Chandra Talpade Mohanty

"Under Western Eyes” Revisited: Feminist Solidarity
through Anticapitalist Struggles

write this essay at the urging of a number of fricnds and with some

trepidation, revisiting the themes and arguments of an essay written

some sixtecen years ago. This is a difficult essay to write, and 1 undertake
it hesitantly and with humility—yet feeling that 1 must do so to take fuller
responsibility for my ideas, and perhaps to explain whatever mﬂucncc they
have had on debates in feminist theory.

“Under Western Eyes” (1986) was not only my very first “feminist stud-

” publicarion; it remains the cne that marks my presence in the inter-
national fcfninis‘t community.' I had barely completed my Ph.DD, when |
wrote this essay; I am now a professor of women’s studies. The “under”
of Western eyes is now much more an “inside” in terms of my own location
in the U.S. academy.® The site from which I wrote the essay consisted of
a very vibrant, transnational wemen’s movement, while the site I write from
today is quite different. With the increasing privatization and corporatization
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This essay owes much to many years of conversation and collaboration with Zillah
Eiscostein, Satya Mohanty, Jacqui Alexander, Lisa Lowe, Margo Okazawa-Rey, Beverly
Guy-Shefrall, and Susan Sanchez-Casal. Thanks to Zillah, Satya, and Susan for their
thoughtful responses to early drafts of this essay. Many thanks also to the generous feedback
and critical engagement of students and faculty at the U.S. colleges and schools where I
have presented these ideas.

' “Under Western Eyes” has enjoved a remarkable life, being reprinted aimost every year
since 1986 when it first appeared in the left journal Beundary 2(1986). The essay has been
translated inte German, Dutch, Chinese, Russian, Ttalian, Swedish, French, and Spanish. It
has appeared in feminist, postcolonial, Third World, and cultural studies journals and an-
thologies and naintains a presence in women’s studies, cultural studies, anthropology, ethnic
studies, political science, education, and sociology curricula, It has been widely cited, some-
times seriously engaged with, sometimes misread, and semetimes used as an enabling frame-
work for cross-cultural feminist projects.

* Thanks to Ziilah Eisenstein for this distinction,
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of public life, it has become much harder to discern such a women’s move-
ment from the United States (although women’s movements are thriving
around the world), and my sitc of access and struggle has increasingly come
to be the U.S. academy. In the United States, women’s movements have
become increasingly conservative, and much radical, antiracist feminist ac-
tivism occurs outside the rubric of such movements. Thus, much of what
I say here is influenced by the primary site I occupy as an cducator and
scholar. It is time to revisit “Under Western Eyes,” to clarify ideas that
remained implicit and unstated in 1986 and to further develop and his-
toricize the theoretical framework T outlined then. T also want to assess how
 this essay has been read and misread and to respond to the critiques and
celebrations. And it is time for me to move explicity from critique to
reconstruction, to identity the urgentissues facing feminists at the 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 decades laterr What do I consider to be the urgent theoretical and
methodological questions facing a comparative feminist politics at this mo-
ment in history?

Given the apparent and continuing life of “Under Western Eyes™ and
my own travels through transnational feminist scholarship and networks, 1
begin with a summary of the central arguments of “Under Western Eyes,”
contextualizing them in intellectual, political, and institutional terms. Basing
my account on this discussion, I describe ways the essay has been read and
situated in a number of different, often overlapping, scholarly discourses. T
engage with some useful responses to the essay in an attempt to further
clarify the various meanings of the West, Third World, and so on; to reengage
questions of the relation of the universal and the particular in feminist
theory; and to make visible some of the theses left obscure or ambiguous
in my carlier writing.

1 look, 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 intel-
lectual, political, and institutional context that informs my own shifts and
new commitments at the time of this writing? What categories of scholarly
and political identification have changed since 1986 What has remained
the same? I wish to begin a dialogue between the inteations, effects, and
political choices that underwrote “Under Western Eyes” in the mid-1980s
and those I would make today. I hope it provokes others to ask similar
questions about our individual and collective projects in feminist studies.
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Revisiting “Under Western Eyes”

Decolonizing feminist scholarship: 1986

I wrote “Under Western Eyes” to discover and articulate a critique of
“Western feminist™ scholarship on Third World women via the discursive
colonization of Third World women’s lives and struggles. I also wanted
to expose the power-knowledge nexus of feminist cross-cultural schol-
arship expressed through Eurocentric, falsely universalizing methodol-
ogics that serve the narrow self-interest of Western feminism. As well,
I thought it ¢crucial to highlight the connection between feminist schol-
arship and feminist political organizing while drawing attention to the
need to examine the “political implications of our analytic strategies and
principles.” I also wanted to chart the location of feminist scholarship
within a global political and economic framework dominated by the
“First World.”*

My most simple goal was to make clear that cross-cultural feminist
work must be attentive to the micropelitics of context, subjectivity, and
struggle, as well as to the macropolitics of global economic and political
systems and processes. | discussed Maria Mies’s (1982) study of the
lacemakers of Narsapur as 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 in this
analysis was the use of historical materialism as a basic framework and
a definition of material reality in both its local and micro-, as well as
glabal, systemic dimensions. 1 argued at thar ime 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 op-
pressions. Thus I argued for grounded, particularized analyses linked
with larger, even global, economic and political frameworks. 1 drew

* Here is how I defined “Western ferninist” then: “Clearly Western feminist discourse and
political practice is neither singular or homogeneous in its goals, interests, or analyses, However, -
it is possible to trace a coherence of effects resulting from the implicit assamption 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 moznolith. Rather,
I am attempting to draw attention te the simitar effects of various textual strategics usced by
writers which codify Others as non-Western and hence themselves as (implicitly) Western™
{Mohanty 1986, 334). T suggested then that while terms such as Firsz and Third World were
problematic in suggesting oversimplified similariries as well as flattening internal differences, T
continued to use them becanse this was the terminology available to us then. T used the terms
with full knowledge of their {imitations, suggesting a critical and heuristic rather than non-
questioning use of the terms, T come back to these terms later in this cssay.
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mspiration from a viston of feminist solidarity across borders, although
it is this vision that has remained invisible to many rcaders. In a per-
ceptive analysis of my argument of this politics of location, Sylvia Walby
{2000) recognizes and refines the relation between difference and equal-
ity of which I speak. She draws further attention to the need for a shared
frame of reference among Western, postcolonial, Third World feminists
in order to decide what counts as difference. She asserts, quite insight-
fully, that

Mohanty and other postcolonial feminists are often interpreted as
arguing only for sitnated knowledges in popularisations of their
work. In fact, Mohanty is claiming, via a complex and subtle ar-
gument, that she is right and that (much) white Western feminism
is not merely different, but wrong. In doing this she assumes a
commoi 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 it.
This is a claim to a more universal truth. And she hopes to ac-
complish this by the power of argument. (Walby 2000, 199)

Walby’s reading of the essay challenges others to engage my notion
of a common feminist political project, which critiques the effects of
Western feminist scholarship on women in the Third World, but within
a framework of solidarity and shared values. My insistence on the spec-
ificity of difference is based on a vision of equality attentive to power
differences within and among the various communities of women. I did
not argue against all forms of gencralization, nor was [ privileging the
local over the systemic, difference over commonalities, or the discursive
over the material,

I did not write “Under Western Eyes” as a testament to the impos-
sibility of egalitarian and noncolonizing cross-cultural scholarship, nor
did I define “Western” and “Third World” feminism in such oppositional
ways that there would be no possibility of solidarity between Western
and Third World feminists.* Yet, this is often how the essay has been

* My use of the categories Western and Third World feminist shows that these are not
embodied, geographically or spatially defined categories. Rather, they refer to political and
analytic sites and methodologies nsed—just as a woman from the geographical Third World
can be a Western feminist in orientation, a European feminist can use a2 Third World feminist
analytic perspective.
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read and utilized.” I have wondered why such a sharp opposition has
developed in this form. Perhaps mapping the intellectual and institu-
tional context in which I'wrote back then and the shifts that have affected
its reading since would clarify the intentions and claims of the essay,

Intellectually, I was writing in solidarity with the critics of Eurocentric
humanism who drew attention to its false universalizing and masculinist
assumptions. My project was anchored in a firm belief in the importance
of the particular in relation to the universal—a belief in the iocal as spec-
ifying and illuminating the universal. My concerns drew attention to the
dichotomics embraced and identified with this universalized framework,
the ¢ritique of “white feminism” by women of color and the critique of
“Western feminism” by Third World feminists working within a paradigm
of decolonization. T was committed, both politically and personally, to
building a noncolonizing feminist solidariry across borders. I believed in
a larger feminist project than the colonizing, seli-interested one I saw
emerging in much influential feminist scholarship and in the mainstream
WOImMEN’s Movement,

My newly found teaching position at a-primarily white U.S. academic
institution also deeply affected my writing at this time. [ was determined
to make an intervention in this space in order to create a location for Third
World, immigrant, and other marginalized scholars like myself who saw
themselves erased or misrepresented within the dominant Euro-American
feminist scholarship and their communities. It has been a source of deep
satisfaction that T was able to begin to open an intellectual space to Third
World /immigrant women scholars, as was done at the international con-
ference T helped organize, “Common Differences: Third World Women
and Feminist Perspectives” {Urbana, Tllinois, 1983). This conference al-
lowed for the possibility of a decolonized, cross-border feminist community
and cemented for me the belief that “common differences” can form the

¥ Rita Felski’s anzlysis of the essay (1997) illustrates this, While she initially reads the
cssay as skeptical of any large-scale social theory (against generalization), she then gOCs On
to say that, in another context, my “emphasis on particulazity is modified by a recognition
of the value of systemic analyses of global disparities™ (10). T think Felski’s reading actually
identifies a vagueness in my essay. It s this point that T hope to illuminate now, A similar
reading chims, “The very structure against which Mohanty argues in ‘Under Western
Eyes—a homogenized Third World and an equivalent First World—somehow remanifests
*irself in ‘Cartographies of Struggle’” {Mohanram 1999, 91). Here I believe Radhika Mo-
hanram conflares 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 [ take
it up later,
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basis of deep solidarity and that we have to struggle to achieve this in the
face of unequal 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 /
immigrant women scholars; from being invited to address feminist au-
diences at various academic venues to being told I should focus on my
work in early childhood education and not dabble in' “feminist theory.”
Practicing active disloyaity has its price as well as its rewards. Suffice it to
say, however, that T have no regrets and only deep satisfaction in having
written “Under Western Eyes.”

I attribute some of the readings and misunderstandings of the essay to
the rriumphal rise of postmodernistn in the U.S. academy in the past three
decades, Although [ have never called myself a “postmodernist,” some
reflection on why my ideas have been assimilated under this label is im-
portant.® In fact, one reason to revisit “Under Western Eyes™ at this time
is my desire to point to this postmodernist apprapriation.” I am misrcad
when I an interpreted as being against all forms of generalization and as
arguing for difference over commeonalities. This misreading occurs in the
context of a hegemonic postmodernist discourse that labels as “totalizing™
all systemic connections and emphasizes only the mutability and con-
structedness of identities and social structures.

Yes, I did draw on Michel Foucault to outline an analysis of power/
knowledge, but L also drew on Anour Abdel Malek to show the directionality
and material effects of a particular imperial power structure. 1 drew too on
Maria Mies (1982) to argue for the need for a materialist analysis that linked
everyday life and local gendered contexts and ideologies to the larger, trans-
national political and econormic structures and ideologies of capitalism. What
is intcresting for me is to see how and why “difference” has been embraced
over “commonality,” and T realize that my writing leaves open this possi-
bitity. In 1986 I wrote mainly to challenge the false universality of Euro-
centric discourses and was perhaps not sufficiently critical of the valorizatton
of difference over commonality in postmodernist discourse.* Now [ find

¢ See, e.g., the reprinting and discussion of my work in Nicholsen and Seidman 1995,
Warhol and Herndal 1997; and Phillips 1998.

7 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 uscful in my work. I tend to use wharever
methodologies, theories, and insights I find illuminating in relation to the questions I want
to examine-—Marxist, postmodernist, postpositivist realist, and so on, What I want to do
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myself wanting to reemphasize the connections berween local and universal,
In 1986 my priority was on difference, 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 thar differences are never just “differences.” In knowing differences
and particularitics, we ¢an better sce the connections and commonalities
because no border or boundary is ever complete or rigidly determining.
The challenge is to sec how differences allow us to explain the connections
and border crossings better and more accurately, how specifying difference
allows us to theorize universal concerns more fully. It is this intellectual
move that allows for my concern for women of different communities and
identities to build coalitions and solidarities across borders.

So what has changed and what remains the same for me? Whart are the
urgent intellectual and political questions for feminist scholarship and
organizing at this time in history? First, let me say that the terms Weszern
and Third Worid retain a political and explanatory value in a world that
appropriates and assimilates multiculturalism and “differcnce” through
commodification and consumption. However, these are not the only terms
I would cheose to use now. With the United States, the European Com-
munity, and Japan as the nodes of capitalist power in the ecarly twenty-
first century, the increasing proliferation of Third and Fourth Worlds
within the national borders of these very countries, as well as the rising
visibility and struggles for sovereignty by First Nations/indigenous peo-
ples around the warld, Western and Third World explain much less than
the categorizations North/South or One-Third/Two-Thirds Worlds.

Nowth/South is used to distinguish between affluent, privileged nations
and communitics and cconomically and politically marginalized nations
and communitics, as is Western/non-Western. While these terms are meant
to loosely distinguish the northern and southern hemispheres, afftuent
and marginal nations and communities obviously do net line up neatly
within this geographical frame. And yet, as a political designation that
attempts to distinguish between the “haves” and “have-nots,” it does have
a certain political value. An example of this is Arif Dirlik’s formulation of
North/South as a metaphorical rather than geographical distinction, where
North refers to the pathways of transnational capital and Senth to the
marginalized poor of the world regardless of geographical distinction.’

here, however, is take responsibility for making explicit some of the political choices T made
at that time—and to identify the discursive hegemony of postmodernist thinking in the U 8.
academy, which T believe forms the primary institutional context in which “Under Western
Eyes” is read.

* “The Local in the Global,” in Dirlik 1997,
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I find the language of One-Third World versus Twoe-Thivds World as
claborated by Gustavo Esteva and Madhu Suri Prakash (1998) particularly
useful, especially in conjunction with Third World/Seuth and First World/
North. These terms represent what Esteva and Prakash call social minorities
and social majorities—caregorics based on the quality of life led by peoples
and communities in both the North and the South." The advantage of
One-Third/Two-Thirds World in relation to terms like Weszern,/Third World
and North/Seuth is that they move away from misleading geographical
and ideological binarisms.

By focusing on quality of life as the criteria for distinguishing between
social minonties 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 natiens and between nations and
indigenous communities. This designation also highlights the fluidity and
power of global forces that situate ¢ommunities of people as social ma-
jorities /minorities in disparate form. O#e-Third/Two-Thirds s a nones-
sentialist categorization, but it incorporates an analysis of power and
agency that is crucial. Yet what it misses is a history of colonization that
the terms Western,/ Thivd World draw attention to.

As the above terminological discussion serves to illustrare, we are still
working with a very imprecise and inadequate analytical language, All we
can have access to ar given moments is the analytical language thar maost
clearly approximatces the features of the world as we understand it. This
distinction between One-Thivd /Two-Thirds World and, at times, First Worid/
North and Third World/Southis the language T choose to use now. Because
in fact our language is imprecise, I hesitate to have any language become
static, My own language in 1986 needs to be open to refinement and
inquiry—but not to institutionalization,

Finally, I want to reflect on an important issue not addressed in “Under
Western Eyes”: the question of native or indigenous struggles. Radhika
Mohanram’s critique of my work (1999) brings this to our attention. She

' Bsteva and Prakash (1998, 16~17) define these categorizations thus: “The social mi-
norities are those groups in both the North and the South that share homogeneous ways
of modern {Western) life all over the world. Usually, they adopt as their own the basic
paradigms of m(‘J(‘lcrnity, They are also usuaily classified as the upper classes of every society
and are immersed in economic society: the so-called formal sector. The social majoritics have
no regular access 1o 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 ourside the *hefp” offered by ‘global forces.” Implicitly or
explicitly they neither ‘need” nor are dependent on the bundle of *goods’ promised by these
forces, They, therefore, sharé a common freedom in their rejection of *global forces.”
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points out the differences between a “multicultural” understanding of na-
tion {prevalent in the United States) and a call for a “bicultural” under-
standing of nation on the part of indigenous people in Aotearca,/New
Zealand. She argues that my notion of a common context of struggle sug-
gests logical alliances among the various black women: Maori, Asian, Pacific
Islander. However, Maori women see multiculturalism—alliances with Asian
women—as undermining indigenous rights and bicultturalism and prefer to
ally themselves with Pakeha (white, Anglo-Celtic peopie [ Molanram 1999,
92-96]).

[ agree that the distinction between biculruralism and multicultiralism
does pose a practiczl problem of organizing and alliance building and that
the particular history and situation of Maori feminists cannot be subsumed
within the analysis T offer so far, Native or indigenous women’s struggles,
which de not follow a postcolonial trajectory based on the inclusions and
exclusions of processes of capitalist, racist, heterosexist, and nationalist
domination, cannot be addressed casily under the purview of categories
such as “Western” and “Third World.”"" But they become visible and even
central to the definition of One-Third/Two-Thivds Worlds because indig-
enous claims for sovereignty, their lifeways and environmental and spiritual
practices, situate them as central 1o the definition of social majority (Two-
Thirds World). While a mere shift in conceptual terms is not a complete
response to Mohanram’s critique, T think it clarifies and addresses the
limitations of my earlier use of Western and Third World. Interestingly.
enough, while I would have identified mysclf as both Western and Third
World—in all my complexitics—in the context of “Under Western Eyes,”
in this new frame, I am clearly Jocated within the One-Third World. Then

“again, now, as in my carlier writihg, I straddle both categories. I am of
the Two-Thirds World in the One-Third World. T am clearly a part of the
social minority now, with all its privileges; 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. T speak as & person situated in the One-Third World, but
from the space and vision of, and in solidarity with, communitics in strug-
gle in the Two-Thirds World.

" T am not saying that native feminists consider capitalism irrelevant 1o their struggles
(nor would Mohanram' say this). The work of Marie Anna Jaimes Guerrero, Winona La
Duke, and Huanani-Kay Trask ofters very powerful critiques of capitalism and the effects of
fts structural violence in the lives of native communities. Sez Guerrera 1997; La Duke 1999,
and Trask 1999,



508 | Mohanty

Under and (inside) Western eyes: At the turn of the century

There have been a number of shifts in the potitical and ¢conomic 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 posteolonial studies for instance is a relatively recent phenomenon—as
is the simultaneous rollback of the gains made by race and ethnic studies
departments in the 1970s and 1980s. Women’s studies is now a well-
cstablished field of study with over eight hundred degree-granting pro-
grams and departments in the U.S. academy.* Feminist theory and fem-
inist movements across national borders have matured substantially since
the early 1980s, and there is now a greater visibility 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
transnational instirutions such as the World Trade Organization (WTO)
and governing bodies such as the European Union, not to mention for-
profit corporations. 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 (Fisenstein 1998, 1). Also, the hege-
mony of neoliberalism, alongside the naturalization of capitalist values,
influences the ability to make choices on one’s own behalf in the daily
lives of economically marginalized as well as economically privileged com-
munities 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 profoundty unequal “informational highway” as well
as the increasing militarization {and mascutinization} of the globe, accom-
panied by the growth of the prison industiial complex in the United States,
pose profound 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, pose very concrete challenges for fem-
inists. In this context, I ask what would it mean to be attentive to the
micropolitics of everyday life as well as to the larger processes that recolonize

2 Tn 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” of
the Women’s Studics Program of the University of Arizena, Tucson, 2000, ar littp: //info-
center.ceitarizona.edu“ws/conference; and Brown 1997,
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the culture and identitics of people across the globe. How we think of the
local in/of the global and vice versa 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 historical materialism,

The politics of feminist cross-cultural scholarship from the vantage
point of Third World /South feminist struggles remains a compelling site
of analysis for me.'? Eurocentric analytic paradigms continue to flourish,
and I remain committed to rcengaging in the struggles to criticize openly
the effects of discursive colonization on the lives and struggles of mar-
ginalized 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 ¢artiest critique of Eurocentrism.
However, I now sce the politics and economics of capitalism as a far more
urgent locus of struggle. T continue to held to an analytic framework that
is attentive to the micropolitics of everyday lifc as well as to the macro-
politics of global economic and political processes. The link between po-
litical economy and culture remains crucial to any form of feminist the-
orizing—as it does for my work. It isn’t the framework that has changed.
It is just that global economic and political processes have become more
brural, exacerbating economic, racial, and gender inequalities, and thus

-they need to be demystified, reexamined, and theorized.

While my carlicr focus was on the distinction between “Western™ and
“Third World” feminist practices, and while I downplayed the common-
alities between these two positions, my focus now is on what I have chosen
to call an anticapitalist transnational feminist practice—and on the possi-
bilities, indeed on the nccessities, of cross-national feminist solidarity and
organizing against capitalism, While “Under Western Eyes” was located in
the context of the critique of Western humanism and Eurocentrism and of
white, Western feminism, a ‘similar essay written now would need to be
located in the context of the critique of global capitalism {(on anti-
globalization), the naturalization of the values of capital, and the unac-
knowledged power of cultural refativism in cross-cultural feminist schol-
arship and pedagogies.

“Under Western Eyes™ sought to make the operations of discursive power

'* See, c.g., the work of Aihwa Ong (1987); Saskia Sassen (1991, 1998); Inderpal Grewal
and Caren Kaplan (1994}); Ella Shohat (1998, 2001, [with Robert Stam] 1994); Avtar Brah
(1996 Lisa Lowe {1996, {with David Lloyd] 1997); Uma Narayan (1997); Lila Abu-
Lughod (1998); Kamala Kempadoo (1998); Chela Sandoval (200H}); Jacqui Alexander
(forthcoming).
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visible, to draw attention to what was left out of feminist theorizing, namely,
the material complexity, reality, and agency of Third World wormen’s bodics
and tives. This is in fact exactly the analytic strategy I now use to draw
attention to what is unseen, undertheorized, and lef out in the production
of knowledge about globalization. While globalization has always been a
part of capitalism, and capitalism is not a new phenomenon, at this time I
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 capitalisim are any less problematic
at this time, or that antiglobalization is a singular phenomenon. Along with
many other scholars and activists, T believe capital as it functions now de-
pends on and exacerbates racist, patriarchal, and heterosexist relations of
rule.

Feminist methodologies: New directions

What kinds of feminist methodology and analytic strategy are uscful in
making power {and women’s lives}) visible in overtly nongendered, non-
racialized discourses? The strategy discusscd here is an example of how
capitalism 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 marginalized communitics of
women—poor women of all colors in affluent and neocolonial nations:
women of the Third World /South or the Two-Thirds World.™ T believe
that this experiential and analytic anchor in the lives of marginalized com-
munities of women provides the most inclusive paradigm for thinking
about social justice. This particularized viewing allows for a more concrete
and expansive vision of universal justice.

This is the very opposite of “special interest” thinking. If we pay at-
tention to and think from the space of some of the most disenfranchised
communities of women in the world, we are most likely to envision a just
and democratic socicty capable of treating all its citizens fairly. Conversely,
if we begin our analysis from, and limit it to, the space of privileged
communities, our visions of justice are more likely to be exclusionary
because privilege nurtures blindness to those without the same privileges.

" Sec the works of Zillah Eisenstein, Maria Mies, Dorothy Smith, Cynthia Enloe, and
Saskia Sassen (e.p., Biscustein 1978, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2001, Mics 1982, 1986; Smith
1987; Enloe 1990, 1993; and Sassen 1991, 1996, 1998) for similar methodotogical ap-
proaches. An early, pioneering example of this perspective can be found in the “Black Fem-
inist” statement by the Combahee River Collective in the early 1980s {1982).
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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 up-
ward—colomzed peoples must know themselves and the colonizer, This
particular marginalized location makes the politics of knowledge and the
power investments that go along with it visible so that we can then engage
in work to transform the use and abuse of power. The analysis draws on
the notion of epistemic privilege as it is developed by feminist standpoint
theorists (with their roots in the historical matcrialism of Marx and Lukacs)
as well as postpositivist realists, who provide an analysis of experience,
identity, and the epistemic etfects of social location.”™ My view is thus a
materialist and “realist” one and is antithetical to that of postmodernist
relativism. I believe there are causal links between marginalized social
locations and expericnces and the ability of human agents to explain and
analyze features of capitalist society. Methodologically, this analytic per-
spective is grounded in historical materialism. My claim is not that all
marginalized locations vield crucial knowledge about power and inequity,
but that within a tightly integrated capitalist system, the particular stand-
point of poor indigenous and Third World /South women provides the
most inclusive vicwing of systemic power. In numerous cases of environ-
mental racism, for instance, where the neighborhoods of poor commu-
nitics 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 corporate pollution. Three out
of five Afro-Amcricans and Latinos live near toxic waste sites, and three
of the five largest hazardous waste landfills are in communiries with a
population that is 80 pereent peopie of color (Pardo 2001, 504--113, Thus,
it is precisely their critical reflections on their everyday lives as poor women
of color that allows the kind of analysis of the power structure that has
ted to the many victories in environmental racism struggles.'® Herein lies
a lesson for feminist analysis.

Feminist scicntist 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

' See discussions of epistemic privilege in the essays by S, Mohanty (2000}, Moya (2000},
and Macdonald (2000) in Moya and Hames-Garciz 2000; sec csp. 58-62, 80-87, and
211-12,

™ Examples of women of color in the fight against environmental racism can be found
in MELA {sce Pardc 2001}, the magazine ColorLines, and Voces Unidas, the anlettcr of
the South West Organizing project, Albuqucrque New Mexica.
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the World Trade Organization since 1995."" Along with others in the
cnvironmental and indigenous rights movements, she argues that the
WTO sanctions 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 innovatons
derived from indigenous knowledge traditions. Thus,. through the defi-
nition of Western scientific 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 intellecrual prop-
erty, protected through intellectual property rights agreements. As a result,
the patenting of drugs derived from indigenous medicinal systems has
now reached massive proportions. I quote Shiva:

Through patenting, indigenous knowledge is being pirated in the
name of protecting knowledge and preventing piracy. The knowl:
cdge of our ancestors, 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 reason something like that can work is because
“underlying it all is a ractst framework that says the knowledge of the
Third World and the knowledge of people of color is not knowledge,
When that knowledge is taken by white men who have capital, sud-
denly creativity begins, . . . Patents are a replay of colonialism,
which is now called globalization and free trade. (Shiva, Gordon,
and Wing 2000, 32)

The contrast between Western scientific systems and indigenous cpis-
temologics 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 corporate Western scientific paradigm where intel-
lectual 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 appropriated or excluded, The idea of an
intellectual commons whete knowledge is collectively gathered and passed
on for the benefit of all, not owned privately, is the very opposite of the

" Sec Shiva et al. 1997. For a provocative argument about indigeneous knowledges, see
Dei 2000.
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notion of private property and ownership that is the basis for the WTO
property rights agreements, Thus this idea of an intellectual commons
among tribal and peasant women actually excludes them from ownership
and facilitates corporate biopiracy.

Shiva’s analysis of intellectual property rights, biopiracy, and globali-
zation is made possible by its very location in the experiences and epis-
temologics of peasant and tribal women in India. Beginning from the
practices and knowledges of indigenous women, she “reads up™ the power
structure, all the way to the policies and practices sanctioned by the WTO.,
This is a very clear example then of a transnaticnal, anticapitalist feminist
politics.

However, Shiva says less about gender than she could. She is after all
talking in particular about women’s work and knowledges anchored in
the cpistemological experiences of one of the most marginalized com-
munities of women in the world—poor, tribal, and peasant women in
India, This is a community of women made invisible and written out of
national and international economic calculations. An analysis that pays
attention to the everyday experiences of tribal women and the micro-
politics of their ultimately anticapitalist struggles illuminates the macro-
politics of global restructuring. It suggests the thorough embeddedness
of the local and particular with the global and universal, and it suggests
the need to conceptualize questions of justice and cquity in transborder
terms. In other words, this mode of reading envisions a feminism withour
borders, in that it foregrounds the need for an analysis and vision of
solidarity across the enforced privatized intcllectual property borders of
the WTQ. :

These pardcular examples offer the most inclusive paradigm for un-
derstanding the motivations and effects of globalization as it is crafted by
the WTO. Of course, if we were to attcmpf the same analysis from the
cpistemological space of Western, corperate interests, it would be im-
possible to generate an analysis that values indigenous knowledge an-
chored in communal relationships rather than profit-based hierarchies.
Thus, poor tribal and peasant women, their knowledges and interests,
would be invisible in_this analytic frame because the very idea of an in-
tellectual commons falls outside the purview of privatized property and
profit that is a basis for corporate interests, The obvious issue for a trans-
national feminism pertains to the visions of profit and justice embodied
in these opposing analytic perspectives. The focus on profit versus justice
illystrates my earlier point about social location and analytically inclusive
methodologies. It 1s the social location of the tribal women as explicated






