Call for (R)evolution!
“The possibilities are numerous once we decide to act and not react." 1
by Jasmine Shaw

This is a call for (r)evolution! 

With the urgency of manifestos past, we reject the current authoritarian master discourse, phallocentric modes of thinking, and the two sex male/female binary on the basis of their insufficient explanatory power with regards to the complex system of gender. Yet, as Trinh T. Minh-Ha reminds us, "there can be no social-political r-evolution without a r-evolution of subjects.” 
 How then does one begin this voyage, traveling beyond the boundaries of the two sex system towards the development of a new discourse in which gender avoids fixations?
In the realm of science, a revolution constitutes one set of ideas replacing another, a change in points of view and definitions of truth. The world itself has not changed, but rather the frame of reference, or historical context, has.  Science does not exist in a vacuum and is as much a product of its times as any other discipline.  As the Enlightenment philosopher Descartes already foresaw in his Discourse on Method, since one cannot change either the experimental results or environment, the basis of the scientific method is changing how one looks at things. 
  Science, however, has at times preferred to downplay these changes in thought, making its history seem like a linear progression of connecting the dots from Aristotle to Newton to Einstein.  From such a “progressive” perspective, any experiment that has ever been done has led us up to precisely where we are now, and current scientific practice is simply adding more bricks to the same building that has stood for centuries.  In other words, ideas that are irreconcilable in theory, such as the two major branches of physics, Newtonian and quantum physics, are somehow made out to be pieces of the same puzzle. This positivist approach to science, in which the vast body of knowledge is becoming more certain with the passage of time, is often coupled with the premise that in scientific practice one must have a hypothesis, or be able to predict the outcome, before one even begins the experiment. 
  Such is the safety net from which scientists prefer to work. What happens, though, when the unexpected or unforeseen occurs?  If something does not fit, should one try to force it into its designated peg hole or rethink the shape of the peg hole itself? 
According to the philosopher Thomas Kuhn, an “anomaly” in science is a particular case that cannot be explained using the rules of the current system.  An isolated anomaly in itself represents a danger, or threat, to the system, but the situation can quickly escalate to the level of “crisis” when there is an increase in both the number of the anomaly’s visible cases and in the number of scholars who agree upon the nature of the anomaly as unsolvable (within the current system).  If the anomaly persists, it will ultimately have to lead to the adoption of a new paradigm; however, this new paradigm is neither better nor worse with respect to that which it replaces – it simply leads to new and different forms of knowledge.  No paradigm addresses the same set of questions; therefore, its validity is only with respect to itself and depends on what are considered to be the most important questions worth asking at the moment. 

If one were to buy into the idea of science as a sort of puzzle-solving endeavor, then yes, there must be an ultimate truth, a finished building, a completed puzzle, which humankind is striving towards. However, in view of the relativistic nature of paradigm shifts in which bodies of knowledge replace one another, we cannot define “truth” from the perspective of science. To illustrate: up until very recently, modern scientists universally accepted atoms – or, to get technical, the atomic nucleus – as the smallest level of existence, but prior to Einstein's 1905 dissertation on Brownian motion, atoms were not considered to be part of our reality. This is not to say atoms did not exist before, have not always existed, but rather that until Einstein their reality was not made readily apparent or perhaps was always explained in alternative ways. Today String Theory has pushed past the atom to quarks, made up of superstrings in a complex system played out by the dynamics of interrelating vibrations rather than elements. 
 Scientific fact keeps shifting, thus, the anxiety implicit behind the idea that science is a human-made constructed truth contributes to why the questioning of the two sex binary system, the current state of gender, is considered dangerous.

The intersex person problematizes gender in the same way the atom problematized the mechanistic Newtonian view of the universe. It is not that intersexuality is a phenomenon of the twentieth century; in fact, it is documented as far back as the ancient Greek civilization,  but like the atom it was not “readily apparent,” particularly in the last century. It is estimated that roughly 1.7% of all births in this country result in intersex babies, which, as a point of comparison, is more frequent than albinoism. 
 And yet, despite the frequency of intersex births that do not fit into the normative standards of the body for male or female, within a population large enough to statistically constitute a scientific “crisis,” intersex persons remain outside the system as the “other,” an “anomaly.” In our current gender paradigm, this transgression of the binary is still considered a pathology, a sickness, or a birth defect.  Something as simple and necessary as a trip to the public restroom is a troublesome and dangerous event for the intersex person. 
 
Intersexuality is the strongest case for the need for a (r)evolution, a development of a new system in which gender can be redefined beyond a binary.  But there are certain assumptions that will prove very difficult to escape: Isaac Newton, seeking to challenge the Aristotelian universe, ended up becoming just as strong a master discourse as his predecessor, and even quantum physics falls back on the Greek philosopher’s assumptions that the fundamental reality of the world lies in its mathematical relationships. This is hardly a case for good science; the more pure way to do science would be to approach it without such preconceived notions in mind.  Thus, although paradigms help to explain the world around us, they are dangerous: they limit us, fit us into a box, and determine the context from which we work. Who is to say nature is constant? That it can be stuffed in a box?  It is not truly a revolution when all one has done is swap norms or paradigms, because one immediately becomes fixed and rigid once again.  This is the latent danger in every form of research: the closure of the very discursive space upon which one is trying to expand.

It takes a "serious historical effort" to get to the place Donna Haraway terms as “elsewhere.” 
  The admonition is to always remember that things need not be this way, that the current system is not the necessary way of defining the world.  Classification systems and paradigms are useful to an extent, but only so long as their infrastructures are transparent, and we keep in mind that "there are always more things going on than you thought … maybe less than there should be, but more than you thought.” 
 The danger in leaving categories behind; however, is that it is not a way of thinking we are used to; it is a thought process altogether paradoxical, uncomfortable, and challenging. Furthermore, as long as we are convinced we are all “endangered species (suffering from [the same] pathetic loss of authenticity),” we are kept “comfortably content with the state of  

things.” 

The purpose in this discussion in which gender is foregrounded is precisely to problematize and complexify it, point out its dangers and its endangerment – not necessarily to “solve” it. Indeed, there is a utility to having it remain unsolved. "Movement 'beyond' gender [may be] unsettling," but there is an "inadequacy [inherent] of binaries like male/female or masculine/feminine to characterize the full play of difference and identity" that defines personhood. 
 As it is, the two sex system is exclusive and unfair to us all, considering the incredible site of potential that gender is. Once one begins to reject its possibilities, one limits not only being able to define one’s existence on one’s own terms, but also what constitutes a livable life. If we are to truly challenge the Enlightenment’s analytical mode of thinking, the so-called scientific method, the path of change must come from within as well as from without, through a collaboration of voices, an interdisciplinary action.
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