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BY NANCY HARTSOCK

Mary O'Brien with Angela Miles (top photograph) and

Somer Brodribb (lower photograph)

Mary O’Brien’s passing from the
scene of feminist theory has repre-
sented an important loss, especially
for those of us trying to make use of
Marxist male-stream dialectical theo-
ries. [t was very interesting to reread
The Politics of Reproduction with the
benefit of 18 more years of feminist
theory. The issues feminist theory as
a whole has been concerned with
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have changed with more recent
theorizingabout the importance
of differences among women,
and with the impact of post-
modernist and post-structural-
ist wotk. It is also true that the
relationship of feminist theory
to Marxist theory has been at-
tenuated since O’Brien wrote
(and indeed since I wrote my
essay on feminist standpoint
theory at about the same time).
It has certainly been said that
such theories are archaic and
mired with pitfalls that can
undermine our present con-
cerns.

But O’Brien’swork can still
make significant contribu-
tions to contemporary de-
bates. Her contributions lie
in three major areas: These
are 1) her reworking of Marx-
ist dialectics in light of the
contributions of Hegel and
Freud but with specifically
feminist goals in mind; 2) her
wotk on the nature/culture
divide and her still very per-
suasive argument that this fic-
titious division owes its power
to its connection with male
reproductive experience;' 3)
the connections she draws
between knowledge and
power, and the contention that there
are better and worse understandings
of the world and that these
understandings are connected to
material and historical existence.
Under the heading of both two and
three she puts forwardsan account of
gendered subjectivity that should be
taken account of by feminist theo-
rists who are today concerned with

Mary O'Brien’s Contributions to

issues of constituting feminist
subjectivities. It mustbe said that her
work bears the marks of its own
birth, meaning that it came out of a
different period with different ques-
tions at issue. In her work, there is
usually only talk of women and men,
(or even more foreign to U.S. femi-
nist academics, male and female)
whereas now we emphasize more of
the differences among women. The
effects of globalization and neoliberal-
ism are, today, complicating femi-
nist analyses which are less ambi-
tious burt no less important than the
sweeping account of reproductive
consciousness O’Brien produces.

Dialectics as methodological
resource

O’Brien concentrates on Marx’s
dialectics in detail, not to reproduce
his ideas but rather to “transcend
and revise hisown theoretical model”
(O’Brien 1981, 24). She is clear that
her use of Marx, Hegel, and Freud is
neither to claim their authority, nor
to apologize for their methods. Rather
she is engaged in a feminist analysis
with feminist questions which they
had ignored. While O’Brien is at-
tempting to transform the subject
matter of dialectical thinking (as a
project I have never been as explicit
about) she is also reworking its sub-
ject matter. She argues that “we can-
not analyze reproduction from the
standpoint of any existing theory”
since these “theories themselves are
products of male-stream thought”
(1981, 23).

I too have a number of problems
with Marx’s own theories, among
them 1) class understood centrally as
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Contemporary Feminist Theory

a relation among men is the only
division that counts; 2) the analysis is
fundamentally masculinist in that
workers’ wives and their labour are
presumed; 3) homosocial birth im-
ages mark the analysis in important
ways; 4) women come and go in the
analysis and are profoundly absent
from his account of the extraction of
surplusvalue—theheart of hisanaly-
sis; and 5) he is cleatly a nineteenth-
century Eurocentric writer who can
pay little attention to such contem-
porary concerns as environmental
issues and the rise of service indus-
tries.

But given these serious objections
why should I raise once again, in the
context of an appreciation of
O’Brien’s work, the importance of a
nineteenth-century European patri-
arch (or in her case patriarchs) for
late twentieth-century feminist
theory? Why Marx? Why now? The
fall of the Soviet state and the Berlin
Wall have occasioned a global cel-
ebration of the market, and of capi-
talism’s successes. Fredric Jameson
notes that for those who do not dis-
tinguish clearly between “Marxism
itselfasa mode of thought and analy-
sis, socialism asa political and societal
aim and vision, and Communism as
a historical movement” Marxism can
appear to be an embarrassing rem-
nant of the past (Jameson 14). And
certainly Teresa Ebert is right when
she suggests that “Under the pres-
sure of the dominant discourses of
Postmodernism, Marxism and his-
torical materialism are becoming lost
revolutionary knowledges for the
current generation of feminists”
(Ebert x). Still, even figures such as

Derrida argue, regarding The Com-
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Mary O'Brien and Frieda Forman

munist Manifesto, “I know of few
texts in the philosophical tradition,
perhaps none, whose lesson seemed
more urgent today” (Derrida qtd. in
Ebert x). I would add that in the
context of a capitalism which has
become truly global, and in within
which ever more of life is
commodified, much of Marx’s cri-
tique of capitalism remains very apt.?

I see Marx as an anti-Enlighten-
ment figure on balance although it
must be recognized that his relation-
ship to the Enlightenment and the
whole tradition of western political
thought is that of both the inheriting
sonand the rebellious son. Thus, his
account of the process of labour itself
canbeseen insexual/gendered terms:
Marx theorizes the relation of the
worker to his own activity as an alien
activity not belonging to him: “ac-
tivity as suffering, strength as weak-
ness, begetting asemasculating, ... self
estrangement” (Tucker 76 [empha-
sis mine]). Marx’s account of es-

tranged labour thus uses some of the
“second homosocial birth” images I
have found, as has O’Brien in ca-
nonical works in the history of west-
ern political thought. The point of
this second birth is to overcome the
defects of the first birth—a body
born from women—and to replace
it with a more durable and intellec-
tual/spiritual one.* Thus, for Marx,
the worker creates both himself and
the world, and herein lies both the
core of the problem and the poten-
tial solution. Feminist theory too
exists in an ambivalent relation to
the Enlightenment and the catego-
ries of knowledge generated during
this period. On the one hand, femi-
nist theorists sometimes argue for a
“me too” position to work for wom-
en’sinclusion in a number of societal
institutions (see Ferguson). On the
other hand, women as women have
never been the “subject” of Enlight-
enment/Liberal theory, so women’s
insistence on speaking at all troubles
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those theories (see, for example,
Eisenstein). (It is certainly my suspi-
cion that this, along with de-coloni-
zation, and struggles for recognition
by racial and ethnic groups, is one
reason why European and North
American theorists have lost hold of
some of their certainties.)

My own reading of Marx is one
that some have suggested is itself
postmodern. I, however, have much

Thinking about reproduction
as a dialectical process
marks an important step

forward. The idea that
what had been previously
categorized as “nature”
should rather he thought
as historical, material, and
understood in dialectical
terms provides an
important resource for
feminist theory.

in common with O’Brien’s reading/
transformation of dialectical think-
ing. I myself am greatly indebted to
Bertell Ollman’s (1971) ideas about
Marxist dialectics as based on an
account of internal relations. I also
share David Harvey’s very similar
understanding of dialectics. Thus, I
take from Marx the idea that one
must replace the idea that world is
composed of “things” with that of
the importance of “processes.” In
addition, Marx’s dialectical method
holds that things do not “exist out-
side of or prior to the processes,
flows, and relations that create, sus-
tain, or undermine them (Harvey
49).> And going back to Marx, in the
1844 Manuscriptsand the beginning
of Capital, he is very concerned to
stress that “man” is part of the natu-
ral world, and that “nature” can only
be understood as a part of human
existence and production,
O’Brien’s reading does not simply
suggest how Marxist theory could be

64

of use to feminist theory. Shessituates
dialectics within Marxist theory (as
well as Hegel’s version). She also
translates his stress on the impor-
tance of technology in general to her
own concerns about the importance
of the technological progress which
led to contraception. Thus, she in-
cludes and works off of his own sense
that technology has important ef-
fects on social relations—both in
limiting and expanding possibilities
(O’Brien 1981, 23). In addition, she
is clearer than I ever was about the
proper use of the “fathers”—not as
paradigm but rather as tools for un-
derstanding the male perspective on
reproduction, and its consequent
stress on the importance of death
rather than birth.®

Her concern with transcending
the theories she was working with
once again sets her apart from me. I
wanted to use those traditions for
feminist ends, but was not as clear as
she about the importance of using
them to transcend the categories.
She was involved not only in an
effort to learn from the father but to
transcend, and rewrite the core of
dialectics. By applying dialectics to
the process of reproduction, she is
able to argue that reproductive proc-
esses, traditionally held to be bio-
logical—by both masculinist and
feminist thinkers—is dialectical,
material, and historical. Thus, she
translates Marx’s and Hegel’s ideas
about alienation intoalienation from
the point of view of reproduction.
Thus, women’salienation from their
seed is me-diated in labour (O’Brien
1981, 32).

Moreover, she presented an ac-
count of how human consciousness
is inseparable from the experience of
human reproduction. Whereas al-
most no one (Marx included) has
addressed the question of exactly how
“experience” (itself not very separa-
ble from consciousness as conscious-
ness interprets experience) takes form
as consciousness, O’Brien uses the
issue of birth to argue that the male
attitude toward birth is “neither natu-
ral, accidencal, nor conspiratorial.”
But the attitude and the interpreta-

tion are rooted in male experience.

O’Brien is clear that a dialectical
analysis is not without preconditions:
One must accept the claim that the
process of reproduction changes his-
torically, and one must also accept
the claim that the experienced proc-
ess and human consciousness are in-
separable, although the linksarecom-
plex and difficult to trace.” Still,
thinking about reproduction as a
dialectical (and historical and mate-
rialist) process marks an important
step forward in feminist theory. It
should also serve as advice to con-
temporary theorists to rethink what
is taken to be the “natural” rather
than dismissing it as something of
concern to feminist theory. The idea
that what had been previously cat-
egorized as “nature” and therefore
nonsocial should rather be thought
as historical, material, and under-
stood in dialectical terms providesan
important resource for feminist
theoty in the late *90s. As I argue
below, dialectical thinking, with its
focus on processes and history, when
linked with O’Brien’s focus on re-
production as such a process, can
alert us to new problems and new
ways of thinking about old prob-
lems—processes not necessarily re-
lated to reproduction but to other
understandings we continue to ac-
cept about how to understand the
world we live in.

The relation between culture and
nature

- I am sure that it will seem odd
from the perspective of contempo-
rary feminist theory for me to value
the links between and mutual inter-
action between nature and culture.
This has somehow ceased to be an
issue for feminist theorists who are
paying attention mostly to the crea-
tion of consciousness and bodies
themselves, with the weight given
not to the bodies, but rather to the
role of consciousness in structuring/
creating bodies.® One of the central
points to be taken from O’Brien’s
work is an understanding of the ways
that this fundamentally social struc-
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turing of bodies takes place—in terms
of her theory through a better under-
standing of the processes of repro-
duction. This question has been one
of the most vexed in feminist theory.
It was a great step forward, and a
struggle, to change the discussion
from the “natural sexual nature of
women” to concerns aboutgenderas
a socially constructed series of rela-
tions and processes. But that discus-
sion, partly for important tactical
reasons, assumed “nature” was op-
posed to the social. Nature was a
category used to define and
disempower women for thousands
of years in the “Western World.”
Making a case for women’s full
participation in societies requires the
dismantling of the links between
Woman and Nature. These links
have notbeen dismantled, but rather
feministtheory has turned away from
them in a concentration on the cul-
tural and social. In my argument for
afeminist standpoint (not the stand-
point of women, an important dis-
tincrion) one feature of my argu-
ment that has been almost always
misconstrued is my insistence that
women are more involved in ex-
changes with nature than men be-
cause of the sexual division of labour.
I have been read as a biological deter-
minist, and this is even more true of
Mary O’Brien. In my case, 1 was
trying to take account of Donna
Haraway’s insistence that nature was
not separate from human interven-
tion, and that the science we have is
not bad science but science which
reflect/express oursocial relations (see
Haraway 1987,1991). ButO’Brien’s
account of the process of reproduc-
tion provides a far clearer account of
the relation of nature and culture
than I was able to. Man is separated
from both nature, and continuous
time, while women’s experience re-
quires a consciousness of both
(O’Brien 1981, 34), She differenti-
ates the moments of reproductive
process to demonstrate that some are
involuntary, and even unex-
perienced—ovulation and concep-
tion. Othersare voluntary—nurture.

And others share features of both—
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e.g. copulation (O’Brien 1981, 47~
48). Still, the critique of accounts of
nature and society inherited from
thousands of years of masculinist
thinkers remain animportantand by
and large unaddressed topic for femi-
nist theory.

O’Brien takes this asan important
topic, and focuses dialectically on
the importance of reversals and the
construction of phantasmsand magic
theories to support men’s power.
Here she is obviously drawing on
Marx’s claim that “everything is re-
versed in competition,” Thus his-
torically, men have imagined that
blood and death can help them to
overcome their fate by means of a
second birth, This image is pervasive
in the history of western political
thought and appears in Marx’s own
work in terms of man “begetting”
himself. It has, as O’Brien points out
been theorized as a second nature.
But O’Brien juxtaposes this to a fo-
cus on flesh and life—a commeon
sense focus rather than a phantasmic
rewriting of the human condition to
more closely resemble men’s experi-
ence. She argues instead that women
are about to begin to elaborate their
ownsecond nature (1981, 194). And
in the process must establish the
values which are to be strengthened.
More precisely, the use of the
Hegelian master/slave dialectic is, she
argues a “very elaborate second birth

.. in which the fear of death, an
emotion, is the true parent of bio-
logical and conscious life” (O’Brien
1981, 169).

Marx and Hegel may have begun
the project O’Brien takes on, but she
is critical of their responses to the
problem of differentiating human
society from “nature” and “man”
from animals. She criticizes Marx for
being inconsistent on the subject of
nature and others for positing the
need for an existence of a second
nature (O'Brien 1981, 61-G2). She
argues instead that the “history of
social relations of reproduction has
been the history of male attempts to
impose order on contingency ..."
(O’Brien 1981, 192). She takes the
position that Marx put forward a

philosophy that depended on eating
while she puts forward a position
which recognizes that “both diges-
tive processes and reproductive proc-
esses are dialectical structures ... [be-
cause there] are moments of separa-
tion, unification, and transforma-
tion” (44). Thus, contrary to com-
mon understanding, biology is not
“brute” but rather represents the sepa-
ration of men from nature through
their alienation from reproduction
that has led them to posit a second
nature—one that men make for
themselves and which establishes the
world of politics as the world gov-
erned by second nature. The value of
reproductive labour is synthetic—
unity of sentient beings with natural
processes (O’Brien 1981, 44, 60).

Knowledge, power, and
subjectivity

Both O’Brien’sworkand my own,
as well as those theorists we have
used as resources have attempted to
understand the relation between
knowledge and power. Since she and
I wrote, more nuanced accounts of
these relations have been put for-
ward, but the outlines of O’Brien’s
case, especially given the time during
which she developed it remain pow-
erful.? She is discussing the develop-
mentof gendered subjectivities based
on experiences with reproduction.

Second nature is not only both

Making a case for
women'’s full participation
in societies requires the
dismantling of the links
between Woman and
Nature. These links have
not been dismantled, but
rather feminist theory has
turned away from them
in a concentration on
the cultural and social.
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male and female in her terms and is
not only the things we do by habit,
butalso the construction of theworld
of politics and the polis as the culmi-
nation of this effort (O’Brien 1981,
118, 123). She locates an important
shift in the move from kinship rela-
tions to the polis
and the develop-
ment of citizenship
for men only (and
only some men).
And her argument
throughout the
book is that the
masculine under-
standing of social
relations is con-
nected to death,
concerned with sec-
ond birth, and al-
ienated froman un-
. derstanding repro-
duction. Thus, the
understand avail-
able to women has
several advan-
tages—the experi-
ence of continuous iz
time, a sense of the relation to nature
and the ways this is also a social
relation, among others. Her argu-
ment for a superior understanding
which has not had power is more
nuanced than my own in my femi-
nist standpoint essay, but the im-
pulse and conclusion are similar.'®
Itisimportant to read herwork for
the methodology it embraces rather
than for the specific categories she
puts forward. More recently, in terms
of the discussion of the importance
of the experience of being
marginalized, one can translate
O’Brien’s account to read women
for the marginalized but to recognize
that the marginalized include groups
other than women. Finally, the ex-
perience of being marginalized (rather
than simply choosing to take up a
position on the margins) can provide
important resources as well as
motivations for change. The process
of marginalization can help to create
agencies for historical change. I do
not want to suggest that those who
inhabit the margins are more moral,
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or “better people.” The experience of
domination and marginalization
leaves many scars. Still I do want to
suggest that these experiences may
open the possibility of developing
important new understandings of
social relations and especially poli-

tics. But to understand this requires
several things: first, a discussion of
the nature of the margins; second, a
discussion of the constitution of
marked subjectivities; third, a recog-
nition of the ways marginality con-
tribute to an existence in and poten-
tial understanding of multiple reali-
ties; and fourth a rewriting of histori-
cal agency in light of an understand-
ing of collective, socially constructed
subjects. I have only a little space to
lay this out and my own thinking on
some of these issues is still at early
stages. But in some ways O’Brien’s
work can serve as a precursor and
guide to these concerns.

First, many discussions of margin-
ality fail to recognize that power is
central to constituting the marginal-
ized and oppressed. The margins are
distanced from the centre, but there
are important effects of power: the
view from the margins is at the same
time the view from below. O’Brien
reminds us that women’s perspec-
tives are different from men’s be-
cause of the lives each group lives.

She leaves it implicit that those who
are dominated live in a world struc-
tured by others for their own pur-
poses—purposes which at the very
least are not our own, and which are
in various degrees inimical to our
development and even existence.
Thus, discussions of
the construction of
marginality must
face the issue of who
has the power to de-
termine what is at
the margin, and
whatisto be the cen-
tre. In O’Brien’s
terms, the view from
below is substituted
for by the view from
the perspective of re-
production. In her
terms the mystery to
be investigated is
how men developed
the power to make
their fantasies work.

Related to the
construction of mar-
gins is the construc-
tion of the subjectivities who inhabir
these margins, subjects who are now
characterized as “marked” or deviant
from the norm defined by the centre.
I have never found a better account
of this process than that of Albert
Memmi in The Colonizer and the
Colonized. It is the colonizer who
constructs the image of the colo-
nized, and then imposes this image
in every institution and in every hu-
man contact. The colonized are
pushed toward becomingobjects. “As
an end, in the colonizer’s supreme
ambition, [the Other] should exist
only as a function of the needs of the
colonizer ...” (Memmi 86). Thus,
marked subjectivities must be un-
derstood as subjected. Part of their
subjection is that they are not seen as
fellow individual members of a hu-
man community, but rather as part
of a chaotic, disorganized, and anony-
mous collectivity. As Memmi puts
it, they carry “the mark of the plural”
(85). But I have argued along with
O’Brien, that this imposed collec-
tivity contains, from another per-
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spective, important possibilities for
change. The experience of living on
the margins can be the basis for
counterhegemonic discourses, but
the construction of these discourses
is a difficult project.

Gabriel Garcia Marquez’'s Nobel
Prize address presents a rich state-
ment of the difficulties. “Our crucial
problem has been a lack of conven-
tional means to render our lives be-
lievable. This my friends, is the crux
of our solitude.... The interpreta-
tion of our reality through patterns
not our own serves only to make us
ever more unknown, ever less free,
ever more solitary ...” (qtd. in
Galeano 262).!' The resultisthatthe
dominated and marginalized are
forced to recognize (unlike whites,
and males, and Euro-Americans) that
they inhabit multiple worlds. W.E.B.
DuBois has described this situation
from an African American perspec-
tive: “It is a peculiar sensation, this
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 contempt and pity”
(qud. in Ladner 273-274). Gloria
Anzaldua, writing out of the experi-
ence of a Chicana living on the
Mexico-Texas border describes a
similar phenomenon. She points not
only to the experience of living in
several realitiesand thusbeing forced
to exist in the interface butalso to “la
facultad,” the capacity to see in sur-
face phenomena the meanings of
deeper realities, tosee the “deep struc-
tures below the surface.”

These examples illustrate the ways
marginalization can contribute toan
understanding of multiple realities.
It is these experiences and the skills
thatdevelop in response to them that
can lead to new possibilities and new
analyses. But this understanding is
not only available to those them-
selves located on the margins: the
analysis is available to anyone. This
can lead to a rewriting of historical
agency on the basis of the construc-
tion of new, oppo-sitional, and col-
lective subjectivities. The develop-
ment of these collective subjectivities
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is central to developing oppositional
practices and analyses.

At the same time, the develop-
ment of other perspectives cannot
provide real alternatives except
through the development of an un-
derstanding of power relations. The
discourse can expose problems which
are not visible from the perspective
of the dominant—or in O’Brien’s
terms, male experience. Her work
suggests that we can use specific
frameworks which begin but do not
end with questions of gender. Thus,
O’Brien has not provided a model
with which to understand marginali-
zation, but her work needs to be set
in dialogue with accounts of others
“from below.” The accounts of the
disempowered, learning to look at
their own experiences from perspec-
tivesother than the dominantgroup,
can allow us to see the falseness of
hegemonicaccountsofsociety. These
accounts—in her case just from the
perspective of gender—can provide
different and more liberatory ac-
counts of the world, accounts which
can encompass and explain the views
of dominant groups as well.

Conclusion

O’Brien’s work bears the marks of
its time and place of origin. But
several of the points she makes can
still provide guidance to feminist
theorists. It is important to remem-
ber the resources that dialectical
analyses can bring to feminist theory:
the importance of understanding
what are thought to be things as part
of ongoing, historical, and interac-
tive processes. Second, there is her
reworking of the nature/culture di-
vide to demonstrate that it is funda-
mentally a fiction developed from
men’s experience of reproduction.
And third, in terms of the view from
below that I have argued for, (in her
case reproduction versus production)
this can be worked with. She never
tells us why this is a better view, but
she does demonstrate it. We need to
take her advice and work out con-
temporary versions of answers to all
these questions.

Nancy C.M. Hartsock is a Professor of
Political Science at the University of
Washington. She is the author of
Money, Sex, and Power: Toward a
Feminist Historical Materialism and
has recently published a selection of
essays, The Feminist Standpoint Re-
visited and Other Essays. She i cur-
rently workingon establishinga Center
for Women and Democracy at the
University of Washington which will
bring together scholars and activitists
to ask questions about how women can
become full participants in democra-
cies around the world.

'T am deliberately using her terms
here. She often refers to male and
female experiences, but some other
times to men’s and women's experi-
ences. Every now and then she talks
about feminist perceptions, but
never, so far as I can tell about
masculinist perceptions. These are
important distinctions, and her eli-
sion of them is one of the factors that
leads some to read her as a biological
determinist. More on this follows.
*See for example Donna Haraway’s
chapter “Universal Donors ina Vam-
pire Culture” and her discussion of
OncoMouse™ (1997). See also
Fredric Jameson, Chapter 1, 1991,
3See for example Seyla Benhabib’s
discussion in “Epistemologies of
Postmodernism.”

4Achilles was one of the first to want
to be born again in legend and song.
He prayed that he would do some
great thing before he died and so
could live on after his bodily death.
3See also Ollman’s statement: “Dia-
lectics restructures our thinkingabout
reality by replacing the common-
sense notion of ‘thing’ as something
that has a history and has external
connections to other things, with
notions of ‘process’ which contains
its history and possible futures, and
‘relation,” which contains as a part of
whatit s its ties with other relations”
(1993, 11).

SNote my own similar concerns in
the chapter on Arendt—one of the
few theorists to stress birth, and the
chapter on the agonistic community
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intheancient world (Hartsock 1983).
But here I am following her termi-
nology rather than either my own or
those of contemporary feminist theo-
rists.

7l am aware of the difficulties with
the term experience in the’90s, but
O’Brien makes a much better ease
than most for exactly how gendered
experience is constructed, in the proc-
ess of reproduction, and how wom-
en’s rather than men’s experience
could change the categories.
#Judith Butlerisonly the bestknown
theorist of this sort, While I found
Gender Troubleless than satisfactory
in its implications for the power of
human will to create whatever perso-
nae we wish, 1 found Bodies That
Mazter a more sophisticated medita-
tion on the ways bodies (supposedly
natural) were socially constructed.
But nature made no appearance as
part of the equation.

9See, for example, my effort to de-
velop these ideas in The Feminist
Standpoint Revisited.

19See my essay “The Feminist Stand-
point” in Money, Sex, and Power.
"Marquez’s work makes important
points about incommensurable re-
alities. He argues that ordinary peo-
plewho have read One Hundred Years
of Solitude have found no surprise,

because “I'm telling them nothing

Confronting

that hasn’t happened in their own
lives” (Marquez qtd. in Sangari 164).
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This volume examines the impacts of the dramatic spending cuts on women and their families across the province, as well
as explores some of the ways women and women's organizations have responded to the challenges presented by the current
economic climate. By exposing some of the myths in fiscal policy development and critiquing social policy reform, this book
is an important resource too! for women, community groups, or anyone interested in understanding the process of current
social policy reform and its impact on the lives of people everywhere.

“Confronting the Cuts speaks to the impacts of the cuts while they are happening, not after the fact.
It’s an excellent example of how academics here are bridging the gap to grass-roots activists. It's one
of our best-sellers this month! "—Anjula Gogia, Buyer, Toronto Women's Bookstore

$13.95 per copy + $0.98 cst = $14.93
Postage (per copy) in Canada: $2.50; in the U.S.: $2.75; overseas: $9.50. All orders must be prepaid. Send cheque
or money order to: Inanna Publications and Education Inc., 212 Founders College, York University, 4700 Keele
Street, North York, Ontario, M3J 1P3. Tel: (416) 736-5356. Fax: (416) 736-5765. Email: cwscf@yorku.ca
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