Positioning of experience as a justification for belief creates a self-referential insulation from criticism [“How can you know how I felt? You can’t criticize how I felt!”] and prevents meaningful criticism of the status quo which can always be rendered as purely subjective – any theory of politics that takes as transparent the meaning of personal experience can only but naturalize the categories it attempts to criticize. 
Scott 97.  Joan Scott, Professor of History at Princeton, 1997, Feminists Theorize the Political, “Experience”
When the evidence offered is the evidence of “experience,” the claim for referentiality is further buttressed – what could be truer, after all, than a subject's own account of what he or she has lived through?  It is precisely this kind of appeal to experience as uncontestable evidence and as an originary point of explanation – as foundation upon which analysis is based – that weakens the critical thrust of histories of difference.  By remaining within the epistemological frame of orthodox history, these studies lose the possibility of examining those assumptions and practices that excluded considerations of difference in the first place.  They take as self-evidence the identities of those whose experience is being documented and thus naturalize their difference.  They locate resistance outside its discursive construction and reify agency as an inherent attribute of individuals, thus decontextualizing it.  When experience is taken as the origin or knowledge, the vision of the individual subject (the person who had the experience of the historian who recounts it) becomes the bedrock of evidence upon which explanation is built.  Questions about the constructed nature of experience, about how subjects are constituted as different in the first place, about how one's vision is structured – about language (or discursive) and history – are left aside.  The evidence of experience then becomes evidence for the fact of difference rather than a way of exploring how difference is established, how it operates, how and in what ways it constitutes subjects who see and act in the world.  
To put it another way, the evidence of experience, whether conceived through a metaphor of visibility or in any other way that takes meaning as transparent, reproduces rather than contests given ideological system- those that assume that the facts of history speak for themselves and, in the case of histories of gender, those that rest on notions of a natural or established opposition between sexual practices and social conventions, and between homosexuality and heterosexuality.  Histories that document the hidden world of homosexuality, for example, show the impact of silence and repression on the lives of those affected by it and bring to light the history of their suppression and exploitation.  But the project of making experience visible precludes critical examination of the workings of the ideological system itself, it's categories of representation (homosexual/heterosexual, man/woman, black/white as fixed immutable identities), its premises about what these categories mean and how they operate, its notions of subjects, origin, and cause.
The project of making experience visible precludes analysis of the workings of this system and of its historicity; instead it reproduces its terms.  We come to appreciate the consequences of the closeting of homosexuals and we understand repression as an interested act of power or domination; alternative behaviors and institutions also become available to us.  What we don't have is a way of placing those alternatives within the framework of (historically contingent) dominant patterns of sexuality and the ideology that supports them.  We know they exist, but not the extent of the critique.  Making visible the experience of a different group exposes the existence of repressive mechanisms, but not their inner workings or logics; we know that difference exists, but we don't understand it as constituted relationally.  For that we need to attend to the historical processes that, through discourse, position subjects and produce their experiences.  It is not individuals who have experience, but subjects who are constituted  through experience.  Experience in this definition then becomes not the origin of our explanation, not the authoritative (because seen or felt) evidence that grounds what is know, but rather what we seek to explain, that about which knowledge is produced.  To think about experience in this way is to historicize it as well as to historicize the identities it produces.  This kind of historicizing represents a reply to the many contemporary historians who have argued that an unproblematized “experience” is the foundation of their practice; it is a historicizing that implies critical scrutiny of all explanatory categories usually taken for granted, including the category of “experience”
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