
bodies, or smoothing over workplace tensions. In these
ways women'’s energies are expended in jobs that
enhance the status of, please, or comfort others, usually
men; and these gender-based labors of waitresses,
clerical workers, nurses, and other caretakers often go
unnoticed and undercompensated.

To summarize, women are exploited in the Marxist
sense to the degree that they are wage workers. Some

have argued that women'’s domestic labor also repre-
sents a form of capitalist class exploitation insofar as it
is labor covered by the wages a family receives. As a
group, however, women undergo specific forms of
gender exploitation in which their energies and power
are expended, often unnoticed and unacknowledged,
usually to benefit men by releasing them for more
important and creative work, enhancing their status or
the environment around them, or providing them with
sexual or emotional service.

Race is a structure of oppression at least as basic as
class or gender. Are there, then, racially specific forms
of exploitation? There is no doubt that racialized groups
in the United States, especially Blacks and Latinos, are
oppressed through capitalist superexploitation result-
ing from a segmented labor market that tends to
reserve skilled, high-paying, unionized jobs for whites.
There is wide disagreement about whether such super-
exploitation benefits whites as a group or only benefits
the capitalist class (see Reich, 1981), and [ do not intend
to enter into that dispute here.

However one answers the question about capitalist
superexploitation of racialized groups, is it possible to
conceptualize a form of exploitation that is racially
specific on analogy with the gender-specific forms just
discussed? I suggest that the category of menial labor
might supply a means for such conceptualization. In its
derivation “menial” designates the labor of servants.
Wherever there is racism, there is the assumption,
more or less enforced, that members of the oppressed
racial groups are or ought to be servants of those, or
some of those, in the privileged group. In most white
racist societies this means that many white people have
dark- or yellow-skinned domestic servants, and in the
United States today there remains significant racial
structuring of private household service. But in the
United States today much service labor has gone
public: anyone who goes to a good hotel or a good
restaurant can have servants. Servants often attend the
daily—and nightly—activities of business executives,
government officials, and other high-status profes-
sionals. In our society there remains strong cultural
pressure to fill servant jobs—bellhop, porter, cham-
bermaid, busboy, and so on—with Black and Latino
workers. These jobs entail a transfer of energies
whereby the servers enhance the status of the served.

Menial labor usually refers not only to service,
however, but also to any servile, unskilled, low-paying
work lacking in autonomy, in which a person is subject
to taking orders from many people. Menial work tends



to be auxiliary work, instrumental to the work of others,
where those others receive primary recognition for
doing the job. Laborers on a construction site, for
example, are at the beck and call of welders, elec-
tricians, carpenters, and other skilled workers, who
receive recognition for the job done. In the United
States explicit racial discrimination once reserved
menial work for Blacks, Chicanos, American Indians,
and Chinese, and menial work still tends to be linked to
Black and Latino workers (Symanski, 1985). I offer this
category of menial labor as a form of racially specific
exploitation, as a provisional category in need of
exploration.

The injustice of exploitation is most frequently
understood on a distributive model. For example,
though he does not offer an explicit definition of the
concept, by “exploitation” Bruce Ackerman seems
to mean a seriously unequal distribution of wealth,
income, and other resources that is group based and
structurally persistent (Ackerman, 1980, chap. 8). John
Roemer’s definition of exploitation is narrower and
more rigorous: “An agent is exploited when the amount
of labor embodied in any bundle of goods he could
receive, in a feasible distribution of society’s net
product, is less than the labor he expended” (Roemer,
1982, p. 122). This definition too turns the conceptual
focus from institutional relations and processes to
distributive outcomes.

Jeffrey Reiman argues that such a distributive
understanding of exploitation reduces the injustice of
class processes to a function of the inequality of the
productive assets classes own. This misses, according
to Reiman, the relationship of force between capitalists
and workers, the fact that the unequal exchange in
question occurs within coercive structures that give
workers few options (Reiman, 1987; cf. Buchanan, 1982,
pp. 44-49; Holmstrom, 1977). The injustice of exploita-
tion consists in social processes that bring about a
transfer of energies from one group to another to
produce unequal distributions, and in the way in which
social institutions enable a few to accumulate while they
constrain many more. The injustices of exploitation
cannot be eliminated by redistribution of goods, for as
long as institutionalized practices and structural rela-
tions remain unaltered, the process of transfer will
re-create an unequal distribution of benefits. Bringing
about justice where there is exploitation requires
reorganization of institutions and practices of decision-
making, alteration of the division of labor, and similar
measures of institutional, structural, and cultural change.

FIVE FACES OF OPPRESSION
Marginalization

Increasingly in the United States racial oppression
occurs in the form marginalization rather than exploita-
tion. Marginals are people the system of labor cannot
or will not use. Not only in Third World capitalist
countries, but also in most Western capitalist societies,
there is a growing underclass of people permanently
confined to lives of social marginality, most of whom
are racially marked—-Blacks or Indians in Latin
America, and Blacks, East Indians, Eastern Europeans,
or North Africans in Europe.

Marginalization is by no means the fate only of
racially marked groups, however. In the United States a
shamefully large proportion of the population is mar-
ginal: old people, and increasingly people who are not
very old but get laid off from their jobs and cannot find
new work; young people, especially Black or Latino, who
cannot find first or second jobs; many single mothers
and their children; other people involuntarily unem-
ployed; many mentally and physically disabled people;
American Indians, especially those on reservations.

Marginalization is perhaps the most dangerous form
of oppression. A whole category of people is expelled
from useful participation in social life and thus poten-
tially subjected to severe material deprivation and even
extermination. The material deprivation marginaliza-
tion often causes is certainly unjust, especially in a
society where others have plenty. Contemporary
advanced capitalist societies have in principle acknowl-
edged the injustice of material deprivation caused by
marginalization, and have taken some steps to address
it by providing welfare payments and services. The
continuance of this welfare state is by no means
assured, and in most welfare state societies, especially
the United States, welfare redistributions do not elim-
inate large-scale suffering and deprivation.

Material deprivation, which can be addressed by
redistributive social policies, is not, however, the extent
of the harm caused by marginalization. Two categories
of injustice beyond distribution are associated with
marginality in advanced capitalist societies. First, the
provision of welfare itself produces new injustice
by depriving those dependent on it of rights and free-
doms that others have. Second, even when material
deprivation is somewhat mitigated by the welfare
state, marginalization is unjust because it blocks the
opportunity to exercise capacities in socially defined
and recognized ways. I shall explicate each of these
in turn.



STAKING CLAIMS

Liberalism has traditionally asserted the right of
all rational autonomous agents to equal citizenship.
Early bourgeois liberalism explicitly excluded from
citizenship all those whose reason was questionable or
not fully developed, and all those not independent
(Pateman, 1988, chap. 3; cf. Bowles and Gintis, 1986,
chap. 2). Thus poor people, women, the mad and the
feebleminded, and children were explicitly excluded
from citizenship, and many of these were housed in
institutions modeled on the modern prison: poor-
houses, insane asylums, schools.

Today the exclusion of dependent persons from
equal citizenship rights is only barely hidden beneath
the surface. Because they depend on bureaucratic
institutions for support or services, the old, the poor,
and the mentally or physically disabled are subject to
patronizing, punitive, demeaning, and arbitrary treat-
ment by the policies and people associated with
welfare bureaucracies. Being a dependent in our
society implies being legitimately subject to the often
arbitrary and invasive authority of social service
providers and other public and private administrators,
who enforce rules with which the marginal must com-
ply, and otherwise exercise power over the conditions
of their lives. In meeting needs of the marginalized,
often with the aid of social scientific disciplines, welfare
agencies also construct the needs themselves. Medical
and social service professionals know what is good for
those they serve, and the marginals and dependents
themselves do not have the right to claim to know
what is good for them (Fraser, 1987a; K. Ferguson,
1984, chap. 4). Dependency in our society thus implies,
as it has in all liberal societies, a sufficient warrant to
suspend basic rights to privacy, respect, and individual
choice.

Although dependency produces conditions of
injustice in our society, dependency in itself need not
be oppressive. One cannot imagine a society in which
some people would not need to be dependent on
others at least some of the time: children, sick people,
women recovering from childbirth, old people who
have become frail, depressed or otherwise emotionally
needy persons, have the moral right to depend on
others for subsistence and support.

An important contribution of feminist moral theory
has been to question the deeply held assumption that
moral agency and full citizenship require that a person
be autonomous and independent. Feminists have
exposed this assumption as inappropriately individual-
istic and derived from a specifically male experience of

social relations, which values competition and solitary
achievement (see Gilligan, 1982; Friedman and May,
1985). Female experience of social relations, arising
both from women’s typical domestic care respon-
sibilities and from the kinds of paid work that many
women do, tends to recognize dependence as a
basic human condition (cf. Hartsock, 1983, chap. 10).
Whereas on the autonomy model a just society would
as much as possible give people the opportunity to be
independent, the feminist model envisions justice as
according respect and participation in decisionmaking
to those who are dependent as well as to those who
are independent (Held, 1987). Dependency should not
be a reason to be deprived of choice and respect, and
much of the oppression many marginals experience
would be lessened if a less individualistic model of
rights prevailed.

Marginalization does not cease to be oppressive
when one has shelter and food. Many old people, for
example, have sufficient means to live comfortably
but remain oppressed in their marginal status. Even if
marginals were provided a comfortable material life
within institutions that respected their freedom and
dignity, injustices of marginality would remain in the
form of uselessness, boredom, and lack of self-respect.
Most of our society’s productive and recognized
activities take place in contexts of organized social
cooperation, and social structures and processes
that close persons out of participation in such social
cooperation are unjust. Thus while marginalization
definitely entails serious issues of distributive justice, it
also involves the deprivation of cultural, practical, and
institutionalized conditions for exercising capacities in
a context of recognition and interaction.

The fact of marginalization raises basic structural
issues of justice, in particular concerning the appro-
priateness of a connection between participation in
productive activities of social cooperation, on the one
hand, and access to the means of consumption, on the
other. As marginalization is increasing, with no sign of
abatement, some social policy analysts have intro-
duced the idea of a “social wage” as a guaranteed
socially provided income not tied to the wage system.
Restructuring of productive activity to address a right
of participation, however, implies organizing some
socially productive activity outside of the wage system
(see Offe, 1985, pp. 95-100), through public works or
self-employed collectives.



Powerlessness

As [ have indicated, the Marxist idea of class is
Important because it helps reveal the structure of
exploitation: that some people have their power and
wealth because they profit from the labor of others.
For this reason [ reject the claim some make that a
traditional class exploitation model fails to capture the
structure of contemporary society. It remains the case
that the labor of most people in the society augments
the power of relatively few. Despite their differences
from nonprofessional workers, most professional
workers are still not members of the capitalist class.
Professional labor either involves exploitative transfers
to capitalists or supplies important conditions for such
transfers. Professional workers are in an ambiguous
class position, it is true, because, as [I argue in my]
Chapter 7, they also benefit from the exploitation of
nonprofessional workers.

While it is false to claim that a division between
capitalist and working classes no longer describes our
society, it is also false to say that class relations have
remained unaltered since the nineteenth century. An
adequate conception of oppression cannot ignore the
experience of social division reflected in the colloquial
distinction between the “middle class” and the “work-
ing class,” a division structured by the social division of
labor between professionals and nonprofessionals.
Professionals are privileged in relation to nonprofes-
sionals, by virtue of their position in the division of labor
and the status it carries. Nonprofessionals suffer a form
of oppression in addition to exploitation, which I call
powerlessness.

In the United States, as in other advanced capitalist
countries, most workplaces are not organized democ-
ratically, direct participation in public policy decisions
is rare, and policy implementation is for the most
part hierarchical, imposing rules on bureaucrats and
citizens. Thus most people in these societies do not
regularly participate in making decisions that affect the
conditions of their lives and actions, and in this sense
most people lack significant power. At the same time,
[as I argue in my] Chapter 1, domination in modern
society is enacted through the widely dispersed powers
of many agents mediating the decisions of others.
To that extent many people have some power in
relation to others, even though they lack the power to
decide policies or results. The powerless are those
who lack authority or power even in this mediated
sense, those over whom power is exercised without
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their exercising it; the powerless are situated so that
they must take orders and rarely have the right to give
them. Powerlessness also designates a position in the
division of labor and the concomitant social posi-
tion that allows persons little opportunity to develop
and exercise skills. The powerless have little or no
work autonomy, exercise little creativity or judgment
in their work, have no technical expertise or authority,
express themselves awkwardly, especially in public
or bureaucratic settings, and do not command
respect. Powerlessness names the oppressive situa-
tions Sennett and Cobb (1972) describe in their famous
study of working-class men.

This powerless status is perhaps best described
negatively: the powerless lack the authority, status, and
sense of self that professionals tend to have. The status
privilege of professionals has three aspects, the lack of
which produces oppression for nonprofessionals.

First, acquiring and practicing a profession has an
expansive, progressive character. Being professional
usually requires a college education and the acquisition
of a specialized knowledge that entails working
with symbols and concepts. Professionals experience
progress first in acquiring the expertise, and then in the
course of professional advancement and rise in status.
The life of the nonprofessional by comparison is
powerless in the sense that it lacks this orientation
toward the progressive development of capacities and
avenues for recognition.

Second, while many professionals have supervisors
and cannot directly influence many decisions or the
actions of many people, most nevertheless have con-
siderable day-to-day work autonomy. Professionals
usually have some authority over others, moreover—
either over workers they supervise, or over auxiliaries,
or over clients. Nonprofessionals, on the other hand,
lack autonomy, and in both their working and their
consumer—client lives often stand under the authority
of professionals.

Though based on a division of labor between
“mental” and “manual” work, the distinction between
“middle class” and “working class” designates a
division not only in working life, but also in nearly all
aspects of social life. Professionals and nonprofes-
sionals belong to different cultures in the United States.
The two groups tend to live in segregated neighbor-
hoods or even different towns, a process itself mediated
by planners, zoning officials, and real estate people.
The groups tend to have different tastes in food, décor,
clothes, music, and vacations, and often different health
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and educational needs. Members of each group social-
ize for the most part with others in the same status
group. While there is some inter-group mobility
between generations, for the most part the children of
professionals become professionals and the children
of nonprofessionals do not.

Thus, third, the privileges of the professional extend
beyond the workplace to a whole way of life. I call this
way of life “respectability.” To treat people with respect
is to be prepared to listen to what they have to
say or to do what they request because they have
some authority, expertise, or influence. The norms of
respectability in our society are associated specifically
with professional culture. Professional dress, speech,
tastes, demeanor, all connote respectability. Generally
professionals expect and receive respect from others.
In restaurants, banks, hotels, real estate offices, and
many other such public places, as well as in the
media, professionals typically receive more respectful
treatment than nonprofessionals. For this reason
nonprofessionals seeking a loan or a job, or to buy a
house or a car, will often try to look “professional” and
“respectable” in those settings.

The privilege of this professional respectability
appears starkly in the dynamics of racism and sexism.
In daily interchange women and men of color must
prove their respectability. At first they are often not
treated by strangers with respectful distance or defer-
ence. Once people discover that this woman or that
Puerto Rican man is a college teacher or a business
executive, however, they often behave more respect-
fully toward her or him. Working-class white men,
on the other hand, are often treated with respect
until their working-class status is revealed. In Chapter
5 [I explore] in more detail the cultural underpin-
nings of the ideal of respectability and its oppressive
implications.

[ have discussed several injustices associated with
powerlessness: inhibition in the development of one’s
capacities, lack of decisionmaking power in one’s
working life, and exposure to disrespectful treatment
because of the status one occupies. These injustices
have distributional consequences, but are more fun-
damentally matters of the division of labor. The
oppression of powerlessness brings into question the
division of labor basic to all industrial societies:
the social division between those who plan and those
who execute. [I examine] this division in more detail
in [my] Chapter 7.

Cultural imperialism

Exploitation, marginalization, and powerlessness all
refer to relations of power and oppression that occur
by virtue of the social division of labor—who works
for whom, who does not work, and how the content
of work defines one institutional position relative to
others. These three categories refer to structural and
institutional relations that delimit people’s material
lives, including but not restricted to the resources they
have access to and the concrete opportunities
they have or do not have to develop and exercise their
capacities. These kinds of oppression are a matter of
concrete power in relation to others—of who benefits
from whom, and who is dispensable.

Recent theorists of movements of group liberation,
notably feminist and Black liberation theorists, have
also given prominence to a rather different form of
oppression, which following Lugones and Spelman
(1983) I shall call cultural imperialism. To experience
cultural imperialism means to experience how the
dominant meanings of a society render the particular
perspective of one’s own group invisible at the same
time as they stereotype one’s group and mark it out as
the Other.

Cultural imperialism involves the universalization
of a dominant group’s experience and culture, and its
establishment as the norm. Some groups have exclu-
sive or primary access to what Nancy Fraser (1987b)
calls the means of interpretation and communication
in a society. As a consequence, the dominant cultural
products of the society, that is, those most widely
disseminated, express the experience, values, goals,
and achievements of these groups. Often without
noticing they do so, the dominant groups project their
own experience as representative of humanity as such.
Cultural products also express the dominant group’s
perspective on and interpretation of events and
elements in the society, including other groups in the
society, insofar as they attain cultural status at all.

An encounter with other groups, however, can
challenge the dominant group’s claim to universality.
The dominant group reinforces its position by bringing
the other groups under the measure of its dominant
norms. Consequently, the difference of women
from men, American Indians or Africans from
Europeans, Jews from Christians, homosexuals from
heterosexuals, workers from professionals, becomes
reconstructed largely as deviance and inferiority. Since
only the dominant group’s cultural expressions receive



wide dissemination, their cultural expressions become
the normal, or the universal, and thereby the unre-
markable. Given the normality of its own cultural
expressions and identity, the dominant group con-
structs the differences which some groups exhibit as
lack and negation. These groups become marked
as Other.

The culturally dominated undergo a paradoxical
oppression, in that they are both marked out by stereo-
types and at the same time rendered invisible. As
remarkable, deviant beings, the culturally imperialized
are stamped with an essence. The stereotypes confine
them to a nature which is often attached in some way
to their bodies, and which thus cannot easily be denied.
These stereotypes so permeate the society that they
are not noticed as contestable. Just as everyone knows
that the earth goes around the sun, so everyone knows
that gay people are promiscuous, that Indians are
alcoholics, and that women are good with children.
White males, on the other hand, insofar as they escape
group marking, can be individuals.

Those living under cultural imperialism find them-
selves defined from the outside, positioned, placed, by
a network of dominant meanings they experience as
arising from elsewhere, from those with whom they
do not identify and who do not identify with them.
Consequently, the dominant culture’s stereotyped and
inferiorized images of the group must be internalized by
group members at least to the extent that they are
forced to react to behavior of others influenced by
those images. This creates for the culturally oppressed
the experience that W. E. B. Du Bois called “double
consciousness”—*this sense of always looking at one’s
self through the eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul
by the tape of a world that looks on in amused con-
tempt and pity” (Du Bois, 1969 [1903], p. 45). Double
consciousness arises when the oppressed subject
refuses to coincide with these devalued, objectified,
stereotyped visions of herself or himself. While the
subject desires recognition as human, capable of
activity, full of hope and possibility, she receives from
the dominant culture only the judgment that she is
different, marked, or inferior.

The group defined by the dominant culture as
deviant, as a stereotyped Other, is culturally different
from the dominant group, because the status of
Otherness creates specific experiences not shared by
the dominant group, and because culturally oppressed
groups also are often socially segregated and occupy
specific positions in the social division of labor.

FIVE FACES OF OPPRESSION

Members of such groups express their specific group
experiences and interpretations of the world to
one another, developing and perpetuating their own
culture. Double consciousness, then, occurs because
one finds one’s being defined by two cultures: a
dominant and a subordinate culture. Because they can
affirm and recognize one another as sharing similar
experiences and perspectives on social life, people in
culturally imperialized groups can often maintain a
sense of positive subjectivity.

Cultural imperialism involves the paradox of
experiencing oneself as invisible at the same time that
one is marked out as different. The invisibility comes
about when dominant groups fail to recognize the
perspective embodied in their cultural expressions as
a perspective. These dominant cultural expressions
often simply have little place for the experience of other
groups, at most only mentioning or referring to them
in stereotyped or marginalized ways. This, then, is the
injustice of cultural imperialism: that the oppressed
group’s own experience and interpretation of social life
find little expression that touches the dominant culture,
while that same culture imposes on the oppressed
group its experience and interpretation of social life.

In several of [my] following chapters [I explore]
more fully the consequences of cultural imperialism for
the theory and practice of social justice. Chapter 4
expands on the claim that cultural imperialism is
enacted partly through the ability of a dominant group
to assert its perspective and experience as universal or
neutral. In the sphere of the polity, [I argue], claim to
universality operates politically to exclude those under-
stood as different. In Chapter 5 [I trace] the operations
of cultural imperialism in nineteenth-century scientific
classifications of some bodies as deviant or degenerate.
[I explore] how the devaluation of the bodies of some
groups still conditions everyday interactions among
groups, despite our relative success at expelling such
bodily evaluation from discursive consciousness. In
Chapter 6, finally, [I discuss] recent struggles by the
culturally oppressed to take over definition of them-
selves and assert a positive sense of group difference.
There [I argue] that justice requires us to make a
political space for such difference.

Violence

Finally, many groups suffer the oppression of system-
atic violence. Members of some groups live with the
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knowledge that they must fear random, unprovoked
attacks on their persons or property, which have no
motive but to damage, humiliate, or destroy the person.
In American society women, Blacks, Asians, Arabs, gay
men, and lesbians live under such threats of violence,
and in at least some regions Jews, Puerto Ricans,
Chicanos, and other Spanish-speaking Americans must
fear such violence as well. Physical violence against
these groups is shockingly frequent. Rape Crisis Center
networks estimate that more than one-third of all
American women experience an attempted or success-
ful sexual assault in their lifetimes. Manning Marable
(1984, pp. 238-41) catalogues a large number of
incidents of racist violence and terror against Blacks in
the United States between 1980 and 1982. He cites
dozens ofincidents of the severe beating, killing, or rape
of Blacks by police officers on duty, in which the police
involved were acquitted of any wrongdoing. In 1981,
moreover, there were at least five hundred docu-
mented cases of random white teenage violence
against Blacks. Violence against gay men and lesbians
is not only common, but has been increasing in the last
five years. While the frequency of physical attack on
members of these and other racially or sexually marked
groups is very disturbing, I also include in this category
less severe incidents of harrassment, intimidation, or
ridicule simply for the purpose of degrading, humili-
ating, or stigmatizing group members.

Given the frequency of such violence in our society,
why are theories of justice usually silent about it? [ think
the reason is that theorists do not typically take such
incidents of violence and harrassment as matters of
social injustice. No moral theorist would deny that such
acts are very wrong. But unless all immoralities are
injustices, they might wonder, why should such acts
be interpreted as symptoms of social injustice? Acts
of violence or petty harrassment are committed by
particular individuals, often extremists, deviants, or the
mentally unsound. How then can they be said to
involve the sorts of institutional issues I have said are
properly the subject of justice?

What makes violence a face of oppression is less
the particular acts themselves, though these are often
utterly horrible, than the social context surrounding
them, which makes them possible and even acceptable.
What makes violence a phenomenon of social injus-
tice, and not merely an individual moral wrong, is its
systemic character, its existence as a social practice.

Violence is systemic because it is directed at
members of a group simply because they are members

of that group. Any woman, for example, has a reason
to fear rape. Regardless of what a Black man has done
to escape the oppressions of marginality or powerless-
ness, he lives knowing he is subject to attack or
harrassment. The oppression of violence consists not
only in direct victimization, but in the daily knowledge
shared by all members of oppressed groups that they
are liable to violation, solely on account of their group
identity. Just living under such a threat of attack on
oneself or family or friends deprives the oppressed of
freedom and dignity, and needlessly expends their
energy.

Violence is a social practice. It is a social given that
everyone knows happens and will happen again. It is
always at the horizon of social imagination, even for
those who do not perpetrate it. According to the
prevailing social logic, some circumstances make such
violence more “called for” than others. The idea of rape
will occur to many men who pick up a hitchhiking
woman; the idea of hounding or teasing a gay man
on their dorm floor will occur to many straight male
college students. Often several persons inflict the
violence together, especially in all-male groupings.
Sometimes violators set out looking for people to beat
up, rape, or taunt. This rule-bound, social, and often
premeditated character makes violence against groups
a social practice.

Group violence approaches legitimacy, moreover,
in the sense that it is tolerated. Often third parties find
it unsurprising because it happens frequently and lies
as a constant possibility at the horizon of the social
imagination. Even when they are caught, those who
perpetrate acts of group-directed violence or harrass-
ment often receive light or no punishment. To that
extent society renders their acts acceptable.

An important aspect of random, systemic violence
isits irrationality. Xenophobic violence differs from the
violence of states or ruling-class repression. Repressive
violence has a rational, albeit evil, motive: rulers use
it as a coercive tool to maintain their power. Many
accounts of racist, sexist, or homophobic violence
attempt to explain its motivation as a desire to maintain
group privilege or domination. I do not doubt that fear
of violence often functions to keep oppressed groups
subordinate, but I do not think xenophobic violence
is rationally motivated in the way that, for example,
violence against strikers is.

On the contrary, the violation of rape, beating,
killing, and harrassment of women, people of color,
gays, and other marked groups is motivated by fear or



hatred of those groups. Sometimes the motive may be
a simple will to power, to victimize those marked as
vulnerable by the very social fact that they are subject
to violence. If so, this motive is secondary in the sense
that it depends on a social practice of group violence.
Violence-causing fear or hatred of the other at least
partly involves insecurities on the part of the violators;
its irrationality suggests that unconscious processes
are at work. In [my] Chapter 5 [ discuss] the logic that
makes some groups frightening or hateful by defining
them as ugly and loathsome bodies. I offer a psycho-
analytic account of the fear and hatred of some groups
as bound up with fears of identity loss. I think such
unconscious fears account at least partly for the
oppression 1 have here called violence. It may also
partly account for cultural imperialism.

Cultural imperialism, moreover, itself intersects with
violence. The culturally imperialized may reject the
dominant meanings and attempt to assert their own
subjectivity, or the fact of their cultural difference may
put the lie to the dominant culture’s implicit claim to
universality. The dissonance generated by such a
challenge to the hegemonic cultural meanings can also
be a source of irrational violence.

Violence is a form of injustice that a distributive
understanding of justice seems ill equipped to capture.
This may be why contemporary discussions of justice
rarely mention it. I have argued that group-directed
violence is institutionalized and systemic. To the
degree that institutions and social practices encourage,
tolerate, or enable the perpetration of violence against
members of specific groups, those institutions and
practices are unjust and should be reformed. Such
reform may require the redistribution of resources or
positions, but in large part can come only through
a change in cultural images, stereotypes, and the
mundane reproduction of relations of dominance and
aversion in the gestures of everyday life. [I discuss]
strategies for such change in [my] Chapter 5.

APPLYING THE CRITERIA

Social theories that construct oppression as a unified
phenomenon usually either leave out groups that even
the theorists think are oppressed, or leave out impor-
tant ways in which groups are oppressed. Black
liberation theorists and feminist theorists have argued
persuasively, for example, that Marxism’s reduction of
all oppressions to class oppression leaves out much
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about the specific oppression of Blacks and women.
By pluralizing the category of oppression in the way
explained in this chapter, social theory can avoid
the exclusive and oversimplifying effects of such
reductionism.

[ have avoided pluralizing the category in the way
some others have done, by constructing an account of
separate systems of oppression for each oppressed
group: racism, sexism, classism, heterosexism, ageism,
so on. There is a double problem with considering each
group’s oppression a unified and distinct structure or
system. On the one hand, this way of conceiving
oppression fails to accommodate the similarities and
overlaps in the oppressions of different groups. On the
other hand, it falsely represents the situation of all
group members as the same.

[ have arrived at the five faces of oppression—
exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, cultural
imperialism, and violence—as the best way to avoid
such exclusions and reductions. They function as
criteria for determining whether individuals and groups
are oppressed, rather than as a full theory of oppres-
sion. [ believe that these criteria are objective. They
provide a means of refuting some people’s belief that
their group is oppressed when it is not, as well as a
means of persuading others that a group is oppressed
when they doubt it. Each criterion can be opera-
tionalized; each can be applied through the assessment
of observable behavior, status relationships, distri-
butions, texts and other cultural artifacts. [ have no
illusions that such assessments can be value-neutral.
But these criteria can nevertheless serve as means
of evaluating claims that a group is oppressed, or
adjudicating disputes about whether or how a group is
oppressed.

The presence of any of these five conditions is
sufficient for calling a group oppressed. But different
group oppressions exhibit different combinations of
these forms, as do different individuals in the groups.
Nearly all, if not all, groups said by contemporary social
movements to be oppressed suffer cultural imperialism.
The other oppressions they experience vary. Working-
class people are exploited and powerless, for example,
but if employed and white do not experience margin-
alization and violence. Gay men, on the other hand,
are not qua gay exploited or powerless, but they
experience severe cultural imperialism and violence.
Similarly, Jews and Arabs as groups are victims
of cultural imperialism and violence, though many
members of these groups also suffer exploitation or
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powerlessness. Old people are oppressed by margin-
alization and cultural imperialism, and this is also true
of physically and mentally disabled people. As a group
women are subject to gender-based exploitation,
powerlessness, cultural imperialism, and violence.
Racism in the United States condemns many Blacks
and Latinos to marginalization, and puts many more
at risk, even though many members of these groups
escape that condition; members of these groups often
suffer all five forms of oppression.

Applying these five criteria to the situation of groups
makes it possible to compare oppressions without
reducing them to a common essence or claiming
that one is more fundamental than another. One
can compare the ways in which a particular form of
oppression appears in different groups. For example,
while the operations of cultural imperialism are often
experienced in similar fashion by different groups, there
are also important differences. One can compare the
combinations of oppressions groups experience, or
the intensity of those oppressions. Thus with these
criteria one can plausibly claim that one group is
more oppressed than another without reducing all
oppressions to a single scale.

Why are particular groups oppressed in the way
they are? Are there any causal connections among
the five forms of oppression? Causal or explanatory
questions such as these are beyond the scope of this
discussion. While I think general social theory has a
place, causal explanation must always be particular
and historical. Thus an explanatory account of why a
particular group is oppressed in the ways that it is must
trace the history and current structure of particular
social relations. Such concrete historical and structural
explanations will often show causal connections
among the different forms of oppression experienced
by a group. The cultural imperialism in which white
men make stereotypical assumptions about and refuse
to recognize the values of Blacks or women, for
example, contributes to the marginalizaion and power-
lessness many Blacks and women suffer. But cultural
imperialism does not always have these effects.

[My succeeding chapters explore] the categories
explicated here in different ways. Chapters 4, 5, and
6 explore the effects of cultural imperialism. Those
chapters constitute an extended argument that modern
political theory and practice wrongly universalize
dominant group perspectives, and that attention to and
affirmation of social group differences in the polity
are the best corrective to such cultural imperialism.

Chapters 7 and 8 also make use of the category of
cultural imperialism, but focus more attention on social
relations of exploitation and powerlessness.

NOTE

1 References to chapters here are to other chapters in the
book by Young from which this extract is taken.
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In today’s world, claims for social justice seem
increasingly to divide into two types. First, and most
familiar, are redistributive claims, which seek a more
just distribution of resources and goods. Examples
include claims for redistribution from the North to the
South, from the rich to the poor, and (not so long ago)
from the owners to the workers. To be sure, the recent
resurgence of free-market thinking has put propo-
nents of egalitarian redistribution on the defensive.
Nevertheless, egalitarian redistributive claims have
supplied the paradigm case for most theorizing about
social justice for the past 150 years.

Today, however, we increasingly encounter a
second type of social-justice claim in the “politics of
recognition.” Here the goal, in its most plausible form,
is a difference-friendly world, where assimilation to
majority or dominant cultural norms is no longer the
price of equal respect. Examples include claims for the
recognition of the distinctive perspectives of ethnic,
“racial,” and sexual minorities, as well as of gender
difference. This type of claim has recently attracted the
interest of political philosophers, moreover, some of
whom are seeking to develop a new paradigm of justice
that puts recognition at its center.

In general, then, we are confronted with a new
constellation. The discourse of social justice, once
centered on distribution, is now increasingly divided
between claims for redistribution, on the one hand, and
claims for recognition, on the other. Increasingly, too,

recognition claims tend to predominate. The demise
of communism, the surge of free-market ideology, the
rise of “identity polities” in both its fundamentalist
and progressive forms—all these developments have
conspired to de-center, if not to extinguish, claims for
egalitarian redistribution.

In this new constellation, the two kinds of justice
claims are often dissociated from one another—both
practically and intellectually. Within social move-
ments such as feminism, for example, activist ten-
dencies that look to redistribution as the remedy for
male domination are increasingly dissociated from
tendencies that look instead to recognition of gender
difference. And the same is true of their counterparts
in the US academy, where feminist social theorizing
and feminist cultural theorizing maintain an uneasy
arm’s-length co-existence. The feminist case exempli-
files a more general tendency in the United States
(and elsewhere) to decouple the cultural politics of
difference from the social politics of equality.

In some cases, moreover, the dissociation has
become a polarization. Some proponents of redis-
tribution reject the politics of recognition outright,
casting claims for the recognition of difference as “false
consciousness,” a hindrance to the pursuit of social
justice. Conversely, some proponents of recogni-
tion approve the relative eclipse of the politics of
redistribution, construing the latter as an outmoded
materialism, simultaneously blind to and complicit with
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many injustices. In such cases, we are effectively
presented with what is constructed as an either/or
choice: redistribution or recognition? Class politics or
identity politics? Multiculturalism or social democracy?

These, I maintain, are false antitheses. It is my
general thesis that justice today requires both redis-
tribution and recognition. Neither alone is sufficient.
As soon as one embraces this thesis, however, the
question of how to combine them becomes paramount.
[ contend that the emancipatory aspects of the two
paradigms need to be integrated in a single, com-
prehensive framework. Theoretically, the task is to
devise a two-dimensional conception of justice that
can accommodate both defensible claims for social
equality and defensible claims for the recognition of
difference. Practically, the task is to devise a pro-
grammatic political orientation that integrates the best
of the politics of redistribution with the best of the
politics of recognition.

My argument proceeds in four steps. In the first
section below, I outline the key points of contrast
between the two political paradigms, as they are
presently understood. Then, in the second section, 1
problematize their current dissociation from one
another by introducing a case of injustice that cannot
be redressed by either one of them alone, but that
requires their integration. Finally, I consider some
normative philosophical questions (in the third section)
and some social-theoretical questions (fourth section)
that arise when we contemplate integrating redis-
tribution and recognition in a single comprehensive
framework.

REDISTRIBUTION OR RECOGNITION?
ANATOMY OF A FALSE ANTITHESIS

I begin with some denotative definitions. The paradigm
of redistribution, as I shall understand it, encompasses
not only class-centered orientations, such as New Deal
liberalism, social-democracy, and socialism, but also
those forms of feminism and anti-racism that look to
socio-economic transformation or reform as the
remedy for gender and racial-ethnic injustice. Thus, it
is broader than class politics in the conventional sense.
The paradigm of recognition, in contrast, encompasses
not only movements aiming to revalue unjustly
devalued identities—for example, cultural feminism,
black cultural nationalism, and gay identity politics—
but also deconstructive tendencies, such as queer

politics, critical “race” politics, and deconstructive
feminism, which reject the “essentialism” of traditional
identity politics. Thus, it is broader than identity politics
in the conventional sense.

With these definitions, I mean to contest one
widespread misunderstanding of these matters. It is
often assumed that the politics of redistribution means
class politics, while the politics of recognition means
“identity politics,” which in turn means the politics of
sexuality, gender, and “race.” This view is erroneous
and misleading. For one thing, it treats recognition-
oriented currents within the feminist, anti-heterosexist,
and anti-racist movements as the whole story,
rendering invisible alternative currents dedicated to
righting gender-specific, “race”-specific, and sex-
specific forms of economic injustice that traditional
class movements ignored. For another, it forecloses
the recognition dimensions of class struggles. Finally,
it reduces what is actually a plurality of different kinds
of recognition claims (including universalist claims and
deconstructive claims) to a single type, namely, claims
for the affirmation of difference.

For all these reasons, the definitions I have pro-
posed here are far preferable. They take account of
the complexity of contemporary politics by treating
redistribution and recognition as dimensions of justice
that can cut across all social movements.

Understood in this way, the paradigm of redis-
tribution and the paradigm of recognition can be
contrasted in four key respects. First, the two para-
digms assume different conceptions of injustice. The
redistribution paradigm focuses on injustices it defines
as socio-economic and presumes to be rooted in the
political economy. Examples include exploitation,
economic marginalization, and deprivation. The
recognition paradigm, in contrast, targets injustices it
understands as cultural, which it presumes to be rooted
in social patterns of representation, interpretation, and
communication. Examples include cultural domina-
tion, non-recognition, and disrespect.

Second, the two paradigms propose different sorts
of remedies for injustice. In the redistribution para-
digm, the remedy for injustice is political-economic
restructuring. This might involve redistributing income,
reorganizing the division of labor, or transforming other
basic economic structures. (Although these various
remedies differ importantly from one another, I mean
to refer to the whole group of them by the generic term
“redistribution.”) In the paradigm of recognition, in
contrast, the remedy for injustice is cultural or symbolic
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change. This could involve upwardly revaluing dis-
respected identities, positively valorizing cultural
diversity, or the wholesale transformation of societal
patterns of representation, interpretation, and com-
munication in ways that would change everyone’s
social identity. (Although these remedies, too, differ
importantly from one another, I refer once again to
the whole group of them by the generic term
“recognition.”)

Third, the two paradigms assume different
conceptions of the collectivities who suffer injustice.
In the redistribution paradigm, the collective sub-
jects of injustice are classes or class-like collectivities,
which are defined economically by a distinctive
relation to the market or the means of production. The
classic case in the Marxian variant is the exploited
working class, whose members must sell their labor
power in order to receive the means of subsis-
tence. But the conception can cover other cases as
well. Also included are racialized groups of immi-
grants or ethnic minorities that can be economically
defined, whether as a pool of low-paid menial laborers
or as an “underclass” largely excluded from regular
waged work, deemed “superfluous” and unworthy of
exploitation. When the notion of the economy is
broadened to encompass unwaged labor, moreover,
women become visible as a collective subject of
economic injustice, as the gender burdened with the
lion’s share of unwaged carework and consequently
disadvantaged in employment and disempowered in
relations with men. Also included, finally, are the
complexly defined groupings that result when we
theorize the political economy in terms of the
intersection of class, “race,” and gender.

In the recognition paradigm, in contrast, the victims
of injustice are more like Weberian status groups
than Marxian classes. Defined not by the relations of
production, but rather by the relations of recognition,
they are distinguished by the lesser esteem, honor,
and prestige they enjoy relative to other groups in
society. The classic case in the Weberian paradigm
is the low-status ethnic group, whom dominant
patterns of cultural value mark as different and less
worthy. But the conception can cover other cases as
well. In the current constellation, it has been extended
to gays and lesbians, who suffer pervasive effects of
institutionalized stigma; to racialized groups, who are
marked as different and lesser; and to women, who
are trivialized, sexually objectified, and disrespected
in myriad ways. It is also being extended, finally, to

encompass the complexly defined groupings that result
when we theorize the relations of recognition in terms
of “race,” gender, and sexuality simultaneously as
intersecting cultural codes.

It follows, and this is the fourth point, that the two
approaches assume different understandings of group
differences. The redistribution paradigm treats such
differences as unjust differentials that should be
abolished. The recognition paradigm, in contrast, treats
differences either as cultural variations that should be
celebrated or as discursively constructed hierarchical
oppositions that should be deconstructed.

Increasingly, as [ noted at the outset, redistribution
and recognition are posed as mutually exclusive
alternatives. Some proponents of the former, such as
Richard Rorty (1998) and Todd Gitlin (1995), insist that
identity politics is a counterproductive diversion from
the real economic issues, one that balkanizes groups
and rejects universalist moral norms. They claim, in
effect, that “it’s the economy, stupid.” Conversely,
some proponents of the politics of recognition, such as
Charles Taylor (1994), insist that a difference-blind
politics of redistribution can reinforce injustice by
falsely universalizing dominant group norms, requiring
subordinate groups to assimilate to them, and mis-
recognizing the latters’ distinctiveness. They claim, in
effect, that “it’s the culture, stupid.”

This, however, is a false antithesis.

EXPLOITED CLASSES, DESPISED
SEXUALITIES, AND BIVALENT
CATEGORIES: A CRITIQUE OF JUSTICE
TRUNCATED

To see why, imagine a conceptual spectrum of different
kinds of social differentiations. At one extreme are
differentiations that fit the paradigm of redistribution.
At the other extreme are differentiations that fit the
paradigm of recognition. In between are cases that
prove difficult because they fit both paradigms of
justice simultaneously.!

Consider, first, the redistribution end of the spec-
trum. At this end let us posit an ideal-typical social
differentiation rooted in the economic structure, as
opposed to the status order, of society. By definition,
any structural injustices attaching to this differentiation
will be traceable ultimately to the political economy.
The root of the injustice, as well as its core, will be
socio-economic maldistribution, while any attendant
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cultural injustices will derive ultimately from that
economic root. At bottom, therefore, the remedy
required to redress the injustice will be redistribution,
as opposed to recognition.

An example that appears to approximate this ideal
type is class differentiation, as understood in orthodox,
economistic Marxism. In this conception, class is an
artifact of an unjust political economy, which creates,
and exploits, a proletariat. The core injustice is
exploitation, an especially deep form of maldistribution
in which the proletariat’'s own energies are turned
against it, usurped to sustain a social system that dis-
proportionately burdens it and benefits others. To be
sure, its members also suffer serious cultural injustices,
the “hidden (and not so hidden) injuries of class”
(Sennett and Cobb, 1973). But far from being rooted
directly in an autonomously unjust status order, these
derive from the political economy, as ideologies of
class inferiority proliferate to justify exploitation. The
remedy for the injustice, consequently, is redistribution,
not recognition. The last thing the proletariat needs is
recognition of its difference. On the contrary, the only
way to remedy the injustice is to restructure the
political economy in such a way as to put the proletariat
out of business as a distinctive group.

Now consider the other end of the conceptual
spectrum. At this end let us posit an ideal-typical social
differentiation that fits the paradigm of recognition. A
differentiation of this type is rooted in the status order,
as opposed to the economic structure, of society. Thus,
any structural injustices implicated here will be
traceable ultimately to the reigning patterns of cultural
value. The root of the injustice, as well as its core, will
be cultural misrecognition, while any attendant
economic injustices will derive ultimately from that
root. The remedy required to redress the injustice will
be recognition, as opposed to redistribution.

An example that appears to approximate this ideal
type is sexual differentiation, understood through the
prism of the Weberian conception of status. In this
conception, the social differentiation between hetero-
sexuals and homosexuals is not grounded in the
political economy, as homosexuals are distributed
throughout the entire class structure of capitalist
society, occupy no distinctive position in the division
of labor, and do not constitute an exploited class. The
differentiation is rooted, rather, in the status order of
society, as cultural patterns of meaning and value
constitute heterosexuality as natural and normative,
while simultaneously constituting homosexuality as

perverse and despised. When such heteronormative
meanings are pervasively institutionalized, for example
in law, state policy, social practices, and interaction,
gays and lesbians become a despised sexuality. As
a result, they suffer sexually specific forms of status
subordination, including shaming and assault, exclu-
sion from the rights and privileges of marriage and
parenthood, curbs on their rights of expression and
association, and denial of full legal rights and equal
protections. These harms are injustices of misrecog-
nition. To be sure, gays and lesbians also suffer serious
economic injustices: they can be summarily dismissed
from civilian employment and military service, are
denied a broad range of family-based social-welfare
benefits, and face major tax and inheritance liabilities.
But far from being rooted directly in the economic
structure of society, these injustices derive instead
from the status order, as the institutionalization of
heterosexist norms produces a category of despised
persons who incur economic disadvantages as a by-
product. The remedy for the injustice, accordingly, is
recognition, not redistribution. Overcoming homo-
phobia and heterosexism requires changing the sexual
status order, dismantling the cultural value patterns
(as well as their legal and practical expressions) that
deny equal respect to gays and lesbians. Change these
relations of recognition, and the maldistribution will
disappear.

Matters are thus fairly straightforward at the two
extremes of our conceptual spectrum. When we deal
with groups that approach the ideal type of the
exploited working class, we face distributive injustices
requiring redistributive remedies. What is needed is a
politics of redistribution. When we deal with groups
that approach the ideal type of the despised sexuality,
in contrast, we face injustices of misrecognition. What
is needed here is a politics of recognition.

Matters become murkier, however, once we move
away from these extremes. When we posit a type of
social differentiation located in the middle of the
conceptual spectrum, we encounter a hybrid form that
combines features of the exploited class with features
of the despised sexuality. I call such differentiations
“bivalent.” Rooted at once in the economic structure
and the status order of society, they may entrench
injustices that are traceable to both political economy
and culture simultaneously. Bivalently oppressed
groups, accordingly, suffer both maldistribution and
misrecognition in forms where neither of these injustices is
an indirect effect of the other, but where both are primary
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and co-original. In their case, neither the politics of
redistribution alone nor the politics of recognition alone
will suffice. Bivalently oppressed groups need both.

Gender, I contend, is a bivalent social differentia-
tion. Neither simply a class, nor simply a status
group, it is a hybrid category with roots in both culture
and political economy. From the economic perspec-
tive, gender structures the fundamental division
between paid “productive” labor and unpaid “repro-
ductive” and domestic labor, as well as the divisions
within paid labor between higher-paid, male-
dominated, manufacturing, and professional occu-
pations and lower-paid, female-dominated, “pink
collar,” and domestic service occupations. The result
is an economic structure that generates gender-
specific modes of exploitation, economic marginaliza-
tion, and deprivation. Here, gender appears as a class-
like differentiation. And gender injustice appears as a
species of maldistribution that cries out for redis-
tributive redress.

From the perspective of the status order, however,
gender encompasses elements that are more like
sexuality than class and that bring it squarely within the
problematic of recognition. Gender codes pervasive
patterns of cultural interpretation and evaluation, which
are central to the status order as a whole. As a result,
not just women, but all low-status groups, risk being
feminized and thereby demeaned. Thus, a major
feature of gender injustice is androcentrism: a pattern
of culture value that privileges traits associated with
masculinity, while pervasively devaluing things coded
as “feminine”—paradigmatically, but not only, women.
Institutionalized in law, state policies, social practices,
and interaction, this value pattern saddles women
with gender-specific forms of status subordination,
including sexual assault and domestic violence; trivial-
izing, objectifying, and demeaning stereotypical
depictions in the media; harassment and disparage-
ment in everyday life; and denial of full legal rights
and equal protections. These harms are injustices of
recognition. They cannot be remedied by redistribution
alone but require additional independent remedies
of recognition.

Gender, in sum, is a “bivalent” social differentiation.
[t encompasses a class-like aspect that brings it within
the ambit of redistribution, while also including a status
aspect that brings it simultaneously within the ambit of
recognition. Redressing gender injustice, therefore,
requires changing both the economic structure and the
status order of society.

The bivalent character of gender wreaks havoc on
the idea of an either/or choice between the paradigm
of redistribution and the paradigm of recognition. That
construction assumes that the collective subjects of
injustice are either classes or status groups, but not
both; that the injustice they suffer is either mal-
distribution or misrecognition, but not both; that the
group differences at issue are either unjust differentials
or unjustly devalued cultural variations, but not both;
that the remedy for injustice is either redistribution or
recognition, but not both.

Gender, we can now see, explodes this whole series
of false antitheses. Here we have a category that is a
compound of both status and class, that implicates
injustices of both maldistribution and misrecognition,
whose distinctiveness is compounded of both econ-
omic differentials and culturally constructed distinc-
tions. Gender injustice can only be remedied, therefore,
by an approach that encompasses both a politics of
redistribution and a politics of recognition.

Gender, moreover, is not unusual in this regard.
“Race”, too, is a bivalent social differentiation, a
compound of status and class. Rooted simultaneously
in the economic structure and the status order of
capitalist society, racism’s injustices include both
maldistribution and misrecognition. Yet neither dimen-
sion of racism is wholly an indirect effect of the other.
Thus, overcoming racism requires both redistribution
and recognition. Neither alone will suffice.

Class, too, is probably best understood as bivalent
for practical purposes. To be sure, the ultimate cause
of class injustice is the economic structure of capital-
ist society.? But the resulting harms include mis-
recognition as well as maldistribution (Thompson,
1963). And cultural harms that originated as bypro-
ducts of economic structure may have since developed
a life of their own. Left unattended, moreover, class
misrecognition may impede the capacity to mobilize
against maldistribution. Thus, a politics of class
recognition may be needed to get a politics of redis-
tribution off the ground.?

Sexuality, too, is for practical purposes bivalent. To
be sure, the ultimate cause of heterosexist injustice is
the heteronormative value pattern that is institu-
tionalized in the status order of contemporary society.*
But the resulting harms include maldistribution as well
as misrecognition. And economic harms that originate
as byproducts of the status order have an undeniable
weight of their own. Left unattended, moreover, they
may impede the capacity to mobilize against mis-
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recognition. Thus, a politics of sexual redistribution
may be needed to get a politics of recognition off the
ground.

For practical purposes, then, virtually all real-world
axes of oppression are bivalent. Virtually all implicate
both maldistribution and misrecognition in forms
where each of those injustices has some independent
weight, whatever its ultimate roots. To be sure, not all
axes of oppression are bivalent in the same way, nor to
the same degree. Some axes of oppression, such as
class, tilt more heavily toward the distribution end of
the spectrum; others, such as sexuality, incline more to
the recognition end; while still others, such as gender
and “race,” cluster closer to the center. Nevertheless,
in virtually every case, the harms at issue comprise both
maldistribution and misrecognition in forms where
neither of those injustices can be redressed entirely
indirectly but where each requires some practical
attention. As a practical matter, therefore, overcoming
injustice in virtually every case requires both redis-
tribution and recognition.

The need for this sort of two-pronged approach
becomes more pressing, moreover, as soon as we
cease considering such axes of injustice singly and
begin instead to consider them together as mutually
intersecting. After all, gender, “race,” sexuality, and
class are not neatly cordoned off from one another.
Rather, all these axes of injustice intersect one another
in ways that affect everyone’s interests and identities.
Thus, anyone who is both gay and working class will
need both redistribution and recognition. Seen this
way, moreover, virtually every individual who suffers
injustice needs to integrate those two kinds of claims.
And so, furthermore, will anyone who cares about
social justice, regardless of their own personal social
location.

In general, then, one should roundly reject the
construction of redistribution and recognition as
mutually exclusive alternatives. The goal should be,
rather, to develop an integrated approach that can
encompass, and harmonize, both dimensions of social
justice.

NORMATIVE-PHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES:
FOR A TWO-DIMENSIONAL THEORY
OF JUSTICE

Integrating redistribution and recognition in a single
comprehensive paradigm is no simple matter,

however. To contemplate such a project is to be
plunged immediately into deep and difficult problems
spanning several major fields of inquiry. In moral
philosophy, for example, the task is to devise an over-
arching conception of justice that can accommo-
date both defensible claims for social equality and
defensible claims for the recognition of difference. In
social theory, by contrast, the task is to devise an
account of our contemporary social formation that can
accommodate not only the differentiation of class from
status, economy from culture, but also their mutual
imbrication. In political theory, meanwhile, the task is
to envision a set of institutional arrangements and
associated policy reforms that can remedy both
maldistribution and misrecognition, while minimiz-
ing the mutual interferences likely to arise when the
two sorts of redress are sought simultaneously. In
practical politics, finally, the task is to foster democratic
engagement across current divides in order to build a
broad-based programmatic orientation that integrates
the best of the politics of redistribution with the best of
the politics of recognition.

This, of course, is far too much to take on here. In
the present section, I limit myself to some of the
moral-theoretical dimensions of this project. (In the
next, I turn to some issues in social theory.) I shall
consider three normative philosophical questions
that arise when we contemplate integrating redistri-
bution and recognition in a single comprehensive
account of social justice: First, is recognition really a
matter of justice, or is it a matter of self-realization?
Second, do distributive justice and recognition
constitute two distinct, sui generis, normative para-
digms, or can either of them be subsumed within the
other? And third, does justice require the recognition of
what is distinctive about individuals or groups, or is
recognition of our common humanity sufficient?
(I defer to a later occasion discussion of a fourth crucial
question: How can we distinguish justified from
unjustified claims for recognition?)

On the first question, two major theorists, Charles
Taylor and Axel Honneth, understand recognition
as a matter of self-realization. Unlike them, however, [
propose to treat it as an issue of justice. Thus, one
should not answer the question “What’s wrong with
misrecognition?” by reference to a thick theory of
the good, as Taylor (1994) does. Nor should one
follow Honneth (1995) and appeal to a “formal
conception of ethical life” premised on an account of
the “intersubjective conditions” for an “undistorted
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practical relation-to-self.” One should say, rather, that
itis unjust that some individuals and groups are denied
the status of full partners in social interaction simply as
a consequence of institutionalized patterns of cultural
value in whose construction they have not equally
participated and which disparage their distinctive char-
acteristics or the distinctive characteristics assigned
to them.

This account offers several advantages. First, it
permits one to justify claims for recognition as morally
binding under modern conditions of value pluralism.>
Under these conditions, there is no single conception
of self-realization or the good that is universally shared,
nor any that can be established as authoritative. Thus,
any attempt to justify claims for recognition that
appeals to an account of self-realization or the good
must necessarily be sectarian. No approach of this sort
can establish such claims as normatively binding on
those who do not share the theorist’s conception of
ethical value.

Unlike such approaches, I propose an account that
is deontological and non-sectarian. Embracing the
modern view that it is up to individuals and groups to
define for themselves what counts as a good life and to
devise for themselves an approach to pursuing it, within
limits that ensure a like liberty for others, it appeals to
a conception of justice that can be accepted by people
with divergent conceptions of the good. What makes
misrecognition morally wrong, in my view, is that it
denies some individuals and groups the possibility of
participating on a par with others in social interaction.
The norm of participatory parity invoked here is non-
sectarian in the required sense. It can justify claims for
recognition as normatively binding on all who agree to
abide by fair terms of interaction under conditions of
value pluralism.

Treating recognition as a matter of justice has a
second advantage as well. It conceives misrecognition
as status subordination whose locus is social relations,
not individual psychology. To be misrecognized, on
this view, is not simply to be thought ill of, looked
down on, or devalued in others’ conscious attitudes
or mental beliefs. It is rather to be denied the status
of a full partner in social interaction and prevented
from participating as a peer in social life as a conse-
quence of institutionalized patterns of cultural value that
constitute one as comparatively unworthy of respect
or esteem. When such patterns of disrespect and dis-
esteem are institutionalized, they impede parity of
participation, just as surely as do distributive inequities.

Eschewing psychologization, then, the justice
approach escapes difficulties that plague rival
approaches. When misrecognition is identified with
internal distortions in the structure of self-
consciousness of the oppressed, it is but a short step
to blaming the victim, as one seems to add insult to
injury. Conversely, when misrecognition is equated
with prejudice in the minds of the oppressors,
overcoming it seems to require policing their beliefs, an
approach that is authoritarian. On the justice view, in
contrast, misrecognition is a matter of externally
manifest and publicly verifiable impediments to some
people’s standing as full members of society. And such
arrangements are morally indefensible whether or not
they distort the subjectivity of the oppressed.

Finally, the justice account of recognition avoids
the view that everyone has an equal right to social
esteem. That view is patently untenable, of course,
because it renders meaningless the notion of esteem.
Yet it seems to follow from at least one prominent
account of recognition in terms of the self-realization.
The account of recognition proposed here, in contrast,
entails no such reductio ad absurdum. What it does
entail is that everyone has an equal right to pursue
social esteem under fair conditions of equal oppor-
tunity. And such conditions do not obtain when, for
example, institutionalized patterns of interpretation
pervasively downgrade femininity, “non-whiteness,”
homosexuality, and everything culturally associated
with them. When that is the case, women and/or
people of color and/or gays and lesbians face obstacles
in the quest for esteem that are not encountered by
others. And everyone, including straight white men,
faces further obstacles if they opt to pursue projects
and cultivate traits that are culturally coded as
feminine, homosexual, or “non-white.”

For all these reasons, recognition is better viewed
as a matter of justice than as a matter of self-realization.
But what follows for the theory of justice?

Does it follow, turning now to the second question,
that distribution and recognition constitute two distinct,
sui generis conceptions of justice? Or can either of them
be reduced to the other? The question of reduction
must be considered from two different sides. From
one side, the issue is whether standard theories of
distributive justice can adequately subsume problems
of recognition. In my view, the answer is no. To be sure,
many distributive theorists appreciate the importance
of status over and above the allocation of resources
and seek to accommodate it in their accounts.” But the
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results are not wholly satisfactory. Most such theorists
assume a reductive economistic-cum-legalistic view of
status, supposing that a just distribution of resources
and rights is sufficient to preclude misrecognition. In
fact, however, as we saw, not all misrecognition is a
byproduct of maldistribution, nor of maldistribution
plus legal discrimination. Witness the case of the
African-American Wall Street banker who cannot get
a taxi to pick him up. To handle such cases, a theory of
justice must reach beyond the distribution of rights and
goods to examine patterns of cultural value. It must
consider whether institutionalized patterns of inter-
pretation and valuation impede parity of participation
in social life 8

What, then, of the other side of the question? Can
existing theories of recognition adequately subsume
problems of distribution? Here, too, I contend the
answer is no. To be sure, some theorists of recognition
appreciate the importance of economic equality and
seek to accommodate it in their accounts.® But once
again the results are not wholly satisfactory. Such
theorists tend to assume a reductive culturalist view of
distribution. Supposing that economic inequalities are
rooted in a cultural order that privileges some kinds
of labor over others, they assume that changing
that cultural order is sufficient to preclude maldistri-
bution (Honneth, 1995). In fact, however, as we saw,
and as I shall argue more extensively later, not all mal-
distribution is a byproduct of misrecognition. Witness
the case of the skilled white male industrial worker
who becomes unemployed due to a factory closing as
aresult of a speculative corporate merger. In that case,
the injustice of maldistribution has little to do with
misrecognition. It is rather a consequence of impera-
tives intrinsic to an order of specialized economic
relations whose raison d’étre is the accumulation of
profits. To handle such cases, a theory of justice must
reach beyond cultural value patterns to examine the
structure of capitalism. It must consider whether
economic mechanisms that are relatively decoupled
from cultural value patterns and that operate in a
relatively impersonal way can impede parity of
participation in social life.

In general, then, neither distribution theorists nor
recognition theorists have so far succeeded in ade-
quately subsuming the concerns of the other.!° Thus,
instead of endorsing either one of their paradigms to
the exclusion of the other, I propose to develop what I
shall call a two-dimensional conception of justice. Such
a conception treats distribution and recognition as

distinct perspectives on, and dimensions of, justice.
Without reducing either one of them to the other, it
encompasses both dimensions within a broader,
overarching framework.

The normative core of my conception, which I have
mentioned several times, is the notion of parity of
participation.'* According to this norm, justice requires
social arrangements that permit all (adult) members
of society to interact with one another as peers.
For participatory parity to be possible, I claim, it is
necessary but not sufficient to establish standard forms
of formal legal equality. Over and above that require-
ment, at least two additional conditions must be
satisfied.!? First, the distribution of material resources
must be such as to ensure participants’ independence
and “voice.” This I call the “objective” precondition
of participatory parity. It precludes forms and levels
of material inequality and economic dependence that
impede parity of participation. Precluded, therefore,
are social arrangements that institutionalize depri-
vation, exploitation, and gross disparities in wealth,
income, and leisure time, thereby denying some people
the means and opportunities to interact with others
as peers.!3

In contrast, the second additional condition for
participatory parity I call “intersubjective.” It requires
that institutionalized cultural patterns of interpretation
and evaluation express equal respect for all participants
and ensure equal opportunity for achieving social
esteem. This condition precludes cultural patterns that
systematically depreciate some categories of people
and the qualities associated with them. Precluded,
therefore, are institutionalized value schemata that
deny some people the status of full partners in
interaction—whether by burdening them with exces-
sive ascribed “difference” from others or by failing to
acknowledge their distinctiveness.

Both the objective precondition and the inter-
subjective precondition are necessary for participatory
parity. Neither alone is sufficient. The objective condi-
tion brings into focus concerns traditionally associated
with the theory of distributive justice, especially
concerns pertaining to the economic structure of
society and to economically defined class differentials.
The intersubjective precondition brings into focus
concerns recently highlighted in the philosophy
of recognition, especially concerns pertaining to the
status order of society and to culturally defined
hierarchies of status. Thus, a two-dimensional con-
ception of justice oriented to the norm of participatory
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parity encompasses both redistribution and recog-
nition, without reducing either one to the other.

This brings us to the third question: Does justice
require the recognition of what is distinctive about
individuals or groups, over and above the recognition
of our common humanity? Here it is important to note
that participatory parity is a universalist norm in two
senses. First, it encompasses all (adult) partners to
interaction. And second, it presupposes the equal
moral worth of human beings. But moral universalism
in these senses still leaves open the question whether
recognition of individual or group distinctiveness could
be required by justice as one element among others
of the intersubjective condition for participatory parity.

This question cannot be answered, I contend, by
an a priori account of the kinds of recognition
that everyone always needs. It needs rather to be
approached in the spirit of pragmatism as informed
by the insights of a critical social theory. From this
perspective, recognition is a remedy for injustice,
not a generic human need. Thus, the form(s) of recog-
nition justice requires in any given case depend(s)
on the form(s) of misrecognition to be redressed. In
cases where misrecognition involves denying the
common humanity of some participants, the remedy
is universalist recognition. Where, in contrast, mis-
recognition involves denying some participants’
distinctiveness, the remedy could be recognition of
difference.!* In every case, the remedy should be
tailored to the harm.

This pragmatist approach overcomes the liabilities
of two other views that are mirror opposites and hence
equally decontextualized. First, it avoids the view,
espoused by some distributive theorists, that justice
requires limiting public recognition to those capacities
all humans share. That approach dogmatically fore-
closes recognition of what distinguishes people from
one another, without considering whether the latter
might be needed in some cases to overcome obstacles
to participatory parity. Second, the pragmatist
approach avoids the opposite view, also decon-
textualized, that everyone always needs their dis-
tinctiveness recognized (Taylor, 1994; Honneth, 1995).
Favored by recognition theorists, this anthropological
view cannot explain why it is that not all, but only some,
social differences generate claims for recognition, nor
why only some of those that do, but not others, are
morally justified. More specifically, it cannot explain
why dominant groups, such as men and heterosexuals,
usually shun recognition of their (gender and sexual)

distinctiveness, claiming not specificity but universality.
By contrast, the approach proposed here sees claims
for the recognition of difference pragmatically and
contextually—as remedial responses to specific harms.
Putting questions of justice at the center, it appreciates
that the recognition needs of subordinate groups differ
from those of dominant groups; and that only those
claims that promote participatory parity are morally
justified.

For the pragmatist, accordingly, everything
depends on precisely what currently misrecognized
people need in order to be able to participate as peers
in social life. And there is no reason to assume that all
of them need the same thing in every context. In some
cases, they may need to be unburdened of excessive
ascribed or constructed distinctiveness. In other cases,
they may need to have hitherto underacknowledged
distinctiveness taken into account. In still other cases,
they may need to shift the focus onto dominant or
advantaged groups, outing the latter’s distinctiveness,
which has been falsely parading as universality.
Alternatively, they may need to deconstruct the very
terms in which attributed differences are currently
elaborated. Finally, they may need all of the above, or
several of the above, in combination with one another
and in combination with redistribution. Which people
need which kind(s) of recognition in which contexts
depends on the nature of the obstacles they face with
regard to participatory parity. That, however, cannot
be determined by abstract philosophical argument.
It can only be determined with the aid of a critical
social theory, a theory that is normatively oriented,
empirically informed, and guided by the practical intent
of overcoming injustice.

SOCIAL-THEORETICAL ISSUES: AN
ARGUMENT FOR “PERSPECTIVAL
DUALISM”

This brings us to the social-theoretical issues that
arise when we try to encompass redistribution and
recognition in a single framework. Here, the principal
task is to theorize the relations between class and
status, and between maldistribution and misrecog-
nition, in contemporary society. An adequate approach
must allow for the full complexity of these relations.
[t must account both for the differentiation of class and
status and for the causal interactions between them. It must
accommodate, as well, both the mutual irreducibility of
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maldistribution and misrecognition and their practical
entwinement with one another. Such an account
must, moreover, be historical. Sensitive to shifts in
social structure and political culture, it must identify
the distinctive dynamics and conflict tendencies of
the present conjuncture. Attentive both to national
specificities and to transnational forces and frames,
it must explain why today’s grammar of social con-
flict takes the form that it does: why, that is, struggles
for recognition have recently become so salient;
why egalitarian redistribution struggles, hitherto central
to social life, have lately receded to the margins;
and why, finally, the two kinds of claims for social
justice have become decoupled and antagonistically
counterposed.’®

First, however, some conceptual clarifications. The
terms class and status, as I use them here, denote
socially entrenched orders of domination. To say that
a society has a class structure, accordingly, is to say
that it institutionalizes mechanisms of distribution that
systematically deny some of its members the means
and opportunities they need in order to participate on
a par with others in social life. To say, likewise, that a
society has a status hierarchy is to say that it institu-
tionalizes patterns of cultural value that pervasively
deny some of'its members the recognition they need in
order to be full, participating partners in interaction.
The existence of either a class structure or a status
hierarchy constitutes an obstacle to parity of partici-
pation and thus an injustice.

In what follows, then, I assume an internal con-
ceptual relation between class and status, on the one
hand, and domination and injustice, on the other. I do
not, however, present a full theory of class or status.
Deferring that task to another occasion, | assume only
that both orders of domination emerged historically
with developments in social organization, as did
the conceptual distinction between them and the
possibility of their mutual divergence. I assume, too,
that a society’s class structure becomes distinguishable
from its status order only when its mechanisms of
economic distribution become differentiated from
social arenas in which institutionalized patterns of
cultural value regulate interaction in a relatively direct
and unmediated way. Thus, only with the emergence
of a specialized order of economic relations can the
question arise, whether the society’s class structure
diverges from its status hierarchy or whether,
alternatively, they coincide. Only then, likewise, can
the question become politically salient whether the

status hierarchy and/or the class structure are unjust.

What follows from this approach for our under-
standing of the categories economy and culture? Both
of these terms, as I use them here, denote social
processes and social relations.!® Both, moreover, must
be grasped historically. As I just noted, specifically
economic processes and relations became differen-
tiated from unmediatedly value-regulated processes
and relations only with historical shifts in the struc-
ture of societies. Only with the rise of capitalism
did highly autonomous economic institutions emerge,
making possible the modern ideas of “the economic”
and “the cultural,” as well as the distinction between
them.!” To be sure, these ideas can be applied
retrospectively to precapitalist societies—provided
one situates one’s usage historically and explicitly
notes the anachronism. But this only serves to
underline the key point: Far from being ontological or
anthropological, economy and culture are historically
emergent categories of social theory. What counts as
economic and as cultural depends on the type of
society in question. So, as well, does the relation
between the economic and the cultural.

An analogous point holds for maldistribution and
misrecognition. It is not the case that the former
denotes a species of material harm and the latter one
of immaterial injury. On the contrary, status injuries
can be just as material as distributive injustices—
witness gay-bashing, gang rape, and genocide.!®
Far from being ontological, this distinction, too, is
historical. Distribution and recognition correspond
to historically specific social-structural differentia-
tions, paradigmatically those associated with modern
capitalism. Historically emergent normative categories,
they became distinguishable dimensions of justice
only with the differentiation of class from status and
of the economic from the cultural. Only, in other
words, with the relative uncoupling of specialized
economic mechanisms of distribution from broader
patterns of cultural value did the distinction between
maldistribution and misrecognition become thinkable.
And only then could the question of the relation
between them arise. To be sure, these categories too
can be applied retrospectively, provided one is
sufficiently self-aware. But the point, once again, is to
historicize. The relations between maldistribution and
misrecognition vary according to the social formation
under consideration. It remains an empirical question
in any given case whether and to what extent they
coincide.
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In every case, the level of differentiation is crucial.
In some societies, conceivable or actual, economy and
culture are not institutionally differentiated. Consider,
for example, an ideal-typical pre-state society of the
sort described in the classical anthropological litera-
ture, while bracketing the question of ethnographic
accuracy.' In such a society, the master idiom of social
relations is kinship. Kinship organizes not only marriage
and sexual relations, but also the labor process and the
distribution of goods; relations of authority, reciprocity,
and obligation; and symbolic hierarchies of status and
prestige. Of course, it could well be the case that such
a society has never existed in pure form. Still, we can
imagine a world in which neither distinctively econ-
omic institutions nor distinctively cultural institutions
exist. A single order of social relations secures (what we
would call) both the economic integration and the
cultural integration of the society. Class structure and
status order are accordingly fused. Because kinship
constitutes the overarching principle of distribution,
kinship status dictates class position. In the absence of
any quasi-autonomous economic institutions, status
injuries translate immediately into (what we would
consider to be) distributive injustices. Misrecognition
directly entails maldistribution.

This ideal-type of a fully kin-governed society
represents an extreme case of non-differentiation, one
in which cultural patterns of value dictate the order of
economic domination. Itis usefully contrasted with the
opposite extreme of a fully marketized society, in which
economic structure dictates cultural value. In such a
society, the master determining instance is the market.
Markets organize not only the labor process and the
distribution of goods, but also marriage and sexual
relations; political relations of authority, reciprocity,
and obligation; and symbolic hierarchies of status and
prestige. Granted, such a society has never existed, and
it is doubtful that one ever could.?® For heuristic
purposes, however, we can imagine a world in which
a single order of social relations secures not only the
economic integration but also the cultural integration
of society. Here, too, as in the fully kin-governed
society, class structure and status order are effectively
fused. But the determinations run in the opposite
direction. Because the market constitutes the sole and
all-pervasive mechanism of valuation, market position
dictates social status. In the absence of any quasi-
autonomous cultural value patterns, distributive
injustices translate immediately into status injuries.
Maldistribution directly entails misrecognition.

As mirror-opposites of each other, these two
imagined societies share a common feature: the
absence of any meaningful differentiation of the econ-
omy from the larger culture.?' In both of them,
accordingly (what we would call), class and status map
perfectly onto each other. So, as well, do (what we
would call) maldistribution and misrecognition, which
convert fully and without remainder into one another.
As a result, one can understand both these societies
reasonably well by attending exclusively to a single
dimension of social life. For the fully kin-governed
society, one can read off the economic dimension of
domination directly from the cultural; one can infer
class directly from status and maldistribution directly
from misrecognition. For the fully marketized society,
conversely, one can read off the cultural dimension of
domination directly from the economic; one can infer
status directly from class, and misrecognition directly
from maldistribution. For understanding the forms of
domination proper to the fully kin-governed society,
therefore, culturalism is a perfectly appropriate social
theory.?2 If, in contrast, one is seeking to understand
the fully marketized society, one could hardly improve
on economism.?

When we turn to other types of societies, however,
such simple and elegant approaches no longer suffice.
They are patently inappropriate for the actually existing
capitalist society that we currently inhabit and seek
to understand. In this society, a specialized set of
economic institutions has been differentiated from
the larger social field. The paradigm institutions are
markets, which operate by instrumentalizing the
cultural value patterns that regulate some other orders
of social relations in a fairly direct and unmediated way.
Filtering meanings and values through an individual-
interest-maximizing grid, markets decontextualize
and rework cultural patterns. As the latter are pressed
into the service of an individualizing logic, they are
disembedded, instrumentalized, and resignified. The
result is a specialized zone in which cultural values,
though neither simply suspended nor wholly dissolved,
do not regulate social interaction in a direct and
unmediated way. Rather, they impact it indirectly,
through the mediation of the “cash nexus.”

Markets have always existed, of course, but their
scope, autonomy, and influence attained a qualitatively
new level with the development of modern capitalism.
In capitalist society, these value-instrumentalizing
institutions directly organize a significant portion of the
labor process (the waged portion), the distribution of
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most products and goods (commodities), and the
investment of most social surplus (profit). They do not,
however, directly organize marriage, sexuality, and the
family; relations of political authority and legal obli-
gation; and symbolic hierarchies of status and prestige.
Rather, each of these social orders retains distinctive
institutional forms and normative orientations; each
also remains connected to, and informed by, the
general culture; some of them, finally, are regulated by
institutionalized patterns of cultural value in a relatively
direct and unmediated way.

Thus, in capitalist society, relations between
economy and culture are complex. Neither devoid of
culture, nor directly subordinated to it, capitalist
markets stand in a highly mediated relation to institu-
tionalized patterns of cultural value. They work through
the latter, while also working over them, sometimes
helping to transform them in the process. Thoroughly
permeated by significations and norms, yet possessed
of'a logic of their own, capitalist economic institutions
are neither wholly constrained by, nor fully in control
of, value patterns.

To be sure, capitalist market processes heavily
influence non-market relations. But their influence is
indirect. In principle and, to a lesser degree, in practice,
non-marketized arenas have some autonomy vis-a-vis
the market, as well as vis-d-vis one another. It remains
an empirical question exactly how far in each case
market influence actually penetrates—and a normative
question how far it should. The reverse is, by contrast,
fairly clear: in capitalist societies, market processes
generally have considerable autonomy vis-a-vis poli-
tics, although the precise extent varies according to the
régime. In its Western European heyday, Keynesian
social democracy sought with some success to use
“politics to tame markets” within state borders. In the
current climate of post-Keynesian, neoliberal, global-
izing capitalism, the market’s scope, autonomy, and
influence are sharply increasing.

The key point here is that capitalist society is
structurally differentiated. The institutionalization of
specialized economic relations permits the partial
uncoupling of economic distribution from structures of
prestige. As markets instrumentalize value patterns that
remain constitutive for non-marketized relations, a gap
arises between status and class. The class structure
ceases perfectly to mirror the status order, even as each
of them influences the other. Because the market does
not constitute the sole and all-pervasive mechanism of
valuation, market position does not dictate social

status. Partially cultural value patterns prevent dis-
tributive injustices from converting fully and without
remainder into status injuries. Maldistribution does not
directly entail misrecognition, although it may well
contribute to the latter. Conversely, because no single
status principle such as kinship constitutes the sole and
all-pervasive principle of distribution, status does not
dictate class position. Relatively autonomous econ-
omic institutions prevent status injuries from convert-
ing fully without remainder into distributive injustices.
Misrecognition does not directly entail maldistribution,
although it, too, may contribute to the latter.

In capitalist society, accordingly, class and status
do not perfectly mirror each other, their interaction and
mutual influence notwithstanding. Nor, likewise, do
maldistribution and misrecognition convert fully and
without remainder into one another, despite interaction
and even entwinement. As a result, one cannot under-
stand this society by attending exclusively to a single
dimension of social life. One cannot read off the
economic dimension of domination directly from the
cultural, nor the cultural directly from the economic.
Likewise, one cannot infer class directly from status,
nor status directly from class. Finally, one cannot
deduce maldistribution directly from misrecognition,
nor misrecognition directly from maldistribution. It
follows that neither culturalism nor economism suffices
for understanding capitalist society. Instead, one needs
an approach that can accommodate differentiation,
divergence, and interaction at every level.

What sort of social theory can handle this task?
What approach can theorize both the differentiation of
status from class and the causal interactions between
them? What kind of theory can accommodate the
complex relations between maldistribution and mis-
recognition in contemporary society, grasping at once
their conceptual irreducibility, empirical divergence,
and practical entwinement? And what approach can
do all this without reinforcing the current dissociation of the
politics of recognition from the politics of redistribution? 1f
neither economism nor culturalism is up to the task,
what alternative approaches are possible?

Two possibilities present themselves, both of them
species of dualism.?* The first approach I call “sub-
stantive dualism.” It treats redistribution and recog-
nition as two different “spheres of justice,” pertaining to
two different societal domains. The former pertains
to the economic domain of society, the relations
of production. The latter pertains to the cultural
domain, the relations of recognition. When we consider
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economic matters, such as the structure of labor
markets, we should assume the standpoint of distri-
butive justice, attending to the impact of economic
structures and institutions on the relative economic
position of social actors. When, in contrast, we con-
sider cultural matters, such as the representation
of female sexuality on MTV, we should assume the
standpoint of recognition, attending to the impact of
institutionalized patterns of interpretation and value
on the status and relative standing of social actors.

Substantive dualism may be preferable to econ-
omism and culturalism, but it is nevertheless inadequate
—both conceptually and politically. Conceptually, it
erects a dichotomy that opposes economy to culture
and treats them as two separate spheres. It thereby
mistakes the differentiations of capitalist society for
institutional divisions that are impermeable and sharply
bounded. In fact, these differentiations mark orders of
social relations that can overlap one another institu-
tionally and are more or less permeable in different
régimes. As just noted, the economy is not a culture-
free zone, but a culture-instrumentalizing and -resigni-
fying one. Thus, what presents itself as “the economy”
is always already permeated with cultural inter-
pretations and norms—witness the distinctions
between “working” and “caregiving,” “men’s jobs” and
“women’s jobs,” which are so fundamental to historical
capitalism. In these cases, gender meanings and norms
have been appropriated from the larger culture and
bent to capitalist purposes, with major consequences
for both distribution and recognition. Likewise, what
presents itself as “the cultural sphere” is deeply
permeated by “the bottom line”—witness global mass
entertainment, the art market, and transnational
advertising, all fundamental to contemporary culture.
Once again, the consequences are significant for
both distribution and recognition. Contra substantive
dualism, then, nominally economic matters usually
affect not only the economic position but also the status
and identities of social actors. Likewise, nominally
cultural matters affect not only status but also
economic position. In neither case, therefore, are we
dealing with separate spheres.?®

Practically, moreover, substantive dualism fails to
challenge the current dissociation of cultural politics
from social politics. On the contrary, it reinforces that
dissociation. Casting the economy and the culture as
impermeable, sharply bounded separate spheres, it
assigns the politics of redistribution to the former and
the politics of recognition to the latter. The result is

effectively to constitute two separate political tasks
requiring two separate political struggles. Decoupling
cultural injustices from economic injustices, cultural
struggles from social struggles, it reproduces the very
dissociation we are seeking to overcome. Substantive
dualism is not a solution to, but a symptom of, our
problem. It reflects, but does not critically interrogate,
the institutional differentiations of modern capitalism.

A genuinely critical perspective, in contrast, cannot
take the appearance of separate spheres at face value.
Rather, it must probe beneath appearances to reveal
the hidden connections between distribution and
recognition. It must make visible, and criticizable, both
the cultural subtexts of nominally economic processes
and the economic subtexts of nominally cultural
practices. Treating every practice as simultaneously
economic and cultural, albeit not necessarily in equal
proportions, it must assess each of them from two
different perspectives. It must assume both the stand-
point of distribution and the standpoint of recognition,
without reducing either one of these perspectives to
the other.

Such an approach [ call “perspectival dualism.”
Here redistribution and recognition do not correspond
to two substantive societal domains, economy and
culture. Rather, they constitute two analytical per-
spectives that can be assumed with respect to any
domain. These perspectives can be deployed critically,
moreover, against the ideological grain. One can use
the recognition perspective to identify the cultural
dimensions of what are usually viewed as redistributive
economic policies. By focusing on the production and
circulation of interpretations and norms in welfare
programs, for example, one can assess the effects of
institutionalized maldistribution on the identities and
social status of single mothers.?® Conversely, one can
use the redistribution perspective to bring into focus
the economic dimensions of what are usually viewed
as issues of recognition. By focusing on the high
“transaction costs” of living in the closet, for example,
one can assess the effects of heterosexist mis-
recognition on the economic position of gays and
lesbians.?” With perspectival dualism, then, one can
assess the justice of any social practice, regardless of
where it is institutionally located, from either or both of
two analytically distinct normative vantage points,
asking: Does the practice in question work to ensure
both the objective and intersubjective conditions of
participatory parity? Or does it, rather, undermine
them?
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The advantages of this approach should be clear.
Unlike economism and culturalism, perspectival
dualism permits us to consider both distribution and
recognition, without reducing either one of them to the
other. Unlike substantive dualism, moreover, it does
not reinforce their dissociation. Because it avoids
dichotomizing economy and culture, it allows us to
grasp their imbrication and the crossover effects of
each. And because, finally, it avoids reducing classes
to statuses or vice versa, it permits us to examine the
causal interactions between those two orders of
domination. Understood perspectivally, then, the dis-
tinction between redistribution and recognition does
not simply reproduce the ideological dissociations of
our time. Rather, it provides an indispensable con-
ceptual tool for interrogating, working through, and
eventually overcoming those dissociations.

Perspectival dualism offers another advantage as
well. Of all the approaches considered here, it alone
allows us to conceptualize some practical difficulties
that can arise in the course of political struggles
for redistribution and recognition. Conceiving the
economic and the cultural as differentiated but
interpenetrating social orders, perspectival dualism
appreciates that neither claims for redistribution
nor claims for recognition can be contained within a
separate sphere. On the contrary, they impinge on
one another in ways that may give rise to unintended
effects.

Consider, first, that redistribution impinges on
recognition. Virtually any claim for redistribution will
have some recognition effects, whether intended or
unintended. Proposals to redistribute income through
social welfare, for example, have an irreducible expres-
sive dimension,?® they convey interpretations of the
meaning and value of different activities, for example
“childrearing” versus “wage-earning,” while also
constituting and ranking different subject positions,
for example “welfare mothers” versus “tax payers”
(Fraser, 1993). Thus, redistributive claims invariably
affect the status and social identities of social actors.
These effects must be thematized and scrutinized,
lest one end up fueling misrecognition in the course of
remedying maldistribution.

The classic example, once again, is “welfare.”
Means-tested benefits aimed specifically at the poor
are the most directly redistributive form of social
welfare. Yet such benefits tend to stigmatize recipients,
casting them as deviants and scroungers and invidi-
ously distinguishing them from “wage-earners” and

“tax-payers” who “pay their own way.” Welfare pro-
grams of this type “target” the poor—not only for
material aid but also for public hostility. The end result
is often to add the insult of misrecognition to the injury
of deprivation. Redistributive policies have mis-
recognition effects when background patterns of
cultural value skew the meaning of economic reforms,
when, for example, a pervasive cultural devaluation
of female caregiving inflects Aid to Families with
Dependent Children as “getting something for
nothing.”® In this context, welfare reform cannot
succeed unless it is joined with struggles for cultural
change aimed at revaluing caregiving and the feminine
associations that code it.%° In short, no redistribution
without recognition.

Consider, next, the converse dynamic, whereby
recognition impinges on distribution. Virtually any
claim for recognition will have some distributive
effects, whether intended or unintended. Proposals to
redress androcentric evaluative patterns, for example,
have economic implications, which work sometimes
to the detriment of the intended beneficiaries. For
example, campaigns to suppress prostitution and
pornography for the sake of enhancing women'’s status
may have negative effects on the economic position of
sex workers, while no-fault divorce reforms, which
appeared to dovetail with feminist efforts to enhance
women'’s status, may have had at least short-term
negative effects on the economic position of some
divorced women, although their extent has apparently
been exaggerated and is currently in dispute
(Weitzman, 1985). Thus, recognition claims can affect
economic position, above and beyond their effects on
status. These effects, too, must be scrutinized, lest one
end up fueling maldistribution in the course of trying to
remedy misrecognition. Recognition claims, moreover,
are liable to the charge of being “merely symbolic.”3!
When pursued in contexts marked by gross disparities
in economic position, reforms aimed at recognizing
distinctiveness tend to devolve into empty gestures;
like the sort of recognition that would put women on a
pedestal, they mock, rather than redress, serious harms.
In such contexts, recognition reforms cannot succeed
unless they are joined with struggles for redistribution.
In short, no recognition without redistribution.

The need, in all cases, is to think integratively, as in
the example of comparable worth. Here a claim to
redistribute income between men and women is
expressly integrated with a claim to change gender-
coded patterns of cultural value. The underlying
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premise is that gender injustices of distribution and
recognition are so complexly intertwined that neither
can be redressed entirely independently of the other.
Thus, efforts to reduce the gender wage gap cannot
fully succeed if, remaining wholly “economic,” they fail
to challenge the gender meanings that code low-paying
service occupations as “women’s work,” largely devoid
of intelligence and skill. Likewise, efforts to revalue
female-coded traits such as interpersonal sensitivity
and nurturance cannot succeed if, remaining wholly
“cultural,” they fail to challenge the structural economic
conditions that connect those traits with dependency
and powerlessness. Only an approach that redresses
the cultural devaluation of the “feminine” precisely
within the economy (and elsewhere) can deliver serious
redistribution and genuine recognition.

CONCLUSION

Let me conclude by recapitulating my overall
argument. [ have argued that to pose an either/or
choice between the politics of redistribution and the
politics of recognition is to posit a false antithesis. On
the contrary, justice today requires both. Thus, [ have
argued for a comprehensive framework that encom-
passes both redistribution and recognition so as to
challenge injustice on both fronts.

[ then examined two sets of issues that arise once
we contemplate devising such a framework. On the
plane of moral theory, 1 argued for a single, two-
dimensional conception of justice that encompasses
both redistribution and recognition, without reducing
either one of them to the other. And I proposed the
notion of parity of participation as its normative core.
On the plane of social theory, I argued for a per-
spectival dualism of redistribution and recognition. This
approach alone, I contended, can accommodate both
the differentiation of class from status in capitalist
society and also their causal interaction. And it alone
can alert us to potential practical tensions between
claims for redistribution and claims for recognition.

Perspectival dualism in social theory comple-
ments participatory parity in moral theory. Taken
together, these two notions constitute a portion of the
conceptual resources one needs to begin answering
what [ take to be the key political question of our
day: How can we develop a coherent program-
matic perspective that integrates redistribution and
recognition? How can we develop a framework that

integrates what remains cogent and unsurpassable
in the socialist vision with what is defensible and
compelling in the apparently “postsocialist” vision of
multiculturalism?

If we fail to ask this question, if we cling instead to
false antitheses and misleading either/or dichotomies,
we will miss the chance to envision social arrange-
ments that can redress both economic and cultural
injustices. Only by looking to integrative approaches
that unite redistribution and recognition can we meet
the requirements of justice for all.

NOTES

*  Portions of this chapter are adapted and excerpted from
my Tanner Lecture on Human Values, delivered at
Stanford University, 30 April to 2 May, 1996. The text of
the Lecture appears in The Tanner Lectures on Human
Values, volume 9, ed. Grethe B. Peterson (The University
of Utah Press, 1998: 1-67). [ am grateful to the Tanner
Foundation for Human Values for permission to adapt
and reprint this material. I thank Elizabeth Anderson and
Axel Honneth for their thoughtful responses to the
Tanner Lecture, and Rainer Forst, Theodore Koditschek,
Eli Zaretsky, and especially Erik Olin Wright for helpful
comments on earlier drafts.

1 The following discussion revises a subsection of my
essay “From redistribution to recognition?” (Fraser, 1995:
68-93), reprinted in Fraser (1997a).

2 Itistrue that pre-existing status distinctions, for example
between lords and commoners, shaped the emergence
of the capitalist system. Nevertheless, it was only the
creation of a differentiated economic order with a
relatively autonomous life of its own that gave rise to the
distinction between capitalists and workers.

3 I am grateful to Erik Olin Wright (personal communi-
cation, 1997) for several of the formulations in this
paragraph.

4 In capitalist society, the regulation of sexuality is relatively
decoupled from the economic structure, which comprises
an order of economic relations that is differentiated from
kinship and oriented to the expansion of surplus value. In
the current “post-Fordist” phase of capitalism, moreover,
sexuality increasingly finds its locus in the relatively new,
late-modern sphere of “personal life,” where intimate
relations that can no longer be identified with the family
are lived as disconnected from the imperatives of
production and reproduction. Today, accordingly, the
heteronormative regulation of sexuality is increasingly
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removed from, and not necessarily functional for, the
capitalist economic order. As a result, the economic
harms of heterosexism do not derive in any straight-
forward way from the economic structure. They are
rooted, rather, in the heterosexist status order, which is
increasingly out of phase with the economy. For a fuller
argument, see Fraser (1997c). For the counterargument,
see Butler (1997).

[ am grateful to Rainer Forst for help in formulating this
point.

On Axel Honneth’s account, social esteem is among
the “intersubjective conditions for undistorted identity
formation,” which morality is supposed to protect. It
follows that everyone is morally entitled to social esteem.
See Honneth (1995).

John Rawls, for example, at times conceives “primary
goods” such as income and jobs as “social bases of self-
respect,” while also speaking of self-respect itself as an
especially important primary good whose distribution is
a matter of justice. Ronald Dworkin, likewise, defends
the idea of “equality of resources” as the distributive
expression of the “equal moral worth of persons.”
Amartya Sen, finally, considers both a “sense of self” and
the capacity “to appear in public without shame” as
relevant to the ‘capability to function,” hence as falling
within the scope of an account of justice that enjoins the
equal distribution of basic capabilities. See Rawls (1971:
§67 and §82; 1993: 82, 181 and 318ff), Dworkin (1981),
and Sen (1985).

The outstanding exception of a theorist who has sought
to encompass issues of culture within a distributive
framework is Will Kymlicka. Kymlicka proposes to treat
access to an “intact cultural structure” as a primary good
to be fairly distributed. This approach was tailored for
multinational polities, such as the Canadian, as opposed
to polyethnic polities, such as the United States. It
becomes problematic, however, in cases where
mobilized claimants for recognition do not divide neatly
(or even not so neatly) into groups with distinct and
relatively bounded cultures. It also has difficulty dealing
with cases in which claims for recognition do not take
the form of demands for (some level of) sovereignty but
aim rather at parity of participation within a polity that is
crosscut by multiple, intersecting lines of difference and
inequality. For the argument that an intact cultural
structure is a primary good, see Kymlicka (1989). For the
distinction between multinational and polyethnic politics,
see Kymlicka (1996).

9 See especially Honneth (1995).
10 To be sure, this could conceivably change. Nothing I

11
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have said rules out a priori that someone could
successfully extend the distributive paradigm to
encompass issues of culture. Nor that someone could
successfully extend the recognition paradigm to
encompass the structure of capitalism, although that
seems more unlikely to me. In either case, it will be
necessary to meet several essential requirements
simultaneously: first, one must avoid hypostatizing
culture and cultural differences; second, one must respect
the need for non-sectarian, deontological moral
justification under modern conditions of value pluralism;
third, one must allow for the differentiated character of
capitalist society, in which status and class can diverge;
fourth, one must avoid overly Unitarian or Durkheimian
views of cultural integration that posit a single pattern of
cultural values that is shared by all and that pervades all
institutions and social practices. Each of these issues is
discussed in my contribution to Fraser and Honneth
(2000).

Since [ coined this phrase in 1995, the term “parity” has
come to play a central role in feminist politics in France.
There, it signifies the demand that women occupy a
full 50 percent of seats in parliament and other
representative bodies. “Parity” in France, accordingly,
means strict numerical gender equality in political
representation. For me, in contrast, “parity” means the
condition of being a peer, of being on a par with others,
of standing on an equal footing. [ leave the question open
exactly to what degree or level of equality is necessary
to ensure such parity. In my formulation, moreover, the
moral requirement is that members of society be ensured
the possibility of parity, if and when they choose to
participate in a given activity or interaction. There is no
requirement that everyone actually participate in any
such activity.

[ say “at least two additional conditions must be satisfied”
in order to allow for the possibility of more than two.
[ have in mind specifically a possible third class of
obstacles to participatory parity that could be called
“political,” as opposed to economic or cultural. Such
obstacles would include decision-making procedures
that systematically marginalize some people even in the
absence of maldistribution and misrecognition: for
example, single-district winner-take-all electoral rules
that deny voice to quasi-permanent minorities. (For an
insightful account of this example, see Guinier (1994).)
The possibility of a third class of “political” obstacles
to participatory parity adds a further Weberian twist to
my use of the class/status distinction. Weber’s own
distinction was tripartite not bipartite: “class, status, and
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party.” [ do not develop it here, however. Here I confine
myself to maldistribution and misrecognition, while leav-
ing the analysis of “political” obstacles to participatory
parity character for another occasion.

[t is an open question how much economic inequality is
consistent with parity of participation. Some such
inequality is inevitable and unobjectionable. But there is
a threshold at which resource disparities become so
gross as to impede participatory parity. Where exactly
that threshold lies is a matter for further investigation.

[ say the remedy could be recognition of difference, not
that it must be. Elsewhere [ discuss alternative remedies
for the sort of misrecognition that involves denying
distinctiveness. See my contribution to Fraser and
Honneth (2000).

In this brief essay, I lack the space to consider these
questions of contemporary historical sociology. See,
however, my contributions in Fraser and Honneth
(2000).

As [ use it, the distinction between economy and culture
is social-theoretical, not ontological or metaphysical.
Thus, I do not treat the economic as an extra-discursive
realm of brute materiality any more than [ treat the
cultural as an immaterial realm of disembodied ideality.
For a reading of my work that mistakes economy and
culture for ontological categories, see Butler (1997). For
a critique of this misinterpretation, see Fraser (1997c).
This is not to deny the prior existence of other,
premodern understandings of “economy,” such as
Aristotle’s.

To be sure, misrecognition harms are rooted in cultural
patterns of interpretation and evaluation. But this does
not mean, contra Judith Butler (1997), that they are

»

“merely cultural.” On the contrary, the norms,
significations, and constructions of personhood that
impede women, racialized peoples, and/or gays and
lesbians from parity of participation in social life are
materially instantiated—in institutions and social
practices, in social action and embodied ethereal realm,
they are material in their existence and effects. For a
rejoinder to Butler, see Fraser (1997c¢).

For example, Marcel Mauss, The Gift, and Claude Levi-
Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinship.

For an argument against the possibility of a fully
marketized society, see Polanyi (1957).

It is conceivable that our hypothetical fully marketized
society could contain formal institutional differentiations,
including, for example, a legal system, a political system,
and a family structure. But these differentiations would
not be meaningful. Ex hypothesi, institutions and arenas
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that were extra-market de jure would be de facto market-
governed.

By culturalism, I mean a monistic social theory that holds
that political economy is reducible to culture and that
class is reducible to status. As I read him, Axel Honneth
subscribes to such a theory. See Honneth (1995).

By economism, I mean a monistic social theory that
holds that culture is reducible to political economy and
that status is reducible to class. Karl Marx is often
(mis)read as subscribing to such a theory.

In what follows, I leave aside a third possibility, which I
call “deconstructive anti-dualism.” Rejecting the
economy/culture distinction as “dichotomizing,” this
approach seeks to deconstruct it altogether. The claim is
that culture and economy are so deeply interconnected
that it doesn’t make sense to distinguish them. A related
claim is that contemporary capitalist society is so
monolithically systematic that a struggle against one
aspect of it necessarily threatens the whole; hence, it is
illegitimate, unnecessary, and counterproductive to
distinguish maldistribution from misrecognition. In my
view, deconstructive anti-dualism is deeply misguided.
For one thing, simply to stipulate that all injustices, and
all claims to remedy them, are simultaneously economic
and cultural evacuates the actually existing divergence of
status from class. For another, treating capitalism as a
monolithic system of perfectly interlocking oppressions
evacuates its actual complexity and differentiation. For
two rather different versions of deconstructive anti-
dualism, see Young (1997) and Butler (1997). For detailed
rebuttals, see Fraser (1997b, 1997¢).

For more detailed criticism of an influential example of
substantive dualism, see “What’s critical about critical
theory? The case of Habermas and gender,” in Fraser
(1989).

See “Women, welfare, and the politics of need inter-
pretation” and “Struggle over needs,” both in Fraser
(1989); also, Fraser and Gordon (1994), reprinted in
Fraser (1997a).

Jeffrey Escoffier has discussed these issues insightfully
in “The political economy of the closet: toward an
economic history of gay and lesbian life before
Stonewall”, in Escoffier (1998: 65-78).

This formulation was suggested to me by Elizabeth
Anderson in her comments on my Tanner Lecture,
presented at Stanford University, 30 April to 2 May, 1996.
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) is the
major means-tested welfare programme in the United
States. Claimed overwhelmingly by solo-mother families
living below the poverty line, AFDC became a lightning
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rod for racist and sexist anti-welfare sentiments in the
1990s. In 1997, it was “reformed” in such a way as to
eliminate the federal entitlement that had guaranteed
(some, inadequate) income support to the poor.

30 This formulation, too, was suggested to me by Elizabeth
Anderson’s comments on my Tanner Lecture, presented
at Stanford University, 30 April to 2 May, 1996.

31 Iam grateful to Steven Lukes for insisting on this point
in conversation.
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As the pieces by Young (Chapter 4) and Fraser (Chapter 5) make clear, human beings are not isolated monads
but like all entities (a freighted word, we understand) consist of relations with other entities (human, non-human,
or both), and questions of injustice, oppression, and ethics ramify throughout those relations and the networks
that support them. Young's piece particularly offers a critical discussion of the notion of the individual rights-
bearing citizen, and posits the relational nature of identity. To take this argument further, we also propose that moral
knowledge is inextricable from embodied and geographically specific experience. To know something is wrong,
especially in an ongoing structural sense, can be a matter of accruing experience and insight, and also a matter
of communal, discursive intelligence, not necessarily abstracted reason. The remaining pieces in this section
investigate the ways in which this is so.

David Smith (an Emeritus Professor of Geography at Queen Mary College of the University of London)
elaborates upon this theme in his paper (Chapter 6). A key notion for Smith in this piece, as in much of his other
work on geography, social justice, and ethics (see, e.g., 1973, 1977, 1994), is the notion of moral arbitrariness,
here termed good fortune, and its implications for the allocation of life’s goods and bads. Smith adds a much-
needed dimension to the importance of place and its multiple connections to morality, ethics, and justice, and also
links back to an important element in Young's paper (Chapter 4). In highlighting the arbitrariness of place (as both
status and geographic location) of birth, Smith recalls Young's argument about the assigned nature of group
affiliation (and Heidegger's notion of “thrownness”). Here Smith establishes for readers the idea that inequalities
are primarily morally arbitrary. This means that by and large the production, distribution, and consumption of life's
benefits and burdens, including personal physical and mental attributes, are arbitrary with respect to the moral
worth of the people involved. We can neither take credit nor be blamed for the circumstances (places and positions)
into which we are born, uneven as these circumstances may be. As Smith then argues, because people are neither
morally worthy nor unworthy of life’s initial endowments, it is not equality that must be defended as both idea and
practice, it is, rather, inequality.

Several fundamental issues are raised by this formulation by Smith of justice as equalization. First, and one which
Smith deals with early on in the piece, is the pragmatic difference between equality and equalization; the former
is clearly seen as the goal, impractical as it might be, the second as a process and a measure of progress (i.e.
moving toward equality rather than away from it is “possible and morally justifiable” for Smith).
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BOX 1: THE MANY MEANINGS OF LANDSCAPE: CONNECTING PLACE AND JUSTICE

In his important 1996 article, “Recovering the Substantive Nature of Landscape,” Kenneth Olwig (presently
a professor in the Department of Landscape Planning at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences),
provides a useful starting point for this discussion with a detailed history and rehabilitation of the long-
standing geographic concept of landscape. Through both an etymological excavation, and a philosophical
recovery project, Olwig wants to re-establish a set of linkages between place and identity, including the
links (non-deterministic to be sure) between the particularities embedded in the struggles over such
geographic phenomena as landscapes, communities, and territories and the specific knowledges built
through those struggles around such concepts as morality, ethics, justice, nature, and environmental equity.

Olwig's paper, which is also instructive on the contested nature of geographic thought itself as it tracks
the waxing and waning importance of the landscape concept in the discipline, points to the important nexus
between people and the places they inhabit. Through Olwig's analysis of landscape (in its various
interpretations), we come to see how places and people are mutually constituted. Where one is in the
world plays a crucial role in how and what one is in the world. The kinds of relationships and networks
discussed by Fraser (new social movements) and Young (social groups) actually exist in particular times
and places, and these material dimensions of their existence, as Olwig argues, matter a great deal to their
make-up and to the acculturating effects they exert on their inhabitants. Knowing one's place means more
than a knowledge of the physical landscape, and clearly implies knowing one’s position in social, cultural,
political, and power landscapes as well. Such knowledges are built in particular times and places through
the performance of everyday practices in interaction with others, and such practices vary over time and
among and between places. As Olwig's paper makes clear, it is through such grounded practices that we
develop significant aspects of our notions of justice, ethics, and morality, for good or ill.

A second issue is more complicated: What is to be equalized? Smith discusses several possibilities:
opportunity, primary goods, resources, capabilities, welfare outcomes? However this issue is decided, the choices
Smith offers here reflect an understanding of justice as (equitable, or as equitable as possible) distribution. (He
develops more elaborated notions of justice in his later works; see e.g. Smith, 2000; Lee and Smith, 2004.) This
then leads Smith to a discussion of what it is that people require for life, and his search for commonalities across
humankind. This formulation also seems to entail a hierarchy of needs (with basic subsistence needs to be met
first) that flattens out both interpersonal, or intergroup, differences as well as the kinds of structured oppressions
defined by Young. Smith’s call for equalization in distribution (of whatever finally constitutes measurable dimensions
of justice) leaves aside the calls by Young (to overcome such structured oppressions as cultural imperialism) or
Fraser (for recognition). Unless, as suggested earlier, such matters as “parity of participation” and control over
the decision processes that structure material distributions are included in the notion of distribution itself, Smith's
formulation leaves these matters unattended.

In the next part of his paper, Smith is concerned with the critical question of what makes “good geography,”
and in light of his conceptions of “the place of good fortune” and justice as equalization, it is not surprising that
Smith defines research that helps to illuminate the former and to further the process of the latter as “good”
geography. What kinds of work does this entail? One illustrative example would point us to a fleshing out of
the kind of model provided by Olwig. As Smith argues, “the justice and morality people actually practise, and the
theories that ethicists devise, are embedded within specific sets of social and physical relationships manifest in
geographical space, reflecting the particularity of place as well as time” (see pp. 102-3). This suggests, following
Olwig's general assessment of the morally important dimension of landscape (understood in its broad sense), that
comparative assessments that illuminate the variety of conceptions of justice, ethics and morality, as practiced,
might open new imaginaries and approaches to such issues. Smith also suggests that much empirical work
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remains to be done “on spatial inequality and injustice in particular contexts.” Without second-guessing precisely
what Smith is suggesting in these two examples, it is important to keep Harvey's caution in mind to keep such
work from slipping into either status quo or counter-revolutionary modes (an indeterminate cultural relativism in
the first case, or a mere documenting of human injustice to humans in the second).

Smith’s final sets of considerations address one additional dimension of moral progress in geography:
professional ethics and the matter of “good” geographers. Here we simply emphasize Smith's point that a concern
with progressive scholarship obligates scholars (including geographers) to think carefully about the products and
processes of their work. Smith’s concern with the ethical treatment of research “subjects” is just one of these
considerations. We take these matters up in detail in the next section.

The final paper in this section by Sarah Whatmore (Chapter 7) (currently Professor of Environment and Public
Policy at Oxford University) opens up key questions about identity, the ethical subject and the spatial relations of
ethics, morality, and justice. Whatmore develops three key arguments in the paper: (1) in a discussion that draws
upon recent work in feminist scholarship, and that resonates with major elements of the other papers in this
section, Whatmore reframes and deepens our understanding of people as always constructed in relation to others,
rather than as autonomous; (2) drawing upon work in environmental ethics, she makes an argument for extending
moral considerability beyond the human; and (3) she considers the spatial implications for justice considered in
these relational ways. The thread that ties the three arguments together is the possibility of expanding the notion
of ethical community, and for extending the purview of justice.

Whatmore's first argument seeks to problematize the notion of the autonomous, independent self. The
adherence to individualized notions of self and other, inherited from early Enlightenment thinkers (e.g. Locke),
erects boundaries that prohibit the extension of moral considerability. Such formulations, Whatmore argues,
contribute directly to a geography of proximity and homogeneity (i.e. a bounded “us” at a variety of scales: individual,
neighborhood, nation) where care and justice obtain (though often quite unevenly), and a sharply demarcated,
heterogeneous outside, where such considerations apply much less consistently, if at all. If the boundaries between
self and other can be seen as always artificial, blurry, and dialectical, then one’s obligations and sense of caring
and justice might more readily be extended to an always-already co-present “we.”

The second argument, drawing directly on evolving scholarship in environmental ethics, makes an analagous
case for extending the boundary of moral considerability to the other entities (both human and non-human) with
which we share the planet. By drawing out parallels based on the interconnectedness of human beings in relation
to networks of other living and non-living “things,” Whatmore's argument attempts to avoid the dilemmas that
environmental ethicists have faced when trying to extend human-centered moral considerability to non-humans
and the environment. These difficulties arise precisely from the same foundational concepts of autonomy and
separateness that are typically encountered in extending care (morality, ethics, justice) to human “others.”
Whatmore argues that these problems are eased considerably when we are no longer able to postulate our
identities (our subjecthood or self) in isolation from the networks in which we are always embedded. Just as we
are always relationally defined by interaction with other people, we are materially (corporeally) immersed in the
complicated relationships that comprise the biosphere. Understanding the always-already nature of these
relationships both constrains us from thinking ourselves separately and enables the extension of moral
considerability to other organisms and inanimate “nature.”

Whatmore's final set of comments seeks to make all of this explicitly spatial. She is interested, here, in thinking
through the possibilities of extending what feminist scholars (e.g. Gilligan, 1982) have called an “ethic of care.” If
notions of autonomy and independence allow for moral considerability largely on the basis of proximity (whether
materially or affectively), Whatmore argues that notions of the self dialectically and continuously in relation to
“others” should help us rethink our concepts of “nearness” and “distance.” What she is articulating in these
passages, we would suggest, is an alternative topology of justice. In this topology, we need an alternative metric.
Linear distance can no longer be the measure of near or far “others” who always co-habit the networks we share.
Perhaps such metrics as density and intensity of connections, necessity and frequency of reciprocity, or stability
or ephemerality of affinities, could serve as the new measures that would allow us to map these alternative
imaginaries of geographic justice and morality.
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The readings in this section help to open up some of the critical theoretical and conceptual issues that are
entailed in a commitment to progressive (or, in Harvey's terms, revolutionary) geographic scholarship. The pieces
also point to (explicitly in the case of Smith and Whatmore) a variety of pressing issues concerning the practice
of progressive geography. We turn to these issues in the next section.



David M. Smith

from Progress in Human Geography, 2000, 24(1):1-18

INTRODUCTION

One part of mankind appears to have become captive of its
own achievements in technology, economic growth, and
the creation of an affluent materialistic society in which
interpersonal relationships and some of the more simple
intangible pleasures of life are becoming increasingly lost.
Another part is still captive of the ills of an earlier age —
poverty, ignorance, disease, economic exploitation, racial
discrimination, and so on. We all have a personal interest
in the process of liberation, for we are ourselves among the
captives. As geographers we have a special role — a truly
creative and revolutionary one — that of helping to reveal
the spatial malfunctionings and injustices, and contributing
to the design of a spatial order of society in which people
can be really free to fulfil themselves in a secure social
setting where the rights of all are respected. This, surely,
would be ‘progress in geography’.

(Smith, 1973: 121).

A quarter of a century ago [ made these observations
on progress in geography, in concluding an outline of
what was to become the welfare approach (Smith,
1977). Living in South Africa, I was arguing for
engagement with contemporary moral problems, like
apartheid, which attracted little attention among the
majority of the profession. Apartheid was such an
obvious target as to invite moral certainty, while the
intellectual environment of the times encouraged faith
inreason as a source of human betterment. Both these
positions rest uneasily with the prevailing sentiments of
this supposedly postmodern age, with its suspicion of
truth claims and conceptions of progress associated
with modernity. Yet, as [ read these words again, [ find

nothing with which to quarrel. Some states of affairs
are bad, and should be struggled against and changed.
Such was apartheid in South Africa. Such is ethnic
cleansing in former Yugoslavia. Such is mass starvation
in central Africa. These are as close to moral truths as
canbe imagined, and those who deny them are wrong.

What I am prepared to concede now is that the
notion of progress has become deeply problematic.
I was writing at a time when faith in managerial
rationality harnessed to the advance of technology
supported a conception of human progress as almost
linear inevitability, interrupted only by such occasional
blips as localized urban insurrections and distant
wars. This was potently evoked by the stages of econ-
omic growth theory of Walt Rostow (1960), with
the take-off from traditional society to the age of high
mass consumption depicted with the reliability of jet
propulsion. Our understanding of progress is now
more circumspect, tarnished as it is by the experience
of abiding poverty, an environmental crisis, the demise
of socialism, the instability of capitalism and repeated
reminders of rampant human cruelty.

Nevertheless, it is a mistake to dismiss any notion
of progress as Enlightenment error. While the affluent
endure postmodern ambiguity and uncertainty in
comfort, for those at the coal-face of human misery
what constitutes progress is still likely to be self-evident.
Indeed, in such contexts the very term ‘progressive’,
as both adjective and noun, implies not only a moral
stand but also a political commitment, as was the case
with opposition to apartheid in South Africa, for
example. To be (a) progressive means taking the side
of the oppressed, the poor, the worst-off.
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This article explores the question of what comprises
moral progress in human geography. It makes explicit
the understanding that progress in this or any other
field of human endeavour is a normative issue.
Progress in human geography will be examined in three
senses: (1) geography as the world of human creation
and experience; (2) geography as the intellectual
project of attempting to comprehend and change this
world; and (3) geography as professional practices and
institutions.

Before proceeding, to situate very briefly what
follows within my personal biography may make some
of it less of a surprise. I have spent three decades trying
to understand issues of human welfare and social
justice in a geographical context. This has involved the
ongoing interplay of theory and practice: working from
the abstractions of social theory to field research on
apartheid, for example, and back again to theory. It has
now brought me to a new disciplinary interface: of
geography with ethics (Smith, 2000), as I seek philo-
sophical grounding for the continuing engagement with
injustice. Hence my point of departure and underlying
theme: an argument excavated from liberalism but with
radical implications, referred to in an earlier publication
as the place of good fortune (Smith, 1997a: 26). This is
an argument for equality, and I can think of nothing
more progressive.

THE PLACE OF GOOD FORTUNE

This expression incorporates three meanings of ‘place’:
the role or part played by good fortune in people’s lives,
position in some social structure and place in its
geographical sense. Each has an important bearing on
human well-being. The crucial fact is that chance or
luck are important elements in life. The crucial question
to be explored is its moral significance.

That interest in this issue can be traced back to the
ancient Greeks is explained by Williams (1985: 5):
‘Impressed by the power of fortune to wreck what
looked like the best-shaped lives, some of them,
Socrates one of the first, sought a rational design of life
which would reduce the power of fortune and would
be to the greatest possible extent luck-free.” In those
hazardous times, it was recognized that achievement of
the good life might not be entirely a matter of individual
volition. Williams (1985: 195) points out that most
personal advantages and admired characteristics are
distributed in ways which cannot be regarded as just,

and that some people are simply luckier than others;
morality is a value that transcends luck, and which
has played a part in mobilizing power and social
opportunity to compensate for misfortune.

The role of luck re-emerged in recent times in
arguments about desert, central to the liberal egali-
tarian perspective on social justice initiated by John
Rawls. He began with the conventional system of
‘natural liberties’ in which careers are open to the
talented, with all persons having equal opportunities in
the formal sense of the same legal rights. However,
there is no attempt to promote equality in background
social conditions; far from it:

[TThe initial distribution of assets for any period of
time is strongly influenced by natural and social
contingencies. The existing distribution of income
and wealth, say, is the cumulative effect of prior
distributions of natural assets — that is, natural
talents and abilities — as these have been developed
or left unrealized, and their use favored or dis-
favored over time by social circumstances and
such chance contingencies as accident and good
fortune.

(Rawls, 1971: 72)

The obvious injustice of such a system is that it permits
access to positions of advantage and distributive shares
to be influenced by factors so arbitrary from a moral
point of view. He therefore invokes the principle of ‘fair
equality of opportunity’, under which persons with the
same talent and ability and the same willingness to use
them should have the same prospects regardless of
their initial place in the social system. However, this
conception also appears defective:

[E]ven if it works to perfection in eliminating the
influence of social contingencies, it still permits the
distribution of wealth and income to be determined
by the natural distribution of abilities and talents
... distributive shares are decided by the outcome
of the natural lottery; and this outcome is arbitrary
from a moral perspective. There is no more reason
to permit the distribution of income and wealth to
be settled by the distribution of natural assets than
by historical and social fortune.

(Rawls, 1971: 73-74)

Erasing the distinction between what may broadly
be regarded as environmental effects and natural



attributes achieves ‘democratic equality’, which
strongly suggests equality of outcomes. Rawls has, in
effect, made all sources of differential occupational
achievement morally arbitrary. There is no case at the
most basic level of justification for anything except
equality in the distribution of Rawls’s primary goods
of liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and
the bases of self-respect. As Sandel (1982: 92-93)
concludes: ‘No one can be said to deserve anything (in
the strong, pre-institutional sense), because no one can
be said to possess anything (in the strong, constitutive
sense).’

This argument from arbitrariness features pro-
minently in subsequent work on social justice. For
example, Miller (1992: 228, 240-41) points to the
social determination of the effect of a difference in
raw talent, to inheritance transmitting unequal com-
petitive resources along family lines, and to inequalities
guaranteed by the organization of education and
production. He concludes: ‘disadvantages in resources
for social advancement are associated with generally
inferior economic situations. It is as if the gamblers
with the least funds were also dealt the fewest cards’
(Miller, 1992: 255). He also argues that the unchosen
risks of market competition stand in need of justi-
fication (Miller, 1992: 274), a point which has import-
ant implications for the morality (or otherwise) of
capitalism.

Place in its geographical sense is readily added to
the argument from arbitrariness. This is illustrated by
Baker:

Somuch of what people achieve is a matter of being
in the right place at the right time, of having good
luck in family, teachers, friends, and circumstances,
that no one is in a strong position to take much
credit for the way their lives turn out. There is no
such thing as a literally self-made man [sic]. And so
any judgement of desert will have to look closely at
where responsibility really lies.

(Baker, 1987: 60; see also Barry, 1989: 226)

Jones (1994: 167) points out that ‘the distribution of
resources across the world is entirely fortuitous and
that it is morally unacceptable that people’s lot in life
should be determined by this accidental feature’. Barry
(1989: 239) postulates Crusoe and Friday on two
different islands, working equally hard and skilfully but
with differences in production due to one island being
fertile and the other barren, asserting that ‘if anything
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can be called morally arbitrary — not reflecting any
credit or discredit on the people concerned — it is this
difference in the bounty of nature’.

The distribution of resources includes those created
by humankind, like the local infrastructure, as well as
those of the natural environment. It does not take a
geographer to recognize the inequity of unequal access
to facilities such as good schools (e.g. Barry, 1989: 220,
221) and of fiscal disparities between local govern-
ments (e.g. LeGrand, 1991: 108, 128). This is all part of
the undeserved inheritance. As Miller explains:

No one earns the right to be born to a family living
in a spacious house in Armonk, New York, rather
than on a straw mat in the slums of Calcutta. Yet
the enormous differences at these starts include
enormous differences in life prospects, given the
same innate capacities and the same willingness
to try.

(Miller, 1992: 298)

The chance of birth in a particular place on the highly
uneven surface of resources carries no greater moral
credit than being born to a rich or poor family, male or
female, black or white. And such initial advantage as
arises from the place of good fortune is readily
transferred to future generations, similarly devoid of
moral justification.

As for the possibility of the disadvantaged seeking
better opportunities elsewhere, for most people the
capacity to change their place, from a poorly endowed
to a richly resourced location (or state), may be as
limited as it is to change their gender or skin pigmen-
tation. Free movement is still ‘the civil right we are
not ready for’ (Nett, 1971). Yet, in so far as rights
of access to unevenly distributed resources are
constrained by the boundaries of nation-states, as
accidents of history, then this source of inequality
might be considered morally irrelevant (Jones, 1994:
160). Indeed, the restrictive citizenship of Western
liberal democracies has been described as the modern
equivalent of feudal birthright privileges, and similarly
hard to justify (Carens, 1987: 252).

The argument from arbitrariness, as outlined here,
has attracted vigorous opposition (see, in particular,
Anderson, 1999). Roemer (1996: 173) posits: ‘Although
we may agree that family background, natural talents,
and inherited wealth are all morally arbitrary, perhaps
there is such a thing as freely chosen effort.” There is a
reluctance on the part of critics to concede to natural,
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social or chance circumstances everything about the
individual, including responsibility for chosen life plans.
[f this worries some liberals comfortable with the notion
of individual autonomy, it is anathema to communi-
tarians with thicker conceptions of human identity. As
Walzer (1983: 261) explains, if the effort they expend,
like all their other capacities, is only the arbitrary gift of
nature or nurture, ‘while its purpose is to leave us with
persons of equal entitlement, it is hard to see that it
leaves us with persons at all’.

Those unwilling to assign everything about persons
to morally arbitrary fortune face the challenge of how
to draw the line among attributes. Dworkin (1981a,
1981b) argued that justice requires compensating
individuals only for adverse aspects of their condition
or situation for which they are not responsible, which
excludes inclination to effort; outcomes should
therefore be ‘ambition-sensitive’ but not ‘endowment-
sensitive’, which leads him to equalize resources and
not welfare. Further attempts to resolve the limits of
individual responsibility include proposals for equal
access to advantage (Cohen, 1989), equal opportunities
for welfare (Arneson, 1989) and equalizing human
capabilities (Sen, 1992). However, Roemer (1996,
1998) reveals conceptual and technical difficulties in
sustaining particular cuts between circumstances for
which persons cannot be held responsible and those
for which they can.

Another line of critique is that initiated by Nozick
(1974). He argued that persons have the moral right to
use such natural endowments as intelligence and skill
to their advantage, providing that this does no harm to
others: the thesis of ‘self-ownership’. Similarly, persons
are entitled to hold and benefit from natural resources,
provided that they acquired them justly by initial
acquisition or by transfer (i.e. gift, inheritance or
purchase). His criterion for the justice of initial
acquisition is that no other persons are thereby made
worse off (Nozick, 1974: 178), a modification of the
proviso of John Locke that an individual is entitled to
appropriate natural resources providing that there is
as much and as good left in common for others.

Many objections have been raised to Nozick’s
entitlement theory (Smith, 1994a: 69-71; Roemer,
1996: 208-10). These include the difficulty of demon-
strating that no one is worse off as a result of particular
private ownerships of natural resources, and of tracing
acquisition back through a series of transfers which, if
unjust (e.g. involving deception, robbery or coercive
acquisition) should be rectified. All this leaves Barry

(1989: 218) to remark: ‘From Locke to Nozick there is
a long and disreputable tradition of using a fairy story
about the way in which acquisition might have
occurred as the basis for a defense of the status quo.’

An important issue arising from Nozick's similar
treatment of natural endowments and acquired
holdings is whether they may be different in some sense
relevant to the place of good fortune. Reiman (1990:
173-75) proposes that the ownership of the external
world is different from ownership of one’s body, for the
former can deprive others whereas the latter cannot.
Another difference is that people cannot change their
entire body, but may be able to change their place on
the earth’s surface. However, O'Neill (1991: 290) notes
that the libertarian devotion to freedom does not
extend to dismantling immigration laws: ‘their stress
on property rights entails an attrition of public space
that eats into the freedom of movement and rights
of abode of the unpropertied.” Any such system of
exclusive ownership, which involves the differential
power that some individuals have to compel others to
work for them, is ‘effectively a system of forced labor’
(Reiman, 1990: 177). This can lead to an argument for
collective ownership of the external world of natural
resources (e.g. Cohen, 1986a, 1986b), whereas it is
harder to envisage collective ownership of individual
natural endowments.

Nevertheless, there is a strong supposition that
groups of people are entitled to monopolize the
resources of the territory which they occupy. This is
encouraged by the modern concepts of national
citizenship and sovereignty: The nation provides its
members with an inalienable collective property: the
land in which they have the right to live their lives’
(Poole, 1991: 96). This is true in a formal, legal sense,
but begs the questions of the morality of national
boundaries and their closure to outsiders. Furthermore,
the case of the territorially defined group is different
from that of the individual, in an important respect
explained by Sandel:

[Flor the community as a whole to deserve the
natural assets in its province and the benefits that
flow from them, it is necessary to assume that soci-
ety has some pre-institutional status that individuals
lack, for only in this way could the community
be said to possess its assets in the strong, con-
stitutive sense of possession necessary to a desert
base.

(Sandel, 1982: 101)



And without this, to rephrase Sandel (1982: 92-93) in
the individual context, no group anywhere deserves
anything. A community, or nation, might claim a right
to land in which they have mixed their labour, and even
their blood, and to the advantages to be derived
therefrom. A similar argument might be applied to the
physical infrastructure, built to give future generations
as well as present people a better life. But this would
still leave unanswered the possible injustice of initial
acquisition, and the moral arbitrariness of the good
fortune of inheriting favourable conditions for sus-
taining a good life.

TOWARDS TERRITORIAL SOCIAL JUSTICE

The argument now proceeds to the first sense of
moral progress in geography: that of the world
of human creation and experience. It follows from
recognition of the place of good fortune that there is a
strong case for equality, by persons and territorially
defined population aggregates, or at least for narrow-
ing the gaps which have arisen from morally dubious
if not arbitrary factors. The familiar and crucial prac-
tical question is: equality of what? Should it be
opportunities (after liberal convention), primary goods
(after Rawls), resources (after Dworkin), capabilities
(after Sen) or welfare outcomes? And whichever
is chosen, how is it to be defined and measured?
These questions are complicated by the fact that the
individual freedom to choose life plans so revered by
liberals means that everyone might require a unique
bundle of goods. Added to this is the postmodern
respect for difference, which similarly works against
some common conception of the good and of what is
required to attain it.

Two arguments may be advanced to facilitate an
approach to practice. One is to talk in terms not of
equality but of equalization (Smith, 1994a: chap. 5). This
strategy recognizes that achieving equality is virtually
impossible, by any criteria, but that moves in this
direction are both possible and morally justifiable. The
process of equalization might be constrained by
Rawls’s ‘difference principle’, which requires that social
and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that
they are ‘to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged’
(Rawls, 1971: 302). Even if the place of good fortune is
taken to undermine the moral credit for most if not all
individual achievement, this principle is a defensible
concession to the possibility that some inequalities can
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work to the advantage of everyone and especially the
worst-off.

The practical pursuit of social justice as equalization
requires the second argument, relating to the objects
of distribution. This is that what people actually require
for life is much the same, whoever and wherever they
are, because they are themselves naturally much the
same. Any suggestion these days that there may
be such a thing as human nature attracts suspicion
of essentialism. ‘Any definition of human nature is
dangerous because it threatens to devalue or exclude
some acceptable individual desires, cultural charac-
teristics, or ways of life’, according to Young (1990:
36). However, there are increasing indications of
dissatisfaction with this position, and its risk of rela-
tivism, for deciding what may be acceptable requires
standards capable of transcending the here and now
of specific individual, group or local practices.

Eagleton (1996) exemplifies the critique. He
approves of postmodernism in challenging various
kinds of oppression, but is critical of a form of reduc-
tionism which undervalues what persons have in
common as natural, material creatures and over-
estimates the significance of cultural difference.
‘Differences cannot fully flourish while men and women
languish under forms of exploitation; and to combat
those forms effectively implicates ideas of humanity
which are necessarily universal’ (Eagleton, 1996:
121-22). Similar positions are argued by others. For
example, to the assertion by Rorty (1989) that the
common traits of human beings are not substantial
enough to constitute a useful notion, Geras responds:

[Tlhey are susceptible to pain and humiliation
[Rorty’s minimal concession], have the capacity for
language and (in a large sense) poetry, have a sexual
instinct, a sense of identity, integral beliefs — and
then some other things too, like needs for nourish-
ment and sleep, a capacity for laughter and for play,
powers of reasoning and invention that are, by
comparison with other terrestrial species, truly
formidable.

(Geras, 1995: 66)

These are not only natural facts, but also of moral
significance.

While the sympathies of much contemporary
human geography seem postmodernist, there are those
who dissent. For example, Tuan (1986) recognizes that
the meaning of the good life varies greatly among
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cultures, but claims that we do share some things. For
Sack:

[Tlhe encouragement of different and diverse
viewpoints should not obscure the fact that human
beings have much in common. We live in a concrete
material environment and we share basic biological,
social, intellectual, and perhaps even spiritual
capacities; we also share the capacity to reason.
Losing sight of this basic reality comes from too
great an emphasis on difference and diversity.
(Sack, 1997: 4)

He is unhappy about moves which ‘deny the existence
of anything essential and foundational that can lead to
shared positions’. Harvey (1996: 360) emphasizes the
importance of human similarity rather than difference,
in alliance formation between seemingly disparate
groups ‘within an ethics of political solidarity built
across different places’. Thus, diverse voices challenge
the contemporary preoccupation with difference, and
seek a universal perspective without abandoning the
insights gained from recognition of the particularity of
persons and places.

Having established the foundation of human
similarity, the next step is to consider human needs.
The notion of need implies some authority external to
the individual, as opposed to a subjective personal
want or desire. Particular needs are sometimes referred
to as basic, to stress their urgency and thereby give
them special moral force. However, attempts to define
universal needs reveal differences. For example, Kekes
identifies what he describes as context-independent
requirements for human welfare, set by universal,
historically constant and culturally invariant needs
created by human nature, as follows:

Many of these needs are physiological: for food,
shelter, rest, and so forth; other needs are psycho-
logical: for companionship, hope, the absence of
horror and terror in one’s life, and the like; yet other
needs are social: for some order and predictability
in one’s society, for security, for some respect, and
SO on.

(Kekes, 1994: 49)

Compare this with the more restrictive view of O'Neill:

[t is not controversial that human beings need
adequate food, shelter and clothing appropriate to

their climate, clean water and sanitation, and some
parental and health care. When these basic needs
are not met they become ill and often die
prematurely. It is controversial whether human
beings need companionship, education, politics and
culture, or food for the spirit —for at least some long
and not evidently stunted lives have been lived
without these goods.

(O’Neill, 1991: 279)

Doyal and Gough (1991: 37) are closer to Kekes than
O'Neill in asserting that our mammalian constitution
shapes needs for such things as the food and warmth
required to survive and maintain health, and that our
cognitive attitudes and experience of childhood shape
needs for supportive and close relationships. Their
hostility to relativism is expressed in the notion that all
people share one obvious need: to avoid serious harm.
This goes beyond failure to survive in a physical sense,
to include impaired participation in the prevailing social
milieu. From this follow two basic needs (in their
terms): for the physical health to continue living and
functioning effectively, and for the personal autonomy
or ability to make informed choices about what to do
and how to do it in a given societal context. The actual
need satisfiers, in the form of goods and services, may
be culturally specific, as opposed to the universality of
the basic needs themselves. This is similar to the
approach adopted by Sen (1992) to poverty, which is
absolute or universal in the sense of impairing people’s
capability to function, but relative with respect to the
commodities required to alleviate it. O’'Neill (1996: 191)
now seems to accept that there is more to human life
than mere physical survival or even longevity, a
position endorsed by others who claim to derive sets
of needs from human nature or the requirements for
human flourishing (e.g. Brown, 1986: 159; Griffin, 1986:
86—87; Nussbaum, 1992: 222).

The human needs perspective, in theory and in
development policy and practice (e.g. Friedmann,
1992; Corbridge, 1993), further strengthens the argu-
ment from essentialism. For example:

We cannot jettison essentialism because we need to
know among other things which needs are essential
to humanity and which are not. Needs which are
essential to our survival and well-being, such as
being fed, keeping warm, enjoying the company of
others and a degree of physical integrity, can then
become political criteria: any social order which



denies such needs can be challenged on the grounds
that it is denying our humanity, which is usually a
stronger argument against it than the case that it is
flouting our contingent cultural conventions.
(Eagleton, 1996: 104)

Even Young recognizes the significance of this
perspective:

[JJustice in modern industrial societies requires a
societal commitment to meeting the basic needs of
all persons.. . . If persons suffer material deprivation
of basic needs for food, shelter, health care, and so
on, then they cannot pursue lives of satisfying work,
social participation, and expression.

(Young, 1990: 91)

Arguments about the extent of ‘and so on’ will continue
as long there are divergent views on what a truly
human life might be. The more detailed the speci-
fication of human needs, the more difficult it is to
sustain a universal position.

All this suggests a restricted set of criteria required
universally to sustain a distinctively human form of life,
and accepting that how they are interpreted and
satisfied will be to some extent culturally relative. But
it would be surprising if what was required differed very
much, at the relevant level of living endured by the
world’s poor. ‘Relief workers in Africa don’t have to
probe deep philosophical questions to discover that
certain things are needed: those needs are immediate
and obvious’ (Baker, 1987: 15). For example, the major
policy statement which guided development in South
Africa in the immediate post-apartheid years identified
lack of income, jobs, land, housing, water, electricity,
telecommunications, transport, a clean environment,
nutrition, health care and social welfare as basic unmet
needs (ANC, 1994: 7). As Nelson Mandela (1994: 293)
discovered, travelling beyond South Africa, ‘poor
people everywhere are more alike than they are
different’. The argument concerning the equalization
of the same or a closely similar package of the means
of basic need satisfaction derives from the observation
of human sameness or close similarity.

Of course, the moral argument for distribution
according to need has a long history, going back at
least to Karl Marx. Its penetration of mainstream
economics, long impervious to distributional issues, is
illustrated by LeGrand (1991: 88), in an echo of the
argument from arbitrariness: ‘distribution according to
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need can be viewed as compensating people for
elements critical to survival that are beyond their
control.” There are other arguments; for example, Fried
(1983) rejects the egalitarianism of Rawls and Dworkin
and the proposition that differences in talent are
morally arbitrary, but invokes a duty to share and care
based on the Kantian notion of the equal moral worth
of individuals. The ethic of care, of which some
feminists have made much in recent years (see, for
example, Tronto, 1993: 162; Hekman, 1995; Clement,
1996; Bowden, 1997), has strongly egalitarian
implications when interpreted as spatially extensive
beneficence (Smith, 1998b).

An emphasis on basic need satisfaction has some
radical implications for liberal egalitarianism. Rawls
adopted liberal convention in prioritizing liberty over
social and economic equality, but there is nothing
sacred about this. In a reformulation from a Marxian
perspective, Peffer proposes the following first priority:

Everyone’s basic security and subsistence rights are
to be met: that is, everyone’s physical integrity is to
be respected and everyone is to be guaranteed a
minimum level of material well-being including
basic needs, i.e., those needs that must be met in
order to remain a normal functioning human being.

(Peffer, 1990: 14)

This takes precedence over Rawls’s maximum system
of equal basic liberties, as well as equal opportunity and
an equal right to participate in social decision-making.
Peffer’s (1990:14) version of the difference principle is:
‘Social and economic inequalities are to be justified if
and only if they benefit the least advantaged.. . .but are
not to exceed levels that will seriously undermine the
equal worth of liberty or the good of self-respect.” The
priority given to economic and social security over
liberty allows such hallowed tenets of liberalism as
private property and freedom from imposed concep-
tions of the good to yield to the basic needs of the
worst-off. The question of what kind of liberty some
people in some places actually enjoy, if their major
preoccupation in life is to survive rather than to flourish,
might add weight to the prioritization of satisfaction of
material needs at some expense to individual liberty.
Given limits to global resources, satisfying every-
one’s basic needs here and now, never mind provision
for future generations, greatly limits the scope for
inequality (Sterba, 1986: 15; 1998: 63). The wider the
spatial reach of (re)distribution, as well as the more
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generous the conception of need, the more severely
egalitarian its consequences. And the more egalitarian
the outcomes, the greater the limitations on individual
or group indulgences based on conceptions of the good
which require disproportionate shares of sources of
need satisfaction. Social justice as equalization clearly
has implications for the good life (Smith, 1997a).

EQUALIZATION IN CONTEXT:
GOOD GEOGRAPHY

[t follows from the argument for (territorial) social
justice as equalization that geographical research
which helps to clarify and promote this process would
qualify as moral progress. What kind of research might
this be? The brief suggestions which follow, and the
highly selective references, are not intended to be
definitive, or exclusive of work not mentioned.

The return of social justice to the geographical
agenda is the obvious starting point. Concern with
social justice was an important part of the early radical
geography movement, but little refinement was sub-
sequently added to the outline of the just distribution
justly arrived at’” proposed by Harvey (1973: chap. 3).
In the 1980s the emergence of a new social and cultural
geography drawing attention to the disadvantage of
various population groups resonated with the post-
modern preoccupation with difference, so that when
Harvey (1996) returned to social justice at book length
it was to explore ‘the just production of just geo-
graphical differences’. But by this time a massive new
literature on social justice had accumulated outside
geography. To the utilitarianism challenged by Rawls’s
contractarianism had been added libertarianism,
Marxism, communitarianism and feminism (Kymlicka,
1990; see also Smith, 1994a). Harvey and others recog-
nize that this plurality of theories has somehow to
be transcended, to find a discourse of universality and
generality uniting social and environmental justice. The
key is to be found in a resurrection of the kind of
egalitarianism sketched out in the previous section
of this article, with its practical application grounded in
a realistic recognition of the environmental context of
resource constraints.

Harvey’s extension of the discourse of social justice
into the natural environment is also followed by Low
and Gleeson (1998). The growing discovery of
common ground spanning the old divide between
human and physical geography, reflected in concerns

with environmental ethics as well as justice (e.g. Light
and Smith, 1997), is one of the most progressive moves
in recent years.

The return of social justice is part of a broader
‘moral turn’ in human geography (Smith, 1997b), in
social theory (Sayer and Storper, 1997) and in some
other fields (Smith, 1999). Fertile common ground has
been identified (Proctor, 1998; Smith, 1998a), along
with some specifically geographical issues such as the
spatial scope of care (Silk, 1998; Smith, 1998a). The
centrality given to the moral dimension of human life
by Tuan (1986, 1989, 1993) has been augmented by
the moral perspective of Homo geographicus as
elaborated by Sack (1997). And the accumulating
research focused on moral geographies, landscapes
and locations promises a distinctive contribution to
descriptive ethics (e.g. Driver, 1988; Matless, 1994;
Ogborn and Philo, 1994; Ploszajska, 1994; Holloway,
1998; Hubbard, 1998).

A further important dimension of geographical
engagement with moral and political philosophy is
in development ethics. Friedmann (1992) has set
out a morally informed framework for development.
Corbridge (1993, 1998) recognizes moral implications
of the interdependence forged by globalization, and
argues for a minimal universalism very much in
keeping with the direction of this article:

[P]oor people in poorer regions of the world are
often lacking entitlements to and choices about
‘development’ for reasons that are in a very real
sense random and accidental. To the extent that
these Other people could have been ‘Us’ (the
affluent), and to the extent that their lives are
inextricably linked to our own, there are good
reasons for attending to their needs and rights as
fellow human beings.

(Corbridge, 1998: 37)

The tension between the particularism encouraged
in these postmodern times and the universalism of
our Enlightenment heritage highlights the distinctive
contribution which geography might make to the fields
of social justice and ethics. Nussbaum (1998: 765) has
commented: ‘philosophy cannot do its job well unless
it is informed by fact and experience: that is why the
philosopher, while neither a field-worker nor a politician,
should try to get close to the reality she describes.” In
this, the geographer can help. For the justice and
morality people actually practice, and the theories that



ethicists devise, are embedded within specific sets of
social and physical relationships manifest in geo-
graphical space, reflecting the particularity of place as
well as time. It is this sensitivity to context that the
geographer can provide. While stressing the imperative
of getting closer to reality, Nussbaum (1998: 788) also
points to the importance of theory: ‘We won't learn
much from what we see if we do not bring to our
fieldwork such theories of justice and human good as
we have managed to work out until then.” A weakness
In current geographical work on moral issues is that it
tends not to be closely linked to ethical theory.

Research at this new disciplinary interface will have
to weave between theory and observation. This is
how to collapse unhelpful dichotomies or dualisms —
between absolutism and relativism, sameness and
difference, universalism and particularism — in the
creative process of scholarship. Walzer (1994: ix) has
referred to the historical and cultural ‘thickening’ of
those grand but ‘thin’ moral ideals like justice,
suggesting that ‘there are the makings of a thin and
universalist morality inside every thick and partic-
ularist morality’. Thus, when we try to understand what
social justice might mean in the specific geographical
and historical circumstances of post-apartheid South
Africa or postsocialist eastern Europe, for example
(Smith, 1994a, 1994c, 1995b), we are working with
both the particular and the universal. Attention to the
particular involves careful empirical research, guided
by the theory at our disposal. There is still enormous
scope for work on spatial inequality or injustice in
particular contexts (e.g. Laws, 1994; Black, 1996;
Merrifield and Swyngedouw, 1997).

As to the impact of the place of good fortune, the
British press has repeatedly featured such headlines as
‘Lottery of life and death’ above stories about the
National Health Service explaining that how you are
treated can depend on where you live (e.g. Guardian,

October 1998, 6 January 1999). In this and other
spheres the notion of a ‘postcode lottery” has almost
become conventional wisdom, within a society where
the legitimacy of the lucky draw is celebrated twice a
week on TV. So, when the governor of the Bank of
England suggested that job losses in the North East are
a price worth paying to curb inflation in the South,
and a Labour minister prioritized wealth creation over
redistribution, the scene was set for debating moral
issues of fundamental importance. People in some
places are losing their jobs through no fault of their
own, victims of global market forces beyond their
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control, yet they are expected to bear the costs in
terms of declining living standards and devastated
communities: should not those who gain more fully
compensate those who lose? And, what are the impli-
cations of the growing divorce of personal prospects
from responsibility? Yet the British press soon settled
down to the more titillating topic of outing MPs, aping
its USA counterpart’s preoccupation with President
Clinton’s prick. Meanwhile, the subject that generated
the most electronic correspondence on the Critical
Geography Forum in 1998 was gardening.

As the millennium dawns, closely followed by the
year 2001, it seems appropriate to conclude these
comments on what might be construed as progress in
geographical research by a reminder of the next UK
Research Assessment Exercise (RAE). Having spent a
decade intermittently critiquing the process (e.g. Smith,
1986, 1988, 1995a), all I do here is link to the central
theme of the place of good fortune. As in any process
of production, research output is to some extent
dependent on the local resource base, which is likely to
reflect an inheritance over which present researchers
had no control and for which they should not be held
responsible. So, even in the unlikely event that there
is a reliable way of rating university departments on
the basis of the quality of their research, the result
will to some (unknown) extent depend on the unequal
endowment of consumables, laboratories, libraries,
support staff, travel funds and so on. The conditions
for Rawls’s fair equality of opportunity are not met
(Smith, 1996: 412). And it is not just that departments
supposedly performing well may be rewarded on the
basis of the morally arbitrary good fortune of working
in a historically well-supported institution. It is also that
the efficiency case for differential research funding is
undermined by uneven starts.

Some things cannot be reduced to the calculus of
money and markets. However progress in geography
may be promoted, the RAE is not the way. Those who
believe it is are wrong. The rest of us might take some
comfort from an updating of an old saying: “Those who
can, do; those who can't, teach; those who can’t even
teach, appraise, assess or assure.’

PROFESSIONAL ETHICS: GOOD
GEOGRAPHERS

The last of the three senses of moral progress in
geography shifts the focus to the good geographer: to
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professional ethics. Interest in this subject has grown
considerably in recent years (e.g. Brunn, 1989; Kirby,
1991; Rose, 1997; Hay, 1998), raising a wide range of
issues that can be barely touched upon here. Some
of them have been prompted by the changing societal
context within which academic workers are required to
operate, including increased pressure of performance
assessment along with the growing commodification
of knowledge. For example, the importance of having
one’s personal or institutional name on a publica-
tion raises questions of intellectual property rights
(Curry, 1991). Innovations in the collection, display
and dissemination of information, such as GIS and
the Internet, pose ethical issues (Crampton, 1995); the
more expensive the techniques, the more unequal
access to them will be.

The construction (or production) of geographical
knowledge is now part of our problematic. Ethical
aspects of the treatment and representation of research
subjects, first raised in a sustained way by Mitchell and
Draper (1982), are of particular contemporary concern.
Interviewing is becoming a more morally reflective
practice (Winchester, 1996). Among the issues dis-
cussed by contributors to an edited collection (Proctor
and Smith, 1999) are the importance of a communi-
cative ethics in participatory research (Herman and
Mattingly, 1999), the legitimacy of persons writing
about a group (e.g. the disabled) of which they are not
members (Kitchen, 1999), the conduct of cross-cultural
research involving encounters with alternative views
of the world (Rundstrom and Deur, 1999), and the
relationship between research student and supervisor
with different personal agendas (Gormley and Bondi,
1999). Such writers share a recognition that research
ethics are relational and contextual, requiring
reciprocity between researchers and researched which
has to be negotiated in practice. However, Rundstrom
and Deur (1999) stress that, although they emphasize
contextuality, they are not willing to argue against
ethical universals, recognizing that all people deserve
respect, privacy, equitable treatment, and freedom
from intrusion and oppression.

There are moves to impose formal codes of
professional ethics, on the part of institutions such as
the Association of American Geographers and the
Royal Geographical Society. This leads to the question
of what kind of institution(s) there are, and what kind of
changes might constitute moral progress in this sphere
of professional geography. It is tempting to identify
institutional impediments as the four ‘Ps’: of privilege,

patriarchy, patronage and parochialism. By privilege is
meant association with a personal embodiment of
undeserved good fortune (a monarchy). By patriarchy
is meant the history of male domination reflected in
‘fellowship’. By patronage is meant the subversive
practice of private business sponsorship of a learned
society. Parochialism refers to the national identity of
a ‘British’ geography.

What remains to be said is confined to parochialism,
as it relates most closely to the theme of the place of
good fortune. Some thoughts on responsibility to
distant colleagues were stimulated by a debate on the
ethics of working in the Third World a few years ago
(Sidaway, 1992; Madge, 1993; Potter, 1993; see also
Paul, 1993), and are worth brief reiteration (following
Smith, 1994b: 363-66). Our position of privilege as
British geographers, in places well endowed with
resources, carries no moral credit; it is merely a matter
of good fortune. It is impossible to justify such gross
inequalities with respect to the means of scholarship
which exist across the world. A moral responsibility to
less fortunate colleagues elsewhere surely follows.
Scholars may not be the most deprived among poor
populations, but it is the needs of those working in the
academy that we are in a special position to understand
and to assist. We can respond in various ways:
involving them in our research, assisting their projects,
helping them to publish, organizing seminars and so
on. These things are being done, to some extent, by
British geographers for others elsewhere. The question
is whether we do enough. The attitude of some funding
agencies is hardly encouraging, with research agendas
increasingly focused on some conception of British
national interest. The RAE has already become a
special source of the ‘self-interest and parochialism’ to
which Potter (1993: 291) has referred, promoting an
exaggerated ethic of care for our own. If departmental
pecuniary self-interest is now our predominant moti-
vation, this may discourage us from doing things which
are unlikely to appeal to those responsible for research
rating, like facilitating the work of overseas colleagues
and publish in foreign journals.

All this raises the question of what the ‘international’
standing supposedly associated with high research
rating actually means. Being international in an
academic context surely requires more than publishing
work found interesting to a predominately Anglo-
American, English-speaking audience. It also involves
engagement with less fortunate others in a supportive
way (as learners as well as teachers), enriching their



geographical profession, narrowing the gaps between
‘them’ and ‘us’. What is international, like what is good
research, is normative and contestable, yet, as the UK
Higher Education Funding Council (HEFC) seeks to
define it, so this will further influence what we do, with
(or for) whom, internationally.

CONCLUSION: TOWARDS A
PROGRESSIVE HUMAN GEOGRAPHY

[TThere is such a thing as moral progress . . . in the direction
of greater human solidarity . . . the ability to see more and
more traditional differences (of tribe, religion, race, custom,
and the like) as unimportant when compared with
similarities with respect to pain and humiliation — the ability
to think of people wildly different from ourselves as
included in the range of ‘us’.

(Rorty, 1989: 192)

[ have offered views on what might be moral progress
in (human) geography. Their foundational motivation
is to transcend the place of good fortune. This involves
the creation of a more equal world, in which people are
less exposed to pain, humiliation and other ills arising
from circumstances beyond their control and respon-
sibility. Particular kinds of geographical research may
contribute to this project: this would be good geog-
raphy. And certain kinds of professional practice and
institutions might encourage us to be good geo-
graphers in a moral sense.

[ am conscious that my argument is far from
complete. I have provided neither description nor
analysis of the gross and growing inequalities which
count as injustice. [ have offered no blueprint for a new
society, and no political project for its implementation.
And I have set aside the question of moral motivation,
of why we should care, reserving this for another
publication (Smith, 2000). It is because 1 believe that
understanding why inequality is wrong is a necessary
condition for social change that I chose to prioritize
this theme.

My central point is nevertheless one of moral
responsibility: to other persons in places less for-
tunate than ours. We owe distant persons, including
professional colleagues, far more than we give them.
We may reject the notion of universal responsibility
to the whole of humankind, as both a moral and
practical proposition, but we should at least consider
the possibility, in our personal scholarly practice, of
contributing to the wider good of the potential ‘world
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community’ of professional geography. This could be
one of the new international communities of mutual-
ity invoked by Thompson (1992: 191), overlapping
national boundaries and including individuals from
wealthy and poor regions, with distribution of relevant
goods and services according to principles which
the members collectively endorse. We could try to
transcend our narrowly self-interested parochialism,
to (re)create the ‘invisible college’ of far-flung peers
which Offer (1997: 463) identifies as one of his
economies of regard.

When I originally addressed these issues (Smith,
1994b: 366), I expressed the fear that British geography
may already be a lost cause, with competition for the
money following research rating pitting department
against department in a grotesque model of the
business world. However, I did express some hope, and
conclude with this:

We could, as individuals and even (at some cost) as
departments, reject this distortion of academic life,
reaching out to others elsewhere with whom no
corrosive competitive relationship exists. This could
be a way of reforming, with distant others, the
relationships which used to bind at least some of us
in mutual collaborative endeavors in which ques-
tions of personal or departmental credit seemed
inconsequential. It may provide a way of beginning
to build a broader, collaborative structure, towards
a universal professional-geographical ethic of care,
to challenge and hopefully subvert those forces of
darkness turning the practice of geography into an
even more extreme expression of hierarchical
domination and uneven development.

(Smith, 1994b: 366)

This, surely, would be progress in geography.
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THE PLACE OF ETHICS

The modemist ideals of universal democracy and
justice realized through legislative régimes centered on
individual rights have been the subject of sustained
feminist and environmentalist critiques, reinvigorating
political and philosophical interest in the question of
ethics. Feminist writing has focused on deconstructing
the discourse of rights, highlighting the gendered (and
racialized) character of the autonomous self configured
as rights-bearing citizen of a sovereign state (Cornell,
1985). By contrast, environmentalist work has centered
on extending the political and discursive economy of
rights to nonhuman beings; challenging established
concepts of personhood and subject status (Callicott,
1979). These efforts share parallel concerns to establish
relational, as opposed to individual, understandings
of ethical agency and to recognize the significance of
embodied, as against abstract, capacities in shaping
ethical competence and considerability. Such concerns
highlight the power of the geographical imaginaries
of traditional ethical discourses and the difficulties of
disrupting the entrenched cartographies of the nation,
the neighborhood, and the individual in fashioning new
possibilities for ethical community.

In this paper I explore what are, I think, creative
tensions between feminist and environmentalist efforts
to empower those eclipsed in orthodox ethical
discourse, particularly at the embattled frontiers of the
so-called “natural law” and “social contract” traditions.
[ trace some of the ways in which the conceptual and
institutional parameters of notions of self (citizen),

central to feminist concerns, intersect with those
associated with notions of subject (person) at the
heart of environmentalist concerns. In both cases,
although for different reasons, I argue that dilemmas
encountered by these attempts to construct alternative
ethical orderings are intimately bound up with their
adherence to what Latour has called the “purification”
of nature and society as “distinct ontological zones”
(1993: 10). This leads me to suggest a number of
consequences for instituting a relational understanding
of political and moral agency which centers on a
recognition of the social embodiment and environ-
mental embeddedness of the (re)configuration of
“individuals” and “communities.” In so doing, I aim to
highlight the importance of corporeality and hybridity as
concepts for rethinking the place of ethics.

Ethical discourse has conventionally been framed in
terms of an opposition between natural law and social
contract traditions, centered on competing accounts
ofthe primacy of “human nature” as against civic order
as the foundational claim to ethical competence and
considerability (Poole, 1991). Commonly misunder-
stood as some kind of unchanging normative code
inscribed in the heavens or the genes, natural law
theories evoke the capacity for reason as the definitive
basis of a distinctively human ethical standing. Early
modern reinterpretations of a classical legacy, notably
in the work of Locke, shifted accounts of this
distinctively human capacity from the evocation of a
“common good”—the cluster of obligations generated
by the patterns of interdependence in human social
life—to that of an “individual good”—the result of
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voluntary transactions between independent agents.
The most important implication of this shift was to
elevate the “moral significance of the separateness of
persons” (Buckle, 1991: 168).

The emergence of the individual as axiomatic of
modern society is inscribed in legal, political, and
religious institutions and discourses. Since Kant, this
founding figure of the autonomous self has been most
strongly associated with the social contract tradi-
tion of ethics (Kymlicka, 1991). However, it is worth
emphasizing that it is less the significance accorded to
this figure that marks out the social contract tradition
than the resolution it reaches for the social regulation
of such individuals. Natural law resolutions rely on
some underlying uniformities (of reasonableness)
that can sustain the idea of universal (natural) human
goods and values. Social contract resolutions rest on
particular social institutions of contract (market) and
rights (law) as the basis for establishing universal
(impartial) “laws of reason” as the precondition of
ethical agency.

Contemporary elaborations of these debates can be
seen in the philosophical and legal dilemmas of
squaring claims to human rights with claims to civil
rights. The one represents a species claim to the
possession of reasoning faculties as the basis for the
universal ethical considerability of individuals by virtue
of their constitution as human beings: the other, a
political claim to the possession of reasoning faculties
as the basis for the ethical considerability of indivi-
duals by virtue of their constitution as civic persons
(McHugh, 1992). Historical changes in the legal
encoding of such claims underline the unstable and
disputed social meaning of both “human” and “person”
as ethical subjects, for example in the treatment of
women and non-European peoples; instabilities which
persist, also marking the unborn, children, and those
deemed mentally “unfit”. Despite these dilemmas, the
figure of the Cartesian individual as an atomistic,
presocial vessel of abstract reason and will con-
tinues to dominate contemporary ethical accounts.?
Contingent moral commitments and norms associated
with a particular individual’s “life” context evaporate
in the white heat of “enlightened self-interest.” Ethical
agency becomes cast in terms of the impartial and
universal enactment of instrumental reason, institu-
tionalized as a contractual polity of like individuals.?
Such accounts of ethical agency rely upon spatially
and temporally fixed conceptions of individual and
collective social being—the sovereignty of self and

state—etched in the cartographies of the citizen and
the nation. Ironically, as Poole (1991) suggests, insofar
as the modern world revolves around the auton-
omous self, it has also destroyed the conditions of
its autonomy, reducing community to an infinitely
expanded network of market interactions.

The commoditization of social (and environmental)
relations has disrupted this configuration of political
and ethical community on two fronts. First, it has done
so by eroding the territorialized authority of the nation-
state to govern increasingly global networks and
mobilities of people and goods. Ethical communities
bounded by national borders have become unsus-
tainable because “the nation state is no longer able to
resolve the contradictions between citizenship and
humanity through claims to absolute authority”
(Walker, 1991: 256). Second, the expansion of market
relations has also undermined the personalized
jurisdiction of the individual citizen over a coherent
domain of the self (Giddens, 1991). As Haraway has
observed,

the proper state for a western person is to have
ownership of the self, to have and hold a core
identity, as if it were a possession . .. Not to have
property of the self is not to be a subject and so not
to have agency.

(Haraway, 1991: 135)

However, this private domain of the rights-bearing
citizen has long been exposed as masculine in
conception. This has translated at different time-places
into the dispossession of women, poor, and black
people of political and ethical agency in their own right,
through their “contractual” guises as wives, servants,
and slaves (Pateman, 1989).4 Moreover, this extended
domain of the patriarchal self underpinning effective
citizenship, the domain of the family and household,
has itselfbecome increasingly friable (Gobetti, 1992). In
short, the disruption of this configuration of political
and ethic community is centered on the instability of'its
spatial encoding as distinct realms of public and private
(civic and domestic) competence, and the reordering
of these competences by the invasive institutions of
market and governance.

Recent work in the field of political philosophy
is dominated by two divergent responses to the
limitations of the liberal conception of political and
ethical community sketched above.’ One echoes a
long-standing communitarian tradition which pre-



dicates the capacity to participate as ethically and
politically competent subjects on the material satis-
faction of basic human needs. As Porter has put it:

A concern for persons in their own right is not
possible where the primacy of rights relies on an
atomist conception of the self-sufficient individual.
This notion maintains that human capacities need
no particular social context in which to develop and
hence is not attached to other normative principles
concerning what is good for humans or conducive
to their development.

(Porter, 1991: 127)

The more sophisticated communitarian accounts
elaborated by political philosophers such as Sandel and
Macintyre appeal to an intersubjective conception
of the self as the basis of ethical agency. This concep-
tion centers on qualifying the absolute distinction
between self and other associated with the figure of the
sovereign individual “by allowing that, in certain moral
circumstances, the relevant description of the self may
embrace more than a single empirically-individuated
human being” (Sandel, 1982: 79-80). This set of
responses has become politically influential, with so-
called “new communitarianism” coloring the rhetoric
of conventional political opponents of free market
liberalism, such as Blair’s “New Labour” Party in Britain
and Clinton’s Democratic administration in the USA. In
its concern with the material preconditions of a full
human life, this perspective reengages with natural
law arguments that ethical considerability precedes
formal rights, requiring answers to the question “rights
for what?” At the same time it readmits, in a limited
way, nonhuman figures to the landscape of ethical
community, as necessary material “resources” to ser-
vice basic human needs. The environmental implica-
tions of this “new communitarian” perspective are
rehearsed in US Vice President Al Gore’s populist
manifesto Earth in Balance, in which he argues that

We have tilted so far toward individual rights and so
far away from any sense of obligation that it is now
difficult to muster an adequate defense of any rights
vested in the community at large or in the nation—
much less rights properly vested in all humankind.

(Gore, 1992: 278)

A second response to contemporary dilemmas in
the conception and practice of ethical community is
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that associated with a broader critique of the founda-
tional coordinates of Modern society identified with
“postmodernism” (Squires, 1993). Such critiques center
on a radical deconstruction of the twin sovereignties of
selfand state. Here “the individual” is transformed into
a site of heterogeneous and multiple identities which
become performative resources in the creative
enactment of new and “liberating” subject positions.
Amongst the more sustained explorations of this
postmodernist interpretation of political and ethical
agency is Laclau and Mouffe’s project of “radical
democracy” characterized as “a polyphony of voices,
each of which constructs its own irreducible discursive
identity” (1985: 191). Far from breaking with the
primacy of the individual as a foundational social unit,
this approach inverts the Cartesian subject, replacing
abstract reason with abstract desire as definitive of
(human) social agency. It shifts the ground of ethical
and political community from conventional practices
of contract between universally equivalent agents to
communicative practices of dialogue between radically
different agents.® The biographing individual evoked in
this postmodern vision liberates the possibilities of
ethical community from the involuntary associations
of birth or proximity, but it does so by obscuring the
conditionality of dialogic engagement in terms of the
mundane business of /iving.

The tensions between contractarian and natural
law theories of ethical competence and considera-
bility mark ongoing dilemmas over the relationship
between social rationality and human mortality. The
reified figure of the autonomous individual represents
a cipher of abstract reason which inscribes the binaries
of mind-body, self-other, subject—object onto the
very possibility of ethical agency in Modern society.
Recent critiques from communitarian and post-
modernist positions open up new possibilities but are
less radical departures than they sometimes appear.
Communitarian approaches reassert the situatedness of
the individual and point to the intersubjective con-
stitution of ethical agency. However, they tend to do so
by invoking highly conservative configurations of
community, such as the family, the neighborhood, and
the nation, without examining the power relations they
enact. Moreover, this “situatedness” is predominantly
defined in terms of social (human) relations. Where
they are addressed at all, environmental (nonhuman)
relations are treated as passive contextual extensions
of human well-being. By contrast, a postmodernist
insistence on the radical instability of the individual,
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divested of material fabric or context, tends to evoke
highly disembodied, as well as disembedded, social
agents (Levin, 1985; O’Neill, 1985; Pile and Thrift,
1995). In a world populated by such amorphous figures,
constituted from cognitive and linguistic possibilities
unshackled by the corporeal baggage of living, “the
question of what human be-ing is” (Porter, 1991: 16)
becomes unspeakable.

Emerging at the confluence of these various en-
counters with the intellectual and practical dilemmas
of ethical agency is a recognition of formal justice as a
derivative of some substantive moral propositions and
ethical claims. Increasingly, this has been accompanied
by a creative reengagement with ideas of human nature
not in terms of any substance or essence of humanity,
but in terms of the predicament of finitude, the inherent
decay and mortality of all living beings. As Cornell has
put it, only “by coming to terms with finitude can we
gain the humility necessary to overcome the hubris of
individualism” (1985: 338). Bauman’s exploration of the
ethical implications of mortality (1992), Giddens notion
of “life polities” (1991), and Beck’s account of “risk
society” (1992) all exemplify the renewed interest in
corporeal being for understanding ethical competence
and considerability. Exploring issues such as the legal
determination of the status and rights of the “unborn”
fetus and the medical certification of the condition of
death, these writers suggest that the more reflexively
we “make ourselves” as persons the more significant
bodily awareness becomes, heightening the sense of
shared mortality as a mode of political association and
ethical recognition. As a recent issue of this journal [i.e.
Environment and Planning D: Society and Space] has
illustrated, such efforts are echoed in popular concerns
and everyday struggles which mobilize connectivities
between environmental degradation, animal rights,
human health, and scientific expertise (Wolch and
Emel, 1995). These concerns are perhaps most
graphically illustrated in the current political, economic,
and animal carnage associated with bovine spongiform
encephalopathy (BSE), so-called “mad cow disease”,
and its human form, Creutzfeldt—Jakob disease (CJD),
in Britain.

But these themes have been taken up most
persistently and powerfully by those most excluded
from the humanist and masculinist presumptions of
an abstracted world of equivalent moral agents,
most notably in feminist and environmentalist cri-
tiques. These critiques center on concerns with the
embodiment of difference and rationality and with

the ethical significance of nonhuman life-forms and
processes, respectively. In the next section I draw
out what [ see as key insights and tensions in these
alternative discourses for the elaboration of a more
relational understanding of ethical competence,
before moving on to consider some of their spatial
implications for the reconfiguration of ethical
community.

FEMINIST ETHICS: THE EMBODIMENT
OF CARE?

When identities become pure, exclusive, innocent, the
potential for diverse and democratic collectivities is
threatened. We are all others of invention, otherness
should not be reified but used as one fertile resource of
feminist solidarity.

(Caraway, 1992: 1)

The celebration of difference in postmodern theories
has been highly influential, but also hotly contested,
in feminist political thinking over recent years. A
number of writers (for example Ebert, 1991; Hennessy,
1993) distinguish between two very different clusters
of feminist engagements with this issue. The first,
identified as /ludic postmodernism, seeks to disrupt
naturalized conceptions of identity as a model for
political practice and locates the politics of difference
in the discursive play of imagined possibilities in a
theater of volatile subject positions (exemplified by
the work of Mouffe, Young, and Flax). The second,
identified as resistance postmodernism, locates the
politics of difference not as the effect of rhetorical or
textual strategies, but as the effect of social struggles
which ground the meanings contested in such
strategies in the materialities of everyday living
(exemplified by the work of Benhabib, Cornell, and
Grosz). Although the distinction between these feminist
accounts of a politics of difference is overdrawn and
even somewhat caricatured, it points up an important
area of dispute about how difference (that is, the
relationbetween “self and “other”) and its political (and
ethical) import are to be understood (Braidotti, 1992).
Echoing tensions in Nietzsche’s writing, Diprose
outlines the parameters of this dispute in terms of
whether we are more likely to “find our-selves” by
looking inwards in an autonomous project of creative
self-fabrication, or by looking outwards to our effects
and relations with others which configure our place in
the world (1994: 87).



The first of these approaches employs individualist
theories of difference, or what Kruks has called “an
epistemology of provenance” (1995: 4), to fashion self-
exploration as a political process in its own right
while relying on an unspoken normative claim to the
ethical equivalence of all “subject positions” in this pri-
vatized polity. Collective claims to political agency
and ethical considerability tend to be looked upon
askance, as intrinsically “antidifference” (for example,
see Young, 1989). This leaves feminism as a political
project precariously positioned by what Anderson
calls the “double gesture” of simultaneously asserting
the theoretical universalism of decentered subjectivity
whilst resorting to the practical lie of strategic essen-
tialism to secure a space for women to identify
common cause at all. Ironically, as she points out,

the idea of subject-positions ... precludes the
possibility of an intersubjective perspective that
would define the human subject not as purely
autonomous and self-present, nor as a mere place
on intersecting grids, but as constituted through its
ongoing relations to others.

(Anderson, 1992: 78)

It is the second of the feminist encounters with
postmodern theories which is the more suggestive to
me as a means of negotiating the impasse of indivi-
dualism in reconstructions of ethical community. It
centers on a notion of difference in relation, as inter-
subjectively constituted in the context of always/
already existing configurations of self and community.
In place of abstract or cognitive criteria, these always/
already existing configurations of self and community
are “defined by contingent and particular social
attachments whose moral force consists partly in the
fact that living by them is inseparable from under-
standing ourselves as the particular persons we are”
(Friedman, 1989: 278). This approach to ethical and
political community shares poststructuralist suspi-
cions of the liberal ambition of value homogeneity
but remains committed to a practice of participatory
communalism enacted through particular economic,
political, scientific, and civic orderings which condition
individual capacities and arenas for action. As a femin-
ist enterprise, it represents an attempt to understand
the discursive construction of “woman” across multiple
modalities of difference by adopting a problematic that
can trace the connections between discursive practices
and the exploitative social orderings of meaning, being,
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and struggle which permit and encode them (hooks,
1990).

The ethical dimensions of this approach are best
captured in Benhabib’s distinction between generalized
and concrete others (1987). The generalized other
stands for a universal principle of equal considera-
bility in the right to be heard, to participate, to make a
difference. The concrete other stands for more
immediately realized ethical principles—of care,
friendship, intimacy, solidarity, and empathy—which
involve practical, though often asymmetrical,
enactments of responsibility. However, Benhabib’s
elaboration of this intersubjective conception of ethical
agency reproduces the Habermasian error of accord-
ing a privileged status to the abstract qualities of
rationality and language in the theory of “communi-
cative action.” More recently, Kruks has articulated an
important step towards a more situated and practical
approach to understanding ethical intersubjectivity
which draws on Sartre’s notion of dialectical reason.
This approach

begins from the situation of an embodied and
practically engaged self, ... from what human
beings do in the world . . . so as to rediscover the
totality of [her/his] practical bonds with others.
(Kruks, 1995: 11-12)

Although this conception of a materially situated self
has wider significance for the reconfiguration of ethical
community, which [ shall return to later in my con-
sideration of environmental ethics, here [ want to
pursue two persistent themes in feminist ethical
thinking with which it resonates most suggestively.
These are the interconnected issues of corporeality
(by which [ mean both the finitude and embodiment
of living being) and the praxis of care.

Feminist concerns with the material situatedness of
social identity and of the particularity of sexed being
have impelled a sustained consideration of the politics
of embodiment and, more broadly, of what [ have
called the corporeality of living being. These concerns
have centered on the specificities of women'’s experi-
ences as (potential) childbearers, the objectification
of women'’s bodies, and the cultural politics of the
pejorative signification of “woman” as animal, natural,
carnal. This is difficult terrain for feminists, with the
specter of essentialism menacing any consideration
of corporeal being in relation to gender and sexual
identity. But there is a growing realization that “to
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separate the feminine from female morphology is
misguided theoretically and politically even in strategic
contexts” (Gross, 1986: 136). The concept of difference
in relation requires a “theory of the flesh” (Moraga and
Anzaldua, 1981: 23) to elaborate an understanding of
individual, collective, and group being as situated in
webs of connection that are “practice-inert” as well as
discursive, embodied as well as cognitive. Grosz’s
elaboration of a “corporeal feminism” (1989, 1994)
provides perhaps the most sustained attempt to
articulate such a “theory of the flesh.”” She builds on
[rigaray’s understanding of difference as being always
inscribed upon the experiences of the sexed body:

[ want to go back to the natural material which
makes up our bodies, in which our lives and
environment are grounded . . . a latent materiality
which our so-called human theories . . . move away
from [and] progress through . .. with a language
which forgets the matter it designates and through
which it speaks.

(Irigaray, 1986, quoted in Grosz, 1989: 172)

Here, the body is considered not as the passive
container of social being but as a living assemblage of
biological materials and processes which both register
and orient our senses of the world. Although always
configured through particular social orders of meaning,
technology, and practice, these corporeal properties
are no less conditional of the very capacities of cog-
nition and communication that mark the abstracted
ideals of individual autonomy and human distinctive-
ness. As Grosz goes on to suggest in her more recent
work (1994) such an understanding of the body
undermines the political myth of self-authorship and
the privileged ethical status of humans as cognitive,
communicative subjects.

A second theme in feminist ethics that is particularly
pertinent to the elaboration of an intersubjective
conception of the situated selfis the praxis of care. This
builds on the contention that feminisms can only move
beyond “the impasse of (in)difference” (Probyn, 1993)
by simultaneously articulating questions of “who am
[?7” with those of “who is she?” This ethical incarnation
of “difference in relation” derives from a number of
impulses in feminist work other than philosophy,
particularly from psychoanalytic feminism (Meyers,
1994). A major stimulus was the empirical work of
psychologist Gilligan (1982), who reported a marked
tendency for women to articulate more relational

senses of self and stronger senses of responsibility for
connected others than do men—what she called a
“different ethical voice” from that institutionalized in
conventional justice. The recognition and enacting of
these relational senses of self and responsibility
constitute what has become known as the “feminist
care ethic.” Although much debated, it centers on a
concern with ethical praxis and the practical connec-
tivities which secure the well-being of those least
mobile and most vulnerable, not as discursive subject
positions, but as mortal others-in-relation such as the
hungry, the sick, and the abused (Lovibond, 1994).
This understanding of ethical agency and com-
munity recognizes a bodily intentionality to human
existence and social life that knits together multiple and
apparently fragmentary collective identities, each of
which is itself the outcome of a multiplicity of prior and
present praxes (Kruks, 1995, page 15).2 Although such
an understanding certainly helps to substantiate an
appreciation of the ineluctable embodiment of inter-
subjective being, it is restricted purely to human being
disembedded from webs of connection with other life-
forms and processes. It is here that environmental
ethics promises to make an important contribution.

ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS:
(RE)CONSIDERING OTHERS

the multiplicity of living organisms retain, ultimately, their

peculiar, if ephemeral, characters and identities but they

are systemically integrated and mutually defining.
(Callicott, 1989: 111)

In contrast to much feminist work, environmen-
talists have invested considerable energies in trying to
extend the ethical domain of the autonomous self,
as a bearer of social rights, beyond the human.® This
has taken shape in one of two ways. The first, which
might be termed moral extensionism and is associated
with long-standing concerns over animal rights,
transports the liberal figure of the rights-bearing
individual wholesale to a range of nonhuman creatures.
These extensions are made either on the criterion of
intelligence in the form of reasoning and linguistic
capacities, which is usually restricted to primates and
cetaceous mammals, or of sentience, a more inclu-
sive criterion centered on the capacity to suffer or
experience pain, which covers all mammals with a
central nervous system. Informed by new perspectives



in animal biology and psychology, particularly primate
cognition, this approach culminates in the proposal
of a “subject-of-life” criterion for extending ethical
standing to all animate beings (Regan and Singer,
1989). Such approaches build on mainstream utilitarian
or Kantian ethical arguments and are open to the
critiques of liberal individualism rehearsed above (see
Benton, 1993).

A second approach, broadly aligned with deep
ecological perspectives and informed by Gaian
organicism, has involved the elaboration of various
notions of expanded human consciousness to encompass
a recognition of our embeddedness in constitutive
relations with the nonhuman world. These efforts do
not restrict the extension of ethical standing to animate
organisms but include vegetal and inanimate ele-
ments and processes under the collective term of earth
others (Bigwood, 1993). This wider ethical compass
frequently relies upon the evocation of a spiritual
dimension to “being in the world” which resonates
uneasily with the intellectual register of the academy.
Prominent examples of this approach include
Mathews’s concept of the “ecological self” (1991),
Naess’s notion of “self-actualisation” (1989), and Fox’s
idea of the “transpersonal self” (1990). In a sustained
critique of these approaches, Plumwood has identified
such concepts with what she calls the “imperialism of
the self” (1993). As attempts to construct an inter-
subjective conception of ethical agency, they are
flawed by a colonizing humanism which subsumes the
ethical considerability of nonhuman organisms into the
conception of human being, denying them subject
status in their own right. This highlights a key dilemma
for environmental ethics. Feminist difficulties with the
privileged status of cognitive and linguistic compe-
tences in fashioning the ethical subject are amplified
for environmentalists whose constituency consists of
subjects without (intelligible) voices, a constituency of
nonpersons more resolutely excluded from the status
of ethical subjects than any human.

This dilemma has stimulated an important develop-
ment in recent work on environmental ethics. Picking
up Kruk’s insistence on a materially situated, practically
engaged self as the embodiment of an intersubjective
understanding of ethical agency, this work has begun
(re)exploring a dialogical understanding of relations
between the self and the world centered on the
corporeal immersion of humans in the biosphere. This
conceptualization of intersubjectivity recognizes
humans as
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beings thoroughly entwined with an extralinguistic
world . . . [and that] to deny this entwinement is to
bind ourselves to a quest for an abstract and empty
sovereignty that destroys the world and is self-
defeating.

(Coles, 1993: 231)

Like feminist evocations of a “theory of the flesh,”
some of these explorations draw inspiration from
traditions of dialectical reasoning, such as that of
Adorno (Coles, 1993), and of phenomenology, par-
ticularly that of Merleau-Ponty (Abram, 1988). They
simultaneously emphasize the corporeal embedded-
ness of cognitive processes in the visceral dynamics of
brain, eye, skin, etc., and the configuration of human
well-being and interdependence with that of other
living beings. Arguably it has been feminist environ-
mentalists, particularly those writing from postcolonial
perspectives (Mohanty et al., 1991), who have done
most to transform these ideas into an ethical praxis
in the form of a “politicized ecological care ethic”
(Donovan, 1993). This translates the recognition of
webs of connectivity between the livelihood practices
and cultural values of particularly situated human
actors (collective and individual) and the life-habits and
relationships of other biotic agents into acknowledged
responsibilities, both in the sense of caring about
“generalized others” and caring for “concrete others”
(Curtin, 1991; King, 1991). A good example is the global
actor network DAWN (Development with Women
working for a New Era) which, since 1984, has sought
to articulate material connectivities between environ-
mental, livelihood, and health issues and the centrality
of “third world” women in this nexus (Braidotti et al.,
1994).

The feminist and environmentalist approaches
outlined in this section are each ongoing and contested
discourses which inform, and are informed by, a wide
variety of political practices. My treatment of them
has been necessarily highly selective. The main con-
tributions which I would attribute to the particular
threads of feminist and environmentalist ethics I
have traced are their various attempts to substantiate
a corporeal conception of the situatedness of ethical
agency and the extralinguistic connectivities of ethical
community. Moreover, they are suggestive of spatial
imaginaries of ethical community which do not
replicate the bimodal geographies of public—private
morality. Equally, however, these approaches share
shortcomings which are important in terms of my
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broader argument. Even amidst the talk of inter-
subjectivity, embodiment, and embeddedness the
categories “human” and “nonhuman” remain unprob-
lematic both in themselves and as an encoding of
society and nature as discrete, if subsequently
reconnected, terrains. Moreover, although the distinc-
tion between general and concrete others is an
heuristic device which has no necessary spatial pre-
disposition, feminist and environmentalist care ethics
have tended in practice to map it simplistically onto
the geographical binaries of distance—proximity,
global-local, and outside—inside, for example in the
praxis of “bioregionalism” (Cheney, 1989) and “com-
munities of place” (Friedman, 1989). In the next section
of the paper I turn to consider the concept of hybridity
as a means of disrupting the polarization of “society”
and “nature” and to begin to explore some alternative
cartographies for a relational ethics.

HYBRID CARTOGRAPHIES OF
ETHICAL COMMUNITY

Evidence is building of a need for a theory of “difference”

whose geometries, paradigms and logics break out of

binaries . . . and nature/culture modes of any kind.
(Haraway, 1991: 129)

Bringing ideas of difference in relation, both in the
discursive and in the corporeal sense, to bear on the
question of political community has been most
extensively explored in the work of Haraway and
Latour in their elaboration of concepts of hybridity.
Haraway’s argument is that we “cannot not want”
something called humanity because nobody is self-
made, least of all humans (1992a: 64). But in order to
recuperate a progressive commitment to humanity as
a moral community the dualisms associated with
humanism have to be jettisoned. This requires a hybrid
concept of community which disrupts the purification
of culture and nature into distinct ontological zones,
onto which the binary of “human”-"nonhuman” is then
mapped. Haraway’s cyborg metaphor articulates a
political vision which appreciates the instability of
boundaries between human, animal, and machine and
their discursive and technological malleability, parti-
cularly in the hands of corporate science (1985).
Political agency and community emerge from this
vision through “webs of connection” between situated
and partial knowing selves fashioned through “shared

conversations,” and what she calls “semiotic-material
technologies” which link meanings and bodies
(Haraway, 1991: 192). Ethical agency and community
likewise emerge as the performance of multiple lived
worlds, weaving threads of meaning and matter
through and between these “webs of connection.”

As with so many of Haraway’s provocative ideas,
what she means by semiotic-material technologies is
hard to fix. Her favorite examples are prosthetics,
genetics, and organ transplants in which particular
codified knowledges become stabilized as tech-
nological artifacts which, in turn, are grafted into and
mobilized by living beings. These examples tend to site
the dilemmas of hybrid subjectivity, and the cyborg
figure used to signify them, within an individuated
being—"a hybrid creature composed of organism and
machine” (Haraway, 1991: 1). There is a tension, then,
in Haraway’s account of the status and configuration of
her hybrid subject the cyborg. It is not clear whether,
as Kruks asks, these hybrid subjects stitch their own
parts together, in which case they become more
cohesive than Haraway wants to admit, or whether
this “stitching together” is better understood as an
operation taking place from without (Haraway, 1985:
9). If the first, then Haraway’s hybrid subject falls back
on an account of political and ethical agency which
privileges cognitive and discursive faculties in the
constitution of “knowing selves” (however partial or
unfinished the project of self-fabrication). If the second,
then it is not clear from Haraway's account just what it
is that connects diverse knowing selves together other
than the capacity for linguistic communication evoked
in her notion of “shared conversations.” In short,
although Haraway’s account of hybridity successfully
disrupts the purification of nature and society and
the relegation of “nonhumans” to a world of objects, it
is less helpful in trying to “flesh out” the “material”
dimensions of the practices and technologies of con-
nectivity that make the communicability of experience
across difference, and hence the constitution of ethical
community, possible. These dimensions require a
closer scrutiny of overlapping life-practices and cor-
poreal processes, for example those mediated by food,
energy, disease, birth, and death, than Haraway has so
far admitted.

In this context, I find Latour’s account of hybridity,
through the metaphor of the “hybrid network,” more
suggestive for elaborating a relational understanding
of ethical agency and community. The network
metaphor places greater emphasis on the multiple



agency of hybridity—the mobilization of animate,
mechanical, and discursive modalities of being within
and between differently configured actants. Such
networks not only connect pregiven individual entities
but shape the possibilities for individuality. Moreover,
Latour is explicit about the implications of this
interpretation of hybridity for the reordering of ethical
community. Hybrid networks, he argues, force us to

take into account the objects that are no more the
arbitrary stakes of [human] desire alone than they
are the simple receptacle of our mental categories.

(Latour, 1993: 117)

The intersubjective understanding of hybridity
articulated in the metaphor of networks disrupts the
opposition between objects and subjects prescribed
by an ethics centered on instrumental reason and
its encoding in the purified domains of “Nature” and
“Society.” Instead, a multitude of mediators, what
Latour calls “nature—culture collectives,” are exposed,
built with raw materials made out of “poor humans and
humble nonhumans” (1993: 115). It is these collectives
which constitute the topography of political and ethical
community, communities which are ever lengthening
aslarger and larger numbers of nonhumans are enlisted
by the technologies of science, governance, and market
into networks that are increasingly global in reach.
But Latour insists that such networks are by no means
comprehensive or systematic. They are “connected
lines, not surfaces, points of view on networks that are
by nature neither local nor global” (Latour, 1993: 120).
Instead, hybrid networks are conceived as occupying
narrow lines of force that allow us to pass with
continuity from the local to the global, from the human
to the nonhuman, through partial and unstable order-
ings of numerous practices, instruments, documents,
and bodies.

Though by no means unproblematic, Latour’s
notion of hybridity as networks of nature—culture
collectives seems to me to breach the impasse of
individualist ethics at a number of key points. First, it
releases “nature” and nonhuman beings from their
relegation to the status of objects with no ethical
standing in the human pursuit of individual self-interest,
without resorting to the extension of this liberal
conception of ethical agency to other animals. Second,
it substantiates an intersubjective understanding of
ethical agency and community by which the corporeal
connectivities between differently constituted actants
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canbe traced in particular material circumstances and
specified cases. And finally, it liberates the geographical
imaginary of ethical community from the territorialized
spaces of the embodied individual, the local neigh-
borhood, and the nation-state, to trace the threads
of ethical considerability through more dynamic,
unstable, and performed spatial orderings of flow,
mobility, and synthesis (see Shields, 1992).

[ want to illustrate these themes briefly through the
example of food, which represents one of the most
pervasive corporeal mediators of hybrid communities
spanning differently situated people, artifacts, biotic
complexes, and practices (Lupton, 1996). As Atkinson
has remarked, “Food is a liminal substance . . . bridging
... nature and culture, the human and the natural, the
outside and the inside” (1983: 11). The transformation
of human food-production and food-consumption
processes has involved the proliferation of hybrids,
through the genetic engineering of plants and animals,
and the pollution of biotic networks, through the release
of synthetic chemical waste and the absorption of
hormonal and chemical additives into the bodies and
organs of producers and consumers of agrofood goods.
The material and discursive economies of these hybrid
networks connect the life-practices of human food-
consumers and food-producers with those of other
animals, plants, and environments over considerable
distances. The ethical connectivities between actants
at one location in the network and those at other
locations are no less intimate or immediate for the
physical distance or lack of proximate knowledge
involved. Figure 7.1 traces in a simplified way the
corporeal contours of ethical community for one hybrid
network constituted through the fluid geographies
of milk.

The figure illustrates the transfigurations of milk in
animal (including human) bodies, variously inscribed
by hormonal, genetic, and chemical treatments, and
in biophysical spaces, such as in the form of nitrate
runoff into river catchment areas. It highlights the
myriad ways in which the connectivities between
people, variously situated in the social organization of
milk production and consumption, are fashioned
in and through animals, habitats, and technologies,
whose presence is integral to recognizing ethical
community. Such a recognition informs numerous
ethical practices, for example those manifested in
alternative food networks which enact more equitable
relations between producers and consumers, based on
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