BZorss4 v g v

# oL M ®

THFIRFR P ENBELONEETH 5, L L. ToFECIHEY
BEMBH 2, Lrd 2 20BFHRICBWT, ¢, Tl Ms, &5 ERM
v B SEEMNREIEAEE L BEEHTTOLE LV IBRIIBVT,
DFEIC, "EMERED) EVHSERMICEL T LT, TRERRERMP S0
BRICRZEZLNTVEVIBERICBVT, 20, WHEE¥ME LTETE
FTHICHEL BET S ICH L, HBOREIL, FIMOBRYL & 73 2R DERIC
HB, TNETNTRELIEN,

1960ERIC A D, FEEFEROBEE L TLLR, ZhE TOFEMOERIIREL
EEONI, HEEBMTIML, bOEREAERZLHICLT, ME0DER
ZIERT 5 L VWHER OB Diptch, BEEI NI, 20, FHEBHOLS
KRS0 LTIEET 2AED, 550V ZTOBE~NOEEZODD
DOHPERES NI, WHEF LI, COEREDORMD 1 DORERTH 5, ThWwA,
o B HENEERERS DL LTRF EH N EpEID, WHFEITHT
BABERET b, TNEEET S LB, WHEFERERPEDLEZERL T
b, B ZKBIRICKOLEEITH S, HEROEHOERZBRT 201,
BAOKBEOMETH 5, BRI NEE. TOEMOERICERL. ThER
iz LT, AR TRIEVWEEET 5L TH %,

BEL THL BHHLL TOBRHREZER VT, 2 OHCHKRE L HIEERE D 0
Z DHIBEDOBALICATE L fTES N T 2SI LD, 3y Y= b e
7-a0-Thb, TOUWA, 1c& AT "2 oD% (Foucault, Michel. “Two
Lectures.” Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews & Other Writings 1972-




BED/574vay

1977. Ed. Colin Gordon. Trans. Colin Gordon, Leo Marshall, John Mepham,
Kate Soper. New York: Pantheon Books, 1980.) & iE. BERERDOERD
b, BEFBREERCLTERSWObbbh 3, TORLELEHD
2. TIRREX ¥ SN -ME DX, (81 “an insurrection of subjugated knowl-
edges”) EWHMETH 5,

7—a-—HEoRickd, TIRESEONAH, KiZ2>0B®SH
3, 123 BRE—EBLEROBKRELER L LS LT 28RBICBVWT.#HE
SN, ERENAERELOMBOILTH S, b 2. ABETFRINEE
DIV id SR TRRE b o SHE S N, THL ONBEO TSR Y S il
BOLETHD, HEFELFVEOOERETLERT 2 ICEIAEELEHHR. b5
WISV ALERZE TIRRE S B THOLL A DOBREROFEMTH 5 & Thid, &
SNIHRROBE I Ty BT 2THEMEE ATV T L 2IBHBL T, BiF
DD B D Ipfcic TR 2XA OB LHEFETH B,

ZOPEDIKBVC, WHFE B EML Th 5, TRHEFRER TRV,
EFRT S THEEE ORML I, Tkd B, HL, ph oo, A
koBEREBA T, HOFEOEM TR L ENBVEYICHT 5, ph i
DOREOBHEREL TS, REVOIR. ZORFOLEBWZIT, hZ >
TERBLIDEVERE TS MEHE DR TH D, S5IERARBOEZ., B
DD, A 2 "Bl & THRfEL o vVEEEkT ShZ Hic
BWIETHB, 2NET AP, BHEFZD SO, XEHTHEREGEL T
THL ONRED BN EEDTLEVWZE S RBVTHE, TOTRERO LA,
[HRBERAR E L PO 5 L LS iW,

FKROLHFIT, K THM, THORMB S b, TEM T a &L,
o MERL KRINEh 5 2 & 68, BIEBHE» SEN LD hEE LT,
ZOFREBELELEMTRETH S, £0 & XLMWRE, MBMFENEE5% 5
TEBRINE, HEBERRANEHFOF 5L b0, HRSNAAHEZ
DI & 1= 5 ABIOBRBINER LA S, € Iholn T, ABOBE LM



BEDVS5F4vav

PRI F4vavELTHRTAZERKBEAS, ZOEXICT £, I
FRFLVFEESY, ARBREL LIS, £EF TV EHEBREEBOBREIE
LT B ERL, LVEHRATHSOEAZRBEI R I2-DDOHFEA2ERT S
&I B,



Synopsis

Gradations of Thought

Kazuhide Nabae

This short essay is an attempt to answer the controversial question,
“Are women’s studies a science?”

We should make sure at the outset of discussion that the question is
doubly tricky. Firstly, it is designed to sound as if calling for a negative
answer. Secondly, we cannot discuss whether women’s studies are a
science without discussing what a science means. In other words, the
point at issue is the way we define the term “science,” for the definition of
science offers the final ground for judgment, whether positive or negative,
over the issue we are now facing.

With the rise of structuralism in the 1960s, we were led to redefine the
term “science.” In the climate of structuralism, a science was criticized for
being a unitary system of thought which would arise from ordering
established knowledges in the name of truth. Women’s studies emerged
as an attempt to set us free of the scientific systematization of knowledges
conducted exclusively for and by men. In this sense, women’s studies can
be seen as an anti-science which aims to carry out what Michel Foucault
calls “an insurrection of subjugated knowledges.”

It is up to an individual to hold to the traditional concept of science.
The problem is to label women’s studies as a non-science on the ground of
the traditional concept of science. Actually, quite a few scholars have
made this misjudgment. Their criticism reflects a self-protective re-

sponse to what they cannot integrate into the realm of their science. Itis



a pity to see these scholars become stiff with a self-defensive pose. It is
yet more regrettable that women’s studies now seem to be carrying on the
scientific systematization of knowledges as they are placed at the upper
level of scientific hierarchy.

Women's studies in the future should stay anti-scientific, not neces-
sarily to confront the established science but to function as a method by
which people can stay off fixed ideas and demonstrate flexible thinking.
Women’s studies are to be claimed as a new science which neither
hierarchizes knowledges nor subsumes knowledges into a unitary system
of thought. Given this, women’s studies will open up a new vista where
we will no longer reduce our sense of living to the ready-made frame of
reference and where we will see the flux (not the structure) of our thinking

spreading as gradations of thought.



