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CHAPTER ONE
Under Western Eyes: Feminist

Scholarship and Colonial Discourses

=

Any discussion| of the intellectual and political construction of “Third
World feminisms” must address itself to two simultaneous projects: the in-

ternal critique of hegemonic “Western” feminisms and the formulation of

autonomous fer‘nin\ist concerns and strategies that are geographically, his-
torically, and culturally grounded. The first project is one of deconstructing
and dismantling; the second is one of building and constructing. While these

projects appear to be contradictory, the one working negatively and the other

positively, unless tﬂese two tasks are addressed simultaneously, Third World
feminisms run the risk of marginalization or ghettoization from both main-
stream (right and Iéft) and Western feminist discourses.

Itis to the first project that I address myself here. What I wish to analyze is
specifically the production of the “Third World woman” as a singular, mono-
lithic subject in some (Western) feminist texts. The definition of colonization
I'wish to invoke here is a predominantly discursive one, focusing on a certain
mode of appropriation and codification of scholarship and knowledge about
women in the Third World through the use of particular analytic categories
employed in specific writings on the subject that take as their referent femi-
nist interests as they have been articulated in the United States and Western
Europe. If one of the tasks of formulating and understanding the locus of
Third World femlinisms is delineating the way in which they resist and work
against what I am referring to as “Western feminist discourse,” then an analy-
sis of the discursive construction of Third World women in Western feminism
is an important first step.

Clearly, neither Western feminist discourse nor Western feminist political

practice is singuljlr or homogeneous in its goals, interests, or analyses. How-
ever, it is possible to trace a coherence of effects resulting from the implicit
|
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assumption of “the West” (in all its complexities and contradictions) as the
primary referent in theory and praxis. My reference to “Western feminism” is
by no means intended to imply that it is a monolith. Rather, I am attempting
to draw attention to the similar effects of various textual strategies used by
writers that codify others as non-Western and hence themselves as (implicitly)
Western. It is in this sense that | use the term “Western feminist.” Similar
arguments can be made about middle-class, urban African or Asian schol-
ars who write about their rural or working-class sisters and assume their own
middle-class cultures at the norm and codify working class histories and cul-
tures as other. Thus, while this chapter focuses specifically on what I refer to
as “Western feminist” discourse on women in the Third World, the critiques I
offeralso pertain to Third World scholars who write about their own cultures
and employ identical strategies.

It ought to be of some political significance that the term “colonization”
has come to denote a variety of phenomena in recent feminist and left writ-
ings in general. From its analyticvalue as a category of exploitative economic
exchange in both traditional and contemporary Marxisms (see, in particular,
Amin1977, Baran 1962, and Gunder-Frank 1967) to its use by feminist women
of color in the United States to describe the appropriation of their experiences
and struggles by hegemonicwhite women’s movements (see especially Joseph
and Lewis 1981, Moraga 1984, Moraga and Anzaldda 1981, and Smith 1983),
colonization has been used to characterize everything from the most evident
economic and political hierarchies to the production of a particular cultural
discourse about what is called the Third World%%lowever sophisticated or
problematical its use as an explanatory construct, colonization almost invari-
ably implies a relation of structural domination and a suppression— often
violent— of the heterogeneity of the subject(s) in question.

My concern about such writings derives from my own implication and in-
vestment in contemporary debates in feminist theory and the urgent politi-
cal necessity of forming strategic coalitions across class, race, and national
boundaries. The analytic principles discussed below serve to distort West-
ern feminist political practices and limit the possibility of coalitions among
(usually white) Western feminists, working-class feminists, and feminists
of color around the world, These limitations are evident in the construction
of the (implicitly consensual) priority of issues around which apparently all
women are expected to organize. The necessary and integral connection be-
tween feminist scholarship and feminist political practice and organizing de-
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termines the significance and status of Western feminist writings on women
in the Third World, for feminist scholarship, like most other kinds of scholat-
ship, is not the mere production of knowledge about a certain subject. It is
a directly political and discursive practice in that it is purposeful and ideo-
logical. It is best seen as a mode of intervention into particular hegemonic
discourses (e.g., traditional anthropology, sociology, and literary criticism);
itisa political praxis|that counters and resists the totalizing imperative of age-
old “legitimate” and “scientific” bodies of knowledge. Thus, feminist schol-
arly practices (reading, writing, critiquing, etc.) are inscribed in relations of
power —relations that they counter, resist, oreven perhaps implicitly support.
There can, of course, be no apolitical scholarship.

The relationship between “Woman” (a cultural and ideological composite
other constructed through diverse representational discourses —scientific,

literary, juridical, linéuistic, cinematic, etc.) and “women” (real, material sub-
jects of their collecti(ve histories) is one of the central questions the practice
of feminist scholarship seeks to address. This connection between women
as historical subjects and the representation of Woman produced by hege-
monic discourses is not a relation of direct identity ora relation of correspon-
dence or simple imﬁlication\}*ﬁ is an arbitrary relation set up by particular
cultures. I would like to suggest that the feminist writings I analyze here dis-
cursively colonize thé material and historical heterogeneities of the lives of
women in the Third World, thereby producing/representing a composite, sin-
gular “Third World v*‘foman” —an image that appears arbitrarily constructed
but nevertheless carries with it the authorizing signature of Western human-
ist discoursel3

[ argue that assumptions of privilege and ethnocentric universality, on

the one hand, and in4
scholarship on the Th

dequate self-consciousness about the effect of Western
ird World in the context of a world system dominated by

the West, on the other, characterize a sizable extent of Western feminist work
on women in the Third World. An analysis of “sexual difference” in the form

of a cross-culturally s

ngular, monolithic notion of patriarchy or male domi-

nance leads to the construction of a similarly reductive and homogeneous

notion of what I call

the “Third World difference” — that stable, ahistorical

something that apparently oppresses most if not all the women in these coun-
tries. And it is in the production of this Third World difference that Western
feminisms appropriate and colonize the constitutive complexities that char-
acterize the lives of women in these countries. It is in this process of discursive
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homogenization and systematization of the oppression of women in the Third
World that power is exercised in much of recent Western feminist discourse,
and this power needs to be defined and named.

In the context of the West's hegemonic position today—the context of
what Anouar Abdel-Malek (1 981) calls a struggle for “control over the orien-
tation, regulation and decision of the process of world development on the
basis of the advanced sector’s monopoly of scientific knowledge and ideal
creativity” (145) —Western feminist scholarship on the Third World must be
seen and examined precisely in terms of its inscription in these particular
relations of power and struggle. There is, it should be evident, no universal
patriarchal framework that this scholarship attempts to counter and resist—
unless one posits an international male conspiracy ora monolithic, ahistori-
cal power structure. There is, however, a particular world balance of power
within which any analysis of culture, ideology, and socioeconomic conditions
necessarily has to be situated. Abdel-Malek is useful here, again, in reminding
us about the inherence of politics in the discourses of “culture”:

Contemporary imperialism Is, in a real sense, a hegemonic imperialism,
exercising to a maximum degree a rationalized violence taken to a higher
level than ever before—through fire and sword, but also through the at-
tempt to control hearts and minds. For its content is defined by the com-
bined action of the military-industrial complex and the hegemonic cultural
centers of the West, all of them founded on the advanced levels of devel]-
opment attained by monopoly and finance capital, and supported by the
benefits of both the scientific and technological revolution and the second
industrial revolution itself, (145-46)

Western feminist scholarship cannot avoid the challenge of situating itself
and examining its role in such a global economic and political framework. To
do any less would be to ignore the complex interconnections between First
and Third World economies and the profound effect of this on the lives of
women inall countries. I do not question the descriptive and informativevalye
of most Western feminist writings on women in the Third World, I also do
not question the existence of excellent work that does not fall into the ana-
lytic traps with which I am concerned. In fact, I deal with an example of such
work later on. In the context of an overwhelming silence about the experi-
ence of women in these countries, as well as the need to forge international
links between women’s political struggles, such work is both pathbreaking
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|

and absolutely esser}nial. However, I want to draw attention here both to the
explanatory potential of particular analytic strategies employed by such writ-
ing and to their poEtical effect in the context of the hegemony of Western
scholarship. While lfeminist writing in the United States is still marginalized
(except from the po‘mt of view of women of color addressing privileged white
women), Western feminist writing on women in the Third World must be con-
sidered in the conte#(t of the global hegemony of Western scholarship—that
is, the production, publication, distribution, and consumption of informa-
tion and ideas. Marginal or not, this writing has political effects and impli-
cations beyond the [immediate feminist or disciplinary audience. One such
significant effect of ‘the dominant “representations” of Western feminism is
its conflation with iljnperialism in the eyes of particular Third World women& ,x/
Hence the urgent need to examine the political implications of our analytic
strategies and principles.

My critique is directed at three basic analytic principles that are present in
(Western) feminist A‘iscourse onwomen in the Third World. Since I focus pri-
marily on the Zed Press Women in the Third World series, my comments on
Western feminist discourse are circumscribed by my analysis of the texts in
this series}s /This is ajway of focusing my critique. However, even though Iam
dealing with feminists who identify themselves as culturally or geographically
from the West, what/I say about these presuppositions or implicit principles

holds foranyone th uses these methods, whether Third World women in the
West or Third Worldi women in the Third World writing on these issues and
publishing in the We;st. Thus I am not making a culturalist argument about
ethnocentrism; rather, [ am trying to uncover how ethnocentric universalism
is produced in certa;n analyses. As a matter of fact, my argument holds for
any discourse that sets up its own authorial subjects as the implicit referent,
that is, the yardstick i)y which to encode and represent cultural others. It is in
this move that powetr is exercised in discourse.

The first analytic p‘resupposition Ifocus onis involved in the strategic loca-
tion of the category “Women” vis-a-vis the context of analysis. The assumption
of women as an already constituted, coherent group with identical interests
and desires, regardlefs of class, ethnic, or racial location, or contradictions,
implies a notion of gender or sexual difference or even patriarchy that can be
applied universally an:d cross-culturally. (The context of analysis can be any-
thing from kinship st;&uctures and the organization of labor to media repre-

. | . AT ;
sentations.) The second analytical presupposition is evident on the method-

|
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ological level, in the uncritical way “proof” of universality and cross-cultural
validity are provided. The third is a more specifically political presupposition
underlying the methodologies and the analytic strategies, that is, the model
of power and struggle they imply and suggest. I argue that as a result of the
two modes —or, rather, frames —ofanalysis described above, a homogeneous
notion of the oppression of women as a group is assumed, which, in turn,
produces the image of an “average Third World woman.” This average Third
World woman leads an essentially truncated life based on her feminine gen-
der (read: sexually constrained) and her being “Third World” (read: igno-
rant, poor, uneducated, tradition-bound, domestic, family-oriented, victim-
ized, etc.). This, I suggest, is in contrast to the (implicit) self-representation
of Western women as educated, as modern, as having control over their own
bodies and sexualities and the freedom to make their own decisions.

The distinction between Western feminist representation of women in the
Third World and Western feminist self-presentation is a distinction of the
same order as that made by some Marxists between the “maintenance” func-
tion of the housewife and the real “productive” role of wage labor, or the
characterization by developmentalists of the Third World as being engaged
in the lesser production of “raw materials” in contrast to the “real” produc-
tive activity of the First World. These distinctions are made on the basis of the
privileging of a particular group as the norm or referent. Men involved in wage
labor, First World producers, and, I suggest, Western feminists who some-
times cast Third World women in terms of “ourselves undressed” (Rosaldo

1980), all construct themselves as the normative referent in such a binary
analytic.

Women as a Category of Analysis; or, We Are All Sisters in Struggle

The phrase “women as a category of analysis” refers to the crucial assump-
tion that all women, across classes and cultures, are somehow socially con-
stituted as a homogeneous group identified prior to the process of analysis.
Thisisan assumption that characterizes much feminist discourse. The homo-
geneity of women as a group is produced not on the basis of biological es-
sentials but rather on the basis of secondary sociological and anthropological
universals. Thus, for instance, in any given piece of feminist analysis, women
are characterized as a singular group on the basis of a shared oppression. What
binds women together is a sociological notion of the “sameness” of their op-
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’ o
pression. It is at this point that an elision takes place between “women” as a
discursively cox?structed groupand “women” as material subjects of their own
history. Thus, the discursively consensual homogeneity of women as a group

is mistaken for‘ the historically specific material reality of groups of women.
This results in|an assumption of women as an always already constituted
group, one that has been labeled powerless, exploited, sexually harassed, and
so on, by feminist scientific, economic, legal, and sociological discourses.
(Notice that this is quite similar to sexist discourse labeling women as weak,
emotional, having math anxiety, etc.) This focus is not on uncovering the ma-

terial and ideological specificities that constitute a particular group of women

as “powerless” in a particular context. It is, rather, on finding a variety of cases
of powerless gr!oups of women to prove the general point that women as a
group are powerless.

In this section I focus on six specific ways in which “women” as a cate-
gory of analysis is used in Western feminist discourse on women in the Third
World. Each of jthese examples illustrates the construction of “Third World
women” as a homogeneous “powerless” group often located as implicit vic-
tims of particular socioeconomic systems. I have chosen to deal with a variety
of writers—from Fran Hosken, who writes primarily about female genital
mutilation, to writers from the Women in International Development (WID)

school, who write about the effect of development policies on Third World
women for botfl Western and Third World audiences. The similarity of as-
sumptions abou‘t Third World women in all these texts forms the basis of my
discussion. ThiJ is not to equate all the texts that I analyze, nor is it to equal-
ize their strengt?s and weaknesses. The authors I deal with write with varying
degrees of care and complexity; however, the effect of their representation of
Third World wo

tims of male violence (Fran Hosken); as universal dependents (Beverly Lind-

enisacoherentone. In these texts women are defined as vic-

say and Maria Cutrufelli); victims of the colonial process (Maria Cutrufelli);
victims of the Arab familial system (Juliette Minces); victims of the Islamic
code (Patricia Jeffery); and, finally, victims of the economic development pro-
cess (Beverley Ll‘indsay and the [liberal] wip school). This mode of defining
women primarily in terms of their object status (the way in which they are
affected or not af}fected by certain institutions and systems) is what character-
izes this particular form of the use of “women” as a categoryof analysis. In the
context of Western women writing/studying women in the Third World, such

objectification (lpowever benevolently motivated) needs to be both named
|
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and challenged. As Valerie Amos and Pratibha Parmar argue quite eloquently,
“Feminist theories which examine our cultural practices as ‘feudal residues’
or label us ‘traditional,’ also portray us as politically immature women who
need to be versed and schooled in the ethos of Western feminism, They need
to be continually challenged” (1984, 7).‘\?

WOMEN AS VICTIMS OF MALE VIOLENCE

Fran Hosken, in writing about the relationship between human rights and
female genital mutilation in Africa and the Middle East, bases her whole dis-
cussion/condemnation of genital mutilation on one privileged premise; that
the goal of this practice is to “mutilate the sexual pleasure and satisfaction
of woman” (1981, 11). This, in turn, leads her to claim that woman’s sexuality
is controlled, as is her reproductive potential. According to Hosken, “male
sexual politics” in Africa and around theworld shares “the same political goal:
to assure female dependence and subservience by any and all means” (14).
Physical violence against women (rape, sexual assault, excision, infibulation,
etc.) is thus carried out “with an astonishing consensus among men in the
world” (14). Here, women are defined consistently as the victim of male con-
trol—as the “sexually oppressed.”%lthough it is true that the potential of
male violence against women circumscribes and elucidates their social posi-
tion to a certain extent, defining women as archetypal victims freezes them
into “objects-who—defend—themselves,” men into “subjects-who-perpetrate-
violence,” and (every) society into powerless (read: women) and powerful
(read: men) groups of people. Male violence must be theorized and inter-
preted within specific societies in order both to understand it better and to
organize effectively to change itf‘/gisterhood cannot be assumed on the basis
of gender; it must be forged in concrete historical and political practice and
analysis.

WOMEN AS UNIVERSAL DEPENDENTS

Beverly Lindsay’s conclusion to the book Comparative Perspectives of Third
World Women: The Impact of Race, Sex, and Class (1983) states that “dependency
relationships, based upon race, sex, and class, are being perpetuated through
social, educational, and economic institutions. These are the linkages among
Third World Women.” Here, as in other places, Lindsay implies that Third
World women constitute an identifiable group purely on the basis of shared
dependencies. If shared dependencies were all that was needed to bind Third
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World women t ‘gether as a group, they would always be seen as an apolitical
group with no subject status. Instead, if anything, it is the common context
of political stru%gle against class, race, gender, and imperialist hierarchies
that may constitute Third World women as a strategic group at this histori-
cal juncture. Lin say also states that linguistic and cultural differences exist
between Vietna | ese and black American women, but “both groups are vic-
tims of race, sex| and class” (306). Again, black and Vietnamese women are
characterized by their victim status.

Similarly, examine statements such as “My analysis will start by stating
that all African V\‘(omen are politically and economically dependent” (Cutry-
fellizg83, 13); “Nevertheless, either overtly or covertly, prostitution is stil] the
main if not the ox‘ﬂy source of work for African women” (Cutrufelli 1983, 33).

All African women are dependent. Prostitution is the only work option for

African women as a group. Both statements are illustrative of generalizations
sprinkled liberaH}l through Maria Cutrufellj’s book Women of Africa: Roots of Op-
pression. On the cover of the book, Cutrufell; is described as an Italian writer,
sociologist, MarXﬂst, and feminist. Today, is it possible to imagine writing a
book entitled Women of Europe: Roots of Oppression? I am not objecting to the use
of universal groug‘ings for descriptive purposes. Women from the continent
of Africa can be dc%scriptively characterized as “women of Africa.” It is when
“women of Africal becomes a homogeneous sociological grouping charac-
terized by commo+ dependencies or powerlessness (or even strengths) that
problems arise—we say too little and too much at the same time.

This is because‘ descriptive gender differences are transformed into the
division between men and women. Women are constituted as a group via de-
pendency relationships vis-a-vis men, who are implicitly held responsible for
these relationshipsﬁ. When “women of Africa” as a group (versus “men of
,
Africa” asa group?) 1are seenasagroup precisely because theyare generally de-
pendentand oppressed, the analysis of specific historica] differences becomes
impossible, becausé reality is always apparently structured by divisions — two
mutually exclusive ‘nd jointly exhaustive groups, the victims and the oppres-
sors. Here the sociJogical is substituted for the biological, in order, however,
to create the same—!g unity of women. Thus it is not the descriptive potential
of gender difference but the privileged positioning and explanatory poten-
tial of gender difference as the origin of oppression that I question. In using
“women of Africa” (45 an already constituted group of oppressed peoples) as a

category of analys;s, ‘Cutrufelh' denies any historical specificity to the location
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of women as subordinate, powerful, marginal, central, or otherwise, vis-a-vis
particular social and power networks. Women are taken as a unified “power-
less” group prior to the analysis in question. Thus it is merely a matter of
specifying the context after the fact. “Women” are now placed in the context
of the family or in the workplace or within religious networks, almost as if
these systems existed outside the relations of women with other women, and
women with men.

The problem with this analytic strategy is that it assumes men and women
are already constituted as sexual-political subjects prior to their entry into the
arena of social relations. Only if we subscribe to this assumption is it possible
to undertake analysis that looks at the “effects” of kinship structures, colo-
nialism, organization of labor, and so on,on “women,” defined in advanceasa
group. The crucial point that is forgotten is that women are produced through
thesevery relations as well as being implicated in forming these relations. As
Michelle Rosaldo argues, “[W]oman'’s place in human social life is not in any
direct sense a product of the things she does (or even less, a function of what,
biologically, she is) but the meaning her activities acquire through concrete
social interactions” (1980, 400). That women mother in a variety of societies
is not as significant as the value attached to mothering in these societies. The
distinction between the act of mothering and the status attached to it is a very
important one—one that needs to be stated and analyzed contextually.

MARRIED WOMEN AS VICTIMS OF THE COLONIAL PROCESS

In Claude Lévi-Strauss’s theory of kinship structure as a system of the ex-
change of women, what is significant is that exchange itself is not constitu-
tive of the subordination of women; women are not subordinate because of
the fact of exchange but because of the modes of exchange instituted and the
values attached to these modes. However, in discussing the marriage ritual of
the Bemba, a Zambian matrilocal, matrilineal people, Cutrufelli in Women of
Africa focuses on the fact of the marital exchange of women before and after
Western colonization, rather than the value attached to this exchange in this
particular context. This leads to her definition of Bemba women as a coherent
group affected in a particular way by colonization. Here again, Bemba women
are constituted rather unilaterally as victims of the effects of Western coloni-
zation.

Cutrufelli cites the marriage ritual of the Bemba as a multistage event
“whereby a young man becomes incorporated into his wife’s fam** ““oup as
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he takes up residence with them and gives his services in return for food and
maintenance” (43).|This ritual extends over many years, and the sexual re-
lationship varies according to the degree of the girl’s physical maturity. It is
only after she undergoes an initiation ceremony at puberty that intercourse
is sanctioned and the man acquires legal rights over her. This initiation cere-
mony is the more important act of the consecration of women’s reproduc-
tive power, so that the abduction of an uninitiated girl is of no consequence,
while heavy penaltyis levied for the seduction of an initiated girl. Cutrufelli
asserts that European colonization has changed the whole marriage system.
Now the young man s entitled to take his wife away from her people in return
for money. The implication is that Bemba women have now lost the protec-
tion of tribal laws. The problem here is that while it is possible to see how the
structure of the traditional marriage contract (versus the postcolonial mar-
riage contract) offered women a certain amount of control over their marital
relations, only an analysis of the political significance of the actual practice
that privileges an initiated girl over an uninitiated one, indicating a shift in
female power relations as a result of this ceremony, can provide an accurate
account of whether ‘Pemba women were indeed protected by tribal laws at
all times.

Itis not possible, however, to talk about Bemba women as a homogeneous
groupwithin the traditional marriage structure. Bemba women before the ini-
tiation are constituted within a different set of social relations compared to
Bemba women after the initiation. To treat them as a unified group character-

ized by the fact of the
torical and cultural s
attached to their exc
initiation ceremony s
also to assume that i

ir “exchange” between male kin is to deny the sociohis-
pecificities of their existence and the differential value
hange before and after their initiation. It is to treat the
s a ritual with no political implications or effects. It is
n merely describing the structure of the marriage con-

tract, the situation of women is exposed. Women as a group are positioned
within a given structure, but no attempt is made to trace the effect of the mar-
riage practice in constituting women within an obviously changing network
of power relations. Thus women are assumed to be sexual-political subjects
prior to entry into kinship structures.

WOMEN AND FAMILIAL SYSTEMS
Elizabeth Cowie (1978), in another context, points out the implications of
this sort of analysis when she emphasizes the specifically political nature of
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kinship structures that must be analyzed as ideological practices that desig-
nate men and women as father, husband, wife, mother, sister, and so on. Thus,
Cowie suggests, women as women are not located within the family. Rather,
it is in the family, as an effect of kinship structures, that women as women
are constructed, defined within and by the group. Thus, for instance, when
Juliette Minces (1980) cites the patriarchal family as the basis for “an almost
identical vision of women” that Arab and Muslim societies have, she falls into
this very trap (see esp. 23). Not only is it problematical tospeak of a vision of
women shared by Arab and Muslim societies (i.e., over twenty different coun-
tries) without addressing the particular historical, material, and ideological
power structures that construct such images, but to speak of the patriarchal
family or the tribal kinship structure as the origin of the socioeconomic status
of women is to assume again that women are sexual-political subjects prior
to their entry into the family. So while, on the one hand, women attain value
or status within the family, the assumption of a singular patriarchal kinship
system (common to all Arab and Muslim societies) is what apparently struc-
tures women as an oppressed group in these societies! This singular, coher-
ent kinship system presumably influences another separate and given entity,

“women.” Thus, all women, regardless of class and cultural differences, are

affected by this system. Not only are all Arab and Muslim women seen to con-

stitute a homogeneous oppressed group, but there is no discussion of the

specific practices within the family that constitute women as mothers, wives,

sisters, and so on. Arabs and Muslims, it appears, don’t change at all. Their
patriarchal family is carried over from the times of the prophet Muhammad.

They exist, as it were, outside history.

WOMEN AND RELIGIOUS IDEOLOGIES

A further example of the use of “women” as a category of analysis is found
in cross-cultural analyses that subscribe to a certain economic reductionism
in describing the relationship between the economy and factors such as poli-
tics and ideology. Here, in reducing the level of comparison to the economic
relations between “developed and developing” countries, any specificity to
the question of women is denied. Mina Modares (1981), in a careful analysis of
women and Shiism in Iran, focuses on this very problem when she criticizes
feminist writings that treat Islam as an ideology separate from and outside
social relations and practices, rather than as a discourse thatincludes rules for
economic, social, and power relations within society. Patricia Jeffery’s (197¢)
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otherwise informati\L work on Pirzada women in purdah considers Islamic
ideology a partial exﬂlanation for the status of women in that it provides a jus-

|

tification for purdah,
internalization by Pirzada women contributes to the stability of the system.

Here, Islamic ideology is reduced to a set of ideas whose

However, the primar}y explanation for purdah is located in the control that

Pirzada men have over economic resources and the personal security purdah

. . |
gives to Pirzada women.

| . ;
By taking a specific version of Islam as the Islam, Jeffery attributes a singu-

larity and coherence | 0 it. Modares notes: “ ‘Islamic Theology’ then becomes
imposed on a separa{e and given entity called ‘women.’ A further unification
is reached: Women (meaning all women), regardless of their differing posi-
tions within societies, come to be affected or not affected by Islam. These
conceptions provide the right ingredients for an unproblematic possibility of
a cross-cultural study of women” (63).

Marnia Lazreg (1988) makes a similar argument when she addresses the
reductionism inherent in scholarship on women in the Middle East and North

Africa: ‘
|

A ritual is establisihed whereby the writer appeals to religion as the cause
of gender inequalfty just as it is made the source of underdevelopment in
much of modernization theory in an uncanny way, feminist discourse on
women from the Middle East and North Africa mirrors that of theologians’
own interpretation of women in Islam. The overall effect of this paradigm
is to deprive women of self-presence, of being. Because women are sub-
sumed under religion presented in fundamental terms, they are inevitably
seen as evolving in nonhistorical time. They virtually have no history. Any
analysis of changelis therefore foreclosed. (87)

While Jeffery’s analysis does not quite succumb to this kind of unitary
notion of religion (Islam), it does collapse all ideological specificities into
economic relations and universalizes on the basis of this comparison.

WOMEN AND THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The best examples of universalization on the basis of economic reduc-
tionism can be found|in the liberal literature about women in international
development. Proponents of this school seek to examine the effect of devel-
opment on Third World women, sometimes from self-designated feminist
perspectives. At the very least, there is an evident interest in and commitment
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to improving the lives of women in “developing” countries. Scholars such as
Irene Tinker and Michelle Bo Bramsen (1972), Ester Boserup (1970), and Per-
dita Huston (1979) have all written about the effect of development policies
onwomen in the Third World'\JAll four women assume “development” is syn-
onymous with “economic development” or “economic progress.” As in the
case of Minces’s patriarchal family, Hosken’s male sexual control, and Cutru-
felli’s Western colonization, development here becomes the all-time equal-
izer. Women are affected positively or negatively by economic development
policies, and this is the basis for cross-cultural comparison.

For instance, Huston (1979) states that the purpose of her study is to de-
scribe the effect of the development process on the “family unit and its indi-
vidual members” in Egypt, Kenya, Sudan, Tunisia, Sri Lanka, and Mexico. She
states that the “problems” and “needs” expressed by rural and urban women
in these countries all center around education and training, work and wages,
access to health and other services, political participation, and legal rights
(116). Huston relates all these “needs” to insensitive development policies that
exclude women as a group or category. For her, the solution is simple: im-
plement improved development policies that emphasize training for women
field-workers; use women trainees and women rural development officers;
encouragewomen'’s cooperatives; and so on (119-22). Here again, women are
assumed to be a coherent group or category prior to theirentry into “the devel-
Opment process.” Huston assumes that all Third World women have similar
problems and needs. Thus, they must have similar interests and goals. How-
ever, the interests of urban, middle-class, educated Egyptian housewives, to
take only one instance, could surely not be seen as being the same as those
of their uneducated, poor maids. Development policies do not affect both
groups of women in the same way. Practices that characterize women’s status
and roles vary according to class. Women are constituted as women through
the complex interaction between class, culture, religion, and other ideologi-
cal institutions and frameworks. Theyare not “women” —a coherent group —
solely on the basis of a particular economic system or policy. Such reductive
cross-cultural comparisons result in the colonization of the specifics of daily
existence and the complexities of political interests that women of different
social classes and cultures represent and mobilize.

It is revealing that for Huston, women in the Third World countries she
writes about have “needs” and “problems” but few if any have “choices” or the

freedom to act. This is an interesting representation of women in the Third
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World, one that is significant in suggestinga latent self-presentation of West-
ern women that bears looking at. She writes, “What surprised and moved
me most as I listened to women in such very different cultural settings was
the striking commonality—whether they were educated or illiterate, urban or
rural—of their most basic values: the importance they assign to family, dig-
nity, and service to others” (115). Would Huston consider such values unusual
for women in the West?

What is problematical about this kind of use of “women” as a group, as a
stable category of analysis, is that it assumes anahistorical, universal unity be-
tween women based on a generalized notion of their subordination. Instead
of analytically demon trating the production of women as socioeconomic po-
litical groups within particular local contexts, this analytical move limits the
definition of the female subject to gender identity, completely bypassing so-
cial class and ethnic identities. What characterizes women as a group is their
gender (sociologically, not necessarily biologically, defined) over and above
everything else, indicating a monolithic notion of sexual difference. Because
women are thus constituted as a coherent group, sexual difference becomes
coterminous with female subordination and power is automatically defined
in binary terms: people who have it (read: men) and people who do not (read:
women). Men exploit, women are exploited. Such simplistic formulations
are historically reductfve; they are also ineffectual in designing strategies to
combat oppressions. All they do is reinforce binary divisions between men
and women.

What would an analysis that did not do this look like? Maria Mies’s work
illustrates the strength of Western feminist work on women in the Third
World that does not fall into the traps discussed above. Mies’s study (1982)
of the lace-makers of arsapur, India, attempts to analyze carefully a sub-
stantial household ind’{lstry in which “housewives” produce lace doilies for
consumption in the warld market. Through a detailed analysis of the struc-

ture of the lace industny, production and reproduction relations, the sexual
division of labor, proﬁ?s and exploitation, and the overall consequences of
defining women as “nonworking housewives” and their work as “leisure-
time activity,” Mies derr}mnstrates the levels of exploitation in this industry
and the impact of this p‘roduction system on the work and living conditions
of thewomen involved illl it. In addition, she is able to analyze the “ideology of
the housewife,” the notion of a woman sitting in the house, as providing the
necessary subjective and sociocultural elements for the creation and mainte-
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nance of a production system that contributes to the increasing pauperiza-

tion of women and keeps them totally atomized and disorganized as workers.

Mies’s analysis shows the effect of a certain historically and culturally specific

mode of patriarchal organization, an organization constructed on the basis of
the definition of the lace-makers as nonworking housewives at familial, local,

regional, statewide, and international levels. The intricacies and the effects
of particular power networks not only are emphasized but form the basis of
Mies’s analysis of how this particular group of women is situated at the center
of a hegemonic, exploitative world market.

Mies’s study is a good example of what carefil, politically focused, local
analyses can accomplish. It illustrates how the category of women is con-
structed in a variety of political contexts that often exist simultaneously and
overlaid on top of one another. There is no easy generalization in the direc-
tion of “women in India” or “women in the Third World”; nor is there a re-
duction of the political construction of the exploitation of the lace-makers
to cultural explanations about the passivity or obedience that might charac-
terize these women and their situation. Finally, this mode of local, politi-
cal analysis, which generates theoretical categories from within the situation
and context being analyzed, also suggests corresponding effective strategies
for organizing against the exploitation faced by the lace-makers. Narsapur
women are not mere victims of the production process, because they resist,
challenge, and subvert the process at various junctures. Here is one instance
of how Mies delineates the connections between the housewife ideology, the
self-consciousness of the lace-makers, and their interrelationships as con-

tributing to the latent resistances she perceives among the women:

The persistence of the housewife ideology, the self-perception of the lace-
makers as petty commodity producers rather than as workers, is not only
upheld by the structure of the industry as such but also by the deliberate
propagation and reinforcement of reactionary patriarchal norms and insti-
tutions. Thus, most of the lace-makers voiced the same opinion about the
rules of purdah and seclusion in their communities which were also propa-
gated by the lace exporters. In particular; the Kapu women said that they
had never gone out of their houses, that women of their community could
not do any other work than housework and lace work etc., but in spite of
the fact that most of them still subscribed fully to the patriarchal norms

of the gosha women, there were also contradictory elements in their con-
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sciousness. Thu[\s, although they looked down with contempt upon women

who were able tgo work outside the house—like the untouchable Mala and

Madiga women %r women of other lower castes —they could not ignore the
fact that these women were earning more money precisely because they
were not respectable housewives but workers. At one discussion, theyeven
admitted that it would be better if they could also go out and do coolie
work. And when they were asked whether they would be ready to come out
of their houses and work—in one place in some sort of a factory —they
said they would do that. This shows that the purdah and housewife ideol-
ogy, although s‘till fully internalized, already had some cracks, because it
has been confronted with several contradictory realities. (157)

It is only by understanding the contradictions inherent in women’s loca-
tion withinvarious structures that effective political action and challenges can
be devised. Mies’s ‘§tudy goes along way toward offering such analysis. While
there are pow an iﬁcreasing number of Western feminist writings in this tra-
dition,v/tqhere is also, unfortunately, a large block of writing that succumbs

to the cultural reductionism discussed earljer.

Methodological|Universalisms;
or, Women’s Oppression As a Global Phenomenon

Western feminist writings on women in the Third World subscribe to a
variety of methodologies to demonstrate the universal cross-cultural opera-
tion of male dominance and female exploitation. I summarize and critique
three such methods below, moving from the simplest to the most complex.

First, proof of universalism is provided through the use of an arithmetic
method. The argument goes like this: the greater the number of women who
wear the veil, the more universal is the sexual segregation and control of
women (Deardon 1975, 4-5). Similarly, a large number of different, frag-
mented examples fLom a variety of countries also apparently add up to a uni-
versal fact. For instance, Muslim women in Saudji Arabia, Iran, Pakistan, India,

and Egypt all wear some sort of a veil. Hence, the argument goes, sexual con-
trol of women is a universal fact in those countries (Deardon 1975, 7, 10). Fran
Hosken writes, “Rape, forced prostitution, polygamy, genital mutilation, por-
nography, the beatitg of girls and women, purdah (segregation of women)

are all violations of |pasic human rights” (1981, 15). By equating purdah with
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rape, domestic violence, and forced prostitution, Hosken asserts that pur-
dah’s “sexual control” function is the primary explanation for its existence,
whatever the context. Institutions of purdah are thus denied any cultural and
historical specificity and contradictions, and potentially subversive aspects
are totally ruled out. .
In both these examples, the problem is notin asserting that the practice of
wearing a veil is widespread. This assertion can be made on the basis of num-
bers. It is a descriptive generalization. However, it is the analytic leap from
the practice of veiling to an assertion of its general significance in control-
lingwomen that must be questioned. While there may be a physical similarity
in the veils worn by women in Saudi Arabia and Iran, the specific meaning
attached to this practice varies according to the cultural and ideological con-
text. In addition, the symbolic space occupied by the practice of purdah may
be similar in certain contexts, but this does not automatically indicate that
the practices themselves have identical significance in the social realm. For
example, as is well known, Iranian middle-class women veiled themselves
during the 1979 revolution to indicate solidarity with their veiled, working-
class sisters, while in contemporary Iran, mandatory Islamic laws dictate that
all Iranian women wear veils. While in both these instances, similar reasons
might be offered for the veil (opposition to the Shah and Western cultural
colonizatioﬁ in the first case and the true Islamization of Iran in the second),
the concrete meanings attached to Iranian women wearing the veil are clearly
different in both historical contexts. In the first case, wearing the veil is both
an oppositional and a revolutionary gesture on the part of Iranian middle-
class women; in the second case, it is a coercive, institutional mandate (see
Tabari 1980 for detailed discussion). It is on the basis of such context Speciﬁc
differentiated analysis that effective political strategies can be generated. To
assume that the mere practice of veiling women in a number of Muslim coun-
tries indicates the universal oppression of women through sexual segregation
not only is analytically reductive but also proves quite useless when it comes
to the elaboration of oppositional political strategy. .
Second, concepts such as reproduction, the sexual division of labor, the
family, marriage, household, patriarchy, and so on are often used withéut
their specification in local cultural and historical contexts. Feminists use
these concepts in providing explanations for women’s subord‘ination,‘ appér¥
ently assuming their universal applicability. For instance, how is it pdssiblé
to refer to “the” sexual division of labor when the content of this division
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o4 tial assignation of tasks according to sex:that is significant; however, this is
. quite different from

: work versus women’s work.: i

changes radically from one environment to the next and from one h?stor;cd
juncture to another? At its most abstract level, it is the fact of the differen-

the meaning orvalue that the cqnte,n‘t‘ of thlssexual divi-

ion of labor assun
asks on the basis‘o

f sex has an ideological origin.There is no. questionitha
a claim such as “Women are concentrated in'service-oriented occupations in|
alarge numberof countries around theworld? s
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just a descriptive ca
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Similarly, the existence of 2 sexual division of labor in most contexts can-
not be sufficient explanation for the universal subjugation of women in the
workforce. That the sexual division of labor does indicate a devaluation of
women’s work must be shown through analysis of particularlocal contexts. In
addition, devaluation of women must also be shown through carefyl analysis.
In other words, the “sexual division of labor” and “women” are not commen-

the commonalityofoppressions, interests, and struggles between and among

women globally. Beyond sisterhood there are gti]] racism, colonialism, and
imperialism.
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eventually ends u;‘) constructing monolithic images of “Third World women”
by ignoring the Aomplex and mobile relationships between their historical
materiality on the level of specific oppressions and political choices, on the
one hand, and their general discursive representations, on the other.

To summarize: I have discussed three methodological moves identifiable
in feminist (and other academic) cross-cultural work that seeks to uncover
a universality in women’s subordinate position in society. The next and final
section pulls together the previous ones, attempting to outline the political
effects of the analytical strategies in the context of Western feminist writing
onwomen in the Third World. These arguments are not against generalization
as much as they are for careful, historically specific generalizations responsive
to complex realities. Nor do these arguments deny the necessity of forming
strategic political identities and affinities. Thus, while Indian women of dif-
ferent religions, castes, and classes might forge a political unity on the basis
of organizing against police brutality toward women (see Kishwar and Vanita
1984), any analysis of police brutality must be contextual. Strategic coalitions
that construct oppositional political identities for themselves are based on

generalization annﬁ provisional unities, but the analysis of these group iden-
tities cannot be bafed on universalistic, ahistorical categories.

|
The Subject(s) of Power

This section rettrrns to my earlier discussion of the inherently political na-
ture of feminist sclrolarship and attempts to clarify my point about the pos-
sibility of detecting a colonialist move in the case of a hegemonic connec-
tion between the Fi‘rst and Third Worlds in scholarship. The nine texts in Zed
Press’s Women in the Third World series that Ihave discussedy#focused on the
following common areas in examining women’s “status” within various soci-
eties: religion, famiiy/kinship structures, the legal system, the sexual division
of labor, education, and, finally, political resistance. A large number of West-
ern feminist writings on women in the Third World focus on these themes, Of
course the Zed texts|have varying emphases. For instance, two of the studies,
We Shall Return: Women of Palestine (Bendt and Downing 1982) and We Will Smash
This Prison: Indian Wonen in Struggle (Omvedt 1980), focus explicitly on female
militancy and political involvement, while The House of Obedience: Women in Arab
Society (Minces 1980)i deals with Arab women’s legal, religious, and familial
status. In addition, each text evidences a variety of methodologies and de-
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grees of care in making generalizations. Interestingly enough, however, al-
most all the texts assume “women” as a category of analysis in the manner
designated above.

Clearly this is an analytical strategy that is neither limited to these Zed
Press publications nor symptomatic of Zed Press publications in general.
However, each of the texts in question assumes that “women” have a coherent
group identity within the different cultures discussed, prior to their entry into
social relations. Thus Gail Omvedt can talk about “Indian women” while re-
ferring to a particular group of women in the state of Mabharashtra; Cutrufelli
can discuss “women of Africa,” and Minces can talk about “Arab women” —
all as if these groups of women have some sort of obvious cultural coherence,
distinct from men in these societies. The “status” or “position” of women is
assumed to be self-evident because women as an already constituted group
are placed within religious, economic, familial, and legal structures. How-
ever, this focus whereby women are seen as a coherent group across con-
texts, regardless of class or ethnicity, structures the world in ultimately bi-
nary, dichotomous terms, where women are always seen in opposition to men,
patriarchy is always necessarily male dominance, and the religious, legal, eco-
nomic, and familial systems are implicitly assumed to be constructed by men.
Thus, both men and women are always apparently constituted whole popula-
tions, and relations of dominance and exploitation are also posited in terms
of whole peoples—wholes coming into exploitative relations. It js only when
men and women are seen as different categories or groups possessing differ-
ent already constituted categories of experience, cognition, and interests as
groups that such a simplistic dichotomy is possible.

What does this imply about the structure and functioning of power rela-
tions? The setting up of the commonality of Third World women’s struggles
across classes and cultures against a general notion of oppression (rooted
primarily in the group in power—i.e., men) necessitates the assumption of
what Michel Foucault (1980, 135-45) calls the “juridico-discursive” model
of power, the principal features of which are “a negative relation” (limit and
lack), an “insistence on the rule” (which forms a binary system), a “cycle of
prohibition,” the “logic of censorship,” and a “uniformity” of the apparatus
functioning at different levels, Feminist discourse on the Third World that as-
sumes a homogeneous category—or group — called women necessarily oper-

ates through the setting up of originary power divisions. Power relations are
structured in terms of a unilateral and undifferentiated source of powerand a
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cumulative reaction to power. Opposition is a generalized phenomenon cre-
ated as a response to power —which, in turn, is possessed by certain groups
of people.

The major problem with such a definition of power is that it locks all revo-
lutionary struggles into binary structures —possessing power versus being

powerless. Women are powerless, unified groups. If the struggle for a just
society is seen in terms of the move from powerlessness to power for women
as a group, and this is the implication in feminist discourse that structures
sexual difference in terms of the division between the sexes, then the new
society would be structurally identical to the existing organization of power
relations, constituting itself as a simple inversion of what exists. If relations
of domination and exploitation are defined in terms of binary divisions—
groups that dominate and groups that are dominated—then surely the im-
plication is that the accession to power of women as a group is sufficient to
dismantle the existing organization of relations. But women as a group are
not in some sense essentially superior or infallible. The crux of the problem
lies in that initial assumption of women as a homogeneous group or cate-
gory (“the oppressed”), a familiar assumption in Western radical and liberal
feminisms.13 !

What happens whe}n this assumption of “women as an oppressed group”
is situated in the context of Western feminist writing about Third World
women? It is here that I locate the colonialist move. By contrasting the rep-
resentation of women|in the Third World with what I referred to earlier as
Western feminisms’ self-presentation in the same context, we see how West-
ern feminists alone become the true “subjects” of this counterhistory. Third
World women, in contrast, never rise above the debilitating generality of their
“object” status.

While radical and liberal feminist assumptions of women as a sex class

might elucidate (however inadequately) the autonomy of particular women’s

struggles in the West, ‘the application of the notion of women as a homo-

geneous category to Wﬂ‘)men in the Thir_d World colonizes and appropriates
the pluralities of the simultaneous location of different groups of women in
social class and ethnic frameworks; in doing so it ultimately robs them of
their historical and political agency. Similarly, many Zed Press authors who
ground themselves in the basic analytic strategies of traditional Marxism also
implicitly create a “unity” of women by substituting “women’s activity” for

“labor” as the primary theoretical determinant of women’s situation. Here
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again, women are constituted as a coherent group not on the basis of “natu-

ral” qualities or needs but on the basis of the sociological “unity” of their role

in domestic production and wage labor (see Haraway 1985, esp. 76). In other
words, Western feminist discourse, by assuming women as a coherent, al-
ready constituted group that is placed in kinship, legal, and other structures,
defines Third World women as subjects outside social relations, instead of
looking at the way women are constituted through these very structures.

Legal, economic, religious, and familial structures are treated as phe-

nomenato bejudged by Western standards. It is here that ethnocentric univer-
sality comes into play. When these structures are defined as “underdeveloped”
or “developing” and women are placed within them, an implicit image of the
“average Third World woman” is produced. This is the transformation of the
(implicitly Western) “oppressed woman” into the “oppressed Third World
woman.” While the category of “oppressed woman” is generated through an
exclusive focus on gender difference, “the oppressed Third World woman”
category has an additional attribute — the “Third World difference.” The Third
World difference includes a paternalistic attitude toward women in the Third
World.* Since discussions of the various themes I identified earlier (kinship,
education, religion, etc.) are conducted in the context of the relative “under-
development” of the Third World (a move that constitutes nothing less than
unjustifiably confusing development with the separate path taken by the West
inits development, as well as ignoring the directionality of the power relation-
ship between the First and Third Worlds), Third World women as a group or
category are automatically and necessarily defined as religious (read: not pro-
gressive), family-oriented (read: traditional), legally unsophisticated (read:
they are still not conscious of their lights), illiterate (read: ignorant), domes-
tic (read: backward), and sometimes revolutionary (read: their country is in
a state of war; they must fight!). This is how the “Third World difference” is
produced.

When the category of “sexually oppressed women” is located within par-
ticular systems in the Third World that are defined on a scale that is normed
through Eurocentric assumptions, not only are Third World women defined in
a particular way prior to their entry into social relations, but, since no connec-
tions are made between First and Third World power shifts, the assumption is
reinforced that the Third World just has not evolved to the extent that the West
has. This mode of feminist analysis, by homogenizing and systematizing the
experiences of different groups of women in these countries, erases all mar-
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ginal and resistant mqdes and experiences.1s It is significant that none of the
texts I reviewed in the|Zed Press series focuses on lesbian politics or the poli-
tics of ethnic and religious marginal organizations in Third World women’s
groups. Resistance can thus be defined only as cumulatively reactive, not as
something inherent in the operation of power. If power, as Michel Foucault
has argued, can be understood only in the context of resistance,6 this mis-
conceptualization is both analyticallyand strategically problematical. It limits
theoretical analysis as well as reinforces Western cultural imperialism. For in
the context of a First/Third World balance of power, feminist analyses that
perpetrate and sustain|the hegemony of the idea of the superiority of the West
produce a corresponding set of universal images of the Third World woman,
images such as the veiled woman, the powerful mother, the chaste virgin, the
obedientwife, and so on. These images existin universal, ahistorical splendor,
setting in motion a colonialist discourse that exercises a very specific power
in defining, coding, and maintaining existing First/Third World connections.
To conclude, let me suggest some disconcerting similarities between the
typically authorizing si gnature of such Western feminist writings on women
in the Third World and the authorizing signature of the project of humanism
in general—humanism|as 3 Western ideological and political project that in-
volves the necessary rec uperation of the “East” and “Woman” asothers. Many
contemporary thinkers,|including Michel Foucault (1978, 1980), Jacques Der-
rida (1974), Julia Kristevh (1980), Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari (1977), and
Edward Said (1978), have written at length about the underlying anthropo-
morphism and ethnoceﬁtrism that constitute a hegemonic humanistic prob-
lematic that repeatedly confirms and legitimates (Western) man’s centrality.
Feminist theorists such as Luce Irigaray (1981), Sarah Kofman (see Berg1982),
and Helene Cixous (1981) have also written about the recuperation and ab-
sence of woman/women within Western humanism. The focus of the work
of all these thinkers can be stated simply as an uncovering of the political
interests that underlie thée binary logic of humanistic discourse and ideology,
whereby, as avaluable essay puts it, “the first (majority) term (Identity, Univer-
sality, Culture, Disinterestedness,Truth, Sanity, Justice, etc.), which is, infact,
secondary and derivative ‘

(a construction), is privileged over and colonizes
the second (minority) term (difference, temporality, anarchy, €rror, interest-

edness, insanity, deviance‘!, etc.), which is, in fact, primary and originative”

(Spanos 1984). In other w¢rds, itis only insofar as “woman/women” and “the
East” are defined as otherfs, or as peripheral, that (Western) man/humanism
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can represent him/itself as the center. It is not the center that determines the
periphery, but the periphery that, in its boundedness, determines the center.
Justas feminists such as Kristeva and Cixous deconstruct the latent anthropo-
morphism in Western discourse, I have suggested a parallel strategy in this in
uncovering a latent ethpocentrism in particular feminist writings on women
in the Third World'.\l/

As discussed earlier, a comparison between Western feminist self-
presentation and Western feminist representation of women in the Third
World yields significant results. Universal images of the Third World woman
(the veiled woman, chaste virgin, etc.), images constructed from adding the
“Third World difference” to “sexual difference,” are predicated upon (and

CHAPTER TWO
Cartographies of Struggle: Third World

Women and the Politics of Feminism

hence obviously bring into sharper focus) assumptions about Western women The US and the USSR are the most

as secular, liberated, and having control over their own lives. This is not to powerful countries

suggest that Western women are secular, liberated, and in control of their in the world

own lives. I am referring to a discursive self-presentation, not necessarily to but only 1/8 of theworld’s population.

material reality. If this were material reality, there would be no need for po- Aftican people are|also 1/8 of the world’s
litical movements in the West, Similarly, only from the vantage point of the
West s it possible to define the Third World as underdeveloped and economi-
cally dependent. Without the overdetermined discourse that creates the Third
World, there would be no (singular and privileged) First World. Without the

“Third World woman,” the particular self-presentation of Western women

population.

of that, 1/4 is Nigerian.

|
1/2 of the world’s population is Asian.
1/2 of that is Chin se.

There are 22 nations in the middle east.
mentioned above would be problematical. ] am suggesting, then, that the one

enables and sustains the other. This is not to say that the signature of Western
feminist writings on the Third World has the same authority as the project of
Western humanism. However, in the context of the hegemony of the Western
scholarly establishment in the production and dissemination of texts, and in

Most people in the iworld are Yellow, Black, Brown, Poor, Female, Non-Christian
and do not speak English,

By the year 2000 th% 20 largest cities in the world will have one thing in common
none of them will be in Europe none in the United States.

—Audre Lorde, January 1, 1989
the context of the legitimating imperative of humanistic and scientific dis-

course, the definition of “the Third World woman” as a monolith might well I begin this essay iwith Audre Lorde’s words as a tribute to her courage in

consistently engaging the very institutional power structures that define and
circumscribe the lives of Third World women.! The poem also has deep per-
sonal significance forme: Lorde read it as partof hercommencement remarks
at Oberlin College, where I used to teach, in May 1989. Her words provide
a poetic cartography of the historical and political location of Third World
peoples and document the urgency of our predicament jn a Eurocentricworld.
Lorde’s language suggests with a precise force and poignancy the contours of
the world we occupy now: a world that is definable only in relational terms, a
world traversed with intersecting lines of power and resistance, a world that

tieinto the larger economic and ideological praxis of “disinterested” scientific
inquiry and pluralism that are the surface manifestations of a latent economic
and cultural colonization of the “non-Western” world. It is time to move be-
yond the Marx who found it possible to say: they cannot represent themselves;
they must be represented.

.
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CHAPTER NJINE

"‘Under Western Ey

23 I write this chapter at the urgmg of a number of fnends&énd with some
trepidation, revisiting the themes and arguments of an essay wrrtten some '
. sixteen years ago. Tlrrs is a‘difficult chapter to wrlte\z dI undertake/'

it hesr-
tantly and with humxhty—yet feeling that I mustdo $0 to take ﬁlller’respon- :
sibility for my ideas, and perhaps to explam whatever mﬂuence they have had
- on debates in feminist theory.. :
+ “Under Western Eyes”:was not only my very ﬁrst “femmrststudres" publi-
. cation, it remains the one that marks my presence in the lnternatxonal femx-
nist community. I had barely completed my Ph.D, when I wrote this essay; I
am now a professor chf women’s studres The “under” of Western eyes isnow
much more an “inside”in terms of myown locanon in the U. S. academyr3 he
site from which Iwrote the essay consxsted of a very v1brant, transnational .
. Wwomen’s movement; whﬂe the srte I Wrxte from today is qmtek,‘drﬁ'erent With
the increasing privanzanon and corporanzatlon of pubhc hfe, it has become
much harder to drsm.rn such ‘2 women’s movement from the Umted States
(although women’s ovements are thnvmg around the world), and ‘my site
of access and struggl e has mcreasmglyvcome to be the U. S. academy In the
Umted States » Women ¥ movements have become incre asingly conservatwe,
‘and much radrcal antrracrst femmlst acnvrsm occurs(outstd{e the rubnc of
such movements Thus, much of what Isay here is mﬂuenced by the pnmary
site I occupy as an ed ucator and scholar It is txme to revxsrt “Under Western
Eyes,” to clarify ideas that remamed unphcrt and unstated m 1986 and to fur-
ther develop and hrstorlcrze the theoretrcal frameworkl outhned then. Talso

want to assess how thrs essay has been read and ] read and to respond to

critique to reconstrucuon to 1dent1fy the urgent 1ssues facmg femrmsts atthe

\\»-

St

the crrthues and celebratrons. And it 1s ume for me to move exphcrtly from y'



beginning of the twenty-first century, to ask the question: How would “Under
Western Eyes” — the Third World inside and outside the West—be explored
and analyzed almost two decades later? What do I consider to be the urgent
theoretical and methodological questions facing a comparative feminist poli-
tics at this moment in history?

Given the apparent and continuing life of “Under Western Eyes” and my
own travels through transnatjona] feminist scholarship and networks, I begin
with a summary of the centra] arguments of “Under Western Eyes,”
tualizing them in intellectual, political, and j
account on this discussion, I describe ways th
ated in a number of different, often overlapp

contex-
nstitutional terms, Basing my
€ essay has been read and situ-
ing, scholarly discourses. I en-

Iook, first, to see how my thinking has changed over the past sixteen years
or so. What are the challenges facing transnational feminist practice at the
beginning of the twenty-first century? How have the possibilities of feminist
cross-cultural work developed and shifted? What is the intellectua]

begin a dialogue between the intentions, effects, and political choices that

underwrote “Under Western Eyes” in the mid-1980s and those | would make

today. I hope it provokes others to agk similar questions about our individual
and collective projects in feminjst studies.

Revisiting “Under Western Eyes”

DECOLONIZING FEMINTIST SCHOLARSHIP: 1986
I'wrote “Under Western Eyes” to discov

erandarticulatea critique of “West-
ern feminist” scholarship on Third Worl
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row self-interest of Western feminism. As well, I thought it crucial to high-

light the connection between feminist scholarship and feminist political
organizing while driawing attention to the need to examine the “political
implications of our analytic strategies and principles.” I also wanted to chart
| ist scholarship within a global political and economic

framework dominated by the “First World.”+

the location of femi

My most simple goal was to make clear that cross-cultural feminist work
must be attentive to |the micropolitics of context, subjectivity, and struggle,
as well as to the macropolitics of global economic and political systems and
processes. I discussed Maria Mies’s study of the lacemakers of Narsapuras a
demonstration of how to do this kind of multilayered, contextual analysis to

reveal how the particular is often universally significant—without using the
universal to erase the particular, or positing an unbridgeable gulf between the
two terms. Implicit il‘l this analysis was the use of historical materialism as
a basic framework, al d a definition of material reality in both its local and
micro-, as well as gldPal, systemic dimensions. I argued at that time for the
definition and recognition of the Third World not just through oppression but
in terms of historical complexities and the many struggles to change these
oppressions. Thus I argued for grounded, particularized analyses linked with
larger, even global, economic and political frameworks. I drew inspiration
from a vision of femiriist solidarity across borders, although it is this vision
that has remained invisible to many readers. In a perceptive analysis of my
argument of this politics of location, Sylvia Walby (2000) recognizes and re-
fines the relation between difference and equality of which I speak. She draws
further attention to the need for a shared frame of reference among Western,
postcolonial, Third Wdrld feminists in order to decide what counts as differ-

ence. She asserts, quite insightfully, that
|

Mohanty and other| postcolonial feminists are often interpreted as ar-
guing only for situated knowledges in popularisations of their work. In
fact, Mohanty js claiming, via a complex and subtle argument, that she
is right and that (much) white Western feminism is not merely different,
but wrong. In doing|this she assumes a common question, a common set
of concepts and, ultimately the possibility of, a common political project
with white feminism. She hopes to argue white feminism into agreeing
with her. She is not content to leave white Western feminism as a situated
knowledge, comfortable with its local and partial perspective. Not a bit of
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it. This is a claim to a more universal truth. And she hopes to accomplish
this by the power of argument. (199)

commonalities, or the discursive over the material,

I'did not write “Under Western Eyes” as 2 testament to the impossibility
of egalitarian and noncolonizing cross-cultural scholarship, nor did define
“Western” and “Third World” feminism in such oppositional ways that there
would be no possibility of solidarity between Western and Third World femi-

claims of the essay.

Intellectually, T wag writing in solidarity with the critics of Eurocentric
humanism who drevw attention to its false universalizing and masculinist as-

particular in relation to the universal—a belief in the local as specifying and
illuminating the universal. My concerns drew attention to the dichotomies
embraced and identified with this universalized framework, the critique of
“white feminism” by women of color and the critique of “Western feminism”

nist solidarity acrogs borders. I believed in a larger feminist project than the
colonizing, self-interested one I saw emerging in much influenti] feminist
scholarship and in the mainstream women’s movement,

My newly found teaching position at 5 primarily white U.§, academic in-
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feminist scholarship and their communities. It has been a source of deep
satisfaction that I was able to begin to open an intellectual space to Third
World/immigrant women scholars, as was done at the international con-
ference I helped 0rganize, “Common Differences: Third World Women and
Feminist Perspectives” (Urbana, Ilinois, 1983). This conference allowed for
the possibility of| decolonized, cross-border feminist community and ce-
mented for me the belief that “common differences” can form the basis of
deep solidarity, artld that we have to struggle to achieve this in the face of un-
equal power relations among feminists,

There have also been many effects— personal and professional —in my
writing this essay, These effects range from being cast as the “nondutiful
daughter” of white feminists to being seen as a mentor for Third World/
Immigrantwomen scholars; from being invited to address feminist audiences
atvarious academic venues, to being told I should focus on my work in early
childhood education and not dabble in “feminjst theory.” Practicing active
disloyalty has jts price as well as its rewards, Suffice it to say, however, that
I have no regrets and only deep satisfaction in having written “Under West-

ern Eyes.” [

Lattribute some of the readings and misunderstandings of the essay to the
triumphal rise of postmodernism in the U.S, academy in the past three de-
cades. Although Ihd‘ve nevercalled myselfa “postmodernist,” some reflection
onwhy my ideas hav“e been assimilated under this label is important.” In fact,

Oni€e reason to revisit “Under Western Eyes” at this time is my desire to point

commonalities, This misreading occurs in the context of a hegemonic post-
modernist discourse|that labels as “totalizing” all Systemic connections, and
emphasizes only the mutability and constructedness of identities and socia]
Structures,

Yes, I did draw oq Foucault to outline an analysis of power/knowledge,
butIalso drew on Anour Abdel Malek to show the directionality and material
effects of a particulat imperial power structure. I drew too on Maria Mies
to argue for the need |for a materialist analysis that linked everyday life and
local gendered contexts and ideologies to the larger, transnational political
and economic structuges and ideologies of capitalism. What js interesting for
me is to see how and why “difference” hag been embraced over “common-

|
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ality,” and I realize that my writing leaves open this possibility. In 1986 I wrote
mainly to challenge the false universality of Eurocentric discourses and was
perhaps not sufficiently critical of thevalorization of difference over common-
ality in postmodernist discourse.9 Now I find myself wanting to reemphasize
the connections between local and universal. In 1986 my priority was on dif-
ference, but now I want to recapture and reiterate its fuller meaning, which
was always there, and that is its connection to the universal. In other words,
this discussion allows me to reemphasize the way that differences are never
just “differences.” In knowing differences and particularities, we can better
see the connections and commonalities because no border or boundary is ever
complete or rigidly determining. The challenge is to see how differences allow
us to explain the connections and border crossings betterand more accurately,
how specifying difference allows us to theorize universal concerns more fully.
Itis this intellectual move that allows for my concern for women of different
communities and identities to bujld coalitions and solidarities across borders.

So what has changed and what remains the same for me? What are the
urgent intellectual and political questions for feminist scholarship and orga-
nizing at this time in history? First, let me say that the terms “Western” and
“Third World” retain a political and explanatory value in a world that appro-
priates and assimilates multiculturalism and “difference” through commodi-
fication and consumption. However, these are not the only terms I would
choose to use now. With the United States, the European Community, and
Japan as the nodes of capitalist power in the early twenty-first century, the in-
creasing proliferation of Third and Fourth Worlds within the national borders
of these very countries, as well as the rising visibility and struggles for sover-
eignty by First Nations/indigenous peoples around the world, “Western” and
“Third World” explain much less than the categorizations “North/South” or
“One-Third/Two-Thirds Worlds.”

“North/South” is used to distinguish between affluent, privileged nations
and communities, and economically and politically marginalized nations and
communities, as is “Western/non-Western.” While these terms are meant ro
loosely distinguish the northern and southern hemispheres, afAuent and mar-
ginal nations and communities obviously do not line up neatly within this
geographical frame. And yet, as 2 political designation that attempts to dis-
tinguish between the “haves” and the “have-nots,” it does have 4 certain po-
litical value. An example of this is Arif Dirlik’s formulation of North/South as
ametaphorical rather than geographical distinction, where “North” refers to
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the pathways of transnational capital and “South” to the marginalized poor
of the world regardless of geographical distinction.10

I find the language of “One-Third World” versus “Iwo-Thirds World”
as elaborated by Gustavo Esteva and Madhu Suri Prakash (1998) particu-
larly useful, especiaﬁly in conjunction with “Third World/South” and “First
World/North.” These terms represent what Esteva and Prakash call social mj-
norities and social ajorities —categories based on the quality of life led by
peoples and commul‘]ities in both the North and the South.11 Theadvantage of
one-third/two-thirds world in relation to terms like “Western/Third World”
and “North/South” is that they move away from misleading geographical and
ideological binarismis.

By focusing on quality of life as the criteria for distinguishing between
social minorities and majorities, “One-Third/Two-Thirds Worlds” draws at-
tention to the continuities as well as the discontinuities between the haves
and have-nots within the boundaries of nations and between nations and
indigenous communities. This designation also highlights the fluidity and
power of global forces that situate communities of people as social majori-
ties/minorities in disparate form. “One-Third/Two-Thirds” is a nonessential-
ist categorization, bl}t it incorporates an analysis of power and agency that
is crucial. Yet what it misses is a history of colonization that the terms West-
ern/Third World dravY attention to.

As the above terrr';inological discussion serves to illustrate, we are still
working with a very ixﬁprecise and inadequate analytical language. All we can
have access to at given moments is the analytical language that most clearly
approximates the feat‘hres of the world as we understand it. This distinction
between One-Third/Two-Thirds World and, at times, First World/North and
Third World/South is {the language I choose to use now. Because in fact our
language is imprecise, I hesitate to have any language become static. My own
language in 1986 need[s to be open to refinement and inquiry—but not to in-
stitutionalization. l

Finally, I want to reflect on an important issue not addressed in “Under
Western Eyes”: the question of native or indigenous struggles. Radhika Mo-
hanram’s critique of m}y work (1999) brings this to our attention. She points
out the differences bet‘teen a “multicultural” understanding of nation ( preva-
lent in the United Stat s) and a call for a “bicultural” understanding of na-
tion on the part of indtenous people in Aotearoa/New Zealand. She argues

that my notion of a coI mon context of struggle suggests logical alliances
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among the various black women: Maori, Asian, Pacific Islander. However,
Maoriwomen see multiculturalism —alliances with Asian women—as under-
mining indigenous rights and biculturalism and prefer toally themselves with
Pakeha (white, Anglo-Celtic people [Mohanram 1999, 92-96]).

I agree that the distinction between biculturalism and multiculturalism
does pose a practical problem of organizing and alliance building, and that
the particular history and situation of Maori feminists cannot be subsumed
within the analysis I offer so far. Native or indigenous women’s struggles,
which do not follow a postcolonial trajectory based on the inclusions and ex-
clusions of processes of capitalist, racist, heterosexist, and nationalist domi-
nation, cannot be addressed easily under the purview of categories such as
“Western” and “Third World.» 12 But they become visible and even central to
the definition of One-Third/Two-Thirds Worlds because indigenous claims
for sovereignty, their lifeways and environmental and spiritual practices, situ-
ate them as central to the definition of “social majority” (Two-Thirds World).
While a mere shift in conceptual terms is not a complete response to Mohan-
ram’s critique, I think it clarifies and addresses the limitations of my earlier
use of “Western” and “Third World.” Interestingly enough, while I would
have identified myself as both Western and Third World—in all my complexi-
ties—in the context of “Under Western Eyes,” in this new frame, I am clearly
located within the One-Third World. Then again, now, as in my earlier writ-
ing, I straddle both categories. I am of the Two-Thirds World in the One-
Third World. 1 am clearly a part of the social minority now, with all its privi-
leges; however, my political choices, struggles, and vision for change place
me alongside the Two-Thirds World. Thus, I am for the Two-Thirds World,
but with the privileges of the One-Third World. I speak as a person situated
in the One-Thirds World, but from the space and vision of, and in solidarity
with, communities in struggle in the Two-Thirds World.

UNDER AND (INSIDE) WESTERN EYES:

AT THE TURN OF THE CENTURY

There have been a number of shifts in the political and economic land-
scapes of nations and communities of people in the last two decades. The
intellectual maps of disciplines and areas of study in the U.S. academy have
shifted as well during this time. The advent and institutional visibility of post-
colonial studies for instance is a relatively recent phenomenon —as is the
simultaneous rollback of the gains made by race and ethnic studies depart-
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ments in the 1970s and 1980s. Women'’s studies is now a well-established field
of study with over ejight hundred degree-granting programs and departments
in the U.S. academ;y.l-* Feminist theory and feminist movements across na-
tional borders have matured substantially since the early 1980s, and there is
now a greater Visibiility of transnational women’s struggles and movements,
brought on in part by the United Nations world conferences on women held
over the last two decades.

Economically and politically, the declining power of self-governance
among certain poorer nations is matched by the rising significance of trans-
national institutions such as the World Trade Organization and governing
bodies such as the European Union, not to mention the for-profit corpora-
tions. Of the world’s largest economies, fifty-one happen to be corporations,
not countries, and Amnesty International now reports on corporations as
well as nations (Bisenstein 1998b, 1). Also, the hegemony of neoliberalism,
alongside the naturalization of capitalistvalues, influences the ability to make
choices on one’s own behalf in the daily lives of economically marginalized
as well as economically privileged communities around the globe.

The rise of religious fundamentalisms with their deeply masculinist and
often racist rhetoric poses a huge challenge for feminist struggles around the
world. Finally, the p

ofoundly unequal “information highway” as well as the
Fion (and masculinization) of the globe, accompanied by
the growth of the prison industrial complex in the United States, poses pro-

found contradictions‘ in the lives of communities of women and men in most
parts of the world. I “believe these political shifts to the right, accompanied
by global capitalist hegemony, privatization, and increased religious, ethnic,
and racial hatreds, p(;)se very concrete challenges for feminists. In this con-
text, I ask what WOUIC% it mean to be attentive to the micropolitics of everyday
life as well as to the larger processes that recolonize the culture and identi-
ties of people across the globe. How we think of the loca] in/of the global and
viceversa without falling into colonizing or cultural relativist platitudes about
difference is crucial in this intellectual and political landscape. And for me,
this kind of thinking is tied to a revised race-and-gender-conscious historica]
materialism,

increasing militariza

The politics of feminist cross-cultural scholarship from the vantage point
of Third World/South feminist struggles remains a compelling site of analy-
sis for me.14 Eurocentp'c analytic paradigms continue to flourish, and I re-
main committed to reehgaging in the struggles to criticize openly the effects
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of discursive colonization on the lives and struggles of marginalized women.
My central commitment is to build connections between feminist scholarship
and political organizing. My own present-day analytic framework remains
very similar to my earliest critique of Eurocentrism. However, I now see the
politics and economics of capitalism as a far more urgent locus of struggle. I
continue to hold to an analytic framework that is attentive to the micropoli-
tics of everyday life as well as to the macropolitics of global economic and
political processes. The link between political economy and culture remains
crucial to any form of feminist theorizing—as it does for my work. It isn’t
the framework that has changed. It is just that global economic and politi-
cal processes have become more brutal, exacerbating economic, racial, and
gender inequalities, and thus they need to be demystified, reexamined, and
theorized.

While my earlier focus was on the distinctions between “Western” and
“Third World” feminist practices, and while I downplayed the commonalities
betweenfhese two positions, my focus now, hs must be evident in part 2 of
this boolg\;), is onwhatI have chosen to call an anﬁcapitalist transnational femi-
nist practice—and on the possibilities, indeed on the necessities, of cross-
national feminist solidarity and organizing against capitalism. While “Under
Western Eyes” was located in the context of the critique of Western human-
ismand Eurocentrism and of white, Western feminism, a similar essay written
now would need to be located in the context of the critique of global capi-
talism (on antiglobalization), the naturalization of the values of capital, and
the unacknowledged power of cultural relativism in cross-cultural feminist
scholarship and pedagogies.

“Under Western Eyes” sought to make the operations of discursive power
visible, to draw attention to what was left out of feminist theorizing, namely,
the material complexity, reality, and agency of Third World women’s bodies
and lives. This is in fact exactly the analytic strategy I now use to draw at-
tention to what is unseen, undertheorized, and left out in the production of
knowledge about globalization. While globalization has always been a partof
capitalism, and capitalism is not a new phenomenon, at this time [ believe the
theory, critique, and activism around antiglobalization has to be a key focus
for feminists. This does not mean that the patriarchal and racist relations and

structures that accompany capitalism are any less problematic at this time,

or that antiglobalization is a singular phenomenon. Along with many other
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\
scholars and activists, I believe capital as it functions now depends on and

exacerbates racist, patriarchal, and heterosexist relations of rule.
|

|
|

FEMINIST METHODOLOGIES: NEW DIRECTIONS

What kinds of femiqéist methodology and analytic strategy are useful in
making power (and women’s lives) visible in overtly nongendered, nonracial-
ized discourses? The strategy discussed here is an example of how capital-
ism and its various relations of rule can be analyzed through a transnational,
anticapitalist feminist critique, one that draws on historical materialism and
centralizes racialized gender. This analysis begins from and is anchored in the
place of the most margiﬁlalized communities of women— poor women of all
colors in affluent and neocolonial nations; women of the Third World/South
or the Two-Thirds World.*s I believe that this experiential and analytic anchor
in the lives of marginalized communities of women provides the most inclu-

sive paradigm for thinki[ng about social justice. This particularized viewing
allows for a more concri‘te and expansive vision of universal justice.

This is the very opposite of “special interest” thinking. If we pay attention
to and think from the space of some of the most disenfranchised communi-
ties of women in the world, we are most likely to envision a just and demo-
cratic society capable of treating all its citizens fairly. Conversely, if we begin
our analysis from, and li;mit it to, the space of privileged communities, our
visions of justice are morie likely to be exclusionary because privilege nurtures
blindness to those without the same privileges. Beginning from the lives and
interests of marginalized communities of women, I am able to access and
make the workings of power visible—to read up the ladder of privilege. It is
more necessary to look upward —colonized peoples must know themselves
and the colonizer. This particular marginalized location makes the politics of
knowledge and the powefg investments that go along with it visible so that we
can then engage in work to transform the use and abuse of power. The analy-
sis draws on the notion ‘?f epistemic privilege as it is developed by feminist
standpoint theorists (with their roots in the historical materialism of Marx
and Lukacs) as well as postpositivist realists, who provide an analysis of ex-
perience, identity, and the epistemic effects of social location.16 My view is

thus a materialist and “realist” one and is antithetical to that of postmod-
|

ernist relativism. I believe there are causal links between marginalized social
locations and experiences and the ability of human agents to explain and ana-
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lyze features of capitalist society. Methodologically, this analytic perspective
is grounded in historical materialism. My claim is not that all marginalized
locations yield crucial knowledge about power and inequity, but that within a
tightly integrated capitalist system, the particular standpoint of poor indige-
nous and Third World/South women provides the most inclusive viewing of
systemic power. In numerous cases of environmental racism, for instance,
where the neighborhoods of poor communities of color are targeted as new
sites for prisons and toxic dumps, it is no coincidence that poor black, Native
American, and Latina women provide the leadership in the fight against cor-
porate pollution. Three out of five Afro-Americans and Latinos live near toxic
waste sites, and three of the five largest hazardous waste landfills are in com-
munities with a population that is 8o percent people of color (Pardo 2001,
504-11). Thus, it is precisely their critical reflections on their everyday lives as
poor women of color that allow the kind of analysis of the power structure
that has led to the many victories in environmental racism struggles.1” Herein
lies a lesson for feminist analysis.

Feminist scientist Vandana Shiva, one of the most visible leaders of the
antiglobalization movement, provides a similar and illuminating critique of
the patents and intellectual property rights agreements sanctioned by the
World Trade Organization (WT0) since 1995.18 Along with others in the envi-
ronmental and indigenous rights movements, she argues that the wo sanc-
tions biopiracy and engages in intellectual piracy by privileging the claims of
corporate commercial interests, based on Western systems of knowledge in
agriculture and medicine, to products and innovations derived from indige-
nous knowledge traditions. Thus, through the definition of Western scien-
tific epistemologies as the only legitimate scientific system, the wTo is able
to underwrite corporate patents to indigenous knowledge (as to the Neem
tree in India) as their own intellectual property, protected through intellec-
tual property rights agreements. As a result, the patenting of drugs derived

from indigenous medicinal systems has now reached massive proportions. I
quote Shiva:

[T]hrough patenting, indigenous knowledge is being pirated in the name
of protecting knowledge and preventing piracy. The knowledge of our an-
cestors, of our peasants about seeds is being claimed as an invention of
U.S. corporations and U.S. scientists and patented by them. The only rea-

son something like that can work is because underlying it all is a racist
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framework that says the knowledge of the Third World and the knowl-
edge of people of color is not knowledge. When that knowledge is taken
by white men who have capital, suddenly creativity begins. . . . Patents are
a replay of colonialism, which is now called globalization and free trade.

(2000, 32)

The contrast between Western scientific systems and indigenous epistemolo-
gies and systems of medicine is not the only issue here. It is the colonialist
and corporate power to define Western science, and the reliance on capitalist
values of private property and profit, as the only normative system that results
in the exercise of immense power. Thus indigenous knowledges, which are
often communally generated and shared among tribal and peasant women
for domestic, local, and public use, are subject to the ideologies of a corpo-
rate Western scieritific paradigm where intellectual property rights can only
be understood in possessive or privatized form. All innovations that happen
to be collective, to have occurred over time in forests and farms, are appro-
priated or excluded. The idea of an intellectual commons where knowledge is
collectively gathered and passed on for the benefit of all, not owned privately,
is the very opposite of the notion of private property and ownership that is the
basis for the wTo property rights agreements. Thus this idea of an intellec-
tual commons among tribal and peasant women actually excludes them from
ownership and facilitates corporate biopiracy.

Shiva’s analysis of intellectual property rights, biopiracy, and globalization
is made possible by its very location in the experiences and epistemologies of
peasant and tribal women in India. Beginning from the practices and knowl-
edges of indigenous women, she “reads up” the power structure, all theway to
the policies and practices sanctioned by the wTo. This is a very clear example
then of a transnational, anticapitalist feminist politics.

However, Shiva says less about gender than she could. She is after all talk-
ing in particular about women’s work and knowledges anchored in the epis-
temological experiences of one of the most marginalized communities of
women in theworld —poor, tribal, and peasant women in India. This is a com-
munity of women made invisible and written out of national and international
economic calculations. An analysis that pays attention to the everyday experi-
ences of tribal women and the micropolitics of their ultimately anticapitalist
struggles illuminates the macropolitics of global restructuring. It suggests
the thorough embeddedness of the local and particular with the global and
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universal, and it suggests the need to conceptualize questions of justice and
equity in transborder terms. In other words, this mode of reading envisions
a feminism without borders, in that it foregrounds the need for an analysis
and vision of solidarity across the enforced privatized intellectual property
borders of the wro.

These particular examples offer the most inclusive paradigm for under-
standing the motivations and effects of globalization as it is crafted by the
wTO. Of course, if we were to attempt the same analysis from the epistemo-
logical space of Western, corporate interests, it would be impossible to gen-
erate an analysis that values indigenous knowledge anchored in communal
relationships rather than profit-based hierarchies. Thus, poor tribal and peas-
ant women, their knowledges and interests, would be invisible in this analytic
frame because the very idea of an intellectual commouns falls outside the pur-
view of privatized property and profit that is a basis for corporate interests.
The obvious issue fora transnational feminism pertains to thevisions of profit
and justice embodied in these opposing analytic perspectives. The focus on
profit versus justice illustrates my earlier point about social location and ana-
lytically inclusive methodologies. It is the social location of the tribal women
as explicated by Shiva that allows this broad and inclusive focus on justice.
Similarly, it is the social location and narrow self-interest of corporations that
privatizes intellectual property rights in the name of profit for elites.

Shiva essentially offers a critique of the global privatization of indigenous
knowledges. This is a story about the rise of transnational institutions such
as the wto, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund, of bank-
ing and financial institutions and cross-national governing bodies like the
MAI (Multinational Agreement on Investments). The effects of these govern-
ing bodies on poor people around the world have been devastating. In funda-
mental ways, it is girls and women around the world, especially in the Third
World/South, that bear the brunt of globalization. Poor women and girls are
the hardest hit by the degradation of environmental conditions, wars, fam-
ines, privatization of services and deregulation of governments, the disman-
tling of welfare states, the restructuring of paid and unpaid work, increasing
surveillance and incarceration in prisons, and so on. And this is why a femi-
nism without and beyond borders is necessary to address the injustices of
global capitalism.

Women and girls are still 7o percent of the world’s poor and the majority

of the world’s refugees. Girls and women comprise almost 8o percent of dis-
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placed persons of the Third World/South in Africa, Asia and Latin America.
Women own less than one-hundredth of the world’s property, while they are
the hardest hit by the effects of war, domestic violence, and religious perse-
cution. Feminist political theorist Zillah Eisenstein says that women do two-
thirds of the world’s work and earn less than one-tenth of its income. Global
capital in racialized and sexualized guise destroys the public spaces of democ-
racy, and quietly sucks power out of the once social/public spaces of nation-
states. Corporate capitalism has redefined citizens as consumers —and global
markets replace the commitments to economic, sexual, and racial equality
(Eisenstein 1998b, esp. ch. 5).

It is especially on the bodies and lives of women and girls from the
Third World/South — the Two-Thirds World — that global capitalism writes its
script, and it is by paying attention to and theorizing the experiences of these
communities of women and girls that we demystify capitalism as a system
of debilitating sexism and racism and envision anticapitalist resistance. Thus
any analysis of the effects of globalization needs to centralize the experiences
and struggles of these particular communities of women and girls.

Drawing on Arif Dirlik’s notion of “place consciousness as the radical
other of global capitalism” (Dirlik 1999), Grace Lee Boggs makes an impor-
tant argument for place-based civic activism that illustrates how centralizing
the struggles of marginalized communities connects to larger antiglobaliza-
tion struggles. Boggs suggests that “[pllace consciousness. . . encourages us
to come together around common, local experiences and organize around our
hopes for the future of our communities and cities. While global capitalism
doesn’t give a damn about the people or the natural environment of any par-
ticular place because it can always move on to other people and other places,
place-based civic activism is concerned about the heath and safety of people
and places” (Boggs 2000, 19). Since women are central to the life of neighbor-
hood and communities they assume leadership positions in these struggles.
This is evident in the example of women of color in struggles against envi-
ronmental racism in the United States, as well as in Shiva’s example of tribal
women in the struggle against deforestation and for an intellectual commons.
It is then the lives, experiences, and struggles of girls and women of the Two-
Thirds World that demystify capitalism in its racial and sexual dimensions—
and that provide productive and necessary avenues of theorizing and enacting
anticapitalist resistance.

I do not wish to leave this discussion of capitalism as a generalized site
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without contextualizing its meaning in and through the lives it structures.
Disproportionately, these are girls’ and women’s lives, although I am com-
mitted to the lives of all exploited peoples. However, the specificity of girls’
and women'’s lives encompasses the others through their particularized and
contextualized experiences. If these particular gendered, classed, and racial-
ized realities of globalization are unseen and undertheorized, even the most
radical critiques of globalization effectively render Third World/South women
and girls as absent. Perhaps it is no longer simply an issue of Western eyes, but
rather how the West is inside-and continually reconfigures globally, racially,
and in terms of gender. Without this recognition, a necessary link between
feminist scholarship/analytic frames and organizing/activist projects is im-
possible. Faulty and inadequate analytic frames engender ineffective political
action and strategizing for social transformation.

What does the above analysis suggest? That we— feminist scholars and
teachers —mustrespond to the phenomenon of globalization as an urgent site
for the recolonization of peoples, especially in the Two-Thirds World. Glob-
alization colonizes women’s as well as men’s lives around the world, and we
need an anti-imperialist, anticapitalist, and contextualized feminist project
to expose and make visible the various, overlapping forms of subjugation of
women’s lives. Activists and scholars must also identify and reenvision forms
of collective resistance that women, especially, in their different communi-
ties enact in their everyday lives. It is their particular exploitation at this time,
their potential epistemic privilege, as well as their particular forms of soli-
darity that can be the basis for reimagining a liberatory politics for the start

of this century.

Antiglobalization Struggles

Although the context for writing “Under Western Eyes” in the mid-198os
was avisibleand activistwomen’s movement, this radical movement no longer
exists as such. Instead, I draw inspiration from a more distant, but signifi-
cant, antiglobalization movement in the United States and around the world.
Activists in these movements are often women, although the movement is not
gender-focused. So I wish to redefine the project of decolonization, not reject
it. It appears more complex to me today, given the newer developments of
global capitalism. Given the complex interweaving of cultural forms, people
of and from the Third World live not only under Western eyes but also within
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them. This shift in my focus from “under Western eyes” to “under and in-
side” the hegemonic spaces of the One-Third World necessitates recrafting
the project of decolonization.

My focus is thus no longer just the colonizing effects of Western feminist
scholarship. This does not mean the problems I identified in the earlier essay
do not occur now. But the phenomenon I addressed then has been more than
adequately engaged by other feminist scholars. While feminists have been in-
volved in the antiglobalization movement from the start, however, this has
not been a major organizing locus for women’s movements nationally in the
West/North. It has, however, always been a locus of struggle for women of the
Third World/South because of their location. Again, this contextual specificity
should constitute the larger vision. Women of the Two-Thirds World have
always organized against the devastations of globalized capital, just as they
have always historically organized anticolonial and antiracist movements. In
this sense they have always spoken for humanity as a whole.

I have tried to chart feminist sites for engaging globalization, rather than
providing a comprehensive review of feminist work in this area. I hope this
exploration makes my own political choices and decisions transparent and
that it provides readers with a productive and provocative space to think and
act creatively for feminist struggle. So today my query is slightly different al-
though much the same as in 1986. [ wish to better see the processes of cor-
porate globalization and how and why they recolonize women’s bodies and
labor. We need to know the real and concrete effects of global restructuring
onraced, classed, national, sexual bodies of women in the academy, in work-
places, streets, households, cyberspaces, neighborhoods, prisons, and social
movements.

What does it mean to make antiglobalization a key factor for feminist theo-
rizing and struggle? To illustrate my thinking about antiglobalization, let me
focus on two specific sites where knowledge about globalization is produced.
The firstsite is a pedagogical one and involves an analysis of thevarious strate-
gies being used to internationalize (or globalize)%?/fﬁe women’s studies cur-
riculum in U.S. colleges and universities. I argue that this move to interna-
tionalize women’s studies curricula and the attendant pedagogies that flow
from this is one of the main ways we can track a discourse of global femi-
nism in the United States. Other ways of tracking global feminist discourses
include analyzing the documents and discussions flowing out of the Beijing
United Nations conference on women, and of course popular television and
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|
print media discourses on women around the world. The second site of anti-
globalization scholarship I focus on is the emerging, notaBly ungendered and
deracialized discourse on activism against globalization. 1

ANTIGLOBALIZATION PEDAGOGIES |

Let me turn to the struggles over the dissemination of a feminist cross-
cultural knowledge base through pedagogical strategies “iﬁternationalizing”
the women’s studies curriculum. The problem of “the (gendered) color line”
remains, but is more easily seen today as developments of transnational and
global capital. While I choose to focus on women’s studies} curricula, my ar-
guments hold for curricula in any discipline or academic field that seeks to
internationalize or globalize its curriculum. I argue that the challenge for
“Internationalizing” women’s studies is no different from tljle one involved in
“racializing” women’s studies in the 1980s, for very similar [Bolitics of knowl-
edge come into play l1er¢3'.\2°/l ;

Sothe question I want to foreground is the politics ofknéwledge in bridg-
ing the “local” and the “global” in women’s studies. How we teach the “new”
scholarship in women’s studies is at least as important as:‘ the scholarship
itself in the struggles over knowledge and citizenship in the U.S. academy.
After all, the way we construct curricula and the pedagogi“es we use to put
such curricula into practice tel] a story—or tell many stories:. It is the way we
position historical narratives of experience in relation to eaéh other, the way
we theorize relationality as both historical and simultaneously singular and
collective that determines how and what we learn when we cross cultural and
experiential borders.

Drawing on my own work with U.S, feminist academic communities2¥]
describe three pedagogical models used in “internationalizing” the women’s
studies curriculum and analyze the politics of knowledge at work. Each of
these perspectives is grounded in particular conceptions of the local and the
global, of women’s agency, and of national identity, and each curricular model
presents different stories and ways of crossing borders and building bridges.
['suggest thata “comparative feminist studies” or “feminist solidarity” model
is the most useful and productive pedagogical strategy for ffeminist cross-
cultural work. Itis this particular model that provides a way to|theorize a com-
plex relational understanding of experience, location, and history such that
feminist cross-cultural work moves through the specific context to construct

a real notion of universal and of democratization rather than colonization.
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It is through this model that we can put into practice the idea of “common
differences” as the basis for deeper solidarity across differences and unequal
power relations.

Feminist-as-Tourist Model. This curricular perspective could also be called the
“feminist as international consumer” or, in less charitable terms, the “white
women’s burden or colonial discourse” model It involves a pedagogical
strategy in which brief forays are made into non-Euro-American cultures, and
particular sexist cultural practices addressed from an otherwise Eurocentric
women'’s studies gaze. In other words, the “add women as global victims or
powerful women and stir” perspective. This is a perspective in which the pri-
mary Euro-American narrative of the syllabus remains untouched, and ex-
amples from non-Western or Third World/South cultures are used to supple-
ment and “add” to this narrative. The story here is quite old. The effects of
this strategy are that students and teachers are left with a clear sense of the
difference and distance between the local (defined as self, nation, and West-
ern) and the global (defined as other, non-Western, and transnational). Thus
the local is always grounded in nationalist assumptions—the United States
orWestern European nation-state provides a normative context. This strategy
leaves power relations and hierarchies untouched since ideas aboutcenterand
margin are reproduced along Eurocentric lines.

For example, in an introductory feminist studies course, one could in-
clude the obligatory day or week on dowry deaths in India, women workers in
Nike factories in Indonesia, or precolonial matriarchies in West Africa, while
leaving the fundamental identity of the Euro-American feminist on her way
to liberation untouched. Thus Indonesian workers in Nike factories or dowry
deaths in India stand in for the totality of women in these cultures. These
women are not seen in their everyday lives (as Buro-American women are) —
justin these stereotypical terms. Difference in the case of non-Euro-American
women is thus congealed, not seen contextually with all of its contradictions.
This pedagogical strategy for crossing cultural and geographical borders is
based on a modernist paradigm, and the bridge between the local and the
global becomes in fact a predominantly self-interested chasm. This perspec-
tive confirms the sense of the “evolved U.S./Euro feminist.” While there is
now more consciousness about not using an “add and stir” method in teach-
ing about race and U.S. women of color, this does not appear to be the case in
“Internationalizing” women’s studies. Experience in this context is assumed
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to be static and frozep into U.S.- or Euro-centered categories. Since in this

paradigm feminism js always/already constructed as Euro—American in ori-
. . |5 . ;

gin and development, women'’s lives and struggles outside this geographical

context only serve to confirm of contradict this originary feminist (master)

cal strategy is the crafting of the “Third World differe?nce,” the creation of
monolithic images of Third World/South women, This contrasts with images
of Euro-American women who arevital, changing, comﬂ)lex, and central sub-
jects within such a curricular perspective.
|
Feminist-as-Explorer Model. This particular pedagogic;}al perspective origi-
nates in area studies, where the “foreign” woman s the object and subject
of knowledge and the larger intellectyal project is entifely about countries
other than the United States. Thus, here the local and ;the global are both
defined as non-Euro-American, The focus on the international implies that
it exists outside the U.S. nation-state, Women'’s, gender, Fnd feminist issyes
are based on spatial/geographical and temporal/historical categories located
elsewhere. Distance from “home” ig fundamental to the 1deﬁm'tion of inter-

being leftwith a notion ofdifferenceand separateness, a so}rt of “us and them”
attitude, but unlike the tourist model, the explorer perspective can provide
a deeper, more contextua] understanding of feminist issues in discretely de-
fined geographical and cultyura] Spaces. However, unless these discrete spaces
are taught in relation to one another, the story told is usually a cultural rela-
tivist one, meaning that differences between cultures are discrete and relative
with no real connection or common basis for evaluatjon, ﬁ‘he local and the
global are here collapsed into the international that by déﬁnition excludes
the United States. If the dominant discourse js the discourse of cultural rela-
tivism, questions of power, agency, justice, and common criteria for critique
and evaluation are silenced.\zf

In women’s studieg curricula this pedagogical Strategy is often seen as
the most culturally sensitiye Way to “internationalize” the curriculum. For
instance, entire courses on “Women in Latip America” or “Third World
Women’s Literature” or “Postcolonial Feminism” are added on to the pre-
dominantly U.S.-based curriculum as a Way to “globalize” the feminist knowi-
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ine here, especially since its more recent focus on U.§, imperialism, However,
American studjeg rarely falls under the purview of “area studjes,”

The problem with the feminist—as-explorer Strategy is that globalization
is an economic, political, and ideological phenomenon that actively brings
the world and its various communities under connected and interdependent
discursive and material regimes. The lives of women are connected and inter-
dependent, albeit not thesame, no matter which geographical area we happen
to live in.

Separating area studjes from race and ethnjc studies thus leads to under-
standing or teaching about the global as a way of not addressing interng]
racism, capitalist hegemony, colonialism, and heterosexualization as cen-
tral to processes of global domination, exploitation, and resistance. Global
or international is thyg understood apart from racism—as if racism were




anapology for the exercise of power, those of struggle and resistance as well.

In the feminjst solidarity model the One-Third/Two-Thirds paradigm
makes sense. Rather than Western/Third World, or North/South, or localy

cific/universal) as jts analytic Strategy.

similarities, inside/outside, and distance/prommlty. Thus sex work, militari-
zation, human rights, and so on can be framed in their multiple local and
global dimensijong using the One-Third/Two—Thirds, social minority/social
majority paradigm.  am suggesting then that we look at the women’s studies

Differences and commonalities thug

of struggle and resistance. |
Students potentially move away from the “add and stir” and the relativist
“separate but equal” (or different) perspective to the coimplipation/solidarity

one. This solidarity perspective requires understanding th:e historical and
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\
interconnectiong between communities of women sucl? that power, privilege,
agency, and dissent can be made visible and engaged with.,

In an instructive critique of postcolonig] studies and its institutional loca-
tion, Arif Dirlik argues that the particylar institutiona
nial studies, as well as its conceptual emphases on the historical and Joca]
as against the :y)xemic and the global, permit its assim‘\ilation into the logic

of globalism(f/ While Dirlik somewhat overstates his argument, deradical-
ization and assimilation should concern those of ys illwolved in the femi-

response to globalization. Both Eurocentric and culturalirelativist (postmod-
ernist) models of scholarship and teaching are easily aséimilated within the

logic of late capitalism because this is fundamentally a logic of seeming de-

gogies of antiglobalization can tell alternate stories of difference, culture,

power, and agency. They can begin to theorize experience, agency, and justice

from a more cross-cultural lensy2?

do. In fact narratives of historical experience are crucial to li)olitical thinking
not because they pPresent an unmediated version of the “trl}lth" but because
they can destabilize received truths and locate debate in the c}omplexities and
contradictions of historica] life. It is in this context that postipositivist realist
theorizations of experience, identity, and culture become useful in construct-
ing curricular and pedagogical narratives that address as well ?as combat glob-
alization;fs hese realist theorizations explicitly link a histo?rical materialist
understanding of socia] location to the theorization of epis}temic privilege
and the construction of social identity, thus suggesting the Eomplexities of

the narratives of marginalized peoples in terms of relationality rather than
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There is now an increasing and usefiy] feminist scholarship critical of the
practices and effects of globalization 29 Instead of attempting a comprehen-
sive review of this scholarship, I want to draw attention to some of the most
useful kinds of issyes itraises. Let me turn, then, to a feminist reading of antj-
globalization movements and argue for a more intimate, closer alliance be-
tween women’s movements, feminist pedagogy, cross-cultural feminist theo-
rizing, and these ongoing anticapitalist movements,

Lreturn to an earlier question: What are the concrete effects of globa] re-
structuring on the “rea]” raced, classed, national, sexual bodies of women

ing, arguing that the reorganization of gender is part of the global strategy of
capitalism.

Women workers of particular caste/class, race, and économic status are
nNecessary to the operation of the capitalist global economy. Women are
not only the preferred candidates for particular jobs, but particular kinds
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of women—poor, Third and Two-Thirds World, working-class, and immj-
grant/migrant women —are the preferred workers in thése global, “flexible”
temporary job markets. The documented increase in the migration of poor,
One-Third/Two-Thirds World women in search of labor}across national bor-
ders has led to a rise in the international “maid trade” (Parrefias 2001) and
in international sex trafficking and tourism.31 Many globial cities now require
and completely depend on the service and domestic Iabcir of immigrant and
migrant women. The proliferation of structural adjustm{ent policies around
theworld has reprivatized women'’s labor by shifting the résponsibility for so-
cial welfare from the state to the household and to women located there. The
rise of religious fundamentalisms in conjunction with conservative nation-
alisms, which are also in part reactions to global capital and its cultural de-
mands has led to the policing of women’s bodies in the streets and in the
workplaces.

Global capital also reaffirms the color line in its newly articulated class
structure evident in the prisons in the One-Third World. The effects of global-
ization and deindustrialization on the prison industry in thle One-Third World
leads toarelated policing of the bodjes of poor, One-Third/Two-Thirds World,
immigrant and migrant women behind the concrete spaci;s and bars of pri-
vatized prisons. Angela Davis and Gina Dent (2001) argué that the political
economy of U.S. prisons, and the punishment industry i111 the West/North,
brings the intersection of gender, race, colonialism, and capitalism into sharp

focus. Just as the factories and workplaces of global corporations seek and
discipline the labor of poor, Third World/South, immigrant}/migrant women,
the prisons of Europe and the United States incarcerate disproportionately
large numbers of women of color, immigrants, and nonciitizens of African,

Asian, and Latin American descent.

|
Making gender and power visible in the processes olf global restruc-

turing demands looking at, naming, and seeing the particular raced, and
classed communities of women from poor countries as they are constituted
as workers in sexual, domestic, and service industries; as prisoners; and as
household managers and nurturers. In contrast to this production of workers,
Patricia Ferndndez-Kelly and Diane Wolf (2001, esp. 1248) focus on commu-

nities of black U.S. inner-city youth situated as “redundant” to the global
economy. This redundancy is linked to their disproportionate representation
in U.S. prisons. They argue that these young men, who are potential workers,
|
|
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are left out of the economic circuit, and this “absence of connections to a
structure of opportunity” results in young African American men turning to
dangerous and creative survival strategies while struggling to reinvent new
forms of masculinity.

There is also increased feminist attention to the way discourses of glob-
alization are themselves gendered and the way hegemonic masculinities are
produced and mobilized in the service of global restructuring. Marianne Mar-
chand and Anne Runyan (2000) discuss the gendered metaphors and symbol-
ism in the language of globalization whereby particular actors and sectors are
privileged over others: market over state, global over local, finance capital over
manufacturing, finance ministries over social welfare, and consumers over
citizens. They argue that the latter are feminized and the former masculinized
(13) and that this gendering naturalizes the hierarchies required for globaliza-
tion to succeed. Charlotte Hooper (2000) identifies an emerging hegemonic
Anglo-American masculinity through processes of global restructuring—a
masculinity that affects men and women workers in the global economy.32
Hooper argues that this Anglo-American masculinity has dualistic tenden-
cies, retaining the image of the aggressive frontier masculinity on the one
hand, while drawing on more benign images of cEOs with (feminized) non-
hierarchical management skills associated with teamwork and networking on
the other.

While feminist scholarship is moving in important and useful directions
in terms of a critique of global restructuring and the culture of globalization, I
want to ask some of the same questions Iposed in 1986 once again. In spite of
the occasional exception, I think that much of present-day scholarship tends
to reproduce particular “globalized” representations of women. Just as there
isan Anglo-American masculinity produced in and by discourses of globaliza-
tion,33 it is important to ask what the corresponding femininities being pro-
duced are. Clearly there is the ubiquitous global teenage girl factory worker,
the domesticworker, and the sex worker. Thereis also the migrant/fimmigrant
serviceworker, the refugee, thevictim of war crimes, thewoman-of-color pris-
onerwho happens tobeamotherand druguser, the consumer-housewife, and
so on. There is also the mother-of-the-nation | religious bearer of traditional
culture and morality.

Although these representations of women correspond to real people, they
also often stand in for the contradictions and complexities of women’s lives
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and roles. Certain images, such as that of the factory or sex worker, are often
geographically located in the Third World/South, but n‘lany of the represen-
tations identified above are dispersed throughout the globe. Most refer to

women of the Two-Thirds World, and someto women of the One-Third World.

Andawoman from the Two-Thirds World can live in the One-Third World. The

pointIam making here is that women are workers, mothers, or consumers in’
the global économy, but we are also all those things simultaneously, Singu- .
lar and monolithic categorizations of women in discourses of globalization
circumscribe ideas about experience, agency, and struggle. While there are“ :

other, relatively new images of women that also emerge in this discourse—the
human rights worker or the NGO advocate, the revolutionary militant and the
corporate bureaucrat—there is also 4 divide between false, overstated images
of victimized and empowered womanhood, and they negate each other. We
need to further explore how this divide plays itself out in terms of a social ma-
jority/minority, One-Third/Two-Thirds World characterization, The concern
here is with whose agency is being colonized and who is privileged in these

pedagogies and scholarship. These then are my new queries for the twenty-

first century.3+

Because social movements are crucial sites for the construction of know]-

edge, communities, and identities, it is very important for feminists to direct .

themselves toward them, The antiglobalization movements of the last five

years have proven that one does not have to be a multinational corporation,
controller of financial capital, or transnational governing institution to cross -

national borders. These movements form an important site for examining the

construction of transborder democratic citizenship. But first a brief charac-

terization of antiglobalization movements is in order.

Unlike the territorial anchors of the anticolonjal movements of the early
twentieth century, antiglobalization movements have numerous spatial and
social origins. These include anticorporate environmental movements such
as the Narmada Bachao Andolan in central India and movements against en-
vironmental racism in the U.S. Southwest, as well as the antiagribusiness

small-farmer movements around theworld. The 1960s consumer movements, -

people’s movements against the IMF and World Bank for debt cancelation

and against structural adjustment programs, and the antisweatshop student -
movements in Japan, Europe, and the United States are also a part of the ori-
gins of the antiglobalization movements. In addition, the identity-based so- -

cial movements of the late twentieth century (feminist, civil rights, indige-

248  Feminism without Borders

nous rights, etc.) and the transformed:U,S.:labor movement of the 19g0s
also play a significant part in terms of the history of antiglobalization maove-
ments,35 ' i S

leaders and participants in most of these anti-
globalization movements; a feminist agenda only emetges inthe pOst—Beijing
“women’s rights as human rights” movement and in 'sybmc'p;g;c»élfahd environ-

' Whilewomen are present as

mental justice movements; In’cher'Wbidé,éwhﬂéfgirl_sf‘aiid.woméﬂafg:céntral 1o

tothe laborof global capital, 'andglabauz_éﬁ&n'v‘iqr‘ka;?és notseem todrawon -
feminist analysis or sErategieSﬁiThus, while I have argued that feminists need
to be anticapitalists, T would novk_-"ar‘gu,i: ‘that ahﬁgldbélizaﬁdh;éédviéts and
theorists also need to be feminists, Genderisignored asacategoryofanalysis
and a basis for org:inizing in most of the anﬁglobaﬁzadbn@mdyen;ehts, and
antiglobalization (and anticapitalist critique) does not appear to be central to’
feminist organizing projects, especially in the First World/North. In terms of
women’s movements, the earlier “sisterhood is global” form of internation-
alization of the women’s movement has now shifted into thel“hl(lm'an rights”
arena. This shiftin language from “feminism? to “women’s rights” has been
called the mainstreaming of the feminist movement-a:successful attempt -
to raise the issue of violence against women on to the world sta"ge.’_ N
If we look carefully at the focus of the antiglobalizatiqn movements, it is .
the bodies and labor of women and-girls that constit‘_uteithe heart of these
struggles.“For instance, in the envirbnmen‘_tal and ecological mavements such -
as Chipko in India and indigenous movements against uranium mining and
breast-milk contamination in the Unitgd?Statf:;sl ,womeh':af’e not only among -
the leadership: their gendered and rétiai@iéd bodies are the key to demystify-
ing and combating the processes of fétélbnizétion- put in place by corporate
control of the environment. My earlicf~di§éussioq of Vandana‘shiva’s analysis

of the W0 and biopiracy from the epistemological place of Indian tribal and

beasant women illustrates this claim, “vzis,;;does;‘G‘rac_g :Léef'Boggs’s,~hotx"on of .
“place-based civic activism” (Boggg,:ébpq!? 19). Simﬂquy,“_ip the ént.icorporate
consumer movements and in the smglljfaimer‘rnoV'e‘rment»s,".aggiip_st; agribusi-
ness and the antisweatshop moveniénlt‘si itis w@i;i{gni"é labor and their bodies
that are most affected as workers, fa'rniers;:and éanuméxs]h;iﬁséhold nur-
turers. . = o5 gl . i

W(\)men have been in leadership roles in some of ;heicxds$fbp§d¢r alliances
against corporate ‘injustice. Thus,';‘;palging gender; and women’s. bodies and

laborvisible, and theorizing this ;Visibﬂit'}; as a process oférticﬁla;ing amore

249 “Under Western Eyes” Revisited - | i




sexed bodies of women in its search for profit globally, and, asIargued earlier,
it is often the experiences and struggles of poor women of color that allow

is away of tracing a more accurate genealogy, as well as providing Ppotentially
more fertile ground for organizing. And of course, to articulate feminism

values, begin to build 5 transnational feminjst Practice,

A transnational feminjst practice depends on building feminist solidari-
ties across the divisjons of place, identity, class, work, belief; and so on, In
these very fragmented times jt is both very difficult to build these alliances
and also never more important to do so. Global capitalism both destroys the
possibilities and alggo offers up new ones, 3

Feminist activist teachers must struggle with themselves and each otherto
open the world with all jtg complexity to their students, Given the new multi-
ethnic racial student bodies, teachers mustalso learn from theijr students. The
differences and borders of each of our identities connect us to each other,

250 Feminism without Borders

Two-Thirds World, s}Omeﬁme'sj‘jx\l theOne

more than they sever. So the enterprise here is to forgeinformed, self-reflexive
solidarities among ourselves. S SRt e :
Ino longer live simply under the 8aze of Western eyes. I also live inside it
and negotiate it everyday. I make_my home in Ithaca, Neyv York, but always as
from Mumbai, India. My cross-race and Ctoss-class Work takg:s me to inter-
connected places and communities arbui}d the world—to a struggle contex-
tualized by women of colorand of th‘e‘fl‘hi_yrd World, sqmgtim?:s‘lqcated in the: 4
; g ;-Ihitd.;sé‘fhé bdrdqfé here grg‘n,ot o
really fixed. Our minds must bcl"a’s‘ ﬁéédyvto" moveas capltal is, to trace its paths -
and to imagine alternative destinitions
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and political alternative to essentialist and postmodernist formulations of iden-
tity.

For instance, Fanon writes eloquently (in a clearly masculine language) about
dreams of liberation: “The first thing which a native learns is to stay in his place,
and not go beyond certain limits. This is why the dreams of the native are always
of muscular prowess; his dreams are of action, and ofaggfession. Idream I am
jumping, swimming, running, climbing; I dream that I burst out laughing, that
I'span a river in one stride, or that I am followed by a flood of motor-cars which
never catch up with me” (1996, 40). The point is not that women do not or cannot
dream of “muscular prowess” but rather that in the context of colonial practices
of the emasculation of native men, muscular prowess gains a particularly mascu-
line psychic weight. ‘

See Alexander and Mohanty 1997, esp. xxxvi-xlii. For interesﬁing and provocative
discussions about anticapitalism, see Socialist Review 2007,

In discussing the centrality of decolonization to envisioning feminist democracy
we argued thus: “In fact, feminist thinking, here, draws on anH endorses socialist
principles of collectivized relations of production and organization. It attempts
to reenvision socialism as a part of feminist democracy with decolonization at
its center. However, while feminist collectives struggle against hegemonic power
Structures at various levels, they are also marked by these very structures—it is
these traces of the hegemonic which the practice of decolonlization addresses”
(Alexander and Mohanty 1997, xxxvi). We went on to analyze Gloria Wekker’s
essay on Afro-Suninamese women’s critical agency to illustrate an important as-
pect of decolonization: “Wekker . . . explores what appears tolbe a different con-
figuration of self, anchored in an ‘alternative vision of female subjectivity and
sexuality, based on West African principles’ (Wekker, 339). Her analysis of Mati
work in terms of alternative female relationships, ones that have simultaneous
affectional, cultural, economic, social, spiritual, and obligational components,
suggests a decolonized oppositional script for feminist struggle and for prac-
tices of governance. Decolonization involves both engagement with the everyday
issues in our own lives so that we can make sense of the world in relation to hege-
monic power, and engagement with collectivities that are premised on ideas of
autonomy and self-determination, in other words, democratic practice. For the
Creole working-class women Weldker speaks about, this is precisely the process
engaged in. It creates what she calls a ‘psychic economy of female subjectivity,
(which) . . . induces working-class women to act individually and collectively in
ways that counteract the assault of the hegemonic knowledge regime, which privi-
leges men, the heterosexual contract, inequalityand a generally unjust situation.’
Here, the investment in the self (what Wekker calls “multiple sélf”) is not neces-
sarily an investment in mobility upward or in the maintenance of a masculinist,
heterosexist, middle-class status quo” (Alexander and Mohanty 1997, xxxvii).
For interesting and provocative discussions about anti-capitalism, see the spe-
cial issue “Anticapitalism” of the journal Socialist Review, 28:3:, 2001. All chap-
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ters in part 1 have been previously published in the same or somewhat different
form. See Mohanty 1984, Mohanty 1991, Martin and Mohanty 1986, and Mohanty
1987. Chapters 6 and 8 are substantially revised from their earlier publication —
see Mohanty 1989-90 and Mohanty 1997.

Chapter One. Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and Colonial Discourses
Terms such as “Third World” and “First World” are very problematic, both in sug-
gesting oversimplified similarities between and among countries labeled thus and
in implicitly reinforcing existing economic, cultural, and ideological hierarchies
thatare conjured up in using such terminology. I use the term “Third World” with
full awareness of its problems, only because this is the terminology available to
us at the moment. Throughout this book, then, I use the term critically.
T'am indebted to Teresa de Lauretis for this particular formulation of the project of
feminist theorizing. See especially her introduction to her book Alice Doesn’t (1984).
Thisargumentis similar to Homi Bhabha’s definition of colonial discourse as stra-
tegically creating a space for a subject people through the production of knowl-
edgeand the exercise of power: “[CJolonial discourse isan apparatus of power, an
apparatus that turns on the recognition and disavowal of racial/cultural/historical
differences. Its predominant strategic function is the creation ofa space fora sub-
ject people through the production of knowledge in terms of which surveillance
isexercised and a complex form of pleasure/unpleasure is incited. It (i.e., colonial
discourse) seeks authorization for its strategies by the production of knowledge
by coloniser and colonised which are stereotypical but antithetically evaluated”
(Bhabha 1983, 23).
A number of documents and reports on the U.N. International Conferences on
Women in Mexico City (1975) and Copenhagen (1980), as well as the 1976 Welles-
ley Conference on Women and Development, attest to this. El Saadawi, Mernissi,
and Vajarathon (1978) characterize the Mexico City conference as “American-
planned and organized,” situating Third World participants as passive audiences.
They focus especially on Western women’s lack of self-consciousness about their
implication in the effects of imperialism and racism; a lack revealed in their as-
sumption of an “international sisterhood.” Euro-American feminism that seeks
to establish itself as the only legitimate feminism has been characterized as “im-
perial” by Amos and Parmar (1984, 3).
The Zed Press Women in the Third World series is unique in its conception. I
focus on it because it is the only contemporary series I have found that assumes
that women in the Third World are a legitimate and separate subject of study and
research. Since 1985, when I wrote the bulk of this book, numerous new titles
have appeared in the series. Thus Zed Press has come to occupy a rather privi-
leged position in the dissemination and construction of discourses by and about
Third World women. A number of the books in this series are excellent, especially
those that deal directly with women’s resistance struggles. In addition, Zed Press
consistently publishes progressive feminist, antiracist, and anti-imperialist texts.
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However, a number of the texts written by feminist sociologists, anthropologists,
and journalists are symptomatic of the kind of Western feminist work on women )
in the Third World that concerns me. An analysis of a few of these works can serve
as a representative point of entry into the discourse I am attempting to locate
and define. My focus on these texts is therefore an attempt at an internal critique;
I'simply expect and demand more from this series. Needless to say, progressive
publishing houses also carry their own authorizing signatures, ‘ :
Ihave discussed this particular point in detail in 3 critique of Robin Morgan’s con-
struction of “women’s herstory” in her introduction to Sisterhood Is Global (1984);
(see Mohanty 1987, €sp. 35-37).

Another example of this kind of analysis is Mary Daly’s Gyn/Ecology (1978). Daly’s
assumption in this text, that women as a group are sexually victimized, leads to
her very problematic comparison of attitudes toward women witches and healers
in the West, Chinese foot-binding, and the genital mutilation of women in Affica,
According to Daly, women in Europe, China, and Africa constitute a homoge-
nieous group as victims of male power. Not only does this labeling (of women as
sexual victims) eradicate the specific historical and material realities and contra-
dictions that lead to and perpetuate practices such as witch hunting and genital
mutilation, but it also obliterates the differences, complexities, and heterogene-
ities of the lives of, for example, women of different classes, religions, and nations
in Africa. As Audre Lorde (984) has pointed out, women in Africa share a long
tradition of healers and goddesses that perhaps binds them together more ap-
propriately than their victim status, However, both Daly and Lorde fall prey to
universalistic assumptions about “African women” (both negative and positive).
What matters is the complex, historical range of power differences, commonali-
ties, and resistances that existamong women in Africa and that construct African
women as subjects of their own politics.

See Eldhom, Harris, and Young 1977 for a good discussion of the necessity to
theorize maleviolence within specific societal frameworks, rather than assume it
as a universal.

These views can also be found in differing degrees in collections such as Welles-
ley Editorial Committee 1977 and Signs 1981. For an excellent introduction to
WID issues, see I1SIs 1984. Fora politically focused discussion of feminism and
development and the stakes for poor Third World women, see Sen and Grown
1987.

See essays by Vanessa Mabher, Diane Elson and Ruth Pearson, and Maila Stevens
in Young, Walkowitz, and McCullagh 1981; and essays by Vivian Mob and Michele
Mattelart in Nash and Safa 1980. For examples of excellent, self-conscious work
by feminists writing about women in their own historical and geographical loca-
tions, see Lazreg 1988; Spivak’s “A Literary Representation of the Subaltern: A
Woman’s Text from the Third World” (in Spivak 1987, 241-68); and Mani 1987.
Harris 1983. Other MrG reports include Deardon 1975 and Jahan and Cho 1980.

12 Zed Press published the following books: Jeffery 1979, Latin American and Carib-
bean Women’s Collective 1980, Omvedt 198o, Minces:198o, Siu1981, Bendt and
Downing 1982, Cutrufelli 1983, Mies 1982, and Davis1983;.:; . PSR i

13 For succinct discussions of Western radical and liberal feminisms, see Z. Eisen-
stein 1981 and H. Eisenstein 1983.:41 ool ' S,

14 Amos and Parmar (198) describe: the cultural Stereotypespresent ' in"Eurq--

' to oppressive practices within the Asian family with an emphasis ‘onwanting to
‘help’:Asian women liberate themselves from their i'd_l(:f’-"btitheféiié-xhé.‘strdng; .
*.dominant Afro-Caribbean woman, wha despite her “strength? js exploited bythe

+1 ‘sexism’ which is seen-as being a strong féature in telation‘ship's:b,ethenﬁAﬁo-#
Caribbean men andwomen” (g): These imagesillustrate the extent ;o?v'vhich'pate‘k-
nalism is an essential element of feminist thinking that ihé’orpo'raieéthe above
stereotypes, a paternalism that can lead to the definition of priorities for women

of color by Euro-American fenlinis;s.'j : sty )

15 Idiscussthe question of theorizing experience in Mohanty 1987 and M
Martin 1986, ° oshs o sndid B0 i e

16  This is one of Foucault’s (1978, x§80_) central points in his reéonceptualization of .

ohantyand

the strategies and workings of power networks: i :
17 - Foran argument that demands a new conception of humanism in work on Third
World women, see Lazreg 1988, While Lazreg’s position might appear to be dia- i
metrically opposed to mine, I see it as a provocative and potentially positive ex- P
" tension of some of the implications that follow from my argumen;sgf'ln criticiz-
-1 ing the feminist rejection of humanjsm in the:name of f“essek;tihl}Maxi,” I.azreg 7
points to what she calls an’ :“esseutialisin‘jbf diffqrence?zv‘vit‘hip ﬂ;ége:ﬁgw,femiQ ‘

- ethics of responsibility when writing about different women? The pointis neither -
 to subsume other women under one’s own experience nort uphold:  separate
truth for them. Rather, it isto allow them to bewhile recog nizing that what they
are is just as meaningﬁll;‘valid,%éhd comﬁ}i:hensible as what we are. ndeed,
when feminists essentially deny other g\;roﬁlx.ejnthe“_l‘ium&nityf’théy claim'for them-

! selves, theydispensewith anyethical co 'sti'z_iint,Theyeﬁg"ai'géiq'theactbfsplitt’ing
« the social universe into usand thern; ‘ub‘je'hct:,and objects” (99-100). This ‘essay
' by Lazreg and an essay by'Satya P, ‘Mohanty (1989b) suggest positive directions
for self-conscious cross-cultural analyses;’: alyses that move beyond the decon-
structive to a fundamentally productive,jmddefin designating overlapping areas

for cross-cultural comparison. The latter essay calls not fora “humanism” but for

a reconsideration of the question oﬁthe‘#{hymn? ,m’afp_osthu‘mapis‘t context. It
argues that there is no Recessary incompatibility between the decpqsb;uctioq of
Western humanism and stich apositive elaboration of the human; ar

* an elaboration is essential if contemporary political-critical discourse is to avoid

the incoherencies and weaknesses: elativist position.

a
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American feminist thought: f,‘JIfhé imageiis of the pafésive/Asi'a;n woman subject
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w

6

Chapter Nine. “Under Western Eyes” Revisited:
Feminist Solidarity through Anticapitalist Struggles

This chapter in its present form owes much to many years of conversation and

collaboration with Zillah Eisenstein, Satya Mohanty, Jacq‘ ui
Margo Okazawa-Rey, and Beverly Guy-Sheftall. Thanks|al

Alexander, Lisa Lowe,
S0 to Sue Kim for her

careful and critical reading of “Under Western Eyes.” Zillah Eisenstein’s friend-

ship hasbeen crucialin mywriting this chapter; she was the
I'do so.

first person to suggest

“Under Western Eyes” has enjoyed a remarkable life, bejn g reprinted almost every
year since 1986 when it first appeared in the left journal Boundary 2. The essay has
been translated into German, Dutch, Chinese, Russian, Italian, Swedish, French,
and Spanish. It has appeared in feminist, postcolonial, Tﬁird World, and cultyral
studies journals and anthologies and maintains 4 presen‘ce in women’s studies,
cultural studies, anthropology, ethnic studies, politica] s cience, education and
sociology curricula, It has been widely cited, sometimes seriously engaged with,

sometimes misread, and sometimes used as an enabling
cultural feminist projects.
Thanks to Zillah Eisenstein for this distinction.

framework for cross-

Here is how I defined “Western feminist” then; “Clearly Western feminist dis-
courseand political practice is neither singularorhomogen eous in its goals, inter-
ests, oranalyses. However, it is possible to trace a coherence of effects resulting

from the implicit assumption of ‘the West’ (in all its compﬂ
tions) as the primary referent in theoryand praxis. My refere
nism’ is by no means intended to imply that it is a monolith,
ing to draw attention to the similar effects of various text

exities and contradic-
nce to ‘Western femi-
Rather, Tam attempt-
1a] strategies used by

writers which codify Others as non-Western and hence themselves as (implicitly)
Western.” I suggested then that while terms such as “Firgt? and “Third World”
were problematic in suggesting oversimplified similarities|as well as flattening

internal differences, I continued to use them because this

was the terminology

available to us then. I used the terms with full knowledge|of their limitations,
suggesting a critical and heuristic rather than nonquestioning use of the terms,

I come back to these terms later in this chapter.

My use of the categories “Western” and “Third World” feminist shows that these

are not embodied, geographically or spatially defined cat

egories. Rather, they

refer to political and analytic sites and methodologies use 1—just as a woman
from the geographical Third World can be a Western feminijst in orientation, a

European feminist can use 2 Third World feminist analytic

perspective.

Rita Felski’s analysis of the essay (Felski 1997) illustrates this. While she initially
reads the essay as skeptical of any large-scale social theory (against generaliza-

tion), she then £0¢€s on to say that in another context, my “

emphasis on particy-

larity is modified by a recognition of the value of systemic ang lyses of global dis-
parities” (10). I think Felski’s reading actually identifies a vagueness in my essay.
Itis this point that | hope to illuminate now. A similar reading claims, “The very
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structure against which Mohanty argues in ‘Under Western Eyes’—a homoge-
nized Third World and an equivalent First World —somehow remanifests itself in
‘Cartographies of Struggle’ ” (Mohanram 1999, 91). Here I believe Radhika Mo-
hanram conflates the call for specificity and particularity as working against the
mapping of systemic global inequalities. Her other critique of this essay is more
persuasive, and I take it up later.

See for instance the reprinting and discussion of my work in Nicholson and Seid-
man 1995, Phillips 1998, and Warhol and Herndal 1997; and Phillips 1998.
I'have written with Jacqui Alexander about some of the effects of hegemonic post-
modernism on feminist studies; see the introduction to Alexander and Mohanty
1997.

To further clarify my position—I am not against all postmodernist insights or
analytic strategies. I have found many postmodernist texts usefu] in my work. I
tend to use whatever methodologies, theories, and insights I find illuminating in
relation to the questions I want to examine— Marxist, postmodernist, postposi-
tivist realist, and so on. What I wantto do here, however, is take responsibility for
making explicit some of the political choices I made at that time—and to identify
the discursive hegemony of postmodernist thinking in the U.S. academy, which
I believe forms the primary institutional context in which “Under Western Eyes”
is read.

Ditlik, “The Local in the Global,” in Dirlik 1997.

Esteva and Prakash (1998, 16-17) define these categorizations thus: The “social
minorities” are those groups in both the North and the South that share homo-
geneous ways of modern (Western) life all over the world. Usually, they adopt as
their own the basic paradigms of modernity. They are also usually classified as the
upper classes of every societyand are immersed in economicsociety: the so-called
formal sector. The “social majorities” have no regular access to most of the goods
and services defining the average “standard of living” in the industrial countries.
Their definitions of “a good life,” shaped by their local traditions, reflect their
capacities to flourish outside the “help” offered by “global forces,” Implicitly or
explicitly they neither “need” nor are dependent on the bundle of “goods” prom-
ised by these forces. They, therefore, share a common freedom in their rejection
of “global forces.”

I am not saying that native feminists consider capitalism irrelevant to their
struggles (norwould Mohanram say this). Thework of WinonaLa Duke, Haunani-
Kay Trask, and Anna Marie James Guerrero offers very powerful critiques of capi-
talism and the effects of its structural violence in the lives of native communities.
See Guerrero 1997; La Duke 1999; and Trask 19gg.

In fact, we now even have debates about the “future of women’s studies” and the
“impossibility of women’s studies.” See the Web site “The Future of Women’s
Studies,” Women’s Studies Program, University of Arizona, 2000 at http://info-
center,ccit.arizona.edu/~ws/c0nference; and Brown 1997.

See, for instance, the work of Ella Shohat, Lisa Lowe, Aihwa Ong, Uma Narayan,
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Inderpal Grewal and Caren Kaplan, Chela Sandoval, Avtar BYah, Lila Abu-Lughod,
Jacqui Alexander, Kamala Kempadoo, and Saskia Sassen.
See the works of Maria Mies, Cynthia Enloe, Zillah Eisenstein, Saskia Sassen, and
Dorothy Smith (for instance, those listed in the bibliograéhy) for similar meth-
odological approaches. An early, pioneering example of this perspective can be
found in the “Black Feminist” statement by the Combahee River Collective in the
early 1980s. \
See discussions of epistemic privilege in the essays by Mohanty, Moya, and Mac-
donald in Moya and Hames-Garcia 2000. 3
Examples of women of color in the fight against environqlmental racism can be
found in the organization Mothers of East Los Angeles (see Pardo 2001), the
magazine ColorLines, and Voces Unidas, the newsletter of the Sc‘ uthWest Organizing
project, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

See Shiva, Jafri, Bedi, and Holla-Bhar 1997. For a provocative argument about
indigeneous knowledges, see Dei and Sefa 2000.

19 In what follows I use the terms “global capitalism,” “globa
“globalization” interchangeably to refer to a process of ¢
nomic, ideological, and cultural reorganization across thé
states.

restructuring,” and
rporate global eco-
borders of nation-

|
20 While the initial push for “internationalization” of the curriculum in U.S. higher

education came from the federal government’s funding of area studies programs
during the cold war, in the post-cold war period it is private foundations like the
MacArthur, Rockefeller, and Ford foundations that have been\instrumental in this

endeavor —especially in relation to the women’s studies curr
21 This work consists of participating in a number of reviews

iculum.
of women’s studies

programs, reviewing essays, syllabi, and manuscripts on fencinist pedagogy and

curricula, and topical workshops and conversations with fe
teachers over the last ten years.

22 Ella Shohat refers to this as the “sponge/additive” approacl
centered paradigms to “others” and produces a “homogene
narrative.” See Shohat 2001, 1269-72.

inist scholars and

1 that extends U.S.-
ous feminist master

23 For an incisive critique of cultural relativism and its epistemological underpin-

nings see Mohanty 1997, chapter s.

24 lItis also important to examine and be cautious about the latent nationalism of

race and ethnic studies and of women’s and gay and lesbian s
States.

tudies in the United

25 A new anthology contains some good examples of what I am referring to as a
feminist solidarity or comparative feminist studies model. See Lay, Monk, and

Rosenfelt 2002.

26 SeeDirlik, “Borderlands Radicalism,” in Dirlik 1994. See the distinction between
“postcolonial studies” and “postcolonial thought”: while pclstcolonial thought
has much to say about questions of local and global econgmies, postcolonial
studies has not always taken these questions on board (Loomba 1998-99). I am
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using Ania Loomba’s formulation here, but many progressive critics of postcolo-
nial studies have made this basic point. It is an important distinction, and I think
it can be argued in the case of feminist thought and feminist studies (women’s
studies) as well.

27 While I know no other work that conceptualizes this pedagogical strategy in the
ways I am doing here, my work is very similar to that of scholars like Ella Shohat,
Jacqui Alexander, Susan Sanchez-Casal, and Amie Macdonald.

28  See especially the work of Satya Mohanty, Paula Moya, Linda Alcoff, and Shari
Stone-Mediatore.

29 The epigraph to this section is taken from Eisenstein 1998b, 161. This book re-
mains one of the smartest, most accessible, and complex analyses of the color,
class, and gender of globalization.

30 The literature on gender and globalization is vast, and I do not pretend to review
it in any comprehensive way. I draw on three particular texts to critically summa-
rize what I consider to be the most useful and provocative analyses of this area:
Eisenstein 1998b; Marchand and Runyan 2000; and Basu et al. 200r.

31 See essays in Kempadoo and Doezema 1998; and Puar 2001.

32 For similar arguments, see also Bergeron 2001 and Freeman 2001.

33 Discourses of globalization include the proglobalization narratives of neoliberal-
ismand privatization, but theyalso include antiglobalization discourses produced
by progressives, feminists, and activists in the antiglobalization movement.

34 There is also an emerging feminist scholarship that complicates these mono-
lithic “globalized” representations of women. See Amy Lind’s work on Ecuador-
ian women’s organizations (2000), Aili Marie Tripp’s work on women’s social
networks in Tanzania (2002), and Kimberly Chang and L. H. M. Ling’s (2000)
and Aihwa Ong’s work on global restructuring in the Asia Pacific regions (1987
and 1991).

35 This description is drawn from Brecher, Costello, and Smith 2000. Much of my
analysis of antiglobalization movements is based on this text, and on material
from magazines like ColorLines, Z Magazine, Monthly Review, and SWOP Newsletter.
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