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Women and Cognitive Authority in the Knowledge Economy
Introduction

Disciplines vary in the ways they describe their modes of inquiry.  Nonetheless, in the main, disciplinary practitioners presuppose that their mode of inquiry or epistemology is blind to gender, race and class.  It is commonly held that disciplinary differences are variations on a theme rather than differences in kind.  Epistemologists develop broad theories about the appropriate methods of knowledge acquisition that underlie disciplinary variation.   Historically, not many women have been professional epistemologists.  Even today, the percentage women among epistemologists is small.  Additionally, at Philosophy of Science Association meetings women stand out as anomalies and people of color are non-existent.  So the question arises: if the appropriate methods for knowledge acquisition are independent of race, gender and class, why is thinking about knowledge acquisition in general and science in particular done, in the main, by men?  And further, if twenty-first century America is a knowledge economy, what are the implications of male dominated theorizing about how knowledge is acquired and used in society?  

I will argue that there is a bias in traditional epistemology as it is practiced today and that this bias has had an impact on social policy, especially in education.  The bias favors white, well-educated men.  This bias is not new but it is hard to see.  It is usually not planned or deliberate.  Most epistemologists are not to be blamed for the epistemic theories they develop that exclude women, people of color and others.  Rather, traditional epistemic theories fit with our societal norms for generating knowledge as well as inform and entrench those norms.  This is important.  Unless we want our knowledge economy to have the same built in bias, it is important to understand how the bias occurs and how we can begin to develop less biased theories and policies.  In the end we will see that there are strong reasons to reinvent the epistemology that we have inherited.

I

Our Inherited Epistemology
The primary concern in traditional epistemology has been, and is still, to give an account of the conditions under which a person can be said to know some statement or proposition.  On the surface, this seems unproblematic.  Everyone should have the skill to judge true from false and known from merely believed.  Developing an account of “propositional knowledge,” as it is called, occupied epistemologist to the near exclusion of any other concerns for the last three-hundred and fifty years (and more).
To develop an account of propositional knowledge, epistemologists attempt to define the necessary and sufficient conditions under which a proposition is known.  Meeting such conditions would provide an unassailable justification for claiming to know that a proposition were true.  The search for necessary and sufficient conditions presupposes there is an epistemic essence to be found and that knowing is trans-historical and universal.  The search is for an absolute abstraction, whether the method of the search is discovery or distillation.  On the one hand, traditional epistemology is microscopic in that the focus is on propositions, one at a time, about life’s minutia.  Standard examples are propositions such as “There is a red book on the table” or “I have a tooth ache.”  More complex sentences are not considered. 
On the other hand, traditional epistemology is ‘global’ in the sense that it seeks universally applicable solutions.  The simple sentences are contemplated by an idealized knower, supposedly stripped of emotion, history or goals.  As long as the proposition is a declarative sentence, no distinctions are made about the use to which it is to be put or who is attempting to know.  Epistemologists in the traditional mold believe that the only way to achieve certainty is to strip away all but the bare reasoning needed to make inferences.  It is also believed that anyone can achieve a close approximation of this ideal state, so it is perspective-less.  All that is needed is careful reasoning in which you deliberately set aside any complicating emotions, goals or history.  Hence, your context—socially, historically and economically—is irrelevant as are your individual goals and your emotions.  In traditional epistemology, the perspective of the idealized knower is a “view from nowhere” (Nagel, 1986).
Feminists and Postmodernists stress that the idealized knower is not without perspective as traditional epistemologist have falsely assumed.  Rather, it is the perspective of those in cognitive authority: typically, those who are well educated, moneyed, white and male, or those who identify as such.  Traditional epistemology manipulates the philosophic environment so that only knowers in this privileged class have cognitive authority.  Only ones so positioned can say what it is to know.  What are judged as recognized options is limited, and the epistemic views developed entrench the assumptions and interests of those who have cognitive authority.  This is how the traditional epistemic theories we have inherited fit with societal norms as well as inform and entrench those norms.
In the last few decades, some have found the traditional epistemic approach that ignores context arrogant.  It breaks the world apart into dichotomies and puts it back together in a succinct logical form which fits the philosopher’s need for certainty, but it is not to put the world back together as it is, in its messy, overlapping, and fuzzy-boundaried categories.  It has been difficult to unearth underlying presuppositions, one of which is the claim that one viewpoint is sufficient to fully describe all that is of concern.  The privileged agents and privileged context is all that is needed.  The very possibility of other epistemic agents, other epistemic goals or other contexts is at best ignored.  At worst, other agents, goals and contexts are seen not to exist.  In short, the “idealized epistemic agent approach” to epistemology does not value multiple perspectives.  The result is a kind of reductionism that says either there is something about the projects of women (and others who are not in the privileged epistemic elite) which is not worth respecting, investigating or counting as ways to know, or what is said can be reduced to the universal, emotionless ideal knower.  It follows that a social feature of the structure is that to participate, you have to qualify as manly in reason and behavior, even if you are a woman.
By ignoring context, epistemologists have investigated only a small part of what it is to know.  This is dangerous for two reasons.  First, there is a risk of missing some truths by limiting those that can contribute to only those in cognitive authority (usually well-educated, moneyed, white males).  Yet finding truth and avoiding error are the traditionally stated reasons for needing the necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge.  Limiting cognitive authority as traditional epistemology does is analogous to collecting data from a narrow range of possible characteristics rather than from a random sample and then generalizing your results to all classifications.  It is possible that such a limited sample would get it right, but chances are slim.
The second danger stems from the fact that traditional epistemology is now a set of philosophic views that are of no use to anyone who is not a professional philosopher.  Epistemic views in the tradition we have inherited develop by being modified to meet objections.  Often, objections come in the form of counter-examples.  The skeptic has the upper hand in this game, for counterexamples are much easier to create than is a positive account.  Multiple variations have been created for each type of view—foundationalism, reliablism, coherentism—all becoming more and more fine grained and all need special symbols to state.  But what does such a view tell me about how to live so I can gain the knowledge I need to reach my goals?  Epistemology is usually considered normative, not merely descriptive.  As such, current epistemology in the traditional mold fails broader epistemic desiderata: it fails to advise me in my search for important, goal driven knowledge.  The esoteric nature of epistemology in the traditional style makes my particular knowledge goals irrelevant. 
At this point we can state some policy implications that stem from traditional epistemology.  Those who approach epistemology traditionally assume the central issue is devising theories to show that an individual gains propositional knowledge.  Enactment—what we do with the knowledge gained—is considered outside the scope of epistemology.  Yet, there are implications to the adoption of the assumptions that underlie and are an explicit part of traditional epistemology.  How we know and what we want people to know is built into how we are taught to know.  Consider how we test and what we test for in educational systems.  Individuals are expected to have a command of facts (propositions) that can be tested objectively.  In the U.S., the primary thrust of the federal mandates of the “No Child Left Behind Act” is to ensure that every child can pass a fact-based, objective test.
  The punitive measures for schools who do not meet the mandatory level ensure that there is significant teaching to the test.  This sort of teaching and testing presupposes the ideal knower epistemic model in which context is irrelevant.  A child’s race or socioeconomic status is assumed to be irrelevant to knowledge acquisition.  Data have shown, however, that the schools that have difficulty meeting the mandated levels are those with substantial populations of poor, non-white children.  If the assumptions of the traditional model and its bias toward wealthy, white males were known, it would be much more difficult to pass legislation based on it as is “No Child Left Behind.”  Yet, having installed policy based on the traditional model of epistemology, the U.S. Secretary of Education, Margaret Spellings, is now considering similar policy for higher education.
My claim is not that facts are unimportant.  Rather, my criticism is against assuming the traditional model in epistemology which ignores context.  Where I start from, who I am, and what my relation is to the broader social and epistemic communities has an impact on how I learn and what I consider important to learn.  

II

Overvaluing Context

Valuing context is a key to developing more inclusive epistemic accounts.  There are many ways this could be done.  Some sociologists of science examine the role of context and here I consider only one example developed by Serra Tinic and Kevin Haggerty in “Whither Utility and Knowledgeability?  Response to N. Stehr ‘Knowledge, Markets and Biotechnology’” (2004).  The work of Tinic and Haggerty is illustrative for they show there is a danger in overvaluing context.

Tinic and Haggerty begin with Stehr’s claim that as the economy becomes more knowledge-based, market decisions are not made on utility alone.  Rather, says Stehr, there is a “moralization” of economic decision-making.  This can be seen in the increasing popularity of market funds that invest based on “social criteria.”  Excluded are tobacco companies, companies that have a history of violating pollution standards, or companies that violate fair labor practices.  These funds do well but frequently not as well as funds that are not restricted by social criteria.  Knowledge about a fund’s holdings is readily available to those who are in the knowledge economy.  Such information enables us to live out the principles we profess.  We are able to bring a degree of coherence to what we believe and what we do.  The market funds in which I invest display something of who I take myself to be and something of the moral structure I attempt to embody.  This is the way in which for many ‘utility’ is not the overriding criterion for economic decisions.
Tinic and Haggerty broaden Stehr’s thesis beyond the market to include scientific claims about which we make decisions in epistemological uncertainty.  It is part of everyone’s intellectual life to be faced with contested knowledge claims about which we must make evaluations.  An ever expanding wealth of scientific information inhibits any one individual’s ability to master all scientific knowledge.  When we need to make a judgment beyond our narrow specializations, claim Tinic and Haggerty, “which position we align ourselves with is informed by assorted social considerations, including how the different perspectives accord with our politics, personal commitments, methodological leanings and involvement in assorted social networks” (362).  Thomas Kuhn upset the status quo in the philosophy of science by arguing for this view (Kuhn, 1970).  Like Kuhn, Tinic and Haggerty state that it is through extra-scientific factors that we decide which scientific arguments to embrace.  This is true for scientists, academics, and laypeople.  We cannot independently verify claims out of our narrow expertise, so we decide by aligning ourselves “with one or another claim because it best meshes with [our] values, lifestyle and existing social networks” (362-363).
Much of what Tinic and Haggerty say is true.  Nonetheless, the overall view is dangerous.  The problem is a focus at the micro level, a level at which every individual has a distinct context.  If all judgments of contested knowledge claims rest on what meshes with my lifestyle, politics, commitments and methodological leanings, then I am hard pressed to justify to someone else why one decision is better than another.  The most I can say is that a decision or belief fits better with what I already believe.  This is an appeal to internal coherence without a hook to anything outside my belief set.
Oddly enough, the problem is that Tinic and Haggerty have not rid themselves of key assumptions in traditional epistemology.  Their focus is on which beliefs to accept and which propositions to hold.  As in traditional epistemology, the goal is to justify propositions.  What can be a justifier is broader than in traditional epistemology, and once justified, there is no claim to universal, trans-historical truth; but the focus is still at the propositional level.  
The danger in this approach is the relativism it implies.  If my lifestyle, politics and commitments justify my beliefs and there is no appeal to a search for trans-historical, universal truth or at least to interpersonally confirmed truths, then there is no way to arbitrate competing claims about which uncertain scientific or market claims to endorse.  We end up with a form of naïve relativism.  If true, my view on what claims to endorse cannot be justified.  What is more, neither can yours or anyone else’s for ‘justification’ has been reduced to nothing beyond a “good fit” with what I already believe.  At the same time, however, an appeal to “moralizing” the economy seems to imply that there are better and worse decisions based on ethical considerations that are not mere personal preference on the level of matters of taste.  But if all is relative to my personal context, then “moralization” loses any explanatory force.  What Tinic and Haggerty seem to have lost is the relation between justification and knowledge.  Justification has to do with reasons for believing a proposition is true whether or not those reasons fit with your beliefs.  
If this decline into relativism is accurate, then another problem arises.  The beliefs that actually move markets or have an impact on the economy will be those held by the powerful, independent of whether the beliefs are true (or a messy, but mostly accurate approximate description of reality).  We look to history and find that the powerful tend to be those who are well educated, moneyed, white and male.  The powerful value wealth, increasing wealth, and maintaining the structure that prioritizes increasing wealth.  Such key assumptions are the prima facie priority of commercial interests and the technologies that support them (Rooney, 2005).  

One result of the assumptions of traditional epistemology coupled with the prima facie priority of commercial interests is structured ignorance.  Ignorance, like knowledge, can be maintained and disseminated.  Furthermore, structured ignorance can be both at the object level and the meta-level.  At the object level, exclusionary epistemic practice can be seen in discourse that maintains group cohesion at the expense of transparency.  Both Banking and law practice can be seen in this light.  At the meta-level are the unquestioned assumptions about what it is important to know and the sanctioned methods for knowing.  Here U.S. education policy can be used again as an example.  At one level there is a structured ignorance about the relation between the training of broad intellectual skills and the assimilation and useful application of facts.  On anther level is structured ignorance concerning the relationship between assuming a traditional epistemic approach (the ideal knower) and educational policy.

Merely invoking context, then, will not solve one of the central problems with traditional epistemology, namely, women and others who are not in the powerful elite do not have cognitive authority.  What is not needed is a “women’s epistemology” that is parallel but distinct from traditional epistemology.  Rather, if we want an epistemology that is relevant to our lives, relevant to the knowledge economy and social policy, then we need to find a way to think clearly about broadening the goals of epistemology that maintain the relationship between justification and knowledge while recognizing the importance of context.

III

Contextualism, Standpoint Theory and Virtue Epistemology

Tinic and Haggerty are right: context matters.  As we have seen however, there are problems with equating ‘justification’ and ‘context’.  Another approach is to think of an epistemic ‘context’ as part of the broader context within which we make judgments regarding assertions.  An epistemic context is neither one picture based on a unity of voices (traditional epistemology), nor an unlimited number of pictures based on individuals’ preferences (Tinic and Haggerty), but instead, a pattern that emerges from many different voices.  Rather than knowledge having an essence, as in traditional epistemology, there are boundaries.  What fits within the boundaries is dependent on time, place, pragmatic needs, and other contextual factors.  Possible boundaries include an awareness of the bias present in forming a judgment, that judgment emerges from a plurality of local voices, (hence, not reductionistic), and an awareness that neither knowledge nor the boundaries are static (Warren, 1998, p. 264).  Context emerges and informs further “emergences” as the plurality of voices show the need for change.    Inclusiveness, a balance of values, transparency, and applicability for humans in a web of historical and concrete relationships (not just abstract ‘individuals’) are all pragmatic values that guide our evaluations.  Thus, pragmatic values also help us sort knowledge claims and judge some assertions “better.”  Thinking of ‘epistemic context’ as a pattern that emerges from many different voices requires a shift of focus, a change of goal, and a transparent articulation of the boundaries and pragmatic values.  Three related ways of making this shift are an early contextualist view, feminist standpoint theory, and virtue epistemology. 

David Annis (1977, 1982), developed a contextualist view in which knowledge production is communal.  Doubt and objections arise from real-life situations, not the skepticism that drives traditional epistemologists need for certainty.  Annis suggests that there will be jars and hitches that let us know that we should question what we have believed.  Objections and doubt will also be local, about a specific belief, not global, about the possibility of knowledge.  Focus is shifted from necessary and sufficient conditions to the context in which the knowledge is used.  On this view, context bounds what is eligible for doubt.  Use by an epistemic community determines what is doubtable.  Some contexts require the kind of justification that only a specialist can give, others require only the second-hand reporting of a specialist.  According to Contextualism, I do not need to independently verify every claim I make in order to be justified.  I do, however, need to pay attention to context and provide justification that satisfies the requirements determined by my epistemic community.  If I change epistemic communities, I change context and the social practices and norms that determine what an adequate justification is.  
For example, the justifications for changing the prime interest rate that the Chairman of the U. S. Federal Reserve gives to journalists is not the same justification required by the rest of the Reserve Board.  These are two different epistemic communities and each requires a different sort of justification.  But note: the justifications do not contradict one another.  Rather, the justification for the Board is a more detailed, specialized justification of the one given to journalists.  

One way contextualism differs from traditional epistemology is that in addition to being a theory of (local) justification, it is also a theory of the social requirements for epistemic responsibility.  On this view, testimony is a salient source of knowledge.   Community corroboration and critique redistributes the burdens of evidence-gathering and proof.  Thus, even though we cannot independently verify claims out of our narrow expertise, as Tinic and Haggerty note, in Annis’ contextualist view, we can still be justified.
Annis was writing before feminist epistemology developed in any significant way, but many feminists would make the same point by saying that knowledge production is a community activity that occurs in a power-saturated context.  “Knowers face choices in knowledge-making that evoke responsibilities as much to epistemic communities as to the evidence.” REF Contextualism
 is related to epistemic feminism in three ways: 1) both eliminate the ideal knower and place the context of the knower as central, 2) both place the power of justification in the context of a social group, and beliefs are justified relative to a social group, and, 3) both focus on the responsibility of the knower and on the practical use of knowledge.

A feminist view that can help find the middle way between ignoring context and over valuing context is standpoint theory.  Standpoint theory incorporates the voices of those who have not had cognitive authority in traditional epistemology, yet standpoint theory does not result in naïve epistemic relativism.  Standpoint theory finds structural parallels between the subordination of the proletariat under capitalism and the subordination of women under patriarchy.  The material-historical circumstances of women’s lives are the starting points for finding and examining the presuppositions that structure our patriarchal society just as the material-historical circumstances are the starting points for examining capitalism.  Although standpoint theory is broadly applicable, epistemic issues are central to theorists.
Standpoint theory does not grant a woman special cognitive authority simply on the basis that she is female.  Rather, cognitive authority results from the difficult work of learning to see structured patterns of domination and subordination—patterns which allow the domination and subordination to seem natural, inevitable and automatically conferring cognitive authority to those in power.  After undertaking the hard work to see the patterns of domination, you have a standpoint, neither completely external nor completely internal, from which understanding can be gained.  I have a standpoint by virtue of my inclusion in and my embracing of a group that is not dominant, and by recognizing the patterns of power that automatically accord cognitive authority not to those in my group, but to the dominant group.  Yet, this standpoint provides understanding of the social, political, and economic structures that allow for the illegitimate devaluating of some ways of knowing.  

Epistemically subordinated people know both their perspective and the perspective of the dominant group.  The absence of privilege allows for knowledge if one has developed the vision to see the structure of dominance and privilege.  The knowledge is of cognitive gaps, sometimes called negative semantic spaces (Frye, 1983, 152-173).  The conceptual framework that develops from the dominant perspective simply does not permit the existence of some objects and concepts.  Yet, those in the subordinate group realize that many such objects and concepts do exist in a conceptual space that is not a part of the dominant group’s reality.  The gaps or spaces occupied by those in the subordinate position are what traditional epistemology does not recognize as existing and hence does not name.  The subordinated see, and see from, the cognitive gaps.  Standpoint theory also provides the ability to recognize and explain the power of structured ignorance and the power of overcoming it.  Here, unlike traditional epistemology, the focus is on the knowers first.  Second is the kind of knowledge that a perspective outside the dominant structure grants them.  Who the knower is must always be part of the discussion of what is known.

It is possible for a person of privilege to develop a vision of the structure of epistemic domination and subordination.  It is, after all, coming to understand presuppositions and their consequences.  This is good news.  For change to occur, people of privilege whose cognitive authority is coupled with power will need to see the advantages in valuing how others know.

Together, Annis’ contextualism and standpoint theory have implications for the forming of social policy: 1) Do not make policy for abstract individuals, for there are none.  Rather, at a minimum, know the context of the people who will be affected by the policy and value their standpoint.  Ask: what are the goals of those affected by the policy under development?  What are their intellectual assets?  What are the intellectual liabilities?  Where do they stand in the epistemic, social and economic power structure?  2) Justification, and hence, policy development, should be an exercise of a social group with members from as diverse standpoints as possible.  This is more difficult than it seems.  Putting together such a group requires understanding the assumptions and mistakes of traditional epistemology that limits cognitive authority to the powerful.  Yet it will be those in power that put together the policy making groups.
The third view to consider is “virtue epistemology.”  It makes use of a shift from the traditional goal of ‘knowledge’ to the broader epistemic notion of ‘understanding’.  Knowledge is fully entrenched as true, justified belief had by an ideal knower.  Understanding, on the other hand, is a property of an individual who has a complex set of beliefs that are interrelated, that are at different levels of abstraction, which cohere internally and cohere with the individual’s experiences.  Experience is part of the hook to the world external to an individual’s beliefs.  Among the complex set of beliefs will be methods for evaluating experience, for developing new beliefs and for evaluating old beliefs.  Understanding is had by someone who has intellectual habits that lead to well justified beliefs that are related in all these ways specified.  Curiously, understanding can also be a property of an epistemic community.

It is worth noting that someone can do very well in the world without knowledge in the traditional sense of having a justified belief that is universally and trans-historically ture.  Any scientist will claim that what is taken for “truth” in science is only provisionally so and is known to be an approximation.  So scientists and laypeople alike can get by without knowledge as long as they have robust understanding.  If we shift to understanding, we sidestep all the skeptical worries generated in traditional epistemology and get on with living.  Generating understanding, then, is a pragmatic value of substantial power.  We can evaluate a theory based on the understanding it brings to either an individual or an epistemic community: does the theory make sense of what did not make sense before (Frye, xi-xvi)?  For example, does a theory, hypothesis or conceptual framework based on the above alternatives make sense of the lives of women in ways that the traditional epistemic framework leaves unexplained or as cognitive gaps?  Further, do the policies based on the alternatives make sense for women and from women’s standpoints?
Shifting to ‘understanding’ should not be underestimated.  Of the options we have considered thus far, this shift is the most radical move from traditional epistemology.  The view I will outline here that takes understanding as central is a version of virtue epistemology.
  The focus is not on propositions, but on individuals and their intellectual habits.  I call this view “pluralistic virtue-centered epistemology” (Eflin, 2004).  The starting points for this view are the following.  
1) Understanding is the central goal and it is possible for normal inquirers to meet the requirements for gaining understanding.  Understanding is neither perfect knowledge nor complete knowledge.  Justified beliefs, however, are embedded in understanding.  When I think about my epistemic life, and the goals I have for it, I realize that it is not individual, unrelated facts that I want to pile up, and especially not trivial facts—even if they do meet the necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge.  Rather, I want important, interrelated facts; I want skills that enable me to learn more; I want a coherent intellectual framework into which new information can fit and cohere.  I want understanding and the ability to increase my understanding in areas I deem important for my life.  We should ask whether our social and economic policies, including education policy, enable those without cognitive authority to fulfill these cognitive wants?
2)  What understanding should be sought cannot be answered in the abstract, independent of someone’s particular context and goals.  My cognitive life is given direction by what I seek to understand.  Of prime importance is who and what I am and how I want to be.  My overall wellbeing is one of my goals, so reflecting on what understanding should be sought given where I am and what I am becomes an epistemic responsibility for me.  Recognizing these contextual aspects of my epistemic responsibility should be part of social policy.  As we have noted before, context matters.  Furthermore, here is where virtue epistemology and standpoint theory overlap.  Knowing who and what I am in relation to the power structure is knowing my standpoint.  Such knowledge is essential for understanding what epistemic virtues I need to reach my goals.  Context, including my epistemic context, helps define who I am.  Standard epistemological categories are important, but what make them relevant are the relationships I am in.  Thus, standard, traditional epistemological categories are “in the service of” my broader goals.  
3)  We are not isolated subjects seeking pure truths, but contributors in a community of inquirers who seek understanding.  Pooling talents, and valuing the cognitive authority of those whose standpoints differ from ours, gives us a greater likelihood of arriving at valuable understanding.  As such, any understanding I may reach is dependent on others from whom I have learned.  It is also dependent on my contribution to the community, for it is the critical scrutiny my ideas receive from the community that hones my ideas and hypotheses into justified beliefs and builds systems for understanding our world and ourselves.  We can see contextualism and standpoint theory interlace here in a call for inclusiveness in policy making groups where the power structure is deliberately set aside.
To decide which epistemic virtues to develop as part of my intellectual character, I look to my epistemic community.  I seek out those who seem to understand deeply.  I look for those who “get it right.”  I learn from those who know how to understand.  I look to mentors who know how to make sense of the world.  I develop a similar epistemic character and then turn my epistemic virtues to my goals.    
Epistemic virtues are stable character traits we should cultivate if we are to gain justified beliefs and understanding.  Typical virtues include being open-minded, impartial, conscientious, and motivated to find truth and avoid error.  Virtues can be more full-bodied: having a synoptic grasp of disparate domains, being able to represent alternative points of view accurately, being able to focus at the right level at the right time, or being able to utilize the right virtue in context.
The foregoing highlights the underlying assumption that if one exercises epistemic virtues to gain understanding, then one usually satisfies the conditions for gaining justified beliefs.  “Virtue” is a success term, meaning that if you are epistemically virtuous, then you will be successful at gaining understanding.  Epistemic virtues are analogous to moral virtues.  If I have the virtue of ‘courage’, then I am courageous.  When there is evidence of me being courageous in the past, being courageous is part of who I am.  So too with the epistemic virtues.  If I have the virtue of open-mindedness, then I am open to new ideas testing my beliefs.  More generally, if I am epistemically virtuous, then I will make decisions that enable me to reach the goals I have for understanding and enacting.  Just as the use of scientific methodology is a self-regulating activity, the right exercise of epistemic virtues is a self-regulating activity to develop deep understanding.  Prima facie, even though a creative person may generate many possible options that are rejected, given the nature of the epistemic virtues, the final result will, in most cases, meet epistemic criteria.  This is what ties the exercising of epistemic virtues to understanding.
IV

Conclusion

If we want an epistemology that is relevant to our lives, to the knowledge economy, and to social policy, then those who write policy must adopt the following principles: 1) understand ‘context’ robustly but avoid the extreme of naïve relativism, 2) be cognizant of and attempt to avoid epistemic ignorance, 3) make values transparent as well as the relations between values and social policy, and 4) share cognitive authority.
The second and third principles require metacognition.  Policy writers must provide a second order justification which makes explicit the relation between values and policies.  Note that the U.S. Department of Education approach to testing makes difficult the teaching of higher-order thinking skills required for metacognition.  Thus the education Americans receive is based on the ideal knower model of traditional epistemology and entrenches this model in the next generation.
The fourth principle may be the most difficult.  It requires that those in power give up some of their cognitive authority.  How can cognitive authority be shared and with whom should it be shared?  If we were to say “with everyone” and “all the time,” decision making regarding social policy would be radically inefficient at best and impossible at worst.  So we come back to the question: how do we broaden exclusionary epistemology to include those who have lacked cognitive authority?  Contextualism is of help here.  If the policy under consideration affects only experts, then include only specialists from their epistemic community.  If, as is more often the case, the policy affects a broad range of people, representative inclusiveness based on standpoint rather than a unity of power or cognitive authority should be one of the values used to establish membership.  More difficult, perhaps, is choosing members based on their epistemic virtues.  Yet, someone who is epistemically virtuous will respect those whose standpoint gives them something important to add, expert and layperson alike.
There are consequences to acknowledging the ideas that run counter to the values, beliefs, and presuppositions of traditional epistemology.  Anyone who thinks of epistemology in broader terms, as we have here, risks not being part of the “knowledge elite.”  Yet there are great advantages as well.  Acting in the world requires a foundation of intellectual confidence.  For both men and women, understanding the socio-political and economic structures that have enabled the powerful to withhold cognitive authority from women and other groups provides the means for understanding what did not make sense before.  It provides pragmatically useful cognitive authority, including the cognitive authority needed for the “moralization” of economic decision making and other sorts of enactment.  Indeed, shared cognitive authority is needed if there is to be a robust knowledge economy.  As we have seen, a well functioning knowledge economy will need women (and others) to have cognitive authority that is respected by those in power.  Thus, there is a strong reason to reinvent epistemology to include the context of all those who hope to understand.
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