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The Project of Feminist
Epistemology: Perspectives
from a Nonwestern Feminist

UMA NARAYAN

A fundamental thesis of feminist epistemology is that our location in the world as
women makes it possible for us to perceive and understand different aspects of both
the world and human activities in ways that challenge the male bias of existing
perspectives. Feminist epistemology is a particular manifestation of the general
insight that the nature of women's experiences as individuals and as social beings,
our contributions to work, culture, knowledge, and our history and political
interests have been systematically ignored or misrepresented by mainstream
discourses in different areas.

Women have been often excluded from prestigious areas of human activity (for
example, politics or science) and this has often made these activities seem clearly
"male.” In areas where women were not excluded (for example, subsistence work),
their contribution has been misrepresented as secondary and inferior to that of
men. Feminist epistemology sees mainstream theories about various human
enterprises, including mainstream theories about human knowledge, as one-
dimensional and deeply flawed because of the exclusion and misrepresentation of
women's contributions.

Feminist epistemology suggests that integrating women's contribution into the
domain of science and knowledge will not constitute a mere adding of details; it will
not merely widen the canvas but result in a shift of perspective enabling us to see a
very different picture. The inclusion of women's perspective will not merely amount
to women participating in greater numbers in the existing practice of science and
knowledge, but it will change the very nature of these activitics and their self-
funderstanding.

It would be misleading to suggest that feminist epistemology is a homogenous and
cohesive enterprise. Its practitioners differ both philosophically and politically in a
number of significant ways (Harding 1986). But an important theme on its agenda has
been to undermine the abstract, rationalistic, and universal image of the scientific
enterprise by using several different strategies. It has studied, for instance, how
contingent historical factors have colored both scientific theories and practices and
provided the (often sexist) metaphors in which scientists
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have conceptualized their activity (Bordo 1986; Keller 1985; Harding and O'Barr
1987). It has tried to reintegrate values and emotions into our account of our
cognitive activities, arguing for both the inevitability of their presence and the
importance of the contributions they are capable of making to our knowledge
(Gilligan 1982; Jaggar and Tronto essays in this volume). It has also attacked various
sets of dualisms characteristic of western philosophical thinking-reason versus
emotion, culture versus nature, universal versus particular-in which the first of
each set is identified with science, rationality, and the masculine and the second is
relegated to the nonscientific, the nonrational, and the feminine (Harding and
Hintikka 1983; Lloyd 1984; Wilshire 1989).

At the most general level, feminist epistemology resembles the efforts of many
oppressed groups to reclaim for themselves the value of their own experience. The
writing of novels that focused on working-class life in England or the lives of black
people in the United States shares a motivation similar to that of feminist
epistemology-to depict an experience different from the norm and to assert the
value of this difference.

In a similar manner, feminist epistemology also resembies attempts by third world
writers and historians to document the wealth and complexity of local economic
and social structures that existed prior to colonialism. These attempts are useful for
their ability to restore to colonized peoples a sense of the richness of their own history
and culture. These projects also mitigate the tendency of intellectuals in former
colonies who are westernized through their education to think that anything western is
necessarily better and more "progressive.” In some cases, such studies help to preserve
the knowledge of many local arts, crafis, lore, and techniques that were part of the
former way of life before they are lost not only to practice but even to memory.

These enterprises are analogous to feminist epistemology's project of restoring to
womei a sense of the richness of their history, to mitigate our tendency to see the
stereotypically "masculine" as better or more progressive, and to preserve for posterity
the contents of "feminine" areas of knowiedge and expertise -- medical lore,
knowledge associated with the practices of childbirth and child rearing,
traditionally feminine crafts, and so on. Feminist epistemology, like these other
enterprises, must attempt to balance the assertion of the value of a different
culture or experience against the dangers of romanticizing it to the extent that the
limitations and oppressions it confers on its subjects are ignored.

My essay will attempt to examine some dangers of approaching feminist theorizing
and epistemological values in a noncontextual and nonpragmatic way, which couid
convert important feminist insights and theses into feminist epistemological
dogmas. 1 will use my perspective as a nonwestern, Indian feminist to examine
critically the predominantly Anglo-American project of feminist epistemology and
to reflect on what such a project might signify for women in nonwestern cultures
in generat and for nonwestern feminists in particular. [ will suggest that different
cultural contexts and political agendas may cast a
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very different light on both the "idols" and the "enemies" of knowledge as they have
characteristically been typed in western femninist epistemology.

In keeping with my respect for contexts, 1 would like to stress that T do not see
nonwestern feminists as a homogenous group and that none of the concerns I
express as a nonwestern feminist maybe pertinent to or shared by all nonwestern
feminists, although I do think they will make sense to many.

In the first section, I will show that the enterprise of feminist epistemology
poses some political problems for nonwestern feminists that it does not pose, in the
same way, for western feminists. In the second section, I will explore some
problems that nonwestern feminists may have with feminist epistemology's critical
focus on positivism. In the third section, | will examine some political implications
of feminist epistemology's thesis of the "epistemic privilege" of oppressed groups
for nonwestern feminists. And in the last section, I will discuss the claim that
oppressed groups gain epistemic advantages by inhabiting a larger number of
contexts, arguing that such situations may not always confer advantages and may
sometimes create painful problems.

Nonwestern Feminist Politics and Feminist Epistemnology

Some themes of feminist epistemology maybe problematic for nonwestern feminists
in ways that they are not problematic for western feminists. Feminism has a much
narrower base in most nonwestern countries. It is primarily of significance to some
urban, educated, middle-class, and hence relatively westernized women, like myself.
Although feminist groups in these countries do try to extend the scope of feminist
concerns to other groups (for example, by fighting for childcare, women's health
issues, and equal wages issues through trade union structures), some major
preoccupations of western feminism-its critique of marriage, the family,
compulsory heterosexuality-presently engage the attention of mainly small groups
of middle-class feminists.

These feminists must think and function within the context of a powerful
tradition that, although it systematically oppresses women, also contains within itself
a discourse that confers a high value on women's place in the general scheme of
things. Not only are the roles of wife and mother highly praised, but women also
are seen as the cornerstones of the spiritual well-being of their husbands and
children, admired for their supposedly higher moral, religious, and spiritual
qualities, and so on. In cultures that have a pervasive religious component, like the
Hindu culture with which I am familiar, everything seems assigned a place and
value as long as it keeps to its place. Confronted with a powerful traditional
discourse that values woman's place as long as she keeps to the place prescribed, it
may be politically counterproductive for nonwestern feminists to echo uncritically
the themes of western feminist epistemology that seek to restore the value, cognitive
and otherwise, of "women's experience."

The danger is that, even if the nonwestern feminist talks about the value of

women's experience in terms totally different from those of the traditional
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discourse, the difference is likely to be drowned out by the louder and more
powerful voice of the traditional discourse, which will then claim that "what
those feminists say" vindicates its view that the roles and experiences it assigns fo
women have value and that women should stick to those roles.

I do not intend fo suggest that this is not a danger for western feminism or to
imply that there is no tension for western feminists between being critical of the
experiences that their societies have provided for women and finding things to value
in them nevertheless. But [ am suggesting that perhaps there is less at risk for
western feminists in trying to strike this balance. 1 am inclined to think that in
nonwestern countries feminists must still stress the negative sides of the female
experience within that culture and that the time for a more sympathetic evaluation
is not quite ripe.

But the issue is not simple and seems even less so when another point is
considered, ‘The imperative we experience as feminists to be critical of how our
culture and traditions oppress women conflicts with our desire as members of
once colonized cultures to affirm the value of the same culture and traditions.

There are seldom any easy resolutions to these sorts of tensions. As an Indian
feminist currently living in the United States, I often find myself tom between the
desire to communicate with honesty the miseries and oppressions that I think my own
culture confers on its women and the fear that this communication is going to
reinforce, however unconsciously, western prejudices about the "superiority” of
western culture. I have often felt compelled to interrupt my communication, say on
the problems of the Indian system of arranged marriages, to remind my western
friends that the experiences of women under their system of "romantic love" seem
no more enviable. Perhaps we should all attempt to cultivate the methodological
habit of trying to understand the complexities of the oppression involved in different
historical and cultural settings while eschewing, at least for now, the temptation to
make comparisons across such settings, given the dangers of attempting to
compare what may well be incommensurable in any neat terms.

The Nonprimacy of Positivism as A Problematic Perspective

As a nonwestern feminist, 1 also have some reservations about the way in which
feminist epistemology seems to have picked positivism as its main target of attack.
The choice of positivism as the main target is reasonable because it has been a
dominant and influential western position and it most clearly embodies some flaws
that feminist epistemology seeks to remedy.

But this focus on positivism should not blind us to the facts that it is not our only
enemy and that nonpositivist frameworks are not, by virtue of that bare
qualification, any more worthy of our tolerance. Most traditional frameworks that
nonwestern feminists regard as oppressive to women are not positivist, and it would
be wrong to see feminist epistemology's critique of positivism given the same
political importance for nonwestern feminists that it has for western
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feminists. Traditions like my own, where the influence of religion is pervasive, ire
suffused through and through with values. We must fight not frameworks that
assert the separation of fact and value but frameworks that are pervaded )y
values to which we, as feminists, find ourselves opposed. Positivism in epis-
:emology flourished at the same time as liberalism in western political theory.
Positivism's view of values as individual and subjective related to
liberalism's 3olitical emphasis on individual rights that were supposed to
protect an individual's freedom to live according to the values she espoused.

Nonwestern feminists may find themselves in a curious bind when confronting
the interrelations between positivism and political liberalism. As colonized
people, we are well aware of the facts that many political concepts of liberalism
are both suspicious and confused and that the practice of liberalism in the colonies
was marked by brutalities unaccounted for by its theory. However, as feminists, we
often find some of its concepts, such as individual rights, very useful in our attempts
to fight problems rooted in our traditional cultures.

Nonwestern feminists will no doubt be sensitive to the fact that positivism is not
cur only enemy. Western feminists too must leam not to uncritically claim my
nonpositivist framework as an ally; despite commonalities, there are apt to be
many differences. A temperate look at positions we espouse as allies is necessary
since "the enemy of my enemy is my friend" is a principle likely to be is misleading
in epistemology as it is in the domain of Realpolitik.

The critical theorists of the Frankfort School will serve well to illustrate this
point. Begun as a group of young intellectuals in the post-World War [ Weimar
Republic, the members were significantly influenced by Marxism, and their interests
ranged from aesthetics to political theory to epistemology. Jurgen Habermas, the
most eminent critical theorist today, has in his works attacked positivism and the
claim of scientific theories to be value neutral or "disinterested.” He has attempted
to show the constitutive role played by human interests in different domains of
human knowledge. He is interested, as are feminists, in the role that knowledge
plays in the reproduction of social relations of domination. But, as feminist
epistemology is critical of all perspectives that place a lopsided stress on reason, it
must also necessarily be critical of the rationalist underpinnings of critical theory.

Such rationalist foundations are visible, for example, in Habermas's "rationat
reconstruction” of what he calls "an ideal speech situation,” supposedly char-
acterized by "pure intersubjectivity,” that is, by the absence of any barriers to
communication, That Habermas's "ideal speech situation" is a creature of reason is
clear from its admitted character as a "rationally reconstructed ideal" and its
symmetrical distribution of chances for all of its participants to choose and apply
speech acts.

This seems to involve a stress on formal and procedural equality among
speakers that ignores substantive differences imposed by class, race, or gender that
may affect a speaker's knowledge of the facts or the capacity to assett hetself
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or command the attention of others. Women in academia often can testify to the fact
that, despite not being forcibly restrained from speaking in public forums, they have
to overcome much conditioning in order to learn to assert themselves. They can also
testify as to how, especially in male-dominated disciplines, their speech is often
ignored or treated with condescension by male colleagues.

Habermas either ignores the existence of such substantive differences among
speakers or else assumes they do not exist. In the latter case, if one assumes that the
speakers in the ideal speech situation are not significantly different from each
other, then there may not be much of significance for them to speak about. Often it is
precisely our differences that make dialogue imperative, If the ideal speakers of the
ideal speech situation are unmarked by differences, there may be nothing for them to
surmount on their way to a "rational consensus." If there are such differences
between the speakers, then Habermas provides nothing that will rule out the sorts of
problems [ have mentioned.

Another rationalist facet of critical theory is revealed in Habermas's assumption
that justifiable agreement and genuine knowledge arise only out of ‘“rational
consensus." This seems to overlook the possibility of agreement and knowledge
based on sympathy or solidarity. Sympathy or solidarity may very well promote
the uncovering of truth, especially in situations when people who divulge
information are rendering themselves vulnerable in the process. For instance,
women are more likely to talk about experiences of sexual harassment to other
women because they would expect similar experiences to have made them more
. sympathetic and understanding. Therefore, feminists should be cautious about
assuming that they necessarily have much in common with a framework simply
because it is nonpositivist. Nonwestern feminists maybe more alert to this error
because many problems they confront arise in nonpositivist contexts.

The Political Uses of "Epistemic Privilege"

Important strands in feminist epistemology hold the view that our concrete
embodiments as members of a specific class, race, and gender as well as our
concrete historical situations necessarily play significant roles in our
perspective on the world; moreover, no point of view is "neutral" because no one
exists unembedded in the world. Knowledge is seen as gained not by solitary
individuals but by socially constituted members of groups that emerge and change
through history.

Feminists have also argued that groups living under various forms of op-
pression are more likely to have a critical perspective on their situation and that this
critical view is both generated and partly constituted by critical emotional responses
that subjects experience vis-a-vis their life situations. This perspective in feminist
epistemology rejects the "Dumb View" of emotions and favors an intentional
conception that emphasizes the cognitive aspect of emotions. It is critical of the
traditional view of the emotions as wholly and always impediments to
knowledge and argues that many emotions often help rather than hinder our
understanding of a person or situation (see Jaggar 1989).
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Bringing together these views on the role of the emotions in knowledge, the
possibility of critical insights being generated by oppression, and the contextual
nature of knowledge may suggest some answers to serious and interesting political
questions. I will consider what these epistemic positions entail regarding the
possibility of understanding and political cooperation between oppressed groups
and sympathetic members of a dominant group-say, between white people and
people of color over issues of race or between men and women over issues of gender.

These considerations are also relevant to questions of understanding and

cooperation between western and nonwestern feminists. Western feminists, despite
their critical understanding of their own culture, often tend to be more a part of
it than they realize. If they fail to see the contexts of their theories and assume that
their perspective has universal validity for all feminists, they tend to participate in
the dominance that western culture has exercised over nonwestern cultures.

Our position must explain and justify our duval need to criticize members of
a dominant group (say men or white people or western feminists) for their lack
of attention to or concern with problems that affect an oppressed group (say,
women or people of color or nonwestern feminists, respectively), as well as for our
frequent hostility toward those who express interest, even sympathetic interest, in
issues that concern groups of which they are not a part.

Both attitudes are often warranted. On the one hand, one cannot but be
angry at those who minimize, ignore, or dismiss the pain and conflict that
racism and sexism inflict on their victims. On the other hand, living in a state of siege
also necessarily makes us suspicious of expressions of concern and support from those
who do not live these oppressions. We are suspicious of the motives of our
sympathizers or the extent of their sincerity, and we worry, often with good
reason, that they may claim that their interest provides a warrant for them to speak
for us, as dominant groups throughout history have spoken for the dominated.

This is all the more threatening to groups aware of how recently they have
acquired the power to articulate their own points of view. Nonwestern feminists are
especially aware of this because they have a double struggle in trying to find their own
voice: they have to learn to articulate their differences, not only from their own
traditional contexts but also from western feminism.

Politically, we face interesting questions whose answers hinge on the nature and
extent of the communication that we think possible between different groups.
Should we try to share our perspectives and insights with those who have not
lived our oppressions and accept that they may fully come to share them? Or
should we seek only the affirmation of those like ourselves, who share common
features of oppression, and rule out the possibility of those who have not lived these
oppressions ever acquiring a genuine understanding of them?

I argue that it would be a mistake to move from the thesis that knowledge is

constructed by human subjects who are socially constituted to the conclusion
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that those who are differently located socially can never attain some understanding of
our experience or some sympathy with our cause, In that case, we would be
committed to not just a perspectival view of knowledge but a relativistic one.
Relativism, as I am using it, implics that a person could have knowledge of only the
sorts of things she had experienced personally and that she would be totally
unable to communicate any of the contents of her knowledge to someone who did not
have the same sorts of experiences. Not only does this seem clearly false and pethaps
even absurd, but it is probably a good idea not to have any a priori views that
would imply either that alt our knowledge is always capable of being communicated
to every other person or that would imply that some of our knowledge is
necessarily incapable of being communicated to some class of persons.

"Nonanalytic" and "nonrational" forms of discourse, like fiction or poetry,
maybe better able than other forms to convey the complex life experiences of one
group to members of another. One can also hope that being part of one oppressed
group may enable an individual to have a more sympathetic understanding of
issues relating to another kind of oppression-that, for instance, being a woman
may sensitize one to issues of race and class even if one is a woman privileged in
those respects.

Again, this should not be reduced to some kind of metaphysical presumption.
Historicai circumstances have sometimes conspired, say, to making workingclass
men more chauvinistic in some of their attitudes than other men. Sometimes one
sort of suffering may simply harden individuals to other sorts or leave them without
energy to take any interest in the problems of other groups. But we can at least try to
foster such sensitivity by focusing on parallels, not identities, between different
soris of oppressions.

Our commitment to the contextual nature of knowledge does not require us
to claim that those who do not inhabit these contexts can never have any
knowledge of them. But this commitment does permit us to argue that it is easier and
more likely for the oppressed to have critical insights into the conditions of their
own oppression than it is for those who live outside these structures. Those who
actually /ive the oppressions of class, race, or gender have faced the issues that such
oppressions generate in a variety of different situations. The insights and
emotional responses engendered by these situations are a legacy with which they
confront any new issue or situation.

Those who display sympathy as outsiders often fail both to understand fully the
emotional complexities of living as a member of an oppressed group and to carry
what they have learned and understood about one situation to the way they perceive
another. It is a commonplace that even sympathetic men will often fail to perceive
subtle instances of sexist behavior or discourse.

Sympathetic individuals who are not members of an oppressed group should
keep in mind the possibility of this sort of failure regarding their understanding of
issues relating to an oppression they do not share. They should realize that
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nothing they may do, from participating in demonstrations to changing their
lifestyles, can make them one of the oppressed. For instance, men who share
household and child-rearing responsibilities with women are mistaken if they
think that this act of choice, often buttressed by the gratitude and admiration of
others, is anything like the woman's experience of being forcibly socialized
into these tasks and of having others perceive this as her natural function in the
scheme of things.

The view that we can understand much about the perspectives of those whose
oppression we do not share allows us the space to criticize dominant groups for their
blindness to the facts of oppression. The view that such an understanding, despite
great effort and interest, is likely to be incomplete or limited, provides us with the
ground for denying total parity to members of a dominant group in their ability to
understand our situation.

Sympathetic members of a dominant group need not necessarily defer to
our views on any particular issue because that may reduce itself to another subtle
form of condescension, but at least they must keep in mind the very real difficulties
and possibility of failure to fully understand our concerns. This and the very
important need for dominated groups to control the means of discourse about their
own situations are important reasons for taking seriously the claim that oppressed
groups have an "epistemic advantage.”

The Dark Side of "Double Vision"

I think that one of the most interesting insights of feminist epistemology is the view
that oppressed groups, whether women, the poor, or racial minoritics, may derive an
"epistemic advantage" from having knowledge of the practices of both their own
contexts and those of their oppressors. The practices of the dominant groups (for
instance, men) govern a society; the dominated group (for instance, women) must
acquire some fluency with these practices in order to survive in that society.

There is no similar pressure on members of the dominant group to acquire
knowledge of the practices of the dominated groups. For instance, colonized
people had to learn the language and culture of their colonizers. The colonizers
scldom found it necessary to have more than a sketchy acquaintance with the
language and culture of the "natives." Thus, the oppressed are seen as having an
"epistemic advantage” because they can operate with two sets of practices and in
two different contexts. This advantage is thought to lead to critical insights
because each framework provides a critical perspective on the other.

I would like to balance this account with a few comments about the "dark
side," the disadvantages, of being able to or of having to inhabit two mutually

incompatible frameworks that provide differing perspectives on social
reality. I suspect that nonwestern feminists, given the often complex and
troublesome interrelationships between the contexts they must inhabit, are less
likely to express unqualified enthusiasm about the benefits of straddling a
multiplicity
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of contexts. Mere access to two different and incompatible contexts is not a
guarantee that a critical stance on the part of an individual will result, There are many
ways in which she may deal with the situation.

First, the person may be tempted to dichotomize her life and reserve the
framework of a different context for each part. The middle class of nonwestern
counfries supplies numerous examples of people who are very westernized in
public life but who return to a very traditional lifestyle in the realm of the
family. Women may choose to live their public lives in a "male" mode, displaying
characteristics of aggressiveness, competition, and so on, while continuing to play
dependent and compliant roles in their private lives. The pressures of jumping
between two different lifestyles may be mitigated by justifications of how each
paitern of behavior is appropriate to its particular context and of how it enables
them to "get the best of both worlds."

Second, the individual may try to reject the practices of her own context and try
to be as much as possible like members of the dominant group. Westernized
intellectuals in the nonwestern world often may almost lose knowledge of their own
cultures and practices and be ashamed of the little that they do still know.
Women may try both fo acquire stereotypically male characteristics, like
aggressiveness, and to expunge stereotypically female characteristics, like
emotionality. Or the individual could try to reject entirely the framework of the
dominant group and assert the virtues of her own despite the risks of being
marginalized from the power structures of the society; consider, for example,
women who seek a certain sort of security in traditionally defined roles.

The choice to inhabit two contexts critically is an alternative to these choices and,
I would argue, a more useful one. But the presence of alternative contexts does not
by itself guarantee that one of the other choices will not be made. Moreover,
the decision to inhabit two contexts critically, although it may lead to an "epistemic
advantage;' is likely to exact a certain price. It may lead to a sense of totally lacking
roots or any space where one is at home in a relaxed manner.

This sense of alienation may be minimized if the critical straddling of two
contexts is part of an ongoing critical politics, due to the support of others and a
deeper understanding of what is going on. When it is not so rooted, it may

generate ambivalence, uncertainty, despair, and even madness, rather than more
positive critical emotions and attitudes. However such a person determines her
locus, there may be a sense of being an outsider in both contexts and a sense
of clumsiness or lack of fluency in both sets of practices. Consider this simple
linguistic example: most people who learn two different languages that are asso-
ciated with two very different cultures seldom acquire both with equal fluency;
they may find themselves devoid of vocabulary in one Janguage for certain con
texts of life or be unable to match real objects with terms they have acquired
in their vocabulary. For instance, people from my sort of background would
know words in Indian langnages for some spices, fruits, and vegetables that they
do not know in English. Similarly, they might be unable to discuss "technical”
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subjects like economics or biology in their own languages because they leamned about
these subjects and acquired their technical vocabularies only in English.

The relation between the two contexts the individual inhabits may not be
simple or straightforward. The individual subject is seldom in a position to
carry out a perfect "dialectical synthesis" that preserves all the advantages of both
contexfs and transcends all their problems, There may be a number of different
"syntheses;" each of which avoids a different subset of the problems and preserves
a different subset of the benefits.

No solution may be perfect or even palatable to the agent confronted with
a choice. For example, some Indian feminists may find some western modes of
dress (say trousers) either more comfortable or more their "style" than some
local modes of dress. However, they may find that wearing the local mode of
dress is less socially troublesome, alienates them less from more traditional
people they want to work with, and so on. Either choice is bound to leave them

partly frustrated in their desires.
Feminist theory must be temperate in the use it makes of this doctrine of
"double vision"-the claim that oppressed groups have an epistemic advantage
and access to greater critical conceptual space. Certain types and contexts of
oppression certainly may bear out the truth of this claim. Others certainly do
not seem to do so; and even if they do provide space for critical insights, they v
also rule cut the possibility of actions subversive of the oppressive state of affairs.

Certain kinds of oppressive contexts, such as the contexts in which women of
my grandmother's background lived, rendered their subjects entirely devoid of skills
required to function as independent entities in the cuiture, Girls were married off
barely past puberty, trained for nothing beyond household tasks and the rearing
of children, and passed from economic dependency on their fathers to economic
dependency on their husbands to economic dependency on their sens in old age.
Their criticisms of their lot were articulated, if at all, in terms that precluded a
desire for any radical change. They saw themselves sometimes as personally
unfortunate, but they did not locate the causes of their misery in larger social
arrangements.

I conclude by stressing that the important insight incorporated in the doctrine
of "double vision" should not be reified into a metaphysics that serves as a
substitute for concrete social analysis. Furthermore, the alternative to "buy-

ing" into an oppressive social system need not be a celebration of exclusion and
the mechanisms of marginalization. The thesis that oppression may bestow an
epistemic advantage should not tempt us in the direction of idealizing or roman
ticizing oppression and blind us to its real material and psychic deprivations.

Note
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