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ABSTRACT

GENDER AND WOMEN’S STUDIES:
SITUATED ACADEMIC
MARGINALIZATION

Dayan, Cansu
M.S., Department of Gender and Women’s Studies
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Mehmet C. Ecevit

September 2016, 115 pages

Gender and Women’s Studies graduate program is an institution of knowledge
production and an area of political action with an almost 30-year-history in Turkey.
Different from the mainstream academic disciplines, GWS resides in an
interdisciplinary vantage point which makes accounts of the patriarchal system and, in
a wider scope, of the world from women’s lenses. Nonetheless, it advocates a shared
political agenda needed in order to transform the personally experienced inequalities
into politically acquired rights. As GWS has its origins in feminist thought and action,
these programs are directly and naturally supposed to be involved with feminist
epistemology and methodology. When the historical process of GWS in Turkey is
considered, it can be seen that feminism and academia have mutually marginalized each
other from the beginning. This thesis discusses the situation of GWS within academia
with a critical Feminist Standpoint Theory approach from the aspect of academic
marginalization and analyses how GWS graduate programs can be thought as a field
with a twofold epistemic superiority with regard to “better accounts of social reality”,

as an academic marginal of academia. In this regard, the findings of the field study based



on semi-structured in-depth interviews with 17 academics of GWS programs from two

distinctive universities are shared and discussed.

Keywords: Gender and Women’s Studies, Feminist Standpoint Theory, Situated

Academic Marginalization, Feminist epistemology and methodology
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TOPLUMSAL CINSIYET VE KADIN CALISMALARI:
KONUMLANDIRILMIS AKADEMIK MARJINALLIK

Dayan, Cansu
Yiiksek Lisans, Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalari1 Anabilim Dali
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Mehmet C. Ecevit

Eylil 2016, 115 sayfa

Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Caligsmalar1 Anabilim Dali, Tiirkiye’de yaklasik 30 yillik
tarihiyle bir bilgi ve politika iiretim alanidir. Anaakim akademik disiplinlerden kendini
bir toplumsal hareketin akademik ayagi ve bununla baglantili olarak da politik bir
durusa sahip olma o6zellikleriyle ayirarak konumlandiran TCKC sadece bir ataerkil
sistem elestirisi degil daha genis Olcekli ontolojik, epistemolojik ve metodolojik
toplumsal gergeklik sorgulamalar1 yapan interdisipliner bir programdir. Buna ek olarak,
TCKC, bilgi liretim siirecinin hiyerarsisiz ve etkilesimsel yontemlerle, kesisimsellikleri
ve Oznellikleri dikkate alan bireysel deneyimlerden dogru yapilmasi ve bu bireysel
olarak deneyimlenmis esitsizliklerden ortak bir politika iiretilmesi gerektigi
diistincesiyle anaakim akademik anlayisa meydan okuma ve degerlerden arindirilmis
oldugu varsayilan nesnellik epistemolojisiyle toplumsal gergekligin anlagilamayacag:
yaklagimiyla da toplumsal cinsiyeti géz ardi eden mevcut bilim anlayisin1 doniistiirme
iddiasindadur. Itici giiciinii feminist diisiince ve eylemden aldig1 i¢in bu programlarin
dogrudan ve dogal olarak feminist epistemoloji ve metodoloji ile i¢ i¢e olmasi beklenir.
Ancak TCKC’nin Tirkiye’deki tarihsel gelisimine bakildiginda, en basindan bu yana

feminizm ve akademinin karsilikl1 olarak gesitli sebeplerle birbirlerini 6tekilestirdikleri
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gorilebilir. Bu tez Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalar1 Anabilim Dali’nin Tiirkiye
akademisindeki yerini Feminist Durus Kurami bakis agisiyla ‘akademik marjinallik’
Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Caligmalar1 Anabilim Dali1 dgretim iiyeleriyle yapilmis
olan toplam 17 tane yari-yapilandirilmis derinlemesine miilakat 1s18inda, TCKC
anabilim dallarmin nasil konumlandirilmis bir akademik marjinallige sahip oldugu ve
bu marjinalligin “gercekligi daha iyi anlatan” epistemik bir iistiinliigli nasil sagladigi

analiz edilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalari, Feminist Durus

Kurami, Akademik Otekilik, Feminist Epistemoloji ve Metodoloji
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

We had a precious teacher and one day she told “your faces are so pale, go and
eat some homemade food...” The students had had no money to buy even a
bagel! There is something that saves me from it. How can | make myself such a
person? As | have been grown up now, | am a faculty member, | get a
considerable amount of salary etc, how can | say | am in clover? I am not looking
from that perspective of course, | definitely know but this is a work of blood,
sweat and tears. Yes, we are unemployed, we were always unemployed and we
will be unemployed even more. Yes, it is wearing; and yes, when we get home
it is “what the hell women’s studies is, that is all we need now?” and so on. That
is, we are already “damaged goods,” however, we read and write from exactly
this standpoint, as we have a very limited time, we should accumulate more and
more knowledge.

@)

(Cok kiymetli bir hocamiz vardi, bir giin sey demisti, ‘suratiniz ¢ok soluk, gidin
bir ev yemegi yiyin’ falan. Cocuklarin simit alacak parasi yok! Beni ondan
kurtaran bir sey var, ben kendimi nasil Oyle biri yapabilirim, simdi hani
biiyiidiim, 6gretim {iyesi oldum, deli yiikiiyle maags aliyorum falan, nasil tuzum
kuru diyebilirim? Oradan bakmiyorum, tabii ki kuskusuz biliyorum ama bu is
cok kan ter ve gozyasi isi. Evet issiziz, hep issizdik, daha da issiz kalacagiz, evet
cok yipratici bir sey, evet eve gittigimizde ‘ne KC’si, simdi bu mu ¢ikti
basimiza’ falan.. Yani zaten ‘arizali’ tipleriz ama iste tam da buradan okuyup
yaziyoruz ya, ¢linkii ¢ok az zamanimiz var, ¢ok bilgi biriktirmeliyiz..

0)!

This thesis is going to discuss the situation of Gender and Women’s Studies (GWS)

graduate programs within mainstream academia of Turkey in the face of academic

! Indented quotations from field data will be given also in Turkish throughout the thesis in parentheses
following the translated English version.



marginalization and to analyse whether this seemingly disadvantageous academic
marginalization of GWS can be transformed into epistemic advantages of it or not

within the scope of Feminist Standpoint Theory (FST).
1.1. Background and Theoretical Foundation of the Study

GWS is an academic reciprocity of feminist movement which claims to challenge and
transform patriarchal institutions whose knowledge and practices disempower women
and chain them within an invisible framework. First feminist activists settled academia
with the aim of challenging mainstream academic understanding of not only women but
also science and to transform the knowledge produced on behalf and in the name of
women which does not reflect their reality, and to produce knowledge with, for and
about women. However, this first group is criticized by the second for thinking
dichotomously as men and women and for remaining deeply within the understanding
of orthodox modernity, although the first group forms the ground for such kind of
academic discussion. According to the second group, gender-based explanations do not
tell the realities of women and create a unified and holistic category of woman which
ignores the specificities within and among women appeared with the discussions of
gender and intersectionality. This second group is, then, criticized by FST teorists due
to their sole focus dichotomy and incapability of justifying their claims as a result of
their lack of a theoretical framework. According to FST, intersectional understanding
of women is not enough neither in that intersubjectivity and the specificities of multiple
subjectivities should also not be ignored and all knowledge claims are partial and
situated. Inspiring from postmodernist epistemology of subjectivity and perspectives of
multiplicity, diversity and partiality, FST holds a situation in between postmodernity
and modernity. However, postmodernity is a rejection of modernity while FST is a
radical and deep criticism of modernity. According to FST, partial and situated
knowledge claims are critical in that they cannot be abstracted and generalized.
Moreover, an essential base cannot be grounded due to partiality and multiplicity of

locational, contextual, situational and other specificities. Furthermore, rationality is not



such abstract, it is practical and its functionality is direct parallel with the situation and
the specificities of the situation knowledge produced. Different subjectivities and
recognition within and among these diverse and active subjects are significant in

constituting intersubjectivity and production both knowledge and collective politics.

As an academic reciprocity of feminist movement, GWS has a political characteristic in
a conventional knowledge production institution where almost all of the disciplines are
struggling to be ‘objective’. Evaluating this epistemology as ‘not rigorous or
objectifying enough’, FST asserts that all knowledge claims are partial no matter how
objective they are, while the viewpoints of the marginalized account better for reality in
that they experience the world with a double vision both from inside and out as outsiders
within and their accounts of reality are less partial, thus, that is a stronger objectivity. In
my case, GWS is an outsider with its political nature while an insider with its scientific
practice within academia. This outsider within position enables GWS to experience
academia both from inside and outside, which adds a distinction to its knowledge
claims, an epistemic superiority in other words. As an academic program, GWS has
almost no permanent academic positions within academia and it confronts serious
budgetary problems when compared to firmly established conventional academic
disciplines. Moreover, its political nature adds one more layer to its marginalization
under various cloaks like mockery, non-recognition, ignorance, subtle preventions and
others. The scope of this marginalization varies from material inadequacies to
recognition of both the agents and the knowledge of GWS by not only administrative
bodies but also the other academic disciplines from natural sciences to social sciences.
The insights of GWS, therefore, on the functioning of academia and, in a wider scope,
on social relations are critical since it can experience what is not relevant to mainstream
academic disciplines in addition to those relevant. For instance, it can constitute a non-
hierchical instructor-student relationship with the help of interactive outside gatherings
and solidarity, which then creates a mutual contribution between feminist pedagogy and
politics within and outside the classes, and this provides it with a special meaning in the

production of knowledge.



1.2. Aims and Objectives of the Study

The aim of this thesis is on no account to compare and contrast GWS programs, neither
is it to evaluate them. The main objective is to understand the current position of GWS
within academia from the viewpoints of its agents; then, to see if it is exposed to an
academic marginalization due to its specificities; and last, if yes, to discover whether
this academic marginalization can be transformed into an advantage of epistemic

superiority or not.

The main research problematic of the study is the question of the relationship between
the marginalization of GWS programs within academia and the dynamics of knowledge
and politics. My sub-questions are: How does situated knowledge contribute to
understand the marginalization of GWS? What is the relationship between partiality and
marginalization and to what degree does partial knowledge help to situate GWS within
academia? How does the outsider within position attribute a positive meaning to
marginalization? To what extent do strong objectivity, collective consciousness and
shared political agenda contribute to adopt this marginalization? How do
intersectionality and intersubjectivity reflect on interdisciplinary characteristic of GWS

and on its position within academia?

| have used Feminist Standpoint Theory for this inquiry as it both values the experiences
and accordingly the knowledge of the marginalized and takes them as the subjects of
the knowledge with the help of a non-hierchical and interactive knowledge production
process of its methodology. Moreover, it problematizes the relationship between
production of knowledge and power relations. Although its criticism of both modernity
and postmodernity, and its neither full rejection nor full acknowledgement of the both
make my position difficult to hold on, it is still in quite direct parallel relationship with

the echallenge and transformation claims of GWS.



1.3. Methodology of the Study

In order to achieve my aims and objectives, | have preferred feminist standpoint
methodology and a qualitative research. | have chosen two characteristically different
GWS programs from universities with different backgrounds and specificities in Turkey
to be able to understand current situation of GWS within academia. | have arranged in-
depth interviews with the academics of these two programs and interviewed 17 GWS
academics. | coded their names from A to S, and universities as X and Y. Due to ethical
concerns about the identities of the academics | interviewed, | prefer not to give the

specificities of universities and programs in deep detail.

In the light of my research questions and the approach of FST, the experiences,
observations and knowledge of the agents of GWS have leaded the study into a point of
situated academic marginalization. That is, a GWS program naturally has a marginal
position within academia due to its political and interdisciplinary characteristics along
with its historical emergence process and current situations of feminist movement and
academia. However, the adoption and protection of this marginal position change from
a program to another according to the programs’ specificities and characteristics of
being political and interdisciplinary. In other words, the stronger political and
interdisciplinary a program is, the closer it is to the claims of challenge and
transformation, thus, the more marginalized it is. Since the conditions of the universities
and the approaches of the university administrations and of other academic disciplines
are multiple and diverse, the level of this academic marginalization is multiple and

diverse, as well. So is the epistemic superiority they have.
1.4. Expected Potential Contribution of the Study

Although discussions of otherness, ghettoization, marginalization of GWS within
academia are not new in Turkey, they are quite scarce. Looking into a further depth of
marginality and reading it as an advantage with a feminist standpoint approach will add

a completely new dimension to the issue and help understand the position of GWS



within academia from the viewpoints of its agents. Moreover, unveiling the subtle
preventions of academia, remembering the existence claims of GWS falling behind in
the long run of more than 20 years, self-defining and self-criticising the field in this
process will provide a healthier improvement for its future and insights not only for a
valuation of the field but also for a required self-valuation. In addition, using feminist
standpoint theory and methodology will contribute both to the improvement of the

theory and to the enhancement of the subject matter of GWS.
1.5. Organization of the Thesis

The thesis consists of six chapters. The first one is a brief introduction about the scope
of the topic and the study; a short summary of both GWS and FST; aims and objectives
of the study; methodology of the study and expected potential contributions of the study

are introduced here.

The second one is the theoretical framework where the key concepts of FST and their
relationship to GWS in the light of my topic are taken place; the definitions of the
concepts such as partial and situated knowledge, outsider within, epistemic privilege,
strong objectivity are given in this chapter.

The third chapter is where | have made a literature review about the emergence and
development of GWS programs both in general and in Turkey, and positioned my

subject matter within this background.

In the fourth chapter, | focus on my methodology and the factory floor; feminist
standpoint methodology is highlighted in this chapter; and | give detailed information
about my field work and its preparations.

Fifth chapter is my analysis chapter and it is composed of three sub-sections. I discuss
the necessity of self-definition and self-valuation of GWS in the first sub-section in the
light of Patricia Hill Collins’ views about the subject matter. | continue, then, with the
factors influencing the position of GWS within academia which are the emergence

conditions of GWS, current political conjuncture, and current situations of academia

6



and feminist movement in order to form a base to be able to position GWS within
academia. Finally, | end with situated academic marginalization and put the focus on

GWS’ characteristics of being political and interdisciplinary.

At the end of the chapters, I conclude with the findings of the study; theoretical,
methodological and practical contributions; theoretical and methodological limitations

of the study; and recommendations for future studies.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter | focus on Feminist Standpoint Theory and its reflections on the position
of Gender and Women’s Studies within mainstream academia. | start with the meaning
of FST and go on with exemplifying its basic concepts in the light of their definitions
taken place within the literature. These basic concepts consist of standpoint of the
marginalized, situated knowledge, partiality, outsider within position of the self,
epistemic privilege, strong objectivity, and collective consciousness integrated with
their correspondences to my subject matter. Then, | conclude with some criticisms of
FST and their refutations.

2.1. Feminist Standpoint Theory

To begin with its meaning, Feminist Standpoint Theory is “a critical theory about
relations between the production of knowledge and practices of power” (Harding, 2004,
p. 1) emerged in 1970s, highly influenced by Marxism’s thought of the proletariat which
asserts that the oppressed class has a special access to knowledge when compared to the

dominant class. What separates FST from Marxism is that

Humanistic Marxism was polluted at the source by its structuring ontological
theory of the domination of nature in the self-construction of man and by its
closely related impotence to historicize anything women did that did not qualify
for a wage. But Marxism was still a promising resource in the form of
epistemological feminist mental hygiene that sought our own doctrines of
objective vision. Marxist starting points offered tools to get to our versions of
standpoint theories, insistent embodiment, a rich tradition of critiques of
hegemony without disempowering positivisms and relativisms, and nuanced
theories of mediation (Haraway, 2004, p. 84).

Material life, as Marx, Lukacs and Gramsci had suggested, structures the way we

understand society and the relations within; however, it constrains that, as well. Highly



influenced from this viewpoint, the first assumption of FST is that the visions of the
dominant and oppressed classes are radically different from each other, and the world
understanding of the dominant mostly does not reflect the reality of the oppressed. As
Nancy Hartsock draws attention, “[t]here are some perspectives on society from which,
however well-intentioned one may be, the real relations of humans with each other and
with the natural world are not visible” (1983, p. 159). Acknowledging the viewpoint of
the dominant as objective and this objectivity as an interpretation of reality causes some
serious problems in that it constructs a unidimensional understanding of reality and
excludes the experiences and specificities of the marginalized. This viewpoint leads to
an essentialist understanding of modernity which determines the lives and experiences
of the marginalized in direct parallel with the needs and wishes of the dominant and
reduces their subjectivities into accordingly constructed rational and functional actions.
In the adaptation of this to my subject matter, regarding the situation of GWS within
academia, the real relations between GWS programs and social sciences, natural
sciences, academic recognition, and administrative approaches are not always visible
from the viewpoint of academia in general, except for the agents of GWS programs
themselves. From the viewpoint of academia, or specifically any other agent excluding
GWS, the only position GWS can obtain is being the ‘object’ of the knowledge. No
matter how well-disposed they are, GWS ‘is defined’, its limits are set by these
definitions and its voice is muted. Moreover, it gains its value only in relation to its
benefits to academia, the knowledge it produces is consumable only when it serves for
the needs of academia and is not reasonable when it is political. However, in FST, GWS
is not an object; instead, it is the subject of the knowledge who has its own voice not in
a silent but in an active manner and whose experiences are valuable. Here GWS has the
power to make a self-definition which “involves challenging the political knowledge-
validation process that has resulted in externally-defined, stereo-typical images”
(Collins, 2004, p. 106). From this perspective,

feminist standpoint theory seeks to expose both acts of oppression and acts of
resistance by asking disenfranchised persons to describe and discuss their
experiences. Based upon a belief that knowledge is socially constructed,



feminist standpoint theory privileges the knowledge of disenfranchised persons,
with hopes that their knowledge will reveal otherwise unexposed aspects of the
social order (Allen, 1998) (Allen, Orbe, & Olivas, 1999, p. 409).

As another assumption of FST, the belief that knowledge is socially constructed stems
from the claim that all sorts of knowing are always “socially situated” (Harding, 1991,
p. 142) and are “influenced by ‘noncognitive’ factors as one’s gender ... and socio-
economic status” (Valadez, 2001, p. 70). Recognizing that one’s knowledge
possibilities are shaped and limited by both one’s experiences and particular social
locations, status, contexts and conditions one shares underlies the assumption of situated
approaches to knowing. To put it differently, socially situated knowledge is intrinsic
only to the specific situation it belongs, that is, it can neither be totalized nor
universalized. Abstraction, generalization, totalization and universalization are all
different ways of losing specificities of subjectivities and particular meanings stemming
from them. The understanding of situated knowledge is a harsh criticism of this
modernist assumption of universality in that it reveals the features of each context,
location, constrain, condition and others, and values the meaning that these specificities

add to a situation. As Alison Wylie enlarges upon,

social location systematically shapes and limits what we know, including tacit,
experiential knowledge as well as explicit understanding, what we take
knowledge to be as well as specific epistemic content. What counts as a “social
location” is structurally defined. What individuals experience and understand is
shaped by their location in a hierarchically structured system of power relations:
by the material conditions of their lives, by the relations of production and
reproduction that structure their social interactions, and by the conceptual
resources they have to represent and interpret these relations (2004, p. 343).

Gender and women’s studies emphasize this situated position of knowledge by valuing
‘women’s knowledge in rejection to the universal and essential category of ‘woman’,
and underline the importance of its social feature through a relational and inclusive term,
‘gender’. Acknowledging this socially situated aspects of knowledge, GWS defines
itself as “theoretical and empirical studies produced about, for and with women” (Ecevit
Y., 1996, p. 319). The viewpoint of academia on GWS is shaped and limited in that it
highlights the importance of objectivity and disregards GWS due to the fact that
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feminism is a political movement and GWS cannot produce objective knowledge since
politics distorts scientific knowledge. This understanding is a structurally defined one
and not only ignores the subjectivities of GWS but also falls far away from its own
reality. The assumption of ‘situated knowledges’ (2004), coined by Donna Haraway, is
also a criticism of the conventional understanding of epistemology of objectivity in that
truth is always partial and moreover can be interpreted only with a partial perspective.
Academia’s advocacy of scientific knowledge and accordingly value-neutrality is an
oxymoronic claim, which unduly marginalizes intellectual and everyday knowledge, in
that

... all systems of conceptualization reflect certain social interests and values. In
a society where the production of knowledge is controlled by a certain class,
knowledge produced will reflect the interests and values of that class. In other
words, in class societies the prevailing knowledge and science interpret reality
from the standpoint of the ruling class. Because the ruling class has an interest
in concealing the way in which it dominates and exploits the rest of the
population, the interpretation of reality that it presents will be distorted in
characteristic ways. In particular, the suffering of the subordinate classes will be
ignored, redescribed as enjoyment or justified as freely chosen, deserved, or
inevitable (Jaggar, 2004, p. 56).

Therefore, no knowledge claim can optimally be ‘objective’, as science likes to claim
for ages. To clarify, the problem here is not with objectivity but with the perception of
objectivity, that is, with the claim of being objective when keeping away from politics.
It is just an illusion. It is not possible for anyone to be objective with detachment from
politics due to the fact that her/his interests, values, decisions, viewpoints, any single
act are full of subjectivities and they are all constituted with certain social locations.
This does not simply mean that individuals are socially constructed by structural forces,
but they are constituted as active agents in an interaction with any kind of social
relations. Then, the thought of explaining everything with an objective approach is an
illusion, too. Haraway names this illusion as a “God-trick” which means “seeing

everything from nowhere” (2004, p. 86).

This is the gaze that mythically inscribes all the marked bodies, that makes the
unmarked category claim the power to see and not be seen, to represent while
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escaping representation. This gaze signifies the unmarked positions of Man and
White, one of the many nasty tones of the world objectivity to feminist ears in
scientific and technological, late industrial, militarized, racist and male
dominant societies, ... I would like a doctrine of embodied objectivity that
accommodates paradoxical and critical feminist science projects: feminist
objectivity means quite simply situated knowledges (Haraway, 2004, p. 87).

The plural concept of ‘situated knowledges’ is an informed choice in that the singular
understanding of situated knowledge would be a trap that one might easily fall into since
the claim of situated knowledge itself actually embodies a reaction to singularity and
totalization. ‘Situated knowledge’ is a mere reproduction of ‘objectivity’ claim of the
‘master’ when it is used with its hidden meanings while ‘situated knowledges’ are
intrinsic to multiple and diverse agents and their life experiences. Situated knowledge
is unique, that is, it is specific to the context, conditions, location, time and place it
belongs to. FST makes use of postmodernist perspective of multiplicity, diversity and
plurality with the help of the understanding of socially situated knowledge since situated
knowledge is full of subjectivities and it neither eliminate them via objectivity
epistemology nor ignore them as an extension of universality assumption. As for the
marginalization of GWS within academia, for example, ‘situated marginalization’ will
refer to a marginalization specific to the conditions of that specific program within
changeable contexts. Specific characteristics of a program- such as its achievement of
interdisciplinarity or application of feminist pedagogy- and the university it belongs to-
e.g. if it is technical or foreign language-based- gain importance in the envisagement of
situated marginalization in addition to the current political conjuncture in the country,
and the current situations of feminist movement and academia. Then, it is valid to say
that academic marginalization of GWS changes not only from program to program but

also within the history of a program. Therefore,

objectivity turns out to be about particular and specific embodiment, and
definitely not about the false vision promising transcendence of all limits and
responsibility. The moral is simple: only partial perspective promises objective
vision. ... Feminist objectivity is about limited location and situated knowledge,
not about transcendence and splitting of subject and object. In this way, we may
become answerable for what we learn how to see (Haraway, 2004, p. 87).
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There may be a counter-attack for situated knowledges in that it may turn to a relativity
of the relativism issue and whether it takes the issue to a postmodernist realm with a
rejection of modernist understanding instead of its criticism or not. However, it is not a
vicious circle, taking experiences and specific situations into center, FST both gets
inspired by and avoids postmodernist assumption of relativity of the relativism and
situates itself to specific situations without falling into the realm of totalization of
orthodox modernity, as well. In other words, while postmodernity is an explicit rejection
of modernity, FST is a deep, harsh and radical criticism of modernity. It is inspired by
the epistemology of subjectivity of postmodernity and its assumptions of deconstruction
of the structure and decentralization of the self on one hand, and criticizes its
tautological relativism and multiplicity on the other. As for modernity, FST makes a
heavy criticism of not only main assumptions of rationalism, universalism and
essentialism, but also its dichotomous, causal, deterministic and reductionist
understanding of methodology. However, this harsh criticism does not mean to reject
modernity, neither. Instead, it includes subjectivities and specificities of multiple
subjectivities not only within agents but also structures and reveals an active
interrelationship within and among these two. By this way, it aims to produce both
knowledge and politics. Combining modernity and postmodernity with an intersectional
and intersubjective standpoint of socially situated knowledge, FST thus criticizes both

modernist and postmodernist assumptions. In Haraway’s sentences:

The alternative to relativism is partial, locatable, critical knowledges sustaining
the possibility of webs of connections called solidarity in politics and shared
conversations in epistemology. Relativism is the way of bing nowhere while
claiming to be everywhere equally. The “equality” of positioning is a denial of
responsibility and critical enquiry. Relativism is the perfect mirror twin of
totalization in the ideologies of objectivity; both deny the stakes in location,
embodiment, and partial perspective; both make it impossible to see well. ... But
it is precisely in the politics and epistemology of partial perspectives that the
possibility of sustained, rational, objective enquiry rests (2004, p. 89).

Partial knowledge bears a criticism of almost all modernist assumptions. It is a criticism

of universality since truth cannot be understood fully and thus cannot be interpreted
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fully, neither. From this perspective, it cannot be abstracted and generalized for all
humanity, it changes from situation to situation and from person to person due to its
partiality. The claim of universal truth is a holistic viewpoint which ignores the
differences between subjects and constructs a unified understanding of not only reality
but also of the self. As an extension of this point of view, partial knowledge has the
potential to problematize the subject and the agency of the subject. It is thus a criticism
of essentialism, as well. Determining a base for reality and universalizing it reduces the
subject into some previously defined criteria through which rational action comes to
fore and subjectivities, norms and values are ignored. However, partial knowledge
values the experiences, feelings and perceptions of the subjects and produces knowledge
from their active agencies. It advocates a shared political agenda for an active
interrelationship and aims to constitute a collective consciousness. Thus, partial
knowledge requires a practical rationality instead of an abstracted and universalized one
since rational action is in direct accordance with the situation, context, location and
other specificities within which partial knowledge is produced. Criticizing rational
action leads the subject matter to the criticism of subjectivity. Postmodernist
understanding of subjectivity creates a multiple drove of subjectivities, that is, as many
subjectivities as individuals, as a result of which relativity of relativism appears. FST
criticizes this perspective due to the difficulty it brings on collective action and thus
production of knowledge and politics. Intersubjectivity is the solution of this singular
subjectivity. Since intersubjectivity enables both to understand different subjectivities

and to constitute a relationship among them which thus produce politics and solidarity.

A standpoint of intersubjectivity requires that we claim the universal need for
human dignity and, at the same time, let go of the illusion that universal
knowledge, and subjectivity, and a unified plan of action are possible or
necessary. A standpoint of intersubjectivity would allow us- indeed require us-
to recognize instead the legitimacy of partial knowledge, and the longterm
effectiveness of coalition politics as coordinated, multiple plans of action
(Fowlkes, 1997, p. 114).

In addition to the criticism of relativism, FST faces a criticism of essentialism in that it

values the experiences of the marginalized in comparison to that of the dominant. The
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reason for this criticism is that FST values the knowledge of women and, in a wider
scope, of the marginalized groups since they experience the world with a “double
vision” (Bowell) both from “the outside in and from the inside out” (hooks, 2000, p.
xvi). The “outsider within”, as Collins (2004) calls it, develops a way of life enabling to
learn from her/his experiences within a world that constructs her/him by the experiences
of the dominant. The outsider within position of FST is a criticism of dichotomous
understanding of modernity since it melts the hierarchy between the oppressed and the
dominant and constitutes a new form of being with its intersubjective characteristics.
For example, in the case of GWS, academia is not one which GWS enters and occupies
on the same terms as other disciplines do. An interdisciplinary program under the
Graduate School of Social Sciences without an undergraduate degree, GWS posits an
opposition to fully institutionalized departmental academic disciplines. However, its
aim to institutionalize the participation of not only men but also women with a non-
hierarchical and more self-reflexive viewpoint in knowledge production process pushes
the limits of ‘value-neutral’ mainstream academia whose focus is on scientific
knowledge and of the understanding of institutionalization itself to the ground.
Although a highlighted women’s knowledge and accordingly, women’s experience,
presents a challenge to objectified, rationalized and universalized understanding of
science, GWS conducts a conceptual/abstract practice of academic work within the
conceptual structures of academia. With this practicing academic body, it is an insider
while is an outsider due to its activist agenda within the political arena, representing a
practical/concrete activity that results in its social and academic non-recognition, lack
of permanent staff and unstable curricula in the sight of academia. With Dorothy
Smith’s words, this “bifurcation of consciousness” (2004, p. 27) is a pivotal feature of

experiencing the world and thus, is relevant to GWS in that

the dual perspective available to [GWS] in this position leaves [it] well-placed
to recognize the underlying assumptions and evaluative commitments that drive
and shape the dynamics of power within the Academy, while at the same time
providing [it] with a critical frame of reference derived from [its] own
experience of the Academy, within which to potentially gain a better
understanding of its power structures and dynamics (Bowell, n.d.).
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Reproducing its subjectivity throughout this bifurcation of consciousness, GWS holds
not only a radical but also critical position within academia, aware of its value-laden
and purposefully political characteristics, which leaves it outside the realm of the
traditionally institutionalized body of knowledge. Digging a room for women’s
everyday life experiences and narrations of their own within mainstream accounts of
abstracted and universalized category of ‘woman’ unchains academia from its strict
boundaries of unidimensional and unconditional understanding of individual and

knowledge.

From this aspect, FST assumes that the viewpoint of the marginalized has an epistemic
privilege because of their outsider within positions which have the potential to enable
them to generate critical insights about their lives and social order, in a wider sense. As
Harnois cited in her work “although some men see the gender bias dynamics that women
see, [men] fail as a group to ‘translate’ these observations into a feminist consciousness
(2002:690)” (2010, p. 69) on one hand, and “that failure by dominant groups to
interrogate beliefs arising from their social situation leaves them in an epistemologically
disadvantaged position, that is, one that distorts” (Patterson & Satz, 2002, p. 121), on
the other. Therefore, starting off thought and research from the experiences and lives of
the marginalized groups can be counted as a solution to modernist research(er)’s failure.

According to Harding,

this kind of account enables us to understand how each oppressed group will
have its own critical insights about nature and the larger social order to
contribute to the collection of human knowledge. Because different groups are
oppressed in different ways, each has the possibility (not the certainty) of
developing distinctive insights about systems of social relations in general in
which their oppression is a feature (2004, p. 9).

To turn back to the criticism of essentialism, from the viewpoint of FST, it is misleading
to read the valuation of the standpoint of the marginalized as reproduction of a
dichotomous understanding in which the viewpoint of the marginalized turns to be ‘the
dominant’. On the contrary, it is itself a criticism of the dichotomous understanding of

modernist science which hides both the visibility of the inferior side and what is visible
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to/from the standpoint of this inferiority. As Patricia Hill Collins clearly states it,

dichotomous understanding has three characteristics:

Either/or dualistic thinking, or what | will refer to as the construct of
dichotomous oppositional difference, may be a philosophical lynchpin in
systems of race, class, and gender oppression. One fundamental characteristic of
this construct is the categorization of people, things, and ideas in terms of their
difference from one another. For example, the terms in dichotomies such as
black/white, male/female, reason/emotion, fact/opinion, and subject/object gain
their meaning only in relation to their difference from their oppositional
counterparts. Another fundamental characteristic of this construct is that
difference is not complementary in that the halves are different and inherently
opposed to one another. (p. 110).

This can be exemplified as dominant/marginalized, objectivity/subjectivity,
academia/GWS, natural/social, modernist/postmodernist,  theoretical/practical,
disciplinarity/interdisciplinarity and others for my topic; however, the components of
these dichotomies should not be considered to ‘gain their meaning only in relation to
their difference from their oppositional counterparts’. Instead, according to FST, both
have their own subjectivities. Moreover, these subjectivities are multiple and have also
their own specificities which are multiple, as well. In other words, each specificity of a
subjectivity generates its own unique meaning which obstructs making abstraction and
generalization. For instance, in the case of GWS, GWS does not gain its meaning only
in relation to its difference from mainstream academia; it is true that it is different from
mainstream academia with its aspects of being political and relatively interdisciplinary.
However, this does neither mean that academia is in exact contradiction with politics
nor that GWS has a biased objectivity due to its political characteristic. The claim of
objectivity cannot be fulfilled completely since knowledge is always partial. In addition,
academia cannot be detached from politics in that every single choice is immanently
political. Therefore, an intersectional understanding reflects reality better and more

accurate in comparison with oppositional constructions. To continue,

a third and more important characteristic is that these oppositional relationships
are intrinsically unstable. Since such dualities rarely represent different but equal
relationships, the inherently unstable relationship is resolved by subordinating
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one half of each pair to the other. ... Dichotomous oppositional differences
invariably imply relationships of superiority and inferiority, hierarchical
relationships that mesh with political economies of domination and
subordination (p. 110).

That is, it can be easily observed that disciplinarity supercedes interdisciplinarity in
institutionalization and recognition, natural sciences are superior to social sciences, the
dominant defines and rules the marginalized, and so on. As a result of this, the
subordinated parts lose, or optimistically, hide their real meanings, capacities and
potential. To reveal the hidden meanings, FST values the experiences of the
marginalized. However, this does not mean to reverse the dichotomy, that is, simply to
focus on the experiences of the marginalized and ignore the dominants’, but to try to
understand the reality from the lens of the marginalized who are both outside and inside
the circle, in other words, who play an away game with the rules of the quarterback.
Moreover, looking from the viewpoint of the marginalized enables not only to uncover
the everyday reality of marginalized but also to change the whole picture about social
reality which has previously been constructed from a single point due to the fact that the
parts of the dichotomy are not defined in relation to their difference from each other.
They are free, unstructured, subjective agents. Also, the correspondence and reflection
of epistemic superiority is not epistemic authority and it is on no accounts ‘automatic’.
“Rather, a standpoint is an achievement, something for which oppressed groups must
struggle, something that requires both science and politics” (Harding, 2004, p. 8). Due
to the fact that the oppressed groups are not only outsiders but also insiders within the
system of the dominant, their perceptions and understandings have the possibility of
being blocked and “obscured by the dominant, hegemonous ideologies and the practices

that they make appear normal and even natural” (Harding, 2004, p. 9).

Politics is vital not only from the aspect of the achievement of a standpoint but also of
the transforming effect on the consciousness. Political engagement is necessary to create
a collective consciousness through a shared agenda via which generating self-
definitions and self-valuation becomes possible. This political vision can enable the

marginalized “to transform their consciousness into an oppositional one and to begin to
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see the possibility of ending their oppression” (Harding, 2004, p. 6). Via this, a socially
and politically disadvantageous position can be turned into an epistemologically,
scientifically, and politically advantageous one (Harding, 2004, p. 8). In the case of
GWS, as an academic reciprocity of feminist movement, GWS defines itself as a
political discipline within a ‘value-neutral’ academia. GWS’ claims of challenge and
transformation can be succeeded through a political engagement since it requires a non-
hierarchical, interactive and critically reflexive standpoint not only in knowledge
production but also in knowledge dissemination process. A discipline which does not
reside itself to an ivory tower can easily transform its own constructed values and
perceptions and can produce ‘better accounts of knowledge’ for everyone. Moreover,
embracement of marginalization provides GWS with epistemologically, scientifically
and politically more powerful tools to challenge and transform mainstream

understanding of science and knowledge. On the contrary,

the more value-neutral a conceptual framework appears, the more likely it is to
advance the hegemonous interests of dominant groups, and the less likely it is to
be able to detect important actualities of social relations. ... We need not-
indeed, must not- choose between “good politics” and “good science,”
standpoint theorists argued, for the former can produce the latter (Harding, 2004,

p. 6).
In other words, it is, again, not a dichotomous understanding on which the parts gain
their meanings in relation to their differences from each other. Instead, it is a
collaboration of both sides located within a specific situation, which enhances and
improves both sides. Good politics can produce good science and a better produced
science can lead to a better politics. However, for Harding “the problem with the
conventional conception of objectivity is not that it is too rigorous or too
‘objectifying’... but that it is not rigorous or objectifying enough (2004, p. 128). The
approach of situated knowledges and accordingly, feminist standpoint epistemology
provides the basis for this “strong objectivity” and produces a “less partial and perverse”
reality (Harding, 2004, p. 322). GWS realizes this through an intersectional and

intersubjective understanding of its interdisciplinary feature. Interdisciplinarity has a
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special and political meaning for academic feminism in that it rejects to stay within only
a single discipline and to separate knowledge into fractions among categorical units.
Instead, interdisciplinarity is an epistemological preference with a more integrated
knowledge claim referring to the indivisible holism of society (Sancar, 2003, p. 189).
In parenthesis, this indivisible holism of society is not one that totalize the individuals
but the integration and contribution of all fractions into social order. Moreover,
interdisciplinarity brings academics and students from different backgrounds with
different standpoints and perspectives all together. Therefore, an intersectional and
intersubjective understanding of women involving not only a sociological or historical
account but also a political and economic aspect along with all that are related displays
the invisible relations among women, society and knowledge which become lost within
structured academic disciplines and produces a shared political agenda out of
multiplicity and diversity. Intersectionality fills the gaps within a framework through
interactions among the sections and gives a bigger result than the sum of the sections
while intersubjectivity enhances the possibility of understanding and acknowledging
different and even conflicting views with the chance of problematization of the selves.
Interdisciplinary characteristic of GWS, thus, provides it with a drove of separate
situated knowledges of different disciplines and different standpoints on women,
gendered identities and their experiences and knowledge. As a result, GWS has a
potential to gain a less partial and perverse standpoint in its knowledge and to achieve
a stronger objectivity with the help of its political and interdisciplinary characteristics
which enable it to produce critical insights about academia and wider social order.
Reframing feminist standpoint theory for the postmodern and poststructuralist
context of that moment, Harding clarified that giving up ‘the goal of telling one
true story about reality’ need not mean that ‘one must also give up trying to tell
less false stories’ (Harding 1991: 187). On the contrary. Science had never been
value-free, as scientists liked to claim. A stronger version of objectivity could
be achieved by combining the view from below with enquiry that was reflexive,
by researchers who named and clearly situated themselves, coming clean about

power, interests and values, as informative about the subject and source of
knowledge as about the studied objects (Cockburn, 2010, s. 141).
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Via this way, FST gives way to the hierarchical relationships stemming from a biased
objectivity, and leaves the floor to a non-hierarchical, interactive and reflexive
relationship in which not a linear but a circular and progressive knowledge production
process takes place not only among instructors and students but also within each group.

In conclusion, to summarize the features of FST,

a standpoint is an account of the world constituted by (and constitutive of) a
collective subject, a group. It is derived from life activities and achieved in
struggle. It is subversive of the hegemonic account. It is potentially the
foundation of oppositional and revolutionary movement (Cockburn, 2010, p.
140).

From these aspects, FST critically differs from gender-based and gender-biased
theoretical frameworks of previous feminist approaches. Since gender-based accounts
of knowledge cannot understand and explain the differences between women and since
gender-biased explanations are limited with the criticism of dichotomous understanding
and have not been able to produce conceptual frameworks for its criticisms, FST has
made a special room for itself within feminist theory which does not reject modernity
but makes a harsh criticism of it while inspring from postmodernity but criticizing it as
well. In other words, since orthodox feminism analyzes reality in a dichotomous way,
as men and women for instance, and sets a hierarchy between the relationship of the
two, it loses the subjectivities and the explanation it makes does not tell the reality of
the lower side of the dichotomy. Since, then, critical feminism- which criticizes this
orthodox understanding of dichotomy and attributes both a value and an empowerment
to the lower side of the dichotomy- is not able to justify its criticisms with a valid
conceptual framework and does not include the specificities of the subjectivities within
this criticism of dichotomous understanding, it remains as a thought, and the explanation
it makes does not tell the reality of women fully, neither. The strength of FST, among
these, comes out of its inquiry of subject and subjectivity with the help of its claims of
partial and situated knowledge along with its criticisms of rational, essential and
universal understanding of reality which are produced by hierarchically dichotomous,

causal, deterministic and reductionist relations between the agent and structure.
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Within this scope of theoretical background, GWS resides in an academically
marginalized position of a knowledge production institution due to its untraditional
understanding of epistemology and methodology that highlights the importance of the
outsider and the constituted experiences. This position of academic marginalization
provides GWS with a less partial viewpoint of the reality on one hand, and results in its
social and academic non-recognition leaving it face to face with a number of problems
during its survival within mainstream academia on the other. VVarying from the scarcity
of academic positions to the lack of a regular budget, from the indifference and
unawareness of traditional disciplines to the marginality of the topic of ‘women’
accordingly the fear of bias, to the process of integrating feminist conceptualizations
with practical positions and problems of women, and most significantly from
disinclusion of knowledge and politics GWS produces to the marginalization of this
produced knowledge and politics, problems and difficulties of GWS differ from one
university to another in that each GWS programme has a unique and specific academic
body of itself with its components of students, academic staff, curricula and not only an
academic but also a social university environment within and among different cities and
regions. Marginalization, in this thesis, refers to the marginalization, disinclusion,
unrecognition and invisibility of the knowledge and politics GWS programs produce
within academia. Although the first layer of marginalization GWS born into is a given
one, situated academic marginalization is one that depends on the achievement of each
program of gaining that critical standpoint. Since this standpoint is not automatic,
turning the given and disadvantageous marginalization which results with non-
recognition of GWS both within and outside academia into an advantageous and
privileged one with critical insights and transformative power requires struggle and
politics. This thesis, therefore, interrelates marginalization of GWS with partial and
situated knowledge claims of FST. Moreover, it makes a reflection between the
relationship of outsider within position of GWS in academia and epistemic privilege
and strong objectivity. My main research question is, thus: How does marginalization

of GWS contribute to the knowledge it produces? My sub-questions are: To what extent
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does outsider within position of GWS provide it with an epistemic privilege? How do a
political academia and political GWS agents make a better account of knowledge? To
what degree does an acquisition of a critical standpoint produce a shared political
agenda?
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CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, | draw a picture about the history of Gender and Women’s Studies
graduate programs in general and then, | specifically focus on the emergence and
development of them in Turkey. Last, | situate my subject matter within this general and
specific literature. Due to limited studies related to the marginalization of GWS
programs within academia from the viewpoint of FST, which adopts marginalization as
an advantage, | focus on the history and development of GWS programs around the

world.
3.1. Gender and Women’s Studies in the World

Gender and Women’s Studies graduate program is a field of knowledge production and
an area of political action with a more than 40-year-history in the world. Sprouting up
from the 2" wave women’s movement, the initial goal of GWS was to bring women
and their experiences more fully into knowledge, by means of which then to challenge
all knowledge claims constructed on behalf of them within mainstream academia, and
to transform these constructions into what in reality reflect their own histories and
experiences with their own ways and words not as the objects but as the subjects of their
knowledge.

The name of the program has had a wide range of diversity such as Feminist Studies,
Women’s Studies, Sexuality Studies, Gender Studies and their combinations or
derivations. The reasons of this diversity are various. At the beginning of 1970s, in the
United States, the first programs appeared as Feminist Studies. Then, they converted
into Women'’s Studies, and last to Gender Studies. According to some scholars, the name
of Feminist Studies has had the risk of ghettoization due to its direct connection and
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connotation with feminist ideology and politics, which beclouds acknowledgement of
the program within academia. In this situation, the programs make a compromise to
have a place within academia with the fear of ghettoization, marginalization and
exclusion. For others, this name has provoked a number of groups of people and reduced
the number of potential students. Victory Grace, an academic at the University of
Canterbury, New Zealand, accounts for the reason of this change in her university as
this:
The adaptations our program is making to these challenges to retain a viable
student base firstly involved our reluctant change in name from “Feminist
Studies” to “Gender Studies”. Reluctance occurred because this name was a
genuine achievement in the conservative university context of the mid-1980s
and also because the academic staff still believes this name best conveys what
we actually do academically. The change resulted from our recognition of the
extent to which the feminist word was not so much putting interested students
off taking our courses but making it increasingly difficult for them to explain
their choices to others, particularly if they completed a major with us. It has
become clear over the last few years that the word feminist evokes connotations
for employers, parents, and students other than those who enrol with us, which
are not commensurate with our intent and do not adequately or reasonably

describe our actual work. Rather than trying to change and update the general
public’s perception of the word, we changed our name (2002, p. 35).

This ostensibly slight change bears the risk of a heavy compromise in the long run if the
program does not protect its objectives in that the name of the program embodies the
self-definition and self-valuation which reflects the vision and mission of the program.
The main objective of GWS programs within academia is to challenge and transform
the institution they have been constructed by for ages. Digging a room for itself within
academia relying upon such a compromise carries the possibility of bringing
assimilation and focus shift in the claims of emergence with it. As a political discipline,
GWS is a critical and assertive program, compromising on these characteristics provides
it with an ordinary place within academia while it smoothes its critical and challenging

aims and objectives. Since,

the emergence of Women’s and Gender Studies in itself discloses one of the
hidden agendas of modern academy, namely the fact that the production of
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knowledge and the development of academy in modernity is to be read not only
as an intellectual history but also as a historical, societal process. The emergence
and institutionalization of Women’s and Gender Studies is but one element in a
far-reaching process of change characterizing academy and society today
(Zimmermann, 2002, p. 63).

This political characteristic offers a marginalized position to GWS within a strictly
‘objective’ academia. However, as Zimmerman stated above, this marginal position
brings the chance of characterizing academia and society. Therefore, the more political
a GWS program becomes the more marginalized its position happens to be and so does

its achievement in transformation.

The engagement with the question of ‘gender’ during 1980s, GWS expanded its
research area into identifying how gender distinctions made in all societies differ from
one culture to another and how the definition patterns of male, female, masculinity and
femininity have evolved and perpetuated throughout history and in what ways these can

be redefined.

The academic turn to gender undoubtedly had some enabling features. It led to
the inclusion of masculinities as an object of study (which also took off in
Turkey) and immensely broadened the scope of arenas onto which a gender lens
could be trained. Any institutional domain, from the state to the street, could
henceforth be subjected to critical scrutiny from a gender perspective
(Kandiyoti, 2010, p. 170).

On the way gender paved, intersectionality debates have recently come to the fore, and
the question of how these diversified gender constructions and the power relations they
entail intersect with the constructions of race, ethnicity, sexuality, social class, nation,
age and other differences has raised. In direct proportion to this development on the
research areas of GWS nourishing from not only feminist movement but also contextual
political conjunctures and academic encounters, methods and models shaping the
content of the curricula of programs have been re-evaluated and adapted to include
intersecting experiences of women and dynamics of gender. As Zimmermann furthers

the issue,
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Women’s and Gender Studies as subject fields relevant to inquiry into society,
culture and human life over time and space do not base the production of
(seemingly universal) knowledge on historically and geographically unique
patterns of gender relations, i.e. patterns characteristic for specific social and
cultural systems. In assuming, instead, the variability of the construction of
gender over time and space, Women’s and Gender Studies allow for integrative
— and also truly comparative, i.e. relational and flexible as well as category-
based — analysis of capitalist and non-capitalist, European and non-European
societies and cultures (2002, p. 63).

This emphasis of integrity and intersectionality is significant in that there must not be
any society or culture in history remained untouched and uninfluenced by the systems
of gender relations. Therefore, no knowledge claim can be detached from gender
perspective if it aims to understand reality better. As one of my interviewees puts forth,
as it is not possible to be a political scientist without knowing the theory of state 