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CHAFTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Students say: “It changed my life.”

Critics say: “I¢’s propaganda.”

Students say: “It expanded my mind in every direction.”
Crivics say: “It’s unintellectual, rouchy-feely stuff.”
Students say: “It gave me a voice.”

Critics say: “It silences everyone who disagrees.”

These contradictory and intense responses to women’s studies coutses have
typified the debate about this fast-growing discipline since the late 1960s,
when women’s studies courses began to emerge spontaneously on campuses
around the country in response to the women’s movement. The criticism
about wornen's studies was rarely generated by students who took classes but
by people responding to what they thought was going on in women’s studies
classes. Women's studies programs, especially in their first decade, often were
established despite an atmosphere of hostility, suspicion, or indifference to
their enterprise. Women'’s studies faculty members, on the other hand, were
sustained both by their own intellectual and political commitment to the
discipline and by the inteilectual and personal transformations they consis-
tently witnessed in their students. “It gave me courage,” explained one stu-
dent. To understand more about how that learning process occurs, we under-
tock a project that has resulted in The Courage to Question: Women's Studies
and Student Learning.

If women's studies develops in students the courage to speak their minds,
can women’s studies faculty members display a similar courage in asking
tough questions of our programs? Having done that, do we have the courage
to go public with what we find? Even though in many respects women’s stud-
ies has come into its own as it moves into its third decade, the political con-
text once again is reminiscent of the acrimonious attacks of the early 1970s.

The power and production of feminist scholarship as an intellectual en-
terprise usually is ignored by consetvative critics, who dismiss and trivialize
women's studies as “oppression studies” or “a grievance industty.” With in-

O " immatory attacks againsi women’s studies, ethnic studies, and other aca-
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Women's studies has affected almost every
discipline, secured a foothold within academia,
and continued to attract students in ever-
increasing numbers

demic efforts that advocate a more diverse curriculum, small but influential
organizations such as the National Association of Scholars or the less signifi-
cant Accuracy in Academia have generated a frenzy of emotionally laden,
wildly distorted representations of women's studies.! Such critics suggest that
by including women and a gender analysis in the study of human culture and
history, women’s studies—rather than the curriculum that made women in-
visible in the fisst place—is guilty of threatening other people’s academic
freedom. In such a politicized and polarized climate, equity and excellence
have been posited as diametrically opposed; critical thinking has been la-
beled as “anti-American”; and the study of two-thirds of the human race has
been characterized as “special interests.” In the midst of such misinformed
and dangerous polemics, The Courage to Question seeks to bring light where
there has been only heat, clarity where there has been deliberate obfuscation
of the facts.

The national assault on women’s studies has a special urgency piecisely
because women’s studies has affected almost every discipiine, secured an in-
stitutional foothold within academia, and coitinued to attract students in
ever-increasing numbers. The first women’s studies program was formally ap-
proved at San Diego State University in 1970. When the National Woinen’s
Studies Association (NWSA) was formed in 1977, there were already 276
programs. Ten years later, the total topped 500; and in the most recent
NWSA national survey published in 1990, 621 women’s studies programs
were listed.2 Within those programs, 425 offer a minor, certificate, or area of
concentration; 235 offer a major. In the 1984 American Council on Edu-
cation survey, Campus Trends, Elaine El-Khawas noted that women’s studies
courses could be found at 68.1 percent of universities, 48.9 percent of four-
year colleges, and 26.5 percent of two-year colleges. At the graduate level,
the number of institutions offering women's studies work has expanded
rapidly from 23 in 1986, to 55 in 1988, to 102 in 1990.

The increased institutionalization of women'’s studies has been accelerat-
ed by the explosion in feminist scholarship. In 1984 alone there were reput-
edly more than four thousand books published on women. There are more
than thirty journals in women’s studies and dozens of feminist presses, and
most university presses publish so many titles in women'’s studies that they
have special sections in their promotional materials. More than 170 profes-
sional associations for academic disciplines have instituted a women's caucus
or women's division, thus guaranteeing a forum within mainstream disciplin-

l: KC ary conferences for new feminist scholarship.
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INTRODUCTION

Women’s studies also has been involved in hundreds of curticulum trars-
formation projects around the country since 1980, when the first project at
Wheaton College began. Wheaton's project has been imitated and modified
on many campuses, clustered in regional approaches such as the Western
States Project out of the Southwest Institute on Research on Women, and
adopted as a statewide strategy as represented by the New Jersey Project
funded through the New Jersey Department of Education. Typically designed
to incorporate the new scholarship on women throughout the curriculum,
though often particulatly in general-education courses, curriculum transfor-
mation not only has brought the new scholarship to a far broader student
constituency but also engaged a wide range of faculty members in the schol-
arship, pedagogy, and curriculum development so central vo women’s studies.
The most recent national project, “Mainstreaming Minority Women's
Studies,” sponsored by the National Council for Research on Women and
funded by the Ford Foundation, attests to ways that ethnic studies and wom-
en’s studies have begun to combine their powerful analyses about the social
construction of knowledge. The national call for academic insi - utions to re-
think their curriculum to reflect the knowledge produced by a diverse human
culture over time was represented most recently in the title of the Associa-
tion of American Colleges’ 1992 national conference, “Recentering,” and
many of the curricular innovations generated by AAC’s project, “Engaging
Cultural Legacies,” funded by the National Endowment for the Humanities.

In 1989, as executive director of the National Women'’s Studies Asso-
ciation, | was planning an invitational conference, “Women's Studies: The
Third Decade,” for women’s studies dire.tors to celebrate the achievements
«.“ two decades of women’s studies programs and to determine the agenda for
the 1990s. It was within this context of celebration and attack that our pro-
ject, “The Courage to Question,” was born. The first workshop funded by the
grant was attached to the “Third Decade” conference and underscored the
purpose of the grant: to assess student learning in women’s studies classes in
order to make more informed decisions about program development in the
1990s.

Whiie women’s studies was under attack, students were painting a differ-
ent portrait about their experiences in women’s studies classes. For two
decades, women’s studies faculty members knew something was causing stu-
dents to become intellectually and  ersonally engaged in ideas and issues
raised in women's studies courses. C rrainly, women's studies set out to do

F T‘C«wmething that had never been donc before. Although inspired by black
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Assessing the impact of feminist scholarship on
the way we view the world would be “like trying
to describe the Renaissance—ten years after it
began”

studies programs before them, women's studies stood out as an academic
anomaly by virtue « f its focus on material about women agd gender that pre-
viously bad been excluded from study, its explanatory critique of the con-
struction of knowledge and unequal arrungements of power, and itc determi-
nation to offer a pedagogy of student empowerment commer:surate with
feminist theory. Most professors who have taught women's studies could ex-
pound anecdotally for hours on the students whose minds and lives were
changed by women'’s studies—students who felt personally and intellectually
affirmed in women's studies as they did nowhere else on campus.

However, we had no systematic explanations for these transformations;
no fuller, sustained explanations of exactly what was happening or how. We
had many studies on the transformation of the curriculum both inside and
outside of women’s studies, information about how faculty membets shifted
intellectual paradigms, and some research about students’ attitudinal
changes. But we had no national study that probed the learning process it-
self, that turned to the students to hear in their own voices a description of
what was happening to them as thinkers, as inquirers, as people. “The
Courage to Question” sought to do just that.

We sought to do that for our own benefit in terms of improving our pro-
grams. But we sought to do it for the benefit of a larger national public as well.
Our study comes in thy: wake of a number of national reports elucidating
crises in education and suggesting avenues for reform. The University of
Colorado chapter discusses these reports in more detail. Some reports ex-
pressed concerns about a fragmented curriculum without coherence; a faculty
more concerned with its research publications than its teaching; and a passive
student population, uninvolved in acadeinic questions and reluctant to em-
brace values. In women's studies, we saw a dramatically different student pro-
file. Women and gender as a centralizing concept for student inquiry provided
overall coherence for students, whatever their discipline; within women’s
studies itself, teaching was as central to our mission as our research. Students
we observed in our classes were passionately engaged in the subject matter,
spurred to voice by the dynamics of feminist pedagogy. Our two decades of ex-
perience suggested that women’s studies offers students a dynamic, interactive
environment that encourages critical thinking, empowers students as learners,
enriches their sense of civilization's heritage, connects their I'nowledge from
other courses, and challenges them to become actively engaged ir: shaping
their world. We hope our three-year research project, then, will be an impor-

- tant contribution to the conversation as we in higher education jointly seek

solutions for crises on our campuses and in our classrooms.
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INTRCLJCTION

In addition to ways our research might enhance our understanding of
how to improve the quality of underg-aduate learning as a whole, we also
hoped the project would benefit women's studies itself. Many realized we
needed a vehicle that would aliow us to pause and reflect about what we had
created over the span of two decades. Even though women’s studies programs
increased dramatically over that period, growth was uneven, and the majori-
ty of programs were underfunded and understaffed.? It was all some faculties
could do simply to maintain their programs. Others worked overloads to de-
velop new courses, plan cocurricular activities, and increase institvcional
support. Many complained of having too little control over whick. courses
were offered, when, and by whom. Few had time to take stock either of
where we were conceptually and pedagogically or where we need.2d to go
next. A grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s Fund for the
Improvement of Pot+ *cond ity Education (FIPSE), along with some impor-
tant internal institutional support given to several of the programs in our
project, provided us with that much needed opportunity.

Gerda Lerner, pioneer feminist historian, has said that assessing the im-
pact of feminist scholatship on the way we view the world would be “like try-
ing to describe the Renaissance—ten years after it began.” While it may be
premature to attempt to measure the transformative effect of feminist schol-
arship, it is appropriatc and timelv to begin to listen attentively to what stu-
dents tell us about how women's studies is affecting what and how they learn.

THE DESIGN OF THE GRANT
To ensure a textured sample, ten women'’s studies programs representing a
wide variety of institutions were invited to participate in “The Courage to
Question.” They included both public and private; laige and small; urban,
suburban, and rural; coeducational and single sex; and research universities
and liberal arts colleges spread geographicelly from one coast to the other.
The sites also were selected so the project as a whole represented a diverse
stirdent population that included variables such as sex, race, ethnic back-
grour.d, class, and age. Two persons from each program were to be part of
each institutional team; most typically they were the women's studies direc-
tor and a women'’s studies faculty member. Everyone was expected to consult
widely and regularly with the students and {aculty at their home institutions.
The ten women's studies programs invited to participate included:
] University of Colorado
@ ' Oberlin College o
ERIC g
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O University of California~Los Angeles

O Wellesley College

O University of “Viscorsin

[0 City University of New York-Hanter College
0 Bennett College

O Uriversity of Missouri-Columbia

O Old Deminion University

O Lawis and Clark Crllege

Of the ten, nine referred to their programs as “women’s studies.” The
tenth, Lewis and Clark, calls its program “gender studies.” In gathering na-
tional data for NWSA's 1990 women's studies directory, a similar ratio of 9:1
held; the overwhelming number cont‘nue to name their programs “women'’s
studies.” Lewis and Clark makes a strong case for the institutional appropri-
ateness of its linguistic choice. Since its founding in the nineteenth century,
Lewis and Clark always has been committed to a single curriculum for men
and women; in this latter part of the twentieth century, the gender studies
faculty members specifically are aiming to invclve male as well as female stu-
dents in the pr ~ram. At the same time, Lewis and Cla.k makes it clear that
feminist inquiry and theory are at the center of their program. Jts title thus
represents a strategy, a curricular theoretical framework, and historical conti-
nuity with their institution.

To provide the necessary asscssiment expertise, a national assessment
team was created to work closely with the women's studies programs and
function as an advisory board to the project director. The tive members of
the National Assessment Team and the external evaluator for the project «re
nationally and in some cases internationally recognized experts in assess-
ment; they also have a familiarity with feminist scholarship and women's
studies. Their range of expertise was dzliberately diverse, both in terms of
their methodologies and their focus. Some were most facile with quantitative
analysis, others with qualitative, Collectively they had dcne research in fem-
inist pedagogy, curriculum transformation, faculty development, student de-
velopment, and institutional evaluations. Their task was to give the sites an
overall petspective on the assessment movement, train the women's studies
faculty in a variety of assessment methods, assist in developing assessment
plans for each institution, and make site visits as needed. Each member was
assigned a program, designated its principal source of expurtise on assess-
ment, and evaluated a preliminary report made at the end of the second year.

In the first year of the grant, the programs were asked to define the

F r 4
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learning goals of their respective women's studies programs in four key areas:
knowledge base, learning skills, feminist pedagogy, and personal growth. By
mid-year, after several months of campus-based zonsultations with faculty
members and students, each program submitted its program goals; these be-
came the basis for the questions most campuses eventually posed about stu-
dent learning in women’s studies at their campus. Having established their
program’s learning goals, faculty members were introduced to the various as-
sessment methods, established at least three focused areas of inquiry, and cre-
ated by the end of the first ycar what we came to call “An Institutional
Research Design Assessment Plan.”

The second year’s work was campus-focused. Each program began to cre-
ate specific questions for its surveys and assessment instruments, gather data,
and write a preliminary report of findings by the year’s end. A project work-
shop at the end of the year gave participants the opportunity to read one an-
other’s reports, consider modifications, and exchange information about pro-
grammatic changes that were taking place on their campuses as a result of
their discoveries.

During the third year, some programs collected additional information
and analyzed data, and each site revised its preliminary report to serve as a
case study for The Courage to Question: Women's Studies and Student Learning,
the most comprehensive of three publications evolving from the FIPSE grant.
The Courage to Question contains the heart of the research discoveries about
how and what students learn in women’s studies courses. A synopsis of key
findings about student learning can be found in the Executive Summary of
The Courage to Question, which is funded by the Association of American
Colleges and designed to make the information easily accessible to a wider
population.

Because how we went about assessing student learning became almost as
revealing a process as what we actually discoveted, we have produ_.ed a third
publication from the FIPSE grant. Students at the Center: Feminist Assessment.
As most people agree, methodology and content cannot be severed neatly
from one another. The Courage to Question chapters, then, describe assess-
ment designs and methodologies and include the most relevant question-
naires at the end of each chapter. Foregroun ed in The Courage to Question,
however, are the results, Students at the Center foregrounds assessment: what
we came to cal! “feminist principles of assessment”; innovative assessment
designs; how our project fits into the spectrum of assessment approaches na-

© tionally; and practical advice about how to do a productive assessment pro-
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ject on a campus. Students at the Center contains a more expansive sample of
questionnaires, scoring sheets, and interview questions. It also includes a di-
rectory of consultants and a selected bibliography on assessment. We hope
Students at the Center will serve as a catalyst for assessment projects in wom-
en’s studics but also in many other disciplines as well.

QUESTIONS GENERATED

ABOUT STUDENT LEARNING
Over time, the project created a series of institutionally specific ques:ions
around which each women’s studies program designed its assessment plan. To
prepare, each participant in the initial grant workshop generated a series of
what we called “passionate questions” about women's studies and student
learning.* Our lists were very long. At that point, we did not seek to create a
common set of questions cr reduce the diverse voices and concerns. Partici-
pants then went back to their individual campuses, where they initiated a se-
ries of extended conversations and consultations with faculty members and
students. On the basis of those extended dialogues, we met again as a group
midway through the first year and created a set of eight key questions that we
agreed all of our programs had in common.

The eight questions covered developmental, disciplinary, and pedagogi-
cal issues. Does women's studies cultivate personal empowerment and social
responsibility? How successfully does women's studies support students as
they express their feminism on campus? Is the authority of experience legit-
imized and are students urged to comprehend the experience of others? Does
women’s studies foster connected learning (see page 77)! Are students intro-
duced to the constructed and situated character of disciplinary knowledge!?
Atre students encouraged to reconstruct knowledge from multidisciplinary
and cross-cultural perspectives? How do programs navigate tensions between
creating safe but challenging classroom space! Finally, how do we shift and
make explicit the power relations both in the classtoom and the institution?
All these questions were understood to be posed within the larger framework
in which gender, race, class, sexuality, and other categories of analytic ditfer-
ences intersect.

These eight questions were not created as controlling questions {ur the
project, nor were participants compelled to include them in their particular
institutional assessment design. Nonetheless, these questions acted as a com-
mon background for the project against which other questions were posed.

O They also led some campuses to explore issues in common with other pro-
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grams; as a result, we have a collection of case studies that are both particular
and general, unique and widely applicable.

CONTEXTS FOR CASE STUDIES
The more we met as a national group, the clearer it became that institutional
context was very important. Feminist theory argues persuasively that posi-
tionality and particularity influence what we know. Our exchanges bore that
out. As a group, we were also wary of aggregate statistics and generalizations
that too often erase significant insights or particular groups of people. We
were convinced that universalizing students would distort their distinct reali-
ties and therefore be less useful in efforts to improve undergraduate educa-
tion. We decided not only to write a series of case studies, therefore, but to
offer an institutional and student profile in each report so readers would have
a more accurate context for understanding the research results. Almost every
report begins, then, by orienting the reader to a specific academic institution
and student population. The concluding chapter of The Courage to Question
does offer a national picture of student learning but one that is rooted firmly
in the particular student experiences generated in the research findings of
participating campuses.

The University of Colorado set its assessment project in the larger social
context of the decade-long educational reform movement. The Colorado
program then went directly to students with the questions: “From your stand-
point, what do we in women's studies actually do? What actually happens to
you as a learner in women's studies courses? What do you learn and how do
you learn it?” The students articulated from their own experiences three
components of women's studies courses—course content, course structure,
and classroom dynamics—which Colorado explored in more depth for the
next two years, Primarily through an ethnographic methodology, Colorado's
study compares women's studies and non-women's studies courses to define
what accounts for the active engagement and sense of empowerment and dif-
ference students claimed typified their learning experiences in women's stud-
ies. By examining what they refer to as personalized learning and the influ-
ence of student culture on that learning, they suggest future areas of research.

By contrast, Lewis and Clark linked its questions directly to specific pro-
gram goals for its Gender Studies Program. Wanting to pose some questions
about the construction of gender studies as a discipline, the project coordina-
tors asked, “How effectively do our students learn and apply gender analysis?”

© In answering this question, they sought to define a knowledge base or what

ERIC
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they referred to as “knowledge plots” in women's studies, investigating
whether there might be some developmental logic to learning one plot be-
fore another. They also compared gender studies and non-gender studies
classes and sought to explore some of the distinctions between courses where
gender is the central focus of inquiry and others where gender balancing is
considered when a coutse is constructed but is not necessarily foregrounded.
The second question had to do with gender studies’ impact in the classroom
and on the institutional climate as a whole. Finally, coordinators asked of
both alumnae/a and current students, “What impact, if any, has gender stud-
ies had on your personal growth?”

As at Lewis and Clark, the participants at Old Dominion University
(ODU) were interested in trying to define some key concepts in women's
studies and asked, “How well do students learn the knowledge base of wom-
en's studies!” They followed up questions about the knowledge base with
questions about learning skills: “Do students become connected knowers, in-
dividuals vho use self-knowledge and empathy to learn!” Paralleling that
concern &bout how students learn as opposed to what students learn, OD!]
participants also asked, “Do students acquire the ability to examine and =val-
uate assurrptions underlying culturally accepted fact and theory?”’ Because
ODU students were insistent that the most defining experience for them as
learners was related to finding and using their voice, a third question became
part of ODU'’s assessment study: “Was your voice heard and respected in the
classroom?” In examining how a sense of community, or what ODU called
“we-ness,” affected students’ personal growth, they investigated whether
women's studies affected friendship patterns in and out of class. Adding a
fifth category to the grant’s original four about knowledge base, critical skills,
pedagogy, and personal growth, ODU asked a question that reminded us that
faculty members were learners, too. They asked, “How did women's studies
affect the teaching and scholarly lives of women faculty members associated
with the program?”

Unlike program participants at the coeducational institutions, those at
Wellesley College wanted to ask what makes women's studies at a women's
liberal arts college different. To answer that question as they vompared wom-
en’s studies and non-women'’s studies courses throughout their study, they fo-
cused on three guestions. The first involved students’ growth: “Did the
courses change or affect students’ personal lives, their intellectual lives, and
their political beliefs?” Their second question was pedagogical and went di-
~ectly to the most frequently repeated accusation by those unsympathetic
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with women’s studies: “Did students feel pressure to give politically correct
answers and identify only with feminist ideas? If so, where was the pressure
coming from?” Finally, their third question, which led to some fascinating in-
sights about the debate generated by women’s studies courses: “Was the peda-
gogy different? If so, how?”

Reflecting both the political commitment of its women’s studies pro-
gram and the richly diverse student population, project leaders at Hunter
College wanted to know if the women's studies program fostered an aware-
ness of multiculturalism and, if so, where one might begin to learn how to do
that. What appears at first glance to be a relatively simple second question—-
“Does women's studies foster critical thinking!”—became more complex as
Hunter's project participants suggested that to think critically students first
needed to have confidence and a sense of self through which to voice their
critical judgments. Echoing a concern of project participants at Old Dom-
inion about connected learning, Hunter's participants’ third question was,
“Do students learn how to integrate knowledge they acquire in women’s
studies?”

Project representatives at Oberlin College wanted to explore whether
students in their program were gaining a sense of the multiplicity of women's
lives understood to be complicated by such markers as class, race, and sexual-
ity. They explored that question by asking, “Does student learning entail self-
empowerment?” This allowed them to take a closer look at the process
through which students came to an understanding of the history of their own
group by understanding the histories of other groups. Empowerment of the
individual was defined in Oberlin's women'’s studies program goals, as it was
in the other six programs, as inseparable from a sense of social responsibility
to others. Their second question was pedagogical: “To what extent does col-
laborative learning occur, and how effective is it?” Threading the notion of
difference throughout their three questions, the Oberlin participants wanted
to gain more information about how collaborative learning becomes a ve-
hicle for helping students mediate differences as they work with diverse
groups in their classes. Finally, the Oberlin participants asked students direct-
ly whether specific women's studies courses “fostered a relational understand-
ing of race, ethnicity, class, gender, and sexuality.”

Sharing similar concerns about personal transformations, pedagogy, and
difference, participants from the University of Missouri~Columbia wanted to
find out what kinds of personal transformations occur in students who take
women’s studies courses. Because a commitment to teaching united women’s

AP
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studies faculty members in their program, the Missouri survey also asked, “Do
students think women's studies courses are taught differently than other
courses and if so, how?” Their third question echoed those of Hunter and _
Oberlin Colleges: “Do students i, :-~>men’s studies gain a new understanding
about the connection between gend . vace, class, and sexual preference?”

While there was, then, no externally imposed uniformity in the ques-
tions each campus examined, these seven sites do speak back and forth to
one another when their case studies are read as a group. The concluding
chapter of The Courage to Question draws together some of the cumulative
findings from the seven discrete reports and reflects upon the configurations
and potential national implications that emerge when the seven are seen in
relation to one another.

INSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGES

TO PARTICIPATING IN THE PROJECT
Although ten institutions originally had been invited to participate, by the
third year there were seven programs temaining with the project. After the
initial grant workshop in October 1990, the University of Wisconsin with-
drew because the project participants felt the commitment of time and staff
outweighed other pressing priorities. There also had been a change in per-
sonnel within their program. While a team from Bennett College participat-
ed in part of the October workshop, team members were unable to attend
the winter workshop or complete any of the initial descriptions of women's
studies program goals. By the end of the academic year, both project repre-
sentatives had left Bennett and no one was designated to replace them. The team
from the University of California-Los Angeles had been active throughout
the first year and completed the descriptior f program goals and established
questions to pose for the second year’s research. Just before the second year
began, however, the program’s research assistant, who had taken responsibili-
ty for producing docu.nents for the FIPSE ptoject, left the university; UCLA
consequently withdrew from the project.

While the three programs had institutionally specific reasons guiding
their choices, their reasons for withdrawing reveal something about the chal-
lenges of administering women'’s studies programs nationally. The institu-
tional culture at larger research universities does not tend to value assess-
ment research as highly as other kinds of academic research projects. Such
institutions also give fewer rewards for the kind of cutricular, programmatic,

o nd attention to teaching so important to women's studies programs and so
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central to this specific FIPSE grant. Although research universities often have
access to graduate student research assistants to help in such instances, those
students usually are attached to a project for only a vear at a time. By contrast,
for smaller institutions like Bennett, the loss of one or two key women's stud-
ies faculty members can have a significant impact on a program.

The kind of institutional support for the participating programs varied
almost as widely as it does among women's studies programs nationally. Some
received internal grants for faculty development workshops, others had re-
search assistants at the graduate or undergraduate level attached to the proj-
ect, and still others were allocated some institutional money for photocopy-
ing, typing, and postage; none were given release time, and some programs
stayed with the grant by virtue of their own energy, commitment, and over-
time investment, again reflecting the national profile of many women'’s stud-
ies programs.

Not enough time, not enough staff, and not enough money were persis-
tent comments from most program participants. While they were excited
about the project, they wondered how they were going to fit it in with their
other women’s studies responsibilities. Students at the Center explores in more
detail how we sought to resolve some of these dilemmas. With long experi-
ence administering programs without sufficient support, the women’s studies
faculty members and administrators in the project drew on that history to
create assessment instruments that were embedded in what they already do;
weave data analysis into student research projects; create methods that could
also have a life beyond the grant such as alumnae/a questionnaires and inter-
views; and make use of the project to turther women’s studies programmatic
goals. Still, their commitment to the project meant some people spenc mid-
winter vacations writing drafts of their reports or summers analyzing data
rather than finishing a book or an article. It is just that sort of dedication
that is most responsible for the creation, stability, and growth of women's
studies programs nationally, but it is just that sort of overload that threatens
to exhaust faculcy members unnecessarily and impose constraints on the in-
stitutional impact of the program.

To create an academic program dependent on such volunteer efforts by
its faculty members is like creating a hospital emergency room staffed with
doctors and nurses who already have spent a full day on the ward and in the
operating room. It is imperative that institutions finu ways to support wom-
en's studies programs, invest in improving teaching and curriculum, and
value the kind of research that helps all of us understand how students learn.

4N~
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One Hunter College student explained,
“lwomen’s studies courses) open with questions. ..
that's really the biggest difference...

you question all the time, all the time”

These institutional tensions are not unique to women's studies, but they
characterize the experience of most women's studies faculty. To solve the
problems of understaffing and underfunding in the 1990s—when most insti-
tutions will have to do the same or more with fewer resources—will be a
challenge indeed. Institutions need to be sure that in making the difficult
choices about allocating scarcer resources that those groups who historically
have not been invited to the table will not find themselves disproportionate-
ly scrambling against each other for the leftovers. It is a decade in which we
will have to rely on the imagination and energy of the entire academic com-
munity and place student learning at the center of our common commit-
ments. Women's studies has much to contribute to this discussion, as The
Courage to Question testifies.

We expect our research to be a watershed for women's studies and dispel
many misconceptions now circulating in the highly politicized attack on ed-
ucational reform movements, especially those that call for diversity and mul-
ticulturalism in the curriculum. While critics of women's studies characterize
the field as imposing a rigid, monolithic ideology on its students, the re-
search in our three-year study presents a dramatically different picture. Cap-
turing the complexity of student learning, one Wellesley student describes
women's studies as generating “learning that does more than fill your brain.
It fills your body, it fills your heart, [and] it makes you grow.” According to
our research, instead of reducing intellectual and political options, women's
studies expands them. In differentiating between women'’s studies and nen-
women's studies courses, one Hunter College student explained, women's
studies courses “open with questions...that’s really the biggest
difference...you question all the time, all the time.”

In that spirit of questioning, we offer some of what we discovered about
student learning through our FIPSE project. We hope it begins a fruitful dia-
logue between a broad community of educators and students committed to
generating both the yearning and the courage to question.

1. For an overview of the more general hostility to women and the women's movement, see Susan
Faludi's Backlash {(New York: Crown Publishers, 1991), especially chapter 11, “The Backlash Brain
Trust: From Newcons to Neofems.” For examples of specific attacks on women's stuaizs, see re-
ports of the National Association of Scholars' (NAS) 1988 conference as reported in the New York
Times, Nuvember 15, 1988, A22, and in The Nation, December 12, 1988, 644; see also a fuil page
ad from the NAS in The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 8, 1989, A23, or an article on
@ ages 8-10 in the July 20, 1990, issue of Washington, D.C.'s City Paper, on the Accuracy in
E MC cademia conference. Most recently, these efforts to discredit women's studies and other educa-
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tional reform efforts have been collapsed into one catch-all and misleading phrase, “political cor-
rectness.”

2. NWSA Divectory of Women's Studies Programs, Women's Centers, and Women's Research Centers
(College Park, Md.: NWSA, 1990), ii. Subsequent statistics on the number of majors and minors
as well as the graduate programs in women's studes are taken from pages ii-iil in that same vol-
ume.

3. See the report and recommendations about the women's studies major in Reports From the
Fields (Washington, D.C.: Association of American Colleges, 1990), 207-24.

4. Qur language was inspired by )ill Mattuck Tarule, a member of the National Assessment
Team and one of the authors of Women's Ways of Knowing (New York: Basic Books, 1986). In
Women's Ways, they refer to “passionate knowing” as “a way of weaving. . .passions and intellec-
tual life into some recognizable whole” (p. 141).

& o)



{7
CHAPTER TWO

-

UNIVERSITY

OF COLORADO
PERSC’ 1 ALIZED LEARNING

BY MARCIA WESTKGT'T AND GAY VICTORIA

The University of Coloradu takes an approach to “The Courage
to Question” that is more descriptive than evaluative. Rather
than ask, “What are our goals for student learning, and how well
are we achieving them?”' the program asks a more basic question:
“From the standpoint of student leaming, what do we actually
do?" The report includes a history of the program’s expcrience
with assessment; an explanation of their descriptive focus and re-
sults of the process; and current and ongoing implications of the
project. The report also places the project within the context of
recent reports on reform in higher education.

HISTORY OF ASSESSMENT

IN THE WOMEN'S STUDIES PROGRAM
The University of Colorado is located in Boulder, Colorado, with an enroll-
ment of 25,571 students. Its student body is primarily white (87.5 percent),
middle class, and native to Colorado. Women constitute 46 percent of the
student population. Sixty-one percent of the undergraduate students at
CU-Boulder receive some type of financial aid. CU-Boulder employs 1,094
full-time faculty members and is considered the leading comprehensive re-
search university in the Rocky Mountain region 2nd among the top public
universities in the country in gaining federal resear .h suppoit. The campus
has several active women's organizations and clubs, althcugh it has no
women's center. The major campus program identified with women is the
Women's Studies Program.

The Women's Studies Program was founded in the early 1970 by a
group of faculty members, students, and community members. By the fall of
1974, a full-titae director had been appointed. The curriculum reflected a na-
tional pattern, which the program has since maintained: interdisciplinary
core courses with a women's studies rubric and courses offered Ly depart-
ments and cross-listed with women’s studies. In 1979, the Women's Studies
Program was subst..ned with eleven other programs under the Center for
Interdisciplinary Studies, which was muintained as an umbrella unit until
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Student demand for courses reflects both the
expanding scholarship and the social conc=rns
+hat scholarship addresses

1985 when the center was abolished. Since 1985, women'’s studies has grown
considerably as an independent program, increasing the number of majors
from twenty-five in 1984 to seventy in fall of 1991 and employing four full-
time and one part-time faculty members.

The growth of the Women’s Studies Program during its eighteen-year
history is the result of both national trends and local circumstances. First,
the dramatic expansion of feminist scholarship has generated a surge of intel-
lectual excitement in women's studies nationally and internationally. Stu-
dent demand for courses reflects both the expanding scholarship and the so-
cial concerns that the scholarship addresses. Concomitantly, as the new
scholarship on women generated academic attention within the traditional
disciplines, more departments sought to hire faculty members whose scholar-
ly or creative work focused on women or gender. Thus, while the 1974 pro-
posal to establish the Women's Studies Program identified fifteen faculty
members across campus who were interested in teaching women’s studies in
their departments, a 1991 survey identified forty-two core and affiliated full-
time faculty members who have actually taught these courses during the past
three semesters.

Local circumstances also have promoted the growth of women's studies
at the University of Colorado. A core faculty known for its outstanding
teaching has developed an excellent reputation among students. Students
drawn to women’s studies cours=s are among the most articulate and capable
on campus. “Affiliated” faculty members (that is, those who are listed in oth-
er departments and whose courses are cross-listed with women’s studies) have
given generously of their support and influence at crucial moments in the
program’s history. While administrative support has been uneven from office
to office, over the years a general acceptance of and support for women’s
studies prevails (for example, approval to conduct national searches for di-
rectors at three separate times). And finally, the Boulder community—with
its numerous feminist organizations—is a setting that supports women’s stud-
ies activities.

In 1988, with the hiring of the present divector, the program moved
from a basement location to its present site in Cottage Number One, the
original women's dormitory. In addition to the director’s position, the pro-
gram received four full-time, tenure-line faculty positions. In academic year
1991-92, a full-time senior instructor and a one-third time instructor—as
well as seven part-time instructors—round out the core teaching faculty.

Today, the Women's Studies Program does more than meet its original

ae
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aim of offeting courses on the new scholarship on women. Since 1983, it has
provided a major area of academic concentration for 190 undergraduates
who have been awarded the major under the American Studies designation;
the program also has granted a certificate to approximately 100 students. In
addition to providing an integrated curriculum in women’s studies for its ma-
jor and certificate students, the program also seeks to foster an intellectual
feminist community on campus through its numerous programs and activi-
ties, to support the work of faculty members who are engaging in feminist
scholarship in their disciplines, to contribute to feminist discourse thr -ugh
scholarly and creative work, and to promote enlightened and responsible
leadership for women in the community.

When the Women's Studies Program at the University of Colorado was
invited in 1989 to participate in the assessment project, “The Courage to
Question,” we initially regarded it as an opportunity to refine and expand as-
sessment procedures that we had already developed. Our campus, like other
institutions of higher education in Colorado, had been mandated by the
state to assess student learning in all academic units beginning in 1987-88.
Following the advice of those in the Office of Academic Affairs who were
coordinating the effort, we developed a rather standard procedure. The facul-
ty identified the knowledge and skills goals that we thought our students
should attain and devised an instrument for measuring them.

In the first year, the women's studies faculty selected one knowledge goal
and two skills goals to assess. Because the required survey of feminist theory
served at that time as a type of capstone course for majors, we decided to
embed the assessment of these goals in a requirement for the course. The
knowledge goal we selected was knowledge of major paradigms of feminist
thought. The skills goals we selected were: (1) the ability to write a focused
and coherent analytical essay that is based upon and sustained by evidence;
and (2) the ability to analyze arguments and interpretation for internal con-
sistency and underlying assumptions. The final examination in the course
was to be assessed for these student learning goals. After the instructor yrad-
ed the examination for the purpose of the course, three faculty members—
including an outside evaluator from another institution—evaluated the stu-
dent exams according to the assessment goals.

The outcome of the assessment project was not especially illuminating.
In fact, it did not tell us inuch beyond what the course instructor had discov-
ered in the process of grading the exams for the class: overall, the students

o lid relatively well in nieeting these goals. This experience, however, led us to
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Our students were, in effect, telling us that their
education in women's studies produced the learn-
ing exper.. nce that higher education reformers
have becin advocating for the last several years

question the approach we had taken to assessment, which eventually led us
to redefine our project for “The Courage to Question.”

We were dissatisfied with the process we had developed for several rea-
sons. First, the state mandate created an atmosphere that encouraged com-
pliance rather than ¢ wsiasm. Our selection of knowledge and skills goals
as well as the metho..  "assessment emerged from a desire for efficiency. We
regarded assessment as one more bureaucratic requirement for evaluation
that impinged on our tire. Like most faculty me: ‘bers in women's studies
programs, we were already overworked. We resented yet another requirement
for self-evaluation that interfered with our real work: teaching and research.
Thus, we formally complied with the mandate by following campus guide-
lines and embedding the assessment in course requirements. As a result, our
goals and the process of assessing them looked very much like standard aca-
demic fare: one could not tell much difference between the women's studies
assessment plan and those of traditional arts and sciences disciplines. We
were resigned to the process; we did not “own” it, and we didn’t learn much
about ourselves as teachers and lezrners.

Participation in the NWSA/FIPSE project gave us an opportunity to re-
examine our attitudes toward assessment. First, the situation was dramatical-
ly different. We chose to participate in the project. The attitude of the na-
tional assessment team (as advisors to us) was flexible, helptul, and respectful
of the educational experience of women's studies students and faculty. We
were encoutaged to take a more comprehensive look at assessment, its pt
poses, and its possibilities for self-reflection. Through biannual meetings ..\
were given the opportunity to engage in dialogue with faculty members from
other women's studies programs as a means of clarifying our individual cam-
pus approaches as well as raising the larger question of assessing women's
studies. The setting for our process was supportive and intellectually excit-
ing. 1 he audience for our reports was not a state bureaucrat but other wom-
en's s::;4i=s programs and educators interested in assessment.

In this setting, we began to question other aspects of our previous ap-
proach to assessment. We realized that we had selected particular goals not
simply because they might be i- nt but also because they were conve-
nient—that is, relatively easv 1. ..luate given our resources. Moreover, we
realized that even when these undetstandubly pragmatic motives were not
operating so explicitly, our program goals reflected certain intentions by par-
ticular individuals at a specific time. We saw that our program could identify

@ avariety of combinations of goals, depending on who was asked and when.
EMC Given Jhis shifting context of gonl identification, we decided to push back
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the question from intention to the context itself and look at what we were
actually doing in ov+ women'’s studies courses. With help from our students,
we started looking for answers.

In April and May of 1990, we held a series of potluck dinners with wom-
en’s studies majors and certificate students, faculty mernbers, and the staff advi-
sor. We asked the students, “What actually happens for you as a learner in
women's studies courses and as a women's studies major/certificate student?”
and “What do you leamn and how do you learn it?” The discussions were lively,
intense, thoughtful, and fun. In an interesting way they reproduced the best of
our classroom experiences: a student st:ggesting an idea; anoth=r picking up on
it, confirming it, elaborating on it, taking a different slant; still another disagree-
ing with part of it, clarifying both the agreement and disagreen.ent; another stu-
dent mediating the disagreement, searching for some paradox that might illumi-
nate the discussion. The faculty members and staff advisor took notes on these
discussions and met to interpret them. We concluded that while students may
have taken different slants on this theme, they were telling us that women's
studies was an exciting learning experience because they as learners were per-
sonally, actively engaged in their learning experience.

STUDENT LEARNING
AND HIGHER EDUCATION REFORM

Our students were, in effect, telling us that their education in women's stud-
ies produced the learning experience that higher education reformers have
been advocating for the last several years. Feports on undergraduate educa-
tion have stressed the impnrtance of students’ involvement in their learning
process. Although the specific goals varied f:~m report to report or among
institutions, the condition best suited to achieve those goals—active student
learning—was clearly the current educational ideal.

In 1984, the Study Group on Excellence in Higher Education sponsored
by the National Institute of Education (NIE) sounded the new emphasis for
improving undergraduate education.

There is now a good deai of research evidence to suggest that the more
time and effort students invest in the learning process and the more in-
tensely they engage in their own education, the greater will be their
growth and achievement, their satisfactio:. with their educational expe-
riences, and their persistence in college, and the more likely they are to
continue their learning.!

€10
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The NIE report specified involvement to include devoting energy to studying,
working at jobs on campus (rather than at off campus jobs), participating in
student organizations, and interacting frequently with faculty members and
other students. In his 1985 study, Alexander Astin confirmed the importance
of the last item: frequent student-faculty interaction was the most influential
factor affecting students’ satisfaction with their undergraduate experience.?
oubsequent reports is-uing from orgrnizations such as the Association of
American Colleges (A: C), the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, the American Associai‘on for Higher Education (AAHE), and the
Education Commission of the States reiterated the importance of improving
~ctive student involvement and faculty engagement in teaching and learning.

These reports, while underscoring the ideal, identified impediments to its
ralization. Involvement in leaming requires time, and both students and facul-
ty members find themselves pressured by competing demands. Cutbacks in fed-
eral funding require more students to work off campus and to work more hours.
A Carnegie Commission study found students were much more engaged by
their social life and jobs outside of class than they were by academic or intellec-
tual interests.? Faculty members also feel the pressure or the lure of competing
demands. A Carnegie survey of five thousand faculty members found that at re-
search universities, the reward system encourages research over teaching.*
Prestige within a discipline nationally also is associated with the degree to
which a faculty member engages in published research.’ Although faculty mem-
bers and administrators frequently affirm 'ie principle that teaching and re-
search need not necessarily be at odds with one another, the higher educarion
reports reflect a growing uneasiness with this nostrum; they suggest or directly
state that in practice the time demands of research impinge upon faculty in-
volvement with teaching. The consequence of these tugs on student and faculty
time, interests, rewards, and mutual perceptions—tugs that interfere with active
involvement in teaching and learning—is the creation of what *he authors of
the AAC report on general education called the “two cultures in academia”

On many campuses, students view faculty with the ambivalence of re-

spect and resent-ient, admiration and disappointmer.. Depending on

the institution and the department, relations between students and fac-

ulty can range from harmony and colleagueship through mutual avoid-

ance to antagonism and undeclared conflict. On such campuses, the

rhetoric about an “intellectual community” is belied by the reality of
O these wo separate cultures.®
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The report suggests that the two cultures in academia foster an attitude
of detachment on both sides. Students don’t make demands ~n faculty mem-
bers in exchange for faculty members not making demands on students.
Students put in the time they think is necessaty to get the grades they want
and then turn to more exciting interests. Faculty members put in the time
they think is necessary to ieach, hold office hours and attend meetings, and
then, if time permits, turn to the real work of research. Neither sic’e makes
too many demands, yet each harbors complaints. Students contend that fac-
ulty members are aloof and condescending; faculty members complain that
students can't write or think or analyze. Each manages to find one or a few
exceptions to what they take to be the pattern of the other's disinterest or in-
competence.

This, of course, is an exaggeration, Obviously, there are faculty members
and students who are actively engaged in intellectually exciting teaching and
learning experiences. But the concerns that these various reports rai.e con-
verye in a portrait of a university culture that fosters isolation, resignation,
and discontent on the part of students and faculty.

The consequences are experienced not simply in the separation of stu-
dents and faculty (and, indeed, among students and among faculty members)
but in the curriculum as well. In /A New Vitality in General Education, AAC's
task group on general education cites the problem with the disorganized gen-
eral education curriculum and attributes it to the faculty’s focus on their spe-
cialized research within their discip!‘ne. “We have specialized to such a
degree that we have lost interest in and the capacity for integrating know-
ledge.”” In The Challenge of Connecting Learning, ancther AAC task force
finds coherence lacking even “within arts and scicnces majors.” The authors
call for “connected knowing”; that is, making links among courses and ideas
within the major but also encouraging students to connect personally with
the material they were learning.?

The reports, thus, describe a problem that did not appear in our stu-
dents’ accounts of their women's studies learning experience. While some
components described in the reports were acknowledged—for example, com-
peting tugs on students and faculty time demands and interests—they did
not emerge as central themes, To the contrary, students reported that faculty
members were generally accessible and responsive to their questions and
concerns and that faculty-student activities bridged the two cultures, They
reported that through taking women's studies courses, they were challenged

© o carry the knowledge gained in their classes into their social life and into
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their work expetience, giving them a language and a critical framework for
vvaluating their 2xperience. They described their classes as demanding and
supportive experiences that fostered connected learning. As one studen¢
stated, “We have wondetful teachers who care about us, are telling us some-
thing real and tangible. They validate our existence as women, and they are
great role mdels, something women don’t have much of.”

TEACHING AND LEARNING

IN WOMEN'S STUDIES CLASSES
Our students were responding to their women’s studies classes in a way that
confirmed recerr studies on feminist pedagogy. Grounded in feminist schol-
arship and theories of knowledge that have challenged academic disciplines,
feminists have questioned traditional teaching practices. As Culley and
Portuges iiute, “changing what we teach means changing how we teach.™
Traditional practices take an approach to teaching that presumes that objec-
tive knowledge is possible, “mastery” of universal truths is desirable, the
teacber is the uncontested expert, and students learn through competing
with one another. In contrast, femir.ist pedagogy ssumes an approach that
views knowledge as contingent, open, and interconnected and learning as
more effective in a setting that is non-hierarchical, student-centered, and
collaborative.

Most of the writing on feminist pedagogy has documented the non-
traditional practices that feminist teachers use in the classroom. We were in-
terested in learning more about feminist pedagogy from the perspective of
our students. What in particular were our students responding to when they
described their learning experiences so positively? Was it the teaching tech-
niques! the material? some combination? How did they interpret their active
engagement in the classroom?

To try to answer these questions, we turned to studying women's studies
classes more systematically. At the potluck dinners, the students indicated
several dimensions to their active connection within their classes. We subse-
quently grouped these dimensions under three categories: course content,
course structure, and classtoom dynamics. While at times these categories
may overlap and influence one another, basically they refer to the subject
matter of the course (what students read, discuss, think about, research); the
structure of the course (format, requirements); and classroom dynamics or
pedagogy (teaching style, student participation, faculty-student interaction).

Our research was built on these informal student impressions and the
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categories we derived from them. Specifically, we were interested in answer-
ing two questions: (1) were all three of these categories equally important in
fostering active learning or was one component more important than the
others? and (2) was the active learning experience that our students identi-
fied with their women's studies courses unique or could it be found in other
classes? :

We decided to answer these questions from the perspective of illumina-
tive evaluation, an approach used in educational research to evaluate inno-
vative educational programs where traditional approaches have proven
inadequate. ' Evaluation traditionally has been inextricably linked with test
ing-—testing to provide quantitative data from which statistical inferences
can be drawn. However, test-oriented evaluation presents a number of prob-
lems when conducting an evaluation of an educational innovation. It is of-
ten difficult to articulate and specify complex goals, to account for idiosyn-
cratic influences, even to formulate precise research questions—all issues
which this project presented.

Illuminative evaluation offers an alternative “social anthropology”
paradigm. Whereas traditional evaluation procedures tend to operate in iso-
lation, illuminative evaluation attempts to incorporate the wider context in
which educational programs operate. The goal of illuminative research is to
“unravel [the compler scene 2ncountered]...[and t~] isolate its significant
features.”"! llluminative evaluation is, in fact, a general research strategy
rather than a standard methodological package. The tactics used to conduct
the research are chosen to fit the particular subject at hand. After making
initial observations, the researcher identifies certain phenomena, events, or
opinions as topics for more intensive inquiry: “As the investigation un-
folds...problem areas become progressively clarified and re-defined.”? This
“progressive focusing” permits unique and previously unidentified phenome-
na to be examined.

The illumination approach seemed best suited to the rather open-ended
nature of our questioning. In the initial discussions our students identified
the importance of their own active engagement, and we derived the cate-
gories that might foster that experience. We then used these categories to in-
form a series of classroom observations and to analyze course syllabi. We used
the information that we gathered from these sources to create a question-
naire (see pages 38-42).

Because we wanted to compare learning experiences in women's studies

© ‘asses with those in clas: »s in other departments, we initially conducted ob-
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servations in three different courses—one women's studies course, “Women
and Religion,” and two non-women's studies courses (an English course,
“Advanced Shakespeare,” and an American Studies course entitled
“American Autobiographies”). We selected these courses through a process
of purposive sampling that allowed us to control for class level, class size, aca-
demic discipline, and instructor evaluations.

Because we wanted students who had sufficient time as undergraduates
to enable them to reflect upon their educational experiences, we limited the
comparison classes to upper-division courses. Because class size significantly
affects classroom atmosphere and student engagement, we selected classes
with roughly the same number of students. “Women and Religion” had thir-
ty-two students, “Advanced Shakespeare” had twenty-five students, and
“American Autobiographies,” had twenty-one students, Academic discipline
was another area of consideration. Because content to a large extent affects
style of teaching, we selected courses from the humanities and social sci-
ences, academic disciplines considered most similar to women's studies.
Since the teaching ability of women's studies instructors is rated consistently
high in faculty course evaluations, teaching excellence of the instructor also
was a criterion for selection of comparison classes.

Gender was a factor that could not be controlled because of limitations
inherent in our study. Women's studies classes are exclusively taught by fe-
male faculty members and most often the majority (if not all) of the students
are female. This was true for the “Women and Religion” class: it was taught
by a female, and all of the students were female. The “Advanced Shake-
speare” class was taught by a female and comprised twelve female and thit-
teen male students. The “American Autobiographies” class was taught by a
male and had thirteen women and eight men. The gender profile is an im-
portant difference, one which we recognize has significant implications, giv-
en our eventual findings.

All three professors teaching these three courses agreed with consider-
able interest to participate in the project. On the first day of observation, Re-
search Assistant Gay Victoria introduced herself to the students and gave
them a brief description of the project and the reasons for wanting to make
the observations. She subsequently observed three seventy-five-minute class
periods in each of the three classes during the periods of November 15-16
and November 26-December 4, 1990. She audiotaped all of the classes with
the consent of the instructor and the students.

The class observations were directed by the three components, which

N~



27

UNIVERSITY
OF COLORADO

students and faculty members had identified as contributing to active learn-
ing in women's studies classes—content, structure, and dynamics. Content
was, of course, an obvious area of difference between the women’s studies
and non-women's studies classes. Although both the “Advanced Shake-
speare” class and the class on “American Autobiographies” presented multi-
cultural approaches to the course material (incorporating discussions regard-
ing race and class as well as gender whenever appropriate), neither of them
had women as their primary focus. In contrast, the content of the “Women
and Religion” class was focused solely on women.

All three courses contained many structural similarities: all appeared to
incorporate similar types of course requirements (critical thinking and writ-
ing skills were stressed in all three classes); all were generally conducted in a
discussion rather than lecture format; and all formally structured some as-
pects of the class to be determined by students. Interestingly enough, the
women’s studies class was conducted in a seating arrangement which was
more or less traditional: for example, rows of seated students, with the in-
structor in front. The other two classes, in contrast, were conducted in a less
traditional circle arrangement.

Dynamics presented a number of interesting observations. The peda-
gogy most often associated with feminist approaches—such as student-cen-
tered or dialogic teaching—was not unique to the women's studies class.
All three instructors involved students in discussion and responsibility for
directing the class. While all three classes had active participation rates,
the average response rates for the “Advanced Shakespeare” course (83.3
percent of the students spoke) and the “American Autobiographies” course
(70.3 percent) were somewhat higher than the average participation rate in
the “Women and Religion” course (46.6 percent). This was an interesting
finding, given students’ reporting on their active learning in women’s stud-
ies classes. One way to interpret the difference was to speculate that the
slightly larger class size affected the participation rate. Another explanation
was that this class was an anomaly and wiat students were, in fact, not ac-
tively involved. Yet another interpretation suggested that active learning is
not the same as, or confined to, student responses tc professors’ questions.
Students may be actively involved without necessarily verbalizing their re-
sponses in class. When we looked at how students engaged the material, we
discovered something that supported the latter interpretation. The students
in the “Women and Religion” course related classroom material to their
© nlives, a process that did not take place in th= other two classes.
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We thus concluded that content was more
important to fostering personalized learning
than pedagogy alone

For example, during a discussion of the relationship between war and rit-
ual and war as ritual, a student of the “Women and Religion” class observed:

Over Thanksgiving, my dad and I got into a lot of convessations about
the war. ... He tried to justify it to me...you know, thinking that we
should go to war.... I asked him a question, “Well, how do you think
things would be different if there was a matriarchy instead of patri-
archy?” The way he saw matriarchy is—and this is wh. .. the shock
was—that, all of the sudden, men would follow one woman’s orders.
Like there would be the one woman on the top and then it would be
exactly like it is right now.

Class members empathized with this student but also discussed the reasons
why someone might automatically think of that model of matriarchy, given
popular examples of women heads of state.

Students in the “American Autobiographies” and the “Advanced
Shakespeare” class did not engage in this type of dynamic. Admittedly, the
subject matter of these two classes may have offered fewer opportunities to
make personal connections with the course material than “Women and
Religion” did. However, even when opportunities did present themselves in
these other classes, students (male or female) did not make the connec-
tions—for whatever reason. It was unclear at this point why this dynamic
was present only in the women's studies class. One possible explanation
could have been the fact that the professor in this class actually “modeled”
the integration of the personal with the intellectual by using examples from
her own religious upbringing and those of family members to illustrate vari-
ous points about the influence of religion.

Yet “modeling” did occur during observations of one of the other classes.
The female professor in “Advar.ced Shakespeare” made at least two attempts
to encourage students to connect the themes of war in Henry V (the play un-
der discussion) to the Gulf War (which had escnlated at the time). She her-
self volunteered that she had a difficult time re ding the play without think-
ing about contemporary parallels. Each time she encouraged students to
reflect on a connection (without directing them how to reflect), the students
quickly returned to a discussion of the text itself. Thus, although the profes-
sor herself modeled m: g contemporary connections to the material, the
class resisted. ‘Therc ..y be many reasons for this resistance: for example,
students (with friends or loved ones at risk) may have felt too closely affected
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by the Gulf War to discuss it. Nevertheless, only the students in the women’s
studies class volunteered connections between the material, themselves, and
their present contexts.

The observations of the three classes suggested some interesting initial
answers to our questions. Pedagogy alone did not foster a personal connec-
tion to the material. Indeed, those techniques most often associated with
feminist pedagogy—that is, student-centered learning, discussion emphasis, a
democratization of responsibility—occurred more frequently in the two class-
es which were not the women’s studies course. However, although these ped-
agogical techniques fostered active student leaming in the classroom, stu-
dent engagement was not “personal” in the way that it was for women's
studies students. This distinction required our clarifying the difference be-
tween “active” engagement and “personal” engagement. I ilso required our
exploring more fully what “personal” connection meant in the classroom.
Surely the students actively involved in “Advanced Shakespeare” and
“American Autobiographies” were learning in a way <liat could hardly be
called “impersonal.” They obviously were intellectually excited by the mate-
rial and the class discussions. They were not detached; they were “turned on”
by learning. This description was true also of the women’s studies students.
Yet for them, something additional was happening. They were connecting
the content of the material with their lives, and they were connecting them-
selves with the content of the material.

We thus concluded that content was more important to fostering pet-
sonalized learning than pedagogy alone. It was not enough that a professor
modeled a personal connection to the material or that she fostered student
involvement through discussion. The students in the women’s studies ciass
were also actively involved because the material touched them deeply. They
read about thc history of women in the Judeo-Christian tradition, and they
wanted to know historically what it was like for women to be excluded from
certain religious practices. They read theological tracts and reflected on their
own spirituality. They read about women’s involvement in contemporary re-
ligious cults and spoke with concern about women they knew who were in-
volved in these organizations. Content itself, it would seem, sparked the per-
sonal connection.

We decided to test our speculation about the centrality of content
through observing additional classes. We selected five courses for this second
phase of the project: two women's studies courses (“Feminist Theory” and

) “Fathers and Daughters”); two English classes (“American Women Writers”
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and “Readings in American Poetry”); and a course from the Religious
Studies Department on “Sufism.” The same criteria used in the first phase of
the project (upper division, teaching excellence, size, and academic disci-
pline) were used in selecting classes for the second phase. The second phase,
however, included an additional consideration not included in the first.
Because we speculated that content was one aspect of women's studies cours-
es that uniquely informed student engagement in learning (through person-
alizing knowledge), we included “American Women Writers,” a course with
a content focus on women but not offered through the Women's Studies
Program. Although some students from other departments were enrolled in
the course, most were English majors. Therefore, this course enabled us to
compare the responses of women'’s studies students to those of non-women’s
studies students in a course focusing exclusively on women.

Three of the classes were taught by female faculty members (“American
Women Writers,” “Feminist Theoty,” and “Fathers and Daughters”) and two
by male faculty members (“Readings in American Poetry” and “Sufism”).
The students in the two women’s studies classes were once again either ex-
clusively or predominantly female (the “Feminist Theory” class had two male
students). The three non-women's studies classes had a mixture of male and
female students. All five classes were upper-division classes with anywhere
from seventeen to twenty-six students. Three separate obseivations consist-
ing of one class period (either fifty or seventy-five minutes) were carried out
in each of these five classes during the period from March 5 to April 10,
1991, using the same procedure as in the first pliases.

With regard to structure (requirements, skills, classroom format), all five
classes in phase two had similar course requirements and were conducted ei-
ther through discussion or a combinatiun discussion/lecture format. All five of
the classes placed a great deal of emphasis on critical thinking and writing
skills. All were conducted in a circular seating arrangement. In terms of peda-
gogy or dynamics, all but one of the five classes formally incorporated students
into various aspects of designing and/or running of the class. The class that was
most traditionally structured (designed and led by the faculty) was a women's
studies course, “Feminist Theory.” Again, the two English classes—"American
Women Writers” and “Readings in American Poetry"—were the most highly
student-centered, delegating much of the responsibility for designing questions
and leading class discussion to the students. This pattert: did not surprise us.
Influenced by one of its faculty members, the English Departinent has been
known on campus for innovation in fostering student-centered learning.!?
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The most interesting findings concerned the personalization of knowing.
Again, students reproduced the earlier pattern of personalizing learning in
their women’s studies classes. And, again, for the most part, students resisted
personalizing learning in the three courses that were not women’s studies.

[ owever, two exceptions to the eatlier pattern proved to be especially illu-
minating. The first anomaly was a lengthy and intense personalized discus-
sion in one class period of the religious studies class, “Sufism.” The professor
had just returned student papers and, to the class as a whole, made a personal
response to material in one of the student’s pape.s, a response validating a
point the student made. Several other students—first a male, then a te-
male—followed by also connecting personally to the point the professor
made. The discussion continued to weave in and out of academic and per-
sonal reflections on love and piety.

The second exception involved the lack of modeling of, or formal re-
quirement for, engaging in personalized learning during our observation of
the “Feminist Theory" course. Although it is possible that the professor mod-
eled personalized lea:ning in other class sessions, it did not occur during our
observations. Yet, even in this class which was also the most traditionally
structured, students made personal connections to the material. This finding
was especially interesting when compated to our observations of student en-
gagement in the English Departnient’s “*American Women Weriters” class.
Despite modeling on the part of the female instructor, in this class the stu-
dents resisted connecting the material to their personal lives. In contrast. de-
spite the absence of the professor’s modeling in the women’s studies “Fem-
inist Theory” class, students repeatedly made connections between their
lives and the material under discussion. It seemed as though these junior-
and senior-level students, most of whom were women's studies majors, had
developed an approach to their women's studies courses in which they ex-
pected personal connections to be made, even when such connections were
not formally 2ncoureed.

These findings suggested further comparisons. The professor in the reli-
gious studies class was especially skillful in eliciting students’ personal re-
sponses. Not only did he model it himself but he did so in a way that was di-
rected to specific issues that encouraged particular students to respond. He
appeared to know his students well and directed his questioning to them per-
conally. For example, through hi' questioning of a student musician, the stu-
dent was led to reflect on a parailel between his experience of playing the

© riolin and stages of spiritual growth. In the session we observed, however,
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students in the religious studies class did not volunteer personal connections
op their own. Unlike the women’s studies students, they did not initiate per-
s aalized learning but waited until the professor gave them permission to do
so or explicitly requested it.

As we reflected on these differences, we were struck by what appeared to
be a unique atmosphere among students in the women’s studies courses.
Many of these students—especially majors—knew one another; they met for
events and activities outside of the classroom, and they had taken other
classes together. This core (sometimes consisting of only three or four stu-
dents) created an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect. They also were the
ones who took a leadership role in initiating discussions about their personal
responses to the material. They helped to create, in effect, a student culture.
It was this student culture that appeared to function whether or not men
were present (there were two men in the “Feminist Theory” class) and
whether or not students received formal faculty encouragement for personal-
ized learning. Our gradual unravelling of our questions, therefore, led us to
the conclusion that the women’s studies students themselves played a major
role in creating their classroom experience.

The patterns we discovered in class observations were confirmed by our
initial analysis of the questionnaires administered to the students in all five
classes. Given our observations of the salience of the petsonalized connec-
tion to the course content, we were especially interested in student responses
to the questions addressing this issue:

[ How often does course content relate to you personally?

3 How often in the classtoom does it feel acceptable to relate course materi-
al to your personal life’

[J How often do you feel “encouraged” by the instructor to relate course ma-
terial to your personal life?

[J How often in the classroom do you verbally express a personal connection
to course content!

(3 How often does course content actually affect you or your life in some sig-
nificant way!

Applying a simple t-test, we found that studens in the women’s studies class-
es scored significantly higher than students in the other classes on all of
these questions. Moreover, we found that students in the English Depart-
ment course “American Women Writers” scored significantly higher than
students in the other non-women’s studies classes but lower than students in
the women’s studies classes. This appeared to confirm our supposition that
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both content and student culture contributed to the personal connection,
but we are looking forward to conducting a more elaborate statistical analysis
of the questionnaire before drawing conclusions from these data.

Nevertheless, the students’ written responses to the open-ended ques-
tions certainly confirmed the patterns of the initial class observations and
the answers to the questions on petsonal connection to the material. When
asked how the course content affected their lives, students in the English
and religious studies classes responded generally by referring to what they
learned, “It gave me a new petspective on Americar literature and life.” “It
gave me a broader perspective on literature.” “It has helped me to understand
a religion and culture different from my own.” Very few students from these
classes stated that the course helped them to think differently about or
reevaluate their lives (the majority of these comments came from women
students in “American Women Weriters"). And one male student responded
angrily to the question itself, “Although courses in religious studies (includ-
ing this one) touch me deeply, | have little or no interest in sharing my ‘per-
sonal life’ (in regards to religion) with my classmates. Spirituality and
academia do not go together very well. The mind often cannot relate to the
heart. I don't really want to talk about it here.”

In contrast, the responses from many of the students in the women'’s
studies class indicated an ease with and desire for making a personal connec-
tion to the material, “This course will stay with me for the rest of the sum-
mer.” “l apply everything I learn in women's studies classes to my life " “My
women's studies courses have strengthened me.” “I tend to read theories and
think about how they apply to my life.” “This class pushes me to self-
examination and reevaluation and opens new avenues of thought.” A politi-
cal science major who had taken numerous womer.'s studies classes noted,
“Without women's studies classes half of my sanity would be missing in my
educational experience. I think my education wa, extremely enhanced
through taking women's studies classes.”

The comments on the questionnaires helped us to clarify more fully the
difference that we had noted earlier between students’ active and personal
engagement ‘n their classes. When the gtudents in the non-womca’s studies
classes were intellectually involved with the material, they were excited by
the ideas and enjoyed the learning process itself. We noticed this same pro-
cess with the women's studies students, but they also expressed another di-
mension that could best be described as ethical. The women's studies stu-

E ‘llclents were concerned with dr :ving *he implications of their learning for
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Our students become excited by this material not
only because it is intellectually innovative and
compelling but especially because it explains
their own experiences

guiding their own actions in the world. They wanted to learn about the
world: its history; its political, economic, and social structures; its cultural
forms; its irrationalities and its positive possibilities. They also wanted to
learn about themselves in relationship to the world in order to help them
make judgments about making choices and interacting with others.

The ethical concerns that our students bring to their women'’s studies
classes reflect the conditions that bring them to these classes in the first
place—an experience of the world in which the traditionai expectations for
women and men are challenged. They want to understand the traditions and
the challenges, not in order to discover some new “politically correct” mode
of behavior, but to explore the possibilities for change and to revalue parts of
their own past.

CONCLUSION
Our two major discoveries—the importance of course content in promoting
active, personalized learning and the culture of women’s studies that assumes
personal/fintellectual connections—-raise for us m: ny additional issues and
questions. The influence of content (c.¢r either course structure or teaching
dynamics) in creating a personally and intellectually exciting learning expe-
rience carnot be overemphasized. Tt suggests the powerful influence of sim-
ply exposing students to works on women's history and literature, to analyses
of the economic, social, and political structures influencing women’s lives, to
feminist theory, to the psychoiogy of women, to women’s art and music and
theatre. Qur students’ positive responses to the content of women’s studies
remind us of our Gwn personal and intellectual excitement in “discovering”
the works that eventually came to define women's studies as a new field. It
also suggests vhe importance of the efforts of the past ten years to create cur-
ricular reform. The current backlash against that reform reflects the power
that the new scholarship wields. Women'’s studies is a new perspective that
challenges traditional structures and beliefs. Our students become excited by
this material not only because it is intellectually innovative and cumpelling
but especially because it ~xplains their own ¢ ¢periences. These are the “aha”
moments when students understand their personal lives in the context of
wider, overlapping, and interlocking fields.

We suspect that the culture of personalized learning created by women’s
studies students is grounded in this compelling cornection. In the absence of
a dominant cultural discourse that would validate their lives, and in the con-

E KC text of prevailing cultural forms that undermine them, our students often
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seek out their first women's studies classes as avenues to self-understanding.
The desire for the intellectual is deeply rooted in the personal. When they
do encounter the material that helps them to make sense of their lives—and
those issues and problems that were hitherto “nameless”—they establish an
expectation that women's studies course content will pertain to women’s
lives in general and to their lives in particular. We suspect that the student
culture of personalized learning emerges from this shared expectation for the
intellectual to explain the personal. It appears, also, that the expectation is
reinforced not only by course content and faculty support and modeling but
also by students’ mutually supportive interaction.

We would like to learn more about this student culture. Ideally, we
would like to follow a cohott of student majors longitudinally from their first
introductory women's studies course through graduation. We would want to
learn why—of all the students enrolled in “Introduction to Women's
Studies”—some choose to become majors. We would want to follow their
initial encounter with the material—and with the struggle with it that Lee
Knefelkamp identifies as the tension between support and challenge.!* By
observing middle-range classes, we would want to learn how individual ex-
pectations for personalized learning develop into a student culture that fos-
ters it. Are there certain student-teacher interactions that support it? Are
theie other components to this student culture? other activities that promote
it? What is the influence of an all-female class in promoting a culture of per-
sonalized learning? We would also want to know more about the culture it-
self. Are certain voices and perspectives p:ivileged? Are some g.oups silenced
or intimidated? Are there assumptions about what constitutes a personal
connection that are cultvrally limiting? Is there a tension between what
Belenky et al. have called connected knowing and separate (for example, an-
alytical) knowing?"? What happens when students encounter material that is
difficult or “inconvenient” to know? These are the questions that we are
starting to ask in phase three, which extends our work from “The Courage to
Question.” We haye begun to study “Introduction to Women's Studies,” us-
ing classroom observation, student journals, questionnaires, and interviews.

Meanwhile, we still are required by the state to conduct a yearly assess-
ment c¢ student learning. Our experience with “The Courage to Question”
has led us to abandon our previous approach and to adopt a portfolio
method. Ou approach reje method whereby faculty members alone
measure student learning ar. proceeds from the assumption of an equal part-

lclership between students and faculty in assessing student learning.
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Our portfolio process is embedded in a new capstone course for majors
and certificates. A major requirement for the course is a ten-page paper, a re-
constructive narrative of the student’s journey as a women's studies major. To
help prepare to write the narrative, students are asked to pull together mate-
rials from their women's studies courses (in the future, newly declared majors
will be asked to keep a portfolio of these materials). As another building
block, students are asked to write short memoirs of their individual courses,
addressing questions such as, “Why did I take this ¢ourse? What did I learn?
How? Was I challenged? How? Was I supported? How? How would I change
the class? What questions did I have going into the class? Were they an-
swered? Were any left unanswered?” Building from these class memoirs and
portfolio items, the students write narratives that make sense of their learn-
ing experience as women's studies majors and certificates. By sifting through
memories, papers, exams, and personal journals, stu..nts must remember
themselves as they were before they became women's studies majors and re-
construct their development. In doing so, students are required to recognize
the interplay between personal connections and intellectual experience.

The second capstone course requirement involves students’ extending
their narratives to a project, the “next step.” The definition of the project is
flexible. It might be an artistic expression that interprets their learning expe-
rience, an analytical paper that pursues an unanswered question, an investi-
gation of an intended career, a short story. When students present their nar-
ratives and “next step” projects, they may invite other faculty members and
students to the class. Through her presentation and dialogue with those pres-
ent, each student will be encouraged to reflect on her learning (both product
and process) and to link her learning experience to her future plans. The as-
sessm >nt report will draw from these presentations, narratives, and portfolios.
Authored by a subcommittee of faculty and student participants, the report
will be submitted as the Women's Studies Program’s yearly assessment of stu-
dent learning.

Creating an assessment method that is more informative and useful to
students and faculty members is only one of the benefits of our participation
in “The Courage to Question.” The process itself ha: cncouraged us to reflect
more fully on our classroom experiences. It has helped us with redefining our
requirements for the major (to include new courses on critical thinking and a
capstone course). We also have revitalized connections with faculty outside
of women's studies. Other faculty members who participated in the project

“have expressed an interest in our focus on personalized learning. We, on the
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other hand, have learned from them useful techniques to foster student-cen-
tered learning. Our participation also has introduced us to new scholarship on
assessment, student learning, and curricular reform, enabling us to assume
some leadership in recent campus efforts to revitalize undergraduate education.

Although our approach to “The Courage to Question” looks more like
research than assessment, we are pleased that we have taken this direction. It
has allowed us to gain some perspective on classroom learning in women’s
studies that will enable us to clarify our goals both individually and collec-
tively. Our discovery of the personalization of knowledge is not exactly new.
Women's studies from the beginning has made the connection between the
personal and the intellectual. What is new for us is to begin to consider what
this connection means specifically for teaching and learning.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO

Provide three responses to each question below:
A. answer in regard to courses from your major area of study
B. answer in regard to courses from outside your major area of study
C. answer in regard to this course

1. On the average, how often do you miss class sessions?

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C 1 2 3 4 5

2. What is the usual reason for missing class?
A.
B.
C.

3. How many fellow students do you usually know by name?

None A Few About Half Most All
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5

4. How often do you meet with fellow students outside of class?

Always Never Rarely QOccasionally  Frequently
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5

15
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5. What is the usual purpose of meeting with students outside of class?
A.
B.
C

6. How manv vellow students would you say you have friendships with?

None A Few About Half Most All
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5

7. How often do you think about or “mull over” course or course related m=terial out-
side of class (other than for class preparation or for class assignments)?

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5

8. How often do you discuss aspects of the course material with someone outside
of class?

Ne er Rarely Occasionally ~ Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C 1 2 3 4 5

9. With wl om do you generally have these discussions? (e.g., friends, mother,
roommate, etr.)

A.

B.

C.

10. How often does course content motivate vou to do additional reading?

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5

fu
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11. How often do you find yourself getting “interested” in the course material?

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C 1 2 3 4 5

12. How often do you find yourself getting “absorbed” in the course material?

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5
13. How often does course content relate to you personally?

Never Rarely QOccasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C 1 2 3 4 5

14. Haw often in the classtoom does it feel acceptable to relate course material to
your personal life?

Never Rarely Occasionally ~ Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 3 4 5

15. How often do you feel “encouraged” by the instructor to relate course material to
your personal life?

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C. 1 2 -~ 3 4 5

16. How ofien in the classroors do you verbally express ¢ personal connection to
course content!

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
Q C

1 2 3 4 5
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17. How often does course content actually affect you or your life in some significant
way!

Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Always
A. 1 2 3 4 5
B. 1 2 3 4 5
C 1 2 3 4 5

18. Describe how course content has affected you or your life!
A.
B.
C.

19. In the space below or on the back, write any additional comments you might
have regarding any of the question(s) in this questionnaire.

20. Age:

21.  Sex: Female/Male

22. Which one of the following race groups do you identify with and feel ,ou
belong to?

American Indian

Black (or Afro American)

Hispanic {or Mexican American/Chicano, etc.)

Asian (or Oriental)

Anglo (or Caucasian)

23. How much education was completed by your parent who went to school longer!?
junior high

high school

vocational/technical

college (4 year degree)

graduate school (doctor, lawver, Ph.D., etc.)

b

24. In which social class would you say that your family is located?
1. lower class
2. working class

3. middle class

g N
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4.  upper middle class
5. upper class

25, Your current student classification:
1.  Freshman

2. Sophomore

3. Junior

4, Senior

5. Unclassified

26. Your academic major:
Second major/certificate:

27. If you would be willing to participate in further discussion regarding your learning
experiences at the University of Colorado, please list your name, current address, and
permanent address below.
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CHAPTER THREE

LEWIS AND CLARK
QOLLEGE
A SINGLE CURRICULUM

BY LAURIE FINKE, ELAINE MAVEETY, CAROL SHAW, AND JEAN WARD!

Lewis and Clark College bases its assessment or. the three ques-
tions that summarized their program goals: How effectively do
students learn and apply gender analysis? What impact, if any,
has gender studies had on the classroom ar d institutional cli-
mates at Lewis and Clark? And, what impact, if any, has gender
studies had on the personal growth of students and alumnae?

Since its founding as Albany Collegiate Institute in 1867, Lewis and Clark
College has been committed to an equal education for women and men
within a single curriculum. Martha Montague’s centennial history of Lewis
and Clark includes a report on those early days:

During the year 18691870, the student body numbered eighty-six:
forty-three women and forty-three men. Albany always received
women on equal terms with men, never keeping them separate in aca-
demic work or making special rules jor them, as in some neighboring
colleges. Both were “scholars” or students, and often the scholastic
records of the women were higher than those of the men.?

Today, 125 years after its founding, Lewis and Clark, a private liberal arts
college located in Portland, Oregon, remains committed to a single curricu-
lum for the 1,850 women and men enrolled in the College of Arts and
Sciences. In 1990-91, 55 percent of these undergraduates were women and
45 percent were men. Undergraduates represented forty-five states and forty
nations, and 12 percent of these students were minorities.

THE GENDER STUDIES PROGRAM
AT LEWIS AND CLARK
In the early 1970s, Lewis and Clark offered some women's studies courses,
mainly in literature and history, and, with the assistance of faculty members,
a number of students designed interdisciplinary majors in women’s studies.
Instead of establishing a formal women’s studies program, however, the col-
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lege sought to meet its historic commitment to “balanced exploration of the
perspectives, traditions, and contributions of women and men” by integrat-
ing scholarship by and about women across the curriculum and creating an
interdisciplinary minor that examined women arid men in relation to one
another.

Progress in curriculum integration was spurred by an intensive faculty
development seminar on women's studies held in the summer of 1981 and
supported by a grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities.
Male and female faculty members, representing fourteen academic disci-
plines, studied for a month with four visiting scholars from history, psycholo-
gy, anthropology, and literature. Gender studies was approved as the first in-
terdisciplinary minor at Lewis and Clark by unanimous vote of the College
of Arts and Sciences Curriculum Committee on February 20, 1985. A Gen-
der Studies Program that spoke to all students—women and men—and ad-
dressed the intersections of gender, race, class, and culture was seen as ce' -
tral to the mission of the college.

The Gender Studies Program provides an interdisciplinary minor, pro-
motes ongoing efforts to integrate scholarship by and about women and mi-
norities across the curriculum, serves as a critical element in the core curricu-
lum, and sponsors an annual symposium. The Gender Studies Symposium,
begun in 1982, brings together Lewis and Clark students and faculty mem-
bers, scholars from other institutions, and representatives from community
organizations to share scholarship and concerns. A unique feature of these
symposia is th 2 full involvement of Lewis and Clark students.

WHAT IS GENDER STUDIES?
Uender studies is an interdisciplinary field that examines the biological, so-
cial, and cultural constructions of femininity and masculinity, as well as the
ways women and men locate themselves within gender systems. Gender de-
fines relationships among women, among men, and between men and wom-
en. Interacting with factors such as race, class, and culture, gender studies ex-
amines the relationships between biological differences and social inequality,
explores the construction of sexual identity, and analyzes the variations in
gender systems that have occurred across cultures ¢ nd over time. It also illu-
minates the images of femininity and masculinity that shape cultural repre-
sentations and explores the similarities and differences in women’s and men’s
communication and artistic expression. Finally, gender studies involves the
wolitical and philosophical exploratlon of strategies for change that can

l)l_



Q

45

LEWIS AND CLARK
COLLEGE

transform coercive and unequal gender systems and enhance both individual
choice and our common humanity.

The gender studies minor at Lewis and Clark consists of a minimum of
six courses (thirty quarter hours): four required courses and two electives
drawn from a list of over fifty approved electives offered by eighteen depart-
ments. The four 1¢quired courses include: GS 231, “Gender in Cross-Cul-
tural Perspective” (formerly GS 210, “The Social and Cultural Construction
of Gender"); GS 300, “Gender and Aesthetic Expression”; GS 310, “Sex Dif-
ferences and Socia! laequality”; and GS 440, “Feminist Theoty.” GS 200,
“Women and Men it American Society,” is an introductory course but is not
required for the minor. '

The gender studies minor differs in several ways from Lewis and Clark’s
ongoing efforts to integrate gender across the curriculum. Integrating gender
issues is not the s ime as focusing on them. A gendet-balanced coutse, for ex-
ample, might include the experiences, perspectives, and voices of women, as
well as men, without making the similarities and differences between them
the central question; ti.e primary focus of a gender-balanced course might
be a historical or literary problem, of which gender is but one dimension.
Although there is heuristic value in approaching any inquity with the as-
sumption that gender and culture matter, to be aware of these dimensions
of inquiry is not the same as undertaking a systematic investigation of the
differences that gender makes.

KEY QUESTIONS
Participation in “The Coutage to Question” has been timely for Lewis and Clark.
After six years of experience with a gender studies minor and a decade of curricu-
lum integration efforts and annual Gender Studies symposia, we welcomed the
opportunity to pause and focus on student learning. Three key questions that
summarized our program goals (see page 78) and informed our study are:
O How effectively do our students learn and apply gender analysis’
) What impact, if any, has gender studies had on the classroom and institu-
tional climates at Lewis and Clark?
O What impact, if any, has gender studies had on the petsonal growth of
students and alumnae(i)?

METHODOLOGY
Throughout the process of data collection, data znalysis, and writing this re-
port, four of us—one student, one staff membet, and two faculty members/ad-
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ministrators—have worked collaboratively as a team and brought different
disciplinary perspectives to our work (see note 1). For our study, we relied on
three significant data collections: questionnaires, student papers and proj-
ects, and selected course syllabi. In addition, we relied on previously collect-
ed materials, such as computer conversations, symposium papers and pro-
grams, student journals and diaries, student honors projects, and practica
reports.

QUESTIONNAIRES

Anonymous questionnaires distributed to students, faculty members, and
alumnae(i) in 1990-91 provided both quantitative and qualitative data
about the Gender Studies Program, including student learning, integration
efforts, and personal growth. For student questionnaires, we used random
sampling, stratified by distribution of majors. Respondents, whose ages
ranged from eighteen to forty-six, represented twenty-one named majors and
twenty minors. Faculty questionnaires were sent to all undergraduate teach-
ing faculty members; alumnae(i) questionnaires were mailed to all alum-
nae(i) who had participated in the gender symposia over the past five years
and for whom we could obtain mailing addresses. A total of 210 question-
naires were returned and analyzed: 145 student questionnaires (41 percent
males and 59 percent females), 41 faculty questionnaires, and 24 alumnae(i)
questionnaires. These questionnaires reflect an unusually high return rate of
48 percent for students and alumnae(i) and 46 percent for faculty members.

PAPERS AND PROJECTS

To gain information about students’ gender analysis (knowledge base and
learning skills), we collected and analyzed sets of papers and projects from
three gender studies classes (five sections). Where possible, longitudinal ma-
terials, including journals, were used. Papers and projects were collected from
two courses required for the gender studies minor and one elective gender
studies course.

As a comparison with students’ gender analysis in gender studies classes and
to gain information about curriculum integration of gender issues, sets of student
papers were col'ected and analyzed from fall term 1991 core cutriculum courses:
“Basic Inquiry,” “Critical Inquiry,” and “Advanced Inquiry.” For the “Basic
Inquiry” classes, longitudinal information was obtained through examination of
first and last portfolios written during the term. A scoring sheet (see pages 80-81)

O wvas developed for knowledge base and learning skills. All student work was
C cored independently by two readersand by a third if there were disagreement.

IText Provided by ERIC
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SYLLABI FROM DISCIPLINE-BASED,

NON-GENDER STUDIES CLASSES

To obtain more information about curriculum integration efforts, we began
with a list of more than one hundred courses generated by the student ques-
tionnaires. We were interested in courses that were neither required nor
elective gender studies courses but that students claimed incorporated a gen-
der perspective. We then selected twenty courses from the student-generated
list, divided proportionately among the three divisions of the College of Arts
and Sciences (humanities and fine arts, mathematics and natural sciences,
and social sciences) and between male and female professors, and requested
syllabi and course materials to assess gender content.

As was the case for student papets and projects, all syllabi were scored
independently by two readers and by a third if there were any disagreement
between the first two readers. The evaluation system used for curriculum in-
tegration was adapted from Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault’s “feminist phase
theory.”

PERSONAL GROWTH DATA

Finally, to assess students’ personal growth in the Gender Studies Program,
we turned to student and alumnae(i) questionnaires. Qualitative analysis of
questionnaire comments and narrative statements complemented our quanti-
tative analysis of questionnaires and revealed a number of personal growth
themes.

KNOWLEDGE BASE AND LEARNING SKILLS
When asked on the questionnaire to rate their overall learning in required
gender studies conrses on a scale of 1 to 5—with a 1 being poor and 5 being
excellent—students rated their courses at 4.4, while alumnae(i) who had
taken one or more required courses rated their learning at 4.7. Of students
who had taken required gender studies courses (N=42), seven said these
courses were the most intellectually challenging courses they had taken. One
sophomore international affairs major wrote that the program is “one of the
most academic, theoretical, and demanding. Something that is lacking in
most departments.”

To answer our first key question, we needed to determine what knowl-
edge and skills students were learning that enabled them to analyze gender ef-
fectively. To confirm students’ self-reporting, we developed a system of coding

TCbr student portfolios, papers, and journals. Qur articulation of our knowledge
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While we recognize that feminism, and hence
feminist teaching, is ideological and even
political, we also contend that it is no more so
than other so-called “objective” and “apoliticai”
teaching |

base had to include the first five goals listed in the Gender Studies Program
Goals (see page 78). While knowledge about gender is potentially limitless,
we can articulate at least a provisional structure of knowledge.

Feminist inquiry is at the core of knowledge in gender studies. We do not
see gender studies as a retreal ttom a commitment to feminism either as a politi-
cal or an intellectual movement. While we recognize that feminism, and hence
femir: st teaching, is ideological and even political, we also contend that it is no
more so than other so-called “ohjective” and “apolitical” teaching. Indeed, it is
the goal of feminist inquiry to expose the political agendas that lurk behind in-
quiry in the sciences, social scienzes, arts, and hunanities. Furthermore, siice
feminism has been an intellectual, social, and political movement for almost
two centuries, it is a legitimate area of inquiry in and of itself,

Therefore, w. want our students minimally to understand feminism both
historically and theoretically. This is a major content area, the foundation of
the knowledge base of gender studies that grounds other areas of inquiry
within the field. As one student, a senior in “Feminist Theory,” put it:

Women are not born inherently submissive, inferior objects. Society
teaches these roles. It is the goal of feminist theorists to bring this fact
of socially constructed roles into direct scrutiny, and attempt to clarify
their destructive force, eliminate them and thus change the world.

KNOWLEDGE BASE PLOTS

[A] good course, like a novel, has a plot, or an underlying framework
which gives coherence io the more specific detail.*

To make some sense of the boundless content of gender inquiry, we had to
construct a flexible scheme to give coherence to the knowledge base of our
Gender Studies Program. We were inspired by the remarks above by Barrie
Thome, Cheris K: smarae, and Nancy Henley that the structure of knowl-
edge resembles the narrative plot of a good book. Following an idea suggested
in a 1986 essay by Paula Treichler, we defined eight basic “plots,” or narra-
tives, which represent current intellectual activity in gender studies.” We
adapted Treichler’s “plots” to create an underlying framework for the knowl-
edge base of gender studies. Those eight plots are:
(.1 The politics of sex/gender: Who benefits from a social and political con-

E ‘I‘C«;tmction that subiugates women? What social and political relations exist

- 8
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and have existed between men and women, among women, and between
women and other disempowered members of society? How do the oppres-
sions built into a given social structure relate to economic, political, and sex-
ual practices! What kinds of analyses and activism are needed to bring an
end to the subjugation of women?
O Cultural imenes of sex/gender: How is gender represented in both high and
mass culture? How do words, images, and patterns of discourse intersect to
construct our notions of femininity and masculinity? How are these systems
of representation linked to cultural “facts” and internalized as cultural
knowledge? How do those oppressed by such representations create more em-
powering representations?
O Nature/nurture: Are there any foundational biological differences between
the two sexes or are all differences socially constructed? Are there any bio-
logical difference. between heterosexuality and homosexuality or have these
differences been socially constructed? ""hat difference does it make if we ask
why penple become heterosexual rather than why they become homosexual?
(0 Diversity: The category “woman” cannot erase the differences among indi-
vidual women’s lives. What are the relationships of other social differences—
which include but are not limited to class, race, ethnicity, sexual preference,
age—to gender?
[ The body: How do both men and women understand their embodiedness
differently? How can we describe and interpret female sexuality on its own
terms and in relation to male sexuality? How do scientific theories of the na-
ture of female sexuality reflect and construct social, economic, religious, and
medical policies and practices?
[0 Communication: What does it mean to say that language is patriarchal?
Through what processes do women learn to use language? Do they have
equal access to linguistic resources! How are women represented within the
symbolic order? How do women make meaning? By whose authority are par-
ticular meanings “authorized"?
(3 Interpersonal relationships: This plot examines the structuring, mainte-
nance, and termination of dyadic, family, and work relationships and other
small group interactions. How do socially constructed gender roles con-
tribute to the dynamics of relationships? What are the dynamics involved
in dysfunctional relationships?
(3 Women's creation of knowledge: How have women contributed throughout the
disciplines to the creation of knowledge? How does the inclusion of women in all
F lK‘I‘Cisciplines change the ways in which those disciplines constitute knowledge?

e xS
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before they can begin to articulate possibilities
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DISCUSSION

When we devised our system of eight “plots” to describe the knowledge base
of gender studies, we had assumed that these plots were more or less equal and
accessible to all students at every level. Therefore, the presence or absence of
a plot would tell us whether or not those cultural naivatives were being effec-
tively taught. We expected that students given a choice of topics for research
and writing would distribute themselves across this range of potential narra-
tives. The results of our scoring, however, prompted us to rethink this assump-
tion (see Table 1). (The courses refetred to are Gender Studies 200, “Men and
Women in American Society”; Gender Studies 300, “Gender and Aesthetic
Expression”; and Gender Studies 440, “Feminist Theory.") One unexpected
outcome was that student papers clustered around the first four plots. This
finding was corroborated by the results from the non-gender studies iaquiry
courses (see Table 2) in which, cnce again, the first plot (politics) and the
fourth (diversity) were heavily represented.

TABLE I: KNOWLEDGE BASE IN GENDER STUDIES COURSES

Plots Gu 200 GS 300 53440 - Totals
politics 11 8 9 28
cultural images 2 18 10 30
nature/nurture 7 0 3 10
liversity 4 0 8 12
body 2 1 1 4
communication 1 4 2 7
interpersonal

relationships 6 0 3 9
women's creation

of knowledge 0 3 8 11

<t
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TABLE 2: KNOWLEDGE BASE
IN NON-GENDER STUDIES INQUIRY COURSES
Plots Basic Critical Advanced Totals
Inquiry Inquiry Inquiry

politics 2 2 18 22
cultural images 2 5 0 1
nature/nurture 0 0 2 2
diversity 31 1 14 52
body 0 1 0 1
communication 3 0 0 3
interpersonal

relationships 3 0 0 3
women's creation of

knowledge 2 0 0 2

Our results suggest that knowledge in gender studies is not chaotic or ran-
dom. Certain key concepts precede others, laying foundations for other narra-
tives. While limitations on space prohibit a detailed discussion of the results
for each plot, certain patterns emerge from the data, The first four plots—the
politics of sex/gender, cultural images of sex/gender, nattre/nurture, and diver-
sity—seem to be both more general and perhaps more basic than the last four.
h. GS 200 (“Men and Worr  'n American Society”), the ratio between the
first four and last four plots is . .zenty-four to nine; one of the first four plots
was almost three times more likely to show up then the last four. In GS 300,
the ratio is 26 to 8; in GS 440, 30 to 14. By the time students reach GS 440
(“Feminist Theory”), the ratio has dropred to 2 to 1. In the non-gender stud-
ies inquiry courses, the disparity is much more pronounced: eighty-three to
nine, which means that in inquiry courses the first four plots are nine times
more likely to show up than the last four.

Our results suggest that students need to feel comfortable with the first
four plots before they are ready to move on to the final four plots. Students
must grasp the political ramifications of gender inequality, the social and po-
litical relations that exist between men and women, and the oppressions
built into social structures, before they can begin to articulate possibilities for
change. It makes sense that students would move from an analysis of sexual
inequality to explore the cultural images that create and reinforce that in-

T‘C«:quality. and then to question whether or not such inequalities are natural or
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they are repeating knowledge to one in which

they are producing knowledge

socially created. The frequency of the diversity plot in non-gender studies
inquiry courses may suggest that the integration of gender into the core cur-
riculur.1 2¢ Lewis and Clark is being accompanied by at least some conscious-
ness of the itaportance of race and class as complementary categories of anal-
ysis. It also suggests that students might come to understand gender as a
social issue by first understanding other kinds of inequalities, primarily racial
inequalities, The politics of diversity—racial, ciass, and sexual-—may provide
yet another “gateway” into gender studies.

The virtual absence of cne final four plots in non-gender studies inquiry
courses is perhaps the most telling finding, suggesting that these topics may
not be fully covered anywhere in the curriculum outside of gender studies
classes. Taken together, these findings suggest that integrating gender into
the disciplines in itself is not sufficient remedy to women's past exclusion
from the academy. The focus on certain issues—the body and sexuality, gen-
der and communication, interpersonal relationships, and most importantly
women’s creation of knowledge—may require the kind of focus only a gender
studies minor allows.

LEARNING SKILLS
Qur second task in answering the first key question was to determine what
learning skills we hoped students would acquire in gender studies courses.
After considerzable discussion, the following six learning skills emerged:
[ Analyzing gender as a social construct. Students should not only understand
that gender is socially constructed but should be able to analyz: the implica-
tions of that assertion as well, They should understand that masculinity and
femininity are relational and not essential qualities which can simply be la-
belled as either “good” or “bad.”
O Questioning the adequacy of traditional form. Since the traditional academic
essay, with its stance of distanced objectivity, does not encourage self-
revelation, students ought to understand and question the relationships be-
tween form and content in their own and others’ writing. They ought to ex-
periment with forms beyond the traditional academic essay, including (but
not limited to) poetry, epistolary, or journal writing—forms that reveal more
directly the situatedness of knowledge (see below).5
O Establishing positionality. Students should becotne increasingly aware of
what we might call their own positionality in relation to knowledge about
gender. Positionality is the point at which intellectual curiosity becomes
personal engagetnent with the material studied, often experienced by the
K.



o 53

LEWIS AND CLARK
COLLEGE

student as a sense of self-awareness or sudden epiphany. We see this move-
ment most strikingly recorded in student experiments with nontraditional
forms of writing once the student has become aware that his or her experi-
ence may contribute to the ongoing knowledge that constitutes the study of
gender. The student is no longer objectively reiterating the history of gender
relations but has become a contributor. This personal engagement, once ar-
ticulated, moves the student toward a recognition of agency and the ability
to produce rather than repeat knowledge.
[ Recognizing agency as well as oppression. Students in gender studies courses
should move from an analysis of power, oppression, and victimization to one
chat accounts for the agency of all oppressed peoples.
[7 Producing rather than repeating knowledge. In keeping with our notion that
knowledge in gender studies is without boundaries, students ought to move
from a position in which they are repeating knowledge to one in which they
are producing knowledge.
[J Understanding the social construction of knowledge. Students ought to move
from the specific analyses of the various “plots” to a meta-analysis of how
knowledge is socially constructed and not simply “there” to be discovered.
Unlike the knowledge-base plots, learning skills were rated on a 5-point
scale with 1 being the weakest and 5 the strongest. If a reader saw no evi-
dence of a particular skill, it was not scored. We scored essays from the same
three gender studies courses and, for comparison, the same set of non-gender
studies inquiry coutses. The results of scoring for learning skills are recorded

in Tables 3, 4, and 5.

TABLE 3: LEARNING SKILLS IN GENDER STUDIES COURSES

Skill GS 200 GS300 GS440 Average
social construction

of gender 33 4.0 4.0 3.8
form 0.8 2.3 0.8
positionality 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.5
agency 1.6 2.5 2.2 2.1
producing

knowledge 1.3 2.5 2.1 1.5

social construction

of knowledge 0.0 2.2 3.1 1.8

'
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TABLE 4: LEARNING SKILLS IN CRITICAL
AND ADVANCED INQUIRY COURSES

Skill Critical Inquiry Adv. Inquiry  Average
social construction

of gender 1.8 0.73 1.27
form 0.11 0.5 0.31
positionality 0.25 1.26 0.76
agency 1.19 0.86 1.03
producing knowledge 0.0 0.4 0.2
social construction

of knowledge 1.47 1.18 1.33

TABLE 5: LEARNING SKILLS FOR BASIC INQUIRY PORTFOLIOS

Skill Al A2 B1 B2 C1 QC Avg
social construction

of gender 007 00 009 047 00 00 0.11
form 0.0 00 184 1. 28 24 1.39
positionality 007 064 169 177 2.7 18 1.45
agency 0.0 014 038 05 0.0 00 0.17
producing

knowledge 00 00 0nO 043 028 022 0.16

social construction

of knowledge 00 00 00 033 011 005 0.08

Looking at learning skills in related clusters suggests the ways in which
students build on previously acquired skills. Cluster One includes only the
understanding that gender is socially constructed. Cluster Two includes ex-
perimentation with traditional form as a vehicle for understanding the
knower's positionality. Cluster Three (recognizing agency, producing rather
than repeating knowledge, and the understanding of the social construction
of knowledge) is an interrelated third cluster that leads toward a greater inte-
gration of self-knowledge within a wider social context.

[ Cluster 1: The results indicate that the skill students in gender studies
courses learn most effectively is the social construction of gender, suggesting
© _that this skill may be foundational. The results confirm many student re-
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sponses on the questionnaires that ranked the social construction of gender
and/or sexuality as their most significant learning experience. For instance, a
female political science major who had taken two required courses wrote,
“To be frank, when I first came to L&C and enrolled in the Social and
Cultural Construction of Gender [GS 210], I thought there were hige biolog-
ical differences between men and women. | wouldn't have articulated that
but, deep down, I didn’t move beyond that social construction until taking a
gender course.” Students in gender studies courses are much more likely to
understand and write about the implications of gender as a social construct
than students in non-gender studies courses, perhaps another indication of
the differences between gender integration and gender focus.

O] Cluster 2: A second cluster of skills, which also might be characterized as
a part of the foundation of gender studies, includes form and positionality.
Gender studies courses scored somewhat higher on these two skills in com-
parison with most non-gender studies courses. Gender studies courses aver-
aged 1.1 on experimentation witk form and 1.5 on positionality—with GS
200, as we would expect, the lowest on both skills. The results compare,
however, with an average in “Basic Inquity” classes of 1.39 for experimenta-
tion with form and 1.45 on positionality. This finding might suggest that Bl
is at least as successful in introducing these skills as any gender studies course
but that these skills are not reinforced in other patts of the core curriculum,
BI introduces students to thinking and writing by encouraging them to ex-
periment with different forms of writing. In addition, Bl portfolios often rat-
ed high on positionality because, once again, the course asked them to think
about themselves in relation to the knowledge they were acquiring.

Unlike the Bl portfolios, which show student development in thinking
and writing over time, the gender studies papers we looked at can only give
us a snapshot of a student’s learning at a particular moment. Because most of
the papers we scored—with the exception of Bl portfolios—were responses
to fairly traditional assignments, it was difficult for students to demonstrate
experimentation with nontraditional form and even, in many cases, position-
ality. With the exception of GS 300 (which is a course about aesthetic form),
expetimentation with form did not seem to be a major concern in these
papers. There are, Liowever, other places in which students in gender studies
courses are encouraged to experiment with form and to write about their
own epiphanies. Most gender studies courses require some combination of
journals, diaries, daily logs, computer conversations, and reflective and ex-

O loratory writing—rnaterial reviewed but not scored for this study. This non-
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traditional writing conr-huted significanti* 12 the outcomes of the papers we
did score. Here we 711 up against the lig2i=« - the quantitative method we
chose. The data from rhe questionviair: - and from informal student writing
tell us that sridents ‘n gender studie, conses exprrience all sotts of connec-
tions, clic’.s, epiphanies and the like, but becaus. we did not score the kinds
of writir-4 in whizh thev <e revealed, we must tein to o moze textured quali-
tativ: analysis 2: vidence for those ¥ills.

A represesuative illustration demonstraies the powedil longitudinal
welf-discovery our students claim gerier «6xty - emeies. This exanple
comes fron, the jownza® of a m 3 sewisna who ok “Communication and
Gender.” which seives a: -, gender siudias 2le iive. At the beginning of his
notebook, this studone writes tiuat some wi the ovhars of course veadings
have “~hios on their skoulders” and offesu! and angir their readers. He goes
on to #ay, “3o 1 have some problems o« iar 7o understand and deal with all of
the ‘coinplaininig,’ as | think of it, thei . ven are doing these days.” At the

cginning, he does not see the relevai:» ! the examples given by the au-
shors in support of their arguments, He says, “Who is coming up with all of
this? I kind of ccmes across like rhcse people ave of a communist type of
chinking.” He belicves tiiat there veally is no cause for change and that
“womner e only what tiey ward to see.” Later on, this student becoraes less
defensive, w¢1 he srill says, *1 don't see the male sex as ever changing.”
Furthermeo ez, b does nut see anything wreng with using generic terms such
as “fie” or "

Howevr, hie begins to 2ze thar “culture has a big effect on the roles of
men 2nd vormen and their conversational differences.” His comments about
an incident he saw on E5PN reveal his glowing awareness of how certain off-
hand comments can zitect others who hear them, He even begins to value
so-called feminine ¢raits and says that homophobia and expectations of
“lasculine” bebaviar stand in the way of gender communication. He be-
comes aware that socialization influences gender ideals and communication.,
Finally he says, “Bate desctibes what feminism is and what it wants to ac-
complish. | have been kind of vague about what feminism is, but this chaprer
has helped me develop a much better understanding of the acvions and goals
of the movemer:t.” I'erhaps the most remarkable feature of this student’s de-
velopment is the movemrent from vague assertions and attacks—"“Who is
coming uvp with all this?"—to specific analyses of readings which have partic-
ular authors, “Bate describes what feminism is.” Not oaly has this student be-
gun to understand what the social construction of gender means in his own

‘ LIFa
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life, he has begun to engage intellectually with the material as well. This
same student is currently enrolled in a second gender studies course.

[3 Cluster 3: The second cluster of skills focuses on st.dents’ abilities to see
the relationships between knowledge about gender and their personal lives, a
connection that turned up repeatedly in our questionnaires as one of central
importance. The next level of learning skills would involve integrating this
newfound personal engagement with a wider social context of which the self
is a part. This stage involves the integration of intellectual knowledge and
political activism for change.

Students’ understanding of the agency of the oppressed tended to be
lower than we might have hoped, particularly in the upper-level courses.
Gender studies courses on the whole, however, did better than non-gender
studies courses on this skill, suggesting that students in gender studies courses
are more likely than students in other classes to be able to move from an
analysis of oppression and victimization to an understanding of how oppres-
sion is resisted.

Students in gender studies courses, especially in upper-level courses,
scored consistently higher on the fifth learning skill—producing rather than
repeating knowledge. This i perhaps because students do not see knowledge
as isolated and fragmentary. Instead, again and again, they remark that their
understanding of gender connects the various parts of their lives and educa-
tion.

Deciphering the social construction of knowledge may be the most diffi-
cult of all the skills to acquire. Not surprisingly, it was not addressed in GS
200, the introductory course, bur received the highest score in the upper-lev-
el courses, particularly GS 440, a course that investigates the social construc-
tion of knowledge. Non-gender studies courses consistently scored lower
than equivalent gender studies courses, a finding that puzzled us since the
goal of understanding knowledge as socially constructed is not unique to gen-
der studies. However, our findings suggest that feminist inquiry may be more
committed than other nontraditional pedagogies to a social constructionist
perspective,

CONCLUSIONS
The first and most significant conclusion from the data is that there is a cru-
cial difference between the integration of gender into the curriculum and the
kind of systematic investigation of gender that the minor allows. The in-

- l{llcpth inquiry into gender as a system allows for an analysis of issues that a
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We hope that our discoveries suggest not a rigid
and hierarchical curriculum, not a typography, but
a topography, or a map, that might help students
find their way around in the field

course which is gender-balanced but not gender-focused usually cannot
achieve because the students have not yet grasped the key assumptions on
which gender studies is based. Without such a basis, students will be impeded
in their discussions of, say, sexuality or language and gender because they will
be strrggling to understand the politics of the issue. All of the non-gender
studies inquity courses we examined were relatively gender-balanced. Yet the
relative infrequency of the final four plots and the low scores on the last clus-
ter of skills in non-gender studies courses suggest that students acquire some
knowledge and skills from gender-focused courses that they cannot acquire
from even the most well-integrated non-gender studies courses.

A second conclusion we might -'aw from these data is that the sequence
of courses in our minor is well desigiid to lay the groundwork required for
students to advance to more in-depth and critical analysis of gender. The
elective introductory course, GS 200, focuses primarily on the politics of
sex/gender while introducing elements of the next three plots—cultural im-
ages, nature/nurture, and diversity. While in the past elements of the last four
plots have been included in the course, our results might suggest that this is
not necessarily a good idea. We might do better using the coutse to integrate
the first four plots more fully. In addition, this course is the place to work on
the development of the first two clusters. Faculty members designing this
course in the future may want to think more about how writing in the course
can be designed to enable students to track discoveries about themselves more
fully and to experiment with a greater variety of writing forms.

We do not mean to suggest that students encountering this model of
knowledge base and learning skills must move through it in a lockstep fash-
ion. Indeed, that is hardly ever the case at Lewis and Clark College, where
students often do not take courses in sequence. Students enter gender studies
courses at several points in the curriculum and for very different reasons. We
hope that our discoveries suggest not a rigid and hierarchical curriculum, not
a typography, but a topography, or a map, that might help students find their
way atound in the field, allowing movement in a variety of directions but
still enabling students to forge connections and to build on previously ac-
quired knowledge and skills.

b
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INSTITUTIONAL CLIMATE

There is support for being a man [at Lewis and Clark].
MALE, HEALTH AND ECONOMICS, JUNIOR

Lewis and Clark is a comparatively safe and supportive place to be a
woman,
FEMALE, ENGLISH, SENIOR

[The Gender Studies Program] defines L&C as a saf- place for peo-
ple, where they can express their gender as they see fir.
FEMALE, ENGLISHICUMMUNICATIONS, L A4C2

To assess the impact of gender studies on classroom ari instituticrial clirates
at Lewis and Clark, we looked at three areas: 1) effor: o integre:. zender
analysis into disciplinary and interdisciplinary courses; 2) whether ov not there
is such a thing as feminist pedagogy and if so «i-ether it has been inzegrated
into the institutional culture; and 3) the eff:ctiveness of the Cender Studies
Symposium as a means of integratior. and connected learnine fo.r our students.
Due to space constraints and a focus on pedagogy by other rexrting institutions,
we will not report here the results of our study in thas wea.

The qualitative evidence from our questionuasre derrisnzerates that students
perceive that the Gender Studies Programn lx:: « significstui impact on the institu-
tional climate. A transfer student describes e impa.t as “profound”: “[the Gen-
der Studies Program] is why I rransiires? here, ... L kniow many people for whom it
has been transformative. ... Als.s, beton.c gender b put on the line here, I feel
more comfortable dealing with v rrofessors apenly on the issue as well as bring.
ing it into class.... Each class (e outsice Gender Studies) heighiens my aware-
ness about these issues. .. 1.”4{ secsuis 10 be a safe atmosphere for women to speak
out and not worty aix eing dise.garded. Although I'm sure it's not perfect...|
feel that in corraz:. 51 to cth.r schools I've attended, L&C is a ‘gender haven'.”

Even relaiv v new studunts notice an institutional climate that permeates
the classroont. 7 he ena of her first year, an eighteen-year-old who had taken no
geader car-; rap e these observations: “One thing | have noticed at Lewis
and Claic is th. 4 professors, from sociology to physics, are aware of their lan-
7435 a8 it avplas to gender. This awareness is perpetuated and enforced by stu-

df}_amﬁ who will stop a professor or another student it s/he says something inappro-
ER 1¢¢.... |E]very male should be required to attend Lewis and Clark for a year.

IText Provided by ERIC
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Men here cannot get away with slander against women commonly used by men
at other schools.”

CURRICULUM INTEGRATION:

COURSE SYLLABI EVALUATION

Students singled out integration of gender in non-gender studies courses as a
significant dimension of their educational experience. When asked on the
questionnaire to rate their overall learning in other general college curricu-
lum courses that included a focus on gender issues, the average student rating
was 4.3. Most of these students commented in positive terms about their ex-
peri- ces in these courses, placing them into the categories of “excellent/
best/tavorite/good/better/mor¢ interesting/more personal/more challeng-
ing/more discussion-oriented/more diversity of issues/more student participa-
tion.” Typical comments were: “They were more interesting and intellectual-
ly stimulating than most” aiid “Better than average. Generally more
thorough, thoughtful, and demanding.”

To document this student cssessment of gender integration across the cur-
riculum at Lewis and Clark, we 0ok the list of courses students identified in
the questionnaire as having a gender focus and eliminated those which were
either required or elective courses for the gender studies minor. We were left
with eighty-one courses which students claimed incorporated a gender perspec-
tive. The distribution among the three college divisions was remarkably un-
even. In Fine Arts and Humanities there were forty-seven courses named; in
Social Sciences, twenty-seven; and in Natural Sciences, only seven.

We were surprised, however—even astonished—by the number of cours-
es on this list and the diversity of course titles. A focus on gender issues in
“Labor Economics”? “Europe in Crisis”? “Old Testament”! To examine the is-
sue more thoroughly, we chose twenty of these courses, divided among the
three divisions and between male and female professors (see page 79). Using
an adaptation of Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault’s “feminist phase theory,” we
scored syllabi and course materials for curriculum integration.

Based upon our evaluation of syllabi and course materials submitted,
each course received a numerical score for its stage of curriculum integration,
according to the following scale:

01 0: Women Invisible. Who are the truly great actors/thinkers in history? At
this stage, they are overwhelmingly, perhaps exclusively, male, white, and
European. The need to maintain “standards of excellence” is stressed either
through a “back to basics” core curriculum or through an emphasis on up-

L I
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holding the great Western tradition.
O 1: The Search for Missing Women. Who were the great women, the female
Shakespeares, Napoleons, Darwins? At this stage, new data about women are
added to the conventional paradigms of knowledge in the disciplines as a
kind of affirmative action program. You would expect to see “exceptional
women” on the syllabus or as subjects of student writing.
O 2: Women as Disadvantaged, Subordinate Group. Why are there so few
great women thinkers/actors? Why are women’s contributions devalued? The
incentive at this phase might be anger or a desire for social justice. At this
stage, one is protesting the existing paradigms but within the perspective of
the dominant group. Here we would include “images of women” courses,
women in politics, the beginnings of women-focused courses.
O 3: Women as Agents/Actors. What werefare women's experiences? What
are the differences among women? Here we expect inquiry to take place out-
side existing disciplinary paradigms, challenging the dominant perspective.
Women-focused courses would predominate, along with interdisciplinary or
discipline-challenging courses. Links with ethnic and cross-cultural studies are
explored.
) 4: Women'’s Experiences + Epistemological Challenge to Disciplines. How
valid are current definitiov.s of historical periods, greatness, norms for behav-
ior! How must our questions change to account for women’s experience, di-
versity, and difference?
0O 5: Transformed, Gender-Balanced Curriculum. How can both women's and
men’s experience be understood together, in relation to each other? How do
class, race, sexual preference, and age intersect with gender? This course
would present an inclusive vision of human experience, which would seek to
transform paradigms of knowledge and reconceptualize the “core curriculum.”
Our analysis of syllabi is confirmed the students’ perceptions about gen-
der focus in the courses they had identified. Table 6 shows our findings on
stages of gender integration listed by division.

O (; j
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TABLE 6: AVERAGE STACE OF CURRICULUM INTEGRATION,

BY DIVISION
Division No. of Courses Average Stage cf
Evaluated Curriculum Integration
Arts & Humanities 9 16
Social Science 9 32
Natural Science 2 35

TABLE 7: TOTAL COURSES IN EACH CURRICULUM STAGE (N=20)
Stage 0 1 2 3 49 5
No. of Courses None None 2 12 2 4

The avrage stage of curriculum integration for all twenty courses ana-
lyzed in the three divisions was 3.4. In no case did we identify a syllabus that
scored lower than 2 on the scale. Although we had expected to find some de-
gree of gender integration in these course syllabi, we were pleased by the
depth of integration which emerged from this analysis. It is worth pointing
out, however, that in the natural science divisior we scored only t. " of the
seven courses named, so that the average score of 3.5 for the natural sciences
may be skewed. The fact that out of eighty-one courses only seven named by
students as being gender balanced *ve¢te from: this division suggests that con-
tinued curriculum integrarion is necessary for mathematics and the natural
sciences,

CURRICULUM INTEGRATION:

STUDENT INQUIRY PAPER EVALUATION

To add another dimension to our analysis, we scored a collection of student
papers from five core curriculum inquiry courses using the same integration
stage scale developed for the course syllabi above. We found that student pa-
pers scored consistently lower than course syllabi (see Table 8).

b
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TABLE 8: GENDER INTEGRATION IN CRITICAL
AND ADVANCED INQUIRY PAPERS

Integration Stages Critical Inquiry  Advanced Inquiry
0-Women Invisible 2 0

1-Search for Missing Women 0 9
2.Women as Disadvantaged 4 6
3-Women as Agents 0 1
4-Epistemological Challenge 10 1
5-Balanced Curriculum 2 2

Average Integration 3.22 2.0

Papers from the critical inquiry course showed an average of stage 3 on
th, integration scale, with most of the papers clustered at stage 4. The syl-
labus for this course was at stage 5. In the advanced inquiry course, papers
were predominantly clustered at stages 1 and 2, while the course syllabus
scored at stage 3 of integration.

One conclusion we can draw fre m this analysis is that it again points to
the difference between courses with a gender focus and those which are gen-
der integrated. While an integrated course may contain a gender-balanced
presentation in its course materials, it will contain many other agendas as
well. When students choose paper topics, gender is only one of many possi-
bilities for further explorarion. In a course with a gender focus, however, stu-
dents cannot ignore the issue of gender.

Having looked at course syllabi and student papers in some core curricu-
lum courses, we moved to consideration of longitudinal effects by scoring the
first and final portfolios from three sections of “Basi~ Inquiry” using the inte-
gration stage scale. By the end of the term, all three sections gained approxi-
mately a percentage point in integration, although variation across sections
occurred. This finding suggests significant longitudinal growth for firct-year
students across their first term. In the initial portfolios, women were invisible
in nineteen cases; by the end of the term, there were no portfolios in this
category.

Table 9 shovs the average gender integration sccres for each section’s
portfolios.

o
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TABLE 9: GENDER INTEGRATION IN BASIC INQUIRY
SECTIONS A, B, ANDC

Average 1st Portfolio 2nd Porttosio  Longitudinal
Integration Gain
Score .

Section A 29 1.7 1.41
Section B 1.13 2.0 87
Section C 55 1.3 15

In summary, we concluded that the strength of gender integration in
non-gender studies courses confirms the observations of the sophomore who
told us on the questionnaire: “I've not taken a gender studies course, but I've
been exposed to gender issues through other classes. My time commitments
to my major and minor don't atlow “or elective gender classes, so I'm truly
glad and appreciative of the focus that gender receives in my other classes.”

INTEGRATION: THE GENDER STUDIES SYMPOSIUM

In 1982, the first Lewis and Clark Gender Studies Sytposium was composed
of one community presentation and papers by two Lewis and Clark faculty
members and one student. It has grown each year. Table 10 shows the growih
in symposium presenters over the last ten years.

TABLE 10: NUMBERS OF PRESENTERS AT GENDER STUDIES SYMPOSIA

Year LC faculty  LCstudents Community Other
1982 2 1 1 1
1983 4 4 0 2
1984 13 13 0 14
1985 4 42 5 25
1986 9 40 0 21
1987 8 28 4 10
1988 23 40 17 10
1989 17 53+ 4 13
1990 17 50+ 26 4
1991 25 100+ 16 23

In 1991, our tenth year, attendance and patticipation sct all-time
records. ‘The symposium had a total of fifty-three events spread over four
o days. Attendance at the three keynote addresses by Gerda Lerner, John

y
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Stoltenberg, and Carter Heyward ranged from five hundred to seven hundred
people per evening. Attendance at the panels and workshops throughout the
four days was also very high, occasionally “standing room only.” The range
for panel attendance was from a minimum of thirty-five to a maximum of
two hundred fifty, with an average of seventy-five to eighty for panels, the-
atre petformances, and workshops.

We do not know of another annual symposium where student papers are
presented with those of faculty members and visiting scholars. During the
1991 Gender Studies Symposium, more thaa one hundred Lewis and Clark
students presented scholarly papers, read original poetry or fiction, exhibited
artwork, or participated in theatre productions. This is in addition to the stu-
dents who moderated panels or introduced speakers and the members of the
rlanning committee who worked behind the scenes in many capacities, in-
cluding hosting keynote speakers and Fulbright scholars. In addition to the
number of students who are actively involved in planning the symposium
and presenting their work, many students receive their initial “introduction”
to the discussion of gender issues through attendance at symposium events,
Many faculty members integrate symposiumn sessions into their syllabi.

We hoped to learn whether the symposium is reaching the general co
lege population in any significant ways or if it merely “preaches to the cho
Of the 145 students responding to our questionnaire, 109 had attended ¢ -
or more symposia, and 42 of these students had taken at least one requircu
gender studies core course. When asked, “What was the effect of symposium
attendance on your understanding of issues of gender, race, and class!” the
average rating from those who attended was 4.2 on ascale of 1 to 5. The
twenty-four alumnae(i) respondents rated their learning in the symposia at
4.3. In describing their participation in the symposium, students frequently
used adjectives such as “challenging,” “revolutionary,” “inspiring,” “excel-
lent,” “amazing,” “transforming,” “informative,” “educational,” and “empow-
ering.”

Twenty-one students had k.en symposium planners, presenters, or mod-
erators and rated their learning experience at 4.6. Symposium presenters
scored their learning the highest, illustrating their stronger sense of learning
through the experience of direct involvement. They commented: *I spoke on
campus attitudes regarding rape.... It seemed to define my position as a femi-
nist more clearly for me. I was very glad that I spoke. I learned a lot about my

o “elings on the issues.” “Being asked to present my paper and doing it was
[ KC ightening and exhilaraiingas a WOman afrald of public speaking.”

H
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Of the students who had taken no required gender studies courses, sev-
enty-three had attended at least one symposium, and five had participated in
presenting, planning, or moderating. Clearly, the symposium attracts stu-
dents who are not enrolled in gender studies courses. One first-year stud=nt
commented: “Although I have not taken any classes in the Gender Studies
Program, | have gone to three of the symposium events. | was ple.sed with
all of them; I can't believe how much a few hours can change one’s perspec-
tive.... Not all of us have enough interest or time to take the classes, but we
still want to learn. The symposium is perfect for this objective.... Everything
I saw at the symposium reminded me of what I can do cr not do to make the
world between men and women easier to cross.”

Many other students commented on the intellectual excitement and
new awareness generated by attending symposium sessions: “Woke me up! 1
just attended and listened and listened and thought and questioned. I'm be-
ginning to see new perspectives on things.” “It was so incredible to see peo-
ple (staff and students) present things they had worked on. There were so
many varied issues that it made me really think about a variety of subjects,
not just my own area of concentration,” “Learning from my peers, through
their papers is a vare and valuable expetience, in that it generates a sense of
community among us.” “] gained a new perspective on the sometimes angry
and/or defensive pose developed by many lesbians as a result of society’s re-
jection and condescension about their lifestyle/sexual orientation.”

Because of the excitement surrounding symposium discussiot s, various
groups have formed that meet year round and are ancillary to or spin-offs
from the Gender Studies Symposium. li 1991, students initiated a computer
conversation program for gender issues, which included topics such as rape,
gay, lesbian and bisexual issues, abortion, and “survivor stories.” Also in
1991, students conceptualized and published the first issue of Synergia, a gen-
der issues journal.

PERSONAL GROWTH

As the New York Times etc. whips up hysteria nationwide about
alleged “indoctrination” by feminists, “leftists,” and anti-Bloomites,

1 am bemused by the retro-stupidity of it all and grateful chat at Lewis
and Clark the people who mattered understood that a mono-cultural,
androcentric, hetero-sexist education was not an education! I didn’t
learn how to be “politically correct” at LC—I learned how to take my-
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self and other people seriously and to value complexity. If that's “PC,”
thank god for it! And, ¢ a teacher now, I value the example of LC
faculey who understood and showed that they understood their oun re-
sponsibility to be self-critical and generous.

A LEWIS AND CLARK COLLEGE GRADUATE

Of the students (N=145) and alumnae(i) (N=24) who responded to the
questionnaire, most saw learning about gender, race, and class as essential to
their education and called for more institutional support of the Gender
Studies Program. A typical comment was, “Gender studies is a necessity in a
liberal arts education.” One first-year male student, who had taken gender
studies elective courses and attended one symposium, wrote: “It is the respon-
sibility of a liberal arts college to provide gender education to its students.
Never let gender studies at Lewis and Clark be ended. It is one ot the most
important programs here.”

The Le vis and Clark alumna above who referred to polit'cal correctness
in her 1991 questionnaire response has completed her Ph.D. and ¢urrently is
a professor at a large midwestern university. She writes that when she arrived
at Lewis and Clark, in the early 1980s, she was already “a committed femi-
nist” and was thrilled by the “extrao ‘inary proliferation of feminist perspec-
tives across the curriculum, not just in gender studies classes.” While the
majority of students who arrive at Lewis and Clark are not typically self-pro-
claimed “committed feminists,”? data collected for our study suggest similar
personal growth themes introduced in this alumna’s questionnaire: height-
ened awareness through intellectual community, increased self-esteem, em-
powerment, and agency. To understand how learning through the Gender
Studies Program affects the personal growth of women and men, we asked a
number of open-ended questions in our questionnaires, which invited stu-
dents and alumnae(i) to reflect on what impact, if any, the program had on
their lives.

HEIGHTENED AWARENESS THROUGH
INTELLECTUAL COMMUNITY
The first personal growth theme that emerged was heightened awareness
through intellectual community. The annual Gender Studies Symposium was
the vehicle which provided intellectual community for many students, An
alumna recalled: “Learning from my peers, through their papers, was a rare

E KC 1d valuabie experience...that...generated a sense of community among us.’
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Another graduate wrote: “The symposium ratified my sense that the world of
gender scholarship was a big place with enormous complexity and that any
denial of that complexity—in the name of ‘excellence’ or ‘unity’ or even ‘sis-
terhood’—was dangerous and counterproductive.” Heightened awareness
through intellectual community was underscored by the woman student who
reflected on her symposium participation:

The most significant experience I have had at Lewis and Clark was
participating in the Gender Studies Sympsium. ... Much of what 1
learned changed my attitudes and beliefs and gave me new concepts to
examine. Many of the ideas deeply moved me, making me aware of
unfulfilled desires in my personai life and in the world as a whole.

Respondents noted that the symposium promotes heightened awareness
by reaching students who, due to enrollment demands, frequently are denied
access to gender studies courses. Seventy-five percent of our randoun, strati-
fied student sample had attended one or more symposia. A senior who had
attended four symposia observed, “The Gender Studies Symposium was, [ be-
lieve, the most well-attended event on campus this year. You don't have to
have taken gender courses or be a gender minor to be affected by the Gender
Studies Program on this campus.” This observaticn was confirmed by a first-
year student’s comment: “I've become aware of gender discussions that I've
been completely blind to before.” For a graduate, the gender symposium had
“an eye-opening effect [and was] an entrance to an unfamiliar and very famil-
iar worli of issues.” Another graduate reflected, “I always learned more about
other races, especially during the symposium and felt more aware and sensi-
tive to people of color.”

As an example of heightened awareness through intellectual communi-
ty, we turn to a narrative provided by a male student, a double major in in-
rernational affairs and econormics, who wrote: “As a white male, who
thought I was open-minded and aware, feminism and my own sexist behavior
have shattered that illusion. I'm thankful for it; I just wish it had occurred
earlier.” After attending his first symposium in 1991, he wrote:

Until April of this year, 1 would not have labeled myself a feminist,
nor was I even aware of what it mec .. The impetus for me was hear-
ing [in a class] an LC woman tell about her rape. I was deeply moved
and disturbed by this. 1 did not think that rape was so pervasive, so 1

oy -
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decided that I was not as informed about what was happening in the
world. I went to the International Woman's Day at [Portland State
University] and...I signed up for the Portland Wrnen's Crisis Line
training for men.... The Gender Symposium b. :.3ht all the informa-
tion and more into the core of my being.... The pornography presenta-
tion on Wednesday drilled home my internalized sexism and made me
internalize all the other information that had been previously left out of
my life.... The experience was extreme, but I would want it no other
way. I'm thankful to those women who have helped open my eyes. |
vealize that the issues must become a responsibility of men to correct.
My actions and behavior in the future will show the impact that the
gende~ symposium had on me. Gender studies and the symposium
m-ust keep growing so that we may, one day, see a world of equality.

For those who enrolled in gender studies courses, awareness is height-
ened even more. After taking GS 440, “Feminist Theary,” a senior male siu-
dent wrote: “It has made me open my eyes and see more clearly the complex-
‘ jes concerning gender, race, and class in our society. It has made me
examine myself much more critically.” Another student feund that gender
studies courses had “an incredible impact” on her “gendes awareness and sen-
sitivity.” After taking GS 231, “Gender in Cross-Cultural Perspective,” a
male student majoring in biology and chemistry wrote: “1 used to be = ~lly
homophobic. Presently, several of my friends are admitted homophiles. 1 love
them!”

Fourteen alumnae(i) rated their gender courses at the 5 level, three at
the 4 level, and one at the 3 level. One alunnus, now a graduate student in
international affairs, commented: “Before coruing to LC, I had not been ex-
pused even to the idea that gender was a subject in and of itself.... I started to
recognize what little I knew and what I still had to learn.” Another graduate
wrote: “They [the gender courses] completzly ravolutionized my understand-
ing ot life on this planet, and more specifically, my life. They were the most
important part of my education.” “Not until I got in law school,” wrote an-
other alumna, “did | realize the everyday understanding and sensitivity that |
had gained about gender, race, and class was sc sual.”

EMPOWERMENT AND ACGENCY
For male students, heightened awareness was th= most frequent and Jomi-
1ant personal growth theme. As one niale senior put it, “We men have « fot

‘7,’
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The majority of respondents did rot see gender
studies as an isolared retreat. . .but as an integral
part of their experience at Lewis and Clark

to learn.” But while men most frequently cited heightened awareness, wom-
en were much more likely to point to empowerment and agency as personal
outcomes of their education. For many women, the presence of female pro-
fessors in gender studies was empowering. One student recalled: “Some of the
profs really served as mentors—strong women role models az= so important
to all students.” After taking “Rhetoric of Women,” a gender studies elective,
a woman who plans to pursue graduare study in psychology wrote: “The ex-
perience of studying women who worked to make changes in our country was
empowering, giving me new role models to admire and emulate. I developed
a new confidence in myself as a woman. I want to be a part of the continua-
tion of spreading new knowledge and research, and making a difference in
people’s lives.”

Movement fr . heightened awareness to empowerment and agency was
apparent in many student and alumnae(i) statements, again purticularly
those of women. One woman student described this personal growth as “a
sense of pride in who I am and what ! can do as an individual in society.”
Another student felt empowered with “the ability to question what | see
happening” and able to act as an agent to “change what 1 am doing.” “For me
personally,” wrote one student, “this awareness within the classtoom validat-
ed my experience as a woman (so that it was just as real and valued as rnale
experience), as a lesbian, and as n powerful person. In many ways, it has been
and continues to be very empowering.” Another student wrote: “Getting in
touch with my feminist voice put me in touch with a lot of issues around me.
It also helped me to get involved with the symposium planning committee
and the Portland Women's Crisis Line.” For another woman student, gender
studies courses “let me learn to think critically and be more confident and
challenge oppressing situations....”

Finally, the narrative provided by a forty-six-year-old student is a mov-
ing reflection on personal growth through gender studies courses. This stu-
dent excelled as a major in English and a minor in gender studies, and she
celebrated a June graduation with her husband and children. In her student
questionnaire, she wrote:

When the Women's Movement was prominent in the late '60s and
'70s, I was raising my two children and didn’t get involved at all. I
lived in a very conservative state (Nevada}, and I was ignorant. At
thirty, I thought I was too oid to go to college. When I was forty-two,
I realized I couldn't go on beg??g,? secretary. i started college for the
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first time—at the community college here in Portland. After I had sev-
enty-two credits, | transferred to Lewis and Clark because (1) they
emphasize writing and critical thinking, and (2) they have a Gender
Studies Program. 1 had felt a lack over the years because I didn’t have
the knowledge to put into words what I'd experienced, felt, or thought.
I wanted to know women writers and see if | could become a better
me. Being an older student wus very difficult the first term.... This
year, my senior year, | spoke out against unfaimesses and supported
friends and issues. This yeay, I realize I'm smart, strong, worthy,
thoughtful, analytic—yes, I'm what I always wanted to be—Me. |
used to be afraid to be me; now I feel I can stand taller.

CONCLUSIONS

The exploration of our three key questions and the conclusions suggested by
our data can be broken down into four findings:
O Stedent and alumnae(i) enthusiasm for gender studies translates into en-
thusiasm for Lewis and Clark as an institution. The majority of respondents
did not see gender studies as an isolated retreat from the rest of the college
but as an integral part of their experience at Lewis and Clark. Many felt gen-
der studies defined Lewis and Clark. This finding has, we think, important
unplications for recruiting and retaining students and faculty members.
[] Although many respondents spoke about the integration of gender into
the curricutum along with the minor as interdependent components of the
Gender Studive Program, the study shows that there are important differ-
ences between attempts to integrate gender into the curriculum as a whole
(including the symposium) and the minor with its focus on gender. The
study reminds us that while beth elements of the program re essential, they
serve different ends and often reach different audiences. One could not, and
should not, be substituted for the other. Gender integration enables the pro-
gram to heighten awateness of gender issues on campus, introduce new infor-
mation about womern s contributions to the disciplines, and generally to im-
prove the institutional climate, while the minor creates a space for in-depth
analysis of gender and for explc-ation of the full range of cultural narratives
articulated in our knowledge base. Without the minor, many of the knowl-
edge plots and learning skills would not be available to students; without the in-
tegration component, the program would risk becoming isolated.

o ' I follows from the second conclusion that the Gender Studies Program at
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Lewis and Clark should nos exnard to become a major. ‘The interrelation-
ships between integration ei7oris und the minor provide the best possible
combination for our siudents 7 his tiine, The data indicate that the minor
enables students to forge . witions not only batween their academic stud-
ies and their personal exper .rices (as we would also expect a women's studies
major to do) but als» betw..- i\ the gender minor and other coursework they
do, including their majois. The breadth of majots represented hoth in our
reinors and in other ssurents who enroll in gender studies courses 1s striking
and contributes ¢ 10 .susly to the interdisciplinary nature of the program.
This conversatio: = .ong various disciplines might e lost if the program
were institutional’ v 1solated as a department or major.

[! Based on ou! .- analysis of the knowledge base and learning skills of gen-
der studies, v+ r.ght conclude that tne: sequencing of courses within the mi-
nor is well dest;zaed to take students through the various knowledge plots and
learnine clusters, enabling students to build upon previous l2arning; but we are
not able tu guarantee that students take the courses in the designed sequence.
One recornmendation might be to require GS 200, “Men and Women in
American Society,” of all gender studies minors and madke it a prerequisite for
other gender studies courses. We plan to initiate a discussion of the feasibility
of suct: a meve and its impact on staffing and student accessibility.

Most significantly, our study validated our own sense of the importance
of gender studies at Lewis and Clark. In all our investigations for this study,
only one respondent (a male who had never participated in gender studies)
called for the abolition of the program. Most representative were the re-
sponses of two students who wrote:

I think one of the best things about the L&C Gender Studies Program
is that it does attempt and has had some success in getting an integrat-
ed body of students (I mean men and women) in the classroom. When
the issues can be discussed between men and women, diffevent per-
spectives can be offered, and everyone can learn something.

I like men being in the classroom. (They are, since they feel included.)
I get to know them in a different way.

It seems, in a Jdelicious irony, that we have come full circle, At the
founding of Lewis and Cliark over a century ago, women were to be included
o along with men in a curriculum that recognized that the presence of women
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in the classroom could contribute significantly to the quality of the academic
conversation. As the twentieth century draws to a close, the Gendar Studies

Program at Lewis and Clark College provides a space in which men can work
side by side with women to formulate more effective strategies for promoting

social equality, justice, tolerance, and diversity.

1. We are indebted to a number of people who contributed to the structure and content of Lewis
and Clark’s study. Mary Henning-Stout, Assistant Professor of Counseling Psychology at Lewis
and Clark, provided advice about research design in the early stages of our work. Joan Poliner
Shapiro, Lee Knefelkamp, and Caryn McTighe Musil, along with other members of the
National Assessment Teatn, provided valuable suggestions throughout the process. Finally, we
are indebted to the faculty, students, and administrators at Lewis and Clark who contributed in
so many ways and made this stucy possible.

2. Martha Frances Montague, Lewis and Clark College, 1867~1967 (Portland, Ore.: Binfords and
Mort, 1968), 11-12.

3. Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, “Integrating Content About Women and Gender into the
Curriculum,” in Multicultural Education: Issues and Perspectives ed. James A. Banks and Cherry
M. McGee Banks (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1989).

4. Language, Gender, and Society (Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House, 1983).

5. Barrie Thome, Cheris Kramarae, and Nancy Henley, “Teaching Feminist Theory” in Theory
in the Classroom, ed. Cary Nelson (Urbana: University of Hlinois Press, 1986), 58-66.

6. For the literature on situated knowledge, see Donna Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The
Science Question in Feminism and the Privilege of Partial Perspective," Feminist Studies 14
(1988): 575-99.

7. Review of several years of comparative data on enteting first-year students at four-year, pri-
vate, nonsectarian colleges shows that Lewis and Clark students are more likely to enter with
higher interest in political and social action than their counterparts at other institutions and are
more likely to take “liberal” positions on issues such as the death penalty, military spending, and
homosexual relations. Lewis and Clark students report that they arrive with high interest in ob-
taining a “general education” and less interest in attending college “to make more inoney.” For
detailed information, see: “The Astin Study,” data collected by the Cooperati¥e Institutional
Research Program and sponsored jointly by the American Council on Education and University
of California-Los Angeles.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
LEWIS AND CLARK COLLEGE

Male:

Female:

Age:

Year in School:
Major:

Minor:

Part l: Gender St.dies Program
1. What do you think are the objectives of the Gender Studies Program at Lewis and
Clark?

2. How well do you believe these objectives are being met? (What particular
strengths ar.d weaknesses do you perceive?)

3. What difference, if any, do you see between 2 gender studies program and a wom-
en's studies program!

4. What impact, if any, do you believe the gender studies program has had on Lewis
and Clark!

5. In your opinion, should Lewis and Clark have a gender studies program! Why or
why not?

Part H: Gender Studies Core Courses
1. Indicate which, if any, of the following gender studies core courses you have com-
rleted and in which courses you are currently enrolled:
C = completed course E = entolled conrse
{list of courses followed on original questionnaire]

2. Circle the number on the scale that best represents your overall learning in the
above gender studies core courses:
1 2 3 ' 4 5

poor fair average good excellent
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3. What do you consider to be your most significant and lzast significant learning ex-
periences in these courses?

4. How do these gender studies core courses compare with other courses you have
taken at Lewis and Clark?

5. Was the learning/teaching climate in these gender studies core courses different
from your non-gender studies classes? If so, how?

6. What effect, if any, have these gender studies core courses had on your understand-
ing of issues of gender, race, and class!

7. Which of these courses would you recommend to other students? Why?

Part l11: Practicum/Internship in Gender Studies
If you completed or are currently involved in a practicum/internship in gender stud-
ies, describe the practicum and comment on the experience:

Part 1V: Other Courses with a Gender Focus
1. What other courses have you taken in the Lewis and Clark general college curricu-
lum that included a focus on gender issues?

2. Circle the number on the scale that best represents your overall learning in these
courses:
1 2 3 4 5
poor fair average good excellent

3. What do you consider to be your most significant and least significant learning ex-
perience in these courses?

4. How do these cnurses compare with other courses you have taken at Lewis and
Clark!?

5. Which of these courses would you recommend to other students! Why?

O
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Part V: Gender and Overseas Programs
1. Have you purticipated in a Lewis and Clark overseas program?  Yes No
If yes, wha'. was the program!
2. How did gender issues figure in the program—in preparation, during the course of
the overseas study, after return to campus!?

Part VI: Gerder Studies Symposium
1. Have you ever attended any of the Lewis and Clark Gender Studies Symposium
events! Yes No
If yes, circle the year(s) of your participation i 1 the symposium?
1982 1933 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

2. Which events do you recall attending, and what was your evaluation!

3. What effect did your attendance at the symposium have on your understanding of
isst..ss of gender, race, and class?

4. Circle the number of the scale that best represents your learning experience in the
sympuosium!?
1 2 3 4 5
pour fair average good excullent

5. Have you ever been involved as a planner, presenter, or moderator in a Lewis and
Clark Gender Studies Symposium!
Yes No
1 yes, circle the year(s) of your participation:
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 17288 1989 1990

6. Describe and comment on your participation in the symposium:

7. What effect did your participation in the symposium have on your understanding
of issues of gender, race, and class?

8. Circle the number of the scale that best represents your learning experience as a
symiposium planner, presenter, and/or moderator:

1 2 3 4 5

poot fair average good excellunt
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Part VIiI: What Else?

What else would you like to communicate to us about the Gender Studies Program at
Lewis and Clark as we plan for the future?

CHARACTERISTICS OF CONNECTED
AND SEPARATE KNOWING

Aspect

The name of the game

Goals:

The relationship between
the knowers:

The knower's relationship
to the known:

The nature of agency:
The nature of discoutse:
The role of emotion:
Procedure for transcend-
ing subjectivity:

Basis of authority:

Strengths:

Vulnerabilities:

Based on Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger & Tarule,

Connected Knowing

The “Believing Game”:
looking for what is
right—accepting

To construct meaning—to
uniderstand and to be un-
derstood

Collaborative: reasons
with the other

Attachment & closeness

Active surrender
Narrative & contextual
Feelings illuminate thought
“Objectivity” achieved

by adopting the other’s
perspective

Commonality of
experience

Expansive, inclusive

Loss of identity and
autonomy

Separate Knowing

The “Doubting Game™:
looking for what is
wrong—citical

To construct truth—to
prove, dishrove, and con-
vince

Adversarial: reasoning
against the other

Detachment & distance

Mastery and conuol
Logical & abstract
Feelings cloud thought
“Objectivity” achieved by
adhering to impersonal

and universal standards

Mastery of relevant knowl-
edge and methodology

Narrowing, discriminating

Alienation and absence of
care

Women's Ways of Knowing: The Development

of Self, Voice, & Mind (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1986); and Elbow, Writing Without Teachers

(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1973), with thanks

to Hilarle Davis for her suggestions.

§4
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PROGRAM GOALS
GENDER STUDIES PROGRAM

Theory, Content, and Praxis Goals
1. To examine feminist theories concerning the social and historical constructions of
gender, both locally <...d globally, including:
a. the relational rather than essential nature of women/femininity and men/
masculinity;
b. how gender defines relationships among men, among women, and between men
and women;
c. how gender defines sexuality, sexual identity, social inequality, and the family.

2. To improve upon our model of gender studies, including a critique of Western
femirist theory.

3. To recognize that women's lives have been under-represented in tradition:; disciplines
and to identify women’s as well as men’s roles in cultural, social, and scientific endeavors.

4. To study, compare, and evaluate an array of disciplinary constructions of gender in-
cluding, but not limited to, aesthetic, cross-cultural, psychological, and biological
perspectives.

5. To identify the inwizections of gender with race, class, age, sexual identity, and
ethnicity, both locally and globally.

6. To integrate gender -nalysis into students’ academic programs, including;
a. the Core Program (general education program);

b. the other College mission foci—International Education and STV
(Science, Technology, and Values);

c. other interdisciplinary programs;

d. disciplinary curricula.

7. To involve students and faculty in a critical appraisal of how institutional and
classroom climates affect the learning of women and men.

8. T provide classroom and institutional climates that encourage synthesis as well as
questioning, connection as well as criticism, action as well as thought, practice as

Q ell as theory.
80
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COURSES SCORED ON
CURRICULUM INTEGRATION SCALE

Fine Arts and Humanities

English 205 (Medieval and Renaissance Literature)

English 206 (Seventeenth & Eighteenth-Century Literature)
English 315 (American Literature, WWII-present)

History 232 (Europe in Crisis, 1890-1950)

History 270 (India: Past and Present)

Art 224 (Painting)

Philosophy 354 (Aesthetics)

Philosophy 421 (American Ideology and Culture)

Religious Studies 222 (Old Testament)

Mathematics and Natural Sciences
Biology 111 (Perspectives in Bioiogy)
Health and Physical Education 350 (Mental Health)

Social Science

Communications 101 (Introduction to Inter;. .rsonal and Organizational)
Communications 330 (Communication and Culture)

Economics 335 (Labor Economics)

Education 305/550 (Historical/Ethical Perspectives on Education)
International Affairs 230 (African Politics)

International Affairs 237 (Third World Politics)

Psychology 218 (Abnorinal Psychology)

Sociology/Anthropology 110 (Introduction to Cultural Anthropolcgy)
Suciology/Anthropology 350 (Global Inequality)

846
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SCORING SHEET
FOR KNOWLEDGE BASE
AND LEARNING SKILLS

Reader File
Paper
Date Female Male

1. Plots for Knowledge Base for Gender Studies
— L. Politics of sex/gender plot (economic, political and sexual subjugation of
women built into social structures; activism for change)

— 2. Cultural images of sex/gender plot (representations of gender—masculinity
and femininity—in art and the media, both high and mass culture)

—— 3. Nature/nurture plu. (biological to socially learned differences)

— 4. Diversity plot (recognition and respect for racial, ethnic, cultural, sexual,
class, and age differences)

- 5. Body plot (female sexuality and male sexuality; hiterosexuality and homo-
sexuality)

—— 6. Communication plot (verbal and nonverbal; discursive and nondiscursive;
the making and authorization of meaning)

1. Interpersonal relationships plot (the structuring, maintenance, and termina-
tion of dyadic relatior:ships, family relationships, work relationships, and other small
group relationships, etc.)

— 8. Womea's creation o knowledge plot (women's contribution throughout the
disciplines to the creation of knowledge)

Il. Learning Skills

—— 1. Social construction of gender
1 2 3 4 5
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—— 2. Agency of the oppressed
1 2 3 4 5

—3. Form and content: questioning adequacy of traditional forms of expressions;
experimentaticn with non-traditional forms

1 2 3 4 5
— 4. Knowledge in gender studies seen as interminable; producing rather than re-
peating knowledge

1 2 3 4 5

5. Positionality—self-awareness, self-empowerment, “clicks,” and “epiphanies”
1 2 3 4 5

. 6. Social construction of knowledge
1 2 3 4 5

!
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CHAPTER FOUR

OLD DOMINION
UNIVERSTY
MAKING CONNECTIONS

BY ANITA CLAIR FELLMAN AND BARBARA A. WINSTEAD

Old Dominion University examines four areas for the assessment
of program goals—knowledge base, critical skills. feminist peda-
gogy, and personal growth—asking the following questions:
What are the key concepts in women'’s studies? Are learning
skills developed in women’s studies any different from learning
skills developed in other disciplines? Are students’ voices heard
and respected in the classroom? Is personal growth different for
women's studies students? Finally, a fifth area of assessment was
established: How has participating in women’s studies influcnced
faculty members?

Old Dominion University is a state-supported institution with seventeen
thousand students in Norfolk, Virginia, the site of the nation’s largest naval
base and a bustling port. These two factors assure that many local residents,
in fact, may have spent part of their lives in other locations. The university
is largely nonresidential, with an undergraduate student body whose average
age is twenty-three. A high proportion of students hold part- or full-time jobs
while going to the university; 17 percent of undergraduates attend ODU part
time. Typically, 30 to 40 percent of the students in the introductory women’s
studies course are martied and/or have children. All these factors mitigate
against student involvement in campus activities and intensify the responsi-
bility of courses to embody the institution’s educational mission.

In women’s studies specifically, student engagement with or attachment
to the program has ebbed and flowed over the yeats, deper 'ing largely upon
fortuitous combinations of students. It is always a struggle to make incoming
students aware of a program that exists only at the 300- and 400-level in
time for them to plan to become women’s studies minors. At the time of this
assessment, and perhaps aided by it, student involvement in women’s studies
was once a~ . un the rise, with about thirty-five students cnrolled as mi-
nors. Sonue of the same centrifugal forces exist for faculty members involved
in the Women's Studies Program. They are spread among nine or ten depart-
ments or programs in four of ODU's colleges. Because there are no institu-

I
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tional incentives or rewards, those who serve on the Women's Studies
Advisory Council (WSAC) do so purely out of interest and feminis solidarity.

We decided to participate in “The Courage to Question” for two basic
reasons. Since we had a loosely structured minor, we wanted first to find out
just what we weve teaching our students aud what they were leaming.
Second, we wanted our participation in the assessment project to create
stronger connectiohs among the WSAC,

Founded in 1977, with its first director appeinted in 1978, Old Dom-
inion University's Women's Studies Program is well established. The admin-
istration of the College of Arts and Letters, where the program is located,
firmly supports women's studies; in fact, the college’s contriburion to the uni-
versity emphasis on urban issues is interpreted to mean a focus on gender and
ethnicity. Many women's studies and women's studies cross-listed courses fill
university-wide, upper-division general-education requirements.

Noneilieless, the resources put into the program are modest: the cirector
is still its only purmanent faculty member. In recent years, however, the
provost of the university and the deans of the relevant colleges have con-
tributed funds to permit release time for a visiting half-time faculty person
lent, on a rotating basis, from other departments in the university. The direc-
ror, this annual joint appointee, and an occasional adjunct instructor teack:
the two core women’s studies zourses. Instructors usually are lent to the pro-
gram from the English department to cover twe other popular women’s stud-
ies courses. The remainder of the twelve to fifteen courses that we offer ench
semescer ate cross-licted from other departments—mostly within the College
of Arts and Letters—where the majority of feminist scholars on capus is lo-
cated. In addition to the one women's studies requited course, students have
a choice of about thirty other courses to apply to a fifwen-credit (five-course)
women’s studies minor. While this wide selection bespeals a strong interest
in feminist scholarship, especially among arts and letters fuculty members, it
does highligivt the director’s lack of formal controi over the content of the
courses from other departments. it also contributes to a smorgasbord educa-
tion in women’s studics, a situation we will rectify as we plen for a baccalau-
reate degree in women's studies.

SETTIN GOALS
From the beginning, assessment of the Women's Studies Program at ODU
wiss a collaborative and hands-on leaming project. Those wornen's studies
o faculty members and students witling and abic to patticipate, numbering
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about twenty-five over the course of the project, were involved at all levels:
deciding whether or not to engage in assessment, setting goals, defining
goals, developing assessment tools, using those tools (administering question-
naires and tests, conducting interviews), and interpreting results of data col-
lected. Only this final report can be said to be the work of a few rather than
many. While inclusiveness can be cumbersome, its virtues are the richness of
diverse opinions and perspectives and the commitment of the participants.

Having decided to zssess the Women's Studies Program, we faced the
initial question of what to assess. “The Courage to Question” grant suggested
four areas: knowledge base, learning skills, feminist pedagogy, and personal
growth, with the proviso that we could delete, add, modify, or substitute ac-
cording to our institutional and programmatic needs. Although we used
these four as a framework for establiching specific assessment program goals,
we established a fifth area to assess: women'’s studies impact on women'’s stud-
ies faculty members. This target acknowledges the reflexive nature of teach-
ing women’s studies—or any academic discipline. The assumptions, methods
of inquiry, and styles of discourse of a discipline, as well as the social relation-
ships established around a common purpose, affect faculty members, their
teaching, and, consequently, student learning.

With five areas to assess we established five subcommittees to develop
specific objectives for each area. The meetings of these subcommittees result-
ed in lively conversation and debate. Critical questions were raised: Is there
a canon in women'’s studies? “No, let there not be!” most of us said, but we
did agree that there is a knowledge base. Are or should learning skills devel-
oped ir. women's studies be any different from learning skills developed in
other disciplines? We concluded that even though making connections be-
tween personal experience and academic knowledge is to be expected in most
disciplines, this skill has a special significance in women'’s studies. What is
feminist pedagogy anyway? We are still investigating this question but have
gained some valuable insights. Is personal growth different for women's studies
students? We decided to look particularly at students’ friendships. Finally, how
hes participating in women’s studies influenced us as faculty members?

METHODS
We were determined that cur goals  .d objectives not be method-driven.
Whenever anyone said, “But how will you measure that!” someone always
answered, “We don't need to worry about that yet.” Eventually, of course, we
¥ KC did have to choose methods to measure our objectives.
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We were guided by the National Assessment Team to use data that w2
already collected (journals, papers, finals) and measures that can be used for
multiple purposes (interviews, questionnaires). We found, too, that others
had developed measures that we could use. Thus, the questionnaire sent to
ODU graduates who minored in women’s studies and the exit interviews with
seniors graduating with a minor were adapted from an alumnae questionnaire
used by Wellesley College. For some objectives, we developed our own in-
struments. Although it was tempting to limit our research subjects to the
manageable number of women’s studies minors, we decided ultimately to use
soine instruments that would enable us to learn something about all students
in women’s studies, including many who were minors. The objectives for
each area and the methods used to mcasure them are reviewed in the next
section.,

KNOWLEDGE BASE
To define our objectives for the first area, knowledge base, we asked instruc-
tors of women'’s studies or cross-listed courses to identify five key concepts
that they attempted to convey to students. These were summarized as: the
systetnatic, interlocking oppression of women; women’s varied relations to
patriarchy; the social construction of gender; the social construction of
knowledge; and the redefining and reconceptualizing of women’s power and
empowerment. To ascertain change in knowledge, each instructor was asked
to develop and administer a shiort, ungraded test at the beginning of the
semester (pre-test) and t.ien give the same test at the end of the semester
(post-test). Instructors then compared answers and prepared a report describ-
ing ways in which student knowledge had and had not changed. The tests,
used in fifteen classes representing nine different courses over two semesters,
were given to 630 students for the pre-tests and 525 students for the post-
tests. Thirty-six of these students identified themselves as women'’s studies
minors. With the exception of the short answer test given in four sections of
one course, the tests were multiple choice in nature.
The courses were:
[0 WMST 301 Women in a Changing World (offered twice)
O WMST 460 Feminist Thought
O WMST 495 Gender and Ethics (offered twice)
(7 PSYCH 323 Psychology of Women (offered twice)
o UJ CRJS 325 Women and Crime
E mcl ENGL 463 Women Writers (offe‘rsd ’_)four times)

IToxt Provided by ERI
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O ENGL 477 Language, fiepbr and Power
() HIST 495 Wome n» ir; Lavin American History
O HIST 495 Wotnen and */ork in American History

Many of our comclusi: ms from these tests about student knowledge are
based on <t ep 2 7. However, “Women in a Changing World,” “Fem-
inist Th @hs,” ™", ~maen and Work in American History,” and “Womer
Weriters” kud suff .1ent numbers of women's studies minors to enable *- -
make meaningful generalizations about the knowledge base of mincts as op-
posed to non-minors in those classes.

While these tests were the most efficient way to take a reading of stu-
dents’ awareness of some key points tor each course, they were 21" a refined
instrument for ascertaining what students understood. It was ne.+ always easy
to distinguish between wrong answers based on students’ lack st knowledge
and those that were a function of imprecise or confusing ¢.-~stions. Some-
times wrong answers were a product of a little knowledge. rather than of no
knowledge, but it was difficult to tell from the results ev . .tly where the gap
lay in transmission. For instance, in “Psychology of Woinen,” on the basis of
the first semester’s post-tests, the instructor attempted (t}-voughout the fol-
lowing semester) to correct a widely held misconcertion; nonetheless, the
test results were virtually the same the second semester.

Much more time-consuining, but more useful, was the analysis of final
exams for a few courses. In retrospect, this may have been the single most
valuable instrument for knowledge-base objectives. Perhaps we would have
benefitted from having each instructor desigh one compulsory exam que: ion
for the final exam that would test students’ mastery of one key concept. The
portfolio of papers from women's studies courses submitted by graduating mi-
nors was another good means of gauging student comprehension of impor-
tant ideas.

Finally, graduating minors (twelve) and alumnae (fifteen) were asked in
an interview or by questionnaire to identify the three most important con-
cepts that they had learned in women’s studies courses (see pages 107-108).
The open-ended nature of this request yielded somewhat general answers
that were only moderately instructive. Furthermore, our alumna question-
naire called for a considerable investment of time and thought on the part of
the respondent. Despite our suggestion that alumnae answer as little or as
much of it as they wished, we probably would have gotten a better return

x with a shorter questionnaire,
$ . -
ERIC 30
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We turned to our students and asked them what
was most critical about how they are taught....
Without hestitation or qualification they said
having their voices heard and respected )

LEARNING SKILLS

Our objectives for the learning skills area were to assess connected learning
as well as students’ ability to examine the assumptions underlying culturally
accepted work, studies, and literatures; and their ability to redefine and de-
fend questions, problems, and issues. We used course papers and exams and
students’ submissions to the annual Women's Studies Student Essay Contest.

FEMINIST PEDAGOGY

To decide on objectives for assessment for feminist pedagogy, we turned to
our students and asked them what was most critical about how they are
taught. Without hesitation or qualifications they said having their voices
heard and respected. We designed a questionnaire to ask simply, “Was your
voice (that is, your questions, concerns, and opinions) heard and respected
in this class?” and distributed it to students in women's studies and cross-list-
ed courses. We also asked questions concerning “voice” in the minors’ exit
interviews and the aluinnae questionnaires.

PERSONAL GROWTH

Our objective was to measure the sense of “we-ness"” students feel in the
women's studies classroom. We designed a questionnaire asking students to
estimate the number of female and male acquaintances, friends, and close
friends they had in their classes—both women’s studies and non-women's
studies (see page 106). The questionnaire was administered at the beginning
and the end of the semester, and changes in friendships over time were ana-
lyzed. Questions also were asked in the minors' exit interviews and in the
alumnae questionnaires about changes in friendships that occurred as a result
of participation in women's studies.

IMPACT ON FACULTY

We assessed how the women's studies program has affected the teaching and
scholarly lives of women faculty reembers associated with the program. To
accomplish this, we interviewed r ne another; this process served both to en-
courage us to examine our own lives as they are affected by participation in
women's studies and to explore and discover how women's studies has influ-
enced our colleagues.

J
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RESULTS
KNOWLEDGE BASE
We should make clear at the outset that we were not measuring the informa-
tion that our students had acquired but rather the distillation of that infor-
mation into a series of complex cor: ~2pts with which to interpret the world.
For example, when students learn from lectures, readings, and research proj-
ects how little reliable knowledge we have on diseases and physical condi-
tions specific to women, we wish them also to understand the larger point
about the devaluation of women in our culture and about the social con-
struction of knowledge. If we convey to students that domestic service lost its
place as the primary occupation for African American women almost forty
years after it ceased being the most common job for white women, we want
them to realize that not all women experience a patriarchal system in the
same way. It was student understanding of the larger concepts that we had
defined as the desired knowledge base.

Social construction of gender
Based on our evaluations, it is apparent that students come to understand
that gender is socially constructed. Over the course of the semester, students
move from a reliance on individual or biological explanations to sociocultur-
al ones. Hence, students in “Women in a Changing World” were less likely
to agree by the end of the semester that women mother because of a mater-
nal instinct; women's studies minors were even less likely to think so than
their classmates. Students also came to see workforce jobs as a reinforcement
of gender identity rather than as a natural outgrowth of feminine abilities. In
“Gender and Ethics,” an increased percentage of students ceased accepting
individualist justifications (“] meant no harm” or “She chose this freely”) in
favor of understanding how choices are constrained by less visible, and less
conscious, ctructural barriers. Several minors who had taken the sociology of
sexuality course taught by a feminist instructor retained as a key concept the
realization that sexuality, too, is socially constructed. In “Psychology of
Women,” students switched to sociocultural as opposed to biological expla-
nations of gender-related behaviors. The troubling exception to this was the
persistence in the belief that violence against women is best explained by the
pathological impulsivity and aggressiveness of some males.
Students ordinarily come into our classes convinced that all impedi-
ments that stand in women’s way are a result of restrictive socialization of
@ thmale and female children. The degree of their passionate interest in this
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subject can be demonstrated by which questicns students chose to answer on
a midterm in “Women in a Changing World.” Ninety percent selected an
essay question that asked them, on the basis of the course reading they had
done on socialization, to describe how they planned to socialize their daugh-
ters. The instructor saw her task as deepening their understanding of how
lifelong this process is and how pervasive the gendering of our culture, Stu-
dents’ capacities to analyze gendered cultural messages increased by the end
of the course. Most of those with children, for example, wrote of looking at
children’s cartoons and television shows with new eyes. In analyzing what
they had learned from committing an assigned gender role violation, the vast
majority of women studenis marvelied at how deeply they had been social-
ized as females despite their initial belief that they were free individually
from the confining aspects of femininity.

Interlocking oppression of women

When it comes to the more challenging issue of the systemic devaluation
and subordination of females, of the interlocking forms of oppression of
women, we do see a difference in understanding between minors and non-
minors. For instance, most students come to understand that rape and sexual
harassment are crimes of violence, not of uncontrollable desire, and repre -
sent an attempt to subjugate and control women, On the “Women and
Crime” post-test, 100 percent of students understood correctly that raps vic-
tims are less lixely to be believed by the police and prosecutors than victims
of other crimes. They are less clear, however, on how society encourages and
perpetuates such violence.

Minors are more likely, judging from their final exams and their exit inter-
views, to see patriarchy as an overarching framework, a system, as opposed toa
series of random discriminations against women. One tninor, in analyzing her
gender violation for “Women in a Changing World,” cbserved wryly that given

2 power of males in our social system, even her attempt at role reversal (she
offered to buy 2 male stranger a drink) resulted in his still wresting control of
the situation from her. “1 find that male-dominant societies are everywhere,”
obsetved a minor in the “Women Writers” course, while one of her classmates
indicated that she was completing the course with an increased awareness of
power relavons illustrated in literary works, In their exit interviews, seven wom-
en’s studies minors, including one male, identified the existence of a patriarchal
system as one of the three most important concepts they had learned. They
commented on the “extensiveness of male domination—far beyond what is no-

G0
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ticeable to the eye” and on “law as an expression of patriarchy.” The alumnae in
the questionnaires also referred expressly to patriarchy as an important concept
or wrote of recognizing “power inequalicies and their impact on our lives.”

Women'’s varied relations to patriarchy

As we anticipated, instructors have made differential progress in emphasizing
women'’s varied relations to patriarchy. We are gratified to learn, however,
that students in at least four courses not focused exclusively on minority
women all indicate strong interest in African American women and show
marked increases in their knowledge by the end of the semester. Of the thirty
white students in “Women in a Changing World” during one semester, twen-
ty-four chose to answer at least cne short-answer (100-120 words) question
on the final exam on African American women; most did well. On the other
hand, when they were asked in an essay question on that same exam to inte-
grate the history of African American women into their summary of the his-
tory of the American feminist movement, every student ignored that aspect
of the question. In addition to telling us something about their learning
skills, this tells us that our students are not yet mainstreaming their knowl-
edge of minority women into the overall picture they have of American
women. Corroborating our belief that minority students, like women in gen-
eral, are eager to see their individual or group experiences reflected in the
curriculum, four of the five African American students in that same course
answered an essay question that gave them the option of comparing the situ-
ation of African American women with women in the developing world.

The courses in which the subjects of sexual orientation and homophobia

are raised also produce apparent changes in student knowledge and attitudes,
as evidenced in class discussion and written assignments in “Women in a
Changing World.” Students are wrestling with the general homophobia that
pervades this geographic area but are open to understanding lesbians’ points
of view or answering exam questions with knowiedge and empathy on the
historical experience of lesbians. Our female students’ commitment to non-
coercive socialization of children makes them receptive to criticisms of ho-
mophobia because they see it as imposing rigi:l gender guidelines on chil-
dren. Letty Cottin Pogrebin’s article on this topic, “The Secret Fear That

- Keeps Us from Raising Free Children” (Ms., October 1980, 51-54), was se-
lected by 90 percent of the students in “Women in a Changing World” for
discussion in their journals in the year previous to our study.

Q
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Social construction of knowledge

Virtually all our women's studies and cross-listed courses emphasize the social
construction of knowledge. Most of our students begin to grasp this funda-
mental concept. They understand that what they learn in women's studies
classes has been excluded knowledge. “Why haven't we been taught all this
before?”" is the m »st common query in t}  introductory women’s studies class.
Quite a few alunirae mentioned as one of the key concepts they had learned
that important women had been unfairly hidden from history, a perspective
voiced by both male and female students in every women’s history course we
have ever cffered.

Judging by their responses to the short-answer questions on the post-test,
a modest minority of students in the “Women Writers” course took the next
step as well in understanding that human beings create knowledge. They
were especially drawr to the concept of the resisting reader: identifying the
subjective element in the supposedly universal; situating famous authors as
writing from their gender, race, and class; and learning not to acquiesce as a
reader in what Judith Fetterley has called “the endless division of self against
self.”! In one “Women in a Changing World” class, all eight minors chose to
answer the question on the final exam that asked students to indicate how
feminism has taught us to rethink or redefine rape, the generic pronoun, sex-
ual intercourse, or domestic violence. Not only were they more likely to an-
swer that question than the other students in the :lass, they also gave more
sophisticated answers, somc of them focusing on tue relation between world
view and resulting change in definition.

While our students see that feminists might organize or define knowl-
edge differently than non-feminists, they often do not assimilate the fact that
feminists themselves c. astruct a view of the world in a variety of ways. In
“Feminist Thought,” minors did significantly better on the post-test than did
other students in the class in differentiating the main ideas among varieties
of feminism, possibly because these other students were still simply pitting a
monolithic feminism against non-feminism. Based on what we discovered
about students’ developmental needs intellectually, the Women's Studies
Program now requires at least one previous women's studies coutse as a pre-
requisite for “Feminist Thought.”

Women's power and empowerment
The redefining and reconceptualizing of women's power and empowerment
come through in a number of Waz's. Many of the pre- and post-tests asked
I
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students to define feminism. One of the shifts over the course of the semester
in those definitions, among a minority of the respondents, was the move
away from a strict equal rights perspective (feminism as women’s efforts to be
treated equally with men) to one that was more woman-centered (an appre-
ciation of women'’s distinctive attributes, contributions, and perceptions).
This insistence that women should not have to be identical to men to be
valued was especially evident in the minors’ exit interviews. About half of
them spoke of the importance of validating one's own perceptions as a wom-
an, of not needing to see women as just like men, of the desirability of reor-
ganizing the public sphere to accommodate the place of childbearing and
child rearing in women'’s lives.

LEARNING SKILLS

We set out to assess two things about students in women'’s studies or cross-
listed courses. First, do they become connected knowers, individuals who use
self-knowledge and empathy to learn? Second, do they acquire the ability to
examine and evaluate assumptions underlying culturally accepted “fact” and
theory!?

A brief review of Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule's exposition
of “women's ways of knowing” will help in the discussion of our results.?
Along the path to constructed knowledge, and just past the positions of si-
lence and received knowledge (listening to and learning from authorities), is
subjective knowledge. According to Belenky et al., “The subjective know-
er...sees truth as subjectified and personal. The subjectivist discovers that
each person's life experience gives . different view of reality from that of any
other person. What is more, truth is necessatily a private matter and, at least
from the point of view of these women, should not be imposed on others."?

Beyond subjective (ot received) knowledge is procedural knowledge, the
understanding that there are procedures, skills, and techniques for obtaining
knowledge. A person ce.n acquire procedural knowledge through separate
knowing (learning directly about the rules, standards, methods, and logic
used to “know” something) and/or connected knowing (learning by becom-
ing familiar with and understanding other people and their ways of think-
ing). Finally, constructed knowledge is reached when knowers attempt “to
integrate knowledge they felt intuitively was personally important with know-
ledge they had learned from othets. They told of weaving together the
strands of rational and emotive thought and of integrating objective and sub-

Q _jective knowing." The constructivist knows, “All knowledge is constructed,
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and the knower is an intimate part of the known.”’

Our emphasis on connected knowing and the ability to examine as-
sumptions highlights essential ingredients of constructed knowledge: the em-
pathic connection with others and the objective analysis of the bases of
knowledge. Although we did not identify these criteria to the judges of the
annual Women's Studies Student Essay Contest, which draws entries from all
over campus, all six winning entries in 1990 displayed evidence of learning
these skills. Some of the undergraduate essayists attempted to see the world
through the eyes of their subjects (as in the case of the two papers based on
interviews with contemporary local women), and others used conventional
forms of scholarship to ask unorthodox questions of their material (for exam-
ple, a study of the discontent with the female sex role expressed in the poetty
of an Argentinean woman poet).

Connected learning is an implicit goal in many women's studies classes.
It is a common practice in the introductory women’s studies course to ask
students on take-home exams to describe the world view of someone men-
tioned in a course reading—for example, a lesbian in Buffalo in 1940 or a
Southern black domestic servant in the 1950s. At other times, students in
that course have been asked to ccmpare their mothers’ options and ambi-
tions with their own. These are assignments on which students generally do
well if they are asked to do « narrative or recreation. Given information
about the circumstances in which other women live, students can empathi-
cally place themselves with others and describe what other people’s thoughts
and feelings would be. *

It is likely that many of our students are subjective knowers as described
by Belenky et al.® As subjective knowers they are thrilled at the opportunity
provided in womens studies classes to express their personal feelings and
opinions and to hear those of others. As subjective krnowers, however, they
understand “point of view” to be an opinion or perspective based on personal
life experience and, therefore, not open to examination (without being in-
trusive) o criticism (without appearing hostile). They do not readily see that
“point of view” represents a model or theory that can be understood in terms
of its internal logic and the external forces that influence it.

Based on a careful reading of final exams in both “Women in a Chang-
ing World” and “Feminist Thought,” we conclude that some students also
find it hard to apply the ideas or insights of an analytic article to a descrip-
tion of personal experience: for example, exploring whether Chodorow’s in-

O _sights about mother-daughter relations might apply to their mothers and
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themselves. If a descriptive phrase or example nsed in the analysis is similar
to their own experience, then this may be sec s validating the analysis. If,
however, their own experience appears to con.uadict the analysis, they are
unable to use their experience to form an alternative analysis or to place
their experience along a continuum to which the analysis might apply. In
other words, these students do not consider how or why they or others have
certain feelings or opinions.

Similarly, students’ abilities to identify with the subject of study is relat-
ed to how well they acquire and/or retain information. For example, in the
pre- and post-tests for “Women and Crime,” the instructor discovered that of
the three categories of questions—employment, victimization, and female
criminality—students did best on the first category, in which the “relational
distance” was the smallest. Students identify with trying to work in the crim-
inal justice system; hence, by the post-test, 100 percent of the respondents
correctly answered the question dealing with the relatively low percentage of
women working in criminal justice. If, as we suspect, connecting with the
subject matter enhances learning, then stimulating students’ empathic skills
also will enable them to learn more about subjects distant from their own
experiences,

Summarizing information, identifying point of view, and applying the
information or perspective to another source are all skills that come hard to a
majority of our students. Short-answer questions on exams in several courses
revealed that more students—a bare majority—are able to focus on key bits
of information than can master the second two skills.

Not surprisingly, he identification of the assumptions underlying a piece
of literature, research, or scholarship is difficult for our students. Also, they
often are unable to compare points of view or apply the insights of one writer
to another. In “Feminist Thought,” very few students, whether women'’s stud-
ies minors or not, chose to answer questions on the final exam that asked
them to link the ideas in any two pieces of assigned reading. Our impression
is that in many majors, students are required only to pluck information—not
point of view—from the course readings. It is possible that we in women’s
studies may be insisting tc students that the identification of point of view is
important but that our courses by themselves are inadequate to teach stu-
dents the skill of reading critically. On the other hand, our very best students
do learn these skills. In an oral summary of an assigned piece of reading in a
sociology course cross-listed with women’s studies, one graduating minor (so-

© _ciology major) explicitly incorporated readings done for a women's studies
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course in a previous semester. In a paper for a history course taken in her last
semester, another women’s studies minor synthesized paradigms from both
women’s studies and political science (her major).

Our challenge as instructors is to use students’ abilities as subjective
knowers to appreciate the divetsity of points of view expressed in class and to
encourage their curiosity about why such differences exist. The analytical
material can then be presented as hypotheses about these differences and
about where points of view come from. Further, we might use their empathic
skills to help them understand not only the feelings and thoughts of others
but also the historical, social, and intellectual contexts that influence them.

The minors’ exit interviews indicate that we are meeting this challenge
with about 25 percent of the students. One student remembered being
“asked to think about why an author chose to write about this subject, why
she had the perspective she did, how her work connected with her life.”
Another said, “In other coutses, ideas are posed to us as ‘this is the way it is,’
but in women's studies courses an idea would be given to us to evaluate. |
learned to question things I read for the first time.... You gave your opinion,
but you were also asked for evidence. It's a good thing. You have a tendency
to spit it out without thinking much about it.”

FEMINIST PEDAGOGY

Our goal was to assess whether students feel able to speak when they want to
in women'’s studies classes and whether their voices are heard and respected.
Despite the fact that we originally formulated a much more complex goal
about shared authority in the classroom, the student members of our assess-
ment committee were adamant that, to them, the ability to speak freely and
confidently in class was the key element of feminist pedagogy. To assess
“voice,” we used a short questionnaire in women’s studies classes and ques-
tions on the minors’ exit interviews, and the alumnae survey.

The results were reassuring. All the minors, without exception—both
African American and white—indicated that they felt welcome to speak in
class and that various points of view were respected. “Discussion, not con-
frontation” was the way one minor described the exchange in the typical
women's studies classroom. “I talked more than I've ever talked,” commented
another. “It’s not that I was restricted in my expression in other classes,” ob-
served yet another student, “it’s just that | knew that my opinions would be
welcome in women’s studies classes.” Two-thirds of the alumnae also remem-

© sered women's studies classes as those in which their voices were heard and
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respected. Although some of them felt male students to be scornful at times,
the alumnae commented that the instructors were always supportive. “My
point of view was as important as the teacher's,” reflected one graduate cer-
tificate holder. Another student observed that she found herself and found
her voice through the kind of supportive criticism offered in the women's
studies classroom.,

Since the majority of our students are subjective knowers, they revel in
the opportunity to express what they know from their own experience and
have that understood and validated in the classroom (as opposed to being
told what to know and being expected to express only that received informa-
tion). They also are willing to hear others and acknowledge that what others
have to say is equally importan . They are most likely to criticize other stu-
dents when they speak about things they have not personally experienced
(males talking about women; women talking about men; whites talking
about African Americans; an individual talking about rape survivors if
she/he has not experienced or been threatened by rape). Some students are
able to discuss the process or hackground from which these personal views
arise; in other words, to address how subjective knowledge is constructed—
and this certainly is the level at which instructors hope to bring the discus-
sion. We believe, however, thar both students and instructors are cautious
about “analyzing” a view whose expression and validation is a personal vic-
tory of sorts for the student.

We asked the “voice” question of students enrolled in women's studies
courses at the end of the fall 1990 term: “Was your voice (your questions,
concerns, and opinions) heard and respected in this class?” In three of the
rine classes surveyed, all of the students responded “yes.” Pusitive resporises
in the other six classes ranged from 78.5 percent to 97 percent. In all of the
classes, students remarked that questions and comments were encouraged
and that diverse opinions were respected. Sample comments were:

The class fostered participation and personal stories from everyone in
relation to the works being examined.

I'never felt judged or criticized, although frequently I encountered dis-
agreement as well as agreement.

The instructor was very tolerant of opinions.
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While a popular misconception is that a women's
studies class is an alienating environment for
males, our data suggest that men form new and
close friendships with females in women's studies
classes

Students expressed appreciation of the willingness of the instructor and
other students to listen to many perspectives.

In the few instances where students felt their voices were not heard,
they offered their own explanations in terms of the size of the class (one had
an enrollment of 150), their lack of interest in th. class, and their own un-
willingness to speak out. In some cases, students expressed the feeling that
the class atmosphere was not conducive to their voice being heaid.

The number and quality of positive responses indicace that women's
studies instructors accomplish their goal of letting students’ voices be heard
in the classroom. Students find that their own opinions and feelings are re-
spected and that the opinions and perspectives of others are instructive.
Among the courses surveyed, smaller classes d classes that focused more on
class discussion and students’ participation w.re the ones in which the high-
est percentage of students felt they had a “voice.”

Another indication of the emphasis on student voices in women's stud-
ies classes comes from the results of the “Friendship Questionnaire.” Students
in women’s studies classes were asked, in addition to information about
friends, to describe their women's studies class and other classes that they
were taking concurrently in terms of number of students, style of teaching
(lecture, lecture plus questions/comments, lecture and discussion, mostly dis-
cussion), and whether group projects were recommended or required. Even
considering only classes with fifty or fewer students, women’s studies classes
still were less likely to be all lecture (2 percent versus 15 percent), more like-
ly to be lecture plus discussion (55 percent versus 26 percent), as opposed to
lecture plus students’ questions/comments (34 percent versus 53 percent),
and more likely to be mostly discussion (9 percent versus 6 percent). These
results demonstrate that there is a greater structural emphasis on student
voices in women'’s studies classes. Women'’s studies courses also were more
likely to recommend or require group projects (72 percent versus 41 per-
cent), suggesting that students also are more likely to learn in these classes
that they have something of value to share with one another.

PERSONAL GROWTH

Our initial goal here was to measure the sense of “we-ness” students felt in
the women'’s studies classtoom. We were especially interested in how wom-
en’s studies affected students’ friendships. Because ODU has essentially a
commuting st. ‘ent body and its students are older, often with family and job

)
F l{[c‘ responsibilities, it is difficullf@‘ siudents to create friendship networks. In
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the minors’ exit interviews and the alumnae questionnaires we asked, “Did
women’s studies courses change your friendships or social network (make
friends, lose friends, change nature of frienuaships)? If so, how?” Seventy per-
cent of the minors and 73 percent of the alumnae answered “yes”. Several
mentioned making new friends: “Women's studies enlarged my ciicle of
friends just by the nature of the open, honest classes”; “I found kindred souls
whom I could associate with in a comfortable atmosphere”; “It gave me a
new and different network of friends who fuel my intellectual pursuits.”
Others mentioned that the quality and depth of their relationships had im-
proved. One minor stated, “It has changed the nature of all our [old friends’)
friendships. [They are] at a deeper level now. It's almost like a spiritual
bond.” Two minors stated that they had made “lifelong” friends in women's
studies classes. Others found that some old friendships suffered. One male
minor said he was “weeding out old friends” but also that his friendships were
“not so supetficial now.” A woman minor said, “l now have more women
friends and fewer men friends. Before it was just the opposite.”

Students in women's studies courses were also asked at the beginning of
the semester and then again at the end of the semester to estimate their
number of female and male acquaintances, friends, and close friends in their
women’s studies classes and in the other classes that they were taking con-
currently. At the end of the semester, students were asked to indicate the ex-
tent of their interaction with their best friend in class. Whatever classes they
take at ODU, students in general report knowing more students in class, at all
levels of friendship, at the end of the semester, The results, however, indicat-
ed that both female and male students show a greater increase in the number
of close female friends from the beginning to the end of the semester in wom-
en’s studies than they do in other classes. Interestingly, male students (but
not females) also show a greater increase in the number of female friends (as
opposed to close female friends) in women’s studies classes than they do in
other classes. It may be that a women’s studies ciass provides a context in
which men are freed from any heterosexual incentive to pursue women and
are allowed to view them as friends.

Since the teaching styles characteristic of women's studies classes may
encourage students to get to know one another, additional data analyses
(analysis of covariance) were done to compare friendship patterns while con-
trolling for teaching style. Even then, women's studies classes continued to

o enhance and alter friendships more than non-women’s studies classes did.
ERIC The results suggest that the friendship progess that distinguishes wom-
1l
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en’s studies classes from other classes is the deepening of friendships with
women (that is, more close female friends). While a popular misconception
is that a women’s studies class is an alienating environment for males, our
d .ta suggest that men form new and clcse friendships with females in wom-
en’s studies courses. Although the style in which women’s studies courses are
taught (for example, more discussion) might have accounted for these find-
ings, covariance analyses indicated that it did not. This suggests that some-
thing else about women's studies classes~—the content, the opportunity to
share personal information (not just opinions), or the discovery that others
have similar points of view on important issues~—encourages the develop-
ment of close female friendships and, for males, new female friendships.
Although ous initial goal was to focus on friendships, the data we re-
ceived from the minors’ exit interviews and the alumnae questionnaires en-
courage us to speak more broadly of the changes women's studies produced in
students’ lives. Among the minors, the student who spoke most forcefuliy
about this indicatea that feminism is a way of life for her, that women’s stud-
ies and feminism focused not only her academic life at ODU but her plans for
future education and for cmployment. In her interview she said that women's
studies courses had affected “every aspect” of her life, making her rethink l.er
“cultural, religious, family values, friendships, romantic relationships, every
relationship [ have and the decisions | make. As far as intellectually, it's fo-
cused my academic carcer-—the questions | ask in class, the perspectives I use
on the material, what I sgree and disagree with.” Other students also indicat-
ed that women’s studies affected their work plans. One student now knows
that she wants to work more closely with people, another wishes to work
specifically with women, and yet another has switched her field for prospec-
tive graduate studies from psychology at ODU, with its limited number of
women’s studies courses, to sociology, with its numerous feminist scholars.
The alumnae responses to the questions asking whether women’s studies
affected their personal, professional, and intellectual lives were even more
pronounced. They had more to say on this subject than on any other that we
asred. Women's studies affected everything about them, three women indi-
caied, from the way they thought to the nature of their livelihood. Another
woman declared, “What I learned in those classes will never cease to affect
every aspect of my life.” Yet another said that the program completely
changed her life, and without women’s studies, she would not have devel-
oped her writing and expertise about women. “I sometitnes felt as if | had a

l{‘[Ccompletely new brain,” declared a graduate.
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Two other alumnae specifically indicated that they apply what they
learned to the workplace and volunteer activities. Several women stressed
that the program helped them to empower themselves, to tap what was in-
side, with one woman remarking that women's studies satisfied a longing she
did not realize she had. Another noticed that she had become less intimidat-
ed by male authority figures: “Awareness leads to growth,” she commented,
“and so | grew.” A Japanese graduate certificate holder, now wrestling with
the role demands of marriage and motherhond, asserts her determination to
make her domestic life egalitarian and to treat her daughter and any future
sons the same. The one alumna who declared the program to have had mini-
mal impact on her—merely reinforcing what she already knew and believ-
«d —is now getting a graduate certificate in Jungian studies, focusing on per-
ceptions of men’s and women’s roles. “Not everybody is discontent as a
vioman,” she reminds us. Others used their acceptance of the feminine to in-
crease their self-confidence and to help empower other women. For many
alumnae, political beliefs were not changed by women's studies as much as
they were sharpened and firmed up.

In addition to learning about themselves and shaping their life choices,
students and alumnae told us that they had learned about others, especially
other women. One minor indicated that having heard other students talk
about their lives in women’s studies courses, she is now more sensitive to the
needs, thoughts, and feelings of others. Another student, an African Ameri-
can womman, thought that women's studies courses stand out in their aware-
ness of the variations among human beings. On the alumnae questionnaire,
three womea wrote that they learned tolerance and patience in women's
studies classes because they realized that not everyone’s life experiences are
the same.

IMPACT ON FACULTY
Because a number of us had come into feminist scholarship through our par-
ticipation on the Women'’s Studies Advisc.ry Council, and others of us
viewed the WSAC as an oasis from exasperating departments, we decided to
examine the impact of women's studies on ourselves as faculty members. OQur
method was to pair off and to interview each other. All but one of the ten
who participated had taught at least one wonien's studies or cross-listed
course,

Each of the remaining nine facult, :nembers interviewed mentioned the

O xhilaration of teaching women’s studies courses. For many of us, these are
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our favorite courses because they touch on the subjec: matter of our research;
they offer a respite fr- m a heavy diet of service courses; students are more en-
gaged in women’s stuaes courses; or v. -te able to experiment with teaching
techniques. We find that teaching women's studies courses inevitebly influ-
ences what and how we teach in other courses. We bring more material
about women into our standard courses, and we often introduce more discus-
sion or joint student projects into those courses as well. One faculty member
observed that teaching in the ODU Women's Studies Program had stimulat-
ed her interest in the theory and practice of feminist pedagogy, while another
commented that she had garnered material for her mainstream philosophy
courses from her women's studies courses. “And when I teach logic,” she
added, “I move beyond the traditional approach—logic as criticism, and usu-
ally negative criticism—to its constructive and creative role.” Another facul-
ty member attributed the dramatic shift in her linguistics courses to the
women's studies faculty development sessions on minority women. These re-
sulted, she said, “in valuing (verbally and nonverbally) contributions of
women and gay students. No more chilly climate in my classes.”

Involvement in women'’s studies also hes had a positive effect on re-
search and scholarship. Two faculty members c~mmented that they had not
really enjoyed doing research until they began doing feminist research.
Women's studies “made me actually want to publish,” one woman observed,
while another recalled that the first time she submitted a feminist paper toa
conference, shortly after she arrived at ODU, she did “the first draft in a sin-
gle weekend, on a topic I'd been hoarding notes on for years.... That may
have been my first experience of joy in writing. | now find writing my most
rewarding professional activity.” Still another faculty member concludes that
it was her respect for the bravery of a former director of women’s studies whe,
thsough mentoring, gave her the courage to do feminist research. She added,
“My growing familiarity with feminist scholarship has given me more realis-
tic, less inflated expectations of what is involved in doing that and more ¢
conventional scholarship. Now | am more willing to give an interesting ;?« )
ject a try rather than assuming that much more kniowledge and experiene t‘
would be required on my part.”

Another woman first encountered the now-influential femitist scholar-
ship in her discipline through agreeing to teach a women's studies cross-listed
course in het department because no one else was available to oif=r ‘t. Two
faculty members, neither in fields where this is customary, undertook joint
~ book-length projects with graduate students, one of which has been pub-

i
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lished. One of those faculty members also has used our annual Work in
Progress conference on feminist scholarship to spur herself into doing ve-
search, giving a presentation and submitting an article on a topic new to her.

A majority of those interviewed indicated that involvement on the
WSAC, in combination with participation in the ODU Women’s Caucus, had
been significant socializing forces into the political climate of the university.
As one woman put it: “ feel that I have benefitted rom watching other fem-
inist women maneuver as academics, after trying unsuccessfully myselr to
find role models among male professors. ... This has given me the oyportuni-
ty to be more myself in academic settings, rather than maintaining a low pro-
file, as | had done at other institutions where I had taught.” Anoth:r, who
characterizes her departmeut as “almost oblivious to university pctitics,”
maintains that “what- »er | heve learned about the g olitical life of the uni
versity has come from my women’s studies friends.” A third remembered her
early days at ODU, before there was a comparable organization for black fac-
ulty members, when participation on the WSAC introduced her to a core
group of sympathetic faculty members.

Finally, everyone cites the importance of the friendships they have
formed with other women's studies faculty members. Often our closest and
most significant university friendships are with one another. While we also
have university friendships based along departmental lines, the combination
of shared values (if not disciplinary interests) and absence of intradepart-
mental competitiveness among WSAC members gives our relationships a dis-
tinciive sunniness. Like our students, we fiiid that our shared feminist per-
spective yields true and lasting friendships.

EFFECT OF PARTICIPATION IN
“THE COURAGE TO QUESTION"

Participating in “The Courage to Question” has permitted us to accomplish
our two initial overriding goals: to determine what we are teaching our stu-
dents ¢ nd what they are learning and to reinforce bonds among members of
the Women's Studies Advisory Committee. Because the project required us
to articulate our educational goals and objectives, we were obliged to meet as
a commitiee (plus additional faculty and student representatives) repratedly.
Although the Women'’s Studies Program has sponsored excellent colloquia
and faculty development workshops throughout its history, this wi s the first
time we had faced one anocher and asked.  What are our goals?” Also, for

© _he first time we have on paper a coraprehv.nsive and clear statement about
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Many or us needed to be reminded that there
often is a difference between what is said by
the instructor in the classroom, ne matter how
clearly, and what is heard by students

what we are doing in women’s studies, a description of our women's studies
program goals that wu can share with nihers interested in developing wom-
en's studies courses in their departmenrs. It was a validating and reassuring
experience to discover that each of us anes have a clear picture of what she is
trying to communicate to students and that, when put togther, these indi-
vidual views reveal a shared vision of what the Women's Studies Program is
about, We have found wor:is to describe what we are trying to do in our
classroom, and we have discovered in one gnother resources, knowledge, and
skills tnat previously we may have overlooked.

On an individual level we alteady have planned alterations to our couts-
es based on whi:h ideas or concepts students are not grasping and which
skills students still need to develop. Many of us needed to be reminded that
there often is a difference beeween what is said by the instructor in the ciass-
room. no mattet how clearly, and what is heard by students. Without being
negligent about tre content of the course materials that we so carefully put
together, we must nonetheless pay more attention to whether and how stu-
dents are processing lectures, discussions, and reading assigt.ments. In some
classes this has resulted in more group discussion or more feedback from stu-
dents. In general, we are talking much more about classroom dynamics, for
the FIPSE project revealed just how starved we were for discussion about
teaching. We have built upon the project's assessment of teaching by spon-
soring a feminist pedagogy workshop each of the last two springs, during
which we refined teaching strategies and extended our investigation of the
connection between teaching and learning.

Another new shared activity initiated by the FIPSE project is the annual
WSAC retreat. In 1990, we met for a few days late in the spring to talk about
assessment tools. That meeting, which produced our institutional research
design, also produced a new cohesiveness in the faculty and renewed our
spirits. As a consequence, we held our second annual retreat the following
spring, extending its length by two days. That time we talked over the pre-
liminary findings from the assessment project, planned the next year’s wom-
en’s studies activities, and started some long-range planning for the program.
At this year's retreat, we will discuss the findings from this report and share
ideas about both knowledge base and learning skills. We have focused on
ourselves as participants in a women's studies program more than ever before
in our history, and, as a result, we feel we have achieved a sense of identity
and co:nmunity as women's studies faculty members.

E l{l‘ C Participation in the project also has led to closer ties with students, We
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do not think it 2 coincidence that a women’s studies student group started up
again last year after a se':. ral-year lapse. Its network is expanding all the
time. In addition to women's studies minors, it now includes those who have
graduated, current graduate students, and friends from the community. Their
activities even extend to occasional student-faculty potlucks. Spurred by up-
dating our alumnae mailing list for our alumnae questionnaire, we held a
women’s studies reunion a year ago and plan to hold a second one to com-
memorate the fifteenth anniversery of the prograra.

The amount of voluntary labor to accomplish this project was enormous.
At times it seemed to WSAC members that they would drown in assessment
materials. Nonetheless, our involvement has made us a more cohesive facul-
ty and, at the same time, has initiated a pariod of critical reassessment of
what we are teaching, how we are teaching it, and what students have gained
from the whole enterprise.

1. Judith Fetterley, The Resisting Reader: Feminist Approach to American Fiction {Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1978).

2. M. F. Belenky, B. M. Clinchy, N. R. Goldberger, and ]. M. Tarule, Women's Ways of Knowing
(New York: Basic Books, 1986).

3. Belenky, et al., Women's Ways of Knowing, 69-70.

4. Belenky, et al., Women’s Ways of Knowing, 134.

5. Belenky, et al., Women's Ways of Knowing, 137.

6. Belenky, et al., Women’s Ways of Knowing.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY

Name:

Social Security Number:
Women's studies major/minor:
Course name and number:
Instructor:

Number of students in the class:

1. Style of teaching:

O all lecture

[J lecture and students’ questions/comments
[0 lecture and discussion

[0 mostly discussio:.

2. Does the instructor recommend or require group discussion or group projects!

3. Currently, how many students do you know in class (including acquaintances and
friends)?

___ nunber of female acquaintances and friends

___ number of male acquaintances and friends

4. Currently how many students in class are friends?
feinale friends / male friends

5, Currently how many students in class are close, personal friends!
female close friends / male close friends

6. Think of the person whom you know best in this class. Check all of the following

activities that apply to your interactions with this person:

[ 1 see her/him only in class.

[ | see her/him before and/or after classes but only at ODU.

{7 1 see her/him for social occasions away from ODU.

7 1 talk with her/him outside of class about course assignments.

[] 1 talk with herhim outside of class about topics mentioned or discussed in class.
E l{fC 7. How did being in class together change (if it did ) your relationship with this person?
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ALUMNAE QUESTIONNAIRE

INTRODUCTION: In order to learn more about Old Dominion University’s Women's
Studies Program and its impact on students, we ask that you respond to the following
questions. We are interested in anything and everything that you have to share with
us about your women's studies experiences, but feel free to skip questions that are not
relevant to your situation. Women’s studies include all cross-listed courses, not just
WMST courses,

Background Information
1. What year did you graduate!

2, What is your age!?

3. What is your racefethnicity!

4. What was your majot?

5. After leaving ODU did you earn any advanced degree(s)? In what fields?

6. Are you cutrently earning any advanced degree? In what ficld? Please provide us
with an employment and volunteer activity history:

7a. First job (since graduation from ODU); number of years at the job
7b. Second job; number of years at the job

7c. Third job; number of years at the job

8. List volunteer activities since graduating from ODU

9. How wete the learning environments structured in your women's studies courses
(e.g., lecture, small group discussions, group projects)?

10. Did the size of the class make a difference? If so, how?

11. Were the leaming envitonments different from non-women’s studies courses? If

50, how!
BETE
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12. Was there much discussion in women's studies classes? Did students debate or
argue with each other? Did you feel that your voice was heard and respected? If not,
why not!

13. Did you discuss course readings and lectures outside the classtoom!? If so, with
whom? (specify relationship: roommates, female friends, male friends, family)

14. Were different points of view encouraged by the instructors in your courses!? If so,
how did instructors teach you about different points of view? (give examples)

15. Did you participate in women's studies activities other than courses! If so, de-
scribe these and their impact on you.

16. How did your participation in the women's studies program make you feel about
yourself?

We are interested in all of your thoughts and feelings about women'’s studies courses
and the women's studies program at ODU. Please share any that have not been ad-
dressed by these questions.

114
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WE JJ:SU"Y
LLEGE
COUNTING THE MEANINGS

BY ROSANNA HERTZ AND SUSAN REVERBY'

Wellesley College’s overall query for the project was: what makes
women’s studies at a women's liberal arts college different?
Comparing women's studies and non-women's studies courses,
Wellesley focuses on three auestions: Did the courses change or
affect students’ personal lives, their intellectual lives, and their
political beliefs? Did students feel pressure to give politically cor-
rect answers and ic _ntify only with feminist ideas! And, was the
pedagogy different!

Wellesley College, founded in 1870 and opened in 1875, is one of the tradi-
tional “seven sister schools” dedicated to the education of women. Located
in a suburb just outside of Boston, it has a diverse student body of more than
2,200 women who came last year from every state in the U.S, and from sixty-
one different countries. Nearly 70 percent of the students receive aid from
some source, and the college admits on a “need-blind” basis.? The college
also has had a traditional commitment to gender equity on its faculty. The
male/female ratio on the faculty is about 50/50, even at the tenured level,
and the president of the college has always been a woman. The college in re-
cent years also has made an effort to hire more faculty members of color with
“target of opportunity” hiring positions and other incentives to departments.

Somewhat ironically, Wellesley, like most women's colleges, was some-
what slower than larger coeducational universities in making a firm commit-
ment to women's studies. Throughout much of the first century of the col-
lege's existence, Wellesley built and supported what Bryn Mawr’s first
president, M. Carey Thomas, labeled a “male curriculum.” Wellesley, as with
many of its sister institutions, was dedicated to proving that gender did not
matter in education and that women could do the work thought only appro-
priate for men,

When the first stirtings of women's studies began in other colleges and
universities across the country in the late 1960s and early 1970s, a 1971 re-
port to the college’s trustees entitled “Committee on the Future of the

_ College” considered, among other issues, the question of women's rtudies, At
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“If Wellesley teaches our students that they can
do anything, women's studies helps them to
understand that if they cannot, it is not their
fault”

that time, the report’s faculty authors concluded that specific courses on
women in the coeducational schools “seem intended to provide counseling
scivices as well as factual inform: . n to students often in desperate need of
advice and moral support.” They .ar.imously rejected the idea of a special
institute on women and referred interested students to courses in the existing
curriculum “that dealt in large measure with women'’s problems.” At that
time, a survey showed that students could find such coverage in 3 courses,
with women as sub-units in 4 other courses, and receiving some thematic
mention in 9 others out of a total curriculum of 493 courses.

Despite other similarly inhospitable pronouncements, the elements nec-
essary to create a women’s studies program coalesced in the interstices of the
college. The availability of outside funding and support from the cnllege’s
president and dean led to the founding in 1974 of a Center for Research on
Women, a mile away from the main campus (although in a college-owned
house) and staffed with researchers almost all of whom were not members of
the faculty. But as interest on the part of students and faculty members for
courses in women’s studies grew, a small group of intrepid faculty members
created the beginning of a coherent program and voluntarily directed its ear-
ly students. Theze respected women faculty members, both junior and senior
and drawn from the humanities and social science departments, were able to
give the initial program intellectual substance.

The program’s viability became less problematic after 1981 when a well.
respected feminist scholar, Nannerl Keohane, became the college’s president.
In 1982, it became possible for students to major in women'’s studies without
special petitioning, and the president authorized hiring one junior faculty
member (part-time the first year, then full-tir : and tenure track from then
on) with an appointment solely to the Women's Studies Program. In 1986,
another half-time faculty appointment was made available, which became
full-time in 1989. A year later, another half-time faculty member (with a
joint appointment in another department) became part of the program.*

Ten years later, the program is still small in terms of control over faculty
lines but iarge in terms of student interest, course loads, and majors. There
are now nine overcrowded core courses, two-and-a-half faculty members
whose appointments are to the program (including one tenured), more than
sixty cross-listed courses, and more students majoring in women’s studies
than in half the departments at the college. More than 40 faculty members
(out of approximately 225) teach the cross-listed courses and consider them-

E lKkl‘C;elves part of the broader women’s studies community. Women’s studies at
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Wellesley functions as a department with faculty members, separate office
space, majors, budgets, a secretary, and a director who is treated administra-
tively as a departmert chair. In March 1992, Academic Council, the col-
lege’s facu'ty-administration governing body, voted to make de jura what was
de facto: the *. - ymen’s Studies Program became a department after trustee ap-
proval on April 8, 1992,

In its early years in the 1980s, the program’s goals were to make women'’s
studies appear “intellectually respectable” at the college and to build faculty,
student, and administrative support for its offerings as well as tenure for its
key junior faculty members. The program always had a commitment to mul-
ticultural education and made this a requirement in its major in 1983, long
before any other department in the college. The program has grown in a col-
lege that over the last ten years has had a liberal feminist ethic and the con-
tinued historical belief that its mission is the empowerment of women. If one
phrase sums up what makes women's studies at Wellesley different from the
rest of the college, it is our saying that “if Wellesley teaches our stdents that
they can do anything, women’s studies helps them to understand that if they
cannot, it is not their fault.”

TEACHING AT WELLESLEY COLLEGE
As a liberal arts undergraduate college, Wellesley traditionally has taken spe-
cial pride in its teaching and small classes. Discussion, even in the lower-
level courses, Is an expected part of the classroom experience. By the time
students are juniors and seniors, they patiicipate in small seminars that con-
stitute the core of their majors. Thus, as a women'’s college with small classes,
Wellesley prides itself on giving “voize” to women. Speaking, discussion, and
student participation in various forms are to be the hallmark of a Wellesley
education.

While in recent years publications have become important to tenure and
promotions, teaching remains, at least rhetorically, the heart of the college’s
mission. Students say they cuine to Wellesley over other Ivy League institu-
tions because they will have tnore contact with faculty members who are ex-
pected to serve as exemplary teachers, role modzls, and citizens. Besides labora-
tory assistants, Wellesley has no graduate students serving as teaching assistants
or graders.’ Thus, much of the commitment. to student learning—considered
the core of women’s studies elsewhere—is seen as central to both Wellesley's
mission and its teaching practices. The institution publicizes and capitalizes on

1191m™
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scholarly reputation of its faculty members to entice students to enroll.6

Despite the emphasis on teaching, what counts as “good teaching” at
Wellesley is supposed to be normative but is often ill-defined. “Good teach-
ing” is one of the things everyone knows when they see it but still can be
elusive. Wellesley does make an effort to make its elements clear by requiring
senior faculty members to visit classes of junior faculty members and by an-
nual meetings that focus, in part, on a junior faculty member’s teaching.
Associate professors are again visited in the classroom when they are up for
promotion to full professors. These visit reports serve diagnostic, but primari-
ly evaluative, purposes. Teaching seminars and some support for innovative
teaching is supported by the dean’s office. In the last few years, a move to
emphasize teaching has again grown. A Center for Learning and Teaching
has now been proposed and an invigorated committee on educational re-
search has been holding “shop talks” on pedagogy and providing “quick fix"
grants for teaching purposes. Faculty members also are encouraged to meet
students outside the classroom and to facilitate individual student interests
through tutorials.

Students are required to fill out an evaluation of the teaching that is nu-
merically quantified by the institution and used for tenure and promotion.
The medians for departments, divisions, rank of the faculty, and the institu-
tion as a whole are distributed on a regular basis. However, unlike at
Swarthmore and Bowdoin, for example, written letters about faculty mem-
bers’ performance are not solicited by promotion committ2es, which rely
heavily on the statistical evaluations; students, however, are encouraged on
their own to write about teaching.

The evaluation forms that Wellesley has used for most of the last decade
(currently under review) involve three major questions: “Was the instructor
in command of the subject taught in this course? Does the instructor convey
his or her knowledge of the subject in ways that facilitate learning? Did your
instructor demonstrate an ability to deal effectively with student work?™? As
at many colleges, there has been continued concern at Wellesley about these
questionnaires. Aside from the usual questions about how the numbers are
tabulated and used, discussion has focused on how the questionnaires stifle
pedagogical innuvation. In thinking about the “in command” question in
particular, one women's studies faculty member quipped: “The correct answer
in women's studies’ courses should be ‘no.’ But if the students say ‘no,’ I won't
get tenure!”

E TC Many of these questions were raised by a faculty Feminist Pedagogy
Group, organized through women's studies as part of this FIPSE studv. In re-
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sponse, the dean's office has reported that at least the “in command” ques-
tion will be changed. Thus, our consideration of teaching and learning in
women'’s <tudies had to be made in the context of the kind of evaluation that
is ongoing at Well=sley. '

KEY QUESTIONS
Given Wellesley's emphasis on teaching, women's “voice,” and the respect
accorded the intellectual content of women's studies in the institution, our
overall query for the FIPSE project became: What makes women's studies at a
women’s liberal arts college different? W2 felt that Wellesley’s Women's
Studies Program would be no different than any other discipline at the col-
lege if we only “conveyed knowledge” or heard women's voices in the clas:-
room. We wanted to know if women's studies was different: Did it change o:
affect students’ personal lives, their intellectual lives, or their political be-
liefs? Did students feel pressure to give “politically correct” answers and t-,
identify only with “feminist” ideas, as women’s studies often is charged with
in the media and by conservatives? Finally, we also wanted to know whether
the pedagogy was different in women's studies classes and in what ways, giv-
en Wellesley's emphasis on student participation in particular. We were in-
terested in the quality of debate among students and whether or not discus-
sion and learning continued outside the classroom, and if so, with whom.8

METHODS AND SAMPLING
In the early spring of 1990, we wrote an open-ended questionnaire that
tapped vzrious aspects of these concerns (see pages 130-31). After a pilot
test of the questionnaire in two classes, we administered the revised version
to students oy using a selected sample of courses taught in the spring of 1990.
We waited until the last two weeks of the semester to administer the ques-
tionnaire, assuming that students would be in a butter position to answer the
questions at this late point. Since we were interested in examining whether
women's studies courses differed from non-women's studies courses, we used a
matched sample of courses offered in the social sciences.?

Courses were selected in the following way: Wonten's studies courses
were defined as those courses listed through the Women's Studies Program.
All courses (five) taught as part of the women's studies curriculum were in-
cluded in the sample for a total of 135 questionnaires. Also included in this
category were a sample of cross-listed women's studies courses (seven) in oth-

© _ disciplines for another 166 questionnaires. For the purposes of analysis, we
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Rather than “closing” the American mind,
women’s studies courses seem to have “opened
up” our students to critical and different ways
of thinking and valuing knowledge

will treat all the core and ~ross-listed courses as women'’s studies courses for a
total of 301 women's st -ivs questionnaires (68 per.ent of the cample).1°

Non-women's studies’ courses were those courses that were not cross-list-
ed, but were in the same discipline as the cross-listed courses. In order to pull
a matched sample for each cross-listed course selected, we selected a course
(at the same level of the curriculum, where possible) that was not cross-listed
with women’s studies. We surveyed five control courses for a total of 140
questionnaires (32 percent of the sample).

We telephoned faculty members who raught all the courses chosen for
the survey and asked for their participation. All solicited faculty members
were very cooperative (only one cross-listed women's studies taculty member
did not participate). Faculty members were asked to distribute the survey
during the last twenty minutes of class and to designate one student to col-
lect the questionnaires and drop them off in a designated box.

This sampling strategy yielded a total of 441 questionnaires; 32 percent
were control surveys and 68 percent were either core women's studies or
cross-listed women’s studies courses. Students in both groups were similar
with regard to race and ethnicity, though students in women's studies were
slightly older than those in non-womer's studies classes. This may reflect the
fact that students wait to take women's studies courses as electives when they
are in their later years in the college. At the time of the survey, only 4 per-
cent of the students in either women's studies or non-women's studies’ classes
were women's studies’ majors. This is important because what students report
to have learned in women'’s studies classes is not a reflection of their a priori
choice of major.!!

The responses to questions were coded. A student assistant tallied the
responses of each question and provided in-depth juotes in order {or us to
understand what the percentages meant.

We also wrote a separate open-ended interview guide to use with the
majors and alumnae of the program. A random stratified sample of alumnae
was interviewed by telephone, and all graduating 1najots in 1990 were inter-
viewed on site. In the latter case, interviews were tape recorded and then
transcribed. Questions were similar vo the course questiiinaire with the ad-
dition of queries abont how women's studies affected their v or decisions
and lives. While this data is very interesting, time constraints did riot allow
us to analyze this material quantitatively for this report. However, we have

o used somie of the qualitative comments.
B MC These questions were shaped by the two central investigators for the
e e  EATE
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project: Rosanna Hertz in sociology and Susan Reverby in women's studies.
These ideas were discussed in a Feminist Pedagogy Group that met for three
semesters to discuss multicultural education, the institutional barriers to
women’s studies teaching, and problems with teaching evaluations. We also
discussed the questionnaire with faculty members on the Women’s Studies

Advisory Board.

FINDINGS

0 Does women's studies affect students’ lives? There was little difference be-
tween women's studies and control courses on how students perceive the ef-
fects on their intellectual lives and political beliefs. Most students say that
their courses affected them in positive ways. In the women’s studies courses,
however, students tend to see the change as making them more critical
learners and participants in social change.

For instance, in the control group, in response to a question on how the
course affected rheir intellectual lives, student responses included:

It helped me think in a more orderly manner and logically.

This course has just inspired me to leam more about the world and to
maybe even become part of the system that is now deciding what fu-
ture outcomes will be.

I am more knowledgeable and can contribute more to various conver-
sations.

In the women'’s studies courses, the student responses were more critical
about thinking and about social change. It appears that the students in the
women’s studies courses felt they were active learners rather than passive recipi-
ents of received knowledge. Rather than “closing” the American mind, wom-
en’s studies’ courses seem to have “opened up” our students to critical and differ-
ent . -ays of thinking and valuing knowledge. Sensitized to human diversity in
her women’s studies course, one student explained that it “will help me be more ‘
open-minded in dealing with people and situations in the future.” Students in
these courses answered the query on intellectual change by saying, for example:

It helped me to be more open-minded in terms of analyzing ethnic and
O racial issues. It also in some ways steered my point of perspective to-
ERIC ,
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ward a more feminist—( Asian)—oriented stand.

It has given me a chance to write papers about things I care about, and
it has given me “ammunition,” for lack of a better word, against those
who try and beat me down.

It has expanded my mind in every direction. I am more deeply affected
by any form of racism or discrimination because I am so much more
aware of it.

Powerful stimulant to exploring old territory in new ways, taking note
and sharing with others what I have discovered about history—who
and what is left out and included and why. ..it was great fun to try and
sort things out.

Women's studies courses appear to make it possible for students to center
what they are learning intellectually upon their own lives and experiences.
But in this regard, self-emancipation through learning becomes something
larger than self-aggrandizement or simply “empov/erment.” The self becomes
rooted in an intellectual agenda. This is a far cry from the focus on “women’s
problems” that worried the Wellesley faculty two decades ago. While these
comments are about “personal changes,” they are clearly rooted in intellectu-
al considerations, demonstrating William Blake’s dictum, “for a tear is an in-
tellectual thing.” For instance, students wrote:

....it has brought into question many aspects of my life which I had
never before questioned or viewed as political or philosophical—it has
opened up awareness of questioning which has prompted me to actively
pursue personal answers,

This course really has affected my personal life in the sense that I am

more aware of the way gender/class has played a role in my life. Now
if @ male says something that I find offensive, I can verbalize...how I

feel. :

It's a liberating feeling to look at my world through a different/non-sex-
ist perspective! I'r taking charge of my life more now because of this
awareness.

4 1N~
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In contrast, this answer in the control courses was xiuch more narrow
and instrumental. Students saw the courses as helping them read the newspa-
per better, make moral decisions about unemployment, renew their interest
in a particular topic, or *rect their job searches. It appears that in the wom-
en’s studies classes, criti  engagement is rooted in an internal or self-under-
standing of the world, wi...¢ in our control courses this engagement is more
external and pragmatic.'? On many of the women's s:udies questionnaires,
students spoke about making future commitments . social change in prac-
tice, such as doing work in communities or becoming politically active.!®
They saw their lives as connected to others in a globally linted way.

The effect of women's studies on our students’ lives was most poignant
in the comments from the majors and alumnae. By making the decision to
major in women's studies, these students were acknowledging that their com-
mitment to this field was different from those of students just taking a course
or two. Many of the majors and alumnae saw the applicabitity of the wom-
en’s studies courses both in their senses of self as well in their daily lives:

“It’s hard to fight the enemy with outposts in [your] head,” we were
quoted in class. Women's studies is a friend in my head.

I think it’s given me a bit of more confidence that...books aren't al-
ways the key; that sometimes the answers are right inside ¢ you.

..it’s learning that does more than fill your brain. It fills your body, it
fills your heart, [and] it makes you grow....

Other majors and alumnae spoke eloquently of the way women's studies
had ck v:ged their awareness of the world. Phrases like “it changed the ques-
tions I asked myself,” “it's made me sensitive to obstacles faced by other dis-
advantageu groups,” or “my life will be devoted to women's issues...it's my
life’s mission” pepper their responses. Many of the alumnae discussed how it
had shaped their career choices or gui~A their “intellectual and professional
life.” The effect seems clearest wh. student, asked what she can do
with the major, replies, “Oh, I can do anything, I just have a broad base of
humanity, and I can just stem [off] from that.” As one studen* concluded,
“that’s the big difference in women's studies [from other disciplines]: there's
not only the opportunity to argue, but there's almost a challenge to do some-

@ hing about it.”

IToxt Provided by ERI
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[ Does women'’s studies teach divergent points of view? Women's studies courses
at Weliesley are not different in a statistical sense from the controls in en-
couraging multiple points of view. However, what “divergent points of view”
means is clearly different once the qualitative data is read. When asked if dif-
ferent points of view were encouraged by the professor, aimost three-quarters
of the students in both groups said “yes.” In both groups, students felt they
were exposed to contrasting theories and differing ways to consider a topic
and were encouraged to find their own answers. In the control group, howev-
er, students interpret diffcrent points of view to mean that faculty members
teach divergent theories to explain similar phenomenon rather than differing
political viewpoints. Students rarely understand that different theories in all
disciplines are suffused with political viewpoints. In women’s studies, where
students come into the courses expecting the subject matter to be suffused
with political viewpoints, they still see the professor as presenting contrast-
ing political views but not different theories, This reflects the continued prob-
lem that to discuss gender, race, or class is perceived as “political”; by con-
trast, to ignore these categories entirely is not perceived as “political.”

In discussions with the faculty, however, it is clear that many times fac-
ulty members see themselves as p: .senting “objective” analyses of differing
theoretical positions. Because the students see the material itself as “loaded,”
however, the meaning of objectivity takcs on a different cast in women's
studies than in other fields. Faculty members often struggle in women's stud-
ies courses to help students see that there are not just differing “opinions”
about particular issues but underlying theoretical differences that could have
political consequences. As maiy of us have cor e to rethirk what knowledge
is and how it is constructed, different disciplines nave begun to recognize the
deeply subjective aspects of research. The view that the researcher is not dis-
passionate, objective, or simply a conduit to the intellectual community is
becoming more commonly acknowledged.'*

Similarly, this set of issues needs to be discussed about teaching. In the
Feminist Pedagogy Group convened to consider such questions, Wellesley wom-
en’s studies faculty members were particularly articulate about the problems of be-
ing seen as “non-objective”; these problems confront the women’s studies profes-
sor and the professors of color (even more shatply), regardless of subject matter.

Women'’s studies teachers are struggling to find a new definition of “ob-
jective” and “good teacher” that clearly fits with the kinds of materials they
are presenting and an understanding of the impact their course content has
on students. If women's studies professors do not merely present “objective”

4N
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facts nor arbitrate conflicting viewpoints as the “in-command” figure, they
are searching to find a new way to describe their teaching. Perhaps this is
best summed up in Barbara Hillyer Davis’ analysis that the role is one of “si-
multaneous translator...hearing and giving back in other words what another
person has just said, and at the same time presenting an explanation in an-
other language which will illuminate for a second group without alienating
the first.”! One stucent "1sed a differer : term for this when she labeled the
classroom experience one € “mutual discovery™:

I think there is a lot of diffevence between teaching someone, like
standing up in front of a classroom and spitting out information and
expecting the students to absorb it and learn it, and learning
through...mutual discovery, which is more possible in women's studies
because it relates so personally to your life. ...

It our Feminist Pedagogy Group discussions, we found that not all of us
functioned as “simultaneous translators” or were certain that this was always
the best way to function. Disciplinary and personality differences were evi-
dent among women's studies faculty members. In sum, while we can say that
the women’s studies faculty mernbers demonstrated a variety of pedagogical
approaches, they all shared a willingness to try different teaching techniques
and to focus on connecting the student to her learning.

[} Does women's studies pressure students tc. give “politically correct” answers?
When students were asked if they felt “pressure to give ‘politically correct’
answers” and to explain what they meant by this, the majority said that they
did not feel this pressure.!¢ In fact, women’s studies students wrote rather ex-
tensive commentary in which they emphasized how many different view-
points were overtly encouraged in the classroom, suggesting the “simultane-
ous translator” role was working. “She tried to present all points of view
andfor always made it safe for differing views to be presented,” explained one
student, while another said of the professor, “She made it seem okay to have
different points of view and that there is never only one ‘right’ point of
view.” In mediating whut are sometimes necessarily inter.e emotional re-
sponses to subject matter, one professor was praised because “she taught us to
try to connect with the person whose idea was at hand—rather than taking a
separated, confrontational approach.”

Our findings do suggest, however, that something different is going on in
yomen’s studies courses in terms of how students experience the discussions.

107
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Despite the affirmation by 70 percent of the women's studies students that
their classes did not pressure them to conform to a classroom “li..e,” 30 per-
cent of the women's studies group and only 14 percent of the control group
felt silenced or at risk expressing unpopular opinions.!? At first, we consid-
ered the hypothesis that there simply is more discussion in women's studies
and that this would affect students’ sense of more people saying the same
things. However, our statistics on classroom format co not bear this cat: 88
peccen: of the students in the control courses and 84 percent in the women's
studies classes reported that the “learning environment” was structured as
discussion and lecture. Only classroom observations might tell us if there is
wnore talking from students in the actual discussion times in women's studizs
as opposed to other courses.

What may be at issue is less the time for talk in some quantitative sense
than the nature of the talk itself. We suspect that the actual topics of wom-
en's studies courses allow for more discussion of deeply felt and controversial
issues. The work of our colleague, David Pillemer, and his students in the
Psychology Department on what Wellesley students actually remember about
theit classroom and college experiences supports this hypothesis. Pillemer
found that Wellesley students overwhelmingly “remember” interpersonal and
emotional encounters,'®

If students are more connected to the issues under discussion in their
women's studies classroom, we suspect their strong positions on these issues
may be due to their connecting the discussion with the emotional concern
they felt at the time. This explanation is supported by the student answers in
a set of questionnaires from a women's studies history course. They reported
more controversy over the interpretation of the ending of the one novel they
read in the course than in the seemingly r.ore “factual” historical materials.
As one student commented, “maybe it is difficult to debate history.”!? The
students’ answers also make clear that the pressure they felt comes fron the
student culture, not the professors. As one student wrote candidly, “I don't
feel the pressure. I may apply it.” Another in a control class wrote, “The pro-
fessor is very accepting of all ideas, even if the students generally aren't.”

We note that this survey took place under the conditions of the hot-
house atmosphere at Wellesley when the issue of Barbara Bush as Wellesley's
commencement speaker was being debated both on the campus and through-
out the country’s media. (A petition from 150 Wellesley students questioned
the appropriateness of Mrs. Bush as the graduate speaker, and this set off a
firestorm of controversy concerning the unresolved issues about the changes

o . ht
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in women's and famiiy life.) The course surveys are peppered with comments
about women's roles in American society and reflect the content of the Bush
controversy. For instance, one student in a women's history course reported:
“Students at Wellesley don't want to hear about women who choose more
traditional roles such as wife and mother. To support such a choice is to be
‘politically incorrect’ in a women's studies class. The mind set is that this is
what women did when they were oppressed—now that they are liberated,
only the most meek would make such a choice."?

We feel it is disheartening to read the student comments from this ques-
tion, but their honesty needs to be recorded. Thus, one student said, “People
hesitate to state what they really feel because they don't know if it is right and
will feel scorned by those who have ‘political rightness’ mastered.” Another
noted, “Sometimes when I disagree with what the majority of the class is say-
ing, I don't speak up because | feel too uncomfortable.” Or, in the words of
another student, “There seems to be a party line on feminist issues that we
had bette: not waver from. However, it is masked in a feeling of openness.”

The problem is best summed up by « student who wrote, “The pressure is
the:e all the time irrespective of being ir. this class or uutside—the pressure
to go with the swav of public opinion.” At an elite women's college where
there is a college culture of high achievement for women and a legacy of po-
liteness as the norm for women's behavior, there may be pressure to make
students feel they should not speak up and express a minority view. Long be-
fore “p.c.” became a nationwide shibboleth, the problem of conformity and
the failure to hotly contest ideas of any kind in the classroom were widely
discussed by Wellesley faculty members. As one student wrote, “It's a combi-
nation of societal pressure not to rock the boat and Wellesley pressure to be
nice.” It also is possible that this conformity is a result of the primary late
adolescent culture that pervades the college.2! Not every student conforms.
As one women's studies student declared, “I refuse to fall into one more form
of politeness.”

This “politeness” is further complicated in women's studies, where the
subject matter is so linked to a sense of self. Students often write that they
feel that to be critical of someone's ideas is to be critical of them as a person.
As one student reported in a women's studies class before beginning her dis-
agreement, “Don’t jump all over me, but...."22 Encouraging students to feel
“safe” to voice criticism is one of the tasks discussed many times by women's
studies faculty in the Feminist Pedagogy Group. However, if the theories that

@ "1k women's development of self to connection with others are valid, then
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The women’s studies students reported discussing
the course materials outside the classtoom
20 percent more than the controls

we may indeed be asking students to do something that forces them to be in
tension with their developing sense of self.?* The difficulty of helping stu-
dents to understand differing points of view about deeply held identity be-
liefs, at a time when they are still working out who they are themselves, may
be reflected in these responses as well. As one student wrote, “...sure there's
a little pressure, but that’s usually brought on by personal insecurity.” How
we work to promote “safe” debate without encouraging mere posturing, com-
petition, and disconnection needs further thought. More research on peer
pressure in the women'’s classroom should be done.

How much students’ unwillingness to engage in debate is linked to their
“shyness” also would have to be studied. Studies suggest that there is a slight-
ly higher percentage of shy students at Wellesley than at coeducational uni-
versities. Research on shyness suggests that the metacognitive tendencies of
shy people include “think{ing] about ‘who does this situation want me to be?’
rather than ‘how can I be me in this situation’,” which could be a factor in
the classtoom culture. Similarly, another faculty member who has read ad-
missions files for Wellesley over the last two decades anecdotally reports that
more of the letters of recommendation in the late 1980s as compared to the
late 1960s descrize the student as “quiet.”? .

Our students’ answers also suggest that the words “politically correct”
may not always mean what such a phrase has conie to mean in the media in
the lust two years. Some students clearly thought this meant more of a class-
roorn-based “party line” regardless of the topic. Thus, in one control class in
answer to the “p.c.” question, a student wrote she felt the pressure because “if
you disagree with the professor he will squash you because he has more
knowledge and therefore will give a more persuasive, itrefutable argument.”
[ What quality of debate occurs in women'’s studies? While we have sought to
investigate the reasons why some women’s studies students, more than stu-
dents in the control group, felt pressure from their peers to sign on to a com-
mon way of seeing the world, the vast majority of students in both groups did
not experience such pressure. In fact, the statistical comparison between the
two groups also suggests that women’s studies students debate issues far more
frequently both in and out of the classroom. Of all our questions, the numeri-
cal differences between the two groups was widest in the two questions about
debate and discussion.

When we asked, “Do students debate or argue among one another!” 80
percent of the student. :n the women's studies classroom answered “yes,” as
opposed to only 55 percent in the controls. As noted, this difference is not

i
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one of format. As one student expressed eloquently, “Yes—debate, argue—
no. Everyone respects everyone elsc’s beliefs, I've never seen anyone jump
lown anyone’s throat, but there are certainly a wide variety of opinions.” Yet
in the very same class another student repotted, “There is usually a predomi-
nantly liberal or feminist general opinion in class (in most classes in gener-
al), and it is difficult to go against this attitude.” These divergent reactions to
what has happened in the same course suggest how little we really can learn
from statistical generalizations and how different students actually are experi-
encing a course even when they are sitting in a shared classroom. Only 25
percent of the women'’s studies students answered “no” to the question of
whether students argue among one another. By contrast, 48 percent of the
students from the control group, or almost half, answered “no.”

Talking and learning in women’s studies takes place in many settings.
We asked students how often they discussed course readings and lectures out-
side the classroom ar.d with whom. The women’s st Jies students reported
discussing the course materials outside the classroom 20 percent more than
the controls did (84 percent in women's studies said they had such discus-
sions either constantly or occasionally as opposed to 63 percent of the con-
trols). Even more striking, 17 percent of the women’s studies students said
such discussions were constant, as opposed to only 6 percent of the controls.

There is, however, very little difference between the groups on the ques-
tion of with whom these discussions take place. The only difference is slight-
ly more discussion (18 percent versus 13 percent) with male friends by the
women's studies group. We believe this reflects the fact that the women’s
studies courses do raise issues about male/female relationships that the stu-
dents then test in discussion with their male friends. The courses also may
provide the students with a language and the “cover” of an intellectual dia-
logue to discuss more “personal” male/female issues. Many women's studies
students also repott increased dialogues with their mothers.

What our questionnaires did not tell us is whether there is more debate
as well as discussion taking place outside the classroom than in it. With
friends, roommates, or family, and away from any kind of real evaluative situ-
ation like a class (especially ones like women’s studies where students know
discussion really matters), students may feel freer ;o actually wrestle with the
materials and ideas they are learning.?> Despite students’ memories that there
is much discussion in women's studies classes, faculty members also report
there is sometimes a good deal of silence, especially when the topics are par-
T ularly sensitive.
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We suspect that the silence, or the sense of pressure, also may come from
the topics and reflect the real limitations of the set classrcom time and its
evaluative nature. Often, students need more time to process a set of ideas,
to reflect upon them, to speak to others before they really know what they
think.26 Faculty members thus have found that if complex ideas can be intro-
duced a numbser of different ways and returned to later in the course, the dis-
cussions often are more fruitful. Research on women's studies learning there-
fore may have to take into account what happens outside the classroom as
much as what actually happens inside during class time or studying.

In conclusion, our findings demonstre*e the limitations of relying on
quantitative evaluative data and the ways they “flatten” human experiences.
Even when the quantitative answers were statistically similar between the
women's studies and control courses, careful reading of the actual answers
suggests that the meanings of the answers varied widely between the women'’s
studies and control courses. Thus, the qualitative answers told us much more
about what was really happening in the courses and gave us a deeper sense of
how we might begin to “count” the meanings of our students’ responses.
These answers also demonstrated how much women's studies classes honed
students’ critical thinking and their own sense of themselves as not merely
learners but active participants in linking intellectual endeavors ard chang-
ing conceptions of the self to social change.

IMPACT OF THE PROJECT AND FUTURE PLANS
For the faculty members, the project enabled us to inake self- conscious what
is for many of us unconscious. In our discussions, we discovered joint prob-
lems of topics in the classrooms, expressed concern about both silences and
pressures, and became particularly aware of the difficulvies facing our col-
leagues of color. The project also led us to discuss with the relevant commit-
tees on campus and with the dean both evaluation problems and the need for
more money for internal research on teaching. We became very aware of
how the pressure of the student evaluation questionnaires kept faculty mem-
bers, especially junior faculty members, fearful of innovation and controversy
in their classrooms. This report also will be given . a lecture in the faculty’s
ongoing teaching seminars sponsored by the dean’s office, Although some
parts of this report gave us pause, we felt encouraged in the end by the com-
ments of students in our classes and by the words of one who noted what
women's studies had meant for her: *I will continue to yuestion my beliefs
and will continue to try to educate myself.” This seems to us to sum up suc-



125

WELLESLEY
COLLEGE

cinctly what we hope women's studies does for all its students.

We think our report raises the need for further studies on the following
questions:

O What are the relationships between the late adolescent student’s identity
development and the kinds of issues raised in women's studies? How does
peer pressure affect student learning?

[J How are we to understand the meaning of “silences” in the women’s stud-
ies classroom, and how are we to measure the “talk”?

O How can quantitative and qualitative research on classroom learning be
used together to give a fuller picture of student learning!

O What kind of changes will have to be made in student evaluation ques-
tionnaires when the course content is perceived as “political”?

[0 What difference does widespread societal discussion of “political correct-
ness” mean for the women's studies classroom and its mission as we face the
twenty-first century?

O Can we follow women's studies students in a longitudinal manner to ex-
amine how much “social change” they actually become part of?

0 How can we talk about “objectivity” in a way that helps students under-
stand more fully what women's studies is attempting to do?

0 How much does the very subject of women's studies—and its link to an
emotional/affective style of learning—affect what students actually remem-
ber about their courses?

) Should we, or can we, attempt to help students disengage the personal
from the content of the courses? How do we make them understand that
while the “personal is political,” it is not always true that the political is per-
sonal in the way they have come to understand it?

In sum, women's studies in a women's institution is ironically in a difficult
situation: It must make gender matter and not matter in a context that struggles
to make gender matter and not matter, too. The obvious demands on women's
studies in coeducational institutions—to support women's centers, create role
models, serve as focal points for womens issues, teach in lifferent modes—take
on subtler and different shadings in the setting of a smal! liberal arts college
dedicated to women's empowerment and excellence in teaching.

In questionnaire responses from students and discussions among the fac-
ulty, we tried to determine what does make women's studies “different” at
Wellesley. Our findings sugges  .at ultimately it is the subject matter of
women's studies that shapes tiie parameters for teaching and learning. For

© _any students, especially those coming directly from high school, women's
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studies is the first time that women and gender are legitimate subjects of
study. In connecting the student through “mutual discovery” to herself and
the wider world at the same time, women's studies creates a critical edge in
its students and a critical stance in its teachers. This criticalness connects in-
tellectual sharpness to the contemporary issues that the students face, or that
they come to understand, that structure the lives of women whose life cir-
cumstances are or have been quite different from their own.

As our comparative data suggest, while there is as much discussion in
women'’s studies as in other Wellesley classes, students perceive both more
conformity and more debate in women's studies. We believe this reflects, in
part, the pressure of “politeness” that still defines many women’s cultures.
Because the material is so important to the students and their lives, they
both think differently about it and speak in “pregnant pauses” as well.
Sometimes, however, the issues appear so overwhelming they do not know
what they think. Often, only time and life experience will help them sort
this out. We think, therefore, that the seeming contradiction—more confor-
mity pressure and more debate—eally is not contradictory.

Further, our data show they do speak about it much more outside the
classroom. Thus, women's studies requires that we reconsider the learning
boundaries of our courses. Innovative assignments, returning to similar topics
in non-linear ways, use of the silences, and even the seeming conformity in a
dialogic manner throughout the course may be required if we are to take ad-
vantage of the kind of learning that is already taking place.

Finally, we will have to use some of the new analyses of identity forma-
tion and community to come to terms with the pressures our students feel
and the learning they are doing. Students in women’s studies, as in other eth-
nic and black studies courses, are part of an effort to forge a new kind of
learning and contestation over critical ideas. As historian Joan Wallach
Scott has argued, “Contests about knowledge are now understood to be polit-
ical, not only because they are contests, but because they are explicitly about
the interests of groups.” How we consider this and help women's studies stu-
dents forge a sense of self that is both connected and open to difference re-
mains our greatest challenge.

et
—
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1. We gratefully acknowledge the participation of Wellesley College faculty members in the sur-
veys and discussions that made this report possible. We also thank Holly Benton, Lisa Bergin,
Laura Kossoff, Jennifer Schoenstadt, and Margaret Potter for their assistance in the data collec-
tion and coding. We thank Laurel Furumoto of the Psychology Department for her helpful sug-
gestions on sampling technique. Tim Sieber and Caryn McTighe Musil made invaluable edito-
rial suggestions. Both Suzanne Hyers and Margaret Centamore provided technical assistance,
including “translating” from MAC to 1BM and back.
2. Wellesley College Bulletin 81 (September 1991): 42, 48.
3. Susan Reverby, “Women's Studies at Wellesley Over the Decade,” presentation given at A
Celebration of Nan Keohane's Decade as Wellesley's President, October 18, 1991, Wellesley
College.
4. It is interesting to note that this is the only academic unit in the college wherc all faculty
members have initially been hired on a half-time basis. Even though the program has tenure-
track positions, it has never been given a full-time, tenure-track line to begin with. This is un-
usual at Wellesley. although the college does have a history of providing “regular part-time”
work with benefits and the possibility of tenure. This slow building of the program also reflects
the cap on faculty increases in the 1980s.
5. When entollment goes above eighty students in a semester, a faculty member can request a
grader. This is rare and few faculty members teach this ma.1y students in a semester on what is
now a two-courses-a-semester load.
6. The "renting” idea is Arthur Stinchcombe's; see Arthur Stinchcombe, Information and
Organizations (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990), chapter nine, “University
Administration of Research Space and Teaching Loads: Managers Who Do Not Know What
Their Workers Are Doing.”
7. “Wellesley College Student Evaluation Questionnaires.” The forms in fact leave room for the
students to write comments, but these are only seen by the faculty member and are not used for
evaluation. Therefore, the qualitative information on these forms is not being used to illumi-
nate the quantitative scores. We will return to this point in our discussion of findings.
8. As a by-product of these questions, we learned a lot about the content of the courses without
actually examining the syllabi or asking students about it directly. We had no hidden agenda in
finding out what was taught in classes. Content was not conceived of as central to our research
design.
9. We focused on social science courses because there are very few humanities and no science
courses that are cross-listed in women's studies. At Wellesley, philosophy and history are con-
sidered part of the social sciences division.
10. Commitment to women's studies was measured by courses that wete either part of the wom-
en's studies core cutriculum or cross-listed. The reason for this is that cross-listed courses are at
the option of the individual faculty member who chooses to see his or her courses as part of the
women'’s studies curriculum. A screen by women's studies is done very informally, and faculty
members are not required to submit syllabi for acceptance.
11. What we do not know, and would be interested to know in future surveys, is how many stu-
dents even know that the courses they select are cross-listed with women's studies. This additional
information would tell us whether or not students are conscious of a feminist style of teaching or
presumed feminist content to the courses when they sele.t their courses. Our hunch is that stu-
@ ‘ents are not aware of this and choose courses simply on the reputation of the faculty member.

E MC We suspect that even if students do not know about the bureaucratic cross-listing, they are



ERIC

128

THE COURAGE
TO QUESTION

aware often of the faculty member's approach and can tell from the course title and description
something about its content. Ata sinall residential college, a good deal of informal information
is known and shared about faculty members. In retrospect, it might have helped if in our survey
we had asked students why they chose this course and if they knew it was cross-listed in women's
s dies,
12. This kind of instramental view of education is, of course, fairly common; see Michael
Moitatt, Coming of Age in New Jersey (New Brunswick, N.).: Rutgers University Press, 1989),
13. if we had the time, it would be fascinating to do longitudinal studies and see what actually
happens to these students in ten years' time.
14. These issues have been discussed for a number of years ard are central to much women's
studies thinking. For more recent discussion in other fields, see for examples James Cliiford and
George E. Marcus, eds.,Writing Culture: The Poetics and Politics of Ethnography (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1986) and Peter Novick, That Noble Dream: The "Objectivity
Question" and the American Historical Profession (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988).
15. Barbara Hillyer Davis, “Teaching the Feminist Minority,” in Margo Culley and Catherine
Portuge, cus., Gendered Subjects: The Dynamics of Feminist Teaching (New York: Routledge,
1985), 250,
16. We should note that this question was framed before the media circus around “political cor-
rectness” came to town.
17. These statistics are skewed by one course in the women's studies group where nineteen out
of twenty-five students replied yes. However, if we throw out this course from the data, almost a
fourth of the women's studies students still say yes.
i8. David Pillemer, et al., “Memories of Life Transitions: The First Year in College,” Human
Leaming 5 (1986): 109-23; Lynn Goldsmith and David Pillemer, “Memories of Statements
Spoken in Everyday Contexts,” Applied Cognitive Psychology 2 (1988): 273-86; David Pillemer,
et al., “Very Long-Term Memories of the First Year in College,” Jos:mal of Experimental
Psychology: Leaming, Memory and Cognition 14 (1988): 709-15.
19. It is, of course, very easy to debate history. This was a large course taught by a visiting pro-
fessor who may not have felt comfortable opening up the debate on a regular basis.
20. The debate around the selection of Barbara Bush and the Wellesley students’ petition ques-
tioning her appropriateness will be the subject of a larger study, not related to ¢his FIPSE report,
that Hertz and Reverby are now completing. Two years later as we completc this report, this is-
sue has clearly not gone away. Tellingly, this time the media concern is focused on a possible
presidential wife, Hillary Clinton, Wellesley Class of 1969. Jerry Brown's jibe at Bill Clinton for
sending state business to his wife's law firm led her to query if Brown expected her to be home
with the kids serving milk and cookies. The subsequent media response to this was reminiscent
of the Bush Jebate. Thus, the pressure students feel at Wellesley to achieve in the work world,
and their sense of being silenced around traditionally “female” activities, are certainly not limit-
ed *o the women’s studies classroom.
21. We acknowledge that most classes at Wellesley also have returning wonen students who are
older than “traditional-aged” students. But they do not shape the classroom culture as a whole.
How much they can influence more tradirional-aged students when they are still outnumbered
in the classes remains to be studied. For .1 parallel analysis on tokenism, see Rosabeth Kanter,
Men and Women in the Corporation (New York: Basic Books, 1977).
22, Reading of student entries to journals for *Introduction to Women's Studies” and comments
" in “Politics of Caring” course.
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23. A number of researchets have written on this topic: Janet Lever, Carol Gilligan, Nancy
Chodor v, etc. The idea of the “self in relations” is most theoretically developed by the Stone
Center group at Wellesley College, see Judith Jordan, et al., eds., Women's Growth in Connec-
tion (New York: Guilford Press, 1991).

24, Jonathan Cheek, “Faculty ‘Shop-talk’: Teaching the Shy Student,” Wellesley College,
February 18, 1992; Personal communication, Maud Chaplin to Susan Reverby, March 24, 1992;
see also Jonathan Cheek and L. A. Melchior, “Shyness, Self-esteem and Self-consciousness,” in
H. Leitenberg, ed., Handbook of Social and Evaluation Anxiety (New York: Plenum, 1990),
47-82,

25. As one of the authors of this report has observed, students’ journals in the introductory
courses demonstrate, for example, much more questioning and complex thinking than is usually
articulated in the classroom.

26. The silences also may reflect student reaction to materials outside their own experiences or
their life stage. For instance, abortion elicits a hotly contested debate, while infertility or repro-
ductive technology is less likely to provoke such passionate discussion.

27. Joan Wallach Scott, “The Campaign Against Political Correctness,” Change (November-
December 1991), 37.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
WELLESLEY COLLEGE

This questionnaire is part of a study being done by Wellesley's Women's Studies
Program as part of a national survey. To do the study, we are asking students in select-
ed women's studies and non-women's studies courses to answer this brief question-
naire. Your answers should reflect your experierice in the class where you received
this survey. Your name is not requested and your professor will not see the survey.
S/he will merely collect them and return them immediate’, to the women's studies
office We deeply appreciate your taking the time todo this.

Directions
If a question does not apply, please write “not applicable.” If you do not have an an-

swer or don't know, please vrite “don’t know.”

Course number and name:

Background Information
1. What year do you expect to graduate?

2. What is your age!

3. What is your racefethnicity?

4. What is your major! What is your minor?

5. After graduation are you presently planning to attend g aduate or professional

school?

Yes No Don't know [circle one]
In what fields? lspecilfy degrees and fields)

f Questions About This Course
. How has this course changed or affected your personal life?

2. How has this course affected your intellectual life?

Q . - .
- 3. Did it change your political bet .si 1t how?
ERIC e your poltcal el it



131
WELLESLEY
COLLEGE

4. How was the learning environment structured in the classroom? (e.g., lecture only,
lecture: and discussion, student led, sat in a circle, etc.)

5. How does the learning environment in this class compare to any courses you have
taken in women's studies? (Women's studies courses and courses cross-listed in wom-
en’s studies can be used as comparisons.)

6. Is there much discussion in this class?
7. Do students debate or argue among one another? [provide examples)

8. How often did you discuss course readings and lectures outside the classtoom?
Constantly Occasionally Rarely [circle one]
Only when studying for an exam Never

If s0, with whom? [specify relationship: roommates, female friends, male friends, family)

9. Do you feel there is pressure to give “politically correct” ar :wers?
Yes No [circle ou.¢f
If yes, please explain your answer,

10. Were different points of view encouraged by the professor?
Yes No Sometimes [circle one]

11. In terms of course content, did you learn how to think about an issue or social
problem from different political or theoretical points of view? [give examples]

12. Do you feel that you will apply what you learned in this class to your work and/or
further education?

Yes No Don't know [circie one]
If yes, how!

5 137
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



133
CHAPTER SIX

CUNY-
HUNTER QOLLEGE
FEMINIST EDUCATION

BY MICHELE PALUDI AND JOAN TRONTO!

Hunter College of the City University of New York, reflecting
both the political commitment of its women’s studies program
and the richly diverse student population, assesses their goals and
accomplishmencs i three areas: multiculturalism, critical think-
ing, and integration of knowledge. Particular attention is paid to
the relationship of women's studies to the community and to the
program’s advocacy component.

Founded by Thomas Hunter as a normal school to educate women whose ca-
reer goals included teaching children and adolescents, City University of New
York~Hunter College has sustained its century-and-a-quarter commitment to
educating women. As one of the oldest branches of City University of New
York, Hunter College is now coeducational but 73 percent of its nineteen
thousand students are women, a percentage that has not varied since 1985.
Even among undergraduate non-degree students—the majority of whom are
participants in a Senior Citizen Program—two-thirds are women.

In graduate training programs at Hunter, women represenc a larger per-
centage of students than is found in the studeat population as a whole. In
1990, for example, 76.6 percent of the graduate students were women. And
there are more women matriculating in graduate programs (78.7 percent)
than among non-matriculating students (71.1 percent).

Approximately 53 percent of Hunter's student population are minorities.
The largest minority representation is in the African American, non-
Hispanic category, with Hispanic Other and Asian or Pacific Islander second
and third. The ethnic classifications of Hunter's student body have remained
relatively stable over the past three years. Within the graduate programs,
black, non-Hispanic constitutes the largest minority group (14.9 percent in
1990); 67.2 percent are white, non-Hispanic.

The Women's Studies Program at Hunter College, officially begun in the
mid-1970s, has | cen central in en'’s studies since the inception of this
field of study. In 1983, the Hunt.. College Women's Studies Collective pub-

@' hed Women’s Realities, Women's Choices, the first comprehensive textbook
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In order to learn about other cultures, students
need to draw connecting links between their
own experiences and the experiences of others

for introductory women’s studies. Since then, Hunter's Women’s Studies Pro-
gram has continued to grow and evolve, adding new faculty members and
striving to offer a curriculum that reflects the diversity of women on a global
basis while remaining at the forefront of women’s studies scholarship.

The Women's Studies Program at Hunter Colleg2 has been one of three
departments/programs {with Anthropology and Urban Affairs) that have
shown the largest growth since 1985. Women’s studies has gone from thirty-
two FTEs in 1985 to fifty-eight in 1990, representing an 81 percent increase.
An interdisciplinary academic program that seeks to preserve, expand, and
share knowledge about women and gender, women's studies reexamines
women’s heritage and the role of women in contemporary society and in all
cultures. It aims, through a focus on women’s experiences, to open fresh per-
spectives throughout the entire curriculum. Women's sdies at Hunter relies
upon a broad community of affiliated faculty, staff, and students and is ad-
ministered by a coordinator and a policy committee of elected student and
faculty representatives.

Women's studies at Hunter College includes three components: curricu-
lum, scholarship, and advocacy. Through participation in the FIPSE project,
our program has sought to assess our goals and accomplishments in three
areas: multiculturalism, critical thinking, and integration of knowledge.
Throughout this project, we have tried to be as inclusive of our women’s
studies community as possible in the formulation of goals and in their assess-
ment. As a result, we believe our assessment demonstrates that what we have
hoped to develop as the strengths of our program are, in fact, strengths of our
program. While work remains to be done, we believe that this assessment has
helped us to tecognize the crucial ways in which women’s studies provides
the students of Hunter College with “the courage to question.”

MULTICULTURALISM

| remember in my “Women in the Third World” cluss, one of the first
things my professor talked about was embracing similarity in the heart
of difference. And it took me so long to understand what she meant,
and maybe I...just took [it]...my cwn way, but I felt...it was about...
getting yourself out of your context somehow, or recognizing that you
are in your context, and everything that you see, und everything that
you believe has so much to do with...where you come from.

WOMEN 5 STUDIES STUDENT, 1991
a9 o
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The goal of multicultural learning involves a complex set of intellectual and
personal traits. In order to learn about other cultures, students need to be
able to draw connecting links between their own experiences and the experi-
ences of others; to comprehend cultural differences; to deal with “culture
shock”; to clear away subjective obstacles to multicultural learning such as
racism and ethnocentrism,

New York City is a world city; the students at Hunter College reflect the
extraordinary ethnic diversity of the globe. Nonetheless, a number of aspects
of life in New York City and at Hunter College make the emergence of cos-
mopolitan citizens of the world problematic. First, though New York consists
of people from all over the world, large parts of New York City are rigidly
segregated by ethnic group and by class. Many New Yorkers live in extremely
insulated communities. These structural problems are compounded by diffi-
culties in establishing sufficient trust for multicultural understanding. As
levels of incivility increase in the city as a whole, no single individual's or
group's efforts for multicultural understanding will be automatically rewarded
by the recognition, appreciation, or acknowledgment of others. Conszquent-
ly, the high psychic costs of trying to understand others may seem too high a
price to pay for uncertain results.

To assess how effectively the Women's Studies Program accomplished its
complex goal of reflecting multiculturalism, we examined data in three differ-
ent areas: curriculum, scholarship, and collective conversations with students.

CURRICULUM

An examination of Hunter's women's studies curri-1lum reveals a concerted
effort to offer multicultural courses, hire faculty members from diverse back-
grounds, and prepare existing faculty members to weave multicultural issues
throughout their courses. The data suggest that the program’s goal to infuse a
multicultural perspective in the women's studies program is being met.

The proportion of the curriculum that focuses on explicitly mulricultur."
themes is significant. During fall 1990, for example, the Women's Studies
Program offered six out of twelve multicultural courses: “Women in the
Third World"; “Women and Music in World Cultures”; “Autobiographies of
Black Women Literary Artists”; “Working Class Women in the United
States, 1865-1960"; “Changing Roles of Women in China/Japan”; and “The
Politics of AIDS: Seminar in Political Behavior.” During spring 1991, the
Women's Studies Program offered seven out «f sixteen courses on explicitly

E lK‘llcnulticultural themes: “Women and Development”; “Race, Gc..der, and the
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Movies”; “Black Women Literary Artists”; “Lesbian Voices in the Twentieth
Century”; “Women in the Middle East”; “Women, Art, and Culture”; and
“Decolonizing Desire: Fiction By Third World Women.”

Students also can choose from among several additional women’s studies
courses regularly offered in the program that have explicitly multicultural
subjects: “Black Women in the Americas,” “Puerto Rican and Latina
Women,” and “lmmigrant Women in New York City.” Two other cross-listed
courses regularly offered are “Gender, Ethnicity, and Disease” and “Black
Women Writers: Cross Cultural Connections.”

To expand such course offerings, the Women'’s Studies Program has
hired new faculty members and worked with existing faculty. Over the past
several years, the program has hired additional faculty members who bring an
international and multicultural perspective to women’s studies and has hired
adjuncts to offer additional courses in subjects such as “Black Women in the
Ameticas,” “Immigrant Women in New York City,” and “Lesbian Voices.”

In order to prepare faculty members in multicultural women’s studies
scholarship, the college has continued to support faculty development semi-
nars on a university-wide basis. During summer 1990, a Ford Foundation-
sponsored project to integrate material on women of color into the curriculum
received support from Hunter College and included faculty members from
women’s studies. The college supported for the third year the City University-
wide Faculty Development Seminar on Balancing the Curriculum for Gender,
Race, Class, and Ethnicity, in which women's studies faculty members played
a central role. The newly renovated Women's Studies Library/Resource Cen-
ter also contains books, articles, and audio/visual materials rich in multicul-
tural resources to assist faculty with their curriculum integration projects.

Additionally, faculty members teaching “Women's Studies 100” and oth-
er cross-listed courses made concerted efforts to balance their class materials
for ethnicity, sexual orientation, age, race, and class. Almost every section,
for instance, in the “Women’s Studies 100” course included either Audre
Lorde’s Sister/Outsider or Johnnetta Cole’s All American Woemen, A review of
the syllabi in general revealed that numerous articles on the experiences of
lesbians, older women, African American women, Afro-Caribbean women,
Puerto Rican women, Latinas, Asian American women, Native American
women, and others also were typical.

Funds from the Hunter College Pluralism and Diversity Grant were used
for integrating global materials into the introductory course in women’s stud-
ies. Funds from this grant also are being used to help faculty members work
on race and gender balancing cutgicula in a variety of disciplines. The
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Women'’s Studies Program in conjunction with the Psychology Department,
for example, has designed a program that will encourage students and faculty
11embers to consider culture, ethnicity, sex, gender, class, and race as impor-
tant psychological variables and to note the bias in traditional psychological
theories a3 research paradigms. Designed by the current women’s studies
coordinator, Michele Paludi, the course includes four components: (1) acqui-
sition of educarional materials dealing with curticulum integration, (2) de-
velopment of a resource manual on curriculum integration, (3) faculty devel-
opment seminars to address curricular and pedagogical issues, and (4)
development of 2 new course in the Department of Psychology called
“Psychology of Gender, Ethnicity, and Race,” which was taught in spring
1992.

Like several other institutions nationally, Hunter College has begun to
explore adding a pluralism and diversity requirement to its distribution re-
quirements. Not surprisingly, faculty members in women'’s studies have been
actively involved in the discussion. Among the tenets of the pr “posal is the
requirement that all students take a courss focusing on women and women's
contributions to the disciplines.

Expanding the multicultural emphasis in the cuericulum beyond the
classroom walls, Hunter also received grants from the Ford Foundation and
the Aaron Diz .nond Foundation to support women's studies student intern-
ships in women’s =productive health care in New York City and to sponsor a
three .ay conference on balancing the curriculum for reproductive rights is-
sues in a global perspective. Curtently the project is focusing on developing a
training program to enhance the veproductive health awareness or Latinas in
New York City.

The f uceess of such efforts in attracring diverse students to women’s
studies can be seen in the number of women of color, lesbians, and older
women who are women’s studies majors. In 1991, twelve women graduated
with majors in women'’s studies. Among them, one older lesbian is attending
Harvard Law School, one older African American woman is attending grad-
uate school in creative writing at Michigan State University, and an African
American woman is studying genetics at MIT. Suggesting both their training
in multiculturalism through women'’s studies and the encouragement to do
multicultural research, recipients of the 1991 Women's Studies Prizes wrote
papers and poems reflecting multicultural issues such as “Race and the Press:
Newspaper Coverage of the Central Park Jogger Case.” Likewise, the Cc.u-

E I{I‘C munity Service Awards, presented to the Returning Women Magazine collec-
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tive and to Satoko Yagiura and Adelaide Sakeflyo, demonstrate a similar af-
firmation of multicultural work.

SCHOLARSHIP

Further evidence of the multicultural focus of our Women’s Studies Program
is illustrated by our monthly colloquium series. For fall 1991, the program de-
voted one month to the following themes, all of which included material
about diverse women: “Women's Studies in the Academy: Scholarship, Peda-
gogy, and Advocacy,” “Current Issues in Women'’s Health: Research and
Social Policy Applications,” and “Women's Mental Health and Well Being.”
For spring 1992, the following themes were featured: “Literary and Media
Images of Women,” “Violence Against Women,” and “Women and Dis-
abilities.” The 1991 Bella Abzug Lectureship was given by Loretta Ross and
Adetoun llumoka and devoted to “Reproductive Rights: An African/Afri-
can-American Dialogue.” In 1992, the lectureship will be devoted to sex and
race discrimination in the academy and workplace and will be presented by
Catharine Stimpson.

In addition, Hunter is one of twenty-six Rockefeller Foundation
Humanist-in-Residence sites in the country. This grant-funded program has
offered two fellowships each year, beginning in 1990-91, enabling feminist
scholars to work on a research project related to gender and feminism in
Third World contexts and to participate with women's studies students and
faculty in a monthly seminar on this topic. Annual themes for the humanist-
in-residence program have been Social Constructions and Representat 'ons of
Gender in Third World Societies, Women'’s Cultures of Resistance and
Organized Feminist Movements, and ‘Third World’ Women/'Western’
Women: Differences, Commonalities, and Cross-Curtents of Experience. To
date, Hunter has hosted four scholars: Vivien Ng (a historian at the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma), Sylvia Marcos (a psychotherapist in Mexico),
Jacqueline Alexander (a sociologist at Brandeis University), and Sitralega
Maunaguru (a poet, peace activist, and lecturer in literature at the Uni-
versity of Jaffua in Sri Lanka).

Faculty members also collaborate with students on a variety of research
projects, publish papers, and present work at conferences. Examples of re-
search currently being conducted at Hunter that have a multicultural theme
include: the interface of racism and sexism in academic and workplace sexual
harassment; Greek-American women; immigrant women in the United
states, 1840~-2000; Italian women authors, Medieval-Renaissance; minor-
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ity women in academia; women and international migration; women in
Central America; women in Latin America; and cross-race mentoring i the
academy.

COLLECTIVE CONVERSATIONS

Donna Murdock, a women's studies student, organized a series of collective
conversations with students to evaluate whether, in their experience, the
Women's Studies Program fostered multicultural awareness. In a series of
small-group discussions with alumnae and current students, mest of whom
were women's studies majors, students recognized that nrogress has been
made in recentering the Women’s Studics Program to reflect the wide diver-
sity that typifies women's lives. As one student put it:

...the Women’s Studies Program has really evnlved, evolved into
something that's really helpful to women. ... {Tlhey've put ir more
courses and they're always bringing in ..speakers. . .it's noc only about
white women. And for me, that's important, being a black woman. ...
I couldn’t identify with something where I never sce myseif'

Confirming the sense that women's studies courses had made serious
progress toward being multiracial in content. another student revealed how
different women's studies classes were \"  she had imagined:

...my mother’s always told me, “ther¢’s certain things you don’t say
around white people!”...so me coming with this kind of prejudice, 1
veally felt that they had to prove themselves to me. You know, it
was..."So what is this women's studies about, if it’s all about white
women?” Bue 1 found thas it really wasn't like that.

Echoing this student’s sentiments, a white student commented on the
transformative effect of her classes on her own consciousness:

I have learned a lot about. ..ivow other women feel. ..how black wom-
en feel in society...with. ..racism and sexism. I wasn’t aware of how
they felt until they spoke up and told me. How Indian women feel
and...Asian women feel, and [ think I have less now of an ethnocen-
tric view...where I think our culture is the best. I no longer feel that
way at all.
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addressed multicultural issues far more directly
and produccively than other departments

Other students commented on how the atmosphere established in the
classroom belped students as they negotiated their multicultural differences.
One student commented, “The class was made up of very diverse ethnic
groups, and the respect and interaction and sharing that went on was emo-
tionally aud inteliectually supportive.” Another expressed it this way:

I think that women's studies has. . .helped me learn not to stomp on
other people’s opinions and other people’s feelings, and how to get
across “this is why I don't agree with you and this is what I believe in
and this is why.” And...that has helped me in my political science
courses and my political life and in my life.

In addition to the overall praise of the program, students offered sugges-
tions for meeting their need for more dialogue in courses about racism and
other “isms.” “I would also like to see some more stuff implemented on
racism in our...classes and dealing with white people's racism,” suggested one
student, A few women felt that inclusion of women of color sometimes only
came in special sections or at the end of courses. The insistence on continu-
ing to improve the multicultural aspects of the Women's Studies Program is
represented by a student who praises the program highly even as she de-
mands it strive to do more: “I think we have a very good multicultural, mul-
tiracial program, and I think...it’s just admirable...seeing...che program
[change] to where it’s more multicultural, multiracial. And L.. .still think we
have a ways to go with it, you know, |...really do.” Overall, students also felt
women's studies adaressed multicultural issues far more directly and produc-
tively than other departments. As one student put it, the “women’s studies
community is more sensitive than other communities in Hunter College.
And I have many friends who...are really sensitive to my differences, and I
can talk about that. And that's really great.”

CRITICAL THINKING

...women's stuclies opens up with questions, and so...that clicked for

me.... That's really the biggest difference in women's studies and any

other courses I've taken. ... [Ylou question all the time, all the time.
WOMEN'S STUDIES STUDENT, 1991
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Perhaps no single goal is more often repeated as a central tenet of liberal arts
education than the goal of helping students learn to think critically. Al-
though the goal of critical thinking may seem to be an issue of “learning
skills” rather than a brouader goal, we conceive of critical thinking as a more
complex activity. In order to engage in critical thinking, a learner must be
able to see herself as capable of critical analysis, to use toole of analysis, to
possess sufficient knowledge and perspective to engage in fruitful and sub-
stantive critical analysis. Thus, the goal of critical thinking involves several
components: it requires “empowerment,” in both a structural and a subjec-
t.:e sense; it requires knowledge of tools of analysis; and it requires a reser-
voir of situated, comprehended knowledge.

Hunter College as an urban public institution primarily consists of work-
ing-class and first-generation college students. Students at Hunter frequently
come from backgrounds that either are educationally deficient (where low de-
mands have been placed on them to write or to comprehend large bodies of ma-
terial, theoretical perspectives, abstract ideas and thinking), or they perceive
themselves to come from deficient backgrounds. Sixty percent of students en-
tering Hunter require remedial work in reading, writing, or mathematics in or-
der to do college-level work. In addition, many students are older and retutning
wormnen who are unsure of their skills even when they are adequate. Consc
quently, it is important that we not take for granted the students’ temperamen-
tal preparation for critical thinking. Thus, in order to speak of the goal of criti-
cal thinking at Hunter College we must speak about the development of a base
of knowledge, tools of analysis, and a way to instill in our students the confi-
dence and sense of self that are necessary for critical thinking.

Three assesstnetit instruments were used in analyzing our progress in
helping students in critical thinking skills: course syllabi, exams and paper
assignments, and informal classroom writings. Evidence derived from this as-
sessment supports the conclusion that students in women's studies courses
are encouraged to think critically in their classes but that we might be more
self-conscious about the importance of this goal.

COURSE SYLLABI

Syllabi of women's studies coutses stress the need for students to develop
skills of critical thinking. Although not all of the ten introductory women’s
studies syllabi reviewed used the language of “critical thinking,” at least one
did, defining it as “an ability to direct informed questions at everything you

) ,
l{lC read, see, and hear.” Another syllabus includ~d, as a course goal, “to develop
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our intellectual ability of analysis.”

One instructor, for example, teaches the introductory course in women's
studies in a way that helps students learn foundations for a feminist restructur-
ing of the academic disciplines. She focuses on methodologies and theories in
a variety of disciplines, including psychology, economics, political science,
and history, and offers feminist correctives to the portrayal of women in these
disciplines. Her goal is to have students question the treatment of women in
subsequent courses they take. Other faculty members teaching the introducto-
ry course revolve theit lectures/presentations and discussions around themes,
such as gender as socially constructed, the distinction between sex and gen-
der, women’s health concerns, and women’s career development.

EXAMS AND PAPER ASSIGNMENTS

Course assignments can be a vehicle through which students can develop
skills in critical thinking. To foster critical thinking, women’s studies course:
at Hunter stress paper writing and essay exams—unlike many other courses
in the college, especially at the introductory level.

Often, assignments require students to engage in research, assess the ad-
equacy of that material, and reflect on the importance of the research. For
example, the first assignment in one introductory women's studies course re-
quired students to browse through professional journals in women’s studies
and think about the importance of one essay in contemporaty scholarship.
Rosalind Petchesky’s “work” assignment required students to interview two
women whose woik experiences were likely to have been different and to
compare them. Joan Tronto's “caring” assignment required students to track
the kinds of caring work done in their households and reflect upon these re-
sults to investigate gender roles in their households.

Exam essay questions frequently require integration of material from sev-
eral sources that necessitates a critical reflection of ideas. Marnia Lazreg's
“Women in the Middle East” course, for example, required students to com-
pare Edward Said's “orientalist” practice with an essay on Arab Women in the
Field. Joan Tronto asked students in the introductory coutse to discuss some
implications of claims such as, “Patriarchy oppresses all women.” This provid-
ed an opportunity for students to ieflect a broad range of knowledge and the
need to define, to qualify, and to dispute commonly heard overgeneralizations.

Additional evidence that students do learn analytical skills are apparent
from the Women's Studies Prizes. While several awards went to collections

O poems, others have been awarded to students who have written analytical
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essays, such as “Fetal Protection Policies: A Discriminatory Policy or a Busi-
ness Necessity?” “Race and the Press: Newspaper Coverage of the Central
Park Jogger Case,” and “Dangerous Appetites: Eating as Metaphor in Chris-
tine Rosetti’s ‘Goblin Market'.”

INFORMAL CLASSROOM WRITINGS

Students in the introductory women's studies classes were asked to informally
provide information abous whether the course fits with their educational
goals, As one woman scatecf:

This women's studies course has helped me to see things in a different
light. I've realized tihat I've believed many things that are not true, so
in general, my overa'l awareness has expanded. I am more critical of
what I hear [and] rea.

In the course survey conducted of introductory women's studies classes dur-
ing fall 1990 and spring 1991 (see pages 154-55), many students commented
on aspects of critical thinking as an outcome of the course. A typical range of
remarks included statements such as: “an empowering experience”; “This
course definitely made me think for myself”; and “It introduced me to a
whole new world of ideas and concepts.” Another woman wrote:

This class was much more in-depth and required much more work on
the part of the student. Most intro courses consist of at least 100 stu-
dents, 2 multiple choice tests and a text that is opened twice.

In the collective conversations, Donna Murdock noted that students felt
the program had become more self-conscious over the years in its goal of fos-
tering critical thinking. The consensus among students was that it was im-
portant to make critical thinking an expressed goal. In comment after com-
ment, the students felt challenged to think in their women's studies courses.

For some it was overwhelming, but they suggest that the kind of think-
ing demanded of them was distinctive and worth the extra work:

...a lot of people take women's studies courses because they think

they're going to be easy, and then they flip when they get in there and
they find out these are probably the hardest courses! Because, first of
all, you have to think.... It's not like math, it’s not like just about any
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Some students experience a new tension between
exercising their critical faculties in women's
studies and repressing them elsewhere

other discipline in the school where you don't have to think.

Another student found she could transfer to other courses what she
learned in women'’s studies about critical thinking:

...in terms of looking at things. . .in more of an analytic type
way...and using critical skills,...I really owe that to women's studies
and it also helped me in my other courses. ..because it's not as much
what you see, it's how you see it.... I've always thought the more
ways you can see something, the more of it you'll see.

Another woman stated:

Women's studies is a very participatory kind of education.... (1]t offers
us a way to empower ourselves and to obtain a voice, and when you
have that voice, you're going to start using it.... You turn around and
you say, “now wait a minute!”

Students in the collective conversations valued learning to speak their
minds:
...part of the difference about being in women’s studies is you have. ..
input into the course and you say...“] didn't see such and such includ-
ed in this. . [or] this experience is limited.” And that's one of the things
you can do in a women’s studies course that you can't do when you're
taking [another] course.

The quotations underscore the importance of how students conceive
of critical learning. It requires an opportunity to talk in the first instance.
Second, it requires a willingness by the instructor to surrender the role of
sole expert. Third, it requires a willingness by the instructor to show how
scholars ask and formulate questions or do their work. Fourth, it requires
practice at these skills. And, fifth, it requires support and patience on the
part of faculty members who ask students to critically analyze academic disci-
plines. For some students, their newly acquired critical thinking skills are not
always invited in other courses. As represented by the following quotation,
some students expenence a new tension between exercising their critical fac-

l: KC iIties in women’s studies courses and repressing them elcewhere:
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....taking women's studies courses has a good effect and a bad effect for
me,...[the good effect is] bringing this awareness of diversity to you....
[T]he bad effect [is] the resultant critique that you bring to your other
classes.... [Ylow're almost forced to put these blinders on, you know,
when you start looking at other materials. . .where you're expected to
look at it in a traditional way, so...I find myself having two personali-
ties here you know, the kind of analysis and freedom I have in a wom-
en’s studies course and then the more narrow view I'm expected to
take and I'm graded on in other courses.

INTEGRATION OF KNOWLEDGE

When I got into...women's studies. ...the professor encouraged [me to]
“Speak up, talk louder” and I was like “wow, this is different
from...how the world is.” And. .. felt good being in a place where |
could exprress myself the way. ..of my choosing.... I didn’t have to stifle
my voice....

WOMEN'S STUDIES STUDENT, 1991

2+lthough Hunter College is a liberal arts college and does not view the task
of education in narrowly vocational terms, we do expect that the kinds of
critical learning in a multicultural environment that we offer will deeply af-
fect our students’ lives. We expect that students will change their perspec-
n-on; we also expect that students will act to integrate their new perspectives
into their lives. They may change their course of study, for example, to avoid
courses that do not consider women'’s studies perspectives as valid. They may
change their majors. They may change their carecr plans or how they think
about key issues that affect their lives. We expect that the decisions students
make during and after their women's studies courses will reflect their new
learning and knowledge. Additionally, women's studies students are likely to,
experience dissonance and conflict as they juxtapose new material and per-
spectives from their women’s studies classes with their values and lives in a
predominantly sexist, racist, ethnocentric society. The integration of the
women's studies perspective into their lives is likely to prove difficult; these
difficulties will be reflected in our classes. We need somehow to convey to
students, though, that it is possible (to use Elizabeth Minnich’s phrase) to be
“tough-minded and tender-heatted.”

Such a goal is of special importance at Hunter College because many

4~ .
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students view education in terms that are too narrowly vocational or instru-
mental. Furthermore, a criticism often heard of American higher education
is that it lacks integration. In assesiing the integration of knowledge gained
in women's studies courses into students’ academic plans and lives, we also
can assess the contribution tha. women'’s studies makes to the broader goal of
liberal arts education.

In women's studies classes, students are given opportunities to analyze
their experiences outside the class‘oom for underlying sexist and feminist
principles. The juxtaposition of theoretical and personal, experiential knowl-
edge contributes to studznts’ anger and guilt at the same time it fosters their
awareness of feminist frameworks.

In order to assess students’ integration of knowledge, the Women's
Studies Curriculum Committee devised a survey for participants in the intro-
ductory women’s studies courses during the fall 1990 and sp:ing 1991 semes-
ters. Students were asked to comment on the following issues: the value of
the course to them as a whole, whether a sense of community was built in
the class, whether the course met their expectations, and comparisons be-
tween this course and other introductory courses. Responses fiom these
open-ended questions include:

(0 On the overall value of the class:

I feel that it has had a large impact on how I view the world. I find
more and more that I notice behaviors, situations, and find them dis-
turbing for reasons that had never occurred to me before.

1 hit apathy and despair a jew times because the anger jus: got to be
too much to bear. I think that there needs to be some kind of weekly
discussion group or something to vent feelings of frustration.

This course had a big impact on my way of thinking. It enabled me to
view my way ~f ;ije and the world around me.

It forced me to become aware of a lot of realities that perhaps I didn't

want to face. I'm much more aware of the discriminatory attitudes
against women that are around me everywhere.

19
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CJ On community:

The class was made up of very diverse ethnic groups and the respect
and interaction anl sharing that went on was emotionally and intellec-
tually supportive.

" I feel that our class has become a community. When I had to speak in
front of the class, I never felt nervous. All of my classmates gave me
encouragement and a feeling of belonging.

In the discussion from the collective conversations, women generally
noted that they made connections between their women's studies courses
and their daily lives. However, these connections often were problematic.
Students suggested the need for support groups, ongoing contacts, and more
dialogue among students to foster furthe. connections between their cogni-
tive and emotional learning. Sample responses include:

...the women’s studies courses that I take go beyond this classroom,
this paper that I'm writing, it goes out and just. ..touches everything
else that I'm involved in.. .because it gives me a way to see, a way to
think, a way to question everything, so it’s applicable everywhere for
me.

Women's studies has for me merged my education with my own life
process, my own personal development and brought them together so
it's much more enriching and much more real, where...in other classes
you memorize, you read and...you put it away in compartments.

That Hunter’s Women's Studivs Program does not want students to put away
their new knowledge into compartments is emphasized overtly by one of the
women's studies awards established, by its internship programs, and by its
Women’s Studies Club. Through these vehicles, students are encouraged, re-
warded, and given college credit for integrating knowledge in such a way
that it affects oné’s behavior.

Significantly, it was an alumna, Sylvia Faulkner, who established a fund
in her natne that is used each year to award a $500 prize to a women’s studies
ma]or who has written an essay that integrates her experiences in the Wo-
men’s Studies Program at Hunter College. To date, five Sylvia Faulkner
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Awards have been presented.

Through internships, women's studies students are challenged to move
knowledge out of compartments and into the world. Transforming their own
thinking and actions, integrated knowledge becomes for many students a way
of applying that knowledge to transform society itself. During 1990-91, stu-
dent interns participated in a variety of projects, especially those sponsored
by a Reproductive Rights Grant. Students were placed at Students Organ-
izing Students; the Reproductive Rights Task Force, Policy Development
Unit, Manhattan Borough President’s Office; Childbearing Center, Morris
Heights, the Bronx; HELP/AYUDA (an AIDS education organization in East
Harlem); STD Education Project, New York City Health Department; New
York Community Trust;. Latina Roundtable on Health and Reproductive
Rights; Boehm Foundation; ASTRAEA Foundation; NOW-NYC; Nationat
Congress of Neighborhood Women's You Can Community School; Returning
Women Magazine; Women's Health Education Project; and the American
Civil Liberties Union-Reproductive Freedom Project.

Many interns expressed in their reports that they were able to connect
the theory and scholar :hip from women'’s studies courses into their work.
Many students also we.e offered jobs as a result of theit internships; others
discovered new career goals and options.

Similarly, students who are members of the Women’s Studies Club have
transicrred what they have learned about integrated knowledge into the ac-
tivities they organize. During the 1990-91 academic year the Women’s
Studies Club facilitated several workshops and discussion groups to deal with
the integration of scholarship and action. Sample topics included academic
and workplace sexual harassment, relationships, and racism.

WHAT WE HAVE LEARNED,
WHAT WE NEED TO DO

Participating in the FIPSE assessment project definitely has affected our pro-
gram. Most importantly, our participation has created a tone and an opportu-
nity for self-conscious thought and action about what we are doing as a pro-
gram. It has confirmed in many cases our intuitive judgments about how well
we are succeeding with our program goals, but it also has given us areas to fo-
cus on for improvement as well as entirely new areas to investigate as we
continue to incorporate assessment into our regular routine of evaluating
what we are doing educationally.
The FIPSE project has provided us with a focus around which we have
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organized our annual retreats for the past three years. One of our serendipi-
tous findings, then, is how valuable it is for the program—majors, new stu-

dents, regular faculty members, adjuncts, staff—to set aside a day for discus-
sion and consideration of our goals, pedagogy, and direction.

For example, since our program has been striving for some years to in-
crease the amount and kind of multicultural offerings in women's studies and
on the campus at large, it has been extremely important for us to assess both
our accomplishments and our needs for the future. One of the most difficult
aspects of making education more multicultural is creating an atmosphere of
trust and mutual respect. The assessment techniques we have used this year
show that we are moving toward accomplishing this end, even though no
one yet believes that we have dealt entirely satisfactorily with this issue.

Faculty retreats that focused on the assessment project have helped us
sort out where we want to do additional work. One concern, for instanc.,
raised repeatedly in retreat discussions, has been the way new knowledge, es-
pecially new knowledge that causes one to reevaluate old ways of seeing the
world and other people, often results in emotionally charged class sessions.
Many of the students who participate in the introductory course in women's
studies never have encountered feminist philosophies in prior courses. They
may have no one at home with whom to discuss the class content; they may
be seen as “rocking the boat,” questioning their family's religion and values,
and/or called derogatory names hecause of their association with feminism
and »;omen’s studies. At Hunt ‘e believe that the classroom needs to be-
come a place where women can el good about themselves and others with-
out the fear of being laughed at or considered “unfeiainine.” Pedagogical
techniques including journal writing, experiential exercises, introspective au-
tobiographies, and cooperative learning structures have had the power to re-
place self-doubt with certainty, low self-esteem with respect and caring.

Expressions of anger in the classroom sometimes stem from students re-
alizing they may not be living their lives according to feminist principles;
they also may feel that their voices as women of color are not being keard.
Students may, as a result, fail to attend class regularly, play devil’s advocate in
each session, and/or attempt to take leadership in the classroom. Very com-
monly, manifestations of anger in the classroom become fixed on the instrc-
tor because of her expressions of feminism and multiculturalism as she inter-
prets them. One way that some of our faculty members deal with this anger is
to acknowledge it, claim its transformative powers, and direct it toward indi-

“vidual and social change. In order to meet this goal, for example, Michele
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Paludi devotes class time to interpersonal communication skills, especially
the use of “]" itatements—for example, *[ feel when you

becauseof ___ " This technique has helped participants
give constructive feedback in a supportive atmosphere, producing a more
honest classroom. Occasionally, students’ anger becomes fixed on other stu-
dents. This has manifested itself in directing homophobic and racist remarks
toward other women in the classroom. Some faculty members have translat-
ed these comments into a discussion about a ““continuum of feminism”"—that
there is not one kind of feminist. In addition, devoting class time to how to
argue with ideas rather than people has been helpful.

Faculty members have discovered from such conversations how helpful
and reassuring it is to discuss pedagogy with committed colleagues. We dis-
covered that we need to hold more discussion of women's studies pedagogy
within the women's studies faculty and with faculty members in the disci-
plines. The FIPSE project also has provided additional opportunities to pull
together and share ongoing work on pedagogy, especially research in that
area done by our own women’s studies faculty.

Given how beneficial the faculty members felt their participation was in
the project, it is no surprise that students felt similarly. The students and
alumnae were quick to point out to the program coordinators how much
they valued tcing consulted in the assessment project. It became a concrete
way of enacting the empowerment and critical thinking that the project it-
self li;~d to investigate. Several students hoped that the program would
continue such collective discussions and figure out a way to build .hem into
the program’s regular activities, both for the eager students and for those who
were more reluctant to participate initially.

For a group of faculty members, assessment has lost its negative over-
tones of coercion from outside forces. Especially for faculty members most in-
volved in this project, learning about assessment as a tool for curriculum im-
provement, and not as a means of disciplining the faculty and student
workforce, has been extremely valuable. At Hunter College, women's studies
faculty members are important constituents of the college community, often
serving on major committees elsewhere. Another consequence of this grant,
then, is that we have created a core advocacy group for assessment. Such a
core has an impact university-wide in terms of Freshman Year Initiative,
work done on the Undergraduate Course of Study Committee, the Com-
mittee on Remediation, the Provost’s Advisory Committee on Remedial and
Jevelopmental Programs, and within the Faculty Delegate Assembly and
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University Faculty Senate.

Materials collected for the FIPSE project also are useful in explaining the
nature and extent of gender harassment and will be used by members of the
Sexual Harassment Panel to train the President’s Hunter College Cabinet.
Certain assessment instruments developed for the FIPSE project, such as the
surveys in “Women's Studies 100,” are going to become an ongoing source of
assessment in the future. The surveys tumed out to be an invaluable way to
monitor from one semester to the next how a particular course fared. The
curticulum committee in women's studies plans to continue its use and per-
haps extend it to other women's studies classes as well. Similarly, we discov-
ered how useful our newsletter and annual report are as assessment docu-
ments because they reveal much about the program, its history, concerns,
and areas of focus.

The FIPSE project also has caused us to consider some new areas of in-
vestigation and collaboration. The project, for example, has focused our at-
tention in a new way on the relationship between women's studies and the
liberat arts curriculum. This focus is particularly valuable at Hunter College
at the moment since there is an ongoing debate about whether to include a
pluralism and diversity requirement in the basic distribution requirement.

Another area we hope to explore further, both in more precise focus
groups and with more help from Hunter’s Office of Institutional Research, is
the question of the relationship of women's studies to retention. We might
hypothesize that, since retention seems to be strongiy linked with a sense of
attachment, the kind of community formed in women’s studies classes
(which was clearly demonstrated by our work on the FIPSE project) might
prove useful in retaining students.

The Women'’s Studies Program also is thinking in new ways about its re-
lationship to remedial and developmental programs. Thinking about basic
pedagogical questions such as reading and writing skills in “Women's Studies
100" has raised within the curriculum committee in women's studies the
question of whether women's studies courses might not be linked effectively
with sections of remedial and developmental courses at Hunter. One of the
most serious problems for students in developmental courses here is their
lack of access to regular courses in Hunter's curriculum so that they may be-
gin to do college-level work. “Women's Studies 100" seems a most appropri-
ate bridge course. The program has contacted members of the developmental
programs to discuss this future collaboration.

Finally, the FIPSE assessment has influenced directly the activities and
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programs in women’s studies. As a result of the project, the program has cre-
ated for itself for the first time a list of alumnae and majors. Now that these
lists have been prepared, it will be much easier to keep them up-to-date and
accurate. As such, they will become a rich source of new data for questions
we will continue 10 raise about what happens to students who take women'’s
studies courses.

The project’s focus on fostering multicultural awareness has contributed
to two of the faculty development workshops for the 1991-92 academic year.
One concerned applying for funding for research on women and ethnic mi-
nority women in particular, and one concerned publishing textbooks in the
areas of race and gender. We also have prepared a list of faculty research in-
terests in the interface of race, class, and gender, making such copies avail-
able at a variety of places on campus.

The project’s work on integrating knowledge into our lives has been
partly responsible for several other program activities this year. The first was
a “Women's Fair,” something the program hopes to offer each semester, at
which organizations from Hunter College as well as throughout New York
City display materials and discuss their work in a variety of areas students re-
quested. Among those subjects are AIDS, cancer, gynecological care, and
mental health practice.

That same semester, a resource manual was prepared and distributed
with referrals and resources for women'’s studies students that contains infor-
mation about physical and psychol sgic:l care in New York City. A second
manual dealing with multicultural issues was prepared in spring 1992.

Hunter’s Women's Studies Program also is in the process of establishing
a mentoting program for women'’s studies students. Mentors will be Hunter
alumnae who are doing feminist advocacy in New York City, providing stu-
dents with concrete examples of how to implement knowledge to transform
people’s lives.

Emphasizing the importance of applying new knowledge to the society
in which we live, the Women's Studies Program also plans to collaborate
more closely with the National Council for Research on Women, a ten-year-
old coalition of sixty-nine research and policy centers around the country.
NCRW'’s centers have a special mission to create opportunities for connecting
research to policy issues and practitioners’ needs. Hunter's Women's Studies
Program already has helped the council prepare a resource manual on aca-
demic sexual harassment.

o The FIPSE project, then, iapsb?n effective in helping us assess where we
3
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have been, what we have done well, and what directions we need to go in as
the program moves into a new phase of development with the recent ap-
pointment of a new coordinator. Bunter women'’s studies faculty members
share a continuing commitment to create a climate where a variety of stu-
dents’ cultural experiences are valued, where students are taught to think
critically, and where students are encouraged to integrate knowledge with
life. The FIPSE project has extended the collaborative model of working to-
gether with students and faculty members, all of us learning cooperatively in
the process. This, we believe, is the major goal of feminist education,

1.We wish to extend our appreciation to Donna Murdock and Ruth Weisgal for providing us
with demographic information and summarizing the material from Hunter College’s participa-
tion in the NWSA grant on “The Couragc to Question.” Donna Murdock deserves special
recognition for her role in conducting interviews with women's studies students and alumnae,
We also wish t thank Provost Laura Strumingher and Associate Provost Shirely Hune for their
support of this project. Qur colleagues Marnia lazreg, Rosalind Petchesky, and Barbara
Winslow deserve recognition for administering surveys to students in thei ¢ lasses during the
1990-91 academic year. And we thank the women's studies students and alumnae who were
gracious in participating in our projects. Finally, we would like to recognize the coordinators of
Hunter's Women's Studies Program since its inception in the mid-1970s: Sarah Pomeroy,
Dorothy Helly, Rosalind Petchesky, and Michele Paludi.
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SUXVEY OF PARTI(IRANTS
IN INTRZ:*DUCTION 10 W iMEN’S STUDIES
CcuUWy-HUNTFX COLL EGE

PART I:
1. Your vzar at Hupis ¢
___frst-year studeint
_..sophomote
. junior
. senior

2. Yout sex: ___Ferate . Male
2. How dJo you ideriify yorsself in terms of -, o cinie dentity?

4. Your age:
15235
. 41-30
3140
41-50
51-6C
6:-10
T+

R
—
e
it

5. Your maior:

Your Ce-Major o1 1hineor:

6. Why did you. ek “Introduction to Women's Studies”? (check all that apply)
___ Aftierd recoriiended it

It was one of th few open. at the time | wanted

__ lwantedto take afanother women's studies course

___ lamawomen's studies collateral major

___ lam thinking about becoming a women's studies collateral major

___ The subject ma.ter intrigued me

___ 1 wanred tatake acourse with this professor

Other {please list)

aseas

EMC 7. Additional inforination abomi y%u:s‘elf you would like to share with us:
o/

ML
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PART II:
We would like to know the ways the introductory course has had an impact on you.
The following questions deal with this issue.

1. Comment on the value of this course to you as a whole.

2. If you had to describe this course to a friend, what three adjectives would you use!
Why!?

3. Did this course meet your expectations! Why or why not?

4. 1f the instructor of this course could have done something differently, what would
that have been?

5. 1f you could have done something differently in this course, what would that have

been!

6. Please suzgest three topics you believe need to be discussed in the introductory
coutse’

7. Compared to other introductory courses you have taken (e.g., introductory sociology,
introductory psychology), how has “Introduction to Women's Studies” been similar!

8. Was there a balance between the survey-scope of the course and some more in-
depth investigation? Please explain.

9. Please identify three major themes from the introductory course in women's studies.

10. Do you think that a sense of community was built in your introductory course?
Why or why not?

11. What readings did you find particularly useful in this course! Why?
12. This is your space! We welcome your comments about any of the items in the sur-

vey and additional information about the introductory course you would like to share
with us. Thank you again.
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SELF-EMPOWERMENT AND DIFFERENCE

BYLINDAR. SILVER!

Oberlin College examines some of the distinctions and tensions,
as well as the commonalities, among students and faculty mem-
bers of diverse identities, rather than embracing a single, singular
conception of women's studies teaching and learning. Focusing
their assessment on both students and faculty, then, Oberlin Col-
lege examines student learningand  f-empowerment; collabo-
rative learning; and relational understandings of race, ethnicity,
class, gender, and sexuality.

Oberlin College, founded in 1835, is an independent, coeducational institu-
tion located thirty-five miles southwest of Cleveland, Obio. In 1841, it was
the first American college to grant undergraduate degrees to women. Oberlin
also was a leader in the education of people of color; by 1900, one-third of all
black graduates of predominantly white institutions in America had graduat-
ed from Oberlin. In keeping with its own origins it nineteenth-century so-
cial change movements, the college today has a national reputation as an in-
stitution that encourages intense engagement with intellectual and social
issues and challenges students to combine scholarship with activism and so-
cial responsibility. Currently, Oberlin’s student enrollment is 2,750, with
2,250 students in the College of Arts and Sciences and 500 in the Conserva-
tory of Music (Oberlin course catalogue, 1991-92).

Efforts to initiate a women's studies program at the college began in the
early 1970s and culminated in 1982, when a formal program officially was es-
tablished. It is run by a committee of faculty members and students, directed
by a faculty member, and administered by a part-time coordinator.

With one full-time faculty member, the program offers five core courses,
including an introduction to women’s studies and a sonior seminar, In addi-
tion, the program offers core courses focusing primarily on women or gende:
cross-listed with fifteen departments and programs including Anthropology,
Black Studies, Philosophy, Russian, and Theatre and Dance. Students alsc
may choose additional work from among almost one hundred related courses

o ~ffered by sixteen departments or programs, all of which treat a topic or
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In a survey of majors and minors...three quarters
named [their women's studies courses] as the

most intellectually stimulating courses they had
taken at Oberlin

theme involving gender as part of the course material. By the midpoint in
the 1991-92 academic year, there were sixty women’ studies majors and fif-
teen minors. The Women'’s Studies Program is one of Oberlin College’s fast-
est growing academic areas.

Student demand for women’s studies courses far exceeds the ability of
the program to meet that demand. With only one full-time professor respon-
sible for the introductory course, the practicum, and the senior seminar &s
well as several other offerings, wait-lists for courses sometimes run as high as
two hundred students. Requests to the administration from students ani
from the Women's Studies Program Committee have et with very li:ited
success, running up against not only competing requests from other units of
the college but also against a period of economic un-zr.ainty and francial
retrenchment. Recognized needs of the program, such 4s an intermediate-
level feminist methodology course and modificatic:a+ to streng;rhen the
practicum, will remain unmet until at least one ad -it:onal ful? e faculty
member is hired.

The steady growth of the program anc ine ever-increasing popularity of
its courses can be explained in part by th: sruderts’ awz:2uess «f the interre-
lationships between race, gender, class, and sexuality. The program prides it-
self on its attempts to take these issues seviously and te pscvide a conceptual
framework that integrates the multiple catcgories. As uise student puts it:

Women'’s studies is not just about geauler 22 Obovlin.... What's so im-
portant to me about women's studics hsre—and if it hadn't been this
way I don’t think I weuld bzez - stinued with the major—is that it's
about a lot of different syste ;. uppressions, and central to these are
race and class and gendr, i is it st ubout women.... I'm not say-
ing...that WOS? studer.:; are nh.ays concerned with race, class, na-
tionality, and savsiicy isstzs. Dut we have a base we can build on....

In a susv.v 2 majeys wnid minors conducted several years ago as part of a
class projec-, »i* of the revpondents said they found their women's studies
courses te ke nielleczually challenging, and three quarters named them as
the mo fatell. tually stimulating courses they had taken at Oberlin. The
studens o .t .ing the survey assert that “such an exceptionally high num-
k1 of 2esdemically satisfied students within a single department is quite un-
el While there were complaints about the program, there was no dis-
ugreement that these students{e t very challenged.” Even students who

BB VNS
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arrive at Oberlin as self-proclaimed feminists praise the program for its power
to transform and challenge. As a 1982 women’s studies griduate explained:

The college (or specific teachers and groups there) took that feminism
seriously—educated, expanded, challenged, layered, enriched that
stance, truly enlarging my knowledge and experience.

PROGRAM GOALS
During the first year of participation in NWSA's FIPSE national assessment
project, tb Women's Studies Program Committee devoted substantial time
to discussing its goals, its future, its ficulty and curricular needs, and its stu-
dent audience. The basis for our discussion of the goals of our Women's
Studies Program was the catalogue copy that currently describes us as:

a multidisciplinary program exploring topics concerning women, gen-
der, and difference, in the humuaiities, social sciences, and natural sci-
ences. Course work includes scho arship by and/or about women of
varying racial, ethnic and class backgrounds and sexual identities in
literature, the arts, history and theory; it also analyzes the experiences
of men and women with respect to social, psychological, cultural and
biological factors influencing the construction and representation of
gender, Women's studies courses often involve the investigation of ma-
terials previously neglected by scholars and new methodological and
critical approaches to materials customarily treated in other ways.
Such courses may as a result propose revisions in the content, meth-
ods, and assumptions of particular disciplines in light cf recent feminist
scholarship.

Going beyord the catalogue description, we stressed that our aims are
multicultural and interdisciplinary; we see the program striving on the one
hand to achieve analytic clarity and rigor and, on the other, to facilitate per-
sonal growth and student voice. We see important interconnections between
what appear as separate categories in the NWSA/FIPSE proposal: knowledge
base and learning skills. We see ourselves as trying to foster tolerant, critical
habits of mind in which students leatn to question their own assumptions, in
order to explore the ideological underpinnings of knowledge to see the con-
iections between structures of knowledge and structures of society. We want

1IvN
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We want to communicate how differential
access to power and authority—with respect to
gender, race, class, and sexuality—shapes our
understandings

‘ to foster a self-reflexive criticism that identifies and, beyond that, locates
epistemological formulations within social structures, We want to communi-
cate how differential access to power and authority—with respect to gender,
race, class, and sexuality—shapes our understandings. Our discussion stressed
that the knowledge we seek to communicate in women's studies is not a sim-
ple body of information hut rather a question of approach and conceptualiza-
tion. In this way, we see logical connections between women's studies and
other programs dealing with ethnic and minority peoples and people of color.

We are currently trying to make our women's studies program more truly
interdisciplinary, and we believe our own core program courses have con-
tributed to making connections between disciplines. At the same time, we
think it is important to encourage the growth of more courses in a variety of

o, disciplines across the curriculum. At present, our disciplinary strengths are
centered in the humanities, with some representation in the social sciences
and real weaknesses in the area of the natural sciences. Unfortunately, such
curricular lopsidedness hinders our programmatic goals.

We also are consciously working to continue our progress toward a pro-
gram where multicultural iss s inform every aspect of our program, includ-
ing our curriculum, our fa: .ty, and our student audience. We seek to involve
people of different ethnic and racial backgrounds and sexual orientations at
all levels. In other ways, too, we are continuing cur efforts to reach out to a
variety of student constituencies, including women and men, and students
from a variety of fields from the natural sciences, social sciences, and human-
ities, irrespective of majors. ,

For many, the issue of learning skills includes assisting students in devel-
oping a personal voice and expression, as well as basic confidence in learn-
ing. We are concerned that our students learn to “authorize” their own ideas
and identities; this issue is especially important for traditionally marginalized
groups such as women in general and especially women of color and lesbian
and bisexual women. For faculty, our goals for ourselves include leatning to
encourage different modes of expression and reevaluating why certain skills
are deemed important.

In terms of feminist pedagogy, we seek to foster critical, tolerant, inves-
tigative thinking, and we encourage students not to reproduce knowleage
but actually to produce it as well. To do this, we think feminist pedagogy
must demonstrate a sensitivity to questions of social differentiation in the
classroom and in the learnirig process. Again, feminist pedagogy must strive

@ to give voice. In working on the NWSA/FIPSE project, we on the faculty ar-
ticulated once more our goal of experimenting further in methods of presen-
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tation and evaluation, of undertaking cooperative learning projects, and new
orientations in our off-campus practicum projects.

Finally, we all concurred that personal growth has a special place in
women's studies and that encouraging creative, critical thinking and foster-
ing voice would empow.r students and heighten their awareness. We like to
think that what we do in women’s studies classrooms will have a positive im-
pact on how our students see themselves and what they are doing in the
“outside world ' beyond our academic context. We hope that students are
learring how to ¢ eate new knowledge and new group relations.

ASSESSMENT PLAN

Our Women's Studies Program is groundcd in the recognition of differences:
differences between courses, in the courses of study followed by our diverse
majors and minors, among our students, and among our faculty. Rather than
embrace a single, singular conception of women's studies teaching and learn-
ing, then, our objectives in conducting our self-assessment entail getting at
some of the distinctions and tensions, as well as the commonalities, among
students and faculty members of diverse racial, ethnic, class, gender and sex-
ual identities. Thus, we recognize and hope to highlight the positionalitic-
from which learning and teaching occur in our program. To this end, more-
ov-1, we focused our assessment on both students and faculty members. The
questions we posed were:
U1 Does student learning entail self-empovierment? We understand self-empow-
erment as a matter of agency anu sncial responsibilicy and self-understanding
as inseparable from an articulated sense of  sjal responsibility. Thus the self-
empowerment we Lope to teach involves scudents’ coming to an understand-
ing of the identity and history of their own group(s) within the context of
understanding the identities and histories of members of other groups, all
such understanding being situated within substantive knowledge of socio-
cultural structures. Self-empowerment also entails gaining an understanding
of the tools of disciplinary and social analysis and of modes for effecting so-
cial change.
[J To what extent does collaborative learning occur, and how effective is it? We
defined pedagogy as a matter of shared responsibility and shared work and
recognize that the weighit of responsibility differs from class to class, We do
not want to prescribe what the collective nature of learning is for the entite
program; rather, we want o assess whether the pedagogical structures of a

© ~'ven class are uppropriate to the objectives—and the compositiun—of the
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class, Moreo ver, given cur understanding that knowledge is produced and
not simply acquired, we want to learn the extent to which our students are
engaging in genuinely collective work and how that work is being done,
Since collaborative learning means working with and learning from people
who are different from oneself, we specifically want to learn whether/how
our students are negotiating and mediating differences, how they are putting
themselves on the line, and what the outcomes are.

3 Does a particular course foster a relational understanding of race, ethnicity,
class, gender, and sexuality? Spezifically, does it help students understand the
significance of these categories? Does it identify how they operate individual-
ly? Does it identify how they operate in conjunction?

METHODS OF ASSESSMENT
Students in women's studies courses, senior women's studies majors, alumnae,
and faculty niembers were the four groups upon whom the assessment fo-
cused. Written self-statements (see ,age 176) were administered three times
during a semester to students in seventeen courses. These students were not
necessarily women's studies majors or minors, and their degree of engage-
ment with women’s studies varied from fairly intensive to virtually nore at
all. Senior majors taking the women's studies senior seminar interviewed one
another as part of a class project. A questionnaire was mailed to college fac-
ulty members and another was inserted into an issue of the program's
newsletter, WomaNews, and mailed to alumnae. Supplementing these meth-
ods of gathering data was a set of student interviews conducted by a senior
major who served for one semester as the project’s research assistant.

The shape of the assessment plan as it developed tends to reflect the
growing national debate about multiculturalism and the ques. Jons asked
about women's studies programs in terms of this debate: What fosters srudent
learning and self-empowerment? How can corrses encourage a re! ational un-
derstanding of gender, 1ace, class, and sexuality? Does feminist pedagogy dif-
fer from other types! How do women's studies courses affe t students’ lives
and life choice:?

STUDENT LEARNING AND SELF-EMPOWERMENT
Self-empowerment stands out as the progr. goal most important to stu-
dents. The results of the assessment suggest that students’ understanding of
the meaning of the concept develops over the course of their college experi-
ence and is influenced by th intensity of their engagement with women's
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studies. By senior year, a women's studies student, for instance, revealed in an
interview that her agenda in women’s studies started wi*" 'ssues she could
apply specifically to herself and her position and spread out into “looking at
systems of domination: ...it's about power and how society is structured.”

In the self-statements, no question directly relating to or mentioning the
term “self-empowerment” was asked. However, answers to questions about
“the most significant thing you have learned” in terms of either process or
content elicited responses that connote self-empowerment: “I've learned
how to think.... | have a whole bunch of alternatives open to me that I want
to take. | am engaged” (junior, art major). In student responses, self-empow-
erment occurred almost twice as often as the next cited category—collabora-
tive learning.

The most important thing. ..was not just getting my hands on informa-
tion but also on a method. . .of knowing what to look out for and what
to do when I see it.

' JUNIOR, WOMEN'S STUDIES MAJOR

I have gained a sense of feminist literary criticism with which I may
not only approach all other literature but also which I may apply to my
personal life.

SENIOR, ENGLISH MAJOR

I have learned something about coalitions and the difficulties of trying.
I have learned to distinguish between g::ilt and power. I learned about
silence and what it means. 1 have learred to encompass a global con-
text into my thinking and, hopefully, ccting.

SENIOR, SOCIOLOGY MAJOR

Self-empowerment was also central to the comments of the senior stu-
dents who were interviewed. As one senior put it, “Self-empowerment is of
the utmost itmportance because without it, you ate imtaobilized.” In the in-
terviews, however, the link with social responsibility was more apparent.
When asked to describe the changes in their expectations of their women's
studies education between their first and last college years, the majority com-
mented on how their interest had shifted from personal tc social issues. One

o student told the int:rviewer that she had experienced a “growth that is a
mcnatural progressicu in women's studies,” that her “first exposure to feminist

IToxt Provided by ERI
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coursework centered around issues of self” and that as she developed better
and more numerous skills she “desired to politicize and problematize the per-
sonal.” When included in a list of Oberlin's Women's Studies Program goals,
self-empowerment and the linking of personal with social responsibility were
rated together as most important.

What's important to me is having a language not only to represent my-
self but to talk about political change.... It's more about feminist
thinking and method as opposed to “feminine” or “women’s issues.”
It's aboui ::arning how to address marginalization and difference.

Another student stated that women's studies helped her see where she has
“work to do in this world” and how to do that work; she did not see women’s
studies as a “personal tool for me to learn how to feel good about myself as a
woman.”

While students commented on the primacy of empowerment as both an
educational goal and as an outcome of the feminist education they receive at
Oberlin, neither alumnae nor faculty members ranked it first among the stat-
ed program goals of student self-empowerment, recognition of differences,
collaborative learning, and understanding the relationships among race,
class, gender, and sexuality. Alumnae were reluctant to give a ranking. Com
ments like “All are important” or “It’s impossible to rank hierarchically
things that are so interrelated” were common. However, when asked if and
how the worien's studies courses they had taken at Oberlin had influenced
their lives, many alumnae singled out the self-empowering nature of the crit-
ical thinking in which they had been encouraged to engage. Classroom
teaching practices and relationships with peers and faculty were character-
ized as providing the freedom and courage to question, a means toward em-
powerment, a catalyst toward political action, and a model for sorting
through social issues.

We were interested in finding out if women's studies alumnae continue
to be involveu in feminist activities after they graduate. In other words, were
they empowered toward social action? The broad categories of feminist activ-
ities identified by Linton were used as a basis for this inquiry.2 Conceptual-
izations of feminism represented by these activities included reproductive
rights clinics, battered women's shelters, marches, networks, political action,
women's crafts, filmmaking, voter education, and research.

E l{[l C All of the alumnae who re:;.)onded had participated in most of the six-
" I
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teen activitics specified. The involvement of many had, in fact, begun at
Oberlin and had been carried on after graduation, often in the professions
they now practice, such as teaching or law. This seems fitting for graduates of
a college whose motto is “Learning and Labor” and whose women's studies
program currently is considering how to strengthen students’ ability to relate
theory to practice. One graduate articulated the importance of developing in
students “the ability to see how theory shapes practice and how practice—
the real, changing world—keeps pressing at the boundaries of theory.”

The most critical comments about the Women'’s Studies Program at
Oberlin came not from students but from faculty members who were not
teaching in the Women's Studies Progr=m. The sutvey sent to Oberlin's gen-
eral faculty revealed that there was striking variation in how the program is
perceived and accepted (see pages 174-75). In contrast to the evaluations by
students who had taken women's studies courses, a minority of faculty re-
spondents. both female and male, construed the program’s goals as being ide-
ological, political, or indicative of “one big counseling session.” In reply to a
question about the impact of the program on the college, one female human-
ities professor, who is not part of the Women's Studies Program, wrote:

[It has had a] terrible impact—the program has politicized and ideolo-
gized students instead of promoting objectivity in education. ... I must
withdraw my support for this program until it becomes less ideological
and more in line with the spirit of true academic excellence at
Olerlin....

A long-time professor of mathematics, who also is not part of the program,
stated that the goals of the program “make [it} sound more like a political
party than an academic department. | have been supportive of women's stud-
ies in the past, but I am not willing to support a political party in disguise.”
Notwithstanding these views, the vast majority of faculty members sup-
port the program and its stated goals. As one faculty member argued, “I.
continued existence is of core importance to the mission of the institution,”
and another echoed these sentimeats: “...the role of the program as an insti-
tutional basis for dissen: is absolutely vital to the educational mission of the
college.” Still others praised women's studies because it “...gives legitimacy to
the college's progressive and tolerant reputation.” Recognizing that some fac-
ulty members “see in women's studies radical lunacy writ large,” a respond nt
ronetheless valued the program because it “promotes attention to multicul-

s VAN
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turalism and politics.” Finally, another faculty member explained why stu-
dents were so attracted to tt ¢ Women's Studies Program: “{It] has the most
interesting faculty and the most interesting ideas.” When asked what goals, if
any, they would add to those stated, the goal of critical thinking was added
most often. This coincides with the alumnae’s recognition that they had, in
fact, been taught to think critically, which they valued even more after grad-
uation. According to one faculty comment, critical thinking was cultivated
in women's studies courses:

In the past ccuple of years, I've noticed that students who have taken
at least the introductory course in women's studies are better trained in
critical thinking than many other students. So I gather that critical
thinking is more consistently encouraged by women's studies pedagogy
than can be assumed across the curriculum.

COLLABORATIVE LEARNING

In the self-statements, collaborative learning was ranked by students as sec-
ond in importance only after self-empowerment. In commenting on collabo-
rative learning, one student, for example, explained, “I've not learned as
much in any other class at Oberlin i the past three and one half years” (se-
nior, art major). Another commented: “l think collaborative learning is ef-
fective in any class.... | appreciate this method in my sociology and psychol-
ogy class and wish it were more common in my economics classes” (junior,
economics major). That students come to realize through collaborative
learning that their peers can be sources of new knowledge is apparent in the
following self-statement: “I am constantly learning from classmates.... In
this class, with the issues we discuss because they're petsonal, and public/po-
litical, cooperative learning is really effective and eye-opening” (sophomore,
women's studies major). '

As a pedagogical method, collaborative learning more readily challenges
students to mediate differences which emerge as students work closely with
one another. The process is not an easy one, according to one senior:

We are in the process of negotiation [of difference]; ...we are (suppos-
edly) committing ourselves to frank discourse with faith in one anoth-
’ s ) : .
er's central worth, but it's hard. We are so untrusting and quick to
judge or reluctant to judge at all.
SENIOR, LATIN AMERICAN STUDIES MAJOR

o oa
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Most students, nonetheless, have developed strategies for negotiating differ-
ences that include “recognizing and dealing with them,” “respectful listen-
ing,” and “allowing for conflict.” While the strategies do not always work,
students felt that the challenge to interact across differences was education-
ally productive:

I've tried (and occasionally failed) not to assume things about people

from different backgrounds...and I've been curious about what they

think. It's worked pretty well...a lot of communication is going on.
SENIOR, HISTORY MAJOR

An alumna concurred with students about the value of collaborative learn-
ing, especially in terms of its application after graduation:

Collaborative learning is particularly important because it requires a
recognition of one's own strengths and also a recognition of difference.
It's an important life skill to be able to work with others, engaged in
our differences. Politically, this is significant.

1991 OBERLIN COLLEGE GRADUATE

Senior seminar interviews reiterated what other students had said about
both the importance and the challenge of collaborative learning. As one se-
nior described it, “collaborative learning was valuable and...it was certainly
attempted but at times was difficult.” Another captured the dynamic class-
room intera :tion that can flow from collaborative learning: “The classroom
becomes a setting for exchange and question and a form of activism. And 1
haven't had it in every classroom in Oberlin...maybe two or three.”

Some seniors, however, were more skeptical about how uniformly col-
laborative learning actually was integrated into every women's studies course.
While one senior felt it “is one area that...has been very successfully met at
times,” she also felt it “has simply been given lip service at other times.”
Another senior, who had taken only women's studies courses for two consec-
utive semesters, stated she was weaty of the collaborative learning approach,
adding, “I wish there was more lecturing.”

17;
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RELATIONAL UNDERSTANDING

OF RACE, CLASS, GENDER, AND SEXUALITY
While students ranked self empowerment and collaborative learning as the
two program goals that they considered most important, both women's stud-
ies alumnae and faculty members placed greatest importance on teaching
students to understand the relationships among race, class, gender, and sexu-
ality. Comments from graduates and faculty members, moreover, suggested
that this understanding was integrally related to the recognition and analysis
of difference. For example, one alumna wrote:

Althorgh I was aware of sexual and racial oppression and my opposi-

tior: to them when I arrived, Oberlin opened my eyes to a multitude f

issues in which. . .difference-based oppressions play a part and in. the

ways that they all interact. It added to my ability to analyze power....
1985 OBERLIN COLLEGE GRADUATE

For many graduates, Oberlin was their first opportunity to be reflective
about the relationships among class, gender, and sexuality. It often was other
students within women's studies and beyond it who triggered intellectual and
personal growth:

Before 1 came to Oberlin | kad had neither the freedom nor the opportuni-
ty to question or even develop umy ideas about these tisues. The students 1
met were the main way this questioning and development took place.

1985 CBERLIN COLLEGE GRALUATE

Another alumana had a similar experience: “At Oberlin, L...discovered | wasa »
feminist, It was also the first place | ever met openly gay and lesbian people”
(1997 graduate). What women’s studies seetned to provide for many students
was th. conceptual framework for understanding complex relationships be-
tween systems of oppressions. As one women's studies graduate explained:

1 was exposed to critical thought on these isst  *d provided with the
means to make links betwaen them. [Oberling wighi me to ask ques-
tions—not just attempt to give answe:s. | became more equipped to
examine my own racism and classism at Oberlin.

(938 OLERLIN COLLEGE GRADUATE

17,
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Alumnae surveyed—all of whom had taken women’s studies courses—
strongly believed that Oberlin had influenced them regarding these issues;
through Oberlin's tradition of tolerance, its respect for diversity and differ-
ence, its strong feminist and humanist tradition, and its inclusiveness of a va-
riety of life-styles, values, ideas, and backgrounds. Blending the experience as
a woinien's studies graduate with that of the institutional culture of Oberlin
College itself, one student commented:

Oberlin provided an inclusive environment in which I was free to test
and expand my creative and intellectual potential witiout fecling limit-
ed. I learned the meaning of egalitarianism and have applied that ap-
proach tw life after Nberlin.

1984 OBERLIN COLLEGE GRADUATE

Oberlin’s faculty has given questions of difference and issues of multicul-
turalism primacy among its concerns for several years. After much debate
college-wide, a multicultural diversity requirement was added last year to the
general college requirements as well as to the requirements for the women's
studies major. Two women's studies faculty members, Chandra Mohanty and
Gloria Watkins, organized and convened a year-long faculty working collo-
quium entitled “Pedagogies of Gender, Race, and Empire,” which included a
panel discussion of cultural diversity at Oberlin and several speakers on “op-
positional” and non-Eurocentric pedagogy.

Even among critics of the Women'’s Studies Program, its leadership in
these areas is acknowledged. One professor noted the impact of the propram
on the college as “profound” and remarked that “the program has [had| im-
portant spillover impact on many disciplines and majors.” Another com-
mented that the “rigorous analysis” of these issues in women’s studies courses
raises students’ awareness of the linkage between the local and the global.
Still another praised women’s studies for the way its multicultural feminist
theory enligt.tened and empowered students:

Students learn more about the interrelations of gender, race, class,
and sexuality in the social and ideological construction of power and
knowledge than in any other program.... They gain empowerment by
being taught to query and challenge the status quo of accepted knowl-
edge forms.
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Student responses on the self-statements indicate that this kind of un-
derstanding is considered integral to women's studies. All of the students an-
swering questions at the beginning of the semester about race, gender, sexu-
ality, and class said they expected these issues to be covered in class. Most
of them expected all four categories to be coverzd, while the rest specified
which they thought would not be. Although this varied by course, class and
sexuality were the two categories most students assumed would be excluded.

At mid-semester, students were asked if gender, race, class, and sexuality
were, in fact, being addressed. Over half of the students stated that all four
were woven into the course. A smaller proportion of students stated that not
all categories had been incorporated intc the course. Although this varied by
course, students cited race, rather than class or sexuality, as the category
mnost frequently excluded.

Self.statement number three asked how questions of gender, race, class,
and sexuality were being addressed. Comments included: “Through readings,
discussions, theorizing...”; “In terms of how [race] shapes people’s identities
and how much it is tied to other factors like gender.... How to re-analyze and
re-address these conceptions”; “[The class] tried to address all of these to-
gether. It’s difficult to assess how well it ultimately managed to do so”; “This
'ass addresses [these issues] as integral and inseparable from WOST"; and
“Lefore taking this class | had nc idea how much race, class, gender, and sex-
uality were involved in forming feminist thinking... D

Senior seminar students recognized the multiple layers of meaning in-
volved in issues of differences. In every interview, students commented about
difference which was often cited as one of the most valuable learning experi-
ences. As one student explained, “There’s such a consciousness with [wom-
en’s studies] of the importance of interdisciplinary study, of discussing differ-
ence and of having a language for discussing difference.” For another senior,
the most valuable part of her learning in women’s studies was her newfound
ability to see the “layered-ness arJ interconnectedness of the different sys-
tems that center around gender, race, class, and sexuality.” In explaining to
those who ask her what women's studies is, a senior answers by saying:

...we study how gender, race, class, and sexuality fit into systems of
government and knowledge.... So it’s not necessarily “woman.” It's
how men and women interact...and what affects their behavior or
iheir position or their experience.
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Perhaps the clearest staterwen: of how successfully women's studies
courses provided students with, th- ‘ntellectual framework for understanding
relationships of power is captue:: by the senior who said:

The firse,...most importsie ‘esson I learned was the notion of center
and. ..who is placed at the center.... That this system creates a situa-
tion where people of ro.ur, and women, and working class people are
marginalized ana tar :ted [has] sort of become central to how I think
about the world.

WHAT NOW?

THE F.C, & OF THE ASSFSSMENT IN PLANNING
Since Oberlin's g ticipation in the national assessment project began almost
three years ago, tuch in our program has changed, yet much has stayed the
same. Hig.. ‘iniover among women's studies faculty and among those who
run the prograr has meant that relatively few people who helped to develop
the originat assessment plan are still around to witness its completion. Only
two of the current members of Oberlin's Assessment Task Force have been
on it for wnore than the :urrent year, none since its beginning. That the final
assessment resembles fairly closely the one envisioned three years ago attests
to the strength of the initial planning. That it mirrors some of the perennial
problems of the program—namely, shortages in the time and human energy
needed to provide continuity and planning for the future—suggests that the
program has arrived at a critical moment in its history.

The FIPSE/NWSA assessment at Oberlin has become part of an intensive
internal examination of the program organized in the fall of 1991 to develop
a five-year plan that will provide for increased coherence, stability, and
growth. So far, the exaniination has focused on staffing, curriculum, and ped-
agogy. Our assessment dovetails with each of these concerns.

It did not require a formal program assessment to tell us that women's
studies courses, particularly those few that are offered as the core program,
are in great demand. For several years, that story has been told by the num-
ber of names un computer-generated wait lists and, far more compellingly, by
the disappointment and frustration voiced by students who sometimes can-
not get into the introductory course until their senior year—and then only if
they have a major or minor in the program.

The assessment does show quite clearly, however, that current students,
graduates, and faculty members find the core courses in particular to differ
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qualitatively from other courses in the college. Far from being “rap sessions,”
as one of the few negative comments described them, they offer not merely a
sense of empowerment, as might be concluded from data on students, but ac-
tual empowerment, expressed as social action, and shown by alumnae data.
Moreover, the way that students experience and conceptualize “empower-
ment” appears quite clearly to develop from the personal to the social at least
in part in relation to the intensity of the engagement with women's studies.

The assessment also shows that women’s studies classrooms-—again, par-
ticularly in the core program courses—involve students as active collabora-
tors in a multidimensional, interdisciplinary learning experience that is
rarely found to the same extent in more traditional non-women’s studies
courses, Some do not always find this comfortable but still choose to grapple
with the discomfort rather than to reject it. They find, by and large, “the
courage to question,” or to develop what many among the alumnae and fac-
ulty members called “critical thinking.”

We also have learned from the assessment that women's studies courses
seem to offer a space-——although not necessarily a “safe space”—for many dif-
ferent social, racial, and sexual identities. The terms “multicultural diversity”
and “recognition uf difference” are pallid in light of the intense encounters,
confrontations, discoveries, and revelations—individual and collective, er 10-
tional and intellectual—that occur within that space. The very creation of
that space by instructors and students often is searing.

The nature of Oberlin's women's studies program, as indicated by the as-
sessment, requires close attention to methodological and critical approaches
and to continuous conversation among students, faculty members who teach
core courses, and those who teach cross-listed courses. It also requires a de-
gree of mediation within the college community that is not required of those
disciplines whose scholarly norms are customarily considered to be uncon-
cerned with ideology or politics. We recognize the fact that program devel-
opment and faculty development are intertwined and that the future of
women's studies at Oberlin depends on both.

The need for greater curricular coherence is an outgrowth of the evolv-
ing disciplinary uniqueness of women's studies. The development of feminist
theory has been concomitant with cross- or supra-disciplinary work in such
areas as the international division of female labor, the “first world's” con-
struction of racialized sexualities during and after colonialism, and reconsti-
tutions of gender in new and re-emerging nations. Growth in the field of
women'’s studies niay well account for the increase in the number of majors
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in Oberlin's program; students now are choosing to g0 beyond supplementing
their college education with a few women’s studies courses and are turning
instead to a fully realized major.

As we continue our discussions regarding long-range planning and the
future of the Women's Studies Program at Oberlin, we will build our future
based on insights generated by NWSA'’s FIPSE grant. In our original assess-
ment design, we claimed that we intended to investigate “s- :.e of the dis-
tinctions and tensions, as well as the commonalities, am . tudents and
faculty members of diverse racial, ethnic, class, gender and sexual identities.”
Three years later, this statement continues to challenge and engage.

1. Thanks go to the members of the Women's Studies Program Committee over the last several
years for their participation in and support of the assessment project and to the authors and
compilers of the various documents upon which the report draws: Carol Lasser, Gloria White,
Chandra Mohanty, Sandy Zagarell and Claudia MacDonald. Thanks to Mary Andes, student
assistant on the assessment project; and special thanks t> women's studies minor and comnputing
center consultant Sue Patterson, for tecovering whnt seemed ror a while to be permanently lost
text.

2. A. Jaggar and S. Bordo, eds., Gender/Body/Knowledge (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers
University Press, 1989).
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
OBERLIN COLLEGE

1. Some of the goals of Oberlin's Women's Studies Program are:

J student self-empowerment

0 recognition of differences

O collaborative leaming

O understanding the relationship between race, class, gender, and sexuality.
Which of these goals do you consider most important! Are there others you would

add?

2. Which of the following activities in your opinion are the most important to the fu-

ture of the Women's Studies Program! Please rank from 1=least important to T=most

important.

___ change program status to department

___raise funds from alumni %o create an endowed chair in women's studies

___lobby adminustration and trustees for more support, financial and otherwise, for
the program

___improve the representation of women of color on the faculty and staff and among
students

___ increase the visibility of the program

___ address questions of difference and diversity within the women’s studies curricu-
lum

___ increase nuraber of full-time faculty (currently one person)

3. What impact do you think the Women's Studies Program has on Oberlin College?

4. What significant learning experiences do you think women's studies courses offer
students!

5. Do you believe that women's studies courses differ in pedagogy
—in how students learn—from non-women’s studies courses!
Yes No If yes, how?

6. Have you ever taught a course that was cross-listed with women's studies! Yes  No

7. Have you ever taught a women's studies-related course! Yes No
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8. Do you inclwde any of the following perspectives in the courses you teach, whether
or not they are women's studies courses? Perspectives on:
3 Gender
O Class
O Race
O Sexuality
(most of the time, some of the time, rarcly, never)

9. Do you ever approach your subject with an integrative analysis of gender, race,
class, and sexuality?

Yes No (Please explain)

10. Which of the following teaching techniques do you use!
O lectures by teacher

L] »resentations by individual students

O discussions led by teacher

O discussions led by individual students

O discussions led by groups of students

0O other:

11. Are you faculty or administration?

12. How many yea-s have you taught at Oberlin?

13. Do you teac. in the consetvatory or the college!

14. In what division of the college do you teach?

15. Arz you female or male!

16. What is your race/ethnicity?

17. We welcome your comments about the Women's Studies Program as we plan for
the future.
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STUDENT SELF-STATEMENTS

Stude:.” Self-Statement #1
1. Do you expect this class to address questions of race?
Do you expect this class to address questions of gender?
Do you expect this class to address questions of sexuality?
Do you expect this class to address questions of social class?

2. Do you expect this class to take a feminist approach? What does this mcan for
you? For example, does it mean:

a. inclusion of women authors, artists, scientists, etc., in the syllabus

b. di-cussions of systerus of race, gender, and class

c. an analysis of power relations in tei .is of hierarchy, oppression, and exploitation
d. other:

3. What kind of learning environment do you expect? For example, only lecture,
only discussion, both lectures and discussion, student-led discussion, faculty led-
discussion? other?

4. What kind of learning environment do you prefer or learn best in?

5. If you expect discussion, do you expect to be actively engaged in discussion or do
you expect the teacher t lead most of the discussion?

6. What do you hope to learn in this class?

Student Self-Statement #2
1. Does this class address questions of race? How?
Does this class address questions of gender? How?
Does this class address questions of sexuality? How?
Does this class address questions of social class? How?

2. Is this class taking a feminist approach? Please explain,

3. Collaborative learning is defined as a pedagogical style that emphasizes coopera-
tive efforts among students and faculty membets. It is rooted in the belief that leamn-
ng is social in nature and stressei common inquity as a basic learning process. Do

&)
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you think collavorative learning has taken place in your classroom! In what specific
ways!

4, Since true collaborative learning means working with and learning from people
who are different from oneself, how have you negotiated and mediated those differ-
ences!

5. What are some of the significant things you are learning in this class?

Student Self-Statement #3
1. Has this class addressed questions of race? How?
Has this class addressed questions of gender? How?
1 1as this class addressed questions of sexuality? How?
Has this class addressed questions of social class? How?

2. How would you characterize the most important things you have learned in this
class (in terms of content and process)?
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-
COLUMBIA
FOR WOMEN'’S SAKE

BY MARY JO NEITZ WITH MICHELLE GADBOIS'

The University of Missouri-Columbia investigates three areas:
personal transformation, pedagogy, and difference. The three
principal questions of their assessment plan are: What kinds of
personal transformations occur in students who take women's
studies courses? Do students think women's studies courses are
taught differently than other courses? And, do students in wom-
en's studies gain a new understanding about the connections
among gender, race, class, and sexual preference?

The University of Missouri was established in Columbia in 1839 as the first
public university in the Louisiana Purchase territory. In 1870, the university
was approved as a land-grant university under the Morrill Act of 1862, It is
the largest of the four campuses in the University of Missouri system, with a
residential campus and statewide extension program. The University of
Missouri~Columbia is located in the middle of the state, halfway between St.
Louis and Kansas City. More than 85 percent of the undergraduates are
Missouri residents. The majority of out-of-state students come from adjacent
Illinois and Kansas. Each year, about 25 percent of the undergraduates are
new students, freshmen, or transfers. The student body numbers twenty-
three thousand and includes sever.teen thousand undergraduates.

Data gathered in the Missouri Undergraduate Panel Study (MUPS) pro-
vides information about the student body and an important context for in-
terpreting the responses of the women's studies graduates to our question-
naire. The MUPS study drew a representative sample constituting 30 percent
of the students entering as freshmen in 1982 and 1985, The students are
overwhelmingly white and midwestern: In 1982, 92 percent identified them-
selves as white/Caucasian, 5 percent as black, and one percent as Asian
American.

Less than 10 percent of the 1985 sample came from a distance of more
than five hundred miles. In the 1985 sample, about 20 percent of the fresh-
men had pledged a sorority or fraternity, and a quatter of the first-year stu-

@ lents had full- or part-time employment (this percentage increases to more
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“] am so pleased because women's studies has
provided me with the strength to never settle for
anything that deprives me of all | am worth”

than half for juniors and seniors). When asked about their political views, 57
percent of the students identified themselves as “middle of the road.” Twenty-
one percent identified themselves as conservatives compared to 15 percent
liberals, and 1 percent identified themselves as being on either the “far left”
or the “far right.”

For such students, women's studles is a challenge. As one women's stud-
ies graduate said:

I had never been so challenged. 1 have never worked so hard on any-
thing in my life. Women's studies was an opening to myself. For the
male-identified part of myself, this was the greatest challenge of my
life. I am so pleased because women's studies provided me with the
strength to never settle for anything that deprives me of all that I am
worth.

Ea<h of our graduates said '1at they would encourage other students to be-
come involved in the Women's Studies Program, but one cautioned: “I'd tell
them to do it. [But] it is not easy, and if you are not ready to deal [with is-
sues), don't do it.”

THE WOMEN'S STUDIES PROGRAM
The initial impetus for women's studies at UMC came from students. In
1969-70, the Academics Committee of the Association for Wonmen Studenes
contacted faculty members from a variety of departments requesting an inter-
disciplinary course on women. That course was taught in 1971. Six years
later, the university appointed a woman who was a graduate student in
English to be the half-time coordinator. In 1980, women’s studies achieved
tormal program status, and in 1981, the first student graduated with a wom-
en's studies degree. After a national search that same year, the first full-time
director with teaching responsibilities in women's studies was hired.

With the full-time director, the program moved from the “cafeteria” ap-
proach of its early years to a more coherent program informed by feminist
theory. The Women's Studies Committee developed a set of interdisciplinary
core courses taught through women’s studies and also establish« i stringent
cross-listing procedures that distinguished between women's studies courses
(guided by feminist principles) and women-related courses (witn significant
content centered on women and gender). The attempt to build an integrated
cutriculum occurred in the ia&g of opposition to feminism and disbelief in

XY IS
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women’s studies as a scholarly endeavor.? In 1983, a course on the connec-
tions among gender, tace, and class, which became central to the program,
was added to the core curriculum and taught by the director. In 1988, when
authorized to recruit a full-time faculty member in women'’s studies, the pro-
gram hired a woman of color with expertise in this area to teach the course
and develop other offerings on race and gender.

Currently the program offers twenty-six courses taught by nineteen affil-
iated faculty members. Although faculty concentration is highest in arts and
sciences, cross-listed courses also are located in nursing, education, and jour-
nalism. In part because of this intercollege teaching program, women’s stud-
ies has been located fiscally in the provost’s office rathur than in any one col-
lege of the university.

More than eight hundred students take women’s studies courses each
year. The number of majors, however, alwa''s has been small, ranging from
one or two to ten graduating in a year. The majors pursue a dual degree com-
bining women's studies with another discipline of their choice. At a universi-
ty where most students consider themselves “middle of the road” politically,
and only 15 percent see themselves as “liberal” (and 1 percent as radical),
becoming a women'’s studies major is a deviant act. Yet because of their small
numbers, the majors form a group supportive of each other within this rela-
tively hostile environment. They also work closely with the office staff and
faculty members, and most have served on the Women's Studies Committee.
These majors are a central focus of our assessment.

DESIGNING AN ASSESSMENT PLAN
In the first year of the FIPSE project, each program was asked to produce a
statement of the goals of the program and to think about ways of assessing
whether or not our goals for student learning were being met. This task
proved to be difficult for us for a number of reasons.

In the first place, faculty members had negative feelings about assess-
ment, Cur governor had been involved early in the push for state-mandated
assessment and, unfortunately, brought that to Missouri in a way that pitted
sta' -funded institutions of higher education again-t one another. The gover-
. o’s model-—one that has been endorsed by the board of curators—is a rigid,
quantitative, “value-added” approach. At this institution, then, assessment
was politicized in such a way that many faculty members saw assessment pri-
matily as a weapon to be used against them.

F MC Second, the project came during a transitional period withir: the pro-

.
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gram: We were discovering that goals and processes cleatly articulated in the
early 1980s no longer had consensus backing from members of the commit-
tee. The second half of the 19805 had been a period of consolidaticn and in-
stitutionalization for the program. Departments began hiring faculty mem-
bers with expertise in women's studies, greatly expanding the course offetings
as well as participation in the program. Yet these women had not been in-
volved in the development of the program and did no: necessarily share the
perspectives of those who had. This became more apparent when the direc-
tor, who had provided much of the vision for the program throughout the
1980s, took a leave of absence in 1988-89 and resigned from the program
the following year.

Finally, even without the particularities of our institutional context,
there are inherent difficulties in the process of formulating goals. The instru-
mental approach to assessment often fostered by institutional exigencies was
rejected: No one wanted to repeat the “assessment process,” wherein depart-
ments had tried to figure out what kind of information the administration
wanted from them, and the most efficient way to get it, in order to place the
department in the most favorable light. Yet consensus processing requires
shared interests and a long time frame; it was not clear that we had either.}
What we did have was a real passion for teaching and a long-term commit-
ment to exploring feminist pedagogy.* Pedagogy became, then, the basis for
two faculty development workshops held in the fall of 1990 and 1991, which
ultimately gave focus to our campus assessment design.

In the fall of 1989, we also held a series of potluck dinners attended by
faculty, staff, and student members of the Women's Studies Commiittee, to
discuss key concerns we had about student learning. We reviewed some of
our doouments, including our mission statement and our cross-listing guide-
lir~s, and began to formulate program goals. Our discussions ultimately led
us to how we could do the following:

O support our students as ambassadors of feminism
) continue to address the campuswide problems of sexism, racism, and other
injustices
0 create with our students a setting in which all voices may be heard
® create a e place for personal growth and for nurturing relationships
® crea: .uscomfort and introduce risk by shaking core unexamined as-
sumptions
O transform the self and challenge ideologies as a critica. function, encour-
O _aging personal and intellectual transformation and moving from understand-
-ing one’s own personal experiences to understanding others’
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7 maintain self-consciousness about methods, including the ways ir. which
research strategies presume certain kinds of gender arrangements

O place our studies at the intersection of race, class, gender, sexual prefer-
ence, and other categories of analysis, fostering the understanding that truth
is partiai

O incorporate multdisciplinary/interdisciplinary perspectives in the course
O realize the possibility of the course as a laboratory, open to risk for stu-
dents and insttuctors alike

O facilitate the development of self-esteem through the successful engage-
ment of difficult tasks

O increase the poot of literature known in our subject areas.

We did not translate these concerns directly into a set of “assessment
questions” formulated in terms of “how can we measure to what extent are
we doing these things,” yet they informed faculty discussions, classroom as-
sessment, and the questionnaire we eventually administered to graduates.

Rather than developing an assessment plan that would be imposed on
the faculty metnbers teaching in the program, we worked toward a model of
assessment grounded in the activities faculty membezs already were carrying
out in their classes.We talked in terms of “faculty development” instead of
“4ssessment,” helieving that a good assessment project would, in fact, con-
tribute to better teaching. Since many women's studies faculty members used
journals, peer review, and parers as assignments in their classes, the firsr fac-
ulty development workshop examined how such assignments already embed-
ded in courses could b.come a tich source of systematic feedback about what
students learn. Pat Hutchings, from the FIPSE Project National . sessment
Team, led the workshop session on portfolio assessment. As a result of the
workshop, five faculty members undertook projects in their women's studies
classes during 1990-91.

For our second faculty development workshops the following year, we
invited another member of the National Assessment Team, Jill Mattuck
Tarule, ore of the authors of Women's Ways of Knowing. She focused our at-
tention un students as knowers. Combining the insights and methodologies
learned in the two faculty development workshops with a preliminary analy-
sis of the student responses to the questionnaires, we began to formulate an
assessment design for our campus. Ultimately we investigated three areas:
personal transformation, pedagogy, and difference. Undergirding our assess-
ment plan were three principal questions:

F l{l‘CD What kinds of personal transformations occur in students who take wom-

Toxt Proviaed by G a M~
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en’s studies courses?

O Do students think women's studies courses are taught differently than
other courses and, if so, how?

0O Do students in women's studies gain a new understanding about the
connections among gender, race, class, and sexual preference?

In the process of working with outside assessment: experts, we realized
that we had a number of data sources about our students that we had never
used fully. For example, our student evaluation forms, used in all women
studies courses, provide a wealth of information about women’s studies stu-
dents, including demographic information as well as responses to courses and
teaching. We envisioned using this data to provide a demographic profile of
our students over the last ten years. The course evaluation form in use from
1983-1992 also asked extensive questions about classroom atmosphere. We
hoped to analyze that data quantitatively, separating out responses of rele-
vant subgroups of students, such as women studies majors from nonmajors.
Unfortunately, time constraints prevented us from carrying out this part of
the assessment project.

We were able, however, to compile limited demographic information
about our student:. In the ten-year period from 1981 to 1990, thirty students
graduated with degrees in women's studies. Of these, six (or 20 percent) were
Aftican American. We also looked at those students who had taken three or
more women’s studies classes over the last five years.” Of these additional
eighty-nine students, 13 percent were African American, with another 3
percent Hispanic. In a university where only 5 percent of the entering fresh-
man class in 1985 were African American, the disproportionately higher per-
centage of minority students in women's studies is striking.

We also mailed an open-ended questionnaire to all of the women's stud-
ies majors who had graduated as well as to current majors and minors. The
original questionnaire was based upon one that Wellesley College’s Women's
Studies Program developed.S Fifty-four questionnaires were mailed out to
women who had graduated between 1981 and 1990 and to current majors
and minors. Eighteen responses were returned. Although small in number,
the responses offer notable interpretations of the experience of the Women’s
Studies Program from a core group of students over the first decade of the
program’s existence.

=
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STUDENT LEARNING IN WOMEN’S STUDIES
Looking at the experiences of graduates gives two kinds of information not
easily available in other ways. First, it is a way of evaluating the program, as
opposed to individual classes. Second, it is one way to begin to assess educa-
tion in women’s studies over a longer time frame than a single semester. In
the responses—from people who chose both to major in women's studies and
to answer our questionnaire—students describe women's studies as unique.
Yet it is hard to isolate what it is that makes it unique. Nonetheless, the
sense of connected learning and personal transformation surfaces repeatedly
in these women's accounts, as do references to women’s studies pedagogy and
course content.

PERSONAL TRANSFORMATION
Through the UMC women's studies experi+ e, women students discovered
self-empowerment and became more critical about how they think and eval-
uate the world. This critical mindfulness accompanied the women in many
aspects of their lives. They developed new goals for learning and redefined
what is intellectual as well as what is political. Most wrote about coming to
understand the social construction of society. All students—from their very
diverse backgrounds—wrote that they felt validated and transformed. Wo-
men’s studies seems to have been particularly important for women who had
a minority status—women of color and lesbians, for example. The women re-
port that they became angry but also that they learned to articulate their
anger. They came to see thetuselves as knowers, and they came to value the
support of other women.

The change that accompanied this self-empowerment ranges from wom-
en reporting that they would no longer tolerate racist and sexist jokes to a
reevaluation of the detinition of self, knowledge, and politics. A typical com-
ment was the following: “I watch TV, read magazines, look at advertisements,
and assess movies differently than I did before taking women’s studies cours-
es | am more aware of messages about women. [ am certainly more critical
than I used to be.”

For some majors, rcognition and acceptance of their lesbianism was a
very large part of the validation and self-discovery found in women’s studies.
The women’s studies environment often was the only place on campus where
lesbians felt safe. Accompanying this sense of safety came empowerment as a
woman and as a lesbian. One woman wrote, “I connected to my woman-self,

o "ack-self, and lesbian-self from taking women’s studies courses,” Those who
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spoke of their lesbianis-n 7ol bow the womer:’s studies experience taught
them to question th: “givens” and to trust their own perceptions of the lives
they had chosen for thenss* 7es. “One teacher showed me there was some:
place to go—that you 2o/t 3 be smart, older, a dyke, and have a place in the
world.”

Two--birds ., ¢ = majors fel: a great amount of anger as they became
aware of systemic oppressions. Some learned to articulate this newly s .-
anger and use it productively. One student explained how her anges gave hes
what she called “double vision.” This “double vision” provided her with a
multiplicity of ideas as opposed to one single patriarchal definition. For other
students, their anger made them feel an urgency about changing the world.
Still others were shocked to confront the kind of resistance ttve.: aality they
encountered as they attended their other classes, interacted w'n friends and
family, and saw society through new eyes. All reported th:+ viiey were more
likely to notice sexism in courses, texts, and in popular cisizare, but they also
reported they were better able to verbalize their disappr< - al and anger.

In addition to discovering how to transform anger ito insights and ac-
tion, women students spoke of new goals for learning, T following was a
typical comment: “Most positively, | learned to thirk and appreciate educa-
tion for learing’s sake.” Learning became more thas students wanting to re-
ceive good grades. Some students reported with satisfaction that they carried
these changed expectatiors into their other classes. Some, however, ex-
pressed frustration as their changed selves encountered the status quo in
other disciplines.

One-fourth of the students reported discovering a new sense of commu-
nity with other women. One wrote: ‘1 have put much more energy into the
women in my life....” Another said, “I value my time more with my female
friends.” Maintaining friendships with women who share a feminist perspec-
tive was important to almost every major. “I now don't believe 1 am the only
one fighting these battles,” said one student, echoing another who said that
women's studies gave her a sense of not being alone.

Women'’s studies courses radicalized what students perceived as intellec-
tual beliefs and radicalized how they defined what is political to them. Their
definitions of politics changed. Prior to taking women's studies, one woman
described herself as young and fairly apolitical. Through women’s studies she
came to a different definition: “All is political, i.e., a reflection of social pow-
er relationships, open to political analysis, and changeable by political/col-

lective action.”
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Another stated, “1 stopped being a Democrat because that is what my
folks were. 1 learned the difference between voting a ticket because people
had a party affiliation and voting for ideas you cared for deeply.” Another
preclaimed, “Everything I do as a woman in a patriarchal world challenges
the dominant culture. This kind of life is political. The courage to speak out
in political ways comes and goes; however, the notion to deeply question...
would not exist if it had not been for my womens studies courses.”

The students also attributed changes in their conceptualizations of femi-
nism to women’s studies courses. They learned that feminism includes many
different kinds of feminisms. When addressing these diverse feminisms, stu-
dents reported that the wide variety of views were liberating to them. The
kind of expansion of views reported by the following woman was common:

I guess before 1 encountered women'’s studies I thought “feminism”
was a small movement for “women’s rights.” Once 1 went through the
door into women’s studies, I realized “feminism” is shorthand for a
transformative, broad, varied upheaval of female thought, activity,
and power across the planet. Quite a change.

Another reported, “I have realized that feminism means a concern not only
with issues relevant to white, middle-class, hetero-women but also with is-
sues of race, class, nationality, physical condition, and sexual preference.”

These students perceived that women's studies transformed their lives.
They attributed the transformation to differences in how the courses were
taught and what the course content was, Graduates’ responses to both of
these demonstrate the extent to which women's studies is indeed a risk-
taking endeavor that generates questions rather tha:1 proclamations.

PEDAGOGY
We asked students if they felt that women'’s studies classes were taught in an
alternative pedagogical style and, if so, to describe one course as an example.
For many students, sitting in a circle symbolized the difference. One of the
first graduates of the program said that most of her women’s studies courses
offered an alternative teaching style:

For instance, in a “Women and Science Fiction” class-first off we
would sit in a circle (vs. the teacher at the front and students behind)
we read science fiction by women authors and discussed it not only for
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“literary” value but the questions it raised (or failed to raise) about our
lives. At the end of the class we were asked to come up with essay
questions for our own exam—an exercise that honored our ability to

spark thoughtful inquiry.

Another summarized the differences by saying, “The basic sense of sitting in
a circle and including individual women's personal experiences as part of any
theoretical discussions [typified]) my women’s studies experience.”

The higher level the course, the more students felt comfortable sitting in
these circles sharing their personal experiences. In the seminar atmosphere,
students felt more at ease learning through exchanging experiences with
classmates. Each student said that the involvement of personal experience in
classroom discussion was a part of their women’s studies encounter. “There is
always a place for those who feel at ease to discuss their experience. The in-
structors used journals, personal writings, and diaries to facilitate the process.
That's the difference women'’s studies makes.” For this student and for half of
the respondents, sharing their personal experiences was comfortable, and
their women’sstudies classes were the only places on campus where they felt
able to do so.

A few, however, felt discomfort sharing their experiences. One student
said that any situation ruled by academia cannot always be safe for students.
Although another woman explained she generally profited from sharing expe-
riences, she also said she sometimes felt pressured to share when she did not
want to. Self-disclosure also was referred to in some of the responses as “show-
and-tell” sessions, perhaps implicitly referring both to pressures to perform
and risks of public disclosure. One student offered the following reflections:

People started celling stories and trusting that it was the right kind of at-
maosphere to do this. I thought it was good to finally hear people talking
about their experiences and sharing their ideas about thern, but I believe
that some of the topics that were assigned were treated too flippantly by
the students....because it was obvious that most students took it very se-
riously and what they revealed was very intimate and private, but the
way people reacted was more like gawking than understanding.

Discussion, rather than lectures, was the main vehicle for learning in
women'’s studies classes. Sometimes the topics were particularly conflictual.
© _ One graduate said, “Students got into it about correct classroom participa-
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tion versus the freedom to say what you wanted and how you wanted.” One
student remembered times when no one in the room knew how to stop one
student from silencing another. Although the instructors were reported as
trying to prevent this kind of behavior, they were not always able to do so.

Even though the discussions sometimes appeared to be intense debates,
one woman explained:

...it didn't really feel conflictual, but more like we were trying to figure
out the truth together. I think that trying to figure out the connections
among gender, race, and class was difficult in all my women's studies
courses.

The presence of conflict in the classroom generated a wide spectrum of re-
sponses from students. One woman wrote, “It sometimes seemed to be the
pretense that there were no conflicts when they clearly were [there].” By
contrast, another was distressed by the lack of debate in the classroom: “In
order to get to the center of what is going on we need to learn to feel that
conflict is okay when communicating with one another.”

When asked explicitly if the instructor encouraged different points of
view, every respondent answered “yes.” According to students, instructors
themselves often brought up different points of view, which encouraged stu-
dents to model the rofessor’s behavior, Over half said that different political
and theoretical points of view within feminism were introduced, which
proved beneficial in subsequent classes. Beginning with the introductory
course, “Feminism: The Basic Questions,” students reported that they were
introduced to traditional thought as well as to liberal, socialist, radical, cul-
tural, global, and womanist theories within feminism. One student remarked,
“I think women's studies was an excellent introduction to the broad spectrum
of thought because it taught me to look for the underlying assumptions of
writers on various issues, and I learned how one's conclusions on issues or so-
cial problems are shaped by the vehicles used to arrive at them. This has
been invaluable.” Another said that women's studies provided a place for her
political perspectives whereas political science, her major, did not.

Women's stilies professors also encouraged an exploration of different
points of view in part through the great diversity of the assigned readings.
There was, according to students, such a spectrum of experiences, values, and
perspectives that students gained a new appreciation of the difference in
:ach women’s individual experience. One said, “We heard voices from other
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A surprising finding was that the students
felt that race was an easier topic to address
than class

students and read books that were non-patriarchal that helped encourage us
to think about issues from other points of view.” Many of the students even
responded in the questionnaire with quotations from a women’s studies text
that had changed their perspective on difference, such as Paule Marshall’s
Praisesong for the Widow, Alice Walker's The Color Purple, or Audre Lorde’s
Sister/Outsider.

Respondents reported that women's studies teachers honored difference
as long as a student’s comment did not degrade other people. While toler-
ance for difference was high in the women’s studies classroom, at the same
time students claimed that instructors pointed out weaknesses in opposing
points of view. One studeni said, “If one argued for pinko commie liberalism,
it was as valid as conservatism if the arguments were valid.” Another de-
scribed what she labeled as a radical approach: “One instructor definitely
wanted to hear fiom everyone. She genuinely found all of her students inter-
esting, rather than getting something out of imparting secret knowledge to
the masses.” That same student also thought it was radical at UMC to con-
struct a course in which women were the subjects of the course, not merely
tacked onto the class, as if women’s exclusion from textbooks were the only
sexism. If the instructor chose to teach from what students defined as a radi-
cal feminist perspective, she also was said to introduce more notions of differ-
ence into the classroom According to a student taking “Women, Race, and
Class,” breaking down difference begins with the kind of individual story-
telling that typically takes place in women'’s studies courses. At such a junc-
ture, a distinctive women’s studies pedagogy overlaps with its distinctive
content.

EXPLORING DIFFERENCE: RACE, CLASS,
AND SEXUAL PREFERENCE

For the past decade, feminist theorizing has been informed by an emphasis
on difference. Our program has sought to move the connections among gen-
der, race, class and sexual preference to the center of the curriculum. When
asked about their learning in this area, not surprisingly, all the students wrote
about the course “Women, Race, and Class.” One student remembers it as
very distinctive:

The first few weeks were used to introduce students to the “basics” of

a women'’s studies course. ..such as patriarchy, sexism, racism, class-

ism, homophobia, physicalism, ageism, and feminism. The class met
' €
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twice a week. The first meeting was a lecture by one of the two in-
structors. | enjoyed the balance between the instructors. One was a
woman of color and the other was a white woman. The second was a
meeting of five or six students and a former student of the course (the
group facilitator) . . .this is where we discussed the course material.

Another said, “The experience in ‘Women, Race, and Class’ was more in-
tense because the [small discussion] groups met every week. We answered
questions about our reading material and confronted one another on our
feeling of race and class.”

There were varied responses when students were asked if race, class, and
sexual preference were talked about in their women's studies courses. All but
one student said that race was addressed more thar. any other subject. One
student said, “We spokc about it almost every day in class.” Others reported
that race was in all women's studies course matesial. “We read many different
perspectives from Afro-American, Hispanic, North American, lower-class
women, upper-class women, etc.” Another confided, “ ‘Women, Race, and
Class' was the greatest attempt by any instruztor(s) to pull theory into expe-
rience. Those two women [co-teachers] will be in my heart forever.”

Many courses include race, class, and sexual preference as they fit into the
discipline being taught. “Racism was addressed more in some classes than oth-

rs. This did not necessarily reflect some bias on the t :acher’s part. For in-
stance, race was not a topic in ‘French Women Writers' but was the central
topic in ‘Black Women: Catalysts for Change'.” One student said, “In
‘Chinese Women's History,’ race was the main topic. We focused on trying to
learn from their perspective rather than our own. Race was a minor issue, but
an issue in other ~lasses.”

It is possible that part of what the students sense is a difference between
talking about race and talking about racism. In this area, we also find some
criticism of what students refer to as “liberal instructors” who are not “really
dealing with issues of race.” In the way that many of the students used the
phrase, “really dealing with an issue” means connecting it to one's own expe-
rience as oppressed and oppressor. By this standard, an instructor who incor-
porated descriptions of experiences of people of different races might still be
accused of “not dealing with race.” The issues of how learning occurs are
thus intertwined with the issues of what is learned.

A surprising finding was that the students felt that race was an easier
topic to address than class. This is not to say that race was easy, but race is
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clearly defined in American culture (perhaps too clearly, given that race of-
ten is conceptualized in terms of two opposing groups—blacks and whites),
whereas class is conceptually muddled. One student wrote the following
reflections:

Everyone could handle race rather than the question of class. Black,
white, or otherwise, not too many people wanted to question the rea-
sons why they were at the university. For all, the university is a ladder
upward or at least a barrier away from what is perceived to be a part
of what is the lower class. My realization of this grew after reading
Praisesong for the Widow written vy Paule Marshall. The main
character was a black woman who had lost part of her being as she in-
volved herself in what Tracy Chapman calls “black upward mobiliy.”

The students reported that many of their courses examined various is-
sues involving the impact of class on women'’s lives. Some instructors ad-
dressed the subject by listing class in their syllabi and the impact of “labor”
and “women and work.” Other courses addressed classism and how it inter-
sects with other oppressions. Despite such efforts, students reported that class
was not addressed as frequently as race. One woman summed up her remarks
by saying, “class got short shrift. One classmate of mine with a very blue-col-
lar background thought it was because at college, it's too scary to question
the class structure because everyone’s striving to move upward. It would
threaten our reasons for being there, particularly for black women,”

Just as a gap was reported in “he coverage of race and class, students be-
lieved that while sexual preference was included it was discussed even less
than class issues. Most students remembered the extent to which it was dis-
cussed and what happened in the classroom as a result:

'85 it was scary and cutting-edge: touched on in larger classes, some-
times to the disgust of some students, a larger issue in smaller classes
where students trusted each other more. Sexual identity and desire, |
remember, were difficult to theorize about then. Some effort [was
made] in French Feminisms class—but [it was] bewildering,

Students reported that lack of attention to sexual preference was sometimes
a result of the instructor’s reluctance and sometimes to the students’ inability

) . . .
lk‘lcto accept the diversity of sexual preferences that existed among the women
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in the classroom. Several students noted that often, in history and English
classes, “sexual preference was tacked on like most women’s stud ies courses
are tacked on to mainstream courses,”

The women's studies students who responded to our questionnaire want-
ed the program to provide an arena in which students of all colors and cyl-
tural backgrounds could understand issues that were not taised or discussed
ir depth in non-women’s studies courses. It also was important to them that
women's studies provide an appreciation of each level of a woman’s life, cul-
ture, and tradition. Several mentioned that womens studies should provide a
place of “safety” for students who do not feel accepted in other departments
at the university. As we think about the students’ remarks, it is critical to re-
member that all of these women are, in fact, double majors, By majoring in
women’s studies they do not avoid whatever is offered/required by other de-
partments. Despite the fact that one of our program goals is “to support stu-
dents as ambassadors of feminism,” in reading student responses one is struck
by how difficult that task s and the degree to which they find the university
to be a hostile place.

CONCLUSIONS
Engagement in this project reflects and enhances an ongoing concern with
pedagogy in our program. The interviews and development workshops with
faculty members demonstrate this commitment in many ways. The responses
of the majors show the fruits of efforts to promote collaborative learning in
women's studies. Yet these varied pieces of the assessment project also raise
some issues for the program.

It is clear there is no single way of teaching a women's studies class and
that different students respond differently to various classroom situations, It
also seems clear that, in the words of one participant in our faculty work- A
shop, “We do not leamn about justice in the same way that we learn about the
capitals of the states.”

the graduates of the program and the faculty members who teach in the pro-
gram. One way to frame it is in terms of a contrast between interdisciplinary

disciplinary core courses. The data from faculty members revea| a model that
is closer to that of a multidisciplinary women studies program, Faculty goal
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statements suggest they are most concerned abr -+ doing feminist work in
their owr: disciplines.

In the student questionnaires, by contrast, the majors and graduates
overwhelmingly defined women’s studies as the three interdisciplinary core
courses. They described these courses as “feminist” and “radical.” They also
associated a distinctive pedagogy—more discussion and more collaborative
learning—where they learned that they had voices and felt validated.
According to students, the core courses integrated life experience with theo-
ry and made the intersection of race, class, gender, and sexual preference a
central concern.

Instructors in the cross-listed courses (which go through an extensive
course approval process and are taught from a “feminist perspective”) are as
likely to be concerned about “feminist theory” as they are about “feminism.”
The teachers’ goal statements include 2 more central emphasis on teaching/
learning discipline-based knowledge. Many of these faculty members are do-
ing woinen’s studies within their disciplines.

The faculty members teaching cross-listed courses see themselves as
modifying their teaching styles to incorporate feminist pedagogy. A number
of them said that teaching women's studies classes allows them to take risks,
but these cross-listed courses are not identified by the majors as having the
distinctive style that characterizes the core courses. This in part may be be-
cause some of the key factors are out of a teacher’s control. Instructors in
cross-listed courses complain of the difficulty teaching when the women’s
studies students may not. be grounded in the discipline, and the students from
the discipline are not grounded in feminism.” They also may have lictle con-
trol over the size of the class; the majors noted that the cross-listed classes
were often too large for the instructor to do much more than lecture. It is
possible, of course, that what we are seeing are the positive evaluations of
particular instructors who happened to teach the core courses.

We were not very successful in executing the quantitative part of out
project, and we want to note here the sheer difficulty we had getting infor-
mation from “already existing sources.” Quantitative data, such as the kind
the registrar has about all students, would have been very useful, but we
found it virtually inaccessible. Assessment projects like this one, which try to
make use of data already on hand, might do well to think about their own
record keeping. We found, for example, that we did not have addresses for
our graduates or even class lists for the students who took cross-listed courses
under the departmental numbers. There was a real sense that we did not
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know who our students were.

We also underestimated the difficulty of analyzing data that could be ob-
tained. Both qualitative and quantitative data is time-consuming to analyze.
When we tried to hire a graduate assistant, we found that the ones with
methodological skills already had research associateships (or did not know
anything about women's studies), and the ones with a background in women
studies had no methodologies training.

After the second faculty development workshop, the women's studies
faculty members decided that they would like to begin a regularly scheduled
faculty discussion group about pedagogy. One issue we plan to work on is
greater inclusion of issues of race, class, and sexual preference across our cur-
riculum. Another issue is the place of disclosure—for faculty members as well
as students—in the women’s studies classtoom.

The differences that the majors describe between the core courses and
the cross-listed courses also raise a question about the perceptions of those
who are not majors. We know now that we have a significant body of stu-
dents who take three or more courses but do not end up majoring in women's
studies. We do not know—although we could find out—whether they are
any more likely to take cross-listed courses rather than core courses. Neither
do we know why they are not becoming majors.

The women's studies committee also was struck by the way students find
validation through a “mirroring process” in women's studies. It underscores
for us the importance of having diversity reflected in the program faculty. In
vhe fall of 1991 we created a development fund for a speaker’s series that will
bring in one speaker each semester to bring us research and creative works in
lesbian studies, named in honor of our former director who showed many stu-
dents that they, too, “could find a place in the world.”

1. We are grateful for the help of all the participants in the Women's Studies Program who took
timne out in one way ot another to participate in the work of this project. Special thanks goto a
number of them: In the first year of the project Carale Myscofski, as co-chair of the Women's
Studies Committee, participated in planning the project and wrote the first statement of pro-
gram goals. Elaine Lawless helped plan the faculty development workshop ir September of
1990, and Kay Foley tracked down information about the institutional context. Barbara Bank
contributed data from the Missouri University Panel Study. Magdalena Garcia-Pint and Jan
Colbert read and commented on a draft of the report. We also appreciate the support of Jeff
Chinn, Vice Provost for Instruction, who helped fund the Women's Studies Assessment
Workshop and paid the salary of Graduate Assistant Michelle Gadbuis, Michelle's analysis of
E T Che student questionnaire was the heart of this project.
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2. For example, proposals for cotc. courses were turned back by university curriculum committees
for “more documentation” to prove that such courses were intellectually respectable.

3. See Jane Mansbridge, Beyond Adversary Democracy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1983), for an analysis of consensus decis:on making,

4. In the spring of 1990, as acting director I interviewed all the faculty tnembers teaching in the
program during that first year of the project. The collective passion for teaching is what kept
me involved in this project.

5. For cross-listed courses we included students as having taken a women's studies course
whether they registered through woinen'’s studies or through the faculty member's home depart-
ment, This list was difficult to construct because women's studies only gets information on
those students who register under the women’s studies course number,

6. We did this with the intention of comparing responses with Wellesley, but Wellesley's project
report analyzed a different questionnaire distributed to current students rather than to majors
and graduates.

7. A few faculty meinbers and students expressed dissatisfaction with a lack of cumulative struc-
tures throughout women's studies courses. The mix of students in all the courses meant that
some time was always spent retracing basic grounding knowledge. One faculty member suggest-
ed that this problem might occur with regard to pedagogy as well as course content. In her
classroom assessment project using journals in an upper-level course, she found that students
who had not used them before engaged the task with enthusiasm, but others who had frequently
kept journals in their woinen's studies courses responded in more perfunctory ways,
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OONCLUSION

What I found in women'’s studies was a body of knowledge that taught
me to question not only the answers, but also the questions as well,
ABBY MARKOWITZ, WOMEN'S STUDIES GRADUATE,
TOWSON STATE UNIVERSITY

When Abby Markowitz addressed a plenary of nearly two thousand pattici-
pants at the 1989 national conference of the * tional Women's Studies
Association, those of us who had taught women’s studies felt especially
proud: proud of her, proud of the tough questions she posed to women’s stud-
ies, and proud of women’s studies for the patt it played in her education.
With four other women, Abby was on a riveting student plenary panel,
“Learning Feminisms: Joutneys in our Lives.” Just a week earlier, FIPSE had
recommended funding “The Courage to Question.” Between then and now,
we have amassed an important body of new information about student learn-
ing. Just as Abby discovered, we have generated almost as many new ques-
tions as answers,

Our research, on the one hand, substantiates many ways in which wom.
en’s studies has succeeded in engaging students intellectually and personally
in its subject matter and in their education. On the other hand, the research
also has pointed to numerous areas for further investigation. While we ex-
pect our findings to stimulate self-reviews within women's studies, we also
hope this report initiates ongoing conversations with colleagues across disci-
plinary boundaries. To meet the complex challenges on campuses, in our
classes, and in our communities, we in higher education must be practical vi-
sionaries collectively committed to the well-being of students. We hope The
Courage to Question moves us closer to creating that kind of educational
community.

In 1991, the American Association for Higher Education called its na.
tional conference “Difficult Dialogues” in recognition that the task bef. re us
as educators is not an easy one. The emphasis was on the noun, dialogues.
Even if difficult, the imperative was to establish a conversation—a mutual
exchange of ideas -as we think through together what many say must be a
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fundamental restructuring of the academy. In the American Council on
Education’s Educating the Majority: Women Challenge Tradition in Higher
Education, authors Carol S. Pearson, Donna L. Shavlik, and Judy G.
Touchton argue that the age of simple adjustments to accommodate women
is over. What we need now, they propose, is “a major paradigm shift that al-
lows for greater equity and quality in education, a shift that...also will enable
us to more effectively address the compelling societal issues of our time, from
competitiveness to hunger and illiteracy to world peace.™

Robert Hughes' lead article, “The Fraying of America,” in the February
3, 1992, issue of Time magazine describes with some concern the paradigm
shifts he has observed. The shifts are oc.urring as our country undergoes
what some have called an identity crisis, spurred by a reappraisal of our na-
tional cultural heritage and a rapidly changing global citizenry. “The future
of American [self-interests],” he argues, “will rest with people who can think
and act with informed grace across ethnic, cultural, linguistic lines.” He ends
with this warning: “In the world that is coming, if you can’t navigate differ-
ences, you've had it.”

Despite the small but highly visible minority of people who have piled
sandbags around what they perceive as their embattled beachhead threat-
ened by the tides of change, the vast majority of students, faculty members,
and administrators in academia are seeking ways to move forward together in
response to national calls for dialogue, paradigm shifts, and institutional
transformations. At the center of the call for all three is women's studies.
Women's studies—established against the grain of the academy in the 1970s;
insisting that excluding half of humanity distorts truth and makes the claim
of excellence a mockery; and calling for a student-centered, socially con-
scious, and experientially informed pedagogy—is eager to be part of a nation-
al discussion about how to move forward with “informed grace.”

The Courage to Question documents for the first time in a systematic way
some of what women’s studies has discovered about student learning. From
our three-year research project on seven Campuses, we have assessed not only
what is working in women's studies but, even more importantly, what about
women’s studies seems, according to undergraduate students, to make that
experience so educationally distinctive—and according to alumnaeli, its im-
pact a lifelong one.

[] Is there understanding we now have about how students learn that might
apply in non-women’s studies classes!
B MC [ Are there structures of knowledge, organizational strategies in courses, or
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pedagogical approaches in the classroom that others can adapt?
O As students in women's etudies confront highly charged emotional issues
and experience the intellectual and personal implications of diversity, are we
gaining any insights about how to maneuver through that rough terrain?

We offer our report with the hope it will initiate a dialogue among col-
leagues so that together we may work to improve the educational experi-
ences for all our students,

PERSONALIZED LEARNING
Whether the subject under discussion was the knowledge base, feminist ped-
agogy, diversity, critical thinking, or empowerment, students repeatedly
linked the intellectual and experiential when they attempted to articulate
what was distinctive about their learning in women's studies classes. A neat
and clean separation of abstract ideas from personal experience, which is so
characteristic of most traditional courses was missing in students’ comments.
Instead they wove back and forth, consistently connecting intellectual insights
with their immediate lives. Such an integration surfaces, for example, in the
CUNY-Hunter College student who explained, “women’s studies. ..[goes] be-
yond this classroom, this paper...and just...touches everything else I'm in-
volved in...because it gives me a way to see, a way to think, a way to question
everything, so it's applicable everywhere for me.” Rather than distancing
themselves from the subject matter, students in women's studies typically be-
came deeply engaged both intellectually and personally.

The University of Colorado has given a name to this phenomenon: per-
sonalized learning. They distinguish it from active learning, although active
learning is a component. Personalized learning allows the student to use the
intellectual to explain the personal—a “compelling connection.” What
emerged repeatedly in student comments was the powerful intellectual di-
mension of this personalized knowing. Though critics may portray women's
studies as academically “soft,” students tell a very different story. According
to them, women's studies is more difficult precisely because its subject matter
challenges not simply what you think but how you feel about what you think
and what you do because of what you know. Students note how intellectually
rigorous women's studies is and how much it challenges them to rethink all
they have learned elsewhere. “I felt like | had a completely new brain,” said a
student at Old Dominion University.

Professors who fail to understand the role of personalized learning in

TC women'’s studies fail when they attempt to teach a women's studies course.
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Although hostile to women's studies and untrained in the discipline, a for-
mer colleague chose to teach a women and history course, saying it was going
to be a “real” history course with none of “that sensitivity stuff.” Two conse-
quences occurred. Students abandoned the course in droves, and my col-
leagite never understood why. The student response was baffling because the
prcuessor underestimated profoundly the intellectual power of feminist schol-
arship when it is coupled with students’ personal responses.

By contrast, a feminist teacher weaves the experiential and personal,
sometimes validating and sometimes contradicting—but always informing—
students’ intellectual response to material. As the chapter about the Univers-
ity of Colorado emphasizes, such connections are all the more compelling
vecause of the larger context in which women's history and culture have
been devalued and women's status subordinated. If a teacher does not under-
stand such gender dynamics, he or she misreads students’ responses. To in-
clude the personal as part of a course’s subject matter is to move to the sur-
face what previously has been dismissed or forced underground.

It comes as no surprise, then, that three schools—the Univer<iry of
Colorado, Wellesley, and Old Dominion—found the course content of wom-
en’s studies, and not the pedagogy, the most decisive factor in determining
the kind of student engagement that occurred. When each campus compared
women’s studies and non-women’s studies classes with similar teaching styles
and class sizes, what emerged as distinctive was course content: the intellec-
tual grounding of women's studies that illuminated students’ understanding
of gender and, therefore, their own lives. In her essay, “Taking Women
Studies Seriously,” Adrienne Rich reiterates: “Without such knowledge
woren live and have lived without context, vulnerable to the projections of
male fantasy, male prescriptions...estranged from our own experiences be-
cause our education has not reflected it or echoed it. I would suggest that not
biology, but ignorance of our selves, has been the key to our powerlessness.”

When content links with lives, the transformation in students is palpa-
ble and lasting. Wellesley’s report exnandis on our understanding of this pro-
cess, investigating the differences in the ways students contrast women's
studies and non-women’s studies classes. In the latter, students spoke with
much greater attention about the instrumentality of the knowledge they
gained or its practical ability that helped them “do” certain things better.

In women's studies courses, students spke more about how to “be” in the
world; their comments reflected mor¢. , rofound kinds of changes that altered
_ O _heir identities, their values, and the'r views.
Colorado’s study found a similar contrast between student learning in
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women's studies and in non-women's studies coutses, Students in non-women’s
studies classes described what they learned rather than how they learned to
think differently about \aeir own lives, In women's studies classes, students ex-
pressed ethical concerns paralleling and infusing their intellectual enrgagement.
Students also said women's studies challenged them to judge, connect, and ex-
plore implications. Old Dominion echoed the same findings in examining con-
nected learning. Through an emphasis on empathy, students more easily
moved toward connecting with other people’s experiences and blending that
with new intellectual paradigms; students moved, in other words, toward some-
thing vety akin to Colorado's personalized learning. Personalized learning
promises to open gateways toward that world of informed grace we will need so
desperately in our highly contested, pluraiistic world. It also fosters what AAC’s
national report on the major, The Challenge of Connecting Leamning, urges: “It is
...important for [students] to care about subject matter and see its implications
for the ways they live their lives. At issue is whether students can connect a
field's subject matter and approaches with a variety of pursuits important to
them, and whether their curiosity and concerns beyond the classroom can be
deepened or shaped by the insights the field brings forth."

The assessment studies in The Courage to Question reinforce the findings
of an earlier unpublished AAC student questionnaire, which provided na-
tional data for AAC’s three-year investigation of “Liberal Learning and the
Arts and Sciences Major.” As described in AAC’s Reports From the Fields,
when the results of the eleven different majors were compiled, women's stud-
ies was rated the highest of the majors in ten of fourteen questions and was
in the top four in the remaining four categories. Students gave women's stud-
ies the highest marks for connecting different kinds of knowledge (89.2 per-
cent); connecting course materials and assignments to petsonally significant
questions (86.5 percent); identifying and exploring problems in the field in
relation to significant questions of society (97.3 percent); exploring values
and ethics important to the major (81.1 percent); and helping students de-
velop an overview of the field's intellectual history (83.1 percent).
Personalized learning explains why women's studies percentages were ranked
so much higher than any other majors surveyed.

VOICE AND EMPOWERMENT

Perhaps no single refrain was heard more clearly in the reports thin that
women's studies courses gave students a voice and empowered them. As bell
100ks explains: “The feminist focus on coming to voice—on mioving from
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Women’s studies, our report suggests, contributed
to the students’ gradual progression from voice to
self-empowerment to social eni ~ement

silence into speech [is] a revolutionary gesture [and} for women within op-
pressed groups. ..coming to voice is an act of resistance, Speaking becomes both
a way to engage in active self-transformation and a rite of passage where one
moves from being object to being subject. Only as subjects can we speak. As ob-
jects, we remain voiceless—our beings defined and inte:preted by others.”™

At more elite colleges, where there were on the whole more privileged
students, students commented more on self-empowerment than voice. While
finding their voice and having it heard was ranked by ODU students, tor ex-
ample, as the most important aspect of their learning, self-empowerinent was
most important to Oberlin students. At some campuses, like Welles.ey, giv-
ing voice to women already is part of a wider overall mission permeating the
larger institutional culture. Such a context constantly reinforces the learning
goals in the women's s+, lies pr ogram and permits the, program to focus more
on how to translate that voice into action.

A participatory classroom environment with an emphasis on discussion
and a course structured with student-led assignments contribute to develop-
ing voice. The greatest contributor, however, is the content of women’s stud-
ies. “l had not been exposed even to the idea that gender was a subject in
and of itself,” wrote one Lewis and Clark graduate, while another said,
“Many of the ideas moved me, making me aware of unfulfilled desires in my
personal life and in the world as whole.” Note again: movement occurs hoth
within an individual student and between that student and society.

Since the voices of many students, especially women, have not always
been welcomed, either in a class or in the dominant male culture as a whole,
simply using their voice at all is sometimes a great victory. Some ODU stu-
dents expressed a reluctance to challenge that voice even when they dis-
agreed with it. Students feared driving a classmate back into silence, which
suggests the complicated dynarnics in the wenen's studies classroom. Al-
though in women's studies achieving voice is highly valued, so is critiquing
ideas. For students who have come to behieve, through studying feminist the-
oty, tha. ideas are inseparable from the person, there is a tension, then, be-
tween encouraging students to speak and expecting them to question what is
spoken. Creating a classroom that can negotiate this tangle demands & new
kind of communication for feminist teachers und for students alike.

In AAC/NWSA's Liberal Learing and the Women's Studies Major, a na-
tional task force described the developmental process as a student t .oves
from “moments of recognition,” at which s~ dents understand in a personally

F lK‘I‘C«Iuminating way how gender systems work in a given instance, to “moments
et S N, r~
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of empowerment,” at which students learn how to negotiate with unequal pow-
er. The time between ~ese two developraerital stages typically is fraught with
much emotion—disi!lusionment, anger, Fewilderment, confusion, .nd dis-
trust—before it becomes exhilaration, clarity, trust, courage, and agency. Such a
journey is a delicate, uneven one, but it leads to students say.ng again and again
how women's studies gave voice to their unuttered and unutterable ideas.

Unlike the consumer-c'riven Madison Avenue presentation of empower-
ment that presents the modern woman using her new power to purchase fan-
cy cars, expensive suits, and exotic vacations, women's studies students talk
of empowermen’. in relation to social resporsibility. Students felt they gained
their voices and then felt comyelied, by vittue of the content of women'’s
studies, to use that voice to iraprove the world for everyone. “What's impor-
tant,” said an Oberlin studeut, “is having a language not only to represent
myself but to talk about political change.” Such a notion is rooted in the be-
lief that the self it not an autonomous unit detached from the rest of human-
ity but emerges in a context of relationships that ar: paradoxically an in-
escapable part of sel “definition.

Women's studies programs at both Wellesley and Oberlir defined em-
powerment not as singular self-aggrandizement but as the power to be social-
ly responsible to a larger community. Wellesley found that in distinguishing
how women's studies courses specifically affected students’ lives, respondents
chose words like “commitment,” “obligation,” and “responsibility,” which
were absent from thcii descriptions of non-women's studies courses. As Well-
esley’s report clarifies, students in non-women'’s studies courses usually felt
their courses would help them function better in the world; in women’s stud-
ies courses, they felt their courses would help them change the world.

Oberlin also found evidence in undergraduates of both a sense of em-
powerment and actual empowerment in the form of social action. They ex-
tended their investigation to graduates, curious about whether students par-
ticipated in citizen action after graduation. In every response, alumnae
described specific ways they used their options in a democracy to affect the
shape of their society. Women's studies, our report suggests, contributed to
students’ gradual progression from voice to self-empowerment to social
engagement.

206
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DEVELOPING CRITICAL PERSPECTIVES

AAC's The Challenge of - onnecting Learning argues the necessity of fostering
critical perspective in students. AAC calls for “an ethos of communication
and contestation that ensures that no proposal stands without alternatives or
arrogates to itself the claim of possessing the sole truth.” A repetitive chorus
in the assessment studies underscored how women's studies formulated an
analysis that gave students the courage and skills to question norms, general-
izations, and unexamined assum;:tions. For most students, a course in wom-
en’s studies is the first time they understand that knowledge as well as gender
is socially constructed: Available information is not a given,; it is as carefully
orchestrated as definitions of masculine and feminine. Confronted by their
discovery of how much knowledge has buen withheld from them, students
learn how to seek out the ideological underpinnings of knowledge that is
presented as complete, universal, and neutral. From that beginning, their ca-
pacities to bring critical perspectives to all kinds of knowledge are nurtured.

While critics claim that women's studies narrows students’ intellectual
options and turns teaching into mere propagandizing, the results of the proj-
ect present a radically different portrait. The University of Missouri team has
coined the phrase “critical mindfulness” to describe the increased attentive-
ness students reveal as they more readily articulate their iudgments about so-
ciety. Oberlin refers to “tolerant, critical habits of mind.” For many students,
developing a critical perspective is no mere academic exercise: it is a means
of survival. In a gendered world of unequal power, students link critical
thinking to empowerment. As Hunter College’s team argues persuasively,
many students whose opinions and lives are commonly disregarded often
silently surrender their authority. Women's studies teaches them to reclaim
it. As a Missouri student so eloquently states, “Women’s studies provided me
with the strength to never settle for anything that deprives me of all  -.m
worth.” The content of women's studies shows detai.ed pictures where once
was a blank canvas, a critical framework where once was feigned neutrality,
and a language to describe what had been nameless and invisible.

FEMINIST TEACHING AND CLASSROOM DYNAMICS
Feminist pedagogy has been central to the development of women’s studies.
Each of the seven women's stuaies programs included pedagogy among their
initial learning goals, and pedagogy has surfaced as a particular area of focus
on several campuses as a follow-up to the assessment study. Not surprisingly
E l{l‘C) those familiar w'th the field, the data from all seven assessment studies in-
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dicates that women'’s studies classes usually were more participatory, inclu-
sive, and experiential than non-women'’s studies courses and typically
involved more collaborative projects, class discussion, and practical appli-
cations of what students were learning. :

For students at the University of Missor i, sitting in a circle summed up
what was distinctive about a women’s studies class. More than a simple ar-
rangement of chairs, the circle suggests something about the learning envi-
ronment most women'’s studies classes cultivate: exchange, collab ,ration,
and community. Given the intense emotions some women’s stu.gies classe's
generate, the circle—whether actual or metaphorical—suggests the impor-
tance of containing and supporting the difficult work of integrating feeling
and thinking. Since so many women’s studies classes also explore the poten-
tially divisive fact of difference and diversity, the circle is a reminder of
where we connect in our common humanity whatever our differences.

At times peda _,ogy, like many other issues, could not be neatly confined
within its boundary. As the University of Missouris report put it, frequently
“distinctive pedagogy overlaps with distinctive content.” In Missouri’s case,
the overlap occurred when notions of difference were introduced in the
classroom. For these women'’s studies majors, good teaching meant classes
that interspliced such diversity :nto the normal class routine. Oberlin simi-
larly relied on collaborative learning as a means of exposing students in a
very immediate, practical way to opportunities for mediating difference.

In a few cases at Wellesley, student culture sometimes stifled student
voices. While the data from Wellesley demonstrates that nearly three-quarters
of the students in women’s studies felt their voices were heard and divergent
views were welcome, more students in women's studies courses than in non-
women’s studies courses reported that they felt silenced. The students—not the
professor—silenced them, they explained. Both ODU and Missouri also have
data that distinguishes between the behavior of the professor and that of the
students. In all three cases, professors are rated exceptionally high for encour-
aging divergent points of view and for stimulating debate and discussion.
Professors also are recognized for their efforts to protect students from being si-
lenced by other students, although they apparently are not always successful.
At Wellesley, it was not clear if students’ opinions would not have been heard
had they actually expressed them; some students felt their opinions would have
been unfavorably r~ceived by some of the students in the class. The Wellesley
report suggests that women'’s studies faculty members need to be especially at-

E lilcentive to such dynamics and that interventionist strategies may be necessaty.
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Student interaction also must be considered in the larger context of a
classroom that typically engages students far more than the traditional class.
The Wellesley data, for example, show 80 percent of students in a women's
studies course say students debate or argue; only 35 percent say theydo in
non-women’s studies classes. As both Wellesley's and Missouri’s teams point
out, student responses also vary regarding conflict in a classroom. In the
same class, students may say there is too much debate and not enough. More
research can help us understand more about debate, especially debate that
generates powerful feelings.

These data also highlight the seemingly contradictory dynamics of com-
fort and risk in a women's studies class. Women's studies programs want to cre-
ate a safe place that will nurture students’ intellectual and personal growth. As
Missouri, Colorado, and Oberlin demonstrate well, however, they also want
simultaneously to challenge students to question and be self-critical, which
often creates discomfort.

Far more revealing about Wellesley’s data were startling statistics on how
much women’s studies students continue their discussion outside the class-
room in contrast to the amount of out-of-class discussion generated in non-
women’s studies classes. Nearly 84 percent of women's studies students versus
63 percent of non-women’s studies students reported talking “constantly” or
“usually” about the content of their courses. Since the overwhelming part of
an undergraduate student’s life is spent outside the classroom rather than in-
side it, the Wellesley report has broad implications for women’s studies and
for education as a whole.

Such intellectual and personal engagement in the subject matter ex-
plains why women’s studies students talk with such enthusiasm about the
learning that occurs in women's studies courses. Content matters to students.
It generates deeply felt emotions; its issues are unresolved and often highly
contested in the world; and students are challenged, if not to resolve the is-
sues, to find a way to live with the contradictions and uncertainties.

The student pattern also suggests that women's studies enhances stu-
dents’ voices even “off stage.” In its discussion of personalized learning, the
University of Colorado team reminds us that “students may be actively in-
volved without verbalizing their responses in class.” Wellesley's data certain-
ly suggest that as well. If some students feel hesitant to speak in the public
forum of a classroom, at Wellesley they appear to feel no such hesitation in
private conversation, This may be part of a developmental process that per-
mits hesitant students to be stimulated to voice opinions ptivately before
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gaining courage to voice them publicly. The out-of-class conversations also
suggest that women’s studies is helping to define a campus culture in which a
community of people arrive at new understandings through dialogue.

Conversations at Wellesley occur with friends as well as family, and
women'’s studies students discuss their courses more with male friends than
non-women’s studies students do. Similarly, the ODU team discovered that
women's studies courses enhanced close student friendships more than non-
women's studies classes did. ODU’s data reveal that male students showed a
greater increase in number of female friends than female students did. Con-
trary to male-bashing myths, our data suggest that women's studies triggers
new kinds of communication and relationships between male and female stu-
dents.

The Gender Studies Symposium at Lewis and Clark—which in 1991 ran
five days and included more than one hundred students, twenty-five faculty
members, and sixteen community participants—is an innovative model for
fostering a student culture outside the classroom. With more than fifty
events and eighty students presenting papers, the symposium has become fo:
students a maior intellectual event of the year; it stimulates an enormous
amount of debate and discussion and puts disparate people in conversation
with one another. Whether or not students had taken a gender studies
course, they singled out the symposium as a major learning experience; for
many, it was the catalyst for further social activism or student-initiated
cocurricular activities. Appropriately, the section on feminist teaching and
classroom dynamics in this report ends by focusing on what happens outside
the classroom walls. The Courage to Question challenges us to consider how
to generate even more cocurricular forums that give students opportunities
to discuss, sort out, argue, clarify, and expand their learnirg.

DIFFERENCE AND DIVERSITY
Because the intellectual roots of feminist scholarship initially were formulat-
ed in its difference from the dominant male culture, women's studies created
early in its history a language to talk about difference. Having devoted more
than a decade to articulating distinctions among women—especially in terms
of race, class, sexual orientation, ethnicity, age, and ability—women'’s studies
has developed an increasingly subtle and comprehensive language and theory
about diversity. Women's studies, therefore, promises to offer some useful in-
sights about participating fruitfully in those “difficult dialogues” that are ab-
El{fc«wlutely essential in our pluralistic society and world.
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United States immigration patterns in the last decade have altered eth-
nic and racial demographics more than at any other period since the turn of
the century.’ New research has caused many to question the wisdom of re-
peating the assimilation pattern once so widely adopted because that pattern
stripped new and diverse populations of their native cultire and clothed
them—often literally—in the garb of the dominant culture of the period.
Education was one of the primary mechanisms for executing this assimilation,
forcing many cultures underground in an attempt to create a homogenous,
seemingly unified America. Many people, including those involved in wom-
en’s studies, now are looking for ways to retain and even understand anew the
heritages that mark each of us. One consequence of such an approach is that
we may not have a common language, common culture, and, by extension,
common nation,

The challenge to women'’s studies and others in education is to create a
new dynamic in e pluribus unum, one that acknowledges differences while si-
multaneously building connections. Feminist scholarship has taught us to sus-
pect assimilation models that erase our distinct identities. One of the most fa-
mous examples of the total absorption of a woman's identity into a man’s in
the name of civil orderliness is contained in the nineteenth-century legal
principle “feme covert™ A woman lost all legal standing by having her identi-
ty fully merged with her husband's. The concept functioned operationally as,
“My husband and I are one, and I am he.” Intellectually repudiating the va-
lidity of structuring the world in such terms, women's studies argues that we
must establish alternative models. The value of exploring a genuinely more
pluralistic model emerges repeatedly from our assessment studies. Clearly, it is
one of the most significant contributions women's studies can offer in the
larger national debate about multiculturalism.

Fundamental to feminist theory is the assumption that as women we
have differential and complex relationships amung ow.zlves, carrying with
us not only our gender but gender that is defined by our class, race, sexuality,
and other markers. Fundamental to feminist pedagogy is recognizing the au-
thority of experience as a source of knowledge. Unlike other courses, then,
women’s studies becomes—among other things—a collective autobiography
of students, both male and female. Differences no longer remain abstract but
are embodied in people who talk about those differences and sit next to you
in class or work with you on a project.

The program learning goals of all seven participating women's studies

O programs articulated in a deliberate, self-conscious way the conceptual and
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personal importance of diversity. The translation of that goal varied accord-
ing to the specific character of each institution. The imperative to create a
multiractal, multiethnic program a. - "snter College was driven partially by
its diverse student population. On w. nther hand, first-generation students
at the University of Missouri found race easier to discuss than class, while
homophobia was a particularly difficult concept to talk about at ODU. But
women's students verified everywhere that they came to expect a discussion
of difference in women's studies classes.

How successfully those stated expectations were met was uneven, and
whether enough was done was debatable among the students. Its integration
as a conceptual goal, however, was recognized uniformly by students and ver-
ified by the data. Some programs were trying to put difference at the center
of their program, and none were satisfied that they had done enough. Wo-
men’s studies seems to be light years ahead of most other academic disci-
plines—except ethnic studies—in such efforts. Diversity is incorporated into
women's studies courses in terms of both individual identities and people
with different histories, cultures, and values. It is incorporated through an
analysis of larger systems in which differences become embedded, reinforced,
and defined and from which unequal power is allocated and perpetuated. It
also is incorporated in the curriculum through readings, discussions, theories,
internships, faculty members, and projects. Finally, it is incorporated through
cocurricular events.

The two programs that investigated the knowledge base in women's
studies, Lewis and Clark and ODU, each listed “diversity” as a fundamental
learning goal and found students grappling with its implications very early in
the curriculum. In querying how effectively th r program promotes multi-
culturalism, Hunter College recorded an impressive variety of ways its wom-
en’s studies program had sought to recenter itself, Among students, both
white women and wome~: of color attested to the impact the program had
on their thinking, participation, and relations with other people. Many
Wellesley students also credited women’s studies with opening them up to
understanding difference and giving them the courage to explore it rather
than retreating to polite ar.d uninformed silence. Deliberately encouraging
differences to surface in a classroom and become part of the subject matter of
a course can be as unsettling as it is illuminating. Emotions often are height-
ened, confrontations sometimes ensue, and the terrain is unfamiliar to many.
Hunter College’s report warns that the “high psychic costs of trying to under-

E llelctand others may seem too high” to some, which makes it imperative to do
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By listening to the students themselves, we
correct myths and misinformation about what
kind of education takes place in women’s
studies courses

all that is possible to lower the cost and increase the benefits of such ex-
changes. With a pedagogy that aims to create a climate of trust and affirma-
tion and a theory that provides an analytical framework for understanding
differences, women’s studies offers some promising models as well as evidence
of success in engaging students in multicultural learning.

THE WOMEN'S STUDIES KNOWLEDGE BASE
Because women have been excluded from the canon for centuries and because
women’s studies is such a fluid and expansive field, programs are wary of cre-
ating a canon. Not surprisingly, then, when Lewis and Clark and ODU inves-
tigated the knowledge base in women’s studies, each deliberately focused not
on particular pieces of information but on overarching concepts or, as the
Lewis and Clark team calls them, “knowledge plots.” These two institutions
avoided the “Trivial Pursuit/Vital Facts for Your Daily Calendar” approach.
They were less attentive, therefore, to measuring whether students knew
when Mary Wollstonecraft lived than they were to learning whether stu-
dents understood Wollstonecraft’s critique of eighteenth-century female so-
cialization. They cared more that students understood how white men ma-
nipulated white womanhood to justify lynching black men than whether
students could name the newspaper of Ida B. Wells Barnett. As Liberal
Learning and the Women’s Studies Major argues, “More than simply a body of
information, however, women’s studies is also an approach, a critical frame-
work through which to view all knowledge.”

The Lewis and Clark report argues convincingly that despite an im-
pression that infinite variety prevents gender studies from having curricu-
lar coherence, it does in fact have a shape. That institution's enumeration
of gender studies’ eight knowledge plots and six learning skills should
prove useful to women's studies programs that are reevaluating their cur-
riculum. ODU’s repart lists five key concepts, all of which overlap either
with Lewis and Clark’s knowledge plots or learning skills. Such overlays
suggest that there are major conceptual links among diverse women's stud-
ies programs.

Students also seem to grasp more readily concepts that their own experi-
ences validate. At Lewis and Clark, for instance, students understood diversi-
ty and the politics of sex/gender as well as cultural imares of sex/gender and
the nature/nurture debate. At ODU, they understood most readily the social
construction of both gender and knowledge and grasped something of the

o . . - . .
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patriarchy. These results give credence to Lewis and Clark's assertion that
knowledge plots are developmental. Gender studies students, they argue, tirst
need to be grounded in the ramifications of gender inequalities and the polit-
ical issues that created gender studies in the first place.

Because gender balancing at Lewis and Clark has been a serious and
ongoing undertaking, key ideas such as the politics of sex/gender, diversity,
or cultural images of sex/gender have been integrated into an impressive
number of non-gender studies courses. Students therefore get some knowl-
edge plots from sources other than gender studies. Women's studies and
gender studies professors applaud such developments. Like writing across
the curriculum, women's studies encourages the reinforcement of its ideas
throughout the curriculum. But such efforts do not lead necessarily to the
elimination of gender studies programs any more than writing across the
curriculum has led to a national call for the abolition of English depart-
ments. What Lewis and Clark has discovered, however, is that certain con-
cepts are more likely to be treated in gender studie- classes than elsewhere.
These include examination of women's creation ot knowledge; communi-
cation; the body; and interpersonal relationships. Such discoveries have
important implications for women's studies curricular development as a
whole. Unfortunately, few campuses can boast as many gerder-balanced
courses as Lewis and Clark. More commonly, women's studies and gender
studies programs carry the burden of conveying concepts rarely found else-
where in the curriculum.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE ASSESSMENT STUDY
Our national assessment report represents three years of research on student
learning in women's studies and gathers in one place data that help explain
why women's studies students are so engaged intellectually and personally.
We expect The Courage to Question, therefore, to be a catalyst for continuing
to study how students learn. Each of our seven case studies reveals specific
directions campuses will pursue as a result of discoveries made in the course
of this research. By listening to the students themselves, we correct myths
and misinformation about what kind of education takes place in women's
studies courses. We want to emphasize how uninformative it can be to con-
struct a universal student stripped of particularity and context. Arguing that
we need “sensitivity to the multiple realities that coexist within our institu-
tions” and crediting women's studies and ethnic studies for expanding our
E lC inderstanding of those realities, Ralph Wolff remmds us:
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To capture these multiple realities, to learn anything meaningful about
a campus, we have to start with the assumption that a single answer to
aiything just isn't adequate. We need multiple answers, and beyond
that, multiple methods.

Our national report avoids single answers and single methods. We need not
only multiple answers but multiple questions as well.

In an academic hierarchy that too often ignores the value of research on
student learning and teaching, external and internal support for research
such as this—with its curricular, programmatic, and institutional implica-
tions—is extremely important. The Fund for the Improvement of Post-
secondary Education in the Department of Education once again has be=n
the leader in supporting projects that promote educational reform and he!p
us assess what improves student learning. In the course of doing this re-
search, we also saw clearly how much more effective learning is when rlie
larger institutional culture reinforces specific values. The broader institution-
al commitment to women's voice and empowerment at Wellesley College,
for example, enhanced the protnotion of voice and empowerment in their
women's studies program. Similarly, the wider institutional prewotion of tol-
erance, inclusiveness, and social responsibility at Oberlin College reinforces
similar educational goals embedded in its women's studies program, as did
the collegewide commitment to multiculturalism at Hunter College. While
educational reform may begin in an individual classroom, it need not end
there. Although a vibrant program like women's studies might offer a dynam-
ic modc! of engaged learning, that is not enough. Students deserve more.
Institutions can set a tone, establish a standard, articulate values, and be-
come povetful allies with faculty members in creating a context of inquiry
and affirmation.

The Courage to Question presents clear evidence that women's studies has
much to contribute to the national discussion of excellence, engagement,
and social responsibility. It also can help us remember how easy it is to ex-
clude and silence others instead of arranging a way for everyone to sit togeth-
er and talk. By drawing from the insights gleaned in such a richly diverse dia-
logue, we can lear how to achieve the kind of education Mary Caroline

Richards describes:

2ih
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CONCLUSION

Education. . .is the process of waking up to life. . it requires...certain
capacities for taking t':: <. 1d into our consciousness... That's why
knowledge and consciousness are twe quite different thi:igs. Know-
ledge is like a product we consume and store. All we need are good
closets. ... When knowledge is transformed into consciousness and into
will, ah then...knowledge. . .turns into capacity for life-serving human
deeds.’

Richards is describing the kind of critical consciousness and energized en-
gagement women's studies students display again and again as learners. She
also is reflecting the kind of commitment to the world beyond cur own
boundaries that is stirred by women’s studies—a commitment at the heart of
liberal education. As an Oberlin student said, fully confident she could make
a difference, women’s studies helped her see where “she has work to do in
this world.” We hope The Courage to Question helps educators know where
and how to begin “with informed grace.”
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AAC and NWSA
present three publications from
“The Courage to Question”

The Courage to Question: Women'’s Studies and Student Learning features
the results from seven women's studies programs participating in the three-
year, women's studies assessment project “The Courage to Question,” which
was funded by the U.S. Department of Education's Fund for the Improve-
ment of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE). The case studies include new re-
search on multicultural learning, critical thinking, student voice, classroom
dynamics, and integrating knowledge into life choices.

The Executive Summary to The Courage to Question provides an overview

of the project. It is designed to make the core research findings from The
“Courage to Question: Women’s Studies and Student Learning easily accessible to
" a wide audience. The Executive Summaty is published and distributed by the
Association of American Colleges.

Students at the Center: Feminist Assessment is designed to facilitate pro-
gram assessment. This volume sets feminist principles of assessment in the
context of the larger assessment movement. It features innovative assess-
ment designs, a variety of methodological approaches, and practical advice
about how to do a productive assessment project on a campus. Students at the
Center contains questionnaires, scoring sheets, and interview questions; a di-
rectory of consultants; and a selected bibliography on assessment.

All three publications generated by “The Courage to Question” are
available from AAC. For ordering information, contact the Publications
Desk, AAC, 1818 R Street, NW; Washington, D.C. 20009; 202/387-3760.

Bulk rates are available.
The Courage to Question and Students at the Center are available from

NWSA. For further information, contact NWSA; University of Maryland-
College Park; College Park, Md. 20742-1325; 301/493-4571.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THE NATIONAL WOMEN'S STUDIES ASSOCIATION is a national member-
ship organization committed to promoting women's studies and feminist educa-
tion. It develops, promotes, and sustains women's studies programs through
curricular resources, publications, and conferences. By valuing the diversity of
cultures within our communities and the larger world, NWSA secks to enhance
understanding of all women's lives through education and by integrating
knowledge and action. The association's network of women's centers provide
services to students and the larger community, while its network of pre-K-12
teachers promotes feminist education.

THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN COLLEGES is the only institutional mem-
bership higher education association whose primary mission is improving un-
dergraduare liberal education. AAC's goals—promoting lifelong humane and
liberal learning, strengthening institutions of higher education as settings for
liberal learning, and extending the benefits of liberal learning to all—are car-
ried out through research, projects, publications, and workshops.

AACS programs reflect its commitment to enhancing public understanding of
liberal learning, strengthening general and specialized curricula, improving
teaching and learning, increasing opportunities for access and achievement, and
developing institutional and academic leadership. Founded in 1915, AAC com-
prises more than 640 public and private colleges and universities.



