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Feminism. Some have diagnosed this term to suffer from ‘Battered Word Syn-

drom’ (Boles/Hoeveler 2004: 51), and surely there is some truth in this. The “F” 

Word Campaign of the British National Organization for Women in the 1990s and 

publications like Die neue F-Klasse (Dorn 2006; Translation: The new F-Class) are 

only two of probably many markers of the various ups and downs of the respectability 

of the term. The United Nations predict that, if development towards gender equality 

maintained the assumed current pace, it will not be before the middle of this millen-

nium, that women will be represented equally in the leading positions of the economy 

(Seager 1998: 70). Despite this being a questionable indication of the end of gender 

inequality, it nevertheless makes quite clear that speaking with Holland-Cunz (2003): 

the old is the new women’s question and feminism is far from obsolete – but what 

does feminism really mean? The well known distinction is that between the move-

ment and the theory, both being heterogeneous and divers. In regard to feminist 

theory, Frye suggests using the term in question in the plural form, which inevitably 

points to the question: Is there a concept shared by all feminisms? The answer is no, 

the concepts and terms are exactly what separates them, the similarity lies rather in 

the phenomenon they try to get a grip on. However named and conceptualized, the 

phenomenon to be explained lies in asymmetries, which are presented by feminisms 

as something to be questioned, criticized and changed. Depending on the framework, 

feminisms provide different outlooks of “what a better world” looks like and how it 

might be achieved (Frye 2000: 196). If asymmetries are the focal point of all the dif-

ferent feminisms and we as feminist researchers take this serious – we also have got 

to ask ourselves in which kind of asymmetries we are involved as researchers or if we 

might even create them when conducting feminist research and researching feminist 

futures – one of them to be discussed in the following. 

Here, the problem is viewed as being prominently located in constructionist and 

deconstructionist research, but might be found elsewhere. It must be credited to 

de|constructionist approaches to have successfully disclosed certain taken for granted 

phenomena as socially created, situationally negotiated, institutionally shaped, and 
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discursively reproduced. Analyses informed by de|contructionism often involve a 

sharp critique towards so called essentialist practices. While without question such 

critique should be acknowledged as valuable, necessary and indispensable, there 

seems to be yet another side of the story. This paper proposes to also recognize such 

critiques as discursive practices of boundary making within de|constructionist re-

search. The practices of boundary making in question imply practices of differentia-

tion, which involve the production and maintenance of asymmetries, something femi-

nist theory and research originally set out to analyze and counteract. The paper fol-

lows two aims: On the one hand, it will point out that such practices of dichotomisa-

tion of science and every day life within the social sciences might be a desideratum 

worth exploring. On the other hand it tackles the question of how de|constructionist 

research might overcome practices which establish the knowing, reflective, and criti-

cally thinking social researcher in contrast to actors outside the scientific sphere as 

being naive, non-reflective, and maybe even potentially driven by base motives. 

While there is some noticeable, yet far from comprehensive, research on boundary 

making within sciences, little thought has been invested in the possibilities of over-

coming those boundaries. 

The paper is structured as follows. First, it is necessary to explain what is meant by 

de|constructionist approaches, their achievements, but also their pitfalls. Raising 

awareness for these pitfalls and finding ways to overcome them might open up new 

fruitful perspectives in regard to feminist futures. Second, browsing existing research, 

the pitfall to be discussed here is proclaimed as a desideratum. Third, the reason for 

the creation of boundaries in de|constructionist research is located in some implicit 

basic assumptions, which are attempted to be rethought. Fourth, turning the political 

concept of strategic essentialism (Spivak 1990, 1993) into a heuristic concept is dis-

cussed as a first tentative proposal of a possible boundary breaking research perspec-

tive. The paper concludes with a short discussion of opportunities and challenges of 

the perspective put forward. 

1 De|Contructionist Appraoches – Gains and Pitfalls. 

Many words have been written on constructionism. For this article the label 

de|constructionism is mainly chosen to signal the author’s awareness for the heteroge-
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neous theoretical field which is often summarized under the term constructionism. 

Another reason is the impression of Degele’s (2008) differentiation of gender/queer 

theory into three main theoretical traditions, which she calls first, structurally oriented 

critique on society, second, interactionist constructionism, and third, discourse theory 

informed deconstructionism (p. 14). While Degele ascribes to the structural tradition a 

tendency towards essentialist categorizations, she attests the other two a general skep-

ticism towards categories (p. 15). Interactionist constructionism and discourse theory 

informed deconstructionism belong in her reading to two separate scientific traditions. 

While deconstructionism emerged out of a rather philosophical tradition of linguistic 

theory, she views social constructionism as being rooted in a more empirically 

oriented social research tradition. While the first remains in some sense on a theoreti-

cal level, exploring epistemic phenomena and their meanings. It is asked, how they 

are not only shaping our understanding of the world, the human existence and the 

human body, but directly shape us, genders our bodies and the world which we then 

believe to be objectively existent (pp. 17). According to Degele, the label deconstruc-

tion refers to the character of the approach which does not lay so much in strength of 

theory or method, but rather in the critical attitude towards categories and terms (pp. 

18). The other branch is interested in the concrete processes of doing gender in an 

ethnomethodologist tradition (Garfinkel, Kessler/McKenna, West/Zimmerman). Here, 

the strength lies not in theory. The typical characteristic lays rather in a certain re-

search attitude which asks of the researcher to treat ones own society as foreign and 

unknown, in order to be able to observe, describe, and analyze how gender is pro-

duced in every day life interaction (pp. 17). 

Researchers and theorists agreeing with this differentiation of gender theory would 

accuse the chosen label de|constructionism of ignorantly naming two different things 

in one breath. Others, who might view these differentiations as variations of an over-

all scientific phenomenon called constructionism, may question the chosen label 

de|constructionism for illegitimately separating what belongs together. A third party 

might accuse the differentiation of pretending to be inclusive while leaving out certain 

constructionist research, for example on institutions and macro-level phenomena, old-

er but still influential works like Beauvoir’s The Second Sex (1949), or research which 

does not necessarily belong to a post-structuralist lineage nor is interested in the ob-

servation in daily life situations; for example the strong program of Edinburgh, which 
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explored natural sciences as social phenomenon (Bloor 1991). However, the chosen 

label is to be understood as more inclusive than Degele’s descriptions might suggest 

and intends to point towards the heterogeneity of this theoretical field. At the same 

time, it is consciously including the term deconstructionism in the sense of Degele’s 

description, which includes authors like Foucault and Butler – perspectives that 

seemed to have gained certain popularity. Another reason for explicitly pointing to-

wards deconstructionist perspectives lays in the attested radicalism of the attitude to-

wards categories, which views power relations as being at the heart of differentiation 

(Degele 2008: 19). It seems like awareness for boundaries might come naturally with 

the adoption of this approach – but maybe not or maybe not always, maybe in a selec-

tive manner.  

It seems like de|constructionisms have made quite a career, including all the well 

known problems concepts can typically acquire during the process: ubiquitarian use 

and loss of substance (Hacking 2000, Gildemeister 2001). There is also a discussion 

of the possible problems of relativism which endangers the ability to criticize oppres-

sive ideas (Code 1995) and historical revisionism which points to the question of “an-

ythings goes” (Feyerabend 1987). Nevertheless, de|constructionist approaches contain 

a liberating potential. It must be credited to de|constructionist approaches to have suc-

cessfully disclosed certain taken for granted phenomena as socially created, situation-

ally negotiated, institutionally shaped, and discursively reproduced. Thus, they 

opened new perspectives for the questioning of the status quo and the seeming inevi-

tability of existing unequal social gender realities (Hacking 2000: 6), asymmetries, 

and boundaries.  

Without completely delegitimizing the critique of social constructions, it is neces-

sary to sharpen awareness towards practices of differentiation inherent in and created 

by theory and specifically by research. In the case of identity claims, deconstructionist 

approaches mostly have aimed to unmask them as a political practice, which exploits 

the concept in order to legitimize a social order that benefits a particular group. The 

practice of unmasking implies a moment of intellectual superiority. Here it is argued 

that this moment can be read as a practice by social research differentiating itself from 

every day life actors, establishing itself as the knowing in difference to the naïve, thus 

creating a new boundary while trying to question and break another.  
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2 Boundary Making – Existing Research 

Before discussing the possibilities of how social research might break the boundary 

it has created or avoid it in the first place, the question is if social research itself has 

discovered this boundary as a research object. The study of boundaries is not just a 

recent trend. Lamont and Molnar identify boundaries as a classical conceptual tool of 

social scientists, dating its appearance back to Durkheim’s The Elementary Forms of 

Religious Life (1965), where the realm of the sacred was defined in contrast to the 

profane (Lamont/Molnar 2002: 167). Their review of research on boundaries covers 

the substantive areas: social and collective identity; class, ethnic/racial and gend-

er/sexual inequality; communities, national identities and spatial boundaries; but also 

professions, science, and knowledge. Since the beginning, scientists have been careful 

to distinguish the “real” science from so called charlatanry. Lamont and Molnar view 

the concept of boundary-work formulated by Gieryn as one of the most influential and 

useful within the research on the social organization of scientific knowledge (p. 178). 

Gieryn conceptualizes boundary-work as a resource that translates into “strategic 

practical action” (Gieryn 1999: 23) with the aim of establishing and maintaining epis-

temic authority. By attributing specific qualities to scientific claims and methods, a 

rhetorical boundary is drawn between science and non-science, qualifying the latter as 

less authoritative (pp. 4). The studies reviewed by Lamont and Molnar, which build 

on the concept, focus prominently on boundary-work between scientific disciplines. 

Moore’s study on American science and the creation of public interest organizations 

within political protest 1955-1975, seems to come closest to the problem focused 

here. She explores the boundary between science and politics “showing how activist 

scientists sometimes successfully play both sides of the fence” (Lamont/Molnar 2002: 

179). In order to be able to assume responsibilities serving the public good, scientist 

have to prove the compatibility of scientific and non-scientific interests (Moore 1996).  

Although this review of the current state of research provided here is far from 

comprehensive, the issue in question seems to be an unexplored phenomenon. Specif-

ically, the boundary-making by social scientists as a discursive practice within their 

research establishing boundaries between science and everyday life can still be proc-

laimed to be a desideratum. 
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3 Boundary Making – Boundary Breaking? 

One step towards breaking a boundary is certainly to better understand it. Research 

might help us understand the production of boundaries, but is it possible for research 

to break the boundary? The vantage point for this undertaking must be the questioning 

of some underlying basic assumptions that the argument put forward here alleges to 

be potentially inherent in de|constructionist research.  

3.1 Naive Actor versus Knowing Researcher: Rethinking Basic Assump-
tions 

The boundary created by researchers within their research, which differentiates in-

tellectuals, as knowing, reflective, and critically thinking social researcher in contrast 

to actors outside the scientific sphere as being naive, uncritical, uninformed, not re-

flecting their actions, and maybe even potentially driven by base motives involves at 

least three assumptions: (1) The non-scientific actor is acting naively, not reflecting 

the use of categories, constructing social reality with levity unaware of possible dan-

gers. (2) Scientific knowledge and critique remains within the scientific sphere and is 

not perceived by non-scientific actors. (3) Building on the second assumption, there is 

no potential room for non-scientific actors to find new ways of acting and articulating 

beyond potentially dangerous constructions. It seems idle to put forward elaborate 

arguments for the dismissal of each assumption. For now, the reader must be content 

with the reference to Rost et al.’s study New Regional Identities and Strategic Essen-

tialism, where regional identity articulations of various regions in different parts of 

Europe – namely Poland, Italy and Germany – are examined. The researchers find 

various forms of identity articulations. Some of the explored cases have been chal-

lenged by critics, among them social, cultural and historical scientists, questioning 

“closed regionalism, myth and false historic memories but also the shaping of collec-

tive identity itself and the focus on identity” (Rost et al. 2007: 21).  

By applying the political concept of strategic essentialism, once formulated by 

Spivak, as a heurist concept, the authors open the perspective for public reflection of 

collective identity claims and thereby accounting for cases which show that the idea 

of conctructedness is perceived and eventually modify articulation practices. Here, it 

is argued that this strategy is worth to be considered as a possible means for breaking 
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boundaries created by de|constructionist research in feminist arenas assuming that (1) 

actors are not naïve, but capable of reflecting the categories they refer to in their ac-

tions, articulations and claims; (2) actors perceive scientific knowledge and critique 

and (3) take this critique into account and trying to transform their actions according 

to it trying to find alternative and “better” ways of socially constructing the world. If 

it is one task of the researcher to analyze and critique, it is another that research can 

potentially count on being heard and provide for such developments to be recognized.  

3.2 Strategic Essentialism as a Political Concept 

Spivak once articulated the concept of strategic essentialism as a political strategy 

rather than a theory: “A strategy suits a situation; a strategy is not a theory.“ (Spivak 

1993: 4) The vantage point is the idea that essentialist categories have got to be criti-

cized in principle, but simultaneously it is not possible to avoid such categories at all 

times: “I think it‘s absolutely on target not to be rhetorically committed to it [essen-

tialism], and I think it’s absolutely on target to take a stand against the discourses of 

essentialism. […] But strategically we cannot.“ (Spivak 1990: 166) She proposed to 

use essentialist discourse deliberately in specific situations instead of always avoiding 

it for the sake of theoretical consistency. Sexism served her as an example for such a 

situation: “[…] displacing the question of sexual difference rather than legitimizing it 

by acting to confront the discourse of the sexist, it seems to me that all I would gain is 

theoretical purity, which in itself I question in every way.” (p. 167) This example 

points towards the usefulness of the strategy for underprivileged groups. A temporary 

strategy of formulating a political identity can be very effective, but only as long as 

such an identity will not get transformed into an essentialist category, which again can 

be abused by dominant groups. For this reason, the permanent reflection of a possibly 

too strong focus on essentialism has got to be an integral part of the strategy: 

“At any rate, the critique of the ‘fetish-character’ (so to speak) of the masterword [e.g. 
‘woman’] has to be persistent all along the way, even when it seems that to remind oneself 
if it is counterproductive. Otherwise the strategy freezes into something like what you call 
an essentialist position […].” (Spivak 1993: 3-4) 

Offering clear practical advantages the concept remains problematic in at least 

three aspects: First, strategic essentialism might only be effective as a temporary, con-

textualized strategy, whereas it is rather not suitable in terms of a long term political 

solution for overcoming oppression and exploitation (Morton 2002: 75). Another 
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problem of the strategy is the unsolved question, how much essentialism can be risked 

without being problematic or dangerous. Third, it remains doubtable, whether the 

permanent reflection of a deliberately applied essentialism might not be too ambiva-

lent to make the strategy really successful. Spivak herself distanced herself from the 

concept later on, because it remained misunderstood too often (Rost et al. 2007: 481). 

Nevertheless, does strategic essentialism offer interesting and thought-provoking in-

sights about the relation between theory and practice, and also on the problems of 

essentialism and critiques of them.  

Reason enough for Fuss for taking up the concept and elaborating it more syste-

matically. Essentialism itself, her argument goes, cannot be good or bad, progressive 

or unprogressive, beneficial or dangerous. By normatively neutralizing essentialism, 

Fuss turns the focus away from the question if something is to be characterized as 

being essentialist. Instead, the emphasis shifts towards motivations for utilizations of 

essentialist ideas and modes of their circulation (Fuss 1989: xi). She criticizes con-

structivist discourses, which try to avoid essentialisms, to transport essentialist mo-

ments themselves, for example the grammatical pluralization of singular forms. Re-

naming a category like „woman“ and saying „women“ instead, in order to put a stress 

on differences, does not change anything about the fact that it remains a categorical 

label (p. 4). Furthermore, she points out, that the argument essentialism is always and 

at all times unprogressive and reactive is in itself essentialist, because it can only be 

based on the assumption that essentialism itself had an essence (p. 21). Since there is 

seemingly no way around essentialism, Fuss suggests differentiating analytically be-

tween different forms of it, building on Locke’s differentiation between ‘real’ and 

‘nominal’ essence. ‘Real’ essence then, contains the notion of an irreducible and un-

changeable characteristic, something that can potentially be discovered by empirical 

observation. Whereas ‘nominal’ essence views essence as a linguistic convenience in 

order to categorize and to denominate. ‘Nominal’ essence cannot be discovered – it is 

always ascribed. It cannot be avoided, not even by the most constructionist dis-

courses, but it can easily be misunderstood as ‘real’ essence. Conclusively, the prob-

lems connected with essentialism do not lie in the concept itself, but rather in its usage 

and thereby provoked misunderstandings (p. 4f). 

It is to be agreed with Rost et al. (2007: 484), that such a theoretical background 

puts an ambivalent twist on the question, whether or not essentialism should be risked 
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on a practical level. Theoretically, one form of essence is declared as unavoidable, 

while on a practical level it is suggested that there is a choice to use essence or not. 

She unconsciously discloses her own approval “that the ‘risk’ is worth taking“ (Fuss 

1989: 32) as unnecessary, because – according to her theoretical argument – neither 

‘nominal’ essence nor the risk to be misunderstood when using it, can be avoided. 

Possibly, her statement refers to claimed ‘real’ essences, which are theoretically 

thinkable as neutral and therefore, not illegitimate per se. In practice, the legitimacy of 

the reference to ‘real’ essence is decided by political criteria, namely the position of 

those, who refer to it:  

“I cannot help but think that the determining factor in deciding essentialisms political or 
strategic value is dependent upon who practices it: in the hands of a hegemonic group, es-
sentialism can be employed as a powerful tool of ideological domination; in the hands of 
the subaltern, the use of humanism can represent to mime […] humanism can represent a 
powerful displacing repetition.“ (p. 32) 

Therewith, Fuss’ argument moves closer to Spivak’s. Similar to Spivak, she views the 

transformation of strategically used essentialisms into static positions as prone to ille-

gitimate appropriation, but articulates less worry about possible risks of the concept of 

strategic essentialism (p. 32). While the theoretical background and practical implica-

tions, as well as the opportunities and limitations of the strategy are surely worth of 

further consideration, the discussion of the concept within this context should now 

navigate toward its heuristic use, which was first attempted by Rost et al. (2007) and 

their international comparative study of what they call new regional identities. 

3.3 Strategic Essentialism as a heuristic instrument 

Rost et al. (2007) applied strategic essentialism as a heuristic concept in their study 

of articulations of regional identity. Here it is argued that this approach is suitable for 

application in feminist research, especially feminist research on forms of identity arti-

culations but maybe even beyond. Rost et al.‘s vantage point is the linkage of regional 

identity, processes of demarcation and production of differences. Since claims of re-

gional identity refer to social groups, they are a kind of collective identity, based on 

the mechanisms of construction and maintenance of demarcations. On a collective 

level this means establishing a so called we-group and a sphere regarded as ones own 

in contrast to the other, foreign group. On a spatial level this means establishing a 

territorial here in contrast to a territorial there (Rost et al. 2007: 9). Groups are inte-
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grated or differentiated within spatial boundaries or across them (Paasi 1996: 13). On 

a fundamental level, making differences is a mechanism shared by all forms of collec-

tive identity (Rost et al. 2007: 9). Although, the spatial dimension of regional identi-

ties point heavily toward the salience of boundaries, Rost et al. nevertheless ask, if 

there is another way of producing differences beyond demarcations. Within their case 

studies, they discover attempts of articulating collective identity in alternative ways, 

for example as a kind of ‘open’ identity – as an answer of the often expressed critique 

of the concept of collective identities and its potentially negative effects (pp. 20). An 

‘open’ identity stands in contrast to a ‘closed’ identity as always and generally impor-

tant, determined, universally valid and one dimensional. Especially very critical au-

thors, label the latter kind of identity claim as essentialist. The term essentialist most 

likely implies a certain attitude towards collective identities, who view differences as 

determined, static, naturally occurring and inevitable. Thus, strategic essentialism can 

be viewed as a specific attitude towards essentialisms. Taking into account the adjec-

tive ‘strategic’, a central point is a strategic reference to essentialisms. Within strateg-

ic considerations, essentialist ideas and the essentialist validity of collective identities 

will be subordinated under higher valued interests and projects, thus implying a rela-

tivity of a collective identity. The authors point out, that it is of crucial importance to 

differentiate cases where a however legitimized leader of a collective enterprise acts 

strategically without being seen through by the followers. Instead, they focus on cases 

of strategic applications of the concept which exhibit also a critical conscience in re-

gard to problematic implications (pp. 9). 

The application of strategic essentialism as a heuristic concept broadens the re-

search perspective for a greater variety of possible ways for identity articulations in 

the social world. With this approach it becomes possible to take forms of collective 

identity into account, where elites of a group as well as many members of the group 

publicly reflect about their articulations and issues. In regard to the issue of bounda-

ries between science and every day life practice, this perspective takes into account 

that public and scientific discourses are not hermetically separated spheres. Social 

practice is potentially receptive towards critique formulated by the social sciences. 

There are cases, where social actors take scientific knowledge and critique into con-

sideration, transfer scientific findings into practice, trying to modify possibly proble-

matic practice by finding ‘better’, alternative, maybe more inclusive ways of identity 
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articulations, to stick with the example. Conclusively, the claim to be made is the ne-

cessity to find ways to consider these cases in scientific research and be more aware 

of reflective dimensions of everyday practice in a broader sense. Social actors, who 

relate to the concept of identity, may very consciously operate with it, acknowledging 

the challenges of anti-essentialism and trying to face it. Others might share the criti-

que on collective identity assertions while putting them forward at the same time. 

Considering cases characterized by strategic moments is an important step not only 

for feminist research to move beyond the „too narrowly put alternative of essentialism 

or constructionism“ (Rost et al. 2007: 11), but also to break the constructed boundary 

between the naïve actor and the knowing researcher instead of being the source of its 

production and maintenance. 

Conclusion: New Prospects and New Challenges 

The idea of this paper is to raise awareness for newly created boundaries by 

de|contructionist research which originally set out to question boundaries. Using stra-

tegic essentialism as a heuristic concept is suggested as a possible boundary breaker 

between spheres qualified as science and non-science. While there seems to be some 

potential in this approach, it poses a number of challenges, which can only be indi-

cated at this point. Therefore, they should be seen as directions for more elaborate 

discussion. 

By applying strategic essentialism as a heuristic concept, Rost et al. are able to take 

into account different kinds of regional identity claims, specifically those which re-

flect on the constructedness of collective identity. With an awareness of the pitfalls of 

identity constructions, actors try to modify their practices, which lead to articulations 

of what the authors label ‘open’ identities in the sense of inclusive, dynamic, chang-

ing, and particular, alternating with other identities, instead of exclusive, generally 

valid and important, fixed, and one dimensional. However, not all cases did show 

awareness of anti-essentialist critique. Furthermore, the question remains if the public 

exhibit of the awareness might be merely cosmetic (Rost et al. 2007: 20-23). Another 

issue is that the problem of differentiation does not disappear. The articulation of an 

‘open’ identity does not transcend the concept of collective identity. The actors do 

still refer to it, although using, contextualizing and legitimizing it differently (p. 9).  
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Yet another problem is rooted in the position of the speaker. Authors like Nie-

thammer question if open identity claims can be politically successful and see higher 

chances in them getting lost in public discourse (Niethammer 2000: 544); or remain 

peripheral. Hall (1989) points out, that the consensus in democratic societies is based 

on the acceptance of different interpretations of the social world. Hegemonic struc-

tures in such societies draw their strength not from homogenising the making of 

meaning but rather the integration of heterogeneity. On the other hand, this could also 

be a reason for dominant groups to publicly reflect their claims as being problematic 

as cosmetic strategy in order to achieve or maintain their dominant position, maybe 

even consciously using scientific insight in order to legitimize oppressive structures. 

On a practical level, the question remains, what the transfer of the concept into 

feminist research areas would look like. What kinds of questions can this perspective 

facilitate to be answered? Which kinds of phenomena of feminist concern come into 

reach within this perspective?  

On a more fundamental level, the general rejection of boundaries is questioned by 

existing research which turns away from the treatment of boundaries as markers of 

difference, conceptualizing them as “interfaces facilitating knowledge production” 

(Lamont/Molnar 2002: 180). Bowker and Star agree with Foucault that the creation 

and institutionalization of categorical schemes “valorizes some point of view and si-

lences another” (Bowker/Star 1999: 5), but the thereby created boundaries contain an 

enabling moment, for instance in the provision of standardized communication mod-

es. Marking boundaries to be always and inevitably dangerous and bad, at all times as 

facilitators of oppression and exploitations might be an essentialist attitude itself. 

Nevertheless, the study of boundaries and the questioning of them should not ever be 

dismissed. Feminist thinking has once more to be cautious to not lose the grounds for 

formulating indispensable critique. The intention of the paper is the quite opposite. By 

critically observing once own research, by being aware of the asymmetries one as a 

feminist researcher is involved in, finding ways to overcome them while conducting 

research, and thereby connecting research and activism, might make – and that is the 

hope and the aim driving this paper – feminist research even more powerful in the 

quest for a better world free from oppression, coercion and exploitation. 
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