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Site nie sme istori~ari, bez razlika dali si 
barame objasnuvawa pri politi~kite raspravi, 
planiraweto na sopstvenite `ivotni proekti, 

terapijata ili narativite.  
Istoriskite konvencii funkcioniraat...  

kako osnovni alatki na mislata.  
(Elizabet Dids Ermat 2008)1

Gi gledam sufra`etkite koi se borea i ginea za da 
imame pravo na glas i se vxa{uvam... no dene{nite 
momi pod „feminizam” podrazbiraat lezbej}i koi 
palat gradnici i gi mrazat ma`ite... ne e neva`na 

ednakvosta na `enite, tuku feminizmot treba da se 
rebrendira.  

(Xeri Halivel 2008)2

Neodamna, vo edno televizisko intervju, Xeri 
Halivel (Geri Halliwell) u{te edna{ vleze vo dis­
kurzivnata kavga okolu odnosot me|u mladite `eni 
i feministi~kiot proekt i ja potvrdi svojata am­
bivalentnost kon spektarot na „feminizmot”.3 Ko­
mentarite na Halivel vo april 2008 godina ne bea 
osamen izblik; vo izminative godini odvreme­na­
vreme ja potvrduva{e svojata zalo`ba za „pravi~na 
[i] rodova ednakvost”, istovremeno tvrdej}i deka 
feminizmot si imal „problem so imixot”  i treba­
lo da se „rebrendira”. Ponatamu, mo{ne sli~no na 

We are all historians, whether we seek  
our explanations in political argument,  

in planning our life projects,  
in therapy or in narratives.  

Historical conventions function…  
as basic tools of thought.  

(Elizabeth Deeds Ermarth 2008)1

I look at the suffragettes who fought and died so that we 
could have the vote and I’m awed… but  

for young women today, “feminism” means  
bra-burning lesbians who hate men… it isn’t  

that women’s equality isn’t important, feminism just 
needs to be rebranded.  
(Geri Halliwell 2008)2

In a recent television interview, Geri Halliwell yet 
again entered the discursive fray that surrounds the 
relationship between young women and the feminist 
project to confirm her ambivalent attitude to the specter 
of “feminism.”3 Halliwell’s comments in April of 2008 
were not an isolated outburst; in recent years she has 
periodically affirmed her commitment to “justice [and] 
gender equality” whilst asserting that feminism has an 
“image problem” and needs to be “rebranded.” Moreover, 
much like the comments she has made in the past decade, 
Halliwell mobilized a much larger constituency for her 
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komentarite {to gi iznese vo izminatava decenija, 
Halivel mobilizira mnogu pove}e sledbenici na 
svoite sogleduvawa za „relevantnosta” (ili irele­
vantnosta) na feministi~kiot protest: imeno, 
„mladite `eni”.4 Spored Halivel, praktikite na 
eden feminizam sfaten vo potesna smisla – iako se 
istoriski zna~ajni – ne odat zaedno so interesite i 
iskustvata na dene{nite mladi `eni.

Otkako propadna vtoriot bran i otkako po nego se 
javija osporuvanite podra~ja na reakcionata poli­
tika na postfeminizmot od devedesettite godini, 
komentarite na Halivel se vklopija vo edna te­
sna (denes s$ pocvrsta) reprezentativna mejnstrim 
tradicija vo zapadnite liberalni demokratii koja 
gi sopostavuva figuraciite „mladi `eni” i „femi­
nizam”. I vistina, kako spektakularno otelot­
vorenie na promoviraweto na „devoj~inskata mo}” 
{to ja predvodea Spajs grls, Halivel, razbirlivo, 
be{e del od slo`eniot kulturen pejsa` {to go 
okru`uva{e feminizmot vo devedesettite.5  Bilo vo 
Halivelovoto promovirawe na „devoj~inskata mo}” 
(nasproti feminizmot)6 vo konzervativnite komen­
tari deka feministi~kiot proekt odel „predaleku”7 
vo slavewata na korisno­udobnata `enska seksual­
nost kako oru`je {to go izbrala edna „nova genera­
cija”,8 bilo vo nekoj poroj od vizuelni i kni`evni 
fikcii okolu `enata {to gi postavuvaa mladite 
`eni vo ambivalenten dijalog so slo`enite socio­
kulturni dividendi od feministi~kiot aktivi­
zam od sedumdesettite i osumdesetite,9 feminizmot 
se zdobi so novi zna~ewa na doblesen, no zastaren 
politi~ki proekt.10 Spored ovaa logika, „}erkive 
na feminizmot” se soo~uvaat so mo`nosta da imaat 
s$, no da `alat poradi nizata zagubi (na `enstve­ 
nosta, zabavata, ubavinata, maj~instvoto i seksual­
noto u`ivawe) {to gi proizvel feminizmot.11 Kako 
{to kon krajot na osumdesettite vidovito uka`a 

observations about the “relevance” (or otherwise) of 
feminist protest: namely, “young women.”4 According to 
Halliwell, the practices of a narrowly imagined feminism 
– whilst important historically - do not meld with the 
concerns and experiences of young women today. 

After the second-wave has apparently crashed and 
the contested domains of 1990s backlash politics 
and postfeminism emerged in its wake, Halliwell’s 
comments fit within a (now solidifying) mainstream 
representational tradition in western liberal democracies 
that oppositionally deploys the figurations “young 
women” and “feminism.” Indeed, as the spectacular 
embodiment of a Spice Girls led promotion of “girl-
power” Halliwell was, of course, part of the complicated 
cultural landscape that surrounded feminism in the 
1990s.5 Whether in Halliwell’s promotion of “girl-power” 
(in opposition to feminism),6 conservative commentary 
about the feminist project going “too far,”7 celebrations 
of a commodity-comfortable female sexuality as the 
chosen weapon of a “new generation,”8 or a spate 
of “female centered” visual and literary fictions that 
situated young women in ambivalent dialogue with the 
complex socio-cultural dividends of 1970s and 1980s 
feminist activism,9 “feminism” garnered new meanings 
as a virtuous, but outdated political project.10 According 
to this logic these “daughters of feminism,” are faced with 
the possibility of “having it all” but lament the various 
losses (of femininity, fun, beauty, motherhood and 
sexual enjoyment) that feminism produced.11 As B Ruby 
Rich presciently suggested in the late 1980s, “feminism 
has become a mother figure, and what we are seeing is 
a daughter’s revolt.”12 As many feminist scholars note 
(and/or animate in their own scholarship) the metaphor 
of generational change is a potent organizing motif in 
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B. Rubi Ri~ (B Ruby Rich), „feminizmot stanal 
maj~inski lik, a ona {to go gledame e buntot na }er­
kata”.12 Mnogumina feministi~ki nau~nici/~ki 
zabele`uvaat deka metaforata za generaciskata 
promena e silen organizira~ki motiv vo ocenu­
vaweto na odnosot pome|u feminizmot i mladite 
`eni (a vo svoeto u~ewe i/ili ja o`ivotvoruvaat 
taa metafora). Me|utoa, ovaa {iroko rasprostran­
eta kulturna logika ne e kodirana samo od genera­
ciskata razlika; bi sakala da uka`am deka e i is­
toriski narativ. Sloganot na kolumnistkata Ronda 
Banister (Rhonda Bannister) od 2004 godina deka 
„mladite `eni... [treba] da bidat provokativni i 
[da nosat] tanteleni ga}i~ki i tangi”, sosema jas­
no poka`uva edna sredi{na pretpostavka na ovaa 
reprezentativna {ema; za „feminizmot” [nema] 
mnogu mesto vo dene{noto op{testvo... Op{testvoto 
prodol`ilo ponatamu.13 Kako {to uka`uva Dids­Er­
mart (Deeds­Ermarth), istoriskoto razmisluvawe e  
„osnovna alatka na mislata” {to od site nas  pravi 
istori~ari – vklu~itelno i od Xeri Halivel. Navis­
tina, komentarot na Halivel za sufra`etkite i za 
mladite `eni esencijalizira eden promiskuiteten 
motiv {to narativizira eden ambivalenten odnos 
pome|u mladite `eni i feministi~kiot proekt 
vo temporalizira~ka smisla.14 Taka, na mno{tvo 
to~ki na mejnstrim kulturnoto proizvodstvo, femi-
nizmot e istorija (i treba da si ostane vo nea). 
Od sogleduvawata na Ri~ vo osumdesettite, idejata 
za buntot na }erkata samo dobil zamav, a tie }erki 
denes se vo univerzitetskite u~ilnici kade {to ja 
izu~uvaat istorijata na feminizmot.

Zatoa, ne e ba{ i nekakvo ~udo {to predava~ite 
vo u~ilnicite za rodovi studii mo{ne ~esto gi 
do~ekuvaat so re~enicata „ne sum feminist/ka, no...” 
Kako {to uka`uvaat Ivon Tasker (Yvonne Tasker) i 

assessments of the relationship between feminism and 
young women. However, this widely circulating cultural 
logic is not only encoded by generational difference; it 
is also, I would like to suggest, an historical narrative. 
Newspaper columnist Rhonda Bannister’s 2004 rallying 
cry for “young women…[to be] provocative [and wear] 
frilly knickers and g-strings,” all too neatly demonstrates 
a central assumption of this representational schema; 
“feminism [does not have] a big place in today’s society…
Society has moved on.”13 As Deeds-Ermarth points 
out, historical thinking is a “basic tool of thought” that 
turns us all into historians – Geri Halliwell included. 
Indeed, Halliwell’s commentary about suffragettes and 
young women encapsulates a promiscuous motif that 
narrativizes an ambivalent relationship between young 
women and the feminist project in temporalizing terms.14 
At myriad sites of mainstream cultural production, 
then, feminism is history (and should remain there). 
Since Rich’s observations in the 1980s, the idea of the 
daughter’s revolt has only gained strength, and these 
daughters populate the university classroom to study the 
history of feminism.

It is little wonder, then, that academics in the gender 
studies classroom are all too frequently greeted with the 
phrase “I’m not a feminist, but…” As Yvonne Tasker and 
Diane Negra point out, ironic references to the “f-word” 
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Dajen Nigra (Diane Negra), ironi~nite aluzii na 
„zborot na bukvata f...”* vo narodnata kultura se del 
od edno mnogu po{iroko kulturno preispi{uvawe 
na feminizmot kako zbor {to e bezobrazen za mla­
dite `eni.15 I dodeka razni feministi~ki glasovi 
vo hor i na siot glas lelekaat poradi karikaturite 
na feminizmot {to gi potkrepuvaat ovie reakcio­
nerni preispi{uvawa, celi kupi{ta podatoci od 
op{testvenite nauki potvrduvaat deka mladite ̀ eni 
imaat izri~no ambivalenten stav kon feminiz­
mot:16 reakcijata protiv feminizmot funkcionira. 
Ottuka, podu~uvaweto istorija na feminizmot 
(kako feministi~ki proekt) nametnuva nekoi seri­
ozni predizvici. Ne samo za{to nie (akademskite 
krugovi) ne mo`eme da se potpreme na mo`nosta deka 
}e im ja kreneme svesta na svoite studenti  do ste­
pen na prosvetleni gledi{ta na feminizmot (kako 
bo`em da mo`e da bide tolku obedinuva~ka celta da 
se sozdade istorija), no i zatoa {to studentite koi 
denes se vo na{ite u~ilnici gi pottiknuvale da se 
sfatat sebesi vo eden temporaliziran narativ za 
generacisko oddale~uvawe od samiot feminizam. 
Mnogute feministi~ki teoretizirawa vo sedum­
desettite i osumdesettite sozdavale silni vrski 
me|u podu~uvaweto istorija na feminizmot i edna 
re~isi freirijanska pretstava deka krevaweto na 
svesta e nekakov feministi~ki proekt.17 Tokmu za­
toa {to ova be{e „bezimen problem”, imenuvaweto 
na `enskata ugnetenost od strana na istori~arite 
vo akademskite krugovi stana politi~ki neop­
hoden proekt.18 Me|utoa, vo sovremenite zapadni 
liberalni demokratii, feminizmot se imenuval i 
nasilno se preimenuval. Kulturnite stativi se po­
mestile. Ponatamu, sakam da uka`am deka me|usebno 

in popular culture are part of a much wider cultural 
reinscription of feminism as a dirty word for young 
women.15 And whilst a chorus of feminist voices publicly 
bemoan the caricatures of feminism that underpin these 
reactionary reinscriptions, reams of social science data 
confirm that young women view the feminist project 
in decidedly ambivalent terms:16 the reaction against 
feminism is working. Teaching a history of feminism (as 
a feminist project), then, poses some serious challenges. 
Not simply because we (academics) can’t rely on the 
possibility of raising the consciousness of our students 
to the enlightened views of feminism (as if the aim of 
history-making could ever be this unifying), but also 
because the students in our classrooms have been 
encouraged to understand themselves in a temporalised 
narrative of generational departure from feminism itself. 
Much feminist theorising in the 1970s and 1980s made 
powerful connections between the teaching of feminism’s 
history and an almost Freirien notion of consciousness-
raising as a feminist project.17 Precisely because this was 
the “problem with no name,” the naming of women’s 
oppression by historians in the academy was politically 
a vital project.18 In contemporary western liberal demo-
cracies, however, feminism has now been named and 
violently renamed. In short, the cultural goalposts 
have moved. I would like to suggest, moreover, that 
the mutually encoding metaphors of generational and 
historical change (represented as mothers, daughters and 
their discrete socio-political contexts) have modulated 
this cultural shift. If, as Ashis Nandy argues, historical 
consciousness – namely, a mode of relating to the present 
and past according to narratives of progressive change – 
now “owns the globe,” it is little surprise that feminism’s 
past and present has been historicised.19 In one sense 
feminism necessarily possesses what we might term 
a cultural historiography: namely, a set of collectively 
constituted conventions and assumptions that function 
to authorize the truth about feminism’s history.20 These 
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* igra na zborovi so po~etnite bukvi od angliskite zborovi 
„fuck” i „feminism”, {to na makedonski mo`e da se dolovi edin­
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kodira~kite metafori za generaciski i istoriski 
promeni (pretstaveni kako majki, }erki i nivnite 
diskretni socio­politi~ki konteksti) go moduli­
rale ova kulturno izmestuvawe. Ako e to~no, kako {to 
tvrdi A{is Nendi (Ashis Nandy), deka istoriskata 
svest – kako na~in za povrzuvawe na sega{nosta 
so minatoto spored narativite na progresivnata 
promena – denes „ja poseduva zemjata”, voop{to ne 
treba da se iznenadime {to minatoto i sega{nosta 
na feminizmot se istorizirale.19 Vo edna smisla, 
feminizmot zadol`itelno sodr`i ne{to {to mo`e 
da se nare~e kulturna istoriografija: imeno, zbir 
od kolektivno konstituirani konvencii i pret­
postavki {to rabotat da ja avtoriziraat vistinata 
za istorijata na feminizmot.20 Ovie istoriograf­
ski konvencii zadol`itelno crpat energija i se 
preispi{ivaat sekoga{ koga Halivel zboruva za 
sufra`etkite, koga Banister (Bannister) }e izjavi 
deka op{testvoto prodol`ilo ponatamu i koga 
vo dnevnite vesnici „}erkite” na feminizmot se 
spomenuvaat kako koherenten sklop. Toga{, mo`ebi 
najgolemiot problem so koj se soo~uvaat akademskite 
predava~i koi podu~uvaat istorija na feminizmot 
e borbata protiv kulturnata istoriografija {to se 
vrzuva so zborot na „f”.

Vo vakov kontekst, akademskite istori~ari se na go­
lemo isku{enie da se nafatat vo svoite u~ilnici 
da gi „ispravaat” istoriskite i sovremenite za­
bludi za feminizmot. Nesporno e deka narod­
skite narativi {to ovozmo`uvaat kruto otfr­
lawe na feministi~kata politika imaat presudna 
potkrepa vo „mejnstrim” pretstavite za minatoto 
i za sega{nosta na feminizmot, koi{to ja bri{at 
seta kompleksnost i go pretstavuvaat sovremeniot 
feminizam vo ruba {to mnogumina edvaj bi ja pre­
poznale.21 Kako {to so zadovolstvo bi uka`al sekoj 
u~en feminist, od devedesettite godini do denes 

historiographic conventions are necessarily energized 
and reinscribed every time Halliwell talks about the 
suffragettes, Bannister declares society has moved on and 
the “daughters” of feminism are invoked as a coherent 
constituency in our daily newspapers. Perhaps the 
biggest problem facing academics teaching the history 
of feminism, then, is the battle against the cultural 
historiography currently attached to the f-word.

The temptation for academic historians in this 
context to “correct” the historical and contemporary 
misconceptions about feminism in the classroom is 
powerful. Without question, the popular narratives that 
enable a firm rejection of feminist politics are crucially 
supported by “mainstream” representations of the 
feminist past and present that efface any complexity and 
renders contemporary feminism visible in a costume 
many would barely recognize.21 As any feminist scholar 
would happily point out, a wealth of writing by young 
feminists has emerged since the 1990s that grapples with 
the inheritances of the feminist project and manages 
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se pojavilo celo edno mno{tvo pisanija od mladi 
feministi koi{to se zanimavaat so nasledstvata 
na feministi~kiot proekt i koi uspevaat da ponu­
dat modaliteti na misla i praksa ~ija premisa ne 
e otfrlaweto. Tretiot bran {to se pojavi – so nego­
vite generaciski konkretni orientacii kon popu­
larnata kultura, politikata za identitetot i post­
modernoto strate{ko prerasporeduvawe – mo`ebi 
e najistaknat me|u niv. Taka, trudovite od tretiot 
bran (i, navistina, od postfeminizmot) mo`at da go 
ponudat tokmu toj vid `ivo raznoviden korektiv za 
vo u~ilnicite.22 Me|utoa, dodeka konfliktite i raz­
likite me|u sebeidentifikuvanite (ili, navistina, 
ignorantski prepoznaenite) napisi na tretiot bran 
i postfeminizmot poka`uvaat kon raznovidnosta na 
feministi~kata misla, sepak edna generaciska meta­
fora elementarizira golem del od ovaa analiti~ka 
i politi~ka praksa. Kako {to naglasuva Astrid 
Henri (Astrid Henry), „generaciite stanale [stanale] 
izvetven koncept so koj se obele`uva nekakva raz­
lika me|u feminizmite i feministite [vo ramkite 
na feministi~kiot diskurs].”23 Feminist(k)ite od 
tretiot bran i nivnite razo~arani majki od vtori­
ot bran, na primer, ~esto se povikuvaat na genera­
ciskata promena kako politi~ki i teoriski lek za 
site problemi na antifeministi~kata sega{nost.24 
No, kako {to uka`uva Liza Hageland (Lisa Hogeland), 
„generaciskoto razmisluvawe sekoga{ neverojatno 
obop{tuva”25: ne pomalku zatoa {to go legitimira 
vpregnuvaweto na konkretnite politi~ki i socijal­
ni praktiki vo dadeni vremiwa i na dadeni mesta. 
Tokmu kako {to kulturnata istoriografija go (pre­
mestila) smestila feminizmot vo minatoto, taka i 
generaciskoto razmisluvawe (premestuva) smestuva 
odredeni tipovi feministi~ka praksa  vo minatoto. 
Ottuka, vgraduvaweto na feministi~ki napisi od 
narednata generacija vo na{ite dodiplomski pred­

to offer modalities of thought and practice that aren’t 
premised on rejection. The emergence of the third-wave 
– with its generationally specific orientations towards 
popular culture, identity politics and postmodern 
strategic redeployment – is perhaps, the most prominent 
amongst these. Third-wave (and, indeed, postfeminist) 
writings could thus offer precisely this kind of vigorously 
diverse corrective for the classroom.22 However, whilst 
the conflicts and differences between self-identified 
(or, indeed, dismissively recognized) third-wave and 
postfeminist writings gesture towards the diversity of 
feminist thought, a generational metaphor nonetheless 
foundationalises much of this analytic and political 
practice. As Astrid Henry points out, “generations [have 
become] a commonplace concept to mark difference 
among feminisms and feminists [within femininst 
discourse].”23 Third-wave feminists and their disenchan-
ted second wave mothers, for example, frequently invoke 
generational change as the political and theoretical 
panacea to the problems of the anti-feminist present.24 
As Lisa Hogeland points out, however, “generational 
thinking is always unspeakably generalizing”25: not 
least because it legitimates the deployment of particular 
political and social practices in certain times and 
places. Just as a cultural historiography has (dis)placed 
feminism in(to) the past, so too, generational thinking 
(dis)places certain types of feminist practice in(to) the 
past. Deploying the next generation of feminist writings 
in our undergraduate courses in order to disrupt this 
cultural historiography of a one-dimensional and 
irrelevant feminism then, might be problematic precisely 
because they tend to animate the historico-generational 
logics that make this “mainstream” dismissal possible. 
The temporalizing logics of a cultural historiography that 
locates feminism in a history that liberal democracies 
have “progressed passed” are shared by feminist writers 
who situate youthful feminist practices as the latest 
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meti, za da se popre~i ovaa kulturna istoriografija 
na ednodimenzionalen i irelevanten feminizam, 
mo`e da bide problemati~no tokmu poradi toa {to 
tie se skloni da gi o`ivuvaat istorisko­genera­
ciskite logiki {to go ovozmo`uvaat  toa „mejnstrim” 
otfrlawe. Temporalizira~kata logika na kultur­
nata istoriografija koja go locira feminizmot 
vo edna istorija {to ja „turkale i nadminale” libe­
ralnite demokratii im pripa|aat i na pisatel(k)i 
feminist(k)i koi gi vostoli~uvaat mlade{kite 
feministi~ki praktiki kako najskore{en isto­
riski razvoj na feminizmot. 

Zatoa, mislam deka e va`no da se razmisluva za 
politi~koto dejstvo {to poimot za generaciskata 
promena podednakvo go ima vrz antifeministi~ite, 
ambivalentite i profeministi~kite stavovi. Xoan 
Skot (Joan Scott) tvrdi deka „sozdavaweto soznanija 
za minatoto, onamu kade {to toa e presudno, ne e [ne 
treba da bide] cel za sebe, tuku [treba da] obezbedu­
va opiplivi uslovi za kriti~ko dejstvuvawe koe go 
koristi minatoto za da gi razni{a izvesnostite na 
sega{nosta i so toa sozdava mo`nost da se zamisli 
poinakva idnina”.26 Sledej}i ja Skot, namesto ed­
nostavno vo svoite u~ilnici da gi ispravame za­
bludite za feministi~koto minato i za negovata 
sega{nost, mo`ebi treba da gi preustroime svoite 
istoriski narativi za da ja podrieme koherentosta 
na ovoj istorisko­generaciski narativ, na koj tolku 
~esto se upatuva. Toa ne zna~i deka generaciskite 
razgrani~uvawa i raspravi se bezna~ajni i neva`ni. 
Kako {to uka`uva Dajen Elam (Diane Elam), tokmu 
nivnata sila uka`uva na sprotivnoto.27  

Iako idejata za edna ~ista generaciska podelba e 
neodr`liva, opoziciskata priroda na nejzinoto 
voobli~uva~ko i struktuira~ko prisustvo vo femi­
nisti~kite diskursi uka`uva deka stanuva zbor 

historical development of feminism. 

For these reasons, it strikes me as important to think 
about the political work the notion of generational 
change is performing across anti, ambivalent, and pro-
feminist positions alike. Joan Scott argues that the ”the 
production of knowledge about the past, while crucial, 
[should] not been an end in itself, but [should] provide 
the substantive terms for a critical operation that uses the 
past to disrupt the certainties of the present and so opens 
the way to imagining a different future.”26 Following 
Scott, rather than simply correcting misconceptions 
about the feminist past and present in our classrooms, 
perhaps we should instead be reconfiguring our historical 
narratives to disrupt the coherence of this frequently-
invoked historico-generational narrative. This is not 
to say that generational distinctions and debates are 
without meaning and importance. As Diane Elam points 
out, their very potency suggests otherwise.27 

Whilst the idea of a neat generational divide is impossible 
to uphold, the oppositional nature of its framing and its 
structuring presence in feminist discourses suggest that 
an important set of questions about feminist political 
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na edna va`na niza pra{awa za feministi~kata 
politi~ka aktivnost. Mo`ebi generaciskoto raz­
grani~uvawe dobiva energija za{to im ovozmo`i­
lo na sogovornicite da gi razgrani~at modalite­
tite na feministi~kata misla, praksa i identi­
tet vo sega{nosta. Me|utoa, primenata na ovie 
razgrani~uvawa vo narativite za istoriskata prom­
ena i napredok zadol`itelno gi stesnuva horizon­
tite na fantazijata na feministi~kata sega{nost i 
idnina.

Imaj}i go toa na um, sakam da nametnam nekolku 
(kvir) pra{awa za istorijata na feminizmot za 
potrebite na univerzitetskata u~ilnica vo na{ava 
postmoderna (a mo`ebi i postfeministi~ka) dene{­
nica. Vo natamo{nata rasprava gi razgleduvam is­
torisko­generaciskite logiki {to potkrepuvaat 
niza „odgovori” na feminizmot, za da uka`am deka 
edna zaedni~ka kulturna istoriografija go krepi 
vidlivoto nesoglasie. Ovaa rasprava neizbe`no 
ja uriva razlikata me|u modalitetite na misla­
ta {to obi~no se sfa}aat kako konflikt, ako ne 
kako otvoreno protivewe. Postfeminist(k)ite, 
feminist(k)ite od tretiot bran, antifeminis­
tite i Xeri Halivel imaat mno{tvo to~ki na pre­
sudno zna~ajni politi~ki i teoriski razliki. 
Me|utoa, velam deka generaciskata metafora pro­
tekuva kako vo sistem na brani~ki preku ovie 
poliwa za da ovozmo`i i to~ki na neizre~ena (i 
problemati~na) istoriografska sli~nost. Zatoa, 
razmisluvaweto za ovie mesta na sli~nost mo`e da 
ponudi na~in na koj analiti~kite metafori i is­
toriskite oblikuvawa }e mo`e da se rekonfigur­
iraat za potrebite na u~ilnicata. [to li mo`e da 
se slu~i ako temporaliziranite razgrani~uvawa 
{to se napravile pome|u vtoriot i tretiot bran, 
pome|u feministkite majki i nivnite ambivalent­
ni }erki, i pome|u (modernata) feministka i nej­

action are being addressed. Perhaps the generational 
distinction is energized because it allowed interlocutors 
to differentiate modalities of feminist thought, practice 
and identity in the present. However, the deployment of 
these distinctions within narratives of historical change 
and progress necessarily closes down the imaginative 
horizons of feminism’s present and future. 

With this in mind I’d like to que(e)ry feminism’s history 
for the university classroom of our postmodern (and 
perhaps postfeminist) present. In the discussion that 
follows I examine the historico-generational logics 
that underpin a variety of “responses” to feminism in 
order to suggest that a shared cultural historiography 
underpins their apparent disagreement. This discussion, 
necessarily, collapses the difference between modalities 
of thought normally understood to be in conflict, if 
not outright opposition. Postfeminists, third-wave 
feminists, anti-feminists and Geri Halliwell possess 
myriad points of crucially important political and 
theoretical differentiation. However, I am suggesting 
that the generational metaphor sluices across these 
fields to enable points of unspoken (and problematic) 
historiographic commonality as well. Thinking about 
these points of commonality, then, might offer a 
way to reconfigure analytic metaphors and historical 
framings for the classroom. What would happen if the 
temporalized distinctions made between the second 
and third-waves, between feminist mothers and their 
ambivalent daughters, and between the (modern) 
feminist and her post(modern)feminist inheritors were 
strategically redeployed onto a more expansive genealogy 
of feminist thinking and practice? Might this provide a 
“critically effective” history of feminist practice for the 
university classroom in western liberal democracies and 
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zinite post(moderni) feministi~ki naslednici 
sega strate{ki se preustrojat vo edno poop{irno 
rodoslovie na feministi~ata misla i praksa? ]e 
mo`e li ova da dade edna „kriti~ki delotvorna” 
istorija na feministi~kata praksa za potrebite 
na univerzitetskata u~ilnica vo zapadnite libe­
ralni demokratii i da nametne (kvir) pra{awa 
okolu na{eto sfa}awe na minatoto na feminizmot, 
za da otvori novi mo`nosti za nejzinata idnina? 

28 Vo opredelena smisla, nudam edno halivelijan­
sko istoriografsko rebrendirawe na feminizmot, 
so cel da gi podrieme izvesnostite na istorisko­
generaciskiot napredok. (Iako, mo`ebi, ne onoj 
na~in {to go posakuva Halivel!). Vo raspravite so 
koi zavr{uva ovoj napis, namerno na dva na~ina 
(pogre{no) ja ~itam istorijata na feminizmot, pri 
{to obata gi preustrojuvaat razlikite koi obi~no 
se pravat me|u dene{nite mladi `eni (feministki 
ili ne) i istoriskiot feminizam, i toa vo diskusii 
za feminizmot od/vo istata vremenska ramka. ]e 
napravi li toa antifeministite, postfeministite 
i feministite od tretiot bran pomalku da li~at na 
istorisko odredi{te, a pove}e na pridonesuva~i 
kon edna otvorena debata za rodot i mo}ta? 

(Kvir) ispituvawe na istorijata na feminizmot?

Od po~etokot na devedesettite, cel hor profesio­
nalni istori~ari ja proglasi babarogata na postmo­
dernizmot za pri~ina {to se zastranilo od „golemite 
pra{awa” (so site rodovo obele`ani konotacii {to 
gi povlekuva poimot za istoriografska supstanca).29 
Spored ovaa kritika, „postmodernata” opredelba kon 
privremenost i sozdavawe „situirano znaewe”,30 
priznanieto deka istoriskoto znaewe {to mo`e em­
piriski da se proveri e „modernisti~ka fikcija”,31 
i priznanieto deka profesionalno dopu{tenoto 
soznanie za minatoto se avtorizira so istoriograf­

que(e)ry our understanding of feminism’s past to open 
out different possibilities for its future?28 In one sense, I 
am offering a Halliwelian historiographic rebranding of 
feminism in order to disrupt the certainties of historico-
generational progress. (Although, perhaps, not in the 
way that Halliwell would have liked!) In the discussions 
that close this article, I deliberately (mis)read feminism’s 
history in two ways, both of which redeploy distinctions 
normally made between contemporary young women 
(feminist or otherwise) and historical feminism into 
discussions of feminism from/in the same temporal 
frame. Might this make anti/post/third-wave feminists 
look less like an inevitable historical destination and 
more like contributors to a non-conclusive debate about 
gender and power? 

Queer(y)ing feminism’s history?

Since the early 1990s a chorus of professional historians has 
decried the bogey-man of postmodernism as the cause of 
a turn away from the “big questions” (with all the gendered 
connotations the notion of historiographic substance 
entails).29 According to this criticism, a “postmodern” 
commitment to provisionality and “situated knowledge” 
production,30 an admission that empirically verifiable 
historical knowledge is a “modernist fiction,”31 and the 
confession that professionally admissible knowledge 
about the past is authorized by historiographic consensus 
rather than the past itself32 somehow makes asking these 
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ski konsenzus, a ne od strana na samoto minato,32 
nekako pravat da bide nevozmo`no da se postavat tie 
„golemi pra{awa”. Navistina, nekoi istori~ari 
otidoa i ponatamu so kritikata, vedro tvrdej}i za 
vreme na „teoriskite vojni” vo ovaa disciplina deka 
„po site analizi, ne mo`e da postoi postmoderna is­
torija”.33  Me|utoa, se ~ini deka obidite odnovo da se 
za`iveat izvesnostite na istoriskata vistina se bes­
celna rabota. Dokolku odreden stav kon istoriskoto 
znaewe (imeno, postmodernisti~kiot) se sozdava 
od strana na na{iot konkreten istoriski kontekst 
(odnosno, postmodernosta), toga{ edna{ obelodene­
toto te{ko }e se sokrie. Kako {to Dids­Ermart tolku 
re~ito veli, „onie {to se ‛protiv’ postmodernizmot 
se otprilika onolku informirani kolku {to bile 
informirani i protivnicite na Galileo i na Lu­
ter”.34 No, mene mi izgleda deka iako postmodernite 
tolkovni strategii (me|u koi mo`ebi najistaknata 
strategija e poststrukturalizmot) mo`at da ponu­
dat razli~ni analiti~ki postapki (koi voop{to 
ne se pomalku „golemi” zatoa {to se postmoderni), 
su{tinskata razlika le`i vo prirodata na odgo­
vorite.

Eden postmoderen priod kon istoriskoto znaewe 
nalaga da se dopu{ti deka odgovorite {to gi nu­
dime se sekoga{ ~itawa na tragite od minatoto, a so 
toa, kako i sekoe ~itawe, podle`at na osporuvawa, 
promeni i neizvesnost. Ottuka, sekoja u~ili{na 
istorija na feminizmot {to ja priznava na{ata 
postmoderna doba treba da bide privremena i si­
tuirana. Na sli~en na~in, Alun Manslou (Alun 
Munslow) tvrdi deka na{ite eti~ki, politi~ki i 
moralni dol`nosti kako istori~ari vo edna doba 
na postmodernost treba da se prisutni zatoa {to 
tvrdeweto deka postoi nekoja iscrpna vistina za (a 
so toa i eti~ka obvrska kon) minatoto e kontekstual­
no nodosledno.35 Ako feminizmot e emancipatorska 

“big questions” impossible. Indeed, some historians 
took this critique further, gleefully asserting during the 
discipline’s “theory wars” that “in the final analysis, 
there can be no postmodern history.”33 Attempting to 
re-animate the certainties of historical truth, however, 
seems to be a pointless exercise. If a particular attitude 
to historical knowledge – namely postmodernist – is 
produced by our particular historical context – namely, 
postmodernity – then trying to put the cat back into the 
bag might be difficult. As Deeds-Ermarth so compellingly 
phrases it, “to be “against” postmodernism is about as 
informed a position as it was to be against Gallileo and 
Luther.”34 It seems to me, though, that whilst postmodern 
interpretative strategies (of which post-structuralism 
is, perhaps, the most prominent) might offer different 
analytic procedures (which are no less “big” for being 
postmodern) the substantive difference is the nature of 
the answers. 

A postmodern approach to historical knowledge demands 
an admission that the answers we offer are always 
readings of the traces of the past, and thus, like any 
reading, subject to contestation, change and uncertainty. 
A classroom history of feminism that acknowledges 
our postmodern age should be, then, a provisional and 
situated one. In a similar way, Alun Munslow argues that 
our ethical, political and moral obligations as historians 
in an age of postmodernity are to the present because 
a claim to an exhaustive truth about (and thus ethical 
obligation to) the past is contextually incongruous.35 If 
feminism is an emancipatory political practice premised 
on the pursuit of social, political and cultural change, 
feminism’s history (which seems a pretty “big question” 

Leigh Boucher “Queer(y)ing” historico-genealogies of feminism for the university classroom



Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 6/No. 2/3/Summer 2007/Winter 2008

6�

Identities

politi~ka praksa ~ii premisi se vrz potragata po 
socijalni, politi~ki i kulturni promeni, istori­
jata na feminizmot (koja mene mi izgleda kako dosta 
„golemo pra{awe”) treba odnovo da se napi{e za da 
gi podrie politi~kite rekonfiguracii koi i nata­
mu gi blokiraat tie izmeni vo na{evo vreme.

Ponatamu, duri i ako zastranuvaweto od „golemite 
pra{awa” e fakt {to mo`e da se kvantifikuva i 
~ij ishod mo`e da se objavi (a ne sum ubedena deka e 
taka), ovaa kritika ne mo`e da se naso~i kon nastav­
nata praksa na pove}eto akademski istori~ari koi 
gi poznavam. Navistina, podemot na dodiplomskite 
op{ti kursevi vo odredena smisla gi pottiknal 
istori~arite sekoja nedela od svoite katedri da 
gi pretstavuvaat op{irnite istoriski promeni. 
Ri~ard Prajs (Richard Price) veli deka istoriskata 
praksa treba istovremeno da bide i „navra}awe na 
minatoto, razmisluvawe za nego i dokumentirawe 
na procesite so koi se sozdava istorija;”36 toga{, 
del od ovaa postapka mo`e da bide i razgleduvawe­
to na oblikot na na{ite narativi od u~ilnicite. 
Ponatamu, kako {to istaknuva Helen Bauen Radek­
er (Helene Bowen Raddeker), „iako mnogumina 
istori~ari navistina ja prifa}aat opravdanosta 
na nekoi ‛postmodernisti~ki’ kritiki... doprva 
treba toa da go napravat i vo svojata nastavna prak­
sa”37 Toga{, ~ekor vo vistinskata nasoka mo`ebi e 
da se razmisluva za na{ite „golemi prikazni”. Raz­
misluvaweto za politi~kite implikacii na „go­
lemite” prikazni {to re{avame da gi raska`eme vo 
u~ilnicite – klu~no mesto kade {to prikaznite i 
natamu se odigruvaat i pokraj raznoraznite pred­
viduvawa deka taa disciplina }e izumre – e vital­
na analiti~ka postapka, za{to ovie narativi nemi­
novno se vklu~eni vo odr`uvaweto na konkretnite 
identiteti vo na{ata sega{nost.38 Kako {to tolku 
neodolivo interesno poka`uva rabotata na Marga­

to me) should be rewritten to disrupt the political 
reconfigurations that continue to block these changes in 
our times. 

Moreover, even if the turn away form the “big questions” 
was a quantifiable fact of publishing output (which 
I’m unconvinced it is), this criticism can’t be leveled at 
the classroom practices of most academic historians 
I know. Indeed, the rise of the undergraduate survey 
course has, in one sense, encouraged historians to enact 
the broad sweep of historical change from their lecture 
podiums each week; we need to carefully consider the 
political implications of the narratives we are forging in 
these classrooms. Richard Price suggests that historical 
practice should at once be “a recovery of the past, 
rumination on it, and a documentation of the process 
by which history is made;”36 considering the shape of 
our classroom narratives, then, might be part of this 
procedure. Moreover, as Helene Bowen Raddeker points 
out, “whilst many historians do accept the justice of 
some ‘postmodernist’ criticisms… they are yet to follow 
through in their teaching practices.”37 Contemplating the 
shape of our “big stories,” then, might be a step in the 
right direction. Thinking about the political implications 
of the “big” stories we choose to tell in the classroom 
–a key site where histories continue to be enacted in 
spite of various predictions of disciplinary demise – is 
a vital analytic procedure because these narratives are 
necessarily implicated in the maintenance of particular 
identities in our present.38 As the work of Margaret 
Somers so compellingly demonstrates, identities are, in 
part, made coherent via their narrativized relationship to 
the past.39 Thinking about possible congruencies between 
our classroom narratives and a cultural historiography 
that foundationalises anti-feminist identities is a crucial 
project for our anti-feminist present.
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ret Somers (Margaret Somers), identitetite, delum­
no, stanuvaat koherentni blagodarenie na nivnata 
narativizirana vrska so minatoto.39 Razmisluvawe­
to za mo`nite sovpa|awa me|u na{ite narativi od 
u~ilnicite i kulturnata istoriografija {to gi 
elementarizira antifeministi~kite identiteti 
e su{tinski proekt za na{ata antifeministi~ka 
sega{nost.

Mo`ebi e ~udno {to edna strategiska rekon­
figuracija na istorijata na feminizmot za nas­
tavnite potrebi se smestuva vo nominalen dija­
log so kvir teorijata namesto so feministi~kata 
pedagogija. Navistina, iako postoi bogat korpus od 
feministi~ko teoretizirawe vrz koj bi mo`el da se 
zasnova konkretniov pedago{ki potfat, teoriskite 
konstelacii na kvir teorijata (mo`ebi i premnogu) 
pedantno gi davaat zgodno podriva~kite intelektu­
alni alatki so koi bi se razni{ale dominantnite 
formacii na kulturnata istoriografija na femi­
nizmot. No, toa ne zna~i deka proektov se postu­
lira vrz otfrlaweto na nazivot „feministi~ki” 
({to ne e za iznenaduvawe, so ogled na toa {to 
takvoto otfrlawe e tokmu strategijata koja napi­
sov saka da ja razni{a). Poprvo, stabilizira~kite 
poststrukturalisti~ki pretpostavki na kvir teo­
rijata za temelnata nestabilnost na kategoriite na 
identitetot i za oblikuvaweto na znaeweto obez­
beduva korisna analiti~ka strategija vo ovoj slu~aj. 
Nasproti toa, izrazot „feministi~ka teorija” ne ja 
podrazbira istata konstelacija na politi~ko­teo­
riski alatki, a ova needinstvo vredi da se odr`uva. 
Iako kvir teorijata ima „postmoderen” priod kon 
identitetot, feministi~kata teorija i praksa 
mo`e da imaat (a ponekoga{ i nemaat). Ponatamu, 
kako kvir razmisluvawe, strategiskoto rekonfi­
gurirawe na istorijata na feminizmot e neminovno 
postmoderen proekt; vo ovoj slu~aj, zatoa {to gi 

It might seem strange to place a strategic reconfiguration 
of feminism’s history for the classroom in nominal 
dialogue with queer theory rather than feminist pedagogy. 
Indeed, whilst there is a rich corpus of feminist theorizing 
upon which to base this particular pedagogic exercise, 
the theoretical constellations of queer theory (perhaps 
too) neatly provide the suitably disruptive intellectual 
tools to unhinge dominant formations of feminism’s 
cultural historiography. This is not to say, however, that 
this project is premised on a rejection of the appellation 
“feminist” (unsurprisingly, given that this rejection 
is precisely the strategy this article is attempting to 
unhinge). Rather, queer’s stabilizing post-structuralist 
assumptions about the fundamental instability of 
identity-categories and knowledge-formation provides a 
useful analytic strategy in this case. In contrast, the term 
“feminist theory” does not imply the same constellation 
of poltico-theoritical tools, and, moreover, this disunity 
is worth maintaining. Whilst queer theory has a 
“postmodern” approach to identity, feminist theory and 
practice might (and sometimes, does not). Moreover, like 
queer thinking, a strategic reconfiguration of feminism’s 
history is a necessarily postmodern project; in this case, 
because it undermines the modernist fictions of historical 
knowledge and enacts history according to the politics of 
our present.
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potkopuva modernisti~kite fikcii za istoriskoto 
znaewe i ja iznesuva istorijata vo sklad so poli­
tikata na na{ata sega{nost. 

No, va`no e da se obrne vnimanie deka Sexvik (Sedg-
wick) n$ potsetuva oti „prou~uvaweto na seksualnos­
ta [od koe proizleze kvir teorijata] ne se sovpa|a so 
prou~uvaweto na rodot; ottuka, antihomofobi~ni­
te ispituvawa ne se sovpa|aat so feministi~kite 
ispituvawa”.40 Ka`ano so ednostavni zborovi, 
kvir razmisluvaweto ne obezbeduva avtomatski 
feministi~ki ishodi. 

Me|utoa, u{te poneproduktivno bi bilo da se izo­
liraat ovie dve paradigmi, a da se tera kvir razmis­
luvaweto da se osvrne na istorijata na feminizmot 
mo`e da bide samo korisen potfat. Kako {to tvrdi 
Anamari Xagouz (Annamarie Jagose), bidej}i kvir 
teorijata se zasnova vrz premisata za otfrlaweto na 
koherentnite kategorii identiteti, „taa doveduva 
vo pra{awe... navidum neproblemati~ni poimi”. 
Taa [na toj na~in] ima potencijal profitabilno da 
se anektira vo kolku sakate raspravi.’’41 Za Pamela 
Robertson (Pamela Robertson), ova zna~i deka „kvir” 
ne se ograni~uva na prou~uvawewo na seksualnosta, 
tuku „funkcionira... kako objasnuva~ki poim {to 
konotira diskurs ili stojali{te {to ne se sovpa|a 
so dominantniot simboli~ki poredok”.42 Taka, raz­
misluvaweto od kvir stojali{te za istorijata na 
feminizmot e politi~ka i teoriska strategija za­
snovana so obidot da se podrie kulturniot poredok 
{to gi krepi heteronormativnite kodirawa na rodo­
vata razlika. Tokmu toa proektot na feministi~kata 
praksa, no sproveden so zbir konkretno kvir pret­
postavki za sozdavaweto na identitetot.

I navistina, iako feministi~kata pedagogija se 
vpu{tila vo korisni elaboracii na nastavnata 

It is, however, important to heed Sedgwick’s reminder 
that “the study of sexuality [from which queer theory 
has emerged] is not coextensive with the study of 
gender; correspondingly, antihomophobic enquiry is 
not coextensive with feminist enquiry.”40 Put simply, 
queer thinking doesn’t automatically ensure feminist 
outcomes. 

However, isolating these paradigms is even less 
productive and forcing queer thinking to account for 
feminism’s history can only be a useful enterprise. As 
Annamarie Jagose argues, because queer is premised on 
the rejection of coherent identity categories “it calls into 
question… apparently unproblematic terms. It [thus] 
has the potential to be annexed profitably to any number 
of discussions.”41 For Pamela Robertson, this means that 
“queer” isn’t limited to a study of sexuality, rather, it 
“functions… as an explanatory term connoting a discourse 
or position at odds with the dominant symbolic order.”42 
Thinking queerly about feminism’s history, then, is a 
political and theoretical strategy foundationalised by 
an attempt to disrupt a cultural order that maintains 
heteronormative codings of gender difference. This is 
precisely the project of feminist practice, but conducted 
with a set of specifically queer assumptions about the 
formation of identity.

Indeed, whilst feminist pedagogy has engaged in 
useful elaborations of classroom practice, that isn’t 
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praksa, tuka ne se zanimavame so toa.43 Vo ovoj ogled 
me interesira sozdavaweto na feministi~koto is­
torisko znaewe i, poop{irno, po{irokite ustroj­
stva na istoriskoto znaewe za feminizmot. Poimot 
feministi~ki generacii, mi se ~ini, ima stepen na 
istorizira~ka kulturna i akademska potpora koja 
nalaga zna~itelna  voznemirenost. Spored Suzan de 
Kastel (Suzanne de Castell), kvir pedagogijata bara 
nastavna programa {to se „sproveduva namerno za da 
pre~i vo sozdavaweto na... normalni predmeti”.44 Vo 
izvesna smisla, tokmu toa e zada~ata na ova {peku­
lativno prenaso~uvawe. Edna kvir ispituva~ka 
istorija na feminizmot treba da go popre~uva soz­
davaweto na „mladata `ena” kako subjekt koj e gene­
raciski odvoen od feminizmot. 

(Sovremeniot) feminizam: korisna kategorija  
na istoriskata analiza?

Tokmu kako {to Halivel iska`uva ambivalentnost 
kon zna~eweto na  „feminizmot”   za „na{iot” kontekst, 
istori~arite odamna iska`uvale ambivalentnost 
kon zna~eweto na temporalnata potpora na nivnite 
istoriski feminizmi; feministite od naukata 
op{irno debatirale za istorisko­analiti~kata pot­
pora na nazivot „feministi~ki” u{te od 1970­tite. 
Pove}eto istori~ari verojatno }e se soglasat deka 
premisata na idejata za feminizmot e priznanieto 
deka `enite – kako grupa – se strukturno vo pone­
povolna polo`ba, a feministi~kata praksa e „tra­
dicija na protest protiv proizvolnata ma{ka 
prevlast”.45 Me|utoa, kavgaxiskite raspravi od kra­
jot na dvaesettiot vek za nevozmo`noto edinstvo na 
predmetot na feminizmot poka`uvaat kolku samo 
mo`e da bide te{ko da se ome|i feminizmot. Kako 
{to mo`e da se spori okolu (re)prezentativnite 
tvrdewa na feminizmot (bidej}i kategorijata `ena 

my concern here.43 In this article, I’m interested in the 
formation of feminist historical knowledge and, more 
broadly, broader constitutions of historical knowledge 
about feminism. The notion of feminist generations, it 
seems to me, has a degree of historicizing cultural and 
academic purchase that require substantive troubling. 
According to Suzanne de Castell, queer pedagogy calls 
for a curriculum that is “implemented deliberately to 
interfere with the production of…normal subjects.”44 In 
one sense, that is precisely the task of this speculative 
redeployment. A que(e)rying history of feminism would 
interfere with the production of the “young woman” as a 
subject generationally-removed from feminism. 

(Modern) feminism: a useful category  
of historical anaylsis?

Just as Halliwell expresses ambivalence about the 
meaning of “feminism” for “our” context, historians 
have long expressed ambivalence about the meaning and 
temporal purchase of their historical feminisms; feminist 
scholars have robustly debated the historico-analytic 
purchase of the appellation “feminist” since the 1970s. 
Most historians would probably agree that the idea of 
feminism is premised upon a recognition that women – 
as a group – are structurally disadvantaged and feminist 
practice is a “tradition of protest against arbitrary male 
dominion.”45 However, the fractious debates of the late-
twentieth century about the impossible unity of the 
feminist subject demonstrate just how difficult delimiting 
feminism can be. In the same way that the (re)presentative 
claims of feminism are contestable (because the category 
woman is fractured by difference) so too, historians have 
robustly debated the temporal parameters of feminist 
history (when does this practice of critique and protest 
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e razdrobena poradi razlikite), taka i istori~arite 
op{irno sporele okolu temporalnite parametri na 
feministi~kata istorija (koga zapo~nuva ovaa praksa 
na kritika i protest), i okolu me|ite na istoriskoto 
vklu~uvawe (koi dejci od minatoto mo`eme da gi 
(re)prezentirame kako feministi i so toa da gi 
vgradime vo rodoslovieto na feminizmot).

No, izlo`uvaweto na edno podriva~ko rodoslovie 
na feminizmot za nastavnite potrebi bara odredeni 
parametri; ako za ni{to drugo, toga{ barem za da 
mo`at na{ite studenti da si zaminat so ne{to 
{to bi im ostanalo.46 Iako sebeidentifikacijata 
na na{ite istoriski subjekti mo`e da se ~ini 
analiti~ki ostvarlivo so toa {to sekoja praksa 
ili sekoe lice koi se sebeidentifikuvaat kako 
„feministi~ki” }e pripadnat vo ramkite na 
konkretniov istoriski narativ, vo vrska so taa 
strategija postojat zna~itelni problemi: pritoa, 
temporalnata specifi~nost na samiot poim e 
najo~igledna.47 Empiriskoto sebedefinirawe  }e go 
ograni~i rodoslovieto na feminizmot na pojavata na 
poimot pri krajot na devetnaesettiot vek. Ponatamu, 
ako pogledot go frlime podaleku od {eesettite 
i sedumdesettite na dvaesettiot vek, voop{to ne 
iznenaduva ambivalentnosta {to mno{tvo dene{ni 
`eni ja ~uvstvuvaat kon toj poim; tolku mnogu 
klu~ni „feministi~ki” misliteli od krajot na 
devetnaesettiot i po~etokot na dvaesettiot vek 
iska`ale dlaboki somne`i vo vrska so politi~kata 
korisnost na toj naziv. Zatoa, definiraweto na 
na{iot „istoriski” feminizam e lizgav teren, 
za{to poedinci i grupi vo minatoto – koi denes 
imaat centralno mesto vo feministi~kata misla i 
praksa – ne go ni koristele toj poim.48 

begin) and the boundaries of historical inclusion (which 
actors from the past can we (re)present as feminist and 
thus incorporate into feminism’s genealogy).

Enacting a disruptive genealogy of feminism for the 
classroom, however, demands some parameters; if 
only so our students walk away with something to hold 
onto.46 Whilst the self-identification of our historical 
subjects might seem analytically manageable, in that, 
any practice or person self-identified as “feminist” would 
fall within the boundaries of this particular historical 
narrative, there are considerable problems with such a 
strategy: the temporal specificity of the term itself being 
the most obvious one.47 Empirical self-definition would 
constrain a genealogy of feminism to the term’s late 
nineteenth century emergence. Moreover, when our gaze 
stretches beyond the 1960s and 70s, the ambivalence 
many contemporary women feel toward the term is 
unsurprising; so many key “feminist” thinkers from the 
late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century expressed 
profound doubts about the political utility of this 
appellation. Defining our “historical” feminism, then, is 
a slippery exercise because individuals and groups in the 
past –who are central to feminist thought and practice 
today – didn’t use the term.48 
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Na toj na~in, kovaweto kriti~ki efektivno ro­
doslovie na feminizmot {to se stremi da gi 
(re)prezentira akterite od minatoto, koi imale 
zna~ajno vlijanie vrz feministi~kiot proekt, ne­
minovno e analiti~ko nametnuvawe. Kako {to De­
niz Rajli (Denise Riley) tolku provokativno tvrdi, 
klu~nite kategorii za feministi~ki proekt – ime­
no, `enite i feminizmot – ne mo`e da se smetaat 
za transistoriski konstanti, za nivnite zna~ewa 
premnogu se sporelo (vo bezbroj oblici) i vre­
menski se premnogu rasteglivi (pri {to se menu­
vaat niz vremiwata) za da mo`e se iznajde kakvo i 
da e su{tinsko zna~ewe za feminizmot.49 Toga{, 
analiti~kata primena na „feminizmot” mora da 
bide istoriski konkretna (pri {to taa „istorija” 
e sekoga{ necelosen i ispolitiziran odnos so mi­
natoto {to se iskonstruiralo denes, a ne so samoto 
minato). Nakratko, namesto da se pra{uvame koga i 
koj go upotrebil poimot (iako, taa strategija e del od 
istorijata na feminizmot), treba da izbereme kogo 
da go opfatime vo istorijata i koga da zapo~neme vrz 
osnova na na{ite sega{ni politi~ki i analiti~ki 
potrebi.

Kako {to pi{uva Barbara Tejlor (Barbara Taylor), 
„odamna se priznati istoriskite vrski me|u 
prosvetitelstvoto i podemot na feminizmot”.50  
Nema mnogu somne` deka, vo daden mig od devet­
naesettiot vek, vo Evropa izbuvnala op{testvena, 
politi~ka i intelektualna praksa {to se spro­
tistavila na tretmanot na `enite.51 Iako mno{tvo 
feministi~ki istori~ari od sedumdesettite go­
dini na dvaesettiot vek velea deka liberalnite 
diskursi za razumen i ednakov subjekt ja dale reto­
ri~kata ramka za osporuvawe na patrijarhatot,52 
nabrzo problemite so toj istoriski narativ stanaa 
premnogu vidlivi. Toa od „patrijarhatot” napravi 
aistoriska konstanta nasproti koja „`enite” 

In this way, forging a critically effective genealogy of 
feminism that hopes to (re)present actors from the 
past who had a substantive impact on the feminist 
project is necessarily an analytic imposition. As Denise 
Riley so provocatively argues, the key categories for 
feminist protest – namely, women and feminism – 
cannot be regarded as transhistorical constants, their 
meanings are far too contested (in myriad presents) and 
temporally malleable (in that, they change across time) 
to find any essential meaning of feminism.49 The analytic 
application of “feminism”, then, has to be historically 
specific (where “history” is an always incomplete and 
politicised engagement with the past constructed today 
rather than the past itself). In short, rather than looking 
for when and which individuals used the term (although, 
this particular strategy is part of feminism’s history), we 
need to choose who to include in the history and when 
to begin on the basis of our present political and analytic 
needs.

As Barbara Taylor writes, the “historical connections 
between the enlightenment and the rise of feminism 
have long been recognised.”50 There is little question 
that, at some point in Europe’s eighteenth century, a 
burst of social, political and intellectual practice emerged 
that contested the treatment of women.51 Whilst many 
feminist historians of the 1970s suggested that the liberal 
discourses of a reasoning and equal subject provided the 
rhetorical framework to contest patriarchy,52 problems 
with that historical narrative soon became all too 
apparent. It made “patriarchy” the ahistorical constant 
against which “women” (the other ahistorical constant) 
found a new language to fight against. Furthermore, the 
history of women’s lives across the contested periodisation 
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(drugata aistoriska konstanta) najde nov jazik 
protiv koj }e se bori. Ponatamu, istorijata na 
`ivotot na `enite niz osporuvanata periodizacija 
na prosvetitelstvoto ja razni{uva pretstavata 
deka liberalnite diskursi bile osloboduva~ki 
nastan; istorijata na mnogu `eni vo Evropa od 
osumnaesettiot vek raska`uva prikazna poskoro za 
s$ pomali, otkolku za s$ pogolemi slobodi.53 

Kako {to uka`uva deloto na Tomas Laker (Thomas 
Laquer) i Karol Pejtman (Carole Pateman), formite 
na znaewe {to go potkopuvale op{testveniot i 
politi~kiot poredok od pred prosvetitelstvoto 
nametnale eden nov krut poim za polova razlika.54 
Na toj na~in, Kler Goldberg Mozes (Claire Goldberg 
Moses) tvrdi deka samiot „koncept na ‛`enskosta’ 
se promenil vo osumnaesettiot vek”, a pojavata 
na feminizmot mora da se mapira nasproti 
taa promena.55 Iako Dorinda Outram (Dorinda 
Outram) `estoko gi problematizira poimite na 
prosvetitelstvoto i modernitetot kako koherentni 
istoriski ozna~iteli, sepak potvrduva deka 
rodot bil i e edna od golemite protivre~nosti vo 
„srcevinata na prosvetitelskoto razmisluvawe”. 
Ni{kite na prosvetitelskoto razmisluvawe {to 
ja naglasuvaat idejata za „univerzalna ~ove~ka 
priroda... i za univerzalen/univerzalno ~ove~ki 
oblik na racionalnost” – za koi mo`e da se ka`e 
deka se epistemolo{ki ramki na sovremenite 
liberalni demokratii – stanale koherentni i se 
destabilizirale tokmu blagodarenie na vnima­
telno i kruto nametnatoto isklu~uvawe na `enite 
od nivnoto izvori{te.56 Rajli toa go izlo`uva 
mnogu interesno koga veli deka kon krajot na 
sedumnaesettiot vek se pojavil nov koncept za ̀ enata, 
pri {to „konceptot na `ensko lice kako temelno 
polov” ja zamenil „bespolovata du{a od prethodnite 

of the enlightenment unsettles the notion that liberal 
discourses were a liberating development; the history of 
many women in eighteenth century Europe tells of story 
of decreasing rather than increasing freedoms.53 

As the work of Thomas Laquer and Carole Pateman 
suggests, forms of knowledge that disrupted the pre-
enlightenment social and political order enforced a 
newly rigid notion of sexual difference.54 In this way, 
Claire Goldberg Moses argues that the very “concept of 
‘womanhood’ changed in the eighteenth century” and 
the emergence of feminism must be mapped against this 
shift.55 Whilst Dorinda Outram severely problematizes 
notions of the enlightenment and modernity as coherent 
historical signifiers, she nonetheless affirms that gender 
was and is one of the great contradictions in “the heart of 
enlightenment thinking.” The strands of enlightenment 
thinking that emphasize the idea of a “universal human 
nature, a …and a universal[ly] human form of rationality” 
– arguably the epistemological frameworks of modern 
liberal democracies – were both made coherent and 
destabilised by the carefully and rigidly enforced 
exclusion of women from their provenance.56 Riley 
puts this compellingly when she suggests that a new 
concept of “woman” emerged in the late-seventeenth 
century in which the “concept of the female person as 
thoroughly sexed” replaced the “sexless soul of earlier 
discourses.” The paradoxical outcome of this shift was 
a new regime of political differentiation and a new 
possibility of collective politics built upon the foundation 
of the fictive category, “woman.” 57 (In this mode of 
anaylsis the tensions between equality and difference 
in universalising western discourses are a character 
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diskursi”. Paradoksalniot ishod od ova pomestuvawe  
bil nov re`im na politi~ka diferencijacija i  
nova mo`nost za kolektivna politika izgradena 
vrz temelite na fiktivnata kategorija „`ena”.57 
(Vo ovoj na~in na analiza tenziite me|u ednakvosta 
i razlikata vo univerzaliziraweto na zapadnite 
diskursi se odlika na modernitetot). Toga{, vo 
edna smisla, prosvetitelstvoto istovremeno vsa­
dilo novi kruti poimi za polovata razlika i 
dalo retori~ka ramka za sporewe so politi~kite 
razgrani~uvawa {to se mapirale vrz ovie dvojstva. 
Taka, modernitetot mo`e korisno da se definira 
i kako poteklo i kako predmet na feministi~kiot 
protest kako {to go sfa}ame denes.

Da ja parafraziram Rozi Braidoti (Rosi Braidotti), 
treba da razmisluvame za modernitetot i polova­
ta diferencijacija „kako za dve strani od istiot 
medal”.58 Ponatamu, toa ja otvora mo`nosta za ro­
doslovie na feministi~kata praksa {to ja locira 
animira~kata problematika za feministi~kata 
praksa vo temelnite diskursi na samite lokacii 
za koi se smetalo deka „oti{le ponatamu i se 
oddale~ile” od feminizmot; modernitetot ne po­
nudil na~in da se napreduva i da se nadmine pat­
rijarhatot, tuku vnel modaliteti na polova razlika 
{to i natamu go elementariziraat „na{iot” rodov 
poredok. Ponatamu, kako {to uka`uva Skot, razbi­
raweto na feminizmot kako centralen paradoks na 
modernitetot prakti~no gi zaobikoluva debatite za 
ednakvosta/razlikite koi se odnesuvaat na toa dali 
diskursite na navidum neorodeniot liberalizam se 
problemot ili re{enieto za feministi~kata prak­
sa. Kako {to Skot tolku interesno pi{uva, „potreba­
ta i da se prifati i da se odbie ‘polova razlika’... 
bila konstruktivniot uslov na feminizmot”.59 
Me|utoa, moite pri~ini da go storam toa ne se tolku 

of modernity.) In one sense, then, the enlightenment 
both implanted newly rigid notions of sexual difference 
and provided the rhetorical frameworks to contest the 
political differentiations mapped onto these dualities. 
Modernity, then, might usefully be defined as both the 
origin and object of feminist protest as we understand 
it today.

To paraphrase Rosi Braidotti, we need to think about 
modernity and sexual diffentiation “as two sides of the 
same coin.”58 Furthermore, this opens out the possibility 
for a genealogy of feminist practice that locates the 
animating problematic for feminist practice in the 
foundational discourses of the very locations deemed to 
have “moved on” from feminism; modernity didn’t offer 
a way to progress past patriarchy, rather, it introduced 
modalities of sexual difference that continue to 
foundationalise “our” gender order. Moreover, as Scott 
suggests, comprehending feminism as a central paradox 
of modernity effectively short circuits the equality/
difference debates about whether discourses of ostensibly 
ungendered liberalism are the problem or the solution 
for feminist practice. As Scott so compellingly writes, 
“the need to both accept and refuse ‘sexual difference’…
was the constitutive condition of feminism.”59 My 
reasons for doing so, however, are not so much directed 
towards disrupting the equality/difference debates 
within feminist discourse, rather, I am trying to think 
through a way to affirm the importance of feminist 
protest in contexts where logics of historico-generational 
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naso~eni kon podrivawe na debatite  za ednakvosta/
razlikata vo ramkite na feministi~kiot diskurs, 
tuku se obiduvam da obmislam na~in da ja potvrdam 
va`nosta na feministi~kiot protest vo konteksti 
kade logikite na istorisko­generaciskata progre­
sija ili celosno ja otfrlaat feministi~kata praksa 
ili potisnuvaat nekoi vidovi feministi~ka praksa 
vo minatoto. Navistina, vo kulturni konteksti kade 
redovno se otfrla relevantnosta na feminizmot, 
situiraweto na polovata razlika i na liberalnata 
demokratija kako koegzistentni proizvodi na is­
tite epistemolo{kite pomestuvawa mi izgleda kako 
korisna strategija. Taka, feminizmot stanuva obid 
da se dovede vo pra{awe toj poredok, bilo na indi­
vidualno, bilo na kolektivno ramni{te. Vo ovaa 
definicija, da se narekuvate sebesi feminist(ka) 
(empirisko sebepoimawe) ne e edinstveniot na~in 
da se „bide’’ feminist(ka), tuku feministi~kata 
praksa se sostoi od potraga po strategii za desta­
bilizirawe na vrskite me|u sovremenite polovi 
razliki i politi~kite, socijalnite, ekonomskite i 
kulturnite prava.60

Strategisko (pogre{no)~itawe I

Kako {to ve}e uka`av, metaforata za generaciskata 
promena se pojavila kako dosledna preokupacija 
i za feministi~kite i za „mejnstrim” diskusiite 
za feministi~kiot proekt. I vo raspravite za 
„tretiot bran” od strana na samite feministi, 
i vo ambivalentnite vpu{tawa vo feminizmot 
po{iroko vo spornoto pole {to go so~inuva 
„postfeminizmot”, i vo direktnite otfrlawa na 
poleznosta na feministi~kata akcija za mladite 
`eni vo „mejnstrim” poimawata, konceptot za 
generaciskata promena im dava podloga na nekoi 
navidum protivre~ni sudovi za odnosot me|u 

progression either dismiss feminist practice altogether, 
or, relegate certain kinds of feminist practice to the 
past. Indeed, in cultural contexts where the relevance 
of feminism is regularly dismissed, situating sexual 
difference and liberal democracy as the co-extensive 
products of the same epistemological shifts strikes me as 
a useful strategy. Feminism becomes, then, an attempt to 
challenge this order, whether conducted at an individual 
or collective level. In this definition, calling yourself a 
feminist (empirical self-definition) isn’t the only way to 
“be” a feminist, rather, pursuing strategies to destabilise 
connections between modern sexual difference and 
political, social, economic and cultural rights constitutes 
feminist practice.60

Strategic (mis)reading I

As I have previously suggested, the metaphor of 
generational change has emerged as a consistent 
preoccupation for both feminist and “mainstream” 
discussions of the feminist project. Whether in the 
discussions of the “third-wave” by feminists themselves, 
ambivalent engagements with feminism more broadly in 
the contested field that constitutes “postfeminism,” or 
outright rejections of the usefulness of feminist action 
for young women in “mainstream” representations, 
the concept of generational change anchors ostensibly 
contradictory judgements about the relationship between 
“young women” and feminism. Whilst generational 
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„mladite `eni” i feminizmot. Iako mo`e da se 
~ini deka generaciskite metafori nudat mo`nost 
za zaobikoluvawe na maskulinisti~kite poimi za 
progresivnata promena (a tokmu toa e proektot na 
Julija Kristeva (Julia Kristeva) vo Vreme na `enite 
(Women’s Time)61), poimot za generaciska promena 
ne mora da onevozmo`uva po{iroka argumentacija 
za linearniot razvoj. Navistina, vo tie razli~ni 
sporewa i rekonfiguracii na feministi~kiot 
proekt, generaciskata razlika dosta uredno se 
vpi{uva vo po{irokata rasprava za linearnata 
istoriska promena.

Vo svoite raspravi za generaciskata osobenost, 
feministi~kite pisateli premnogu brzo ja 
mobiliziraat progresivnata istoriska promena 
kako objasnuvawe za osobenite modaliteti na 
feministi~kata praksa vo sega{nosta; Lin ^anser 
(Lynn Chancer) bara tret bran koj }e bide „prodol­
`enie na svoite prethodnici, no i razli~en od niv, 
pri {to }e go odrazuva svojot edinstven istoriski 
mig”.62 Vo eden razgovor za feministi~kite 
generacii {to usledija po nejzinata, E. En Kaplan 
(E. Ann Kaplan) na sli~en na~in tvrdi deka e 
va`no da se odr`uva idejata za generaciskata 
osobenost zatoa {to „konotira eden vid istoriski 
proces”.63 Taka i Sara Gembl (Sarah Gamble), vo 
svojata rasprava za postfeminizmot kako „nov” (i 
pozitiven) razvoj za pomladite `eni, ja zasnovuva 
svojata karakterizacija na postfeministi~kiot 
stav preku istoriska tipologija na feminizmite vo 
koja prvata, vtorata i tretata „epoha na feminizmot 
imaat svoi [konkretni] sredi{ni pra{awa”.64 
Vo vakvata modalnost na mislata, „istorijata” 
denotira empiriska razlika pome|u minatoto i 
sega{nosta, namesto argument za prirodata na taa 
razlika. Nakratko, istorijata postoi kako fakt 

metaphors might seem to offer the possibility of short 
circuiting masculinist notions of progressive change 
(this is precisely the project of Julia Kristeva in Women’s 
Time61), the notion of generational change doesn’t 
neccesarily preclude a broader argument about linear 
development. Indeed, in these various contestations and 
reconfigurations of the feminist project, generational 
difference is mapped quite neatly onto a broader 
argument about linear historical change. 

In their discussions of generational specificity, feminist 
writers all too readily mobilise progressive historical 
change as an explanation for specific modalities of 
feminist practice in the present; Lynn Chancer calls for 
a third-wave that would be “continuous with and yet 
different from its predecessors, reflecting its unique 
historical moment.”62 In a conversation about the 
feminist generations that follow her own, E. Ann Kaplan 
similarly argues that it is important to maintain the 
idea of generational specificity because it “connotes a 
kind of historical process.”63 So too, in her discussion 
of postfeminism as a “new” (and positive) development 
for younger women, Sarah Gamble foundationalises 
her characterisation of the postfeminist attitude via 
an historical typology of feminisms in which the first, 
second and third “epochs of feminism [have specific] 
central concerns.”64 In this modality of thought, “history” 
denotes an empirical difference between the past and 
present rather than an argument about the nature of 
that difference. In short, history exists as a verifiable fact 
rather than a story we tell to comprehend, situate and 
argue for change within our present. This is not to say 
I’m arguing for a radical ahistoricity in the rendering of 
past feminisms , rather, I am trying to suggest that – at 
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{to mo`e da se potvrdi, a ne kako prikazna {to ja 
raska`uvame za da ja sfatime i situirame svojata 
sega{nost i pritoa da se zalagame za promeni. Toa 
ne zna~i deka se zalagam za radikalna aistori~nost 
pri izlo`uvaweto na minatite feminizmi, tuku 
se obiduvam da uka`am deka – vo konkretniov mig 
– konfiguriraweto na istorijata na feminizmot 
kako „proces” vo koj vtorata i tretata „epoha na 
feminizmot” gi odrazuvat svoite „karakteristi~ni 
istoriski migovi” i „se nadovrzuvaat proizleguvaj}i 
edna od druga” mobilizira edna istorisko­
generaciska logika koja se stremi da isprati nekoi 
vidovi feminizam vo minatoto ili, {to e mo`ebi 
popotresno, naveduva na pretpostavka deka na 
na{iov „karakteristi~en istoriski mig” voop{to 
ne mu e potreben feminizam.

Edna od glavnite istoriski razliki utvrdeni me|u 
vtoriot i tretiot bran na feminizmot pove}e se 
odnesuva na statusot na poedinecot. Feministite 
od tretiot bran, kako {to e Rebeka Voker (Rebecca 
Walker), tvrdat deka: 

na~inot na koj sme go gledale ili sfa}ale feminizmot 
bil da se prisposobuvame kon identitet ili na~in 
na `iveewe {to ne dozvoluva individualnost [i] 
slo`enost.65  

Taka i Keti Bejl (Kathy Bail), koja mo`e da se opi{e 
kako postfeminist, predlaga mladite `eni da „gi 
otfrlat institucionaliziraniot feminizam... 
i grupnata identifikacija” za smetka na „indi­
vidualnoto dejstvuvawe”.66 Taka i spored Lezli 
Hejvud (Leslie Heywood) i Xenifer Drejk (Jennifer 
Drake) „ideologijata na individualnosta i natamu 
e glavniot dvigatel vo mnogu `ivoti od tretiot 
bran”.67 Vtoriot bran, spored ovoj narativ, stanuva 

this particular moment in time – configuring the history 
of feminism as a “process” in which the second and third 
“epochs of feminism” reflect their “unique historical 
moments” and “follow on” from one and other mobilises 
a historico-generational logic that functions to relegate 
certain kinds of feminism to the past or, perhaps more 
disturbingly, allows for an assumption that our “unique 
historical moment” doesn’t require feminism at all. 

One of the main historical differences constituted bet-
ween the second and third-waves tends to be concerned 
with the status of the individual. Third-wave feminists 
such as Rebecca Walker argue that

the way that we have seen or understood feminism is to con-
form to an identity and way of living that doesn’t allow for 
individuality [and] complexity.65  

So too, Kathy Bail - who might be characterised as a 
“postfeminist” – proposes that young women “reject 
institutionalised feminism… and group identification” 
in favour of “individual practice.”66 So too, for 
Leslie Heywood and Jennifer Drake “the ideology of 
individuality is still a major motivating force in many 
third-wave lives.”67 The second wave becomes, according 
to this narrative, a project hampered by its collectivity. 
If the “I” of the third-wave slogan – “I am the third-
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proekt ~ija pre~ka e negovata kolektivnost. Dokolku 
ona „jas” od sloganot na tretiot bran – „jas sum tre­
tiot bran” – e tvrdewe za individualna razlika vo 
i me|u kategoriite feministka i `ena, isto taka e 
i argument protiv ona „nie” na vtoriot bran.68 Taka, 
feminizmot od vtoriot bran {to se zamisluva vo 
ovie pretstavi e politi~ko dvi`ewe i edna teorija 
optovarena so sopstvenite opsesii so kolektivna 
akcija i so obidite da sprovede politika na struk­
turno, a ne na individualno nivo. Sli~no na toa, 
antifeministi~kata „devojka” spored Ri~ard Xin­
man (Richard Jinman) vo Sidnej morning herald, e 
„odgovorna za sopstvenata samodefinicija”.69

Za mislitelkata od tretiot bran Debra Siegel 
(Deborah Siegel), taka, praktikite na mladite femi­
nist(k)i se gradat vrz pretpostavkata deka „mladite 
`eni [se] telo {to postojano se menuva” za{to ja 
sogleduvaat individualnata razlika.70 Naglaskata 
vrz individualnoto dejstvuvawe i fragmentirawe­
to, i vrz tvrdewata deka feministi~kata politika 
mo`e da podrazbira i individualno rodova igra, 
mo} i u`ivawe odyvonuva niz projavite na mladiot 
feminizam. Individualnoto vpu{tawe vo seksual­
no u`ivawe/mo} i poimite za ubavina bile klu~ni 
belezi na diferencijacijata za mladite `eni (za 
razlika od feministkite) i za mladite feministi 
(za razlika od nivnite re{itelni, no vetvi majki 
od vtoriot bran). Spored Hejvud (Heywood) i Drejk 
(Drake), tretiot bran gi priznava odnosite na mo} 
{to gi krepat poimite za ubavina i kopne`, no gi 
koristi mo}ite na u`ivaweto, opasnosta i defi­
niraweto {to gi imaat tie strukturi”.71 Navisti­
na, kontroverznata ocenka na Kamil Paqa (Camille 
Paglia) za Madona kako „idninata na feminizmot... 
za mladite `eni vo svetot” se zasnova vrz nejzinite 
tvrdewa deka „Madona ima daleku podlaboka vizija 

wave” – is an assertion of individual difference within 
and between the categories of feminist and woman, 
it is also an argument against the “we” of the second 
wave.68 The “second wave” feminism being imagined in 
these representations is thus a political movement and 
body of theory constrained by its own obsessions with 
collective action and attempts to conduct politics at a 
structural rather than individual level. Similarly, the 
antifeminist “girl” according to Richard Jinman in the 
Sydney Morning Herald, is “responsible for her own 
self-definition.”69

For third-wave thinker Deborah Siegel, young feminist 
practices are thus built on an assumption that “young 
women [are] an always shifting constituency” because 
they acknowledge individual difference.70 The emphases 
on individual action and fragmentation, and assertions 
that feminist politics might involve individual gender 
play, power and pleasure, reverberate throughout 
representations of young feminism. Individual engage-
ments with sexual pleasure/power and notions of 
beauty have been crucial markers of differentiation 
for young women (in contrast to feminists) and young 
feminists (in contrast to their determined but dowdy 
second wave mothers). For Heywood and Drake, the 
third-wave acknowledges the relationships of power 
that underpin notions of beauty and desire but “makes 
use of the pleasure, danger, and defining power of those 
structures.”71 Indeed, Camille Paglia’s controversial 
assessment of Madonna as “the future of feminism… 
for young women around the world” is premised on her 
assertions that “Madonna has a far profounder vision of 
sex than do the feminists. She sees both the animality and 
the artifice [and] embodies the eternal values of beauty 
and pleasure.”72 For Naomi Wolf, this means that young 
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za seksot otkolku {to imaat feministite. Taa gi 
gleda i animalnosta i ve{tinata [i] gi otelotvoru­
va  ve~nite vrednosti na ubavinata i u`ivaweto”.72 
Za Naomi Vulf (Naomi Wolf), ova zna~i deka 
mladite `eni treba da si go pobaraat „sopstveniot 
individualen glas, namesto da si go sleat glasot 
vo nekoj kolektiven identitet” i da ne se pla{at 
„protiv ognot da se borat so ogan” koga }e razvivaat 
seksualno orientiran „feminizam na mo}ta”.73

Me|utoa, zbirot razliki {to go so~inuvaat ovie 
pretstavi mo`e korisno da se primeni vrz edno 
po{iroko rodoslovie na feministi~kiot proekt. 
Navistina, treba da se zapomni deka stavaweto na 
`enskosta ramo do ramo so diskursite na telesnoto 
u`ivawe, zaveduvaweto i mo}ta e na~in na mislewe 
{to ne e ograni~en samo na krajot od dvaesettiot 
vek. Ogromno mno{tvo istorii potvrduvaat deka 
reorganizacijata (ili, vpro~em, konstituiraweto) 
na eden krut poim za seksualnata razlika vo 
osumnaesettiot vek ja ovozmo`ile silnite vrski me|u 
`enstveniot karakter i `enskoto otelotvorenie. 
„@enata” na modernitetot otsekoga{ bila cvrsto 
otelotvoren subjekt (za razlika od na izgled 
rastelesenoto ma{ko).74 Devedesettite godini od 
dvaesettiot vek ne se prviot mig koga `enite se za­
fatile so politi~kite mo`nosti {to gi nudi takvo­
to razlikuvawe.

Taka, edna istorija za nastavni potrebi mo`e da 
vklu~uva sporedbi me|u „novata `ena” od krajot na 
devetnaesettiot i od po~etokot na dvaesettiot vek 
(kontekstualizirana so kampawite za `enskata 
emancipacija {to gi zafatile zapadnite liberal­
ni demokratii pred i vo vremeto na nejzinata po­
java) i razni sovremeni figuracii za feministkite 
ili drugite „mladi `eni” (kontekstualizirani so 

women should “claim [their] individual voice rather than 
merging her voice in a collective identity” and not to be 
afraid to “fight fire with fire” in a deployment of sexually 
oriented ”power feminism.”73

The set of differences these representations constitute 
can, however, be usefully applied to a broader genealogy 
of the feminist project. Indeed, it is worth remembering 
that the alignment of womanhood with discourses of 
corporeal pleasure, enticement and power is a modality 
of thought that isn’t limited to the late twentieth century. 
Myriad histories confirm that the reorganisation (or, in 
fact, constitution) of a rigid notion of sexual difference 
in the eighteenth century was made possible by powerful 
connections between feminine character and female 
embodiment. Modernity’s “woman” has always been a 
firmly embodied subject (in contrast to the apparently 
disembodied male).74 The 1990s are not the first moment 
when women have grappled with the political possibilities 
that such differentiation enables. 

A classroom history thus might include a comparison 
between the “new woman” of the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries (contextualised by campaigns 
for female enfranchisement that swept through western 
liberal democracies prior to and during her emergence) 
and various contemporary figurations of the feminist 
or otherwise “young women” (contextualised by the 
campaigns for civil and social rights prior to and 
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kampawite za gra|anskite i socijalnite prava pred 
i pri nivnoto pojavuvawe. Vistina, mnogu od trevo­
gite i vozbudite okolu likot na novata `ena – kako 
simbol na propa|aweto na zapadnoto op{testvo vo 
nekakvo duvlo na dekadencijata ili kako personi­
fikacija na progresivniot politi~ki i op{testven 
poredok {to gi opfatil `enite – premnogu jasno 
odeknuvaat so pretstavi za dene{nite mladi `eni.  
Vo obata konteksta, poleto na popularnata kul­
tura dava presudno podra~je za konstituirawe na 
nejzinoto zna~ewe. Toga{, sli~no na toa, dodeka 
za nekoi mediumski komentatori Madona mo`ebi 
personifikuva nekoj nov svetski poredok na eman­
cipirani i mo}ni `eni, za drugi, „budal{tinite” 
na Britni Spirs (koi stanuvaat u{te poskandalozni 
poradi nejzinite {pekulantski i preterani nas­
tapi) zaedno so podemot na „razuzdanite pijan~ewa 
me|u mladite `eni koi ja prifa}aat kulturata na 
sladostrastieto” e `alosno obvinenie za sostojbata 
na „na{eto op{testvo”.75 Figuraciite „mladi ̀ eni”, 
„seksualen poriv” i „mo}” imaat dolga istorija 
na osporuvani primeni i odgovori vo kulturni 
konteksti kade kolektivniot feminizam e vidlivo 
prisuten. Toga{, edno ispituvawe na istorijata 
na „novata `ena” kako subjekt koj se zdobil so svoja 
mo} i e seksualiziran, mo`e da ponudi korisna 
strategija za destabilizirawe na na~inite na koi 
i praksata od tretiot bran/postfeminizmot i 
emancipiranite i seksualni mladi `eni od na{eto 
kulturno zamisleno sega se prika`uvaat vo telosot 
na istoriskiot razvoj na feminizmot.

Kako „nenadejniot” podem na „kulturata na 
sladostrastieto” vo SAD – ~ija prvenka, razuzdanata 
studentka {to procveta vo popularnata svest vo 
1990­tite – novata `ena, barem spored sovremenite 
nabquduva~i, procvetala vo javnata sfera vo 1880­

during her emergence). Indeed, many of the anxieties 
and excitements that surrounded the figure of the new 
woman – as either the symbol of the downfall of western 
society in a den of decadence or as the personification of 
a progressive political and social order that incorporated 
women – resonate all to well with representations 
of young women today. In both contexts, the field of 
popular culture provides a crucial domain to constitute 
her meaning. Similarly, then, whilst for some media 
commentators Madonna might personify a new world 
order of empowered and powerful women, for others, 
Britney Spears’ “antics” (which are made all the more 
scandalous because of her speculator and excessive 
embodiment) along with the rise of “out of control binge 
drinking by young women who embrace raunch culture” 
is a sorry indictment on the state of “our society.”75 The 
figurations “young women,” “sexual desire” and “power” 
have a long history of contested deployments and 
responses in cultural contexts where collective feminism 
has a visible presence. An examination of the history 
of the “new woman” as an empowered and sexualised 
subject then, might offer a useful strategy to destabilise 
the ways in which both third-wave/postfeminist practice 
and the empowered and sexual young woman of our 
cultural imaginary are currently rendered visible at the 
telos of feminism’s historical development. 

Like the “sudden” rise of “raunch culture” in the US 
– whose primary figure, the out of control college 
girl burst into popular consciousness in the 1990s 
– the new woman, at least according to contemporary 
observers, burst into the public sphere in the 1880s 
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tite i 1890­tite.76 Otkako se zdobila se prethodno 
nedosti`en stepen na obrazovanie, novata `ena – vo 
golema merka bur`oaski fenomen – se pojavila vo 
zapadnoevropskite i vo amerikanskite javni sferi za 
da gi ospori nekoi od najintegralnite pretpostavki 
na rodoviot poredok. Otprilika vo isto vreme, 
kampawata za `enskoto pravo na glas, osobeno 
vo Britanija, po~nala da pridobiva zna~itelna 
kolektivna poddr{ka za politi~ki reformi. 
I vistina, mo{ne sli~no na feministi~koto 
dvi`ewe vo 1970­tite, so ovie kolektivni kampawi 
se postignale konkretni reformi. Odnosot me|u 
novata `ena i reanimiraweto i pogolemata 
vidlivost na feministi~kite kampawi za 
politi~ka emancipacija bil slo`en; spored 
nekoi nabquduva~i, novata `ena go otelotvoruvala 
feminizmot; spored drugi, taa bila negov proizvod, 
dodeka nekoi toga{ni feministi~ki misliteli 
smetale deka modernite devojki koi vozele 
velosipedi, nemale stegi i bezgri`no tancuvale 
bile problem za{to gi poni{tuvale is~ekorite na 
feministi~kiot politi~ki protest.77 I vistina, 
ambivalentnosta {to likovi kako Ema Goldman 
(Emma Goldman) ja iska`aa sprema kolektivnite 
kampawi e vo harmonija so novite `eni na krajot 
na na{iot vek. Tokmu kako {to Madona i Kristina 
Agilera go slavat konceptot na `elni i po`elni 
`eni koi zboruvaat energi~no i se zabavuvaat, taka 
i Goldman iska`a zalo`ba za „pravoto na `enata da 
se samoiska`e i pravoto na site na ubavi i bleskavi 
raboti”. Najpoznatiot citat na Goldman (koj mo`ebi 
nikoga{ ne go ni izrekla), „ako ne mo`am da igram, 
ne sakam da u~estvuvam vo va{ata revolucija” mnogu 
silno odeknuva me|u dene{nite mladi `eni so 
samosvesna mobilizacija na u`ivaweto i `elnosta 
kako mo}en beleg na individualnosta.78

and 1890s.76 Having attained a previously impossible 
level of education, the new woman – a largely bourgeois 
phenomena – emerged into the western European and 
American public spheres to challenge some of the most 
integral assumptions of the gender order. At around the 
same time, the campaign for female suffrage, particularly 
in Britain, began to garner significant collective support 
for political reform. Indeed, much like the feminist 
movement of the 1970s, concrete reform was achieved 
through these collective campaigns. The relationship 
between the new woman and the re-animation and 
increased visibility of feminist campaigns for political 
enfranchisement was a complex one; for some observers, 
the new woman embodied feminism, for others she was 
its product, whilst for some feminist thinkers at the time, 
these bicycle riding, free wheeling and dancing modern-
girls were a problem because they undid the advances 
of feminist political protest.77 Indeed, the ambivalence 
figures such as Emma Goldman expressed about 
collective campaigns resonate so compellingly with the 
new women of our own fin-de-siecle. Just as Madonna 
and Christina Aguilera celebrate the concept of desiring 
and desirable women speaking stongly and having fun, 
so too, Goldman voiced a commitment to womens’ “right 
to self expression [and] everybody’s right to beautiful, 
radiant things.” Goldman’s most famous quotation 
(which, perhaps, she never said), “if I can’t dance, I don’t 
want to be part of your revolution,” resonates all too well 
with the self-conscious mobilisation of enjoyment and 
desire as a powerful mark of individuality for younger 
women today.78
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Kako {to naglasuva Kerol Smit­Rozenberg (Carol 
Smith­Rosenberg), imalo dve „generacii” novi `eni 
vo Britanija i Amerika, prvata kon krajot na 19 
vek, a vtorata vo 1920­tite. Vtorava generacija ima 
zaprepastuva~ka sli~nost so nekoi od odlikite {to 
se sfa}aat kako karakteristi~ni za tretiot bran. 
Kako {to tvrdi Rozenberg, „novite `eni... od 1920­
tite me|u sebe i so postarite feministki zboruvale 
za seks i mo}, za u`ivawa i nezavisnost”.79 Bilo preku 
modniot izbor, dr`eweto na teloto, bilo preku 
pi{anite narativi za `enskata seksualna `elba, 
novite `eni gi „sporele toga{nite rodovi odnosi 
i raspredelbata na mo}ta”.80 Spored Ester Wutn 
(Esther Newton), za „novite `eni [od 1920­tite] sek­
sualnosta – sama po sebe i kako simbol na `enskata 
avtonomija – stanale preokupacija”.81 Kako `iveena 
kategorija i figuracija na popularnata kultura, 
„novata `ena” ovoplotila edno izri~no vpu{tawe 
vo politikata i mo}ta na ubavinata i seksot. Kako 
{to pi{uva Dauling (Dowling), „Novata @ena... go 
iska`uvala svoeto protivewe na viktorijanskata 
kultura glavno so seksualni sredstva – zgolemuvaj}i 
gi seksualnata svest, otvorenosta i izraznosta”.82

Istoriskata osobenost na tretiot bran ~esto se 
opravduva so deklarirawe na nejzinata volja stra­
tegiski da gi prenaso~i i prenapi{e rodovite 
normi kako na~in na politi~ko dejstvuvawe. Potoa 
ovaa osobenost se sopostavuva na institucionalniot 
feminizam na minatiot vtor bran. Me|utoa, voljata 
na mladite `eni od 1920­tite da se vpu{tat vo 
sli~ni strategii ja potkopuva koherentnosta na toj 
narativ za istoriskata inovacija i zastranuvaweto. 
Naglaskata vrz individualnosta na tretiot bran i 
postfeminizmot i nejzinata sprotivnost so vtoriot 
bran toga{ bi stanala del od edno podolgo rodoslo­
vie na sporovite okolu feministi~koto politi~ko 
dejstvuvawe. Tokmu kako {to sufra`istite iznesuva­

As Carol Smith-Rosenberg points out, there were two 
“generations” of new women in Britain and America, the 
first, towards the end of the 19th century, and the second 
in the 1920s. This second generation bears a startling 
resemblance to some of the characteristics understood 
as specific to the third-wave. As Rosenberg argues, “the 
new women... of the 1920s spoke to each other and to 
the older feminists about sex and power, pleasures and 
independence.”79 Whether through choices in fashion, 
bodily comportment, or written narratives of female 
sexual desire, the new woman “challenged existing gender 
relations and the distribution of power.”80 According 
to Esther Newton, for the “new women [of the 1920s] 
sexuality - for itself and as a symbol of female autonomy 
– became a preoccupation”81 As a lived category and 
a figuration of popular culture, the “new woman” 
embodied an explicit engagement with the politics and 
power of beauty and sex. As Dowling writes, “the New 
Woman… expressed her quarrel with Victorian culture 
chiefly through sexual means – by heightening sexual 
consciousness, candor and expressiveness.”82

The third-wave’s historical specificity is often justified 
by declarations of its’ willingness to strategically 
redeploy and reinscribe gender norms as a mode of 
political action. This specificity is then contrasted to the 
institutional feminism of the second wave past. However, 
the willingness of young women of the 1920s to engage 
with similar strategies undermines the coherence of this 
narrative of historical innovation and departure. The 
emphasis on third-wave and postfeminist individuality 
and its contrast to the second-wave would then become 
part of a longer genealogy of contestation over feminist 
political action. Just as the suffragists were making 
structural arguments about the need for women’s 
enfranchisement and the new woman was reinscribing 
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le strukturni argumenti za potrebata od emancipa­
cija na `enite, i novata `ena gi preispi{uvala 
poimite za `enskosta, ubavinata i `elnosta, taka i 
kolektivnata akcija na feministot(kata) od vtoriot 
bran dejstvuva kako konstitutiven kontrapunkt na 
individualisti~kite strategiski politiki na 
feministot(kata) od tretiot bran. Vo eden po{irok 
kulturen kontekst, `enata koja se zdobila so mo} i 
se realizirala (i nejzinata problemati~na sestra, 
`enata koja dobila tolku mo} i tolku se realizirala 
{to izlegla od kontrola) e lik koj ima smisla 
poradi istovremenoto (prethodnoto) animirawe 
na diskursite za politi~kite prava i protestot od 
strana na feministi~kite borci na istiot na~in 
na koj navidum opasnite vpu{tawa na novata `ena 
vo seks i u`ivawe figurativno se povrzuvale vo 
slo`enata reakcija na, protiv i so kolektivnite 
kampawi za politi~ki reformi.

Kako poenta za kraj, vo 1920­tite mo`elo da se vidi 
kako grupa amerikanski kni`evni komentatori koi 
bile posveteni na idejata za ednakvi politi~ki 
prava na `enata ja kritikuvaat idejata za femi­
nizmot kako proekt {to }e ja zbri{e nivnata 
~ove~ka „individualnost”. Ovie kni`evni radikali 
vo Grini~ Vilix za sebe velele deka se „za `enite 
bez da bidat protiv ma`ite”, a svojata pozicija ja 
identifikuvale kako „postfeministi~ka”.83 Ne bilo 
prvpat koga vo devedesettite godini od dvaesettiot 
`enite ne se soglasuvale okolu pra{aweto koe e 
najdobroto sredstvo za spravuvawe so politi~kite, 
op{testvenite i ekonomskite isklu~uvawa, a ne 
bilo ni prvpat `enite da otkrijat deka u`ivaweto 
i `elnosta mo`e silno da se upotrebat i naso~at 
za da se bara individualnost i mo}. So ova ~itawe, 

notions of femininity, beauty and desire so too, does the 
collective action of the second wave feminist operate as 
a constitutive counterpoint to the individualist strategic 
politics of the third-wave feminist. In a wider cultural 
context, the empowered and embodied woman (and her 
problematic sister, the woman who is so empowered and 
embodied that she is out of control) is a figure who makes 
sense because of the simultaneous (and preceding) 
animation of discourses of political entitlement and 
protest by feminist campaigners in the same way that 
the new woman’s apparently dangerous engagements 
with sex and pleasure were figuratively implicated in 
the complex reaction to, against and with collective 
campaigns for political reform.

As a closing point, the 1920s witnessed a group of American 
literary commentators committed to the idea of women’s 
equal political rights critique the idea of feminism as a 
project that would efface their human “individuality.” 
These literary radicals in Greenwich Village described 
themselves as “pro-woman without being anti-man,” and 
identified their position as “postfeminist.”83 The 1990s 
are not the first moment when women have disagreed 
about the best means of dealing with political, social, and 
economic exclusions and nor are they the first moment 
when women have discovered that pleasure and desire 
can be powerfully invoked and deployed to make claims 
on individuality and empowerment. In this reading, 
their status as historical solution – hopefully – is made 
less secure.
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nivniot status kako istorisko re{enie, se nadevame, 
stanuva pomalku izvesen.

 
Strategisko (pogre{no) ~itawe II

Su{tinski del od istorisko­generaciskata logika, 
koja{to gi potkrepuva i po{irokata kulturna 
istoriografija na mestoto na feminizmot vo 
sovremenite konteksti i na~inot na koj mladite 
feministi ja prika`uvaat svojata osobenost, se 
vrti okolu edna istorizirana karakterizacija na 
politi~kata strategija. Nakratko, za mnogumina 
nabquduva~i, i mladite feministki i mladite ̀ eni 
se obedineti (duri i vo svoeto needinstvo) so eden 
konkretno postmoderen priod kon identitetot. Taka, 
En Bruks (Ann Brooks), vo svojata rasprava za „post­
feminizmite” go karakterizira vtoriot bran kako 
dvi`ewe {to se povikuva[lo] na [obedinetiot] libe­
ralen humanizam na prosvetleniot modernitet”.84 
Tretiot bran, spored Linda Frost (Linda Frost), se 
proizveduva na sli~en na~in od strana na „genera­
cija feministi koi se zanimavaat so... postmoder­
nizmot... [i so idejata] za mnogukratnite polo`bi na 
subjekti {to sekoj od nas gi zazema.” 85 Bruks iznesuva 
eden isklu~itelno istoriski argument, tvrdej}i 
deka mladiot feminizam se sozdal so „preminot od 
modernata kon postmodernizmot”.86 Taka i mladite 
`eni vo mejnstrim pe~atot redovno se pretstavuvaat 
kako postmoderni agenti. Na toj na~in, vo svojata 
rasprava za „novata generacija `eni... koi se koris­
nici na feminizmot” Xoana Briskou (Joanna Briscoe) 
dlaboko razmisluva deka „vo kulturen, doma{en i 
estetski kontekst, izgleda se nurnuvame vo erata na 
svoite majki  [so].... svesno, postmoderno kimawe”.87 
I Klinton Voker (Clinton Walker) iznesuva sli~na 
zabele{ka za „{ik mladite gradski `eni... [koi] 
na vistinski postmoderen na~in... go prisvoile 

 
Strategic (mis)reading II

A crucial component of the historic-generational logic 
that underpins both the wider cultural historiography of 
feminism’s place in contemporary contexts and young 
feminists’ rendering of their own specificity centres 
around an historicised characterisation of political 
strategy. In short, for many observers, young feminists 
and young women alike are united (even in their disunity) 
by a specifically postmodern approach to identity. Thus, 
Ann Brooks, in her discussion of “postfeminisms,” 
characterises the second wave as a movement that 
“appeal[ed] to the [unified] liberal humanism of 
enlightened modernity.”84 The third-wave is similarly 
produced, according to Linda Frost, by a “generation 
of feminists dealing with…postmodernism…[and the 
idea] of the multiple subject positions we each occupy.”85 
Brooks makes an extremely historical argument, 
asserting that the young feminism has been produced 
by “the move from modernity to postmodernity”.86 So 
too, young women are regularly represented in the 
mainstream press as postmodern agents. In this way, 
Joanna Briscoe’s discussion of the “new generation of 
women... who are beneficiaries of feminism” muses that 
“culturally, domestically and aesthetically, we seem to 
be dipping into our mothers’ era [with]… a knowing, 
postmodern nod.”87 So too, Clinton Walker makes a 
similar observation about “hip young urban women… 
[who] in true postmodern fashion… have appropriated 
what was supposed to be the ultimate ‘chick magnet,’ 
the Valiant Charger.”88 Mariella Frostrup’s discussion 
of young women scathingly makes similar connections, 
lamenting the “postmodern joke that deems a woman 
baring her breasts on a magazine cover as an example 
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ona {to treba{e da bide vrvniot ‘magnet za `eni’, 
avtomobilot Valijant ~arxer.”88 Raspravata na 
Mariela Frostrup (Mariella Frostrup) za mladite 
`eni zajadlivo pravi sli~ni vrski, `alej}i poradi 
„postmodernata lakrdija spored koja `enata koja 
si gi razgoluva dojkite na naslovna stranica od 
nekoe spisanie e primer na emancipacijata”.89 Taka, 
mladite `eni se pretstavuvaat kako prakti~arki 
na postmodernizmot (bilo za da se leleka poradi 
nivnata la`na svest ili da im se rakopleska za 
emancipacijata i humorot). Na krajot na krai{tata, 
stanuva zbor za generacija koja{to izrasnala 
gledaj}i go „postmoderniot priod kon identitetot” 
otelotvoren vo Madona.

Spored vakvoto istorisko pretstavuvawe, gene­
raciskata osobenost na tretiot bran, postfemi­
nizmot i nivnite postmoderni ambivalentni sestri 
se sozdavaat so konkretna istoriska traektorija. 
Izmenetiot kulturen kontekst go li{il identitetot 
od su{tina. (Taka i ovoj narativ za postmodernite 
sebnosti i subjekti go opravduva, prili~no silno, 
vpu{taweto na tretiot bran i na postfeminizmot vo 
diskursite za ubavoto, u`ivaweto i mo}ta). Vo svojot 
najotvoren aspekt, ovoj narativ tvrdi deka mladite 
`eni i mladite feministki se prvata generacija 
{to sfatila deka nema nekakva su{tinska kategorija 
„`ena” i svoeto zafa}awe so mo}ta go zasnova vrz 
eden samosvesen proekt za denaturalizirano i 
subverzivno prisvojuvawe. Taka, kolektivniot vtor 
bran bil pritisnat vo dlaboko moderna politi~ka 
ramka, a na postfeministot mu godi kulturnata 
sostojba {to go li{ila identitetot od su{tina 
i gi problematizirala poimite za kolektivnoto 
dejstvuvawe. Za pisatelkata od tretiot bran, Devoni 
Luser (Devoney Looser), toa zna~i deka „edna od 
odlikite po koi sme poznati e na{eto needinstvo. 

of empowerment”89 Young women are thus represented 
as practicioners of postmodernism (whether to bemoan 
their false consciousness or applaud their empowerment 
and humour). This is after all, a generation who grew up 
watching the “postmodern approach to identity” that is 
Madonna.

According to this historical rendering, the generational 
specificity of the third-wave, postfeminism and their 
postmodern ambivalent sisters are produced by a 
particular historical trajectory. A changed cultural 
context has de-essentialised identity. (So too, this 
narrative about postmodern selves and subjects, in no 
small way, justifies the third-wave and postfeminist 
engagement with discourses of beauty, pleasure and 
power.) At its bluntest, this narrative asserts that young 
women and young feminists are the first generation to 
realise that there is no essential category “woman” and 
base their engagement with power on a self-conscious 
project of denaturalised and subversive appropriation. 
Thus, the collective second wave was constrained by 
a thoroughly modern political framework and the 
postfeminist is comfortable with a cultural condition that 
has de-essentialized identity and problematized notions 
of collective action. For third-wave writer Devoney 
Looser, this means “one of the characteristics we’re 
known for is our disunity. Maybe we’re not as unified 
as the generation that preceded us. Maybe we’re just 
not as categoriziable.”90 The narrative is a compelling 
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Mo`ebi ne sme tolku edinstveni kolku {to bila 
generacijata pred nas. Mo`ebi samo ne sme tolku 
podlo`ni na kategorizacija”.90 Narativov e priv­
le~en; postmoderniot feminizam (vo svoite raz­
li~ni oblici) i postmodernite mladi `eni se 
pojavile ne samo blagodarenie na vpu{taweto vo 
raspravi so konkretni teoreti~ari i misliteli, 
tuku i blagodarenie na promenata {to nastapila 
vo istoriskiot kontekst. (Sli~no na toa, celo 
mno{tvo akademski istra`uvawa ja potkrepuva 
istorizacijata na praktikite na sovremenite mladi 
feministi kako isklu~itelni za na{eto vreme taka 
{to postojano go stava onoj problemati~en lik – 
Madona – na po~etokot na istoriziranite diskusii 
za postmodernata politika za identitetot. 91) 

Kako {to poka`aa mnogubrojnite debati za postko­
lonijalizmot, postmodernizmot i postfeminizmot, 
postoi re~isi nesovladliva istoriska konotacija 
vo zborot „post”.92 Vo edna rasprava za postmodernata 
teorija vo po{iroka smisla, M.X. Dilejni (M.J. 
Delaney) tvrdi deka

postmodernata misla ~esto se potpira na eden mo{ne 
konvencionalen pogled kon napredokot koga tvrdi 
deka gi otfrla gre{kite na monolitniot entitet {to 
razli~no se opi{uva kako modernitet/prosvetitelsko 
obmisluvawe/na zapadnata metafizi~ka tradicija.93

Postfeministite i feministite od tretiot bran 
na sli~en na~in se vrzani za pretstavi za istoriska 
progresija. Taka, prethodnite feminizmi stanuvaat 
problemati~no moderni vpu{tawa vo rodoviot 
poredok, a vrodenata nepredvidlivost na tretiot 
bran nudi „premin”. Zna~ajno e {to ovoj narativ 
ja smestuva postmodernata kulturna sostojba – i 
nejzinata „svest” za identitetot – vo poslednite 
deset godini od dvaesettiot vek. Tuka ne se baraat 

one; postmodern feminism (in its various forms) and 
postmodern young women, have been produced, not 
only by an engagement with specific theorists or thinkers, 
but by a shift in historical context. (Similarly, a wealth 
of scholarly research supports this historicization of 
contemporary young feminist practices as exceptional 
to our own time by repeatedly placing that troublesome 
figure – Madonna – at the opening of historicised 
discussions of postmodern identity politics.91) 

As the various debates about postcolonialism, 
postmodernism, and postfeminsm have revealed, there 
is an almost insurmountable historical connotation in 
the word “post.”92 In a discussion of postmodern theory 
more broadly, M.J. Delaney argues that 

postmodern thought often relies on a very conventional view 
of progress in claiming to refute the errors of a monolith-
ic entity variously described as modernity/enlightenment 
thinking/the western metaphysial tradition.93

Post- and third-wave feminisms are similarly bound by 
notions of historical progression. Previous feminisms 
thus become problematically modern engagements 
with the gender order and the inherent contingency 
of the third-wave offers a “way through.” Significantly 
this narrative places the postmodern cultural condition 
– and its associated “knowingness” about identity – in 
the last ten years of the twentieth century. The debates 
around the historical “origins” of postmodernism don’t 
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novi raspravi okolu istoriskite „potekla” na post­
modernizmot, a se ~ini i deka e jalov proektot da 
se iznesuvaat mo`nite istoriski „nepreciznosti” 
na istorisko­generaciskata logika {to gi pret­
vora postmodernite identiteti vo fenomen od  
1990­tite.94 Me|utoa, strategijata na slu~ajno pre­
rasporeduvawe mo`e da se pro~ita od edna istorija 
na feminizmot {to ne ja smestuva taktikava vo 
telosot na istoriskiot razvoj. Iako edno ~itawe 
na minatoto na feminizmot mo`e da go (iz)mes­
ti (postmodernoto) feministi~ko(to) vpu{tawe 
vo pra{aweto za fragmentiranite identiteti 
vo nekakvo podolgo rodoslovie na osporuvanite 
sozdavawa na „mladite `eni”, „zadovolstvoto” i 
„mo}ta”, nekoe drugo ~itawe mo`e da gi preustroi 
poimite za ambivalentosta i za strategiskoto 
preustrojuvawe kako sostavni delovi na seta 
feministi~ka praksa.

Navistina, istorijata na feminizmot vrvi od 
primeri za tokmu vakvo strategisko preustrojuvawe. 
Kampawata od po~etokot na dvaesettiot vek za 
`enskoto pravo na glas vo Velika Britanija {to 
ja predvode{e Pankurst (Pankhurst) ni dava tokmu 
takov primer. Vo kampawa koja{to potsetuva na 
navidum postmoderni strategii – poradi toa {to 
gi mobilizirala masovnite mediumi i se vpu{tila 
vo kompleksno preispi{uvawe na `enstvenosta – 
politikata na kampawata za pravo na glas seriozno 
stradala od ambivalentnost.

Ponatamu, sufra`etkite svojata hipoteza ja crpele 
od prepi{uvaweto tokmu na uslovite na nivnata 
politi~ka isklu~enost i otfrlenost. Vo eden napis 
vo Dejli mejl, ~ija cel o~igledno bila da ja omalova­
`i nivnata kampawa, voinstvenosta na sufra`izmot 
na Pankurst se ismevala taka {to mu se dodavala 

bear repetition here and asserting the possible historical 
“inaccuracies” of the historico-generational logic that 
makes postmodern identities phenomena of the 1990s 
seems a fruitless project.94 However, the strategy of 
contingent redeployment can be read from a history of 
feminism that doesn’t place this tactic at the telos of 
historical development. Whilst one reading of feminism’s 
past might (dis)place the (postmodern) feminist 
engagement with fragmented identities onto a longer 
genealogy of contested formations of “young women,” 
“pleasure” and “power,” another might redeploy the 
notions of ambivalence and strategic redeployment as 
constitutive of all feminist practice.

Indeed, feminism’s history is littered with examples of 
precisely this kind of strategic redeployment. The early 
20th century campaign for female suffrage in the UK 
lead by the Pankhurst’s provides just such an example. 
In a campaign that smacks of apparently postmodern 
strategies – in that they mobilised mass media and 
engaged in a complex reinscription of femininity 
– the politics of the suffrage campaign was riven with 
ambivalence. 

Furthermore, the Suffragettes derived their attribution 
from a transcription of the very terms of their political 
exclusion and dismissal. In a Daily Mail piece obviously 
designed to belittle their campaign, the Pankhurst’s 
suffrage militancy was derided by the application of the 
diminutive “ette.”95 Could the Pankhurst’s appropriation 
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`enskata deminutivna forma „­etka”.95 Mo`e li 
usvojuvaweto na ovoj termin od strana na Pankurst 
da ne se sfati kako tokmu onoj vid strategija {to 
tretiot bran si go zema kako istoriski konkreten? 
Niz strategija vo koja odeknuvala vidliva politi~ka 
praksa na parodisko preispi{uvawe na poimite 
{to se koristele za isklu~uvawe, sufra`etkite go 
prenamenile tokmu jazikot so koj im se odzemala 
mo}ta.96

Istra`uvaweto vo vtoriot bran, navidum vrzan 
za kolektivot, vpro~em, ve}e po~nalo da sozdava 
istorii na `enite koi gi usvoile, preispi{ale 
i samosvesno gi fragmentirale pretstavite za 
`enskosta i `enstvenosta. Vo svojata rasprava za 
feministi~kata muzika {to se sozdavala na krajot 
od 1970­tite vo Avstralija, Keti Sport (Kathy Sport) 
uka`uva deka

mo`e da se ka`e deka muzi~arkite sekoga{ imaat trema 
poradi soznanieto deka za niv se smeta oti „ne mo`e 
da se analiziraat”, deka se neavtenti~ni, razdorni 
i razli~ni, duri i koga svirat „precizno”. Vakvoto 
soznanie sozdava sarkazam, ironija i parodija, kako i 
igra na sebetolkuvawe i humor so sebeomalova`uvawe, 
{to isto taka se gleda i vo imiwata na grupite.

Sport raska`uva deka rok grupata „Klitoris” si go 
izbrala imeto kako „predizvikuva~ki i humoris­
ti~en javen gest. Zborot ‘klitoris’ bil lingvisti~ka 
intervencija {to go iska`uvala nivnoto luto 
feministi~ko protivewe na ‘kok­rokot’ [kuroviot 
rok] i istovremeno go parodirala”.97 Isto taka, i 
istra`uvaweto na Meri Tom{i} (Mary Tomsic) za 
feministi~kite filmovi vo 1970­tite otkriva 
edna politi~ka ramka koja za esencijaliziranite 
poimi za `enskosta se vrzuva pomalku otkolku 
{to bi uka`ale tvrdewata za postmodernata 

of this term not be understood as precisely the kind of 
strategy the third-wave claims as historically specific? In 
a strategy that resonates with the apparent postmodern 
political practice of a parodic reinsciption of the terms 
of exclusion, the suffragettes redeployed the language of 
their disempowerment.96

Research into the apparently collective bound second-
wave has, in fact already begun to constitute histories of 
women who adopted, reinscribed, and self-consciously 
fragmented notions of womanhood and femininity. In 
her discussion of feminist music in late 1970s Australia, 
Kathy Sport suggests that 

arguably, women musicians are always self-conscious of 
their positioning as “beyond analysis,” inauthentic, disrup-
tive and different, even when they are playing music “straight 
up.” Such knowing produces sarcasm, irony and parody, and 
a play with self-interpretation and self-deprecating humour, 
which is also reflected in the band names.

Sport describes how the rock band “Clitoris” chose 
their name as “a daring and a humorous public gesture. 
The word “clitoris” was a linguistic intervention stated 
their angry feminist opposition to ‘cock rock’ and at 
the same time parodied it.”97 So too, Mary Tomsic’s 
research into feminist filmmaking in the 1970s reveals 
a political framework less attached to essentialised 
notions of womanhood than assertions of the specifically 
1990s postmodern sensibility would suggest. Whilst 
a conventional reading of 1970s feminist practices of 
consciousness raising might suggest these films were a 
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stabilnost karakteristi~ni za 1990­tite. Iako 
edno konvencionalno ~itawe na feministi~kite 
praktiki vo 1970­tite za krevawe na svesta mo`e 
da uka`e deka tie filmovi bile sredstvo za 
„otkrivawe” na zaedni~kite odliki – prisposobeni 
za mali „u~ebni sredini sosredoto~eni na `enite” 
– strategiite na filmaxiite sepak bile daleku 
poslo`eni. Vo svojata rasprava od 1975 godina 
za nivniot proekt, Lorna Skarls (Lorna Scarles) 
tvrde{e deka filmot e „glavnata ma{ina za 
sozdavawe mitovi vo na{evo vreme”. Skarls tvrde{e 
deka „nie ]E se izumime sebesi”. Pretstavuvaweto 
na `enstvenosta se smetalo za izumitelski ~in, a ne 
za ~in na otkrivawe. I vistina, Tom{i} interesno 
go opi{uva, 

ironi~no nasloveniot film Se stremime da 
zadovolime. Filmot po~nuva so pra{aweto „raboti 
li kamerata?” a potoa gi gledame [filmaxiite] Ne{ 
i Lori kako stojat goli pred kamerata i na po~etokot 
se smeat... the ironically titled We Aim to Please. The film 
opens with the question ‘is the camera rolling?’ and then 
we see [the film­makers] Nash and Laurie standing naked 
in front of the camera, initially laughing… [Podocna] Ne{ 
i Lori preterano se {minkaat, {to gi pravi grdi i 
~udovi{ni, namesto ubavi i `enstveni. Sekvencite 
kako ovaa ponekoga{ se razigrani, no imaat i seriozni 
posledici.98 

Toa se `eni {to svesno koristat humor, ironija 
i parodija za da go razni{aat i osporat rodoviot 
poredok. Na toj na~in, istorijata na izveduva~ite 
feminist(k)i mo`e, na primer, da ja poremeti 
specifi~nosta na postfeministi~kata, ironi~na 
i svesna politika na Madona. Taka, Robertsonovata 
(Robertson) istorija na „feministi~kiot tabor” 
pretstavuva istorija na izveduva~i koi go koristele 
ekranot ili platnoto i koi „svesno” odele podaleku 
od ekranot ili platnoto za da pravat parodii so 

means to “discover” commonality – they were geared 
to small “women-centred learning environments” 
– the strategies of these film-makers were much more 
complex than this. In her 1975 discussion of their project, 
Lorna Scarles argued film was “the prime myth-making 
machine of our times.” Scarles asserted that “we WILL 
invent ourselves.” The representation of femininity 
was deemed an act of invention rather than discovery. 
Indeed, Tomsic compellingly describes 

the ironically titled We Aim to Please. The film opens with 
the question “is the camera rolling?” and then we see [the 
film-makers] Nash and Laurie standing naked in front of the 
camera, initially laughing… [Later,] Nash and Laurie put on 
make up in an exaggerated manner, rendering them ugly 
and monstrous rather than pretty and feminine. Sequences 
such as this are at times playful, but also have serious con-
sequences.98 

These are women knowingly deploying humour, irony 
and parody to unsettle and challenge the gender order. 
In this way, a history of feminist performers might, 
for example, unsettle the specificity of Madonna’s 
postfeminist, ironic and knowing politics. Indeed, 
Robertson’s history of “feminist camp” constitutes a 
history of screen-based performers who “knowingly” 
looked beyond the screen to parody the very femininity 
they apparently embodied; this history begins, at least 
for Robertson, in the 1930s.99 
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samata `enstvenost koja navidum ja otelotvoruvale; 
ovaa istorija po~nuva, barem spored Robertson, vo 
1930­tite.99

Na sli~en na~in, Dijalektikata na seksot od 
[ulamit Faerstoun (Shulamith Firestone), objavena 
vo 1970 godina vo ramkite na t.n. vtor bran, mo`e 
da se sfati kako strategisko preustrojuvawe na 
alatkite na modernata nazad kon sebe. Tekstot 
na Faerstoun `estoko rasprava{e vo prilog na 
biolo{kata osnova za ugnetuvaweto na `enite; 
„patrijarhatot”, spored ova ~itawe, e proizvod na 
biolo{kata neophodnost na ra|aweto. Faerstoun na 
mo{ne pro~uen na~in go sporedi procesot na ra|awe 
dete kako „kakawe tikva”, a otstranuvaweto na ovaa 
neophodnost – preku reproduktivni tehnologii – }e 
sozdade mo`nost za revolucija.100 Tie tehnologii, 
spored edno marksisti~ko razbirawe na sredstva-
ta za reprodukcija, treba da se osvojat za potrebite 
na ugnetenata klasa – imeno, za `enite. 

Ne e iznenaduvawe {to Dijalektikata na Faer­
stoun ~estopati se smetala za proizvod na problema­
ti~niot modernitet. So dlaboko esencijaliziranata 
pretstava za `enskosta, obidot biologijata da se 
upotrebi kako objasnenie za `enskoto ugnetuvawe i 
koristeweto na kolektivniot marksizam kako oru`je 
so koe }e se ukinat tie vrski, bi se ~inelo deka ovoj 
tekst gi otelotvoruva tokmu „problemite” na vtoriot 
bran. No, dokolku politikata na postfeminizmot i 
na feminizmot od tretiot bran se karakteriziraat 
so svojata gotovnost strategiski da gi preustrojat, 
preispi{at i prevrtat pretstavite za identitetot 
kako oblik na politi~ko dejstvuvawe, i so toa da go 
destabiliziraat rodoviot poredok {to gi sozdava 
– lesno mo`e da se smeta deka tekstot na Faerstoun 
ja vr{i tokmu taa funkcija. Ako karakterizacijata 
na bremenosta i ra|aweto {to ja dava Faerstoun 

In a similar way, Shulamith Firestone’s Dialectic of Sex, 
published in 1970 as part of the so-called second wave 
could be figured as a strategic redeployment of the tools 
of modernity back upon itself. Firestone’s text forcefully 
argued for the biological basis for women’s oppression; 
the “patriarchy,” in this reading, was a product of the 
biological necessity of child-birth. Firestone, quite 
famously compared the process of child-birth to 
“shitting a pumpkin;” the removal of this necessity 
– via reproductive technologies – would open out the 
possibility for the revolution.100 These technologies, in a 
Marxist reading of the means of reproduction, needed to 
be seized for the oppressed class – namely women.

Not surprisingly, Firestone’s Dialectic has often been 
considered to be a product of problematic modernity. 
With a thoroughly essentialised notion of womanhood, 
an attempt to invoke biology as an explanation for female 
oppression, and the deployment of collective Marxism 
as the weapon to unmake these connections, this text 
would seem to embody precisely the “problems” of the 
second wave. However, if post and third-wave politics 
are characterised by their willingness to strategically 
redeploy, reinscribe and invert notions of identity as a 
form of political action – and thus destabilise the gender 
order that produces them – Firestone’s text could easily 
be considered to perform precisely this function. If 
Firestone’s characterisation of pregnancy and childbirth 
as a “barbaric” process needing to be excised from women’s 
experience isn’t a strategic inversion of gender norms, I 
don’t know what is. Indeed, the mobilisation of scientific 
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kako „varvarski” proces {to treba da se otstrani 
od iskustvoto na `enata ne e strategiska inverzija 
na rodovite normi, toga{ ne znam {to e takva 
inverzija. Navistina, mobiliziraweto na nau~nata 
tehnologija i znaewe istovremeno i kako objasnuvawe 
za i kako begstvo od patrijahalnoto ugnetuvawe 
go poka`uva tokmu ambivalentoto zafa}awe so 
formite na znaewe i mo} {to obi~no se povrzuvaat 
so postmodernata politika.

Navistina, postmodernoto e sekoga{, zadol`itelno, 
zafa}awe so duhot na modernoto.101 Kako {to veli 
Andreas Hujsen (Andreas Huyssen), „[treba] da ja imame 
na um relacionata priroda na postmodernizmot”.102 
Konstitutivnata „nadvore{nost” koja ja zamisluva 
edna diskretna periodizacija na postmodernosta 
(i na tretiot bran) gi ignorira na~inite na koi 
postmodernoto razmisluvawe i postmodernata 
praksa gi primenuvaat konkretnite alatki na 
modernitetot povratno i vrz sebe za da otvorat 
razli~ni mo`nosti. Spored Mi{el Fuko (Michel 
Foucault), na primer, od modernitetot ne mo`e 
da se izbega i da se odmine. Poprvo, daden na~in 
na samokritika mo`e delumno da gi razotkrie 
granicite na mo`nosta {to go ovozmo`uvaat 
racionalniot subjekt na modernitetot za da se 
izgradat poinaku.103 Toga{, postmodernoto stanuva 
stav kon i destabilizacija na modernitetot namesto 
na nejziniot vremenski odreden naslednik. Ako ona 
„post” od postmodernitetot se sfati kako osporuvawe 
na koherentnostite na modernitetot (kako stav 
kon modernitetot i negoviot obedinet subjekt), 
zarem ne }e mo`e feminizmot da se pozicionira 
kako sostaven del na ovaa kritika (kako stav kon 
modernata seksualna razlika)? Kako {to zabele`a 
Suzan Bordo (Susan Bordo), dolgo pred pojavata 
na soodvetno imenuvanata postmoderna teorija, 

technology and knowledge as both explanation for and 
escape from patriarchal oppression exhibits precisely 
the ambivalent engagement with forms of knowledge 
and power usually associated with postmodern politics.

 
Indeed, the postmodern is always, necessarily, an 
engagement with the spectre of the modern.101 As 
Andreas Huyssen argues, “[we need to] keep in mind 
postmodernism’s relational nature.”102 The constitutive 
“outside” which a discrete periodisation of postmodernity 
(and the third-wave) imagines, ignores the ways in 
which postmodern thinking and practice deploys 
specific tools of modernity back upon itself in order to 
open out different possibilities. According to Michel 
Foucault, for example, modernity cannot be escaped 
or progressed past. Rather, a mode of self-critique can 
partially expose the boundaries of possibility that make 
the rational subject of modernity possible in order to 
make them differently.103 The postmodern becomes, 
then, an attitude to and destabilisation of modernity 
rather than its temporally distinct inheritor. If the “post” 
of postmodernity is understood as a contestation of the 
coherencies of modernity (as an attitude to modernity 
and its unified subject), couldn’t feminism be positioned 
as constitutive of this critique (as an attitude to modern 
sexual difference)? As Susan Bordo observes, long before 
the advent of properly named postmodern theory, 
feminist protest brought “the category of the ‘human’… 
down to earth, [gave it] a pair of pants, and reminded 
[him] that [he] was not the only player in town.”104 
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feministi~kiot protest ja prizemji kategorijata 
„~ovek”, [& dade] ~ift pantaloni i [go] potseti deka 
ne e edinstve[niot] igra~ vo gradot.”104 

Na primer, Volstonkraft (Wollstonecraft) ja zasno­
vala svojata `estoka kritika na Ruso (Rousseau) i 
Pejn (Paine) vo 1792 godina vrz pretpostavka deka 
polo`bata  na ̀ enite kako „rob ili despot” e proizvod 
na „istorijata”, a ne na nekakov priroden ili 
vselenski poredok. Spored Volstonkraft, postoe~­
koto isklu~uvawe na ̀ enite od pravata na ~ovekot ne 
mo`elo da se opravda racionalno (prosvetitelskiot 
rodov poredok, barem za Pejn i za Ruso, po~ival vrz 
prirodni osnovi); naprotiv, mo`elo da se objasni 
preku onaa druga elementarna sprava za kalapewe na 
liberalnata misla, istoriskiot kontekst.105 Spored 
Volstonkraft, ako prodol`i taa sostojba, bi se 
„popre~il napedokot na razumot’’.106 Argumentite na 
Volstonkraft za istorijata se obidele da ja potkr­
{at naturaliziranata logika na prosvetitelskata 
misla. Tokmu kako {to Faerstoun go mobilizirala 
marksizmot za da ja preispi{e ̀ enskosta, taka i Vol­
stonkraft go primenila istoriskoto znaewe kako 
na~in na kritika. Istoriskite okolnosti (poskoro 
otkolku prirodata) predizvikale obesna`uvawe na 
`enite, a idniot napredok na ~ove{tvoto zavisel od 
istoriskiot razvoj {to }e skr{ne od vakvata sostojba. 
Taka, razmisluvaweto deka feminizmot sekoga{ 
ve}e e ambivalenten vo vrska so modernitetot nudi 
na~in za ras~lenuvawe na postmodernoto znaewe od 
1990­tite. Pa zo{to toga{ Madona, feministkite 
od tretiot bran i mladite `eni koi vozat besni 
koli gi smetame za strategiski, no Volstonkraft ja 
smetame za naivkata na modernitetot? 

Taka i Xoan Skot (Joan Scott) vo svojata rasprava za 
raniot francuski feminizam veli deka feminizmot 
po pravilo gi osporuva i rekonfigurira tvrdewata 

For example, Wollstonecraft’s trenchant critique 
of Rousseau and Paine in 1792 was founded on an 
assumption that women’s position as a “slave or a despot” 
was the product of “history” rather than a natural or 
universal order. For Wollstonecraft, the extant exclusion 
of women from the rights of man wasn’t justifiable upon 
rational grounds (the enlightenment gender order, at 
least for Paine and Rousseau, was based upon a natural 
foundation), rather it was explicable via that other 
foundational framing device of liberal thought, historical 
context.105 For Wollstonecraft, the continuation of 
this situation would “retard the progress of reason.”106 
Wollstonecraft’s arguments about history attempted 
to fracture the naturalised logic of enlightenment 
thought. Just as Firestone mobilised Marxism to re-
inscribe womanhood, so too, Wollstonecraft deployed 
historical knowledge as a mode of critique. Historical 
circumstance (rather than nature) had produced the 
disempowerment of women and the future progress of 
humanity depended upon an historical development away 
from this condition. Thinking about feminism as always 
and already ambivalent about modernity, then, offers a 
way to disarticulate postmodern knowingness from the 
1990s. Indeed, why do we understand Madonna, third-
wave feminists and muscle car driving young women as 
strategic but Wollstonecraft as modernity’s dupe?

So too, Joan Scott in her discussion of early French 
feminism, argues that feminism necessarily contests and 
reconfigures the claims of democratic entitlement. For 
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za demokratsko ovlastuvawe. Spored Skot,

Istoriskata specifi~nost na feminizmot proizleguva 
od faktot deka rabotel vo i protiv s$ {to vo negovoto 
vreme bilo prete`na pretpostavka. Negovata 
kriti~ka sila izvira od faktot deka gi razotkriva 
protivre~nostite vo sistemite {to tvrdat deka se 
koherentni.107

Na primer, diskursite na liberalnata demokratija, 
koi se potpiraat vrz idejata deka vo nivnoto 
sredi{te e razumna individua, vetuvaat ednakvi 
politi~ki prava i so toa sozdavaat mo`nost za 
kolektivno politi~ko dejstvuvawe tie prava i da 
se pobaraat. Me|utoa, feminizmot poka`uva deka 
tie prava sekoga{ ve}e se zasnovani vrz premisata 
za orodena hierarhija. Za Xejn Flaks (Jane Flax), 
feminizmot i postmodernizmot imaat zaedni~ki 
stav kon modernitetot za{to gi osporuvaat i 
destabiliziraat mitovite za koherentnost koi 
ovozmo`uvaat da se tvrdi deka ima nekakva univer­
zalna vistina, stabilni identiteti i univerzalen 
razum. Kako {to tvrdi Flaks, „ne e nerazumno {to 
lu|eto koi bile definirani kako nesposobni samite 
da se emancipiraat, insistiraat deka konceptite 
kako avtonomijata na razumot, objektivnata vistina 
i korisniot napredok niz nau~ni otkritija mora 
da gi opfatat... i `enite i ma`ite”.108 No, pri 
iznesuvaweto na vakvite tvrdewa, feministi~kiot 
protest, feministi~kata akcija i misla gi 
potkopuvaat stabilnosta i koherentnosta na tie 
poimi. Polagaweto pravo na niv taka mo`e da se 
smeta za strategija za nagrizuvawe na nivnata mo}. 
Vo ova ~itawe, feminizmot sekoga{ ja „zaglavuval 
teoriskata ma{inerija” na modernitetot.109 Ako 
postmodernizmot e stav na kritika kon modernosta, 
zarem toa ne e istorijata na feminizmot?

Scott, 

Feminism’s historical specificity comes from the fact that it 
worked within and against whatever are the prevailing as-
sumptions of its time. Its critical force comes from the fact 
that it exposes the contradictions in systems that claim to be 
coherent.107

For example, discourses of liberal democracy that rely 
on the idea of the reasoning individual at their centre 
promise equal political entitlements and thus produce 
the possibility of collective political action to make a 
claim upon them. Feminism, however, demonstrates 
that these entitlements are always and already premised 
on a gendered hierarchy. For Jane Flax, feminism and 
postmodernism thus share a particular attitude to 
modernity in that they contest and destabilise the myths 
of coherence that enable assertions of unified truth, 
stable identities, and universal reason. As Flax argues, “it 
is not unreasonable for persons who have been defined 
as incapable of self-emancipation to insist that concepts 
such as the autonomy of reason, objective truth and 
beneficial progress through scientific discovery ought 
to include… women as well as men.”108 In the process 
of these claims, however, feminist protest, action 
and thought undermine the stability and coherence 
of these notions. The claims upon them could thus be 
considered a strategy to fracture their power. In this 
reading, feminism has always “jammed the theoretical 
machinery” of modernity.109 If postmodernism is an 
attitude of critique towards modernity, doesn’t that also 
characterise the history of feminism?



9�

Samoproglasenata specifi~nost na postfeminis­
ti~koto i tretobranovskoto politi~ko dejstvuvawe  
}e se stavi toga{ vo edno podolgoro~no rodoslovie 
na ambivalentno feministi~ko zafa}awe so 
modernitetot. (I, podednakvo zna~ajno, feminis­
ti~koto politi~ko dejstvuvawe i misla bi se 
refigurirale kako eden od dvigatelite na kritikata 
{to otsekoga{ gi podrivala nejzinite tvrdewa). 
No, ne gi iznesuvam ovie tvrdewa za da gi napadnam 
praktikite na tretiot bran i na postfeminizmot, 
nitu za da tvrdam ne{to za istoriskata neto~nost. 
Poprvo, me interesiraat na~inite na koi tvrdewata 
za specifi~nosta na tretiot bran denes se istori­
ciziraat kako oddale~uvawe ili inovacija. Mo­
`ebi bi mo`ele da sozdademe rodoslovie na 
ambivalentnost i preispi{uvawe {to dosegnuva 
nadvor od na{ata vremenska ramka i odbegnuva 
ednostavna ili/ili binarnost za modernitetot i 
postmodernitetot (i, so implikacija, za ednakvost i 
razlika). Ova bi gi situiralo postfeministi~koto 
i tretobranovskoto politi~ko dejstvuvawe nadvor od 
nekakov narativ za neizbe`na istoriska progresija 
i razvoj.  Istoriskata inovacija i specifi~nost na 
tretiot bran, vo toj slu~aj, }e se rekonfiguriraat kako 
proizvod na podolgo rodoslovie na feministi~ki 
priodi kon politikata namesto kako bitie {to se 
legitimira so istoriska hierarhija do vtoriot 
bran.

Zaklu~oci?

Dodeka istori~arite mo`e i natamu da gi o`ivuvaat 
stravovite za disciplinskoto propa|awe i za 
sogledanata (i)relevantnost na istoriskoto znaewe 
vo javata rasprava, a postmodernite teoreti~ari 
povtoruvaat deka istoriskiot metanarativ go 
zagubil kulturniot kredibilitet, nesporno e deka 

The self-proclaimed specificity of postfeminist and 
third-wave political action would then be placed in a 
longer genealogy of ambivalent feminist engagement 
with modernity. (And, equally significantly, feminist 
political action and thought would be refigured as one 
of the motors of critique that has always undermined its 
claims.) I don’t make these points, however, to attack 
third-wave and postfeminist practice, or, make claims 
about historical inaccuracy. Rather, I’m interested in the 
ways in which the assertion of third-wave specificity is 
currently being historicised as a departure or innovation. 
Perhaps we might constitute a genealogy of ambivalence 
and reinscription that reaches outside our own temporal 
frame, and, escapes a simple either/or binary for 
modernity and postmodernity (and, by implication, 
equality and difference). This would situate postfeminist 
and third-wave political action outside a narrative of 
inevitable historical progression and development. The 
historical innovation and specificity of the third-wave 
would then be reconfigured as a product of a longer 
genealogy of feminist approaches to politics rather than 
a being legitimated by an historical hierarchy to the 
second wave.

Conclusions?

Whilst historians may continue to animate fears about 
disciplinary demise and the perceived (ir)relevance of 
historical knowledge in public debate and postmodern 
theorists affirm that the historical meta-narrative has lost 
cultural credibility, there is little question that historical 
knowledge still has power. Indeed, in many ways, the 
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istoriskoto znaewe i natamu ima mo}. Navistina, 
vo mnogu ne{ta stavot deka feminizmot e „gotov” 
e potkrepen so mo`ebi najsilnata metanarativna 
struktura na prosvetitelstvoto, odnosno poimot za 
istoriskiot napredok. „Mestoto” na istori~arot 
vo ovoj kontekst, toga{, izgleda ostanuva 
podednakvo va`no; bez ogled na na{ite zafa}awa 
so postmodernata kritika na proizveduvaweto 
znaewa, `iveeme vo kontekst vo koj kulturnata 
istoriografija na minatoto na feminizmot i 
negovata dene{na relevantnost {to proizleguva 
od toa ima „naturalizirana” sila na koja duri i 
najmodernisti~kiot istori~ar mo`e samo da & 
pozavidi. Toga{ bi se ponadevala deka istori~arite 
}e treba i }e bidat eti~ki obvrzani da razmislat za 
dene{noto politi~ko dejstvo na nivnite istoriski 
narativi, ne samo zatoa {to postmodernoto 
razmisluvawe uka`uva deka treba, tuku zatoa {to 
istoriskoto znaewe i natamu e va`no. Me|utoa, 
iako mnogumina istori~ari po~nale seriozno da 
razmisluvaat {to zna~i da se pi{uva (postmoderna) 
istorija, malkumina od niv (ako voop{to i ima takvi) 
se zanimavaat so mo`ebi ednoto od klu~nite mesta 
kade {to se sozdavaat istorii – univerzitetskata 
u~ilnica. Dodeka molbite na Ermart (Ermarth), 
Manslou (Munslow), Morgan (Morgan) i Xenkins 
(Jenkins) gi pottiknuvaat istori~arite da se 
oslobodat od svoite neizbe`no fiktivni vrski so 
minatoto i namesto toa svojata praksa da ja vkotvat za 
edna eti~ka i politi~ka dol`nost kon sega{nosta, 
mo{ne mal broj postmoderni prakti~ari pi{uvaat 
za na~inot na koj ovie proekti mo`e da se osmislat 
vo u~ilnicata. Ovoj napis be{e obid toj pedago{ki 
razgovor da se premesti od segregiranite prostori 
na menzata za nastavni~kot kadar i od pedago{kite 
spisanija pravo vo „sredi{teto” na prozvodstvoto 

assertion that feminism is “over” is underwritten by 
perhaps the most potent metanarrative structure of 
the enlightenment, namely, the notion of historical 
progress. The “place” of the historian in this context, 
then, seems just as important as ever; regardless of 
our own engagements with the postmodern critique of 
knowledge production, we live in a context were a cultural 
historiography of feminism’s past and its consequent 
relevance today has a “naturalized” potency that even 
the most modernist historian could only envy. I would 
hope, then, that historians, should and would be ethically 
obliged to consider the political work their historical 
narratives perform in the present, not only because 
postmodern thinking suggests we should, but because 
historical knowledge still matters. However, whilst many 
historians have begun to seriously contemplate what it 
means to write (postmodern) history, few (if any) of 
these grapple with, perhaps, one of the key sites where 
histories are made; the university classroom. Whilst the 
entreaties of Ermarth, Munslow, Morgan and Jenkins 
encourage historians to unmoor themselves from their 
necessarily fictive connections to the past and instead 
anchor their practice to an ethical and political obligation 
to the present, very few postmodern practitioners 
write about how these projects might be framed in the 
classroom. This article has been an attempt to move 
that pedagogic conversation from the segregated spaces 
of the staff lunch-room and pedagogic journal into the 
“cut and thrust” of professional knowledge production, 
where, I suggest, it belongs.
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na stru~ni znaewa, kade {to, spored mene, i mu e 
mestoto.

Vo edna smisla, ovaa rasprava e prodol`enie na 
razgovorot {to vo izminative nekolku godini go 
vodam so kolegite okolu pra{aweto „{to da se pravi 
so istorijata na feminizmot vo predavalnite i 
u~ilnicite”. Zatoa, odgovorite {to gi ponudiv se 
obid da se zafatime so minatoto pod pretpostavka 
deka, kako istori~ari, site sme vklu~eni vo nekaov 
razgovor, i me|u sebe i so svoite studenti. Tokmu vo 
toj duh se nudat ovie (pogre{ni) ~itawa na istorijata 
na feminizmot. Ako razmisluvame prakti~no, kako 
{to bi razmisluvale site pedago{ki nastroeni 
istori~ari koi go ~itaat napisov, ovie dve 
(pogre{ni) ~itawa vo osnova nudat na~in na koj 
mo`e da se organiziraat razgovorite vo u~ilnicata. 
Institucionalnite strukturi na univerzitetite 
podrazbiraat deka pogolem del od dodiplomskata 
nastava i natamu se odviva vo vid na predavawa po 
koi sledat razgovori na ve`bite. Iako se va`ni 
tekovnata pedago{ka rasprava za formatot na 
ve`bite i nade`nite predviduvawa za na~inite na 
koi razli~nite priodi vo ~ie sredi{te e studentot 
mo`e da ja poremetat dinamikata na mo}ta vo 
izgradbata na znaewa, treba da priznaeme i deka  ­ 
duri predava~ite sekoja sedmica propovedaat od 
katedrite – se sre}avame so mo} koja ne izgleda deka 
naskoro }e is~ezne. Zatoa, su{tinska zada~a e da 
se razmisluva kako da se obmislat ovie sedmi~ni 
predavawa. Tie, kako i ovie (pogre{ni) ~itawa, se 
za~etoci na razgovorot, a ne nekakvi zaklu~oci; no, 
sepak, narativnata struktura si ima svoj udel.

Zatoa, mislam deka e va`no da se razmisluva za 
na~inot na koj ovie mehanizmi na obmisluvawe 
sodejstvuvaat so formirawata na identitetite i 

This discussion, in one sense, is a continuation of a 
conversation I have been having over the last few years 
with colleagues about “what to do with the history of 
feminism in our lecture theatres and classrooms”? The 
answers I have offered, then, are an attempt to engage 
with the past on the assumption that, as historians, 
we are all engaged in a conversation, both with each 
other and with our students. It is in that spirit that 
these (mis)readings of feminism’s history have been 
offered. Thinking practically, as any pedagogically 
minded historians reading this paper would, these 
two (mis)readings essentially offer a way to frame our 
classroom conversations. The institutional structures 
of universities mean that most undergraduate teaching 
still occurs in the format of lectures followed by seminar 
conversations. Whilst the ongoing pedagogic conversation 
about seminar format and the hopeful predictions of the 
ways in which various student centered approaches can 
disrupt the power-dynamics of knowledge production 
are important, we also need to acknowledge that – as 
lecturers pontificating from the podium on a weekly basis 
– we have a power which doesn’t look like it will disappear 
any time soon. Thinking about the way we frame these 
weekly lectures, then, is a crucial task. They – like these 
(mis)readings – are conversational beginnings rather 
than conclusions, but, narrative structure nonetheless 
makes a difference.

Thinking about how these framing mechanisms interact 
with the formations of identities and politics in our 
present, then, strikes me as an important task. The 
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politikite vo na{evo vreme. Poimot za generaciska 
razlika i natamu zazema podednakvo va`no mesto 
i vo feministi~koto i vo nefeministi~koto 
zamisleno a, se obidov da uka`am, istorisko­
generaciskata logika {to go krepi vakvoto 
pretstavuvawe na feministi~kite minata i na 
feministi~kite sega{nosti mora da se izme{a. 
Nakratko, istori~arite treba da prestanat da 
zboruvaat za generaciska promena i specifi~nost 
i namesto toa treba da po~nat da zboruvaat kako 
o`ivuvaweto na tie idei prioritetizira odredeni 
zamisluvawa na feministi~kata sega{nost i na 
feministi~koto minato, odnosno, kako ovozmo`uva 
vizija za sega{nosta bez nikakov feminizam.

(Pogre{nite) ~itawa {to gi ponudiv tuka sekako 
se nadgraduvaat vrz ogromna masa dela {to ve}e 
gi prenaso~uva aktuelnite feministi~ki debati 
vo istorija na feminizmot. (Sakale nie ili ne, 
na{ite istoriski interesi se formiraat od 
na{ite politi~ki i teoriski konteksti). Me|utoa, 
dodeka Skot i Rajli mo`e silum i privle~no da 
ja presituirale istorijata na feminizmot kako 
mehanizam za premostuvawe na odredna niza debati 
vo ramkite na feministi~kata teorija i praksa, 
nivnoto preoblikuvawe ostanalo nedovr{eno na 
mnogu mesta kade {to se sozdava znaewe. Tokmu zatoa 
{to poimot na generaciskata promena ostanuva da 
bide presuden beleg na razlikata, istorijata na 
feminizmot e sklona da se zasnovuva od strana na 
edna istorisko­generaciska logika {to vremenski 
segregira odredeni vidovi feministi~ka praksa 
(bilo da se o`ivuvaat vo „napisite na mladite 
feministi” bilo vo poformalnite istorii na 
feminizmot). Taka, istoriskoto znaewe ostanuva 
zapletkano vo debata za dvojstvata ednakvost 
ili razlika, modernitet ili postmodernitet, 

notion of generational difference still occupies a central 
place in the feminist and non-feminist imaginary alike, 
and, I have tried to suggest, the historico-generational 
logic that supports this rendering of feminist pasts and 
presents desperately needs to be incohered. In short, 
historians need to stop talking about generational 
change and specificity and start talking about how the 
animation of these ideas prioritizes certain imaginings 
of the feminist present and future, or, how it enables a 
vision of the present without feminism at all. 

The (mis)readings I have offered here are, of course, 
built upon the tremendous body of work that is already 
rerouting current feminist debates into a history of 
feminism. (Whether we like it or not, our historical 
interests are shaped by our political and theoretical 
contexts.) However, whilst Scott and Riley may have 
forcefully and compellingly resituated the history of 
feminism as a mechanism to short circuit a set of debates 
within feminist theory and practice, their reframing 
has been left unfulfilled at many sites of knowledge 
production. Precisely because the notion of generational 
change remains a crucial marker of difference, the 
history of feminism tends to be foundationalised by an 
historico-generational logic that temporally segregates 
certain types of feminist practice. (Whether animated 
in “young feminist writings” or more formal histories of 
feminism.) Historical knowledge then remains caught 
up in a debate between and a legitimation of equality or 
difference, modernity or postmodernity, collectivity or 
individuality. Moreover, these differences are precisely 
the distinctions mapped onto renderings of the anti-
feminist young woman of our present via the operation 



96

kolektivnost ili individualnost, i za nivno 
legitimirawe. Ponatamu, ovie razliki se tokmu 
razgrani~uvawata {to se vpi{ale vo na~inot 
na koj mladite antifeministki ja pretstavuvaat 
na{ava dene{nica koristej}i edna po{iroka 
kulturna istoriografija na feminizmot. Toga{, 
razmisluvaweto za na~inot na koj „celata” istorija 
na feminizmot mo`e da gi zafati ovie strategii 
i stavovi mo`e da ponudi na~in za poni{tuvawe 
na tie temporalizira~ki logiki na legitimirawe 
i otfrlawe. Navistina, mo`e li, blagodarenie 
na edno vakvo (kvir) ispituvawe na istorijata na 
feminizmot, i temporalizira~kite isklu~uvawa 
{to gi pravat koherentni tretobranovskite i 
postfeministi~kite identiteti i narativite za 
istoriskiot napredok koi obezbeduvaat „mejnstrim” 
antifeministi~ki identiteti da ne izgledaat tolku 
kako edinstvena opcija za sega{nosta i za idninata 
na feminizmot?   
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34. Elizabeth Deeds Ermath, “Agency in the Discursive 
Condition,” History and Theory, no. 40 (2001).

35. As Victoria Hattam suggests, conventions of historical 
research “need to be reframed as a self-conscious response 
to issues in our own time” because postmodern critique 
has made the claim to study the past “for its own sake” 
impossible to uphold and alerted us to the necessarily 
political nature of all knowledge formations. Victoria 
Hattam, “History, Agency, and Political Change,” Polity 
32, no. 3 (2000).

36. Richard Price, “Practices of Historical Narrative,” 
Rethinking History 5, no. 3 (2001).

37. Helen Bowen-Raddeker, Skeptical History (London and 
New York: Routledge, 2007). 

38. My thanks must go to Sarah Pinto for years (!) of 
conversations of this nature – whether about our historical 
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немаше да го напишам без нејзиниот силно ангажи-
ран политичко-теориски ум. За нејзината расправа 
за политичките импликации на историските нарати-
ви, види “Emotional Histories” Re-thinking History [во 
подготовка]. 

39. Margaret Somers, “Narrativity, Narrative Identity and 
Social Action: Rethinking English Working-Class Forma-
tion,” во The Narrative and History Reader, ed. Geoffrey 
Roberts (London and New York: Routledge, 2001).

40. Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of the Closet 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990).

41. Annamarie Jagose, Queer Theory (Carlton: Melbourne 
University Press, 1996). 

42. Pamela Robertson, Guilty Pleasures: Feminist Camp 
from Mae West to Madonna (London and New York: IB 
Tauris Publishers, 2007).

43. Нормално, разбирам дека неминовно ова е нецело-
сен проект токму затоа што не се зафаќам со дина-
миката на создавањето знаења „во училницата“. Но, 
размислувањето за приказните што ги изнесуваме 
(дури и ако тоа го правиме само за да можат нашите 
студенти да ги оспорат) е важен проект. Меѓутоа, исто 
така се вардам и од обидите подучувајќи историја да 
создадам младофеминистички субјекти. Но, мислам 
дека тоа е малку проблематично. Постои драстична 
разлкика меѓу чинот со кој се нарушува создавањето 
знаење и чинот со кој на негово место се наметнува 
„точната“ положба на субјектот.

44. Mary Bryson and Suzanne de Castell, “Queer Pedagogy: 
Praxis Makes Im/Perfect,” Canadian Journal of Educa-
tion 18, no. 3 (1993).

45. Дефиницијава ја изведов од Ненси Кот. Nancy Cott, 
The Grounding of Modern Feminism  (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1987).

publishing or teaching. This paper wouldn’t have been 
possible without her robustly engaged politico-theoritical 
mind. For her discussion of the political implications of 
historical narratives, see her “Emotional Histories” Re-
thinking History [forthcoming]. 

39. Margaret Somers, “Narrativity, Narrative Identity and 
Social Action: Rethinking English Working-Class Forma-
tion,” in The Narrative and History Reader, ed. Geoffrey 
Roberts (London and New York: Routledge, 2001).

40. Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of the Closet 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990).

41. Annamarie Jagose, Queer Theory (Carlton: Melbourne 
University Press, 1996). 

42. Pamela Robertson, Guilty Pleasures: Feminist Camp 
from Mae West to Madonna (London and New York: IB 
Tauris Publishers, 2007).

43. I realize, of course, that this is necessarily an incomplete 
project precisely because I don’t engage with the dynamics 
of knowledge production “in the classroom.” Thinking, 
however, about the stories we enact (even if only so 
our students can contest them) is an important project. 
However, I’m also wary of the efforts to produce young 
feminist subjects through the act of teaching history. 
There is a drastic difference, I would suggest, between the 
act of disrupting knowledge formation and imposing the 
“right” subject position in its place.

44. Mary Bryson and Suzanne de Castell, “Queer Pedagogy: 
Praxis Makes Im/Perfect,” Canadian Journal of Education 
18, no. 3 (1993).

45. This definition is drawn from Nancy Cott. Nancy Cott, 
The Grounding of Modern Feminism (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1987).
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46. Иако постмодернистката во мене едноставно сака да 
го „деконструира“ значењето на феминизмот во учил-
ницата (и во историска и во друга смисла), не сум тол-
ку убедена дека тоа е стратегија што секогаш дава ко-
рисни политички (а впрочем и образовни) исходи. За 
опуштеност во нестабилноста треба вежба!

47. Добро е документирано дека феминизмот во својот 
француски облик се јавил во 1890-тите, а на англиски 
бил преведен набргу потоа.

48. Но, предупредувањето на Барбара Кејн за примената 
на некаква аналитичка и историска специфичност врз 
нашето користење на терминот е корисен потсетник. 
Како што вели Кејн во контекстот на пргавите деба-
ти за плуралноста на феминизмот во 1990-тите, „има 
некаква смисла да се ограничат терминот и неговите 
тврдења“. Barbara Caine, “Feminism, Suffrage and the 
Nineteenth Century English Women’s Movement,” Wom-
en’s Studies International Forum 5, no. 6 (1982).

49. Denise Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the Cat-
egory of “Women” in History (London: 1988).

50. Barbara Taylor, “Feminism and the Enlightenment 1650-
1850: Research Agenda for a Comparative History,” His-
tory Workshop Journal, no. 47 (1999).

51. Дури и далеку подолгата студија на Герда Лернер ло-
цира значајно поместување на крајот од осумнаесет-
тиот век. Меѓутоа, Лернер се труди да анализира „фе-
министичка свест... [која ја дефинира како] сознание 
на жените дека припаѓаат на подредена група; дека 
трпеле штети како група; дека нивната положба на 
подреденост е неприродна; дека мора да се здружат 
со други жени за да ги исправат тие штети“. За Лер-
нер тоа значи дека една феминистичка свест за патри-
јархатот била можна долго пред „модернитетот“. Во 
една смисла, се согласувам. Се разбира дека има при-
мери што можат да покажат дека жените ја оспорувале 
својата општествено создадена положба уште во два-

46. Whilst the postmodernist in me simply wants to 
“deconstruct” the meaning of feminism (both historical 
and otherwise) in the classroom, I’m less convinced that 
this is a strategy that always supplies useful political(and 
indeed, educational) outcomes. Being comfortable with 
instability requires training! 

47. As is well documented, feminism appeared in its French 
form in the 1890s and was translated into English quite 
soon after.

48. Barbara Caine’s warning about employing some analytic 
and historical specificity to our use of the term is, however, 
a useful reminder. As Caine argues, in the context the 
fractious debates about feminisms plurality in the 1990s, 
“there is some merit in limiting the term and its claims.” 
Barbara Caine, ”Feminism, Suffrage and the Nineteenth 
Century English Women’s Movement,” Women’s Studies 
International Forum 5, no. 6 (1982).

49. Denise Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the 
Category of “Women” in History (London: 1988).

50. Barbara Taylor, “Feminism and the Enlightenment 1650-
1850: Research Agenda for a Comparative History,” 
History Workshop Journal, no. 47 (1999).

51. Even Gerda Lerner’s much longer study locates a 
significant shift in the late eighteenth century. Lerner is, 
however, seeking to analyse “feminist consciousness… 
[which she defines as] the awareness of women that they 
belong to a subordinate group: that they have suffered 
wrongs as a group; that their condition of subordination 
is not natural; that they must join with other women to 
remedy these wrongs.” For Lerner, this means that a 
feminist consciousness of patriarchy was possible long 
before “modernity.” In one sense, I don’t disagree. There 
are certainly examples that can demonstrate women 
challenged their socially produced position as early as the 
twelfth century. Gerda Lerner, The Creation of Feminist 
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наесеттиот век. Gerda Lerner, The Creation of Feminist 
Consciousness: From the Middle Ages to Eighteen-Sev-
enty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993). Меѓутоа, 
во шемата во која зборвам, не сум толку убедена дека 
тоа треба да го нарекуваме „феминизам“, и тоа од 
политички причини што ќе се видат. Навистина, една 
корисна последица од проектот за ограничување на 
„феминизмот“ на модерната доба би била и терминот 
„патријархат“ да се врати во историскиот дискурс за 
да денотира тврдоглав однос на моќ што изгледа ги 
испресекува повеќето дистинкции на историското 
време. Тогаш, не би биле феминистички сите реакции 
на патријархатот. За користењето на патријархатот 
како термин на историска анализа, види Judith M. 
Bennett, “Feminism and History,” Gender and History 1, 
no. 3 (1989).

52. На пример, види Katherine B. Clinton, “Femme Et 
Philosophe: Enlightenment Origins of Feminism” Eigh-
teenth-Century Studies, no. 8.

53. За расправа на оваа тема, види Susan Amussen, “The 
History of Feminism,” Journal of Women’s History 
8, no. 1 (1996). Решителниот отпор на многумина 
просветителски мислители кон политичката 
еднаквост меѓу социо-политичките категории „маж“ и 
„жена“ на сличен начин ја поткопува претпоставката 
дека епистемолошките претпоставки на западниот 
модернитет им нуделе на жените нови начини да ги 
сфатат постоечките структури на исклучување. Тоа 
не значи дека сакам да го позиционирам „западното 
просветителство“ како единствениот проблем против 
кој жените морале да се мобилизираат и, впрочем, како 
проблемот, а не неговото решение. Попрво, сакам да 
укажам на понијансиран приод кон овој конкретен 
проблем. Навистина, расправата на Фредерик Купер 
за либерално-демократските дискурси во колонијални 
контексти е поучна тука. Купер вели дека треба да 
обрнеме внимание на начините на кои овие рамки 
содржеле „внатрешни пориви за исклучување“ (да 
го прафразирам Удај Мехта), но и на начините на 

Consciousness: From the Middle Ages to Eighteen-Seventy 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993).In the schema 
I am proposing, however, I’m less convinced that we 
should call that “feminism,” for political reasons that will 
become apparent. Indeed, a useful corollary to the project 
of constraining “feminism” to the modern period would 
also be to bring the term ‘patriarchy’ back into historical 
discourse to denote a stubborn relationship of power that 
seems to cut across most distinctions of historical time. 
Responses to patriarchy, then, wouldn’t all be feminist. 
On the use of patriarchy as a term of historical anaylsis, 
see Judith M. Bennett, “Feminism and History,” Gender 
and History 1, no. 3 (1989).

52. See, for example, Katherine B. Clinton, “Femme Et 
Philosophe: Enlightenment Origins of Feminism” 
Eighteenth-Century Studies, no. 8.

53. For a discussion of this, see Susan Amussen, “The History 
of Feminism,” Journal of Women’s History 8, no. 1 (1996). 
The determined hostility of many enlightenment thinkers 
towards political equality between the socio-political 
categories “man” and “woman” similarly undermines 
the assumption that the epistemological assumptions 
of western modernity offered women new ways to 
comprehend existing structures of exclusion. This is not to 
say that I want to position “western enlightenment” as the 
only problem against which women have had to mobilize, 
and, indeed, as the problem and not its solution. Rather, 
I am trying to suggest a more nuanced approach to this 
particular problem. Indeed, Frederick Cooper’s discussion 
of liberal democratic discourses in colonial contexts is 
instructive here, Cooper suggest that we need to pay 
attention to the ways in which these frameworks contained 
“internal urges of exclusion” (to paraphrase Uday Mehta) 
but also to the ways in which ideas about liberal rights 
and entitlements offered “niches in which [people would] 
hide and fend for themselves [and] handles by which 



10
6
кои идеите за либералните права и следувања нуде-
ле „ниши во кои [луѓето би] се криеле и самите би се 
снаоѓале [како и] лостови со кои самиот систем би се 
поместил“. Frederick Cooper, Colonialism in Question: 
Theory, Knowledge, History (Berkeley: University of Cal-
ifornia Press, 2005), Uday Mehta, “Liberal Strategies of 
Exclusion,” in Tensions of Empire: Colonial Cultures in 
a Bourgeois World, ed. Ann Laura Stoler and Frederick 
Cooper (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997).

54. Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Cambridge: Pol-
ity Press, 1988), Thomas Laqueur, Making Sex: Body and 
Gender from the Greeks to Freud (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1990).

55. Claire Goldberg Moses, French Feminism in the Nine-
teenth Century  (New York: State University of New York 
Press, 1984).

56. Dorinda Outram, The Enlightenment, 2nd ed. (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

57. Denisa Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the Cat-
egory оf “Women” In History (University of Minnesota 
Press, 1989). 

58. Rosi Braidotti, “Mothers, Monsters, and Machines,” во 
Writing on the Body: Female Embodiment and Feminist 
Theory, ed. Katie Conboy, Nadia Medina, and Sarah Stan-
bury (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997).

59. Joan Wallach Scott, Only Paradoxes to Offer (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1996).

60. Можеби најочигледен проблем со оваа конкретно 
разграничување се начините на кои феминизмот ста-
нува производ на западното историско поместување, 
а сигурно немам намера да имплицирам дека феми-
низмот мора, неминовно и секогаш, да биде западен 
производ. Попрво, се надевам дека размислувањето 
за „модерната“ полова разлика како институционал-

the system itself could be moved.” Frederick Cooper, 
Colonialism in Question: Theory, Knowledge, History 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005), Uday 
Mehta, “Liberal Strategies of Exclusion,” in Tensions of 
Empire: Colonial Cultures in a Bourgeois World, ed. Ann 
Laura Stoler and Frederick Cooper (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1997).

54. Carole Pateman, The Sexual Contract (Cambridge: Polity 
Press, 1988), Thomas Laqueur, Making Sex: Body and 
Gender from the Greeks to Freud (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1990).

55. Claire Goldberg Moses, French Feminism in the 
Nineteenth Century. (New York: State University of New 
York Press, 1984).

56. Dorinda Outram, The Enlightenment, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2005).

57. Denise Riley, Am I That Name: Feminism and the 
Category оf “Women” In History (University of Minnesota 
Press, 1989).

58. Rosi Braidotti, “Mothers, Monsters, and Machines,” in 
Writing on the Body: Female Embodiment and Feminist 
Theory, ed. Katie Conboy, Nadia Medina, and Sarah 
Stanbury (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997).

59. Joan Wallach Scott, Only Paradoxes to Offer (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1996).

60. Perhaps the most obvious problem with this particular 
delimitation is the ways in which feminism becomes 
the product of western historical shift and I certainly 
don’t mean to imply that feminism is necessarily, 
inevitably and always a western project. Rather, I would 
hope that thinking about “modern” sexual difference 
as the instituting logic for feminist protest demands a 
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на логика за феминистички протест налага концеп-
туализација на модернитетот што не почнува и не 
завршува во Европа. Тука поучен е исказот на Анто-
анет Бартон дека родовата разлика и империјализмот 
ги гледаме како меѓусебно конститутивни (наместо 
како дискретни подрачја што функционираат едно 
преку друго). Навистина, историите на просветител-
ството и половата разлика се имплицирани во оној 
друг голем проект на модернитетот, империјализмот. 
Ородените дискурси што го овозможиле концептот на 
разумниот поединец биле, како што укажува Трин Т. 
Минх-ха (Trinh T. Minh-ha), подеднакво детермини-
ран од концептите на расните разлики што ја создале 
можноста за империјална експлоатација. Така, европ-
скиот модернитет, го создале неговите провинциски 
ангажмани, да го парафразирам Дипеш Чакрабарти 
(Dipesh Chakrabarty). Тогаш, и (модерниот) фемини-
зам – како што се тврдеше во толку многу понови дела 
– се создавал во империјалните размени и експлоата-
ции. Trinh T. Minh-ha, Woman, Native, Other (Bloom-
ington: Indiana University Press, 1999). Dipesh Chakrab-
arty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and 
Historical Difference, ed. Sherry B Ortner, Princeton 
Studies in Culture / Power / History (Princeton: Princ-
eton University Press, 2000). Значајно е тоа што иако 
современите новински колумнисти можат редовно да 
ја отфрлаат релевантноста на феминизмот за „нашиов 
свет“, истовремено ја истакнуваат важната работа 
што се јавува во оној подеднакво окапан означител, 
„третиот свет“. Затоа, мора да внимаваме да не го 
врамиме феминизмот како исход од „Европа“ туку 
да го доживуваме како исход од модернитетот што 
ги опфаќа и центрите и перифериите како историски 
„изворишта“. Antoinette Burton, Burdens of History: 
British Feminists, Indian Women, and Imperial Culture, 
1865-1915 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1994); Antoinette Burton, “Thinking Beyond the 
Boundaries: Empire, Feminism and the Domains of His-
tory,” Social History 26, no. 1 (2001); Antoinette Burton, 
ed., Politics and Empire in Victorian Britain: A Reader 
(New York: Palgrave, 2001); Kumari Jayawarderna, Fem-
inism and Nationalism in the Thirds Worlds (London: 
Zed Books, 1986).

conceptualisation of modernity that doesn’t start and 
finish in Europe. Antoinette Burton’s suggestion that 
we think about gender difference and imperialism as 
mutually constitutive (rather than discrete fields that 
operate through each other) is instructive here. Indeed, 
the histories of the enlightenment and sexual difference 
are implicated in that other great project of modernity, 
imperialism. The gendered discourses that enabled the 
concept of the reasoning individual were, as Trinh T. 
Minh-ha points out, equally determined by the concepts 
of racial difference that produced the possibility of 
imperial exploitation. European modernity was thus 
produced, to paraphrase Dipesh Chakrabarty, by its 
provincial engagements. So too, then, (modern) feminism 
– as so much recent work has argued – was constituted in 
imperial exchanges and exploitations. Trinh T. Minh-ha, 
Woman, Native, Other (Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1999). Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing 
Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference, 
ed. Sherry B Ortner, Princeton Studies in Culture / Power 
/ History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000). 
Significantly, whilst contemporary newspaper columnists 
might regularly dismiss the relevance of feminism to “our 
world,” they simultaneously assert the important work 
occurring in that equally hoary signifier, the “third world.” 
We must be careful, therefore, not to frame feminism as 
an outcome of “Europe” but of a modernity that imbricates 
centres and peripheries as historical “origins.” Antoinette 
Burton, Burdens of History: British Feminists, Indian 
Women, and Imperial Culture, 1865-1915 (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1994); Antoinette 
Burton, “Thinking Beyond the Boundaries: Empire, 
Feminism and the Domains of History,” Social History 
26, no. 1 (2001); Antoinette Burton, ed., Politics and 
Empire in Victorian Britain: A Reader (New York: 
Palgrave, 2001); Kumari Jayawarderna, Feminism and 
Nationalism in the Thirds Worlds (London: Zed Books, 
1986).
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61. “Women’s Time” in New Maladies of the Soul (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1995).

62. Lynn S. Chancer, Reconcilable Differences: Confront-
ing Beauty, Pornography, and the Future of Feminism 
(Berkeley, Los Angeles and London: University of Califor-
nia Press, 1998), 286.

63. E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey Looser, “Introduction 1: An 
Exchange,” во Generations: Academic Feminists in Dia-
logue, ed. E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey Looser (Minneap-
olis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), 13.

64. Sarah Gamble, “Postfeminism,” во The Routledge Com-
panion to Feminism and Postfeminism, ed. Sarah Gam-
ble (New York and London: Routledge, 2001).

65. Rebecca Walker, “Introduction,” во To Be Read: Telling 
the Truth and Changing the Face of Feminism, ed. Re-
becca Walker (New York: Anchor Books, 1995).

66. Kathy Bail, Diy Feminism (Sydney: Allen and Unwin, 
1996).

67. Leslie Heywood and Jennifer Drake, “Introduction,” во 
Third-wave Agenda: Being Feminst, Doing Feminism, 
ed. Leslie Heywood and Jennifer Drake (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1997), 11.

68. Вокер го тврди токму тоа, Rebecca Walker, “Introduc-
tion,” во To Be Read: Telling the Truth and Changing the 
Face of Feminism, ed. Rebecca Walker (New York: An-
chor Books, 1995).

69. Richard Jinman, “Generation Sex,” The Sydney Morning 
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An Exchange,” in Generations: Academic Feminists 
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