Feminisms: From demanding inclusion to a challenging presence?
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"The history of an emerging women's
studies over the past twenty‑five 
years can be read as a hyperbolic
instance of the shifts, conflicts,
and self‑critical transformations
in the disciplines of the 
humanities and social sciences."
(Stanton & Stewart 1995: 5)
"(I)n the humanities, biology 
and social sciences, it turned 
out to be impossible to 'add 
women' without challenging the
foundations of those disciplines."

(Harding 1991: 47)
1. The precursors of women's studies and feminist epistemologies 
Although we can date the genesis of women's studies and a multiplicity of feminist movements and Feminisms in the period following the Second World War period, and in particular in the early 1960s, these developments have an important prehistory.  Although their contribution is often overlooked, women have long been active in knowledge production outside of the academy. They were, for example, quite central in the creation of spaces of knowledge during the Enlightenment, as sponsors and contributors of the salons (Anderson & Zinsser 1990). 
Some scholars argue that, at least since Mary Wollstone​craft's A Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1791), there has existed a corpus of 'feminist thinking' protesting and analyzing "women's social and sexual subordination and powerlessness" (Ev​ans 1992: 98). Writing at a time when the economic and social position of women was in decline especially due to increasing separation of the work place from the family home, Wollstonecraft laid the basis for liberal feminism. Apart from her argument that women should become economically independent and socially autono​mous, she criticized the reformist educational philosophy of her time, especially the one canonized by Rousseau's Emile. In that book, Rousseau proposed rational education in social sciences and the natural sciences for boys, while assigning music, art, fic​tion, and poetry for girls. Wollstonecraft argued that women were equally able to follow rational education in the realms left to the monopoly of men (Tong 1989: 14), thereby challenging the no​tion that women should only deal with such "emotional" or "soft" fields as humanities and art. 
Reforms to incorporate women and women's concerns as "sub​jects" of studies go back to the nineteenth century. Some have even argued that women's studies should be viewed within the framework of curricular reform beginning in the 1820s (Stimpson & Cobb 1986: 11). According to Evans (1997: 46), during this per​iod, "(women) wrote, participated in debates and certainly con​tri​buted to de​bate, but they did not, in any institutional sense, play a part in the construction of what has been optimistically referred as the higher learning." Throughout the nineteenth cen​tu​​ry, the debate and the battle conducted by women in the academe was mainly one of showing women's ability to match male intellec​tual competence: "Judging by the standards discovered by Mat​thew Arnold and other great male reformers, this competence often did not amount to very much, if anything at all" (Evans 1997: 47). In this context, women were only allowed to function on the margins of intellectual life. 
During the first part of the twentieth century, without any significant attempt to establish a separate field of study by and for women, some scattered studies presented a women's perspective on women's lives and particular forms of gender relations. Women working in anthropology were among the pioneers. There appeared important critical works on the study of women from the 1930s through the 1950s
. Similar works were published in history, lit​erature, and social sciences, with or without a theoretically grounded critique
. Women's increasing participation into the academy during this period did not necessarily lead to the devel​opment of an alternative ontological and epistemological perspec​tive by women academics. A concern over the asymmetric represen​ta​tion and the need to include women in the universities and high​​er learning institutions both as "objects of study" and as knowledge producers was often less discussed than the concern over the social role of education and educational institutions as such, as well as their relationship with power and patriarchy.
 However, these more general concerns were more or less limited to a critique of the social practices of the institutions, rather than implying a more general critique of ontological and episte​mological precepts of the structures of knowledge.
The pioneering works of the period from the 1930s to the 1950s functioned not only to bridge what came to be known the two "waves" of feminist movement,
 but also to maintain "a certain level of intellectual curiosity" (DuBois et al. 1985: 17) before the institutionalization of women's studies within the academy. But, however seminal, the power of the works that sprouted during this period declined gradually.
 It seems legitimate to claim that, although such women scholars as a group critically affected the coming disciplinarization of women's studies, they mainly fell under the framework of their respective fields of study. Dur​ing this period, the conventional boundaries between the dis​ci​plines remained quite solid. In this context, women scholars constituted early and courageous voices which were raised against the claims to universality of a "male‑controlled" academic world.
Genesis and Development of Women’s Studies

In the United States, the emergence of "women's studies" as a separate field of study seems to be indissolubly linked with the civil rights movement and the proliferation of other signif​icant social movements. Schramm (1978) suggests that several mem​bers of the women's movement, disillusioned by the sexism of both the civil rights and the peace movements during the 1960s, orien​ted their attention to the necessity of seeking alternative forms of both knowledge and practice concerning women's lives. During the late 1960s the strain between the New Left and the fem​i​nist movement became marked. This development was partially to account for the creation of separate women's studies programs in the 1970s. Also the highly "value‑neutral" orientation of the conven​tional academe and its "male‑centered" presuppositions
 nour​ished the felt need for an "academy of her own."


The perceived necessity to produce knowledge by and for women brought about the formation of numerous institutions deal​ing with such studies.
 The early 1970s witnessed a multiplica​tion of such institutions.
 The institutionalization of women's studies programs was dependent on funding. Private individuals and foundations, as well as departments of the federal and state governments, were among the principal initial financial sources of women's studies programs.
 The 1970s also saw the emergence of women's caucuses and committees within professional scholarly as​sociations, and in some cases outside them (Howe 1991). In time, these groups became more closely coordinated at the natio​nal level, adding to the strength of the feminist scholarly move​ment.
 


Outside the U.S. as well, feminist political movements and feminist knowledge movements worked closely together, although the particular institutional forms of feminist scholarship dif​fered from country to country, and from region to region. In much of continental Europe, women's studies programs as well as re​search centers outside of the university structures emerged dur​ing and after the mid‑1970s. A similar development occurred with a slight delay in Latin America and Southeast Asia. However, in these two regions, especially in the latter, a governmental pre​sence was rather more visible (Bonder 1991; Karim 1991). Also, many research centers and programs were primarily geared towards such issues as "women and development." The formation of programs and research centers lagged behind somewhat in the Near East
 and much of Africa (Rao 1991).
Although the funding of women's studies in North America and Western Europe was relatively satisfactory, at least for a brand new field, its pace varied according to the political climate. It is not totally surprising that, in the 1980s, the neo‑conserva​tive parties tended to underfund the budgets of women's studies programs.
 It seems legitimate to claim that the eagerness to fund women's studies programs is linked to the rise of the femi​nist movement, especially during the late 1970s.
  Apart from sustaining individual women's studies programs in various univer​sities, funding was also aimed at transforming the curricula to incorporate more material on women. The 1980s saw the emergence of vast projects of curriculum development.

The Question of Locus: Disciplinarity
Although in the beginning the members of women's studies pro​grams were clear about their aims of verbalizing feminist as​sumptions concerning society as well as functioning as a com​pen​satory and remedial institution (Boneparth 1978) devoted to so​cial change in contradistinction with the "value‑neutrality" of the conventional scientific disciplines and fields, some  signif​icant issues remained unanswered. One such issue was the scienti​fic locus of women's studies - whether it should stay as an in​ter​disciplinary subfield, or become a discipline on its own (Schramm 1978). The progressive institutionalization of individ​ual women's studies programs failed to tame the tension between the two inclinations.
Accordingly, it may be argued that women's studies was large​ly shaped by three different objectives within academia: the creation of individual women's studies programs, the development of a body of scholarship that was carried out under the aegis of traditional departments, and an effort to integrate the new know​ledge about women across the general university curriculum (Musil & Sales 1991: 24). Bowles and Klein argue that the first two ob​jectives implied different, almost opposite, research strategies and methodol​ogies: "[A] feminist scholar working within one of the traditional disciplines must write to the audience in her field, she has to ground herself in the structure and ideas set up by that disci​pline..." (1983: 7; italics added). On the other hand, scholars within the individual women's studies programs dealt with "that area of knowledge ‑ women ‑ that crosses all disciplines" (Bowles 1983: 39). 
As a discipline on its own, women's studies had to produce a certain identifiable and peculiar methodology, perhaps even an epistemologically unique outlook. As an interdisciplinary activ​ity, it could either "borrow" from other disciplinary methodol​o​gies and epistemologies or take a critical view toward them, in search of an alternative methodology/epistemology. Although "[t]he interdisciplinary circulation of disciplinary methods and materials and, more broadly, the development of various types of discipline‑crossing activities" (Klein 1990: 93) had surely con​tributed to the comprehensive "muscle" of women's studies, this left still untouched the coherent unities and mutually separate existences of the various disciplines. Even though "it has been the goal...to transcend the inhibiting boundaries that divide dis​ciplines from one another, and to achieve a fuller, more inte​grated approach to the study of women" (DuBois et al. 1985: 198), and women's studies had always felt the necessity to "move beyond narrow, disciplinary boundaries" and to employ "an interdiscipli​nary inclination" (Guy‑Sheftall 1991: 310), this inclination still did not effectively challenge the very existence of disci​plines and their separate and distant locations from each oth​er.
 
Still, a clear answer had yet to be given to the question of how women's studies could contribute to surpassing the limits of disciplinarity itself. According to Stimpson, wom​en's studies had engaged in a process of "the con​struction of error," before the "reconstruction of theory."
 What this seemed to mean was that the critical role of women's studies, in her view, was not to gen​erate new knowledge, or to demonstrate the weaknesses of var​i​ous disciplinary paradigms, but rather to constitute an ancilla​ry system for ensuring better disciplinary knowledge (Stanton & Ste​w​art 1995: 2). It seemed that the division between the two cul​tures and between the multiple dis​ciplines remained quite strong throughout this period, and that women's studies had not yet come to grips with this issue.
Divisions: Losing the "Universal Woman"
Women's studies members inside and outside the academe nei​ther had homogeneous political and cultural stances, nor employed identical strategies. The stance on the issue of interdiscipli​nar​ity was to a considerable degree related to the political opi​n​ions and the variety of feminism of the in​dividual scholars.
 Sheridan (1991 {pages?) warned of the dangers of be​coming too at​trac​ted to the academy by its material benefits, such as tenure, accredi​ta​tion, and having a budget, arguing that it would eventu​ally bring about the ab​sorption of women's studies by the conven​tional academe.  The very diagnosis of the root causes of women's subju​gation had continually created difference of opinion within wom​en's studies circles and feminist critiques in general, as lib​e​ral feminists argued that women were unjustly treated by the sys​tem, which (when reformed) would be more permissive and egali​ta​rian.

Socialist and Marxist feminists, on the other hand, claimed that liberal feminists' call for a delayed equality was strategi​c​​ally accurate but problematic from a wider perspective. They ar​gued that women's oppression was linked with the workings of the capitalist system. Although Marxist and socialist feminists placed capitalism in the center of their analysis of women's sub​jugation, socialist feminists were also critical of the gender‑blind character of orthodox Marxist thought, and were flex​ible in borrowing from the arguments of radical and psychoanalytic femi​nists (Tong 1989: 173).
Radical feminists, however, diagnosed the nature of oppres​sion rather differently than liberal, Marxist. or socialist femi​nists. In their analysis, women's subjugation was not solely con​fined to capitalism. They considered that patriarchy's legal, so​cial, and cultural institutions were older than capitalism. Rath​er than a socialist revolution to liberate women, they preached a women's revolution to destroy women's ageless subordination. 
In addition, the very definition of "woman" was to become a divisive issue by the 1970s. We have already argued that women's studies ‑ as well as the women's liberation movement ‑ owed much of its impetus to the civil rights movement and other social move​​ments, especially of the 1960s. But the implicit alliance be​tween the two movements would break up later (Hood 1984: 195). This rift had its repercussions in the academic scene too. A body of "Black women's studies" literature begun to take shape.
 The emergence of Black women's studies was conditioned to a great ex​tent by the perceived insufficiency of women's studies to deal with the issues of women of color, by constantly setting the agen​​da in terms of a monolithic notion of "woman." Butler (1989: 16) sugges​ted that "women's studies itself needs radical trans​formation in order to reflect all women's experience."
Accordingly, the idea of "womanism," coined and developed by Alice Walker and also espoused by some Third World women, was ano​ther reaction to the dominant forms of feminism and women's studies as developed mainly in the West. She describes a womanist as "a Black feminist or feminist of color" (Johnson‑Odim 1991: 315). The whole notion may be seen as an attempt to broaden ‑ and even to redefine ‑ feminism and women's studies with a claim to comprehend "all" women's experiences. Mohanty (1991, 55-56) calls for "ethnocentric universalism," which would make feminism rele​vant to the struggles of Third World women. She argues that wom​en's studies may even be charged with presupposing a false "unity of women" at a scholarly level. "The homogeneity of women as a group is produced not on the basis of biological essentials, but rather on the basis of secondary sociological and anthropological universals." What she proposed instead, was a "context‑specific differentiated analysis," a tool that does not just "add" Third World women to women's studies ‑ and feminism, for that matter ‑ but redeploys feminist epistemology and methodology altogether.
There were other powerful criticisms of mainstream women's stud​ies, which was charged with furthering a monolithic notion of uni​versal woman. One came from lesbian feminism, and its institu​tionalized version, lesbian studies.
 Lesbian studies, although far from becoming an integral part of women's studies, secured some foot​holds.
 But the challenges inspired by psychoanalysis, post‑structuralism, post‑modernism, and identity politics would blur the scene even further.
Biology and Psychoanalysis: Beyond Society, Inside the Body and the Psyche 
More and more, another internal debate seemed to occupy its agenda ‑ the debate about essentialism. It was a long-standing de​bate, but now it was touching the very nature of the scientific method (Rosser 1992), and what came to be called "identity poli​tics." The debate around essentialism was rooted to a great de​gree in different perceptions coming from biology and psychoanal​y​sis. 
The 1970s and 1980s witnessed the proliferation of a series of theories asserting that human behaviors are embedded in a bio​logical determinism (Kaplan & Rogers 1991). Especially prominent was E.O. Wilson's book (1975), asserting the key role of genetic determination. It fueled a heated debate concerning gender's pos​sible biological roots. Some like Bleier (1984) felt that Wil​son's theories were developed as a sort of counterargument to fem​inism. But some feminists were to champion such arguments, as​serting that the concept of essential differences ‑ biological or otherwise ‑ between male and female need not be merely a conser​vative argument, but could be used for feminist purposes. Some Some radical feminists suggested that such "historically femi​nine" traits as love, compassion, and sharing should be treasured and be used as the basis of an androgynous future for human so​cie​ty (French, 1985 {page?}). Daly (1978; 1984) asserted that wo​men should con​nect with their original, "natural self" that exis​ted before patriarchy, and release their "volcanic and tidal for​ces." The core, "essential...goodness" of women as a poten​tial​ity that may be developed through all‑female experiences became an argument of some lesbian feminists. Bunch (1986) went as far as to refuse to accept heterosexual women as real feminists. Psychoanalytic feminists like Cixous and Clement (1986), on the oth​er hand, saw female sexuality as well as female writing (l'écri​ture féminine) as essentially different ‑ and more promis​ing in their multiplicities and potentialities ‑ than their male counterparts.
The critical use of the psychoanalysis by feminists had al​ready opened a fertile basis to discuss alleged biological diffe​rences, and the perception and cultural reading of these diffe​ren​ces by society. Buhle (1998: 1) argues that the feminist and anarchist Emma Goldman was among the first to appreciate the uses of Freudianism for feminism. She claims that for Goldman's gene​ra​tion, feminism found a natural ally in psychoanalysis because both were striving to free the individual psyche from social bonds and limits, and to bring about an "inner revolution" (Buhle 1998: 12). Indeed, although Goldman acknowledged the importance of the struggle for social and political rights, she nevertheless claimed that for genuine liberation one had to look deeper. "The right to vote, equal civil rights are all very good demands, but true emancipation begins neither at the polls nor in courts. It begins in woman's soul" (Goldman n.d.: 11; italics added). She seems to have seen psychoanalysis as one of the ways to compre​hend "the boundless joy and ecstasy contained in the deep emotion of the true woman" (Goldman n.d.: 6).
It may be argued that a more substantive exchange between feminism and psychoanalysis only emerged with Simone de Beauvoir whose ideas about psychoanalysis were almost entirely negative, especially in terms of its alleged "phallocratic bias." She none​theless saw psychoanalysis as a "tremendous advance over psycho​physiology," in terms of its insistence on the view that "no fac​tor becomes involved in the psychic life without having taken on human significance" (1989 [1949]: 38). In this sense, de Beauvoir saw psychoanalysis as a potentially useful tool to reject purely biological theories of gender identity and differences and to pave the way to an understanding of the "real, experienced situa​tion...as lived in by the subject" (1989: 38). But her critique of Freud and psychoanalysis was directed to their alleged inabil​ity to account for this very situation, and to have resorted back to male-centered presuppositions, "by taking the male libido as their point of departure" (1989: 49). De Beauvoir charges Freud not only with failing to comprehend the ways in which woman is constructed as "the Other" through the internalization of socie​ty's interpretation of biological differences (as opposed to ac​tual biological differences); but also with contributing to the myth of woman as lesser and derivative of man.
It may be argued that feminism and psychoanalysis have al​ways been in an uneasy yet fruitful exchange, and that de Beau​voir's critical interest in psychoanalysis seems to have been continued by Betty Friedan. Friedan (1963: 92) saw psychoanalysis as a "breakthrough" that tried to understand the repressive mo​ral​ity of patriarchy, and therefore as an ally of women's emanci​pation. After acknowledging the historic significance of psycho​analysis, however, she claims that Freud was still a "prisoner" of his own culture and time, and that most of his findings were not merely passé, but also biased, and therefore not helpful to comprehend the current situation of women. "Much of what Freud described...was merely characteristic of certain middle‑class European men and women at the end of the nineteenth century" (1963: 94).
Another key figure of the same period, Kate Millett, too, presents a negative evaluation of psychoanalysis, and claims that, all in all, Freud developed a biologically determinist out​look. She nevertheless acknowledged his contributions, especially with regards to his theories of the unconscious and of infant sex​uality. Her problem with psychoanalysis lay elsewhere: Freud's "entire psychology of women, from which all modern psy​chology and psychoanalysis derives heavily, is built upon an original tragic experience ‑ born female" (Millett 1970: 178; italics added). She claims that Freud fails to provide any explanation whatsoever why girls would be dramatically influenced by the fact that they "lack a penis," without resorting to the presupposition that "maleness is indeed an inherently superior phenomenon" (1970: 178). Millett argues that Freud missed an excellent opportunity to study the real roots of the male supremacist culture, by pre​ferring a facile "biological" explanation.
During the same period in which Friedan and Millett, among others, were developing their dismissive accounts of psychoanal​ysis, Juliet Mitchell's work (1974) reintroduced psychoanalysis in a more positive sense. She basically charged all previous fem​i​nists of misunderstanding Freudian theories as biologically‑dri​ven, and failing to see their explanatory power. 
[W]hat Freud did was to give up [biological explana​tions] precisely because psychoanalysis has nothing to do with biology ‑ except in the sense that or mental life also reflects, in a transformed way, what culture has already done with our biological needs and consti​tutions (Mitchell 1974: 401; italics added). 
Butler sees psychoanalysis as a potent theory to explain this very transformation. She particularly values Freud's discovery of the unconscious, understanding of which "amounts to a start in understanding how ideology functions, how we acquire and live the ideas and laws within which we must exits" (1974: 403). According to Mitchell, then, psychoanalysis is a comprehensive framework to illuminate the "unconscious structure" of patriarchy.
Some scholars argue that Freudianism was never accepted in its orthodox formulation in the feminist circles, and that wom​en's studies and feminist scholars conceived a need for reformu​lating his theories (Buhle 1989). Two such "re‑readings" of psy​choanalysis are object relations theory which was mainly devel​oped in the United Kingdom and North America; and Lacan‑inspired feminist psychoanalysis which has flourished in France and other parts of continental Europe. 
Object relations theory, which concentrates on the pre‑oedi​pal re​la​tion between mother and child, has led "to a normative em​phasis on motherhood" (Wright 1992: xvi). Although object rela​tions theory later became part of the mainstream within psycho​analysis, one can claim that, at its beginnings, it nevertheless paved the way to its critical reexamination. Chodorow, indeed, emphasizes the (ignored) importance of "mothering" in the sexual division of labor in societies, and the need to analyze "the re​production of mothering as a central and constituting element in the social organization and reproduction of gender" (1978: 7). She claims that psychoanalytic preoccupation with libidinal de​vel​opment accounts for its failure to explain the centrality and importance of mothering, and identities shaped by this act. By viewing mothering and mother‑child interaction from an object re​lations lens, one could, according to her, comprehend how and why a "relational identity" develops in women, when men come to at​tain a "positional identity." Object relations theory, then, pro​posed to explain the mechanisms of reproduction of gender and gender identities, and therefore of patriarchy, through the cen​trality of motherhood.
Lacan‑inspired feminist psychoanalysis, on the other hand, sought to develop one of the features of his theory which seemed "most relevant for feminism," that is, "his formalization of a logical subject, not a biological one" (Ragland‑Sullivan 1992: 205). Feminists closer to that position argued that Lacan devel​oped Freud's "non‑biologist thinking to its logical conclusion by showing how men and women are constructed in a patriarchal sys​tem" (Wright 1992: xvii; italics added). Following this line of thought, Ragland‑Sullivan (1982) argues that Lacan avoided the pitfalls of biological essentialism, trying to show that man and woman were made in culture, not created in nature. Irigaray, on the other hand, by trying to undercut the "mastery of phallocen​tric discourse, asserted women's specificity." According to her, women's erogenous "plurality" emphasized her biological diffe​rence (Irigaray 1985 {page?}). 
Still it may be fruitful to quote Buhle's cautionary note on the commonality shared by feminism and psychoanalysis. She claims that in their critical reexamination of Freudian orthodoxy, neo‑Freudians and feminists "sharpened the significance of two oppo​sing points of reference in both feminism and psychoanalytic the​ory: biology and culture, nature and nurture. The chapter they opened has yet to be closed" (1998: 10). Through their long ex​change and dialogue, feminism and psychoanalysis may be said to have asked very important and critical questions that have chal​lenged the separateness of these "reference points," but the her​itage of this exchange and dialogue seems to have produced ambi​guous results in terms of coming up with alternative reference points beyond those dichotomies.
Women's Studies and Feminist Epistemologies: From One to Many
It may be asserted that women's studies moved from one to many (the emergence of critiques towards its presuppositions, studies of women of color and Third World women, lesbian femin​ism) as the legitimization of one of its central concepts of a universally oppressed ‑ or neglected ‑ women started to erode. The epistemological and methodological repercussions of this ero​sion implied a reconceptualization of the basic notions of what is to be known and who can know. Some of the more recent critics of earlier women's studies argue that a homogenizing notion of a "universal woman" hampered rather than helped the development of an alternative structure of knowledge to be developed by women's studies. The charge against the notion of a "universal woman" does not appear to be merely a political one, but an epistemolog​ical one, too. As such a presupposed "universality" brings about ahistoricity and acontextuality, Mohanty (1991: 67) suggested a "context‑specific differentia​ted analysis" as a fruitful alterna​tive to the limits of dominant forms of feminist epistemology. 
The acknowledgment of women's "diversity" - understood both as a "differentiation" in women's experience, appearing as a "dis​​similarity" and as a "variation" (de Groot & Maynard 1993: 150‑51), implied that the loss of the universal woman may in fact be seen as a promising richness. Women's studies, it was argued, was rediscovering ‑ or was being faced with ‑ the plurality of explanations, the multicausality of phenomena, the diversity of social contexts, and the historicity of contingencies. Facing such multiple situations and trying to make sense of them, may have, in fact, provided women's studies with a new epistemolog​ical device more comprehensive than dominant ones. But such a possibility may be fulfilled only after one locates the kinds of epistemological newness women's studies claim to bring about in terms of a radical transformation of the structures of knowledge. In order to evaluate this, one has to look at the feminist cri​tique of the sciences.
Feminist Critiques of Science

Feminist critiques of science were especially successful in social sciences and humanities, in terms of the degree to which they affected and were taken seriously by the disciplines and their hegemonic epistemologies and ontologies. On the other hand, the impact on the natural sciences has been modest largely be​cause natural scientist have insisted that science consists of disinterested, objective, and proven knowledge, which made it very difficult for feminist scientists directly to challenge this belief (Grosz & Le​per​vance 1988: 5). 
The earlier feminist critiques of science had mainly been concentrated upon the question of the scarcity of female scien​tists. Feminists charged that this feminine "absence" lead to the erosion or distortion of things seen as "female" by science, which charged with being a predominantly "masculinist" endeavor. The critique limited itself to showing the "male bias" in sci​ence's presuppositions and methodologies, and in pointing to "women worthies" in science's past. But this early feminist stance left the basic premises of science untouched since it im​plied that, when conducted "accurately" (without "male bias" and with more emphasis on 'women's contribution"), scientific endea​vor would be able to carry out its noble mission of un​masking the secrets of nature. This effort had been termed "fem​inist empiri​cism," defined as the argument that "sexism and an​drocentrism are social biases correctable by stricter adherence to the existing methodological norms of scientific inquiry" (Har​ding 1986: 24, italics added). The shift from a "women question in science" to the "science question in feminism" implied a more radical cri​tique towards sci​ence, towards both its premises and presuppo​si​tions on the one hand and its methodologies and human consequen​ces on the other. As Harding suggested for the case of biology, "it turned out to be impossible to 'add women' without challen​ging the foundation of these disciplines" (1991: 47). 
Ecofeminism, for example, viewed current scientific endea​vor, together with modern technol​ogies, as basing itself on false dichotomies and producing disas​trous human and natural costs. "Science's whole paradigm is char​acteristically patriarchal, an​ti‑nature and colonial and aims to dispossess women of their gen​erative capacity as it does the pro​ductive capacities of nature" (Mies & Shiva 1993: 16). Ecofemin​ism also argued against basic epistemological and ontological notions of science: "The epis​te​mological assumptions...are related to ontological assumptions:  uniformity permits knowledge of parts of a system to stand for knowledge of the whole" (1993: 24). Dubbing women scientists' critique of science for its "context‑stripping" (Hubbard 1988: {page?) features, Mies and Shiva claim that those assumptions bring about "context‑free abstraction of knowledge" (1993: 24), which repre​sents itself as an "objective" stance. Together with these cri​tics, what ecofeminists propose instead is an alterna​tive femi​nist research strategy. It would include such notions as "con​scious partiality" as against conventional science's claim to being "value‑free"; breaking down of the vertical barriers be​tween the researchers and "research objects"; and making the re​search process itself a process of "conscientization" (Mies & Shiva 1993: 38‑41). 
The ecofeminist critique of and alternatives to science has some similarities with that coming from radical feminists working within the natural sciences. The most general critique has been directed towards science's "masculinist" nature, its insistence upon the distance between the "object" and the "subject" and its claim to be a "value‑free" and "progressive" (in terms of being beneficial to humanity). As an alternative, feminist methodology proposed to recognize the "'indisputable unity' between subject and object" (Hubbard 1988: {page?). The alternative model to the standard scientific split between the knowing subject and known object was derived from within women's own experience. One scho​lar's alter​native included an acknowledgment of the unity of the knower, the world to be known, and the processes of coming to know, dubbing this the "unity of hand, brain, and heart, (an) activity charac​teristic of women's work" (Rose 1983, in Harding 1986: 142). Al​though such approaches run the risk of prioritizing ‑ and even essentializing ‑ women's experience, they did provide useful hints. In this regard, the historical search for a gyno​centric science
, and the appraisal of women's health movement as a "concrete example of a different kind of science" (Hubbard 1989, {pages?}) both indicate how the feminist critique has been able to bring about rather different, contextual "readings" of the history of science, unlike totalizing narratives that have left out other historical alternatives. This proposition is not only a challenge to science, forcing it to coming to terms with its "gendered" character, but a radical critique of its episte​mol​og​ical premises; "The paradigmatic challenge of feminist re​search is to develop a scientific institution that views gender as not only a social category, but also a category of the theory of science" (Saarinen 1988: {page?}). This criticism tries to tries to show that science is historically embedded in asym​metri​cal power relations within a society built on rifts of race, class, and gender. Haraway suggested that not only the human sci​en​ces but also the natural sciences are "culturally and histori​cally specific, modified (and) involved" (1989: 12), a contention which strips science of its "objectivist" and "value‑neutral" garb.
The feminist critique of science has not been a solely dismissive one, rejecting all analytical categories and pointing to the impossibility of any kind of knowing. Indeed, Haraway spe​cifically warns against the dangers of falling in the pitfalls of "episte​mological anarchism" while criticizing science. "An epis​temology that justifies not taking a stand on the nature of things is of little use" (1981: {page?}). She seeks to show that science, far from being neutral and objective, is embedded in the asymmetries in society. The argument that science presupposes false dichotomies is demystifying, but it is not dismissive. When Keller suggested that history of science offers the "thematic plu​rality necessary for the development of a new consciousness" (1982: {page?}), she insisted nonetheless on her faithfulness to a living ideal of knowing the world. Indeed, the feminist cri​tique claims to be more faithful to this ideal than conventional science, with its "pose of disinterested objectivity (that makes) 'concrete objectivity' impossible" (Haraway 1989: 13).
Tearing down the Walls? 
By shifting its focus from attempts to increase female rep​re​sentation and to introduce more women's voice in academia, to more general questions of disciplinarity and epistemology, wom​en's studies and feminist critiques have sought to maintain the self-declared integrity human, social, and natural sciences. The various disciplines were introduced to problems that they had been unable to deal with, or had dealt with only partially. Those problems were not limited to the "question of women," but inclu​ded the introduction of new phenomena which seemed incomprehens​ible when divided into separate compartments. This served as a reminder of the complexity of the social and natural worlds, and to the fact that the separate disciplines seemed unprepared to deal with it, due to separateness and their habit of "simplify​ing" problems. In that sense, women's studies and feminist cri​tiques sought to force individual disciplines to acknowledge their limits, a problem that was not easily resolved by the mere assertion of the virtues of multidisciplinarity. 
In addition to the questions about disciplinarity, women's studies and feminist critiques provided a less direct but still meaningful challenge towards the separation among the three sup​ra-disciplinary categories - natural sciences, social scien​ces, and humanities. This challenge was less direct in the sense both being less frequently stated and of producing less practical re​sults, but still meaningful in the sense that it has presented hints which, when combined with contributions of other alterna​tive knowledge movements, may work towards surpassing the legacy of the two cultures. As Flax suggests, in order to understand the promise and limitations of feminist theories, one should locate them "within the wider experiential and philosophical contexts of which they are both part and a critique." She claims that femi​nist theorists "need to enter into dialogues with "other(s)," (Flax 1990: 27; italics added) which seems to mean other alter​native knowledge movements. 

By forcing scientists to ask "if scientific claims to know​ledge are any better than social scientific or humanistic claims" (Keller 1989: {page?}), feminist critique have placed science on the same truth plane as the other two domains. Science had drawn its claims to superiority to others from a set of justificatory strategies, including its "non‑embeddedness" and its ability to produce certainties. Feminist critiques has not only sought to show that scientific endeavor itself and its epistemological tools are socially and historically specific and embedded, but also to demonstrate that these certainties were fragile. Far from being dismissive, feminist critique has also sought to initiate a transformation of the logic of science, one that will "decisively break with assumptions about the autonomy of the natural scien​ces" (Harding 1991: 308). By rejecting the dichotomies of sub​ject/object, self/other, reason/passion, and mind/body, feminist critiques have also sought to contribute to a rapprochement be​tween science and the humanities, by forcing both to leave their confines protected by the very existence of these dichotomies, and by helping to open up a possible relational middle ground. 
Women's studies and feminist scholars had to pave their way in an hostile environment, not at all eager to listen to what they had to say. Their initial theoretical and methodological fuz​ziness stemmed from the problems of what needed to be criti​cized, dismissed, and reconstructed. Their focus slowly shifted from an effort to add women into the structures of knowledge, into scholarship and into the academy ‑ in the many senses of add​ing ‑  to and effort to problematize the very structures of knowledge themselves. 

�  Among the best known of such studies were Margaret Mead, Sex and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies (1935) and Male and Female (1953); Ruth Landes, City of Women (1957); Sylvia Leith�Ross, African Women:  A Study of the Ibo of Nigeria (1939), and Phyllis Kaberry, Women of the Grassfields (1952). These books not only vividly documented the life experiences of women from various cultures, but in Mead's case, for example, investigated the "plasticity" of gender roles (DuBois et al. 1985: 16). 


	�  Mary Beard tried to explore the ways in which women were a "force in history" (1946). Eleanor Flexner, in her cornerstone work, A Century of Struggle (1959), attempted to present the his�tory of feminism itself as a subject of study. Virginia Woolf, A Room of One's Own (1929), and Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex (1949) were seminal, even epoch�making works, in their respective fields.  


	�  It is interesting to note, for example, Virginia Woolf's shifting emphases in her two works, A Room of One's Own (1929), and Three Guineas (1938). Evans argues that, Woolf's "tinge of envy" towards the university in her first book is replaced by a far more critical tone in Three Guineas; "[T]he universities are in part about maintaining the power of the military, the estab�lished church and paternalistic figures of authority in the cul�ture and community" (1997: 49). Woolf's shift took place within an increasing climate of criticism about the relationship between power and knowledge. Robert Lynd had launched his powerful attack on the universities of the United States in Knowledge for What? (1940), and in Germany, members of the Frankfurt School had raised questions about the nature of intellectual and acade�mic work and its social functions (Evans 1997: 50).


�  The first wave of feminism refers to women's efforts to attain and broaden their access to political power from the late nineteenth through the first half of the twentieth century. Sec�ond-wave feminism is usually considered to have started with the publication of Betty Friedan's seminal The Feminine Mystique (1963). Evans argues that second-wave feminism's early stage, which was a liberal one, was born out of Friedan's work and the U.S. Presidential Commission of the 1960s, whereas its later stage, namely the radical one, came out of the 1960s New Left, and the movement for Black Civil Rights (1995: 13).


	�  It has been suggested that by "the late 196Os, as femin�ism was reviving inside and outside the academy, the work of ear�lier feminist scholars had either been pushed to the background of their respective disciplines or disappeared from respectable intellectual discourse altogether" (DuBois et al. 1985: 17). 


	�  Feminist criticisms from within history, anthropology, literature, education, and philosophy tirelessly tried to unravel these presuppositions. In history, feminist critique argued that "historians' analytical concepts and frameworks have taken the male experience as the norm for humanity" (DuBois, et al 1985: 19). Joan Kelly�Gadol (1976), for example, illustrated the case in his�torical categories of analysis and periodization. Social history seemed to be more open to the women's voice, as it had set itself the goal of rediscovering the private life, a long neglected component of history. Dubois et al. (1985: 20) argue that the growth of the new social history approach may be linked to the context of the political and cultural liberalism of the 196Os. In anthropology, the critiques of "male bias" were raised by such scholars as Sally Scolum (1975) and Michell Z. Rasoldo & Louise Lampere (1974). It is striking to observe the similarity between the charges of "ethnocentrism" and "androcentrism" within anthropology. In education, the issue of sex discrimination was raised by such scholars as Myra Sadker & Nancy Frazier (1973), among others.


�  The first institutional approval for a women's studies program came in 1969 at San Diego State University (Musil & Sales, 1991: 23). The Women's History Research Center at Berke�ley, Cornell University's female studies program, and the Women's History program at the State University of New York at Binghamton were among the pioneers.


�  A sixfold increase in the number of courses about women in 1971 when compared with the preceding year illustrates this trend. By 1976, there were 151 formal programs on women's issues. "By 1977, when the National Women's Studies Association was foun�ded, there were 276 formal programs. By 1980, the number had in�creased to 332; in 1989, there were 530. In 1986, there were 334 undergraduate concentrations, certificates, or minors. In 1989, that number jumped to 404. At the graduate level, the numbers increased from 23 to 55 graduate certificates, concentrations or minors" (Musil & Sales 1991: 27).


�  The Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) was among the earliest to fund women's studies in the 197Os. Federal institutions funding women's studies included the National Institute of Education (NIE), and the Women's Educatio�nal Equity Act Program (WEEA). Among the earliest private funders were the Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation, the Rockefel�ler Foundation, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, the Andrew W. Mel�lon Foundation, the Helena Rubenstein Foundation, the Russell Sage Foundation, the Exxon Education Foundation, the Eli P. Lilly Foundation, and the Revson Foundation (Musil & Sales, 1991: 23).


�  A central event in the institutionalization of feminist scholarly movement in the US was the founding of the National Women's Studies Association in 1977. Howe (1991) argues that this devel�opment, coupled with the establishment of national fellow�ship pro�grams for research on women, and the establishment of re�search centers on women contributed considerably to the institu�tio�nal�i�za�tion of women's studies.





�  However Lebanon was a significant exception. The Insti�tute for Women's Studies in the Arab World came into being there in 1973.


�  Rosemary Auchmuty (1996) illustrates the case for the Uni�ted Kingdom where, under successive Conservative Party govern�ments, Women's Studies and Lesbian Studies programs came under fierce financial attacks.





�  Musil and Sales argue that, "because foundations have a greater vested interest in halting social conflict, they tend to make large investments..." (1991: 26).


�  Some of them were aimed at bringing together scholarship on Black Studies and Women's Studies.


�  Meeth distinguishes (1978: 10) between what is "cross�disciplinary, viewing one discipline from the perspective of ano�ther (art history is an example); multidisciplinary, presenting the way a number of different disciplines view a single problem; interdisciplinary, which suggest an integration of disciplinary perspectives; and transdisciplinary, beyond the disciplines." Bowles (1983: 40) suggests that transdisciplinarity should be the goal to be attained by women's studies.


�  Quoted in Schuster & Van Dyne (1985: 25).


�  Although liberal feminists were relatively more comfor�table in producing mainstream knowledge within the framework of scholarly conventions, a growing number of radical feminists sought to challenge the conventional boundaries of the disci�plines. And Marxist/socialist feminists rejected the idea of a vacuum�like university, linking it to the general societal forms of domination (Lowe & Benston 1991).


�  An overview of liberal feminist arguments may be found in Jaggar & Rothenberg (1984). See especially Joyce Trebilcot's piece. which employs a liberal feminist perspective.


�  Black feminist scholars, such as Phyllis Wheathley, Anna J. Cooper, and Zora N. Hurston developed important theoretical accounts of Black women's oppression by the racist power struc�tures in the society (Guy�Sheftall 1991: 306). Some of the influ�ential publications included Toni Cade, The Black Woman (1970); Gerda Lerner's documentary history, Black Women in White America (1972), Gloria T. Hull et al., eds., All the Women are White, All the Blacks are Men, But Some of Us Are Brave (1982); bell hooks, Ain't I A Woman: Black Woman and Feminism (1982). Guy�Sheftall (1991: 306) notes that "the founding of SAGE: A Scholarly Journal on Black Woman in 1983 was a milestone in promoting research throughout the world and an obvious manifestation of the 'coming of age' of Black women's studies."


�  Auchmuty argues that "[t]hough post�modernism tends to claim for introducing {check original; English is bad here} the notion of 'difference' to feminist analysis, it was in fact the radical feminists of the mid�197Os who made it possible for lesbian and also black, working�class and other voices to be heard within feminism and women's studies, by pointing out that they had been excluded from analyses of white, middle�class, heterosexual women and that their situation, in some respects similar, was in other respects quite different" (1996: 202). This view also problematizes feminist "standpoints" � that either marginalize or misrepresent the experiences of the working class, lesbian women and women of color � themselves (Hallam & Marshall 1993: 76).{is this a quote from Hallam & Marshall; if so where does it begin and end?}  


�  Stimpson notes that in the United States, lesbian cau�cuses were formed within the academic disciplines, and, in 1977, within the National Women's Studies Association (1992: 377�78).


�  For example, Ginzberg (1989, {page?}) claims that gyno�centric science has always existed, arguing that, the "arts" of midwifery, cook�ing, and homemaking were activities that, if prac�ticed by men, "would have been labelled as science." 





