“PROGRAMA UNIVERHTARK) BN
ESTUDIOS DX GRNERO “ - U N. A M

an intro @l‘lj:ef.tiﬂ-n_ !

-
-

-:-r‘-v:' e ;v-:_-l?‘-!_!;

)y Introduce 1ssue.

pedagogy i pr
he transformativ

! he bad D1

e

utobiographi

[)

plicated in the construction of

;ample, in defining gender approg

naping perceptions of ﬂL ppr
 the !o) 1y 0]

nd the bo ncludes with sp
10 an edt *Y ;j\ 11
feminism.and for creating af
feminist action ,-,- cducation,

i

_Nw,v;mﬂ;g N1 SINSIN1

l.‘mm:?ﬁmﬂ:j ‘EﬁW-.-‘i:m d i

f levels: as a'student, parent, prim

her Irse “'"rr#.—’!?.‘ per and le
'"‘mm.uﬂﬁﬂ' ts currently profes.

rese: 1;:1**'1‘_ --ﬂn-moﬁ University

¥r;\, on equal |;!..- inities and femin
ducation and edited & number of eollection:
co-edited (with Rosemary Deem) the Open |
eries Gender and Education

™

OFf
- B
m g
z ;
z
<B
mc
) B
W |
b
- |
O |
-V
iTi §
2

il [
--_pf 80335" 190522'
: -...-I-‘ &




Umv‘ax\s"fﬂ
° . Uy

PRVES &m

coRRMEASION BE FuEanIaANES

PROGRAMA UNIVERSITARIO DE
. 5TUDIOS DE GENERG
Cealio G2 laTIMaCNE ¥ Pacsatalaciée

RO DF
N A M

=
Pt
o
91
e

Feminisms 1n
education

An introduction

GABY WEINER

Open University Press
Buckingham - Philadelphia



Open University Press
Celtic Court
22 Ballmoor
Buckingham
MKIS TXW

and
1900 Frost Road, Suite 101
Bristol, PA 19007, USA

First Published 1994
Copyright © Gaby Weiner 1994

All rights reserved. Except for the quotation of short passages for the
purpose of criticism and review, no part ot this publication may be
reproduced, stored i a retrieval system, or rransmitted in any form or
by any means, clectronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or
otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher or a
licence from the Copyright Licensing Agency Limited. Details of such
licences (for reprographic reproduction) may be obtained from the
Copynght Licensing Agency Ltd of 90 Totenham Court Road, London,
W 1P 9HE.

A catalogue record of this book is available from the British Library
ISBN 0-335-19052-9 (pb)  0-335-19053-7 (hb)

Library of Congress Cataloguing-in-Publication Data
Weiner, Gaby.

Feminisms in education : an introduction / Gaby Weincr.

p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 0-335-19052-9 ISBN 0-335-19053-7

1. Feminism and cducation. 2. Women—Education—Curricula.
3. Critcal pedagogy. L Title.
LC197. W45 1994
370.19'345—dc20 93-41707

cip

Typeset by Graphicraft Typesctters Limited, Hong Kong
Printed in Greatr Britain by St Edmundsbury Press,
Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk

Women and people of low birth are verv hard to deal

with. If vou are friendly with them, they get out of hand

and if you keep vour distance, they resent it
(Contucius 551-479 pc)



o

(9]

~

Contents

Preface

Introduction

From certainey to uncertainty: an autobiographical
narrative

Teacher-proot or teacher-led: universal or specific —
discourses on the curriculum

Feminisms and education

Eradicating inequaliey: feminist practitioners and
educational change

The gendered curriculum: producing the text
Developing a feminist praxis in pedagogy and
research

References

[fa e

\L oM (a0 Lo flw‘{ A

—
NN
(o8]



50 Feminisms in education

structure and in its focus on revealing how power is exercised
through discourse.

Is tilcrc a future for feminism, then, in future curriculum merta-
morphoses? Whilst this question will be addrc.?scd in '51.;l>scq'ucnt
chapters, perhaps, first, we need to know what forms ot fcnmn.zsms
are available to us, and also why education has appeared relatively
resistant to feminist challenges. Thus, discussion of dcwlppmcnts
within feminism and how they apply to education will form the

basis of the next chapter.

Feminisms and education

Introduction

Many people think of feminism as a comparatively recent phe-
nomenon - a rather “hippy” and utoptan vision left over from the
1960s and 1970s. Some have even termed the 1980s onwards as
a ‘post-feminist’ era in which women can relax at last, safe in the
knowledge that all the necessary gains (the vote, equal pay, oppor-
tunitics in the labour marker, sexual freedom and so on) have
been safely secured (Rumens 1983).

In fact, feminism has a very long history even though the term
is of more recent origin. It derives from the Latin fentinag (woman),
feminism initially meaning ‘having the quality of females’, and
came 1o use as a pesspective on sexual cequality in the 1890s.
Rosst {1974) traced its first usage in print to a book review pub-
hshed in The Athenaeunm, 27 April 1895 although this does not
signal the beginning of feminism as a movement since, prior 1o
this *womanism’ was more commonly used to describe interest in
sex equality issues. According to Turtle (1986: 349}, nineteenth-
century usage of the term *The Woman Question’ to denote interest
in the condition of women signalled “a pre-feminist consciousness’
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rather than feminism as a political movement, as it is conceived
today. To purloun Dale Spender’s book title, indeed, “There's Always
Been a Women's Movement™ (Spender 1983b). As feminist histo-
rians have found, if you look hard enough, every era has had 1t
share of women complaining of their lot in relation to their male
contemporarics. From Sappho in the seventh century se, through
the middie ages to the modern (and even the post-modern) period,
there has been a distinctive feminist presence in history.

However, different feminisms have priontized different aspects
of women's struggle against oppressive forces, It has been com-
mon in recent years to categorize cach feminism according to its
particular ideological source in order to show the ditferences within
feminism as well as the shared commitment to women’s advance-
ment. In 1987, Madeleine Arnot and identified three perspectives
on feminism which, we argued, had made the most impact on
education: these we termed *Equal Rights in Education” (namely
liberal feminism), ‘Patriarchal Relations’ (radical feminism) and
‘Class, Race and Gender: Structures and Ideologies’ (marxist/so-
cialist feminism) (Arnot and Wemer 1987). We were later rightly
criticized for rendering as marginal those feminisms on the fringes
of our three categories, in particular, black femimsm and lesbian
feminism. Mecasor and Sikes catalogue four main strands ot
feminism in their book on gender and schooling - liberal, radical,
socialist and psychoanalytic = (Measor and Sikes 1992), while
Tong in her introduction to feminist thought published in 1989,
distinguishes liberal, marxist, radical, psychoanalytic, socialist,
existentialist and postmodern feminisms, seven in all. As post-
structuralism rightly identifies, it is proving ever more difhcult
to categorize the amocba-like changes in feminism, due to the
shifting nature of terminology, say of ‘woman® or ‘feminism’ or
‘femininity’ and the discursive frameworks which have helped
shape the ‘normalizing’ processes for generations of women.
Indeed hooks (1984) argues that feminist thought is always a
‘theory in the making’, always open to re-examination and new
possibilitics. Morcover, if there is any agreement about feminism,
as Mitchell points out, it is likely to be of a general and dittuse
nature.

If feminism is a concern with issues affecting women, a
concern to advance women's interests, so that therefore any-
one who shares this concern is a feminist, whether they
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:'lc.‘kﬂF)\\'lCdgC 1t or not, then the range of feminism is ceneral
and its meaning is equally diffuse. \
(Mitchell 1986: 12)

Ho.wevcr, what has clearly marked our modern feminism has
been ars emphasis on the need for feminise conscionsness: that is"
ic concern to understand what has caused women's sub(;r,dilmtio\n’
1 .ordcr to campaign and struggle against it. Because such theo-
retical understandings (of the causes of women's nppu\'ssion) are
dependent on ideological and political value positions i)o\»‘cxrcrL
and also because femmism as ‘theory in the making’li)s rc's‘ist‘mt‘
to any one dominant discourse, any attempts to summarize dxff('cr-
ences in feminist perspective are necessarily hazardous and vul-
nerable to criticism. Nevertheless, in this c](mptcr I shall attempe
(pgrhaps unwisely) to consider, as far as it is possible, the various
shifts in modern feminist thought and their impact 0;1 cduc‘irlén~
at the same time as emphasizing feminism’s *harmonious’ goals <>;

g(i]unht'\' and sisterhood, and its discordant tones of difference and
dentiry,

Feminisms and feminist thought

We rf*r]d to be tamiliar with the two most recent feminist ‘waves':
the first, in the nineteenth century stretching into thc\ first t\\’(;
decades of the rwentieth century, and the schond from the late
1960s onwards. ’ ‘ o
.T'hc ‘first wave’ movement was associated with the cmergence
(?t hberal individualism and Protestantism at the time of the En-
llghtcnmcnr {at the end of the cighteenth and beginning of the
n‘mctccx.]rh centuries), drawing specifically on ideas about narural
rights, jusrice and democracy. Not surprisingly given its origin‘@
thg‘ movement was fiberal, bourgeois and hiq'l)l‘\' flzdit'i(fllcll}sfic",
prmcnp.ally concerned with extending legal, p<;lit{cal and empl()y:
ment rights of middle-class women. Whilst different class interests
such as O\\A'cmtcs, Chartists, Unitarians and middle-class rcf()r;xli
ers ungcd in campaigning on “The Woman Question® (often as
part of a pattern of reforms that embraced universal suffrage and
a nattonal svstem of educarion), improvement of the marriage
property laws, greater access to education and the professions
wider employment opportunities and participation of wm;lcn i.n‘
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government and public life undoubtedly vielded greater benefits
for middle-class women.

Liberal feminism, which has arguably been the most enduring
and accepted of all the feminisms (visible currently in the cam-
paigns in the UK for more women members of parliament and for
the rights of women to become Church of England cleries on an
cqual basis with men) asserts that individual women should be as
free as men to determine their social, political and educational
roles, and that any laws, traditions and activities that inhibit equal
rights and opportunitics should be abolished. Access to education
is fundamental to this perspective since it claims that by providing
equal education for both sexes, an environment would be created
in which individual women’s (and men’s) potential can be en-
couraged and developed. Liberal feminists also assume that equal-
ity for women can be achicved by democratic reforms, without the
need for revolutionary changes in cconomic, politcal or cultural
life, and, in this, their views are in sharp contrast to those of other
feminist campaigners.

The ‘sccond wave’ women's movement had more dissident origins
and aims, although was initially much mfluenced by the liberal
feminism of Betty Friedan whose 1963 publication, The Feminine
Mystique has been popularly regarded as signalling its beginnings.
The Women's Liberation Movement (WLM, also called the modern
or new feminist movement) was born in the USA in the 1960s out
of other movements of the political ‘new’ Left, particularly the
Civil Rights and anti-Vietnam war movements. A group of women,
thoroughly disenchanted with the male domination of political
organizations ostensibly committed to democratic/egalitarian
practices, began to explore ideas abour women-centredness in
political organizations and to organize their own autonomous
movement for women’s liberation. Though its debt to marxism 1s
clearly evident in the terminology used, for example Shulamith
Firestone’s Dialectic of Sex (1970) sought to define society in terms
of a sex/class svstem and offered the case for a feminist revolution,
the ideas developed came to be known as those characterizing
radical femsm.

First, the concept of ‘patriarchy’ was used to analyse the prin-
ciples underlying women’s oppression. Its original meaning — the
rule of the father - was altered to describe the historical domi-
nance of men over women, this being seen as the prototype of all

other oppressions and necessary for their continuation.
|
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Male supremacy is the oldest, most basic form of domina-

non. All other forms of exploitation and oppression are
extensions of male supremacy ... All men have oppressed
Women.

e gsn]s o L
(Redstockings Manifesto, quoted in Bouchier 1983)

Further, A\?illctr‘ (1“37]) argued that patriarchy is analytically inde-
pcx‘liit‘nl’ of capitalist or other modes of production and I‘irl:-*sm']c
{1970} detined patriarchy in terms of male controi over \x'n‘rAncx;\
reproduction, | \
}‘Iowm"cr, whilst the concept of patriarchy has been crucial to
modcrp feminism because as Humm (1989: 159) purs it ‘fcmi;lism
needed a term by which the totality of oppressive and cxp!oimt;vAc
relations which affect women could be expressed’, different fcn;i'list
leSC()L.r.SCS produce different versions of how patriarchy is c‘nrim-
stituted, as we shall see later in this chaprer. l
’ /‘T.nmhcr related assumption of radical feminism is that of the
‘universal oppression of women’. It necessarily follows fh.'H"lf a“
men oppress women, women are the oppressed class. though there
has been some disagreement abour ll()x?p&:x'idi%z?relti;o‘gl: :\erj/
are created and sustained. Firestone (1970) argued that the ."un:h—
mental incquality between men and women is traccable to :l;c
ph)fsn;‘.il realitics of female and male biology (particularly their
roles in reproduction) and their c(mscqucn;(‘(& Ormer ’1974) i;]
contrast, saw the relegation of women to the private sphere arising
o-ut.ot th_c interpretation of biology in terms of women’s asso-
ciation ‘.Vllrh nature and men's, with culture and civilization. \
The rl,nrd main assumption of radical feminism is thar, to be
aware of tl)_v eftects of male domination, women have to ‘:;)(]"rg':
:1 process of women-focused education (or re-education -
consciousness raising’. Developed in the 1960s, consciousness
raising 1s a means of sharing mformation about female L‘xpcncnc;‘
and was used as a means of education for women

) known as

e . of in the absence
ot a comprehensive knowledge-base on women.
\"f‘ wanted to get the truth about how women felt, how we
\_1cwcd our lives, what was done to us and how we func-
;mncd n the world. Not how we were supposed to feel but
10w we really did feel. This knowledge, pai !
i« L._’llx} d’1d teel. This kp(mlmgg, ganed through honest
lc_\;ummm\m O our persona. experience, we would pool to
Aol q ¢ s howe ~ N ) £ : o
help us figure how to change the situation of women.
{Shulman 1980: 154
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For a time, during the 1970s, radical feminist goals dominared the
‘second-wave” women’s movement as it drew in women trom a
wide range of backgrounds and interests. In Britain, Rowbotham
remembers that there seemed to be small groups in most large
towns, loosely connected together through national conferences;
thus, ‘the movement was sufficiently concerted to back national
campaigns, for example on abortion’ (Rowbotham 1989: x1).

Feminists grouped to address one or more of the numerous
concerns of women characterizing the last quarter of the twentieth
century: issues such as sexuality, women’s health, abortion and
reproductive rights, pornography, male violence, and also access
to and conditions of employment, child-care provision, sexual
harassment in the workplace and so on. The need to create a
knowledge-base that illuminated the experiences of women re-
sulted in a burgeoning feminist scholarship and also the emergence,
particularly in the United States, of a proliferation of Women's
Studies courses. Further, the perceived need to create a more ef-
fective, female, political power-base led to increased interest in the
development of women-friendly organizations and pracrices (non-
hierarchical, cooperative ete). This was characterized by “the re-
fusal of formal delegated structures of political organisation, a
stress on participation rather than representation” (Mitchell 1986:
26).

Further, as Mitchell (1986) points out, radical feminism not
only sought to challenge contemporary sexual relations and politics;
it also produced a new language and a new discursive framework
based on liberation and collectivism.

One of the most striking features of women’s liberation and
radical feminism was their recourse to a new language — the
language of liberation rather than emancipation, of collec-
tivism rather than individualism.

(Matchell 1986: 26)

However, by the end of the 1970s, a number of different feminist
perspectives surfaced to challenge the hegemonic position of radi-
cal {and to some extent, liberal) feminism, both as a critique and
an extension of the feminist project. For example, women within
nmrxrft and socialist organizations began, in a sense, to strike
back at the sisters who had originally defected, although in Britain,
as early as the 1950s, Juliet Mitchell had begun to articulate feminist
ideas within the British Left. Because she was criticized by male
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comrades for ideological incorrectness, she began to develop a
teminist position that demanded changes outside conventional
marxist economic and social policy. These included changes in:
production — women’s place in the labour marker: reproduction -
sexual divisions within the family; sexuality — in the views of women
as primarily sexual beings and sex-objects; and socialization — in
the way in which the voung were reared and educated (Mirchell
1971).

Later, other marxist and socialist feminists attempted to n
corporate 1deas about women’s oppression and patriarchal rela-
tions 1nto classic marxism, focusing in particular, on the relauonship
between production (the labour market) and reproduction (the
family); the interrelationship of capitalism and patriarchy; and the
complex inrerplay between gender, culture and society (see, for
example, Barrett 1980; Davis 1981; Scgal 1987).

Accordingly, patriarchy has a materialist and historical basis in
that capitalism is founded on a patriarchal division of labour.
Hartmann (1976) for example, defined patriarchy as a set of social
relations with a material base underpinned by a svstem of male
hicrarchical relations and solidarity.

An important emphasis was that of the impact of class on gender
formation exemplified in MacDonald's claim that gender and class
are inexorably drawn together within capitalism:

both class relations and gender relations, while thev exist
within their own histories, can nevertheless be so closely
interwoven that it is theoretically very difficult to draw them
apart within specific historic conjunctures. The development
of capitalism is one such conjuncture where one finds patri-
archal relations of dominance and control over women
buttressing the structure of class domination.

(MacDonald 1981: 160)

Whilst this feminist perspective had greater explanatory power, it
appeared to be less successful than radical feminism in attracting
large numbers of women to its political position, possibly because
in seeking to incorporate feminist ideas within marxism, its com-
plexities posed an obstacle to all but the most theoretically so-
phisticated.

In many ways, the most important challenge to radical feminism
came from black feminism which criticized not only the white,
patriarchal society for triply oppressing black women (on the basis
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of sex, colour and class) but also the oppressive nature of the
white women’s movement which had glossed over economic and
soctal differences between women in its attempt to articulate an
authentic, overarching female experience. Moreover, in the United
States, both waves of feminism were associated with black politi-
cal campaigns: in the nineteenth century, around the abolition of
slavery and in the twentieth, around the Civil Rights movement.
The apparently new black feminist presence was to shatter ir-
reparably the notion of universal sisterhood - though as Tuttle
ponts out, black feminism has been in existence as long as white
feminism “although {it has] . .. suffered the fate of most women of
being “lost™ to history’ (Turttle 1986: 41).

Black feminists challenged the idea that a feminism that ignores
racism can be meaningful. As bel hooks wrote in 1984:

Feminist theory would have much to offer it it showed women

ways in which racism and sexism are immutably connected

rather than pitting one struggle against the other, or blatantly

dismissing racism.

(hooks 1984: 52)

Morcover, it mounted a challenge to some of the most central
concepts and assumprions of the white women’s movement. Carby
argues, for example, that the concept of *patriarchy’ has different
meanings for black women.

We can point to no single source of our oppression. When
white feminists emphasize patriarchy alone, we want to re-
define the term and make it a more complex concept. Racism
ensures that black men do not have the same relations to
patriarchal/capitalist hierarchics as white men.
(Carby 1982, reprinted 1987: 65)
hooks further argued that the concentration of the white feminist

movement on identifying white middle and upper-class men as the
‘enemy’ and the ‘oppressor’ let other men off rhe hook.

The labeling of the white male patriarch as ‘chauvinist pig’
pravided a convenient scapegoat for black male sexists. They
could join with white and black women to protest against
white male oppression and divert attention away from their
sexism, their support of patriarchy and their sexist exploita-
von of women.

(hooks 1982, pp. 87-8)
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Black feminists pioncered the concept of identity politics, of
organizing around a specific oppression, which allowed for both
difference and equality to become issues within feminist politics.
Hill Collins adds a commitment to a humanist vision in her de§-
nittion of black feminism as ‘a process of self-conscious struggie
that empowers women and men to actualize a humanist view of
community’ (Hill Collins 1990: 39). She also draws on standpoint
theory to articulate a specific black woman’s position in the po-
litical cconomy, in particular, their ghettoization in domestic work
cnabling them to see white ¢htes from a position not available ro
black men.

Interestingly, British black feminists retain stronger links with
marxist and socialist feminism than their North American coun-
terparts due to the specific experience of British imperialism and
colonialism. For example, Brah and Minhas present their feminise
position as follows:

We start from the position that any discussion [of education]
... must be understood in the context of the complex social
and historical processes which account for the subordination
of black groups in British socicty. Social relations berween
white and black groups in Britain today are set against a
background of colonialism and imperialisim.

(Brah and Minhas 1983: 14)

In particular, British black feminists emphasized the exploitation
and unjust treatment of black immigrants (women and men) from
the Caribbean and the Asian subcontinent from the 1950s on-
wards, for example, concerning overt discrimination such as the
use of the “colour bar’ in housing, employment and education
(Bryvan et al. 1985). The state was further viewed as having cre-
ated new forms of racism {termed “institutional racism’) within the
bureaucracies and institutions for which it was responsible; thus
‘contemporary racism now needs to be seen as a structural feature
of the social system rather than a phenomenon merely of indi-
vidual prejudice’ (Brah and Minhas 1983: 13).

Furthermore, the possibility of making generalizations across all
groups derived, say, from theories based on the white family as a
site of sexual oppression, was heavily criticized. Phoenix {1987)
argues that in the light of the endemic and unremitting racism of
British society, the black British family is more likely to be a
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source of strength and a haven, than a site of oppression for black
woImen.

Simultancously, radical femimsm began to exhubit divisions as
breakaways championing a separatist feminist position were taken
up by the ‘new age’ philosophies of Mary Daly and her tollowers
on the one hand, and political lesbianism on the orher. Mary
Daly, in her 1979 volume Gyn/Ecology offers a new, metaphysical
spiritual feminism in which men are depicted as evil and death-
loving, parasitical on the energies of good, lite-loving women,
Daly argued that patriarchy iy uselt the world's prevailing rehigion
and that women need to withdraw from men in order to create a
new, women-centred universe with a new philosophy and theology,
and even a new language.

Lesbian feminism, in sharp contrast, took a much more overtly
political stand, arguing that lesbianism is not simply a matter of
sexual preference or an issue of civil rights but rather a whole way
of life combining the personal with the political. The concept of
political lesbianism was developed as a critique of the ideology
and practices of heterosexuality. According to Charlotte Bunch,

Lesbian-feminist politics is a political critique of the nscitu-
tion and ideology of heterosexuality as a cornerstone of male
supremacy. It is an extension of the analysis of sexual poli
tics to an analysis of sexuality itself as an instturnion. It is a
commirment to women as a political group, which is the
basis of a political/economic strategy leading to power for
women, not just an ‘alternative community’.

{quoted in Turtle 1986: 180-1)

The argument was made that since sexual orientation is a matter
of personal preference, lesbianism should not be stugmatized and
furthermore, that lesbianism should be made more visible within
the women’s movement, in history and i society as a whole.
Morcover, because political lesbianism constitutes a major chal-
lengd to male domination i its commitment to an autonomous,
wom'L‘n-ccmrcd soctety, it has a legitimate and cenrral place in any
movement which secks to redress the power balances between the
sexes.

Significantly, the more ‘radical’ feminist groupings were remark-
ably successful in achieving societal attitudinal change, particularly
given their relatively small numbers. Their public compaigns, for
instance, concerning the seriousness of rape and the establishment
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of rape crisis centres, the revelation of hitherto unacknow.edeed
icidence of child sexual abuse and male violence 1 the f;:('l't“.'»',
the establishment of havens tor battered wives, and (JZ‘.‘.[L&!,’_’X‘H
against pornography as a violation of women’s civil :lgh:\"..aii
fundamentally affected the societies within which they were acrive
{see, tor example, Brownmiller 1975; Dworkin 1981).

Another form of feminism to emerge in the 1970s, drawing to
some extent on both marxist and radical femimsm but also with
its own specitic knowledge-base was that of psyeboanalytic
femunisni. Its maim concern was to place greater emphasis within
teminism on how the oppresston of women affects their emotional
fife and their sexuality (as opposed, say, to their employment
prospects or position within the tamily). It argued, for instance,
that the roots of women's oppression are deeply embedded in the
psyche and that for women to free themselves, an ‘interior’ (as
well as socictal) revolution is necessary so that women are able to
challenge their own oppression. Extending her carlier ideas on the
necessary prerequisites for women’s liberation (sce carlier in this
chapter) Mitchell (1982) continued to articulate her concern about
the ideologies underlying women'’s position, this time taking Freud's
theories about the unconscious and the construction of femininiry
and demonstrating their importance as tools for analvsing and
challenging patriarchal society.

Critictsms of the phallocentric nature of Frend's work led other
feminists nto alternative ways of theorizing women's position in
the family and in child-rearing. Chodorow, for example, explored
mother/daughter relationships. Rejecting the notion that women’s
universal primary role in child-care could be explained in purely
biological or social terms, Chodorow claims that women beconie
mothers because they were themselves mothered by women. In
contrast, the fact that men are parented by women psvchically
reduces their potential for parenting, Women's exclusive mother-
ing, Chodorow asserted:

creates a psychology of male dominance and fear of women
in men. It forms a basis for the division of the social world
into unequally valued domestic and public spheres, cach the
province of a different gender.

(Chodorow 1978)

According to this view, patriarchy stems from the gender forma-
tion of females and males, uniting psychic and property relations



62 Femnsms in cducation

(Dinnerstein 1976). Thus to achieve women’s liberation, the fam-
ily must be reorganized so that women and men share parenting
responsibilities equally and children grow up dependent upon both
women and men from their carliest davs. Not surprisingly given
other radical feminist perspectives, major criticisms of Chodorow’s
thesis includes her priorinzation of psychic dynamics over social
structures in women’s liberation, and her failure to appreciate the
diversity of family structures inter- and wtra-culturally (Tong 1989).

Other, more complex (and often more confusing!) crincal
feminisms emerged in the 1980s to challenge and critique both the
women’s movement and patriarchal relations, developing out of
the general disillusionment with science and macro-political theory
in the post-Chernobyl and post-Communist/Cold War eras. They
were grounded, as Lather writes, in *the disappointed hopes en-
gendered by optimistic confidence in the continuing progress and
imminent triumph of Enlightenment reason’ (Lather 1991: 87).

They arose out of theorics of poststructuralism and postmod-
ernism, increasingly popular and influenual in the social sciences
towards the end of the 1980s. However, there was much confu-
sion about whart poststructuralism and postmodernism brought to
the understanding of social relations. In fact, Hudson reveals the
extent to which characterizations of postmodernism differ: seen
alternatively as a myth, periodization, condition or situation, ex-
pertence, historical consciousness, sensibility, climarte, crisis,
episteme, discourse, poetics, retreat, topos, and task or project
(Hudson 1989: 140). Calinescu (1985) suggests however that
postmodernism_is principally used in two ways: as a historical
category (namely defining a post-modern era) and as a svstematic
or ideal concept (namely a theoretical, analvuic framework). Also,
its relavionship to poststructurahsm lies in the acceprance by post-
structuralists of the analytic framework but not the sense of
periodjzation.

Thup, if postmodernist critiques aim to_deconstruct philosophical
claims' generally, and the very idea of possible unttary theories of
knowledge, post-nmiodern feminism also_concentrates on such cni-
tiques but within feminism (Nicholson 1990). Accordingly, femi-
nism is perceived as having much in common with postmodernism
in questioning the ‘foundationalism and absolutism’ {Hekman 1990:
2) of the modern historical period {(from the late eighteenth cen-
tury onwards); in criticizing the claims to objectivity and ration-
ality of modern (male) western scholarship; and in asserting that
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this epistemology must be displaced and a different wav of de-
scribing human knowledge and its acquisition must be found.

Feminism, like postmodernism, poses a challenge to modern
thought in every discipline from philosophy to physics, but
rh_c cutting edge of both critiques is to be in those disci-
plines that study ‘man’. Both feminism and postmodernism
are c§pccia]ly concerned to challenge one of the defining chas
acteristics of modernism, the anthropocentric Imale-centred
definition of knowledge. '

{Hekman 1990: 1-2)

However, Hekman makes the point thar feminism is also tied to
_rhe universalisms of Enlightenment epistemology, both because of
its modernist legacy (namely the emergence at the end of the
eighteenth century of liberal feminism as part of Enlightenment
thinking in, say, the work of Mary Wollstoncecraft, 1792), and
because of radical feminism’s adherence to dichoromies ar;d ab-
solutes connected with revealing an essential nature of womanhood.
;\gcordingly, a post-modern approach to feminism must necessarily
reject outright the epistemological categories that have created and
sustained the female-male dualism and also aim to reveal some of
the flaws in contemporary feminism, such as the attempt ro define
an cssgntizll temale nature (such as by Mary Daly), the failure 1o
recognize the historical and cultural embeddedness of 1its own
assumptions, or to replace the current ‘masculinist’ epistemology
with a similarly flawed ‘feminine-ist’ epistemology. Morcover, if
f1|l knowledge (including that created by feminism) is perceive ";15
interpretive and open to criticism this will add considerable sub-
stance and power to the overall feminist critique.

In contrast, poststructural feminism has placed more emphasis
on the creation of new ways of seeing and knowing. Drawing on
the work of the French philosopher Michel lfoucuulr\mnf.mg others
postsrrucruml feminism secks to analvse in more detail the work:
mngs of patriarchy in all its manifestations ~ ideological, institutional
organizational and subjective. Moving away from the un:vcrsai;
ot‘ liberal and radical feminism, social relations are viewed in terms
of pluraliry and diversity rather than unity and consensus, enabling
an artx_culation of alternative, more effective ways of thinking about
or acung on issues of gender (Wallach Scote 1590, \

A poststructural analysis, it is argued, differs fundamentalls from

structuralist analyses such as that of the linguist Saussure in that

y
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it recognizes the importance of “agency’ as well as structures in the
production of social practices:

It recognizes not only the constiturive force of discourse and
the social structures emerging through those discourses, but
accords the possibility of agerncy to the subject. For children
and anyone else not accorded tull human status withun society,
agency stems from a critical awareness ot the constitutive
force of discourse,

{(Davies and Banks 1992: 3}

Thus people are not socialized into thetr personal worlds, not
passively shaped by others but rather, cach 1s actuive in raking up
discourses through which he or she is shaped.

Moreover, feminist poststructuralism argues that what it means
to be a ‘woman™ and/or to be acceptably “feminmne’ shifts and
changes as a consequence of discursive shifts and changes in culture
and history. If the meanings of concepts such as ‘womanhood or
feminism, for that matter, are necessarily unstable and open to
contestation and redefinition, then they require continual scrutiny;
according to Wallach Scott (1988: 5):

they require vigilant repetition, reassertion and implementa-
tion by those who have endorsed one or another definition.
Instead of atributing transparent and shared meaning to
cultural concepts, poststructuralists insist that meanings are
not fixed in a culture’s lexicon but are rather dynanug, always
potentially in flux.

What poststructural feminism claims to be able to do, then, even
if 1t facks any substantive powerbase, is to offer discursive space
in which the individual woman 1s able to resist her subject posi-
;ionihg (a specific fixing of identity and meaning). According to
Weedon (1987 105):

A constant battle is being waged for the subjectiviey of every
individual = a battle in which real interests are at stake, for
example, gender-based social power - dominant, liberal-
humanist assumptions about subjectivity mask the struggle.

As a ‘reverse-discourse’, feminism is positioned to challenge mean-
ing and powecr, enabling the production of new, resistant discourses.
Weedon suggests, however, that radical feminism has tailed to do
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this thus tar since it has run parallel to the hegemonic, male dis-
course, rather than subvertung its power. On the other hand, while
privileging the interests of women, feminist poststructurahism,
Weedon argues, is more analvtical and illuminating in revealing
how power 1s exercised through discourse, how oppression works
and how resistances might be possibic.

Criticisms ot postmodernism and poststructuralism have largely
been concerned with questioning their appropriateness, although
theorctically strong, for political action. Thus the charge thar
postmodernist (and indeed poststructuralist) feminism cannot pro-
vide a viable political programme because it rejects absolure values
and verges on relanvism, needs seriously to be addressed even
though its rejection of male-defined knowledge and action is one
of_the most obvious goals ot feminism.

The range of femumisms deseribed above, 1 suggest, are those
that have been of most influence to Britsh feminism: however,
other forms have had greater prominence in other cultures. In
France, for example, different forms ot feminism have emerged
both out of existentialism and poststructuraiism/ postmodernism -
indeed Tong claims that unal recently, post-modern feminism was
popularly referred to as ‘French feminisn® (1989: 217).

In the first instance, drawing on the work of the French existen-
nal philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre in her 1949 book Le Deuxieme
Sexe, Simone de Beauvorr (1953) conceptualized woman's oppres-
sion as unique, derived from her position as the Other, not only
separate from man but inferior to him. Her perception of the
effects on women ot having and caring tor children suggesred to
de Beauvoir that it was harder for a woman to become and remain
a self’, especially as a mother. Wrining at a time when feminism
was at a low point, de Beauvoir argued the case for cultural factors
mm women's oppression, seeing causes and reasons bevond those
suggested by female biology and physiology to account for why
woman is invariably selected by society to play the role of the
Other (de Beauvorr 1933). At the ume of wniting Le Denxiémie Sexe,
de Beauvorr declared that she was not a feminist, believing the
class struggle to be more important and that women’s rights would
come with the achievement of socialism. In the 1970s, however,
she joined the Women's Liberation Movement, lacterly convinced
of the need for women to unite to fight against the manifest
continuation of sexual inequality in revolutionary, leftist societics.

Later, in the 1980s, vounger French feminist writers such as
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Cixous, Irigaray and Kristeva drew on the work of de Beauvoir as
well as the philosophical writings of Foucault, Derrida and Lacan,
to develop a philosophy of deconstructionism which aims to illu-
minate the mternal contradictions of the predominant systems of
thought and also to reiterpret Freudian psychoanalytic theory and
practice (Tong 1989). Cixous (Cixous 1971), for instance, applies
Derrida’s notion of ‘differance’ to writing, contrasting feminine
writing (I'écriture feminine) with masculine writing (literatur) and
arguing that these differences are psychically constructed. For a
variety of socio-cultural reasons, masculine writing has reigned
supreme over feminine writing with the consequence that man has
been associated with “all that 1s active, cultural, light, high or
generally positive and women with all that is passive, natural,
dark, low or generally negative’ (Tong 1989: 224). However, the
legacy of de Beauvoir is also clearly evident in chis strand of
French feminist thought since Cixous also asserts that man is the
self and woman is his Other; and woman exists in man’s world on
his terms. She further argues that women need to write themselves
out of the world men have constructed for them by putting into
words the unthinkable/unthought, and by using women’s own
particular forms of writing.

As feminism has become more fractured, and identity politics
more possible, other feminisms have continued to emerge: for
example, Christian ferminism (concerned with the creation of a
feminist theology — e.g. Maitland 1983) bumanist femiinism (ad-
vocating equality that judges women and men by a single standard
- c.g. $()ung 1985); Muslim feminism (which sees women’s lib-
cration' as both more threatening to Islam than it is in the West
but also more broadly based - c.g. Mernissi 1983); eco-fentinism
{another broadly-based movement with aims ranging from a quest
for a new spiritual relationship with nature to concern to empower
women in developing countries — e.g. Vidal 1993) and so on.
Contlicts within feminism led also to the use of labels of a more
derogatory nature for the activitics and beliefs of certain forms of
feminism by those holding alternative views: for example, the terms
‘revisionist’, ‘bourgeois’, ‘carcer’ have all been applied to liberal
feminism (Tuttle 1986) which has often been viewed by more
radical feminist perspectives as conservarive and conformist.

If anything is certain, it is that new feminisms will continue to
emerge in the decades to come to reflect the different cultural,
psychological and material concerns of new generations of women,

. y y .
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rather than any terminal decline of feminism or entry into any
post-teminist era.

Feminisms and education

Having attempted, albeit bricfly, to give a flavour of the variety of
feminisms that have influenced British culture, [ want now to pay
some attention to how these influences have permeated education.
In particular, I shall evaluate their impact on educational research
and the issues that feminists have chosen to research and the
implications of their findings; and educational understanding
concerning the explanations, causes and effects, given by feminists
tor the inequalities that currently exist between the sexes in schools.

Femnisms and educational research

It will come as no surprise that different feminist perspectives have
generated different research questions for education. For example
liberal Mfeminist.researChilisiudics have tended to focus on girls’
‘fatlure’ or underachievement in the schooling svstem and education
more generally in order to campaign for change. They have thus
cxplored the apparent failure to achieve by girls and voung women
at school, n higher education and in the workplace n relation to
their male peers; the causes of differential attainment patrerns
between the sexes 1 certain subject arcas {particularly in maths,
science and technology); sex-stereotyping in optional subject arcas
and 1n careers advice; bias in the way examinanions and tests are
constructed and marked; sex-differences in school staffing patterns,
and so on. The aim has been very clearly directed towards working
within the current system to achieve change quickly and with
minimal disruption. Thus, inuulizingtenns, suchas.access, choice,
disadvantages-underrepresentation-and-underachievementy-a-dis-
courseas-produced-in-which-thesmostacceptable-answers.are those
that-ace-unlikely-to-make-too many-overtly-threatcning-demands
on.a.largelyoscepuical-fand-malej-educational status-quo.
Radicalifeministsiwithinieducation, on the other hand, seem to
have no such reservations about alicnaring the educational cs-
tablishment, being concerned with more fundamental criticisms of
the male domination of society and the nature of school knowl-

edge. Thus their research questions have tended to focus on
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critiquing ‘male” school subjects, and examiming the patriarchal
processes of schooling and power relations between the sexes in
the classroom. Unlike their liberal feminist sisters, they prioritize
the role played by sexuality in the oppression of girls and women
in the classroom and staffroom, and in the schooling process more
generally. A key debate has been whether there 1s a role for the
single-sex school in the creation of an autonomous female learning
culture (see Deem 1984, for a full discussion of this). Thus, the
terms most frequently used within this femnust rescarch discourse
— patriarchal relanions, domination and subordination, oppression
and empowerment, woman and girl-centredness — signal both its
connectedness to radical femunist thinking in general and 1ts
fundamental criticism of current educational practice.

Alternatively, marxist and socialist feminist research on educa-
tion appears more complex i orientation, concerned with exam-
ining the degree to which education and schooling have been
effective i producing sexual incquality, say compared, to the
reproduction of class inequality. In particular, rescarchers have
focused on how gender and power relations are continually repro-
duced in schooling (Clarricoates 1978; Wolpe 1988); the forma-
tion of gendered class groupings in the schooling context, namely
the process by which working-class girls and bovs become working-
class women and men (Willis 1977; McRobbie 1978); and the
rclattionship between the family, schooling and the labour market
in maintaining dominant class and gender relationships (David
1980; Griffin 19835). The concepts utilized within this discourse —
capitalism, production, reproduction, class, gender, patriarchal
relations, correspondence theory ete. — are distinctively marxist in
origin, insightful in pointing up the different positioning of pupils
within state (and private) schooling. Yet it is not a discourse that
has been influential for practitioners in the classroom, vielding
little ground to genceral feminist demands for accessibility in
theorizing for, as well as about, women.

As previously stated, black feminists also mounted a vigorous
attack on schooling, criticizing in particular the endemic nature of
both racism and sexism. Rather than focusing on the “clash of
cultures” explanations given by many white teachers for the gen-
cral underperformance of black girls and young women (Brah and
Minhas 1985), they concentrated on exposing the pathologization
of black family culture and tracturing the widely held sterco-
types of black femininity. They explored, for instance, the actual
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experience of black girls and voung women in British schooling
and in higher education (Amos and Parmar 1984; Mirza 1992);
the sexism and racism of teachers (Wright 1987); and the simultanc-
ous construction of women and black students as a problem for,
and within, education (Williams 1987). The terminology of this
discourse — for example, antisexism, antiracism, black disadvantage,
institutional racism, stercotyping, lack of expectation - seems more
eclectic in origin than those of other feminist positions drawing on
discourses from antiracism as well as from the variety of feminist
discourses available.

Other feminisms appear to have had less impact although
poststructuralism has recently been more influental. Jones sug-
gests that in contrast to feminist macro-theories of educarion,
feminist poststructuralism holds to a view of ‘positive uncertainty’
(Jones 1993: 158) in which complexity rather than pattern prevails:

When girls are scen as multiply located, and not unambigu-
ously powerless, a feminist approach to classroom research
must shift away from the ‘disadvantage’ focus. An interest in
the unevenness of power means thar. . . studies might focus
on the wavs i which girls are variously positioned in the
classroom.

{Jones 1993: 160-1)

One of the key proponents of this form of analysis, Walkerdine,
explores the ideology of progressive pedagogy which although
conceived in terms of the liberation of children, she sces as clearly
oppositional to the liberation of female teachers (Walkerdine 1990).
Accordingly, the ‘regime of truth’ of the progressive primary class-
room is the male-as-norm child as active and the female-as-norm
teacher as passive. The independence and autonomy of the teacher
are sacrificed, through her role as quasi-mother, to observing and
facilitating the ‘naturally’ developing actvity of the child. At the
same time, the working-class, female child or black child is seen
as somewhat of a problem since she (hefshe) rarely conforms to
the ideal child. Thus, according to Walkerdine, in the ‘fiction’ of
the progressive classroom — of freedom, democracy, safery and
nature — there is a denial of power and of incquality; the discourse
simply does not allow for them to be considered.

Davies’ (1989) study of the ways in which sex and gender are
constituted through discursive practices fleshes our some of
Walkerdine’s ideas. Davies looked at story lines and narratives
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and the wavs in which gendered identities are implicated in pre-
school children’s understandings of the dominant cultural storyhnes
made available to them. She found that children could not neces
sarily understand feminist stories because their ‘hearings’ were
shaped and informed by dominant, ‘regulative’ discourses of gender
of the traditional children’s story or fairy rale,

_Lather (1991),) more interested in postmodernism as well as
poststructuralism, identifies her research aims in terms of *praxis’
and “sclf-reflexivity’ of the feminist researcher, calling for the
displacement of hicrarchies as the ordering principle of research.

The goal is difference without opposition and a shift from a
romantic view of the self as unchanging, authentic essence to
a concept of the ‘self” as a conjunction of diverse social prac-
tices produced and positioned socially, without an underlying
essence.

(Lather 1991: 82)

She argues, drawing on the experience of a three-year investiga-
tion into student resistance to the ‘liberatory curriculum’ of an
introductory women's studies course, that rescarchers must con-
staptly think against themselves as they ‘struggle towards ways of
knowing which can move us beyvond ourselves’ (Lather 1991: 83).

The termmology of this feminist research perspective s, like
that of marxist feminism, sometimes highly complex and ‘diffi-
cult’, utilizing terminology such as discourse, subjectivity, power—
knowledge, drawn from mainstrecam postmodernist and poststruc-
turalist writing. In my view, McWilliam (1993) 1s rightly cnitcal
of what she terms the PMT (postmodernist tension) of such wri-
ters as Lather who on the one hand, argue for openness and self-
reflexivity, vet in using highly complicated writing styles, seem
imphcitly to deny that possibility to their readers. As McWilliam
suggests, ‘it 1s not that there is nothing worthy here . . . the difficulty
is that one doesn’t so much read this text as wrestle with 10

(McWillham 1993: 201).

Feminisms and educational understanding

Once again, different explanations have been given for why sexual
incqualities have continued to cast their shadow on schooling an

cducation more generally. Also, different analyses have generated
ditferent solutions and strategies for change. Liberal feminists (such
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as those at the Schools Council mentioned in Chapter 3) argue
that ignorance is the main cause of sexual incquality and therefore
knowledge dissemination is the principal solution. In this view,
because sexual inequality within schooling is caused by a variery
of factors such as prejudice (of parents, teachers and society in
general), ‘traditional” values, the lack of proper role models and
structural barriers, the solution is twofold: awarencss-raising
through in-service training and school/LEA policy-making, and
the removal of the barriers, where necessary, through the use of
law (c.g. by passing cqual opportunities legislation).

Radical feminist educators, as might be expected, attribute in-
equalities 1n schooling to patriarchal forces and male-dominated
power relationships in which (hetero) sexuality and hierarchy
combine to create the dominant male and subordinate female
dualism. Further, they assert that these are manifested at every
level of society: in the family, in the school, in higher education
and in the workplace. Therefore neither the responsibility nor
solution to sexual inequality can be placed entirely on the shoul-
ders of educators; rather they must do whart they can to re-educate
soctety Into non-sexist behaviours and practices, as part of the
overall feminist challenge to patriarchal forces. This view holds
that education <an be potenually liberating but not in its present
state; 1t can only be transformative if it shifts the curriculum, and
school knowledge and educational culture from its male baseline.

Radical feminism has also sought to clarify the nature of patri-
archal relations of schooling, looking n particular at the links
between male power, sexual violence, masculinity and femininity,
and sexuality in the context of education. Interestingly, in recent
vears it has highlighted the problem of male sexuality.

Male sexual violence . . . is central to the maintenance of male
power by being structured into a model of masculinity which
schools have done little to challenge. But if we are seriously
committed to equality, then we have to make rather fewer
curriculum analyses of girls studying physics and boys
parentcraft and spend rather more time addressing these much
morc ditficult issues.
{Jones and Mahony 1989: xv)
The critique underpinning this position - of the heterosexual
normalization within schooling that confirms girls and women in
their subordinate status as properly feminine — constitutes a sharply
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focused and, in my view, illuminating analysis of the male—female
dualism and the role of the patriarchal state in closing down the
options of women. The hope expressed is that of widening oppor-
tunities for young people by: ‘exposing the lack of safety for girls
in many of our schools and . . . placing the often neglected story
of sexuality and the social control of girls in education, on the
map’ (Jones and Mahony 1989: xvi).

Marxist and socialist feminist educators appear to have less
taith in the role of cducation in social change; rather they see it
as one ot the terrains upon which the sex as well as the class
struggle is played ourt and in which patterns of social domination
and subordination are reproduced and sustained. They argue, for
example, that working-class girls are doubly disadvantaged in
schools in undergoing similar experiences of class inequality to
their male peers yet also receiving messages about female inferior-
ity. The solution of this feminist perspective to cducational in-
cquality is, thus, fairly limited because of the perceived structural
nature of sexual inequality within capitalism (although socialist
fcrninism places equal importance on the influence and necessary
O‘I'crthr()w of patriarchy). Nevertheless it has been active in the
teacher unions in particular, seeking to challenge the domination
of male hierarchies and to place feminist issues on the union agenda
(Rowbotham 1989).

Black feminism has also seemed equally sceptical about the extent
to which British education can overturn or transform incqualities
in society; the law has to some extent been more important in
cradicating some of the most overt forms of racial and sexual dis-
crimination. However, black activists have been prepared to point
out patterns of institutionalized and individual racism in an effort
to re-educare ideologically more sympathetic colleagues into more
consciously cgalitarian practices. Black feminists have also pointed
out that by distinguishing between gender and ‘race’ issues in
education (rather than fusing them) black girls have been effec-
tively rendered invisible. Also, the tendency to treat girls from a
varicty of cthnic groups as a homogenous group on account of
their colour, has been heavily criticized; whilst their encounters
with racism might be similar, their often diverse cultural, cconomic
and perhaps religious backgrounds mean that their perception and
experience of education is likely to be substantially different.

Postmodernist and poststructuralist feminist educators, although
comparatively new on the educational scene, are also beginning to
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have more to say about inequalities in schooling and about how
challenges can be made. Because of their interest in the wav in
which discourse operates as a ‘normalizing’ and ‘naturalizing’
process in which knowledge and power are connected and, also,
in their prioritization of the ‘local’, they argue that it is possible
to create a counter-discourse in-which the unsavable may be said.
One point of action is to promote in students a critical awareness
of their positioning within educational discourses. Another is to be
alert to possibilities for feminist action as they occur — to be
‘strect-wise’ or to ‘get smart’ as Lather (1991) puts it. A major 7
problem, however, has been how to create critical consciousness !
without implying an ideological correctness or clashing with the
complex subjectivities and loyalties of female (and male) students.

In this chapter, I have tried to provide a broad overview of the

shades and projects of contemporary feminism, in particular as
they have influenced educational ideas and practices. If such analyses
might be construed as divisive and therefore weakening to the
overall feminist project, 1 suggest that such criticisms are over-
timid. It 1s my contention that feminism must subject itself to the
same forms of scrutiny that it applies to other discursive and
epistemological frameworks, that it needs to recognize its own
embeddedness in history and culture and also that it must come
to terms with the incvitability of its splintered existence.

The next chapter will show, in more detail, how these femi-
nisms, particularly those of liberal and radical feminism, have
permeated and influenced the British schoo! curriculum and
cducational practices more generally.



|
|
| References
i

. ]oand GOoODSON, 1. F. (Eds) (1985) Teachers’ Lives and Careers, Lewes,
ner Press.
, RO(1982) *Work histories, carcer strategies and the class structure’, in

l)l‘\\ A. and MACKENZIE, G. (Eds) Social Class and the Division of

m; Cambridge. Cambridge University Press.
*Tm\ R, and JONES, G. (1984) White Collar Proletariar, London,

iditions Document, London, DES.

MENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE (1987b) Statistics of Education:
hers in Sevvice in England and Wales, 1985, London, DES.

(1985) The Sexual Division of Work, Brighton, Wheatsheat.

GER, P Boand PIORE, M. ] (1971) Internal Labor Markets and Manpower
Eym Leximgton, Mass., D. C. Hc.]th,

cmillan,
EM} NT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE (1987a) School Teachers’ Pay and

(1986) “Teachers' carcers: The objectve dimension’, Educational
dies, 12, 3., pp 225-44.
(1987) *Becoming carcer ambivnous’. Educational Review, 39, 1,
yi5-20
o

] mln‘u 9. 1. pp. 81-96.
l‘)KXl\) ‘Managing childcare and work responsibilities’, Sociological

uw. 36,30 pp. 503-31.

Soand START. K. B. (1974) Promotion and Careers in Teaching, Slough.
tional Foundation for Educational Rescarch.
IOGE. R (1983) “Sources ot diversity in anternal labour markets”,
Eiolnu)‘. 17, pp. 44-62.
UG, (1981) Teacher Careers and Career Perceptions, Slough, National
tindation for Educational Rescarch.
NAL UNION OF TEACHERS (1980) Promotion and the Woman Teacher,
ﬂn(hn ster. Equal Opportumlus Commission.
tM. . (1975) *Notes for a theory ot labour market stratification’, in
kwarDS, R L. REICH, M. and GORDON. D. M. (Eds) Labor Muarket
mentation, Lexington, Mass., DL C. Heath.
AN G (1974) Comnunity and  Occupation, Cambridge. Cambridge
Jiversity Press
P. 1. Mrasor, L. and WooDS, P (1985) Teacher Careers: Crises and
‘mmtulu',\‘. Lewes, Falmer Press.
Ev. D. (1985 Diplomats and Detectives: 1LEA Advisers ar Work, London,
ibert Roveg

-

1*)88‘1 ‘Returning to teaching’. British Jowrnal of Sociology of

13
Prima Donna inter Pares? Women in
Academic Management

Miviam I, David

This essay aims to explore women teachers’ careers in higher education,
tocusing on academic social scientists. Because of the dearth of lit-
crature, except tor Acker (1980) and Sutherland (1985), 1 have
unashamedly decided to reflect upon my own experiences as an
academic social scientist to try to tease out some of the issues and factors
which construct such female academic carcers. In this journey [ have
come to the realization that my own carcer experiences — both the
pleasant and the painful — are not unique but mirror those of other
women academics. Inevitably, of course, the particular complex com-
bination of personal and protessional experiences is unique, but there
arc parallels and similarities with other women’s experiences. Feminist
academics in North America, especially Keller and Moglen (1987), have
begun to explore the effects on academic women's lives of interpersonal
questions. I do not think that male academics have the same experiences
in the academy as do female academics. I want to argue that gender is
indced a significant variable in the construction and experience of
academic careers, as it is now recognized to be in other educational
careers, such as schooltcaching and educational administration and
management.

This argument about the significance of gender is, however, quite
dithcule to sustain at the statistical level. In Britain we have such a
paucity of statistics about women’s place in the academy, especially as
social scientists. What we do know, from studies such as Williams er al.
(1974) and Rendel (1984), 1s that the expansion of the higher education
labour market entailed an expansion of the social science disciplines
including sociology. social administration, social policy and social
work, and an increase in the numbers of women employed as social
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scientists. In the carly years ot this expansion, however, women's
carcers were typically different from men's. Women were more likely
than men to be tfound in temporary rescarch, rather than tenured
teaching posts. In recent years we have witnessed a return to this
pattern of academic social science carcers. For a brief period in the
1970s women were appointed to tenured teaching posts in propor-
tionately greater numbers than hitherto. From the carly 1980s, with the
general contraction and tightening ot the higher education labour
market. there has been a disproportionate reduction in social scientists
and a conscquent reduction in the representation of women. Never-
theless. because of the consolidation of women academics’ careers in the
1970s. this reduction has not had uniform effects. Rather a curious
phenomenon has emerged of the diversity of women’s carcer patterns.
[n this situation some women have been afforded opportunities tor
carcer advancement such as promotion through the academic hierarchy
to senior academic positions, including professorial andfor head of
department posts and deanships. The spread of women’s academic
positions, trom temporary researchers to tenured posts to deanships and
bevond, is now typically greater in the social sciences than it was in the
past, espectally a decade or two ago.

For some, academic posts are a ‘position for lite’ — as with the
classroom teacher so with the tenured academic — a career grade. On
the other hand. carcer progression may entail the acceprance ot some
minor or more substantial administrative or managerial responsibility.
T'vpically in Britain, although not in other higher education systems
such as those in the USA or Canada, managernial and administrative
responsibility s of a permanent rather than temporary and rotating
kind, and it is usually so substantial that 1t takes one away from the
‘chalk-face” or classroom. Increasingly educational management within
the academy has begun to take on a distinctive flavour ditferent from
that of the “carcer-grade” academic. This change in job definition has
occurred more by incremental changes in the majority of institutions
than by deliberate design. It has at least something to do with the
redirection, nationally, of higher education policy and the characteristics
and nature of the constituent institutions. The cffect, however, is to
make carcer prospects and promotion realities rather at variance with
onc another. The old assumption, which held true tor at least two
generations of academics, that promotion through to professor or head
of department was as much to do with senijority as anything else is no
longer tenable. Being “primus inter pares’ is not an adage that fully rings
true. Instead, the job now entails some management responsibility

Prima Donna inter Pares? Women in Academic Manag.

covering not only academic guidance andfor leadership but alsc
deployment of resources, both physical and stathing. In the cu
harsh cconomic chmate this means making dithcult, and often te
choices between people and the necessary materials to carry
academic tasks.

The gencravon of academics currently empowered to make
decisions was not brought up to expect to be engaged in this ki
exercise. Rather the assumptions made at the beginnings of acad
carcers were about the pursuit and implementation of intellectual
through course design and development, as well as rescarch. A dift
gloss is now put on academic life from that of the post-war cons
ton of acadenne carcers. The expansion of social science departn:
espectally sociology and social administration, in the two to
decades atter the end of World War 1l brought with it hope
optimism 1 designing new courses, new curricula and new res
cndeavours, and contributed to nsing expectations for carcer cre
and constructuion. These hopes and expectations are no longer ca
sustain.

The inital development of the social sciences accepted the for
the wider social context in terms of the relations between the sex
was completely gender-blind. No specific consideration was giv
the social sciences cither to questioning the relations between the
in the subject matter nor in the gender composition of the students
chose to enter higher educavon. The academic carcers that im
developed tor the social sciences flowed from this and were very
in the general academic mould — new specialized careers, essential
men, although the exclusion of women was not by design. This p.
remains generally unbroken.

Margrit Eichler (1986) has provided an extremely uscful critic
the way in which the social sciences as a discipline have developec
trics to apply the Kuhnian notion of paradigmatic shifts to the w.
which the discipline might have responded to the various 1
feminist appraisals of it. She suggested that the discipline could
been radically altered by the feminist contributions cither by accep
totally feminist reorientation or by developing an explicit, non-
approach. More modestly the discipline could have been sh
modified by the addition of a liberal feminist approach. Howeve
closc investigation she discovers that the enterprise of social scien.
been relatively untouched by the various fenunist critiques an.
remained within the traditional ‘business-as-usual” gender-blind
adigm.



irticularly attracted to trying to usc Eichler’s approach for a
tion of the development of academic carcers in the social
hich 1n a sense are the other side of the (subject) coin.
I have applied Eichler’s approach to my own carcer pro-
rough doing contract rescarch to becoming a tenured teacher
37). I would like to usce 1t again to look at my becoming an
-ader andfor manager, committed to the notion of being a
some variant. This commitment has implications for the
fhich one might teach and work with others. The commit-
ad previously understood it, came largely out of a somewhat
action to the ways in which I had experienced my academic
»s, especially within largely male hierarchies. On reflection,
here are two other more positive reasons for this commit-
s the developing network of teminist colleagues and friends,
knowledged in part before; but the other is the growing
of the nature of the student clientele. The vast majority of
s — at all levels within the academy — have been women,
scarching for some new and exciting understanding ot their
tuations. Their quests have greatly influenced my own and
» do so.
“’s critique can be used first, and brietly, to re-assess whether
rattern of academic social scientists’ careers was any different
of the discipline developments. Although I noted above that
Os 1in Britain the proportion of female social scientists in
w«ching posts increased, it increased only at the margins and
cely temporarily. Despite these accretions to the profession,
vas not to alter its essence. It did not even go so far as the
ninor change of ‘adding on’ a feminist touch. The general

mnd pattern of the profession essentially remains that of

s-usual’. Of course what is ‘business-as-usual’ is only that in
sender sensc. The enterprise of social science, especially for
'rs and academic leaders of social scientists, has changed to a
ness-like style. In other words women have entered the
in greater numbers and proportionately more have risen in
ic hicrarchy, but that, in itsclf, has not altered the characteris-

profession. Insofar as a small number of those women
1ave had feminist inclinations or leanings, this has not, sadly.
ictive cffect on the general characteristics of the profession or
ic offerings. It has not entailed any paradigmatic shift. I do
» suggest any indictment of the women themselves nor of the
feminist scholarship. It is merely to point to the tremendous

difficultics entailed in such a task of trying to alter a now well
cstablished academic profession. Also 1 would not want to dissuade
others from the pursuit of this objective of attempting. in some ways, to
feminize and/or humanize the endeavour of social science, and to try to
do so through those involved in teaching and rescarch.

Eichler’s approach can also be applied to my own situation. Indeed.
in my own case, and presumably that of other feminist social scientists.,

I belicved — and still believe — that 1 have something qualicatively
different to present as a woman academic leader. 1 would want to Zo
turther than trying to *add-on’ a feminist approach to the conventional
one, but would want to develop an alternative feminist perspective or
an cxplicitly non-sexist strategy for the social sciences. which takes
seriously the variety of feminist critiques.

My own beliet that I have a distinctive approach came from several
different sources. With growing maturity based not only on chronolo-
gical age but also on rescarch knowledge and experience ot educational
management, I began to realize what the various styles ot academic
leadership in the social sciences might entail. Inevitably as a social
scientist [ was familiar with different theories of organizations and their
management but, more than that, T had even tried to investigate them in
my doctoral rescarch. Distinguishing chiet education ofhcers, or direc-
tors of cducation, into “conciliators’ or “educators’ (David. 1977) made
me keenly aware of the inter-personal skills necessarily involved in chat
kind of job. Through the growing nctwork of feminist scholars |
realized that iter-personal skills could not be used without a recogni-
tion of gender relationships. too, and the purpose for which they would
be applied. It was this necework which began to develop a sound basis
tor the assumption that we, as a group of feminist social scientists, had
morce than a sct of critiques of the discipline to offer. We also had the
personal qualitics we thought necessary to try to transform  the
discipline through our own activities, such as in the professional
associations and in the departments as academic leaders. This growing
assurance, however, was not born of arrogance, it also derived from
the exciting developments in teaching both on conventional social
sctence courses and in the specialisms of women's studies. The inter-
personal relationships between women staff and students were both
exhilarating and encouraging, building up both bonds and knowledge
and pointing the way to highly creative new ways of working.
However, the translation of some of these non-hicrarchical, cooperative
ways of teaching and learning from their origins in informal scttings
into the academy was not casy. Given academic hicrarchics, such
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ways of working could only be achieved fully on the edges.
rtant at this stage, however, to identify alternative strate-
thties and their potental for implementation.
*xciting new possibilitics were often on the brink of being
the dificult milieu in which we were increasingly required
Just as we were beginning to realize quite how innovative
be, through our various experiments and investigations, the
'xt began to throw shadows over our achievements. With
of both distance and hindsight it may now be important to
tor me personally, along with the Bristol Women's Studies
rcalization of our goals coincided with Mrs Thatcher’s
power. Half the Sky: An Introduction to Women'’s Studics was
n the summer of 1979, within months of the Conservative

‘er, that victory could not gainsay our own achievements
ition of new ways of working in the social sciences. What
to modify and limit the possibilitics for implementation.
quickly the Thatcher government began to require new,
-effective’ ways of working from institutions of higher
The impact on universitics and polytechnics differed, as did
n the disciplines within and between different institutions.
Iniversity, where [ then worked, the impact was resounding
tc. It rapidly forced us all to reconsider our roles and
Ithough our immediate day-to-day teaching and rescarch
‘ely untouched. In retrospect the senior managers of Bristol
responded to government requests with amazing alacrity
itly in a very traditional, sexist mould. The long-term effect
w to confirm the university in its ¢litist, patriarchal form,
he contribution built up by an active. cohesive group of
10lars in the social sciences. Although we were all by now
L in our knowledge that our new ways of working in
d research were of valuce to other such scholars and students,
not avoid the regular bruises to our confidence as the
assiduously scemed to ignore us. The opportunities for
ncement within the institution began to recede into the dim
radually I, amongst others, recognized the reality of this —
m our daily lives, on our ambitions, on our teaching and

began to look clsewhere to realize my ambitions to
he nature of the social sciences, still confident in the beliet
I be an academic leader and that 1 had something distinctive

and creative to present that students and scholars alike scemed to
appreciate.

Having convinced myself of my capability, I was soon offered the
opportunity to test my abilities as head of a department of social
sciences at South Bank Polytechnic. The interview for the post
confirmed me in the belief that my qualities were appropriate. 1 had
mentioned on my application form my feminist commitments and
activitics, and [ was given the chance to discuss them in the interview., |
was asked about my strengths and weaknesses, and 1 offered as one of
these weaknesses “'my sex’. The rejoinder was that the institution was
committed to equal opportunitics. I remarked that the commitment was
not sclt-cvident from the interview panel, there being only one woman
out of a panel of twelve, and she was an external advisor (a professor
from a university). I quickly realized that this repartee was very risky
and might have cost me the post, but fortunately (or unfortunatcly) it
did not.

Nevertheless, T had reckoned without a range of other factors.
which all became critical in preventing me realizing any of my
ambitions. On reflection this problem could have been an indication of
my lack of sclf-awareness and muaturity, but I think not. 1 think the
problem arose tfrom an extraordinary conjuncture of at least four other
factors. First was the gulf in daily working procedures and practices
between universities and polytechnics. Although part of my carly
cducational rescarch had been focused on the setting up of polytechnics
and the creation of one polytechnic, T was only aware of the working
relationships at a theorcetical level. Tonly knew how it felt at one remove
— through colleagues and triends who worked or studied in polvtech-
nics. The crucial difference to me, it now becomes clear, is nothing to
do with committee structures or forms of decision-making. but rather
with how power and authority are exercised and experienced. T remain
astonished at how it is with case that the power in Bristol University is
exercised as compared with South Bank Polytechnic. At the latrer the
senior managers or directorate have constant struggles to mposc their
will and have in the end to excrcise heavily coercive torms of control.
By contrast the unquestioning acceptance of the authority ot the
university’s senior management, or rather the fact that it is a tacit
assumption that they would brook no opposition to their rules, leads to
a less overtly combative situation. Negotiations appear, on the surface
at least, to be carried out with consummate gentlemanly case, as
compared with the pitched battle at South Bank. I do not think the
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rences are to do with the resource base, as many have tried to
¢, but rather, to use Weberian terminology. the traditional
ority of a university institution as compared with the ational-legal
areaucratic authority of a polytechnic. In other words the maturity
ge of the institution contributes to the ways in which it is able to
itself.

The second, and indeed third, factors have to do with unique facets
outh Bank Polytechnic. They have to do with aspects of the history
he institution as a whole and the department’s place within the
tution. The polytechnic had experienced a series of rapid changes in
nanagement and the incumbent personnel over a short period prior
1y appointment. Immediately following my interview and in the six
iths prior to my taking up the post on a full-time and permanent
s, three successive Directors (the cquivalent of the university
~-Chancellor) left. Several more members of the directorate team
in the first six months that I was in the post. T began to feel that |
ht have something to do with this exodus. The interregnum lasted a
year, but had been preceded by lacunac in authoritative personncl.
iin there had been a similar interregnum at Bristol University which
managed by a senior pro-Vice-Chancellor and certainly did not
voke so many anxictics or uncertaintics.

Similarly at the departmental level there had been aninterregnum
:ng for over two years, and during that time the department had
1 managed by a succession of acting heads. Taken together, these
ous changes in management provoked tremendous anxicties and
crtainties for the department. Finally, the fourth factor was that the
-at of reductions in resources, both staff and equipment, had hung
r the institution and been implemented on a piccemeal basis, rather
1 savaging onc department, discipline or course. Equal muscery, as
wosed to selective butchery, had also taken its toll on morale, creating
ost permanent uncertainty.

It was into this context that I stepped and tried to find a way to lead
department: a department which in a university context would
rroximate a faculty of social science, having almost fifty members ot
I. The four different strategics that Eichler’s analysis suggested were
ones with which I toyed. Obviously I was not at all sympathetic to
idea of maintaining the ‘business-as-usual® approach, both because
its sexist implications and the fact that I had somc particular ideas
t I wished to pursue. I certainly believed then, perhaps somewhat
vely, that I could develop cxciting new courses both for undergradu-
s and postgraduates, and that I could devclop the potential of my

stafft to explore new ideas in both teaching and rescarch. I was
particularly keen to try to implement some of my feminist notions,
through courses in women's studics and new ways of working with the
staff.

However, it was in the exploration of how to implement these
ideas that I quickly began to experience ditheulties. [ did not merely
want to ‘add-on’ a liberal feminist or woman's approach to the usual
social science frame. I was inevitably difterent in style trom the previous
pcrmanent incumbent not just because I was a woman but also because 1
was an active feminist. In any case being a woman in this context
implicd being rather motherly as opposed to being patriarchal or
fatherly. Yet in all sorts of ways that style of leadership itselt posed
rather a lot of problems for the department — and perhaps for mysclf in
terms of self-image and personality. This left me to consider cither the
scparatist feminist or non-sexist approach. Both of them also posed
difficultics, and | pursued both somewhat uncvenly. For example, 1
suggested, almost on taking up office, new non-sexist ways of working
to try to allow for more democratic, cooperative methods. But this
initiative was quickly misunderstood and interpreted to mean that [ was
a ‘soft touch’, incapable of providing a firm, dircctive framework of
leadership. I also suggested new course developments to take account of
these predilections, but again my speed — and timing — were too hasty
tor such a nervous and somewhat demoralized group to accept. ’

[ also tried some separate forms of feminist organizing, as well as
proposing women’s studies teaching. For example, T invited all the
womien on the tull-time academic staft to lunchtime meetings to discuss
our ways of working together. This group made up halt the total
full-time teaching complement of thirty statf. What immediately
became clear was that their various interpretations of the term “feminist’
were very ditferent from mine and did not have the same implications
tor their teaching, rescarch or organizing activities. There was very
little enthusiasm for developing such group undeistanding. For the
most part they were chiefly committed to some notion of implementing
cqual opportunities: that 1s, improving the workplace opportunitics for
women and blacks or minority cthnic groups. They were not partic-
ularly keen to develop a collective notion of feminist scholarship.
Indeed many of them poured scorn on such an endeavour, sceing it as
¢hust, since 1o initially at least excluded part-time teachers and the
rescarch staff. These distinctions have been nicely raised by Weiner
(1986).

Thus I quickly drew a blank in every direction I pursued. and |
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pidly became extremely disheartened. I tele like a stranger in a torcign
nd, not understanding the language, habits or culture of the people of
hom I had become a part. It scemed even more foreign to me than my
irious sojourns in North America had — 1t was more the fact that we
'oke the same words but they had different meanings. The Mad Hatter
ould have found life casy! The culture and its framework were
fferent at every level. Although they taught BSc and MSc courses in
«cial policy, sociology, sociology of cducation, all of which T had
ught and written about, I found them hard to grasp. The statt of the
‘partment appeared not to understand me, and 1 clearly could not
derstand them.

More than that, I found very little support or help in interpretation
om the rest of the faculty, from the directorate or the Personnel
thcer, all of whom I turned to in turn and in increasing desperation.
here were, of course, different and special reasons for cach one failing
»interpret for me. The over-reaching reason, however, was that they
0 were deeply absorbed in this culture and could not see its special
aracteristics. The rapid turnover of personnel in the directorate meant
at they were all far too busy with ¢rnisis management to lend a
ipportive car or to suggest styles of leadership.

[ was left to “sink or swim’ for at least a year, and by the end [ fele |
id almost drowned and was incapable of ever being able to geta grip
1 the management, never mind academice leadership, of the depart-
went. Increasingly I became shrill and almost hysterical — and the more

rat happened the more stubborn and resistant to my authority the statt

>came.

The only ray of light for me at this juncture was the appointment
1d imminene arrival of the new Director — the first woman to direct a
slytechnic. I was excited and pinned all my hopes on her transtorming
1e polytechnic and therefore my life. In fact, things in my department
atially became much worse immediately after her appointment. | think
was frequently confused with her; together we escalated rather than
»othed their fears and uncertaintics. The only readily available model
t'a woman leader is and was Mrs Thatcher. In retrospect now I think
1at we three became indistinguishable in the eyes of the statt of my
cpartment (and I suspect others t0o).

The crisis escalated in my department to such a pitch that I began to
ate my job and plannced to leave. At the next departmental meeting,
‘hen the majority of the thirty academic staft had left carly, as they
'nded to do, I decided to brave it and ask the remaining half dozen how
ey wanted me to manage the department. One or two supportive
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women acadeniies, experienced i ssues ot social service management,
proposed some form of external consultancy to review the department’s
processes and procedures. This 1dea was agreed with alacriey by other
members of staft stll present. o

[t was an idea which had alrcady begun to germinate in my own
mind and which T had discussed with other colleagues outside the
college, particularly to find a consultant sympathetic to these feminist
1ssues. [t seemed to be the only way forward — and it might at the same
time return me to my former state as an academic rather than crisis
manager. | took further soundings on the matter both within the
polytechnic and with outside consultants. Various possibilitics were
considered, within the over-riding constraint of limited resources and
the fact that the new Director was herself considering a plan for senior
management training.

My own feminist inclinations led me in the dircction of considtancy
rather than training, where the skills of psychodynamics or psy-
chotherapy might also come into play. At both a personal and an
mtellectual level T find the feminist revisions of psychoanalysis
extremely appealing and had used such work for both teaching and
rescarch. In particular 1 had found Chodorow’s (1978) work cxtr;nu-ly
illuminating in attcempting a synthesis between psychoanalysis and
social structure in order here to understand mothering,

This led me to choose a woman consultant, suggested to us
through a member of the department. She had a range of relevant
experience from a degree in social policy to social work to psycho-
therapy to management consultancy to local authorities and their
women’s commuttees. She seemed too good to be true! That proved not
to be the case — she was simply excellent!

She helped us to develop a two-stage process for rearcating the
department, first to deal with the management seructure, and second to
develop a new culture and set of identitics for the staff. At the time of
writing this second stage has only just started. It is a stage of
development that is necessary and relevant not only to South Bank, but
also to all social scientists in the last decade of the twenticth century. It is
also central to the issuc of what academic and social science careers are
to be i the twenty-first century — in other words who will we
ourselves be, and who will we be teaching and preparing for what kind
of lives and carcers?

The fact that these questions were once again open to debate and
discussion gave me renewed enthusiasm for the job, and helped me to
get over the paintul two-year initiation rites that T had undergone.
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In any case the process that the consultant facilitated exorcised, by
externalizing, the spirit of that pain. A two-day statf development event
was held to discuss the problems that we had all experienced and the
ways in which these might be overcome. Once the teclings were aired
and shared, it became much casier to put them to one side and start
again. We quickly devised a new management structure in which power
could be more evenly spread throughout the department. Built into that
was a system of regular review, by an advisory tcam of the department,
composed chiefly of sympathetic and supportive statf. The task tor the
last six months has been to get that new system into smooth working
order, to free us to think afresh about our futures as academics, as
teachers, as social scientists.

The constraint of our internal working procedures was but one of
several preventing our clear thinking. Another is the rapidly changing
context of our work, due to changes emanating from the Conservative
government and built into the Education Retorm bill, destined to
recerve royal assent in July 1988. The changes alter the financial status
of polytechnics and have led already to major administrative redesigns,
internal to the polytechnic, to fit us for our new corporate, accredited
status. The speed at which all the changes are occurring is too rapid for
most of us to assimilate casily. The implications of the changes are
massive: they imply resource changes, administrative and management
development and, most importantly, course developments which
requirc new visions of our subject or discipline base. The uncertainty
that the now classic notions of social science will have any place in the
academy in the twenty-first century is cver-present. The changes
clearly require and have already set in train a cultural transtormation.
Our values and visions with which we all entered academic careers in
the social sciences are no longer tenable. Rethinking our identities as
teachers and rescarchers and what we wish to convey to our students is
the major task facing us. It is, however, a task that we can now face
together, having opened up and shared the ways in which the
uncertainties deformed us cach individually and torced us into comba-
tive working relationships. My particular visions as a feminist, teaching
a largely captive female student audience of aspiring social scientists,
also nced revision. We are now required to go into the marketplace to
seek students, and although we know that there are still plenty of
potential mature students, it is difficult as yet to know how we or they
will find the resources for such study.

The context in which we are all now operating is completely new:
there have been paradigmatic shifts in both academic life in general and
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in the social sciences in particular. They are probably in part duc to the
impact of social movements, including teminism, on the nature of the
discipline and the wider social context. The effect, however, has been to
transtorm  what is ‘business-as-usual” into a scarch tor “business-
enterprise’, which may include teninist reappraisals msotfar as they are
in tune with potendal student demand. The tragedy s that these
transformations have been imposed from the outside rather than being
the result of creative scarch for new ideas and new chentele: to that
extent there has been resistance. Yet the etfect may be to create an
exciting new discipline and scholarship to fit tuture gencerations of men
and women tor the twenty-first century.
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