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THOUGHTS ON
ANTICAPITALIST
ACTIVISM

imagining a way beyond
revolution or reform

In the fall of 1992, I was involved in the fight against the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Doing
that work, I felt a deep sense of frustration with my own
understanding of what it was we in the anti-NAFTA

movement were trying to accomplish. The direct objec-
live was clear: we were trying to build a movement to defeat
NAFTA. But for those ol us in the left wing of that very heteroge-
neous movement, the broader objective was not so clear. NAFTA
needed to be defeated because it gave corporations increased rights
lor cross North American borders without systems of accountability.
NAITA is a corporate bill of rights that protects corporations from
the controls and limitations imposed by nation-states. Environmen-
il laws enacted in one country can be challenged by other nations
i unfair trade barriers. Tt provides a forum for US automakers to
luillenge the Canadian health care system as an unfair trade prac-
e, Overall, there are considerable direct negative implications for
sorking people and the environment.! I felt comfortable with the
rirow objective we had before us. But T was constantly nagged by
he madequacy of the form of practice I was engaged in. Would the
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defeat of NAFTA have added up to anything significant? Defeating
NATFTA would not have defeated capitalism, so what would we have
actually accomplished?

I have come to believe that this sense of inadequacy is partially a
result of the way that I and others have approached the question of
the meaning of our work., Why do so few people I know even talk
about doing anticapitalist work any more? Why does it seem almost
embarrassing to say that one is interested in getting rid of capitalism?
Surely part of the answer lies in the fact that we are living in a time
when we are losing many battles, both small and large.

But the problem is not a necessary result of the reality we are deal-
ing with. In trying to understand the meaning of anticapitalist work
taking place in the present moment, I feel myself falling into an abyss
that separates the different worlds T inhabit. On the one hand, T have
been very influenced by poststructuralist and feminist theory. The
theory T have read has had an enormous influence on how I think
about power, the relationship between ideas and the rest of reality,
and the contingent nature of the social world. Yet in the theoretical
literature there is surprisingly little helpful attention paid to capital-
ism. It is often either completely ignored as a significant category, or
the analysis of capitalism is not undertaken. Instead, capitalism is
taken as a force that structures much of our reality, without the ben-
efits of a poststructuralist interrogation of what it is and how it
works.* Rather, capitalism and the notion of a capitalist economy are
often taken as givens.

Another set of worlds T inhabit are those of radical activism. In
these worlds, capitalism is often taken to be one of the great prob-
lems of our times, but the notion that we might be able to do some-
thing in the present moment to challenge it is usually seen as naive.

People who still see themselves as anticapitalist rarely identify any of

the work they do as anticapitalist. [ have a sense that the inability to
identify concrete work done in the present as anticapitalist has to do

with some unquestioned assumptions buried deep in the culture of

the US Left. Many of the ideas that inform anticapitalist activism are
laced with a kind of macho triumphalism that poses our activities as
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either being of world historical importance, or completely insignili
cant, While most people in the US who see themselves as anticapi
talist are currently in deep despair about the possibility of over
throwing capitalisin any time soon, they seem to be holding on firmly
to the notion that capitalism is something to be overthrown all at
once or not at all. Sneering at reformism, they often hold on to the
dream of an anticapitalist revolution, even as that goal becomes
increasingly elusive, The problem with this for anticapitalist activism
is that, measured against the yardstick of an unattainable revolution,
all of our work seems completely insignificant,

Fifteen years ago this problem was not so setious for me nor for
many of us on the US Left. Working at that time with the Committee
in Solidarity with the People of El Salvador (CISPES), I believed that T
was participating in a global struggle to overthrow the capitalist sys-
tem through the accumulated force of a collection of national revolu-
tions. At the time, the ideas of global revolution and the overthrow
of capitalism helped to sustain the anticapitalist activities of thousands
of activists. The hopeful story we told ourselves about the connection
between our concrete day-to-day activities and the picture of a dra-
matic global struggle was enormously inspirational. By offering a
sense of meaning to our everyday activities, they allowed for the
development of an oppositional consciousness. But with the defeat
of the FMLN in El Salvador and the FSLN in Nicaragua, as well as the
[all of the Soviet block, this whole dream, which sustained and nur-
tured the oppositional imagination of much of the anticapitalist US
Left, collapsed.? Without it, anticapitalist work has been hard to sus-
tain. Indeed, it is even difficult to say what we mean by anticapitalist
work anymore.

The anticapitalist oppositional consciousness I am describing is not
the only form of oppositional consciousness operating on the US Left.
| have noticed how different the question of the meaning of activism
[boks in other movements, having recently participated in a variety of
siruggles, from an effort to establish a women’s studies program at
the community college where T teach to the fights to defeat Califor-
nia's anti-immigrant ballot initiative Proposition 187 and the move-
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partial, as one social constituent among many? What if we expelled

those conditions of existence-—for example, property law—that

have become absorbed within the conception of Capitalism and

allowed them their contradictory autonomy, to become conditions of

existence not only ol capitalism but of noncapitalism, to become

conditions of capitalism's nonexistence? ©

In this essay T would like to explore Gibson-Graham'’s questions in

light of my own questions about current organizational possibilities. It
is my belief that there is much exciting anticapitalist work going on in
A variety of social movements today. Because the analysis of capital-
ism that most of us on the Left operate with has the totalistic quality
that Gibson-Graham describes, it has been very hard for people, both
in and outside of these movements, to understand the significance of
contemporary forms of activism. [ believe that if we are able to
iethink some of the rhetorical traps in our current modes of concep-
lualizing capitalism, those of us who fight against it will be more
Inspired and focused in the work that we do. My hope is to encour-
upe forms of thought which will allow us to more readily give mean-
Iy to the victories we have. What I crave in my own anticapitalist
dtlivism is a sense of hope and accomplishment. I want to feel like
what I do matters in some way. Without a sense of a meaningful proj-
vl high levels of social activism are hard to sustain.

[n an attempt to reconstitute the utopian vision which allows us to
e Lhe significance of our daily activities and develop strategies that
ue cffective, I would like to look at three core aspects of the vision
sound which much contemporary anticapitalist thinking in the US is
Hiinized. T will explore issues related to the definition of capitalism,
e notion of an independent economy, and the notion that an econ-
Jiy can be overthrown through revolution. After exploring these
diee aspects of the dominant image of the overthrow of capitalism
Spniling on the US Left, I will explore the implications that a less rei-
Sl ipproach to capitalism would have for our understanding of the

solitical significance of work being done at the present moment.
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1. WHAT IS THIS THING CALLED
CAPITALISM THAT MUST
BE OVERTHROWN?

When 1 think about capitalism I think about women going blind in
factories in Malaysia, the expropriation of land from peasants in Mex-
ico, and oppressive political structures that do not allow for UniOI.I—
“sation. 1 think about my lack of time and the ways that my time is
structured, the lack of a locally controlled public sphere, and stu-
dents’ boring jobs. I also think about the absence of powerful social
mechanisms to control ecologically destructive practices.

When we ask ourselves how all of these unethical and destructive
practices are possible, we find many answers. Some have to do *&:&-‘ith
the legal structures of states. Some have to do with cultural practices
that embed as normative certain kinds of behavior. Some have to do
with the brute power of guns and the ability to use them to evict ot1'1.~
ers from land. For each of us anticapitalist thinkers, there are a vari-
ety of negative social processes that we associate with the label cap
itc‘zlism. In thinking of capitalism as a thing, we hope to unify thesr.u
negative aspects of our lives into a single enemy to be fought. But il
might be helpful, as J.K. Gibson-Graham suggests, to step back anl
allow our theoretical imaginations to look at how these problems are
complexly interrelated, without supposing from the outset that they
are related systematically. If we take this approach, we can see thal
there are many other social forces operating to cause these problems
besides capitalism. These other forces can sometimes be better un(lk-u
stood as results of sexism, racism, colonialism, as well as noncapital
ist class components, such as household and feudal class processcs
If we stop thinking of capitalism as a system with an intemal. causil
motor, we might be able to look more productively at the fhffm'x-m
aspects of the problems we are faced with and at the value of a widcl
variety of oppositional practices. By looking at the way that .the proh

lems we are faced with are constituted by a multiplicity of discourscs
we come to see capitalism as a part of what must be addressed rathc

than as an all-encompassing and all-creating monster.
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In her efforts to challenge the hegemony of the notion of capitalism
as all-encompassing, Gibson-Graham gives this analytic definition of
capitalism: “When individuals labor beyond what is necessary for their
own reproduction and the ‘surplus’ fruits of their labor are appropri-
ated by others (or themselves), and when that surplus is distributed to
its social destinations, then we may recognize the processes of class.”
A capitalist class process is characterized by “wage labor and the
appropriation of surplus value in the value form.”

This strategy opens up the possibility of seeing capitalism in less
all-encompassing terms than we have tended to. And vet, I wonder
why it is that capitalism has a tendency to appear so ubiquitous. At
least a partial answer lies in the problems inherent in the concept of
an econemy. There is something inherently viruslike about the status
of a capitalist economy. Because we are unable to see how the econ-
omy is related to other aspects of the'social world, we see economic
practices as simultaneously everywhere and nowhere,

2. IN FIGHTING CAPITALISM,
ARE WE FIGHTING A
CAPITALIST ECONOMY?

[n The Mirror of Production, Jean Baudrillard argues that Marx him-
sell got tripped up in his understanding of the nature of the economy
by not challenging thoroughly enough the categories presented to us
by capitalism.® Much of Marx’s critique, especially in Capital, is
intended to demonstrate how foolish the claims of political econo-
ists are with respect to the nature of the economy. Where political
cconomists such as Adam Smith write as if market relations grow nat-
urally out of free human interaction, Marx argued that there are spe-
tific political operations, such as the disempowerment of those with-
out capital, that make a capitalist market economy function.

Yet, Baudrillard argues, Marx himself became ensnared in the myth
he was trying to unveil when he argued that the basis of human exis-
lence was labor. “The system of pelitical economy does not produce
only the individual as labor power that is sold and exchanged: it pro-

iltices the very conception of labor power as the fundamental human
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potential”® Marx mistakenly took this artifact of a world constituted
as capitalist and accepted it as part of the human essence. Baudrillard
writes, “Man is not only quantitatively exploited as a productive force
by the system of capitalist political economy, but is also metaphysi-
cally overdetermined as a producer by the code of political economy.”
This has led Marxist political theorists to a critique of capitalism that
is incomplete. “Failing to conceive of a mode of social wealth other
than that founded on labor and production, Marxism no longer fur-
nishes in the long run a real alternative to capitalism."1?

The idea of the person as a worker is an artifact of a capitalist
world that separates some part of our existence and calls it economic.
As feminist anthropologists have been keen to point out, when we
look cross culturally, there is no clear set of practices which we can
say constitute the economic part of our realities. Once the economy
becomes constituted as an object, many people then call economic
those practices which have to do with production for a market. But is
the making of things at home for use any less economic than the
making of those same things for the market? Once we decide that we
will also label as economic activity other actions not geared toward
producing for a market we have opened a can of worms. Is playing
with children economic activity? Is praying? Once the limitations
imposed by defining economic activity as production for the market
are lifted, we are left with the problem of needing to include all
human activity, or none, in our definition. The notion that there is a
separate part of reality called the economy, and sets of activities
definable as economic, originates, both materially and ideologically,
with capitalism.

In a book very much influenced by the Marxist tradition, Karl
Polanyi explained the emergence of capitalism in a way that makes it
clear why critics of capitalism have had a difficult time with the ques
tion of the nature of the economy. In The Great Transformation,
Polanyi argues that at the time of the rise of capitalism, markets in
land and labor developed for the first time in European history.'!
These transformations were not the result of any inexorable move
ment of history; rather, they arose out of contingent historical trans
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formations.'? With these changes came the development of a sphere
of life, later called “the economy,” that was constituted out of the fab-
ric of social life. Capitalism can be seen as the name given to a soci-
cty in which a set of market relations, covering some very important
facets of life, are given relative autonomy.

Thus, “the economy” as a separate part of life is a creation of cap-
italism, and while it is important in understanding the operations of
capitalism to examine economic operations such as processes of cap-
ital accumulation, the circuits through which capital moves, and the
different forms of capitalism that exist in the contemporary world, it
also seems helpful to investigate the place in our world of the Very
notion of an economy. Because the notion of an autonomous econ-
omy developed in a world constituted as capitalist, we should be
very cautious in taking transformation of the economy as our task.
Rather, at least part of our goal should be to free society from eco-
nomics and to challenge the autonomy of economic practices.

The following description of multinational mining giant Freeport
McMoRan illustrates the sort of structure those of us wanting to fight
capitalism must confront:

Freeport is the picture of modern corporatism, heedless of country
or flag, ruthless in pursuit of profit. Across the globe its trail is
marked by despoiled lands, poisoned water, ruined lives—its
progress assured by a powerful nexus of forces. In Irian Jaya [the
name given West Papua by the Indonesian dictatorshipl, it is the
Indonesian military that guarantees Freeport's ability to do what it
wants. In America, where all the regulations on the books don't
threaten its standing as the nation's number one polluter, it is a
clutch of compliant politicians, zealous PR agents and hired academ-
ics. In Congress, where Freeport joins the assault on the Endangered
Species Act and wetlands protections, it is 4 multipronged lobbying
effort and a PAC that in the past decade has disbursed money to
three-fourths of the Senate and a quarter of the House.13

[Tow do we understand the existence of such a beast? How does it
tome to structure so much of the current social reality? How can it be
challenged? None of these questions seems helpfully addressed by
lboking at the economy as if it were a separate part of our lives.
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If we want to challenge formations such as Freeport it is helpful to
think of them as hybrids, as entities neither simply political nor eco-
nomic. In We Have Never Beernn Modern, Bruno Latour argues that
contemporary European society is built according to a constitution
that splits the world into nature and human society and uses different
strategies for understanding each.'* While Latour’s critique is intended
to specifically address problems around understanding science in a
modern context, his analysis can be appropriated here to help
develop an understanding of the vortex of confusion that exists in
radical attempts to critique and challenge the practices attributed to
capitalism. Writing about the split between nature and society, Latour
argues that central to the self-conception of modern society is the
idea that these realms are separate. And yet this separation is a mis-
representation of our reality. Latour delights in pointing out all of the
hybrids that proliferate in our world. He shows that much modern
thought is structured by our first purifying the object of analysis into
one of the two realms, then applying different methodologies to
members of each realm. He suggests that the understanding of many
things would be helped by allowing for the analysis of hybrids as
such. This is useful for the present discussion if we think of econom-
ics as one pole of a split forged by the modern constitution.

If we follow Latour’s insight, the first step would be to refrain from
supposing that the true reality of the corporation exists exclusively in
the economic realm. Tts existence cuts across our systemic categories.
The orthodox Marxist strategy of overthrowing capitalism could be
described as first purifying capitalism into the category “economic,’
then attempting to kill it with an opposed purified beast: the political
system. Perhaps the field of strategic possibilities would be opened
by a reconceptualization of the problems before us as hybrids.

3. SHOULD REVOLUTION BE
OUR GOAL?

The orthodox Marxist notion of political revolution, followed by an
economic revolution, begins to look very problematic in this context.

Latour writes,
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By means of the critical spirit, the moderns have invented at one
and the same time the total system, the total revolution to put an
end to the system, and the equally total failure to carry out that rev-
olution—a failure that leaves them in total postmodern despair! Tsn't
this the cause of many of the crimes with which we reproach our-
selves? . . . the critics have imagined that we were incapable of tin-
kering, reshuffling, crossbreeding and sorting. On the basis of the
fragile heterogeneous networks that collectives have always formed,
the critics have elaborated homogeneous totalities that could not be
touched unless they were totally revolutionized,

When we develop a simplistic notion of a system then we are left
with a theory of revalution that is also simplistic. The thing that we
are trying to change is not a structure that can be removed from the
social fabric. The practices that we feel compelled to criticize are
embedded complexly and heterogeneously in the totalities of our
lives. The problem with the concept of revolution as overthrow is that
it supposes that the problem is separable from other parts of our
lives. This leads us in two contradictory directions. On the one hand,
we often make the task of getting rid of capitalism seem easier than
it is. We see it as an autonomous part of reality that is separable and
therefore easily removed. On the other hand we often overestimate
the task. Capitalism is a system which underlics and generates so
much of our reality that it can never be beaten. Capitalism becomes,
in our oppositional consciousness, a monster that is the causal center
for everything, including efforts to oppose it.

The idea of the economy as a separable part of our lives developed
in the modern period of European history. The economy was created
as a set of practices distinct from other aspects of our lives. Yet this
aspect of reality maintains its separateness, to the limited extent that
it really is separate, through noneconomic practices. Although capi-
talism’s organic quality exists it is important to challenge its constitu-
tion as an organism. Part of the challenge is to make explicit the ways
in which the economy really is connected to other aspects of life (for
example, the ways that military force and legal systems are constantly
needed to allow for the so-called autonomy of the economy). We can
challenge destructive practices through pushing on these links. Per-
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haps we would be better off if we did not see the goal of anticapital-
ist struggle as overthrowing the economy in its independence, if we
did not try to replace a capitalist economy with a socialist economy,
but rather, if we tried to free human life from economics. As long as
we see control over the economy as the goal of anticapitalist eruggle.

we remain stuck in the capitalist paradigm.
4. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

In suggesting that we ahandon the concept of overthrowing the capi-
talist system through revolution, T am not suggesting that capitalism is
not a useful analytic category. Nor am T suggesting that the practices
which govern how our resources are wansformed and distributed
should not be radically transformed. Nor, finally, am 1 arguing that
practices which lead to transformation are €asy or safe. What I am sug-
gesting is that our understanding of these relationships has been seri-
ously obstructed by reification in our conceptualization of capitalism.

In “A Different Concept of the Private Sector, 4 Different Concep!
of the Public Sector,” Anibal Quijano argues that most attempts at eco
nomic transformation in recent years, especially in Latin America,

have been based on an understanding of the world puilt upon the
categories that capitalism offers us.1® On the one hand there are the

neoliberals who argue that we should allow for the free development
of the private sector. On the other hand are the statists who argue for
state control over the economy. Both traditional capitalist and tradi
tional socialist approaches to the economy take off from the consti
tution of the world as capitalist:

Basically, both sides work on the basis of the same assumptions and

the same categories: for both, “private” refers to the private sector as

it has been shaped by capitalist inferests, and “state” or “public”

cefers to the State-public facet of the private sector as defined in

those terms and is perhaps its rival, but not its opponent. For both

sides. the instrumental rationale turns back upon itself, creating a

vicious circle.!”

In the current setup, we have 4 public sphere that sometimes chul

lenges the private sphere, but in which both are permeated by 1l
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logics of instrumental rationality arising from a world influenced by
capitalism. Quijano then goes on to argue that we need to develop
a concept of the public that is not based on Lockean liberal princi-
ples. Instead we need to develop an understanding of “socially ori-
ented private activity.” We must foster forms of action which chal-
lenge the constitution of our world according to the logic of
instrumental rationality.

In recent years, progressive state-level economic development
schemes have largely failed in Latin America and Africa. Tt seems to
be the case that within the current reality, it is not possible, even if
you have “good people” running the state, to transform an economy
in 2 way that improves most people’s lives. Part of the reason for this
failure is that much of our approach to change has been based on a
naive idea of the autonomy of the economy. The economy cannot be
transformed without taking into account the whole socio-economic-
cultural-psychological reality that constitutes the economy.

Commenting on the failure of the schemes of the most well-
intentioned economists, Jos¢ Tavara writes,

We are thus left in the uncomfortable position, pretty familiar in aca-

demic circles, of allegedly knowing what strategic industrial policies

are required to improve the situation of the impoverished popula-

tion but lacking the environment that would make them viable and

the political will to carry them out. As this position does not lead us

anywhere, it is necessary to look elsewhere for inspiration and

direction.*®
Ile argues that a development strategy cannot be developed by eco-
lomic experts proposing reforms to the economy—even left-wing
vconomic experts. It would be more fruitful to look at the develop-
ment initiatives that have emerged from democratic processes. Efforts
10 transform material practices must be grounded in the complexities
ul the social totality. Rather than focusing on the economy as an
ubject of transformation, Tavara is interested in practices and forms of
Lipanization that are socioeconomic. He encourages us Lo shift our

ulention from the level of macroeconomic policy to the grassroots
evel,
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In discussing this, Tavara draws on the example of the community
of El Salvador in Lima, Peru, in which local organizing efforts led to
the development of a diversity of interlinked initiatives such as

communal kitchens, church groups, health-care workshops, women’s
groups, producers’ associations, an industrial park, and an active
democratically elected, local government. . . . The achievements of
El Salvador cannot be overemphasized. It now has 250,000 inhabi-
tants, living in relatively neat, self-constructed housing units. Almost
two hundred nursery, elementary, and secondary schools have been
built, mostly by community volunteers, and the rate of illiteracy has
been substantially reduced.’
Admitting that within this community, individualist profit-making
enterprises are still a part of the reality, Tdvara argues that the logic of
capital is interacting with logics of reciprocity and solidarity in ways
that are transformative. Because, he argues, capitalism cannot be sim-
ply eliminated, plucked from society as if it were external to it, our
best hope is to do work to encourage the development of institutions
and practices that make good, humane lives possible, building on the
links between these institutions whenever possible.?

In Sustainability and Justice, the environmental justice organiza-
tion Urban Habitat describes contemporary struggles in which peo-
ple are fighting the ability of those with capital to negatively affect
people’s lives.?! In one example, residents of Kettleman City, Cali-
fornia, organized and fought the placement of a toxic waste inciner-
ator in their community. Under the notion of an idealized, auton-
omous market economy, it has been supposed that the owners of the
toxic facility could act as they pleased in the community. By rejecting
the incinerator, the local residents are fighting the autonomy of those
with capital.

People in movements such as those described by Urban Habital
tend to be proud of their successes but circumspect in the claims they

make about the significance of their work. Rarely does one hear ol

such a fight conceptualized as part of the struggle against capitalism.
I would like to suggest that these examples, and thousands more like
them, are the ways that capitalism is being fought at the present
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moment. These practices are anticapitalist because they have the
effect of undercutting the ability of those with capital to act in Ways
that are destructive to our lives and the life of the planet.

Many people on the Left have been very cautious to present a
vision based on the positive effects of the small things we are doing.
Part of this caution is related to a very legitimate fear of the perni-
cious effects of liberalism on our thinking. My own understanding of
the distinction between a left analysis and a liberal one is that liber-
als often do not operate with a clear understanding of power rela-
tions. Many liberals, following in the footsteps of social-democratic
theorist Edward Bernstein, believe that power will devolve from the
capitalist class without a struggle.** But in fighting this specter of lib-
cralism, we have gone too far in the other direction, seeing any
claims to victory as naive. Indeed, our caution has led to a sense of
[ailure and despair that is so overwhelming it is paralyzing us.

In saying that we should claim as anticapitalist victories any suc-
cesses we have in fighting the autonomy of the economy, 1 do not
mean to imply that I think the fight against capitalism is an easy one
or that fights over control of resources and the transformation of social
practices will not likely be at times bloody. In fact, it seems to me that
the old Marxist model of class struggle is perfectly appropriate here.

If we focus our analysis of social change on the split between eco-

nomics and the rest of our lives, we can see the significance of a vari-

ely of initiatives that oppose robbery and human misery on a global
sale Through challenging these processes, we transform our
world. These local activities, combined with global fights against the
World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the US military
hegemony can change our realities considerably. More work needs to
be done to institutionalize the changes being fought for and to
tevelop the linkages between environmentally and culturally sustain-
ible practices. If we could replace the image of capitalism as a system
10 be overthrown with the image of a world shot through with a vari-
iy of practices and processes which are destructive to our lives, per-
liips we could see the ways in which much of the work that we are
oing right now challenges capitalism.

These practices
are anticapital
because they
vndercut the
ability of those
with capiftal to
in ways that ar
destructive to
our lives and
the life of the
planet.
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Looking back at the work I did in the movement to defeat NAFTA,
I recognize that 1 was engaged in an important (albeit failed) struggle
against capitalism. T also believe that the intellectual tools I was work-
ing with helped in many ways and hindered in others. The central
way that they interfered was by undermining my sense of the work’s
significance. I am not suggesting that thinking about capitalism in a
different way will eliminate it but rather that we need to do more of
what we have been doing and do it better. The clearer we are about
what we are doing and why, the more effective we will be. And if we
have a vision of how the small practices we are engaged in add up to
a broader strategy for transformation, we can be more sustained and

inspired by our work.

While 1 was working on this piece, the AFL-CIO announced a new

initiative to dedicate millions of dollars to grassroots organizing. |

think back on the fight against NAFTA and imagine what a difference

it would have made if we had been working with a labor movemen!
full of grassroots organizers, well trained and rooted in their commu

nities. We probably would have won that battle. A world full of these

struggles might not lead to a revolutionary overthrow of the capital
ist economy, but with victories in enough of them, the social fabri
will be radically enough transformed that we will no longer be in th

same world facing the same problems.

NOTES
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Hegemony and Soctalist Strategy is an important exception here, See 111
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1985).

8%}

81 . THOUGHTS ON ANTICAPITALIST ACTIVISM

3 Itake the term oppositi j :
tional imagination from Joa

e an Cocks, iti

tnation (New York: Routledge, 1989). e ot ma
4 JK. Gibson-Grs ¥ apitali :

oo raham, 7he End of Capitalism (4As We Kneu 1t): A Feminist Critigue

olitical Economy (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996) p. 252 e

5 Ibid., p. 251, -
6 Ihid,, p. 260.

Ibid. pp. 17, 18, 1 worry that the notion of sur,

omism that T will explore later

plus value arises aut of the econ-

in this ess: 7 i
this essay. For an excellent discussion of (he

) obl =M Of eco ¢ wp &
iste} SIM 1 Mal"}\l'iﬂ Va IL th Ory see “Scattere C{lld[l()n‘? on thy
I (S¥ mis; T e the Se attered S € e

uesti V- i i C
Question of Value," in Gayarti Chakravorty Spivak, fn Other Worlds: Essas ¢
Cultrral Politics (New York- Methuen, 1987) pp. 154-175 e
H :Iean Baudrillard, 7he Mirror of Production, trans M'u'kr P
Telos Press, 1975), o
Y Ibid, p. 31.
10 Ihid,, p. 29.
Il Karl Palanyi, 7#e Grear Transformation: The
Our Time (Boston: Beacon Press, 1944)

oster (St. Louis, MO:

Political and Economic Origins of

] o
12 T suspect that the transformation is closel
factors, including the rise of the sl
and the rise of Protestantism,

y related to a wide variety of historical
ave trade, the enclosure movement in England

1) Eyal Press, “Freeport-McMoRan at Home and Abroad.”
p. 125, .‘

1 Bruno Latour, We Have Never Bee

The Nation, ] uly 31, 1995,

o “rileis - 7 Modern, (rans. Catherine Porter (Cambridge, MA.
¢ ] ' Press, 1993). The term bybrid is a bi i :
. 4 it problematic as it iniplies
WO separate entities mixed : i ends. Wi
< together. This is clearly ha i
b e e : ¥ mot what Latour intends. What
D are aspects of reality that are forei i
g o atare forcibly turned into separate entirs
by certain compulsions in our cultura] systems e e
o Ihid., p. 126 .
0 Anibal Quij “A Differ:
" b(lguqano, A Different Concept of the Private Sector a Different Concept of
1¢ Public Sector: Notes for a Tati i : e
Notes 2 n America e, CEF ! :
" - can Debate,” CEPAL Review 35 (1988):
bk, p. 110,
W osé Tav, “Dev > i
‘, fvwa, Development Strategies in Latin America: Which Way Now?" in Cre
wiihe a Neww Wori . ‘ . e
I [_ ! LIJ. World Economy: Forces of Change and Plans Jor Action, ed. Gerald
wiein, Julie Grahg : iC : = '
’| J ‘1(‘ Graham, and Jessjca Nembhard (Philadelphia: Temple Universi
b b ey ; p. TIversity
” "Illl
W Ihicl, p. 400,

” Lirl e o . 7. .
fANIIT [Idbltdt. ﬁu.szatnﬂbilﬂ ¥ ﬂ?’l@v]ﬂg&'l?ﬂ'{?' A JME?SSQFE’ to the Pr 6.5‘16&’6’]’Ilf! Council Ot
e - 1 O

Wilainable Developn
ient (San Francisco: 1rh: s
1995) cisco: Urban Habitat/Earth Island

Institute,



22

23

82 o SOCIALIST REVIEW

Edward Bernstein, Erolfutionary Socialism, trans. Edith Harvey (New York:
Shocken Books, 1975).

This notion of capitalism as a system of rcbbery is borrowed from Ngugi Wa
‘Thiong'o. In Devil on the Cross, he does a wonderful job demystifying capitalism
by having his characters refer to capitalists as robbers and thieves and debate the
value of thievery for society (Suffolk, UK: Heinemann, 1988).

the indlj;
Mexican
nation
icdentity |y
center of
s aomel;
that in o
(O the wi
nation of
alism his
and lighlj
PrONGL
Free Tral
inclusitry o





