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Anna G. Jénasdottir, Senior Professor in Gender Studies, Orebro University

Pann 18. juni 2015 hélt Stjérnmalafredideild Haskola Islands hatidarradstefnu 1 tilefni
af 100 4ara afmali kosningaréttar kvenna 4 Islandi. T tengslum vid radstefnuna sem bar
yfirskriftina ,,Vald og lyoredi 100 arum sidar® var dr. Anna Gudran Jonasdottir, pro-
fessor emerita vid Orebro haskéla i Svipj6d, gerd ad heidursdoktor vid Stjornmalafraedi-
deild. Anna Gudran var fyrst fslenskra kvenna til a0 taka doktorsprof { stjornmalafradi
arid 1991 og jafnframt su fyrsta til ad fa akademiskan frama i stjérnmala- og kynjafraoi.
bvi fer vel 4 pvi ad Anna Gudran sé fyrsti heidursdoktor Stjornmalafreedideildar par
sem pessar greinar eiga heimilisfesti. Fraedimennska Onnu Gudrtnar spannar vitt svid
og ner til stjornmalafradi, félagsfraedi, hagségu, salfredi og kynjafreedi. Han var medal
peirra fyrstu til ad fjalla um a fraedilegan hatt um kyn, vold og stjornmal sem poétti bysna
Ograndi pegar fraedaferill hennar hofst a 8. dratug s{dustu aldar. Han er frumkvodull { pvi
a0 sampeatta stjornmalafredi og kynjafredi og eru merkustu rannséknir hennar 4 svidi
valds og personulegra kynjatengsla. Anna Gudrun fluttist ung ad arum til Svipjédar en
hefur haldid tengslum vid islenskt fredasamfélag, Hér 4 eftir birtist dvarp Onnu Gud-
ranar { tilefni heidursnafnbétarinnar. Par sést glégglega hvernig hugmyndapréun hennar
og nxmur skilningur 4 samspili hins persénulega og pélitiska a patt { ad byggja bryr 4
milli peirra stjérnmalafraedi og kynjafradi 4 sama tima og hun dypkar og breikkar um-
fiollunarefni peirra sem fredigreina.

Dr. Anna G. Jonasdottir: Acceptance Speech for Honorary Doctor-
ate from Faculty of Political Science, University of Iceland. Given
18t of June, 2015

On June 18th the Faculty of Political Science, University of Iceland, celebrated 100 ye-
ars of women’s* voting rights in Iceland with a special conference, Power and democracy 100
years later. In association with the conference Dr. Anna Gudrin Jénasdottir, Professor
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emerita at the University of Orebro, Sweden, was awarded an honorary doctorate at the
Faculty of Political Science. Anna Gudrun was the first Icelandic woman to complete
a doctorate in political science, in 1991, and also the first to embark on an advanced
academic career in political science and gender studies. It is therefore highly appropri-
ate that Anna Gudrun should be awarded the first honorary doctorate at the Faculty
of Political Science, where these disciplines are located. Her research covers a broad
spectrum, including political science, sociology, economic history, psychology and gen-
der studies. She was among the first to deal in a theoretical manner with gender, power
and politics, which was considered rather provocative at the start of her academic career
in the early 1970s. She is a pioneer in intertwining political research and gender studies
and her most important research is in the field of power and personal gender relations.
Anna Gudrin moved to Sweden at an early age but has kept in touch with the Icelandic
research community. Below we publish her acceptance speech on the occasion when the
honorary doctorate was awarded. It reflects clearly how her ideas have developed and
her intimate sense for how personal and political factors bring politics and gender stu-
dies closer at the same time as she deepens and broadens both of their subjects.

From Iceland to International Love Studies

Ladies and gentlemen, keeru vinir og vandamenn, g6dir aheyrendur!

Eg vil byrja med ad pakka fyrir pann mikla heidur sem mér er syndur hér { dag, Pad er
mér mikil anaegja a0 mega segja hér nokkur ord um grundvoéllinn fyrir nafnbdétinni sem
heidursdoktor, nefnilega fraedistorf min. Meiningin er ad gefa innsyn i nokkra adaldratti
ipvisem ég hef veri®d ad fast vid sidustu 30-40 arin — frd minu eigin sjénarhorni séd, eins
og gefur a0 skilja. Eg kalla erindid ,,From Iceland to International Love Studies® (Frd
Lslands 1il alpjddlegra dstarrannsikna). Titillinn er 4 ensku, og hluti erindisins verdur 4 ensku,
en ég vil fyrst segja faein ord 4 islensku.

Detta er i annad skiptid sem Haskoli Islands veitir mér sérstaka vidurkenningu. Fyrir
neer réttum 30 arum, { dgust 1985, var mér bodid ad halda fyritlestur vid opnun fyrstu
kvennarannséknaradstefnunnar hér a landi. bPadi ég pad bod, og sa fyritlestur (sem ég
kallaoi ,,Kyn, vold og politik*) skipti miklu mali fyrir mig { pvi verki sem ég var pa 4 kafi
i, nefnilega doktorsritgerd minni { stjornmalafradi. Ritgerdinni lauk ég 1990 og vardi
hana i Gautaborg i byrjun sumars 1991. Eg kem ad pessu aftur. Eg hef aldrei stundad
nam hér vid Haskéla Islands, pott fatt hefdi ég viljad frekar eftir ad ég lauk studentsprofi
1961. En lif mitt f6r adrar leidir, og draumurinn um haskélanam rattist fyrst 10 arum
seinna { Svipj6o.

I fredistorfum minum hef ¢ég heldur ekki fengist mikid vid {slensk efni, en pegar
ég lit tilbaka sé ég po, a0 a.m.k. prennt ma nefna i pvi sambandi; og pad verda fjégur
atridi ef ég nefni lika nokkud sem ég lerdi sjalf mikid af: Eg var andmelandi Audar
Styrkarsdottur vid doktorsvérn hennar 1 stjornmalafradi vid haskélann { Umea { Svipj6o
1999. Fyrsta greinin sem ég birti { freedilegu timariti fjalladi um islensk malefni. Han var
um nysképunarstjérnina svokolludu, 1944-406, hid sérstaka fyrirbaeri og timamét { ségu
islenskra stjornmala. Greinin heitir ,,Den historiska kompromissen pa Island 1944. En
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studie kring ett regeringssamarbete mellan arbetarpartierna och hégern 1944-1946% og
birtist { seenska stjornmalafraditimaritinu Statsvetenskaplig tidskrift 1980.

Sidan ma nefna patt minn { Norrenu menningarkénnuninni (60ru nafni Fimm-
bajarannsoknin) 1974-75. bessi konnun var angi af storri evropskri, félagsfradilegri
rannsokn 4 menningarmalum, og liggja eftir mig prjar skyrslur fra pessu starfi (sja heim-
ildaskrd/References).

AQ sidustu vil ég nefna ad pegar ég byrjadi { doktorsnami vid Uppsala haskéla haust-
i0 1977 =tladi ég fyrst ad skrifa ritgerd med pungamidju { islenskri dagheimilispolitik —
eda vontun 4 slikri /engur en gerdist 4 hinum Nordurlondunum, sérstaklega Svipjod. Petta
atti ad vera samanburdarrannsokn og athuga hvernig meatti skyra ad pad drést svo lengi
a0 hid opinbera taki 4byrgd a dagvistun barna pratt fyrir pad ad utivinnandi madur med
litil born voru jafnvel fleiri 4 slandi en vida annars stadar. Bg byrjadi 4 pessu verkefni og
skrifadi faeinar vinnuskyrslur.

Dad var svo fyrir tilviljun, ma segja, ad ég f6r ad kynna mér nanar og skrifa um kynja-
freedilegar teorfur, sértaklega hugtk og fredikenningar um hin margpattu valdatengsl
milli kynjanna (og lika medal kvenna og medal karla) sem virdast vera badi breytileg og
b6 stédugt 6j6fn hvar sem litid er. Petta var vorid 1979, og ég hafdi verid bedin um ad
halda fyritlestur vid Konunglega taknihdskélann i Stokkhélmi og gefa yfirlit yfir slikar
kenningar. Rannséknir 4 pessu svidi héfou verid ad préast vida um 16nd i kjolfar pess
a0 ,,ny* kvennahreyfing hafoi risid upp ,,eins og fuglinn Fenix”“(eins og Juliet Mitc-
hell ordadi pad i bok sinni, The New Women's Movement, 1971, 86) i mérgum I6ndum og
heimsalfum samtimis 4 arunum milli 1960 og 1970. Eg hélt minn fyritlestur, lofadi sidan
a0 hreinskrifa stélpana/uppkastid, og pad vard svo fyrri hlutinn (af tveimur) { minni
fyrstu bok, Kvinnoteori. Nagra perspektiv och problem i kvinnoforskningens teoribildning. Bokin
var gefin Gt nokkrum 4drum seinna (1984) { ritr6d vid Hégskolan i Orebro, pa med vid-
battum, 6d6rum og lengti hluta.

Haustid 1979 dkvad ég ad skipta um efni fyrir doktorsritgerdina og halda afram ad
ecinbeita mér ad fraedikenningum og skyringartilraunum 4 pessu svidi. Petta var verkefni
sem audvitad krafdist pess ad ég afmarkadi mitt svid, gerdi grein fyrir hugmyndaramma
og adferdum, og setti fram eigin métadar spurningar { leit ad svérum. Pad ték sinn tima
a0 koma pessu { vidunanlegt form, og heildin breyttist og bettist { aféngum i og med
a0 ¢ég skrifadi og birti greinar og bokarkafla sem urdu svo hlutar af heildarritgerdinni.
Erindi mitt hér 1985 var — eins og ég sagdi 4dan - afar mikilvagt 1 pessu langa ferli. Eg
greip tekifaerid, ma segja, til ad reyna ad orda og koma fra mér eins konar samanpjapp-
a0ri heildarmynd af peim tilgaitum og skyringum sem ég hafdi préad og var ad skrifa
um. Erindid birtist svo seinna, p6 nokkud breytt og bett, fyrst 4 sensku sem kafli { bok
(1986), sidan 4 ensku { fraeditimaritinu, Acta Sociologica (1988), og vard svo fyrsti adal-
katlinn { doktorsritgerdinni.

Ritgerdin fékk nafnid Love Power and Political Interests. Towards a Theory of Patriarchy in
Contemporary Western Societies (Astarkrafiur, vald og pélitiskir hagsmunir. Tilrann #il skyringar
d karlveldinn i nitima vestrenum pjoofélignm).! Eins og nafnid bendir til snyst nidurstada
pessa verks um ast og pann sérstaka skapandi kraft og lifsorku sem ég vil meina ad yfir-
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feerist milli folks i félagslegum tengslum okkar sem kynverur. Eg tala hér um munstur af
6j6tnudi (breytilegum, en seigum) { forsendunum fyrir samskiptum kynjanna vardandi
pad hvernig vid njétum — gefum og piggjum — af pessum sérstaka astarkrafti (sem inni-
heldur bxdi erotik og umhyggju); par af leidandi hvernig Gtkoman Gr pessu sérstaka
lifandi ferli af hinni lifrent-efnislegu skopun/endursképun — eda ,,framleidslu® a okkur
sjalfum — st60ugt moétar per kringumstedur sem vio lifum { sem félagsverur (félagslegar
kynverur) og hefur pannig ahrif 4 allt pj6dfélagio.

Eg hef aldrei séd eftir akvérduninni ad skipta um efni, pott ekki veri pad alltaf aud-
velt a0 koma verkinu { framkvaemd. Pad er sennilega aldrei audvelt ad skrifa doktorsrit-
gerdir, en efnisvalid gerdi mér ekki audveldara fyrir. Eg skipti um haskéla einu sinni og
nokkrum sinnum um leidbeinanda. En petta hafdist, og ég held ég fari rétt med, ad petta
var fyrsta kynjafreedilega doktorsritgerdin { stjornmalafradi 4 Norourléndum.

The rest of my talk will be in English, and I will try to give a very brief account of
what I have been doing from the early 1980s onwards; about the content of my research
as it has moved (over time) from politics and culture in lceland to interdisciplinary and
internationally organized Love Studies. This cannot be any elaborated review. I just want
to point out some characteristic features and main themes in my work.

One such characteristic, | would say, is znzerdisciplinary work and cross-disciplinary analyses.
All my edited books are the outcome of interdisciplinary collaboration. To take only
one example: The introductory chapter in the volume, Is #here a Nordic Feminism? (1998,
edited together with a Norwegian literary scholar and a Danish historian, and which, by
the way, includes contributions by two Icelandic scholars) aims to show how fruitful it
can be to organize this kind of a collaborative work around some cross-cutting themes
and not take it for granted that such a volume should be structured by divisions between
countries, between established disciplines, or even between obviously important,
existing areas of social life and established domains of study, such as politics, working
life, cultural life and so on. In Is #here a Nordic Feminism? “literary essays and film analysis
are integrated with research on women’s struggle in parliamentary politics as well as
with gendered interactions in work organizations and in identity production” (Editors’
Preface, 1998, xv).

By underlining interdisciplinary work and analyses that cross vatious academic and
other boundaries, I'm #not saying that all gender research and gender-related theories
should be of that kind. Some of it is, but probably more is being framed as parts of, or
integrated in, one or another of the traditional disciplines or domains of study. I guess
it will continue that way, and that is not just fine, it is important, I think. So, I'm not
defending border-crossing — or borderlessness — as an abstract general principle. Rather,
I’m saying “if and when it seems appropriate” we should feel free to do it. To quote
David Easton (one of my favorite political scientists) a bit more lengthy: “If is the very
essence of the theoretical enterprise that, if and when it seems appropriate, it should feel free to sever
itself from the bonds of traditional ways of looking at political life” (Easton 1965, viii).

Speaking about political life, I would say that another feature that runs through my
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work is a broad, non-fixed and historically changing conception of what politics (and the political)
is and where it takes place. On the other hand I argue against recent, widespread
tendencies to use politics as an all-inclusive category of everything that can be connected
with conflict or power of some kind or another, a tendency that often includes rejecting
any consideration and relevance of institutional politics in the form of political systems,
states, or state-related, thus authoritatively structured, power processes.

The edited volume, S#yrsystems och jamstilldhet. Institutioner i forindring och kinsmaktens
Sframtid (1997) (e. Governmental Systems and Gender Equality. Changing institutions and the future
of gender and power) that 1 did for the “Public Investigation of women and economic
powet”, is one example of my attempt to work with such a complex, multidimensional
perspective on politics and varying preconditions for social change, and this book
includes contributions from three different social science disciplines.

Another example of my attempt to develop a historically informed multi-level
analysis of whether/how — as I put it: “Sex [Does] Matter to Democracy” is the article
with that title, first published 1988 (and then a chapter in my dissertation). This work
is organized partly as both critical and constructive conversation with Carole Pateman
(another favorite among political theorists).

My research, as well as my academic teaching through the years, and the Orebro-
based research environment that I co-founded and still am a part of, has a broad social
science profile. I use to characterize my own work as historically located and empirically
oriented social and political theory. What I mean by “empirically oriented ... theory” is
that there is not much of a directly normative policy orientation in it; neither is it framed
as a theory of justice, nor in terms of ethics or morals. The main aim is to explain social
phenomena or state of things that seem to call for explanation; also to problematize
the ontological and methodological premises that I have found appropriate in some
respects and wanting in others as grounds for explanatory theories. Still I think that, if
there is any validity at all in my critical analyses and constructive theories, my work has
more than “paradoxes to offer” (to paraphrase the historian Joan Scott’s well-known
book title, Only Paradoxes to Offer, 1996); they are useful also to directly normatively aimed
knowledge production.

I also often underline that my theorization of the formal-legally equal patriarchy
is not primarily a theory of the subject, but of society. The focus is on the socio-sexual
relationships, seen as constitutive of a distinctive dimension/domain of society, a domain
that I call political sexuality (in a certain analogy with political economy). Ontologically
and methodologically my work is guided by realism, which for me includes a specific
reading of historical materialism, critical realism and historical institutionalism. More
precisely, my overall research program is to ask feminist questions and try out the just
mentioned metatheories and approaches to help answer these questions.

What, then, can I say about my main themes or topics — in a nutshell manner? Let
me put the answer in terms of contributions to a number of different debates or inter-
ventions (a buzz word today in Academial):
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I have intervened into several international feminist theory debates and in some, at least
— 1 dare say — I have come up with new modes of thought and solutions to seemingly
unbridgeable opposites. I will name three (to begin with):

e the patriarchy ss. capitalism debate

* the (women’) interests »s needs debate

e the debate about how well — or badly — poststructuralism serves gender studies
and feminist theory.

The patriarchy vs capitalism debate — is about which system, or which combination
of both, is the main site of the oppression of women. This was a major field of discus-
sion and theory development for more than two decades, from the late 1960s up until
the early 1990s; it is still highly relevant, and various new or renewed takes on issues,
dealt with in these eartly years, can be seen in many places also among new generations
of scholars.

This was the field I entered as a doctoral student in 1980, but for me, this way of
framing the problem (as an either or issue) did not work well enough. Rather than
focusing on the oppression of women in the overall question, and asking what explains
the most of it, the key question here (in our relatively equal societies) should be about
the power of men. In other words, it is patriarchy — the sources and maintenance of men’s
power, as compared with and over women — that needs to be explained. In particular I
thought, and stll think, that it is an especially interesting research question why/how a
systematic inequality between women and men in oxr part of the world continues. So the
main question I raised (in my dissertation) was:

“Why, or how, do men’s social and political power positions with respect to women
persist even in contemporary Western societies, where women and men are seen
as formally/ legally equal individuals, where almost all aduit women are fully or
partly employed, where there is a high proportion of well-educated women, and
where welfare state arrangements, which obviously benefit women, are relatively

well developed?” (1991, 11; 1994, 1).

Thus, I put the problem on a kind of, other-things-being-relatively-equal model. And the answer
I came up with is constructed around love and love power as a vital source of human
social (in this case socio-sexual) empowerment that men can — and do tend to — exploit,
in women. The assumption is that men can and do “tap into” women’s love power, more
and on different conditions than what women can, and tend to do, in men.

So to explain men’s power (and gendered authority) today in our part of the world,
there is more to be seen and named than the gender division of labor or work, even
more than men’s access to and use of women’s labor power; more than old-fashioned
ideas and beliefs about women’s nature; more than symbols and norms regarding sexual
difference; more than men’s violence against women.
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However, and this is important: when I’'m talking about exploitation of love power,
I'm not talking about violence, sexual abuse or rape. I'm not asking or aiming to explain
the question “Why love hurts”, as for instance the sociologist Eva Illouz does in her recent
book with that title (2012). On the contrary, I'm talking about what kind of human
powers/energies/capacities are flowing, transferred and exchanged — given and taken/
received - in the sociosexual relations between people (meaning between women and
men as well as among women and among men) under relatively equal and “normal” conditions.
Ongoing exploitation of love power does not necessatily imply suffering or misery (as
is assumed in Illouz’s book), it is not necessarily contradictory to happiness. My use of
the loaded concept of exploitation is discussed, first of course in the dissertation but
also recently, for instance in the book chapter, “What Kind of Power Is ‘Love Power’?”
(2011).

The (women’s) interests vs. needs debate was about whether or not a (social and) polit-
ical theory, aiming to be relevant for women, should be framed in terms of “interests”,
and thus somehow in line with almost all established, modern political theory. During
the 1970s several feminist theorists in political science and sociology had been discuss-
ing interest theory issues for a while. In the early 1980s Virginia Shapiro initiated a more
focused debate, asking: “When Are Interests Interesting?” She argued that women as
women should be considered a group with “representable interests” related basically to the
“production of children”. Against her argument especially Irene Diamond and Nancy
Hartsock took the stance not only that interest thought was not pertinent to women’s
concerns but rejected the interest approach altogether in favor of a theory of needs.

In my contribution to this debate (first published separately 1985 and 1988 and then
included as one main pillar in the dissertation) I developed a theory and an empirically
applicable conceptualization of gendered interests which transcends both these opposite
stances. And I think I can claim that this alternative mode of theorizing interests and
needs (plus wants and preferences) actually anticipated what was arising and growing
as a central issue in feminist debates at the time, namely the importance of thinking
about gendered concerns in ways that do not exclude or make invisible the various
identity aspects that make up the intersectional creatures people always are. For instance,
the fact that Chandra Mohanty, in her book Fenzinisnz without Borders. Decolonizing Theory,
Practicing Solidarity (2003), applied my conceptual framework to the situation of Third
World women workers in the contemporary global capitalist economy, tells me that
all intellectual work accomplished by Western minds, so to speak, is not automatically
always biased with respect to non-Western social reality; that it can, when (made and)
read carefully, be useful as a prism even for “non-Western eyes”.?

The third issue I have picked here is the widespread and often extremely heated
debate concerning post-structuralism. This “great epistemological turmoil” as Joan
Scott put it, (Scott 1988, 41) emerged in the late 1980s and continued through the 1990s
and after. The predominance of cultural constructivism, linguistic and literary-philosop-
hical paradigms became strong in feminist theory and gender studies, including theoriza-
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tion of gender and politics. In the chapter “Out of Epistemology. Feminist theory in
the 1980s and beyond” written with Kathleen Jones, published in our co-edited book
The Political Interests of Gender Revisited (2009), we entered this debate through a close
reading of three leading poststructuralist theorists, Judith Butler, Chantal Mouffe and
Joan Scott.

Our aim was “not to reject [wholesale poststructuralist, or other| discursive
approaches to studying gender and politics, but to demonstrate their partiality” and
limitations (2009a, 19); also to make an argument for a more robust approaches to
analyses of the political interests of gender; and to suggest ways to build bridges
between materialist and discursive frameworks. A strong motive, I would say, was to go
against the often unarticulated premises and absence of substantial arguments by which
a straw-man named “modernism” was repudiated in many poststructuralist texts. At the
same time our intervention was informed by an ethos that we — with Nina Lykke — called
“productive feminist pluralism” (2009a, 17).

Today, I’'m onto the question of love again!

Already twenty five years ago, when 1 was finishing my dissertation, I observed that
some new currents in academic research — such as sociological interest in feelings/emo-
tions and the body — seemed to point towards a shift in attitude, also concerning love as
a relevant topic of study (that is outside comparative literature and readings of the old
Grecek philosophers). What specifically caught my interest around the mid-1990s was
the emphasis on love in a rather specific genre of semi-academic writings, namely in
so-called management philosophy, and also the increasing use of “love terms” in diffe-
rent vocabularies about the economy (the economy propet, I should say). An unfinished
book manuscript about these matters takes up a lot of space in my drawers, and will per-
haps never be completed, but I take this up briefly in a book chapter I wrote in 1999 (but
published first in 2009). A key formulation of my hypothesis/assumption about “What’s
love got to do with it [the economy]?” is: ““The competitive conditions under which capi-
tal itself lives today are such that it cannot really sustain itself by consuming ordinary
(ot even the most qualified) /abor power. Capital seems to need /love power too” (2009b, 77).

For the time being I’'m involved in two different projects, both run within the GEXcel
International Collegium of Advanced Transdisciplinary Gender Studies, the now three-
campus collaboration (Orebro University, Linképing University and Karlstad University).
One is a 5-year Sweden-based project (together with Linkoping) on Intersectionality and
so-called Transversal Dialogues.

The other one is a book project, called Feminism and the Power of Love. Interdisciplinary
Interventions. This book, which I edit together with two young scholars, one in Orebro
(Lena Gunnarsson) and the other in Mexico City (Adriana Garcia Andrade), involves a
group of ten people from seven countries, and it is a part of a broader research program
dealing with what we call “Feminist Love Studies”. I initiated this program in 2013, and
the idea grew out of the results from my and others’ work on love in an earlier phase of
GEXcel, especially the visiting scholar program, “Love in Our Time — a Question for
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Feminism”, run mainly in 2010. The central idea is that it is timely for feminist theorists
and gender researchers to look at what was/is happening with the topic of love in
Academia.

In the collection, Love. A Question for Feminism in the Twenty-First Century (co-edited
with US-philosopher, Ann Ferguson, 2014), especially in my own chapter, “Love Studies
as a (re)new(ed) field of knowledge interests” we show that there is cleatly a growing
academic interest in the subject of love since the early 1990s, and particularly after the
millennium shift, and that this contrasts with the previous reluctance to consider love
setiously in its own terms. Both tendencies (the growing interest now and reluctance/
repudiation previously) are observable in both feminist and non-feminist research. But,
interestingly, the current attention seems to be even stronger in the latter.

A final note: why should feminist scholars bother about lover For at least two
reasons, I think.

First, for the same reason that has made feminists reluctant towards the subject.
If love “works” ideologically to subordinate women, it is important to take the lead in
framing the new field.

Second, if love is creative, a source of human capacity, that can be “tapped into”
with different end results (human growth, economic growth, political (em)power(ment),
it is urgent to be vigilant about Ao love is employed or invoked to let growth floutish
ot to save the world.

Thank you for listening;

Notes

1 Doktorsritgerdin var gefin Gt undir 60rum titli hja bandarisku forlagi 1994 og { speenskri pydingu
1993. Sem heild kom ritgerdin ut 4 sensku 2003, pa med nyjum formala. Sja heimildaskra (Refe-
rences).

2 This alludes to Mohanty’s well-known article ”Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and Co-
lonial Discourses” from 1984, also published and “revisited” in 2003.
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