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The ‘natural environment’ is characterised by incredible difference, yet its 

diversity and complexity is often homogenised in sociological understandings, if it is 

considered at all. One of the intentions of this paper is to provide a challenge to 

persistent ‘nature-phobia’ (Benton 1998) in sociology. This is not to suggest that 

some sociologists do not attend to questions of nature, but that the framing of such 

sociology continues to be, in the words of Catton and Dunlap, ‘human 

exceptionalist’ (1980: 34). In struggling to produce sociology beyond human 

exceptionalism, I draw on complexity theory. This is surfacing in a range of 

sociological applications and McLennan (2006) has argued that the amorphous 

quality of many complexity approaches means that they have been applied by anyone 

to anything, and that everything theoretically speaking, is still ‘up for grabs’ within 

the complexity paradigm. Yet McLennan and other critics seriously underestimate 

the usefulness of complexity thinking in articulating distinct positions, and what I 

suggest here is my own - a multiple systems ontology that takes account of nature. 

Complexity theory offers the social sciences a useful set of tools for theorizing social 

interconnections and relationships and complicated formations of power because it 

opens up new ways of thinking about the concept of ‘system’.  

 

 There are four sections to the paper. First, I argue for critical realism as 

necessary for an environmental sociology beyond human exemptionalism. Second, I 

consider how theories of ‘ecologism’ have understood the power relations of social 

natures, and argue for a multiple systems social ecologism. A multiple systems 

approach allows us to consider both a separate system of social relations which 

frame human relations with the environment, and to see this as socially 

intersectionalised, that is, as interrelated with a variety of complex social inequalities, 

such as gender or ethnicity, which are both co-existent and co-constitutive. Third, I 

suggest how some complexity conceptions on systems thinking may be deployed in 

theorizing both social formations, and social natures. Finally, I introduce the concept 

of ‘anthroparchy’ in arguing that non-human nature is subject to a complex system 

of social domination that privileges the human.   
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Environmental sociology – policing the boundaries of the social 

 

In the social sciences, it is becoming increasingly accepted that ‘nature’ is 

social and variably constructed across time, space and place (Soper 1995, Cronon 

1995, Mcnaghten and Urry 1998). Some sociologists have been questioning 

prevailing sociological notions of ‘society’ (Urry 2000) and sociologists of 

human/animal relations have also suggested that sociality is not exclusively human 

(Benton 1993). Social theories about nature have been shaped by different 

disciplinary preoccupations and histories. Recent years have seen a profusion of 

works within human geography for example, which tend to argue both that nature is 

intrinsically social whilst also in being in agreement that ‘the idea that nature is 

nothing more than a social construction’ is ‘outlandish’ (Castree 2001: 16). In the 

1990s, the environmental sociologists Catton and Dunlap (1993) argued that most 

sociologists operationalized the exemptionalist paradigm by adhering to a strong 

form of social constructionism when considering nature. Dunlap (2002: 3-32) latterly 

considers that the ‘greening’ of sociology indicates some form of paradigm shift, yet 

social constructionism remains dominant in sociological approaches to ‘nature’. This 

tendency towards constructivism may well be the product of a disciplinary legacy of 

countering ‘naturalistic’ explanations of social phenomena (Benton 1994: 3). 

Whatever the cause, sociolological theory has remained largely unreconstructed; 

despite its new object of enquiry. 

 

Strong constructionists argue that things in the world gain their character 

from human understanding and interpretation rather than by virtue of any 

objective properties, thus Haraway contends that ‘Nature cannot pre-exist its 

construction’ (1992: 296). Because this kind of constructionism does not 

operationalise a separate ontology and epistemology, we cannot distinguish beings 

and objects in the world from our constructions of them. In an often-quoted 

example, Keith Tester asserts that: 
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A fish is only a fish if it is socially classified as one, and that classification 
is only concerned with fish to the extent that scaly things living in the sea 
help society define itself...animals are…a blank paper which can be 
inscribed with any message, any symbolic meaning, that the social wishes.  
(Tester 1991: 46) 
 

Tester’s basic argument is that ‘nature’ does not have any objective reality. Yet 

whilst discourses about non-human animals are culturally and historically specific, 

their referent is what Bhaskar would call ‘the intransitive object’ (1979: 11).  

Human knowledge can change, but the objects of knowledge are separable from 

the knowledge about them, and may stay the same. Tester posits that ‘the natural 

dimensions of being human are fairly trivial’ (1991: 32), yet the ontological powers 

of the non-human lifeworld are incredibly significant (Martell 1994: 176), and 

need, if sociology is to move beyond exclusive humanism, to be understood as 

having specific characteristics and effects. Others provide a softer 

constructionism, illustrated by some of the work of Beck. Beck’s notion of ‘risk’ is 

well known, but his recent understanding of environmental risks as not only ‘real 

and constituted by social perception’ (Beck 2000: 219, original emphasis), but also 

manufactured through technological innovations, has led him towards complexity 

analytics. Beck remains rather slippery however, often shifting, albeit subtly, both 

ontologically and epistemologically. Certainly those who deploy Beckian risk 

analytics are rarely interested in a complexity framework, and tend to be strongly 

constructionist.  

 

Critical realism offers us a more inclusive approach for it enables us to accept 

the idea that the world is composed of ‘real objects’ with independent properties 

and causal powers, alongside an understanding of the social construction of that 

world in different ways by human subjects. For Dickens (1992), relations between 

any living organism and its environment need to be understood as mutually 

constitutive.  The problem with constructionism is that it can only see this 

relationship as a one-way process where human thought and action constructs the 
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environment. The realist position is that species have their own capacities, 

properties and powers, albeit that human practices may shape, enable and 

constrain the processes of the natural world.  

 

Co-constructionism has similarities but in the main, remains human 

exceptionalist, because it cannot allow for the independent properties and powers 

of natural systems.  Latour (1987) suggests the natural and social worlds are ‘co-

constructed’ positing a hybrid ontology of ‘not-quite natural and not-quite social 

objects’ (Irwin 2001: 162) embedded in ‘networks’ in which social and natural 

processes are conflated. However, the different ‘stuff’ that constitutes social 

natures has its own properties, and we need to have a non-conflationary position 

which can account for this.  It is only by allowing the potential autonomy of 

natural processes that we can avoid seriously underestimating the emergent 

properties and causal powers of nature, and allow for non-hybrid causality. 

Finally, in this actor-network theory, the social power of humans becomes rather 

lost and there is little sense of multi-levelled qualities in networks, or of 

hierarchical relations. Latour, unlike some of his adherents, has more recently 

moved towards what can properly be seen as a middle ground combining, as he 

puts it, some ‘realist social philosophy’ with the ‘old tired theme of social 

construction’ (Latour 2000: 114). We need conceptual apparatus that enables 

consideration of the relative power of different kinds of actants, and allows the 

possibility that ‘things strike back’ (Latour 2000: 115). We are embedded in 

systems that may contain all kinds of different relations: webs of reciprocity, 

networks of benign but unequal power, or relations domination and politically 

problematic practices of power. It is to the analysis of relations of dominatory 

power that we now turn. 

 

Ecologism and social intersectionality 

 



 5 

Ecologism provides us with a range of understandings which problematise 

human relations with ‘natures’. Deep ecologism adopts a systemic approach to 

understanding the organization and patterning of both social and natural life. 

From scientific ecology, it adopts the view that all processes are connected and 

human intervention in natural ecosystems cannot be without impact. Naess (1973) 

suggests that living beings of all kinds are ‘knots’ in a biospherical net or field of 

relations. Such webs of relationships are incredibly complex and need to be 

understood as vast systems (Eckersley 1992: 49) that interlock us with a variety of 

species and scapes. In addition, deep ecologism understands human society as 

structured in particular relations with the ‘natural world’. That system of 

relationships has been termed ‘anthropocentrism’. Western society is human-

centred in its organization and has a dominant worldview in which the non-

human is conceptualized in terms of means to human ends. Anthropocentrism is 

usually considered to be the most deep-seated form of domination, and for some, 

it accounts for other social dominations (Fox 1986). Yet humanity, given all its 

differences of power, wealth, abundance and consumption, is embedded within 

environments with different relationships and impacts.   

 

In sociology, the theorization of multiple differences and inequalities has been 

difficult and contested. Those, particularly feminist theorists attempting to 

understand the cross cutting of multiple social inequalities (of ethnicities, class 

and so on) with gender, have used the term ‘intersectionality’ to emphasise the 

ways social differences and dominations are mutually constitutive (McCall 2005, 

Phoenix and Pattynama 2006). I want to retain the deep ecological notion of 

social relations with ‘the environment’ as systemic and exploitative, whilst casting 

this system of relations as socially intersectionalized and existent in overlapping 

relations with other systems of social domination.  

 

‘Social’ ecologisms have accounted for the interplay between human 

domination of nature, and our systemic domination of each other. Bookchin sees 

environmental abuse and exploitation as an effect of oppressive systems of 



 6 

complex social hierarchy amongst humans (1980: 62). He has been intensely 

hostile to theories of anthropocentrism, considering the domination of nature as 

of secondary importance to the multiplicity of hierarchical relations of social 

domination in which human beings are implicated (Bookchin 1990: 44, 1991: 29). 

Ultimately, this means that Bookchin’s social ecology overemphasizes the impact 

of multiple forms of intra-human domination as causal in environmental 

degradation. In addition, Bookchin homogenizes ‘the environment’, fails to see 

environmental domination as socially systemic, and also under develops the 

analysis of specific systemic relations, such as those of capital. 

 

Systemic analyses of capitalism have been deployed in order to understand 

environment-society relations. Dickens (1996) suggests that the nexus of 

environmental exploitation is the social organization of labour power in capitalist 

societies around the production of goods for the market. For various theorists, 

contemporary developments in capitalist relations mean ‘nature’ becomes 

increasingly internal to the dynamics of capital accumulation as biotechnology is 

harnessed to overcome ‘natural’ barriers (for example, by manufacturing hybrid 

seeds which develop into sterile plants, Castree 2001:191). Thus Harvey 

(1996:187) suggests that we now have what he calls ‘constructed ecosystems’. 

Such conceptions are crucial for understanding the ways in which nature is 

produced/reproduced, but these processes are also constituted through complex 

coalitions of formations of social domination in addition to capitalism.  

 

Marxist influenced ‘liberation ecologism’ has brought the conceptual apparatus 

of post colonialism to bear on debates around social difference and human-

environment relations. Environmental difficulties are very much embedded in the 

social relations of (post)colonial capital, but those specific problems differ across 

the regional formations of the global South. For some, this means that we can 

only grasp the articulations of social nature according to geographic specifics 

(Peet and Watts 1996: 14). Others however, consider various human communities 

in the context of diverse natural systems and also within the global system 
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characterised by relations of postcoloniality (Guha 1997:22-7). The latter is 

compatible with complexity analytics because specific social/natural formations 

are understood as produced by a range of interrelating systemic structures and 

processes. 

 

Ecofeminists provide a version of social ecology in which the domination of 

nature is interrelated with intra-human social difference, particularly gender. 

However, they have not used a multiple systems model of intersectionality, but 

often reduced and confined a range of dominations to a theory of patriarchy 

(Cudworth 2005: 119-127). For example, Warren argues that a ‘patriarchal 

conceptual framework’ (1994: 181) accounts for a plethora of oppressive ‘isms’ 

(1997: 4, 1987: 133). Plumwood sees gender, nature, race, colonialism and class as 

interfacing in a ‘network’ or web (1993: 2), but retains a conflationary approach 

where different dominations are characterised by ‘a unified overall mode of 

operation, forming a single system’ (1994: 79, my emphasis). Others appear to 

articulate a multiple systems perspective, but for Mies (1986, 1993: 223-6) the 

dominations of colonialism, gender, and nature appear as systemic effects of 

capitalism, and for Mellor (1992) the domination of nature, emerges, almost by 

accident, as an outcome of a range of intra-human forms of social domination. 

 

I take from deep ecologism the notion of a social system of human 

domination, but I consider that this takes historically and geographically specific 

formations. Such domination is linked to multiplicitious intra-human formations 

of domination. No social ecology has developed both a multiple systemic 

perspective on social intersectionality, and integrated this with an analysis of 

natured domination. As I will suggest below, the term ‘anthroparchy’ may help to 

capture the social ordering of human relations to the ‘environment’. Whilst 

‘anthropocentrism’ implies a social order that centres on human interests and 

needs, it does not account for intra-human differences and inequalities. In the 

concept of anthroparchy, I suggest a complex system of relationships in which the 
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‘environment’ is dominated through formations of social organization which 

privilege the human. Being a ‘complex system’ anthroparchy has many levels and 

is interlinked with systems of intra-human inequality. I conceive these systems as 

both analytically distinct, whilst being mutually constitutive, but in order to 

elaborate on this understanding, I need to draw on complexity theories of 

‘systems’. 

 

Complexity theory 

 

Complexity theory is something of a misnomer for a range of theories and 

concepts, which have been utilized by all kinds of theorists working across the 

sciences, humanities and social sciences. It is particularly concerned with patterns 

and connections between phenomena and processes of change. As ‘complexity 

theory’ is not a unified position or body of thought, it has been deployed in 

support of positions very different to my own (Cilliers 1998). However, as Hayles 

has noted, some misread the scientific understandings of complexity (of thinkers 

such as Prigogine (1989), for example) to support a notion of a fragmented and 

disordered sociality. Rather, complexity is the occurrence of complex information 

in which order is emergent (Hayles 1991: 176), whilst also being in no way fixed, 

static or absolute (Hayles 1990: 292). Thus whilst the ‘social’ is incredibly rich, 

diverse and complicated, complexity theory suggests ways of understanding the 

diverse and shifting patterns within different kinds of information about our 

world.  

 

Complexity theory in the sciences has a produced a range of new ways of 

understanding the notion of ‘system’, a few elements of which necessitate a little 

description. First, natural systems exist in a web of connections with other 

systems and are complex. The term ‘emergent properties’ has been used to 

describe specific qualities that emerge at a certain levels of systemic complexity, 

but which are not apparent at lower levels. In ecology, systems are understood as 

communities of organisms which link together in a network (Capra 1996: 34-5). 
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Second, natural systems are also ‘open systems’ because they utilize a continual 

flux of matter and energy in order to remain alive, whilst also exhibiting closure in 

maintaining a stable form (Prigogine 1989). One of the most influential theorists 

has been the chemist Prigogine who found in situations far from equilibrium that 

coherent, structured, ordered behaviours emerged (Prigogine and Stengers 1984: 

146). Third, systems have autopoiesis and are self-making or regulating.  

Neuroscientists Maturana and Varela (1980: xvii) considered that in adapting and 

recreating the conditions of life, living systems should be seen as engaging in a 

process of cognition. A controversial and well-known hypothesis is Lovelock’s 

understanding of the earth system as a ‘superorganism’ (2000:15) able to regulate 

its own temperature. Vast networks of feedback loops bring about such 

regulation, and link together living and non-living systems. Regulation also takes 

place through ‘symbiogenesis’ – the merging of different species in complex 

arrangements and developments of co-operation and creativity (Margulis and 

Sagan 1986:119). In this model, the earth constitutes a single system within which 

multivariate networks of systems exist, implicating all species in relations 

assuming multiple forms. In this process of regulation the earth system will act to 

maintain its integrity, and system elements may, as Latour puts it ‘strike back’ in 

unpredictable ways, at species (such as ‘humans’) whose collective practices 

undermine such integrity (see Lovelock 2006). 

 

The critique of systems theory within the social sciences has focused on the use of 

scientific notions of balancing in the maintenance of equilibrium. In sociological 

terms this often resulted in a preoccupation with social order, as apparent in the 

work of Parsons (1960), and an inability to account for the shifting nature of social 

life and its multiple differences. Yet systems in complexity thinking are at once 

ordered yet disordered, stable yet unstable. This enables a recasting of sociological 

approaches to ‘systems’ (see Urry 2002). As Prigogine (1980) surmises, we are 

compelled to consider the question not of ‘being’ but of ‘becoming’ in the world. 

Instabilities lead to new forms of order and disorder and these are often of ever 

increasing complexity. Marx saw gradual change punctuated by revolutionary 
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transformation along a predictable trajectory of class conflict, but in complexity 

thinking, systems are not teleological – development depends on the systems history 

and various external conditions and cannot be predicted (Prigogine and Stengers 

1984: 140). Prigogine and Stengers consider that this may enable a new ‘dialogue’ 

between the social and the natural sciences, with both environment and society 

conceptualized as multiple, diverse and dynamic, complex systems.  

 

In sociology, perhaps the most thorough application of complexity can be 

found in the Parsonian systems theory of Luhmann (1995). Luhmann uses 

‘autopoiesis’ to suggest that each social system reproduces itself on the basis of its 

internal operations and attributes, and differentiates itself from what is outside - 

its milieu or context (in his terminology, its ‘environment’). His systems are 

differentiated into multileveled subsystems, each with its own level of organized 

complexity. Thus, system elements are themselves systems and systems are 

embedded within other systems that interconnect and influence each other, but 

are not determined by a single logic. Luhmann uses Parsons concept of 

‘interpenetration’ to characterize the interdependencies that result from the co-

evolution of systems. Different systems rely on each other’s complexity to 

elaborate on their own internal complexity. However, as the structural forms of 

social systems are often very different, interpenetration involves the cross cutting 

of certain elements of particular systems and not others (1995: 213-4).  

 

For Luhmann, the reproduction of social systems cannot simply be seen 

as the ‘replication of the same’, but as a constantly ‘new constitution of events’ 

(1995: 189) as new elements are emergent and incorporated. Yet Luhmann’s view 

of the capacity of systems to change is depressingly static. Interpenetration leads 

to what he calls ‘hypercomplexity’ and this is ultimately consolidating (1995: 218, 

284). I want more possibility for change than Luhmann allows, probably because 

my interest is in social domination and Luhmann has little to say about conflict, 

inequity and domination. He is also is unashamedly anthropocentric in 

conceptualizing the social as exclusively human (1995: 34-7, 46). Other social 
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theorists have developed sociological applications which are concerned with the 

making and remaking of social relations (Nowotny 2005), social practices on 

various scales (Urry 2002) and social inequalities (Byrne 1998), but even those 

feminist and Marxist inflected accounts do not account for the intersection of 

complex relations of social domination (albeit with notable exceptions, Walby 

2007). Critics of the ‘complexity turn’ suggest that as a discipline, sociology is 

sufficiently broad, rich and innovative to rise to new challenges, and that it already 

has more sophisticated apparatus than can be found in complexity theory 

(McLennan 2003). However, complexity not only offers the possibility of 

theorizing ‘complex multiple inequalities’ (Walby 2007), but can provide a toolbox 

for the understanding of both social and natural systems, and a framework in 

which the social ordering of aspects of natural systems can be elaborated. 

Holling’s (2001) concept of ‘panarchy’ suggests a framework in which we might 

consider social systems as both distinctive and as interrelated with ecological 

systems (see Gunderson and Holling 2002: 103-120) and is most promising. In my 

own consideration of the complex interrations of social systems based on 

difference and inequity however, I am particularly concerned with elaborating a 

social system of natured domination. 

 

Human domination 

 

I use the term ‘anthroparchy’ to capture the social ordering of human 

relations with the ‘environment’. It is a complex system of relationships in which 

the ‘environment’ is dominated through formations of social organization which 

privilege the human (as I have argued elsewhere, see Cudworth 2005: 63-71). The 

‘environment’ itself can be defined as the non-human animate world and its 

contexts – including the whole range of multifarious animal and plant species. 

Whilst there are incredible differences between and amongst these phenomena, I 

group them merely by biological referent – properties of being both non-human 

and ‘live’ (manifesting properties of metabolism, growth, reproduction and 
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response to stimuli, see Capra 1996). In societies structured around relations of 

human domination, the complex and highly diversified non-human animate 

lifeworld is homogenized as ‘nature’, as ‘Other’ to the human. ‘Nature’ is a socially 

constituted category with the physical referent of species difference. Human 

relations with other species are constituted by and through social institutions, 

processes and practices. These can be seen as sets of relations of power and 

domination, which are consequential of normative practice and interrelate to form 

a network, a social system of natured domination.  

 

The global spread of human dwelling means that there is little left that 

might approximate to an ideal of ‘wilderness’, and the natural environment has for 

centuries been rendered hybrid by the interventions of human technologies. The 

incredible disparities and differences constituted through various forms of human 

social relations mean that social dominations may assume different forms and 

operate to a differing extent around the planet. Thus anthroparchy involves 

different kinds of social domination: oppression, exploitation and marginalization. 

I use these terms to capture distinct degrees or levels at which social domination 

operates, and also the different formations it assumes within which only some 

species and spaces may be implicated.  For example, animals closer to humans in 

biology and sentiency can experience oppression. Other species may not be 

implicated in anthropoarchal relations, but exist in symbiosis. Different 

oppressive forms apply to different species due to their specific characteristics and 

normative behaviours such as the presence of sociality and the ways in which this 

presents itself. Exploitation refers to the use of some being, space or entity as a 

resource for human ends, and one might speak of the exploitation of the 

properties of soils or the labour power of domesticated animals in agriculture, for 

example. Marginalization is most broadly applicable and refers to human 

centrism. Deep ecologists have been right to argue a case for ‘anthropocentrism’ 

which can capture forms natured relations that exemplify marginalization, but is 

rather weak for the capture of other aspects of human domination. 
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Whilst the environment, in all its infinite variety may be enmeshed in 

anthroparchal relations, the agency of ‘nature’ differs across time, space and 

context, and is implied by the ability of natural phenomena to exert their own 

properties and powers in specific situations, which operate within, across and 

alongside anthroparchal networks of relations. In turn, the structure of human 

social organization, involving the exploitation of the environment, implicates 

human communities, practices and institutions within ecological systems. 

However, natural systems, for example, tidal flows and a host of weather patterns 

may have considerable impacts on the ability of people to dominate their 

environments. Some may feel the term ‘human domination’ is strong, but as 

anthroparchy is an intersected system it does not mean that all humans, in all 

places, across time, are in dominatory relations to the environment, nor that all 

humans engage in exploitative and oppressive practices all of the time. The 

interpenetration of cross cutting elements of various systems of domination 

means that some groups of us are positioned in more potentially exploitative 

relations than others. In addition, individuals and collectivities choose not to 

exercise potential powers of domination and exclusion and also to contest them.  

 

I suggest that five institutional and processual arenas network to form a 

social system of anthroparchy. First, production relations, that is, the sets of 

relations between humanity and the environment as we interact with nature in 

order to produce the things we need (food, fuel etc.). The industrialization of 

production and market distribution associated with modernity in Europe, 

significantly increased the ecological footprints of certain groups of humans, and 

the globalizing tendencies of modernity has led to industrialized production being 

an important formation across much of the globe.  The second arena is 

domestication. Certainly, innovation has characterized human engagements with 

the environment for millennia, through the breeding of plants and animals.  The 

last two centuries have seen intensification of such processes, especially in the 

West, for example, reproductive interventions in animal protein production. 

Domestication also operates at the symbolic level, for example, in the imperative 
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to civilize or tame a ‘wild’ nature, and the distinction between species that are 

safely domesticated and those dangerous beings that are not. 

 

The third arena is political.  Institutions and practices of governance may 

re/produce, or contest and change relations of systemic domination. States and 

state-like formations, can act as direct or indirect agents of anthroparchy; for 

example by subsidizing intensive animal farming, or by not taxing resource use. 

States can also alter practices of domination, for example, by affording legislative 

protection for certain species. Fourthly, we have systemic violence. For animal 

species with greater levels of sentiency, violence can be seen to operate in similar 

ways to violences affecting humans for example food animals, but we might also 

speak of violence in the destruction of natural scapes. Finally, anthroparchal social 

relations are characterized by cultures of exclusive humanism that construct 

notions of animality and humanity and other such dichotomies. These may, for 

example, encourage certain practices such as animal food consumption; 

emphasize the requisites of human domination, and suggest appropriate forms, 

such as controlling companion animals.  

 

None of these elements of anthroparchy are exclusively natured. They are 

cross-cut in different ways and to different degrees by other formations of 

difference in systems of social domination - they are intersectionalised. Some 

elements of relational social systems, of capitalism, postcolonialism and patriarchy 

for example, can be seen to operate at a global level, such as production and 

exchange, the movement of goods and labour. However, the specificity of power 

relations is often best conceived more regionally, and we might speak of varieties 

or kinds of capitalism and patriarchy for example. The specific social formations, 

the structures of institutions and practices that organize our relations to ‘nature’ 

differ substantially across the globe, and nature might be dominated to very 

differing degrees. Systems of domination relate in ways that may reinforce, 

undermine or reconfigure relations of power.  

 

Conclusion – a matrix of social domination 
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A complex systems approach is well placed to capture the relatively 

enduring, complex pattering and intersected restructuring of social domination. 

Existent and emergent systems of social domination exist within a matrix of 

hypercomplexity. The notion of ‘matrix’ captures the intersectionalised qualities 

of the field of social domination because it suggests an intermeshing and 

coalescing in a particular array, or pattern. The extensive differences in form and 

degree of domination exerted by various systems of domination, articulated in 

different ways, in unique formations in different times, places and spaces, means 

that a multiple systems approach enables us to theorize a matrix of domination, 

without marginalizing the social differences with which the concept of 

intersectionalisation is so concerned. Finally, the term matrix suggests a process of 

becoming, and this is apposite for a complexity understanding of social systems. 

Social relations are not simply cast in a way that reflects the patterns of systemic 

properties within the field of social domination, but are continually recast. This 

process of restructuring of social relations of natured and other forms of 

domination reveals myriad chinks, weak points and arenas for renegotiations of 

power. 
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