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“Marginalization” in third world feminism: its
problematics and theoretical reconfiguration
Asma Mansoor1

ABSTRACT With the imposition of certain notions of agency and marginalization pre-

scribed by first world feminist discourses, global feminism has cumulatively remained mired

within a binaristic closure. This closure is based on the idea of an agentive Western feminist

center and a passive third world feminism at the margin. This article endeavours to go beyond

this closure to initiate debates regarding the operational praxis of a third world woman’s

marginal placement as articulated in third world feminist discourses. It problematizes the idea

of “disempowerment” that stems from a patriarchal model depicting man as the nucleus and

a woman as a peripheral and centripetal entity, drawn within the mise en abyme of self-

consolidating representations. Therefore, the argument presented here revisits the notion of

the marginalization of third world women by subjecting the theoretical approaches regarding

female marginalization and agency—as articulated by Spivak, Irigaray and Kristeva, et al.—to

a deconstructive mode of analysis to explore the theoretical reconfiguration of a third world

woman’s marginal placement. This article reconsiders the margin as discursively “limitrophic”

so that the binaries between the margin/center, agency/disempowerment and third world

feminism/first world feminism are re-scrutinized. The margin, thus, becomes an agentive

plane for a third world woman as she uses it to direct her gaze away from any discursive

center. In this way, a third world woman undermines the West-centric centripetal force

despite being englobed within what Kristeva calls “supranational sociocultural ensembles”

and sees her “self” as independent of any fixed center so that she redefines herself as an

autonomous thinking woman able to dismantle the notion of a congealed subalternity. This

article is published as part of a thematic collection on gender studies.
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Introduction

As a resident third world woman, for me the existing
mantra of the disempowerment and passivity of third
world women has been particularly difficult to accept in

its entirety. One of the problematic aspects of third world feminist
discourses in general is that they rely heavily on West-centric,
patriarchal terms such as empowerment, agency, selfhood and
so on. These terms have percolated into third world feminist
discourses without undergoing much of a discursive diffraction
that would necessarily stem from their transplantation into a
different cultural context. One of the reasons why these terms
were not discursively reconfigured during this contextual
migration may be that they were mired within the boundaries
uncritically prescribed by the rigid, colonial bifurcation between
the East and the West. In this theoretical thought experiment,
my argument revises the notion of “marginalization” as
propounded by Western feminisms and absorbed within third
world feminist discourses. Instead of viewing the margin as a
space of disempowered passivity, I, as a third world woman,
view the margin as a discursively permeable space for the
agentive reconfiguration of the binaries contouring contemporary
feminist discourses.

My argument proposes that the margin needs to be seen as a
“limitrophic” (Derrida, 2002: 397) domain generating an inter-
play of “différance” between third and first world feminist
discourses. Therefore, the Derridean terms, “limitrophy”
(Derrida, 2002: 397) and “différance” (Derrida, 1967: 23)
channelize this thought experiment. The reason why the margin
is to be seen as limitrophic is that not only does this concept
present boundaries as permeable zones, it also displays an active
variation within its space. It is necessary to clarify at the very
outset that this limitrophic processuality is able to extract the
supposedly third world women out of any monolithic, ontological
fixity imposed upon them by first world feminist discourses.
Moreover, since the limitrophic margin is seen as permutative,
the entities anchored within it are also malleable both within their
constitution and “situatedness” (Spivak, 2010). This implies that
third world feminism is constitutively heterogeneous. However, at
the opening of this discussion, it is essential for me to begin by
presenting third world feminism as a monolithic notion only to
subsequently disband this essentialism. With a deconstructive
mode of reading outlining this thought experiment, this mode of
essentialist categorization is “inaccurate yet necessary” (Spivak,
1976: xii) to dismantle the a priori, monolithic construction of
third world women.

In addition, with the dynamics of the masculine and feminine
gaze establishing the infrastructure of my argument, I have
utilized ray diagrams of reflection in conjunction with figures
illustrating circular motion to provide an analogical subtext to
this thought experiment. They elucidate the ideas of the re-
configuration of the margin in terms of the interplay of différance
as propounded by Derrida in Of Grammatology. In this article,
this interplay of différance takes place between first and third
world feminisms. This interplay is consolidated by the idea of a
limitrophic margin at which a third world woman is supposedly
positioned. Here, différance implies a state of constant erasure
and modification so that no construct is “thought at one go”
(Derrida, 1967: 23; author’s italics) in all its entirety. Thus, the
idea of a third world woman is in a state of constant deferral as an
“erased determinator”, which reconfigures both itself, in all its
“radical heterogeneity” (MacCabe, 1987: xvii), and also its
relationship with the first world feminist center. In this way, it
is constantly creating alternative modes of self-constitution that
constantly postpone any ontological fixity thereby defying any
“theoretical closure” (Said, 1983: 242). In addition, the ideas of
“différance” and “limitrophy” provide tools for questioning

Western epistemic paradigms influencing the construction of
third world feminism. The incorporation of these ideas is
strengthened by the fact that Western feminist discourses need
to be countered through their own terminology, so that the
tenuousness of their centrality may be effectively conveyed. While
Deconstruction itself is a Western theory, however, it may be
argued that it is able to exceed “the limits of Western
representionalist discourse” even while altering the “images of
marginality” (Bhabha, 1994: 68–69). Therefore, my argument is
anchored in the deconstructive thought process since it aims at
avoiding any re-centering of either first or third world feminist
discourses.

The opthalmic relationship between first and third world
feminisms
Since most first world feminist discourses place themselves at the
powerful discursive center, ocularly outlining the third world
woman, the third world feminist discourses either defend or
contest their peripheral position (Mohanty, 1988; Eisenstein,
2004; Spivak, 2010) without questioning the dynamics of the
optics that govern these discourses. Here, I attempt to question
the optics of these discourses along with the ontological fixity of
the boundaries that situate first and third world feminisms within
an ophthalmic interrelationship. This is because most global
feminist discourses have upheld the boundary-based patriarchal
dualisms that have contoured gender relations. These US/Other
antagonisms have been perceived as ontological absolutes
recognizable through a relational interaction with each other.
Likewise, the global feminist discourses remain confined within
the a priori notion of the central masculine gaze, defining the
peripheral feminine entity in terms of its centripetal pull, which
the feminine entity resists, and perhaps undermines, in a
centrifugal manner. This sub-atomic image of an agentive
nucleus binding and neutralizing an opposite marginal entity
continues to outline the hierarchal male-female gender relations
as well as the relationship between first and third world
feminisms.

With this in mind, not only do I question the binaries of the
margin/center, agency/ disempowerment and third world femin-
ism/first world feminism, I also attempt to deconstructively revise
the accepted associations that these terms carry. My argument is
that not only do these West-centric terms carry over their
associative ideological baggage into the third world feminist
discourses, they are also absorbed by them as they are. In this
way, third world feminisms are co-opted by first world feminist
discourses adhering to their inherent assumptions. Resultantly,
not only does the inherently binaristic, discursive speculum of the
West continue to frame the arguments of first world feminists like
Julia Kristeva and Luce Irigaray and so on, it also outlines the
arguments of third world feminist theorists like Spivak who are
situated in the first world academia. These theorists, at times,
function like afferents, taking stimuli from the supposedly Eastern
periphery to the Western nervous center for decoding and vice
versa. While theorists like Mohanty, Judith Butler, Zillah
Eisenstein and so on, endeavour to challenge this binarism, my
effort is to focus on the operational paradigms of the periphery
and the entity located within that periphery.

It is worth restating that third world feminist discourses cover a
range of issues demanding a re-writing and re-reading of male
texts such as those of Freud in a “race sensitive” (Spivak, 1986:
81) manner so that the production of a third world woman as a
“colonial object” produced by the “hegemonic First World
intellectual practices” (Spivak, 1986: 81–82) is brought back into
focus. These intellectual practices stem from an assumed
privileged position of “what can I do for them?” (Spivak, 1981:
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155; author’s italics), assuming that most third world women
need help. Mohanty, on the other hand, in line with Zillah
Eisenstin, argues against such an imposition of an uncritical
universality and “cross-cultural validation” (Mohanty, 1988: 199)
on all categories of women since she postulates that feminism has
to be classified on the basis of a “concrete historical and political
praxis” (Mohanty, 1988: 201). However, since the Third World’s
historical and political praxis is contextually diverse, here the
limitrophic margin within which they are theoretically located
simply serves to depict their heterogeneous wholeness. In this
way, the ideas of “agency” and “marginalization” undergo a
revision owing to their “transplantation, transference, circulation,
and commerce” within new situated contexts (Said, 1983: 226)
that are multivalent in nature.

To present the marginal placement of a woman as empower-
ing, Fig. 1 becomes the provisional origin of this argument as I
engage it here to evaluate the notions of marginalization as
presented by Luce Irigaray, Kristeva and Gayatri Spivak. I am not
out rightly refuting their arguments, rather I am working through
them to define some possibilities of empowerment that stem from
a brown woman’s placement at the margin. In my opinion, which
stems from my own situatedness at the margin, this permeable
margin needs to be seen in a state of constant erasure that
challenges the ontology of both the circumference itself and of the
center.

Therefore, my theorization begins by focusing on the center/
periphery binary between man and woman, as well as first world
and third world feminisms as shown in Fig. 1, which limns the
dynamics of interrelationality in the context of a permeable
circumference. From my position as a third world woman, I see
this circumference as a tentative, dotted and kinetic—hence,
“limitrophic” (Derrida, 2002: 397)—line. This line is not to be
seen as a confining limit, but an osmotic plane, where the third
world woman counters the supposed center’s centripetal gaze as
she is easily englobed within “supranational sociocultural
ensembles” (Kristeva, 1981: 14). The “limitrophic” circumference
serves as the first stage in my theorization for undermining the
center. My contestation is that through an ophthalmic diffraction
of the objectifying centripetal gaze, a third world woman can see
her “self” independently of a dominating center. This problema-
tization of the margin and its reconfiguration serves as an
“alternativism” (Suleri, 1992 [1994]: 250) that could lead to a re-
articulation of the notions of agency and alterity that have framed
global feminisms. Here, the concept of limitrophy needs further
elucidation.

For Derrida, limitrophy was his “subject” (Derrida, 2002: 397)
not merely because it was concerned with what was growing at
the limit but what also allowed the limit to remain a tangibility,
“by maintaining the limit”, and what complicated the limit
(Derrida, 2002: 397–398). Derrida (2002) adds that while
limitrophy depicts a curdling of the boundary, this curdling is
designed to “multiply its figures, to complicate, thicken …
precisely by making it increase and multiply” (398). Resultantly,
curdling here implies that the margin enters a “liminal state
between fluid and solid, which opens the border onto multiple
forms beyond two defined as one side or the other of the limit”
(Oliver, 2009: 126). What is important in this exploration is that
the limit remains in its place, so that the interplay of différance
continues between first and third world feminisms. The
maintenance of a permeable boundary is necessary because a
complete collapse of boundaries is not really feasible within the
socio-cultural domains wherein they are functioning. It is not that
the edge or the circumference is deleted, rather it continues to
affirm itself through its malleability. However, it undergoes a
perspectival shift in its operational modality. Since the curdled
edge is semi-solid, therefore it allows an interplay of différance

between the supposed center and periphery. The circumference
becomes a malleable plane, both present and not-present; solid
and not solid at the same instant, so that both entities at the
center and the periphery are constituted precisely because of the
delayed presentation of their presence. This deferment of the
margin’s presence as an absolute also undermines the absolute-
ness of the supposed center so that a deferment of their
ontological fixity comes into play. If the margin becomes
fluctuant, it implies a corresponding fluctuation within the
centripetal pull of the center. If the circumference is malleable, it
plausibly leads to the notion that the center in itself is also a
malleable construct.

The margin, therefore, remains actively engaged in the creation
of alternative meanings within the existing Eidos or culturally
accepted systems of meanings. With the center no longer being an
absolute, its hierarchal placement becomes tenuous. This notion
has important implications for a third world woman who has
been conditioned to perceive herself as passively marginal to the
first world feminist center. Not only that, owing to her marginal
placement, she is also assumed to be “alienated” living under the
“surveillance of a sign of identity” (Bhabha, 1994: 63) that pushed
her within an irreversible alterity. Therefore, my argument does
not erase the circumference completely; rather, it presents it as an
agentive plane in a state of re-constitutive erasure. While some
might argue that even if the margin and the center are in a state
of constant erasure, the center is not displaced from the center.
However, I argue that in challenging the absoluteness of the
center, the curdled margin in effect challenges its possible
connectivity to the supposed, self-validating truth of the center.
It is not the location of the center, which is challenged, it is its
operational function as the origin of the truth and ontology of all
entities which is challenged. The center thus becomes the
“originary” non-origin (Derrida, 1967: 19) that initiates the play
of différance. This non-origin is originary precisely because it
leads to the origination of other entities while undergoing an
erasure itself, hence conveying the impossibility of an originating
center. Within this deconstructive theoretical paradigm, the
center is no longer the binding force so the marginal entity no
longer needs a center to reflect it back to articulate itself. When
the center is no longer an absolute originator of meaning, the
marginal entity is no longer its product either. While this does not
de-center the center per se, it does lead to a decentering of its
operational mechanics.

Consequently, it is the operational mechanics of the margin
that are altered. The margin can thus become a space for

Patriarchal Center (in 
general)/ First World 
Feminism/ White Woman 

Woman (in general), Third 
World Feminism/ Brown 
Woman

Figure 1 | The ocular mechanics of the center/periphery interaction in
global gender discourses contour not merely the male/female relation
but also the reflective mechanics in the relationship between first and
third world feminisms, as well as between white and brown women. The
gaze of the marginal entity is directed inwards towards the objectifying
gaze of the center.
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deflecting the centripetal pull of the center’s gaze. This is because
in becoming a kinetic space, the entity revolving on the
circumference also becomes a participant of the kinesis that
frames its context. Returning to Fig. 1, the marginal placement of
the third world woman, becomes a space of agentive manoeuvre-
ing so that she can constitute herself in terms of her own
situatedness, rather than situating herself within the discursive
confines of the first world feminist discourses. In this way, she
may use her situated position to deflect the gaze of the center, as
is illustrated by the examples of Kishwar Naheed, Azra Abbas and
Syeda Ghulam Fatima in the latter half of this article.

Problematizing the margin
As mentioned earlier, to initiate the reconfiguration of margin-
alization of a third world woman, I felt it necessary to bring into
focus the center/periphery binary that dynamizes the global
discourses on gender. This is because binary structures do not
only serve as discursive “coding ingredients” (Spivak, 2010), they
have, in fact, reified into material realities that govern how both
genders perceive each other as discourses blend with material
realities such as economic, juridical and socio-cultural institutions
and practices. Hence, the discursive coding of knowledge
influences the way these are enacted within the material
embodiment of a particular ideology. Resultantly, the discourse
formations of race and gender coupled with juridico-legal and
socio-economic practices lead to the concretization of the
binaristic infrastructure of social functionalism. This social
functionalism produces specific modes of perceiving race and
gender across the cultural divide, placing one entity at the margin
and the other at the center. Therefore, to re-scrutinize the idea of
marginalization, it is necessary for me to initiate a “rhetorical
oscillation between a thing and its opposite” (Spivak, 1977: 5,
author’s) as the “provisional origin” (Spivak, 1976: xii) of this
argument to displace and reconfigure this opposition (Spivak,
1977: 5). This is done to inaugurate a rethinking of a relationship
through engagement in terms of non-relationship with which my
argument culminates.

If Fig. 1 were to be drawn in the light of mainstream global
feminism, which is based on “a metaphoricity dominated by the
photological” (Irigaray, 1974: 20), the center is seen as a
phallocratic nucleus, which defines all women. This nucleus
functions as a self-proclaimed “ultimate meaning of all discourse,
…, the signifier and/or the ultimate signified of all desire, … as
emblem and agent of the patriarchal system” (Irigaray, 1977: 67).
The woman, assumed to be circumambulating at the circumfer-
ence like an electron, is also a mirror looking inwards. Irigaray
(1974) has pointed out that a woman is not only man’s desire, she
also modifies her own desire in the self-replication of the
masculine One (32) through a phallo-tropic mode of self-
recognition. The neological term “phallo-tropic” emanates out of
Irigaray’s (1974) notion that a woman’s only relation to the origin
is prescribed by man through a form of “tropism” (33) that
compels her to grow only in relation to masculine source.
Intriguingly, tropism suggests that even if she grows away from a
masculine center, her roots remain mired within a masculine
substratum; and if she grows towards a masculine nucleus, she
is engaged in a heliotropic engagement with masculinity. In brief,
a woman, within the existing global gender discourses remains
bound to a patriarchal nucleus that stages representational
practices “according to exclusively masculine parameters”
(Irigaray, 1977: 68; author’s italics). Not only that, a major
issue that I have found within these theorizations is that they
cannot somehow go beyond pre-determined binaristic opposi-
tions. Hence, the notion of womanhood remains operant
within a logos that is essentially based on a patriarchal Eidos.

For instance, in This Sex which is not One, Irigaray takes the
following position:

It is not a matter of toppling that order so as to replace it—that
amounts to the same thing in the end—but of disrupting and
modifying it, starting from an ‘outside’ that is exempt, in part,
from phallocratic law. (Irigaray, 1977: 68)

The problem with this argument is that it presents “the
outside” as a space that evades the law of the phallocratic center,
without taking into account the fact that the outside is in effect
created by the center. The outside is that which has been exiled by
the center, hence its nomenclature as an exteriority is in effect a
product of the nucleus in itself. Irigaray’s acceptance of the pre-
existing categories as they are, thus, concretizes the dualisms that
have led to the reification of gender-based categories. Hence, the
binaries of man/woman, outside/inside remain “reactionary
position(s)” (Spivak, 1986: 77) and are related in terms of a
hierarchal exercise of control in the Western feminist discourse.
However, while reactionary positions remain the major pattern
around which all paradigms of social functionalism are
structured, a displacement within the discourses that have
generated these positions may be engaged to revise them, at least
theoretically. Therefore, to deconstruct them, one has to begin
with provisional definitions that enable one to take a tentative
stand that is constantly effaced, so that no “rigorous definition of
anything is ultimately possible” (Spivak, 1986: 77). This
deconstructivist argument by Spivak provides me with an
additional groove for problematizing the notion of the “margin-
alization” of the third world woman in particular.

Before further delving into the problematics of the margin, I
feel it necessary to take on certain assumptions regarding third
world women from Julia Kristeva’s theorization. In “Women’s
Time”, Kristeva (1981) states that the solidity grounded in a
particular mode of re-production and representation of any entity
is rooted within a specific “socio-cultural ensemble” (14). Every
socio-cultural ensemble has its own temporality and memory
which exceeds the confines of local history. Humanity, however,
exists across multiple ensembles and temporalities. Therefore,
when one socio-cultural ensemble establishes a conglomerate
with other socio-cultural ensembles, it becomes connected with
an overarching heterogeneous humanity. Kristeva adds that
through this miscegenation, a specific regional ensemble also rises
above its spatio-temporal boundaries and becomes a part of a
broader temporal whole wherein one common social denomi-
nator specific to a particular region becomes reflected in another
socio-cultural ensemble. For instance, when third world feminism
comes in contact with other forms of feminist discourses, some
common themes and issues do come to the surface, such as issues
of domestic and sexual violence, gender discrimination and so on.
Yet, these commonalities serve to bring to the fore significant
differences as well. To cite one example, the laws governing
the penalty of rape in Pakistan differ significantly from those
implemented in the United States. In Pakistan, until February
2015, DNA profiling was not admissible as the main evidence to
inculpate a rapist since Pakistan’s Council of Islamic Ideology
insisted that it should only be taken as corroborating evidence.
On the other hand, DNA evidence is sufficient for apprehending
a rapist in the United States. Hence, the legal position of a
Pakistani rape victim is monumentally different from that of an
American rape victim owing to differences in cultural attitudes
and legal procedures.

While the dynamics of the interaction between two socio-
cultural ensembles that Kristeva has theorized are valid, some
aspects of her paper are problematic for a third world woman.
First and foremost, on the surface, Kristeva’s (1981) argument
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suggests that in the process of osmosis, both ensembles ought to
undergo a socio-cultural and discursive meiosis as they become
participants of a supra-cultural ensemble (14). This would be an
ideal situation. However, in the interaction between first world
and third world feminisms, it seems that it is primarily third
world feminism that, in all its variegated patterns, is losing it
solidity in becoming a part of a West-dominated supra-cultural
ensemble. The miscegenation that she has presented would
ideally take place between two ensembles that are equal in power
and have similar racial and historical paradigms. This mode of
miscegenation becomes problematic when a politically powerful
socio-cultural ensemble, for example a European one, juxtaposes
with a different and perhaps contrapositional ensemble such as
that of Asia. In this context, what comes to the fore is that the
inherent specificity and characteristics of a less dominating socio-
cultural ensemble are threatened by those of the dominating
ensemble. In this light, the validity of Spivak’s argument that
Kristeva’s stance is essentially Euro-centric cannot be refuted as
the importing of the West-centric associations of “margin-
alization” and “agency” within the third world feminist discourses
also attests to this fact. This comes in conflict with Kristeva’s own
theorization that when a particular socio-cultural ensemble
within which first world feminism is placed, meets a different
socio-cultural ensemble such as that of third world feminism,
both ought to undergo an equal reconfiguration.

Second, the diagrammatic representation in Fig. 2 of Kristeva’s
idea about the interactions among different socio-cultural
ensembles brings another problem to light. According to Kristeva
in “Women’s Time”, within all socio-cultural conglomerates,
there are additional formations that are not a part of the
mainstream ensemble owing to their place in its production, re-
production and representation. Hence, they are attached to the
periphery of their respective socio-cultural ensemble. In this way,
they are not only participants of the “cursive time” (Kristeva,
1981: 14) of their respective region, they also go beyond its
boundaries to become participants of the global “monumental
time” (Ibid.) since they become linked (as shown through the
dotted lines in Fig. 2) with the socio-cultural groups of other
sociocultural ensembles. In this way, all marginal socio-cultural
groups equally become participants of a global ensemble. As a
third world woman, I question whether this supra-cultural global
ensemble includes both the remembered histories and the
forgotten memories of all the groups involved since all groups
must undergo a reciprocal, discursive osmosis. However, what is

observed with reference to first world feminist discourses is that
while supposedly functioning as supra-cultural ensembles, they
practically co-opt third world feminist discourses within their
own ideological framework. Hence, from a third world woman’s
perspective, the supra-cultural ensembles are not as democratic
as suggested by Kristeva. Moreover, despite being based on the
notion of exchange, Kristeva’s argument does not focus on the
boundaries around these ensembles nor the modalities of their
functioning. As a matter of fact, her argument does not question
the relationship of first world and third world feminisms, as she
elucidates the culture of the Chinese women. In short, her
arguments replicate the Western center and non-Western
periphery structure, wherein she gives voice to the supposedly
mute Chinese women.

On the other hand, Spivak (1981) correctly argues against the
homogenization imposed on third world women by a first world
feminist theorist like Kristeva saying that it is “always about her
own identity” (158), thus resulting in the stereotyping of both
categories of women as agentive or passive respectively. While
Spivak identifies inconsistencies in Kristeva’s treatment of
Chinese women, my contention against both is that in their
arguments, the margin remains uncontroversial and unproble-
matic, particularly in Kristeva’s argument as she continues to
stamp it as a stationary space wherein a third world woman is
glaciated in a mute alterity. The central socio-cultural ensemble
has always been seen as agentive, thus prescribing the role of the
margin in terms of passivity. The margin functions merely as a
line separating the regional socio-cultural ensembles from the
secondary formations peripherally attached to them (Fig. 2).

However, in Derridean terms, if the inside and outside are
arbitrary and constituted through mutual negotiation, the margin
functions as a fluctuant plane of negotiation. This idea leads to a
dynamic shift within Fig. 2. If the circumferences of all the
ensembles in this diagram are seen as limitrophic, then not only
does the central socio-cultural ensemble lose its hierarchal
prestige, the idea of a subaltern woman also experiences a shift
and leads to a re-thinking of the questions of whether the
subaltern can speak (Spivak, 1988 [1994]: 66) and whether it can
be heard (Maggio, 2007: 419). This is because the subaltern
woman’s agentive act of speaking is no longer to be defined by the
Western feminist center’s ability to hear as this speaking-hearing
modality experiences a multi-tiered variation. The subaltern may
speak without any need to be heard by a Western listener and vice
versa. Thus, the agentive/passive binary would be in a state of

First world
socio-cultural 

ensemble 

Third
world 

labourers

First 
world

children 

First 
world

labourers

First 
world
youth 

First 
world

women

Third
world 

children 
Third
world 
youth 

Third 
world 

women

Third world 
socio-cultural 

ensemble 

Figure 2 | A diagrammatic depiction of Kristeva’s idea of supra-national ensembles and the interactions among different regional socio-cultural
ensembles and their peripheral formations.
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constant displacement as multiple patterns of agentive man-
oeuvrings would continue to influence the inter-ensemble
interactions. Thus, a subaltern would not strictly remain a
subaltern. In the context of first and third world feminisms, this
reconfiguration of Kristeva’s idea leads to the notion that both
ensembles enjoy a certain degree of freedom to continually
constitute themselves and each other while interacting across
limitrophic boundaries. This interaction extracts the ideas of the
subaltern and the margin out of a monolithic closure.

Since the margin is located both within and without the inside
and the outside, it blurs the binary between the two planes as
shown in Fig. 1. As a result, this blurring conjures up “a
relationship that can no longer be thought within the simple
difference and the uncompromising exteriority of ‘image’ and
‘reality’, of ‘outside’ and ‘inside’, of ‘appearance’ and ‘essence’,
with the entire system of oppositions which necessarily follows
from it”. (Derrida, 1967: 33). In the context of a third world
woman, the tenuousness of her orbit around a central first world
feminism becomes the foundation of her empowerment since she
herself stands within the plane of mediation between the so-called
interiority and exteriority. This allows her to defy any theoretical
confinement, since she functions within “the contentious internal
liminality” to speak of herself as the actively heterogeneous
“emergent” (Bhabha, 1994: 149; author’s italics). This hetero-
geneity constantly undermines the reification of a third world
woman as a constant category. This argument further becomes
the corner stone in dismantling the center’s gaze dynamics which
I shall elucidate in the ensuing section.

Deflecting the gaze of the center
As mentioned earlier, the malleable margin hosts an active
process of exchange that constantly defies a rigid “closure”
(Derrida, 1967: 4). It is pertinent to recollect here that in
Derridean thought, closure is not the end since permutations may
continuously take place within it. That does not imply that the
entities at the margin and the center, in this case third and first
world women respectively, lose their ontological specificity. This
merely leads to the notion that the way these ontologies are
perceived within themselves and their modalities of engagement
with each other need to be reviewed in the light of the
reconfiguration of the margin as a limitrophic space which
grants a certain agentive freedom to marginal entities. Since the
space within which I am embedded as a third world woman is
fluctuant and not rigidly defined by a first world feminist center,
it grants a certain leeway for me to see myself outside the first
world feminist discourse. In drawing myself outside the center’s
gaze and also withdrawing my own gaze from it, I may begin
a process of self-configuration as a third world woman as
elucidated below.

The theoretical assumptions underlying the theorization of
Luce Irigaray’s photological metaphors of a woman’s situatedness

vis-à-vis a masculine nucleus as shown in Fig. 1, posit that a
woman is a reflective entity that endlessly reflects the masculine
center. Irigaray bases her argument on Derrida’s postulation that
the paternal law is an abyme, infinitely replicating similar
structures like a hall of mirrors. Explaining how patriarchy uses
a woman as a mirror, Irigaray states that if the masculine ego is to
be valuable, some “mirror” is needed to reassure it of its value. A
woman will be the foundation of this specular duplication, giving
man back “his” image and repeating it as the “same” (Irigaray,
1977: 52). For Irigaray, in a uterine economy, a woman is
endlessly replicating the masculine center, whether it is through
copulation, giving birth or nurturing a child; she is merely a
means of multiplying the masculine subject’s “sameness”
(Irigaray, 1977: 54), which is primarily concerned with “the
image and the reproduction of the self. A faithful, polished
mirror, empty of altering reflections. Immaculate of all auto-
copies” (Irigaray, 1977: 136).

The application of this theoretical premise in the context of a
third world woman would lead to the idea that she merely
functions as a reflecting surface for a first world feminist center.
Bringing Fig. 1 into play here again suggests that if the margin
becomes tenuous and the center becomes weak, then it is possible
for the marginal entity to turn away from the center so that it no
longer has to “present its surfaces” and could easily rise out of her
assumed “self-ignorance” (Irigaray, 1977: 136). In simple terms,
with a weakened nucleus, a condition to which the porous nature
of the circumference attests, the marginal entity is free to look
away from the center.

The reflecting capability of a marginal entity, such as a third
world woman in the global feminist discourses, is generally
described in terms of passivity. However, as a third world woman,
I see this reflecting capability in agentive terms. Since the first
world feminist center has come into existence precisely because
the third world marginal entity continues to reflect it back;
therefore, one way of challenging this center is by turning away
from it so that the endless process of reflection of the same is
disrupted. Fig. 3 elucidates this process.

Figure 3 is an illustration of Derrida’s notion of reflection
wherein the act of writing performs the function of a reflecting
speculum. According to Derrida, the speculum produces a
reflection that induces a split within the reflected so that the
reflected also becomes a reflection of the reflection. If person A
in Fig. 3 is the reflected individual and person B is the reflected
image, the image goes on to displace the reflected person A, as is
shown through the images B and C and many others that would
be produced in a similar fashion. As the speculum continues to
reflect the reflections and the origin at the same time, the
distinctions between them are blurred so that they simultaneously
become both real and unreal. According to Derrida, the world is a
reflection, hence the reflection is both real and unreal so that it
initiates a constant forgetting of the origin. In Fig. 3, the origin is
constantly displaced in the play of gazing back and forth. It is this
ability of the speculum to displace the origin which is significant
in theorizing the marginal entity. However, according to Irigaray,
this displacement falls flat because even if the center or origin is
displaced or split, the images remain images of the originary
center while they themselves remain mired in self-ignorance as is
the case with third world feminism. The fact that the terminology
of Western feminist discourses has been absorbed by third
world feminist discourses like a bolus endorses this view point.
This observation undermines the agentive manoeuvreing of the
third world woman. If the gaze mechanisms were to be viewed
from Luce Irigaray’s angle, then the entire effort of deriving
assumptions regarding the third world woman’s agency would
fail. Hence, my argument segues from Irigaray’s to present an
alternative.

D C A SPECULUM B 

Figure 3 | The constant displacement of the originary center through the

play of gazing back and forth between reflected and the reflections.
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According to Irigaray, a crisis would be induced within the
gaze dynamics only if another mirror were used to intervene
between a speculum and the reflected entity. On the other hand,
my argument is that if the third world woman turns her polished
surface away, it would disrupt the self-replication of the so-called
center. This necessitates a modification of Fig. 1 in order for me
to continue with my theorization in Fig. 4.

In Fig. 4, if the woman refuses to reflect the center and turns
her gaze outwards, this could enable her to see the extensive space
beyond the circumference. Moreover, because of the permeability
of the margin and the weakening of the hold of the center, there is
no ontologically fixed interior or exterior. Both exist in a state of
fluctuant interactivity. Since the exteriority is no longer
constructed by any nucleus, a woman can gaze in all directions,
as is indicated by the multiple arrows emanating out of the
shaded circle on the dotted circumference. This mode of
resistance may be of use for any woman as she subverts the
“voyeuristic heteronormative gaze” (Eileraas, 2014: 43), be it of a
masculine principle or of Western feminism. This kind of
subversion does not dismantle the differences between the
genders and multiple races within the same gender. Rather, it
enhances the differences between the two without discursively
binding them within any ontological fixity. Thus both categories
of first and third world women are subject to a constant revision.
Within this play of différance between the first and third world
feminist discourses, both the notions of agency and resistance
gain an added complexity, particularly when the seeing/unseeing
modality is engaged.

The act of seeing needs to be undone through an agentive act of
unseeing and not through an act of reflecting back. This is evident
in the indigenous literature produced by the women writers of the
Sub-Continent. One notices that despite the fact that Western
feminist discourses did not lace these writings, they remained
exceedingly candid about issues that were considered to be taboos
in their respective societies. Both the writers and the women
characters that they depict are totally oblivious to the Western
feminist gaze as they continue to see themselves as they are in
relation to their own circumstances. They are not writing for a
white audience, although they have openly touched upon
exceedingly sensitive issues such as lesbianism and gang rape,
not unlike their Western contemporaries. The Pakistani poet
Kishwar Naheed is a case in point. Her Urdu poem “Antic-
lockwise” reflects a woman’s articulation as an agentive act that
consolidates the viewpoint of this thought experiment, that
despite being a third world woman situated at the margin, she is
empowered as she addresses the men of her society, declaring:

Even after you have tied the chains of domesticity,
shame and modesty around my feet even after you have
paralysed me

this fear will not leave you
that even though I cannot walk
I can still think. (Naheed, 1968, ‘Anticlockwise’)

In this way, a third world woman’s ability to think and
articulate herself in her own terms extracts her out of any form of
monolithic subalternity. She speaks, but being situated at a
limitrophic margin, her being heard by a Western feminist center
is not of great import. This mode of resistance again belies first
world feminists’ assumptions about the passivity of third world
women and suggests that the peripheral position is anything but a
passive space for a third world woman. In addition to Naheed,
Azra Abbas, another female Pakistani Urdu poet also proclaim
women’s femininity in accordance with their own selves. Abbas’s
(1996) narrator in the poem “Bull Fighter” (95) waves her
sexuality like a muleta, reminding man that her sexuality is not a
man’s privilege but his responsibility, thus bringing it in
alignment with her contextual Islamic gender discourse. Similarly,
Naheed’s (1968) poem “The Grass is Really like Me” is a
proclamation of a daring selfhood despite the patriarchal
insistence of mowing her down as it suggests her rhizomatic
ability extend herself beyond any enclosure.

However, it is not only through writing that numerous third
world women in South Asia are configuring their marginal
placement as agentive. Syeda Ghulam Fatima, a Pakistani Labour
activist has liberated nearly 80,000 bonded labourers, despite
threats to her life. Although gaining international attention and
acclaim through the Humans of New York series on Facebook in
2015, Fatima has been engaged in this form of activism since
1988, long before any international body recognized her efforts.
While it is true that these women do not encompass the entire
canvas of third world women’s agentive manoeuvrings on the
margin, they do constitute themselves in terms of their own
situatedness within their respective contexts, as had been
mentioned earlier. Through this mode of attaining autonomy of
expression and action, they deflect the stereotyping gaze of the
Western feminist center as they discard the stereotypical
assumption that a third world woman’s sexuality and articulation
are repressed. Their marginality thus allows them to acquire a
fluctuant femininity that evades closure. In this context, it is the
third world woman who becomes absolute différance, both in her
situatedness at the margin and in her ability to unsee any Western
center which has a hetero-cultural gaze.

Deflecting the Western feminist gaze
The problem with most forms of contemporary resistance by
third world women is problematic, particularly as one sets out to
deconstruct their modes of resistance which remain mired in
reflective gaze mechanics. To elucidate this point, I will take the

First World Feminism

Third World Woman

Figure 4 | The turning outwards of the marginal third world woman’s gaze, away from the first world feminist center.
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conflict between Femen’s nude protest across Europe and the
pro-Hijab protest in Egypt immediately in its after math, as cases
in point. Women across the first or third worlds are co-opted by
both a masculine and a Western feminist gaze. My contention is
that whether it is a pro-hijab or a topless women’s protest, both
are responding to the gaze mechanics of a Western feminist
center and its objectifying potential. Both protests address the
Western gaze that prescribes how a third world woman is to be
seen or unseen. In both contexts, our modes of resistance
somehow get co-opted by the male “voyeuristic heteronormative
gaze” (Eileraas, 2014: 43), whether it is ElMahdy in the nude
protest or someone else in the hijab movement. The pro-hijab
women argue that the hijab gives them a sense of freedom from
the intrusive masculine gaze that most men in our region have.
The hijab becomes a mode of freedom for them since they are
veiled from the objectifying gaze of the center and thus they gain
agency outside this gaze. Yet, at the same time, the hijab also
responds to a specific modality of the central masculine gaze that
is prescribed within their specific cultural discourses. On the
other hand, the Western feminist gaze does not see the veil as a
symbol of emancipation from the masculine center, but as a mode
of cultural and religious suppression. They forget that there are
certain circles, even within a conservative Muslim country like
Pakistan, where wearing a hijab constrains a woman’s agency and
they are discriminated against.

On the other hand, ElMahdy might be nude, but she is
addressing both a masculine gaze and also seeking approval from
a Western feminist gaze such as that of Femen that prescribes
nudity as an act of freedom for all women, regardless of their
socio-cultural environment. Since the body becomes a mode of
social engagement, the third world woman ends up seeing and
identifying her embodiment in terms of the gaze of the Western
feminist center. By debating on this gaze, through nude or pro-
hijab protests, third world women are constantly re-centering the
masculine principle and the white feminist discourses. What
needs to be remembered at this stage is that the Western feminist
ideas of embodiment are in themselves responding to the
objectifying Western masculine gaze, even as a veiled third world
woman responds to the objectifying masculine gaze of her own
society. In this context, the establishment of Femen in itself is
problematic, since it was a man, Victor Svyatski, who was its
mastermind (Eileraas, 2014: 48). Therefore, whether it is a liberal
or a conservative man or a Western feminist discourse telling a
third world woman to wear or not to wear a hijab, her action is
constantly problematized by the fact that even her resistance
adheres to certain modalities prescribed either by her immediate
patriarchal order or the Western feminist gaze.

However, in turning her back to the gaze of the Western
feminist center, some mode of self-knowledge may be extracted
by a third world woman. This is because a woman on the
periphery can use her situatedness in such a way that she no
longer depends upon the Master Signifier for her signification, as
the example of Ghulam Fatima indicates. She can remain in a
state of constant flux and sous rature (Derrida, 1967: 146) to
evade any prescriptive mechanisms imposed on her by Western
feminist discourses. She can not only inscribe herself as a
“political and sexual subject” (Eileraas, 2014: 46) but also as a
thinking subject, as she constantly re-thinks her position and all
its possibilities. It is by positing herself as a thinking subject that a
third world woman can extract the symbols of her incarceration
out of their global and local implications to be customized
according to an understanding emanating out of her own
situation. In this way, the hijab would no longer remain a
symbol of suppression, nor a nude protest remain a symbol of
emancipation. It is through context-based intellectual activism
that a third world woman can exceed the universal

representationalist dogmas of Western feminist thoughts that
posit themselves in terms of liberalism. Once, she exceeds those
dogmas, her need to justify herself in terms of the Western
feminist terms of emancipation would fade. For a third world
woman, the prescriptive social symbols, thus, lose their rigidity.
The veil is both emancipatory and constraining, depending upon
her usage of it within her own context. Since she reverts to no
center, the way she appropriates the socio-symbolic order
remains heterogeneously open, so that they reflect her in all her
contradictions. A third world woman does not have to be a
uniform essentialist category. It is in embracing this fluctuant
heterogeneity that she can counter any prescriptive gaze. Clothing
can become an emancipatory metaphor only if the third world
woman’s gaze is withdrawn from any center. Only then can she
evade any ontological fixity. While it may be acceded that her
options are by and large limited, between her willingness to
adhere or not to adhere to a particular dress code, the freedom to
sustain or alter it ought to stem from a third world woman’s
perception of her own self, rather than in compliance with any
kind of gaze dynamics. It is not only through embodiment or that
which is thought for her by Western feminists that she can exceed
the center’s gaze. It is also through the thought that she thinks
herself in terms of her own situatedness that she can gain
emancipation since her thoughts may then osmose into her
context. Her dress should not merely be reflective of the social
gaze, it should be reflective of her own thinking processes. Her
consciousness needs to be in a state of constant negotiation with
the multi-layered contexts within which she is embedded so that
it embraces her heterogeneity. Thus, in Eisensteinian paradigms,
she becomes a shifting metaphor to correlate with the shifting
dynamics of her location so that she turns her back both on the
phallus and on global feminism and becomes a “dispersion and
discontinuity” (Eisenstein, 1988: 41).

What needs to be considered here is that while a first world
woman perceives a hijab-wearing third world woman as
suppressed and a more Westernized woman as more liberal,
Eisenstein (2004) has focused on how the privileging of the
English language and the hierarchal binaries contouring its
episteme have played on excluding numerous indigenous forms
of non-Western feminisms, assuming that genuine agency only
resides in white women, (203). Therefore, the first world woman’s
gaze is also functioning like the masculine center that prescribes
how a third world woman ought to dress or not. As a third world
woman the question that I ask is a modified version of Spivak’s
question: “Who am I or who am I (not)”, not only outside the
masculine gaze but also outside the gaze of first world feminism?”
(Spivak, 1981: 179). My answer is that my position as an Other
can be used as an agent for displacing the central gaze so that it
can no longer define the periphery. I am and I am not, both at the
same time, because I am multiple and protean, hence hetero-
geneous. I am pure différance and within this dynamism lies my
agency. My Otherness does not have to be in terms of my being
passively objectified but in using my objectification to subvert the
objectifying gaze. Once the center is in a process of constant
displacement by my refusal to look back at it, so is my
objectification as a third world woman, because I will no longer
be able to rely on it to see myself as a single integrated projection.
My agentive and mutating heterogeneity would only be visible in
this displacement of the center’s gaze as it defies any mode of
ontological determination.

Conclusion
This article began with a proposal to re-view the margin as a
limitrophic domain which puts into question the “edge” (Derrida,
2002: 379) that outlines gender roles. With gender being ocularly
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re-inscribed, both by patriarchal and Western feminist discourses,
in terms of a center/periphery binary, I have endeavoured to
re-visit the ophthalmic operations of both the center and the
periphery in revising the notions of agentive manoeuvreing of
the marginal third world woman. In contesting the functional
modality of these binaries and re-presenting the margin as a
curdled space, my theorization argues that the margin does not
strictly bind any entity to any fixed center. As a matter of fact,
this marginality provides a certain degree of freedom to a third
world woman from the ideological fixity of a Western feminist
center. This kinetic margin grants an impetus to a third world
woman to turn away from the gaze of a Western feminist center;
to un-see it and thus deflect its gaze, in the process of the
articulation of its selfhood. In this way, her voice is neither
co-opted nor silenced in a mute alterity by the Western feminist
voice. Her task is to speak on her own, in a non-relationship to
any center, in a language which she understands, even if it is not
understood by anyone else. Since articulation is agency and so is
the movement away from the center, she need not reflect the
One in herself through self-ignorance. This mode of a theoretical
“alternativism” (Suleri, 1992 [1994]: 250) may be used as an
irruption point within the existing gender discourses to re-argue
the supposed alterity and passivity of the marginal third
world woman.

It may be argued that my own argument does take Western
discourses on board to project my own reflection back onto it;
however, since it is the Western discourse that has monumentally
informed the contemporary third world feminist discourses, it
was necessary for me to contest some of its notions to provide a
groove for my thought experiment. In addition, my own position
at the margin sanctions my freedom to agentively modulate my
situatedness at the permeable circumference that does not hinder
any mode of exchange across races or cultures. Both the fluctuant
inside and outside of my marginal position inform my agentive
manoeuvrings. The need is to revise the perceptions regarding
this interplay of différance without reducing any of the
participants into the binaristic, ontologically fixed categories of
the agentive/passive and the central/marginal. It is through the
re-configuration of the operational modalities of these binaries
that being marginal will no longer share a synonymy with
passivity and a third world woman can engage in agentive
practices to re-view herself in herself.

References
Abbas A (1996) Main lainain khainchti hun. Jadeed Classic Publishers: Lahore.
Bhabha H (1994) The Location of Culture. Routledge: London.
Derrida J (1967) Of Grammatology; trans. G Spivak and John Hopkins. University

Press: Baltimore, MD.
Derrida J (2002) The animal that therefore I am: (More to follow). trans. D Wills.

Critical Inquiry; 28 (winter): 369–418.
Elieraas K (2014) Sex(t)ing revolution, femen-izing the public square: Aliaa Magda

ElMahdy, nude protest, and transnational feminist body politics. Signs;
40 (1): 40–52.

Eisenstein Z (1988) The Female Body and the Law. University of California Press:
Berkeley, CA.

Eisenstein Z (2004) Against Empire: Feminisms, Racism, and The West. Zed Books:
London.

Irigaray L (1974) Speculum of the Other Woman; trans. GC Gill Cornell. University
Press: New York.

Irigaray L (1977) This Sex Which is Not One; trans. C Porter and C Burke. Cornell
University Press: New York.

Kristeva J (1981) Women’s Time. Signs; 7 (1): 13–35.
MacCabe C (1987) Foreword. In: In Other Worlds: Essays in Cultural Politics.

Metheun: London, pp ix–xix.
Maggio J (2007) Can the subaltern by heard: Political theory, translation,

representation, and Gayatri Chakravorty Sivak. Alternatives; 32 (4): 419–443.
Mohanty C (1988) Under Western eyes: Feminist scholarship and colonial

discorses. In: Williams P and Chrisman L (eds) Colonial Discourse and Post-
Colonial Theory: A Reader. Columbia University Press: New York, 1994
pp 196–220.

Naheed K (1968) “The grass is really like me” in Lab-i Goya, trans. Rukhsana
Ahmed, www.PoemHunter.com, accessed 4 February 2016.

Naheed K (1968) “Anticlockwise” in Lab-i Goya, trans. Rukhsana Ahmed, www.
PoemHunter.com, accessed 4 February 2016.

Oliver K (2009) Animal Lessons: How They Teach Us To Be Human. Columbia
University Press: New York.

Said E (1983) Traveling theory. In: The World, the Text, and the Critic. Harvard
University Press: Cambridge, MA, pp 226–247.

Spivak G (1976) Preface. In: Of Grammatology. John Hopkins University Press:
Baltimore, MD, pp ix–lxxxvii.

Spivak G (1977) The letter as cutting edge. In: In Other Worlds: Essays in Cultural
Politics. Metheun: London, pp 3–14.

Spivak G (1981) French feminism in an international frame. Yale French Studies;
Feminist Readings: French Texts/American Contexts 62, 154–184.

Spivak G (1986) Feminism and critical theory. In: In Other Worlds: Essays in
Cultural Politics. Metheun: London, pp 77–92.

Spivak G (1988 [1994]) Can the subaltern speak? In: Williams P and Chrisman L
(eds) Colonial Discourse and Postcolonial Theory: A Reader. Columbia
University Press: New York, pp 66–111.

Spivak G (2010) Situating feminism, 26 February, online video, https://www
.youtube.com/watch?v= garPdV7U3fQ, accessed 28 November 2015.

Suleri S (1992 [1994]) Woman skin deep: Feminism and the postcolonial
condition. In: Williams P and Chrisman L (eds) Colonial Discourse and Post-
Colonial Theory: A Reader. Columbia University Press: New York, pp 244–256.

Data availability
Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analysed
during the current study.

Acknowledgements
The author thanks her mentors Dr Riaz Hassan, Dr Aroosa Kanwal and Dr Sibghatullah
Khan for their constant guidance and faith in her abilities.

Additional information
Competing interests: The author declares no competing financial interests.

Reprints and permission information is available at http://www.palgrave-journals.com/
pal/authors/rights_and_permissions.html

How to cite this article: Mansoor A (2016) “Marginalization” in third world feminism:
its problematics and theoretical reconfiguration. Palgrave Communications. 2:16026 doi:
10.1057/palcomms.2016.26.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License. The images or other third party material in this

article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise
in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license,
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material.
To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

PALGRAVE COMMUNICATIONS | DOI: 10.1057/palcomms.2016.26 ARTICLE

PALGRAVE COMMUNICATIONS | 2:16026 |DOI: 10.1057/palcomms.2016.26 |www.palgrave-journals.com/palcomms 9

www.PoemHunter.com
www.PoemHunter.com
www.PoemHunter.com
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v�=�garPdV7U3fQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v�=�garPdV7U3fQ
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
http://www.palgrave-journals.com/palcomms

	“Marginalization” in third world feminism: its problematics and theoretical reconfiguration
	Introduction
	The opthalmic relationship between first and third world feminisms
	Problematizing the margin
	Deflecting the gaze of the center
	Deflecting the Western feminist gaze
	Conclusion
	Data availability
	Additional information
	Acknowledgements
	References



 
    
       
          
             
                Asma Mansoor
            
         
          
             
                Palgrave Communications 2,  (2016). doi:10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
            
         
          application/pdf
          doi:10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2016 Palgrave Macmillan
            
         
          
             
                “Marginalization” in third world feminism: its problematics and theoretical reconfiguration
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2016 Palgrave Macmillan, a division of Macmillan Publishers Ltd
          10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
          2055-1045
          
          1472-4782
          
          
             
                --
            
         
          Palgrave Communications
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
            
         
          2
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1057/palcomms.2016.26
            
         
          
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




