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Dedication


To the thousands I’ve taught over decades, like Tammy and Beth, eighth-grade students in the 1970s. Beth earned good grades and wanted to be an astronaut; Tammy was in the low track and had learned to get by being seductive and sweet. I’ve wondered whether my teaching them US History, with asides on women’s suffrage and Rosa Parks as a symbol in the Civil Rights movement, and projects documenting the portrayal of women on television and advertising, made any difference. This book intends to make a bigger difference.





Preface


Can the chair of the Senate Education Committee fathom the critical theorist’s lecture on schooling and democratic practice? Will the board selecting the new chancellor understand the implications of the feminist critique of bureaucracy and leadership? Will the new Chancellor work with the senator who has raised those critiques to change the curriculum for training and certifying teachers and administrators so educators will work more for social justice? Will commissions making recommendations to support women in science and math find ways to understand the experience of women students and faculty? What kinds of analyses will gain policy attention for the non-participants – those who have received messages that they do not belong, that the education system does not really want their kind? Will those conducting the study of teacher incentive systems or funding for extracurricular activities include insights focusing on effects on women and girls? The purpose of Feminist Critical Policy Analysis I: A Perspective from Primary and Secondary Schooling is to move us closer to being able to say ‘yes’.

Policy researchers and analysis have gained and retained legitimacy by focusing on the problems and methods identified by powerful people. Those with a different focus are silenced, declared irrelevant, postponed, coopted, ‘put on the back burner’, assigned responsibilities with no training, budget, personnel or time, or otherwise ignored. Policies – authoritative agreements among powerful people about how things should be – have been made without a feminist critical glance. These two volumes focus on those areas of silence, on the policy issues at the fringe and on the kinds of policy analysis methods, findings and recommendations that will disrupt but will also open possibilities. The two volumes identify theories and tools for dismantling and replacing the politics, theories and modes of policy analysis that built ‘the master’s house’. The individual chapters illustrate how and why to expand policy questions and policy analysis methods to incorporate critical and feminist lenses, demonstrating the promise of politics, analyses and policymaking that thoughtfully and thoroughly works to uncover any source of oppression, domination or marginalization and to create policies to meet the lived realities, needs, aspirations and values of women and girls and others kept on the margin.

The volumes name and develop a new field: Feminist Critical Policy Analysis. The promise of this field lies in its incorporation of perspectives that ‘write against the grain’: the feminist critical stance with policy analysis that includes methods for focusing on the cultural values bases of policies; deconstruction of policy documents; analysis of a policy intention and its potential effects (for example, affirmative action and, Title IX); studies of the micropolitical (for example, the dynamics of a school board task force on sexual harassment, a tenure system’s effect on women academics, or the role of girls’ access to computers in the implementation of computer policies); and analyses of policies, programs and political stances that do focus on neglected needs in schooling.

Policymakers and analysts need to pause in order to recognize how issues of gender, the needs of particular groups like the urban poor, women and nondominant nationalities are left out of education policy analyses. In order to connect effectively, women need to take a hard look at the structures and arenas of policy. By presenting literatures, methods and examples, these books name the field: feminist critical policy analysis leaps at the challenge.

The challenge emerged from a cavernous silence at the American Educational Research Association. Background: I was asked, several years ago, to write a chapter on The future: Challenging theories and methods’ for the Politics of Education Yearbook. In the crowded AERA symposium celebrating and presenting the Yearbook, the symbolic silence of the discussant and the audience reaction to our presentation ‘Rethinking the public and private spheres: Feminist and cultural studies perspectives on the politics of education’ (Marshall and Anderson, 1995) helped me see how unfamiliar and scary the feminist agenda must be to politics of education and public administration professors, policy analysts and political scientists. We were challenging not only their views of literatures, policy arenas and issues, and modes of analysis, but also their power to dominate a field, their work environments and perhaps their personal relationships!

Similarly, as I wandered through and beyond familiar liberal texts (including my own) on ways to make education systems more equitable, studies of women’s and girls’ experiences in education and feminist literatures, I saw a need to connect, to weave those understandings with the realities of power and politics. ‘We must always think political when we think educational’ (Apple, 1994: 350).

‘Critical feminist consultant – that’s an oxymoron’, Gary Anderson and I concluded; we had drawn a blank trying to figure out which directors, deans, school boards, or legislators would hire us to tell them how they were being oppressive. We also had fun trying to figure out what critical feminist consultants would wear. Although these volumes provide examples of what the feminist critical policy analyst can do, they may not provide a fashion guide.

The world of the legislators, lobbyists and analysts that I met in state capitals – their days, their careers, and their agendas – are foreign to feminists concerned with widening the canon, with feminist pedagogy, with women’s feeling undervalued on university faculties, with girls’ turning away from math and science. In turn, the world and words of critical theorists, women’s studies scholars, feminist poststructuralists, are foreign, and often offensive (in all senses of the word) to those who fit well into the policy world, those who think of bottom lines and tangible outcomes, and those whose careers depend upon their managing to garner support from voters and powerful groups. Policy analysis can be the communication device between the worlds of policymakers and those of critical and feminist scholars.

My tasks, conceptualizing and creating these volumes, were supported by an international network, enabling me to include analyses from six different countries, from all levels of education systems, from new as well as experienced scholars, with chapters ranging from the microinteractions of identity politics to the macro-arena analyses of major education reform documents. Special thanks to Sandra Acker, Yvonna Lincoln, Sheila Slaughter, Carmen Luke and Estela Bensimon for providing insights and connections for the postsecondary world, and to the Queensland University of Technology in Brisbane for the fellowship that cemented my connections to gender equity policy analysis internationally. A range of individuals provided assistance in finding good authors: thanks to Gaby Weiner, Lynda Stone, Jean Patterson, Cindy Gerstl-Pepin, Kerstin Carlson-LeFloch, Linda Grant and John Schopler, for insights, reactions, edits and connections.

Finally, taking off from Lorde’s provocative statement, ‘The master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house’, (1984: 112), these two volumes analyze what goes on in the master’s house (Part I, The Legitimatized Formal Arenas of Policy) and how the master’s tools keep women’s needs silent and off-agenda (Part II, The Politics of Silence and Ambiguity). The volumes also contribute to fashioning new tools (Part III, New Politics, New Policy) by presenting cases where women’s values and needs were heard amid discussions of feminist, postpositivist and critical policy analysis.
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Chapter 1

Dismantling and Reconstructing Policy Analysis


Catherine Marshall



Dismantling Policy Analysis1


‘It’s really an indictment on us and on our society when 12- and 13-year-olds don’t see their future beyond having a baby’, said Dr Henry Foster, President Clinton’s advisor on teen pregnancy (Paik, 1995). Yet, it seems impossible to connect such statements to a focus on education policies for girls. And what about others at the margin in schools – boys who are not on sports teams, kids who do not wear the right shoes, whose families do not speak the right language. Policymakers focus on the guns-and-knives school violence but do not include sexual harassment as a school violence issue. Can our policy literatures change this? Can critical and feminist theory reframe the policy world?

Do policymakers pay more attention to the outcomes-focused analyses reporting numbers of girls-in-math per dollar spent for special programs or to the story of the 14-year-old skipping class, embarrassed and confused about her algebra teacher’s exuberant compliments on her figure? What goes on in shaping training, certification, selection and promotion of educational administrators that ensures white male dominance and leaders oriented toward bureaucratic maintenance? These are feminist and critical policy questions, often neglected. This chapter dismantles policy analysis in order to open, widen and reframe policy questions and methods.2 It introduces the perspectives and literatures that underpin feminist critical policy analysis, perspectives illustrated in the ensuing chapters, focusing on policy agendas and arenas for elementary and secondary schooling3.

How can we publish and use analyses of teachers’ status and work lives which blithely skip over the significance of the fact that most teachers are white women (as in Rowan, 1994). How can we not notice that Oakes’ (1985) book on tracking focuses on race and class inequities and makes no connection to gender? How can we cooperate with education systems that support the persistent underrepresentation of women and minorities in administrative and policy positions in education (Bell and Chase, 1993; Ortiz and Marshall, 1988), defining it as an issue of competency and/or access. How can school leaders countenance reforms that sweep past, or under the rug, concerns about persistent race, class and gender inequities? Why should schools continue informal curriculum practices that reinforce definitions of femininity and masculinity, ignoring how social constructions of gender limit and constrain human possibility? Why have reforms of schooling failed to challenge ‘the “male-as-norm” conceptions of educational purpose, of students, of teachers, of curricula, of pedagogy, and of the profession of education’ (Leach and Davies, 1990: 322).4 Feminist critical policy analysis raises such questions.

We need theories and methods that integrate gender issues with the realities of power and politics. The master’s tools must be cast aside, by bringing into question all things that were common sense, structured and assumed, from male–female difference to male norms of leadership and power. Integrating feminist and critical theory into policy analysis will add critical issues and ways of framing questions about power, justice and the state. All that is needed is the political choice to do so. Politics of education scholars can take the lead in this dismantling and reframing. Feminist critical policy analysis is research that conducts analyses for women while focusing on policy and politics. This perspective asks an often neglected question of every policy or political action: how is it affected by gender roles?

Curriculum theorists, education philosophers and researchers of teaching careers and classroom dynamics have made important contributions but few scholars in politics and policy have engaged with gender issues or reframed with feminist and critical perspectives. Feminist critical policy analysis is new and rare; it begins with the assumptions that gender inequity results from purposeful (if subconscious) choices to serve some in-group’s ideology and purpose. It is research identifying how the political agenda benefitting white males is embedded in school structures and practices.

There is room for decades of policy research which asks first, how does this policy or structure exclude certain publics (subordinate nationalities, religions, women, the urban poor, the working class, homosexuals), then asks, what political arrangements support policies and structures that devalue alternative perspectives, that reinforce gender, ethnic/race and class inequities, and asks, who benefits from these arrangements, and finally, what are possible ways to restructure power dynamics and political arrangements to address issues of social justice? Also, scholars of politics of education can test their mettle on the array of related policy issues. What happens, for example, when we include gender issues, using models, concepts and methods developed from more mainstream policy issues like choice, desegregation, decentralization, inclusion, school finance or testing? Do the models and methods work? How are the issues redefined?

Such feminist and critical theory-driven questioning will not only inform gender equity issues, it will expand our models and methods. Looking at the more subtle and micropolitical, what happens when we ask deep questions about girls’ and boys’ negotiating identities in the mix of cultural messages about career choices: such feminist theory-driven questioning will reframe important findings about education policy.

Feminist critical policy analysis is ideological, centers on gender, states a clear values base, and identifies the formal and informal processes of power and policy that affect women’s and men’s advancement and full development. Feminist analysis assumes that where policy apparatus creates and maintains male-normed systems, gender issues, by definition, come to the policy system as a challenge, to be resisted. Thus, traditional policy analysis assumptions and methods will not suffice for examining areas of silence, taboo topics, hidden injuries, non-events, and non-decisions. This chapter argues the need to dismantle conventional and limiting definitions of policy analysis, offering the literatures for viewing policy culturally, for expanding methodologies for policy analysis, for incorporating feminist and critical theories. It demonstrates openings for a rich and democratizing agenda for education policy analysts to embrace.



What Needs Dismantling?


‘For the master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house’ (Lorde, 1984: 112).

Knowledge, laws, traditions which developed in a public discourse dominated and peopled by white males has left us with constrained methods of policy analysis and ‘partial and perverse understandings’ (Harding, 1986: 26) from limited theoretical and political frameworks – greatly in need of dismantling. Critical and feminist education scholars, policy analysts and political scientists provide rationales for the dismantling by describing the limits of traditional, mainstream conceptions and methods and demanding a widened view of policy arenas, policy, policy discourse, politics and policy agendas. Traditional policy analysis is ‘grounded in a narrow, falsely objective, overly instrumental view of rationality that masks its latent biases and allows policy elites and technocrats to present analyses and plans as neutral and objective when they are actually tied to prevailing relations of power’ (Schram’s 1995 review of Forester’s stance: 375).

The appeal of traditional policy analysis. Traditional policy analysis tries to identify and calculate effects of policies with apolitical, objective, neutral methods. Seeing social problems as diseases which have real causes and need real and/or symbolic solutions, they endeavor to assist and they assess the merits and efficacy of solution-implementations (Scheurich, 1994). This is appealing and fits with a dominant liberal optimism of educators and policymakers – an assumption that there will be decisionmakers who will assess, formulate and fund policies and programs that hold clear promise to promote a clearly defined and agreed-upon purpose.

To be employed, to earn contracts, policy analysts must conduct studies that inform the policy debates raised in arenas of power. Thus, dominant values shape problem definitions and determine which are the relevant, significant questions, issues and answers (Scheurich, 1994). The questions and frameworks and the modes of analysis raised by feminist critical theory are excluded. Bias, power, and values drive the identification and legitimation of a problem and the methods seen as useful for studying and solving it. Whether its a cost-benefit analysis of university athletic programs or an analysis of women’s studies programs, the questions, methods and policy-relevant recommendations will be those judged appropriate by dominant interests. Thus, traditional assumptions about value-free, neutral, objective research and analyses become devices that guarantee that dominant ways of thinking will be reinforced by the research and analyses. Further, power, bias and values are embedded in institutions, such as legislatures, family and schools in ways that affect what we do and do not see as problems; some become ‘areas of silence’ (Anderson, 1993). By focusing on measurable, tangible facts that are part of public arena discourse, policy issues are made logical/rational, fixable and free of issues of power differentials.

For less partial analyses, political activism by the oppressed and silenced must be exercised, in order to raise different questions. This book lays out literatures to move to a widened view of policy.

Interconnections of politics and policy in education. Politics and policy surround educators. This chapter presents literatures that widen our definitions to encompass the day-to-day politics and policies we live. When I teach my Politics of Education class, I start with the formal arenas (Congress, state agencies, local boards), with models and systems analysis and the policy issues in the Education Week headlines; students dutifully take notes. Their engagement deepens when we uncover symbolic politics in studies of discrepancies between rhetoric, action and outcomes. Then we get to micropolitics; they know those politics of interaction; they have felt the politics of silencing; they have observed the politics of inattention and symbols-manipulation. The next day I teach a different class on feminist issues in education, where students read about the federal government’s enforcement of Title IX and about the politics of identity negotiation for adolescents in the context of schools’ informal curriculum. Down the hall are classes called Curriculum Theory, Program Evaluation, Philosophy of Education. On the bulletin board, the job announcements all have their affirmative action statements. Outside the front office, there’s a sign saying, ‘If the Dean ain’t happy, ain’t NOBODY happy!’, a notice of legislators’ latest budget slash, and someone from housekeeping (with a staff that is 95 per cent African American) empties the trash bins. All of these are teaching about politics of education; all are about policy arenas.

Cultural approaches in political science, feminist, cultural studies, critical and postpositivist turns in education policy literature lead the critique and promising new direction for policy analysis, broadening the arenas for analyses of power, politics and policy.




Cultural Approaches to Political Arenas


By looking culturally, we can see values bubbling in a ‘policy primeval soup’ cauldron (Kingdon, 1984) and focus on the power-driven social constructions that shape education policy.

Defining politics. The straightforward, traditional definition of politics: ‘who gets what when and how’ (Lasswell, 1936) is rendered more complex by Easton’s definition: ‘the authoritative allocation of values’. But C. Wright Mills’ definition: ‘turning personal troubles into public issues’ – recognizes that human agents decide, based on their values, what should be part of the authority-based (policy arena) agenda and thus, what should be a public issue (Mitchell et al., 1995). This definition turns attention to which or whose troubles get positive public attention and helpful resources (corporate farmers, school sports) and whose troubles do not garner such attention (child care, prevention of sexual harassment in schools, arts education) or negative controlling attention (welfare mothers, teacher quality).5 Some issues are not part of policy debates – women coping with an abusive boss or husband, girls who remain passive and quiet in classroom discussions, women teachers who don’t aspire to be superintendents. By defining these as private choices, they are ignored in policy arenas.

Cultural values and choices in policy arenas. Cultural values create the power that drives choices.6 In the policy primeval soup, ideas are constantly floating around. Some policy ideas are not even acknowledged, much less considered viable options, if they do not coincide with prevailing ideology and culture. Value acceptability, or how a given idea fits with national culture or ideology, affects how these values enter into policy decisions. ‘Policy windows’ (Kingdon, 1984) open to these acceptable values because of a change in the political stream (a change of administration, a shift in Congress or national mood), or because a new problem captures the attention of policymakers.7 Thus, Sputnik opened policy windows for math and science curriculum policy but no such window opened for government-supported curricula for prevention of violence toward women.

Policy communities, assumptive worlds, and logical frames. Policymakers are political creatures (a fact that too many policy analysts forget) in political communities where language, ideas and information are the medium of exchange. A policy community is a loose network of policy professionals and advocates who cluster around a specific area of governmental action – agencies, politicians, political parties, interest groups and their leaders and staff, policy advocates, and experts. Policy communities function within norms like ‘keep it in the family’, roles of the main members and the exchange-relationships and tensions among them (Campbell et al., 1989) and the ‘assumptive worlds’ of policy actors – their understandings about how to act and talk, about who initiates action, and what are the limits on policy options (Marshall, Mitchell and Wirt, 1989). ‘Logics’, ‘models’ or ‘frameworks’ are important units of analysis in public policy for probing policymakers’ thoughts (Anderson, 1978; Rein, 1983). They are the basis for policy formulation as well as ‘standards of how to judge and criticize policymaking performance’ and have the power to offer different definitions of what is real and important. Thus, policy analyses can identify how, for example, legislators attend to a gender policy for girls in math but declare inappropriate any policy discussion of power/sexuality dynamics in sex education curricula.8

The public sphere, agenda-setting, and master narratives. Where is the policy arena, where does public policy take place? How does an elite dictate what is right and good, relegating other people and other agendas to the margin, and what happens among subaltern counterpublics ‘members of subordinated groups [who] invent and circulate counterdiscourse to formulate opposition interpretation of their identities, interests, and needs’ (Fraser, 1994: 123)? Those who decide the agenda in the public sphere arrange ‘the … hegemonic mode of domination’ (Fraser, 1994: 117).9 Thus, the arrangements and boundaries for public, dominant, legitimate discourse matter. As discourse in the public sphere helped to institutionalize a more bureaucratic elite form rather than a participatory-democratic form of government then counterpublics resist that oppressive nature.10 Traditions and state apparatuses structured around the economic market and patriarchal traditions affect policy agendas, determining whether or not a problem is on the public agenda, part of public discourse and possible state intervention, or whether it’s marginal or belonging to the private – the world of the individual or the domestic and emotional (do governments interfere with industrial pollution; with teenagers’ decisions to get abortions; do governments shape girls’ career choices by influencing school curricula?). Fraser also urges us to distinguish among the logics of the marketplace, the political apparatus, and the public sphere, to avoid being limited to the logics of those spheres and, instead, viewing the public sphere as ‘a theater for debating and deliberating’ (Fraser, 1989: 111). These widened definitions of public sphere and explications of counterpublics offer hope for alternative transformational discourse, defying domination and control ideologies and apparatuses. Alternative counterpublics invent and circulate counterdiscourses to formulate oppositional interpretations of their identities, interests and needs (seen in home-schooling, the women’s movement creating the language and labels for double shift, in ecology and consumer groups, and in separatist anti-government groups).

Alternate views of power. We get expanded views of power from seeing power embedded in institutions: legislatures, courts, education systems, the professions (psychiatry, law, medicine, education) that categorize humans with labels and make them submissive subjects, collaborating with those who control and manage them (Ball, 1993; Foucault, 1977). Power is revealed through its backlash and resistance. Active resistance might be the child who yells obscenities at the vice principal; passive, silent resistance to power might be the woman who drops out of a male-dominated leadership program.

A traditional view of power defined as power-over, in competitive, controlling, commanding, dominating terms (see Max Weber, 1947) has been expanded to incorporate the ability to change behavior. Often a political elite gets what it wants through managing the discourse in the policy process by public agenda-setting and policy preference outcomes, preventing disruptive change from being legitimized, and getting people to believe in and value what the powerful elite want.

Power resides in knowledge that has legitimacy (Foucault, 1981). Debates over education policy are power conflicts over which knowledge is the truth. Power is enacted by control of knowledge. Those who control the discourse discredit or marginalize other truths. Thus, debates over required curriculum, the canon, the requirements for professional credentials – are power/knowledge struggles.

Language, access to the discourse, the policy community. How does an idea gain the momentum, legitimacy and support to become dominant enough to get an audience in a policy system, and then, perhaps, to become a law, a program, a budget priority, a mission statement, a curriculum component (and how others are silenced)? Focusing on language shows how ideas, preferences and values attain the stature of statute. Ball evokes the controlling power by saying, ‘we do not speak the discourse. The discourse speaks us’ (1990: 18) by constructing only limited possibilities for thought. People use speech as a power tool – to create power, to effect a desire or goal, and to block, resist and create opposing strategies (Foucault, 1981; Ball, 1990). Privileged speakers’ truths (and policy analyses) prevail; a ‘discourse of derision’ can be used to displace or debunk alternative truths (Ball, 1990). Gaining access to the public discourse is essential power: ‘Language is power … those who suffer most from injustice are the least able to articulate their suffering; and that the silent majority, if released into language, would not be content with a perpetuation of the conditions which have betrayed them’ (Rich, 1979: 67).

Micropolitics. Politics of education occurs in ‘a conglomeration of sites and agencies concerned with the regulations of the education system’ (Ball, 1990: 20). Looking at those sites and agencies micropolitically reveals that they function from ideologically-based decisions, sub-rosa, privatized conflict, continuous negotiations over boundaries and turf, interest groups (Marshall and Scribner, 1991). Therefore, a micropolitical lens is needed to study, analyze, work within and change schools, and to reveal the less visible, the silences, the non-events like the ways schools silence voices (Fine, 1991), filter out administrators who raise uncomfortable questions (Marshall and Mitchell, 1991), and ‘funnel student diversity and idiosyncrasy into a narrow range of school-approved behavior’ (Anderson and Herr, 1993). Micropolitical lenses focus on internal negotiations, as affected by schools’ messages, as in students’ identity work (Wexler, 1988), the acquisition of acquiescence (Malen, 1995); and schools as sites of resistance.

Policy implementation. As policies are implemented through a conglomeration of sites and agencies, educators’ abilities to alter, resist, translate, opportunistically adopt and remake policy are well-documented (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978; Sproull, 1981; Weatherly and Lipsky, 1977; Weick, 1976). Not only do communications get distorted in loosely coupled systems, but also, ‘nothing gets done which is unacceptable to dominant or influential political groups, which may be defined to include the “bureaucratic leadership group”’ (Minogue, 1983: 73). Policies are managed and translated to fit the values and meanings systems of powerful decisionmakers with ongoing district and site needs and constraints. Analyses of policy formulation, then, must ask whether appropriate incentives, resources, time, expertise, supports, accountability and evaluation are built in to enforce and reinforce policy intent. Analyses of policy implementation must look for policy slippage and symbolic policy compliance, and recognize that policies will create arenas of struggle – sometimes just over resources and turf, but more often over ideology, over what is and is not valuable and useful.

Purposeful policy studies. Once we see that policy systems, schools and knowledge are the work benches for power tools, our social science pretenses of value neutrality are abandoned. Analysts must identify a purpose, a stance. Kahne calls for policy analysis that reconnects education systems with the creation of democratic community, starting with ‘the miniature community created within the school classroom’ (1994: 239). Giroux calls for critical educators to have a radical politics of democracy in order ‘to work with other cultural workers in various movements to develop and advance a broader discourse of political and collective struggle’ (1992: 42). He urges a move beyond theoretical postmodern and feminist discourse to ‘a project in which a politics of difference can emerge within a shared discourse of democratic public life’ (p. 42).

New views of policy analysis, then, emerge from such cultural lenses – where policy arenas are wide and deep and with analyses that include those that recognize value-driven agendas and those that identify the dominant narratives driving policy and the ways they become dominant. This is where we connect the world of politics, policy analysis and feminist and critical theory, framing analyses that aim to uncover how policies and politics (in the formal arena and in the politics of silence and ambiguity) continue to disadvantage girls and women in education systems and conduct analyses with the purpose of upsetting such systems of dominance. We can then create schools that could actually practice inclusion, that could be locations for self-development and that would be freed from embedded practices that create divisions and inequities. This can be the basis for policy analysis framed for democratic and socially just education.





Emerging Methods for Policy Analysis


What is a policy analyst to do, with positivism abandoned, with the recognition that the policy system is not a mechanical structure, that policymaking is not rational deliberation in the formal arena, with reality as socially constructed; with theory, research and policy stances culturally and historically determined (Kelly and Maynard-Moony, 1993; Lindblom, 1990) given power brokers’ biases and shifts in policymakers’ assumptive worlds? Should policy analysis actually take a position, a values stance?



Interpretive and Narrative Policy Analysis


If policymaking is embedded with values conflicts and ethical and philosophical debates,11 we need policy analysis that identifies interpretations, that clarifies values stances and the modes of access and action in policy communities (Callahan and Jennings, 1983; De Haven-Smith, 1988; Kahne, 1994). Analysts must recognize that: 1) behind every policy issue lurks a contest over conflicting, though often equally plausible conceptions of the same abstract goal; 2) languages of symbols and numbers are used to promote their value interpretation; 3) stakeholders’ problem definitions have their own definitions of causes, array of interests, and preferred decision; and 4) each policy choice has connected mechanisms for getting change, such as incentives, new structures and these mechanisms are also arenas of conflict (Stone, 1988). Defining something as a problem (teacher accountability, double shift, school choice) is making a judgment. A policy problem is ‘a political condition that does not meet some standard … It is a conscious contrivance, reflecting human purposiveness’ (Anderson, 1978: 19–20).12

The communicative acts that create and maintain social relations – in staff rooms, classrooms, boards and legislatures – need to be part of policy analysis. Focusing on ‘the dimensions in which we act communicatively: those of making and testing claims about states of affairs in the world, about appropriate and legitimate social relationships, about personal and social identities, and about ways of framing issues at hand’ (Forester, 1993: 12). Communications include talk but also threatening, criticizing, explaining, insulting, forgiving and recommending (recall the acquisition of acquiescence and the discourse of derision discussed earlier).

Interpretive and narrative policy analysis use stories, scenarios and tales to explore and elicit when ‘the issues’ empirical, bureaucratic, legal, and political merits are unknown, not agreed upon, or both’ (Roe, 1989: 251). Analysts seek out the stories of all stakeholders. Such policy analysis includes systematic ways of eliciting such storytelling, especially ‘when the storytelling at issue has arisen in order to articulate those recognizably complex and uncertain issues that otherwise continue to defy adequate specification … [by] microeconomics, statistics, organizational analysis and the law’ (Roe, 1989: 253). Further, analysts recognize asymmetries, power differentials among the stakeholders. As stakeholders’ stories are competing, some stakeholders have easier access to economic and political power; for any group, their articulated stories are the tool, the method for gaining access to power (Roe, 1989). The job of interpretive and narrative policy analysis then, is eliciting the stories, portraying the dynamics among stakeholders, especially where policy issues are so uncertain and complex that one cannot identify which arguments are good, bad, strong or weak.13




Critical Policy Analysis


Critical theorists place at the center of analysis the power, policies and structures that restrict access; their work often demonstrates how privilege is maintained and the disempowered and silenced are kept that way, raising ‘serious questions about the role of schools in the social and cultural reproduction of social classes, gender roles, and racial and ethnic prejudice’ (Anderson, 1989: 251). Such is the basis for critical policy analysis, focusing on the battle between those who would restrict access to knowledge and power to elites and those who seek a more equal and participatory society (Weiler, 1993). Critical policy analysis is not value-neutral. Prunty describes the stance as:


anchored in the vision of a moral order in which justice, equality and individual freedom are uncompromised by the avarice of a few. The critical analyst would endorse political, social, and economic arrangements where persons are never treated as a means to an end, but treated as ends in their own right (1985: 136).



Such an analyst must be adept in the political world to be effective and to provide methods for the oppressed to gain power, while viewing school policy critically to expose oppressive structures, including ways that oppressed unknowingly cooperate with their oppressors.

Critical policy analysis, then, is a search for improvement of the human condition, an emancipatory social science; analysts must assist in identifying more radical alternatives. Policy analysis, then, must consider whether a policy will empower and democratize, whether it will dispense goods to the have-nots as much as they consider traditional questions such as whether a policy is efficient. Dryzek and Brobow (1987) envision policy analysis aimed toward wholesale reconstruction of political institutions and public life.




Guides to Reconstructed Policy Analysis


Policy analysts would have to pay attention to the policy deliberations, ‘including such processes as how decision premises are covertly built into decision structures are the ways in which non-decisions can preshape political agendas’ (Fisher, 1989: 950) and the interests and values of the stakeholders ‘so that we can examine particularly ways that citizens are (or are not) able to speak and act politically, to question facts, rules, or stereotypical identities’ (DeLeon, 1988; Forester, 1993: 130).14 Insiders in policy debates are creating the master narrative, so the analyst (an outsider) must identify the value-laden and various interpretations of those insiders, studying politics from the inside, uncovering evaluative presumptions and ‘policy makers’ theoretical premises and actions’ (DeHaven-Smith, 1988). Their ‘manifest rationales’ and the ‘normative standards and framework of reasoning of practitioners’ (Anderson, 1978).

To move beyond the master narratives, to be critical, the analyst must do something, must report, act to enfranchise and to disrupt and dismantle oppressive policy directions. But decisionmakers and power brokers seldom employ or enjoy analysts and evaluators who criticize policies they created (Ryan, 1988; Scheurich, 1994). The astute analyst can provide reports and can act in and around the public arena to provide information for critical reflection on any policy actions, calling attention to ‘the cultural embeddedness of policies’ (Kelly and Maynard-Moody, 1993: 138) and creating a forum for multiple truths. The policy analyst then becomes a facilitator of deliberation bringing together multiple perspectives to explore alternative courses of action and to help people see the limits of their current perspectives in policy debates. The analysts’ report incorporates the perspectives of key stakeholders and it incorporates the multiple, conflicting and negotiated subjective perspectives of people who lay meaning on policies. Such an approach requires qualitative methodology by a politically astute analyst with a moral purpose. This may not eliminate oppressive structures, but the analysis can help groups raise fundamental questions or get the oppressed to see, label and articulate their stories, increasing their power in policy agenda setting (Friere, 1985; Ryan, 1988).

Now, with an expanded sort of policy analysis, including a cultural view of policy arenas and expanded methodologies, feminist and critical theoretical perspectives not only fit within policy analysis, they are essential!





Feminist and Critical Theory and the Policy Arena


Critical and feminist theories point to new arenas of political contestation and provide the lenses and tools for discovering and disrupting modes of oppression and reweaving, recreating relationships. Feminist and critical theories offer lenses for looking at schools and understanding these as policy issues:


•  the social construction of gender as limiting human possibilities, including ways race/ethnicity, class, and classifications according to confining constructions of masculinity and femininity;

•  white male dominance embedded in institutional life through control of identity formation, language, legitimized knowledge, definitions of competence, access to societal benefits or agenda setting;

•  gender and sexuality as mechanisms for control – as in gendered hierarchies in the workplace – and how race, class and gender intertwine;

•  differences between the values, moral orientations, life experiences, and work/life styles of men and women, with white males’ ability to define their own as the legitimate ways through their power in the major institutions; but also how women’s lives, values and behaviors redefine and reconstruct our institutions;

•  the embedded structures of politically supported institutions (schools, welfare agencies) that reify definitions of ‘women’s issues’ as needy-dependent and suspect and women’s place as subordinate and service/care-providing;

•  ways people resist domination.



They use methods to decontruct text, discourse, knowledge, metanarratives, policy agendas, institutionalized assumptions and revise and reconstruct, from the standpoint of the range of women’s realities and incorporating voices from the counterpublics, the silenced, the non-events, the meaning-making from the popular culture.

The next sections describe the particulars of feminist theoretical contributions prior to a section discussing how feminist, critical and postmodern theoretical strands blend to be foundations for feminist critical policy analysis.



Feminisms Evolving


‘The cat is out of the bag, and it is a tom’, said Virginia Woolf (quoted in Franzway, Court and Connell, 1989: 145) Feminist theory ‘brings to consciousness facets of our experience as women that have … contradicted predominant theoretical accounts of human life’ (Keohane, Rosaldo and Gelpi, 1982: vii). Current feminist analyses have a theoretical pragmatism, incorporating what is useful from feminisms, critical, poststructural and postmodern, experimenting with both theory and methodologies.

Feminist scholarship puts women at the center, (not just in comparison to men), uncovers cultural and institutional sources and forces of oppression (rather than the blame-the-victim compensatory approach), thus moving beyond descriptions of women’s status and barriers to females’ equal access to educational opportunity. It demands examination of intimate relationships as well as national policies. Feminist theory, when connected with cultural analyses of politics and policy, helps explain the inability of government to connect policy analyses for schooling with what happens to girls in school.

Feminisms have evolved to include a range of complementary perspectives (Eisenstein, 1993; Tong, 1989; Weiler, 1988) useful for examining education policy. Liberal feminism is the basis for policies like affirmative action, the Equal Rights Amendment and comparable worth – laws that assume that simply eliminating barriers and placing women in positions will change institutional and cultural values. This fits well in liberal democracies’ assertions of individual rights, (Hawksworth, 1994; Marshall, 1996) supporting research and policy that aims to uncover barriers and deficiencies, make a correction and open access to females. What is missing from Liberal feminist perspectives is the realization that the people with power in political, institutional and professional cultures that created sexist and differential access are being relied on to create new power and access processes. Liberal reform proposals depend upon men in power to give up their privilege and willingly and thoughtfully change the gender, class and the power dynamics of the systems that give them power (see Weiler, 1988; Stromquist, Chapter 3, this volume; and Marshall, 1996, for more on this critique).

Women’s Ways feminisms demonstrate that women have different socialization, different orientations to moral decisionmaking, ways of knowing, and ethics (Belenkey, Clinchy, Golberger, McVicker and Tarule, 1986; Chodorow, 1978; Gilligan, 1980; Noddings, 1984). They name and value women’s subjective experience. They offer hopeful new visions: of relationship- and community-building, of networks of caring and nurturance; they challenge men and women to value the emotions and tasks usually designated as women’s work for the private sphere (child rearing, caretaking). Promising alternatives are generated from Women’s Ways: the possibility of facilitative, non-hierarchical leadership – power-with rather than power-over; coalitions built from women’s commonalities, like the women’s movement to save their children from war and ecological disasters (Elshtain, 1982). However, Women’s Ways, pursued without recognizing how these are devalued and relegated to the private sphere, leave women vulnerable and segregated, with all the caring and community duties and no recognition of the political forces defining their worth. The danger also comes from essentializing women and endowing them exclusively with these perspectives, leaving men free of relationship and caring responsibilities.

Power and Politics feminisms15 identify the institutional, economic purposes and the political and cultural processes that create and maintain exclusion of females, focusing on:


•  how men keep the power to control, hurt and take advantage of women, through family structures, sex, violence and even the burdens of mothering;

•  how the power of capitalism and patriarchy combine to oppress women;16

•  the myths and stereotypes created to maintain women in the place of other – with men in control of myth-creation and maintenance and men deciding women’s feminine identity;

•  how all structures are social constructions, created for some political purpose, often hurting women; femininity and masculinity are problematic categories with constant and tense negotiating among multiple, personal, public and politically evolving identities.



For example, conventions for behavior and discourse, norms for leaders, for professionals, for demonstrating competence are artifices; when they exclude women from leadership or when they instruct boys that art, emotion, teaching careers are only for women – this is sexual politics.

This Power and Politics theoretical strand recognizes that simply gaining power in the context of existing power structures will not suffice.17 Instead, MacKinnon says, ‘feminism revolutionizes politics’ (1982: 3). Patriarchy, the gender regime, and the gender order are phrases that evoke the power of the state to regulate women’s lives. Authors such as Connell (1987), Eisenstein (1990), Franzway et al., (1989) and Watson (1990) build a basis for a theory of the state that incorporates explanations of state-imposed oppression of women, in welfare, medical, education and other state regulated systems; a feminist theory of the state is emerging from this foundation. ‘The state as patriarch’ frames detailed analyses of bureaucratic, legal and governmental politics affecting women’s status across the world (Franzway et al., 1989: 29).18

Power and Politics feminisms identify the gender regime and hegemony; the grounding for their research, policy and action is the political choices and power-driven ideologies and embedded forces that categorize, oppress and exclude. They identify the ways political systems can be societally constructed to institutionalize (in schools, legal precedents, job classifications) the inequities of gender, race or class and can solidify social injustices. As Apple says,


Gender and its regulation is not just an afterthought in state policy. Rather, it is a constitutive part of it. Nearly all of the state’s activity is involved in it. One need only think of the following areas of state policy – family, population, housing, the regulation of sexuality, child care, taxation and income redistribution, the military, and what concerns us the most here, education – to see the role of the state in gender politics even when it is not overtly discussed in official documents. (Apple, 1994: 356)



presaging a rich agenda of theory building based on extensive analyses of genderrelated policies.




Feminisms Applied


The feminist critique of science has revealed androcentric biases in theory and inspired important reframing (Harding, 1986; Keller, 1983; Lather, 1991; Smith, 1981). For example:


•  in political science, Elshtain (1982, in Keohane et al.) calls for political language that ‘does not silence particular persons or groups, nor proscribe particular topics and spheres of life from discourse’ (p. 144), and Ferguson (1984) demonstrates how the structures, rules, language and patterns of dominance in bureaucracies serve to keep women controlled, contributing their work while suppressing (under the guise of good and rational management) their alternative ways of talking, valuing and living their lives;

•  in legal studies, MacKinnon demonstrates ways in which governance, social welfare, justice and legal systems are structured to promote the interests of white males, using such examples as rape, incest, abortion, birth control, sexual harassment, lesbianism, domestic battery, prostitution and pornography (MacKinnon, 1989: 7). ‘Sexuality, then, is a form of power … [which] institutionalizes male sexual dominance and female sexual submission [in] pervasive powerlessness to men’ (p. 21);

•  in economics, Waring (1988), in If Women Counted, demonstrates how the world economy would be altered if women’s work in the home and in service, volunteer, nurturing and teaching the young were valued.



Feminist scholarship also demands that research methodologies build relationships and contribute to social betterment. So action research, collaborative research, co-creation of life histories replace the dispassionate experimental manipulation of research subjects.




Feminist Education Scholarship


‘Ask these questions, with an eye to gender, as critique of any science: Does the nature of the sample match the nature of the conclusions? Who is missing from this picture? and Why?’ (Goodnow, 1985: 30).

From early research on sex role socialization, to Madeleine Arnot’s coining the term sociology of women’s education (Middleton, 1993: 38) emerged feminist research and theory for education, benefitting from an interdisciplinary and action-oriented stance. Liberal feminist frameworks have championed the long term agenda focusing on sex role stereotyping in curriculum, counseling and school policies and have entered the political arena to promote equal access agendas, working within the extant political system to support women leaders’ access, to enforce Title IX, and to gender-neutralize vocational education (see for example, Wilson’s (1991) compilation on the status of girls’ education in the European Community, Klein’s Handbook for Sex Equity (1985) and others (Marshall, 1981; Ortiz, 1982; Sadker, Sadker and Klein, 1986; Schmuck, Charters and Carlson, 1981; Shakeshaft, 1986) who pioneer by calling attention to gender inequity).

Gilligan (1980) and Noddings (1988) exemplify Women’s Ways education feminist scholarship that challenges educators to see that female modes of managing moral dilemmas emphasize caring and relationships; Belenkey et al. (1986) demonstrate the complexities in women’s response to the dispensed curriculum. Descriptions of women’s work as teachers and administrators (see Acker, 1989, 1995; Biklen, 1980; Casey and Apple, 1989; Foster, 1993; Grumet, 1988) include both the Women’s Ways stance and a political stance of valuing women’s perspectives, contributions and the rhythms of women’s lives. Some researchers’ agendas expand to examine how class, sexuality, ethnic and cultural difference interact with gender issues (see Borman, Mueninghoff and Piazza, 1989; Holland and Eisenhart, 1988; Lutrell, 1993; McKellar, 1989; Valli, 1988; Zambrana, 1988).

Connecting a political analysis with feminism is essential. A number of examples (especially those in this volume) show how Power and Politics feminisms reveal important insights for education policy. Analyses of national policies for gender equity demonstrates the low priority given to gender. In the US ‘gender is not a relevant category in the analysis of excellence in schools’ (Fishel and Pottker, 1977; Tetrault and Schmuck, 1985: 63) and is a ‘national blind spot’ (Sadker, Sadker and Steinham, 1989: 46). Wolpe’s (1978) analysis of British government papers demonstrates how governments channel girls’ choices for work and unpaid homemaking. Middleton’s (1993) personal/political account of the intersections between New Zealand’s education policy developments and the development of education feminists explain how the personal is political. Evans’ (1993) policy implementation analysis is an example of asking a traditional policy question (what happens during implementation?) but asking about gender effects. Kenway’s policy analysis demonstrates the need to ask feminist questions about the ideology driving gender equity curricular reforms that assume girls’ access to traditionally boys’ spheres is the desideratum.

The Power and Politics feminisms assume that schooling and class and capitalism are interconnected, that patriarchy and capitalism are mutually reinforcing systems. Therefore, race, sexuality, class and gender questions must be analyzed with the purpose of uncovering how schools reproduce assumptions that an elite’s needs should prevail, that men should rule, and schools should help to classify people to serve patriarchal and capitalist ends (Weiler, 1988). Research on women seeking to exercise power and reframe education, leadership and policy practices, are particularly useful for highlighting embedded power (see especially Blackmore, in press; Deem and Ozga, Chapter 2, Volume II, and Mawhinney, Chapter 12, this volume; Ortiz and Ortiz, 1993; Weiler, 1988). Deeper analysis demonstrates how the culture of the formal policy arena and the micropolitics of organizational and professional cultures blunt gender equity policies in Australia and Great Britain (see Blackmore, Kenway, Willis and Rennie, 1993; Connell, 1987; Yeatman, 1993). Yates’ analysis of Australian gender policy usefully examines embedded assumptions and blind spots in the early policy discourse framed by liberal education theory by focusing the problem on the domestic labor and reproduction issues for girls, leaving out the boys, and viewing women and girls as one category, with Aboriginals, rural, migrant categories as add-on issues (see Chapter 2, this Volume).

Seeing the state as an agent in sexual politics raises important new angles for analysis, focusing how sexual dynamics affect power arrangements, silencing and categorizing women, allowing men (mostly) in the public sphere the power to dominate and regulate.19 Franzway et al. (1989) and Watson (1990) provide a model for studying gender politics, studying Australian femocrats’, feminists who have attained high positions in bureaucracies and juggle between needing to work with the extant political system while doing so undermines their credibility with grass roots feminists.

Power and Politics feminisms apply usefully to informal institutional and interpersonal politics. Such analyses identify the political decisions establishing the managerial model for school leadership (Tyack and Hansot, 1983) and a coinciding gender hierarchy, reified and perpetuated by sponsorship and by the fact that, by controlling the definitions of good leadership and policy, white male elites can squelch challengers. Thus ‘dominance is maintained, and the actions of the powerful are seen as virtuous, valued actions’ (Ortiz and Marshall, 1988: 136). Such analyses combine cultural and power analysis. Micropolitical approaches show, for example, how gender joking in the staff room undercuts women teachers’ status (Cunnison, 1989). Power is demonstrated, too, as women and girls collude with and/or resist these dynamics, as when women school administrators deny and cover feelings of difference and exclusion, thus easing gender anxieties (Marshall, 1985; 1993).

These early Power and Politics studies created the agenda for research on policymaking affecting gender. But often this has been a dangerous, unfunded and marginalized agenda for feminist scholars and an unacknowledged agenda for politics of education scholars. For the most part, governments do not generate research agendas or set up centers to study the connection between political choices and females’ opportunity.20 (Sponsorship of programs for girls in math and science is an important exception.) Indeed, ‘feminist historians of education have shown that through the development of state education, there has been a commitment (often explicit) to the principle of maintaining gender differentiation’ (Arnot and Weiner, 1987: 17).

In sum, politics and power become the focal point for analysis, not the women and girls. Further, the problem is re-focused – it is not longer about women’s differences (often seen as deficiencies) and it is no longer about simplistically identifying barriers that make women victims. Such grounded analyses were important beginnings for developing a feminist theory of the state, with separate philosophies, arenas, actors and strategies. Feminist approaches to politics and policy analysis have created useful theoretical tools for dismantling traditional and gendered assumptions in policy and for including women in the analyses.




Integrating Critical, Feminist, Postmodern21


Critical theory is primarily concerned with issues of social justice and problematizes the institutions and structures of society and education that operate powerfully to maintain unequal and unjust social and political relations. It focuses on the methods and meanings of domination, including the historical evolution of ideologies that buttress power to reveal the politicization of knowledge and language (Giroux, 1983).22

Both critical theory and feminist theory share concerns about the relationship between the individual subject and an oppressive social structure. Critical and feminist theories also subscribe to the view that social structures and knowledge, as well as our experience and selves are socially constructed, and are therefore open to contestation and change. Feminists (while attacking their failure to speak in accessible language and to encompass gender) have used critical theoretical perspectives.

Most critical feminists recognize ‘the whiteness of theory’ (hooks, 1990; Simmonds, 1992: 53), with emerging recognition that black and white women ‘occupy different positions even in relation to men’ (Simmonds, 1992: 53). They also reject the notion that gender is the only axis of domination and emphasize the importance of understanding the multifaceted nature of domination and its intersection along the lines of sex, race, sexuality and class.23 Critical race theory focuses on systemic, cultural and structural inequalities, working to end racial oppression, challenging the color-blindedness, meritocratic ‘ideology of equal opportunity’ (Matsuda, Delgado, Lawrence and Crenshaw, 1993: 6) as ahistorical and simplistic. ‘Working-class feminism’ (Connell, 1987: 265) more often takes the forms of 1) structuring of work – in the labor force and the household; 2) power issues in family and in treatment of female workers; and 3) control of one’s own sexuality – in the family and in the workplace.

Postmodernism rejects grand theory as grand narratives of privileged discourse used to explain social phenomena in terms of predictable, patterned interrelationships. Viewing humans as full of disarray and contradiction, inscribed by multiple and contested discourses, it embraces differences and rejects essentializing (Lather, 1991).24 Feminism politicizes postmodernism, rejects abstract discourse as an intellectual exercise for white male academic elites (Yeatman, 1994). Postmodern feminists recognize the importance of grounding narratives within the contexts of the lives of individuals in order to connect public discourse on policy issues to their ever-evolving complexities, viewing, for example, women and girls as active participants in the construction of meaning and identity, not simply passive recipients of these processes (Martusewicz and Reynolds, 1994). It also reflects Women’s Ways feminism by intrinsically valuing the subjectivities of women heretofore excluded from analysis (Alcoff, 1988; Belenky, et al., 1986). Weiler’s Women Teaching for Change (1988) and several chapters in these Volumes (especially Chapters 7, 8, and 9 in this volume and Chapters 6, 7 and 8 in Volume II), are examples, focusing on the struggle as gender is socially constructed within the institutional and ideological power arrangements of schools.

Similarly, feminists and postmoderns correct the overdeterminism of critical theory by rediscovering human agency. While economic and political systems create institutions that reproduce elite privilege, humans resist and humans negotiate their identities. Meaning is always contested, temporal, emergent, elusive and partial, as meanings of words are embedded in language use (Lather, 1991). Words and our understanding of them create our understanding. Culture and the self or subject are viewed as texts, a complex interweaving of metaphor, signs, interpretations and practices.25 Language contributes to the construction of reality rather than simply reflecting reality (Agger, 1991; Martusewicz and Reynolds, 1994).26 27

Feminist critical policy analysis draws upon all these theoretical advances, focusing on policy and politics, with a recognition that political and institutional practices function to maintain white male power and privilege. It has the particular goal of identifying ways to make our policy system more inclusive and equitable and, thus, democratic and socially just. Policy analysis for a field such as education should be embracing such responsibilities, such stances.





Feminist Critical Policy Analysis: Expanding Policy Questions28 29


Scholars and practitioners of politics of education, political science, policy analysis, politics and administration, by combining critical perspectives with feminist theories, need to look behind the political foreground at the ideological background in discourse (Ball, 1990; Hargreaves, 1983). Feminist theory-driven questioning will not only inform gender equity issues, it will expand our questions, models and methods. Feminist critical policy analysis seeks ways to make our policy system more just, democratic and equitable, demanding that the following expanded issues be included in all policy analysis:



Gender, the Public Sphere and Masternarratives


Now we know to avoid being limited to the domination and control ideologies and apparatuses of the public arena. Widened definitions of public sphere and explications of counterpublics offer hope for alternative transformational discourse. We recognize the policy issues in people’s everyday, lived, personal realities.30

Policy analysis and feminism intersect over questions about what is public and what is private and who decides: Thus, analyses of women administrators’ negotiations to fit their identities into male-structured leadership norms (see Blackmore, 1996; Marshall, 1985), feelings of exclusion and frustration over being unappreciated for nurturing, counseling and relationship work are no longer private emotional women’s problems but matters for analysis of public policy affecting women’s place in education (see especially Chapter 7, this Volume, and the chapters by Acker and Feuerverger, Chapter 7; Glazer, Chapter 4; Stage, Chapter 6; and Walker, Chapter 3 in Volume II) and critiques of masculinist legitimized science (e.g., Parker, Chapter 10, this Volume) then become education policy analysis. Such critiques promise expansions that can break through limited, mechanistic, dehumanizing assumptions.31




Counterpublics’ Policy Issues


Can there be policy analyses for non-dominants, for silenced issues, for marginalized populations?32 Or is feminist critical policy consultant an oxymoron? What happens among subaltern counterpublics? What are the parallel discourses and counterdiscourses and opposing interpretations (Fraser, 1994: 123) that exist beyond the discourse in the public sphere?33 What are the arrangements for setting up boundaries for public, dominant, legitimate discourse? These questions speak to basic questions about democracy; they can also help policy analysts ask about students who drop out, girls who get pregnant, educators who only pretend to comply with policy directives from above, and parents who are cynical about participatory decisionmaking.




State Intervention


For social justice, what is the role of the state? Can the state be relied upon for analyses of inequities?34 What are the related issues that surface when gender is the policy issue? Examples of such issues are 1) the debate over how much the state should intervene in family and private affairs 2) whether government should be satisfied with addressing (but not redressing) an equity issue, and 3) whether policy recommendations for small add-on fixes and identifying victims’ deficiencies and providing compensatory supports are enough. Chapters 2 through 5 in this Volume explore these questions in analyses of several countries’ policies for gender equity in schooling; Chapters 2 through 5 in Volume II analyze postsecondary policy arenas to assess the likelihood of substantive equity policy formulation. Because policymakers represent a ruling class, contested lines of exclusion, vision and meaning are not part of the discourse. When you go to the state, you reaffirm the state’s power to fix the problem, giving it further right to dominate you. Thus, girls are those to be done to, fixed. This silences the discourse about the economic and political systems’ effects on women and the discourse about male gender roles as being problematic. It focuses on the problem of women’s poor choices that get them in economic trouble and pushes aside information about inequities in the workplace.

So, feminist policy analysts worry over going to the formal, centralized state for redress.35 Ferguson (1984) worries about being silenced by bureaucratic processes; Australian analysts have worried that the femocrats in their bureaucracies lost their radical determination when coopted by being put in high positions. Sometimes local and regional politics have thwarted feminist advances (the US Equal Rights Amendment) but other times, state and local politics made up for national rescissions involving child care and battered women’s shelters (Boneparth and Stoper, 1988). Sometimes working the political system (lobbying, forming coalitions, attaining political leadership) and court cases have helped women, but Boneparth and Stoper wonder whether this solidifies opposition and Faludi (1991) documents such backlash. (Also, Chapter 12, this Volume, shows the difficulty of using the courts for women’s equity).




‘Outing’ Symbolic Policy


If language is the power tool of politics, analysts can focus on words and ask whether the words in policy speeches and documents match with real outcomes. Feminist critical policy analyses see through symbolic inaction,36 suspicious of policy actors’ rhetoric and policies with no enforcement. In this volume, Chapter 3 by Stromquist and Chapter 4 by Weis (and Chapter 4 by Glazer in Volume II) reveal how symbolic policy can be harmful, like the placebo that gives only the pretense of treatment. Chapter 9, by Hollingsworth, unpacks the realities of policy implementation, where program rhetoric announces goals for teacher education for sex equity but programs just never quite fit it in. After reading Laible’s account of sexual harassment policy formulation in Chapter 11, one wonders how useful the policy will be when key players are not sure there’s a problem, or view it as individual women’s problems, not connected to ideal of equity and democracy.

‘Your laws are ineffective’, Wen declared. ‘Why? Because no system of control will work as long as most of those administering the law against an evil have more than a finger dipped into it themselves’ Han Suyin (Scutt, 1985: 138).




Cautions about Simplistic Remedies


Recognizing the embedded power relations in our institutions like courts, schools and school boards requires a caution: traditional policy recommendations for remedies will not be applied in vacuums, free of the power relations of race, class or gender (Ball, 1990). Therefore, typical recommendations and remedies (give scholarships, create add-on programs, threaten penalties) will often be inappropriate at least, and even damaging (by allowing symbolic policy to seem adequate or by leaving the burden of enforcement on the individual). For example, policies with gender-neutral goals fail by ignoring the accumulation of advantage by males from extant cultural practices and institutions. Pateman and Gross (1987) spell this out, noting that liberal individualism embedded in law gives us gender-neutral, equal opportunity policies and language that ‘result in absurdities, or work against women’ (p. 8), for example, in placing a woman or minority person in a token position left to flounder, in divorce or maternity benefits which leave intact the race and gender patterns that exclude.* Stage’s Chapter 6 in Volume II demonstrates how easily our analyses slip into well-intentioned recommendations that leave women dangling.

Further, policy analysis cannot ignore the intertwining of ‘isms’. Analysis of teacher policy must include recognition of occupational segregation (that most teachers are women), that gender does affect status. Analyses must also explore the meaning of low minority representations in the profession, must ask what is lost when men are boosted out of teaching into administration, must ask policy questions about the adequacies of school curricula and counseling for disabled children, children from immigrant families, and girls negotiating identities, like Karen in Chapter 8 (this Volume).




The Historical and Comparative Perspective and the Effects of Political/Economic Shifts


Overly focused and decontextualized policy analyses often miss historical, economic or cultural contexts that situate the political aspects of classroom dynamics, limit girls’ access to computer terminals in third grade, and when legislators refuse to raise teacher pay.37 Analyses, for example, for teacher recruitment policy issues, can benefit from Michelle Foster’s (1993) life histories of black women teachers before desegregation for deeper understanding of policy effects. Analysts benefit by looking beyond education, for example, at Ferguson (1984) and Cockburn (1991) on organizational life, for a cross-organizational comparison of how opportunity structures and bureaucratic processes affect women’s opportunity. For example, in Chapter 7, this volume, the pregnant teen who is ‘lost’ shows how policies and programs formulated in disconnected agencies, with inappropriate categories, labels and mechanisms, effectively drop out the clients they intend to help.
OEBPS/xhtml/00_Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Half Title



		Title Page



		Copyright Page



		Table of Contents



		Acknowledgments



		Dedication



		Preface



		1 Dismantling and Reconstructing Policy Analysis



		Part I: The Legitimized Formal Arenas of Policy



		2 Gender, Ethnicity and the Inclusive Curriculum: An Episode in the Policy Framing of Australian Education



		3 Gender Policies in American Education: Reflections on Federal Legislation and Action



		4 Gender and the Reports: The Case of the Missing Piece



		5 Strategic Feminist Research on Gender Equality and Schooling in Britain in the 1990s







		Part II: The Politics of Silence and Ambiguity



		6 From Software Design to Classroom Practice: An Australian Case Study of the Gendered Production, Distribution and Acquisition of Computing Knowledge



		7 Decentering Silences/Troubling Irony: Teen Pregnancy’s Challenge to Policy Analysis



		8 Toward a Curriculum of Resiliency: Gender, Race, Adolescence and Schooling



		9 Feminist Praxis as the Basis for Teacher Education: A Critical Challenge







		Part III: New Politics, New Policy



		10 A Model for Gender-inclusive School Science: Lessons from Feminist Scholarship



		11 Feminist Analysis of Sexual Harassment Policy: A Critique of the Ideal of Community



		12 Institutionalizing Women’s Voices, Not Their Echoes, through Feminist Policy Analysis of Difference



		13 Improving Girls’ Educational Outcomes







		Notes on Contributors



		Index











Page List





		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		xi



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
A Perspective
from Primary
and Secondary
Schooling

1

Edited by y" -
Catherine Marshal







OEBPS/images/pub.jpg
E Routledge

Taylor &Francis Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK





OEBPS/styles/page-template.xpgt
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 






