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FOREWORD

ew ground for women was broken in
1989 by Educating the Majority:
Women Challenge Tradition in Higher
Education, a publication of the American
Council on Education’s Higher Education
Series. Here appeared for the first time
attempts on a comprehensive and coher-
ent scale to study academic women in
context. From the included writings and
analyses, the authors concluded that
assessing the dynamic interactions
between various campus constituencies
requires more than studying only those
conditions particular to student or faculy.
A follow-up volume, also from the Amer-
ican Council on Education’s Higher Edu-
cation Series, titled Taking Women Seri-
ously: Lessons and Legacies for Educating
the Majority, appeared in 1999. It rein-
forced a similar though updated conclu-
sion: “In order to understand what is hap-
pening with respect to institutions that
take women seriously, one must not
imagine that there is any one way to meet
the challenge. Rather, one must consider
the whole, the totality or the interrelated
functions and groups of individuals whose
actions, beliefs, and energies are combined
and interwoven in a multicolored tapestry
that is incontrovertibly committed to tak-
ing women seriously” (1999, 139).
Now comes Women in Higher Educa-
tion: An Encyclopedia, yet another and
more recent effort to bring together in

XV

one place many of the disparate aspects
of collegiate education as they pertain to
women. At the outset, therefore, one
might well ask why such a compendium
continues to be necessary. The answer
may readily be found simply by reading
the contents. Women in academe still
live and work in a male-dominated world
and institutional environment, where
access may have indeed improved, but
the quality of that access remains a criti-
cal issue. Further, the included selections
make it apparent that there is no single
definition of student, college, or faculty;
nor is there any uniformity with respect
to what constitutes “the” route to the
presidency, “the best type” of undergrad-
uate institution for women, or “the most
desirable” curricular form and content.
The diversity of definitions, intentions,
and agendas, now obvious for women,
has become so great that it is increas-
ingly difficult to make generalizations
that can bring insight to those who are
not seeking it or to convince those whose
minds are closed. Yet the attempt must
be made, lest we miss the interrelated
totality, the integrated whole that we
know to be the essence, the sine qua non,
of what works for women. We do this,
being thoroughly aware that the knowl-
edge gained from a half-century of inten-
sive research relating to women in higher
education and recorded in this encyclo-
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pedia is at best, a work in progress.
These, then, are more than sufficient rea-
sons to pause, collect, take stock, and
offer this latest snapshot of where we
are—of where we have come from and
where we would go.

To facilitate the usefulness of this
book, the editors have chosen nine major
categories for organizing the contents,
each preceded by an overview of gener-
ous length. Within each category are as
few as one to as many as thirty related
entries of varying length and substance.
Categories that generate no surprise
include Historical and Cultural Con-
texts, Students, Faculty, Administrators,
and Employees. Less apparent and less
standard are sections on Gender Theory
and the Academy, Feminism in the Acad-
emy, Women in the Curriculum, and
Women and Higher Education Policy. It
is instructive to realize that when many
of these areas are discussed in higher edu-
cation writings, they are generally sub-
sumed under headings that bear no gen-
der assignation, yet their expression is
surely gender-related. One of the signifi-
cant values of the present work is the fact
that issues that have gender salience
have been sex-disaggregated for discus-
sion, a reminder that we have surpassed
an earlier time when women and men
were simply listed together under unitary
categories such as “student” or “faculty.”

Many variously categorized entries
attempt to provide a look at women with
regard to their race, ethnicity, national ori-
gin, and sexual orientation, that is, women
about whom little research is available but
who nonetheless are participants in Amer-
ican higher education. It must be acknowl-
edged that large national databases have
only recently disaggregated their data in
ways that make such research possible.
Indeed, it is important to recall that it was

not until 1977 that the AAUP Bulletin
provided sex-disaggregated data for faculty
(number, rank, and salary), thereby mak-
ing possible the first research dealing with
women faculty as distinct from men on a
national scale. Thus, although the present
volume provides an ongoing if sometimes
sketchy look at women in American
higher education who identify themselves
as black, Native American, biracial/bieth-
nic, Latina, African American, Asian
American, and lesbian, at some time in
the future what has been included here
will serve as important benchmarks for
subsequent research and understanding,
even as Educating the Majority has served
for the present volume.

The “Historical and Cultural Contexts
Overview” presents well the reality that
American higher education is still a
male-dominated institution with respect
to rewards and renown. Many research
reports document this fact of male domi-
nation, even as current commentators
regularly opine that because women’s
access has improved, there is no longer a
“problem.” Yet as the overview rein-
forces, the critical issue is the quality of
that access. Subtopics are primarily con-
cerned with students and include more
modest discussions of women in other
constituencies of the academy, such as
faculty, administrators, trustees, and
alumnae. However, there is a richness of
collegiate types presented that includes
not only traditionally coeducational
institutions but also “change colleges”—
colleges originally admitting one sex
only but now admitting students of the
other sex as well; black female colleges
and historically black colleges and uni-
versities; Hispanic-serving institutions;
an exemplar of a church-related college;
community colleges; military colleges,
including the federal service academies;



tribal colleges; and women’s colleges.
How vast are the ways we now type our
institutions! All of which should make it
obvious that “the form of schooling . ..
most beneficial to college women” is
irrelevant (italics added for emphasis), for
it assumes a common identity for all
women. Although this section moves us
forward another increment, we shall
have to wait for the next compilation to
learn more about the importance of
woman-affirming mission statements,
progress of women into the ranks of
trustees and regents, and institutional
responses to part-time women, both in
terms of policies and services.

The overview on women students tac-
itly includes principally undergraduate
women of traditional age. Most of the
entries in this section relate to institu-
tional services, curricular and develop-
mental issues, and athletics for what
once was the typical undergraduate
woman. Clearly, it is important to con-
sider the whole and the ways in which
the several constituencies interact with
one another, eventually affecting all
members of the community.

Several entries deserve special kudos.
In the section “Women and Higher Edu-
cation Policy,” “Affirmative Action and
Employment,” though brief, is helpful by
virtue of the factual material presented
as well as its insight that the debate has
not and may never come to an end. This
perspective is well worth contemplating
as energies are gathered for those efforts
that have greater chance of producing
measurable results for women. Similarly,
“Gender Inequality” lists numbers and
percentages of women students by race
and ethnicity, women in the professoriat
(including tenure and salaries), and
women in academic leadership (deans,
presidents, and trustees). The numbers
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speak for themselves, with explicit con-
clusions left to the reader. A major work
on Title IX may be found here as well,
possibly the most thorough and articu-
late review of this topic to be so readily
accessible. It reminds us that although
controversy over Title IX may never
cease, it will nonetheless “continue to
promote small, incremental changes for
women for decades to come.”

In the section “Women in the Curricu-
lum,” “Medical Education,” is thoughtful
and on target. Among the entries in the
section “Women Administrators,” “Lead-
ership in Roman Catholic Institutions”
brings forward information frequently
overlooked. An entry titled “Feminist Ped-
agogy” in the section on “Feminism in the
Academy” is thoughtful, challenging, and
substantive. The entry “Salaries” in the
section on “Women Faculty” is refreshing
in that it presents some data graphically, a
pleasing change from standard verbal for-
mats. The inclusion of “Sexuality” in the
“Women Students” section provides a
thoughtful and open presentation of mate-
rial not otherwise readily available in this
context.

Thus Women in Higher Education pro-
vides a new and fresh look at women in
the academy. Those aspects of women’s
participation that emerge as of greatest
importance by virtue of the extent of
their inclusion relate to (1) negative influ-
ences of continued male domination, (2)
diversity related to personal histories,
and (3) legal considerations. The perva-
siveness of male domination is recon-
firmed and reflected in all areas, reinforc-
ing the explicitly feminist approach that
emanates from the book as a whole.
Women of many backgrounds, both stu-
dents and faculty, have here a voice that
makes the individual, rather than the
community, role, responsibilities, the



xviii Foreword

important identifier. Formal legal deci-
sions and actions relative to women’s
issues are presented and thoroughly doc-
umented. The many entries that report
some aspect of these three areas of con-
cern are important contributions to our
understanding of women in American
higher education. In sum, the entries in
this compendium gather together in one
place the record of the present while also
permitting us to reflect on those areas
and concerns we wish to emphasize
tomorrow, as we continue our efforts to
contribute to the development of an equi-
table and humane society.

M. Elizabeth Tidball
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INTRODUCTION

To describe the experience of women
in higher education in the United
States requires discussion of their history,
their impact on the academy, and their
current roles and status as students, fac-
ulty, administrators, and staff. Since 1837,
when Mary Lyon founded Mount Holyoke
Female Seminary and Oberlin College
opened its doors to men and women, the
number of women involved in higher edu-
cation has increased steadily. With this
increase have come changes in the cur-
riculum and extracurriculum, and, most
important, an expansion of the possibili-
ties for postcollege life and work for
female graduates. No longer constrained
only to the roles of daughter, wife, and
mother, white middle- and upper-class
women have gained a measure of eco-
nomic and social independence. Women of
color—including black women descended
from slaves, American Indians confined to
reservations, and Asian and Latina immi-
grants—also have increased their life
options through higher education, though
they have remained limited by prejudiced
attitudes and discriminatory admissions
policies, laws, and employment practices.

Women’s Participation in Higher
Education as Students, Faculty, and
Administrators

The alleged democratization of higher
education in the United States, facili-

Xix

tated by such landmark legislation as the
Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 and the
1944 Servicemen’s Readjustment Act
(also known as the G. I. Bill), opened uni-
versity doors to millions of Americans
who would otherwise have been unable
to participate in postsecondary study.
Though men originally were the primary
beneficiaries of the federal land grants to
the states, the Morrill Acts did not specif-
ically exclude women’s participation,
and public higher education became an
option for a growing number of female
students. Millions of American men took
up federal assistance through the G. L
Bill and flooded higher education in the
middle of the twentieth century. Female
veterans benefited as well but were such
a small minority of the military that this
legislation had very little to do with
increasing women’s access to postsec-
ondary education. In fact, the gains that
women had made as a percentage of the
college population in the 1930s were
reversed in the 1950s.

In the late twentieth century, women
overtook men in their participation as
students in higher education. In 1999, 56
percent of students enrolled in all sectors
of postsecondary education were women.
Two main factors account for this phe-
nomenon. First, the majority of high
school graduates are female. Second, the
majority of individuals who enter or
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return to higher education later in life are
women who have taken time away from
education to work, care for family mem-
bers, or do both. Together, these two
groups constitute a majority of under-
graduates.

The story of women in higher educa-
tion does not fit some grand narrative of
unfettered progress from no access to
majority participation. Female students
currently constitute a majority of under-
graduates, but they are not represented
equally across all disciplines or in gradu-
ate and professional programs. And
although the absolute number of female
students has increased unceasingly since
1837, the percentage of women among
undergraduates dropped precipitously
from 1930 (44 percent) to 1950 (30 per-
cent), only rising again to 35 percent in
1958. Although the G. L. Bill is often her-
alded as a critical moment in expanding
access to higher education, the effects of
the influx of millions of male veterans
combined with a national attitude of
conservatism and compulsory heterosex-
uality to depress the participation of
women in postsecondary education.

Furthermore, although women have
made extraordinary progress as students,
among the faculty and administration,
progress has been much slower in com-
ing. Among full-time faculty at research
universities in 1998, women comprised
29 percent; at community colleges, they
were 50 percent. In some academic fields
(education, nursing, social work, human-
ities), women are better represented than
in others (science, medicine, engineering,
law). Women in postsecondary adminis-
tration have made similarly spotty
progress, dominating some fields (e.g.,
student affairs) but making slow inroads
in others (e.g., provost, presidency). Some
scholars believe that the upcoming

retirement of the very large cohort of
(predominantly white male) faculty and
administrators brought in to cope with
the influx of war veterans in the mid-
1900s will provide an excellent opportu-
nity for women finally to break the
“glass ceiling” that has been holding
them in mid-level positions; other schol-
ars point to institutions’ increased
reliance on part-time faculty and admin-
istrators brought from outside academe
as reasons to withhold optimism. It is
indisputable, however, that opportuni-
ties for women’s scholarship, teaching,
and administrative leadership are far
greater than they once were.

Women'’s Influence on Higher
Education through Curricula, Theory,
Research, and Teaching

Women have changed not only the
demography of college campuses but also
what goes on there. Once relegated to des-
ignated “women’s courses” or “female
curricula,” women now participate in the
full range of curricular offerings, albeit
not always in proportions equal to their
presence on campus. In addition to partic-
ipating in established courses and curric-
ula, women have generated new ways of
looking at theory, research, and teaching
through women’s studies and gender
studies programs, as well as feminist the-
ory, research, and pedagogy. With episte-
mological roots parallel to the political
roots of “second-wave” feminism, femi-
nist approaches to faculty work have
changed more than those courses taught
by adherents to feminist theory. Faculty
with a range of philosophical and political
orientations have adopted collaborative
learning exercises, learner-centered class-
rooms, and nonhierarchical approaches to
teaching and learning, all with roots in
feminism and feminist method.



The ongoing debate about the efficacy
of separate women’s studies courses and
programs has kept important ideas at the
forefront of academic planning. Should
content and method relevant to women
and women’s experience as learners be
integrated into every classroom? Or are
the needs of students—female and male—
better met in separate women’s or gender
studies courses? What is considered
“core” knowledge, and what is placed at
the margins? How can material histori-
cally excluded from the curriculum
(related to women; people of color; poor
people; people with disabilities; lesbians,
gays, and bisexuals, etc.] be included
while also covering knowledge consid-
ered essential for successful participation
in a society still dominated by the history
and cultures of white Western men?

We anticipate that these questions will
persist, as will masculinist academic cul-
ture, which emphasizes individual
achievement over cooperation and hierar-
chical decisionmaking over consensus.
Although women’s and gender studies
have influenced curricular content, teach-
ing methods, and research paradigms,
they have not had a commensurate im-
pact on the structures and reward sys-
tems of higher education and remain mar-
ginal in all but a few institutions.

Organization of the Encyclopedia

The decision to compile an encyclopedic
resource on women and gender in higher
education stems in part from our recogni-
tion of the progress and contributions of
women in the academy as well as the con-
tinued marginality of women, women’s
studies, and feminist thought. Although
other reference texts, such as Higher Edu-
cation in the United States: An Encyclo-
pedia (Forest and Kinser 2002), include
the experiences of women, they must sac-
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rifice some depth in coverage of impor-
tant topics to include the breadth of infor-
mation relevant to the study of higher
education as a whole. We realize that an
encyclopedia, by its authoritative nature,
risks further reifying those topics it
includes and further marginalizes those
left out. We undertook this risk in order
to create a resource that might serve as an
entry point for individuals seeking infor-
mation on women and gender in higher
education. This text is not the final word
on what is considered important knowl-
edge; it is instead a selective compilation
of topics that have been, are, and will be
important issues in the study of women
and gender in postsecondary settings in
the United States.

We have organized the encyclopedia in
nine major content sections: Historical
and Cultural Contexts, Gender Theory
and the Academy, Feminism in the Acad-
emy, Women in the Curriculum, Women
and Higher Education Policy, Women Stu-
dents, Women Faculty, Women Adminis-
trators, and Women Employees. Each sec-
tion begins with a topical overview that is
designed to provide a broad introduction
to the area. Following the overview are
individual entries of varying lengths,
arranged alphabetically by subject head-
ing. Each entry contains a bibliography of
print and electronic resources for further
information, and most entries include
cross-references to other entries that may
be of interest to the reader. Following the
nine content sections are an appendix of
Women’s Studies Research Resources and
a bibliography of all sources noted in indi-
vidual entries. To orient the reader, we
include here an introduction to the nine
sections.

“Historical and Cultural Contexts” is
intended to provide an introduction to
the historical and sociological study of
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women and gender issues in higher edu-
cation in the United States. Jana Nidif-
fer’s overview traces women’s participa-
tion in U.S. higher education from its
beginnings. Individual entries describe
the unique histories of several categories
of postsecondary institutions (e.g., histor-
ically black women’s colleges, commu-
nity colleges, military colleges, tribal col-
leges, women’s colleges), important
developments in women’s participation
in higher education (e.g., coeducation),
and gender-related cultural contexts (e.g.,
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
issues).

The section “Gender Theory and the
Academy” addresses several key issues in
the areas of philosophy, psychology, soci-
ology, and pedagogy. In her overview,
Eleanor MacDonald frames the theoreti-
cal perspectives presented in the entries.
Entries on gender and assessment and the
psychological research on sex differences
complement entries on gender and race,
sexism, and sexual harassment to provide
a broad information base for understand-
ing gender theory in the context of higher
education.

“Feminism in the Academy” includes
entries that relate important areas of
feminist theory and philosophy to func-
tions and approaches prevalent in post-
secondary settings. The epistemological
challenges to the academic enterprise
brought by feminist research and peda-
gogy are discussed. Rebecca Ropers-Huil-
man commences the section with an
overview in which the key issues are
identified.

The section “Women in the Curricu-
lum” begins with Ann Schonberger’s
overview of how women have influenced
and been influenced by higher education
curricula. The section includes entries on
individual fields of study (e.g., family and

consumer sciences, physical education,
teacher education), women’s studies, and
the influence of new technologies for
teaching and learning (e.g., Internet edu-
cation). The development of women’s or
gender studies caucuses in scholarly
associations and the transformation of
the curriculum are treated in individual
entries as well.

Policy has had a significant influence
on women’s participation in higher edu-
cation. “Women and Higher Education
Policy” addresses important policy devel-
opments (e.g., Title IX, affirmative action,
welfare-related education policies), legal
issues, students’ rights, and gender
inequality. Vivyan Adair’s overview takes
a historical approach and analyzes the
impact of policy on women in postsec-
ondary settings. Women participate in
higher education as students, faculty,
administrators, and other institutional
employees (e.g., clerical and technical
workers). Several important issues cut
across these roles (e.g., the influence of
race and ethnicity, campus climate) but
tend to affect women differently, depend-
ing on their institutional role. There are
also unique gender-related issues relevant
to each role. We have therefore divided
the four groups (students, faculty, admin-
istrators, other employees) into separate
sections.

Florence Guido-DiBrito provides the
overview to the section “Women Stu-
dents,” addressing their participation and
status in higher education, developmen-
tal issues, and diversity. The section
includes entries related to what women
do as students (e.g., activism, athletics,
black sororities, co-curricular activities),
their academic experiences (e.g., class-
room climate, graduate and professional
education, persistence, women students
in the sciences), development (e.g., iden-



tity, sociocultural, or cognitive and epis-
temological development), and the
unique experiences of women from dif-
ferent backgrounds (e.g., African Ameri-
can, American Indian, Asian American,
Latina, Jewish). This section also
includes entries on issues important
though not unique to women, such as
curricular and professional choices, sex-
ual assault, and service learning.

The section “Women Faculty” simi-
larly addresses topics that are specifically
gendered (e.g., campus climate, sex dis-
crimination, women of color at predomi-
nantly white institutions) and those that
are common to faculty life yet are experi-
enced in gendered terms (e.g., disciplin-
ary socialization, evaluation, hiring,
research, teaching, tenure and promo-
tion, unionization). Entries include a dis-
cussion of racial and ethnic diversity
among women faculty, as well as the his-
tory and status of lesbian and bisexual
faculty. In her overview to this section,
Joanne Cooper reviews the key issues
and concerns.

Susan Twombly and Vicki J. Rosser’s
overview for “Women Administrators”
introduces several important topics,
including women'’s leadership. Entries in
the section describe the experiences and
status of racially and ethnically diverse
women administrators, as well as critical
issues in postsecondary administration
as viewed through the lens of women and
gender (e.g., administrative ethics, career
mobility, leadership, the presidency).

The section “Women Employees” is
the shortest in the encyclopedia. We
include in the category “employees”
those individuals who work in support
positions on campus; they are the clerical,
technical, police and security, mainte-
nance, and other workers who facilitate
the work of faculty and administrators.
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Often though not always unionized, these
employees have received little attention
by higher education researchers, and
issues related to gender or women in this
category have received even less. In their
overview, Linda Johnsrud and Lynn T.
Inoshita summarize what is known about
women’s experience and status as em-
ployees in postsecondary education. An
entry on unionization of higher education
employees (other than faculty) completes
this section of the book.

Following the nine major sections, we
have included data relating to women’s
experience in higher education, a com-
prehensive appendix of women’s studies
resources, and a bibliography of print and
electronic sources for further reading,.

Conclusion

An encyclopedia is meant to convey
essential information about an area of
interest to a broad audience, including
experienced scholars, students, and first-
time inquirers. An encyclopedia should
be broad enough to provide entry to a
subject through a wide variety of topics
yet deep enough to provide detailed infor-
mation on those topics. An encyclopedia
also provides users with resources for fur-
ther exploration of topics of interest. In
planning and editing this volume, we
have attempted to meet each of these
standards by creating a comprehensive
source of information and resources
related to women in higher education in
the United States.

To be sure, any edited book betrays the
knowledge, biases, and epistemological
preferences of its editors. This encyclope-
dia is no different in that respect.
Although we have consulted many col-
leagues from a wide range of specializa-
tions, viewpoints, and backgrounds to
develop an entry list that covers the land-
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scape of research and knowledge in the
area of women in U.S. higher education,
we know that there are important topics
that are not accounted for in this encyclo-
pedia. We also know that our decision to
organize the contents into the nine sec-
tions described above constructs artificial
divisions of knowledge that reify the rigid
disciplinary boundaries that many
women’s studies scholars, among others,
advocate abandoning. Nevertheless, in an
effort to assist the reader in locating
information and to provide depth as well
as breadth in content, we have organized
the book into what we believe are mean-
ingful, if constructed, categories.

Where we have left gaps in information
or topics not addressed, we encourage
readers to consult other reference sources
related to women, higher education, or
both. As women students, staff, faculty,
and administrators continue to take and

make their place in American higher edu-
cation, so changes the academy. New data
will continue to emerge as a consequence
of women’s participation in higher educa-
tion, and as such, this encyclopedia
endeavors to serve as both a historical
marker and foundation for future study.
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HISTORICAL AND
CULTURAL CONTEXTS






Overview

Today women of all ages and back-
grounds are part of every aspect of
higher education. They comprise the
majority of undergraduate students and
represent significant numbers of graduate
students, faculty members, and adminis-
trators. Women are found in every disci-
pline, even those historically reserved for
men, such as engineering and medicine.
Women are part of every type of institu-
tion, including elite public and private
research universities, four-year colleges,
community colleges, and specialized
institutions such as military academies,
tribal colleges, and historically black col-
leges and universities (HBCUs). Women
are educated in and leaders of both secular
and religious institutions. There is no
doubt that the contemporary status of
women is better than it has been in the
almost 400 years of American higher edu-
cation. Yet only a cautious optimism is
called for.

There are several “prestige hierarchies”
that exist within higher education, and
within them women are better repre-
sented at the lower levels of the hierarchy
than at the top. For example, one prestige
hierarchy exists among institutional
types, in which elite research universities
are generally more prestigious than bac-
calaureate (four-year) and community col-
leges. Thus, women are better represented
among the faculty and leadership of the

four- and two-year institutions than the
research universities. Similarly, women
hold fewer full professor positions than
assistant professor and lecturer slots; are
more likely to be deans of schools of edu-
cation or nursing than medicine or law;
and are underrepresented in all levels of
basic science, technology, business, and
engineering departments. It was not until
2001 that an African American woman,
Ruth Simmons, became the president of a
former colonial college and Ivy League
institution—Brown University. White
women still do have not parity with white
men, and women of color are not as well
represented as white women. This situa-
tion, known as “the higher, the fewer,” is
the direct legacy of America’s historical
antagonism toward women'’s higher learn-
ing. Thus, a brief description of the social
and institutional constraints placed on
women’s education during the formative
years of the nineteenth century provides
the context for understanding today’s
realities.

American higher education began with
the founding of Harvard College in Mas-
sachusetts Bay Colony in 1636. The
founders were men educated in Britain’s
Oxford and Cambridge Universities and
were deeply religious. Their primary need
for a college was to train young men for
the ministry and for future leadership
positions within colonial government.
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Because young women were never even
considered for positions of clerical or
civil leadership, college attendance for
women was also never considered. The
eight other colonial colleges were
founded for similar purposes, and there-
fore girls’ education was confined to
basic literacy or perhaps the equivalent of
today’s grammar school. The intellectual
foment of the American Revolutionary
era (approximately 1770-1789), intro-
duced new ideas into the minds of educa-
tional reformers. A few men, including
Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Rush,
argued to expand the missions and pur-
poses of American colleges. They wanted
the classically oriented curriculum to
make room for more “modern” subjects
inspired by the European Enlightenment,
such as courses in democratic govern-
ment and capitalist economics, and for
the entire curriculum to be taught in
English rather than Latin. Women such
as Abigail Adams and Lucy Otis Warren
wanted higher education for women,
grounding their arguments in Enlighten-
ment ideas of inherent rationality in all
humans, not just males. Radicals such as
Mary Wollstonecraft called for greater
political participation and recognition; a
cry that fell mostly on deaf ears. In gen-
eral, however, it was not until the 1820s
and 1830s that colleges began slowly
changing their curricula, experimenting
with teaching in English, and adding any
“practical” subjects. For the most part,
they remained for men only. Only a
small handful of institutions taught
women before the Civil War (1861-1865).

Educating women took two forms in
the early nineteenth century—single-sex
or women’s colleges and coeducation.
The first institutions were single-sex and
were started by reformers in New
England. One of the earliest was Sarah

Pierce’s Respectable Academy in Litch-
field, Connecticut, founded in 1791.
Emma Willard began her seminary in
Troy, New York, in 1821. Catharine
Beecher started the Hartford Female
Seminary in 1823, and Mary Lyon opened
Mount Holyoke Female Seminary in
1837. In the South, Georgia Female Col-
lege opened in 1836, and Mary Sharp Col-
lege in Tennessee was founded in 1853.
At first, many women’s colleges were
actually more like high schools in terms
of academic rigor, even if they were mod-
eled after the better men’s colleges. Even-
tually, as the level of common schooling
improved, the women’s colleges resem-
bled men’s in curricula and level, that is,
some were collegiate-level, and some
were not.

Coeducation began cautiously at Ober-
lin College in 1837 and was followed by
Antioch College in 1852. Although these
early efforts were quite important, they
were struggling against powerful social
norms that resisted accepting highly edu-
cated women. The religious, intellectual,
biological, and social arguments against
women’s higher education reveal a great
deal about the attitudes and beliefs of
America’s dominant white middle class,
as well as the growing importance of
higher education to the social and eco-
nomic welfare of the nation.

The Separate Spheres

The Judeo-Christian heritage on which
the country was founded was the corner-
stone of resistance to women’s higher
education. Laws, social practice, and
common custom, especially among mid-
dle- and upper-class white citizens, were
informed by the dominance of Protes-
tantism in early America. Included
among Protestant beliefs was the convic-
tion that women were to be subservient,



first to a father, then to a husband, and at
all times to God. Subscribing to a
divinely ordained world order, most peo-
ple believed God meant things to be
exactly as they were. Therefore, dramatic
change in social custom was against
God’s will. Within American society,
women were confined to one sphere of
life, the domestic, and only men were
part of the public—political, economic,
and social—sphere of the larger commu-
nities. White women were expected to
conform to a “cult of true womanhood”
that demanded piety, obedience, purity,
and domesticity.

As the young country grew and mid-
western territories became states, the
new infrastructure and increased mer-
cantile opportunities created numerous
nonagricultural jobs for men and a small
but important middle class. On the East
Coast, a greater percentage of the popula-
tion lived near or in cities. These factors
meant a smaller percentage of the labor
force were farmers. With fewer people
working on family farms, where the
work of women and children often meant
the difference between starvation and
survival, the gender spheres grew even
more immutable. More men left the
home to work, and the economic contri-
bution of “women’s work” became less
obvious. The 1830s and 1840s brought an
increased demand in common schooling
for both sons and daughters. The reli-
gious fervor of the Second Great Awak-
ening also spurred literacy rates because
many Protestant sects wanted all chil-
dren to have at least the ability to read
the Bible. Even higher education began to
change, albeit slowly at first, as young
colleges sprang up like weeds across the
East and Midwest. Even in the South,
where the number of colleges was fewer,
it was still a time of precipitous growth.
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This poster by Emily Harding Andrews,
published by the Artists’ Suffrage League c.
1908, shows the link between advocacy of
education for women and votes for women
(Library of Congress)

The growth in common schooling,
combined with increased economic
opportunities in business for men, created
a demand for teachers; women filled this
demand. The revivalist spirit of the era
also stimulated a need for missionaries.
The early champions of women’s higher
education at Troy Mount Holyoke Semi-
naries and Oberlin and Antioch Colleges
seized the chance to educate women to
fill these two new roles. Middle-class
society and the new colleges agreed upon
a new social contract. Women could con-
tinue their education and find intellectual
and professional fulfillment in work that
was genuinely needed. Yet their two
roles, teachers and missionaries, only
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Education for women was one of the planks of the Declaration of Sentiments signed at the
Seneca Falls Convention of 1848 (Bettmann/Corbis)

minimally expanded the edges of the
female sphere because educated women
still remained obedient Christian women
and nurturers of children.

Grudgingly, male educators accepted
the idea of women’s higher education as
long as it was designed to fulfill specific,
pragmatic needs. However, most such
educators also assumed that women did
not have the intellectual capacity to
study the same subjects as men. The
revered classical education designed to
train the logical minds of men was
thought beyond most women. If they
studied at all, it should be the domestic
arts; “finishing” subjects such as sewing,
drawing, or French; or disciplines of min-
imal rigor and importance at the time,
such as science. Only later in the nine-

teenth century, when science was con-
sidered both rigorous and economically
viable, were women deemed incapable of
scientific and mathematical study.

An expanded opportunity for higher
education for women was one of the gains
reformers sought in the so-called first
wave of feminism. Susan B. Anthony, Eliz-
abeth Cady Stanton, and other women’s
rights advocates included women’s educa-
tion in the Declaration of Sentiments at
the first women’s rights convention in
Seneca Falls, New York, in 1848. In the
United States of the 1840s, social and
political progressives were likely to sup-
port two causes—women’s suffrage and
education and the abolition of slavery.
Most male progressives argued that aboli-
tion was the more urgent societal problem



and asked women’s suffrage supporters
essentially to place their agenda on hold.
After the Civil War, many feminists were
disappointed that women’s suffrage was
not added to the U.S. Constitution at the
same time as the Fifteenth Amendment,
which gave African American men the
vote. Although suffrage remained a goal,
most political energy on behalf of women
from the late 1860s to the turn of the cen-
tury was focused on winning the chance
to go to college.

The passage of the Morrill Act in 1862
brought several changes to American
higher education, but no single change
was more important than the develop-
ment of a significant sector of public
higher education. Prior to 1860, the
majority of institutions were private—at
least in the contemporary understanding
of the term. Although the distinction
between public and private was never as
cleanly delineated as might be believed,
the two sectors increasingly assumed dis-
tinguishing characteristics after the Civil
War. For women, the private sector of
previously all-male colleges remained
largely closed for decades, well into the
twentieth century. However, a signifi-
cant sector of private women’s higher
education, including the seven sisters
colleges of Mount Holyoke, Smith,
Wellesley, Radcliffe, Barnard, Vassar, and
Bryn Mawr, was established in the 1870s.
Other women'’s colleges in the South and
Midwest were also founded after 1870,
but the growth of women’s higher educa-
tion was actually greater in the public
sector, either at the smaller normal
schools or the state universities, which
were mostly coeducational. As more and
more public institutions admitted
women, the debate regarding coeduca-
tion grew. This debate was acrimonious
and long-lasting.
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The title of the first novel written by a
woman graduate of a coeducational uni-
versity, An American Girl and Her Four
Years in a Boy’s College, is revealing. The
author, Olive San Louis Anderson (pub-
lishing under an anagram of her name,
SOLA| located her story at the fictitious
University of Ortonville, but she was
actually writing about the University of
Michigan. She spoke of her isolation and
lack of integration into full university
life: “The girls are not expected to have
much class spirit yet, but are supposed to
sit meekly by and say ‘Thank you’ for the
crumbs that fall from the boys table.” Yet
at the same time, Anderson felt her
“bosom swell with pride” to be included
in such a great institution and knew she
was given an opportunity that very few
women before her had ever experienced.
Such was the dilemma of coeducation.
The climate was hostile and the social
cost was enormous, but the opportuni-
ties were unparalleled.

Biological Determinism

and Race Suicide

Americans became increasingly fasci-
nated by science and in 1859 were capti-
vated by Charles Darwin’s Origin of
Species. Another Englishman, Herbert
Spencer, became famous applying the
concept of evolution to the full range of
human activities. Spencer believed that
“specialization of function” was critical
to both social and biological evolution,
including specialization between men
and women, each of whom had their pre-
scribed roles. Thus, the separate spheres
were not only as God ordained but also
were dictated by science. Antagonists to
women’s higher education, especially
coeducation, added a new argument in
the latter part of the nineteenth century.
In addition to concerns about violating
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the separate spheres of men and women,
opponents used science, specifically biol-
ogy, as evidence of women’s physical and
intellectual limitations.

Scientists generally described the body
as a closed biological system, where the
expenditure of energy in one part neces-
sarily deprived another part. One of the
first widely read attacks on coeducation
emerged from the medical community. In
1873 a former member of the Harvard
Medical School faculty, Dr. Edward H.
Clarke, published his views on women’s
education in a small book entitled Sex in
Education; or, a Fair Chance for the Girls.
Clarke based his views on the proposition
that biology was destiny. He argued that
women’s brains were less developed and
could not tolerate the same level of men-
tal stimulation (meaning higher educa-
tion) as men, so they should not be taught
in the same manner as men. More impor-
tant, however, Clarke linked intense brain
activity with the potential malfunction of
the reproductive “apparatus,” especially if
women were overtaxed during the “cata-
menial function” (menstruation).

Clarke’s book was extremely popular,
had a tremendous impact, and was used
extensively by opponents of women’s
education. Response on campuses and in
college towns, women’s clubs, medical
schools, reading circles, and anywhere
that people were debating women’s edu-
cation was overwhelming. Although the
University of Michigan had been coedu-
cational for three years by 1873, on one
occasion 200 copies were sold in Ann
Arbor in one day. At the University of
Wisconsin, the regents of the university
used Clarke’s findings to justify with-
drawing support for women’s education.

Proponents of women’s education were
shocked and angered by Clarke’s wrong-
headed but unfortunately persuasive the-

ories. M. Carey Thomas, the future pres-
ident of Bryn Mawr College, recalled,
“We did not know when we began
whether women'’s health could stand the
strain of education. We were haunted in
those days by the clanging chains of the
gloomy specter, Dr. Edward Clarke’s Sex
in Education.” Feminists denounced
Clarke, but the need to prove that higher
education was not harmful to women’s
health loomed over women educators for
decades.

Although many opponents embraced
the “ruined health” thesis of Dr. Clarke,
others opposed women’s education
because it was “socially undesirable.”
Throughout the 1870s and 1880s, the
anxiety surrounding changing gender
roles was often expressed as a fear of
“masculating” or “unsexing” women,
thereby making them unfit for marriage.
Annie Nathan Meyer, founder of Barnard
College, recalled with sadness what her
father said when she announced her
intention to seek higher education. “You
will never be married,” he said. “Men
hate intelligent wives” (Kendall 1976, 76).

Critics in the 1890s moved beyond the
fear of masculinization and “ruined
health” of women students. As the nine-
teenth century came to a close, coeduca-
tion was deemed to be causing grievous
harm to the larger society. The academic
success and low birth rates of college
women caused the arguments against
coeducation to shift to the slightly differ-
ent yet integrally related notion of “race
suicide.” Anxiety regarding acceptable
sex roles combined with increasing xeno-
phobia and anti-immigration sentiments.
This wave of attacks upon women'’s edu-
cation focused on the fact that college-
educated women married later, if at all,
and had fewer children than their less-
educated contemporaries. Critics held



that a college education was responsible
for falling marriage and birth rates and
the increasing divorce rates among
white, native-born Americans.

The critics were numerous and promi-
nent, including President Charles Eliot of
Harvard College and U.S. president
Theodore Roosevelt, who warned Ameri-
cans that the “best classes” were not
reproducing themselves. Throughout the
Progressive era, scholars and commenta-
tors published articles on the issue. The
critics enjoyed the advantage of statis-
tics. Approximately one-half of the first
generation of college-educated women
married, in contrast to marriage rates of
90 percent for women with no college
education. Women who went to college
after 1890 had higher marriage and birth
rates than the first generation, although
they were still lower than the rest of the
population. However, in reality, racism
and xenophobia lay at the heart of the
criticism, not demographics.

In addition to race suicide, coeducation
was accused of feminizing both male stu-
dents and the institutions themselves. It
was commonly held that increasing
industrialization and urbanization were
rendering men too soft. But some critics
considered higher education to be the real
culprit. They charged that coeducation
was responsible for the loss of manly
verve. Even the popular press encouraged
American men to be more manly, athletic,
and aggressive. One response on college
campuses was to embrace athletics, espe-
cially football, with unrestrained fervor.

At colleges and universities, antago-
nism toward women became disdain for
anything feminine. The movement
toward departmentalization as an organi-
zational structure and specialization
among faculty members began in the
1880s. As faculty interests became nar-
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rower, clear gender distinctions emerged.
One common division was the separa-
tion of the theoretical (considered mas-
culine) from the practical (feminine). For
example, psychology divided into experi-
mental and clinical departments. Theo-
retical sociology was made distinct from
professional social work. The profes-
sional schools of law, medicine, business,
and divinity were dominated by male
students and maintained a social ethos
that women did not belong. Only social
work graduate programs, newly forming
in the Progressive era, had significant
female enrollments. Therefore, it was
reasoned that establishing more male-
oriented professional schools would
increase the number of men on campus,
and the new universities established
such schools at an accelerated rate.

Women did have their champions,
however. Supporters of women’s higher
education included women’s rights
activists and numerous grassroots orga-
nizations. Strong pockets of local support
existed, and women’s clubs of the era
were active campaigners for coeducation.
Comprising primarily older women
denied the opportunity to get a college
education, these clubs worked diligently
on behalf of their daughters and younger
sisters, lobbing university administra-
tions and state legislatures and convinc-
ing husbands and brothers to support leg-
islation that would open public colleges
to women.

They Came Anyway

The new colleges funded by the Morrill
Act and their sister state institutions were
notorious for experiencing serious finan-
cial pressures in their early years, from
the 1860s through to the 1880s. Most
institutions decided unenthusiastically to
admit women for a variety of economi-
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cally oriented reasons; their leaders were
not moved by a spirit of egalitarianism.
Substantial Civil War causalities caused a
drop in male enrollments, and colleges
needed tuition revenue. The growing
number of students in public elementary
schools prompted states to seek a cheap
supply of teachers. Women students paid
tuition, so they were revenue; women
teachers were often paid only half of what
men earned, so they were cheap labor.

One manifestation of the antagonism
was the inequitable distribution of
resources that universities bestowed on
women. In general, the midwestern uni-
versities did not provide women with
housing, medical care, or physical educa-
tion facilities, despite the fact that such
facilities existed for men by the 1870s.
Access to a gymnasium was quite impor-
tant because of the concerns regarding
the health and fitness of women stu-
dents, but universities barred women
from the gyms at first. When access was
granted, it was usually at times deemed
less desirable by men, for example, dur-
ing the dinner hour. Of equal concern
was the paucity of scholarship money
available to women. Universities gave
little, if any, of their available funds to
female students.

Male students made it difficult for
women to enter their preserve. Photo-
graphs of lecture halls of the era revealed a
pattern of strict segregation. Women were
explicitly ridiculed under the guise of
humor as misogynistic cartoons and sto-
ries filled campus newspapers, literary
magazines, and yearbooks. “Coeds,” as
they came to be called, were excluded
from clubs, eating halls, music groups,
honorary societies, and most activities
associated with campus prestige. Unfortu-
nately, it was not only the young students
who exhibited their hostility. Faculty

members sometimes ignored women in
the classroom, refused to answer ques-
tions, or prohibited discussion. Occasion-
ally, even official university policy ignored
or excluded women.

In response, college women established
a separate student culture in much the
same manner as adult women in the
larger society. They had women’s literary
and debating clubs, women’s magazines,
and newspapers or special “women’s
pages” inside the dominant campus pub-
lications, and they formed sororities.
Depicted in the diaries and letters of
women students as well as in the fiction
written by them and about them, these
special, all-female worlds were cozy and
valuable assets in coping with the daily
indignities of life. Despite their obvious
drawbacks, alumnae remembered their
female worlds fondly.

As time passed, the women found that
some men were increasingly receptive to
the idea of female friends and classmates.
Correspondingly, several women savored
friendships and working relationships
with men, which again was not a typical
nineteenth-century female experience.
Occasionally, friendship led to romance
for college women, and among those who
married, several married classmates.
Most women, however, viewed an intel-
lectual and professional career as one life
choice and marriage and motherhood as
another.

Despite the challenges, women entered
higher education in droves and were suc-
cessful in numerous ways. Women enter-
ing college between 1870 and 1910 repre-
sented approximately 2.2 percent of their
age cohort (eighteen- to twenty-one-year-
old women), but they represented 35 per-
cent of all college students. Slightly over
70 percent of these students were in
coeducational institutions. By example,



they illustrated that women could with-
stand the intellectual rigors of college
and remain healthy. They performed well
academically. For example, at the Uni-
versity of Chicago between 1892 and
1902, women earned 46 percent of the
baccalaureate degrees but 56.3 percent of
the Phi Beta Kappa keys. Similar levels of
accomplishment occurred elsewhere, and
it prompted some universities to impose
limits on the number of honors women
were eligible to earn. Women graduated
in significant numbers, and several pur-
sued careers in medicine, science, teach-
ing, and social work. Others entered
higher education as professors and the
first professional women administra-
tors—deans of women, physicians, or
health and physical education supervi-
sors. By 1920, women represented almost
half of all higher education enrollments,
and 80 percent of them were in coeduca-
tional institutions.

In summary, the nineteenth century
saw the initial entry of women in higher
education as undergraduate students. By
1900, women were also entering graduate
and professional schools and challenging
the strict gender segregation of the labor
market. As women earned Ph.D.’s, they
also desired to enter the professoriat. But
with each step, each challenge to the sta-
tus quo or each threat to male economic
advantage, criticisms emerged. Women
were thought intellectually incapable of
the most prestigious or most economi-
cally viable courses of study and physio-
logically or temperamentally unsuited to
certain pursuits; they were accused of
violating either the divine order or social
custom, ruining their health, becoming
masculinized, harming the Anglo-Saxon
race, or feminizing men. Vestiges of these
attitudes remain and undergird the infa-
mous “chilly climate” in today’s higher
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education for women. Sadly, racist and
xenophobic attitudes brought a different
but analogous legacy into twentieth-cen-
tury higher education, obligating women
of color to struggle against the combined
burden of racism and sexism.

The Twentieth Century and Beyond
The entries in the Historical and Cul-
tural Contexts section build on the
events of the nineteenth century and pri-
marily deal with women’s higher educa-
tion as it evolved over the twentieth cen-
tury and entered the new millennium.
The entries cover the two modes of edu-
cating women in the twentieth century,
single-sex women'’s colleges and coeduca-
tion; the often overlooked contributions
of religiously affiliated colleges; and
women’s roles in specialized institutions
such as community colleges, historically
black colleges and universities, tribal col-
leges, and the military academies. High-
lighting key points from the entries that
follow, this section illustrates the diver-
sity of women’s experience in higher
education in the twentieth century.

At the turn of the twentieth century,
enrollment in women’s colleges in-
creased by 348 percent, and the gain of
female students at coeducational colleges
was even larger, at 438 percent. By the
1920s, a high point for women’s educa-
tion, female students represented 47 per-
cent of the student body in colleges and
universities. The 1930s through 1950s
saw the percentage of women in higher
education drop to a low of 30 percent,
and enrollment at many women’s col-
leges began to decline precariously. In the
1960s and 1970s, there was a dramatic
shift away from single-sex institutions
toward coeducation, including very pres-
tigious and previously all-male institu-
tions. As a result, the number of
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women’s colleges today has declined to
fewer than 75 institutions, down from
the more than 200 institutions that were
in existence in 1960. Women’s colleges
are almost all private, and a third of them
are Catholic institutions. They also tend
to be small, educating less than 1 percent
of all women attending postsecondary
institutions and awarding 1 percent of all
degrees conferred. In terms of geographic
location, almost half the women’s col-
leges are located in the northeastern
United States, and 33 percent are located
in the South. There are three women’s
colleges in California, and the rest are
scattered around the country.

What is of greater interest, however,
are the unique contributions and chal-
lenges of single-sex higher education.
Although less than 5 percent of all high
school students apply to women’s col-
leges, the colleges serve women of color
and nontraditional-age women in higher
proportions than comparable coeduca-
tional institutions. Women'’s colleges are
also more likely than their coeducational
counterparts to grant undergraduate
degrees to women in typically male-dom-
inated fields. Women’s colleges are
among the most accessible in promoting
environments wherein women are taken
seriously. The entry on women’s colleges
analyses and evaluates the research that
suggests that women’s colleges have a
direct, positive impact on their students
and points to several characteristics of
women’s colleges that could be used as a
model by coeducational institutions
interested in improving educational out-
comes for women. Any of the character-
istics inherent to women’s colleges paral-
lel traits associated with successful
academic institutions for men and
women students. What sets women’s col-
leges apart from most coeducational

institutions, however, is the purposeful-
ness with which the former respond to
the needs of their women students.
Most colleges and universities today
are coeducational (94 percent), but differ-
ent types of institutions came to coedu-
cation at different times. HBCUs gener-
ally adopted coeducation relatively early
in the course of their histories, but
Catholic colleges were the most resis-
tant, and many remain single-sex. Ironi-
cally, some prestigious graduate schools
actually became coeducational prior to
allowing women into the undergraduate
colleges at the same institution.
Coeducation was spurred by the mas-
sive influx of students subsequent to
World War II. The Serviceman’s Re-
adjustment Act of 1944, better known as
the G. I. Bill, actually caused some
women’s colleges to change to coeduca-
tion. In the 1970s, feminist activism and
the passage of Title IX Education Amend-
ments of 1972 encouraged coeducation
and sought to guarantee equal treatment
for the women students at these institu-
tions. The growing prevalence of coedu-
cation did not stop the debate about
which mode of education was best for
young women. Ardent supporters of sin-
gle-sex colleges argue that the chilly cli-
mate at most coeducational school does a
disservice to women, but as the essay on
women’s colleges reveals, the research
has not yet definitely resolved the debate.
Within the history of American higher
education, it is generally acknowledged
that several Protestant sects founded col-
leges and that American Christianity
played a vital role in the shaping the
structure, curriculum, faculty, and stu-
dent body of early higher education.
Members of non-Protestant denomina-
tions, most notably Catholics, responded
to being excluded from Protestant col-



leges by founding separate institutions
consistent with their religious beliefs. Lit-
erally hundreds, if not thousands of col-
leges in the United States owe their
founding to a particular church, but for
the great majority, their denominational
beginnings are merely historical artifacts.
There are, however, a small percentage of
colleges still closely aligned with their
founding denominations, and as such,
they are considered parochial institutions.
Prior to the establishment of the first
virtual university, community colleges
were the most recent institutional type
in American higher education. The first
“junior” college, as these colleges were
called in the beginning, opened in 1901
in Joliet, Mlinois, at the instigation of the
president of the University of Chicago,
William Rainey Harper. He was inter-
ested in turning the very young Univer-
sity of Chicago (founded in 1892) into a
powerful research wuniversity very
quickly. He believed that if universities
could educate only upper-division under-
graduates (juniors and seniors), then the
faculty could focus more energy on
research and graduate education. He
wanted smaller colleges and a new type
of institution to assume the burden of
lower-division undergraduate education.
Harper also hoped that students “un-
suited” to advanced education would
take their associate’s degree for two years
of work and leave higher education. To
many on Chicago’s campus, including
Professor John Dewey and Dean of
Women Marion Talbot, it was clear that
Harper included almost all women in the
“unsuited” category. Harper’s attempts
to rid Chicago of freshman and sopho-
more students failed, but his ideas of cre-
ating a new junior college caught on.
Junior colleges grew slowly at first, and
most concentrated on the transfer func-
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tion; that is, they focused on preparing
students to transfer to a four-year institu-
tion after completion of junior college
coursework. It was not until the middle
of the twentieth century that commu-
nity colleges began to take on their cur-
rent form. The passage of the G. I. Bill
after World War II created the need for
more higher education options. In 1947,
the President’s Commission on Educa-
tion and Democracy, also known as the
Truman Commission, gave junior col-
leges a more community-oriented mis-
sion and coined the term “community
colleges.” During the decade of the
1960s, over 450 public community col-
leges opened, doubling the number of
existing institutions.

Although women were one of the
intended audiences of the first commu-
nity colleges, they figure little into the
early history of these institutions, which
demonstrated no particular interest in
women'’s issues for almost three-quarters
of a century. It was not until the 1970s
and 1980s, when women students be-
came a majority, that women’s experi-
ences as students, faculty, and adminis-
trators began to be noted. Community
colleges are commonly referred to as “the
people’s college,” “democracy’s college,”
and the “open-door college.” Thus it is
not surprising that with its commitment
to access and opportunity, the commu-
nity college is thought to be a more wel-
coming sector of higher education to
women and people of color.

Today, community colleges educate
nearly half the nation’s undergraduates,
and more than half of those students are
women. More so than four-year institu-
tions, community colleges serve a
diverse set of learners with differing
goals, needs, backgrounds, and life cir-
cumstances. Women now attend com-
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munity colleges for a variety of reasons:
to prepare for careers in vocational and
technical areas, to prepare for transfer to
a four-year institution, to upgrade cur-
rent skills, or to pursue remedial or
developmental education. Only recently
have community colleges added services
directly targeted at women students.

In keeping with the unfortunate, “the
higher, the fewer” dilemma for women in
higher education, community colleges
faculties are more diverse than the facul-
ties of four-year institutions. Today,
approximately one-half of community
college faculty are women, as compared
to only 34 percent at four-year institu-
tions. Sadly, it was pragmatism, rather
than idealism or a sense of equity, that
led community colleges to hire more
women professionals. Women are also
better represented among the senior
ranks of administrators at community
colleges. In fact, 22 percent of the presi-
dencies are held by women, but still
more women than men languish at mid-
dle levels of administration. And women
administrators still earn less than their
male counterparts. However, women in
community colleges gain support
through such organizations as the Amer-
ican Association for Women in Commu-
nity Colleges (AAWCC).

Most historically black colleges and
universities (HBCUs) are coeducational,
but Bennett College of Greensboro,
North Carolina, and Spelman College of
Atlanta, Georgia, enroll women only.
During much of the twentieth century,
higher education was either legally or de
facto segregated. African American stu-
dents, especially in the South, comprised
only miniscule numbers of the student
body at predominantly white institutions
(PWIs). In addition to HBCUs, tribal col-
leges and universities (TCUs) were estab-

lished to provide opportunities for stu-
dents of color in higher education. There
are thirty-two such institutions in the
United States, concentrated in the upper
Midwest and Southwest near population
centers of Native Americans. Most grant
associates degrees, but there are four-year
programs as well. TCUs enroll over
30,000 students, 64 percent of whom are
women. Faculty at TCUs are 30 percent
American Indian and Alaska Native,
which is in sharp contrast to the rest of
higher education, where these two
groups represent less than 1 percent of
the faculty. Women are the majority of
faculty at all levels but comprise only 39
percent of TCU presidents.

The last institutions in the U.S. to
accept women students were the mili-
tary academies, and it took congressional
debate, litigation, and a Supreme Court
ruling to make it possible. Coeducation
enabled women to take advantage of the
elite training and privileged alumni net-
works that are hallmarks of the acade-
mies. Like the earliest debates on coedu-
cation, the question of women in the
military academies once again asked:
What is the purpose of higher education
for women? Is it a different purpose than
education for men?

Collectively, the entries in this section
illustrate the history of women in higher
education, from the establishment of
“female seminaries” to the coeduca-
tional public land grant institutions to
the admission of women to the elite pri-
vate men’s colleges and military acade-
mies. Furthermore, these entries provide
examples of the myriad forms of
women'’s higher education today (HBCUs
and Hispanic-serving institutions, reli-
gious colleges, community colleges,
women’s colleges, etc.). The challenges
and benefits are illustrated not only for



women students but for women faculty
and administrators as well.

Jana Nidiffer
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Black Women’s Colleges
Two postsecondary institutions have the
specific mission of educating African
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American women: Bennett and Spelman
Colleges. Considered among the nation’s
historically black colleges and universi-
ties (HBCUs), Bennett and Spelman have
long, distinguished histories of educating
black women who have become leaders
in politics, science, religion, and educa-
tion.

Bennett College

Bennett College, located in Greensboro,
North Carolina, is a small, residential,
four-year liberal college affiliated with
the United Methodist Church. The
school was established in 1873 as a coed-
ucational institution for emancipated
slaves and was named Bennett Seminary
after New York businessman Lyman Ben-
nett donated $10,000 for the purchase of
land and the erection of a large building
for a classroom and dorm. Before the
school was built, lessons were held in the
basement of Warnersville Methodist
Episcopal Church North.

By 1879, Bennett was offering instruc-
tion at the postsecondary level. The
institution had grown so much that it
had four departments: college, normal,
music, and English courses. Ten years
later, Bennett Seminary was renamed
Bennett College. In 1926 the college reor-
ganized again and became a college for
women.

Bennett offers thirty areas of under-
graduate studies in education, the
humanities, the natural sciences, and
social science. In 2000-2001, there were
over 600 enrolled students from twenty-
nine states and eleven foreign countries.
The majority of women who attend the
college are of African American descent.
Money magazine ranked Bennett College
in the top five best buys among histori-
cally black colleges and universities in
1996 and 1997.
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First graduating class of Spelman College, 1887 (Courtesy of Spelman College)

Since 1930, Bennett has graduated over
5,000 women. Some distinguished Ben-
nett alumnae include Dr. Glendora M.
Putman, the first African American
woman to become president of the
national Young Women’s Christian Asso-
ciation; Barbara Hamm, the first African
American female television news direc-
tor in the United States; and Faye Robin-
son, internationally acclaimed opera
singer.

Spelman College

Spelman is a four-year, private, liberal
arts college in Atlanta, Georgia. Two
members of the Woman’s American Bap-
tist Mission Society of New England,
Sophia Packard and Harriet Giles,

founded the institution in 1881. The
women started teaching eleven black
female former slaves in the basement of
the Friendship Baptist Church. At that
time, the institution was called Atlanta
Baptist Female Seminary. Two years after
its founding, the institution purchased
Fort McPherson, which was a former
Union training site, for $15,000. The
black community of Atlanta raised
$7,000 to pay for the school, and John D.
Rockefeller paid the balance. In 1884 the
school was named Spelman Seminary
after the mother-in-law of John D. Rocke-
feller (Laura Spelman). In 1901 Spelman
Seminary awarded two college degrees to
black women, and in 1924 the name was
officially changed to Spelman College.



The college offers bachelors degrees in
more than twenty fields. The 2000-2001
enrollment was approximately 2,000 stu-
dents. Spelman is also a part of the
Atlanta University Center, a group of six
HBCUs that work together in a coopera-
tive cluster of knowledge and resources.

In February 1998, Spelman College was
awarded the oldest and most prestigious
honor society in the nation, Phi Beta
Kappa. Spelman was among the top five
best college buys in Money magazine and
was also ranked first among historically
black colleges and universities, first
among women colleges, and second in
the southeastern region.

Some distinguished alumnae of Spel-
man include Marian Wright Edelman,
founder of the Children’s Defense Fund,;
Alice Walker, writer and Pulitzer Prize
recipient; and Marcelite J. Harris, first
black woman Air Force brigadier general.

Tiffany Gayle Chenault

See also Part 1: Hispanic-Serving
Institutions; Historically Black Colleges
and Universities; Women’s Colleges;
Part 6: African American Students;
Black Sororities; Part 7: African
American Faculty; Part 8: African
American Administrators
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Catholic Women’s Colleges

Since the end of the nineteenth century,
over 150 Catholic colleges for women
have been founded in the United States
by congregations of nuns. More than 100
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of these institutions remain, although
many have changed considerably from
their original mission of exclusively serv-
ing women in baccalaureate programs.
Many have developed graduate programs,
become coeducational, or formed merger
or other consolidation arrangements
with other institutions. Their original
intent, however, was to provide higher
education for Catholic women when
such opportunities were limited. Hun-
dreds of thousands of graduates benefited
from these colleges.

The development of these institutions
needs to be seen in light of the entire
American higher educational landscape
in the nineteenth century. Until the mid-
dle of that century, a college education
was available solely to males. Only when
such institutions as Mount Holyoke Sem-
inary opened in Massachusetts in 1837 do
we see the beginnings of advanced learn-
ing opportunities for women. By the
1870s, female seminaries and academies
dotted the land, but they did not exist
without a certain amount of controversy.
Popular sentiment dictated that women
remain within the confines of their
homes. Several forces converged, how-
ever, in the nineteenth century that
helped to crumble the taboo against
women’s participation in the larger soci-
ety. One was the Industrial Revolution,
which brought large numbers of women
into the workforce. Another was the suf-
frage movement, which mobilized
women to become aware of their rights. A
third was the development of mandatory
education for youth that provided oppor-
tunities for women to become teachers.

The development of the Catholic edu-
cational system in the United States is
also an important part of this early pic-
ture. Catholics experienced legal and
social discrimination in the American
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colonial period, and as the centuries pro-
gressed, integration into the American
mainstream became important to
Catholics as they struggled to preserve
and enhance their faith in a largely
Protestant environment. In 1829 the
American bishops, at their First Provin-
cial Council of Baltimore, decreed the
establishment of elementary schools in
which children would learn both secular
subjects and the elements of their faith.
By 1884, the bishops had determined that
within two years, every parish in the
nation should have a parochial school
with scholastic standards on a par with
those of public schools. To accomplish
this goal, the bishops recruited priests
and congregations of religious brothers
and sisters from Europe to establish and
teach in the new schools.

Hundreds of groups of nuns were a part
of this migration to the United States,
bringing with them a tradition of teach-
ing and studying that was unique to a few
privileged women but was an established
part of the monastic tradition from the
Middle Ages. Although many of these
groups of nuns came to teach in the
parish schools in the latter half of the
nineteenth century, they were preceded
by numerous communities that arrived
on American shores as early as the six-
teenth century to establish academies for
girls. The earliest was founded in 1727 in
New Orleans by Ursuline sisters from
France. In 1801 the Poor Clares founded
an academy in Georgetown, and in 1808
Elizabeth Seton, founder of the Sisters of
Charity, established a boarding school for
girls. By 1840, the academy of Saint
Mary-of-the-Woods was founded in Indi-
ana by Sisters of Providence from France,
evidencing the westward move of these
institutions that by the year 1900 would
number 662. The successive waves of

Catholic immigration, including large
numbers from Germany, Italy, Ireland,
and the Slavic countries, were predispos-
ing the country to this educational
option. Interestingly, many of these acad-
emies educated Protestant students in
part because of location and in part
because of the reputation that sisters had
for providing a genteel education for the
middle and upper classes.

Georgetown, begun in 1789, was the
first Catholic college in the United
States, arriving on the scene some 150
years after the founding of Harvard Uni-
versity. Georgetown, like the early col-
leges of the colonial period that were
established under the influence of evan-
gelical Protestantism, followed a classi-
cal curriculum and was for male students
only. By 1900, there were 152 Catholic
colleges for men and only the beginnings
of an effort to provide a higher education
for Catholic women. As American
Catholics struggled to emerge from their
immigrant status, they began to worry
about the inability of the American
Catholic Church to offer higher educa-
tion for women. The more liberal
Catholics at the time were concerned
that the lack of such opportunity for
women would make the church appear to
be against the progressive, expanding
vision of women in society. Among con-
servative Catholics, there was the worry
that Catholic women would attend non-
Catholic colleges, something that they
feared would jeopardize their faith.

The academies sponsored by communi-
ties of nuns became the starting point for
higher education for women. As college
attendance became more conventional
across the United States, these religious
women saw that they had an opportunity
to expand their academies’ curricular
offerings and increase and upgrade their



faculties and facilities in order to become
chartered as colleges. The first state-char-
tered institution for Catholic women was
the College of Notre Dame in Baltimore,
chartered in 1895 and sponsored by the
School Sisters of Notre Dame. Following
close are Saint Mary-of-the-Woods Col-
lege (near Terre Haute, Indiana), founded
by the Sisters of Providence, Saint Mary’s
College (South Bend, Indiana), founded by
the Sisters of the Holy Cross, and the Col-
lege of St. Elizabeth (Convent Station,
New Jersey), founded by the Sisters of
Charity. Other early colleges were the
College of New Rochelle (New Rochelle,
New York), founded by Ursuline Sisters,
and Trinity College (Washington, D.C.),
founded by the Sisters of Notre Dame de
Namur and the first of these institutions
not to evolve from an academy. By 1930,
there were seventy-four Catholic wom-
en’s colleges in the United States, and
that number would peak in 1968 at some
170 four-year institutions, plus a number
of two-year colleges, sister formation col-
leges that were specifically founded to
educate nuns for the parochial schools,
and professional schools and graduate-
level programs. In the middle of the twen-
tieth century, there were more students
in Catholic women’s colleges than in
non-Catholic women’s colleges. That
these institutions took their educational
responsibilities seriously can be evi-
denced by the fact that as early as the
1930s, forty-five Catholic women’s col-
leges were accredited by the National
Catholic Education Association, forty-
four by regional accrediting agencies, and
eleven by the Association of American
Colleges and Universities.

In the 1920s it became evident that
there were growing numbers of working-
and middle-class young women who
could afford neither the tuition nor the
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travel expenses of the earliest colleges.
Thus colleges such as Emmanuel in
Boston and Mundelein in Chicago
opened their doors to serve commuter
students. Rivier College in New Hamp-
shire opened in 1933 to educate the
daughters of French-Canadian textile
mill workers who had emigrated from
Canada. Because students from blue-col-
lar families were likely to seek employ-
ment after graduation, these institutions,
in addition to their core of liberal arts
courses, offered such professional pro-
grams as home economics, nursing, edu-
cation, and library science. A number of
the institutions initiated master’s degree
programs by the 1950s, especially in edu-
cation, and they typically served both
men and women. It was, in fact, such
programs that prompted the gradual pro-
gression of many of the colleges into
coeducation. This trend to serve both
men and women picked up momentum
in the 1970s, and by 2000, only 14 of the
110 existing colleges founded by nuns
remained single-sex in their full-time
baccalaureate programs.

In the early years of the Catholic
women’s colleges, daily life was highly
regulated. Frequent Mass attendance,
dress regulations, quiet hours, and pro-
scribed study and recreation times were
all taken for granted. These colleges also
discouraged the establishment of such
organizations as sororities, which were
considered exclusive and social. How-
ever, other organizations with a religious
purpose, such as sodalities and Catholic
Action organizations, were encouraged,
along with groups that supported the aca-
demic culture: literary associations,
newspapers and magazines, language
clubs, debate societies, and dramatic and
music clubs were amply visible on the
campuses.
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The nuns who operated the colleges
served as administrators and faculty
members as well as monitors of student
behavior and dress. The sisters typically
lived in the dormitories, serving as
housemothers and hall monitors. The
boards of these institutions, until the
1960s, were usually composed of the sis-
ters as well, and the superior of the com-
munity would serve as board chair or col-
lege president (or both). By the 1960s, lay
members began to be invited onto the
boards because of their business acumen
and contacts for purposes of fund-raising.
Contrary to popular belief, these colleges
(as well as those founded for men by
men’s religious communities) were never
financially supported by the church.
Some colleges might receive token sup-
port from their dioceses, but on the
whole they depended on the contributed
services of the sisters (or priests and
brothers in the case of the men’s colleges)
and upon the generosity of alumni and
friends to supplement tuition income.
Thus the development of lay boards and
the cultivation of prospective donors
became an imperative as schools began
to expand their campuses, improve pro-
grams, and hire increasing numbers of lay
faculty.

The Catholic women’s colleges were
not immune to the challenges of the
1960s. The Second Vatican Council
(1962-1965) and the decline in numbers
of nuns during that decade prompted a
reliance on laypersons, not only to serve
on boards but to fill faculty and adminis-
trative positions as well. This transition
has prompted intentional and ongoing
debates and conversations about what
“sponsorship” of a college by a religious
congregation really means. And, as the
colleges began to incorporate separately
from the religious congregations, they

found that they were in a better position
to apply for government, corporate, and
foundation grants and to participate in
federally funded programs. By the year
2000, boards of trustees typically
retained a certain number of seats for sis-
ter-members, but even that is changing
as the median age of sisters rises into the
seventies. In most institutions at the
beginning of the twenty-first century, the
religious congregations retain certain
“reserved powers” that include such
things as hiring the president, altering
the college mission, changing by-laws,
and buying or selling college property,
among other significant activities. At the
turn of the century, many of the colleges
developed special offices, often headed by
a vice president for mission and ministry,
to further the understanding of the rela-
tionship between the religious congrega-
tion and the college.

Many of these colleges, as the century
turned, were in the vanguard in higher
education by providing programs for non-
traditional-age women and by serving
new populations of immigrant or under-
served women (and men). Notable are
Mt. St. Mary’s College in Los Angeles,
Trinity College in Washington, D.C,,
Marygrove College in Detroit, and Saint
Mary-of-the-Woods College near Terre
Haute, Indiana. It must be noted that not
all of the colleges founded by nuns have
survived: colleges such as Mt. St. Mary in
New Hampshire and Dunbarton in
Washington, D.C., rely on groups of loyal
alumnae to keep the college name alive.
Other colleges, such as Mundelein in
Chicago and Mercy in Detroit, have
merged with neighboring Jesuit institu-
tions.

Nevertheless, the 110 colleges that
remain in the year 2002 appear vigorous
and adept at serving new populations,



sharing resources, and cooperating in
ventures that serve their educational
mission. The Neylan Commission (a
subgroup of the Association of Catholic
Colleges and Universities) operates as an
umbrella organization to further the col-
lective interests of all of the colleges
founded by nuns. As these institutions
continue into the future, they carry with
them their long histories of service to
underserved populations as well as a ded-
ication to fostering the idea that the life
of the spirit is not distinct from the life of
the mind.

Tracy Schier

See also Part 8: Leadership in Catholic
Institutions
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Coeducation

Coeducation, also known as joint educa-
tion, refers to the schooling of males and
females at a single institution. Although
the term originated in the 1850s, the prac-
tice of coeducation had existed in the
United States since the colonial period,
albeit initially concentrated in primary
and secondary facilities. The founding of
Oberlin College in 1833 represents the
beginning of formal coeducational higher
education in the United States. Although
the first female students enrolled only in
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preparatory courses, women entered the
collegiate department in 1837. Four years
later, in 1841, Oberlin granted its first
bachelor’s degrees to women, marking
the first time that women received col-
lege degrees on equal terms with men.
Until 1870, however, the majority of
women who sought postsecondary educa-
tion remained in all-female institutions.
Since then, coeducation in higher educa-
tion has expanded rapidly, and today
more than 95 percent of female students
attend coeducational institutions.

The precedent set by Oberlin College in
admitting and graduating students of both
sexes facilitated the creation of several
other coeducational colleges and univer-
sities in the United States prior to the
Civil War. Small schools such as Hillsdale
(1844) and Antioch (1853) soon sprouted,
especially in the Midwest. At this time,
two state universities also admitted
women. The University of Deseret (1850),
now known as the University of Utah,
enrolled women in 1851 but within a year
was forced to suspend instruction until
after the Civil War because of a lack of
funds. The University of Iowa (1855),
however, has continuously admitted
women since its inception. Other ante-
bellum public universities had pledged to
admit women but failed to carry though
with their plans.

With the Civil War came a number of
important developments in higher educa-
tion. Because of the scarcity of college-
aged men during the war years, several
previously all-male institutions admitted
women for the first time in their histo-
ries. Despite the fact that some schools
rescinded their coeducational policies
after the war’s end, the trend of coeduca-
tion in American institutions of higher
education continued to spread. By the
turn of the twentieth century, institu-
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tions as diverse as Cornell, Boston,
Howard, and Stanford Universities, the
Universities of Michigan and California,
and Swarthmore College had adopted
coeducation.

The coeducation explosion that
occurred after 1870 can be attributed to a
number of factors. First, the rapid growth
of the public school system in the years
following the Civil War created a dire
need for teachers that could not be met
by men alone. At the same time, larger
numbers of women, widowed by war,
faced the reality that they would have to
support themselves financially and
turned to teaching as a way to do so. As a
result, more and more colleges and uni-
versities began opening their doors to
women in order to provide teacher train-
ing. Second, the Morrill Land Grant Act
of 1862 further stimulated the expansion
of coeducation by subsidizing the estab-
lishment of state colleges and universi-
ties. Although the congressmen who
authored the legislation did not call
explicitly for the education of women,
neither did they impose any gender-based
admission restrictions. Consequently,
taxpayers soon demanded that their
daughters as well as their sons have the
right to be educated at the new state-sup-
ported schools.

Third, the nineteenth-century cam-
paign for women’s rights contributed to
the development of coeducation. Early
feminist leaders believed that all-female
schools relegated women to a separate,
subordinate sphere and, accordingly, that
coeducation was a necessary precondi-
tion for equality between the sexes.
Drawing from their own experience in
the abolitionist movement, many of
these feminists sought to advance their
cause by comparing the status of women
to the status of slaves. This approach

gained new currency in the years imme-
diately following the Civil War, as
debates concerning the legal and political
rights of citizens proliferated. The appro-
priation of abolitionist rhetoric strength-
ened feminist demands that women be
able to receive an education equal to that
of their male counterparts. Such contin-
ued pressure from women’s rights advo-
cates eventually helped to convince
scores of university and college officials
to admit women to their respective insti-
tutions.

A fourth, often interrelated, reason for
the expansion of coeducational higher
education in the nineteenth-century
United States was that of finances. For
many schools, the exclusion of women—
and their tuition—was not an option.
This circumstance particularly applied to
newly founded schools struggling to
obtain students and funding. Financial
concerns combined with tradition to pro-
duce a distinctive pattern of coeduca-
tional development: more established
schools, such as those in the North and
white southern schools, were more likely
to deny admission to women, whereas
newer schools in the Midwest and the
West, as well as black schools, tended to
admit students of both sexes.

The history of coeducation actually
followed a number of trajectories. Histor-
ically black colleges and universities
(HBCUs) generally adopted coeducation
relatively early in the course of their his-
tories. Faced with a lack of funding that
stemmed from both race-based discrimi-
nation and the accompanying low prior-
ity given to black schooling, the majority
of HBCUs could not afford to exclude
female students and, as a result, admitted
women alongside men. Fisk University,
for example, which was founded in 1866,
admitted students ranging from ages sev-
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Maya Lin, the architect who designed the Vietnam War Memorial (shown here) also designed
the Women’s Table, which lists all women who attended Yale University from 1901 to 1990
(Corbis/Bettmann/UPI)

enteen to seventy. For Fisk, as well as for
countless other HBCUs, separation of the
sexes was neither economically feasible
nor necessarily desirable. Although a
small number of all-female schools for
black women did exist, they were the
exception. In fact, the first woman to
receive a bachelor’s degree from any
southern liberal arts college was a Fisk
graduate.

Graduate schools also tended to accept
women more readily than undergraduate
programs, even those within the same
institution. This phenomenon can be
partially attributed to the relatively late
establishment of American graduate
schools in general: although various uni-
versities had been granting graduate

degrees since the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury, the founding of Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity in 1876 marked the beginning of
genuine graduate education in the United
States. By this point, the concept of
women'’s higher education was no longer
uncommon. Moreover, the success of
women’s higher education at both all-
female and coeducational institutions
resulted in a pool of qualified female
applicants eager to pursue graduate
study. Graduate schools could also accept
female students with a certain confi-
dence since the applicants had already
proven themselves at the undergraduate
level. Finally, the expansion of graduate
education during the last quarter of the
nineteenth century further fueled the
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movement to admit women to graduate
schools, particularly those schools that
were intent on increasing enrollments
and numbers of academic program offer-
ings. Yale University, for example, admit-
ted female graduate students in 1892,
even though administrators refused to
accept female undergraduates until 1969.

Catholic colleges and universities were
arguably the most resistant to the idea of
educating women, especially on equal
terms with men. In fact, no Catholic
institution of higher education admitted
women until 1895, when the School Sis-
ters of Notre Dame established the sin-
gle-sex College of Notre Dame of Mary-
land in response to the Catholic
University of America’s refusal to accept
female students. Women seeking higher
learning in Catholic schools would have
no option other than these all-female
institutions for nearly another two
decades. Opposition to coeducation in
Catholic colleges and universities, as in
other religious schools, was partially
based on the assumption that joint
schooling of men and women would fos-
ter sexual immorality. Moreover, the
Catholic tradition of training priests and
the religious in sex-segregated convents
and monasteries helped to set precedent
for other Catholic institutions. The even-
tual decision to admit women to what
were formerly men’s colleges and univer-
sities grew out of the general concern
with maintaining enrollment and tuition
figures, as well as the more specific con-
cern among Catholic officials that
Catholic women, who were needed as
teachers in parochial schools, were
increasingly enrolling in secular institu-
tions of higher education. Although
Catholic colleges and universities for
men began admitting women on a lim-
ited basis between 1910 and 1920, only

ten of these seventy-four schools had
adopted full coeducation by 1940.

With the exception of Catholic col-
leges and universities, coeducation had
become the norm by 1900, at which time
approximately 71 percent of American
colleges and universities were coeduca-
tional. The widespread growth of coedu-
cation, however, did not occur without
considerable resistance or reaction. Dur-
ing the latter part of the nineteenth cen-
tury, anxiety mounted over the effects of
education on women. Dr. Edward H.
Clarke, a Harvard Medical School profes-
sor, was one of the most outspoken oppo-
nents of women’s education. In his
widely read Sex in Education (1873),
Clarke argued that women endangered
their reproductive health when using
their limited energies to study; according
to Clarke, women were not equipped
physically for strenuous coursework.
Other prominent educators and physi-
cians of this period articulated arguments
against schooling women on the grounds
that education, particularly coeducation,
would remove women from their
“proper” spheres and unfit them for lives
as mothers and wives.

As female students proved themselves
to skeptics and entered institutions of
higher education in ever increasing num-
bers, new concerns arose as college and
university officials became less con-
cerned with the well-being of women and
more concerned with the well-being of
coeducational institutions. Some campus
leaders believed that women would take
over the very schools that had formerly
been the sole territory of men. Others
feared that female students would dis-
tract men from their studies and, in
effect, harm men’s scholarly pursuits.
Another concern was that women’s pres-
ence would feminize the institution



itself, thereby devaluing earned degrees,
and lead to decreased male enrollment.
Consequently, many schools sought to
safeguard themselves from such threats
by segregating men and women within
the institution, establishing quotas
restricting female enrollment, or creating
separate colleges for female students. In
1899, for example, Stanford University
limited female enrollment to 500 stu-
dents, and three years later, in 1902, the
coeducational University of Chicago
required that first- and second-year
female students attend its new junior col-
lege. Wesleyan College (Connecticut)
went so far as to reverse its coeducational
policy in 1909, refusing to readmit
women until 1970, when it readopted
coeducation.

In spite of such resistance, coeducation
continued to grow throughout the twen-
tieth century. World War II was accompa-
nied by several significant changes in the
pattern of coeducational development.
Not only did men’s colleges open their
doors to women to maintain enrollment,
but in the immediate postwar period, a
substantial number of women’s colleges
also admitted men in order to accommo-
date the influx of veterans using the G. L.
Bill to attend American colleges and uni-
versities. For many of these schools,
coeducation became a permanent policy,
persisting even after immediate war-
related needs had subsided.

The general expansion of higher educa-
tion during the mid-twentieth century
resulted in further acceptance of coedu-
cation. The increase in the number of
colleges and universities compelled
many men’s and women’s colleges to
admit students of both sexes to counter
declining enrollment caused by greater
competition. Growing student preference
for schools close to home especially
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influenced colleges and universities to
adopt coeducation. Moreover, the sec-
ond-wave feminist movement once again
brought to the forefront questions of edu-
cational equity, culminating in the pas-
sage of Title IX (1972) and other affirma-
tive action measures that legally banned
sex-based discrimination in education.
Although this legislation provided excep-
tions for certain schools that had been
traditionally single-sex since their incep-
tion, the majority of them converted to
coeducation throughout the next several
decades. The last single-sex Ivy League
university, Columbia, became coeduca-
tional in 1983. Today, fewer than 6 per-
cent of all colleges and universities are
single-sex, and the vast majority of them
are women’s schools. In recent years,
however, feminists have reassessed ear-
lier claims that coeducation would result
in equality between the sexes. Evidence
pointing to discriminatory practices
within coeducational facilities, coupled
with studies showing that women’s col-
leges provide female students with a
more supportive learning environment
and greater leadership opportunities,
have forced advocates and critics alike to
reevaluate women’s higher education.
The resulting debate over which form of
schooling is most beneficial to college
women has yet to be resolved.

Laura Marie Micheletti

See also Part 1: Military Colleges; Part 5:
Title IX; Part 6: Classroom Climate;
Graduate and Professional Education
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Community Colleges

Community colleges are those public and
private institutions that grant associate’s
degrees, prepare individuals through
workforce training and certificate pro-
grams, offer continuing education to
adults in nondegree programs, and pre-
pare students for transfer to bachelor’s
degree programs at four-year institutions.
Although the first community colleges,
initially known as junior colleges,
emerged at the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury, they did not begin to take on their
current form until the middle of that cen-
tury. The passage of the G. I. Bill after
World War II created the need for more
higher education options. And with the
suggestions of the Truman Commission
in 1947, the development of community-
based colleges to serve local needs
became a national priority. During the
1960s, over 450 public community col-

leges opened, which was double the
number of institutions that had existed
prior to that decade.

The history of women in community
colleges is limited. Because the majority
of community colleges were founded in
the 1960s, this sector has significantly
less history to tell as compared to its
four-year counterparts. Even though
women play an integral role as students,
faculty, and administrators in today’s
community colleges, their stories are rel-
atively absent from the historical writ-
ings on the sector’s founding and devel-
opment. In fact, it was not until the
1970s and 1980s, when women students
became a majority at the community col-
leges, that women’s experiences as stu-
dents, faculty, and administrators began
to be noted.

Community colleges are commonly
referred to as “the people’s colleges,”
“democracy’s colleges,” and “open-door
colleges.” Thus it is not surprising that
with its commitment to access and
opportunity, the community college is
thought to be a more welcoming sector of
higher education to women and also to
people of color. The sector’s historical
roots, however, are dominated by male
and elite imagery, as well as by a pro-
found and fundamental indifference to
women'’s issues.

Women Students

A distinctive feature of the early junior
college at the turn of the century was its
accessibility to women students. Junior
colleges played a significant role in
preparing grammar school teachers dur-
ing this era. The American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC) reports
that during the first part of the twentieth
century in a state like Missouri, which
did not require a bachelor’s degree to



teach K-8, it was likely that women
accounted for 60 percent of the student
body—with almost all the women pre-
paring to be teachers.

Today, community colleges educate
nearly half the nation’s undergraduates.
More so than four-year institutions, com-
munity colleges serve a diverse set of
learners with differing goals, needs, back-
grounds, and life circumstances. Unlike
in its earliest history, women attend the
community college for a variety of rea-
sons, including preparation for careers in
vocational and technical areas, prepara-
tion for transfer to a four-year institution,
to upgrade current skills, or for remedial
or development education. The commu-
nity college, which has been accused of
trying to “be all things to all people,” has
different measures of student success
that must take into account these varied
reasons for attending.

Throughout the 1990s, women ac-
counted for 58 percent of the students
attending community colleges, and the
majority of these women attended col-
lege less than full-time. Historically, the
number of women attending college in
the United States did not equal or exceed
the number of men until 1978. In each
year since 1978, women have outnum-
bered men in the number of earned asso-
ciate degrees. Traditional gender-differ-
entiated fields persist at the community
college. For example, in 1990 women
earned 92 percent of the associate degrees
in nursing, 95 percent of the dental
assisting degrees, 98 percent of the med-
ical assisting degrees, and 98 percent of
the secretarial-related degrees.

Although women accounted for a sig-
nificant portion of the student body at
community colleges, it was not until
recent decades that programs and ser-
vices emerged to assist women students.
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In the 1970s, some campuses established
women’s centers, counseling services,
and child care centers. A 1974 survey
found that nearly 51 percent of junior
colleges operated a specific women’s pro-
gram or service. Recent criticisms voice
the concern that services for women are
seen to be outside the traditional student
services structure and thus are devalued
by the institution.

Of particular note, though, are the new
populations of women since the 1970s
who would have had few other educa-
tional options than community colleges.
Women students who could not afford
other educational settings, many nontra-
ditional-age women who had never gone
to college or who had dropped out to
marry and have children, and first-gener-
ation college students were provided
with a major gateway to enter higher
education.

Women Faculty

Much like the students, faculty at com-
munity colleges are more diverse than
faculty at four-year institutions. Commu-
nity college faculty are more likely than
faculty at four-year colleges to be women.
Today, approximately one-half of commu-
nity college faculty are women, as com-
pared to only 34 percent at four-year insti-
tutions. Those who study faculty view
the high percentage of women in commu-
nity colleges, however, as evidence of the
marginalization of women in a sector that
has low institutional status.

Most likely, women were hired by
community colleges for pragmatic rea-
sons rather than ideological or altruistic
ones. With the vast expansion of higher
education during the 1960s, institutions
needed large numbers of faculty. Al-
though four-year institutions usually
hired men, community colleges turned
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to secondary schools to fill their faculty
ranks, with the result that many women
were hired. Teaching in community col-
leges provided women with more status
than teaching in K-12 education, and
although a community college job was
not as prestigious as one at a four-year
institution, during this period, it was a
major career opportunity for women.

Requirements for employment, faculty
roles and reward structures, and the hier-
archy of ranks are quite different for fac-
ulty at community colleges. Because doc-
torates are not required for employment,
fewer community college faculty, as
compared to four-year college faculty,
have doctorates. The faculty’s primary
responsibility is to teach and transmit
knowledge rather than to advance
knowledge via research. Tenure and pro-
motion are more easily attained at com-
munity colleges and are usually based on
years of full-time employment. These
conditions may create a more equitable
environment for women, as movement
up the professional hierarchy is less
reliant on measures that may be subject
to gender bias. Even though much has
been written about women faculty being
concentrated in part-time and lower-pay-
ing appointments, differences in employ-
ment status and salary differences among
men and women community college fac-
ulty may be eliminated when differences
in educational attainment and years of
experience are taken into account.

Another striking difference on commu-
nity college campuses is the prevalence
of unions, which may create a more equi-
table environment for women. Ninety-
four percent of public community college
faculty are represented by bargaining
agents. Little is known, however, about
the role of women or gender relations in
these unions.

Women Administrators
Before 1970, female leaders in the com-
munity college movement were virtually
nonexistent. Early women presidents of
two-year colleges appear to have been
marginal figures nationally, and male
domination of administrative positions
was taken for granted. As one example,
the 1960 profile of junior college presi-
dents did not even mention gender. Nev-
ertheless, women were not necessarily
powerless or lacking in influence over
the evolution of the community college,
and some evidence indicates that early
women deans and counselors may have
had a cumulative and incremental effect
in advancing women in this sector.
Numerically, women do appear to be
making some gains in senior administra-
tion. In 1986, 8 percent of community
college presidents were women. This
number increased significantly to 22 per-
cent in 1998, putting the community col-
lege sector at the forefront in placing
women into presidencies. Again, though,
as was the case with women in faculty
positions, some question whether these
advances are simply the result of the
institution’s lower status in academe.
Women appear to fare better at gaining
employment in community college ad-
ministration than in other types of insti-
tutions, but they may begin their careers
on the organizational periphery, in tem-
porary positions, or in middle-level
rather than senior-level administrative
positions. In addition, the American
Association of Community Colleges
reports discrepancies in the median
salaries of top men and women adminis-
trators. For example, in the late 1990s,
the reported median salary of women
chief executive officers was $80,000,
whereas men’s median salary was
$96,000.



As in other organizational settings,
women aspiring to senior-level leader-
ship positions in community colleges
may face certain barriers. Women'’s entry
into the organization and access to cer-
tain jobs may be limited, and upward
mobility may be restricted by what some
term a “glass ceiling.” Women’s career
advancement in this sector may be par-
ticularly important, given the current
“leadership crisis” of the twenty-first
century. Pending administrative retire-
ments coupled with the concern over the
possible lack of qualified individuals in
the leadership pipeline may create new
leadership opportunities for women. The
historical imagery of the so-called great
men who founded community colleges
may be replaced by inclusive imagery
that better fits the seemingly inclusive
nature of the community college.

Women Trustees

Community college boards of trustees
remain largely male, and little is known
about the women who serve as trustees.
In 1987, 29 percent of community college
trustees were women; by 1997, the per-
centage had increased to 33 percent.

Professional Organizations for Women
in Community Colleges

Women in community colleges gain sup-
port through such organizations as the
American Association for Women in
Community Colleges (AAWCC). It
formed in 1973 and is currently orga-
nized on both a state and regional basis,
offering a variety of professional develop-
ment activities for women. The main
purposes of AAWCC include developing
leadership at all levels of the organiza-
tion, providing information and assis-
tance to educators as they provide ser-
vices that are sensitive to the needs of
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women students, supporting the profes-
sional development of all women
employed and enrolled in community
colleges, collecting and disseminating
data and research related to women in
community colleges, and monitoring and
acting on legislation related to women in
community colleges.

Women’s Two-Year Colleges

Although the bulk of the writing on com-
munity colleges refers to public institu-
tions, a small number of private women’s
two-year colleges exist today. In the
1920s, some sixty two-year women'’s col-
leges were in existence; most were pri-
vate, and many were church-affiliated.
During this period, these colleges served
as feeder schools for four-year institu-
tions or as finishing schools for middle-
class women. As of 1997, only five two-
year women’s colleges remained in the
United States, and they may well face
extinction if the patterns of the 1990s—
converting two-year to four-year colleges
and admitting men—continue.

Kim VanDerLinden

See also Part 7: Hiring; Teachers; Part 8:
Leadership; Mobility; Presidency
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Hispanic-Serving Institutions

The term “Hispanic-serving institu-
tions” (HSIs) is somewhat new in the
educational and political arena. Infor-
mally, HSI refers to institutions that are
serving a large percentage of Hispanic
students; the generally accepted figure is
at least 25 percent. The legal definition of
the term HSI was written into Title III of
the Higher Education Act of 1965, as
amended in 1992. To be eligible under
the Title III criteria, an HSI must meet all
the following criteria: It must (1) be a
not-for-profit organization; (2) offer at
least two-year academic programs that
lead to a degree; (3) be accredited by an
accrediting agency or association that is
recognized by the secretary of education;
(4) have high enrollment of needy stu-
dents; (5) have low to average education
expenditures; (6) have at least 25 percent
Hispanic undergraduate full-time enroll-
ment; (7) provide assurances that no less
than 50 percent of its Hispanic students
are low-income and first-generation stu-
dents; and (8) provide assurances that an

additional 25 percent of its Hispanic stu-
dents are low-income or first-generation
college students.

The federal definition of HSI is quite
cumbersome and, generally speaking, is
only used in the context of determining
eligibility for grant status. Once eligible
under the federal guidelines, Hispanic-
serving institutions are able to compete
for grants specifically designated to help
the institutions to plan, develop, under-
take, and carry out programs to improve
and expand the institutions’ capacity to
serve Hispanic students.

Currently, Hispanic-serving institu-
tions account for approximately 6 per-
cent of all not-for-profit postsecondary
institutions and 46 percent of all His-
panic students enrolled in college. That
percentage currently amounts to 1.4 mil-
lion students being served by approxi-
mately 200 institutions. These institu-
tions, as one might expect from the
previous data, award more associate and
bachelor degrees to Hispanic students
than all other colleges and universities in
the United States. The failure of organi-
zations and researchers to disaggregate
data for race and gender makes it diffi-
cult to know the direct impact HSIs have
on women. With the knowledge we do
have about postsecondary attendance
rates and gender, it is safe to presume
that at least 50 percent of the enrollment
at HSIs can be attributed to women; thus
at least 650,000 women are being served
by Hispanic-serving institutions.

Unlike other institutions chartered for
the specific mission of serving a minority
population, such as HBCUs or tribal col-
leges, HSIs evolved into their new role.
This progression came about largely
because of increased migration patterns
within and immigration patterns to the
United States.



Similar to other minorities, such as
black Americans and Native Americans,
the increasing number of Hispanic Amer-
icans were experiencing limited access to
higher education. A lack of opportunity,
limited understanding of the tacit knowl-
edge required to attend postsecondary
education (common among immigrants),
discrimination from both the majority
and other minority populations, de facto
segregation in many communities, and
ethnic and cultural customs each played
a significant role in hindering their
access.

After decades of limited access to
higher education by an ever-increasing
number of Hispanic Americans, advo-
cacy by and for Hispanics was limited
and sporadic. During the twenty-year
period from the mid-1970s to the mid-
1990s, while the population of Hispanics
was increasing, enrollment of white stu-
dents at four-year institutions increased
at a rate two times higher than that of
Hispanic students.

In 1986, an advocacy group was formed
by a group of postsecondary educators and
educational policymakers who decided
that something had to be done to begin to
close the gap between Hispanics and
white students. The Hispanic Association
of Colleges and Universities (HACU) was
formed to foster awareness and create a
professional association that would have
national recognition and a collective
voice for strength and representation.

HACU created the term “Hispanic-
serving institutions” and through con-
certed efforts was able to promote the
inclusion of HSIs by the federal govern-
ment into the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act in 1998. They were
originally included under Title III and
thus became eligible for funding. A few
short years later, HACU successfully lob-
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bied for the inclusion of HSIs under Title
V, which is where they reside today.
HACU was also instrumental in coordi-
nating the creation of the President’s
Advisory Commission on Educational
Excellence for Hispanic Americans.

At its inception, HACU originally iden-
tified 78 institutions with at least 25 per-
cent Hispanic full-time enrollment. By
1994, that number had increased to 125.
The enrollment of Hispanics at HSIs, both
colleges and universities, more than dou-
bled during this time as well. In 1986
enrollment stood at approximately
197,000, and by 1994, it had reached over
435,000. By 1997, it had doubled yet again,
as enrollment reached over 1 million stu-
dents. Not even ten years after HACU
began, HSIs enrolled 42 percent of all His-
panic students in the country. Despite
these impressive numbers, the disparity in
the overall number of degrees conferred on
Hispanic students and white students is
alarming. Hispanic degree attainment
rates of 6 percent at the associate level, 4
percent at the baccalaureate level, and 3
percent at the master’s level have barely
changed since the early 1980s.

As we enter into the twenty-first cen-
tury, representation of Hispanics at the
postsecondary level is still limited. As a
consequence of demographic patterns,
cultural and familial cohorts, and immi-
gration routes, the majority of HSIs exists
in a relatively few number of states. Most
of them are located in the ten states with
the highest concentration of Hispanics.
The 2000 U.S. Census estimated that
there are almost 35 million Hispanics liv-
ing in the United States—approximately
4 million of whom live in Puerto Rico.

HSIs currently represent 4 percent of all
American colleges and universities but
form the foundation of Hispanic higher
education in the United States by serving
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42 percent of all Hispanic students. The
most typical HSI is a public two-year
community college that is severely
reliant on funding from the state and fed-
eral government, is usually on a limited
budget, and has almost no endowment.

Currently, there is no specific informa-
tion with respect to the education of His-
panic females at HSIs, but the data do
indicate that HSIs appear to do better
than any other type of institution when
it comes to educating Hispanics in gen-
eral. At HSIs, Hispanics earn 46 percent
of all associate’s degrees, 23 percent of all
bachelor’s degrees, almost 20 percent of
all master degrees, and 6 percent of all
doctorates. There is a dire need to begin
collecting data by institutional type,
race, and gender to more effectively
understand the role institutions such as
these play in educating not only Hispan-
ics but also women and all other minori-
ties. To more effectively assess the role of
HSIs, more information with respect to
gender is greatly needed.

Elizabeth Maria Béjar

See also Part 6: Latina Students; Part 7:
Latina Faculty; Part 8: Latina
Administrators
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Historical Documents

The key documents in the Western his-
tory of women’s attempts to combat
their subordination were largely gener-
ated in periods of broader revolution or
social upheaval in France, Great Britain,
and the United States in the late eigh-
teenth through the mid-nineteenth cen-
turies. In the wake of the American
(1776-1783) and French Revolutions
(1789-1795) and the revolutions through-
out Europe in 1848, women’s rights advo-
cates in each country issued their own
declarations, rewriting the key docu-
ments of these revolutions so as to high-
light and contest their exclusion from the
rights of citizenship, which ostensibly
had natural and universal bases. In so
doing, early feminists put special empha-
sis on the importance of equal educa-
tional opportunity, both as an end in
itself and as a means to access the other
“rights of man,” such as property rights
and suffrage. Although 1791-1848 is the
critical period in which the Declaration
of the Rights of Woman and Citizen
(1791), the Vindication of the Rights of
Woman (1792), and the Seneca Falls Dec-
laration of Sentiments (1848) were writ-



ten and disseminated, the foundation for
the claims made in these exemplary doc-
uments predates the birth of the women'’s
movement. Moreover, the legacy of these
texts continues into the contemporary
era, as documents such as the National
Organization for Women Bill of Rights for
Women (1967); the United Nations Dec-
laration of Women’s Rights (1967); and
the Beijing Declaration and Platform for
Action (1995) draw on and reformulate
key revolutionary and constitutional doc-
uments, as well as early feminist docu-
ments, in both form and content.

Christine de Pisan, the French courtier
who wrote The Book of the City of
Ladies (1405), is credited with having
been the first woman to have partici-
pated in the philosophical and literary
debate about women’s value, known as
the querelles des femmes. This debate,
which took place from the early fifteenth
century until the eighteenth century,
raised questions as to women’s nature,
their humanity, and whether they could
and should be educated. Following the
landmark arguments made by Christine
de Pisan, women increasingly champi-
oned gender equality (Anderson and
Zinsser 1988b, 341-343). Christine de
Pisan refused the traditional description
of women as subordinate and decided to
trust herself, rather than male authori-
ties. The Book of the City of Ladies was
especially important in that it argued
that women'’s disadvantages in education
and training relative to men produced
inequality, not inherent inferiority.

Early English feminist Mary Astell
continued this vein of argument in A
Serious Proposal to the Ladies (1694) and
Some Reflections upon Marriage (1694).
In the former treatise, she maintained
that men keep women from having the
advantages they do and then blame them
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Olympe de Gouges, French revolutionary,
penned the Declaration of the Rights of
Woman and Citizen in 1791 (Giraudon/Art
Resource)

for the resulting “vices.” She contested
the ostensibly natural inferiority of
women and contended that education
would improve rather than corrupt
women’s morality, proposing that
women should be able to study in con-
ventlike retreats. She dedicated a pro-
posal for a women’s college, which she
thought justified by women’s reasonable-
ness and necessary for their moral devel-
opment, to the future Queen Anne of
England, later arguing that her presence
on the throne set an example for women
and made belief in women’s inferiority
seditious and perhaps treasonous (Ander-
son and Zinsser 1988b, 345; Ferguson
1985, 191). In the latter treatise, Astell
explicitly connected her arguments
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Mary Wollstonecraft wrote A Vindication of
the Rights of Women in 1792 (Library of
Congress)

against women’s subordination to argu-
ments against governmental tyranny
that had been made in the context of the
recent “Glorious Revolution” of 1689,
which limited royal power in England,
asking: “If all Men are born Free, how is
it that all Women are born Slaves?”
(quoted in Ferguson 1985, 192-193). This
strategy of claiming inalienable rights or
civil liberties on the same basis as men
would later become known as arguments
for “equal rights.”

French revolutionary and women’s
rights advocate Olympe de Gouges took
this strategy a step further in the land-
mark Declaration of the Rights of
Woman and Citizen (1791). In this infa-
mous treatise, de Gouges revised the
Declaration of the Rights of Man and
Citizen, which was passed in the sum-

mer of 1789, at the start of the French
Revolution, so that it included women.
De Gouges wrote and disseminated her
revisionist Declaration in the midst of
debates in the French Assembly as to the
precise form the constitution should take
in implementing the abstract and univer-
salistic pronouncements of the Declara-
tion of the Rights of Man and Citizen.
She proposed that the Declaration of the
Rights of Woman and Citizen be adopted
as a supplement to the new constitution
and dedicated the treatise to Queen
Marie Antoinette, an act for which she
was later guillotined as a royalist (Scott
1996, 36; Anderson 2000, 70). Though
her proposal was vehemently rejected by
the French Assembly, her Declaration
was widely reproduced and read through-
out Europe and America and influenced
the writing and work of countless
women’s rights advocates.

Acting as “a self-appointed legislator”
(Scott 1996, 36) at a time when women
were not thought capable of self-repre-
sentation, de Gouges challenged the uni-
versality of the term “Man” in the origi-
nal Declaration by pluralizing the
reference and replacing the singular
“Man” with “Woman and Man” in each
of her Declaration’s seventeen articles,
which exactly paralleled those of the
original document (Scott 1996, 42). In
restating the revolution’s guaranteed
freedoms as available to women, de
Gouges not only included women where
they had been excluded but added
explicit reasons for acknowledging that
women as well as men possessed these
rights, making a particularly strong case
for freedom of expression and speech:
“Woman has the right to mount to the
scaffold; she ought equally to have the
right to mount to the tribune” (quoted in
Scott 1996, 42).



De Gouges claimed for women all the
rights men had established for them-
selves in the Declaration of the Rights of
Man and Citizen and added a sample
“Social [Marriage] Contract between
Man and Woman” in a postscript, thus
recognizing women’s particularity and
specific needs as women while simulta-
neously arguing that they were entitled
to all the same constitutional and politi-
cal rights as men on the basis of their sta-
tus as individuals (Levy, Applewhite, and
Johnson 1979, 87-96). This strategy of
making arguments on the basis of both
sameness and difference is one that con-
temporary feminists deploy to this day,
as the tension between the aspiration to
universalistic bases of citizenship and
the particularities of contexts and per-
sons is an inherited feature of liberal con-
stitutional regimes.

Just one year after de Gouges wrote her
revisionist Declaration, the English radi-
cal Mary Wollstonecraft penned her Vin-
dication of the Rights of Woman (1792.).
She dedicated this to Talleyrand, who
had just written the education report for
the French revolutionary government,
and urged him to include women in the
new French constitution (Anderson 2000,
69). She further proposed that the French
establish a national system of universal,
publicly funded primary education for
both sexes, with additional education
according to social class (vocational for
the working classes and higher education
for the aristocracy and meritocracy) but
equal with respect to gender. Woll-
stonecraft urged Talleyrand to revise that
part of his educational plan in which he
had suggested that French girls and their
brothers be educated together in public
schools only until age eight, after which
time girls would remain at home (Rossi
1988, 29).
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The previous year, in 1791, Woll-
stonecraft had responded to Edmund
Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in
France with a defense of the principles of
the Enlightenment in general and the
French Revolution in particular, publish-
ing a pamphlet that brought her instant
public recognition, A Vindication of the
Rights of Man (Rossi 1988, 28). Now she
went further by extending these ideas to
women. Her primary claim was that with
education, women’s equality to men
would be impossible to deny. Women,
she claimed, are born human but made
“feminine” or inferior to men through
poor education. Given equal education,
women would be men’s equals morally,
rationally, and otherwise. Her argument
thus prefigured those made by later fem-
inists regarding what they would call the
“social construction of gender roles.”

Building on the foundation laid by early
feminists like Christine de Pisan and
Astell, Wollstonecraft repudiated the
claims of not only Talleyrand but also
Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau’s writ-
ings on education were popular with pro-
gressive reformers of the day, but Woll-
stonecraft abhorred his claims for
distinction and segregation on the basis of
sex (Anderson and Zinsser 1988b, 347).
Rousseau contended that men needed
education in order to be citizens capable of
electing and participating in government;
whereas women’s role was to support
men, please them, and have a morally edi-
fying effect on them. Women, for
Rousseau, were emotional and sentimen-
tal, whereas men were rational. Woll-
stonecraft responded to these claims by
contending that the apparent differences
in women’s nature, such as emotionality
and physical weakness, which seemed to
better suit them to the home than the
public sphere, were the result of and ought
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not to be the justification for being con-
fined to the home (Wollstonecraft 1988,
40-85). Drawing heavily on the arguments
of Catharine Macaulay’s Letters on Edu-
cation, published in the late 1780s, Woll-
stonecraft denied a fundamental differ-
ence in nature or character between the
sexes and urged that girls should receive
the same education as boys—including
physical education (Rossi 1988, 29).

In addition to advancing important and
vastly influential arguments for equal
education, Wollstonecraft’s Vindication
made strong claims for women'’s rights to
property and inheritance, drawing on the
Enlightenment and French revolutionary
arguments in the Declaration of the
Rights of Man and Citizen and extending
them to women. Just as the assertion of
the rights of man was a rejection of the
divine right of kings, Wollstonecraft op-
posed the rights of husbands to control
their wives and thus provided an impor-
tant “liberationist” model of feminist
writing, laying the foundation for further
opposition to the common law doctrine
of “coverture,” by which a married
woman had no truly separate legal iden-
tity and could not inherit or own prop-
erty in her own right except in the most
limited ways (Kerber 1998, 28-30). Har-
riet Taylor and John Stuart Mill would
later build on and extend Wollstone-
craft’s arguments for suffrage, education,
and property rights in Taylor’s 1851
“Enfranchisement of Women” and espe-
cially Mill’s 1869 book, The Subjection
of Women, which would become one of
the most influential arguments for
women’s rights in the history of the suf-
frage movement.

In the years following the production
of de Gouges’s Declaration (1791) and
Wollestonecraft’s Vindication (1792),
both documents were widely dissemi-

nated and reproduced and served as inspi-
rational founding documents for early
feminists who came together from other
forms of activism, such as antislavery,
radical socialism, and religious move-
ments, to form the beginnings of an
international women’s movement (An-
derson 2000, 66). In 1832 the French
newspaper produced by female socialists
calling themselves the “new women”
(femmes nouvelles) published “The Call
to Women.” It was reprinted in the
English socialist journal published by
Robert Owen, the Crisis, in 1833, at the
initiative of his colleague, Irish feminist
Anna Wheeler, who translated it and
appended her own commentary (Ander-
son 2000, 67).

The “Call” insisted that demands for
economic justice and political equality
must include women; urged women not
to marry unless their husbands supported
equal rights; and exhorted women to
unite to obtain the common ends of
equality, liberty, and the chance to
develop all their faculties (Anderson
2000, 67; Moses and Rabine 1993,
282-284; Pankhurst 1957, 109-111). The
English version of the “Call” was read by
prominent radicals in London, including
John Stuart Mill, Ernestine Rose, and
Harriet Martineau, and it was subse-
quently read, circulated, and discussed
on both sides of the Atlantic, consolidat-
ing the birth of the nascent international
women’s movement (Anderson 2000, 68).

In Europe, women’s rights advocates
often came to the struggle from socialist
activism, but in the United States the
suffrage movement was more closely tied
to the movement to end slavery. The
arguments women made on behalf of
emancipation and suffrage for slaves
were logically extended to themselves.
Two women at the forefront of these



linked reform movements were the
Grimké sisters, Angelina and Sarah, who
were born into a slave-owning upper-
class family in the South and left their
home for the North to become Quakers
and leaders of these radically egalitarian
causes. The sisters were among the earli-
est American writers on sex equality
(Rossi 1988, 282). In 1838, Sarah Grimké
wrote her Letters on the Equality of the
Sexes and the Condition of Women,
which was distributed widely in Great
Britain as well as the United States
(Grimké 1988, 306-318). In this seminal
document, which draws heavily on the
Bible, Grimké argued for full emancipa-
tion from the “bonds of womanhood,” or
the system of male domination that
reduced all but a few female rulers to the
status of “slaves.” She then invoked
well-known female rulers, such as
Catherine of Russia and Elizabeth I of
England to demonstrate that “the intel-
lect is not sexed” (quoted in Anderson
2000, 123).

By 1848, radical movements had in-
spired democratic revolutions in France,
Austria, and the German and Italian
states. The United States was the first
nation to recognize the newly constituted
French Republic, and revolutionary
events abroad fired the imaginations of
abolitionists, women’s rights advocates,
and reformers of all stripes. They particu-
larly energized American abolitionist and
women’s rights advocate Lucretia Mott,
who contended that the cause of freedom
was universal and urged the American
Anti-Slavery Society and women’s groups
alike to “take courage” (Anderson 2000,
16, 168). When she decided to visit fellow
women’s rights activist Elizabeth Cady
Stanton in Seneca Falls, the impetus for
the first women’s rights convention in the
United States was born.
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On Thursday, 13 July 1848, Elizabeth
Cady Stanton, Lucretia Mott, and three
other women'’s rights advocates spent the
day together and decided to call a conven-
tion. They placed an advertisement in the
Seneca County Courier and in Frederick
Douglass’s antislavery paper, the North
Star. On Sunday, 16 July, they met again
to compose the now legendary Seneca
Falls Declaration of Sentiments, which
paralleled the structure of the 1776 Amer-
ican Declaration of Independence to draw
an analogy between the tyranny of King
George Il and that of men who would
refuse rights to womankind, thus com-
paring the American colonists and the
women’s rights advocates. The declara-
tion was delivered and adopted at the
Women’s Rights Convention at Seneca
Falls on 19-20 July 1848, which attracted
about 300 participants. One hundred peo-
ple signed the declaration.

Expanding on the powerful theoretical
strategies deployed by de Gouges before
them, the authors of the Declaration of
Sentiments creatively paraphrased the
original text of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence to survey a vast array of female
grievances and demonstrate the irrational-
ity and injustice of excluding the female
half of humanity from ostensibly univer-
sal rights. Thus, the declaration trans-
formed the original list of eighteenth-cen-
tury colonial grievances against King
George III into a nineteenth-century cata-
log of women’s grievances and claims. It
asserted that women should have, as men
did, access to higher education, property
rights, legal standing in court, the ability
to initiate divorce, access to well-paid jobs
and the professions, representation in gov-
ernment, and the right to serve as minis-
ters. The declaration also supported a sin-
gle standard of sexual morality for men
and women and made charges regarding
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the strategies man employed to keep
woman from determining her own course,
such as rendering her dependent and
undermining her self-respect (Stanton
1988, 415-421).

Perhaps most famously, the list of
demands included the right to vote,
though this provision was quite contro-
versial and was adopted by an extremely
narrow margin. Those at Seneca Falls
were in greater accord on other demands,
such as educational reform and property
rights. But although suffrage may have
been one demand among many in the
context of the Seneca Falls Declaration
of Sentiments, by the early 1850s, it had
become the key demand on the agenda of
a growing women’s movement, for which
the declaration had paved the way. More-
over, the attacks made in the declaration
on the assumptions of coverture eventu-
ally led to married women’s property acts
in many states (Keyssar 2000, 38) and
triggered a whole host of later women'’s
rights conventions.

The “first wave” of the women’s move-
ment in the United States is widely held
to have drawn to a close with the hard-
won ratification of the Nineteenth
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution in
1920. Its text was simply and straightfor-
wardly modeled on that of the Fifteenth
Amendment, which extended the suf-
frage to African American men in 1869.
The many early women'’s rights advocates
who had also worked as abolitionists had
hoped that the suffrage would be
extended to both groups at once. Thus,
the parallel wording, though it came
many years later for women than it did
for African American men, was for some
a fitting close to this chapter of the move-
ment’s struggle. The Nineteenth Amend-
ment stated: “The right of citizens of the
United States to vote shall not be denied

or abridged by the United States or any
State on account of sex” and authorized
Congress to enact enforcing legislation,
thus granting women the right to vote
after more than seventy years of struggle.

Insofar as many aspects of women’s
subordination remained unchanged by
their enfranchisement in the decades
subsequent to the ratification of the
Nineteenth Amendment, however, a
“second wave” of feminist activity soon
brought with it a new wave of feminist
writing, this time in the context of the
civil rights movement. The legacy of
early feminists like de Gouges, Woll-
stonecraft, and Stanton, who revised and
redeployed revolutionary and founda-
tional documents to include women
while simultaneously setting agendas for
reform, was inherited by these later fem-
inists and is in fact alive and well in the
contemporary era.

One such second-wave document was
the National Organization for Women
(NOW) Bill of Rights for Women (1967),
the founding charter of that group, which
was formed in 1966. The basic aim of
NOW?’s bill of rights was to secure for
women the same rights that men enjoy.
Its eight original demands were immedi-
ate passage of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment; enforcement of antidiscrimination
laws; (paid) maternity leave; tax deduc-
tions for home and child care expenses of
working parents; publicly funded com-
munity child care centers; equal and
desegregated education; equal job train-
ing and allowances for women in
poverty; and the right of women to con-
trol their own reproductive lives, includ-
ing the right to legalized abortion
(Chafetz and Dworkin 1986, 168; Tong
1998, 24-25).

The proposed Equal Rights Amend-
ment (1972-1982), which failed to



achieve ratification in 1982, is itself an
important document in the history of
women’s subordination. Providing that
“equality of rights under the law shall
not be denied or abridged by the United
States or by any State on account of sex”
and authorizing Congress to enact
enforcing legislation, the amendment
was sent to the states by Congress in
early 1972. Although about half of the
states ratified it within a few months,
opposition groups began to lobby soon
thereafter. Only thirty-five states had
approved the ERA before the ratification
deadline, rendering it three states short of
the number required for it to become law
(Urofsky and Finkerman 2002, 911).

One of the most important legacies of
the writings of early women’s rights
advocates in the contemporary era has
been the appropriation of the form and
language of early revolutionary docu-
ments and of the women'’s rights agenda
by international human rights advocates.
In the Preamble to the United Nations
Charter (1945), its members declared
their commitment to the equal rights of
men and women as part of a faith in fun-
damental human rights and the dignity
of personhood. The UN Declaration of
Women'’s Rights (1967), which was unan-
imously adopted by its member nations,
asserted the principle of nondiscrimina-
tion and proclaimed that all humans are
born free and possess equal rights and
dignity without distinction as to sex. It
enumerates areas in which measures are
to be taken to enforce this principle,
including provisions to ensure that girls
and women receive equal rights to educa-
tion at all levels, equal rights to vote, and
equal economic rights (UN General
Assembly 1977).

In September 1995, the year of the fifti-
eth anniversary of its founding, the

Historical Documents 39

United Nations held a major interna-
tional conference on women’s rights, the
Fourth World Conference on Women,
from which issued the Beijing Declara-
tion and Platform for Action. The Beijing
Declaration affirmed the commitment of
the governments participating in the UN
to the goals of equality, peace, and devel-
opment for all women in the interest of
all humanity. It recognized that the sta-
tus of women has advanced in an uneven
manner and that inequalities between
men and women persist. It stressed the
role of poverty in exacerbating inequality
for women and children. It reaffirmed the
right of women to control all aspects of
their health and their fertility and
declared the necessity for women to have
a greater role in decisionmaking and
access to power in all spheres of society.
The Platform for Action stressed the
importance of the right to inherit and
called education a “human right” while
setting forth a detailed set of strategies to
improve access to education and training
for girls (UN General Assembly 1997).
Both the form and content of the declara-
tion are reminiscent of earlier feminist
declarations, though there is now a
greater focus on the effects of economic
development and globalization. But the
basic strategies and agenda are familiar
ones, and the overriding message of the
conference, which was that these issues
are global and universal, could have
come from the 1832 “Call to Women.”

Verity Smith
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Historically Black Colleges

and Universities

Historically black colleges and universi-
ties, commonly referred to as HBCUs,
have been established throughout U.S.
history to serve the principal mission of
the education of black Americans.
HBCUs have existed since the 1830s,
although their history and existence has
often been considered tenuous. Regard-



Historically Black Colleges and Universities 41

less, it is undisputable that HBCUs have
succeeded in educating black Americans
and contributing to the U.S. effort to
achieve equal opportunity. Today’s just
over 100 institutions continue to serve
their central purpose—awarding almost
one-third of all baccalaureate degrees
awarded to black Americans. In 1998,
total enrollment for HBCUs was approx-
imately 300,000 students, of which 55
percent were women (Brown and Free-
man, 2002).

Historically black colleges and univer-
sities were not founded as a group. They
were set up one by one through the work
of private, philanthropic, and religious
organizations attempting to overcome the
effects of a divided nation. In 1837, the
Institute for Colored Youth was created in
Pennsylvania (present-day Cheyney State
University). Between this historic event
and the Civil War, a few sporadic institu-
tions were founded throughout the north-
ern states. It was not until after the Civil
War, when almost 4 million slaves were
freed, that the establishment of HBCUs
became more prevalent.

One prominent organization in estab-
lishing institutions to educate these
newly freed slaves in the southern and
border states was the Freedman’s Bureau.
It first established institutions in Georgia,
North Carolina, Tennessee, and Washing-
ton, D.C. These first HBCUs were all pri-
vate, nonprofit institutions, funded with-
out any government support. The most
notable was Howard University, founded
in 1867 in Washington, D.C. Black
women also received support early on
from private foundations. Spelman Col-
lege, established in 1881, was the first
HBCU dedicated solely to the education
of women. Spelman College, as well as
Bennett College, which was originally
coeduational, continue to serve their orig-

Harriet E. Giles and Sophia B. Packard
founded Spelman College in 1881 (Courtesy
of Spelman College)

inal mission of educating black women.
In 1871, the first publicly supported black
land grant college, Alcorn College, was
established in Mississippi. The Morrill
Acts of 1862 and 1890 supported the cre-
ation of land grant colleges across the
country. In the southern and border
states, where the newly freed slaves were
not truly embraced, a dual system of
higher education was created. A total of
nineteen states created separate schools
under the auspices of the “separate but
equal” doctrine, rather than accept blacks
into their flagship institutions. Their cre-
ation was the beginning of the educa-
tional cohort now known as historically
black colleges and universities.

State support for HBCUs was as lim-
ited as the states could get away with.
The majority of states never did comply
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with the true spirit of the provisions of
the Morrill Act. As such, HBCUs from
their inception were severely under-
funded, were discriminated against, and
lacked support from the public. This sce-
nario continued well through the
mid-twentieth century. The same can be
said of almost every HBCU—public and
private—with the exception of one:
Howard University.

As stated previously, Howard Univer-
sity was privately established by the
Freedman’s Bureau in 1867. After years of
supporting Howard University, the
Freedman’s Bureau was abolished in
1873. Without financial support, the uni-
versity began struggling financially. Six
years later, Congress intervened and pre-
sented the institution with a financial
gift to educate the slaves it had freed and
ensure their endurance as free citizens.
The government felt it was fulfilling a
responsibility. Support in the form of
annual gifts from Congress continued
until 1928, when Congress decided to
amend the Howard University charter
and officially recognize an annual appro-
priation to the institution. Federal sup-
port for Howard University continues to
this day. Howard currently enrolls over
10,000 students, both undergraduate and
graduate. Women comprise over 6,100 of
the current student body, or approxi-
mately 60 percent.

The situation for HBCUs remained rel-
atively stable through the first half of the
twentieth century. Inadequate funding
and little political clout were common
among most institutions. Yet HBCUs
continued to grow in number. By the end
of World War II, there were about 100
institutions, their growth spurred on by
the G. I Bill and the early stages of the
civil rights movement, such as the 1954
U.S. Supreme Court decision desegregat-

ing education, Brown v. Board of Educa-
tion of Topeka, Kansas.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 changed
things dramatically for these institutions.
Federal and state policy could no longer
continue to neglect these institutions,
which were understood to fulfill a price-
less goal. As a result, Title III of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 thereby
provided direct support to “developing
institutions,” a category in which HBCUs
were included. At this historic moment,
the government de facto created the
group known as historically black col-
leges and universities, all accredited uni-
versities, both public and private, estab-
lished prior to 1964 whose principal
mission was the education of black
Americans.

At the time of this legislation, almost
70 percent of all black Americans at-
tended HBCUs. With the onset of govern-
mental support, one would have expected
that enrollment would continue to grow.
That was not the case. External factors
such as legal cases, the increased avail-
ability of student aid, and increased
minority recruitment from majority insti-
tutions all succeeded in actually reducing
the rate at which black Americans
enrolled in HBCUs. The period from the
late 1960s through the early 1980s wit-
nessed an overall decline in enrollment of
5 percent.

Witnessing this decline in what many
considered to be a “national treasure,”
the federal government established a new
policy toward HBCUs. In 1980, President
Jimmy Carter issued Executive Order
12232.. Its purpose was “to overcome the
effects of discriminatory treatment and to
strengthen and expand the capacity of his-
torically Black colleges and universities
to provide quality education” (White
House Initiative on HBCUs 2002).
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The aim of President Carter’s original
order was to provide a base on which the
federal government and each agency
would erect various programs to support
HBCUs. Since President Carter’s original
proposal, each subsequent president has
revoked the previous and reinstated his
own order, always with a few changes.
Since 1980, each order has become a bit
stronger, each time requiring a bit more
action and accountability from the vari-
ous federal agencies.

There can be no doubt that the executive
orders succeeded in supporting the cause of
HBCUs. Although black Americans con-
tinue to attend majority institutions in
record numbers, enrollment at HBCUs has
grown steadily since 1980. In 1980 total
enrollment at HBCUs was 233,557 and in
1998 was 273,472. For women students,
enrollment has increased by almost
37,000, from the 1980 enrollment rate of
127,170 to a little over 164,000 in the fall of
1998 (National Center for Education Sta-
tistics 2001, table 223).

Historically black colleges and univer-
sities continue to serve their population
and the United States. In 1994 these insti-
tutions, public and private, two- and four-
year, together enrolled almost 16 percent
of black Americans in all postsecondary
education and awarded almost 30 percent
of the bachelor’s degrees awarded to
them. In fiscal year 1997, $120 million
was appropriated for HBCUs—$109 mil-
lion for the formula grants awarded to
institutions and $20 million for the spe-
cific support of historically black gradu-
ate institutions. In 1998, historically
black colleges and universities conferred
over 19,000 bachelor’s degrees to women
alone (National Center for Education Sta-
tistics 2001, table 222).

Their future is once again at a cross-
roads. Institutions continue to operate

with large deficits, and majority institu-
tions under the scrutiny of the public eye
continue to heavily recruit minorities.
The very public discourse that has
occurred recently with respect to admis-
sions criteria will in no uncertain terms
affect the future of HBCUs. In its United
States v. Fordice decision (1992), the U.S.
Supreme Court made arguments for clos-
ing institutions such as HBCUs in states
where the educational system is duplica-
tive. The effects of this hoopla and other
pending cases are still not clear.

Regardless, those who believe in the
mission of the historically black colleges
and universities continue to serve them
diligently. Interestingly, more than 75
percent of black lawyers, military offi-
cers, physicians, and federal judges have
graduated from an HBCU at some level.
The opportunities that HBCUs have pro-
vided for black women in American
higher education have been unprece-
dented. At times when higher education
was barely accessible to women, histori-
cally black colleges and universities,
some established solely for women,
remained open and accessible to a minor-
ity group within a minority: female black
Americans.

Elizabeth Maria Béjar

See also Part 1: Black Women'’s Colleges;
Part 6: African American Students; Part
7: African American Faculty; Part 8:
African American Administrators
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Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and
Transgender Issues on Campuses
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) issues in higher education are
those concerning campus climate, policy,
and programs that differentially affect
individuals who are not heterosexual
(i.e., lesbian, gay, bisexual) or whose gen-
der identity is not the same as the bio-
logical sex assigned to them at birth (i.e.,
transgender) or both. Issues of sexuality
and gender are inextricably linked in
higher education, not only because
women constitute half of the LGBT pop-
ulation but also because societal defini-
tions of gender and sexuality are based on
a heterosexual gender binary.

Beginning with the Stonewall riots in
New York in 1969 and the birth of the
Gay Liberation Front, LGBT people have
become visible on college and university
campuses around the United States.
Campus movements for gay rights paral-
leled those for women'’s rights, and the
lesbian feminist movement in particular
connected the two ideologies.

One of the major issues that continues
to elude researchers is the number of
LGBT people on campuses. There are no
accurate statistics of the sexual orienta-
tion of students, faculty, or administra-
tors in higher education. Higher educa-
tion institutions do not ask the question
on admissions forms or job applications,
and LGBT students and job candidates
would not be likely to offer the data if
they were asked. This failure to ask
means that campus programs, policies,
and services are often based on anecdotal
data.

When they are available, programs and
services for LGBT people are generally
provided in one of two ways. More com-
monly, volunteer students, faculty, and
staff form formal or informal member-
ship organizations. Examples of this type
are registered student organizations and
faculty associations. Except at some reli-
giously controlled institutions, courts
have provided that these organizations
are protected by the First Amendment
and must be permitted on campus. Less
common than student or faculty groups
are LGBT campus resource centers.
These centers are institutionally funded
campus units, usually with a full- or part-
time paid staff member as coordinator or
director. This is a growing area in higher
education administration, with nearly
100 postsecondary institutions funding
resource centers. The administrative
directors of these centers formed a
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national consortium (www.lgbtcampus.
org) to support new center directors and
provide professional development oppor-
tunities for established directors.

Institutional Nondiscrimination
Policies

To comply with relevant state and federal
law, postsecondary institutions state that
they do not discriminate in educational
programs and hiring on the basis of a
number of factors (sex, race, nationality,
status as a Vietnam-era veteran, disabil-
ity, etc.). Because there are no federal
laws prohibiting discrimination based on
sexual orientation or gender identity and
because only 20 percent of states have
such laws, it is incumbent on individual
institutions voluntarily to include these
categories in their nondiscrimination
policies. Although the inclusion of sex-
ual orientation and gender identity in a
nondiscrimination policy does not guar-
antee a campus free from individual acts
of prejudice and intolerance, it provides
an institutional mechanism to address
violations. Occasionally institutional
nondiscrimination policies run afoul of
federally sponsored activities on campus
(such as Reserve Officer Training Corps
programs or military recruiting, in which
openly LGBT people may not partici-
pate); to avoid losing access to federal
funds, most institutions make an excep-
tion for such activities.

Housing and Facilities

At many institutions, same-sex couples
are not permitted to live in family hous-
ing. When campuses do offer housing for
same-sex couples, they frequently
require additional levels of paperwork,
such as producing a domestic partner cer-
tificate in a state that does not recognize
domestic partnerships. Same-sex domes-

tic partners with children are required to
produce copies of birth certificates for
their offspring, whereas many opposite
sex couples are not required to produce
such documentation. Policies, however,
are slowly beginning to change to be
more inclusive of same-sex families,
with some institutions declaring that
single parents with children and then
couples with children, regardless of the
couple’s sexual or gender identity, have
housing priority. Mortgage origination
programs that are intended to help
recruit and retain valued faculty and
high-level administrators usually do not
include same-sex partners. When the val-
ued employee dies, the same-sex spouse
must sell the house or buy out the mort-
gage. A remaining heterosexual spouse
may simply continue to live in the house
and pay on the mortgage forever. There is
also a need for transgender-friendly gyms
and recreational facilities that include
showers, locker rooms, toilet stalls, and
bathrooms appropriate for any individ-
ual, regardless of gender status. Failure to
accommodate transgender campus mem-
bers puts them at risk for taunting at best
and, more often, places them in physical
jeopardy.

Domestic Partner Benefits

An increasing number of postsecondary
institutions offer the same employee ben-
efits to same-sex domestic partners as
they do to the spouses of heterosexual
employees. Benefits may include some
that cost the institution nothing (library
privileges, recreation center passes, uni-
versity identification cards), as well as
those that have a direct financial cost to
the institution (course fees, health and
life insurance policies). When health
insurance benefits are offered to same-sex
partners of employees, employees who
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provide their same-sex partners with
health insurance are required by federal
law to pay taxes on health benefits,
whereas heterosexual couples do not have
such a requirement. For example, if a
female employee adds her female partner
to her health insurance policy, the insti-
tution adds its contribution to its report
of the employee’s salary, which is then
taxed as additional income. Heterosexual
couples who are legally married do not
have to pay this unrecoverable tax.

Campus Climate
Based on the original studies of the
“chilly climate” for women on campus,
more than 100 institutions have con-
ducted studies of their campus climate
vis-a-vis LGBT issues (see www.Igbtcam-
pus.org for links to several of the studies
online). Through interviews, surveys,
and public testimonials, the studies col-
lected data about antigay language and
violence on campus, in and out of the
classroom. LGBT flyers, posters, and
other materials are often torn down,
stolen, or defaced with antigay graffiti.
Antigay language is ubiquitous on Amer-
ican college campuses; for example, the
popular phrase “that’s so gay” is meant
to be an all-purpose insult and putdown,
and students commonly insult one
another or rival student organizations by
branding them “fags.” Antigay language
among student athletes, especially if they
are elite athletes, is often ignored and
goes unpunished. The result of this per-
vasive antigay rhetoric is that students
may be afraid to go to LGBT resource
centers or to other LGBT-specific spaces
on campus for fear of being targeted.
Faculty who use language that de-
means LGBT people frequently go
unchallenged by students who fear low-

ered grades or targeting by the professor
or by other faculty or staff who, ironi-
cally, fear accusations that they them-
selves are LGBT. Students are often
overtly and covertly discouraged at both
the undergraduate and graduate levels
from studying LGBT issues and topics.

Finally, institutional forms are ubiqui-
tous and unavoidable on campus. Nearly
all, regardless of venue, contain sexist
and heterocentric language regarding
gender, marital status, sexual activity, or
relationship partners. Consistently inclu-
sive language on forms demonstrates to
students that they and their issues are
important to the university. For example,
student health center forms should ask
first if students are sexually active and
then with men, women, or both.

Financial Aid

A major issue for many LGBT students is
the difficulty they experience in estab-
lishing emancipated student status when
they have been cut off by their family as
a result of coming out. Federal financial
aid policy dictates that students must be
twenty-four years old or off their parents’
income tax forms for at least one year
before they can qualify on their own for
financial aid. Delays in student financial
aid can lead to temporary homelessness
for students without family support.
Transgender females-to-males experience
problems with financial aid offices
regarding their failure to register for the
draft at the age of eighteen; most of these
transgender students had not transi-
tioned at the age of eighteen and there-
fore did not think about Selective Service
issues. However, when a student does
transition from female to male, he must
be counseled to register for Selective Ser-
vice regardless of his age.



Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Issues on Campuses 47

LGBT Issues in the Curriculum

Some campuses offer diversity training or
require diversity courses in the first-year
curriculum; few, however, include LGBT
issues as part of such training or curricula.
LGBT studies (also called “queer studies”)
programs are sometimes not taken seri-
ously by academics, or they compete with
other relative newcomers to intellectual
life (ethnic studies, women’s studies,
interdisciplinary studies, etc.) and thus
suffer from insufficient resources, selected
classes, and very few endowed chairs.
There are no undergraduate or graduate
degrees specifically available in LGBT
studies. The first LGBT studies program,
founded by Jonathon Katz at the City Col-
lege of San Francisco, is the only degree-
granting (associate of arts) program in the
United States, although other institutions
offer minors in LGBT studies. Some insti-
tutions have taken a broader approach by
placing LGBT studies in larger cultural
contexts; for example, Brown University
offers an undergraduate concentration
(major) in sexuality and society.

Student Health Services

LGBT-friendly programs in student
health and student psychological services
have improved and are an important ele-
ment of campus life. An LGBT-friendly
program would be one in which the men’s
and women’s sexual health or health edu-
cation departments are demonstrably
inclusive of LGBT issues, including
appropriate and culturally sensitive sexu-
ally transmitted diseases testing as well
as anonymous human immunodeficiency
virus testing. To improve health services
for LGBT clients and patients, staff at stu-
dent health programs on campus could
receive sensitivity training regarding
LGBT issues, and LGBT students could

be specifically recruited for peer student
health counselor teams.

Faculty and Staff

According to campus climate surveys,
sizable portions of the LGBT faculty and
staff remain in the closet, citing their fear
that they will be targeted by hostile de-
partment chairs or colleagues or that
they will be denied tenure based on their
sexual orientation or gender identity.
Some also fear that coming out to stu-
dents may result in accusations of sexual
harassment or blackmail. Many faculty
are also concerned about the opportunity
to conduct LGBT-related research be-
cause such research tends not to be val-
ued by departments and because it is dif-
ficult to obtain extramural funding for
such studies. The funding challenge is
increased because much research in
LGBT studies occurs outside the aca-
demic disciplines (i.e., in medicine, basic
science, defense) where most funding is
available. These challenges may be par-
ticularly keen for lesbian or bisexual
women faculty, who are already margin-
alized by their gender and further risk
intellectual marginalization if they
choose to study topics outside the main-
stream of their academic departments.

Alumni
A recent surge of LGBT-specific donations
to colleges and universities by LGBT
alumni has resulted in some programs,
services, and LGBT resource offices
becoming permanently endowed. A num-
ber of institutions now have LGBT
alumni associations, many of which are
directly connected to the institution’s
alumni association.
Ronni L. Sanlo and
Steven |. Leider
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See also Part 5: Students’ Rights; Part 6:
Romantic Relationships; Sexuality
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Military Colleges

Women’s entrance into American mili-
tary colleges resulted from more than two
decades of congressional debate and liti-
gation that ended with a Supreme Court
ruling. This right of entry is an important
achievement in women’s fight for equal-
ity, as it provides them the opportunity
for elite training that can accelerate
achievement and lead to high military
rank. Military college attendance also
gives women membership in privileged
alumni networks, particularly in states
with historically strong military colleges,
such as South Carolina and Virginia. To
what extent women are accepted as peers
within this training and are later treated
as members of the alumni networks

could vary greatly, depending on the indi-
viduals with whom the women come
into contact. In the United States, there
are three types of military colleges and
therefore three separate paths to coedu-
cation. First, the Department of Defense
(DOD) Service Academies (the Merchant
Marine Academy, the U.S. Military
Academy at West Point, the U.S. Naval
Academy in Annapolis, the U.S. Air
Force Academy in Colorado Springs, and
the U.S. Coast Guard Academy in New
London, Connecticut) became coeduca-
tional in 1976 by law. Second, the state-
supported military institutions (Virginia
Military Institute and the Citadel) went
coed in 1996 in accordance with a
Supreme Court ruling. Third, one insti-
tution (Norwich University] became
coeducational by choice.

The effort to establish coeducation at
the DOD Service Academies began in the
1960s, when Representative Robert B.
Duncan nominated a woman to the U.S.
Military Academy. In 1972, Senator Jacob
Javits nominated Barbra J. Brimmer to
the U.S. Naval Academy. When the
Naval Academy refused to consider
Brimmer for admission, Javits brought
the issue to the public’s attention.
Debates on women’s entrance into the
service academies began to surface
among members of Congress and mem-
bers of the service academies. In Septem-
ber 1973, two women and four members
of Congress brought lawsuits against the
U.S. Naval Academy and the U.S. Air
Force Academy. In October of that same
year, Representative Pierre du Pont intro-
duced a bill in the House that called for
the admittance of women into the ser-
vice academies. In December, the Senate
accepted by a voice vote an amendment
that allowed women entry into the ser-
vice academies.



Based on a dispute over whether the
aforementioned amendment could be
considered with a bill on bonus pay in the
military, the House struck the amend-
ment, saying that women’s admission
into the service academies should be con-
sidered separately. In 1974, the House
began hearings on admitting women into
the service academies. In the meantime,
the 1973 lawsuit began making its way
through the court system. When the
House hearing ended, the issue was still
undecided. In July 1974, Senators William
Hathaway, Strom Thurmond, Mike
Mansfield, and Javits reintroduced legisla-
tion in the Senate. In May 1975, the
House passed legislation commanding
women’s entrance into the service acade-
mies, and in June 1975 the Senate passed
equivalent legislation. In October of that
same year, President Gerald Ford signed
Public Law 94-106, which states that the
service academies “shall take such action
as may be necessary and appropriate to
insure that . . . female individuals shall be
eligible for appointment and admission to
the service academy concerned” (Title
VIII). Public Law 94-106 was signed before
the 1973 litigation made its way through
the court system and therefore made it
unnecessary. In the summer of 1976,
women entered all the national service
academies.

Women’s entrance into the state-sup-
ported military institutions was achieved
through a series of court battles. On 1
March 1990, the Justice Department filed
suit against the State of Virginia, based
on a complaint from a high school stu-
dent that Virginia Military Institute
(VMI) would not admit women. The Jus-
tice Department alleged that VMI’s fail-
ure to admit women constituted discrim-
ination on the basis of sex and violated
the Fourteenth Amendment’s equal pro-
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tection clause. VMI responded that the
equal protection clause was not violated
because the exclusion of women helps
preserve VMI's adversative model of edu-
cation. VMI also argued that the exclu-
sion of women ensured educational
diversity within the State of Virginia,
even though it did not promote gender
diversity within VMI itself.

After losing this case, the Justice
Department appealed. The Fourth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals heard the case and
agreed with the District Court’s finding
that single-sex education is justifiable
because of the differences between a sin-
gle-sex student body and coeducational
student body. The court also agreed that
VMI's method of education would be
altered if women were to be integrated
into the institution. However, the court
also found that since the women of Vir-
ginia were not afforded the educational
opportunities of a VMI education, the
single-sex military program violated the
equal protection clause. The court
offered the following three solutions to
this dilemma: (1) admit women, (2) be-
come a private institution, or (3) estab-
lish a similar program for woman. VMI
decided to establish a similar program for
women. The evaluation of the proposed
plan was argued before the District Court
on 29 April 1994.

While the VMI case was being liti-
gated, Shannon Faulkner, a female high
school senior, applied and was admitted
to the Citadel in January 1993. However,
once the Citadel discovered Faulkner’s
gender, the institution revoked her
admission. Faulkner claimed a violation
of her equal protection rights and brought
suit against the Citadel. In April 1994,
Faulkner’s case went to trial. The Citadel
contended that single-sex military educa-
tion for women was unnecessary because
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Shannon Faulkner was the first woman to enter the Citadel, a traditional military college (AP
Photo/Post and Courier, Gabriel B. Tait, Pool)

there was insufficient demand for it.
They further reasoned that the state’s
private women’s colleges met demand
among South Carolina’s women for sin-
gle-sex education. However, this ratio-
nale did not address the fact that some of
South Carolina’s women might desire a
military education. The court rejected
South Carolina’s position, saying that the
state failed to articulate the unique bene-
fits of the Citadel education to men only
and why women could not be included.
The court further found that the Citadel
failed to propose a remedy. In evaluating
the three remedies proposed to VMI, the
judge reasoned that since time was of the
essence (Faulkner was about to enter her
junior year of college), the Citadel must
immediately admit Faulkner into the

corps of cadets. The court also ordered
that the Citadel should be prepared to
implement a remedy that was in accor-
dance with the VMI case ruling by
August 1995.

In the meantime, VMI created a paral-
lel leadership-training program as a rem-
edy for the aforementioned constitu-
tional violation. The new program was
called the Virginia Women'’s Institute for
Leadership (VWIL). Mary Baldwin Col-
lege agreed to house the VWIL, and the
Virginia legislature passed a budget bill
funding VWIL at the same level of fund-
ing per student as VMI. The VMI Alumni
Association also agreed to extend its
career placement services to VWIL, offer
assistance in recruiting prospective stu-
dents, and develop a networking program



with Mary Baldwin College. In addition,
the VMI Foundation pledged $5.6 million
for the endowment of VWIL. The design-
ers of the VWIL program decided to de-
emphasize the adversative model and to
create an environment emphasizing lead-
ership training. It was also decided that
although the women of VWIL would pur-
sue the same five pedagogical themes as
the men of VMI, VWIL was not intended
to mirror VMI’s model. After submitting
this plan, the court ruled that the VWIL
program would remedy the constitu-
tional violation and ordered an immedi-
ate implementation. However, this deci-
sion was appealed and reached the
Supreme Court. In 1996, the Supreme
Court ruled that VMI’s admissions policy
was unconstitutional and insisted that
women be admitted, thus ending male-
only admissions policies at state-sup-
ported military institutions.

Women’s entrance into private mili-
tary colleges has been based on decisions
that individual institutions have made. It
is important to note that had these insti-
tutions remained single-sex, this status
may have been protected under the law
based upon the Dartmouth College Case,
which established the legal difference
between private and public institutions.
However, since there are currently no
private, single-sex military institutions
in the United States, this issue has not
been challenged within the courts. As of
this writing, there are fund-raising efforts
by VMI and Citadel alumni and friends to
establish a private, all-male military col-
lege to be called the Southern Military
Institute.

It is important to note that women
have also gained entry to other types of
military college experiences based on
institutional choice. Two examples of
this phenomenon are the Texas A&M
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corps of cadets and the Virginia Tech
corps of cadets. Both schools, like Nor-
wich, offer a military experience similar
to the service academies or the state-sup-
ported military institutions. However,
not all students are members of the corps
of cadets. In addition, New Mexico Mili-
tary Institute, which is state-supported,
offers a two-year military college experi-
ence. There are a variety of reasons that
an institution or corps of cadets may
have decided to become coeducational,
which could include external govern-
mental or military pressure, the need to
maintain enrollments, or a belief in
social justice (although the latter is least
likely).

There have been several paths leading
to coeducation at American military col-
leges, but three consistent themes
emerge. First, almost all the institutions
took a great deal of time to research coed-
ucation and plan for it on their campuses.
Second, the overarching sentiment of
these institutions was that although
coeducation was unwanted, the schools
would “follow orders” to the best of their
ability. Third, the military institutions
believed that the admittance of women
would irrevocably change military insti-
tutions and therefore women could never
have the very education that they sought.
In addition, it is interesting to note that
many of the questions raised about the
coeducation of military colleges in both
the 1970s and the 1990s were the very
questions that women tried to answer in
the 1800s as they sought admission to
educational institutions. Although the
context of these questions may be differ-
ent (e.g., “What is the purpose of educat-
ing women as scientists?” versus “What
is the purpose of educating women as
fighter pilots?”), the basis remains the
same. The questions include the follow-
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ing: Do women need this education?
What is the purpose of educating women
for a career they will never have? Are
women’s minds and bodies fit for this
education?

Stacy A. Jacob

See also Part 1: Coeducation; Part 5: Legal
Issues
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Southern Baptist Colleges

The Southern Baptist Convention (SBC)
began opening higher education to
women in the mid-nineteenth century.
By creating separate schools for women,
Southern Baptists avoided coeducation
and prepared women for vocations con-
sidered appropriate for their gender.
Although a few Southern Baptist colleges
experimented with coeducation in the
nineteenth century, most colleges were
single-sex. Some women’s colleges coor-
dinated with nearby Southern Baptist
colleges for men, often sharing faculty or

operating coeducational classes in partic-
ular subjects. Southern Baptist colleges
excluded African Americans until the
mid-twentieth century. Women pursu-
ing careers in Christian service attended
single-sex training schools for missionar-
ies and social workers until the 1950s,
when the all-male seminaries opened
their doors to women. Coeducation
became the most popular option for
young Southern Baptist men and women
in the mid-twentieth century as men’s
colleges began enrolling women, and
many coordinating men’s and women’s
colleges merged. In the late twentieth
century, as fundamentalists took control
of the SBC, opportunities for Southern
Baptist women to train as ministers were
eliminated, and alternative Baptist semi-
naries from outside the SBC emerged to
educate women ministers.

Baptists emerged in seventeenth-cen-
tury England. They migrated to New
England seeking religious freedom and
eventually migrated to the southern
colonies. In 1845, after controversy
between Baptist abolitionists and south-
ern Baptist slaveholders, Baptists in the
South broke away to form their own
Southern Baptist Convention. Women
played a very active role in early Baptist
churches in England, serving as deacons
and sometimes preachers. However, the
public role of Baptist women declined
over the years. Women of the mid-nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries found
churches questioning their right to serve
as church leaders. The Trienniel conven-
tion and the early SBC were for men only,
and therefore women’s mission societies
sent male representatives.

Some early Baptists supported higher
education to train missionaries, pastors,
and laymen to improve church leadership.
However, other Baptists were strongly



opposed to education, especially theologi-
cal education. Many associated education
with their persecutors in England, and
others on the frontier feared that educa-
tion would lead to spiritual pride or
undermine faith. However, antieducation
sentiment began to moderate during the
nineteenth century, and enthusiasm for
missions spurred the creation of Southern
Baptist colleges to train male ministers
and missionaries. The earliest of these,
Georgetown College in Kentucky (1829),
Richmond College in Virginia (1832),
Mercer University in Georgia (1833), and
Wake Forest in North Carolina (1834)
would not open their doors to women
students for about 100 years. The majority
of Southern Baptists were opposed to
coeducation. Even those who supported
women’s education expected that women
would be educated for “women’s work”
and did not see the need for offering
women the same curriculum as men.
This opposition to coeducation led South-
ern Baptists to create colleges for women,
which sometimes coordinated their pro-
grams with colleges for men.

Judson Female Institute, created in
1838, was the first Southern Baptist Col-
lege for women and set the pattern for
others such as the Johnson Female Semi-
nary in South Carolina (1847), Forsyth
College in Georgia (1847), and Meredith
College in North Carolina (1899). Mere-
dith’s curriculum was typical for South-
ern Baptist women’s schools at the turn
of the twentieth century: a student who
earned a B.A. degree from Meredith Col-
lege in 1904 studied Latin, English, math-
ematics, history, and physiology; she
may have elected to study other courses
in the sciences, languages, logic, ethics,
art, music, or pedagogy. She had an
opportunity to study Greek or perhaps
take the Bible course introduced in 1902.
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Historians of women’s higher educa-
tion observe that coordinate colleges pro-
vided a means for institutions to avoid
coeducation while still sharing resources.
The story of Greenville Baptist Female
College, established in 1855 in South Car-
olina, illustrates a typical coordinate
arrangement used by Southern Baptists.
In 1853, the Baptist State Convention of
South Carolina established a committee
to explore the need for a college to edu-
cate young women. The convention
voted to establish the liberal arts school
but noted that it must be controlled by
the board of trustees of all-male Furman
University. In 1908, the Female College
established a separate board of trustees
and was chartered as Greenville Woman’s
College, remaining a single-sex college
until 1933, when it merged with Furman
University.

Although the majority of Southern
Baptist colleges were sex-segregated well
into the twentieth century, a few institu-
tions, like Baylor University in Waco,
Texas, began placing men and women in
the same classrooms by the late nine-
teenth century. First located in Indepen-
dence, Texas, Baylor experimented with a
coordinate arrangement, leading to the
establishment of a separate women’s
school in Belton in 1866 called Baylor
Female College. Twenty years later,
when the all-male Baylor moved from
Independence to Waco, coeducation was
resumed but with strict rules limiting
interaction between the sexes. At first,
women and men followed different cur-
ricula, but by 1891, all courses of study,
including biblical studies and business
courses, were open to women.

The conditions of the Civil War led to
temporary closings of almost all institu-
tions of higher education in the South.
The all-male institutions sent students
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and faculty to the front lines, and eco-
nomics and additional responsibilities
prevented women from attending col-
leges. Charles Johnson (1955) noted that
for a period of twenty years, even schools
with strong prewar financial support
were barely able to reestablish programs
when endowments were lost.

Southern women'’s schools of the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries used
the term “college” to designate schools
with very different academic standards.
Some Southern Baptist women’s schools
were similar to academies or finishing
schools, offering training in subjects such
as music, elocution, domestic skills, and
etiquette. Others, like Judson College in
Marion, Alabama, featured a preparatory
division for young girls as well as a post-
secondary department. Therefore, when
student records of this period show col-
lege attendance, it is unclear whether the
student was engaged in secondary or post-
secondary learning.

For women pursuing careers in Chris-
tian service, Southern Baptists created
single-sex training schools for missionar-
ies and social workers. Training schools
for Southern Baptist women were mod-
eled after those established by Northern
Baptist women, particularly the Baptist
Missionary Training School of Chicago,
founded in 1881. The Woman’s Mission-
ary Union Training School for Southern
Baptists opened in 1907 in Louisville,
Kentucky, and coordinated with the
nearby Southern Baptist Theological Sem-
inary, which trained male ministers. The
Training School’s curriculum included
some theological courses at the seminary
and a women’s curriculum, including
social work, domestic science, music, elo-
cution, and nursing. Another school that
offered missionary training for women

was Southwestern Baptist Theological
Seminary in Fort Worth, Texas. Originat-
ing as a theological department of Baylor
University in Waco, Texas, Southwestern
moved to Fort Worth in 1910 and was
considered coeducational since it enrolled
women as seminary students. However,
Southwestern had many features of a
coordinate arrangement; with women liv-
ing in a separate building where they stud-
ied a women’s curriculum. A nursery and
kindergarten were provided so that mar-
ried women could study with their hus-
bands. Until the late twentieth century,
Southwestern Seminary observed the
Southern Baptist sanction against women
entering professions reserved for males,
including preaching.

Although the Chicago, Louisville, and
Fort Worth missionary training schools
were reserved for Caucasian women,
African American women also received
training for the mission field. The Baptist
Missionary Training School of Chicago
served as a model for missionary training
programs established in schools for
African American women. Northern
Baptist women assisted in the establish-
ment of several programs in southern
schools, including those at Spelman Sem-
inary, Shaw University, and Bishop Col-
lege in the early 1890s. Spelman Semi-
nary, a school for black women located in
Atlanta, Georgia, founded a missionary
training department in 1891 featuring a
two-year course with five months of field
experience.

In 1909, the National Training School
for Women and Girls was launched under
the leadership of Nannie Burroughs. She
inspired members of the Woman’s Con-
vention, an auxiliary of the National Bap-
tist Convention, to provide training for
African American women in domestic



service, teaching, and missionary work.
In its first year, the school enrolled
thirty-one students, ranging in age from
twelve to forty-three. Unlike the training
schools at Louisville and Fort Worth, the
National Training School in Washington,
D.C., offered training in vocations that
were secular as well as religious.

African American studies scholar Eve-
lyn Brooks Higgenbotham notes that the
philosophy under which the school oper-
ated was influenced by Burroughs’s
notion of self-help for African Ameri-
cans. An admirer of Booker T. Washing-
ton, Burroughs rejected the notions of
northern white Baptists and black intel-
lectuals like W. E. B. DuBois, who
believed African Americans should focus
on the development of a “talented tenth”
to serve as African American leaders.
Burroughs believed in the dignity of labor
and the duty of African American Baptist
women to provide training, not only for
an elite group with special talent but also
for those engaged in domestic service.
Both Washington and Burroughs focused
on the advancement of the majority of
African Americans rather than the culti-
vation of a professional elite.

Like other schools for women of this
era, the National Training School focused
on developing moral character through
strict behavioral codes. It was called the
“School of the 3 Bs,” emphasizing the
Bible, bath, and broom as tools to advance
the African American race. At 6:00 each
morning, the neatness and personal clean-
liness of each student were inspected.
Those who had been untidy or careless in
attire did not receive diplomas. Students
provided hard labor to help control the
school’s expenses. Although women at
other schools were involved in extracur-
ricular recreation, the women of the
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National Training School cleared weeds,
planted trees, and built concrete walk-
ways. They did gardening, raised pigs,
milked cows, and churned butter.

Due to the emphasis on racial self-
help, no contributions from white donors
were accepted until after the school was
operating. However, in 1912, northern
white women of the Woman’s American
Baptist Mission Society supplied a model
home in which domestic science lessons
could be taught. Higgenbotham noted an
important difference between domestic
science courses in the National Training
School and in schools for white students.
Courses in domestic science in schools
for white students were designed to train
women to become better wives and
mothers. However, domestic science
courses in schools for African American
women trained women for paid domestic
service.

By the mid-twentieth century, the
majority of the Southern Baptist colleges
originally designated as men’s colleges
were enrolling women students. In addi-
tion, many schools began admitting
African American students. Men’s and
women’s colleges previously having a
coordinating arrangement typically
merged into one coeducational college.
Some women’s colleges, like Meredith,
continued as women’s colleges until the
latter twentieth century, when men were
admitted as students. The 1980s and
1990s brought many political changes to
the SBC, causing some colleges and uni-
versities, such as Wake Forest and Baylor,
to break or modify their connections
with the SBC while maintaining strong
affiliations with their state conventions.

In the early twentieth century, South-
ern Baptists opened theological educa-
tion to women but insisted that women
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were preparing for different vocations
than male ministers. In the 1950s, half a
century after women had been invited to
listen quietly to lectures, the Southern
Baptist seminaries began enrolling
women students. Women typically pur-
sued seminary degrees in the areas of
music and religious education. By the
1960s, women were not an unusual sight
in seminary classrooms. In 1964, Addie
Davis became the first woman to be
ordained by Southern Baptists after she
completed theological training at the
nearby Southeastern Baptist Theological
Seminary in North Carolina. A great deal
of protest was raised, but it soon subsided
when Davis accepted a pastorate outside
the Southern Baptist denomination. Bap-
tist historian Leon McBeth estimates
that fifty or more women were ordained
between 1964 and 1977, although many
were employed by non-Southern Baptist
churches or served in nonpreaching roles
such as a hospital chaplaincy.

The decade of the 1980s brought about
a deep schism among Southern Baptists
that drew a great amount of attention to
the matter of women in seminaries.
Throughout the 1970s, a group of South-
ern Baptist conservatives organized a
plan to gain control of the more moderate
SBC in order to make the belief in bibli-
cal inerrancy normative among Southern
Baptists. Southern Baptist historian Bill
Leonard points out that although funda-
mentalists insisted that clarification of
biblical authority was the primary goal,
fundamentalists were promoting doc-
trines that they viewed as inseparable
from the inerrancy issue. These doctrines
were concerned with controversial issues
such as the role of women and the nature
of ministry. As the SBC moved in a more
conservative direction, in 1984, Southern
Baptists made a public statement of

protest against ordination of women, bas-
ing the resolution on selective references
to Scripture, particularly the Pauline let-
ters. In spite of this statement of opposi-
tion, 232 women were ordained to the
Southern Baptist ministry by 1986.

Although Baptist women continue
working to develop networks of support,
opposition to women in the preaching
ministry permeated the SBC at the begin-
ning of the twenty-first century. SBC
seminaries have been enjoined by the
denomination to discourage women from
entering the preaching ministry. Al-
though women continue to enroll in
Southern Baptist seminaries, they cluster
in the areas of music, missions, and reli-
gious education and no longer study for
the preaching ministry. Baptist women
continue the struggle to define their
places of service, with many leaving the
SBC to find employment by other denom-
inations. Others have found acceptance
among alternative Baptist groups such as
Alliance of Baptists or the Cooperative
Baptist Fellowship, formed in the 1980s
in response to changes in the SBC leader-
ship. These organizations, composed of
former and current members of the SBC,
support women in all forms of church
leadership, including the preaching min-
istry. They support seminaries such as
George W. Truett Seminary in Texas, Bap-
tist Theological Seminary in Richmond,
Virginia, McAfee School of Theology in
Georgia, and others educating both men
and women for ministry, including
preaching.

T. Laine Scales
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Tribal Colleges

Tribal colleges and universities (TCUs)
provide significant opportunities for
women and American Indians to receive
supportive services to graduate, pursue
advanced degrees, and enter at the high-
est levels of administration. However,
their scarce financial resources place
many demands on faculty and staff to ful-
fill multiple roles with limited monetary
rewards.

There are thirty-two tribal colleges and
universities (TCUs) throughout the
United States. They are not distributed
throughout the country but rather are con-
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centrated in those areas that have a larger
proportion of Native American residents,
principally the upper Midwest and South-
west. There are seven in Montana, five in
North Dakota, four in South Dakota,
three each in Minnesota and New Mexico,
two each in Wisconsin, Michigan, and
Nebraska, and one each in Kansas, Ari-
zona, California, and Washington.

All tribal colleges and universities
share certain characteristics. All serve
student bodies that are predominantly
American Indian and low income. All
incorporate American Indian culture in
the curriculum, are open admissions
institutions, and began as two-year col-
leges. All are relatively new institutions.
The oldest tribally controlled institution
of higher education is Diné College (for-
merly Navajo Community College),
founded in 1968. Most, but not all, tribal
colleges and universities are small (fewer
than 1,000 students), located on reserva-
tions, and chartered by a tribe. Most
grant degrees no higher than the associ-
ates level. There are, however, four col-
leges that grant bachelor’s degrees and
two that award master’s degrees. Tribal
colleges gained land grant status in 1994,
which makes them eligible for federal
funds supporting extension work in
home economics and agriculture.

Women Students

Data from the Department of Education
showed approximately 25,000 students
enrolled at tribal colleges and universities
in 1996. By 2001, the American Indian
College Fund estimated that over 30,000
students were enrolled at TCUs. Com-
pared to students at nontribal institu-
tions, tribal college students are more
likely to have an income below the
poverty level, to have a GED rather than a
high school diploma, to be pursuing an
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Entrance sign and logo of Salish Kootenai
College in Pablo, Montana. (Yolanda Matt,
2001)

associates degree, and to be female.
Women make up 64 percent of the tribal
college and university student population.

The modal tribal college student is a
single mother in her thirties with an
income below the poverty level. Not sur-
prisingly, the two most common reasons
for student dropout are difficulties in
arranging child care and financial prob-
lems. In response to these demographics
and concomitant problems, one-third of
the colleges maintain full-time day care
on-site. Some tribal institutions offer a
range of child and family services that are

extremely rare at nontribal schools. For
example, Cankdeska Cikana Commu-
nity College offers an early enrichment
program for children up to age three, a
Head Start program, Head Start Wrap-
Around for parents who need extended
day care hours, an hourly drop-in day
care, and domestic violence counseling.
The array of student support services,
combined with the greater emphasis and
value placed on American Indian culture,
is generally credited with the substan-
tially higher retention and graduation
rates for Native American students at
tribal institutions in comparison with
mainstream schools. On the average,
30-33 percent of Native American stu-
dents entering tribal colleges will gradu-
ate, compared to 15-20 percent of Native
American students at mainstream insti-
tutions. The extremely high dropout rate
for American Indian students was a
major impetus to the founding of tribal
colleges.

What is particularly impressive is that
this higher retention is achieved by tribal
colleges with expenditures per student
that are dramatically lower than public
institutions of higher education. For
example, in 1999, tribal colleges and uni-
versities received an average of $2,964
per student in federal support, compared
to an average of $4,743 per full-time stu-
dent received by mainstream community
colleges during the same period.

Although tribal colleges and universi-
ties are more likely to be attentive to the
needs of women students in their provi-
sion of student support services, their
curriculum rarely reflects the specific
concerns of women. At all tribal colleges,
coursework in Native American or tribal
studies is a graduation requirement.
However, few offer courses in women’s
studies, even as independent studies.



Currently, no tribal college offers a
course on Native American women.

Women Administrators
Tribal colleges and universities have a
much better track record than main-
stream institutions for promotion of
women to top administrative positions.
Despite the fact that women are the
majority of Native American college
graduates, only 39 percent of tribal col-
lege presidents in 2001 were women.
Still, in the United States as a whole,
women made up only 18 percent of com-
munity college presidents. Women presi-
dents of TCUs were somewhat less likely
to hold doctoral degrees (42 percent)
compared to male college presidents with
doctorates (55 percent), a reflection of the
greater proportion of males with doctor-
ates in the American Indian population.
Women administrators are extremely
active at the policy level throughout
American Indian higher education.
Women have always been well-repre-
sented in the American Indian Higher
Education Consortium (AIHEC), the pre-
mier professional organization for tribal
institutions. In its twenty-nine-year his-
tory, ATHEC has had two women as exec-
utive directors, two female board presi-
dents, and numerous female senior
administrators. Dr. Janine Pease-Pretty
on Top, the founding president of Little
Big Horn College on the Crow Reserva-
tion, was the first woman elected presi-
dent of the governing board of ATHEC.
The current editor of the Tribal College
Journal, the major publication in the
field, is a woman, Marjane Ambler. The
executive director charged with imple-
menting the executive order on tribal col-
leges under the Clinton administration
was also a woman, Carrie Billie from the
Navajo Reservation.
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Women Faculty and Staff

In ways both positive and negative,
working conditions for tribal college fac-
ulty and staff positions vary dramatically
from those at mainstream institutions.
Valuable role models exist for students at
tribal colleges and universities, where 30
percent of faculty are American Indian/
Alaskan Native, in contrast to less than 1
percent of the faculty at nontribal insti-
tutions. In the beginning years of the
tribal colleges, most American Indian
faculty members taught in the Indian
studies curriculum, with general educa-
tion courses taught by white faculty
members with the appropriate academic
credentials. Tribal elders still teach the
overwhelming majority of courses in
Indian culture and indigenous languages.
In these areas, women are a slight major-
ity of faculty members, possibly reflect-
ing the greater longevity of women. As
tribal institutions of higher education
have been successful in graduating stu-
dents in academic disciplines, the pro-
portion of American Indian faculty in all
departments has increased.

All tribal colleges and universities
incorporate Native American culture in
the curriculum. Turtle Mountain Com-
munity College was one of the first to
make inclusion of cultural content part
of its assessment process. It is becoming
increasingly common for tribal institu-
tions of higher education to require some
tribal cultural content in all courses and
to make this integration a part of all fac-
ulty evaluations.

In terms of credit hours, the typical
tribal college faculty member has a much
higher teaching load than her counter-
parts at mainstream institutions. Full-
time faculty members generally teach
four to six courses each semester. Al-
though course load is high, class size
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tends to be very low, with an average of
six to ten students per class. Through a
combination of small class size and
instruction of students in many different
courses, most full-time tribal college fac-
ulty come to know their students on a
much more personal basis than is typical
for higher education.

The cultural and personal advantages
of teaching in a tribal institution are off-
set by significant financial disadvantage.
Average faculty salaries are low, less than
$24,000 for the 1996-1997 academic
year, in contrast to an average salary of
more than $43,000 for full-time faculty at
public two-year institutions. Tenure is
generally not available to tribal college
faculty. Most tribal colleges are under the
auspices of the tribal government, which
has the legal authority to terminate any
individual’s employment when, in the
judgment of the tribal council, such
action is in the best interests of the tribe.
In addition, the notion of treating one
class of employees differently, such as by
granting tenure, is not culturally accept-
able on most reservations.

Women are in the majority across all
types of tribal college faculty, both tribal
and nontribal members and both full- and
part-time. Because TCUs cannot compete
economically with other institutions,
they must offer other, less tangible incen-
tives to faculty. One such incentive is
greater opportunities for professional
development and achievement. Women
in the sciences are less underrepresented
at tribal institutions, and they participate
in a broader range of activities. For exam-
ple, at Cankdeska Cikana Community
College, Melinda Martin, an instructor in
animal science, is also charged with
responsibility for management of the
tribal bison herd. As noted above, tribal

colleges also have a superior track record
for promotion of women into senior
administrative positions.

A combination of factors (low salary,
lack of tenure, and location in isolated
rural communities) makes faculty and
staff recruitment and retention difficult
for tribal colleges. As a result, faculty and
staff with doctoral or other terminal
degrees are an exception. However, tribal
college faculty have benefited greatly
from the Bush Foundation Faculty Devel-
opment Program. These grant funds have
provided many tribal college faculty
members the opportunity to pursue
advanced degrees. On many campuses,
Bush grants have funded on-site training
and travel to conferences for continuing
professional development.

The issue of whether academic librari-
ans should be accorded faculty status is
the subject of much debate within the
academic community. As with other aca-
demic institutions, tribal college librari-
ans may or may not be accorded faculty
status and may or may not have teaching
responsibilities. To complicate the issue
still further, many tribal libraries also
serve as the reservation public library.
Women hold 74 percent of the positions
as tribal college librarians, a figure
squarely in between the 68 percent of
librarian positions held by women in
nontribal institutions of higher educa-
tion and the 79 percent of librarian posi-
tions held by women at public libraries.
Although opportunities are slightly bet-
ter for women desiring academic careers
in tribal college libraries, the proportion
of American Indian women in the field is
dramatically higher. American Indians of
either gender hold approximately one-
half of 1 percent of academic library posi-
tions in the United States. Within tribal



institutions, American Indian librarians
are the majority of all librarians.

AnnMarie Rousey

See also Part 1: Community Colleges;
Part 2: Demographics of Gender and
Race; Part 6: Developmental Issues;
Part 7: Researchers; Teachers; Tenure
and Promotion; Part 8: Presidency
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Women’s Colleges

Women’s colleges are those postsec-
ondary institutions that admit and enroll
only female undergraduates. These col-
leges, which numbered approximately
214 institutions at their peak in 1960 and
today number fewer than 80 institutions,
represent an important institutional
type, in terms of their historical and con-
temporary contributions to higher educa-
tion for women.
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Catharine Beecher (Dover Pictorial
Archives)

Historical Contribution

Educational options for women were lim-
ited prior to the Civil War. It was widely
believed that women were intellectually
inferior to men and that educating
women might lead to health problems
and eventually to a decreased ability to
bear children. Because education in the
colonial period was aimed at preparing
men for the clergy and other male-only
professions, there was no real impetus to
provide higher education for women. For-
mal higher education was not an option
for women during this era.

In the early 1800s, several seminaries
for women only were founded to provide
girls with a liberal education equivalent
to a high school education. Graduates of
these seminaries were prepared in the Jef-
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Emma Hart Willard (Dover Pictorial
Archives)

fersonian ideal to be mothers, wives, and
teachers. These seminaries were not
immediately classified as colleges, al-
though schools such as that founded by
Emma Willard (est. 1821) modeled their
curricula, in large part, after that offered
at the most prestigious men’s colleges of
the day. Other women-only institutions,
such as those founded by Catharine
Beecher (est. schools in 1824 and 1832)
and Mary Lyon (est. Mount Holyoke
Seminary in 1837), became prototypes for
today’s women'’s colleges and were seen
by many as the best way to educate
women.

There are several women-only institu-
tions that claim to be the first women’s
“college.” Georgia Female College was
chartered by the state legislature in 1836;

Mary Lyon (Library of Congress)

its curriculum, however, was more simi-
lar to that of a high school than a college.
In 1853, Mary Sharp College in Tennessee
was founded; its curriculum looked very
similar to the four-year degree program
offered at the men’s colleges. Similarly,
Elmira Female College in New York,
chartered in 1855, offered a true collegiate
course. In the early days of women’s
access to higher education, single-sex
institutions were the norm. By 1860,
there were approximately 100 women’s
colleges in existence, about half of which
offered a collegiate level curriculum.
Also by 1860, several institutions,
including Oberlin College, began experi-
menting with coeducation. The passage
of the Morrill Land Grant Act after the
Civil War led to the creation of land grant



institutions, all of which were coeduca-
tional. During this period, normal
schools and public high schools also
began to emerge as educational alterna-
tives for women. These factors offered
women a broader array of educational
options, which affected the growth and
popularity of women’s colleges. By 1880,
more than 20,000 women were enrolled
in college; this figure represented 33 per-
cent of the college-going population.
Approximately half of these students
were enrolled in women-only institu-
tions.

By 1880, there were 155 women’s insti-
tutions that awarded college degrees. As
they do today, these early women’s col-
leges constituted a diverse array of insti-
tutions. Among them were religiously
affiliated and independently controlled
schools, including a large number of
Catholic institutions. Some of these
women’s colleges were highly selective,
and others were open admission; some
were urban and others rural; and some
offered a liberal arts curriculum, whereas
others offered vocational training pro-
grams. Many of these women’s colleges
were founded in the South and North-
east. In the Midwest and West, coeduca-
tion was the norm during this era. The
institutions in the South were widely
perceived as “finishing schools” and
were not taken seriously by many in
higher education.

After the Civil War, the women’s col-
leges of the Northeast, especially the
“seven sisters” (Barnard, Bryn Mawr,
Mount Holyoke, Smith, Wellesley, Vas-
sar, and Radcliffe) wished to demonstrate
that women were as capable of achieving
advanced education as were men. These
institutions replicated the classical cur-
riculum of the most elite men’s colleges.
Indeed, compared to other educational
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options that women had at normal
schools and coeducational institutions,
the curriculum at these women’s col-
leges focused on a liberal education
rather than on preprofessional programs.
These women’s colleges not only repli-
cated the curriculum of the men’s col-
leges but also required students to meet
the admission standards of the men’s
schools, which created enrollment prob-
lems because few women had the neces-
sary background in Greek and Latin.
Finding qualified faculty willing to teach
at these women'’s colleges was also a sig-
nificant problem in the early days. One
solution to these dilemmas was the
founding of coordinate colleges, institu-
tions that shared the faculty and curricu-
lum of men’s colleges but operated as
separate institutions. These institutions,
including Radcliffe, Pembroke, and
Barnard (coordinates of Harvard, Brown,
and Columbia Universities, respec-
tively), were considered women’s col-
leges because the male and female stu-
dents did not take classes together and
because the institutions had different
administrators. The seven sisters served
as an enduring model of high-quality
education for women.

Between 1890 and 1910, enrollment at
women’s colleges increased by 348 per-
cent, but female matriculation at coedu-
cational colleges rose 438 percent. Over a
similar period, male student attendance
in college increased by only 214 percent.
By the turn of the twentieth century,
coeducation had become the norm for
women. Among the arguments in favor
of coeducation were that separate educa-
tion was economically wasteful, that
women were equal to men and should
therefore be educated with them, that
single-sex institutions were unnatural,
and that coeducation would be helpful in
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taming the spirits of young men. By
1920, women students represented 47
percent of the student body in colleges
and universities. Indeed, the 1920s were a
high point in women’s education, and in
many cases, women outnumbered men
in colleges. During this era, 74 percent of
the colleges and universities were coedu-
cational, and the vast majority of female
students attended these institutions.
Women'’s colleges, however, continued to
attract sufficient numbers of students to
remain educationally and economically
viable. The 1930s-1950s were marked by
a return to more traditional views about
the role of women in society. By 1950,
the percentage of women in higher edu-
cation dropped to a low of 30 percent, and
enrollment at many women’s colleges
began to decline precipitously.

The 1960s and 1970s saw a more pro-
nounced shift away from single-sex insti-
tutions and toward coeducation. During
this period, the most prestigious exclu-
sively male colleges and universities
began to admit women, and many
women’s colleges also became coeduca-
tional. Many of the women’s colleges
that decided not to admit men closed due
to financial exigency during this period.
Indeed, many small, private, liberal arts
colleges, both coeducational and single-
sex, closed at this time. To many, the
replacement of single-sex education with
coeducation was seen as part of women’s
attainment of parity with men. In fact,
many people believed that the shift from
single-sex institutions to coeducational
ones served both sexes better. Some
argued that those who believed that
women should attend women’s colleges
considered women to be different from or
inferior to men. Others argued that
women who attended single-sex institu-
tion did not learn to deal with men and

were therefore less ready to compete and
function in the “real world.” As a result,
the number of women’s colleges today
has declined to fewer than eighty institu-
tions. The women’s colleges that sur-
vived the decline in the 1970s trans-
formed themselves from women’s
colleges to “colleges for women.” Many
of these institutions purposefully rededi-
cated themselves and their institutional
missions to serve women students. The
Women’s College Coalition, founded in
1972, was created to support these insti-
tutions and to increase the visibility and
acceptability of women'’s colleges.

Contemporary Characteristics
Today, women’s colleges, which number
approximately seventy, educate fewer
than 1 percent of all women attending
postsecondary institutions and award 1
percent of all degrees conferred (25,000
degrees in 1998). Estimates are that fewer
than 5 percent of college-going high
school seniors will even apply to attend a
women’s college. Women'’s colleges tend
to be small, ranging in size from 94 to
5,000 full-time students. Although all
women’s colleges are private institu-
tions, more than half of the existing
women’s colleges have a religious affilia-
tion, most often with the Catholic
Church (33 percent). In terms of geo-
graphic location, almost half of the
women’s colleges are located in the
northeastern United States, and 33 per-
cent are located in the South. There are
three women'’s colleges in California, and
the rest are scattered around the country.
Although the most selective women’s
colleges, those remaining from the
“seven sisters,” receive the majority of
attention in the media and in the
research literature, women’s colleges rep-
resent a diverse array of institutions. The



seven sisters include the oldest, most
selective, and most well endowed of the
women’s colleges, although two of the
sisters, Vassar and Radcliffe, are no
longer women'’s colleges. There are also
two historically black four-year women’s
colleges, Bennett and Spelman, and a
small number of two-year women'’s col-
leges. In addition, seventeen women’s
colleges grant master’s degrees, and forty-
seven grant bachelor’s degrees. Women'’s
colleges range from very selective to non-
selective. From a resource perspective,
the women’s colleges also vary greatly—
from those with healthy endowments to
those institutions that are entirely
dependent on tuition revenue to cover
operating expenses.

Though women'’s colleges do not come
from a single mold, they do share some
common traits. For example, they serve
women of color and nontraditional-age
women in higher proportions than com-
parable coeducational institutions. The
explanation for this phenomenon is
twofold. First, serving women in all their
diversity is a major component of the
mission of many women’s colleges. Sec-
ond, for the existing women’s colleges to
survive with their original missions still
intact, many had to be creative in attract-
ing and retaining women students. Be-
cause fewer than 5 percent of high school
women will even consider applying to a
women’s college, maintaining enrollment
means that many women’s colleges have
had to focus their attention on attracting
older women, part-time students, and
transfer students. Women’s colleges are
also more likely than their coeducational
counterparts to grant undergraduate
degrees to women in the traditionally
male-dominated fields (math, sciences,
engineering) as compared to similar coed-
ucational institutions.
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Contemporary Importance

The contemporary importance of wom-
en’s colleges outweighs their number and
size. A wide array of research projects,
using both quantitative and qualitative
data, have demonstrated that women’s
colleges are among the most accessible
and female-promoting environments,
wherein women are taken seriously and
ultimately experience success. Specifi-
cally, research suggests that women'’s col-
leges have a direct, positive impact on
their students. Compared to women at
coeducational institutions, for example,
students at women’s colleges are more
satisfied with their overall college experi-
ence, are more likely to major in nontra-
ditional fields, and express higher levels of
self-esteem and leadership skills. Re-
searchers have also found that students
who have attended women’s colleges are
more likely than their coeducational
counterparts to graduate, have high expec-
tations of themselves, attend graduate
school, and be successful in their adult
lives.

There are some critics who have ques-
tioned the results of individual studies,
especially those studies that measure the
impact of attending a women’s college on
career and postgraduation outcomes.
These critics focus first on those studies
that use institutions rather than individu-
als as the unit of analysis and the fact that
the studies cannot adequately control for
individual student background character-
istics. Second, some critics suggest that
the relative success of graduates of
women’s colleges may be a dated phe-
nomenon. In other words, when women
students began to have access to presti-
gious men’s colleges, did claims about
women’s colleges remain true? This ques-
tion assumes that the success of women’s
colleges is due to the fact that the so-
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called best women students could not
attend the so-called best schools in the
country until the 1960s and 1970s. It also
assumes that studies of women’s colleges
focus on the most elite of these institu-
tions. A third critique about the research
on women’s colleges is that it fails to
account for the self-selection of students.
In other words, some suggest that women
who choose to attend women’s colleges
are somehow predestined to be successful
and that one cannot credit the institution
for the outcomes produced.

The best way to address such critiques
is to examine the literature on women’s
colleges in its totality rather than to look
at one study at a time. Indeed, studies
taken one at a time represent only pieces
of a larger puzzle. Research is most power-
ful when conclusions are drawn from a
wide variety of studies using different
methods, sources of data, and time peri-
ods. In reviewing the literature, it is clear
that the majority of studies on women’s
colleges, including those that control for
both institutional and individual charac-
teristics of students, come to the same
conclusion. As such, although it is impos-
sible to randomly assign students to
attend either a women’s college or coedu-
cational college, the self-selection argu-
ment appears specious. Further, not only
early studies make claim to the outcomes
associated with women’s colleges; current
studies using contemporary college atten-
dees also come to the same conclusions.
An examination of the totality of scholar-
ship on women’s colleges finds that
despite differences between methodolo-
gies and approach, the extent of overlap,
consistency, and corroboration in research
findings are so great as to warrant the con-
clusion that a woman attending an all-
women’s college, compared with her
counterpart at a comparable coeducational

institution, is more likely to achieve posi-
tive outcomes such as having higher edu-
cational aspirations, attaining a graduate
degree, entering a sex-atypical career, and
achieving prominence in her field.

Women’s Colleges as Models
The positive outcomes associated with
attending a women’s college have led
some researchers to explore the charac-
teristics of these institutions to see how
they can serve as models for coeduca-
tional institutions. Seven institutional
traits stand out as descriptive of how
women’s colleges facilitate the success of
their women students. Women’s colleges
(1) clarify and communicate a mission
that puts women at the center; (2) believe
women can achieve and hold them to
high expectations; (3) make students feel
like they matter; (4) provide strong, posi-
tive role models; (5) provide ample oppor-
tunities for women to engage in leader-
ship activities; (6) include women in the
curriculum; and, (7) create safe spaces
where women can form a critical mass.
Many of the characteristics common
to women’s colleges parallel traits associ-
ated with successful academic institu-
tions for men and women students. What
sets women’s colleges apart from most
coeducational institutions, however, is
the purposefulness with which the for-
mer respond to the needs of their women
students. The success of women is cen-
tral to the values held by campus con-
stituents. This belief undergirds many of
the actions of both the institutions and
individual campus constituents. These
are environments in which the situation
for women is not only favorable but also
empowering, colleges where there is a
critical mass of women faculty, women
are nurtured and challenged, and woman-
related issues dominate campus discus-



sions. These colleges act intentionally to
take women seriously.

Women'’s colleges carry out these traits
in different ways, exemplifying the idea
that “successful” colleges are not all
alike. Although separate examinations of
the characteristics of each institution are
illuminating, it is important to under-
stand that the whole of these institutions
is greater than the sum of their parts—
one cannot look at a single element in
isolation. Instead, it is the combination
of characteristics, the ethos of these
institutions, that makes them unique
and able to facilitate the success of their
students. What sets women’s colleges
apart from other campuses is that they
are purposeful in their adoption of struc-
tures, policies, practices, and curricula
that are sensitive to the needs of women.

Lisa E. Wolf-Wendel
See also Part 1: Black Women'’s Colleges;

Catholic Women’s Colleges;
Coeducation; Southern Baptist Colleges
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Part 2

GENDER THEORY
AND THE ACADEMY






Overview

Gender theory in the West arose from
the distinction made between biolog-
ical differences between men and women,
designated as “sex,” and social, cultural,
and psychological differences that were
ascribed to sexual difference, designated as
“gender.” The concept of “gender”
embraced a very wide spectrum of phe-
nomena, including social roles, behaviors,
appearance, experience, and identity.

Although some theorists maintained
that human biological sex differences
were the basis for all gender differences,
for most, the sex/gender distinction
affirmed the relationship between the
two as “not natural,” or not necessarily
or fully so, and thus opened a field of
study regarding the “social construction
of gender.” In this, Simone de Beauvoir’s
assertion that women are not born but
rather made launched a significant criti-
cal inquiry into gender.

Several lines of inquiry developed from
this beginning. First, gender theorists
studied gender itself, asking about the
apparent differences between men and
women in respect to their attitudes,
behaviors, relationships, social roles,
activities, and interactions. Numerous
studies delved into the nature and extent
of these differences. Within higher educa-
tion, for example, it became possible to
argue that men and women may have dif-
ferent teaching and learning styles and
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that approaches to education that used
men as the norm for both student and
teacher would therefore be less effective
for or even detrimental to women. Sec-
ond, gender theory investigated the con-
struction of gender—the means and
mechanisms through which societies
transformed biologically “sexed” beings
into “gendered” ones. Again, regarding
higher education, it was apparent that
the structure and content of education
was part of this socializing process and
thus should be subject to question and
critique. Finally, gender theorists also
inquired as to the reasons for the exis-
tence of gender, asking whether differen-
tiation on the basis of sex has been nec-
essary for social survival, convenient to
the division of labor, enabling of the
maintenance of other social relations,
and so forth.

All these lines of inquiry contained
both normative and empirical dimen-
sions. The emergence and development
of these questions alongside as well as
within “second-wave” (post-World War
II) feminist theory dramatically height-
ened the critical bent of the debates
within gender theory. Feminist theorists,
while disagreeing about the origins of
gender, the value of “femininity,” and
the direction that feminist politics
should take in response to gender, never-
theless concurred that gender theory
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Women were once thought intellectually inferior to men; here, students at the Hampton
Institute learn math and science in 1899 (Library of Congress)

should be governed by an analysis of gen-
der that saw it not just as a question of
difference but as one of power. That is,
gender is marked by sexual asymmetry,
inequality, and male dominance. Gender
theory provides a very useful way of dis-
tinguishing among the various branches
of feminist theory. Each theory can be
examined for its explanation of gender
difference, arguments regarding the value
of gender, implications, and relationship
to social change.

Liberal feminism argued that gender
was largely the result of childhood social-
ization. More liberated parenting ap-
proaches combined with the removal of

gender stereotypes in education would
free children to develop as individuals,
unencumbered by expectations of their
behavior based on their biological sex.
Although some liberal feminists empha-
sized the importance of increased confi-
dence, competitiveness, and achievement
for girls, ensuring them greater public
success, others stressed the need to allow
both sexes to develop in a nongendered
fashion. Within higher education, the lib-
eral approach was two-pronged. It
attempted to reduce the socialization
effects that produced women as differ-
ently gendered from men and thereby to
emphasize the essential similarity of



women and men and their ability to com-
pete and succeed on equal terms. In addi-
tion, the liberal feminist approach
attempted at the same time to remove
barriers to women’s full participation,
including consideration of and recogni-
tion for barriers based in differently gen-
dered experience, such as different educa-
tional styles, familial responsibilities,
career paths, and so forth.

Radical feminists were more critical of
“femininity” than liberal feminists.
Rather than viewing gender stereotypes
as vestiges of less progressive times, rad-
ical feminists saw the imposition of
“femininity” on women as one of the
chief tools of patriarchal power. As long
as women conformed to social expecta-
tions of passivity, submissiveness, nur-
turance, gentleness, and so forth, it
served male domination. Consequently,
radical feminists advocated the over-
throw of gender and liberation of women
from conventional gender roles, includ-
ing motherhood, heterosexuality, and
sexual monogamy. Among those institu-
tions that radical feminists saw as histor-
ically aligned with patriarchy were insti-
tutions of higher education. Women in
higher education would thus be hard-
pressed to break with patriarchal, hierar-
chical structures within the institutions,
suspicious of any benefits they might
gain from the institution, and wary of
reproducing asymmetrical power rela-
tions as a result of their participation.

Cultural feminists, by contrast, saw
women’s “femininity” as an alternative
and profound source of female power, one
that women themselves and society in
general needed to value more greatly.
Whether understood as the result of
women’s biology and especially women’s
role in reproduction or as the result of
women’s socialization, the capacity of
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women to be intimate, form connections
with others, nurture, and sustain was
proffered as the legitimate basis for femi-
nism and as a model for greater societal
health. The cultural feminist approach to
gender extended into some models of
ecofeminism, the women’s spirituality
movement, and the women’s peace
movement. In higher education, the
intent of cultural feminists was often to
introduce alternative learning models
into the classroom—ideally even to cre-
ate women’s universities and colleges,
which would serve as models of feminist
culture and practice.

Socialist feminists examined the issue
of women’s oppression as imbricated
with other oppressions, specifically class-
based oppression. Initially divided among
those who sought single-system analysis
(a single explanation for the mechanisms
of oppression operative in capitalism and
in patriarchy) and others who developed
dual-system analyses (separate, albeit
integrated analyses of capitalist oppres-
sion and patriarchal oppression), this
body of theory has been oriented toward
finding the material, historical, and con-
textual bases for multiple oppressions
(class, gender, race, sexuality, and so
forth). The gender theory proffered in
these analyses has varied widely. Among
the most noteworthy was Gayle Rubin’s
development of the concept of “sex/gen-
der system” in 1975, in which she theo-
rized that social structures such as kin-
ship “produce” women as gendered,
“domesticated,” and heterosexual in
order to meet labor, sexual and reproduc-
tive, and societal needs. Other socialist
feminists have noted the usefulness to
capitalism of the gendered division of
labor in the household, volunteer work,
and paid labor (Barrett 1980). Socialist
feminists have examined the mainte-
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nance of gender relations (subordination
of women through lower pay, devalua-
tion of women’s work, sexual harass-
ment, etc.) in the workplace, as well as
the phenomenon of the double workday.

Psychoanalytic feminists focused less
on gender behavior and issues of socializa-
tion and more on the acquisition of gender
identity itself. Freudian theory posited
that gender identity was entrenched in the
Oedipal phase of child development. The
sex of a child determined his or her pas-
sage through this stage and its eventual
outcome. The post-Oedipal stage resulted
in a child with marked gender characteris-
tics, which would be sustained into adult-
hood, including both different energy lev-
els for men and women and differently
established superegos (with women hav-
ing less available energy and reduced
moral capacity). Feminist usages of Sig-
mund Freud’s work, such as that of Juliet
Mitchell (1974), attempted to rehabilitate
psychoanalysis for feminism by adapting
his analysis of gender formation into a cri-
tique of gender itself and, coinciding with
it, a critique of patriarchal social relations
and the nuclear family. According to
Mitchell, Freud’s work could be used to
show how the patriarchal family was des-
tined to reproduce male hierarchy, hetero-
sexuality, and the devalorization of
women.

Two other models of psychoanalytic
theory have also had a significant effect on
feminist theory. Object relations psycho-
analytic theory, which stresses the child’s
relationship with its earliest caregiver, has
been analyzed by Nancy Chodorow (1978)
as a profoundly gendered relationship in
which the fact that mothers do the vast
majority of early child care results in dif-
ferential gender identity development
among male and female children. Male
children develop a sense of self in distinc-

tion from their mothers, one that is
thereby more role-based, individuated,
and focused on achievement. Female chil-
dren, by contrast, develop their identity as
relational, contextual, and personal. As
with Freudian analysis, gender identity is
argued to be aligned with a particular eth-
ical sensibility. In the case of object rela-
tions-based psychoanalytic feminism,
boys mature morally into patterns of ethi-
cal reasoning based on notions of univer-
sal principles of justice. Girls are more
likely to develop moral reasoning abilities
that emphasize particularity, context, and
relationships (Gilligan 1982).

Lacanian psychoanalytic theory rein-
terpreted Freud along structuralist and
linguistic lines. According to this revision
of classical psychoanalysis, the sense of
ourselves as coherent, stable, unitary sub-
jects necessitated the repression of other-
ness, difference, instability, and chaos.
The desire to be self-mastering subjects
also required internalizing the “Non/
nom” of the father. That is, becoming a
social subject required the necessary
repression of and identification with
existing social structures and linguistic
representations in which masculinity and
maleness dominate. Although both men
and women attain subjectivity in this
way, “woman” as a concept endures as
the principal figure of the other, of repres-
sion. Subjectivity is thus, by definition, a
masculine position. Women’s assumption
of subjectivity is inherently divided and
problematic as a result. Theorists like
Luce Irigaray, in her adaptation of Lacan-
ian and Freudian psychoanalytic theory,
attempt to use the depiction of female
subjectivity as problematic, divided, mul-
tiple, and incomplete as a liberating tool
for feminism.

In all the models of psychoanalytic
theory, gender, although not fully biolog-



ically determined, appeared to be cer-
tainly less mutable than theories that
focused more on socialization as the
basis for gender differences. Their
emphasis on gender identity is strongly
linked to typical gender behavior and
attitudes, entrenching these as corollary
to the acquisition of gender identity
itself. One attains a core sense of self that
is either male and masculine or female
and feminine. Psychoanalytic theory also
stressed the connection between one’s
gender identity and one’s reasoning, val-
ues, relational ability, and sense of self.
Postmodern feminist theory embraced
the Lacanian version of the self as inher-
ently far more fluid, multiple, and inde-
terminate than it is in self-presentation.
French postmodern feminists sought to
exploit the potential of women’s ambigu-
ous and ambivalent position in relation
to the defined masculine self. Postmod-
ern theory’s critique of the subject was
developed by postmodern feminism into
a critique of the subject as “always-
already” gendered. Truly radical politics,
according to this theoretical model,
required deconstructing this self; an
explicit deconstruction of the categories
of gender and sex was seen by postmod-
ern feminism as necessary to this project.
In Judith Butler’s influential work, she
suggests that gender could be usefully
deployed against itself, undermining its
own social power (1990). Donna Har-
away, in a significant postmodern femi-
nist tract, “The Cyborg Manifesto”
(1991), argues against analyses of gender
or class based on oppression and dualistic
differentiation. Rather she extols the pro-
duction of new categories that blur dis-
tinctions of human or animal, male or
female, and human or machine, advocat-
ing the imagery of the cyborg as a means
to do so. From quite a different use of
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postmodern feminist theory, Sandra
Bartky (1990) employs Michel Foucault’s
theoretical development of “discourse
theory” to describe the ways in which
gender is played in the disciplinary prac-
tices of contemporary femininity.

Postmodern feminist theory enjoys an
ambivalent relationship with higher edu-
cation. The critique of reason that post-
modern theory presents operates at a
sophisticated theoretical level. It has, per-
haps ironically, assisted in an acceptance
of postmodern feminist gender theory,
even with its critique of Western-based
models of rationality and subjectivity,
within the social sciences and humanities
(usually dependent on those self-same
models) at a faster rate and with more
credibility than some earlier models of
feminist theory.

Postmodern theory’s critique of the
categories of gender also converges with a
critique of the category of gender arising
from women of color’s critique of femi-
nism. The centrality of gender to femi-
nist theory has served, according to this
critique, to “other” all other “others.”
Many feminist proponents of gender the-
ory rested their analyses on universalist
presumptions about both the significance
of gender identity and the specific char-
acteristics of masculinity and femininity
that were based on white Western
women’s experience of gender. Antiracist
feminism argued against the assump-
tions that were made about gender and
femininity, always presented as the fem-
ininity ascribed to white Western
women. Sojourner Truth’s compelling
speech “Ain’t I a Woman” has been regu-
larly used to make this point. Truth
argues that assumptions about feminin-
ity as passive and weak have never
applied to her, and yet she has equal
claim to the category of “woman.” At the
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same time, many antiracist feminists
also argued against the centrality of gen-
der to feminist theory. If gender is indeed
socially constructed and therefore most
often applies differently to different
women in different times and contexts,
then positing an understanding of gender
as primary within feminist theory mar-
ginalizes all those women who do not
conform to the dominant pattern of
socialization and experience. This set of
assumptions has been further developed
by its extension into Third World schol-
arship by Western feminists such as
Chandra Talpade Mohanty (1991). Some
women of color have worked directly to
combat this dominance by presenting
their own lives and perspectives (Hull,
Scott, and Smith 1982; Moraga and
Anzaldia 1983). Many have written
about the need to develop an expressly
antiracist feminism to deal with issues of
identity and oppression (hooks 1981;
Bannerji 1993; Spelman 1988). Although
there are some logical parallels between
antiracist feminism and postmodern
feminism, there is also some ambiva-
lence about situating antiracist feminism
or its analysis of identity within any one
feminist theoretical model.

Most recently, the concept of gender
has come under further scrutiny in the
development of transgender and trans-
sexual politics. Further debates within
this movement separate the aspects of
gender that focus on traditional gender
behaviors, roles, and activities from
those that focus on a sense of core gender
identity (Namaste 2000). Many of those
who identify as transgender dispute the
binary division of gender into either male
or female. Some argue there is a need for
multiple gender categories beyond male
and female. Others who identify as trans-

sexual defy explanations of core gender
identity, which ground it either in a sim-
ple understanding of biological sex or in a
straightforward analysis of socialization
processes. In either case, there are com-
plex relationships to feminist theory,
which has largely continued to presume
the confluence of gender and sex, even
while being critical of it.

As the editors of the summer 1987 edi-
tion of Signs argued, “gender is an ana-
lytic concept whose meanings we work
to elucidate, and a subject matter we pro-
ceed to study as we try to define it.” In
the analyses of women’s participation
and role in higher education, gender as an
analytic category serves to explain their
advances and continued challenges.

Eleanor MacDonald
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Demographics of Gender and Race
Although the twentieth century saw
legal, social, political, and cultural
changes that have enabled women to
make much progress in their access to and
success in higher education, the progress
made is by no means complete. Dispari-
ties and obstacles can still be readily evi-
denced across and within higher educa-
tional institutions: the distribution of
women and men across certain fields of
study remains highly disproportional;
women continue to trail men in graduat-
ing from top-tier colleges and universities;
within colleges and universities, black
and white students are highly segregated
by major; women, specifically those of
color, face barriers when compared to
their male colleagues in decisions regard-
ing faculty reappointment, tenure, promo-
tion, and salaries.

Laws to open up higher education for
women have been instituted since the
1970s. In 1972 the U.S. Congress passed
Title IX of the Educational Amendments
Act, which prohibited sex discrimination
in federally funded education. Regula-
tions declared under Title IX allowed for
“affirmative or remedial action in
instances in which members of one sex
must be treated differently to overcome
the specific effects of past discrimina-
tion” (NOW Legal Defense and Educa-
tion Fund, Subpart A, 106.1-106.9). Also
in 1972, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, which banned employment dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color,
religion, sex, or national origin, was
amended to apply to private and public
educational institutions. In 1974, Con-
gress passed the Women’s Educational
Equity Act, which made provisions for
the technical and federal monetary sup-
port of local efforts to eliminate obstacles
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for females in every area of education.
Finally, in 1976 the Vocational Education
Act of 1963 was amended to require affir-
mative action by states in eliminating
discrimination and sex bias in vocational
education. In 1984, however, the Supreme
Court, in Grove City v. Bell, decided that
the nondiscrimination law in Title IX did
not cover all programs in an educational
institution, but only those that directly
received federal funds. However, Title
IX’s provisions were restored with the
Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987.

Before 1972, the climate and policies of
most colleges and universities were
inhospitable to women: quotas were
instituted to limit the number of women
admitted; women had to meet more
stringent admissions criteria than men;
as doctoral program applicants, women
oftentimes had to explain how they
could balance a career and family; greater
preference was given to men in the
awarding of loans, scholarships, and fel-
lowships; legal protection against sexual
harassment within educational institu-
tions was nonexistent; women were not
granted tenure, especially at the elite
universities and colleges; women earned
less than and were not promoted at the
same rates as their male counterparts;
and finally, women’s access to high-level
administrative positions was severely
limited.

Since the passage of Title IX, women
have indeed steadily exceeded men in
terms of the number of associate, bache-
lor’s, and master’s degrees earned. In
1970, 43.2 percent of the total number of
undergraduate degrees awarded were
given to women, but by 1994 the number
had increased to 55.7 percent. Women
received 59.5 percent of all associate
degrees, an increase from 42.9 percent in
1970, and 54.6 percent of all bachelor

degrees, an increase from 43.2 percent in
1970. By 1994, women also earned 57.3
percent of all graduate degrees. In 1994
women earned 54.5 percent of all mas-
ter’s degrees, an increase from 39.7 per-
cent in 1970, and 41.2 percent of all first
professional degrees, an increase from 5.2
percent in 1970. In terms of the particu-
lar professional degrees, from 1993 to
1994 women were awarded “43 percent
of all J.D.s, 41 percent of all M.D.s, 38.5
percent of all D.D.S./D.M.D.s, and 46
percent of all M.B.A.s.” By 1995, women
were earning 39 percent of the Ph.D.s, an
increase from the 11.7 percent earned
between 1960 and 1970 (Glazer-Raymo
1999, 40-41).

However, women’s progress in higher
education cannot be measured solely by
the number of degrees given. Women’s
participation in the physical sciences,
mathematics, engineering, and computer
science continues to lag behind that of
white and Asian men’s. At the undergrad-
uate level, in terms of associate degrees,
women were awarded 31 percent of the
degrees given in science and engineering
in 1996, compared to 23 percent in 1983.
With reference to the racial/ethnic break-
down, however, minority women did
receive a greater proportion of associate
science and engineering degrees than did
white women: white women received 29
percent of the associate science and engi-
neering degrees awarded to whites,
whereas Asian women received 33 per-
cent, Hispanic women received 34 per-
cent, black women received 38 percent,
and American Indian women received 48
percent of those awarded to their respec-
tive racial/ethnic group. Black, Asian, and
American Indian women received 50 per-
cent of the associate physical science
degrees and more than 50 percent of the
associate computer science degrees
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Fewer women, especially women of color, are found in nontraditional fields such as science
and engineering (Courtesy of the Association of Women in Science)

awarded to their respective group. In
terms of bachelor’s degrees in science and
engineering, even though women earned
47 percent of those awarded in 1996, com-
pared to the 38-39 percent in the early to
mid-1980s, women’s representation in
those categories is skewed toward the
fields of psychology, the biological sci-
ences, and the social sciences. In 1996
women earned 36.2 percent of bachelor’s
degrees in physical and earth sciences,
compared to 14 percent earned in 1966. In
1984 women were awarded a high of 37

percent of all computer science bachelor’s
degrees, but in 1996 the proportion
dropped to 28 percent. Women also
earned 18 percent of the engineering
bachelor’s degrees, an increase of only 1
percent of the total in 1966. In terms of
the racial/ethnic breakdown of science
and engineering bachelor’s degrees
awarded, in 1996 black, Hispanic, and
American Indian women earned more
than 50 percent of the total science and
engineering degrees given to their respec-
tive groups, whereas white and Asian
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women were awarded less than 50 per-
cent. But once again, the proportional
gain for black, Hispanic, and American
Indian women came from an increase of
degrees awarded in biological or agricul-
tural sciences, psychology, and social sci-
ences. Black women were the only group
who received a larger proportion than
men of bachelor’s degrees awarded to
their racial/ethnic group in the physical
sciences (57 percent) and mathematics
(51.6 percent).

At the graduate level, in terms of mas-
ter’s degrees, in 1996 women received 39
percent of the degrees awarded in science
and engineering, compared with 13 per-
cent in 1966. However, as with the bach-
elor’s degrees, in 1996 women earned the
greater percentage of the science and
engineering master’s degrees in the bio-
logical or agricultural sciences, the social
sciences, and psychology. In 1996 women
received only 17 percent of the master’s
degrees awarded in engineering, and
approximately 30 percent of the degrees
in mathematics and computer science, a
proportion that has not changed much
since the late 1980s. With reference to
the racial/ethnic breakdown of the sci-
ence and engineering master’s degrees
awarded, black women were the only
minority group who received more than
half (56 percent) of those degrees awarded
to their ethnic/racial group.

Finally, in terms of doctorates, by 1997,
women earned 33 percent of all those
awarded in science and engineering, as
compared to the 8 percent awarded in
1966. In 1994 women had received 22 per-
cent of the doctoral degrees awarded in the
physical sciences, 24.5 percent of those in
mathematics, and 14.4 percent of those in
engineering. By 1997, the proportion of
degrees awarded to women in engineering
had dropped to 12 percent. In terms of the

racial/ethnic breakdown of the doctoral
science and engineering degrees given, in
1975, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian,
and black women received fewer than 1
percent of all those degrees awarded. By
1996 that proportion had increased to 1.5
percent for Hispanic women, 0.2 percent
for American Indian women, 5 percent for
Asian women, and 1.6 percent for black
women. Hispanic, American Indian,
Asian, and black women also received less
than half the science and engineering doc-
torates awarded to their respective
racial/ethnic group (National Science
Foundation 2000; Glazer-Raymo 1999).
Educational research also points to a
gender gap in terms of women’s gradua-
tion from high-ranking and elite colleges
and universities. Though the gap is mod-
est, in that “only 14.5 percent of women
would have to change schools to be dis-
tributed in the same manner as men”
(JTacobs 1999, 172), the reasons given for
the gap in the current literature raise per-
tinent social and cultural questions
about why it exists (Glazer-Raymo 1999;
Herbst 1989). The gender stratification
that exists between high-ranking and
lower-ranking colleges and universities
is attributed to two factors. First, a dis-
proportionate number of men are repre-
sented in engineering programs, which
historically are found in colleges and
universities that are highly selective or
elite. In contrast, women are overrepre-
sented in schools of education, which
historically are found in low-ranking col-
leges and universities. Second, women
constitute the majority of part-time stu-
dents. Elite colleges and universities,
however, usually do not accept many
part-time students. With reference to the
first point above, education is among one
of the largest fields of study. From 1997
to 1998, the third-largest number of



bachelor’s degrees was given in the field
of education (105,968), and the highest
number of master’s and doctoral degrees
was also given in that field, with 114,691
and 6,729, respectively (Digest of Educa-
tion Statistics 2000). Since women earn
the majority of the large number of edu-
cation degrees conferred across all levels
(from 1997 to 1998, women were
awarded 79,666 bachelor’s, 87,621 mas-
ter’s, and 4,250 Ph.D./Ed.D. degrees),
their overrepresentation in this field
lowers the average standing of the col-
leges they attend (Digest of Education
Statistics 2000). However, researchers
question why schools of education are
linked to low-ranking colleges and uni-
versities. Historical review of the situa-
tion indicates that although engineering
schools originated in affiliation with
large land grant institutions and were
connected intellectually to the physical
sciences and thereby to the elite univer-
sities from the nineteenth century
onward, undergraduate education pro-
grams were an outgrowth of normal
schools that eventually evolved into
state colleges and occasionally universi-
ties and were thus viewed as lacking a
distinct intellectual foundation. But
pushing this reasoning one step further,
some researchers (Jacobs 1999; Glazer-
Raymo 1999; Herbst 1989) question
whether the gender of the students and
practitioners who constitute the major-
ity in the field of education is in fact
closely linked to the low-status valua-
tion of the field and the institutions in
which it is located. Since it was mainly
women who taught in the schoolrooms,
education has usually been associated
with low-paid, low-prestige “women’s
work.” Researchers point out that the
lens through which one views and evalu-
ates programs of education is often col-
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ored with gender presuppositions and
biases. Therefore, women’s attainment
of parity with men in graduating from
high-ranking colleges and universities
may be partly dependent upon a cultural
and social change in the way one per-
ceives and evaluates the status of educa-
tion programs and schools of education.

Further, although segregation by major
across universities and colleges between
African American and white women is
low, segregation by major within colleges
and universities between black and
white women is quite high. For there to
be an even apportioning of African
American women and white women
across fields of study, 44.3 percent of the
black women students would have to
change their majors (Jacobs 1996; Simp-
son 2001). Moreover, black students are
not only segregated by major but are also
clustered around a limited range of
majors that differ from one college to the
next. Precisely because the majors that
students cluster around are different
depending upon the college or university,
such clustering, according to researcher
Jerry A. Jacobs, cannot be attributed to
students’ failure rates in particular com-
petitive fields of study. If such had been
the case, then the clustering evidenced
would have been in the same majors
regardless of which college or university
the student attended. Rather, one of the
causes that Jacobs attributes for the
racial segregation by major within col-
leges and universities is the academic
and social isolation that limits black stu-
dents’ study and career choices, an isola-
tion that has been well-documented by
others (Johnson 1997; Aubert 1997;
Williams 1996; Wilson 1993; hooks
2000). For example, black students may
find that certain majors have very few
minority students or are structured in a
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way that the material is presented from a
unilateral perspective (usually a white
male one) and thus may find such majors
unwelcoming. Students may also gravi-
tate to the majors in which there are
women and black faculty members.

The unfortunate fact is that faculties of
color are still underrepresented at the
university level, and many face racial and
gender-based discrimination, loneliness,
and lack of mentoring and support mech-
anisms. Women of color are often delib-
erately not included in collaborative
research projects with their colleagues
and consequently have less access to
sources for research (Justus, Freitig, and
Parker 1987). In addition, they often face
the serious challenge of integrating their
career values with the demands of cul-
tural traditions and family life.

According to the American Council on
Education, black scholars constituted
only 2.1 percent of full-time faculty and
2.4 percent of part-time faculty in 1989,
compared to 2.0 percent and 2.3 percent
in 1979. In 1989 only 0.7 percent of black
women working in higher education
were full professors; 1.6 percent associate
professors; 2.7 percent assistant profes-
sors; 3.3 percent instructors, lecturers,
and other faculty; and 0.2 percent admin-
istrators (U.S. Equal Opportunity Com-
mission 1988).

This disparity is even greater in fields
that have been traditionally dominated
by men, namely those of science and
engineering faculties. And at some insti-
tutions, even though the applicant pool
of qualified young women scientists con-
tinues to expand, the percentages of
women holding faculty positions are
decreasing rather than increasing. At
Harvard University, the percentage of
women faculty members in the natural
sciences dropped from 19.7 percent in

1995 to 13.7 percent in 2001. According
to National Science Foundation data,
after almost three decades, women still
make up only 12.5 percent of senior fac-
ulty (associate and full professors) in the
natural sciences and engineering at all
U.S. universities and four-year colleges.
In the top ninety research universities,
less than 10 percent of senior faculty in
those disciplines were women in 1995.
And at the senior academic ranks, the
numbers are particularly uneven; in 1995
less than 5 percent of Harvard Univer-
sity’s senior faculty were female, and at
Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
women made up only 6.2 percent of the
top ranks (Lawler 1999).

To exacerbate the inequality still fur-
ther, the passage of an anti-affirmation
action ballot measure called Proposition
209 has widened a gender and racial gap
that already needed bridging. Proposition
209, which was initiated in 1996 in Cali-
fornia, required that the state and its
local jurisdictions “not discriminate
against, or grant preferential treatment
to, any individual or group on the basis of
race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national ori-
gin in the operating of public employ-
ment, public education, or public con-
tracting.” As a direct result of the ballot,
the numbers of women and minorities at
the University of California have been
decreasing (Ong 1999).

In 1998 women accounted for only 27
percent of the University of California’s
new hires, a year when women earned 48
percent of doctorates awarded to U.S. cit-
izens, according to data prepared for the
Senate Select Committee on Govern-
ment Oversight. Although university
officials have defended their position by
claiming to have hired more women than
any other major university for the year
1997-1998, the University of California’s



faculty was 23.5 percent female, com-
pared to Harvard’s total of 12.9 percent
(“UC Hiring Fewer Professors after Prop.
209”7 2001).

According to the U.S. Department of
Education, the number of women Ph.D.’s
has been progressively rising. The depart-
ment projects that the percentage of doc-
toral degrees awarded to women will
grow from 37.9 percent in 1996 to 49.00
percent by 2006, but women will still be
predominantly clustered in the generally
untenured ranks of assistant professors
and lecturers (“The Future” 1997).

At first-tier universities nationwide,
women make up only a fraction of
tenured arts and sciences faculty as a
whole. According to a recent survey by
the American Chemistry Society of the
top fifty universities, 6 percent of full
professors are women. The figure esca-
lates to only 8 percent when all Ph.D.-
granting institutions are added to the mix
(Schneider 2000). At Harvard University,
women were among the nineteen newly
tenured appointments in Harvard’s fac-
ulty of arts and sciences last year. Yet
women still account for only 14 percent
of the tenured arts and sciences faculty as
a whole (Healy 2001).

In Unbending Gender: Why Family
and Work Conflict and What to Do
About It, Joan Williams states that
women are much less likely than men to
receive tenure. Though women’s rate of
tenure was the same in 1992 as it was in
1975, men’s rate of tenure rose sharply
over a similar time frame, from 46 percent
in 1975 to 72 percent in 1994-1995
(Williams 1999). According to panelists at
a recent Association of American Law
Schools meeting, the probability of female
and minority professors receiving tenure
was much less than that for their white
male colleagues. In 1997-1998, 90 percent
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of tenured law faculty were white, 4.9 per-
cent were black, 2.5 percent Latino, and
1.2 percent Asian. Of the faculty mem-
bers hired in 1990 and 1991, 80.6 percent
of white male professors won tenure, but
only 57.1 percent of minority law profes-
sors met the same success, according to
the report. And 61.3 percent of women
received tenure, compared with 72.4 per-
cent of men (Willdorf 2000).

In addition to biases in tenure and pro-
motion, salary discrepancies between
men and women have been found for
every category of U.S. academic institu-
tion and for institutions with and with-
out unions or collective bargaining agree-
ments. S. Martha West documented the
fact that female full professors were earn-
ing 89 percent of the salaries of males in
1982 and 88 percent in 1995; women
assistant professors were making 93 per-
cent of the salaries of their male col-
leagues at that rank (West 1995).

Segregation and discrimination by race
and gender for women in higher educa-
tion point to the continuing need for pos-
itive practices and policies that increase
the hiring, tenure, and promotion of
women and minority professors; that
sensitize nonminority professors to the
needs and challenges that often face
minority students; and that allow for the
active inclusion of minority voices in
administrative decisions, be they of cur-
riculum development or campus activi-
ties. Such policies and practices can serve
to engender an inclusive and equitable
climate within colleges and universities
for women of all races and ethnicities.

Shaireen Rasheed and
Shilpi Sinha

See also Part 2: Intersection of Gender
and Race; Part 5: Gender Inequality
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Feminist Assessment

Feminist assessment is a form of program
evaluation in higher education built
upon unique principles of assessment
that exemplify the feminist ideals of stu-
dent-centeredness, activism, and the
impact of context. The foundation in all
of the guidelines is the recognition of val-
ues: values of the student, values gained
from the learning experience, and values
of the higher education program (Lam-
bert 1997). Although it accounts for only
a minor proportion of program assess-
ment in higher education, feminist
assessment provides higher education
with an alternative assessment option
that focuses on student voice and makes
individual and group identity central to
the assessment process (Hutchings 1992).
The evaluation tools used in the feminist
assessment process include institutional
profile data, historical document analy-
sis, student evaluation, surveys, portfo-
lios, interviews, focus groups, self-assess-
ment, performance assessment, feminist
classroom observation, and course syllabi
analysis (Shapiro 1992). Ultimately, this
assessment aims to investigate the needs
of college students in their preparation
for involvement in and contributions to a
pluralistic society (Musil 1992).

The feminist assessment movement
originated from a Fund for the Improve-
ment of Post Secondary Education
(FIPSE) grant evaluating women’s studies
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programs. This project, The Courage to
Question, included the assessment
processes of ten women’s studies pro-
grams over the span of three years. At the
time of the grant (1989), women’s studies
was facing tremendous backlash from
institutions and the public who felt that
teaching women’s studies was an institu-
tional response to placate small but vocal
special interest groups. Additionally,
many women’s studies programs faced
scrutiny because of their interdisciplin-
ary structure. At the same time, there
existed a national wave of education
reform, led by then President George H.
W. Bush, based on the belief that educa-
tion would be improved by rigorous
quantitative evaluation and testing. The
women’s studies assessment project
served as an opportunity to gather recog-
nition for women’s studies and demon-
strate alternative means to quantitative
large-scale assessment.

Through the assessment experiences
resulting from The Courage to Question
along with the input of assessment
experts, a feminist assessment frame-
work was established, grounded in femi-
nist theory. This basis of feminist theory
lends to feminist assessment a unique
frame through which to view the process
of assessment that celebrates complexity,
the role of context, and point of view as
they inform knowledge (Code 1991). It
makes no claims of knowledge being
value-free or value-neutral. It assumes
that the established norms of educational
values need to be examined along with
all existing assessment traditions. Built
on this feminist theoretical foundation
and modeled after the American Associa-
tion of Higher Education’s Principles of
Good Practice for Assessing Student
Learning, feminist assessment is formed
around a structure of nine principles.
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Feminist assessment includes methods that value student input, such as student surveys (Jose
Luis Peleaz, Inc./Corbis)

The principles of feminist assessment
serve as provisional guides to evaluation.
The goal of feminist assessment is to
improve the situation of teaching and
learning for all individuals involved. The
voices of all students, professors, admin-
istrators, and other members of the com-
munity are included through the frame-
work. The values emphasized by the
framework include social responsibility,
awareness of diversity, and the impor-
tance of asking questions (Lambert 1997),
as well as the idea that knowledge is sub-
jective, contextual, complex, and value-
laden. These values and assumptions are
significantly different from the values
and ideals of traditional assessment, and
these differences create a distinct set of
principles for feminist assessment.

Feminist assessment questions almost
everything related to evaluation. It is stu-
dent-centered, participatory, deeply
affected by its context or institutional
culture, and decentered. Feminist assess-
ment approaches should be compatible
with feminist activist beliefs. The
process itself is heavily shaped by the
power of feminist pedagogy and is based
on a body of feminist scholarship and
feminist research methodology that is
central to this interdisciplinary area.
Feminist assessment appreciates values
(Shapiro 1992.).

As a group, these principles attempt to
approach assessment through a nontradi-
tional lens that places students at the
center. This process begins by question-
ing all existing assumptions about assess-



ment. The history and traditions behind
assessment are challenged, and the inten-
tions and context of the assessment ini-
tiative are scrutinized. In feminist assess-
ment, it is essential to consider and
acknowledge the role and impact of
authority and politics on the assessment
effort. Unlike traditional assessment,
feminist assessment makes no effort to
examine data or results in the absence of
the consideration of their context.
Instead, the context informs the knowl-
edge of student learning. The politics of
assessment are also considered because
the types and depths of assessment are
limited by the culture and realities of the
campus climate. What emerges from this
guideline is that only with site-specific
assessments can the context be fully
appreciated (Shapiro 1992).

Once this frame for scrutiny is estab-
lished, feminist assessment then ad-
dresses the question: is the learning serv-
ing the students? To answer this
question, students are both included in
the assessment and focused on as the pri-
mary reason for exploring the state of
teaching and learning in higher educa-
tion. When student learning is estab-
lished as the central tenet for assessment,
a participatory dialogue about the learn-
ing process must be initiated. It is based
on feminist pedagogy that attempts to
give students voice and is also grounded
in feminist theory that tries to educate
about oppression and silence. The partic-
ipants take the lead on and contribute to
deciding what the focus of the assess-
ment should be, outlining the initiative,
designing the instruments, selecting the
members, analyzing the data, reporting
the results, and making recommenda-
tions for change. Program directors, fac-
ulty members, students, and alumni all
take responsibilities in the design and
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development of the assessment (Hutch-
ings 1992).

The decentered nature of the assess-
ment eliminates the existence of a single
ideal of excellence established by a hier-
archical structure (Shapiro 1992). Instead,
feminist assessment allows the voices of
many actors to shape the discussion of
quality in education. By distributing the
responsibility and broadening the sources
of input on the assessment process, the
center of power shifts away from a tradi-
tional expert and hierarchical leaders
toward individuals who are connected
with and have input and insight into the
programs being assessed. This participa-
tory process aims to broaden the frame of
thought and invests all individuals in the
improvement of the learning experience.
Additionally, the broad participation
lessens hierarchical decisionmaking and
gives power to previously silenced voices.

Throughout the process of feminist
assessment, feminist activist beliefs, ped-
agogy, scholarship, and methodology play
a significant role. Feminist assessment
has direct implications for the process of
actively improving the student learning
experience. Based on the feminist work-
ing standards of collectivity and collabo-
ration, formal and informal means of
conversation allow the learning process
to be explored and changed as a result. In
this exploration, it is recognized that out-
comes of learning are inseparable from
the pedagogy of the teacher. The rela-
tionships between the teacher and the
learner inform all that can be assumed
about the outcomes of the learning
process and are investigated in the assess-
ment by using a number of narrative
tools that illuminate issues of power and
context. These tools utilized in the
assessment reflect the feminist scholarly
ideals of flexibility, emphasis on im-
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provement, and nurtured development
(Shapiro 1992). Feminist assessment
looks more at the journey of learning
than the grade received or the degree
attained. It relies not on testing scores
but on the ability of students to improve,
grow, and apply their knowledge in a
manner that demonstrates their under-
standing of the material and their ability
to use this knowledge in practice.

Feminist assessment brings to the dia-
logue of the assessment movement ques-
tions about whom the assessment is
serving and whose voices are not heard.
Its feminist activist and theoretical
grounding question the establishment of
traditional educational values and the
assumptions of learning. This alternative
assessment approach provides higher
education with an evaluation framework
option that uniquely explores and has the
potential to improve the process of teach-
ing and learning.

Katya Salkever

See also Part 3: Feminist Pedagogy;
Feminist Research Methodology; Part 4:
Women’s Studies
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Intersection of Gender and Race
There is current widespread acknowl-
edgement among postmodern theorists
that race and gender are interlocking sys-
tems in the United States, yet many peo-
ple in the academy—as well as in the
mainstream community and the media—
still see them as separate issues. Viewing
gender and race as separate issues leads
many to believe that sexism can be abol-
ished while racism remains intact. Polit-
ical and representational practices con-
nected to race and gender interrelate, and
this interrelationship is relevant to
higher education because the separate
rhetorical strategies that characterize
racist and antifeminist politics fre-
quently intersect in ways that create new
dilemmas for women and people of color.
The social relations of gender and race
are produced, challenged, and trans-
formed every day in the context of the
academy. They simultaneously highlight
both the powerful social forces that
guide, steer, and push individuals into
particular life paths based on their social
location in race and gender hierarchies
and the powerful personal and group
forces that resist, reject, redefine, and
overcome structural and psychological
limits. We cannot fully understand these
forces by isolating them from each other
or by treating only one as primary.
Modernist discourses—marked by a
celebration of the West as a universal civ-



ilization, the power of human reason,
and a keen interest in science—still drive
much of our thinking and promote an
“either/or” competition between the
oppressive systems of sexism and racism.
Within modernist epistemologies, cul-
ture becomes a set of “essential” charac-
teristics that distinguish “us” from
“them” (i.e., binary opposition of same-
ness and difference). Cultural tensions
that flow from a modernist mindset
include dichotomizing not only gender
(women versus men) but also race (people
of color versus whites). White men are
taught to think of their lives as morally
neutral, normative, and ideal because
they have done most of what is impor-
tant or distinctive in Western civiliza-
tion. Luce Irigaray (1997) argues that the
“universal subject” of Enlightenment
modernism is a Western, bourgeois,
white, heterosexual man and therefore
that feminist thought cannot be as his-
torically contingent and exclusionary.
Otherwise, the essential “woman” will
just be a Western, bourgeois, white, het-
erosexual woman. Rather, Irigaray notes,
feminist thought can embrace differences
between women and accept a position of
partial knowledge(s).

Postmodernism’s debate with—or
deconstruction of—modernism begins
with examining the essentialist notion of
white, privileged, heterosexual men of
the industrialized West as central. In The
Second Sex (1949), Simone de Beauvoir
argued that man had assigned to himself
the category of “self” and constructed
woman as “other.” Much feminist theory
of the 1960s and early 1970s set out to
expand and transform modernist dis-
courses and existing theoretical models
such as Marxism and psychoanalysis.
Early feminism had as its aim women’s
equality through their admission to those

n
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spheres from which they had historically
been excluded, which included the
spheres of rational thought and intellec-
tual discourse. Women’s insights could be
used to illuminate women’s experiences;
thus dominant theoretical discourses
would be expanded and transformed. It
became clear that it was not possible to
simply expand such theories to include
women, for the exclusion of women and
people of color was not accidental but
fundamental to white patriarchy.

In Nomadic Subjects (1994), Rosi
Braidotti struggles with the issue of how
feminist theory can hold onto a belief in
“woman” and respect cultural diversity
and difference. Adopting a “politics of
location,” Patricia Hill Collins, in Black
Feminist Thought (1991), argues that
black women’s experiences are grounded
in their collective resistance to economic
and political oppression and are impossi-
ble to understand by those who are not
black and female. African American
women are a subordinate group that
experiences a different world from those
who are not black and female. This expe-
rience, in turn, produces a distinctive
black feminist consciousness about that
experience and a distinctive black femi-
nist intellectual tradition.

However, Adrienne Rich (1986) warns
that this type of thinking can become
oversimplified and reductive (i.e., this set
of experiences inevitably produces that
mode of consciousness). For example, we
cannot assume that all black women are
American and that all African American
women share a common position. Rich
suggests that we avoid overemphasizing
experiences but rather interpret those
experiences. Nancy Hartsock (1997)
urges the development of an alternative
account of the world, one that treats
women and people of color not—as seen
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from the center—as mastered or rebel-
lious knowledges but instead as primary
and as capable of constituting a different
world.

Racist and sexist oppression is at the
root of many forms of patriarchal domi-
nation within the academy. Postmodern
discourses view this intersection as mul-
tilayered and posit circumstance and dif-
ference against various forms of essen-
tialism. Elizabeth Minnich, Jean O’Barr,
and Rachel Rosenfeld (1988) have pointed
out that whites are taught to think of
their lives as morally neutral, normative
and average, and also ideal, so that when
they work to benefit others, it is seen as
work that will allow “them” to be more
like “us.” Male privilege and white priv-
ilege are entrenched in our society; they
are protected by preventing awareness of
them through institutionalized practices
that both deny and enforce them.

Institutional racism and sexism
broadly defined are any discursive prac-
tices that result in the stratification,
exploitation, oppression, or alienation of
articulated racial and gendered groups.
The United States was created as both a
racist nation (slavery was legal at the out-
set) and a sexist nation (women were
denied the right to vote and own property
at the outset). The racism and the sexism
that helped form our cultures and ideolo-
gies are embedded in the discourses and
practices of our institutions. Almost any-
body in an American institution of
almost any sort does, at times, reinforce
racism and sexism that is institutional-
ized in the organization’s rules, proce-
dures, values, or goals. For this reason,
nobody is immune from carrying out
racist or sexist actions from time to time.
The focus on who is racist and who is
sexist is misdirected. The relevant issue
is not whether a person is racist or sexist

but rather what a person does to recog-
nize and eliminate the racism and sexism
embedded in the institutions in which
she or he works or plays. To begin
unlearning sexist and racist practices,
people in higher education must investi-
gate the ways in which race and gender
interlock.

Domination and subordination uphold
and sustain one another within the over-
lapping discourses of race and gender.
One way that dominant groups justify
their existence and privilege is by pro-
moting beliefs that race and gender are
not important in determining group loca-
tion and therefore should not be taken
into account when attempting to under-
stand events or processes. This denial is
represented in the popular notions of
society as “gender-blind” or “race-blind.”
Women and people of color have a special
role to play in alerting all of us to the
workings and consequences of these sys-
tems of inequality. Within higher educa-
tion hierarchies, for example, white men
on the top of the hierarchy are more
likely to impose their ways of seeing and
their views upon women and people of
color at the bottom.

Framing this debate in binary opposi-
tions, which suggests that university per-
sonnel—women and persons of color—
cannot be complicit in their own
oppression and that domination assumes
a singular and uncomplicated form, is a
modernist tactic. Postmodern challenges
to this ideological hegemony are well
expressed by bell hooks in Talking Back:
Thinking Feminist, Thinking Black
(1989). She avoids the politics of sepa-
ratism by invoking individuals commit-
ted to antisexist and antiracist work to
resist the politics of domination within
the systems of race and gender and to
work to understand the importance of



not promoting an “either/or” competi-
tion between oppressive systems. Her
work in feminist theory has stressed the
importance of understanding the ways in
which race and class status determine
the degree to which one can assert male
domination and privilege and, most
important, the ways racism and sexism
uphold and sustain one another.

In Modest Witness (1997), Donna Har-
away expressed the concept of “situated
knowledges,” in which she views the
female subject not as “fixed subject” but
as a “nomadic” subject—she might have
all kinds of multiple experiences, and
they overlap with variables such as class,
race, age, lifestyle, and sexual preference.
Without the consideration of the inter-
section of race and gender, the struggle
over power becomes a form of “us”
against “them” politics that works
against developing community within a
broad and diversified academic culture. It
is important to be politically aware so as
not to be complicit in perpetuating white
male supremacy, which continues to be
at the root of so much discrimination in
the academy.

Social categories like race and gender
are culturally constructed or determined
by cultural and social contexts and his-
torical circumstances. This distinction is
important to those thinking about higher
education because issues of difference are
constantly being raised in the academy.
Are women “naturally” more caring, as
Nel Noddings suggests in her book, Car-
ing: A Feminine Approach to Ethics and
Moral Education (1984)? And if so, does
that mean a different curriculum or
structure should be created for or used by
women in the academy? Are certain eth-
nic groups “naturally” smarter in math
and science or the humanities, and how
do we know if they are? What are the
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assumptions of professors regarding the
categories of race and gender, and how do
these assumptions organize how profes-
sors do their daily work?

Race is an articulation that groups peo-
ple based on physical characteristics. It
claims that group membership is herita-
ble, implies that racial differences are sci-
entific, and suggests that races are similar
to subspecies. Not very long ago, we were
taught that scientists divided the human
species into three races: Caucasian,
Negroid, and Mongoloid. The implication
was that there is scientific justification for
such a claim, but there is no scientific jus-
tification for dividing humans into any
subspecies. Clearly, the concept of race
developed as justification for the European
colonization of the world and slavery in
particular. If it could be shown that some
humans (namely Europeans) descended
from a superior race, then the exploitation
and enslavement of non-Europeans could
be justified and defended. The concept of
race is still being used to justify the
inequitable treatment of some people by
others. In higher education, for example,
some still attempt to explain the subpar
academic performance of many people of
color by reference to “heritability.”

Race is largely a linguistic category with
two different (though overlapping) mean-
ings: social identity (what others think
you are, based on obvious characteristics
such as skin color that are assumed to be
inherited from your parents) and ethnic
identity (what you consider yourself to be,
based more on your culture than physical
characteristics). In the United States,
there seems to be general agreement to
use four racial groups; Asian (not oriental,
which refers to cultural artifacts such as
rugs, art, and food); black, Hispanic, and
white. These categories are culturally con-
structed, not scientifically discovered.
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Racism emerges from the discursive prac-
tices that attribute inferiority or superior-
ity to a group based on heritability and as
a sociological category located in social
actions.

Gender is also a social category. Sex
refers to the biological division of the
species into male and female. Sex differ-
ences are differences between males and
females that occur because of physiologi-
cal phenomena—Iliterally, the arrange-
ment of chromosomes in a fertilized egg.
Gender refers to social categories and
characteristics that are related to but not
identical with sex. Gender differences
between men and women occur because
of social and cultural phenomena. Thus,
gender may be viewed as the interpreta-
tion of the significance of sex. Ideas about
gender structure our choices and guide
our behavior in ways that our particular
society views as gender-appropriate. A
society that views women as having nat-
ural abilities for teaching and nursing and
no natural ability at scientific or quanti-
tative work is not apt to spend valuable
resources training women in science or
quantitative studies. Women in such a
society may learn to believe that they
have little or no aptitude for science and
that they are “naturally” (because of
their biology) better at basic science than
at chemistry and physics. In fact, in the
United States this cultural construction
has created a kind of self-fulfilling
prophecy.

Race and gender are interrelated sys-
tems of inequality based on social rela-
tionships of power and control. Everyone
is situated in race and gender hierarchies,
and privilege and oppression cannot be
understood in isolation from one
another. The cultural constructions of
gender and racial norms that are stereo-
typical are problematic in society

because they limit the potential growth
of individuals and restrict the nature of
relations between people. Women and
people of color are disadvantaged by the
cultural construction of gender and racial
norms in part because the roles leave
them in positions of powerlessness and
white men in positions of dominance in
the culture.

Confusing intersections of race and
gender are pervasive in every aspect of
our culture—from the ways in which
men and women are treated in the acad-
emy to the ways in which whites and
people of color are treated in the acad-
emy. Colleges and universities are major
social institutions in the United States
that prepare people for different social
locations as adults—their occupations,
social classes, earnings, and political
power. An inferior college education
leaves people less able to compete in the
marketplace. Although the consequences
are felt by individual students, the
process of reproducing racial and gender
hierarchies by sorting people for different
treatment or by blocking people from
access to programs of study affects all
American citizens. Thus, the ways in
which the social relations of gender and
race are produced, challenged, and trans-
formed every day in the context of the
academy deserves further exploration.

Susan L. Schramm

See also Part 2: Demographics of Gender
and Race; Part 3: Black Feminism and
Womanism; Part 6: Development of
Multiple Social and Cultural Identities
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Psychology of Sex Differences

Research documenting sex differences in
abilities, traits, and social behaviors has
been a central focus in psychology
throughout the history of the discipline.
Empirical work has found small to moder-
ate sex differences in virtually all domains
that have been studied. These differences
vary considerably in direction and magni-
tude, depending on the nature of the mea-
sured variables (e.g., mathematical com-
putation versus mathematical problem
solving) and the context in which they
have been studied (e.g., leadership style in
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the laboratory versus in actual organiza-
tions). Sex differences research has been
critiqued by feminist researchers for a
number of reasons, including the a priori
presumption of differences between
women and men and the treatment of dif-
ferences as immutable. Theoretical expla-
nations for sex differences can be distin-
guished according to the presumed genesis
and locus of the sex differences, both of
which may be conceptualized as being
either individual or situational. Advances
in quantitative reviewing techniques have
resulted in a better understanding of the
nature of and explanation for sex differ-
ences, especially as they have been stud-
ied in the standardized situations in
which psychologists typically gather data.

History

Differential psychology dates back to the
nineteenth century, when investigators
first began to account for the presumed
greater intelligence of men and greater
emotionality of women on the basis of
structural features of the brain. Re-
searchers in the twentieth century con-
tinued to study sex differences in abilities
but added the study of differences in per-
sonality traits and social behaviors. At the
same time that the nature of the behav-
iors investigated expanded into the social
domain, the presumptive explanatory
power of biology receded. Social learning
of different skills and behaviors and struc-
tural explanations of behaviors afforded
by different situations gained increasing
support in accounting for sex differences
as findings about sex differences and more
important, their contextual variation,
began to accumulate (Deaux and LaFrance
1998). The literature was large enough by
the 1970s to warrant a review of the find-
ings to date. Eleanor E. Maccoby and
Carol N. Jacklin completed the first major
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narrative review of sex differences in
1974. They reported little evidence to
support large and far-reaching differences
but concluded that there were small and
reliable sex differences in data gathered
from children in four areas: verbal, math-
ematical, and visual-spatial abilities and
aggression.

The pace of psychological research on
the topic of sex differences accelerated fol-
lowing Maccoby and Jacklin’s review. In
the 1970s, the first Annual Review of Psy-
chology chapter on the psychology of
women was published; the journals Sex
Roles, Signs, and Psychology of Women
Quarterly were founded; and the Ameri-
can Psychological Association established
Division 35 on the psychology of women.
The basic research literature on sex differ-
ences has continued to expand since this
time; it is arguably one of the largest liter-
atures within all of psychology. A key-
word search of the PsycINFO database
identified over 44,000 journal articles on
sex or gender differences published
between 1887 and June 2001. Almost 90
percent of this work occurred after 1975,
and trends suggest no sign of declining
interest into the twenty-first century. The
ubiquity of basic research contrasts with
the paucity of theoretical explanations for
sex differences. A “title” search of the two
major review journals in psychology (Psy-
chological Bulletin and Psychological
Review) for the same period of time indi-
cated only nine publications in which the-
ories or models were offered to account
for sex differences; there were only seven
such articles published by Psychology of
Women Quarterly.

The size of the sex difference literature
provides a challenge to reviewers. Early
reviewers (e.g., Maccoby and Jacklin
1974) were forced to rely on a narrative
reviewing technique in which a count of

the number of studies that reported an
effect in one direction was compared to
the number of studies that reported
either no effect or an effect in the oppo-
site direction. Narrative reviewers were
limited in their abilities to systemati-
cally account for inconsistencies in the
data because of the difficulty of formulat-
ing and testing hypotheses across an
often large group of heterogeneous find-
ings. Contemporary reviewers have made
use of newer quantitative review or
meta-analytic techniques, which allow a
reviewer to compute an effective size sta-
tistic that represents the average sex dif-
ference across the entire literature under
review. However, the real power of meta-
analysis lies in its ability to quantita-
tively account for the typically heteroge-
neous sex difference findings in a manner
that can be used to test the assertions of
one theoretical explanation for sex differ-
ences versus another. Meta-analytic
reviews of sex differences form the basis
for most of the findings reported below.

Abilities

There is a small overall sex difference in
verbal abilities that favors women,
although the size of the sex difference
varies across different types of verbal
ability. Women especially outperform
men on measures of speech production;
the difference is smallest on measures of
general verbal ability. No reliable varia-
tion in the size of the effects is exhibited
across different age groups. There is a
trend toward more equal performances
by males and females in more recent
years (Hyde and Frost 1993).

The widely reported advantage that
men are said to have on standardized
tests of math achievement varies consid-
erably, depending on the age group stud-
ied and the type of skill assessed. In fact,



the overall average sex difference in the
general population indicates that women
slightly outperform men. Furthermore,
females score higher than males on
measures of computation ability; this
effect is especially strong during the ele-
mentary and middle years. It is on mea-
sures of mathematical problem solving
that men outscore women; this effect
shows sharp increases with age, particu-
larly during the high school and college
years. The differences between males and
females are particularly strong in sam-
ples preselected for mathematical gifted-
ness. As with verbal abilities, the size of
the sex difference in problem solving
shows signs of significantly decreasing
over time (Hyde and Frost 1993).

Sex differences in spatial abilities have
been examined in an attempt to account
for the greater achievement of men in
math and science, with the assumption
that many forms of mathematical and
scientific problem solving require spatial
skills. The average sex difference effect
size across three different types of spatial
ability indicates a male advantage in each
case. The sex difference is smallest for
spatial visualization and larger and con-
siderably variable for measures of spatial
perception and mental rotation. The
larger sex differences in spatial percep-
tion are exhibited by adult (versus child)
samples; the size of the sex differences in
mental rotation depends on the particu-
lar assessment measure employed. How-
ever, even the largest of the sex differ-
ences observed on these standardized
tests does not begin to approach the
striking sex difference in actual math and
science achievement, leading to the con-
clusion that it is not differences in spatial
abilities per se that account for sex differ-
ences in achievement in associated
domains. Furthermore, the finding that
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spatial ability performance is enhanced
in both males and females as a result of
experience suggests caution in positing
these particular abilities as an essential
explanatory factor for sex differences in
related domains (Linn and Petersen 1986,
reported in Hyde and Linn 1986).

Personality Traits and
Social Behaviors
Men tend to be more instrumental (e.g.,
independent, assertive) than women, and
women tend to be more expressive (e.g.,
emotionally expressive, nurturing) than
men (Deaux 1985), regardless of when
these constellations of traits have been
measured or the particular measure on
which they have been assessed. Although
men and women do not differ in overall
levels of self-reported well-being (Hyde
and Frost 1993), the instrumental traits
associated with men are predictive of
well-being, self-esteem, and general psy-
chological adjustment, whereas the
expressive traits associated with women
are independent of these outcomes. Men
and women differ in the types of mental
disorders they evidence. Depression, anx-
iety, and eating disorders are diagnosed in
women at much higher rates than they
are in men; chemical dependencies and
antisocial personality disorder are more
prevalent in men than women.
Comparisons of aggressive behavior
displayed by males and females aged
fourteen and older in situations in which
participants aggress against a stranger
indicate that males are more aggressive
than females. The direction of this find-
ing is consistent, although its strength
varies; the sex difference is moderate for
measures of physical aggression (e.g.,
delivering a “shock” to a another re-
search subject) and small for psychologi-
cal aggression (e.g., nonverbal behavior).
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Additional variations in the features of the
studies are also associated with variations
in the strength of the aggression sex dif-
ference. More significant to the theoreti-
cal analysis offered below, sex differences
in college students’ estimates of the
amount of harm aggression would inflict
upon a target, their own guilt or anxiety as
a result of attacking a target, and the
potential for harm to themselves because
of retribution by the target all signifi-
cantly predict the strength of the actual
behavioral sex differences in the basic
research literature. For example, if women
estimated that a particular aggressive act
would leave them feeling guilty, then
when the likelihood of that particular act
was measured, men aggressed more than
women (Eagly 1987).

When social psychologists have stud-
ied situations in which a subject helps a
stranger, the results have paralleled those
in the aggression literature. In these situ-
ations, males aged fourteen and older
help others more than females do. The
sex difference is moderate to large when
the helping behavior is measured in off-
campus or field settings (versus other
types of settings), when the helping
behavior is watched by others (versus
anonymous), and when the appeal for
assistance is a mere presentation of a
need (versus a direct request). As reported
above, sex differences in college students’
predictions of their behavior significantly
predicted the actual size of the behavioral
sex differences in helping. Thus, men
were more likely to help a target than
were women in the sample of studies
reviewed to the extent that college stu-
dent men, more than women, predicted
that they would be more competent to
deliver the necessary assistance and that
helping would entail placing themselves
in less danger. In another review, Alice

H. Eagly found a small sex difference
indicating that women are more suscep-
tible to influence than men, especially in
group pressure conformity situations ver-
sus more private persuasion situations
(Eagly 1987).

Women are moderately better than
men at discerning or decoding the non-
verbal behavior of others, especially
facial expressions. Adult women are also
much more facially expressive than men
and smile more, although children show
no such sex difference in social smiling.
Women approach others more closely
than do men and are approached more
closely by others than are men. Effect
sizes are largest on both approach mea-
sures when the behavior is observed
under natural conditions versus when it
is staged in a laboratory (Hall 1984, cited
in Hyde and Frost 1993).

Performance-Related Traits

and Social Behaviors

Fear of success was proposed to explain
why women lagged behind men in
achievement. A flurry of subsequent
research activity failed to find reliable
evidence for the existence of fear of suc-
cess in women. This result, as well as a
lack of clarity in the conceptualization of
fear of success—as either a motivation to
avoid success or as a possible response to
perceived violations of gender roles—has
resulted in a decreased emphasis on fear
of success. Researchers have also devoted
considerable efforts to studying achieve-
ment motivation, initially only in men
and then later in women. Much of the
subsequent research either failed to find
sex differences in achievement motiva-
tion or employed only women partici-
pants and failed to find evidence for any
achievement motivations. These latter
findings were sometimes accepted as evi-



dence that women lacked the achieve-
ment motivations of men, despite the
obvious possibility that the laboratory
situation and the stimuli employed may
not have been sufficient to arouse
achievement motivations in either
women or men, had both groups been
studied (Mednick and Thomas 1993).
Two analyses of sex differences in suc-
cess and failure performance attributions
on laboratory and natural tasks [e.g.,
exam scores) were performed by Bernard
E. Whitley and colleagues (reported in
Hyde and Linn 1986) to see if any of the
proffered theories of women’s attribu-
tional styles could explain sex differences
in achievement patterns. They found
inconsistent support for all three models:
the externality model (that women make
external attributions), the self-derogation
model (that women make external attri-
butions for success and internal attribu-
tions for failure), and the low expectancy
model (that women’s successes are attrib-
utable to unstable causes such as luck or
the assistance of others, whereas their
failures are due to stable causes such as a
lack of ability). Men are somewhat more
likely than women to attribute success
to ability (an internal-stable cause), but
men are also somewhat more likely than
women to attribute failure to ability. Fur-
thermore, even though women are more
likely than men to attribute their success
to outside factors such as luck, they are
also somewhat more likely than men to
attribute failure to poor luck. Gender typ-
ing of the domain of success and failure
performances was not included in the
analysis by Whitley and his colleagues,
despite the fact that task domain has
been a significant moderator in some
individual studies. There is evidence that
both research participants and observers
derogate women (including themselves)
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when women complete masculine gen-
der-typed tasks, but not when women
perform neutral or feminine-typed tasks
(Deaux and LaFrance 1998).

Future research that addresses the
weaknesses noted in the aforementioned
research areas may provide some expla-
nation for sex differences in achievement
patterns. Research into academic and
career choices has found that expectan-
cies for success and the subjective value
of a particular achievement domain are
both significant predictors of choices.
Moreover, these expectancy and value
variables are influenced by self-efficacy
expectations, perceived task demands,
gender and occupational stereotypes, and
the beliefs of significant others. Under-
standing how men and women define
success and achievement in different
domains also holds promise for clarifying
the importance of these variables (Med-
nick and Thomas 1993).

Eagly and her colleagues have com-
pleted a number of meta-analytic reviews
of the literature on sex differences in
leadership behaviors. They found that
women demonstrate a more interper-
sonal leadership style than men in labo-
ratory and assessment or rating studies,
but there is no difference in interpersonal
style in studies conducted using men and
women leaders in actual organizations.
Across all settings, men and women do
not differ in their use of a task-focused
leadership style (Eagly and Johnson
1990). Ratings of the overall effectiveness
of men and women leaders also do not
differ, although men are rated as moder-
ately more effective than women in stud-
ies conducted in military settings and
slightly less effective than women in
studies conducted in educational, gov-
ernment, and social service organiza-
tions. The percentage of men represented
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in the leadership role in a particular set-
ting and the percentages of male subordi-
nates and raters of effectiveness are all
positively associated with relatively
greater effectiveness ratings for men
(Eagly, Karau, and Makhijani 1995). Eval-
uations of leaders in laboratory experi-
ments in which the sex of the leader var-
ied indicate a slightly higher overall
evaluation of men versus women leaders.
Men and women who demonstrate a
democratic leadership style are not eval-
uated differently, but women who
employ an autocratic style are evaluated
significantly more poorly than autocratic
men. Other moderators of evaluations of
men and women leaders include the sex
of the evaluator: men evaluate female
leaders slightly lower than males ones,
but female raters show no gender prefer-
ence (Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky
1992). A leadership emergence meta-
analysis found that men are moderately
more likely than women to emerge as
task leaders in initially leaderless groups,
whereas women are somewhat more
likely to emerge as social leaders in such
groups. Men emerge as leaders much
more often than women on masculine-
typed and neutral tasks, but there is an
insignificant tendency favoring men even
for feminine-typed tasks. The sex differ-
ence in leader emergence, although still
favoring men, diminishes as the interac-
tion time of the groups increases and in
real or naturalistic versus laboratory set-
tings (Eagly and Karau 1991).

Criticisms of Sex Differences Research

Research on differences in the behavior
of men and women has been criticized by
feminist scholars on a number of
grounds. Oftentimes, the research has
been atheoretical and has been conducted
with the sole purpose of demonstrating a

difference rather than a similarity be-
tween the behavior of men and women.
Differences have also been conceptual-
ized within a model that presumes that
men provide a behavioral standard
against which the deficiencies of women
are judged. Furthermore, the logic of sci-
entific hypothesis testing is ill-suited to
accommodate “no difference” hypothesis
testing and findings. Thus, it is impossi-
ble to prove a similarity between two
groups because any number of validity or
statistical power weaknesses provide
alternative explanations for not finding a
difference. The differences that have
been observed have tended either to be
minimized or, more often, exaggerated
and then have been subsequently used to
justify the differential access of men and
women to educational and employment
opportunities. Also at issue is the practi-
cal interpretation of the size of observed
sex differences. A statistically significant
effect does not necessarily translate into
large differences in the average behaviors
of men and women. Furthermore, the
variation within each group and the over-
lap of the male and female distributions
of the behaviors of interest are often pro-
nounced. Nonetheless, the magnitude of
the sex difference findings is consistent
with the magnitude of other findings in
social psychology. Sex differences are
often large enough to be noticed by the
average perceiver and are well predicted
by social stereotypes. Finally, because
men and women cannot be randomly
assigned to treatment groups in which
maleness and femaleness are manipu-
lated by an experimenter, anything that
co-occurs or is confounded with gender
provides a tenable causal explanation for
differences that are observed. For this rea-
son, biological sex itself has been inap-
propriately treated as an explanation for



many observed differences. Even when
essentialist explanations have not been
offered, there has been a tendency to
assume that the mechanisms that pro-
duce observed differences reside within
the person rather than within the situa-
tion in which behavior is produced
(“Current Issues” 1995).

Theoretical Explanations

Biological explanations for sex differences
include genetic, hormonal, and brain
structure-function differences between
males and females that are hypothesized
to account for a wide range of behaviors,
including intellectual and cognitive per-
formance (Deaux 1985). Recent findings
about the degree to which the brain is
modified by experience suggest that sim-
ple unidirectional causal theories about
sex differences in biological variables are
insufficient to account for a practically
significant proportion of the measured
sex differences in behavior.

Evolutionary theory proposes that
whenever differences can be found in the
adaptive behaviors required of men and
women, sex differences in behavior should
follow. Mate selection and parental
investment are two such areas. Evolution-
ary theory predicts that because men can
never be confident of paternity and
because it is to their advantage to have as
many offspring as possible, men should
invest relatively little in each child and be
attracted to young, presumably fertile
women. Women are confident of mater-
nity but because of pregnancy and lacta-
tion are more invested in their offspring.
Consequently, women can best ensure the
survival of their children (and genes) by
selecting a mate who can provide the nec-
essary resources. Evolutionary accounts
are consistent with sex difference data
about preferences in mates and sexual
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strategies but have been criticized because
of their distal and therefore weak relation-
ships to contemporary social behaviors
(Eagly 1987).

Sigmund Freud emphasized genital dif-
ferences in the production of sex differ-
ences in social behaviors. His work has
been skeptically received by many
research psychologists because of the
impossibility of empirically testing many
of his ideas. More contemporary adapta-
tions of the psychoanalytic model of
development suggest that it is not the
presence or absence of male genitalia per
se that results in sex differences but the
symbolic value afforded the penis in
patriarchal societies.

Explanations of sex differences in abil-
ities and social behaviors based on indi-
vidual differences have not been well
received by social psychologists because
such explanations have at times been
proposed to justify inequities in the treat-
ment of women and men. Moreover,
these explanations predict that global
and invariant differences should be found
in the behavior of men and women and
so have difficulty accommodating both
the complex array of sex differences in
behaviors and the pronounced situational
variations of sex differences. Although
social psychologists do not deny that
variables such as evolutionary pressures
and hormones likely explain some pro-
portion of sex differences, they prefer
more proximal explanations for sex dif-
ferences that are also predictive of the sit-
uational variations in behavior.

Socialization Explanation

Social learning theory attempts to under-
stand the mechanisms that govern social
behavior, including the process by which
the biological categories of female and
male have become associated with a
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range of variables (e.g., traits, social roles,
social power| that denote “woman” and
“man.” Learning about behaviors and
their consequences either directly
through experience or vicariously by
observing others is emphasized in social-
ization accounts of sex differences.
Behavior is predictable from knowledge of
these consequences, an individual’s learn-
ing history, and the situational context of
the behavior. A meta-analytic review of
parents’ socialization practices found that
the only significant predictor of behav-
ioral differences in girls and boys was
mothers’ and fathers’ encouragement of
sex-typed activities (Lytton and Romney
1991). That review, confirmations of an
expectancy-value model of academic and
career choice (Meece et al. 1982), and the
predictive validity of sex differences in
estimates of the consequences of per-
forming aggressive and helping behaviors
(Eagly 1987) all provide impressive sup-
port for the role of social learning in the
production of gendered behaviors. Critics
of a social learning approach contend that
although behavior is produced as a result
of learned associations that depend on
one’s environment, the resulting behav-
ioral tendencies or habits reside within
the person. As a result, social learning
mechanisms alone are insufficient to
account for the situational variations of
observed sex differences in behavior.

Structural Explanations

Structural explanations for sex differ-
ences are wholly located within the situ-
ations in which sex differences in behav-
ior are produced. The strength of the
structural approach is that it is consistent
with the situational variation in sex dif-
ference findings that is predominant in
the literature. The gender-as-process

model and social role theory are discussed
below. There are other theories congenial
to understanding sex differences and
making a priori predictions that can be
empirically tested, but they have not
received the systematic attention they
deserve. These theories include expecta-
tion states theory, which treats gender as
a diffuse status characteristic with asso-
ciated inferences about competence and
power, and social constructionism theory.

The gender-as-process model draws
heavily on the well-supported self-fulfill-
ing prophecy or expectancy confirmation
process, in which perceiver, target, and
situational variables interact to produce
behavior. Important roles are accorded to
(1) perceivers’ and targets’ gender belief
systems (stereotypes, attitudes, and self-
definitions) responsible for their expecta-
tions for self and other behavior, (2) goals
for an interaction between perceiver and
target, and (3) the nature of the situation,
including the proportion of women and
men present and the gender typing of the
situation. The gender-in-process model is
theoretically consistent with a number of
basic research findings regarding the
expectancy confirmation process and can
easily accommodate findings in more
applied research literatures (Deaux and
LaFrance 1998).

Social role theory relies upon the per-
vasive division of labor by sex to account
for sex differences in social behaviors. In
this process, sex differences in skills
become sex-typed because of their ubiq-
uity, beliefs about the consequences of
behavior, and gender-role expectations.
These differences result from the ten-
dency of men and women to occupy seg-
regated social roles, and they have a direct
causal influence on sex differences in
behaviors. Attributing the source of sex



differences to any “natural” difference
between females and males represents a
misattribution; sex differences are instead
more correctly attributed to the social
roles associated with women and men
(Eagly 1987). Social role theory is unique
among all others in its ability to account
for the variation of sex differences in
behaviors, not only in individual research
studies but also across entire literatures.
Theoretically derived predictions about
sex differences in skills, sex differences in
beliefs about the consequences of behav-
ior, and the relevance of gender to a situ-
ation—based on, among other variables,
the gender typing of the situation and the
extent to which other nongender cues are
important—account for most of the vari-
ation in sex differences in aggressive,
social, and leadership behaviors.

Laura M. Sinnett

See also Part 3: Feminist Research
Methodology; Part 8: Leadership
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Sexual Harassment

Sexual harassment refers to any unwel-
come sexual advances by one person or
group to another. The overwhelming
majority of victims of sexual harassment
are female, and the perpetrators are
mostly male. Sexual harassment falls
into two broad categories, “hostile envi-
ronment” and “quid pro quo” harass-
ment. Hostile environment harassment
generally refers to sexual behavior that is
unsolicited and creates an intimidating,
offensive environment that interferes
with an individual’s work or educational
performance. Specific hostile environ-
ment behaviors represent a continuum of
harassment ranging from put-down
jokes, leering, and offensive words and
displays of pornographic materials to
molestation, sexual assault, and battery
(Reilly, Lott, and Gallogy 1986).

“Quid pro quo” literally means “this
for that” in Latin. In this type of harass-
ment, the abuser requires sexual compli-
ance as a condition for an educational
benefit, economic reward, job promotion,
or some other type of exchange. Quid pro
quo harassment involves an abuse of
power, in which the harasser is in a posi-
tion of authority or privilege over the vic-
tim. For example, a male professor may
require a female student to perform a sex-
ual act for him in exchange for a particu-
lar grade in the class.

Frank J. Till (1980) created a typology
of sexual harassment to classify behav-
iors by their severity. Gender harassment
includes generalized sexual statements,
insults, or degradations against an indi-
vidual woman or women as a collective
group. Examples include offensive graf-
fiti, obscene jokes, or insulting remarks.
Seductive behavior refers to unwanted,
inappropriate sexual advances, including
repeated, unwanted sexual invitations,

persistent phone calls, requests for dates,
and so on. Sexual bribery (quid pro quo)
involves sexual activity in exchange for a
reward. Sexual bribery may be either
overt or subtle. It is important to note
that even if an individual gives her con-
sent for this exchange, it is still consid-
ered sexual harassment by law because it
involves an abuse of power. Sexual coer-
cion involves sexual activity under
duress or threat (also quid pro quo).
Examples include holding back a promo-
tion or the threat of a failing grade until
the victim agrees to sexual intercourse.
The last classification is sexual imposi-
tion, which involves molestation,
assault, or any unwanted physical con-
tact such as pinching, groping, or inten-
tionally brushing against another’s body.
This typology of harassment does not
imply that one form of harassment or
another is perceived as any less signifi-
cant by the victim. All forms of sexual
harassment have serious implications for
the victim. They include detrimental
changes in mental and physical health,
loss of achieved and potential profes-
sional status, and the diminishment of
learning opportunities.

Sexual harassment has permeated
women’s academic experiences since
their inclusion within institutions of
higher learning, and it is a common
occurrence. Research has suggested that
the sexual harassment of students ranges
from 20 percent to 50 percent of all stu-
dents (Sandler and Shoop 1997; Fitzgerald
et al. 1998). However, when one examines
the breakdown of harassment by colle-
giate level, as many as 70 to 90 percent of
undergraduate women have experienced
harassment by male students. Graduate
women tend to experience sexual harass-
ment more from male instructors than
their peers. It is theorized that this shift is
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What is
Sexual
Harassment?

Sexual Harassment is not Sexual harassment occurs

wrong because it is illegal. It
is illegal because it is wrong.
-Berniece Sandler

when unwanted or
uninvited attention of a
sexual nature interferes
with a person’s ability to

Experience has demonstrated obtain an education, work,

that many complaints of sexual or participate in recreational
harassment can be effectively or social activities at UCSB,
resolved through informal Sexual harassment is an
intervention. For information ebuse of informal or formal
about informal and formal ;
resolution options available power or authority.

contact:

Derogatory remarks about
one’s clothing, body or sexual
activities based on gender
Disparaging comments, jokes
and teasing based on gender
Verbal harassment or abuse
Subtle pressure for sexual

activity

Unnecessary and unwanted
touching, patting, or pinching
Demanding sexual favors
accompanied by overt threats
concerning such things as one’s
job, grades, letters of
recommendation or promotion
Physical assault

For Sexual Harassment Prevention

Education Training call (805) 893-3778

Printed for your assistonce by the Sexval Harassment
Prevention Education Program and the Office of the
Execufive Vice Chancellor.  (4/00]

Women’s centers at universities offer many programs and Services regarding sexual
harassment (Courtesy of the University of California at Santa Barbara)



104 Women in Higher Education

due to the close working relationship
between graduate students and their
instructors. The American Psychological
Association (1996) reports that approxi-
mately 13 percent of female graduate stu-
dents have been sexually harassed and 21
percent avoided classes for fear of sexual
harassment.

Positive changes in sexual harassment
law now conceptualize harassment as a
form of gender discrimination under both
civil rights law and Title IX of the Educa-
tion Amendments Act of 1972. Donna J.
Benson and Gregg E. Thomson affirm that
since women “can no longer be openly
denied access to educational and profes-
sional training legally, sexual harassment
may remain an especially critical factor of
more covert discrimination” (1982, 240).
Colleges and universities provide estab-
lished power differentials and are dictated
by different sets of sexual mores regarding
appropriate sexual behavior (Murrell and
Dietz-Uhler 1993). The power differential
between students and instructors is
strong, as instructors are the knowledge
givers and the grade givers and are often
the key to successful academic network-
ing. However, female professors report
high rates of sexual harassment by their
male students. Catharine MacKinnon
writes that “the sexual harassment of
women occurs not only when women are
on the bottom of the formal hierarchal
ladder, but also when they are in lateral
positions or even on top of the hierarchy”
(1997, 101). Therefore, female professors
may have institutional power yet experi-
ence harassment because they are a
woman living in a society that continues
to privilege men over women. Highly
autonomous faculty, diffusion of author-
ity, and a shortage of female faculty are all
characteristics linked to institutions

where sexual harassment is frequent
between instructors and students.

Student-to-student harassment is also
rampant on campuses. Peer harassment
may not be held as seriously accountable
as faculty-student harassment, however.
Peer harassment is often misconceived,
even by the victim at times, as flirting,
sexual attraction, or just “boys being
boys.” Hostile environment harassment
is frequently the chosen form of harass-
ment between students. It may not even
be aimed at any woman in particular. For
example, Bernice R. Sandler and Robert J.
Shoop report of a tunnel at a large south-
ern university where there is a life-size
painting of a Raggedy Ann doll, legs
spread apart with blood flowing out. The
words “I raped Raggedy Ann” are painted
below (1997, 52). This display creates an
offensive environment for the students
that have to pass it everyday, and serves
as a remembrance to female students of
their vulnerability and lack of power at
the university.

Gender differences are evident in nearly
every aspect of research on sexual harass-
ment. Women experience sexual harass-
ment more, conceptualize it differently,
and even attribute responsibility for it in
another way than do men. Probably be-
cause of greater personal experience,
women perceive sexual harassment more
broadly than men. Higher acceptance of
stereotypical gender roles is also related
to higher tolerance of sexual harassment
by women. Since women are socialized to
be passive and accepting of male domi-
nance, they may be predisposed to accept
sexual harassment as the inevitability of
being a woman. Men are more likely to
place blame with the victim, returning to
the evolutionary argument that they can-
not control their sexuality. The sexual



harassment of women is strongly corre-
lated to men’s perception of dominance
over women. Too often, institutions sim-
ply reproduce this dominant paradigm.
Victims of harassment cope with their
abuse in a variety of ways. Women’s
notions of stereotypical gender roles also
influence their coping abilities. Women
who have moved beyond traditional gen-
der-role ideology tend to respond to
harassment with a more active, direct
approach. They are more likely to use
institutional or organizational reporting
procedures or confront their harasser or
both. Women who employ more tradi-
tional gender-role ideas rely on strategies
such as denial, avoidance, or ignorance of
the problem. Regardless of how the victim
responds to it, sexual harassment has
adverse effects on women’s academic
achievement. In addition to its effects on
the victim’s psychology (e.g., anxiety,
insomnia, depression) and physiology (e.g.,
gastrointestinal disturbances, nausea),
sexual harassment affects women’s learn-
ing opportunities. By avoiding the threat-
ening situation, women may remove
themselves from classrooms, lose confi-
dence in themselves and their intelli-
gence, become emotionally unstable, and
become reluctant to form mentoring rela-
tionships with male faculty. Their experi-
ence with sexual harassment in academia
can ultimately lead some women to con-
clude that their success in college comes
not from being a diligent student but
rather from their sexual attractiveness.
An overwhelming number of colleges
and universities have a formal policy for
reporting harassment, but it is often there
only on paper. Students who are being
sexually harassed are often effectively
silenced when they even suggest the pos-
sibility of harassment by an instructor.
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Like other victims of violence against
women, students often find themselves
on the defensive and are held responsible
for the actions that occurred. One study
has suggested that on average, only five
complaints are officially reported at any
particular academic institution each year
(Riger 1991), which may be due to gender
biases within reporting policy. Victims
may be reluctant to pursue official griev-
ance procedures for fear that no one will
believe them and that no significant
repercussions will occur for the harasser,
and they are strongly afraid of retaliation.

Changes in institutional sexual harass-
ment policy, such as anonymous report-
ing and serious investigation of charges,
although important, are not the only
changes that academic institutions need
to make. Gender equity for students, fac-
ulty, and employees is necessary to sub-
vert the dominant belief system that per-
petuates sexual harassment. Students
have led the battle for increasing aware-
ness and responsiveness to sexual harass-
ment in higher education. Women against
Sexual Harassment (WASH) and similar
organizations across campuses nation-
wide have actively demanded the eradica-
tion of sexual harassment and all forms of
violence against women on college cam-
puses. It is the responsibility of adminis-
trators and educators to be active listeners
and form appropriate, gender-conscious
responses to this violence.

Jeanette Reichmuth

See also Part 5: Gender Inequality;
Students’ Rights; Title IX; Part 6:
Classroom Climate; Sexual Assault
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Part 3

FEMINISM IN THE ACADEMY






Overview

Feminist efforts have greatly shaped
academic environments for more than
a century. When, in the mid-nineteenth
century, Elizabeth Cady Stanton asserted
that women must be given opportunities
equal to those of men if they were to
achieve their greatest potential, she was
attempting to pry open the doors of edu-
cation for women. Since that time,
women both inside and outside the acad-
emy have stressed the importance of edu-
cation for women.

“Feminism” is a term that has many
definitions. The following three-part def-
inition characterizes feminism’s many
forms. First, feminism suggests that
women have something valuable to con-
tribute to every aspect of the world. Sec-
ond, since women as a group experience
oppression, they have been unable to
achieve their potential or gain the
rewards of full participation in society.
This oppression permeates all aspects of
society. Third, feminists assert that this
situation should change.

With this orientation as a backdrop for
their work, feminists have affected aca-
demic environments in many ways. First,
they have attempted to ensure that
women have full access to all positions in
higher education: as students, faculty and
staff members, and administrators. They
have further drawn attention to the dis-

proportionate number of men (and white
men in particular) in high-paying, high-
prestige positions and to the dispropor-
tionate number of women (and women of
color in particular) in low-paying, low-
prestige positions. They have also pointed
out the ways in which academic struc-
tures affect women and men differently,
paying attention to such issues as
“women’s ways of knowing” (Belenky et

Elizabeth Cady Stanton fought for women’s
education for more than fifty years of her life
(Library of Congress)
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al. 1986), the need to balance work and
family issues (Hensel 1991), sexual
harassment (Sandler and Shoop 1997), and
the gender gap in higher education leader-
ship (Chliwniak 1997). Finally, feminists
have attempted to transform teaching and
learning environments. In this sense, they
have questioned didactic approaches that
do not support many women’s preference
for learning that is holistic and relational.
They have also attempted to reform cur-
ricular materials such that they represent
the efforts, accomplishments, and lives of
women as well as men. In both of these
efforts, it has been important to ensure
that women are not seen as a monolithic
category devoid of difference. Instead,
feminists have increasingly become
attuned to the necessity of including all
women in their efforts and analyses by
embracing a variety of identities related
to class, race, gender expression, sexual
orientation, and ability.

Women in Higher Education:
Positioning Equality

Feminism has drawn attention to the posi-
tions and roles that women and men per-
form in academic settings. It has asserted
that since gender matters in teaching,
learning, researching, and leading, it is
important to ensure women’s access to all
those positions in higher education. His-
torically, women were only first admitted

to higher education (at Oberlin College) in
1837—approximately 200 years after Har-
vard University opened its doors to men.
And even though a great deal has changed
since that time, ongoing struggles to
ensure equal opportunities to participate
fully in higher education continue. For
example, Title IX was initiated in 1972 to
ensure equal opportunities for women and
men in publicly supported institutions,
yet challenges continue to be levied
against its enforcement, particularly in
collegiate athletic programs. In this sec-
tion, I review the positions that women
hold in higher education institutions,
drawing attention to conditions of both
parity and inequality.

Students. Women students now consti-
tute over 50 percent of all students in
United States higher education institu-
tions. In some respects and at many lev-
els, then, women have achieved parity
with men (see Table 3.1).

It is important to recognize that in
some regard, trends of gendered participa-
tion differ among racial groups. For exam-
ple, white women earned 46.5 percent of
all doctorates awarded to white persons
during the 1997-1998 academic year, but
American Indian women earned 55.6 per-
cent of all doctorates among American
Indian people, and African American
women earned 60.1 percent of all doctoral

Table 3.1 Percentage of Degrees Conferred to Women

Associate’s Bachelor’s Master’s
Degree Degree Degree Doctorate
1970-1971 42.9 43.4 40.1 14.3
1997-1998 61.1 56.1 57.1 42.0

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.
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Table 3.2 Degrees Conferred by Racial and Ethnic Group, 1997-1998

American
Indian Asian Black Hispanic White

Associate’s

Male 2,243 10,885 18,584 19,006 160,346

Female 3,977 14,162 36,424 26,621 250,990
Bachelor’s

Male 3,148 33,405 34,469 27,648 399,105

Female 4,746 38,187 63,663 38,289 501,212
Master’s

Male 780 10,239 9,631 6,499 125,343

Female 1,269 10,849 20,466 9,716 182,244
Doctorate

Male 83 1,390 824 649 15,368

Female 104 944 1,242 621 13,379
Professional

Male 291 3,993 2,303 1,971 35,069

Female 270 3,719 3,180 1,576 24,204

Source: National Center for Education Statistics (2001).

degrees among African American people.
One trend is consistent among racial
groups, however. In the associate’s, bach-
elor’'s, and master’s degree categories,
women outnumber men in the degrees
received in all racial categories (see Table
3.2).

It is also important to recognize that
women’s participation has increased
steadily in a variety of fields. In psychol-
ogy, for example, women earned 24.0 per-
cent of the bachelor’s degrees in 1970-
1971. By 1997-1998, this percentage had
risen to 67.5 percent. In 1970-1971,
women earned only 0.6 percent of all
engineering bachelor’s degrees, but by
1997-1998, women earned 12.2 percent of
those degrees. In sum, although women
have achieved majority status in most
degree categories in higher education
today, their racial background and their
disciplinary affiliation makes a difference
in their representation.

Faculty. Similar to the expansion of
women’s participation in higher educa-
tion as students, women’s participation
as faculty is growing as well. However, it
is important to look at the numbers asso-
ciated with faculty carefully, as many
factors affect women’s participation as
faculty members in higher education. In
1997, women represented 36.3 percent of
the full-time faculty in all higher educa-
tion institutions but 46.9 percent of the
part-time faculty (U.S. Department of
Education). As such, women are dispro-
portionately represented in ranks that are
generally not tenured and do not enjoy
the institutional decisionmaking power
and stability that full-time faculty pos-
sess. In evaluating women’s participation
as faculty in higher education, it is also
important to consider the institutions at
which women and men work. As seen in
Table 3.3, women represent nearly 50
percent of faculty at public two-year
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Table 3.3 Characteristics of Faculty Members with Teaching Duties by Type of
Institution, Fall 1997 (percentage)

Institution Male Female
Public Research 70.5 29.5
Private Research 73.9 26.1
Public Doctoral 66.7 33.3
Private Doctoral 63.6 36.4
Public Comprehensive 61.7 38.3
Private Comprehensive 63.3 36.7
Private Liberal Arts 62.2 37.8
Public Two-year 51.3 48.7
Other 67.9 32.1
Total 63.7 36.3

Source: National Center for Education Statistics (2001).

institutions but only 26.1 percent at pri-
vate research institutions.

This disparity has implications for the
ways that women can engage as schol-
ars. Faculty members at two-year insti-
tutions typically spend a greater percent-
age of their time engaged in teaching
students, whereas those at research uni-
versities both teach and have support to
conduct research and disseminate their
findings to a broader audience. In large
part, they are responsible for creating
disciplinary knowledge that is then used
within their own and other institutions.
In many of the disciplines, then, what is

considered to be foundational knowledge
is created in institutions from which
women were once excluded and in
which they are now underrepresented.
In order to ascertain the true status of
women in the faculty ranks, this analysis
can be taken one step further. Since faculty
members at the assistant professor ranking
are generally not tenured, they have less
decisionmaking power and scholarly
autonomy than do tenured associate and
full professors. In Table 3.4 below, it is
clear that as rank (and corresponding bene-
fits of that rank) increases, the percentage
of women decreases. In fact, it is only in

Table 3.4 Distribution of Faculty by Sex and Rank (1997)

Percentage
Male Female Total Female
Professor 129,974 32,133 162,107 19.8
Associate Professor 83,390 43,126 126,516 34.1
Assistant Professor 67,239 55,824 123,063 45.3
Instructor/Lecturer 38,899 41,432 80,331 51.6

Source: National Center for Education Statistics (2001).
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Table 3.5 Number of Full-Time Faculty Members by Sex, Rank, and Racial and

Ethnic Group, Fall 1997

American

Rank Indian Asian Black Hispanic White
Professor

Male 321 7,265 3,316 2,154 116,918

Female 92 1,243 1,924 767 28,107
Associate Professor

Male 231 5,434 3,373 1,891 72,461

Female 145 1,633 2,674 1,088 37,586
Assistant Professor

Male 261 5,787 3,758 2,198 55,235

Female 285 3,113 4,288 1,753 46,385
Instructor

Male 263 1,348 1,985 1,385 27,598

Female 200 1,264 2,590 1,269 28,797
Lecturer

Male 34 301 367 251 5,367

Female 29 354 438 302 6,189

Source: National Center for Education Statistics (2001).

the least permanent and stable position of
instructor/lecturer that women hold the
majority of the faculty positions.

Again, as with women’s participation as
students, current statistics reveal both
similarities and differences by racial cate-
gory. As seen in Table 3.5, men outnum-
ber women in all racial categories when
considering the associate and full profes-
sor rankings. However, at the assistant
professor ranking, men outnumber
women only in the Hispanic, Asian, and
white racial categories. It is clear from the
following numbers that women’s partici-
pation in upper-level, more prestigious,
and higher-paying positions still lags
behind that of men.

Administration. Women are also under-
represented in the upper levels of admin-
istration in higher education. According

to a recent report issued by the American
Council on Education (2000), the per-
centage of women presidents has nearly
doubled in the past fifteen years. In 1986,
women held 9.5 percent of the presiden-
cies, but by 1998, 19.3 percent of college
presidencies were held by women. How-
ever, there are differences in the types of
institutions that women serve. In 1998,
only 2 percent of all women presidents
served at major research universities, and
39 percent were presidents of two-year
community colleges (Glazer-Raymo
1999). Overall, despite their majority as
students, women are underrepresented in
all types of academic leadership (Chliw-
niak 1997).

In sum, the general trend is that the
higher the position in higher education,
the fewer women one can expect to find.
Feminist analyses have drawn attention
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to the gendered implications of this phe-
nomenon. What does it mean when the
majority of students are women, but the
majority of decisionmakers and tenured
faculty members are men? Are decisions
about teaching and learning being made
without an acknowledgement that there
are social differences that tend to exist
between most women and most men?
What does it mean for women of color
that they do not often see role models
who share their identities in key leader-
ship positions on higher education cam-
puses? What does it mean for knowledge
production when nearly three-fourths of
all faculty at research institutions are
men? The presence of women and men in
certain positions has implications in
itself. However, feminist analyses have
gone beyond numbers to suggest how the
ways of knowing and interacting in
higher education environments are
themselves gendered. Thus feminists
move beyond the “Who?” to the “How?”

Teaching and Learning: Changing the
Academic Climate

Teaching and learning come in many
forms, all of which are gendered. People
engage in classroom dialogue, residence
hall programming, and one-on-one meet-
ings with advisers. In each case, their
identities as gendered persons are pres-
ent in their interactions. Faculty mem-
bers and students engage in a variety of
types of research, all of which have been
developed by people who have various
perspectives related to their identities.
Feminists have suggested that this situa-
tion calls for a concerted effort to pay
attention to interactions related to
teaching and learning in higher educa-
tion through feminist lenses. Both
through women’s studies and many

other disciplines, scholars have taken
this charge seriously.

In teaching and learning, students and
scholars construct and (re)present knowl-
edge in certain ways. Their epistemol-
ogy, or “theory of knowledge” (Harding
1987), guides their research questions,
teaching practices, methodologies, analy-
ses, and writings. As Sandra Harding sug-
gested more than a decade ago, although
feminist methodologies and epistemolo-
gies may certainly influence the direc-
tion and outcome of research, the meth-
ods of feminist researchers are often used
by researchers with varying epistemolo-
gies. Simply put, the adoption of specific
tools or ideas does not in itself constitute
a feminist analysis. Instead, it is the use
of tools and strategies paired with the
epistemologies that leads to a feminist
analysis.

Recognizing the Value of Women’s
Interpretations

As they approach their work, feminist
scholars have stressed the importance of
asking questions related to the assump-
tions they are making about how they
know, as well as about what they know.
These questions lead scholars to better
understand the ways their stances
affected their creation of knowledge.
Scholarship on feminist research and ped-
agogy has provided useful responses to the
questions: What constitutes knowledge?
And who are accepted as knowers? What
practices facilitate knowledge develop-
ment? Feminist epistemology prompts
approaches to knowledge that both
acknowledge the limitations of what we
know and seek to ensure that women’s
perspectives are valued as both creators
and subjects of knowledge. In this way,
feminism values knowledge that is inter-



preted by women and that has the poten-
tial to improve society for women. It also
recognizes that women’s and men’s
understandings and interactions with/in
the world will be affected by their gender.

Jane Flax suggests that feminist theory
is based on the assumptions that men and
women have different experiences, that
women’s oppression is not a subset of
some other social relationship, that the
oppression of women is part of the way
the structure of the world is organized,
and that one task of feminist theory is to
explain how and why this structure
evolved (1996, 18-19). This cognizance of
gender’s effects on men and women’s pri-
vate and public lives suggests different
understandings of social phenomena.
Women’s interpretations of their social
situations can offer different views of
social interactions and potentially pro-
vide possibilities for change. Yet, feminist
epistemology also asserts that all knowl-
edge is shaped by its constructors’ and
interpreters’ multiple and intersecting
identities. As such, feminists have in-
creasingly recognized that oppression
does not take the same form or have the
same effects for all women. The diversity
represented by women is a key element of
feminist teaching and learning.

The Reclamation of Women'’s Voices

Feminists are aware that women have
traditionally not been allowed the same
access to knowledge and knowing that
men have. In some cases, their experi-
ences in classrooms have been met with
both overt and subtle hostility. Although
this situation has arguably changed dra-
matically, the foundational knowledge
upon which most disciplines and fields of
study are based is gendered. More specif-
ically, when teachers point students to
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the parents of the discipline they are
studying, they are generally pointing to
fathers. Cheris Kramarae and Dale
Spender point out that in women’s stud-
ies, which serves as an academic arm of
feminism:

Knowledge was constructed thus: that
there was no knowledge without
knowledge makers, and that those
who were responsible for making the
knowledge were almost exclusively
male: that far from being objective,
and impartial, disciplinary knowledge
was the product of a particular group
of men whose subjectivity, partiality,
priorities, and power base were deeply
embedded in the knowledge-making
process. (1992, 1-2)

This understanding led feminist scholars
to assert that a critical analysis of current
knowledge and knowledge processes was
needed.

Another concern articulated in femi-
nist epistemology and pedagogy is that
women have not often been asked to
write down their own experiences. As
such, they may doubt their own abilities
to engage in the construction of knowl-
edge (Bloom 1998; Lewis 1993), even
when it is about their own lived experi-
ences. This problem is particularly diffi-
cult since both feminist methodology
and feminist pedagogy rely upon the
soliciting and honoring of women’s expe-
riences—as articulated by women
(Collins 1991; Harding 1987). These
dilemmas affect the ways that women
are able to express their own experiences
and interpret their own lives in publicly
accessible ways. Research participants’,
students’, and faculty members’ posi-
tions—in relation to the larger society,
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their own personal context, and the
researcher herself or himself—need to be
taken into account when soliciting and
hearing their stories and perspectives.

The feminist belief that the oppression
of women should be alleviated also affects
the relationships that feminist seek to
establish with participants in their
research, as well as the relationships fem-
inist teachers seek with their students.
Since, in our society, women'’s participa-
tion in knowledge construction and inter-
pretations of their own lives has been lim-
ited, feminist researchers are careful not
to reproduce the exclusion of women par-
ticipants in knowledge construction.
Although not always enacted in every
piece of research, feminist researchers
have suggested some general principles to
guide feminist research relationships.
These themes or guidelines fall into the
following areas: (1) research participants
should have the opportunity to be equal
partners in the research endeavor, even if
“equality” may mean different things,
depending on the research context; (2)
research relationships should be reflexive;
and (3) research relationships should be
empowering ones, encouraging or
enabling participants to take action to
improve their situations. Feminist peda-
gogy often struggles to embrace similar
tenets, although it is sometimes difficult
to do so within an academic context.
Feminists attempt to empower students
to be conscious shapers of their own edu-
cational experiences, as well as critics of
practices and curricula that exclude
them. From the types of relationships
developed in feminist research and femi-
nist pedagogy, knowledge is formed that
both honors the perspectives of women
and seeks understanding for positive
change.

The Importance of Teaching and
Learning for Change
Feminist research and teaching seeks to
provide information for women that will
be useful for them in transforming their
lives. This orientation leads feminist
scholars into places where women are
enacting change or seeking information
from which to enact change. It also leads
feminist teachers to include content and
teaching practices that engage students.
In the questions they ask, the interac-
tions they promote, the critiques they
offer, and the texts they choose to dis-
cuss, feminists seek to engage others in
purposeful teaching and learning.
Knowledge derived with a feminist
viewpoint attempts both to create new
knowledge based on women’s authoring
of their own experiences and to decon-
struct or critique current knowledge that
did not take women'’s voices into account
in its construction. Achieving these goals
is difficult for several reasons. First, much
“foundational” knowledge omits or mis-
interprets women’s experiences. Second,
many women struggle to construct their
own experiences in a society that has
deemed certain styles of communication
and ways of thinking as inappropriate.
Third, traditional methods in social sci-
ence research and teaching were generally
not developed to represent the ways that
women tend to learn and understand
their worlds. The teaching and learning
practices that are overly attentive to some
experiences and accomplishments while
remaining silent about others are taken
up by feminist teaching and learning,
deconstructed, and reconstructed in pur-
posefully more gender-attentive ways.
Although feminists use a variety of
methods to engage in their academic
work, their belief that women’s contribu-



tions have been restricted or unacknowl-
edged has led them to tend toward cer-
tain ways of teaching and learning. Much
feminist scholarly work concerns itself
with finding, making sense of, and telling
women’s stories and experiences to
reclaim the importance of women’s lives.
Feminism in the academy suggests the
importance of processes that allow
women’s perspectives to be heard, while
simultaneously offering a feminist criti-
cism of the contexts in which those per-
spectives are shaped, spoken, and heard.
Feminist teaching and learning involves
an acknowledgement of the diversity of
women’s experiences, the diversity of
research processes that are available for
better understanding gendered lives, and,
in addition, the variety of audiences that
can be—and perhaps should be—reached
through feminist education.

It is important to remember that
although feminists have produced a great
deal of scholarly work related to episte-
mological questions about knowledge,
knowers, and the processes of construct-
ing knowledge, there is no ideal type of
feminist teaching and learning. Instead,
feminism is sensitive to context and par-
ticipants, attempting to adapt and adopt
methods to ensure that the issues dis-
cussed above are addressed fairly and eth-
ically. When making efforts to develop
scholarly practices that honor the contri-
butions and experiences of women, femi-
nist researchers and teachers both draw
and wipe away lines in the sand. That is
the process of knowing.

The entries in this section describe sev-
eral ways in which feminism has taken
shape in academic environments. Femi-
nist scholars and activists have increas-
ingly become attuned to the differences
among and between women. The entry
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on black feminism and womanism sum-
marizes the scholarly thought that has
grown out of black women’s articulation
of their own epistemological and experi-
ential position. The entries on feminist
epistemology and feminist research meth-
ods emphasize how feminist thought has
drawn attention to and shaped ways of
knowing that expand traditional and sci-
entific methods that often ignored the
experiences of women. The discussion of
feminist ethics encourages scholars and
practitioners to remember that what is
deemed “good” or moral may depend on
one’s (gendered) vantage point. Finally,
the entry on feminist pedagogy and the
transformation of the curriculum demon-
strates that feminism has effects both on
what is taught in classrooms and on the
manner in which teachers and students
interact around academic content.

In sum, this section conveys the differ-
ent ways that feminism has taken shape
in and been shaped by academic dialogues.
In many cases, feminists have strongly
resisted traditional ways of teaching and
learning that exclude women. Simultane-
ously, feminists have encountered the
resistance of others as they have tried to
transform academic environments. The
struggle to improve colleges and universi-
ties—both in terms of women’s access to
all positions and opportunities and in
terms of the content and form of academic
teaching and learning—continues.

Rebecca Ropers-Huilman
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Black Feminism and Womanism

A black feminist is a person, historically
an African American woman academic,
who believes that female descendents of
American slavery share a unique set of life
experiences distinct from those of black
men and white women. Black feminists
believe that the lives of African American
women are oppressed by combinations of
racism, sexism, classism, and heterosex-
ism. In order to help alleviate the suffer-
ing and poor living conditions of black
women and to help them gain political
power, black feminists advocate a sepa-
rate area of study that focuses exclusively
on the lives of black women. Black femi-
nists believe that when the lives of
African American women are improved,
there will be progressive development
also for African American men, families,
and community.

The contemporary black feminist
movement took most of its shape during
the late 1960s and early 1970s. Black
feminist groups such as the Combahee
River Collective, an organizing group
that became famous for its statements
confronting racism in the gay movement
and homophobia in the black commu-
nity, and the National Black Feminist
Organization expressed their dissatisfac-
tion with the sexism of black civil rights
organizations and the racism of white
feminist organizations.

Sage: A Scholarly Journal of Black
Women, the first explicitly black femi-
nist periodical devoted exclusively to the
experiences of women of African descent,
was founded in 1984 at Spelman College,
a traditionally black women’s college in
Atlanta, Georgia. Barbara Smith and
Audre Lorde were cofounders of Kitchen
Table: Women of Color Press, the first
independent press to focus on the work
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Writer Alice Walker coined the term “womanism” to make the point that feminism did not
always include women of color (Corbis)

of feminists of color. Among its publica-
tions were the now-classic Home Girls:
A Black Feminist Anthology and This
Bridge Called My Back: Writings by Rad-
ical Women of Color. In 1983, Alice
Walker introduced the term “womanist”
as a more culturally acceptable label for
people uncomfortable with the label of
black feminist.

In her landmark book, Black Feminist
Thought, Patricia Hill Collins describes
major themes in the construction of black
feminist thought, all generated from a
black woman’s point of view. She states
that black feminist thought consists of
specialized knowledge created by African
American women. First, black women

empower themselves by creating self-def-
initions and self-valuations that enable
them to establish positive self-images and
to repel negative, controlling representa-
tions of black womanhood created by
other people. Some of these negative, con-
trolling images are “mammies,” “matri-
archs,” “welfare queens,” and “jezebels.”
Black feminists stress the importance of
positive self-definition as part of the jour-
ney toward empowerment.

Second, black women confront and dis-
mantle the interlocking structure of polit-
ical oppression in terms of race, class, and
gender. Black feminism can be described
as the nexus between the black liberation
struggle and the women’s liberation
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movement, but it has its own distinct ide-
ologies and notions of collective action.
Black feminists are highly critical of
dichotomous, hierarchical, and oversim-
plified additive models of oppression that
suggest that black women must identify
as either black or women, women first
and black second, or black first and
women second, or that their reality is
simply “the black experience” in addition
to “the woman experience.” Black femi-
nist perspectives stress how various
forms of gender, race, and class oppres-
sion interlock, forming a matrix of social
domination. Gender, race, and class repre-
sent interrelated systems of oppression
that profoundly affect black women.

Third, black feminists combine aca-
demic intellectual thought and political
activism. Scholars first describe their
activist traditions dating from abolition-
ist times and then they investigate
instances of contemporary activism in
formal organizations and in everyday life
and work. Black women intellectuals
often use examples of lived experiences
like working in factories, working as
domestics, obtaining good health care,
organizing communities, and mothering
in their theorizing and written scholar-
ship. They have the job of reinterpreting
experiences so that African American
women are aware of their collective
knowledge, enabling them to feel empow-
ered instead of oppressed. Black feminism
may be seen in part as a reaction to the
racist history of the white women’s femi-
nist movement, but it must also be iden-
tified with the glorious tradition of black
female activists’ trenchant commitment
to empowering themselves to create a
humanistic community for all.

The black feminist movement does
not mobilize through an institutional-
ized formal organization. Black feminist

collectives have operated through local
communities in decentralized, often seg-
mented ways referred to in the literature
as “submerged networks.” Some infor-
mal networks include self-help groups,
book clubs, “girlfriend” parties and gath-
erings, and explicit political education (or
consciousness-raising) groups.

Evangeline Wheeler

See also Part 1: Black Women'’s Colleges;
Part 2: Demographics of Gender and
Race; Intersection of Gender and Race;
Part 6: Black Sororities; Part 7: Women
of Color at Predominantly White
Institutions
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Feminist Epistemology

Academic feminism addresses the rela-
tionship between knowledge and its social
uses and how patriarchal values have
shaped the content and structure of
knowledge. Driven by both a moral and
intellectual commitment to social justice,
feminist scholarship aims to be a transfor-
mative force in higher education. By intro-
ducing a new paradigm for knowledge pro-
duction that blends inquiry and advocacy,
feminists have challenged core academic
values and enlarged the range of perspec-
tives, theories, and methodologies that
comprise the scholarly enterprise. As one
of several “emancipatory knowledges”
that have emerged in contemporary aca-
demic organizations over the past several
decades (e.g., critical, postcolonial, queer



theories), feminist epistomology repre-
sents a radically different way of knowing.
At the turn of the twenty-first century,
the value-neutral claim of positivist sci-
ence was being challenged. It is within
this larger context, which Jurgen Haber-
mas calls a “legitimation crisis,” that
feminist perspectives have contributed to
the critique of science, producing an
“awareness of the complexity, historical
contingency, and fragility of the practices
we invent to discover truth about our-
selves” (Lather 1990, 80). Over the past
few decades, the critical voices of those
who have been formerly marginalized
have jointly challenged many of the pre-
vailing assumptions about what consti-
tutes knowledge and how it is produced.
To understand academic feminism and
its constitutive values, it is important to
note that values are infused into all aca-
demic cultures and knowledge produc-
tion and that feminism is only one value
system among many in the academy.
Researchers’ values affect their choice of
topic and the questions they ask about a
topic. Valuing women’s experiences, con-
sciousness raising, and social transforma-
tion has raised social issues that had not
and could not have been addressed by an
androcentric paradigm (e.g., rape, sexual
harassment, battered women, and sexism
in psychotherapy). Sample selection or
interpretation and analyses that do not
take into account the different social
worlds inhabited by men and women, for
example, are value-based research deci-
sions that result in “bad science.”
Neither academic feminism nor the
larger academic culture are monolithic.
There is, however, a set of traditions
deeply engrained in the structure of the
academy and in the conventional norms
for conducting research. Similarly, defini-
tions of feminist scholarship typically
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concede that as a broad intellectual
framework, it includes diverse priorities,
perspectives, activities, and methodolo-
gies. Still, a cohesive culture can be iden-
tified through analyses of how feminist
scholars have consistently identified
basic values that define their ethos and
through which they construct this
emanicipatory knowledge.

Michele A. Paludi and Gertrude A.
Steuernagel (1990) identified the follow-
ing traditional academic norms: (1)
implicit conservatism, (2) objectivity, (3)
the value of cumulative scholarship, (4)
the association of power with expertise,
(5) the superiority of pure knowledge over
applied knowledge, (6) the value of spe-
cialist knowledge, and (7) the value of
individuality and competition. These
norms contrast with the values, beliefs,
and assumptions of feminist culture in
varying degrees and in specific ways.

Various definitions of academic femi-
nism have been supplied, suggesting that
feminists who work in the academy
share three overarching concerns: “a nor-
mative commitment to women’s eman-
cipation, a scientific commitment to the
explanation of women’s oppression, and a
practical commitment to social transfor-
mation.” Academic feminism’s primary
curricular manifestations, women’s stud-
ies, ““takes gender as its primary category
of analysis; emphasizes the relations of
power between women and men; fore-
grounds women’s experience in a way
that does not objectify, victimize, roman-
ticize, or overgeneralize; and seeks to
effect social change. It also recognizes the
importance of race, class, and sexual
identity” (Boxer 1998, 14).

Epistemology is the system of thought
through which questions of truth, author-
ity, what counts for knowledge, and how
one comes to know are addressed. Under-
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standing feminist epistemology is critical
to understanding academic feminism.
Several key assumptions and values drive
academic feminism. These conceptions of
knowledge and truth reflect the values
and material conditions of the socially
constructed female world, or feminist
standpoints.

The social construction of gender and
the centrality of gender as a category of
analysis are the basic assumptions of aca-
demic feminism. Historically, women
have had their choices constrained and
rights curtailed through social, legal, and
economic forces. That has raised women’s
consciousness about the social construc-
tion of gender and provided the impetus
for the larger feminist movement in
which the academic form is rooted. In
feminist scholarship, gender is the central
theoretical dimension.

Feminist inquiry blurs the boundaries
between pure and applied knowledge. As
problem-focused scholarship, academic
feminism challenges the intellectual
superiority and status of theoretical or
pure courses and programs as opposed to
applied or practical research. Feminists
and others whose research is conducted
for the purpose of effecting social change
are challenging the traditional notion
that advocacy and scholarship are incom-
patible.

This boundary crossing relates to the
disciplinary structure of academic knowl-
edge as well as to dichotomous concepts
that predominate in academic culture. In
addition to integrating theory and experi-
ence, academic feminists challenge other
deeply engrained dichotomous concepts
(e.g., body-mind, practice-theory, per-
sonal-professional, women-men) and
their implicit hierarchical relationships.
For example, feminist scholarship dis-
rupts the norm of discrediting emotional

or personal modes of knowledge in favor
of cognitive or impersonal processes.

Through consciousness raising, women
become empowered to reconceptualize
social reality, based on their awareness of
how their own experiences do not fit
within the dominant discourse. Academic
feminists engage in a self-conscious strug-
gle to reject patriarchal perceptions of
women and to reinterpret social reality
based on women’s experiences and values.
Consciousness raising for academic femi-
nists involves a struggle to embrace a con-
sciousness that questions all oppressive
social structures and to use that con-
sciousness to create knowledge.

Feminist scholarship is problem-
focused, action-oriented, and value-based
in its commitment to the emancipation
of women. Despite the great variability
among feminist scholars in their beliefs
about the most effective way to promote
social change, effecting such change is a
unifying principle. Academic feminists’
commitment to transforming institu-
tions of higher education into pluralistic
and caring communities is reflected in
the mission of the National Women’s
Studies Association (NWSA), which is to
realize “a vision of a world free not only
from sexism but also from racism, class-
bias, ageism, heterosexual bias—from all
the ideologies and institutions that have
consciously or unconsciously oppressed
and exploited some for the advantage of
others” (Boxer 1998, 18).

Feminist epistemology is reflected in
methodology, the processes and practices
feminist scholars use to produce knowl-
edge. As researchers, feminists use a mul-
tiplicity of methods, ranging from tradi-
tional to innovative, and often combine
these methods in new ways. One inter-
pretation of feminist methodology at the
level of practice includes the perspective



that women’s intuitive rationality and
feminist political commitment results in
a distinctive method (Stanley and Wise
1983). Another view avoids the search for
a distinctive feminist method and
instead inquires into the ways feminist
research uses the three primary tech-
niques of listening to informants, observ-
ing behavior, and examining historical
records (Harding 1987).

Syntheses of feminist research method-
ology suggest nine characteristic ele-
ments, including (1) reflexivity, (2) con-
sciousness raising, (3) reconceptualization
of the relationship between subject and
object, (4) concern for ethical issues, (5)
emphasis on empowerment and transfor-
mation of institutions through research,
(6) attention to the affective components
of the research, (7) use of the situation at
hand, (8) openness to transdisciplinarity,
and (9) recognition of diversity (Reinharz
1992; Cook and Fonow 1990). Feminist
researchers do not necessarily employ all
of these elements in any one research
project; instead, they represent features
that distinguish feminist research from
other research paradigms.

Feminist scholarship uses a revisionist
approach to reexamine traditional inter-
pretations, conventional wisdom, and
existing frameworks. The tendency of
feminist researchers to reflect upon,
examine critically, and explore analyti-
cally the nature of the research process is
referred to as reflexivity. Feminist schol-
arship questions the “dominance of
methodologies of research, categories of
analysis, and ways of interpreting evi-
dence that distort or block understanding
of women and gender” (Boxer 1998, 18).
Shulamit Reinharz (1992) refers to this as
“feminist distrust.” This critical stance
applies to feminist scholarship itself; fem-
inists are reflexive about the extent to
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which their work is inclusive, nonessen-
tializing, and action-oriented. By identify-
ing their race, class, and gender in the
research process, feminists recognize and
make explicit the influence of their social
location in conducting research.

As revisionist scholarship, academic
feminism challenges the tendency of
institutions of higher education toward
conservatism. The conservative norm in
higher education places a value on mod-
els and theories based on an accumulative
body of knowledge; thus paradigms of
inquiry that undercut existing frame-
works are resisted. Expertise, or specialist
knowledge, is highly valued in the acad-
emy. This value permeates the teacher-
student relationships. The teacher-as-
expert model is challenged by feminists,
who bring a philosophy of shared power
and responsibility to the classroom.

Consciousness raising is integrated
into feminist research in various ways.
Feminist consciousness is first used as a
kind of “double vision” through which
the researcher sees the world both as a
scholar and a woman; she is able to use
her experiences with and responses to
oppression to provide insight into the
research. Second, feminist researchers
may use research for its consciousness-
raising effects, that is, to motivate partic-
ipants to take action against oppressive
structures and processes (Fonow and
Cook 1991).

In rejecting the rigid dichotomy of sub-
ject and object, feminist scholars chal-
lenge the norm that strict separation of
the researcher from the researched pro-
duces more valid knowledge. In locating
the researcher as a gendered being (or as
having a certain class, race, or sexual ori-
entation), feminist research recognizes
how the web of social relations influ-
ences the analytical and interpretive
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processes of research and shapes the life
of the researcher. The recognition that
the beliefs, interests, desires, and behav-
iors of the researcher affect the results of
the analysis underlies feminist re-
searchers’ attempts to make these sub-
jective elements explicit in their work,
rather than to ascribe to an illusory
objectivity. Many feminist researchers
recognize the importance of the personal
experience of the researcher and are
reflexive about the relationship between
experience and research in the presenta-
tion of data (Reinharz 1992).

Feminists’ contributions to the philos-
ophy of science have intensified the dia-
logue with a critique of objectivity that
investigates how participatory values
enhance objectivity and upholds the
legitimacy of perspectival knowledge. In
this conception of objectivity, openly
political and value-laden research pro-
duces more complete and less distorted
versions of social realities because it does
not presume to seek universal truth or
essentialize human experience.

Ethical questions in feminist scholar-
ship are typically concerned with the
level of empathy and respect established
in the researcher and participant rela-
tionship. This feminist ethic of egalitari-
anism contrasts with the scientific ethic
of detachment and role differentiation
between the researcher and the subject.
Issues of reciprocity between researcher
and researched and other ethical con-
cerns are frequently addressed in all
aspects of the research process.

For many feminist scholars, the goals
of social change and institutional trans-
formation are obligatory and can be
accomplished either through implement-
ing the results of research or through its
consciousness-raising effects. The state-
ment of purpose, topic selection, theoret-

ical orientation, choice of method, view
of human nature, and definitions of the
feminist researcher’s role are based in the
value of women’s empowerment. Even
when conducting basic research, femi-
nists typically derive policy implications
that address how their research can con-
tribute to the welfare of women. Femi-
nists employ a wide range of ways to
engage the reader in the research, such as
allowing participants to speak for them-
selves in the interview process, produc-
ing these direct quotes in the written
report, and revealing themselves in the
interpretation and analysis.

Feminists recognize the affective
dimension of research as an important
source of insight. In interpreting the
female world, feminist researchers attend
to and validate the “private, emotional,
interiorized, intimate world” (Cook and
Fonow 1990, 73). Carol Gilligan’s path-
breaking research on female moral devel-
opment discovered the centrality of car-
ing in women’s worldview and approach
to resolving moral dilemmas (1982).
Patricia Hill Collins developed an alter-
native epistemology in her work on black
feminist thought, based on the ethic of
caring. When the ethic of caring is used
to validate knowledge claims, it includes
an emphasis on individual uniqueness,
the acceptance of the appropriateness of
emotions in dialogue, and the cultivation
of the capacity for empathy (1990).

The use of the situation at hand, or an
emphasis on creativity, spontaneity, and
improvisation in the selection of topic
and method, is a characteristic of femi-
nist approaches that comes from the tra-
ditions of ethnomethodology and phe-
nomenology. Feminists’ use of ordinary
situations to reveal otherwise hidden
processes may be viewed as a survival
mechanism, given the underrepresenta-



tion of women in traditional research
institutions and inadequate funding for
feminist research (Fonow and Cook
1991).

Feminist research draws upon empiri-
cal data, analyses, and methodologies
from multiple disciplines. Feminists
work within the traditions of their disci-
plinary homes and across the borders of
other disciplines in an effort to be “con-
nected knowers” (Belenky et al. 1986).
Reinharz (1992) suggests that the ability
to cross disciplinary boundaries is re-
lated to women’s sense of connectedness
in moral reasoning as found by Carol
Gilligan.

Recognition of women’s diversity has
become “the new criterion for feminist
research excellence” (Reinharz 1992,
253). Since the early 1970s, feminist
scholars have challenged themselves to
increasingly confront all diversity issues
in their work, including racism, classism,
and ethnocentricity. As a field, women’s
studies strives to maintain a balance in
the curriculum with respect to gender,
race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and
social class. Feminists believe that diver-
sified participant samples and case stud-
ies lead to more precise conceptualiza-
tions. A predominant feature of feminist
research is to criticize one’s lack of atten-
tion to diversity issues, thus creating a
new methodological norm. The feminist
ideal of recognizing human diversity in
research has contributed to a more
socially conscious science. The develop-
ment of multicultural, global, and post-
colonial feminisms has transformed cen-
tral ideas about the philosophy of science
(Narayan and Harding 2000).

Although these features of feminist
research methodology have been identi-
fied through an examination of feminist
research studies, they comprise a collec-
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tion of methods used, not a prescription
for how to conduct feminist research.
Scholars who have undertaken syntheses
of feminist methodology have noted the
ambiguity and controversy that are asso-
ciated with many of these stated tenden-
cies in feminist inquiry.

Lynn Safarik

See also Part 3: Feminist Pedagogy;
Feminist Research Methodology
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Feminist Ethics
Feminist ethical theories provide unique
lenses for helping to determine what one
ought to do and deciding on a course of
action in the face of competing ethical
principles. Such lenses can guide the
higher education practitioner to make
more adequate ethical decisions.
Feminist ethicists claim that ethical
action is required of the feminist enter-
prise and is central to all feminist dia-
logue. They describe the moral obliga-
tions of feminist thought and action,
which contribute to an understanding of
ethical psychological practice. Although
feminist ethics involves much of what
traditional ethics does—that is, examina-
tion of the nature, consequences, and
motives of action—feminist ethics goes
beyond this by asserting a mandate to
empower individuals to create just social
structures that ensure that people are
attentively and justly cared for and to
nurture each person’s potential within
her or his particular context.

Feminist thought is not unitary; there
exist multiple feminisms, including lib-
eral Marxist, radical, relational, and post-
modern. Each feminist theory has its
own perspective that informs ethical
thought. Although feminist ethicists and
theorists dispute some issues, there is
general agreement on the broad, central
themes that define feminist ethics. They
assert that women and their experiences
have moral significance; attentiveness
and subjective knowledge can illuminate
moral issues; ethical practitioners should
engage in an analysis of context and the
power dynamics inherent in that context;
an ethical feminist critique of male dis-
tortions of reality must be accompanied
by a critique of racist, classist, and homo-
phobic distortions; and ethical psycho-
logical practice requires action directed
at achieving social justice. Each of these
themes is discussed more fully in what
follows.

Feminist ethicists insist that women
and their experiences have moral signifi-
cance. This theme draws on the feminist
observation that moral philosophy has
been largely a male enterprise. Thus, the
“understanding” of women has developed
under a patriarchy that privileges male
insights, beliefs, and experiences. Under
patriarchy, rigid, narrow roles that
women are assigned often are trans-
formed into pervasive caricatures that fail
to capture the complexity of women’s
experiences. Feminists call for the need to
eradicate the misrepresentation, distor-
tion, and oppression of women resulting
from a historically male interpretation of
women’s experiences. They voice the
need to expose individual and institu-
tional practices that have denied women
access to education and jobs and have
devalued and suppressed women. Femi-
nist ethicists attend to women’s experi-



ences to achieve a more adequate under-
standing of the complexities and diversi-
ties of women. They claim that the expe-
riences of women, such as mothering,
women’s friendships, peace making, and
collective and collaborative decisionmak-
ing, are important areas for identifying
ethical concerns and issues. From the
experiences of women, feminists have
described feminine values, such as atten-
tive love, connectedness, responsibility
for others, and the ethic of care.

The last value was described by Carol
Gilligan in 1982. She claimed that care is
a moral orientation that could be identi-
fied by examining the voices of women
and girls as they face moral dilemmas.
Gilligan and other relational feminists
argued that experiences of subordination
and inequality that circumscribe the
lives of women and girls give rise to a
moral self grounded in human connec-
tions and concern for others. Relational
feminists emphasize the differences
between men and women and distin-
guish between the “feminine self” and
associated values characterized by the
“feminine voice.” In contrast, they claim
the “masculine voice” is socialized to be
concerned with abstract rules of justice.

Relational feminists have generally
advanced three notions. First, they offer a
critique of the Kantian moral theory that
posits abstract reasoning as the pinnacle
of human thought. Relational feminists
claim that women’s subjective knowl-
edge is just as valid. Although Immanuel
Kant argued in the latter 1700s that
women were less able to reason than
men and therefore should be excluded
from moral decisionmaking, relational
feminists argue that women’s more sub-
jective epistemology gives them greater
ethical sensibility than men. They do not
claim women as incapable of abstract,
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principled reasoning but rather suggest
that the attention they give to others pro-
vides women access to subjective knowl-
edge informed by both rationality and
affect. Second, relational feminists
emphasize the values of empathy, nur-
turance, and caring over or in addition to
justice, rights, and moral rules. They see
women’s qualities as equal to men’s; for
example, what might be called “women’s
passivity” is thought of as peacefulness,
and dependence can be redefined as help-
fulness. Finally, relational feminists chal-
lenge the ideas of individualistic moral
choice derived from Kant’s moral imper-
atives. Instead, they emphasize relation-
ships and connections with others. As
opposed to a rights-based morality that
values autonomy and independence, rela-
tional feminists suggest relationship-
based morality, grounded in interdepen-
dence, connections to one another, and
responsibilities for each other. They offer
the mother-child relationship as an alter-
native paradigm to the autonomous man.

Empirical research shows that although
the ethic of care can be identified in indi-
viduals’ moral responses, gender differ-
ences are not found to the degree origi-
nally asserted by relational feminists. In
fact, feminists have argued that the
“woman equals care, and man equals jus-
tice” dichotomy is dangerous because it
essentializes gender, maintains women as
subordinate, and fails to attend suffi-
ciently to the diversity among women.
Liberal feminists advocate that rather
than celebrate women’s caring attributes,
the oppressive structures that relegate
women to the private sphere and men to
the public must be changed. Liberal femi-
nists argue that the ethic of justice and
the ethic of care are important for both
men and women and should be integrated
into one moral theory.
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The second theme of feminist ethics
asserts that attentiveness and subjective
knowledge can illuminate moral issues.
In placing greater knowledge on women'’s
experiences than on preordained cate-
gories (e.g., right and wrong, good and
evil), feminist ethics places great impor-
tance on grounded knowledge. Ethical
feminists examine the cognitive, affec-
tive, and subjective realities of women’s
experiences. In part out of reaction to the
hegemony of rational objective science,
feminist ethics demands that one con-
stantly analyze the process and outcomes
of knowledge construction from a gen-
dered sociocultural perspective. Being
subjective means that the ethical femi-
nist (administrator, researcher, therapist)
is obliged to consider the other’s (stu-
dent, research participant, client) point of
view and to integrate that reality into the
knowledge process, so as to reflect both
scientific and personal integrity.

Although most feminists urge the cele-
bration of women'’s values, relationships,
and unique moral perspectives, they do
not claim that men cannot attain them,
nor do they devalue male virtues and
attributes. However, radical feminists
(e.g., Daly 1984; Raymond 1986) view
women’s attributes, moral sensibilities,
and affective relational skills as innately
different or arising from biologically
based experiences, such as women'’s abil-
ity to give birth and to nurse. Thus, they
claim that women’s values and virtues
are unique to women and unavailable to
men. Radical feminists raise the question
of how to separate the true nature, ethics,
and epistemology of women when their
subjectivities have developed within
patriarchy. They envision the moral
course of women collectively living sepa-
rate from men and outside patriarchy.
Women may not be able to dismantle

patriarchy, but, radical feminists argue,
they can save themselves through femi-
nist-womanist ways of knowing, doing,
and being that are separate from males
and the masculine. Radical feminists
denounce patriarchal attempts to name
and thereby assert power over and deter-
mine the limits and boundaries of
women’s experiences and subjectivities.
In place of irredeemably male assertions
such as “truth” and “the good,” radical
feminists propose normative and sepa-
rate women’s ways of knowing and
being.

Although recognizing the value of the
critique of patriarchy, many feminists
view separatism as counterproductive.
These feminists claim that engagement
in oppressive structures is necessary to
achieve the feminist social agenda of
working for the collective good. They
caution that embracing women’s subjec-
tivity as “women’s ways of knowing”
may reinforce stereotypes. Moreover,
radical theories based on the essential
nature of women create a false universal-
ism that assumes all women share a
“common nature,” regardless of race,
ethnicity, class, or attributes that influ-
ence how their identities are constructed.
Such claims to universality are not sup-
ported by empirical research.

Feminist ethicists make a third asser-
tion that a feminist critique must be
accompanied by a critique of all discrim-
inatory distortions. Feminists caution
against focusing only on gender oppres-
sion, thereby privileging experiences of
Caucasian heterosexual middle-class
women over those of women of color,
lesbians, poor women, or any woman
who lives outside North American and
North European dominant contexts.
Treating women as a unitary group may
unwittingly endorse restrictive rather



than emancipatory views of women.
Although gender has been located at the
intersection of other important loci of
oppression (e.g., ethnicity, culture, class,
age, sexual orientation, ability, linguistic
status), for most women, gender is not
the most salient variable on which they
experience interpersonal and sociopoliti-
cal oppression. Out of ethical concern for
liberating oppressed people, feminists
embrace human diversity as a require-
ment and a foundation for practice and
have a mandate to work for the empow-
erment of all oppressed groups. The goal
of feminist ethics is not only to liberate
women from oppression but to rid the
world of all oppressions.

Feminist standpoint theory raises the
question of how various standpoints arise
out of the conditions surrounding them
and how they are constructed within
subjective consciousness. By grounding
claims to women'’s virtues in the unique
particularities of each woman’s experi-
ences, standpoint theory can thereby
account for the differences among
women as well as between men and
women. Moral adequacy depends on pay-
ing loving attention to the particularities
of individuals’ and communities’ narra-
tives while examining these particulari-
ties in light of their unique sociocultural
contexts and entering into their perspec-
tives. Thus, the ethical feminist (admin-
istrator, researcher, therapist) is obliged
to take the other’s (student, research par-
ticipant, client) point of view.

Fourth, feminist ethics obliges people
to engage in an analysis of the context
and the power dynamics inherent in any
context. Because both just and caring
attention reveals the power hierarchies
inherent in each particular situation,
feminist ethics requires that practition-
ers critique the ways in which their own
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positions in the hierarchy of power
within any context affects their percep-
tions and moral sensitivities. This self-
critique and analysis of power relation-
ships must occur in all ethical responses.

Postmodernism has offered important
tools for analyzing power and a method
for deconstructing how “woman” has
been constructed in patriarchy. Like fem-
inists, postmodernists challenge the
assertion of absolute objectivity and
interrogate ways of knowing and inher-
ent power hierarchies that affect what is
accepted as “knowledge.” However, post-
modernism is problematic for most fem-
inists, for if realities are merely construc-
tions rising out of specific contexts, then
no universal experience may be claimed.
In the absence of a moral absolute or uni-
versal truth, how can one speak of moral
arguments against oppression or ethical
action required of an ethical feminist
practitioner? Postmodernism rejects all
grand narratives or overarching explana-
tory theories, including the one that pro-
vides a theoretical explanation for forces
such as patriarchy and sexism. Thus,
although postmodernism does not legit-
imize oppression, neither does it chal-
lenge it, thereby maintaining the status
quo. Feminists, on the contrary, assert
that analysis of gender oppression can
illuminate oppression and dominance
over other groups and that, once
revealed, practitioners then have a
responsibility to act.

The final theme of feminist ethics
requires action directed at achieving
social justice. Feminist ethics is con-
cerned not only with what ought to be
but with how to bring about what is
more in line with what ought to be. Eth-
ical feminists have a mandate to use
their knowledge to bring about individ-
ual, familial, communal, educational,
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institutional, legal, and social change.
Where structures are not amenable to
equity for all, they must be altered to be
made more just.

As a prerequisite for ethical action,
virtue ethicists have argued that moral
character or virtue is necessary. Virtue
ethics intersects with both principle
ethics and feminist consciousness to
name the characteristics of a virtuous
agent of change: autonomy, nonmalefi-
cence, beneficence, justice, and fidelity.
However, some feminists have worried
that virtue ethics can become too indi-
vidualistic and can shift focus away from
the structures that maintain a meritoc-
racy that rewards individual men and
Caucasian women. They argue that fem-
inists should place more importance on
the shared process of discovery, expres-
sion, interpretation, and adjustment
between people and seek solutions that
affect entire communities rather than
only individuals and occur in collabora-
tion rather than competition.

Because all persons are embedded in
their own social context, as they critique
and strive to change the status quo, they
must confront the same system that
gives them privilege. It is at this point
that people tend to walk away from the
challenge. However, feminist ethics
demands moving beyond individual
moral action to the place where ethics
intersects with political action. Ethical
feminist practice works to create the
structural and cultural conditions for
self-determination. The ultimate goal of
feminist ethics is to enhance the human
condition and to create a more just and
caring world for all. Feminist ethics is
emerging and being refined and will con-
tinue to offer more adequate lenses for
higher education and all who seek better

ways to make ethical decisions and to
achieve social justice.

Kalina M. Brabeck and
Mary M. Brabeck

See also Part 8: Ethics and Practice
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Feminist Pedagogy
The term “pedagogy” commonly refers to
teaching practices, the approaches teach-
ers use to convey their subject matter to
students. “Feminist pedagogies” are ex-
plicitly designed to foster equal access,
participation, and engagement for all stu-
dents in the learning process. Their prac-
titioners seek to oppose sexism, racism,
social class prejudice, and homophobia as
barriers to equality. Moreover they wish
to enable students, particularly female
students, to create an education that fos-
ters personal awakening and growth as
well as social equality and justice.
Although originally focused primarily
on methodologies, as distinct from sub-
ject matter, the term “feminist pedagogy”
increasingly embraces the whole process
of classroom knowledge construction.
Although originally conceived primarily
in terms of women’s perspectives, femi-
nist pedagogies increasingly reflect stu-
dents’ and teachers’ multiple identities
and positions in settings of educational
diversity—identities given by class, race,



culture, age, and other dimensions, as
well as gender. The exploration of partic-
ipants’ social positions, both consciously
understood and unconsciously felt, both
vis-a-vis each other and as they reflect
wider societal networks, becomes central
to the educational process. Knowledge for
both personal liberation and egalitarian
social change comes from exploring these
relationships.

The principles behind the development
of feminist pedagogies in the last twenty
years reflect many strands of progressive
historical educational thought. They
include the work of John Dewey and his
followers in the 1920s and later, who
believed in the classroom as a student-
centered learning community whose val-
ues could help lead to a more egalitarian
social order; and more recently the work
of Paulo Freire, whose “liberation”
model of pedagogy stems from his liter-
acy work with Brazilian peasants and is
rooted in Marxism and Latin American
liberation theologies. Freire sought the
empowerment of oppressed peoples in
opposition to the repressive ideology and
practices of dominant groups who robbed
them of their language, identity, and
power. However, his work has been criti-
cized for ignoring the multiple and con-
tradictory locations that make people
simultaneously members of both op-
pressed and oppressor groups; in particu-
lar, exploited men’s subjugation of
women but also white women’s racism
toward women of color.

Feminist teachers, while sharing
Dewey’s and Freire’s commitments to
student empowerment, also diverge from
these schools in that they claim a com-
mitment to women students, a concern
with gender as a category of analysis for
their teaching practices, and a notion
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that women and men (and by extension
other diverse groups) might have differ-
ent, even oppositional educational needs
and interests. The particular concern for
women students as different from men in
the classroom is representative of the
challenges posed by women’s studies
scholarship and feminist theorists in the
1980s and 1990s to the universalism and
false objectivity of male-dominated West-
ern thought. Both feminist and postmod-
ern scholars assert that knowledge is
always constructed in a social context;
the fact that the “norm” is always male,
white, and privileged and that other per-
spectives are ignored represents societal
power arrangements and the dominance
of a repressive minority over educational
and cultural institutions. As women’s
studies scholarship has transformed the
academic disciplines to include the expe-
riences of women, people of color, and
other marginalized groups, so the class-
room has increasingly become an arena
for the intersection of these new and pre-
viously silenced perspectives.

The 1960s women’s liberation move-
ment was the second inspiration for fem-
inist pedagogies. Along with creating
women’s studies programs in colleges and
universities worldwide, the women'’s lib-
eration movement engendered the con-
sciousness-raising groups by which
women began to explore and articulate
their own experiences and feelings pub-
licly for the first time. In resistance to the
more abstract, intellectualized, and global
focus of the New Left in general (as well
as its sexism) but sharing its commitment
to fundamental political change, these
groups delved into their subjective experi-
ences, feelings and emotions, and per-
sonal histories to articulate theories that
could lead to common social action on



132 Women in Higher Education

behalf of improving women’s lives. These
groups were leaderless, localized, collec-
tive, and unstructured, assuming and
relying on a commonality of concerns
among all women to realize their goals.
They bequeathed to formal educational
settings and to feminist pedagogy an
attentiveness to student personal experi-
ence, a respect for the emotions as a valid
source of learning, and a view of the
teacher as a facilitator and equal partici-
pant rather than a distant authority.

A third inspiration for feminist pedago-
gies has been the ongoing research on
female students at all levels from kinder-
garten through college, which shows that
girls and women are consistently disad-
vantaged by the practices and atmos-
phere of traditional, male-dominated,
and hierarchically organized classrooms.
At every educational level and in every
country that has been studied, it has been
shown that female students speak less
than males and receive less teacher atten-
tion and mentoring. Although females on
the whole do well in school, it is males
who have traditionally excelled, particu-
larly in the higher grades and in math and
science.

Although many aspects of institutional
sexism have been identified, feminist
theorists in the fields of education and
psychology specifically suggested that
traditional teaching approaches favor
males; girls and women benefit from
classroom atmospheres that are collabo-
rative rather than competitive and con-
cerned with “connected” and relational
approaches to learning rather than sepa-
rate, analytical, and rational ones. What-
ever strides have been made, however, it
is clear that women still lag behind in
important areas linked to success in later
life, most notably in the new realms of

computers, engineering, and educational
technology.

In weaving together these complex
legacies and lessons, feminist teachers
had evolved a variety of specific teaching
methods by the mid-1980s. They included
collaborative learning groups and projects,
the evocation of students’ personal reac-
tions and experiences in journals, shared
classroom decisionmaking, student-led
discussions, and many more. Moreover,
just as in the evolution of feminist theory
itself, major upheavals in the feminist
classroom have transformed the early
models of feminist teaching since 1980.
Women of color and lesbians, particularly
the former, have pointed out that white
middle-class academic feminists have cre-
ated women'’s studies scholarship in their
own image, ignoring more marginalized
and oppressed women just as male theory
had ignored all women. In educational
settings, the emphasis on sharing individ-
ual “personal experiences” tends to
silence the women, often women of color,
who are in the minority in any particular
classroom.

Simultaneously, the classroom search
for commonalities in the experiences of
all women thwarted the evolution of the-
ory from contradictory and different per-
spectives, leaving its construction to the
dominant group—white heterosexual
women—and leaving women of color and
others at the margins. White students
often resist seeing themselves as socially
positioned and privileged by their white-
ness. They like to speak simply as indi-
viduals (or globalized “human beings,
just people”) while preferring to treat
women of color as anomalies. As bell
hooks (1990) puts it, “Black students
sometimes sense that feminism is really
a private cult whose members are white”



(29). Black students’ relentless efforts to
link all discussions of gender with race
may be contested by white students, who
see this as deflecting attention away from
feminist concerns. And so suddenly the
feminist classroom is no longer the safe
haven many women students imagined.
Instead it presents conflict, tension, and
hostility. Faced with such challenges,
which split apart the presumed unities of
both women of color and white women
and lesbian and heterosexual women, as
well as the assumed dichotomies
between males and females, feminist
teachers have begun to write about and
explicate these “conflicts, tensions, and
hostilities” in the feminist classroom.
The recent work in feminist pedagogy
has embraced what Carmen Luke in Aus-
tralia calls a “foundation of difference,”
what Kathleen Weiler calls a “feminist
pedagogy of difference,” and what
Frances A. Maher and Mary Kay Thomp-
son Tetreault call “pedagogies of posi-
tionality” (Luke 1992; Weiler 1991;
Maher and Tetreault 2000). Differences
of power, learning styles, cultural and
class backgrounds, and other variables
that students and teachers bring to the
classroom are the persistent stumbling
blocks, once avoided by feminist teach-
ers, where feminist pedagogies now
begin. The goal is not to replicate these
power relationships but to challenge and
change them. For example, much work
has recently been done on the concept of
“whiteness” and other positions of privi-
lege; pedagogies of positionality encour-
age the excavations of privilege in the
classroom (McIntosh 1992; Maher and
Tetreault 1997). If white students come
to see that whiteness is a position, just
like gender, then race and gender can be
seen as relational and interactive: each
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side constructs the other in a constantly
shifting dynamic that feminist teachers
can work both to reveal and transform.
The resulting knowledge is not hierarchi-
cally ordered but rather always contextu-
alized—and evolving.

The challenges mounted by lesbians
and students and faculty of color to false
commonalities of experience and theory
have been joined by another false assump-
tion underlying early ideas of feminist
pedagogy—namely, that feminist teachers
could relinquish their authority in the
name, again, of a common sisterhood. As
academics, they have had to come to
terms with the hierarchical nature of the
academy, the need for feminists to estab-
lish themselves within their academic
fields, the expectations of both female
and male students for their teachers to be
experts, and the responsibilities of evalu-
ating students. Unable to relinquish it
altogether, practitioners of feminist peda-
gogy are challenged to come up with new
grounds for their authority, in the context
of creating democratic and feminist class-
rooms within undemocratic and andro-
centric educational institutions.

Feminist professors tend to see class-
room authority as not fixed but rather as
a set of relations that can be acknowl-
edged as grounded in teachers and stu-
dents evolving various connections to
each other and the material. Such teach-
ers emphasize their scholarly expertise as
an important part of their own experi-
ence that they bring to bear on their
courses. Their stance challenges the tra-
ditional dichotomy in academia between
“experience” and “expertise.”

The acknowledgement of these dynam-
ics of difference, whether of gender, race,
culture, or pedagogical authority, illus-
trates the ongoing challenges faced by
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feminist teachers and the difficulties they
encounter. Experimentation continues
with collaborative classroom dynamics,
in which teachers position students as
authorities and push them to articulate
their varying positions in relation to a
vibrant and growing literature. Feminist
teachers are always “in process” (Maher
and Tetreault 2000). Furthermore, posi-
tional pedagogies reflect the current ten-
sions in feminist theory between the
postmodern construction of “woman” as
a shifting product of relational discourses
and an emphasis on the real oppression of
many women. In the classroom, to see
everyone as positioned is not to see every
position as equally valid, but rather to
uncover the complex and shifting rela-
tions of privilege that are masked by any
one ideological position, even that of “all
women.” Moreover, to shift “feminist
pedagogy” toward “pedagogies of posi-
tionality” does not mean giving up com-
mitments to social justice and equality
for actual women and others beyond the
classroom and beyond our local and
national borders. The future of pedagogy,
feminist pedagogy, and pedagogies of dif-
ference and positionality lies, like other
educational issues, in societal changes
beyond the classroom and beyond educa-
tional institutions. Yet although class-
rooms reflect the power dynamics of the
larger society, they also offer arenas in
which to observe and challenge them.

An earlier version of this essay appears
as pp. 1526-1529 in The Routledge Inter-
national Encyclopedia of Women, eds.
Cheris Kramarae and Dale Spender, Lon-
don, UK: Routledge, 2000.

Frances A. Mabher,
with Mary Kay Tetreault

See also Part 3: Feminist Epistemology;

Feminist Research Methodology; Part 4:
Women’s Studies
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Feminist Research Methodology

Feminist methodology is a way of con-
ducting research with sensitivity toward
feminist goals. It is the composite of a



136 Women in Higher Education

feminist political perspective and research
techniques, theoretical approaches, and
epistemologies used to guide research.
Feminist research generally has advanced
the position of women in higher educa-
tion by promoting the development of
women’s studies as an academic discipline
and by bringing a critical gender perspec-
tive to the study of the core realms of
other disciplines, especially those in the
social sciences. The development of a
feminist methodology arises from femi-
nist critiques of conventional ideas about
how to do research. A number of femi-
nisms exist. Employing them as guides to
the conduct of research and the selection
of techniques and epistemologies consti-
tutes feminist methodology.

Three specific goals are common to
feminist inquiry: to make gender visible
as an oppressive structure, to critically
examine theories that are nonfeminist or
androcentric, and to work toward social
change. Qualitative techniques are often
employed by feminist researchers because
they are compatible with feminist politi-
cal goals. They share concern for multiple
viewpoints, the potential exploitative
relationship between researcher and
respondent, reflexivity, and the use of per-
sonal experience in research. However,
we can distinguish between qualitative
methods and feminist methodology as
different analytically: one is constructed
around a set of research techniques,
whereas the other emphasizes a political
perspective.

Although feminist scholars have con-
tributed new methodologies to the acad-
emy, there is much debate over exactly
what it is that they have provided and
how it has changed methodology. The
debates stem from two fundamental
issues. The first involves determining
what constitutes a method. The word

“method” refers to the techniques used
for gathering data, whereas methodology
is “a theory and analysis of how research
does and should proceed” (Harding 1987).
The second is linked to discussions of
feminist theory and the existence of mul-
tiple feminisms. Shulamit Reinharz
(1992) claims that a feminist perspective
is guided by feminist theory. The exis-
tence of three feminist epistemologies—
feminist empiricism, feminist standpoint
theories, and postmodern feminism—
complicates using feminist theory as a
guide for defining a feminist methodol-
ogy or for even identifying a common
link in a class of feminist methodologies.
The question of what distinguishes a
feminist methodology from qualitative
methods involves these issues.

As an element of research design,
methods are one part of a variety of deci-
sions that must be made about how
research will be conducted. These deci-
sions include the selection of (1) tech-
niques for collecting and analyzing data,
(2) political perspectives that set the
objectives of the research, (3) theoretical
approaches that identify the theories
employed to interpret the data, and (4)
epistemological (and ontological) posi-
tions that describe the theories of knowl-
edge acquisition (and knowledge itself),
which are used to determine who has
knowledge and what kinds of evidence
are needed to validate knowledge (as well
as what things can be known). Although
methodology is a synthesis of these four
decisions, each one can be considered
analytically distinct such that a variety
of combinations exist in the practice of
research. However, some combinations
are more likely than others. Certain
techniques are better suited to fulfilling
the political objectives of a research proj-
ect or are more consistent with specific
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Feminist research methodology takes into account the diverse personal and cultural
experiences of researchers in how they interact with their subjects (Painetworks)

theoretical approaches and epistemologi-
cal positions.

This issue of compatibility has made it
difficult to distinguish qualitative meth-
ods from feminist methodologies, but
several distinctions separate the two.
First, they emphasize different elements
of the four decisions described above.
Qualitative methods are a category of
research techniques employed to collect
data that reveal information about qual-
ity and process rather than about quantity
or magnitude. Particular data collection
techniques are interviews, participant
observation, and textual and semiotic
analyses. Types of interviews include oral
histories, semistructured in-depth inter-
views (conversational-style interviews),
and focus groups in which participants

are interviewed collectively and discuss
issues with each other and the researcher.
Participant observation involves the
interaction of the researcher in the setting
of his or her informants. Data are col-
lected from observation using the five
senses, through interaction with partici-
pants as they go about their daily lives
and participate in events, and through
conversation. Textual and semiotic analy-
ses are used to interpret documents
(archival or other) and forms of material
culture such as pictorial signs or building.

Although qualitative methods empha-
size research technique, feminist method-
ologies embrace a feminist political per-
spective that defines the subject of the
inquiry. Feminism is a broad perspective
that is applied to the research methods of
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individual disciplines. The feminist
researcher exists at the intersection. All
of the techniques used in the researcher’s
discipline—both quantitative and qualita-
tive—are available to her or him. How-
ever, the methods are employed from the
perspective of a feminist. The goals of a
feminist political perspective are making
the invisible visible, bringing the margin
to the center, rendering the trivial impor-
tant, focusing on women as competent
actors, studying women as subjects rather
than objects for men, and paying atten-
tion to how the lack of knowledge about
gender is constructed.

Similarly, Sandra Harding rejects the
idea that specific techniques produce
high-quality feminist research and
focuses instead on the incorporation of
three features into the research: (1) draw-
ing on women’s experiences in political
struggles as a resource for social analysis;
(2) designing research for women that
addresses problems of interest to women
from a perspective that helps them to
understand how they might change their
experience of oppression; and (3) rejecting
the objective stance that hides a
researcher’s positionality in relation to
her subjects and instead directly
acknowledges the conditions of the rela-
tionship. These factors “can be thought
of as methodological features because
they show us how to apply the general
structure of scientific theory to research
on women and gender. They can also be
thought of as epistemological ones
because they imply theories of knowl-
edge different from the traditional ones”
(Harding 1987, 9-10).

A coherent feminist methodology is
complicated by the existence of multiple
feminisms. Multiple feminisms arise, in
part, from the variety of epistemological

positions adopted by different groups of
feminists. There are three feminist epis-
temologies commonly used today. The
first, feminist empiricism, is a way of
knowing that incorporates a sensitivity
to feminist concerns into the practice of
empiricism. It improves the practice of
science by showing how sexist and
androcentric prejudices in the practice
and institutions of science have informed
how we think. Some argue this perspec-
tive creates a more objective knowledge
claim because women are more likely to
recognize the importance of gender in an
analysis than nonfeminist researchers
(Harding 1987). However, there is no rea-
son to focus on objectivity if one of the
projects of feminism is to show how
objectivity is an impossible goal and rig-
orous adherence to the tenets of the sci-
entific method cannot eliminate gender
bias by itself. That is the position of the
second epistemology, feminist stand-
point theory, which argues against scien-
tific objectivity, claiming it promotes a
“view from nowhere” (Haraway 1991).
Standpoint theory presents a view cen-
tered on the feminine because a marginal
perspective is thought to be better suited
for showing a less distorted picture than
one coming from a masculine, hegemonic
perspective. This theory, rather than
breaking down the masculine-feminine
dualism, privileges feminine concepts
instead. “In this sense, feminist scholar-
ship remains a modernist project with
political and progressive aims” (McDow-
ell 1999, 228). That is the criticism of
standpoint theory from the postmodern
feminist position, the third epistemology.
Postmodernist feminism rejects the mas-
culine-feminine dualism, challenges the
idea that a women'’s perspective is differ-
ent from a man’s perspective, and argues



that women cannot have a unified iden-
tity. Instead of a women-centered inquiry,
postmodern feminists focus on gender
and power relations as a subject consti-
tuted through discourse.

The debates among the three episte-
mological positions present two major
problems for defining a coherent feminist
theory: “One is the dilemma of how to
generalize about women while recogniz-
ing the inexhaustible differences among
them; the other is the dilemma of how to
assert the truth of one’s claims while rec-
ognizing that intelligent women may dis-
agree” (Jaggar and Rothenberg 1993, 79).

Women, and feminist men, for that
matter, may subscribe to different episte-
mologies. Judith Grant attributes these
problems to feminists’ attempts to
ground theory in the concepts of
“woman” and women’s experiences in
the early conceptions of feminist empiri-
cism and feminist standpoint theories.
These two concepts serve to essentialize
the characteristics of women and fix a
feminist perspective that neglects differ-
ences among women and women’s expe-
riences. Providing an explanation as to
why early feminism tended to define
“woman” as white and middle-class,
Grant argues that it is a consequence of
the focus on experience in feminism. The
preferred methodological tool of early
feminists for defining oppression was one
that emphasized their personal experi-
ences. Personal experience was tied to a
universal womanhood. Because most
early feminist writers were white
women, the focus on their personal expe-
rience served to neglect differences
between women in early feminism
(Grant 1993). The rejection by postmod-
ernists of the concepts of “woman” and
women’s experiences and the debates
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mentioned previously serve to fragment
feminism and complicate the creation of
a feminist methodology.

Despite very contentious debates
among proponents of each epistemology,
there is ample evidence to suggest that a
set of common goals have emerged, par-
ticularly from modifications made to
each of the three in response to criticism.
First, feminist empiricism does not
adhere strictly to the tenets of empiri-
cism. It diverges in three important ways
that have the consequence of transform-
ing the traditional idea of objectivity: (1)
the feminist views of a researcher will
matter to her or his ability to engage in
good science; (2) research and political
values cannot be separated; and (3) the
existence of the gender system in institu-
tions will affect the practice of good
research. This interpretation of feminist
empiricism offers some overlap with
standpoint theory regarding questions
about who has knowledge. Second, Grant
(1993) shows how feminist standpoint
and postmodern feminist theories have
been appearing more similar, in that both
are concerned with the recognition of dif-
ference in women’s experiences. Rather
than grounding feminist theory in a
woman’s standpoint, a variety of stand-
points exist to account for differences
among women. In addition, a feminist
standpoint provides an interpretation of
women’s experiences such that alliances
can be established despite differences.
Feminists have adopted the postmodern
focus on gender and power relationships,
emphasizing the social construction of
femininity and masculinity and the exis-
tence of multiple gendered identities
(McDowell 1999). These changes open up
the possibility that all three epistemolo-
gies share a feminist political perspective
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in which feminist methodologies have
some common objectives.

Christine L. Jocoy

See also Part 3: Feminist Epistemology;
Feminist Pedagogy
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Part 4

WOMEN IN THE CURRICULUM






Overview

he integration of material by and

about women into the higher educa-
tion curriculum in the United States
grew out of the women’s liberation
movement of the late 1960s and early
1970s. In fact, women’s studies is often
referred to as “the academic arm of the
women’s movement.” Women students
and faculty members who in the 1960s
had been involved in the civil rights
movement, the antiwar movement, and
organizations with a focus on social class
like Students for a Democratic Society
challenged the power relations involved
in defining what was truth and what
counted as knowledge. In some colleges
and universities, separate women’s stud-
ies courses were established, whereas in
others the strategy was to work toward
gender balance in existing courses. Since
the 1970s, work to include women has
developed along a continuum, starting
with a few famous women or a special
lecture added to an existing course and
progressing to gender-balanced courses in
various disciplines, departmental courses
on women’s issues, and finally interdisci-
plinary women’s studies courses housed
in their own department or program. The
efforts along this continuum have also
broadened by extension into more disci-
plines (including professional programs
and the sciences) and by the inclusion of
the contributions and concerns of a
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much more highly diverse group of
women, both nationally and internation-
ally. This work has been supported by the
growth of centers for research on women.
As new content has made its way into
the curriculum, questions about teaching
and learning have led to the development
of a broader range of strategies, often
referred to as “feminist pedagogy.” Addi-
tionally, many institutions try to expand
the community of teachers and learners
involved in the study of women by offer-
ing lunch seminars, discussion groups,
public lectures, and annual conferences.
As the twenty-first century begins, there
is also an emphasis on the expansion of
the teaching and learning community by
using new technologies, especially the
Internet.

Moving in Many Directions:

The 1970s

The transformation of the curriculum
began in different disciplines depending on
the institution, sometimes as new depart-
mental or interdisciplinary courses, some-
times as special units in existing courses.
In the earliest years, books and other
course materials were very few. Pamphlets
and position papers picked up at political
meetings and women’s health centers
were the subject of study in academic
courses. One of the best examples of these
materials is Our Bodies, Ourselves, first a
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Simone de Beauvoir’s The Second Sex was one of the earliest books used in women'’s studies
courses to recover women’s history and perspective (Corbis)

booklet printed on newsprint and priced at
35 cents. It was the first product of the
Boston Women’s Health (Book) Collective,
an offshoot of a socialist-feminist organi-
zation called Bread and Roses, which was
active in the Boston area in the late 1960s
and early 1970s. Some books written ear-

lier were retrieved, such as The Second
Sex (1949) by Simone de Beauvoir, Women
as a Force in History (1946) by Mary Ritter
Beard, and The Feminine Mystique (1963)
by Betty Friedan. Other instructors turned
their feminist consciousness and that of
their students onto the work of Karl Marx,



Sigmund Freud, or Charles Darwin.
Records of the content of these earliest
courses are found in collections of syllabi
published yearly, starting with Female
Studies I assembled by Sheila Tobias in
1970 (Boxer 1998, 11).

By the middle of the 1970s, not only
were there books and articles in estab-
lished disciplinary journals, but new
interdisciplinary, feminist journals had
appeared, such as Feminist Studies (1972),
Women’s Studies Quarterly (1972), Fron-
tiers: A Journal of Women’s Studies
(1975), Signs: Journal of Women in Cul-
ture and Society (1975), and Women'’s
Studies International Forum (1978). In
addition, discipline-specific journals on
women’s issues sprang up, such as Psy-
chology of Women Quarterly (1976).
These materials were used across the con-
tinuum from the isolated lecture in an
existing disciplinary course to an interdis-
ciplinary course in women'’s studies.

Although the sites of academic work on
women varied across institutions, some of
the most frequently found were in English
literature, history, psychology or sociol-
ogy, and education. In English literature,
women writers of novels and poetry were
rediscovered and became the subject of
study—English authors such as Jane
Austen, the Bronté sisters, and Virginia
Woolf and U.S. authors such as Emily
Dickinson and Harriet Beecher Stowe.
The newly formed Feminist Press aided in
the recovery of such nineteenth-century
works as Life in the Iron Mills by Rebecca
Harding Davis. Louise Bernikow antholo-
gized four centuries of women’s poetry in
The World Split Open (1974), and Elaine
Showalter published A Literature of Their
Own (1977) on British women novelists.

The challenges to the political status
quo that many of these academic femi-
nists had mounted in the 1960s were car-
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ried over into challenges to the disci-
plinary status quo. Students and faculty in
English literature, for example, asked why
there were not more women writers in
the canon of great works. This question
led them back to Virginia Woolf’s 1929
essay, A Room of One’s Own, but also to
a critique of that essay from a social class
perspective. Scholars also questioned the
criteria for inclusion of work in the canon,
especially the privileging of the public
sphere over the private one. These ques-
tions led to the inclusion of a wider vari-
ety of written work in the curriculum—
journals, letters, travelogues, and so
on—and to the search for contemporary
women authors, including women of
color such as Alice Walker, Toni Morri-
son, Maxine Hong Kingston, Leslie Mar-
mon Silko, and more.

In the field of history, the most imme-
diate (U.S. history) received the first
attention. Besides Beard’s work, the book
most widely read early on was Eleanor
Flexner’s Century of Struggle (1975) on
the women'’s suffrage movement. By the
mid-1970s, Gerda Lerner had published
Black Women in White America (1972),
Linda Gordon Woman’s Body, Woman’s
Right: A Social History of Birth Control
in America (1976), and William Chafe The
American Woman: Her Changing Social,
Economic, and Political Roles, 1920-1970
(1972). There were many edited volumes
on U.S. women'’s history and both edited
and singly authored works on European
women’s history.

Although some of this work could be
(and was) criticized for its focus only on
white, middle- or upper-class women,
again the political consciousness of the
1960s led historians of women to focus
on the diversity of women’s experience.
Doing so required new methods and
sources besides the study of public docu-
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ments. Private documents such as letters
and diaries were used as sources, but in
addition, new methodologies developed
by class-conscious social historians in
the 1960s proved useful. Oral history
interviews and quantitative analysis of
census data provided information on
women who left no written records. Not
only did historians of women use a wider
variety of source material, but they also
began to challenge the structure of their
discipline. The concept of periodization
based on male experience came under
attack, most notably by Joan Kelly in her
1977 essay, “Did Women Have a Renais-
sance?”

In psychology, early work focused on
mental illness (Phyllis Chesler’s 1973
book, Women and Madness) or on stages
of women’s development (Jean Baker
Miller’s 1976 work, Toward a New Psy-
chology of Women). There was also a
major focus on sex differences in a wide
range of abilities and characteristics and
on their possible causes, ranging from
gender socialization to genetic and hor-
monal differences between males and
females. The Psychology of Sex Differ-
ences (1974) by Eleanor Maccoby and
Carol Jacklin was an exhaustive review
of this work and very influential. Again,
however, critiques of earlier work charac-
terized the field, as women psychologists
found that many psychological con-
structs had been generalized from all-
male samples and that gender socializa-
tion could explain many of the
differences presumed immutable. An
example is Julia Sherman’s 1978 book,
Sex-Related Cognitive Differences.

Education was a field that overlapped
considerably with psychology, especially
in the areas of cognitive abilities and
stages of human development. However,
there were other topics that were intro-

duced into the education curriculum. An
early element was the examination of
gender bias in textbooks and children’s
literature, which was accompanied by
efforts to change publishers’ offerings and
by publication of new works for children
by both mainstream presses and alterna-
tives like the Feminist Press. Later in the
1970s, educational research and the col-
lege curriculum in education also
focused on gender differences in K-12
classroom interactions (work led by Myra
and David Sadker) and on examining and
redressing performance differences in
certain subjects, especially mathematics
(Tacobs 1978).

Although the feminist scholarship and
curriculum transformation described in
the preceding paragraphs were occurring
in history, psychology, English literature,
and education, the study of women in
interdisciplinary women’s studies courses
was also moving forward. Greater num-
bers of institutions developed a course, a
minor, a major, and even graduate work in
women’s studies. Many of the materials
developed in the disciplines were useful in
these interdisciplinary courses as well.
However, by the end of the 1970s, text-
books based on interdisciplinary scholar-
ship became available. Although many
disciplinary professional organizations had
established women’s caucuses or commit-
tees, some of which held conferences or
published journals, the National Women’s
Studies Association (NWSA), founded in
1977, offered an annual meeting where
scholars could present interdisciplinary
research and discuss teaching interdisci-
plinary women’s studies courses. These
meetings attracted not only those actually
teaching women'’s studies courses but also
those working at the boundaries of the tra-
ditional disciplines. Indeed, that is still
true for NWSA today.



Focus and Specialization: 1980-2000

As interest in women’s studies spread,
other disciplines became sites for
women’s studies scholarship as feminist
scholars moved into departments other
than those mentioned above. Not only
did this mean extension to other disci-
plines in the arts, humanities, and social
sciences, but also courses on women
were developed in professional programs
such as nursing, social work, law, and
medicine. By 1980, questions were being
asked in various institutions: Why isn’t
material by and about women a part of
every course! Doesn’t an accurate cur-
riculum demand the inclusion of the
experience of half the human race?

Curriculum Transformation. Efforts to
answer those questions in some institu-
tions led to faculty development projects
labeled “curriculum transformation,”
“curriculum integration,” “gender balanc-
ing the curriculum,” or “women in the
curriculum.” One of the earliest of these
efforts took place in 1979 at Wheaton Col-
lege, formerly a women’s college but now
coeducational. Other institutions that
quickly developed projects were Smith
College (a women’s college with an active
women’s studies program), the University
of Maine (a state university with very lit-
tle women’s studies presence at that time),
Montana State University, and the Uni-
versity of Arizona (a state university with
an established women’s studies program).

In surveying a range of such early pro-
grams, Marilyn Schuster and Susan Van
Dyne (1985) identified three models. The
top-down model involves an administra-
tive mandate, works within the existing
departmental structure, and targets intro-
ductory courses for maximum effect. The
piggy-back model uses existing interdisci-
plinary programs or structures as demon-

Overview 147

stration sites. The bottom-up model pre-
sumes the existence of a network (even if
loosely organized) of feminist scholars
and existing women’s studies courses.
The University of Maine’s program was
an example of the first; Smith College’s
program was an example of the last. All
had the same eventual goals, but the route
to those ends depended on the conditions
and climate on the individual campus.

Programs such as these were initially
funded in the early 1980s by government
agencies and private foundations. The
federal support ended when the Reagan
and Bush administrations did not reau-
thorize funding for such projects after
their multiyear grants had ended. Those
that have continued are funded internally
or by statewide or regional sources. In
1997 the National Center for Curriculum
Transformation Resources on Women,
housed at Towson University in Balti-
more, published a directory of past and
present projects numbering over 400. The
center also publishes materials specific to
various disciplines and offered a national
summer institute in 2002.

But what did it mean to integrate mate-
rial by and about women into the curricu-
lum? The development of women’s stud-
ies as a field in the 1970s led to an analysis
of curriculum transformation as progress-
ing in stages. The stages originally identi-
fied by Peggy McIntosh (1983) were modi-
fied and used in books on curriculum
transformation by JoAnn Fritsche (1984)
and by Schuster and Van Dyne (1985).
Although there are some differences
among them, the premises are the same.
In stage 1, women are absent, and the def-
inition of standards for inclusion are tradi-
tional and male-centered. In stage 2,
women’s absence is noticed, and the few
women whose lives and contributions fit
male-defined standards are included. (This
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stage has been referred to as “add women
and stir.”) At stage 3, questions are raised
about women’s exclusion and the stan-
dards for inclusion. Women as a group are
studied as a group and their exclusion and
oppression are paramount. (Students and
faculty sometimes get stuck here in the
rage and despair of victims.] At stage 4,
women are studied on their own terms, as
a group but with attention to their diver-
sity. At this stage, new methodologies
broaden the information available, and
consciousness of the interaction of gender,
race, class, and other forms of diversity is
central. Stage 5 challenges the structure of
the disciplines and the criteria for inclu-
sion. Stage 6 is the ultimate goal of com-
plete gender balance, an inclusive vision
of human experience.

The methods used to accomplish such
curriculum transformation have been
high-profile seminars and workshops on
campus, summer grants to individual fac-
ulty members or departmental teams, an
ongoing series of presentations by col-
leagues and visiting scholars, and men-
toring relationships with peers who are
engaged in women'’s studies research and
teaching. At some institutions, the pro-
grams publish newsletters for faculty to
highlight successful curriculum revi-
sions and to publicize the availability of
resources (especially videos that can be
shown in classes).

Although at some institutions curricu-
lum transformation programs grew out of
women'’s studies, at others women'’s stud-
ies developed out of well-funded curricu-
lum transformation programs. At the Uni-
versity of Maine, for example, which in
1981 had neither the faculty resources nor
the institutional support for a women’s
studies program, an externally funded cuzr-
riculum transformation program was
institutionalized in 1985 and became its

own women’s studies program by 1989.
More commonly (at the University of
Maryland, for example), a strong women'’s
studies program spawned the curriculum
transformation program. In either case,
however, the relationship between the
two has proved mutually supportive. In
many institutions, women’s studies fac-
ulty are departmentally based and want to
carry what they do in women’s studies
into the rest of their teaching. Students in
women’s studies classes also bring that
gender analysis with them into their other
courses and challenge their professors
when it is absent. Students in gender-bal-
anced courses further their interests by
choosing women’s studies courses, either
departmental or interdisciplinary. At cam-
puses with active curriculum transforma-
tion projects, women’s studies is usually
more widely understood and politically
supported. Resources such as discussion
sessions, lecture series, and library and
media centers are more broadly used and
supported.

Diversity. Although material by and
about women was being integrated into
the curriculum along a continuum rang-
ing from adding a few famous women to
departmental courses to creating inter-
disciplinary women’s studies courses, a
similar progression was observable in
recognizing differences among women
and embracing diversity. It happened first
with respect to the study of U.S. women.
Then with the demise of the Soviet
Union, the rise of the United States as
the major world power, and the global-
ization of capitalism, the study of
women increasingly focused on women
around the world, especially those in
Asia, Africa, and Latin America.
Although it is not true, as sometimes
alleged, that the beginnings of women’s



studies and curriculum transformation
were only white, straight, and middle
class, it is true that most of the faculty
had those characteristics. However, their
involvement in the social movements of
the 1960s led many of them to include
diverse perspectives in their courses. This
development can be seen in the syllabi
from the 1970s and in the books most
widely used. Sisterhood Is Powerful, by
Robin Morgan (1970), Black Women in
White America by Gerda Lerner (1972),
and novels and poetry by women of color
are some examples. There was certainly
room for improvement, both in the range
of texts available and in their use in the
classroom. By the 1980s, it was also prob-
ably the case that many of the faculty
teaching material by and about women
had come from the women’s movement
without any prior involvement in the
other social justice movements of the
1960s. It is also arguable that feminist
academics of the 1970s may have used
the analogy of racism to identify sexism
without truly analyzing and developing
strategies for overcoming the double jeop-
ardy of being a woman of color (Boxer
1998, 104).

The challenge to diversify content by
and about women in the curriculum was
mounted in the beginning of the 1980s,
first in terms of women of color and les-
bians, including those who claimed both
identities. Cherrie Moraga and Gloria
Anzaldia confronted the whiteness of
women’s studies in their edited volume,
This Bridge Called My Back: Writings by
Radical Women of Color (1981). They
challenged women’s studies to use the
book as a text, a challenge many faculty
accepted. A similar challenge was made
in the 1982 volume, Lesbian Studies,
edited by Margaret Cruikshank. As the
decade progressed, diversity concerns
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broadened to include age, religion (espe-
cially not Christian), ethnicity not
defined by race, and disability/ability sta-
tus. Class analysis was usually present as
a factor interacting with all the other def-
initions of diversity.

In a sense, one can trace a similar pro-
gression of integrating diversity through
stages as that observed in efforts to bal-
ance the curriculum with regard to gen-
der. From near absence in the curriculum,
“add diversity and stir” efforts led to
chapters on diversity in women’s studies
texts or the inclusion of one book written
by an African American or lesbian author.
Similarly, feminist academics began to
question the selection criteria for inclu-
sion in the women’s studies curriculum
and to seek new methodologies for schol-
arship on underrepresented groups. As
consciousness of diversity issues in-
creased, feminist academics questioned
the unity of women’s experience and rec-
ognized multiple perspectives on a given
issue. For example, reproductive freedom
for white, middle-class, straight women
might mean primarily access to contra-
ception and abortion, for straight women
of color an end to coerced sterilization,
and for lesbians or bisexual women the
right to artificial insemination and cus-
tody of children.

The final stage of a diversified women’s
studies and gender-balanced curriculum
is still being envisioned, and there are dif-
fering views. Whether the multiple posi-
tions will become even more numerous
and isolated or whether they will yield to
a greater recognition of human interde-
pendence is still uncertain. Although the
battle over differences has sharply divided
advocates for women’s studies and has
several times threatened the very exis-
tence of NWSA, the struggle to overcome
difference continues. A good discussion of
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the future possibilities is found in the
chapter on diversity in Marilyn Boxer’s
1998 book, When Women Ask the Ques-
tions: Creating Women’s Studies in
America.

In some institutions and regions, the
work on diversity and gender balance is
integrated. For example, since 1989 the
University of Maryland has run a summer
institute for faculty entitled “Thinking
about Women, Gender, and Race.” The
New Jersey Project, which involves pub-
lic postsecondary institutions in that
state, not only runs institutes and sym-
posia but has published a teaching source-
book entitled Creating an Inclusive Col-
lege Curriculum (Friedman et al. 1996)
and, since 1990, a semiannual journal,
Transformations: The Journal of Inclu-
sive Scholarship and Pedagogy. There are
other important publications on the inter-
section and interaction of various forms
of diversity. A new journal focused on
women and diversity is Meridians: Femi-
nism, Race, Transnationalism. Some
other relevant books include Transform-
ing the Curriculum: Ethnic Studies and
Women’s Studies (1991), edited by John-
ella Butler and John Walter, and Teaching
What You're Not: Identity Politics in
Higher Education (1996), edited by
Katherine Mayberry.

Mathematics, Science, and Technology.
Other fields influenced by women'’s stud-
ies and curriculum transformation,
although somewhat later, are those of
mathematics, science, and technology.
Influenced by feminist work in psychol-
ogy—on the border between the social
and natural sciences—women scientists
as well as philosophers and historians of
science challenged the masculine domi-
nation of their fields. They identified
three perspectives regarding women’s

participation in science: women cannot
do science or at least cannot do it as well
as men; women can do science as well as
men if they are given equal opportunity;
and it is not enough for women merely to
get into science—they should bring their
culturally defined differences with them
to use as a platform for critique and
change. (These stages could apply equally
well to other “outsiders”—people of
color in the United States, people from
non-Western cultures.)

The stage theory useful in describing
both the processes of gender balancing
the traditionally male curriculum and of
diversifying the women’s studies cur-
riculum have also been applied to the
integration of women’s contributions
and issues into the study of science. Sue
Rosser’s Female Friendly Science (1990)
and Re-Engineering Female Friendly Sci-
ence (1997) discussed these stages. First
the absence of women is not noticed,
either in the science studied or in the
ranks of the scientific workforce. Second,
the absence of women is noticed, and a
few women who have achieved in the
male world of science are noted. There is
now a rich body of material on women
scientists who contributed, despite the
odds against them: Londa Schiebinger’s
The Mind Has No Sex: Women in the
Origins of Modern Science (1989), Mar-
garet Rossiter’'s Women Scientists in
America (1982), Louise Grinstein and
Paul Campbell’s Women of Mathematics
(1987), Evelyn Fox Keller's A Feeling for
the Organism: The Life and Work of Bar-
bara McClintock (1983), Anne Sayre’s
Rosalind Franklin and DNA (1975), and
Marcia Bonta’s Women in the Field
(1991).

Close reading of the biographies above
led to the third stage, that of looking for
reasons why there are not more women



in science. The National Science Founda-
tion now publishes status studies every
two years on the participation of “out-
siders” in science and engineering. At
first these studies were just focused on
women, then on women and minorities,
and by 2000 on women, minorities, and
people with disabilities. Notable in the
search for the reasons for the exclusive-
ness of the science and engineering work-
force is the work of Carolyn Merchant.
(Her work also serves as an example of
the expanding diversity of the subjects
discussed above.] The Death of Nature:
Women, Ecology, and the Scientific Rev-
olution (1980) dealt with the rise of capi-
talism in Europe and the masculinization
of science and medicine. Ecological Rev-
olutions: Nature, Gender, and Science in
New England (1989) considered the roles
of the American Indians compared to
those of the European settlers, as science
developed later on that side of the
Atlantic. Earthcare (1995) summarized
points from the first two books but
expanded its scope to global perspectives.

In the fourth stage, the search for more
women scientists uncovers the contribu-
tions of women who did not get credit for
their work. Methods useful in other
fields of history have been employed here
as well (searching for letters and diaries,
using oral interviews, redefining what
counts as science, etc.). As more women
become involved in science and science
focuses more on women, topics may
broaden (stage 5), analysis may become
more sophisticated, and the language in
which data and theories are described
may change, all leading to the construc-
tion of new knowledge. The ultimate
goal is an inclusive science redefined and
reconstructed (stage 6).

Another example of the movement
toward a science that includes us all is
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found in the work of Sandra Harding.
From her earlier work (The Science
Question in Feminism [1986] and Whose
Science! Whose Knowledge! Thinking
from Women’s Lives [1991]), which
focused primarily on gender, Harding
moved to editing a book including per-
spectives diverse along other dimensions
as well—racial and global, for example.
The “Racial” Economy of Science (1993),
which she edited, includes worldwide
consideration of premodern sciences and
visions of the egalitarian science of the
future.

Feminist Pedagogy and the Issue of Lan-
guage. The substantial changes in the
gender content of the college curriculum
were also accompanied by changes in
teaching methods and the learning envi-
ronment in general. That is not surpris-
ing, given the demands of students in the
1960s for a democratic society, not only
nationally and internationally but also on
campus. Their demands were reinforced
by feminist social and political organiza-
tions, which criticized both mainstream
and social change organizations for their
silencing of women’s voices. Women’s
Ways of Knowing (Belenky et al. 1986)
was widely discussed, as was a volume of
essays edited ten years later by the same
group of authors, Knowledge, Difference,
and Power (Goldberger et al. 1996).

In other disciplines, but certainly in
women’s studies and gender-inclusive
courses, teacher-centered classrooms
gave way to student-centered ones. Stu-
dents sat in a circle, called on each other,
and worked in collaborative small groups.
Students took responsibility for present-
ing topics that they knew more about
than their instructors did. The slogan of
the women’s movement of the 1970s,
“the personal is political,” was translated
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in the classroom to “the personal is aca-
demic,” as both students and instructors
sought connections between lived experi-
ence and academic theories and con-
structs. Implementing and managing
these drastic changes in classroom prac-
tices became the subject of seminars and
discussion groups of faculty, eager to
empower their students without abdicat-
ing their responsibility as teachers. How
safe a place was the classroom for per-
sonal disclosure? What to do with stu-
dents who talked all the time—or never?
How to respond to student opinions that
were sexist, racist, homophobic, or factu-
ally incorrect? Again, these issues became
the subject for discussions at national
meetings and for books and articles (see
especially Fisher, No Angel in the Class-
room: Teaching through Feminist Dis-
course [2001], and Maher and Tetreault,
The Feminist Classroom [1994]).
Language used in the classroom and in
student writing was also an issue. A
move to nonsexist or gender-inclusive
language in printed material was a result
of feminist analyses starting in the
1970s. On the one hand, many publishers
and professional organizations moved
early on to establish guidelines on lan-
guage, but most colleges and universities
did not have language policies until the
1980s. Some applied only to the institu-
tions’ publications, but others applied to
classroom communication and student’s
written work. Some campuses included
sexist language in their “hate speech”
policies, some of which have recently
been struck down in court. Without the
use of any sanction or “stick” to imple-
ment language policies, most institu-
tions that have the policies use “carrot”
approaches such as appeals to fairness or
descriptions of the requirements of post-
college job markets. Backing them up is a

body of scholarship demonstrating that
use of male nouns and pronouns does, in
fact, limit the perception of the reader
and listener to a male subject. Dale
Spender (1980), Deborah Tannen (1990),
and others have demonstrated that lan-
guage—at least spoken and written
English—is still certainly gendered, in
ways that may work to women’s disad-
vantage.

Conservative Backlash and

Feminist Cautions

Although the growth of both women’s
studies and gender balance in disci-
plinary courses since 1970 has been enor-
mous, there is still much to be accom-
plished. New faculty, especially in the
liberal arts and professional programs
that train significant numbers of women,
have often been exposed to women’s
studies and gender analysis in graduate
school, but some have not. There are still
plenty of faculty members with no grad-
uate training in gender issues who resist
any tampering with their professional
preparation. Even those with some femi-
nist consciousness often get stuck at the
earlier stages of curriculum transforma-
tion. Arguments that there is no time or
space in a crowded curriculum to add
material on women are frequently heard.
An unintended outcome of the develop-
ment of women’s studies programs and
the hiring of disciplinary departmental
specialists in gender issues sometimes
seems to be that the rest of the faculty
members in a department feel they have
received permission to ignore women’s
experiences and contributions in their
own courses. Finally, students can be
very resistant to perspectives different
from their own and the ones they were
expecting from a course, based on their
past experience with its discipline.



The years of the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministrations (1981-1992) also saw a
conservative backlash supported politi-
cally. Curriculum transformation efforts
that had been supported by federal gov-
ernment agencies lost their funding
when multiyear grants ran out. Alan
Bloom'’s book, The Closing of the Ameri-
can Mind (1987) was widely read and
quoted. The book called not only for a
return to the classical texts written by
privileged white men, common in the
college curriculum before the 1960s, but
also for an end to open admissions. It
specifically attacked women’s studies
and black studies. Lynne Cheney, who
served as director of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities at that time,
was also influential and widely quoted.
Her own book, Telling the Truth: Why
Our Culture and Our Country Stopped
Making Sense and What We Can Do
About It, did not appear in print until
1995, but her ideas were very much in
the public eye in the late 1980s. Some
faculty members joined a conservative
organization called the National Associa-
tion of Scholars, while conservative stu-
dents formed Students for Accuracy in
Academia.

The integration of scholarship for, by,
and about women into postsecondary
curriculum is by no means complete.
Efforts continue, strengthened by new
developments in research.

Ann K. Schonberger
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Academic Caucuses and
Committees

The first women’s caucuses and commit-
tees were formed on campuses roughly in
1969-1971 to address gender equity issues
and discrimination in academic disci-
plines. The second wave of feminism in
the 1960s encouraged the formation of
professional organizations. These groups
sought to provide a voice for women and
counter institutional sexism or discrimi-
nation by empowering women in aca-
deme. Once founded, they were places of
skill building, mentorship, job announce-
ments, and publication opportunities.
The committees also conducted examina-
tions of gender-equity statistics to deter-
mine the current status of women in the
field.

Women'’s organizations on campus or
within professional networks merged the
activist and academic cultures of the
post—civil rights era. The caucuses
wanted to make academia or, at the very
least, their home discipline more
accountable to the needs of women.
Anecdotal evidence of disparities in hir-
ing, merit, tenure promotions, and sup-
port were found to exist across campuses

Academic Caucuses and Committees 155

in the United States. However, thanks to
caucuses or committees, by 1972 more
than thirty studies had been conducted
that illustrated women’s status across
fourteen disciplines (Morlock 1973).

The first known organized women’s cau-
cus was formed by women political scien-
tists in 1969. Within weeks afterward,
other women academics in other fields
formed their own women’s professional
organizations at their annual meetings. In
the field of history, the Coordinating Com-
mittee on Women in the Historical Profes-
sion was established in 1969. (It is now
called the Coordinating Council for
Women in History.) The American Socio-
logical Association established its Com-
mittee on the Status of Women in 1970, as
did the American Philosophical Associa-
tion and the Africana Studies Association.
The American Economics Association
established the Committee on the Status
of Women in the Economic Profession in
1971.

By 1972, there were reportedly more
than 200 committees on the status of
women in local chapters of the American
Association of University Professors
(Freeman 1973). Most professional orga-
nizations saw the need to support one for
their women members. For instance, the
Committee on the Status of Women in
Physics was established in 1972 as a
means of redressing issues important to
women in physics and as an outreach
committee of the American Physics Soci-
ety. The Committee on the Status of
Women in the American Musicological
Society was founded in 1974. Since its
formation in 1988, the Association for
Feminist Anthropologists has advocated
on issues germane to women by estab-
lishing various working commissions.

The Modern Language Association’s
(MLA) Commission on the Status of
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Women of the MLA published its find-
ings in Female Studies 6: Closer to the
Ground: Women’s Classes, Criticism,
Programs—1972. The volume spoke to
some of the pedagogical concerns women
had about teaching books by women
writers, about the best ways to teach
women in English programs across the
United States, and about the treatment of
women professors and students (Hoff-
man, Secor, and Tinsley 1972).

A women’s caucus supports not only
women but also the promotion of re-
search on women. At some campuses, the
caucus might actually work under the
rubric of a women'’s faculty association, a
women’s faculty committee, or a com-
mittee on the status of women; however,
nomenclature aside, these organizations
share a common interest in advancing the
needs of women on campus. Some even
went so far as to publish reports or books
based on their studies. The Council of
Ontario (Canada) Universities Commit-
tee on the Status of Women supported the
publication of Paula J. Caplan’s book Lift-
ing a Ton of Feathers: A Woman’s Guide
to Surviving in the Academic World
(1994). The book provides a lucid exami-
nation of the gendered ways in which
women experience higher education.

The American Psychological Associa-
tion (APA) has multiple affiliates that
focus on the concerns of women in the
organization. The Association for
Women Psychologists was instrumental
in creating feminist activism in the APA.
The Women’s Program Office of the APA
founded the Committee on Women in
Psychology and has been instrumental in
the field by ensuring that its members
have reports to guide their attempts to
survive in academe, such as the 1992 Sur-
vival Guide to Academia for Women and
Ethnic Minorities. In 2000 the APA pub-

lished a report of the Task Force on
Women in Academe titled Women in
Academe: Two Steps Forward, One Step
Back. Its major findings include the pre-
dominance of subtle sexism rather than
the overt sexism of the past and the over-
representation of women at the lower
ranks, where they endure increased ser-
vice loads, lack leadership positions, and
encounter difficulty conducting research
about gender, race, ethnicity, or sexual
orientation.

The Association for Women in Mathe-
matics (AWM) was founded in 1971 at
the joint mathematics meeting of the
American Mathematics Society and the
Mathematical Association of America,
held in Atlantic City, New Jersey. In “A
Brief History of the Association for
Women in Mathematics: The Residents’
Perspectives,” Lenore Blum (1991) notes
the parallel between activism off campus
and activism within the departments.
Specifically, she notes how she reviewed
the programs for the meetings, looking
for the names of other women, and devel-
oped a sense of renewed activism as a
result. She explained that the paucity of
women presenters caused her to become
more involved in the field and seek out
other women. Many of the other women
involved in AWM share similar senti-
ments.

In the physical and biological sciences,
women’s caucuses and similar organiza-
tions were slower to establish them-
selves, compared to the humanities and
social science disciplines. Analytical
Chemistry, which is published by the
American Chemical Society, ran an arti-
cle in April 2000 by Elizabeth Zubritsky,
“Women in Analytical Chemistry
Speak,” that delved into women’s con-
cerns in the field. The stories of twenty-
eight women interviewed emphasize



that women predominate on the lower
rungs of the academic ladder.

The concern regarding equity on cam-
pus or in academic disciplines has
extended into other communities. Com-
missions on the status of Chicano/as,
Latino/as, African Americans, Asians and
Asian Americans, and others sprouted up
in professional organizations, campuses,
and university systems. It is not uncom-
mon to find a status committee or caucus
for multiple ethnic groups. Academics of
color or those from other underrepre-
sented groups note the disparate numbers
along the academic ladder and have been
repoliticized to ensure that equal oppor-
tunities continue (Lim, Herrera-Sobek,
and Padilla 2000). Furthermore, they have
conveyed that racialized sexism and an
overall sense of isolation are unique to
their experience in academia and attempt
to shed light on their situation.

Committees on lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgendered groups have also been
established to deal with issues of discrim-
ination, climate, and scholarly research on
campuses, in professional organizations,
and in the disciplines. The Committee on
Lesbian and Gay History, an affiliate of
the American Historical Association, was
founded in 1978. The Lesbian and Gay
Caucus for Political Science was founded
in 1987, and the American Philosophical
Association’s Committee on the Status of
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender
People in the Profession was established
in 1997. These groups continue the strug-
gle against academic hegemony on their
campuses. They demonstrate that advo-
cacy networks are imperative for counter-
ing the invisibility and isolation of
women; faculty of color; and lesbians,
gays, bisexuals, or transgendered faculty
(Pinar 1998; Tierney 1997). Thus, much
like women’s caucuses, these other cau-

Academic Caucuses and Committees 157

cuses have taken a multilayered approach
that addresses the needs of faculty and
their specific areas of research.

Various states have also formed com-
mittees to review the status of women in
higher education. In Arizona, the Com-
mission on the Status of Women was for-
mally founded in July 1989; the long-
term vision is one of continued work
toward gender parity in the state higher
educational system. The Arizona Board
of Regents released its findings in the
Millennium Project in 2001. The project
was a quantitative and qualitative exam-
ination of the “institutional culture” in
Arizona’s higher educational system.
Part 2 of the project will focus on women
faculty and faculty of color.

The Wisconsin Commission on the
Status of Women was established in
1998. Its 1999 report, which followed up
an earlier report undertaken at the behest
of the 1980 Regents’ Task Force on the
Status of Women, notes problems with
the lack of representation along gender
and racial lines for faculty in the state
higher educational system and suggests
ways to reach parity. Both studies find
that women predominate at the bottom
of the academic ladder as adjuncts and
assistant professors, whereas men are
more likely to hold full professorships.
Like most reports about women in the
academia, the Wisconsin reports con-
clude by noting that networking, men-
toring, and an overall supportive environ-
ment are essential.

In California, We Advocate Gender
Equity is a strong advocate for women in
the University of California system. Its
biannual meetings not only keep members
up-to-date with court cases but also offer a
safe space for advocacy and information.

Janni L. Aragon
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See also Part 2: Feminist Assessment;
Part 5: Affirmative Action and
Employment; Part 6: Campus Climate
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Distance Education

Distance learning refers to those modes of
teaching and learning that do not rely on
face-to-face interaction between student
and instructor or among students them-
selves. Technology has dramatically
transformed distance learning from old-
fashioned “correspondence courses” to
online courses, certificate programs, and
degrees. The rush for educators to keep up
with technological advances creates the
potential for a digital divide and greater
gender gap between males and females.

History

Gene T. Sherron and Judith V. Boettcher
explained four generations of distance-
education technologies in their 1997 book.
The first generation (from the1850s to the
1960s), began predominantly with the use
of one-way distance-learning communica-
tion technology. That technology may
have been print (from the 1890s), radio
(from the 1930s), or television (1950s-
1960s). These first-generation technolo-
gies were primarily one-way communica-
tions that provided interaction between
faculty and student, with additional com-
munication through telephone and mail,
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Students in a distance-learning class (Charles Gupton/Corbis)

both augmenting the learning process
much as they still do today in distance
learning. The first generation was occa-
sionally supplemented with on-site facili-
tators and student mentors.

The second generation incorporated
multiple technologies without comput-
ers. Between the 1960s and 1985, dis-
tance learning included the use of audio-
cassettes, televisions, videocassettes, fax,
and print. Faculty and student still inter-
acted by telephone, fax, and mail, though
communication was still primarily one-
way. The second generation was occa-
sionally supplemented by face-to-face
meetings at the resident campus.

Third-generation distance learning in-
corporated multiple technologies, includ-
ing computers and computer networks.
From 1985 to 1995, distance learning was

revolutionized with electronic mail, chat
sessions, and bulletin boards. For the first
time, computer programs and resources
packaged on disks, compact discs, and the
Internet were employed. Two-way audio-
conferencing, as well as seminar and
large-room videoconferencing via terres-
trial, satellite, cable, and new telephone
technologies, became a reality. Fax and
print continued to be used, along with
new broadband communications between
faculty and students. Computer programs
and videoconferencing provided two-way
audio and video, enabling asynchronous
and synchronous communications. The
Internet provided text, graphics, short
videos, and easy access to research infor-
mation.

Multiple technologies are the norm in
the fourth generation of distance learn-
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ing, including the beginning of high-
bandwidth computer technologies. The
years 1995 to approximately 2005 will
continue to emphasize the use of elec-
tronic mail, chat rooms, and bulletin
boards in distance learning. Computer
networks and high-bandwidth transmis-
sion of individualized, customized, and
real-time video will provide new interac-
tive learning experiences. Desktop video-
conferencing through the Internet is
becoming affordable and practical. Video
streaming and multicasting with full 30-
frame-per-second digital video trans-
mission provide lengthy, high-quality
programming on demand. Hand-held,
wireless, and teleportation technologies
will continue to revolutionize distance
learning in the fourth generation and lead
us to a fifth generation that can only be
imagined.

Distance Learning Today: E-learning
Distance learning has come to be called
online learning, web-based learning, dis-
tributed learning, and e-learning. E-learn-
ing, which includes Internet-based and
videoconferencing technologies, is the
focus of this discussion. Whatever term
is used, new distance-learning initiatives
provide flexibility, accessibility, and new
options and opportunities for both men
and women that we have never seen
before.

According to a recent congressional
study, the average e-learning student is a
part-time employee, thirty-four years of
age, who has earned some previous col-
lege credits and, most important, is a
woman (U.S. Senate 2001). The Depart-
ment of Education estimated there were
6,000 accredited web-based courses in
2000. More than 700,000 distance-learn-
ing students enrolled in 1998, and depart-
ment officials predicted that more than 2

million students will enroll in 2002 (U.S.
Department of Education 2000).

Many people have argued that educa-
tion changes at glacial speed and that
higher education has remained basically
the same for many centuries. They have
ignored, however, “what, for women, has
been a revolutionary change during the
last century and a half: The admission of
women into colleges and universities has
evolved from a statistical rarity to
women slightly outnumbering men over-
all in undergraduate programs” (Krama-
rae 2000, 4). According to Kramarae’s
study called The Third Shift, sponsored
by the American Association of Univer-
sity Women, two major trends are con-
verging in education today: the growth of
technology and e-learning in colleges and
universities and a demographic shift
toward a predominantly female popula-
tion of nontraditional-age college stu-
dents (60 percent of students over the age
of twenty-five are women).

Women and the E-learning Experience
Learning online requires both motivation
and self-direction. There has been tremen-
dous polarization in retention of online
students: They cither do extremely well
or fail miserably. Without the motivation
and ability to manage time and projects,
the e-learner becomes frustrated and lost
and eventually drops out. Many women
experience problems similar to the ones
they face in traditional education. Studies
have documented that women have
greater anxiety using computers than do
men. These experiences can lead to stress
and subsequent withdrawal from an
online class. Some studies have reported
up to a 50 percent dropout rate in online
learning programs.

E-learning is not for everyone, whether
male or female. Today’s new technolo-



gies provide virtual face-to-face commu-
nication through videoconferencing and
teleportation conferencing. These experi-
ences can create socialization and
humanization much like the traditional
classroom and, when incorporated into
the online learning initiative, can actu-
ally transform the distance-learning
experience into a more real and social
experience for the learner. Desktop
videoconferencing, an Internet-based
technology, is quickly becoming a feasi-
ble, practical, and economical communi-
cation tool for business, industry, and
education. It is already having a tremen-
dous impact in all areas of education,
training, and development.

Studies of Videoconferencing as a

Form of Distance Learning

Women in nursing have excelled in the
use of videoconferencing. This technology
has been used effectively to deliver con-
tinuing education units to geographically
bound nursing students as well as provide
critical health care information to rural
patients. In nursing education, videocon-
ferencing is an effective medium for con-
ducting problem-based learning, case
studies, and group discussions. On an
international level, nurses are using video-
conferencing to discuss health care issues
with their colleagues around the world. In
a recent study involving the United States
and Great Britain, nursing students were
exposed to diverse nursing perspectives
focusing on communication issues, wom-
en’s health, advocacy, empowerment, and
family-centered care. A conclusion of the
study was that there should not be a high
expectation of knowledge acquisition in
such interactions. Instead, the project
objectives should be focused on “broaden-
ing of perspective, changing attitudes,
increasing cultural awareness and experi-
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encing information technology and dis-
tance learning” (Waddell et al. 1999).

These findings have significant impli-
cations. For example, since the 11 Sep-
tember 2001 terrorist attacks in the
United States, videoconferencing equip-
ment sales have increased worldwide. In
the aftermath, the plight of women in
patriarchal cultures was broadcast to the
world through telecommunication satel-
lite technologies. Social discrimination
and violence, along with isolation and
censorship, have been a way of life that
they have had to tolerate. Awareness of
such situations and global studies, such
as those being implemented by the nurs-
ing profession using state-of-the-art
videoconferencing technologies, will
play an important role in bringing about
change for women and children around
the world and empowering new learners
for the twenty-first century.

Distance Learning and the Workplace

Although it is still true that men on the
average make higher salaries than women,
technology has helped to level the playing
field. Early in the twentieth century, many
jobs were more easily performed by men.
Technology has helped to change the
nature of work, and today almost all jobs
can be done as easily by women as by men.
“This gender shift may be the most signif-
icant change in the history of the Ameri-
can workplace” (Judy and D’Amico 1998,
52). Previously, women mostly worked in
gender-specific jobs such as nursing, the
clerical profession, and teaching, and oth-
ers held bottom-end jobs in mills and
sweatshops or as domestics. With these
few exceptions, the workplace was chiefly
a masculine domain. Men were needed for
physical labor and worked in jobs that did
not require much schooling; most skills
were learned on the job. Since the
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mid-twentieth century, machines and
technology have replaced human power,
and U.S. society has shifted from produc-
ing goods to providing services.

Gender is considered a particularly
irrelevant characteristic in the service
sector, which will be the largest employ-
ment sector in the early twenty-first cen-
tury. According to the authors of Work-
force 2020, “if occupationally relevant
gender differences exist [in the service
sector] today, they are as likely to favor
women as men. Thus women seem to be
preparing themselves more assiduously
than men for professional careers in the
information age: Women now garner 55
percent of bachelor’s degrees, 53 percent
of master’s degrees, and nearly 40 percent
of doctorates” (Judy and D’Amico 1998,
52-53). An important trend is emerging:
in the decades ahead, men will lose what-
ever workplace advantage they may still
retain.

As employers work to recruit and
retain a highly skilled workforce,
researchers predict additional emphasis
on the corporate university. Employers
will provide training and education for
their employees through the use of
advanced learning technologies such as
the Internet and videoconferencing. Some
companies, such as Ford Motor Company,
already provide laptops for their employ-
ees so they may access online learning
programs during flexible hours. Some
employees, however, view this phenome-
non less as a benefit than as a require-
ment to work outside regular work hours.

The Phenomenon of the “Third Shift”

The “second shift” was a metaphor
describing work and family conflicts for
women in Arlie Russell Hochschild’s
landmark 1989 study. Women reported
that they worked one shift in the work-

place and a second shift in the home.
Cheris Kramarae adds education to this
equation as a third shift. “As lifelong
learning and knowledge become ever
more important to economic well-being,
women and men find they juggle not only
work and family, but also demands of fur-
ther schooling and education throughout
their lives” (Kramarae 2000, 3). Although
more women are going online to take
courses, for many of them it requires jug-
gling a full-time job, family responsibili-
ties, homemaking, and a heavy course
load. As women try to schedule learning
time around their family and work
responsibilities, a “third shift” is created.
Online learning can eliminate problems
with accessibility, which is a common
drawback of traditional postsecondary
and adult education programs. Many
“third shift” learners appreciate the flexi-
bility that online learning provides. Many
educators note that women need to have
more involvement in the planning and
evaluation of online programs. According
to Kramarae, women are underrepre-
sented in all countries as software design-
ers, network engineers, college adminis-
trators, and teachers, so their needs may
not be met when distance-learning pro-
grams are designed primarily by men.

LuAnn Hiniker

See also Part 4: Gender and Technology;
Internet-based Distance Education
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Ecofeminism

Ecofeminism is the position that the
oppression of women and the domination
of the natural environment are linked.
Examining ecofeminism is important in
higher education because it is representa-
tive of the diversity of feminism and
women’s studies and provides students,
faculty, and educators with basic infor-
mation on emerging research, theories,
and teaching strategies.
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The term “ecofeminism” is usually
credited to Francoise d’Eaubonne. In 1974,
her article “Le Feminisme ou la Mort”
(Feminism or death) linked environmen-
tal issues to the patriarchal ideologies of
power, domination, and hierarchy. Today,
ecofeminism is connected to a wide range
of ideologies from the cultural, such as
Native American myths and goddess spir-
ituality, to the socialist, which focuses on
the connections between capitalism and
the environment, to women’s issues.
Ecofeminist issues include animal rights,
environmental racism, food safety, health
and reproductive rights, and Third World
development. Ecofeminism applies to
most academic disciplines, including the
humanities, social sciences, natural sci-
ences, and business.

After d’Eaubonne’s article was pub-
lished in 1974, the ecofeminist movement
emerged spontaneously in Asia, Europe,
and the United States. The Chipko Move-
ment of the Garhwal Himalayas, in the
mid-1970s, is often used to symbolize the
emerging ecofeminist movement. The
women of the area hugged trees in order to
stop them from being logged. The term
“tree-huggers” stems from this social
action. Ecofeminism became part of Euro-
pean politics in 1983 when Petra Kelly
founded Die Griinen, the West German
Green Party. Kelly blended environmental
issues with feminist issues to create a
political party. In 1998, the Greens
became part of Germany’s governing
coalition. About the same time as the
start of Die Grinen, as a response to the
Three Mile Island nuclear accident, Ynes-
tra King launched ecofeminism in the
United States when she helped organize
“Women'’s Life on Earth: A Conference on
Ecofeminism in the Eighties” in Amherst,
Massachusetts. At this conference, King
and other feminist environmentalists
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explored and expanded d’Eaubonne’s rela-
tionship between ecology and feminist
ideology. Grassroots ecofeminist efforts in
the early 1980s were also successful in
changing United States environmental
policy. Lois Gibbs, a housewife turned
activist, is often cited for her success in
connecting the health problems of the
families in Love Canal, New York, and the
toxic waste dump on which the town was
built. Although early ecofeminists orga-
nized into political parties, held high-pro-
file conferences, and created grassroots
movements, no formal, umbrella, ecofem-
inist organization was ever formed. Today,
it is represented primarily in publications
that provide contrasting ideologies in
many fields of study, each of which
employ pedagogical strategies to help
understand its basic concepts.

The four ideologies that address eco-
feminism today are liberal, cultural,
social, and socialist. Each ideology shares
ecofeminism’s basic tenets that humans
are part of nature, not separate from it,
that treatment of humans and the natu-
ral environment cannot be separated, and
that all life on earth functions as an inter-
connected community. By examining
these differing ideologies, we can under-
stand the richness of ecofeminism.

Liberal ecofeminism is grounded in the
liberal feminist ideals of public voice and
political change. Mainstream political
methods are used to make better laws and
policies to solve problems and to protect
human rights. Like liberal ecofeminism,
cultural ecofeminism involves public
voice through grassroots political action
using rituals. This group often employs
Native American myth and traditions as
part of their actions. Starhawk and the
Reclaiming Collective, for example, led a
series of Wiccan rituals in the late 1990s
to help save the old-growth forests of the

Pacific Northwest in the United States.
Cultural ecofeminists believe that women
have an innate ability to be closer to
nature than men. Each sex is equal, but
each also has different powers, skills, and
talents. For example, women’s intuition is
considered to be a powerful alternative to
mechanism and technology.

Social ecofeminists acknowledge the
biological differences between women and
men but reject the social and economic
hierarchies that patriarchy attaches to
these differences. They challenge capital-
ism and embrace the idea of decentralized
communities. Chiah Heller is a social
ecofeminist. Heller believes interdepen-
dence, complementarity, and spontaneity
apply to personal and community rela-
tionships. She writes of abandoning the
dualisms of man and culture versus
woman and nature and of how nature pro-
vides a potential realm where these
dualisms can be challenged.

Although the terms “social ecofemi-
nism” and “socialist ecofeminism” sound
similar, they represent two different ide-
ologies. Socialist ecofeminists repudiate
capitalism and add the idea that capital-
ism views both women and the natural
environment as commodities. Ynestra
King and Carolyn Merchant are both
socialist ecofeminists. King is a radical
political activist, and Merchant writes
about the ways in which women and men
interact with nature and how capitalist
ideologies circumscribe women’s roles in
the economy. For example, originally
midwives took care of women in child-
birth, but men displaced them as medical
knowledge and technology expanded,
eventually controlling natural reproduc-
tion. Related to socialist ecofeminism is
the idea that women and nature are both
victims of colonization. According to Val
Plumwood, colonization involves the



belief that women and nature are inferior
to men and culture. This patriarchal idea
focuses on the differences between
women and men while ignoring their
similarities. Colonization also ignores the
complexity of the relationship between
humans and their environment and
asserts that nature is replaceable. In a col-
onized world, technology, not nature, is
considered essential for expanding human
life.

In addition to the four ideologies that
represent ecofeminism, one must also
understand the fields of study that use
ecofeminism. The humanities, social sci-
ences, hard sciences, and business all have
ecofeminism applications. In the humani-
ties, philosopher Karen Warren writes and
teaches about environmental ethics and
ecofeminism. She argues that in patri-
archy, “alogic of domination” attempts to
justify men’s control and oppression of
both women and the natural environ-
ment. Ecofeminism, Warren asserts, chal-
lenges this logic. Social scientists use
ecofeminism to understand the relation-
ships between people and their environ-
ment. In linguistics, some researchers
study the links between naturist and sex-
ist language and the subjugation and dom-
ination of women and the environment.
For example, women are often referred to
in animal terms, such as “fox,” “bitch,”
or “mother hens.” Since animals are seen
as inferior to humans in patriarchal soci-
eties, applying animal names to women
reinforces women’s inferior status. Patri-
archal domination of women and nature
is also reinforced by terms that feminize
nature: “virgin” timber is cut down,
mines “penetrate” Mother Earth, and fal-
low fields are “barren.”

The hard sciences also use ecofeminist
concepts. Ecofeminism complements the
basic principles of care in the medical sci-
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ences. In biology, it is connected to the
deep ecology movement and the notion
of biodiversity. An ecofeminist geologist
could study environmental racism and
the impact of mining on minority com-
munities. Green businesses and organiza-
tions such as Businesses for Social
Responsibility advocate ecofeminist con-
cepts of community and teach corpora-
tions to value both environmental
resources and humans equally. Ecofemi-
nism can be valuable in most disciplines
in some manner, but it also has critics.
First, critics claim that sex roles found
in society today express personal prefer-
ences, not coercion. Those who make this
argument assume that men run things
because they want to and women prefer
their supportive roles. A second criticism
is that ecofeminism essentializes gender
when biological traits, like male aggres-
sion and women’s inherent connection to
Mother Earth, are used to amplify gender
differences while ignoring similarities.
Critics who say this often believe that
men and women are basically biologically
different but that culture is the dominant
influence creating gender differences.
Third, some people find the terms “op-
pression” and “domination” to be too
vague and complain that those who use
those terms assume that all women are
oppressed and dominated in the same
manner as the environment. The final
criticism centers on the ecofeminist
claim that, in patriarchal cultures, a
higher position in the hierarchy implies a
higher value. In fact, according to the crit-
ics, the focus of ecofeminism is on the
person, not nature, and therefore it is
anthropocentric and women-centered,
thus perpetuating the value-laden hierar-
chy and devaluing men instead of women.
Ecofeminism links environmental
issues to women’s issues. It is applicable



166 Women in Higher Education

to many fields of study and is grounded in
different ideologies. Those who wuse
ecofeminism in their classrooms realize
that it is a controversial perspective that
links theory to action. Therefore, the ped-
agogical strategies are important to note
as well. In addition to traditional class-
room lectures and activities, ecofemi-
nism lends itself to nontraditional strate-
gies. Examples of these strategies include
field trips, lab exercises, community ser-
vice projects, and the construction of
social action networks on the Internet. In
fact, since ecofeminism challenges tradi-
tional views on the environment and
women’s roles, it is common to find ped-
agogical techniques that do so as well.

Tess Pierce
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Family and Consumer Sciences

Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS) is
the name for the new and broader vision
of the field previously called home eco-

nomics. This new conceptualization
evolved because of changes in U.S. fami-
lies, culture and resources, ethnic and
racial demographics, knowledge in the
basic disciplines, and higher education.
FCS professionals use an integrative,
interdisciplinary approach to address
concerns related to the reciprocal rela-
tionships among individuals, families,
and communities, and the environments
in which they function. The field’s pur-
pose is to improve individual, family, and
community well-being; affect the devel-
opment, delivery, and evaluation of con-
sumer goods and services; influence pol-
icy creation; and shape social change,
thereby enhancing the quality of life
(American Association of Family and
Consumer Sciences 2001). Although FCS
originally emerged to provide opportuni-
ties for educated women to make a dif-
ference when there were few careers
open to women, the field now provides
many career options for both men and
women.

Education for careers is provided
through FCS programs in higher educa-
tion, but academics in the field also con-
duct research and provide service and
outreach to the public and to other pro-
fessionals. FCS higher education pro-
grams offer associate’s, bachelor’s, mas-
ter’s, and doctoral degrees in FCS and its
specializations. Graduating thousands
annually, the field prepares professionals
to work in a wide range of careers in all
levels of public and higher education, as
well as human services organizations,
government, business, and industry. Ex-
amples include product design and devel-
opment in the food, textiles and apparel,
and financial industries; retail buying
and management; journalism; commu-
nity education; all levels of education;
family and community services; admin-
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Girls are taught to sew at Washington Irving High School in New York City, 1911 (Library of

Congress)

istration; wellness; research in public
institutions and industry; certified finan-
cial planning and debt counseling; con-
sumer protection; consumer affairs;
housing and multifamily property man-
agement; and indoor environmental
health, safety, and energy efficiency.
Although the concept of FCS originated
in Aristotle’s philosophy, Catharine
Beecher created the modern conceptual-
ization in the mid-1800s. In her seminar-
ies for young girls, Beecher offered a more
intellectually challenging education than
was generally available then. Her publica-
tions were also popular among adult
women. Others interested in providing
higher education for women developed
programs in public land grant colleges
(now universities). Iowa State University

established the first home economics pro-
gram in 1871, followed by Kansas State
University in 1873 and Illinois Industrial
University (now the University of Illi-
nois, Urbana-Champaign) in 1874. By
1895, there were ten FCS departments in
land grant colleges, and by 1900 there
were thirty (East 1982, 4).

During the Progressive era (approxi-
mately 1890-1920) in the United States,
a group of educated women and men
facilitated formalization of this move-
ment into a discipline and profession.
They were particularly concerned about
the growing poverty during the Industrial
Revolution in their increasingly prosper-
ous nation. Living conditions were over-
crowded; housing and sanitation were
poor; food was often adulterated; few
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health, safety, and pollution regulations
existed; and communicable diseases were
the leading cause of death. However, in
spite of their education and commit-
ment, the female pioneers found it diffi-
cult to find professional employment; it
was almost impossible if they were mar-
ried. Not to be stifled, these scientifically
trained women (and men) created their
own discipline and profession to study
and address the problems of everyday life
(Stage and Vincenti 1997).

Melvil Dewey, inventor of the Dewey
Decimal System, and Ellen Richards,
chemist and first woman graduate of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT) and later MIT instructor of chem-
istry, initiated the Lake Placid Confer-
ences on Home Economics (1899-1908)
to convene women and men interested in
developing the movement into an orga-
nized discipline and profession. Richards
was concerned with consumer educa-
tion; nutrition; child protection; indus-
trial safety; public health; career educa-
tion; women’s rights; the purity of air,
food, and water; and the application of
science and management principles to
the family. She led the 1902 conferees in
defining the field as the study of the laws,
conditions, principles, and ideals con-
cerned with the relationship between
humans’ immediate physical environ-
ment and their nature as social beings.
They considered it a philosophical field
dependent on scientific subjects such as
economics, sociology, chemistry, and
hygiene (Lake Placid Conferences).

The conferees developed a college-level
curriculum. At first, they emphasized the
application of science to improve sanita-
tion and diets, to ensure the safe handling
of food, and to reduce the drudgery of
housework so that all women could have
time and energy for life’s loftier pursuits.

As the social sciences emerged in the early
1900s, the profession and the curriculum
broadened to include child development,
the social and emotional quality of daily
life, and the acquisition and management
of resources needed as families changed
from producing to consuming units.
These newer programs prepared graduates
for teaching, as well as for new careers in
dietetics, social services, community-
based education through the Department
of Agriculture’s Cooperative Extension
Service, business, and industry, when few
opportunities existed for women. Today,
there are hundreds of FCS higher educa-
tion programs nationally and many in
other countries.

During and after World War II, the econ-
omy bustled, public education increased
eligibility for higher education, research
exponentially expanded knowledge, and
public support for higher education grew.
All prompted the creation of specializa-
tions in many fields. Family and con-
sumer sciences developed specializations
in human nutrition and food management
(dietetics); human development (child
development); family relations and family
therapy; apparel and textiles; housing and
home furnishings (interior design); and
consumer economics and family resource
management.

The discipline and profession experi-
enced further changes during the second
half of the twentieth century. Americans,
including FCS professionals, had come to
believe that science was capable of solv-
ing almost all problems, but by the 1970s,
this unrealistic confidence had begun
eroding. In 1978 Marjorie Brown, profes-
sor of home economics education at the
University of Minnesota, and Beatrice
Paolucci, professor of family economics
and management at Michigan State Uni-
versity, urged the field to embrace a dif-



ferent vision of itself. They based their
new conceptualization on the work of
contemporary German philosopher Jur-
gen Habermas, who acknowledged the
usefulness but also the insufficiency of
the sciences in addressing problems
requiring ethical action, the most chal-
lenging problems in everyday life. Brown
and Paolucci (1979) argued that critical
reflection, ethical reasoning, and collabo-
rative participation are needed to increase
the profession’s effectiveness in defining
the most important and fundamental
problems and empowering individuals
and families with the knowledge and
higher order thinking skills needed to
address such problems.

They redefined the mission of the pro-
fession as enabling families—both as indi-
vidual units and generally as a social
institution—to create and maintain ways
of thinking and acting that lead to the
physical, social, emotional, and intellec-
tual formation of all family members into
mature individuals. They argued that the
field’s mission should also include em-
powerment of families to participate in
enlightened, cooperative critique and for-
mulation of social goals (within and
beyond the family) and the means for
accomplishing them. Not all in the field
accepted Brown and Paolucci’s view.
Some favored the long-standing view of
the field that emphasized technical knowl-
edge and skills.

Since the mid-twentieth century, pro-
grammatic and philosophical changes
within the field and external societal
changes have increased the need for a new
name for the field. Various names devel-
oped for higher education programs,
including human ecology, human envi-
ronmental science, human sciences, and
FCS. Because of the confusion these
names created, five home economics pro-
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fessional organizations sponsored a con-
ference in 1993 in Scottsdale, Arizona, to
position the profession for the twenty-first
century. Attendees redesigned the field
and chose “Family and Consumer Sci-
ences” as the profession’s new name.
Since then, many college and university
programs across the United States have
changed their names to be consistent with
this new name, but for many local rea-
sons, others have retained the names they
had.

The linkages among home economics,
feminism, and FCS during the twentieth
century have evolved in distinct stages. In
the 1960s, feminists in the women’s
movement outside the field sharply criti-
cized home economists for preparing
women for a life limited to domestic
responsibilities. By the 1990s, some femi-
nist historians began reinterpreting the
field, recognizing that this new profession
actually provided professional opportuni-
ties for educated women, using strategies
and compromises deemed necessary at
the time (Stage and Vincenti 1997).

Virginia B. Vincenti
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Gender and Technology

Information and communications tech-
nologies (ICTs), such as computer-medi-
ated conferences, interactive CD-ROMs,
and web-based courses, are playing an
increasingly important role in tertiary
education, but there is consistent evidence
that differences exist in how many
females and males perceive and use these
technologies. To date, research has focused
on the barriers that female learners face.
More recently, attention is turning to the
experiences of female instructors who use
technology to teach on campus and at a
distance. Studies of female experience
with learning technologies reveal a consis-
tent pattern, established in the early years
in school, in which girls are discouraged
from computing both as a process and as a
career choice. Elements of exclusion
include attitude, anxiety level, motiva-

tion, access, socialization and culture,
learning context, learning design, nature
of content, and learning and cognitive
style differences.

Research on females and technology
has been paralleled by the evolution of
feminist thought and of the entire field of
instructional and communications tech-
nology since the 1980s. For example,
there is general acceptance of the view
that learning is a social process that
embeds the use of ICTs in a sociocultural
practice. There is no inherently negative
relationship between women and tech-
nology, but there appears to be one that is
socially constructed. However, the view
that technology is a social and political
phenomenon that excludes women has
been challenged from within feminist
circles as well as from more traditional
paradigms.

Although this debate continues, there is
agreement that the design of much of the
commercially available software and
learning environments actively discour-
age female teachers and learners from par-
ticipating. These learning products and
environments have tended to be self-con-
tained, applications-based, and designed
for the individual learner. Computer-
based simulations and learning activities
based on game designs are examples of
highly structured, autonomous learning
contexts. Web-based environments en-
courage more collaborative activities, yet
access remains a concern. Barriers to
teaching and learning in technological
environments are related to personal,
political, and sociological factors, includ-
ing institutional practices.

Personal Factors

Personal barriers include attitudes and
motivation, self-efficacy, stress and anxi-
ety, and achievement. Females, espe-



cially older females, have tended to
assess computers as less effective
instructional tools, but as access to tech-
nology increases, motivation and atti-
tude improve. It is well documented that
females have felt less competent than
males using computers, feelings that
have often led to the personalization of a
stressful and unsuccessful experience. It
is not unusual to hear women remark
that if something does not work, it must
be their fault for not performing the right
task. Sherry Turkle (1995) describes this
attitude as the “don’t touch it, you'll get
a shock” phenomenon. Computer anxi-
ety is learned through experience at
home and in school. It is reinforced by
the relative absence of females in infor-
mal technological contexts such as video
arcades and computer clubs and formal
ones such as technical professions. Adult
women may enter technology-based
learning activities with low self-esteem,
which is compounded by the inevitable
problems every computer user has with
networks and equipment.

Political, Sociological, and
Institutional Factors

Social and political factors in technologi-
cal environments are interrelated. Un-
equal access to computers and, by exten-
sion, information is of concern across the
world because computer ownership and
computer use remains predominantly
male and North American. That is also
true of the pattern of online use and
access. Unequal access begins in the
home and at school, ranging from a 2 to 1
ratio to a 5 to 1 ratio in favor of male own-
ership of computers. The nature of access
has changed over the past several years in
regions with greater technological devel-
opment, and estimates of access by sex
vary substantially. However, women are
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Women remain underrepresented in
scientific and techological fields (Courtesy
of the Association of Women in Science)

still more likely to remain at a relative
disadvantage to men in both the personal
and professional spheres. Although
approximately 38 percent of North Amer-
ican Internet users are reportedly female,
the quality of their access may be unequal
(Brown and Jolly 1999). The quality of
access is affected by factors such as lim-
ited time to be online or access through
older computers and slower connection
speeds, which affect the type and amount
of information available. Males tend to
participate in more informal computing
experiences than females and feel more
comfortable with technology. Access
relates directly to experience through atti-
tude and achievement.

There have been relatively few techno-
logical role models for women. Male
teachers are more likely to be involved in
computing; and a discriminatory environ-
ment exists in many classrooms in which
technology is a focus (see Campbell 1999).
Although the numbers of women receiv-
ing graduate degrees in many science and
technology-related fields, such as engi-
neering, have increased since 1990, the
proportion of women receiving graduate
degrees in computer science has actually
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declined. The design of software and the
language of computing are often uncom-
fortable for women. Themes typically
concern sports, various forms of destruc-
tion, and physical adventures. Even
course development tools for faculty can
exclude women. For example, the “tool”
and “workshop” metaphors used by
many productivity tools reflect a male-
oriented vocation (e.g., carpentry). Learn-
ing tasks in computer-based learning
environments are often set up to support
individual, procedural problem solving or
competitive and abstract activities, rather
than being cooperative, collaborative, and
narrative-based.

In recent years, more attention has
been paid to the technology-related needs
of the adult learner in nontraditional
learning environments. A high proportion
of these learners are women. Financial
support for learning is one problem for
this group. The lack of support for the
family issues that concern women trans-
lates into inflexible schedules and dead-
lines for assignments and exams, require-
ments for technological tools that may be
out of their financial and technological
reach, isolation from other learners and
their teacher, and activities that may
require extra fees, such as videoconfer-
encing. Families and other social struc-
tures in the community have been found
to marginalize some women by destroy-
ing materials, increasing demands for
attention and help, or refusing to set aside
time or space for women to study. Ironi-
cally, women may place higher demands
and standards on themselves to compen-
sate for what they perceive as selfishness
in pursuing their own goals and interests.
Faculty and administrators in distance
education departments and institutions
need to consider these issues when plan-
ning new courses and programs.

The Internet

The Internet can bring women together
in communities across national and cul-
tural boundaries and enhance women’s
creative potential. Previously inaccessi-
ble information sources are now avail-
able and may be embedded in online sup-
port structures. Hypertext writing and
computer-mediated conferencing (CMC)
may encourage social activism through
the building of online, activist communi-
ties. Online environments may be
empowering in their potential support of
women whose cognitive styles are con-
nected, interrelational, collaborative, and
nonlinear. The Internet may offer the
most equitable context yet for women
learning with technology.

With improved bandwidth over the
Internet and multimedia technologies
such as streaming audio and video, mul-
tiple representations of information are
possible. Multimodal designs that in-
clude graphical and dynamic representa-
tions (such as video, audio, and anima-
tion) will support more diverse cognitive
and learning styles. Educational web-
sites are emerging that offer information
in a diversity of forms and represent con-
tent from multiple perspectives by using
problem-based learning designs. Exam-
ples of these environments for higher
learning include Blue Web/'n (http://
www.kn.pacbell.com/wired/bluewebn)
and Merlot (http://www.merlot.org).

Female learners may come to communi-
cation activities affected by social prac-
tices associated with gender, such as the
tendency to attenuate to others. In face-to-
face classroom interactions, inequalities
can emerge through nonverbal cues related
to sex, appearance, size, and demeanor, as
well as through verbal cues such as con-
versational dominance. Until recently,
researchers and teachers assumed that



some gender inequalities would be less-
ened by online communications. A lack of
social cues, plus the advantage of asyn-
chronicity, can make the online conversa-
tion more equitable and safer for women.
But despite the potential for gender equity
in CMC, many women have been
silenced, criticized, and even pursued and
frightened in the online environment.

Support for Female Teachers

and Learners

There are ways to create learning envi-
ronments that feel supportive to women
and to all learners of varying learning
styles, experiences, ages, cultures, and
values. To create these environments,
Sherry Turkle argues that “a new social
construction of the computer” is needed
(as cited by Kirkup 1992, 280). In these
environments, the cultural context in
which knowledge is produced will be
examined with the questions whose
authority? and whose knowledge! as crit-
ical lenses.

Since the late 1990s, attention has
turned to learning designs based on cog-
nitive flexibility theory. This approach
encourages learners to “crisscross the
landscape” of multiple perspectives and
constructions of reality. Learning is
based on social interaction. Approaches
include problem-based and case-based
models in which learners work together
to gather evidence to support critical
solutions. Social discourse is central to
this process and is often supported
through online conversations or threaded
discussions.

Gender-neutral, technology-based learn-
ing designs with the following elements
have been found to be appropriate for all
adult learners: cooperative learning envi-
ronments that stimulate attention by
changing organization and presentation of
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content; content that is designed to relate
to prior experience and knowledge; appro-
priate levels of challenge; content that is
“chunked” for short learning periods; and
frequent interaction accompanied by
mediated feedback. Providing opportuni-
ties to try new knowledge in authentic,
collaborative contexts is important. In
these designs, content is immediately
accessible, well-organized, has good visual
and interface design principles, and
includes multiple forms available through
several choice points and self-selected
paths. Language is active rather than pas-
sive, personal rather than abstract, devoid
of bias and cultural connotations, and of
moderate difficulty. Sentence structures
are simple rather than complex, with
important ideas made immediately appar-
ent and abstract ideas related to the real
world of action.

Additional suggestions for successful
learning and teaching experiences for
women include cooperative environ-
ments; scheduled orientation sessions in
which students learn to use the technol-
ogy; use of online conversation, supported
with CMC or email lists; use of social
protocols such as language use, accept-
able methods of disagreement, and equal
distribution of conversation; more flexi-
ble deadlines for assignments submitted
at a distance; creative solutions to com-
puter ownership and access, such as rent-
to-buy arrangements and free modem
pools; development of community access
points; and better security arrangements
in computer labs that are open for ex-
tended hours.

Katy Campbell
See also Part 4: Distance Education;

Internet-based Distance Education; Part
6: Learning and Knowing
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Internet-based Distance Education
Online instruction delivered via the
Internet is a global educational innova-
tion that is fundamentally altering the
way people engage in formal systems of
higher education. Current debate regard-
ing this educational innovation tends to
fall into two camps. There are those who
see Internet delivery of formal instruc-
tion as personally empowering to users
because of its greater flexibility, the more
numerous choices available to learners,
and the user’s control of the content and
process of learning. Alternatively, critics
are concerned that expanding adoption
will exacerbate existing power differen-
tials between the information rich and
information poor, which will then
increase already strained and distant rela-
tions across class, race, and gender group
identities (Miller 2001, 188). At the most
basic level, delivering courses via the
Internet removes the disciplinary ele-
ments of the traditional classroom in
terms of time and space. Students are
responsible for attendance in the virtual
classroom through an Internet connec-
tion. Although this trait affords great
flexibility, it also poses some problems.
Likewise, instructors trade spaces lim-
ited by bricks, mortar, and semester
schedules for territory as yet uncharted
in terms of educational efficacy, effects
on student outcomes, institutional pol-
icy and support, and the inevitable uncer-
tainty of continuous connectivity.
Complete undergraduate and graduate
degree programs are now available online
and can be completed without ever going
to campus. Registration, advising, and
instruction comprise the virtual univer-
sity. Unheard of in the early 1990s,
online instruction is now a major strate-
gic initiative at nine out of ten public



universities and six out of ten private col-
leges or universities in the United States.
Statistical data on this fast-growing phe-
nomenon are outdated as soon as they are
reported. However, the National Center
on Education Statistics surveys electron-
ically mediated instruction, and results
are reported regularly at www.nces.ed.
gov.

Learning Online

Reliable connectivity, the learning envi-
ronment, barriers to participation in
learning, and interaction preferences that
lead to “sense making” or learning are
just a few of the variables that may affect
women differently from men who enroll
in online courses. These issues deserve
careful consideration and analysis on
their own merits, along with the reasons
for the absence of these issues at the
planning and policy levels.

Connectivity. Reliable connectivity,
much like the need for reliable trans-
portation to campus, is a multifaceted
issue. Given the economic disparity
between the earnings of men and women
and the number of women who are single
parents and belong to the working poor,
access to state-of-the-art computing capa-
bility and high-speed Internet connec-
tions at work or at home is not a given. In
many ways, the explosion of online
course offerings transfers institutional
expansion costs to students and other
community resources such as public
libraries. The allure of flexibility of time
and place for learning diminishes when
the reality is frequently interrupted
online service, inadequate software to
support transfer of attachments and mes-
sages, and competing demands at home or
work. Even when computers are provided
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at little or no charge, home-based Internet
connections may require setup or mainte-
nance from a service provider. For some
women whose religious faith prohibits
any interaction with males who are not
family members, a search for female tech-
nicians requires time, energy that could
be devoted to learning, and an invasion of
privacy.

Learning Environment. A consideration
of the learning environment includes both
the physical location of the student com-
puter and the quality of the virtual class-
room. In a recent study, women reported
that success in online courses requires
greater self-discipline and direction when
it comes to setting aside time for learning
at home or work. However, some women
in the late stages of pregnancy or recently
postpartum noted that online courses pro-
vided an opportunity for continuing unin-
terrupted in their degree program. These
women found late-night participation pro-
vided speedy transmission, a quiet home
learning environment, and a sense of
empowerment culminating in a high level
of satisfaction with online learning (Jeris
2001). Whether the task is to participate in
a synchronous discussion (chat room) or
contribute asynchronously (e.g., threaded
discussion), students must negotiate with
family members or colleagues to share
resources such as phone lines and com-
puters. Although it is true for men and
women, the life circumstances for many
women may not favor consistently suc-
cessful negotiations.

For other women, online learning has
proven to be as difficult and personally
threatening as taking night classes in
buildings with dimly lit parking lots.
Cheris Kramarae (1997), a legal scholar
who tracks educational policy develop-
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ments related to online instruction,
noted that online aggression against
women takes many forms, from male
domination of online interaction to
anonymous verbal harassment and trans-
mission of pornographic material. She
posited that a more pressing priority than
making online credit card transmissions
secure is making the Internet safe for
women. What is more troubling is that
large university library systems are now
using electronic certification to secure
and authenticate users of their costly
online research databases, but these same
institutions have not addressed hostile
online learning environments in any
manner or setting other than faculty
development workshops.

Electronic Surveillance. Software design-
ers of online courseware add new features
to each upgrade. Tracking mechanisms
for student participation have gone from
simple counting of “hits” on various loca-
tions within the virtual classroom to
elaborately detailed surveillance systems.
In a recent address to the Franke Institute
for the Humanities, Andrew M. Rosen-
field noted, “We know where you've
been. We have the technological ability to
figure out not only who's learned but
who’s learned quickly. We don’t external-
ize that feature because we think that’s
private” (2001, 17). Not only are system
administrators and faculty able to access
these data for the purpose of improving
instruction, but they may also use them
to track utilization patterns by students
throughout the day and night. This infor-
mation was recently used at one institu-
tion as justification for not providing
more comprehensive technical support
because the “students are mostly stay-at-
home moms; they can get online any-
time” (Jeris 2001). In this case, both the

content of the students’ comments and
the contribution patterns were appraised,
a gender-based stereotype was assigned,
and a resource allocation decision was
made from information accessed without
the students’ knowledge or permission.
An even more disturbing possibility is
that this detailed information regarding
an individual’s participation pattern in an
online course could wind up in the hands
of someone who intends to use it for per-
sonally threatening or violent purposes.
Although the information is password
protected, the fact remains that the stu-
dents are not informed of the depth and
breadth of the surveillance.

Participation. Although factors that
support or hinder women from partici-
pating in adult education are well docu-
mented (Merriam and Caffarella 1998),
current enrollment data-gathering prac-
tices virtually preclude the possibility of
this information reaching policy develop-
ment conversations. Since 1995, adult
part-time students have comprised over
50 percent of the for-credit enrollment in
higher education (National Center for
Education Statistics 2001). However, the
major interest in tracking these statistics
is to provide accurate counts of full-time
equivalents (FTEs) for funding purposes.
Hence, one FTE may be a composite sta-
tistic of three or four part-time adult stu-
dents (the majority of whom are women).
Rich information on race, class, and gen-
der, along with reasons for participating
in higher education, are of no interest to
funding bodies at the state and federal
levels.

An FTE is a unitary, deracinated, sup-
posedly value-neutral signifier of enroll-
ment. Given the recursive relationship
between policy development and funding
priorities, adult part-time students’ di-



verse needs remain marginal to strategic
needs analysis and planning within
higher education. This bias is coupled
with the reality that online instruction is
an overwhelmingly adult education phe-
nomenon in higher education because
many institutions do not permit tradi-
tional-age undergraduates to enroll in
online courses. The net effect is to pro-
vide borderless recruiting and enrollment
regions, greatly expanding the number of
potential adult students who can pay full
tuition or are eligible for unsubsidized
loans. Further, many corporations are
reluctant to provide tuition reimburse-
ment for online courses (Palloff and Pratt
1999, 34). For many women, this means
that an attractive educational option that
has the potential for removing some of
the traditional barriers to participation
(child care, family responsibilities, etc.) is
beyond their reach financially.

Interaction Preferences. Online courses,
particularly those that use asynchronous
or threaded discussions as the primary
interaction method, show promise for pro-
viding a more student-centered virtual
space for learning. Teacher-researchers
report that their course evaluations reveal
numerous expressions of appreciation
from students regarding the absence of
competition for “air time,” more confi-
dence in their responses, and less worry
about quick comebacks or disparaging
remarks from male students (Alsgaard
2000; Daley 2000; Jeris 2001). In other
words, the hierarchical structure of the
teacher-centered traditional classroom
that often places teachers at the helm,
male students as second in command, and
female students as the quiet audience for
interactions between teachers and male
students is modified online. Often, a key
determinant of frequent and substantial
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contributions to discussions is keyboard-
ing skills, and it is not unusual for women
returning to higher education to be highly
proficient in this area.

Freed from “twenty-five pairs of eyes”
(Alsgaard 2000, 22), women in online
courses actively construct meaning in
the quiet of their homes or after hours at
work. These familiar spaces, along with
the students’ appropriation of time for
learning, set the stage for a qualitatively
different experience. Women participate
more often, at greater length, comment
more frequently on other student’s con-
tributions, quote other students more in
their papers, and communicate more fre-
quently with instructors online than in
traditional classrooms. They are also
more likely to ask clarifying questions
about assignments and negotiate assign-
ment guidelines that allow them to adapt
papers and projects to their life experi-
ences and work-based needs (Alsgaard
2000; Jeris 2001). In short, virtual class-
rooms have the potential for empowering
women as they seek information regard-
ing course content and logistics.

Teaching Online

Not unlike their female students, women
who teach online face many of the same
challenges of renegotiating time and space
for teaching, as well as the potential haz-
ards of virtual classrooms, such as elec-
tronic surveillance and online harassment.
Flexible schedules, home-based electronic
access (often at personal expense), and
reduced commuting time may relieve
stress and provide time management
options. However, the professional conse-
quence of drastically reduced time spent
on campus interacting with colleagues is a
factor that should not be dismissed.
Women who decide to develop and deliver
online courses in higher education are
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often faced with a professional develop-
ment predicament. Already beleaguered in
successfully navigating the tenure process,
the decision to teach online has the poten-
tial for placing untenured women profes-
sors at even greater risk.

Progress toward Tenure. According to the
Fall 1997 Staff Survey of the Integrated
Postsecondary Data System, of tenured
full-time faculty nationwide, 72 percent
are men and 28 percent are women. Given
that 72 percent of all full-time faculty
range from thirty to fifty-four years of age,
women professors are building careers,
working toward tenure, and raising chil-
dren concurrently. Anne Keating (1999)
documents the significant increase in
development and delivery time for online
courses, which is often unrecognized and
unrewarded through the traditional
tenure process. Not wanting to appear
averse to educational innovations, un-
tenured women professors may be at risk
for taking on the time-intensive labor of
online courses without realizing the long-
term impact on their careers.

Although relationship building with
colleagues may diminish, women who
teach online are finding virtual class-
rooms a rich context for relationship
building with students. Contrary to their
initial expectations, screen-to-screen
interaction is surprisingly intense, intel-
lectually stimulating, and rewarding.
However, factors that may interfere with
positive interaction are abundant. These
include the amount and type of technical
support for students and teachers; the
reliability of the network system; the
learning curve, complexity, and reliability
of course software packages and features;
and the quality of faculty development for
novice instructors of virtual classrooms.

Technical Support. The most disturbing
words an online instructor ever hears are,
“The system is down.” Granted, circum-
stances arise that interfere with tradi-
tional classroom meetings, but many of
those factors (except weather) are under
faculty control, and they have time to
plan alternatives. Not so with online
courses. A complicating factor is that
many institutions elect to do major
upgrades and overhauls of systems during
periods when many traditional under-
graduates are not on campus, such as
summer terms or holiday breaks. Typi-
cally, online courses do not adhere rigidly
to the traditional academic calendar, so
work-arounds, standby servers, and
backup systems may be temporarily put
in place to enable the online courses to
continue during network maintenance.
In addition, staff that normally provide
technical support to online students and
faculty may be diverted to work on net-
work maintenance. Consequently, for
significant periods, online courses may be
poorly supported through human and
technical resources. Moreover, many
institutions are reluctant to provide 24-7
technical support to online faculty and
students, although problem resolution is
often available within twenty-four hours.
Without question, these interruptions
pose challenges for both men and women
who are teaching and learning online, and
research has yet to document a differen-
tial impact on men and women related to
technical reliability and support. But if,
in the course of a degree program, women
take more online courses than men, or
more women choose to teach online than
men, then these resource allocation deci-
sions may impede women students’
progress in earning degrees or even
women faculty’s ability to gain tenure.



Instructional Support. Learning to teach
online and learning to learn online are col-
laborative efforts among faculty, students,
information system staff, and instruc-
tional support staff. Heretofore rigid
boundaries around faculty and student
rights and responsibilities must be renego-
tiated in ways that maintain the integrity
of teaching and learning processes. Like
many technological innovations, deploy-
ment is far ahead of policy development.
Expediency, cost containment, and rapid
change place technical experts in an
authoritative role as key decisionmakers.
They are the experts senior administrators
turn to for input on institutional resource
allocation decisions for both instructional
and technical support. As a result, differ-
ential needs of adult learners based on
gender, or any other group identity, for
that matter, have yet to become central
issues in the expansion of higher educa-
tion through Internet-based courses.

Laurel Jeris

See also Part 4: Distance Education;
Gender and Technology
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Medical Education

Since the 1960s, women medical student
enrollees have increased from 6 to 8 per-
cent of enrollees nationwide in U.S. med-
ical academies to more than 40 percent of
enrollees (Bickel, Galbraith, and Quinnie
1995). Since 1980, a medical curriculum
based on didactic teaching and immersion
in a hard science core has given way to
student-centered instruction emphasiz-
ing problem-based learning and an inte-
grated science curriculum. The profession
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and its training institutions have moved
from an empiricist, paternalistic, and sov-
ereign “world of power” to a consumer-
oriented and pluralistic organization with
ever-increasing diversification in its
health care and heath maintenance
options. Medical school curricula have
moved from a strictly “science” model to
include greater emphasis on applied
behavioral sciences, the humanities, and
patient-centered care (Stewart et al. 1995).
As a result of the changes in the way doc-
tors are trained, the hierarchical notion of
the professional as expert and the patient
as passive recipient has been challenged.
Today, many health practitioners seek to
empower the patient and to share deci-
sionmaking with other health care practi-
tioners, thus renouncing physicians’ tra-
ditional control.

A major force behind maintaining med-
icine’s traditional paradigm was the pro-
fession’s exclusionary practices regarding
race, social class, and gender. The high
price of medical education maintained
medicine’s social uniformity by eliminat-
ing applicants from the lower and work-
ing classes. Deliberate policies against
Jews, women, and people of color guaran-
teed social homogeneity and, therefore,
strict control over medical training and
medical practice. Women were not admit-
ted to the nation’s medical schools in
appreciable numbers until the mid-twen-
tieth century. Prior to the passage of Civil
Rights Act in 1964, medical schools lim-
ited women enrollees to 5 percent of total
student enrollment (Starr 1982).

With the inclusion of women into the
medical profession, new ideas regarding
how physicians are trained and the way in
which medical care is provided have
emerged. Traditional medical sovereignty
has given way to patients’ right to
informed consent and their right to refuse

treatment. Doctors and hospitals, once
free to override patient preferences, now
must share medical information as well as
decisionmaking authority with patients.
Female physicians have demanded that
male physicians change both their atti-
tudes and traditional institutional prac-
tices, and these demands have resulted in
new rules of professional behavior and
practice as well as new ways to train
future physicians. Under the new rules,
medical students now can choose from a
variety of instructional and curricular for-
mats. Problem-based learning is replacing
traditional didactic teaching, tutoring in
the ambulatory care unit has replaced bed-
side teaching on hospital wards, and con-
tinuity clinics are replacing standard clin-
ical rotations (Peterson et al. 1980).

Women in Medicine: The First Wave
The history of women in American med-
icine is a tale of both inclusion and exclu-
sion. In colonial America, most medical
care was provided by women in the
home. Women were prominent lay prac-
titioners in childbearing activities; in
some areas of the country, medical prac-
tice belonged almost entirely to women
as late as 1818. By the Jacksonian period,
however, women no longer held as dom-
inant a position in lay medical practice.
Furthermore, women confronted opposi-
tion if they attempted to join the emerg-
ing professional medical practice (Kett
1968).

In the 1840s, the work of the suffragists
and a growing feminist movement cre-
ated opportunities for women to receive
formal medical training separate from but
equal to male physicians. Boston’s New
England Medical College, founded in
1848, was the world’s first medical school
exclusively for women (Walsh 1977).
Nonetheless, the establishment of gen-



der-segregated medical schools did little
to change the established exclusionary
practices of the professional medical asso-
ciations. Almost all practicing physicians
were opposed to the admission of women
into the profession, and the policy of
existing medical societies was strict
ostracism (Shyrock 1966).

By the mid-1800s, the nation had sev-
enteen female medical colleges. Compe-
tition among small private medical
schools as well as academically weak
medical departments in some universi-
ties opened opportunities for women
medical students. Some less successful
university-affiliated medical schools
actively recruited women medical stu-
dents in an effort to increase school rev-
enue. Nonetheless, women in the nine-
teenth century were not satisfied to be
accepted only in second-rate proprietary
schools or gender-segregated schools. In
1893, women’s struggle for admission to
the country’s elite medical schools was
accomplished when Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity agreed to accept women medical
students in exchange for a $500,000
endowment contributed by wealthy
women (DeAngelis 1999).

Johns Hopkins University’s women'’s
endowment committee, known as the
Women’s Fund Committee, attached cer-
tain conditions to the gift, including the
agreement to accept women on the same
basis that men were accepted, as opposed
to admitting equal numbers of men and
women. M. Carey Thomas, dean and
later president of Bryn Mawr College,
was the individual behind the stipula-
tions attached to the endowment. Her
requirements maintained that entering
students have a full college degree,
coursework in biology, chemistry, and
physics, and the ability to read French
and German (DeAngelis 1999).

Medical Education 181

Elizabeth Blackwell was the first woman in
the United States to graduate with a
medical degree (U.S. National Library of
Medicine)

Enrollment statistics from 1893 indi-
cate that women represented 10 percent
or more of the students at nineteen coed-
ucational medical schools. Between 1880
and 1900, the percentage of women doc-
tors increased nationally. In the nation’s
large cities, women physicians were even
more prevalent. In late-nineteenth-cen-
tury Boston, women comprised more
than 18 percent of practicing physicians,
in Minneapolis more than 19 percent,
and in San Francisco almost 14 percent
(Starr 1982).

The private and weak university-affili-
ated medical schools had been training
grounds for many women physicians, but
these schools suffered greatly from med-
ical education reform efforts in the United
States. By the turn of the twentieth cen-
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tury, only three out of the original seven-
teen female medical colleges existed.
Because of economic problems and the
closing of so many medical schools, the
number of women medical students
declined by 65 percent. By 1920, medicine
had grown more uniform in its social
composition. Increased medical education
costs, more stringent requirements limit-
ing student applications from the working
classes, and deliberate policies banning
Jews, women, and blacks enabled medi-
cine to become the sole domain of white,
male, upper-class Americans (Starr 1982).

Women in Medicine: The Second Wave
By the mid-twentieth century, the exclu-
sion of women and minorities by the
medical profession had become part of
American culture. In the United States,
however, the role of the judiciary in
interpreting the Constitution encourages
the dissatisfied to organize in social
movements and to present their demands
as a claim under the Bill of Rights. Over
time, the appropriate legislative body
articulates such claims into constitu-
tional amendments. Unlike civil laws or
rules and regulations that limit specific
behaviors, constitutional amendments
dismantle and rebuild the structures that
form the basis of existing culture.

The particular form of social activism
found in the United States has been suc-
cessful in breaking through barriers of
the most sovereign institutions, includ-
ing medicine. The U.S. civil rights move-
ment advocated the rights of women,
children, students, tenants, gays, Chi-
canos, Native Americans, black Ameri-
cans, and welfare clients. Medicine, med-
ical care, and medical education figured
prominently in the nation’s generaliza-
tion of rights, particularly as a concern by
the women’s movement. As a result of

these movements, female enrollees in
the nation’s medical schools rose from 6
to 8 percent of students in 1960 to more
than 40 percent of students by the mid-
1990s (Dickstein 1996).

The second wave of women in medi-
cine began in the mid-1960s, following
the passage of the Civil Rights Act. The
nation’s growing social consciousness led
to a renewed interest in health care as a
matter of right, not privilege. Hospitals
that accepted federal funds were now
obligated to provide charity care. Newly
articulated health rights issues ushered in
policies addressing an individual’s right to
make informed consent, refuse treat-
ment, access personal medical records,
participate in therapeutic decisions, and
receive due process for involuntary com-
mitment to mental institutions.

Patients’ rights policies now obligated
doctors and hospitals to share medical
information and decisionmaking author-
ity with their patients, thus challenging
the solidification of power and expertise
within the profession. Since the Progres-
sive era (about 1890 to 1920), reformers
had assumed that professionals would
always act in the interest of those they
were trying to help. By the 1970s, how-
ever, reformers had become skeptical of
professionals and the institutions they
supervised, and nowhere was the distrust
of professional domination more appar-
ent than in the women’s movement.
Feminists claimed that as patients,
nurses, and other health care providers,
they were denied the right to participate
in medical decisions. Paternalistic doc-
tors, they claimed, refused to share infor-
mation or take women’s intelligence seri-
ously. Feminists further claimed that
much of what passed for scientific knowl-
edge was sexist prejudice and that male
physicians had deliberately excluded



women from medical competence by
keeping them out of medical schools and
suppressing alternative medical practi-
tioners such as midwives (Starr 1982).
An equally striking change took place in
the consciousness of contemporary
women physicians. The older generation
of women physicians felt they had to
prove they could be successful in medicine
on the dominant males’ terms. In contrast,
the new feminist physician demanded
that male physicians change their atti-
tudes and modify institutional practices to
accommodate their needs as women.

Women Leaders’ Influence in

Academic Medicine

The inclusion of women in medical prac-
tice and in the medical academy is con-
nected to feminist influences in political
movements, social activism, and medical
practice. The core of the feminist move-
ment is the search for women’s voice. In
regard to medicine, the feminist “voice”
advocates an ethic of care, nurturance,
and compassion.

Feminists and women academic physi-
cians ushered in a revival of therapeutic
counterculture similar to the medical
counterculture of the nineteenth cen-
tury. Folk, non-Western, and novel thera-
pies gained clientele and respectability.
The medical counterculture went under
the rubric of “holistic medicine” and pre-
sented itself as a humane alternative to
an overly technical, disease-oriented, and
impersonal medical system. Just as nine-
teenth-century medicine advocated ther-
apeutic dissent, twentieth-century tech-
nological medicine gave way to pressure
for a democratization of medical knowl-
edge and self-care advocacy. Left-wing
advocates from feminists to neo-Marxists
linked national health insurance and
community-lay participation on health
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service boards with individual patient
rights. The issue was professional domi-
nance, and the aim of the new social con-
sciousness was to increase the power of
the consumer (Starr 1982).

A new medical consciousness shaped
intellectual developments in medical
ethics, medical education, and medical
sociology. Traditionally, medical policy
was the exclusive domain of physicians,
but the civil rights movement and the ac-
companying women’s movement gave
voice to philosophers, attorneys, sociolo-
gists-historians, and feminists. These new
voices portrayed the medical profession as
a dominating, monopolizing, self-inter-
ested force. Furthermore, these voices for
change have been instrumental in shaping
new roles for physicians and new meth-
ods of health care delivery (Starr 1982).

Academic medicine has a long and
powerful history and is supported by a
profession that maintains profound oppo-
sition to change. Until the mid-1990s,
the medical curriculum maintained its
traditional teaching methods, course
content, and specialized treatment of dis-
ease that seemed incompatible with the
feminist notion of individual autonomy,
patient-centered care, and interdisci-
plinary patient care teams (Enarson and
Burg 1992).

For the first time in American history,
women have advanced to positions of
power in academic medicine. As a criti-
cal mass of women physician faculty
take their place in U.S. medical acade-
mies, they provide a foundation of sup-
port that allows women deans, depart-
ment chairs, and program directors to
lead from a woman’s perspective.

Twenty-first-century women physi-
cians are composites of egalitarian princi-
ples and the product of a role-liberating
society. As a group, women physicians
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are more aware of home and community
as sources to be tapped. They are more
amenable to the fusion of preventive and
clinical services in patient care, less
inclined to substitute technical proce-
dures for human services, and more dis-
cerning of the essence of the complicated
hurt that brings patients to health care
personnel (Bluestone 1978). As leaders,
women physician faculty support a liber-
ating educational environment. Student-
centered curricula, a sense of connected-
ness among faculty and students, mutual
respect at all levels of the academic
organization, and an educational purpose
that supports personal discovery and con-
nected knowing characterize the femi-
nist-led, twenty-first-century medical
academy.

Kay Beaver

See also Part 6: Graduate and Professional
Education; Graduate Students
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Physical Education

Physical education for women in higher
education has been a combination of
ideas and practices derived from medical
and social understandings of the female
body, from the ever-developing notions
about the purposes of higher education
for women, and from the administrative
and political acumen of women leaders
within higher education.

Throughout the nineteenth century,
arguments were made for and against
involving women in any form of physical
exertion. For example, Emma Hart Willard
(1787-1870), founder of the Troy Female
Seminary, Catharine Beecher (1800-1878),
founder of the Hartford Female Seminary,
and Mary Lyon (1797-1849), founder of
Mount Holyoke Seminary, each estab-



lished important institutions of higher
learning to prepare women to be teachers.
A major component of the curriculum at
these institutions included physical educa-
tion. These nineteenth-century leaders
wrote convincingly about the necessity of
regular exercise for bodily health and
sharpness of thought. For example,
Catharine Beecher’s Physiology and Calis-
thenics for Schools and Families (1856)
directly connected physical education to
public health issues and to strengthening
the republic. Beecher believed that women
were the moral guardians of the country
and that they were obligated to stay
healthy to fulfill their domestic responsi-
bilities. German and Swedish gymnastics
grounded the curriculum of the female
seminaries. The students took daily walks,
participated in calisthenics, and performed
strenuous domestic work.

These curricular developments were
happening in the midst of vigorous debates
about the harmful effects of physical edu-
cation for women, not to mention the
challenges to conventional notions of fem-
ininity. In 1873 these debates were
renewed when Dr. Edward Clarke instilled
fear in the general public with his pro-
nouncement that women who studied col-
lege subjects reduced their capability to
reproduce. It would take the collective
effort of women scientists such as physiol-
ogist Clelia Mosher (1863-1940), physical
educators such as Amy Morris Homans
(1848-1933) and Mabel Lee (1886-1985),
and others studying the experiences of
educated women to counter these claims.

In the mid-nineteenth century, growing
numbers of women were completing
higher education programs that prepared
them to be physical education teachers in
the public schools, as well as university
professors focusing on women’s physiol-
ogy, women’s health, and physical educa-
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tion for women. Physical education, as a
field, was bringing women into profes-
sional positions within colleges and uni-
versities. Historians Geraldine Clifford (in
Lone Voyagers) and Joan S. Hult (in “The
Governance of Athletics”) each have
identified some of the earliest female fac-
ulty within coeducational institutions of
higher education as physical educators,
broadly defined. For example, in the 1870s
and 1880s, women faculty were hired to
direct a college gymnasium and teach
gymnastics and calisthenics and often
were named the dean of women. As early
as 1885, a physical education curriculum
was present in all women’s colleges in the
East, and “sports for women” were orga-
nized in many colleges and universities in
the Midwest. These conditions led to
expanded roles for women hired to direct
women’s physical education on college
campuses. For example, at Syracuse Uni-
versity in the early twentieth century,
Katherine Sibley had a dual appointment
of professor of physical education and
hygiene and president of the Women’s
Athletic Association. In 1918 the physical
education department at Syracuse Uni-
versity was created under the direction of
Sibley, who remained in the director’s
position until her retirement in 1950. In
1919 the first class of women “phys-ed
majors” graduated from Syracuse Univer-
sity. By 1922, the bachelor of science
degree was awarded to those completing a
four-year course in physical education,
and certificates were given to students
completing a two-year sequence in physi-
cal education. In 1922, nineteen bache-
lor’'s degrees in physical education were
earned by women.

Although women faculty and adminis-
trators were entering coeducational insti-
tutions in greater numbers during the first
half of the twentieth century, vigorous
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debates continued about the role of phys-
ical education for women. Originally, the
attainment of muscular strength was the
goal for women in physical education
courses. By the late 1890s and 1900s,
games were introduced into programs,
although they were viewed by some as a
deviation from the programs’ rigor and
seriousness. According to Dorothy S.
Ainsworth, the director of physical educa-
tion at Smith College in the 1940s, “With
the changes brought in by the modern
education method between 1910 and 1920
physical educators now are concerned
with not merely the physical (muscular
and organic well being) but all sides of the
human being. No longer have we done our
duty if we produce a muscular and organic
marvel. In fact, the fear that we may pro-
duce muscles is rather against us” (Report
of Symposium 1940).

On the national level, professional
organizations were gaining strength and
started building an agenda for how col-
lege and university physical education
programs ought to be focused. For exam-
ple, the slogans “A sport for every girl”
and “Every girl in a sport” represented
the ideals that guided the Committee on
Women'’s Athletics and the National Sec-
tion of Women’s Athletics (NSWA). In
the 1920s and 1930s, the argument made
by members of both organizations was
that athletic opportunities needed to be
available for all girls and women, not just
a select few who would be competing
against another select few. Competition
between women was not completely dis-
dained, as in earlier times. Rather, criti-
cism was directed at the type of organi-
zational structures that eliminated the
vast majority of females from participa-
tion in the name of improved competi-
tion. This debate echoed other debates
within higher education that addressed

the tension between those who believed
that the purpose of higher education was
to identify and support the elite (in this
case the most athletically talented) and
those who advocated reducing competi-
tion in favor of wider participation.

Understanding the power of organiza-
tion, women physical educators knew that
they would need to be a stronger entity in
the American Physical Education Associa-
tion if they were to effectively fight the
“elitism and exploitation” that had come
to characterize men’s athletics and was
beginning to creep into women'’s athletics
(Hult 1985). The Sport Guides, published
by the NSWA in the 1930s, were meant to
help create quality standards that would
be embraced by the larger profession. The
Guides included skill development,
coaching strategies, techniques of officiat-
ing, and direct and implied statements of
belief regarding what values should occur
from sports, as well as problems to be
avoided. Joan Hult understood the Guides
to be powerful tools to educate and per-
suade readers to accept a new authorita-
tive organization whose purpose was to
guide and direct all activities related to
each sport in which women participated.
The Guides were widely used by women
physical educators.

Professional alliances between women
faculty and women administrators at
institutions of higher education were also
strengthening the 1930s and 1940s. For
example, Eunice Hilton, the dean of
women at Syracuse University, specifi-
cally advocated for a professional alliance
between deans of women and physical
educators that would position them as a
united front working for the best in cur-
riculum, services, and policies for women
students, as well as for the best working
conditions for women faculty and admin-
istrators. This alliance would prepare



deans of women to speak on behalf of the
physical educators of women when mat-
ters of policy were being discussed. This
suggestion implies that policies influenc-
ing physical educators of women and
their programs could be shaped by deans
of women, who were often consulted
regarding what other women employees
at the institution should be doing. Hilton
called the director of physical education
the “chief ally of the dean of women,”
indicating that she perceived the relation-
ship as mutual, but recognized the politi-
cal reality that on most campuses, deans
of women carried more clout with the
administration than physical educators
did. Hilton points out: “General educa-
tion has not paid much attention to phys-
ical education, which has suffered a long
time from the departmentalization in
modern colleges and universities. Set off
by itself, often without devices for inte-
grating the various courses properly with
the total academic program, frequent dif-
ficulties have arisen” (Report of Sympo-
sium 1940). Physical educators did not
perceive Hilton as an outsider giving
advice but rather an insider sharing strat-
egy and wisdom about carrying out an
effective plan for change. This example of
collaboration was representative of many
efforts underway on college and univer-
sity campuses.

Women were organizing to promote
inclusion of physical education for
women at all levels of education. The
power of women’s organizations to affect
the curriculum at institutions of higher
education has been evident throughout
the history of higher education. For exam-
ple, as early as 1885 the American Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of Physical
Education gathered professionals in the
fields of education, public health, and
medicine. In the early part of the twenti-
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eth century, the National Association for
Physical Education of College Women
(NAPECW) was organized. In her 1986
biography of Amy Morris Homans, the
widely recognized leader of physical edu-
cation for women, Betty Spears notes that
NAPECW was the first organization that
brought together women physical educa-
tors working at the collegiate level.
Although focusing on preparing college
physical educators, NAPECW often relied
on the publications produced by NSWA, a
precursor to today’s National Association
of Girls and Women in Sport (NAGWS).
These organizations and others regularly
shaped the norms of the profession.

World War II altered the physical edu-
cation curriculum at institutions of
higher education. Linking educational
reforms for women to the larger national,
democratic agenda was considered an
effective strategy in the 1940s. Physical
educators on college campuses were
called on by the leaders of their profes-
sional organizations to assist the coun-
try’s defense program. For example, with
the guidance of the NSWA’s “War Time
Credo,” special training, sports, and recre-
ation programs were designed for the U.S.
Army Air Forces female personnel; public
service announcements were created
emphasizing the need for the women of
the country to participate in exercise and
recreational programs in the midst of
serving the war effort; and women physi-
cal educators turned to other female cam-
pus leaders, such as deans of women, for
advice regarding safeguarding women’s
programs.

Another emerging dimension of the
physical education curriculum for women
increasingly included recreational sports
and, later, intercollegiate competitive ath-
letics. Certainly with the passage of Title
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
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leaders in higher education faced ques-
tions of equity within the curriculum and
within athletic programs. A significant
part of the history of physical education
can be located in the tensions that
emerged between the Association of Inter-
collegiate Athletics for Women (AIAW)
and the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA). When the NCAA
subsumed the ATAW, many women lead-
ers within higher education were directly
affected. Mergers almost always resulted
in women losing authority as they were
demoted from director positions to assis-
tant director positions reporting to the
male athletic director.

Thalia M. Mulvihill

See also Part 6: Growth of Women'’s
Athletics; Women Athletes
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Teacher Education

The historical development of women as
teacher-educators in the United States
illustrates the transition of a woman’s
place from the domestic sphere to the
public sphere. Certain historical circum-
stances supported this transition. The
present status of women as teacher-edu-
cators is largely an effect of its historical
development.

Before European settlement, women
were long accepted as educators in many
Native American tribes. In fact, one of the
problems that the Founding Fathers had
with Native Americans was the degree of
authority exercised by Native American
women within the tribal structure.

In 1637 Governor John Winthrop ban-
ished Anne Hutchinson from her New
England community of Newton for teach-
ing her ideas to the adult members of the
community. Her crime was not teaching
but that she was teaching adults. At that
time, dame schooling was a generally
accepted practice in New England.
Women conducted dame schools in their
homes, where they taught letters and



sums to young children. This arrange-
ment allowed women to stay safely in
their own homes and fit society’s percep-
tion of them as nurturers of young chil-
dren. Therefore, it was not Hutchinson’s
act of teaching that was criminal, nor the
place in which she taught, but rather
whom she taught. Anne Hutchinson was
guilty of sharing her learning and thoughts
with other adults. The authorities deemed
her a criminal and unfit for human society
for doing so. Before women could safely
teach adults in higher education, societal
conceptions of women’s appropriate place
had to be transformed.

Three events ushered in by the com-
mon school movement brought about
the conditions whereby women assumed
the role of teacher-educators. The first
was acceptance of the idea that women
be employed to teach children in public
places rather than their homes. The sec-
ond event was the requirement of formal
preparation or training for women who
wished to become teachers, which also
required the development of teacher col-
leges (initially, normal schools). The
third was the acceptance of women as
teacher-educators within these public
institutions of higher education. Horace
Mann, Cyril Peirce, Catharine Beecher,
Henry Barnard, and other New England-
ers promoted the common school move-
ment during the early nineteenth cen-
tury. The 1840s and 1850s heralded the
movement’s first attempts to create a
state-supported school system.

Founders of the state-supported school
systems desired to ameliorate or prevent
problems in society by reforming public
education. The common school move-
ment supported the idea that male and
female children of all socioeconomic sta-
tuses in the United States—race was not
addressed—should attend free public
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schools taught by well-trained teachers.
Such an educational reform sought to
address several societal concerns at that
time: (1) form a common American of
good character, (2) be the great equalizer
of opportunity, (3) increase the wealth of
all, and (4) prevent social conflict. Among
the strategies to achieve this goal was the
proposal that the teaching force become
largely female. This decision is often
referred to the feminization of the teach-
ing profession.

Arguments for a female teaching fac-
ulty included the following: Because of
their natural inclination to nurture,
women were better with children than
men. In addition, having women teach
provided a role for the excess numbers of
single women caused by the largely male
migration to the West and later by the
Civil War. Finally, because women would
accept lower wages than men, the public
could afford many more teachers. The
foregoing arguments were useful for
developing societal acceptance of women
as public school teachers, but they had
unfortunate consequences. The first
argument settled women ever more
firmly into the role of emotional nurtur-
ers and excluded women from the role of
scholar. The second argument resulted in
the stereotype of the spinster school-
marm. Finally, the third argument set the
precedent for the present second-class
status of teaching, in terms of both pay
and valuation.

These arguments gained credibility,
and thus the feminization of teaching
occurred, first in the northeastern United
States and then in the South and West.
Catharine Beecher makes note that in
1848, five out of seven teachers in Massa-
chusetts were women, but only one out of
six teachers in Kentucky were female
(Hoffman 1981, 45). In 1850, 60 percent of
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Maria Montessori was one of the first female
innovators of teacher training methods
(Library of Congress)

the nation’s teachers were women. By
1900, the proportion had risen to 70 per-
cent and by 1910 to 80 percent (Ransom
1988, 22).

Initially, the women hired as teachers
were mostly white. There was about a
fifty-year lag before women of other eth-
nic groups were included. Patricia Carter,
an educational historian, notes that in
1890, fewer than 4 percent of the nations
teachers were black women, whereas
between 1890 and 1900 the number of
black women teachers increased by 72
percent. Furthermore, the feminization
of teaching occurred at an even greater
rate among blacks than it did among
whites. Carter indicates that in 1890,

there were approximately equal numbers
of black men and women paid to teach—
7,864 women and 7,236 men. However,
by 1910, women had filled over two-
thirds (or 29,772) of all the teaching posi-
tions held by blacks (Carter 1992, 134).
The same pattern held among other
minorities as well. In 1890 there were
only ten women teachers who were of
American Indian or Asian American
descent, but by 1900 this number
climbed to 255 (Carter 1992, 134).

The large influx of women during the
middle of the nineteenth century
stamped teaching as a woman’s profes-
sion. Because women were considered to
be inferior and subordinate to men at
that time, the profession of teaching was
stamped as inferior and subordinate to
professions such as law, theology, or
medicine. Such a reputation lingers
today.

The proliferation of women as profes-
sors of normal schools followed a later
but similar progression. The first normal
school (school for the training of teach-
ers) opened in 1839 in Massachusetts.
Twenty-five young women composed the
first cohort of students. Cyril Peirce and
visiting professors (all male) taught the
classes. The 1840s and 1850s saw the
establishment of normal schools in Ohio,
Ilinois, Iowa, and Wisconsin.

Women faculty entered public higher
education largely through traditionally
“female” professions of nursing, home
economics, and teacher education. For
example, Agnes Fay Morgan, one of the
few women to earn a Ph.D. in organic
chemistry prior to 1915, could only gain
employment as a faculty member in the
area of home economics at Berkeley. If a
woman wanted to be a “professor,” her
best chance lay in those disciplines, such
as teacher education, that had been



deemed feminine. By 1900, 63.4 percent
of the faculty members of teachers’ col-
leges were women. This statistic con-
trasts vividly with the meager 7.9 percent
of faculty members that were women in
other public institutions of higher educa-
tion (Graham 1978).

As in teaching itself, the feminization of
teacher education faculty had the effect of
creating a second-class status for the pro-
fession—a status that continues today in
terms of both valuation and pay. In addi-
tion, when research began to assume the
same status as teaching within public
institutions of teacher education, a corre-
sponding drop in the percentage of women
faculty occurred, so that by 1950 only 44.9
percent (Graham 1978) of the faculty of
teachers’ colleges was female, a drop of
18.5 percent from the high of 1900. As the
emphasis on nurturing others through
teaching became de-emphasized, faculty
positions were seen as inappropriate for
women, according to historians such as
Patricia Graham.

The largest percentage of female full-
time higher education faculty is still found
in teacher education. The National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) reports
that in 1998, women comprised 54.1 per-
cent of the full-time teacher education fac-
ulty. This statistic compares favorably to
the average percentage of women em-
ployed by other disciplines, which is 28.2
percent, as indicated by NCES (2001, 27).
Unfortunately, this feminization still
results in a subordinate status for those in
this discipline. For example, the average
salary of full-time faculty in education is
$58,527, third from the lowest among the
disciplines. The two disciplines ranking
lower are humanities and fine arts, also
considered to be somewhat feminized dis-
ciplines. Additionally, the average teacher
education faculty salary compares quite
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unfavorably to the average salary of other
disciplines, which is $72,570 (NCES 2001,
46).

Yet even in the feminized discipline of
teacher education, women still operate at
a disadvantage. In part, this disadvantage
results from lingering stereotypes of
women as nurturers rather than as schol-
ars that limit their progression through
the professorial ranks in colleges of edu-
cation. In part, the discrepancy results
from the conflict that women experience
between fulfilling their role as nurturers
(as exemplified by the time put into ser-
vice and teaching) and publishing their
research. Finally, women face difficulty in
being accepted as serious professionals in
academia because of conflicts in expected
interactional styles. When women act in
the hesitant passive manner of “tradi-
tional women,” they are seen as nonseri-
ous, but when they act as men do, they
are seen as cold and heartless. At this
time, there is apparently no “correct”
interactional style for a woman in acade-
mia. These barriers result in fewer hires
and slower promotion of women faculty.

The obstacles faced by women who are
teacher-educators are revealed by the
proportion of women found in the differ-
ent ranks of academia. Several studies
have shown that women are more likely
than men to be at the lowest ranks in col-
leges of education and that men are more
likely than women to be at the highest
rank in colleges of education. Further-
more, men are far more likely to be deans
of colleges of education than are women.
However, these discrepancies are less
glaring in colleges of education than in
disciplines such as math and science.

Where once women were considered
criminals for teaching adults, they now are
accepted as professors in public institu-
tions of higher education. Teaching and



192 Women in Higher Education

later teacher education provided an
avenue for women to enter into higher
education. Unfortunately, the very femi-
nization of these professions in a society
that saw women as inferior to men in all
but nurturing qualities ensured that teach-
ing and teacher education would assume a
second-class status among other profes-
sions and disciplines in higher education.
Furthermore, even though it is a highly
feminized profession, women still do not
advance within it to the same degree that
men do. This latter phenomenon is caused
by lingering stereotypes about women that
present barriers for both tenure and pro-
motion. Yet these stereotypes little by lit-
tle are losing their hold upon society, and
in some institutions, an equal playing
ground for men and women exists in the
field of teacher education.

Felecia M. Briscoe and
Linda C. Pacifici

See also Part 7: Disciplinary Socialization;
Socialization

References and further reading

Aisenberg, Nadya, and Mona Harrington.
1988. Women of Academe: Outsiders
in the Sacred Grove. Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press.

Carter, Patricia. 1992. “Social Status of
Women Teachers.” Pp. 127-138 in The
Teacher’s Voice: A Social History of
Teaching in Twentieth-Century
America, ed. Richard J. Althenbaugh.
London: Falmer Press.

Graham, Patricia A. 1978. “Expansion and
Exclusion: A History of Women in
American Higher Education.” Signs 3:
759-773.

Hoffman, Nancy. 1981. Woman’s “True”
Profession: Voices from the History of
Teaching. New York: The Feminist
Press.

National Center for Education Statistics.
2001. “Background Characteristics,
Work, Activities, and Compensation of
Faculty, Staff in Postsecondary
Institutions: Fall 1998.” Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Ransom, Nancy A. 1988. “A Comparative
History of Faculty Women at George
Peabody College for Teachers and
Vanderbilt University, 1875-1970.”
Ph.D. diss., George Peabody College for
Teachers of Vanderbilt University,
Nashville, TN.

Transformation of the Curriculum

The collegiate curriculum in the United
States is a dynamic and adaptive course of
study spanning a panoply of academic dis-
ciplines and areas of intellectual inquiry.
From the nascence of American higher
education, the curriculum has repre-
sented the zeitgeist of educational philos-
ophy and has evolved in tandem with the
combined influences of historical events,
popular sentiment, and governmental in-
tervention. In its original manifestation,
the curricular aim of higher education
was rigidly focused upon the preparation
of young men of character for the min-
istry or the learned professions, such as
law or medicine. The contemporary
American college curriculum has weath-
ered numerous shifts in educational phi-
losophy, often controversially, and cur-
rently embodies a broad spectrum of
study tailored to the missions of the vari-
ous institution types and myriad program
requirements subsumed within postsec-
ondary education in the United States. At
present, the curriculum includes a num-
ber of areas of study that were previously
given little consideration or outright
ignored by academia, including women’s
studies. The female collegiate experience
has evolved steadily during the course of
the history of American higher education,
from the very early programs of study
focused specifically for women through
coeducation and into the twenty-first
century. Programs of women’s studies are
now an established part of the collegiate



curriculum, marking a distinct shift in
curricular theory from the days when col-
leges offered courses for women rather
than about them.

The history of the curriculum in higher
education began with the founding of
Harvard College in 1636, which was
established to educate a pious and learned
future clergy as well as young men of sta-
tus who were destined to assume posi-
tions of public leadership (Lucas 1994,
104). This dual mission of educating cler-
gymen and future civic leaders was shared
by other colonial colleges, for which the
curriculum, a hybrid of arts and religious
studies, was also a faithful rendering of
the studies pursued at Oxford and Cam-
bridge Universities by promoters of higher
education in the new world (Foster 1911).
The rudimentary subjects required in the
education of an erudite young man were
Greek and Latin, and all academicians
embraced the notion that a foundation in
the classics was essential to professional
or ecclesiastical success. In the 1700s,
new subjects were added to the curricu-
lum, including modern languages, mathe-
matics, literature, and natural sciences,
but the emphasis remained upon classical
training in colonial colleges. Indeed, the
curriculum endured for 200 years as a uni-
form program of liberal arts and was emu-
lated by nearly all liberal arts colleges that
emerged over the course of the 1800s
(Lucas 1994, 109-110).

By the late 1700s, a curricular question
arose as to whether higher education was
focused too stringently on classical educa-
tion and was not providing proper cover-
age of subjects considered more practical
to daily life (Brubacher and Rudy 1976,
101). During this period, many institu-
tions experimented with the curriculum
by including a number of scientifically
oriented subjects as a supplement to the
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required liberal arts subject matter. In
1824, for example, Thomas Jefferson
experimented with allowing students to
choose among different courses offered
through eight specialized units or schools,
an idea that garnered close scrutiny from
proponents of enlarging the curriculum.
Controversy over the proper course of
study to be pursued dominated higher
education during the 1800s (Lucas 1994,
131-132).

In 1827, President Jeremiah Day of
Yale University, in response to the move-
ment for curricular reform, selected a
committee of college fellows to draft a
position paper that ultimately addressed
a broad range of educational issues. The
document, which became known as the
Yale Report upon its publication in 1828,
was a defense of classical learning and
quickly became the most widely read and
influential pronouncement on education
of the time. The Yale Report acknowl-
edged that the traditional education sys-
tem was imperfect and should remain
open to improvement but suggested that
a college education should be directed to
the larger task of establishing a founda-
tion of learning common to all endeavors
and that professional studies should com-
mence upon one’s entrance into a profes-
sion (Hofstadter and Smith 1961). Con-
servatives were greatly heartened by so
forthright a defense of traditional learn-
ing, and classicists felt vindicated in
opposing demands for more popular and
practical learning. Many hailed the Yale
Report as the definitive statement on the
nature and purpose of a liberal arts edu-
cation. The report, however, brought no
conclusion to the heated argument over
the collegiate curriculum—that debate
was to continue unchecked throughout
the nineteenth century and into the next
(Rudolph 1962, 131-135).
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Antebellum institutions of higher learn-
ing for women were scant in number at
best and represented little more than “fin-
ishing schools” focused on the develop-
ment of refined young women suitable for
the domestic life. Elmira Female College,
which began conferring degrees in 1859,
provided a signpost for other women’s
institutions to follow and predated the
foundation of numerous women’s col-
leges in the 1870s, such as Smith, Vassar,
and Wellesley (Lucas 1994, 154-158).
Women’s colleges had a significant
impact in the South and East, where the
influence of the prestigious all-male insti-
tutions and local predisposition for sin-
gle-sex education precluded women from
enjoying coeducational higher education
until the 1900s. Women'’s colleges offered
unique institutional structures and tradi-
tions distinct from their male counter-
parts, and founders argued that their
schools met the demand for women’s
higher education without detriment to
the feminine persona. Young women,
according to this philosophy, were
afforded the opportunity to strengthen
their minds at women’s colleges without
becoming similar to men (Gordon 1997).

Also crucial to the advancement of
women in American higher education
was the movement toward coeducation
at formerly exclusively male institu-
tions. Popular sentiment had long dic-
tated that women were unfit for serious
academic pursuits—indeed, it was
thought that too much strain on the
female mind would render a woman
unfit for her role as wife and mother. The
movement was irrepressible, however,
and the earliest advances took place in
the midwestern land grant institutions,
beginning in the 1850s. By 1880, almost
one-third of colleges had adopted a mod-
est form of coeducation, and three-

fourths of institutions were coeduca-
tional by 1900 (Lucas 1994, 156). Propo-
nents of coeducation argued that the two
sexes coexist throughout life in familial
and social contexts, and therefore the
notion of coeducation was not as unnat-
ural as the creation of academic monas-
teries and nunneries for an arbitrary four-
year segment of human life (Sill 1972).
Though the experience of women on the
campus was often disparate from the one
afforded men, they were at least given
the opportunity to engage in higher edu-
cation in a forum previously unavailable.

In the postbellum period, the outcome
of decades of turmoil supplanted the
quaint “old-time” college with the model
of the modern university. Accelerating
industrialization and urbanization, de-
velopment of new scientific and techno-
logical knowledge upon which business
and industry relied, and growth in capital
from the accumulated fortunes of indus-
trial entrepreneurs and business mag-
nates were contributing factors to the
movement to restructure higher educa-
tion. A major theme in discussions of the
university during this period turned on
the pragmatism of knowledge and the
importance of creating a nexus between
academic theory and professional prac-
tice. The clear tendency in higher educa-
tion throughout the last quarter of the
nineteenth century was to embrace the
demand for more utilitarian learning
(Lucas 1994, 142-146).

The dissatisfaction with the traditional
liberal arts education and the resulting
movement toward more utilitarian learn-
ing was manifest in the development of
the land grant college (Brubacher and
Rudy 1976, 62-64). The establishment of
nonsectarian state institutions originated
prior to the Civil War, but virtually all
such institutions lacked the characteris-



tics later associated with universities.
Federal land grants provided significant
opportunity for founding state land grant
colleges, but the federal land grants were
insufficient to maintain college opera-
tions. The Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890
established the funding to “promote the
liberal and practical education of the
industrial classes in the several pursuits
and professions of life,” and the resulting
public institutions became a source of
civic pride and progress in the commu-
nity (Lucas 1994, 147-153). The land
grant colleges were the first institutions
to embrace an applied and practical cur-
riculum, undergirding the shift away
from classical liberal learning, and to
embody the nonelitist notion that every
American could receive some form of
postsecondary education (DeVane 1965).

In 1869, Charles Eliot’s inaugural ad-
dress as president of Harvard made again
salient the controversy in academia re-
garding the nature and substance of the
academic curriculum, when he embraced
the elective curriculum as a means of re-
form (Rudolph 1977, 135-138). Under his
leadership, students would have more
freedom to select from among different
classes and courses of study, and he sug-
gested that the elective system would fos-
ter scholarship by giving freedom to natu-
ral preferences and predilections toward
areas of study (Carnochan 1993). Conser-
vatives found this idea unpalatable, and
the controversy endured wunabated
through the end of the twentieth century,
even as the elective principle took hold in
higher learning. The idea of a disciplinary
hegemony began to be replaced by the phi-
losophy that no academic discipline
should outweigh any other in importance.

Throughout the last third of the 1800s,
the issue of which factors constituted dis-
tinguishing characteristics between a col-
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lege and a university remained in dispute,
though there was a gradual genesis of pop-
ular sentiment. The university attracted
larger enrollments, offered a broader array
of subjects of study, was more professional
and utilitarian in orientation, and its mis-
sion focused on research and graduate
study (Lucas 1994, 166-171). Until this
period, graduate study had been some-
what of a rarity in American higher edu-
cation, but it was soon to be embraced
through the context of the German model
of the university, which emphasized
scholarship and research through scien-
tific inquiry (Rudolph 1962, 272-274). The
metamorphosis of the college into the uni-
versity was marked by several changes:
the introduction of electives, reluctance to
serve in loco parentis, addition of career
training, emphasis on graduate and profes-
sional study, and increasingly specialized
scholarship within discipline-based aca-
demic departments. At the beginning of
the twentieth century, it became abun-
dantly clear that the prevailing philosophy
of higher education had shifted substan-
tially from half a century before. Most pri-
vate liberal arts colleges lacked the re-
sources to transform themselves into true
universities, so many redefined them-
selves exclusively as teaching institutions
serving as purveyors of liberal culture.

A marked movement toward curricular
reform and experimentation in American
higher education took place during the
first four decades of the twentieth cen-
tury. The replacement of the nineteenth-
century uniform liberal curriculum with
an elective system and the introduction
of a multitude of practical areas of study
by the end of the nineteenth century indi-
cated an incremental shift in curricular
philosophy. Between 1900 and 1940, how-
ever, this philosophy began yet another
shift in the opposite direction, away from
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pedagogical pragmatism and back toward
liberal learning. As reaction to the elec-
tive curricula set in, many former advo-
cates of the idea reversed themselves,
seeking a better parity between the broad
elective curriculum and the uniform lib-
eral one because of what seemed at the
time as a lack of coherence and intellec-
tual integration in the academy. The
question again became one of balance
between professional training through the
practical curriculum and the classic prin-
ciples of liberal learning, which led to the
gradual establishment of the first two
years of the collegiate experience as a
period of general education (Lucas 1994,
185-187, 210-214).

In 1930 at the University of Chicago,
President Robert Maynard Hutchins
announced a controversial curricular
experiment that became known as the
Chicago Plan. It was intended to resurrect
the liberal program of study through the
creation of an autonomous undergraduate
college and a curriculum focused on the
study of the 100 “great books” of Western
civilization (Fuhrmann 1997). This broad
cast of study, which became one of the
most discussed reorganizations during the
second quarter of the twentieth century,
was to include subject matter considered
indispensable to any learned person and
to be preparatory to any professional or
personal calling (Brubacher and Rudy
1976, 274). Though he conceded the need
for professional training, Hutchins felt
that there was excessive emphasis on spe-
cialization and utility in higher learning
and that the university should focus on
preparation of the broad understanding
that predicates the development of profes-
sional acumen (Rudolph 1977, 278-280).
Perceived as incompatible with modern
needs, the program met with criticism,
but at least some of its elements were

replicated in colleges and universities
across the country.

MNlustrative of the renewed emphasis
on liberal education was the production
of a 1945 Harvard faculty committee
report entitled General Education in a
Free Society but popularly referred to as
the Harvard Redbook, a moniker it
earned from its red binding. This report
focused on the need for the general edu-
cation of the populace and was rendered
just as the last vestiges of World War II
had again focused the lens of the curricu-
lum toward specialization. The Redbook
sought to explore the critical issue of
how general education could be adapted
to meet the needs of many, yet empha-
size core subject areas. To this question,
the report offered no definitive answer,
and though Harvard’s own faculty
rejected it, support for the Redbook else-
where was substantial, and variations of
its recommendations were adopted in
numerous American institutions of
higher learning.

The 1950s also bore witness to changes
in the collegiate experience for women.
After World War 1II, as issues of efficient
use of manpower and prudent use of edu-
cational resources surfaced, a debate on
the necessary extent of women’s educa-
tion ensued. By 1950, the proportion of
women enrolled in postsecondary educa-
tion dropped to 30 percent, lower than
any point in the twentieth century, and
the first significant challenge arose to
equal education for women in the 1900s.
Some scholars found the remedy in pro-
viding women with education more
focused on their domestic duties,
whereas others sought to emphasize
women’s professional preparation, such
as teacher training in the normal schools.
This debate helped to provide a frame-
work for a later widespread renewal of



academic and professional aspiration for
women in the United States (Fass 1997).

From the 1950s to the 1970s, another
movement toward specialization was
engendered by the technological exigen-
cies experienced during World War II, the
practical and vocational mindset of
returning veterans preparing to take
advantage of the Servicemen’s Readjust-
ment Act of 1944 (the G. L Bill), and the
tension created by the Russian launch of
Sputnik, which sparked the “space race.”
In the wake of these events, the curricu-
lum began to shift its focus back toward
the mathematics and sciences, and even
some private liberal arts colleges intro-
duced new career-oriented majors to
remain technologically current and main-
tain their market share. The community
college, which emerged in the early
1900s, began developing rapidly during
this period by offering a number of career
study options and practical vocational
training (Stark and Lattuca 1997). The
idea of technical proficiency and exper-
tise was reinforced during the Kennedy
years of the 1960s, a decade that soon
became an age of turmoil on American
college campuses. Once the era of colle-
giate unrest in the 1960s came to a close,
academia again focused on the curricu-
lum. In the aftermath of Vietnam, some
critics called for a more global curricu-
lum to impart an enlarged consciousness,
but others urged moral and ethical educa-
tion on the heels of the Watergate scan-
dal. Critics of the professionalized cur-
riculum looked again to liberal studies as
a remedy for the vocational philosophy
that had beset higher education.

The 1980s and 1990s could be charac-
terized by a controversy turning on “polit-
ical correctness,” which arose out of cam-
pus debates over an array of social and
political issues in which were subsumed
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the ideas of freedom of speech, multicul-
turalism, feminism, and the overall role of
higher education in American society
(Lucas 1994, 267-277). Critics of the cur-
riculum held that it was permeated with
the study of Eurocentric and elitist liter-
ary, historical, and cultural topics and
argued that it was often sexist, racist, and
homophobic (Mayhew and Ford 1971).
These critics asserted that the curriculum
should be refreshed and replenished with
courses devoted to the study of other cul-
tures and political and cultural genres.
Multiculturalism, feminist studies, and
gay and lesbian studies as reform initia-
tives began to flourish, while detractors of
the political correctness movement
assailed that fear of being labeled sexist,
racist, or homophobic unfairly compelled
compliance with these curricular philoso-
phies (Lucas 1994, 272-273).

Regardless of intent, as a result of the
multicultural education movement, the
doors of higher education opened to the
study of numerous subjects that had been
repressed or outright ignored in the history
of the American collegiate curriculum,
including women'’s studies (Haworth and
Conrad 1990). The current proliferation of
programs in women’s, African American,
and gay and lesbian studies are in large
part a product of this reform. Higher edu-
cation now seeks proper methodologies for
integrating these new curricular compo-
nents into the amorphous contemporary
college curriculum in an effort to address
the disparity between the need for both
broad liberal and focused professional edu-
cation in American society.

Kerry Brian Melear

See also Part 1: Women’s Colleges; Part 3:
Feminist Pedagogy; Part 6: Curricular
and Professional Choices
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Women’s Studies

Women’s studies is a relatively new aca-
demic discipline in higher education that
focuses on the experiences, accomplish-
ments, and struggles of women and con-
tributes feminist perspectives to the con-
struction of knowledge. Women’s studies
uses gender as the primary tool of analysis
and recognizes the power imbalances
between women and men: “The term
women’s studies is used to cover a wide
range of activities, from scholarship and
teaching that are traditional in all but their
focus on women to innovative attempts to
revise methods of inquiry, develop new
categories of analysis, reconceptualize
pedagogies, and restructure institutional
relationships” (Boxer 1998, 3). Women’s
studies in the United States grew out of
the women’s movement in the 1960s and
consequently has its roots in social and
political activism. Programs are offered at
higher education institutions across the
country at the associate’s, bachelor’s, mas-
ter’s, and doctoral levels as majors, minors,
concentrations, and certificates.

Women’s studies has experienced tre-
mendous growth since the founding of
the first undergraduate program at San
Diego State University in 1969-1970.
There are currently over 600 women'’s
studies departments, programs, and re-
search centers in the United States.
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Women’s studies classes boost the self-esteem of female students by reclaiming important
role models in women’s history (Courtesy of Mount Holyoke College)

There are 7 Ph.D. programs as well as
over 100 graduate programs. In 1996-
1997, 602 bachelor’s degrees, 71 master’s
degrees, and 5 doctoral women’s studies
degrees were conferred by institutions of
higher education (National Center for
Education Statistics 2000).

Women’s studies programs typically
combine women’s studies courses and
those from other disciplines, including
history, English, philosophy, psychology,
sociology, political science, anthropology,
religion, and the sciences. At the under-
graduate level, core requirements for
women’s studies majors usually include
an introductory course on women’s stud-
ies and courses on feminist theory,
methodology, and cultural diversity.
Examples of titles of required courses

include “Critical Perspectives in Women’s
Studies,” “Sex and Gender in American
Society,” “Modes of Feminist Inquiry,”
and “Women of Color in the U.S.” Exam-
ples of elective courses include “Psychol-
ogy of Women,” “Asian Women: Myths of
Deference, Arts of Resistance,” “Lesbian
Literature,” “Women, Work, and Protest
in the Twentieth Century,” and “The
Political Economy of Women.” A typical
program is interdisciplinary in nature;
about half the work falls under the rubric
of social sciences and half under that of
the humanities (Morgan and Broyles
1995).

Since women’s studies has its roots in
the women’s movement of the 1960s and
was conceived as the academic arm of the
women’s movement, there is a general
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understanding that its pedagogy, research,
epistemology, and service will be feminist
and activist in nature. Women’s studies
and women’s liberation were inter-
meshed, and “the majority of teachers
came to this work as seasoned political
activists and were ready to transfer tech-
niques of organizing from the community
to the campus” (Buhle, 2000, xx). Many
professors teaching the first women'’s
studies courses were also involved in local
community efforts like creating battered
women’s shelters and organizing commu-
nity women’s centers. Their activism
informed not only their areas of research
but also their pedagogy. In the classroom,
traditional norms were replaced with a
new focus on active student engagement,
reflection on personal experience, and the
de-centering of professorial authority.
Women’s studies faculty tried to bridge
academic and activist pursuits.

During the late 1960s and 1970s, much
of the research in women’s studies focused
on women’s history. Scholars realized that
much of women’s history had been left
out or erased from history books and that
those women who were written about
were often devalued. Women’s history
needed to be rediscovered and introduced
into contemporary society. A similar
process took place in the humanities,
where women writers were unearthed and
women characters were reinterpreted
from feminist perspectives. Gradually, an
academic feminist awareness of women’s
contribution across all disciplines started
to emerge.

As the number of women’s studies pro-
grams, scholars, and publications prolifer-
ated and diversified, so did feminist theo-
ries. In the 1980s, women of color,
lesbians, and poor women gained in-
creased visibility, and classes and publica-
tions focusing on race, sexuality, and class

multiplied. These groups forced the reex-
amination of the original assumptions
about feminism and called for an account
of the experiences and lives of all women,
not just middle- and upper-class white
heterosexual women. Gender as the
exclusive tool of analysis gave way to a
more complex system including race,
class, sexuality, and ethnicity. Essential-
ism, standpoint theory, postmodernism,
French feminism, and womanism brought
various understandings and perspectives
on the cause and nature of women’s posi-
tion in society. At present, postcolonial
and transnational feminist perspectives
offer new conceptual avenues that blur
the boundaries often produced by theory
based upon sex, race, and class categories.
Women’s studies faces the current chal-
lenge of recognizing and valuing numer-
ous feminisms, both domestic and global,
while also trying to find commonalities
among women.

Women’s studies has always been and
continues to be challenged and invigor-
ated by internal debates and external crit-
icisms. Criticisms of women'’s studies are
often based upon the assertion that
women’s studies practitioners politicize
and attribute gender to topics that are
presumably objective and gender-neutral.
Scholarly work is supposedly under-
mined by political and ideological agen-
das. Allegations of man hating and male
bashing are also frequently made. In the
1990s, much media attention was given
to critics who accused women'’s studies
of sloppy scholarship, ideological polic-
ing, and deference to political activism.
Despite such faultfinding, women’s stud-
ies scholars have refuted these allega-
tions or have reflected upon them to
improve the goals of the discipline.

There are a variety of ways that wom-
en’s studies programs are housed in uni-



versities. Some programs have become
fully established departments offering
majors and retaining tenured full profes-
sors whose “home” is in the department.
Other programs are amalgamations of pro-
fessors from various departments whose
homes are in other disciplines and are
granted tenure through their respective
home departments. Some argue that the
departmentalization of women’s studies
has strengthened and legitimized the role
of women’s studies in the academy,
whereas others believe that the further
incorporation of women’s studies into
mainstream academia weakens and di-
lutes its historic activist nature.

The National Women’s Studies Associ-
ation (NWSA), founded in 1977, is “a
forum fostering dialogue and collective
action among women who are dedicated
to feminist education and change” (Na-
tional Women’s Studies Association
2002). It sponsors a yearly conference and
publishes books, newsletters, and other
projects to foster the growth and develop-
ment of women’s studies. According to
the NWSA, the following journals have
the closest affiliation to women’s studies:
Feminist Studies; Feminist Teacher; Fron-
tiers: A Journal of Women’s Studies;
Meridians: Feminism, Race, Transnation-
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alism; NWSA Journal; Sage; Signs: A Jour-
nal of Women in Culture and Society;
Transformations; Women’s Studies Quar-
terly; Women’s Studies: An Interdisci-
plinary Journal; and Women’s Studies
International Forum.

Francesca B. Purcell

See also Part 3: Feminist Epistemology;
Feminist Pedagogy; Feminist Research
Methodology; Part 4: Transformation of
the Curriculum
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Part 5

WOMEN AND HIGHER
EDUCATION POLICY






Overview

Public and educational policy have
played a crucial role in determining
the fate of women of all races, classes,
sexual orientations, and abilities in the
postsecondary academy. From the open-
ing of the first institutions of higher edu-
cation in the United States in the seven-
teenth century until the present, policy
has shaped women students’ admissions,
support, and graduation and female fac-
ulty recruitment, compensation, and pro-
motion. Legislative, academic, financial
aid, employment, public, legal, and social
policies—and challenges to those poli-
cies—have shaped and altered academe
in profound and enduring ways.

The original impetus for establishing
colleges in America was the desire for an
educated clergy (Chamberlain 1988, 12).
Harvard was founded in 1636, and
William and Mary was established before
the close of the seventeenth century for
that purpose. The first educational and
public policies were unspoken but
absolute: they mandated that only white,
propertied men “of good character” had
the right to an education in the United
States (Kates 2001, 3). It was more than
200 years after Harvard opened its doors
that policy changes allowed the first
cohort of women to be admitted to a col-
lege in the United States.

In 1837 four young women enrolled at
Oberlin College; three of them received
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college degrees four years later (Cham-
berlain 1988, 6). Antioch College opened
its doors to women in 1853. Both colleges
exercised a policy that facilitated young
women’s entry into academia on a very
limited basis. It mandated that Oberlin
women study the “ladies course,” be pro-
hibited from delivering graduation orato-
ries or any other public speeches, and
perform domestic work (Gordon 1990,
18). Policy engendered similar conditions
at Antioch, where men and women
remained separate except in the class-
room (Chamberlain 1988, 5).

Oberlin and Antioch became pioneers
in coeducation after years of formal and
informal policy debate. Advocates of
women’s education in the nineteenth cen-
tury had linked their cause to the forma-
tion of domesticity and “cultured mother-
hood.” Evangelical Christian leaders had
sanctioned limited education for women
as a means of enhancing their spiritual
authority within the home (Chamberlain
1988, 6). In other cases, the women who
attended seminaries or normal institutes
did so in preparation for teaching chil-
dren, an occupation that befit “respect-
able” young women. By the middle of the
nineteenth century, most Americans
accepted coeducation in secondary
schools, but policy meant to facilitate and
support women in “higher education . . .
was another matter” (Gordon 1990, 17).
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Belva Ann Lockwood, the first woman to
practice law in the United States, was
turned down by Columbia, Georgetown,
and Harvard because they thought her
application was a joke (Library of Congress)

Women’s education continued to be
controversial despite the success of Ober-
lin and Antioch. In 1862 Congress passed
the Morrill Land Grant Act, providing for
the funding of public institutions with
no prohibition on female students. Yet
female students continued to exist only
on the social margins of college life.
Throughout the nineteenth century, lit-
tle official educational policy existed to
ensure the rights of women or those sim-
ilarly denied access to higher education.
Rather, a system of informal regulations
ensured that for the most part, higher
education remained the domain of privi-
leged white males (Kates 2001, 5, 22).

Despite discriminatory policy and prac-
tices, by 1880 there were about 56,000

women in attendance at colleges and uni-
versities in the United States. The num-
ber increased to 85,000 by 1900. Many of
these students attended women’s col-
leges that opened in rapid succession in
the late nineteenth century. The last of
these schools opened a full twenty-one
years before women won the right to
vote in 1920. These private colleges con-
tinued to implement policy that pro-
duced and supported a socioeconomi-
cally and ethnically homogenous student
population, admitting a few minority
students while resisting diversification
(Kates 2001, 4, 7).

Women were able to gain access to
state universities in larger numbers when
parents and women’s organizations peti-
tioned legislators and boards of regents to
change policy to provide for vocational
preparation for the daughters of taxpay-
ers. Yet higher education for women
remained controversial; many believed
that women’s health and the well-being
of the nation would suffer as result of
women’s “unnatural pursuit”(Newcomer
1959, 21, 25). Women of color and poor
women were multiply disenfranchised by
educational policy in this era. Legisla-
tive, social, and legal policy worked with
academic policy to prohibit those who
were considered “unfit” for college and
university work and life from entering
educational institutions. Even the Mor-
rill Land Grant Act of 1862 made no pro-
vision for “Negro colleges,” and only
three states in the South designated black
colleges to receive funds. In 1890 Con-
gress passed a second Morrill Land Grant
Act, requiring that black colleges receive
land grant monies. This act had the neg-
ative effect of fashioning “academically
oriented black colleges as institutes that
fostered vocational training as especially
suited for Negroes” (Kates 2001, 10). Pol-



icy restricted educational opportunities
for students of color, the poor, and the
disabled throughout the United States,
and studies by scientists gave academic
gatekeepers empirical proof to keep
racist, sexist, classist, and able-ist admis-
sion policies in place (2001, 3-8).

From 1900 to 1930, the proportion of
women receiving bachelor’s or profes-
sional degrees increased from 19 percent
to 40 percent (Newcomer 1959, 12). The
proportion remained steady during the
1930s; despite the impact of the Depres-
sion, both men and women increased
their enrollment in colleges around the
country. After World War II, with the
advent of the G. I. Bill—which many con-
sider to be the major policy created to
increase access to postsecondary educa-
tion in the United States—the nation wit-
nessed a dramatic rise in the number of
male students of all classes and races and
a concomitant reduction in the ratio of
women attending college. By 1950,
women represented only 24 percent of
those receiving bachelors degrees, com-
pared with 41 percent a decade earlier
(1959, 7). Policy enacted an even greater
toll on women who did enroll in the wake
of the G. I Bill. Because priority was
given to veterans, undergraduate and
graduate women found it more difficult
to be admitted and were denied financial
aid and opportunities for further advance-
ment. During this period, “women stu-
dents were being treated openly as second
class citizens” (Chamberlain 1988, 16).
Nevertheless, by the fall of 1957, the
number of women enrolled in American
colleges exceeded 1 million for the first
time (1988, 7).

In the 1960s and 1970s, a spate of legal
and legislative actions fostered adminis-
trative, curricular, and financial aid policy
changes designed to address the unequal
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access to education for women, non-
whites, and the poor. Patterns of admis-
sions and financial support that in the
past had heavily favored white men began
to change during the 1960s and 1970s,
when the federal government established
massive programs of grants and loans for
higher education without distinction for
race or gender (Chamberlain 1988, 11).
Similarly, legislation influenced policy
determining student recruitment and
admission practices and shaped the col-
lege environment, faculty, student ser-
vices, athletics and physical education,
and curriculum.

In the early 1970s, numerous federal
laws and regulations were passed in an
effort to create and reinforce policy meant
to equalize opportunities for women in
higher education. In 1972 the U.S. Con-
gress approved an Omnibus Higher Edu-
cation Bill. This legislation included Title
IX of the Education Amendments enacted
to prohibit sex discrimination in all feder-
ally assisted educational programs. Title
VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, prohibit-
ing sex discrimination in employment,
was also extended to include all educa-
tional institutions, and the Equal Pay Act
of 1963 was expanded to cover executive,
administrative, and professional employ-
ment. Subsequent policy changes were
based on legislation including the Preg-
nancy Discrimination Act, Age Discrimi-
nation and Employment Act, Equity in
Athletics Disclosure Act, and the Civil
Rights Act of 1991. Additionally, in 1972
guidelines were issued to implement
executive orders requiring federal con-
tractors to institute affirmative action
goals to ensure equal treatment of all
employees. Affirmative action has been a
premier force in theory and practice for
women in higher education to secure fair
and equal treatment.



208 Women in Higher Education

Impact of Contemporary Policy

on Women Students

Significant legal decisions followed pas-
sage of federal laws and regulations that
addressed discrimination in admissions,
employment, and contracting and
strengthened protection for women, “as
did Supreme Court decisions on pension
equity, sexual harassment,” student life
and faculty tenure reviews (see “Gender
Inequality,” this volume). As a result of
Title VII and Title IX legislation, women
students and faculty have been able to
use the courts—albeit with limited suc-
cess—to change the campus climate and
to address gender bias in sports, testing,
admissions, and financial aid. Yet,
despite a “history of institutional viola-
tions of civil, constitutional and contract
laws,” women’s claims have for the most
part been unsuccessful against colleges
and universities (see “Legal Issues,” this
volume).

By 1979, in large part as a result of leg-
islation and legal challenges leading to
policy changes, women became a major-
ity on campuses, and in 1982 they were
awarded more bachelor’s degrees than
men. From 1999 to 2000, women stu-
dents received 58 percent of master’s
degrees and about 44 percent of profes-
sional degrees and Ph.D.’s (National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics 2002, table
274). Although many around the country
celebrated these figures as proof of gender
equity in higher education, they represent
only a very small and misleading part of
the picture. For the most part, it is still
white, middle-class, able-bodied women
who earn these degrees. Women of color,
poor women, and women with disabili-
ties remain vastly underrepresented in
this celebratory figure. Additionally,
women are not equally distributed in
institutions of equal rank, the degrees

women earn are disproportionately in
fields with lower status and lower pay,
women receive less financial aid than do
men and as a result end up owing more
money, and when they enter the job mar-
ket, their degrees are worth less than their
male counterparts’ credentials.

Despite the fact that the law essentially
requires nondiscrimination in college
admissions, athletic programs, student
life, and testing, women students con-
tinue to suffer as a result of gender bias.
Admissions policy reflects both gender
equity and gender bias (Jacobs 1999). In
athletics, only 37 percent of college ath-
letes are women, although they constitute
53 percent of undergraduates (Mickleson
and Smith 1998, 335). Seventy percent of
women reported having experienced sex-
ual harassment in sports and in the class-
room in 1996 (Larocca and Kromrey
1999). Researchers have also identified
standardized test bias that acts against
women students. These studies suggest
that there is a systematic bias in the tests
and that utilizing Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT) scores as the sole indicator of
qualification leads to admissions policy
that is not gender-neutral (Childs 1980, 4).

Gender bias is also evident in policy
determining the offer of financial aid in
colleges and wuniversities across the
nation. Educational and financial aid pol-
icy determines the total resources avail-
able to pay for college costs, the amounts
and percentages derived from different
sources, and the way financial aid is dis-
tributed among students. Even though
since 1970, college enrollment for women
has increased by 77 percent (as compared
to a 23 percent increase for men), and
regardless of the fact that women far sur-
pass men as adult, part-time, independent,
low-income, and thus “financially needy”
students, women receive only 68 percent



of what male students receive in financial
aid earnings, 73 percent of what men are
awarded in grants, and 84 percent of what
they receive in loans for low-income
undergraduates. An even “more signifi-
cant difference between genders appear in
discretionary programs like college work
study, research and teaching assistant-
ships and corporate benefit programs that
pay tuition” (Moran 1987, 2, 3).

Financial aid policy also results in
women being underrepresented in aca-
demic merit scholarships, even though as
a whole, they have higher grade point
averages than males in both high school
and the first year of college (Moran 1987,
1). In 1995, 42 percent of students eligible
for the National Merit Scholarship were
female, despite comprising 56 percent of
the scholarship competitors (Fairtest
1995). Perhaps as a result of these in-
equities, women students’ parents pay
more for their daughters’ education than
they do for their sons’ schooling (Jacobs
1999). As a result of these policy man-
dates, women—although entering into
and completing degrees in impressive
numbers—choose to enroll in less expen-
sive and less prestigious schools, enter
into fields with less financially rewarding
credentials, and receive less pay when
they are employed after graduation (216).
Women with a college degree earn on
average the equivalent of men with a high
school degree (Jacobs 1999, 162; U.S.
Bureau of the Census 1997).

Increasingly, women are coming to col-
lege later in life and are twice as likely as
men to be classified as independent stu-
dents and as part-time students (Wolff
2001b, B20). Students from low-income
families made up only 6 percent of the
student population in 1996, as opposed to
18.7 percent from middle-income fami-
lies and 41.1 percent from high-income
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families (National Education Association
1998, 18). Profoundly poor women, espe-
cially those on public aid, are dissuaded
from entering into educational programs
because of recent welfare legislation that
emphasizes and supports “work first”
rather than educational advancement. As
a result of 1996 welfare policy legislation,
“the number of families reported as par-
ticipating in activities that would lead to
postsecondary degrees was cut in half,”
from 648,763 in 1995 to 340,000 in
1998-1999 (Adair 2001, 226). Similarly,
despite the passage of the Americans
with Disabilities Act in 1990, women
with disabilities have yet to become full
participants in the American educational
system (Jordan 1999).

Although they must continue to deal
with the impact of racism, sexism, and
homophobia on college campuses, women
students of color and women students
who identify as sexual minorities have
fared somewhat better than have poor and
disabled female students. As the result of
legislation, policy was developed in the
1970s that increased enrollments for
males and females of each major racial
group (Kates 2001, 22). In 1997 students of
color accounted for 27 percent of the
undergraduate student population and
18.4 percent of graduate students (Na-
tional Education Association 1998, 16).
Also, as a result of policy changes involv-
ing recognition of same-sex partners and
legal protections, increasing numbers of
students enrolled in undergraduate pro-
grams identify themselves as “sexual
minorities” (Mills 2001, 1).

Impact of Contemporary Policy

on Female Faculty

When women enter the academy as fac-
ulty, they are less likely than males to
work in prestigious institutions and
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more likely to teach more and for less
pay, be hired on a part-time or adjunct
basis, suffer the effects of sexual harass-
ment, and feel unsupported in their
efforts to raise families and be productive
scholars. Women faculty also receive
fewer promotions and as a result are dra-
matically underrepresented in the ranks
of higher paid chairs and academic and
business officers (Nicklin 2001, A30).

Women faculty are underrepresented
on many college and university cam-
puses. Several studies found that women
comprised about one-fourth of the faculty
but only about one-tenth of the tenured
faculty in the United States; 50 percent of
women were tenured in 1998, compared
to 70 percent of their male colleagues
(Hensel 1991, 1). Women faculty make up
58 percent of part-time faculty, compared
to 35 percent of full-time faculty (Na-
tional Education Association 1998, 21).
As full-time faculty, the higher the rank,
the more women are underrepresen