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Jin bayuep Ksup ncnutysare Ha

UCTOPUCKNTE POAOCIOBMja HA
theMMHU3MOT 3a NoTpebuUTe Ha
YHUBEpP3UTETCKaTa YYUNHULA

Cure HHe CMe UCTOpUYAPH, O3 pa3JIuKa JaIH CH
GapaMe objacHyBarba IIPU MOJTUTAYKUATE PACIIPABH,
IUIAHUPAHETO HA CONICTBEHUTE KUBOTHH ITPOEKTH,

TepanujaTa Wil HapaTUBUTE.

HcropuckuTe KOHBEHIIUN DYHKIIMOHUPAAT...
KaKO OCHOBHH JIATKY HA MICJIATA.
(Enmmzabet Tunc Epmat 2008)*

I'u rnegam cydpakeTkure Kou ce 60opea 1 THHea 3a 1a

MMaMe IIPABO Ha IJIAC U Ce BIIAIIyBaM... HO JIEHEIIHUTE
MOMH 07 ,pemMuHn3aM“ ogpa3bupaar jge3bejku Kou

MaJIaT IPaJHULY U TH MPa3aT MaXKUTE... He € HEBaXKHA
€/THAKBOCTA Ha JKEHUTE, TYKy (peMUHU3MOT Tpeba 7ja ce
pebpeHiupa.

(Llepu XamuBen 2008)*

HeomamHa, BO €7HO TeJEBU3UCKO WHTEPBjy, llepu
Xanusen (Geri Halliwell) ymre emnammn Biese Bo auc-
Kyp3UBHaTa KaBra OKOJIy OHOCOT Mely MJIQJIUTE KEHU
1 (PEMHUHHUCTUYKHUOT MTPOEKT M ja MOTBPAU CBOjaTa aM-
OMBaJIEGHTHOCT KOH CIIEKTApoOT Ha ,peMuHu3MOT .> Ko-
MeHTapuTe Ha XaJIMBeJ BO alpuy 2008 rojiuHa He Oea
ocameH HM30JIMK; BO U3BMHHATHBE TOJUHU OJBpEMe-Ha-
BpeMe ja OTBP/AyBAallle CBojaTa 3aJI0K0a 3a ,lIpaBUYHA
[u] pomoBa emHAKBOCT“, MCTOBPEMEHO TBPAEjKH JleKa
beMuHU3MOT cu UMaJ ,,ipobIeM coO UMHUIIOT* U Tpeba-
JIo 51a ce ,pebpenaupa“. IloHaTaMy, MOIITHE CJIUYHO Ha
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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)*

Ilook 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)>

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.”® 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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KOMEHTApHUTE IIITO TH M3HECE BO U3BMUHATAaBa JIeleHuja,
XayimBes1 MOOMJIM3HpPA MHOTY IOBeKe ciie0eHUId Ha
CBOHTE COIJIEAyBama 3a ,pejieBaHTHOCTA” (MU Hpesie-
BaHTHOCTa) Ha (HPEMHHHCTHYKHOT IIPOTECT: HMEHO,
SMmuanure skeHu .* Cropes XasuBes, HPaKTUKHUTE Ha
efeH eMuHu3aM caTeH BO IIOTECHA CMUCIa — HAKO CE
HMCTOPHMCKHY 3HAYAjHU — HE OZaT 3a€HO CO MHTEPECUTE U
HMCKYCTBaTa Ha JIEHEITHUTE MJIaIH JKEeHH.

OTkako mpomajiHa BTOPHOT OpaH M OTKAKO II0 HETO ce
jaBHja OCIIOpyBaHHUTE IOApavja Ha peaKIMOHATa ITOJIH-
THKa Ha MOCT(EMHUHU3MOT O] JIEBEJIECETTUTE TOJUHH,
KOMEHTapuTe Ha XaJjiuBeJl ce BKJIONHja BO €JHa Te-
cHa (JIeHec ce€ TOIBPCTa) pelnpe3eHTaTUBHA MEjHCTPUM
Tpaiuiifja BO 3aMaJHUTE JINOEPATHU IEMOKPATHH Koja
T'H COTIOCTaByBa (pUTYpPAIIMUTE ,MJIAHU KeHU" U ,,(peMHU-
Hu3aM“. M BHCTMHA, KaKO CIIEKTaKyJIapHO OTEJIOT-
BOpEHHE Ha MPOMOBUPAIETO Ha ,,IEeBOjUMHCKATa MOK"
mTo ja mpeasozea Cmoaje rpic, Xaauses, pa3oupInuBo,
Oerie e Of] CJIOKEHUOT KYJITYpeH Iejca’k IINTO IO
OKpy>KyBallle GeMUHU3MOT BO JieBesieceTTuTe.” Buiio Bo
XaJIMBeJIOBOTO TPOMOBHPamhe Ha ,,JIEeBOjUMHCKATa MOK"
(macriporu peMUHU3MOT)® BO KOH3€pBATUBHUTE KOMEH-
TapH JieKa PEMUHUCTUYKUOT IPOEKT OJIEN ,,[IpeaieKy”’
BO CJIaBeHmaTa Ha KOPUCHO-yZoOHAaTa JKEHCKa CeKCyasl-
HOCT KaKO Opy»kje IIITO ro n3bpasa eJiHa ,HOBa reHepa-
nuja“,® 610 BO HEKOj IIOPOj O/ BU3YEJIHU ¥ KHUKEBHU
(uUKIUKM OKOJIy JKeHaTa IIITO TH ITIOCTaByBaa MJIAJIUTE
’KEHU BO aMOUBAJIEHTEH JHjasIOT CO CJIOJKEHUTE COIHO-
KyJATYPHU AUBHUAEHAN O (PEMUHUCTHYKHOT AKTHBH-
3aM OJI CEyM/IECETTUTE U OCcyMjieceTuTe,’ GeMUHU3MOT
ce 37100M CO HOBU 3Hauema Ha /100JIeceH, HO 3acTapeH
MMOJINTUYKU TPoeKT.'® Cropes oBaa JIOTHUKA, ,KEPKHUBE
Ha (peMHUHU3MOT" ce coouyBaaT CO MOKHOCTA Jla MaaT
cé, HO Jla ’KaJiaT MOopaji Hu3ara 3aryou (Ha >KeHCTBe-
HOCTa, 3abaBaTa, yoaBUHATa, MajUMHCTBOTO M CEKCyaJI-
HOTO Y?KHBambe) IIITO TH Ipou3Bes peMuHu3MoT." Kako
IIITO KOH KPajoT Ha OCYMJIECETTHUTE BHJIOBHUTO YKa’ka

observations about the “relevance” (or otherwise) of
feminist protest: namely, “young women.”* 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.°> Whether in Halliwell’s promotion of “girl-power”
(in opposition to feminism),® conservative commentary
about the feminist project going “too far,”” celebrations
of a commodity-comfortable female sexuality as the
chosen weapon of a “new generation,”® 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,’ “feminism” garnered new meanings
as a virtuous, but outdated political project.” 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.” 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.”* 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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Bb. Pybu Puu (B Ruby Rich), ,pemunusamor cranan
MajuYnHCKU JIUK, 2 OHA IITO r'o IJiefjaMe e OYHTOT Ha Kep-
kaTa“.’” MHorymMuHa (EeMHHHUCTUYKHA HAYIHUIIH/IKH
3abesexkyBaaT Jeka Meradopara 3a TeHepanucKaTa
IIDOMEHA € CWIEH OPraHM3UPAaYKH MOTUB BO OIlEHY-
BameTO Ha OJHOCOT IMoMery (peMUHH3MOT U MJIAJUTE
’KeHH (a2 BO CBOETO y4Ueme U/WIH ja OKHBOTBOPYBaar
taa Metadopa). MefyToa, oBaa MIMPOKO PACIIPOCTPAH-
eTa KyJITypHa JIOTMKa He € KOJUpaHa caMo Of] TeHepa-
[[UCKaTa Pas3jiuKa; OM cakaya Jla yKakaM JieKa € U HC-
Topucky HapatuB. CJIOTAaHOT Ha KOJIyMHHUCTKaTa PoHza
Banucrep (Rhonda Bannister) og 2004 rogunHa aexa
,MJIQJIUTE JKeHH... [Tpeba] a 6umaT MPOBOKATUBHU U
[ma HOCAT] TaHTeJIeHM TaKWYKWA W TaHTH, coceMa jac-
HO MOKa)KyBa €JHAa CpeJUIIHA IIPETIOCTaBKa Ha OBaa
penpe3eHTaTUBHA IIeMa; 3a ,HeMUHU3MOT  [HeMma]
MHOTY MECTO BO JIEHEITHOTO OIIITECTBO... ONIITECTBOTO
NPoI0JKUI0 nNoHaTaMy.'® Kako mro ykaxkysa unac-Ep-
Mapt (Deeds-Ermarth), ucropuckoro pazmuciyBame e
»OCHOBHA aJIaTKa HAa MUCJIATA“ IITO OJf CUTE HAC IPaBU
HCTOpUYApU — BKIIyuuTesHo 1 oA I lepu Xanuses. Hasuc-
THHA, KOMEHTapoT Ha XayuBes 3a cyhpakeTKUTe U 3a
MJIQZIUTE KEHU eCEeHIMjaIn3Upa eZleH IPOMUICKYUTETEH
MOTHB IITO HapaTUBU3UpPA €leH aMOUBaJIEHTEH OJHOC
noMery MJIAJUTE Ke€HU U (HEMHUHUCTHYKUOT IPOEKT
BO TeMIiopajnu3upayka cmuciaa.'* Taka, Ha MHOIITBO
TOUYKHU Ha MEJHCTPUM KYJITYPHOTO IIPOU3BO/ICTBO, hemu-
Hu3motll e uctiopuja (u Tpeba Ja cH ocTaHe BO Hea).
On coryenyBamaTa Ha Puy Bo ocymzeceTTuTe, uzejata
3a OYHTOT Ha KepkaTa camo Jo0WI 3aMaB, a THE KEPKH
JleHeC ce BO YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE YIWJIHUIN KaJie IITO ja
M3ydyBaar UCTopHjaTa Ha (PeMUHU3MOT.

3aroa, He e Oall ¥ HEKAKBO UyZO INTO MpeJaBavuTe
BO YVYWIHHIIUTE 32 POJOBU CTY[IUM MOIIHE YECTO TU
JI0YEKyBaaT Co PeueHuIaTa ,He cyM (peMHUHUCT/Ka, HO...”
Kaxko mro ykaxkyBaatr IBoH Tackep (Yvonne Tasker) u
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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.”® 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.**
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”

B
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Hajen Hurpa (Diane Negra), UpOHUYHHUTE aIy3UH Ha
,300pOT Ha OykBara ¢...“* Bo HapoFHATa KYJITypa ce e
0/l €/THO MHOTY IOIINPOKO KYJITYPHO IIPEUCIIUIIIYBahe
Ha GeMHHU3MOT Kako 300p mTo e 6e300paseH 3a Mja-
aute xeHu.”® U noneka paznu GeMUHUCTUYKU TJ1aCOBU
BO XOP ¥ Ha CHOT IJIac JiejeKaaT opajgy KapuKkaTypuTe
Ha (peMUHU3MOT IITO T'U IOTKPEeIyBaaT OBUE PeaKIuo-
HEpHU IPeUCHUIIyBamka, LIeJN KyIUIITa OAATOIU Of
OMIIITECTBEHUTE HAYK! IIOTBP/IyBaart ieKa MJIaJIUTe XKeHU
MMaaT U3PUYHO aMOUBaJIeHTeH CTaB KOH (eMUHU3-
MOT:*® peakiujaTta npotuB GeMUHUZMOT QYHKIIMOHHUPA.
OTTyka, mnOAy4YyBameTO HCTOpUja Ha (GHEeMUHU3MOT
(xako (peMUHHCTUYKY IPOEKT) HAMETHYBA HEKOU CEPH-
03HM npenu3Buny. He camo 3amro Hue (akajeMCKuTe
KPYTOBH) HE MOKEMe JIa ce IOTIIPeMe Ha MOXKHOCTA JleKa
ke UM ja KpeHeMe CBeCTa Ha CBOUTE CTYAEHTH O CTe-
IIeH Ha IIPOCBETJIEHU IJIeANINTA Ha (peMUHU3MOT (KaKo
60:xeM /1a Moke 71a 6ujie TOIKy oOeMHyBaUKa IeyITa Ja
ce cO3/1aJie UCTOpHja), HO U 3aT0A IITO CTY/IEHTUTE KOU
JleHeC ce BO HAIIWTe YUYWJIHUIY T'U IOTTUKHYBaJje Jja ce
cdarar cebecu BO e/leH TEMIIOPIN3NPAH HApaTUB 3a
reHepalyCcKo O/lajiedyBame O/ CaMHOT (peMUHU3aM.
MHoryTe (GeMUHUCTUYKN TeOpeTU3Upama BO CEAyM-
JleceTTUTe M OCyMJIeCeTTUTEe CO3/[aBajle CUJIHU BPCKHU
Merly MOydyBamEeTO UCTOPHja HA (GEMUHU3MOT U eIHa
peuricu (ppeuprjaHCcKa NpeTcTaBa JieKa KpeBameTo Ha
CBeCcTa € HeKaKoB (peMUHUCTUUKU NMPOEKT.” Tokmy 3a-
TOa IITO OBa Oellle ,,6e3uMeH PoOJIEM”, IMEHYBaHETO
Ha KeHCKaTa YTHeTEeHOCT O CTpaHa Ha HCTOpHUYAPUTE
BO aKa/JIleMCKUTE KpPYrOBHM CTaHa IIOJIUTUYKU HEOI-
XO7leH TpoekT.® Mefyroa, BO COBPEMEHWTE 3allaHU
subepasHy 1eMOKpaTHH, (PeMUHU3MOT ce MMEHYBaI U
HACWJIHO ce IpernMeHyBasl. KyJITypHUTE CTaTUBHU ce II0-
Mmectmie. [ToHaTaMy, cakaMm Jja ykaskam Jieka MefyceOHO

* urpa Ha 3060pOBH €O TOYETHUTE OYKBU O] aHIJIMCKUTE 360pOBU

Lfuck®u ,,feminism®, mrro Ha MaKeZOHCKY MOKE /1a Ce [0JIOBH €11 H-
CTBEHO CO JIBOjCTBOTO ,,byka“ u ,,bemuHnzam” (3a0. Ipes).

in popular culture are part of a much wider cultural
reinscription of feminism as a dirty word for young
women."” 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:* 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.” 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.”® 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.” 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.** These

9
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KOZUpaukuTe MeTadopu 3a reHepalicCKu U UCTOPUCKU
IpOMeHU (IIPeTCTaBeH! KaKO MajKU, KEDKU U HUBHUTE
JIUCKPETHU COIVO-TIOJIUTUYKN KOHTEKCTH) IO MOJIYJIH-
paJie oBa KyJITYPHO N3MeCTyBambe. AKO € TOUHO, KaKO IIITO
tBpau Amuc Hennm (Ashis Nandy), neka ncropuckara
CBECT — KaKO HAYUH 32 IOBP3yBame Ha CeranrHocTa
CO MMHATOTO CIOpeJ], HapaTUBUTe HA IPOrpecUBHATA
IpoMeHa — JIEHeC ,ja moceayBa 3eMjaTa“, BOOIIITO HE
Tpeba Jja ce U3HEHAIMMe IIITO MUHATOTO U CeramrHocTa
Ha GeMHUHU3MOT ce ucropusupase.” Bo egHa cmucia,
(eMUHU3MOT 33/10/I’KUTETHO COAPIKU HEIITO IIITO MOKe
Jla ce Hapede KyJITypHA ucropuorpaduja: mMmeHo, 30up
0/l KOJIEKTUBHO KOHCTUTYUDAaHU KOHBEHIIMU U IIpeT-
IIOCTaBKU IITO paboTaT /ia ja aBTOPU3UpaaT BUCTUHATA
3a ucropujata Ha ¢peMUHU3MOT.*° OBUE HcTOpHOTpaAd-
CKM KOHBEHIIMU 33JI0JDKUTEJIHO LpHaT eHepruja u ce
IIPEUCIUIIINBAAT CeKoram Kora Xasiuesl 300pyBa 3a
cybpaketkute, kora banucrep (Bannister) ke uzjaBu
JleKa OIIIITeCTBOTO IPOJOJIKUIO IIOHATaMy M Kora
BO JIHEBHUTE BECHHUIU ,KepkuTe“ Ha (HEeMHUHU3MOT Cce
CIIOMEHyBaaT KaKoO KoXepeHTeH ckJyIomn. Torar, MoxeOu
HajroJIeMHOT IPOOJIEM CO KOj Ce COOUyBaaT aKa/IeMCKUTE
IIpeflaBayy KoM IO/lydyBaaT ucTtopuja Ha GeMUHU3MOT
e 6bopbara IMpOTHUB KyJITypHATa ucropuorpaduja mro ce
Bp3yBa co 300poT Ha ,,b“.

Bo BakOB KOHTEKCT, aKaJIEMCKUTE UCTOPHUYAPH Ce HA I'O-
JIeMO UCKyIlIeHue Jja ce HadaraT BO CBOUTE YUMITHUIIU
Jla T ,MCIIpaBaaT” HCTOPHCKUTE M COBPEMEHUTE 3a-
Oomynu 3a demuHusmor. HecropHo e geka Hapoj-
CKUTe HApaTHBU IITO OBO3MOXKYBAaaT KpyTO OTdP-
Jlarbe Ha (peMUHHCTUYKATA IOJUTHKA MMaaT Ipecy/iHa
IIOTKpeNna BO ,MeJHCTPUM® IPETCTABUTE 32 MUHATOTO
U 3a ceramHocTa Ha GeMUHU3MOT, KOUIITO ja OGpumaT
ceTa KOMIUIEKCHOCT U T'O IIPETCTaByBaaT COBPEMEHUOT
demuHM3aM BO pyba IITO MHOTYMHHA €/iBaj OU ja mpe-
no3Haste.”' Kako IITo co 33a7{0BOJICTBO OU yKaXKasl CEKOj
yueH (GEMUHHCT, Of] JE€BElEeCETTUTE TOJUHH JI0 JIEHEC
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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.” 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

’II
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ce T0jaBUJIO IEJI0 €JHO MHOIITBO IHCAHU]ja OJT MJIAJIA
(beMUHHCTH KOHWINTO ce 3aHMMAaBaaT CO HacJeACcTBaTa
Ha (EeMUHUCTUYKHOT MMPOEKT U KOU ycIleBaaT Jia IOHY-
JlaT MOJAJIUTETH Ha MHUCJIA U IIpaKca 4dja IpeMuca He
e ordpiamwero. TpeTnoT O6paH IITO ce I0jaBU — CO HEro-
BUTE T€HEPAICKU KOHKPETHH OPHUEHTAllMU KOH IIOITy-
JlapHaTa KyJITypa, ITIOJINTUKATA 32 UIEHTUTETOT U MOCT-
MOJIEPHOTO CTPATEIIKO MpPepaciiopelyBakbe — MOXKeOu
e HajucTakHaT Mely HUB. Taka, TPyJOBUTE OJi TPETHOT
OpaH (11, HABUCTHHA, O] TOCT(PEMUHU3MOT) MOKAT /ia TO
MIOHY/IAaT TOKMY TOj BHJI ?KMBO Pa3HOBHU/IEH KOPEKTHUB 3a
BO YUIJTHHUITATE.>> MeryToa, 10/1eKa KOH(JIMKTUTE U pa3-
JIMKUTE Mery cebenieHTHUKyBaHUTe (M1, HABUCTUHA,
WTHOPAHTCKU MPENO3HaeHUTe) HAIIUCH Ha TPETUOT OpaH
1 mocT(peMUHNU3MOT IMOKaKyBaaT KOH Pa3HOBUIHOCTA HA
(beMuHHCTHYKAaTa MUCJIA, CETIaK €/{HA TeHepaIliCKa MeTa-
dopa enemeHTapu3upa roJieM Jes 0/ OBaa aHAJTUTHYKA
U TOJUTHYKa mpakca. Kako mrTo HariacyBa AcTpuj
Xenpu (Astrid Henry), ,,reHeparuure cranase [cranae]
M3BETBEH KOHIIENT CO KOj ce 00ese’KyBa HEKaKBa pas-
JimKa Mery GeMUHU3MUTE U (DEMUHUCTHUTE [BO paMKHUTE
Ha (EMUHUCTHYKUOT AUCKypcl.“*® deMmuHuCT(K)UTE O
TPeTHOT OpaH ¥ HUBHUTE pa3odyapaHu MajKU O] BTOPHU-
ot OpaH, Ha IPUMEpP, YECTO ce IMMOBHUKYBaaT Ha reHepa-
IFCKaTa IPOMEeHa KaKO MOJUTUYKH M TEOPUCKHU JIEK 3a
cuTe mpobsieMu Ha aHTU(GEMUHUCTUYKATA CETAIlTHOCT.>*
Ho, xako 1mrto ykakysa JIuza Xarenany (Lisa Hogeland),
,TEHEPAICKOTO Pa3MHUCIyBalbe CEKOralll HeBEPOjaTHO
obormmTyBa“*®: He IOMAJIKy 3aTOa IITO I'O JIETUTHUMHPA
BIIPETHYBAHETO HA KOHKPETHUTE ITOJIUTHYKHU U COITHjaJI-
HU MIPaKTHUKU BO JIaJIeHU BpEMUIba U Ha JIaJIeHU MecCTa.
TokMy Kako IITO KyJITypHaTa ucropuorpadwuja ro (mpe-
MeCTHJIa) cMecTia (eMUHU3MOT BO MUHATOTO, TaKa U
TeHepaICKOTO pa3MHUCIyBambe (IIpeMecTyBa) CMeCTyBa
O/Ipe/IeHU TUITOBU (DEMUHHCTHYKA ITPaKca BO MUHATOTO.
OTTyKa, BrpaJyBamheTo Ha (PeMUHUCTUYKHU HAIUCU Of
HapejHaTa TeHepaliyja Bo HalllUTe JTOUILIOMCKHU IIpe/-

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.* 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].”*? 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.*
As Lisa Hogeland points out, however, “generational
thinking is always unspeakably generalizing”*>: 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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METH, 32 /Ia Ce MIOIIPeYH OBaa KyJITypHA UcTopuorpaduja
Ha eIHOJMMEH3UOHAJIEH U HpeJieBaHTeH (peMUHHU3AM,
MO3Ke /1a Oujie mpobJIEMAaTHYHO TOKMY ITOPaJiA TOA IITO
THE Ce CKJIOHU Jla T O)KUBYBaaT MCTOPHCKO-TE€Hepa-
I[UCKUTE JIOTUKH IIITO TO OBO3MOKYBAaT TOA ,MEJHCTPUM
ordpramwe. Temmopasn3upavkara JOTUKA Ha KyJITyp-
HaTta ucropuorpaduja kKoja ro Jonupa HeMUHU3IMOT
BO €JIHa UCTOPHja IITO ja ,TypKajie U HaAMUHase  ube-
pajHUTEe JIEMOKPATHUU UM IpUIAraaT u Ha mucaTes(K)u
dbemuHuCT(K)M KOM TH BOCTOJIMYYBAaT MJIAJICIIKUTE
(hbeMUHHUCTUYKN TPAKTUKA KAaKO HajCKOPEIIeH HCTO-
pHCKH pa3Boj Ha HEeMUHU3MOT.

3aTtoa, MHC/IaM JIeKa € Ba)KHO Jla ce Pa3MHUCIyBa 3a
MMOJIUTUYKOTO JIEJCTBO IIITO IIOMMOT 3a TeHepaluckara
IIpOMeHa 0/Ie/THAKBO r0 MMa BP3 aHTU(hEMUHUCTUUUTE,
aMOWBaJIEHTUTE U TPOPEMUHUCTHUKUTE CTaBOBH. [loaH
Cxkor (Joan Scott) TBp/iu eka ,,co3aBabeTO CO3HAHU]jA
3a MUHATOTO, OHaMy KaJie IIITO TOa € IMPEeCYAHO, He € [He
Tpeba ma 6uze] e 3a cebe, TyKy [Tpeba na] o6e36emy-
Ba ONMHUILIMBU YCJIOBH 32 KPUTHUYKO JI€jCTBYBamhe KO€E IO
KOPHCTA MHUHATOTO 34 /ia TH Pa3HHUIIIa U3BECHOCTUTE HA
CeralrHoCcTa U €O Toa Co3ZaBa MOXKHOCT ZIa ce 3aMUCIIN
novHakBa uzHuHA“.*® Ciezejku ja CKOT, HaMeCTO efi-
HOCTaBHO BO CBOWTE YUYWJIHUIIK Ja TH HCIIpaBaMe 3a-
OonyauTe 3a (PEeMUHHUCTUYKOTO MHHATO KM 3a HEronata
cerairHocT, Moxkebu Tpeba Jja T IPEYCTPOUME CBOUTE
HMCTOPHMCKY HAapaTHBHU 3a /]a ja MOAPHUEME KOXEPEHTOCTa
Ha 0BOj HCTOPUCKO-TeHEPAI[UCKH HAPATUB, Ha KOj TOJIKY
yecTo ce ymaryBa. Toa He 3HAUH JleKa FeHepaIuCKUTe
pasrpaHuuYyBama 1 pacnpasu ce 6e3HavYajHu U HEBAYKHHU.
Kako mro ykaxkyBa /lajen Enam (Diane Elam), Toxmy
HUBHATA CHJIa YKa’KyBa Ha CIIPOTHBHOTO.”

Naxo uzejaTa 3a elHa YuCTa TeHepalucKka mozesnbda e
HEeOJIP>KJIMBA, OIO3HUIlMCKAaTa IMPUPOJA Ha HEJ3UHOTO
BOOOJIMYYBAYKO M CTPYKTYHPAYKO IMPHUCYCTBO BO heMu-
HUCTUYKHTE JIUCKYPCH YKaXKyBa JieKa CTaHyBa 300D
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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.”*® 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.””

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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Ha eJHa Ba’kHA HU3a IIpalama 3a (GeMHHHCTHYKATa
MMOJINTUYKA aKTUBHOCT. MokeOu reHepanucKoTo pas-
rpaHHYyBabe J00MBa €HEeprHja 3alllTO UM OBO3MOXKH-
JIO HA COTOBOPHUIIWTE Jia TW pasrpaHUYaT MOJAJINTe-
THTe Ha (peMUHHCTUYKATA MHCJIA, IMpaKkca U HJIEHTH-
TET 80 cezawHociia. Meryroa, mpuMeHaTa Ha OBHeE
pasrpaHuYyBamha BO HADaTUBUTE 32 UCTOPUCKATA IIPOM-
€Ha ¥ HampeJIoK 3aJI0JKUTETHO TH CTECHYBA XOPHU30H-
TUTE Ha (paHTa3HjaTa Ha PEMUHUCTUYKATA CETAIITHOCT U
WTHUHA.

Nmajku ro Toa Ha yMm, cakaMm Ja HaMeTHAM HEKOJIKY
(kBup) mpamama 3a HCTOpHjaTa Ha (HEMUHH3MOT 3a
MOTpebUTe HAa YHUBEP3UTETCKATa YIMTHUIIA BO HAIlIaBa
OCTMO/TIepHa (2 MOKeOH 1 OCT(PEMUHUCTUYKA) IeHETII-
Hura. Bo HaTaMoIIHaTa pacrnpasa T'H pasrieayBaM HC-
TOPHUCKO-TEHEPAIUCKUTE JIOTUKHA INTO IOTKPEIyBaaT
HH3a ,,0ITOBOPH“ Ha (PeMHUHU3MOT, 32 /Ia YKaKaM JieKa
eHA 3aeJHUYKA KyJTypHa ucTOpuorpaduja ro Kpemu
BUJUIMBOTO Hecoryiacue. OBaa pacmpaBa HeM30eKHO
ja ypuBa pasyimkata Mery MOJAJIUTETHTE Ha MFCJIA-
Ta IMTO OOWMYHO ce cdakaarT Kako KOH(QIUKT, ako He
KaKO OTBOPEHO TMpoTuBeme. Ilocrdemunuct(k)ure,
demunuCcT(K)UTE O TPETUOT OpaH, aHTHDEMUHUC-
tute U [lepn XasmBes mMaaT MHOIITBO TOYKU HA Ipe-
CYyZHO 3HAYAjHU IIOJIUTUYKA U TEOPUCKH PA3JIHKH.
MeryTtoa, BejlaM JieKa reHepamuckara meTtadopa mpo-
TeKyBa KaKO BO CHCTEM Ha OpaHUYKU IPEKy OBHE
MOJIMEbA 32 /Ia OBO3MOXKHM M TOUKU Ha HenspeueHa (U
mpobJyieMaTHYHA) HCTOpUOTrpadCcKa CIUYHOCT. 3aToa,
Pa3MUCIyBAaKETO 32 OBHE MeCTa Ha CJIMYHOCT MOXKE /1a
MMOHYZ HAYMH Ha KOj aHAJIUTUYKUTE MeTadopu U uc-
TOPUCKHUTE OOJIMKyBama Ke MOXKe Jla ce PeKOHQUTyp-
vpaar 3a norpebure Ha yywaaunara. lllto s Mmoxe na
Cce CJIy9Yd aKO TEMIIOPAIM3UPAHUTE pa3rpaHUIyBarba
IITO ce HalpaBWe IMOMery BTOPHOT W TPETHUOT OpaH,
roMery GeMHUHHUCTKUTE MajKU ¥ HUBHUTE aMOUBaJIEHT-
HU Kepku, U nomery (MoaepHaTa) (peMHUHUCTKA U HEj-

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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3uHUTE MOocT(MOAepHH) (GEMUHHCTHYKHM HAC/IeIHHUIIH
cera CTpaTelllKd ce IMPeyCTPojaT BO €IHO ITOOMIITUPHO
pOOC/IOBHe Ha (heMHUHMCTHYATA MHCIA U mpakca? Ke
MOJKe JIM OBa Jia Jiajie efHa ,KPUTHYKHU JIeJIOTBOpHA®
rcroprja Ha (QeMUHHCTHYKATA IIpaKca 3a IMOTpeduTe
Ha YHHUBEpP3WTETCKaTa YYMIHHIIA BO 3alajHuTEe Juoe-
paJIHH JEMOKpaTHH U Ja HaMmeTHe (KBHp) Ipalliama
OKOJIy HameTo cakarmbe Ha MUHATOTO Ha (DEMUHU3MOT,
3a Jla OTBOPY HOBU MOYKHOCTH 3a HEj3MHATA WJAHUHA?
8 Bo ompejiesieHa CMHUC/IA, Hy/laM €HO XaJuBeJIMjaH-
cko ucropuorpadcko pebpeHaupame Ha GEMUHU3MOT,
CO IIeJI J]Ja TU MOJIpHieMe MU3BECHOCTHTE HA HMCTOPHCKO-
reHepanuckuoT Hampenok. (Mako, moxebu, He OHOj
HAYWH IITO IO IocakyBa Xasnuses!). Bo pacmpasure co
KOM 3aBpIllyBa OBOj HAINC, HAMEPHO Ha JBa HAaYHWHA
(morpemnrHo) ja yuTam UCTOpHjaTa Ha GEMUHU3MOT, IPU
mTo obaTta M MPEyCTPOojyBaaT Pa3/IMKUTE KOU OOUUHO
ce mpaBat Mely JieHelTHUTe MJIaau KeHH ((DEMUHUCTKH
WM He) ¥ HCTOPUCKUOT (peMUHU3aM, U TOA BO TUCKYCHUH
3a (eMHUHH3MOT Of/BO HCTaTa BpEMEHCKa paMka. Ke
HaImpaBH JIK Toa aHTU(HEMUHUCTUTE, TOCTHEMUHUCTUTE
1 PeMUHUCTUTE O/ TPETHOT OpaH MOMAJIKY /ia InJaT Ha
HMCTOPHMCKO OJIPEMMINTE, a MOBeke Ha IPHAOHECYBauM
KOH €J[Ha OTBOpP€EHa JiebaTa 3a pOAOT U MOKTa?

(KBup) ucnutyBame Ha uctopujata Ha heMMHU3MOT?

Op OYEeTOKOT Ha JIeBeJIeECETTUTE, 1ieJl XOp Ipodecuo-
HAJTHU UCTOPUYAPH ja mporyiacu babaporara Ha IOCTMO-
JIepHU3MOT 3a IPUYMHA [IITO Ce 3aCTPAHUJIO O] ,,[OJIEMUTE
mpamama“ (co cuTe poioBo 0beJieskaHu KOHOTAIIMH IIITO
'Yl IOBJIEKYBA IOUMOT 3a HcTOpHorpadcka cyrncrania).*
Cnope/t oBaa KpUTHKA, ,[IOCTMO/IEpHATa“ omIpeiesiba KOH
MPUBPEMEHOCT U CO3/aBamhe ,CUllyupaHo 3Haerme",°
IIPU3HAHUETO JIeKa UCTOPUCKOTO 3Haeke IIITO MOKe eM-
MMUPHUCKU J]a CE TIPOBEPH € ,,MOIeEpHUCTHYKA puKImja“,®
Y TPU3HAHUETO JieKa IPOdeCHOHAIHO JIOMyIITEHOTO
CO3HaHUe 32 MUHATOTO Cce aBTOPU3UPA o uctopuorpad-
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que(e)ry our understanding of feminism’s past to open
out different possibilities for its future?® 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?

Sincetheearly1990sachorusofprofessionalhistorianshas
decried the bogey-man of postmodernism as the cause of
aturnaway fromthe “big questions” (with all the gendered
connotations the notion of historiographic substance
entails).> According to this criticism, a “postmodern”
commitment to provisionality and “situated knowledge”
production,®® an admission that empirically verifiable
historical knowledge is a “modernist fiction,”™"' and the
confession that professionally admissible knowledge
about the past is authorized by historiographic consensus
rather than the past itself** somehow makes asking these
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CKM KOHCEH3yC, a He OJ[ CTpaHa Ha caMOTO MHHATo,**
HEKaKo IIpaBar 7ja Ouie HEBO3MOXKHO /1A Ce II0CTaBaT THE
,LfOJIeMH npamama“. HaBuCTMHA, HEKOM HCTOpUYapHU
OTHJI0a ¥ IIOHATaMy CO KPUTHKATa, BEAPO TBPEJKU 3a
BpeMe Ha ,,TeOPUCKUTE BOJHU BO OBaa IUCLUILJINHA JleKa
,110 CUTe aHAJIN3H, He MOXKe J1a IIOCTOU ITIOCTMOZIepHa HC-
topuja“.’> Mefyroa, ce YMHU JileKa OOUIUTE OJTHOBO JIa Ce
3a’KMBeaT U3BeCHOCTUTE HAa NCTOPUCKATa BUCTUHA ce Oec-
riesHa pabora. JIoKOJIKy O/ipeZieH CTaB KOH UCTOPUCKOTO
3Haewe (MMeHO, IOCTMOJEPHUCTHYKUOT) Ce CO371aBa
O/l CTpaHa Ha HAIIMOT KOHKPETeH MCTOPHUCKU KOHTEKCT
(omHOCHO, TOCTMOZIEPHOCTA), TOTAIII €{HAIIl 00eI0/eHe-
TOTO TEIIKO ke ce cokpue. Kako mro Tumc-Epmapt Tosky
pPEYUTO BEJH, ,,OHHE IITO ce TIPOTUB’ MTOCTMOAEPHU3MOT
ce OTIPUJINKA OHOJIKY UH(OPMUPAHU KOJIKY IITO Ouie
MH(OPMUPaAHU U IPOTUBHUIMTe Ha ['anuieo u Ha Jly-
Tep“.>* Ho, MeHe MU u3rJie/ia ieKa UaKko IIOCTMOJIEPHUTE
TOJIKOBHU cTpaTeruu (Mery Kou MoxKeOU HajucTaKHaTa
cTparervja € MOCTCTPYKTYPAJIU3MOT) MOXKAT /1a IOHY-
JIaT pa3jINYHU AHAJIUTUYKHU IOCTANKU (KOW BOOIIIITO
He ce TIOMAaJIKY ,[OJIEMU" 3aTOA IITO ce TOCTMOJIEPHU),
CYLITUHCKAaTa pasjMKa JIeXKH BO IPUPOZATa HA OJArO-
BOpHTe.

Enen mocTtMozepeH mpuoj, KOH HCTOPUCKOTO 3HAaEHE
Hajlara Jja ce JIOIYIITH JieKa OJITOBOPUTE IITO T'Y HY-
JINMe Cce CeKoTralll YnTamba Ha Tparure o MUHATOTO, a CO
TOQ, KaKO U CEKOe YUTalbe, MOJJIesKaT Ha OCIIOpYyBamka,
MpoMeHU M HeusBecHOCT. OTTyKa, CeKoja YJIMJIMIITHA
rvcropuja Ha GEeMUHU3MOT IITO ja NMPU3HABa Halata
mocTMoJiepHa f06a Tpeba ga Oujie IpUBpeMeHA U CH-
tyupaHa. Ha ciudeH HauuH, AsnyH Masncioy (Alun
Munslow) TBpau /eka HAIIUTEe €TUYKHU, TMOJUTHYKH U
MOPQJITHU JOJKHOCTA KaKO MCTOPUYApHU BO efHa f06a
Ha IOCTMOJIEPHOCT Tpeba /la ce MPUCYTHH 3aTOa IITO
TBP/IEHETO JIeKa IIOCTON HeKoja MCI[PITHA BUCTHHA 3a (a
CO TOA ¥ eTHYKa 0OBPCKa KOH) MHHATOTO € KOHTEKCTyaJI-
HO HOJI0CJIeAHO0.% AkO (heMUHU3MOT € EMaHITUIIaTOPCKa

“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.”?® 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.”?* 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.

Apostmodern 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.?® 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”
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MIOJINTHYKA ITpaKca YUY IIPEMUCH ce Bp3 IoTparaTa Iio
COIIMjQJTHH, TIOJIUTUYKHU U KYJITYPHU IIPOMEHU, UCTOPHU-
jata Ha GeMHUHU3MOT (KOja MeHe MU U3IJIe/|a KaKo JI0CTa
,TOJIEMO TIpanIame") ilipeba OAHOBO J1a ce HAIIUIIIE 32 /1A
TH [T0/IpUE TTOJIUTHIKUTE PEKOHGUTYPALIUH KO U HaTa-
My ru 6JIOKMpAaT THe U3MEHU BO HAIIIEBO BpEMe.

[TonaTamy, Iypu U aKO 3aCTPAaHYBAHETO Off ,TOJIEMUTE
mpamama“ e GakT IITO MOXe /1a ce KBaHTU(UKYyBa U
YHj UCXOJT MOXKe J1a ce o6jaBu (a He cym yOezieHa Jieka e
TaKa), 0Baa KPUTHKA He MOXKe J1a ce HACOYM KOH HACTaB-
HaTa IIpakca Ha IMOBEKEeTO aKaZIeMCKHU UCTOpUYapU KOU
ru no3HaBaM. HaBuctuHa, ogeMoT Ha IOAUILTIOMCKUTE
OIIITH KypCeBU BO O/pe/leHAa CMUCIA TY IOTTUKHAI
HCTOPUYAPUTE CeKOja Hesesia Of] CBOUTE KaTelpu Ja
TH IPETCTAByBaaT OMNIIMPHUTE HCTOPHUCKH IIPOMEHHU.
Puuappn Ilpajc (Richard Price) Besin neka ncropuckara
mpakca Tpeba MCTOBpeMeHO /ia Ouzie U ,HaBpakarmbe Ha
MUHATOTO, PAa3MHUCIyBale 32 HEro U JIOKyMEHTHDPAHE
Ha TPOLIECUTE CO KOW Ce co3/aBa ucropuja;“® Torar,
JleJ1 071 OBaa IOCTaIlKa MoXKe Jia Oujie M pasruieyBambe-
TO Ha OOJIMKOT Ha HAIIWTe HAPATHUBH OF] YIUJIHUIIUTE.
IlonaTamy, kako IITO UcTakHyBa XesjaeH bayeHn Panek-
ep (Helene Bowen Raddeker), ,mako mHOrymMuHa
HMCTOpHUYApU HAaBUCTHHA ja mpudakaaT ompasaaHoCTa
Ha HEKOU TIOCTMOJEPHUCTHYKUA KPHUTHKH... JOIPBA
Tpeba Toa /1a ro HaImpaBaT ¥ BO CBOjaTa HACTaBHA IPAK-
ca“ Torar, 4eKOp BO BUCTHHCKATa HACOKA MOXeOH e
Jla ce pa3MHUCIIyBa 3a HAIIUTE ,,TOJIEMH IPUKa3HU ‘. Pa3-
MUCJIYBAaheTO 32 IMOJUTUYKUTE MMIUIMKAIINY HA ,TO-
JieMuTe" MPUKA3HU IITO pelllaBaMe Jia T pacKaXkeMe BO
YUWIHHIUTE — KJIYIHO MECTO KaJie IITO IPUKA3HUTE U
HaTaMy ce OJUrPyBaaT W IOKpAaj Pa3HOpPa3HUTE IIPeJI-
BU/IyBamba JIeKa Taa JUCIUIUINHA Ke U3yMpe — € BUTaJI-
Ha aHAJIUTUYKA IIOCTAIIKa, 3aIIITO OBUE HADATHUBU HEMU-
HOBHO C€ BKJIyYE€HH BO OJ[PIKYBaIe€TO Ha KOHKPETHUTE
UIEHTUTETH BO Hamara ceramHoct.?® Kako mro Toiaky
HEeOJIOJIMBO MHTEPECHO IOKaXKyBa paborata Ha Mapra-
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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;”® 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.”®” 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.®® As the work of Margaret
Somers so compellingly demonstrates, identities are, in
part, made coherent via their narrativized relationship to
the past.?® 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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pet Comepc (Margaret Somers), U/IeHTUTETUTE, JETyM-
HO, CTaHyBaaT KOXepeHTHU 0JiarojlapeHrue Ha HUBHATA
HapaTUBU3MpaHa BpcKa co MUHATOTO.>® PazMmuciyBame-
TO 32 MOXKHUTE COBIIararba Mery HalllUTe HapaTHUBH OF
YVUIJTHUIIUTE U KYJITypHaTa HCTOpUorpadwuja IITO TH
eJleMeHTapu3upa AHTU(PEMUHUCTUYKUATE HWAEHTUTETH
€ CYIITHHCKH IPOEKT 3a HalllaTa aHTU(EMUHHUCTHIKA
CETaIIHOCT.

Moskebu € 4YyAHO IITO €AHA CTPAaTerucka pPEeKOH-
durypanuja Ha ucropujara Ha (GEeMHHU3MOT 3a Hac-
TaBHUTE IMOTPeOU ce CMeCcTyBa BO HOMUHAJIEH [Hja-
JIOT cO KBUP TeopujaTa HaAMeCTO CO (PeMUHUCTHUYKATa
nezaroryja. HaBucTuHa, nako mocrou 60rat KOpIryc of
(beMUHUCTHYKO TeOpeTU3UPAHE BP3 KOj OM MOKeJI 1a ce
3aCHOBA KOHKPETHHOB IEATrOIIKU MTOTHAT, TEOPUCKUTE
KOHCTeJIAIINY Ha KBUP TeopujaTa (MOKeOH U ITPEMHOTY)
MIeJJAaHTHO TY JJaBaaT 3TO/THO MMOAPUBAYKHUTE HHTEIEKTY-
aJIHU aJIaTKU CO KOW OW ce pa3HUINAJIE JJOMUHAHTHUTE
dopmaruu Ha KysaTypHaTa ucropuorpaduja Ha pemu-
Hu3MoT. Ho, Toa He 3HAuUM JieKa MPOEKTOB Ce IOCTY-
Jupa Bp3 OT(dpJamkeTo Ha HA3UBOT ,(PEeMHUHUCTUYKH
(uTo He e 3a W3HEHAJyBame, CO OIJIEJ Ha Toa IITO
TaKBOTO OT(dpJiarbe € TOKMYy CTparerdjara Koja Hamu-
COB caka /Ja ja pasHumia). [lonpBo, cTabuIn3upayKkuTe
MMOCTCTPYKTYPAJIUCTUYKU IPETIIOCTABKH HAa KBUP TEO-
pHujaTa 3a TeMeJHaTa HeCTaOWJIHOCT Ha KaTETOPUUTE HA
UJIEHTUTETOT U 3a OOJIMKYBAaWmETO HAa 3HAEHETO 00e3-
Oe/lyBa KOpPHCHA aHAJIUTHYKA CTPATETHjA 80 080] CAYHUA].
Hacnporu Toa, u3pasor ,,peMHHHUCTHYKA TeopHuja“ He ja
moApazbupa McTaTa KOHCTeallhja Ha TMOJTUTUYKO-TEO-
PHCKH aJIaTKH, a OBa HEEAWHCTBO BPEY /Ia Ce OJIPKYyBa.
Naxko kBUp TeopujaTra uma ,IIOCTMOZEPEH MPHUOJ] KOH
UJIEHTUTETOT, (QEeMUHUCTUYKATAa TeOopHja M IIpaKca
Modice da umaatt (a moHekoramr U Hemaat). [loHaTamy,
KaKO KBHUD Pa3MHUCIIyBabe, CTPATETHCKOTO PEKOH(U-
rypupame Ha UCTOpHjaTa Ha GEMUHU3MOT € HEMUHOBHO
IIOCTMO/JIEPEH IIPOEKT; BO OBOj CJIyuyaj, 3aToa IINTO TH

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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IIOTKOIIyBa MOAECPHHUCTHUYKHUTE (l)I/IKIlI/II/I 3a UCTOPUCKOTO
3Haeme n ja H3HECYBaA HCTOpPIjaTa BO CKJ1aJ CO IIOJIH-
THKaTa Ha HalllaTa CETrallTHOCT.

Ho, BaxHO e 71a ce 0OpHe BHUMaHue jieka CerBuk (Sedg-
wick) HE moTceTyBa OTH ,,IPOYyUyBaETO Ha CEKCyaJTHOC-
Ta [0/] KOe IIpou3Jie3e KBUP TeopHjaTa] He ce coBIIara co
IIPOYYYBaETO HA POJOT; OTTYKa, aHTHXOMOMOOHUHM-
T€ HUCIUTYBalba HE Ce cOoBIaraarT co (PEeMUHHUCTHUKUTE
ucnutyBama“.*® KakaHo co efgHOCTaBHM 300pOBH,
KBUD Pa3MHUCIyBaleTo He 00e30e/lyBa aBTOMATCKH
(hbeMUHHUCTUYKH UCXO/IH.

Merytoa, yIiTe IOHEPOAYKTUBHO Ou OMJIO /1a ce U30-
JIMpaaT OBHUE JIBE ITaPAIUTMHU, a /Ia Ce Tepa KBUP pa3MUC-
JIyBaE€TO JIa Ce OCBPHE HAa UCTOpHUjaTa HAa (PeMHUHU3MOT
MozKe 71a Obujie camo KopuceH nordart. Kako mro tBpau
Aunamapu Ilaroys (Annamarie Jagose), Ouaejku KBUD
TeOopHjaTa ce 3aCHOBA BP3 IpeMucaTa 3a 0T PJIamheTo Ha
KOXEPEHTHUTE KaTEerOPUH HIAEHTUTETH, ,Taa JIOBEAyBa
BO IIpalllambe... HABUAYM HeNmpoOJIeMaTUYHHU MOWMHU".
Taa [Ha Toj HAUMH] UMa MOTEeHIIHjasI MPOGUTAOMITHO J1a
ce aHEKTHpa BO KOJIKy cakaTe pacrpaBu.”* 3a [lamesna
PoGeprcon (Pamela Robertson), oBa 3Hauu sieka ,,KBUp*
He ce OTpaHUYyBa Ha MIPOYYYBamhEHO HA CEKCYaJTHOCTA,
TYKY ,YHKIHOHHUPA... KAaKO 00jaCHyBaYKH IMOUM IIITO
KOHOTHPA JAUCKYPC WIH CTOJIHIITE IIITO HE Ce coBIara
CO IOMUHAHTHUOT CUMOOJIMYKH TTopeiok“.** Taka, pas-
MUCJIYBAaFhEeTO OJi KBUDP CTOjaJIMINTE 3a HMCTOPHjaTa Ha
(eMUHU3MOT € MOJIUTUYKA U TeOpHUCKa CTpaTeruja 3a-
CHOBaHA CO OOHIOT /1a Ce MOJ[pUe KYJITYPHUOT IOPEIOK
IIITO Ml KPEITH XeTEPOHOPMATHUBHUTE KOJIUPAha Ha POJIO-
Bara pasynka. TOKkMy Toa IPOEKTOT Ha (DeMUHHUCTHIKATA
IpaKca, HO CIPOBe/IEH CO 30Up KOHKPETHO KBUP IIPET-
ITOCTaBKU 32 CO3/IaBAaFhETO Ha UIEHTUTETOT.

4! HaBHCTHHA, HAKO (I)eMI/IHI/ICTI/IIIKaTa He[[aI‘OI‘I/Ija ce
BIIYIITHUJIA BO KOPHCHHU e.]'[a60paI_II/II/I Ha HaCTaBHAaTa
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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.”*® 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.” 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.”#*
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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IpaKca, TyKa He ce 3aHUMaBaMe co Toa.*> Bo oB0oj oryes
Me WHTEePeCHpa CO3/1aBameTo Ha (peMHUHUCTUYKOTO HC-
TOPHUCKO 3HAeHe U, MOOMNIIHUPHO, MONTUPOKUTE YCTPOj-
CTBa HAa UCTOPUCKOTO 3Haeme 3a GeMUHU3MOT. [lonmMoT
(beMUHUCTHYKY reHepaIuy, MU ce YNHU, IMa CTEIleH Ha
HMCTOpH3UpavyKa KyJITypHa W akaZeMcKa IOTIIOpa Koja
HaJlara 3HayuTeJIHa Bo3HeMmupeHocT. Criopes Cy3aH e
Kacren (Suzanne de Castell), kBup nemarorujara 6apa
HacTaBHa IIporpaMa IITo Ce ,,CIIPOBeAyBa HAMEPHO 3a J1a
IIpeYHU BO CO3/]aBaIbeTO Ha... HOpMaTHU peameTu”.* Bo
M3BECHA CMHCJIa, TOKMY TOA € 33/ladyaTa Ha OBa IIIIeKY-
JIATUBHO TIpeHacouyyBame. EJIHA KBUD HCIHTYyBauyKa
rcropuja Ha peMHHU3MOT Tpeba /1a To MoIpedyBa Co3-
JlaBalbeTO Ha ,MJIa/iaTa JKeHa“ KaKo Cy0jeKT KOj e reHe-
PaIMCKH OABOEH 07 GEMHUHHU3MOT.

(CoBpemeHuOT) (heMnHU3aM: KOpPUCHa KaTeropuja
Ha UCTOPUCKATa aHanusa?

ToxkMy kako mITo XaauBesa UCKaKyBa aMOUBAJIEHTHOCT
KOH3HaYeHmeTOHA ,,(p)eMUHU3MOT 3a,,HAIITUOT “KOHTEKCT,
HCTOpUYApPUTE OJaMHA HCKAXKyBaJie aMOWBAJIEHTHOCT
KOH 3HAQUEHETO Ha TEMIIOPAJIHATA MMOTIIOPA HA HUBHUTE
HcTopucku ¢deMuHHU3MU; (QEMUHUCTUTE O HayKarta
OMIIMPHO flebaTHpaie 32 UCTOPUCKO-aHAIUTHIKATA ITOT-
1opa Ha Ha3UBOT ,,()EMUHUCTUYKH ‘ YIIITE Of] 1970-THUTE.
IToBekeTo mcTOpHUUYApH BEpPOjaTHO Ke ce corjiacaT JeKa
mpeMmcaTa Ha uzejata 3a GeMHUHU3MOT € IPU3HAHUETO
JleKa KeHHUTe — KaKo rpyla — ce CTPYKTYPHO BO ITOHE-
IIOBOJTHA 101002, a (eMUHHUCTHYKATA IIpaKca € ,Tpa-
JIUIFja Ha MPOTECT MPOTHUB IIPOM3BOJHATA MaIllKa
npeBiact.* MeryToa, KaBrajiuCKuTe pacipaBu o1 Kpa-
JOT Ha IBAECETTHUOT BEK 32 HEBO3MOKHOTO €JUHCTBO HA
peaMeTOT Ha (PEMHHU3MOT IMMOKAXKyBaaT KOJIKY CaMO
MOKe J1a Oujie TelKo /1a ce omeru pemuHu3MOT. Kako
IIITO MOJKE Jla C€ CIIOPH OKOJIy (pe)Ipe3eHTaTUBHUTE
TBpZleha Ha (peMUHU3MOT (Ouejku KaTeropujaTta KeHa

my concern here.*® 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.”* 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.”* However, the fractious debates of the late-
twentieth century about the impossible unity of the
feminist subject demonstrate just how difficult delimiting
feminism canbe. Inthe samewaythat 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 pa3zpobeHa Mopay pa3jIuKUTeE), TaKa U UCTOPUIAPUTE
OIIIIMPHO CIIOPeJIe OKOJIy TEMIIOPATHUTE IapaMeTpH Ha
dbemuHHCTHYKAaTaNCTOPH]ja (KOra3all0OYHyBaOBaanpaKca
Ha KPUTHKA U IIPOTECT), ¥ OKOJIy MeI'uTe Ha HICTOPHCKOTO
BKJIy4yBamwe (KOH JIejli OJf MUHATOTO MOXKEMeE Jia TH
(pe)upesenTupamMe Kako (GEMHHUCTH U CO TOA /A TH
BIPA/INME BO PO/IOCJIOBHETO HA (PEMUHU3MOT).

Ho, u3ioxyBameTo Ha €1HO IOJIPUBAYKO POJIOCIOBUE
Ha (peMUHU3MOT 32 HACTaBHUTE NOTpebu 6apa ofpeieHn
IapamMeTpH; aKo 3a HUIITO JIPyro, Toram 6apem 3a ja
MOXKaT HalllUTe CTY/AEeHTU Ja CU 3aMHUHAT CO Hewilo
mto 6u UM ocraHasno.* Mako cebGenpenTrdukamnmjara
Ha HAIIUTE HCTOPUCKH CYDjeKTH MOXKe Jja ce YUHHU
QHIUTWYKN OCTBApJIMBO CO TOA IITO ceKoja Ipakca
WIN ceKoe JIhIe KOu ce cebenzieHTH(DUKyBaaT KakKo
»DEMUHUCTUYKN Ke WpUIaZHAT BO paMKUTE Ha
KOHKDETHHOB HCTOPUCKM HapaTUB, BO BPCKa CO Taa
cTpareryja IOCTOjaT 3HAYHUTEIHH IPOOJIEMU: IPUTOA,
TeMIOpJIHATA CIeNUu@UUYHOCT HA CaMHOT IIOUM €
HajouurseaHa. EMnupuckoro cebenepuHupame Ke ro
OTPaHUYY PO/IOCTIOBHETO Ha peMUHU3MOT Ha IlI0jaBaTa Ha
IIOMMOT IIPU KPajoT Ha ZieBeTHaeCceTTUOT Bek. [lonaTamy,
aKo IOrJefioT ro (pauMe MOJAJIEKy Of] IIeeceTTUTe
U celyMJieceTTUTe Ha JIBAeCETTHOT BeK, BOOIIIITO He
M3HEHA/TyBa aMOMBAJIEHTHOCTA IIITO MHOIITBO JIEHEIITHI
’)KEHH ja YyBCTBYBaaT KOH TOj IIOMM; TOJIKY MHOTY
KJIYYHU ,,(pEeMUHUCTUUYKU  MHCIUTENN O] KpajoT Ha
JleBeTHAECETTUOT U IIOYETOKOT Ha J[BaeCeTTHOT BeK
HCKakaste y1abOKY COMHEXKH BO BPCKA CO IMOJIUTUYKATA
KOPHUCHOCT Ha TOj Ha3uB. 3aToa, JlepUHUPameTO Ha
HaIINOT ,UCTOPUCKU® (eMUHH3aM € JIU3TaB TepeH,
3alITO MOEAVWHIMN U TPyIId BO MUHATOTO — KOU JieHeC
MMaaT LIeHTPaJIHO MeCTO BO (peMUHUCTUYKATa MUCIA U
Ipakca — He IO HU KOPHUCTeJIe TOj ouM.*®
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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.** 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.#” 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.*®

’II
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Ha Toj HaumH, KOBameTO KPUTUYKU €(DEKTUBHO PO-
JocsioBre Ha (EMUHH3MOT INTO C€ CTPEMH Jia THU
(pe)ripe3eHTHpa aKTepUTe O/ MUHATOTO, KOU HMaJje
3HAYajHO BJIMjaHUE Bp3 (DEeMUHUCTUIKHUOT IIPOEKT, He-
MUHOBHO € aHUINTHYKO HaMeTHyBame. Kako mro [le-
Hu3 Pajnu (Denise Riley) Tosiky mpoBOKaTHBHO TBP/AH,
KJIyJHHUTE KaTeropuu 3a GeMUHUCTUIKY IIPOEKT — UMe-
HO, >KeHHUTe U PEMUHU3MOT — He MOXKe J]a ce CMeTaaT
32 TPAHCHCTOPUCKN KOHCTAHTH, 32 HUBHUTE 3HAYEHHA
IpeMHOTy ce cropeso (Bo 6e30poj ob6smiu) U Bpe-
MEHCKH Cce IPEMHOTY PacTerIMBU (IIPH IITO ce MeHy-
BaaT HU3 BPEMUHATA) 32 Jla MOXKE ce M3HAj/le KaKBO U
Jla € CyIITUHCKO 3Hauemwe 3a ¢peMuHU3MOT.* Torari,
aHAJINTUYKaTa IpUMeHa Ha ,deMHHU3MOT® Mopa Ja
Ouie UCTOPHUCKHA KOHKpeTHa (IIpH ITO Taa ,HcTopuja“
€ CeKorall HeleJ0CeH U UCIOJIUTU3UPAH OJHOC CO MU-
HATOTO IITO ce€ UCKOHCTPYHPAJIO JIeHeC, a He CO CaMOTO
MuHaTO). HakpaTko, HaMecTo Jja ce mpamryBaMe Kora u
KOj IO yIoTpeOwI MONMOT (MaKo, Taa CTpaTeryja e Jies Of
ucropujara Ha peMUHU3MOT), Tpeba fa u3bepemMe Koro
Jia ro ordaTUMe BO HCTOPUjaTa U KOTa J]a 3alI0YHEME B3
OCHOBA Ha HAIIUTE CETAIIHU IOJIUTUYKU U aHATTUTHYIKI
OTpebH.

Kako miro numyBa Bap6apa Tejimop (Barbara Taylor),
,OJlaMHa Cce TIIPU3HATH WCTOPUCKUTE BPCKU Mery
MPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO U TMOJEeMOT Ha (eMUHU3MOoT".>°
Hema MHOry cOMHeX Jieka, BO JlaJleH MUT OfI JIeBeT-
HaeceTTHOT BeK, BO EBpomna m30yBHasia OINIITECTBEHA,
IIOJIUTUYKA W HHTeJEeKTyaJlHa IIpakca IITO ce CIpo-
THCTaBUJIa Ha TPETMAHOT Ha >KeHuTe.” 1lako MHOIITBO
(eMUHUCTUYKY HCTOpUYAPH Of] CeAyMJleceTTUTe To-
JIVHU Ha JIBA€CETTHOT BEK Bejlea JieKa JIMOepaylHHUTe
JIUCKYPCHU 32 Pa3yMeH U €IHAKOB CyOjeKT ja Jiayie pero-
pUuYKaTta paMKa 3a OCIOpyBame Ha IaTpujapxaTort,”
Habp30 MpobIEMHUTE CO TOj UCTOPUCKH HApAaTHUB CTaHAa
IpeMHOTy BUAIUBU. Toa o ,MIaTpUjapXaToT‘ HAIpPaBU
alCTOpUCKA KOHCTAaHTAa HACHOPOTH Koja . KeHuTe"

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.*° 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.” 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.>* 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,> 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
historyofwomen’slivesacrossthe contested periodisation
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(Ipyrata amcTOpHCKa KOHCTaHTa) Haje HOB ja3uK
MPOTHUB KOj ke ce Gopu. IloHatamy, mcropujata Ha
’KUBOTOT Ha KEHUTE HU3 OCIIOPYBAaHATA ITepUOAN3aIja
Ha IIPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO ja pAa3HHUIIYBa IIPeTCTaBaTa
Jleka JnbepasHUTe AUCKYpCH Ouiie 0ci1000/1yBavuku
HACTaH; HWCTOpHjaTa Ha MHOTY »keHH Bo EBpoma of
OCYMHA€eCeTTHOT BeK pacKa)kyBa IpHKa3Ha IOCKOPO 3a
ce IMOMaJIi, OTKOJIKY 3a C€ IOT0JIEMH CJI000/11.%

Kako mrro ykaskysa nesnioto Ha Tomac Jlakep (Thomas
Laquer) u Kapou Ilejtman (Carole Pateman), dpopmute
Ha 3HAEHe IITO IO IOTKOIyBaJie OIIITECTBEHHOT U
MOJINTUYKUOT IOPENOK O Tpes IPOCBETHTEJICTBOTO
HaMeTHaJIe eleH HO8 KPYT IIOUM 3a II0JI0BA pasyuka.>
Ha T0j HaunH, Kiep T'onnbepr Mosec (Claire Goldberg
Moses) TBpZiu JileKa CaMHOT ,KOHIIENT HA KEHCKOCTa’
ce TMPOMEHWJ BO OCYMHAeCceTTHOT BeK®, a IlojaBaTa
Ha GeMHHU3MOT MOpa Jila Ce Manupa HACIpPOTH
taa mnpomeHa.”® HMako Jlopunaa Oytpam (Dorinda
Outram) »xecToko ru mpobyieMaTH3Hpa IMIOUMHUTE Ha
IIPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO ¥ MOJIEPHUTETOT KAKO KOXEPEHTHH
HUCTOPUCKM O3HAUYUTEIW, CelaKk IIOTBpJAyBa JieKa
POJZIOT OMJI M € efHA OJf TOJIEMUTE IIPOTUBPEYHOCTH BO
»CPIIeBUHATAa Ha IPOCBETUTEJICKOTO Ppa3MHUCIIyBarbe".
Humkure Ha ITPOCBETUTEICKOTO PA3MUCIYBAHE IITO
ja HarjacyBaaT wmzejaTa 3a ,yHUBEpP3aJIHA YOBEUYKa
IPUPOJIA... U 32 YHUBEP3aJIeH/YHUBEP3IHO YOBEUKH
00JIMK Ha pallMOHAIHOCT® — 3a KOW MOJXKe Jla ce Kaxe
JleKa ce eNHCTEMOJIONIKH paMKH Ha COBDEMEHHTE
subepasHy JEMOKPAaTUH — CTaHaJle KOXEPEHTHU U Cce
JlecTabuin3upajiie TOKMy OJiaroflapeHre Ha BHUMA-
TEJTHO U KPYTO HAMETHATOTO HCK/IyUyBa€ Ha JKEHUTE
07l HUBHOTO wu3BopHIITE.” Pajau Toa 0 H3JI0KyBa
MHOTY HWHTEPECHO KOra BeJM JieKa KOH KpajoT Ha
CeJlyMHAEeCeTTHOT BEK CE II0jaBUJI HOB KOHIIEIIT 32 JKEHATA,
IIPU IITO ,KOHIIENTOT Ha KEHCKO JIMIE KaKO TEMEeJIHO
II0JIOB® ja 3aMEHUII ,,0€CII0I0BATA IYIIIA O IIPETXOTHUTE
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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.>

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.’* 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.>> 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.”® 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.” ¥ (In this mode of
anaylsis the tensions between equality and difference
in universalising western discourses are a character
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nuckypen . [lapaiokCaTHUOT UCXO/T 071 0Ba IOMECTYBAHE
OMJI HOB PEXHUM Ha IOJUTHYKA audepeHIujanyja u
HOBAa MOJKHOCT 32 KOJIEKTHBHA IIOJIUTHUKA H3TPajieHa
Bp3 TeMenuTe Ha (UKTHUBHATA Kareropuja . KxeHa“.”
(Bo 0BOj HAaUMH Ha aHAIM3a TEH3UUTE Mely eTHaKBOCTA
¥ pa3jMKaTa BO YHUBEP3AJIU3UPAETO HA 3aNaJHUTE
JIUCKYpCU ce OJUIMKAa Ha MOJepHUTeTOoT). Torami, BO
€IHA CMUCJIA, IPOCBETHUTEJICTBOTO HCTOBPEMEHO Bca-
JIWJI0 HOBH KDPYTH IOMMH 3a II0JIOBAaTa pAa3jIUKa U
JIaJI0 PETOPHUYKA pPaMKa 32 CIIOPEHE CO IOJUTUIKHUTE
pasrpaHUYyBama IITO Ce Malupase Bp3 OBUE JBOjCTBA.
Taka, MOJIEDHUTETOT MOXKe KOPHUCHO Ja ce JeduHupa
Y KaKO MOTEKJIO ¥ KAaKO IpeaMeT Ha (eMUHUCTUIKHOT
IIPOTECT KAaKO IITO T0 chakame feHeC.

Ja ja nmapadpasupam Poszu Bpaugoru (Rosi Braidotti),
Tpeba Ja pa3MmuciyBaMe 32 MOJIEPHHUTETOT U II0JIOBA-
ta audepeHnjanyja ,Kako 3a JBE CTPAHU O UCTUOT
mezan“.’® Tlomaramy, Toa ja OTBOpPAa MOXHOCTa 3a PO-
JocsioBre Ha (DeMHHUCTHYKATA [IpaKca IITO ja JIoIUpa
aHMMUpaJyKaTta mpobsieMaTHKa 3a (eMUHHCTUYKATA
IIpakca BO TEMEJHUTE JAUCKYPCH Ha CaMUTE JIOKAIIMH
32 KOM Ce CMETaJo JeKa ,OTHIUIE I[OHATAaMy U Ce
onmaneumwne‘ oa GEMHUHU3MOT; MOJIEPHUTETOT HE IIO-
HYZWJ1 HAYWH JIa ce HaIpeAyBa U Jja ce Ha/JIMUHE IaT-
pHjapxaToT, TYKy BHEJI MOJQJIUTETH Ha II0JI0BA Pa3JInKa
IITO ¥ HaTaMy T'O eJIeMEHTapU3Uupaar ,HaluoT" Po/ioB
nopenok. ITonatamy, kako mro ykaxkyBa CKoT, pa3bu-
pameTo Ha GeMUHU3MOT KaKO IEHTPAJIEH MTapaJIoOKC Ha
MOJIEPHUTETOT IIPAKTUYHO ' 3a00MKOJIyBa JlebaTUTe 3a
€THAKBOCTa/PA3JINKUTE KO Ce OJTHECYBAAT HA TOA JAJIU
JIUCKypPCUTE Ha HABUAYM HEOPOJIEHHUOT JInOepaIn3am ce
Ipo6JIEMOT WJTU PENIEHNETO 32 (peMUHUCTUYKATA IIPAK-
ca. Kako mto CKOT TOJIKY MHTEPECHO ITUIITYBA, ,,[I0Tpeba-
Ta u 71a ce npudatu u da ce obre ‘TIOJI0BA Pa3jIuKa’...
Omiia KOHCTPYKTHBHUOT YCJIOB Ha GeMUHU3MOT .
MefyToa, MOUTE IPUYUHU /1A TO CTOPAM TOA HE CE TOJIKY

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.”>® 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.” 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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HACOUYEHU KOH IMOJpUBame Ha iebaTuTe 3a eHAKBOCTA/
pasyiukara BO paMKuTe Ha (PeMHUHUCTUYKUOT JUCKYPC,
TYKy ce o0u/lyBaM Jla 0OMuc/IaM HA4YMH JIa ja MOTBPAaM
Ba)KHOCTA Ha (EMUHUCTUYKUOT IIPOTECT BO KOHTEKCTHU
Ka/ie JIOTUKUTE Ha HMCTOPUCKO-TeHepalycKaTa Imporpe-
CHja WJIU [IEJIOCHO ja OTdpsiaaT heMUHUCTUIKATA ITpaKca
WJIU IOTUCHYBAAT HEKOU BU/I0BU (DeMUHHUCTHYKA ITPaKca
BO MUHATOTO. HaBUCTHHA, BO Ky/JITYDHU KOHTEKCTH KaJie
penoBHO ce oTdpsia pejieBaHTHOCTA HAa (PEMHUHU3MOT,
CUTYHPAHKETO Ha I10JI0BaTa pa3jvKa U Ha JubepasHaTa
JleMOKpaTHja KaKO KOersuCTeHTHU IPOU3BOJU Ha HC-
TUTE eNUCTEMOJIONIKNTE IIOMECTYBabha MU U3IJIe/Ia KaKO
KopucHa cTpareruja. Taka, ¢peMUHU3MOT cTaHyBa 00H
Jla ce I0BeZie BO Mpalllamke TOj MOPEeJIOK, OMI0 HA UH/IHU-
BU/lyaJIHO, OMJIO HAa KOJIEKTUBHO paMHuIITe. Bo oBaa
nebuHHUIHja, 1a ce HapeKyBare cebecu demuHUCT(KA)
(emmupucko cebenonMarbe) HE € eJUHCTBEHUOT HAYNH
na ce ,oune” demuHuct(kKa), TYKy (peMUHHUCTHYKATA
IIpaKca ce COCTOM OJi IOTpara o CTpaTeruu 3a JecTa-
Owin3upame Ha BPCKUTE Mery COBPEMEHUTE II0JIOBHU
Pa3JIMKU U TOJIUTUYKUTE, COLUjaTHUTE, EKOHOMCKHUTE U
KyJITYPHUTE TIpaBa.®°

Crpaterncko (norpewHo)uuntame I

Kako 1mTo Beke ykaxkaB, MeTagopaTa 3a TeHepalicKaTa
IMpOMEHA Ce TOjaBHJIa KaKO JOCJIeAHA IpeoKyIalyja
U 32 (pEMHUHUCTUYKUTE U 32 ,MEJHCTPUM" JTUCKYCUUTE
3a (EeMUHUCTHYKUOT IpoekT. M1 Bo pacmpaBuTe 3a
,TPETUOT OpaH“ o7 cTpaHa Ha caMuTe (HEMUHHCTH,
U BO aMOWBaJIEHTHUTE BIIyITama BO (HEMUHU3MOT
MOIIMPOKO BO CIIOPHOTO IIOJIE IINTO TO COYHMHYBa
,IIOCT(PEMUHU3MOT, U BO JUPEKTHUTE OTPpJama Ha
MOJIe3HOCTa HAa (PEMHHHMCTHYKATA aKIHja 32 MJIAJIUTE
)KEHU BO ,MEJHCTpHUM®“ IMOWMAaraTa, KOHIIENTOT 3a
reHeparycKara IIpoMeHa MM JiaBa IOJJIOTa Ha HEKOH
HABUAYM TIPOTUBPEYHU CYAOBU 3a OJHOCOT Mery
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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.®®

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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,MJIaguTe KeHn“ u heMUHU3MOT. Mlako MOKe Ja ce
YUHM JIeKa TeHepalucKkuTe Meraopu HyaT MOKHOCT
3a 3a00UKOJIyBalbe Ha MACKYJIMHUCTHYKUTE TMOUMH 3a
[IporpecuBHaTa MpoMeHa (a TOKMYy TOa € MPOEKTOT Ha
Jynuja Kpucrea (Julia Kristeva) Bo Bpeme Ha jceHuilie
(Women’s Time)®), mouMoT 3a reHepanucKa IIpoMeHa
He MOpa /1a OHEBO3MOJKyBa IOIIMPOKA apryMeHTaIuja
3a JIMHEapHHUOT pa3Boj. HaBucTuHA, BO THE Pas3IMYHU
criopema ¥ pekoHurypanuu Ha (HEeMHUHUCTHIKHOT
[IPOEKT, TeHepalicKaTa pasjinKa J0CTa YPEeAHO Cce
BIIMIIyBa BO IIONIMPOKAaTa paciipaBa 3a JIMHeapHaTa
HCTOPHCKA ITPOMEHA.

Bo cBouTe pacmpaBu 3a TreHepanuckaTa 0coOEHOCT,
dbeMuHHCTHYKUTE MHcaTed IPEeMHOTy Op3o ja
MOOMJIM3UpAAT NPOTPeCcUBHATA KCTOPHCKA IIPOMeEHA
Kako o0jacHyBame 3a O0COOEHUTE MOJAINTETH Ha
dbemuHHCTHYKATA ITpaKca BO ceramrHocTa; Jiun Yancep
(Lynn Chancer) 6apa Tper O6paH k0j ke Gujie ,IpO0JI-
’KeHUe Ha CBOUTE IIPETXOIHUIY, HO U Pa3/INYeH O/ HUB,
IIDU IITO Ke IO 0fpa3yBa CBOjOT €IMHCTBEH HUCTOPUCKU
mur“.> Bo emeH pasroBop 3a (PEMUHUCTHUKHUTE
reHepanuu MITo ycjaeauja no Hejsunata, E. En Kanan
(E. Ann Kaplan) Ha ciuyeH HAYUH TBPJHU JIeKa €
BXKHO /Jla ce OJp:KyBa WJ€jaTa 3a TeHepanucKaTa
ocobeHOCT 3aToa HITO ,KOHOTHPA €/leH BHUJI UCTOPUCKH
npornec”.® Taka u Capa I'em6n (Sarah Gamble), Bo
CBOjaTa pacrpaBa 3a MOCTMPEMUHU3MOT KaKO ,HOB“ (H
IIO3UTHUBEH) Pa3B0j 3a IMOMJIAJUTE KEHU, ja 3aCHOBYBA
cBOjaTa KapakTepusalyja Ha NOCTHEMHUHUCTUIKHOT
CTaB IIPEKy UCTOPHCKA TUIIOJIOTHja Ha (PEMUHU3MUTE BO
KOja mpBaTa, BTOpaTa U TPeTaTa ,emnoxa Ha GeMUHU3MOT
UMaaT CBOM [KOHKPETHH] CpeAMINHK Ipamama“.®
Bo BakBara MOJaJHOCT Ha MHCJIATa, ,AcTOpUjaTa’
JIEHOTHpA EMIIMPHCKA Ppas3jiuKa IOoMery MHHATOTO U
CeramrHocTa, HaMecTO apryMeHT 3a IpHUpojaTa Ha Taa
pasnuka. HakpaTko, ucropujaTa IMOCTOM Kako (akt

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
Time®), 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.” 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.” 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.”* 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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IIITO MO’Ke Jia ce MOTBP/Y, a He KaKo MPUKAa3Ha IITO ja
packakyBaMe 3a Jia ja cdaTuMe U CUTyHMpaMe CBojaTa
CETaIHOCT U MPUTOA JIa ce 3ajiaraMe 3a npoMeHu. Toa
He 3HAYH JieKa ce 3ajlaraM 3a paJiiKajiHa auCTOPUYHOCT
IIpU U3JIOKYBAaeTO Ha MUHATHUTE (EMHUHH3MU, TYKY
ce oOHyBaM Jla yKa)kaM Jieka — BO KOHKPETHHUOB MUT
— KOH(pUTYpUpameTo HAa HCTOpHjaTa Ha (HEMUHH3MOT
Kako ,IIpoIlec‘ BO KOj BTOpaTra W TpeTaTa ,emoxa Ha
beMuHU3MOT" TH OZ[pa3yBaT CBOUTE ,,KAPAKTEPUCTUUHH
HMCTOPHICKHA MUTOBHU U ,,c€ HAIOBP3yBaaT IPOU3JIETYBAjKH
eqHa on Jpyra“ MoOwiau3upa eaHa HCTOPHCKO-
reHepalicKa JIOTUKA Koja ce CTPEMH J1a UCIIPATH HEKOH
BHUJIOBH (peMHHMU3aM BO MUHATOTO HJIH, IIITO € MOXKeOu
IIOIIOTPECHO, HaBeAyBa Ha MPETIOCTaBKa JleKa Ha
HAIIIMOB ,,KapaKTEPUCTUYEH HCTOPUCKH MHUI* BOOIIIITO
He My e moTpebeH ¢peMUHU3aM.

EnHa o7 rIaBHUTE UCTOPUCKU PA3JIUKU YTBPAEHU Mery
BTOPHOT U TPeTHUOT OpaH Ha (HEMUHH3MOT IOBEKe ce
OJTHECYBAa HA CTATyCcOT Ha HoeAuHeNoT. DeMUHHUCTUTE
ol TpeTHoT OpaH, kako mTo e Pebeka Bokep (Rebecca
Walker), TBpaaT sieka:

HAYMHOT Ha KOj CMe To IJefase win chakaie GeMAHUZMOT
Oun ga ce mpucrnocobyBaMe KOH HAEHTUTET WIM HAYWH
Ha JKHBEEHE INTO HEe J03BOJIyBa HHAMBHAYaTHOCT [u]
CJI0KEHOCT.%

Taka u Keru Bejn (Kathy Bail), koja mozke fa ce omwurie
KaKo NOCThEMUHUCT, IpeJjlara MIaJuTe JKeH! Ja I’
ordpsaT HHCTUTYIUOHAIU3UPAHUOT (HEeMUHU3AM...
U rpynHata uaeHTHUKaNuja“ 3a cMeTKa Ha ,HH/U-
BUIyaJIHOTO JejcTByBame”.® Taka u cmopen Jlesau
XejByn (Leslie Heywood) u Ilenudep [Ipejk (Jennifer
Drake) ,uneosiorujata Ha MHAVMBUJIYATHOCTA U HATAMY
€ IVIABHUOT JBUTaTeJ BO MHOTY JKHUBOTU OJf TPETHOT
Opan”“.”” Bropuor 6paH, cropej; 0BOj HApaTUB, CTaHyBa
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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.®

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.”® So too, for
Leslie Heywood and Jennifer Drake “the ideology of
individuality is still a major motivating force in many
third-wave lives.”®” 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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IIPOEKT YHja IIpevKa e Heropata KOJIEKTUBHOCT. JIOKOJIKY
OHa ,jac” oJ1 CJIOTAaHOT Ha TPETUOT OpaH — ,jac cyM Tpe-
THOT OpaH” — € TBp/iehe 3a UHAUBH/IyaTHA Pa3IuKa BO
U Mery KareropuuTe (eMHUHUCTKA U JKeHa, UCTO TaKa €
U apryMeHT IIPOTUB OHa ,,Hue“ Ha BTopuoT OpaHn.®® Taxka,
(beMUHU3MOT 071 BTOPUOT OpaH IITO Ce 3aMHCJIyBa BO
OBHE IIPETCTaBH € MOJUTUYKO JIBIIKEHHE U eIHA TEOpHja
ONTOBapeHa CO COIICTBEHUTE OIICECUHM CO KOJIEKTHBHA
aKIuja 1 co oOuauTe Ja CIpoBee MOJTUTUKA HA CTPYK-
TYpHO, a HE Ha WHAWBUyaTHO HUBO. CJIMYHO Ha TOAa,
aHTUEeMUHUCTUUKATA ,JeBojka“ criopes Puuapa [Iun-
maH (Richard Jinman) Bo Cudnej mopHuHe xepanad, e
,OZITOBOPHA 3a COIICTBeHaTa camoaeduHunmja“.*

3a mucnurenkata of TperuoT Opan Jlebpa Cueren
(Deborah Siegel), Taka, mpakTukuTe Ha MIaguTe Gemu-
HUCT(K)U ce TPaZiaT Bp3 IPETIIOCTABKATA JIEKa ,MJIAJIUTE
’)KeHU [ce] Tesio IITO MOCTOjaHO ce MeHyBa“ 3aIlTo ja
coIvIeZlyBaaT WHJAMBHUAyaJHaTa pasyiuka.”” Harsackara
BP3 WHJIUBUYATHOTO JIEjCTBYyBabe U parMeHTHpambe-
TO, ¥ BP3 TBpZemaTa Jeka GeMUHUCTHIKATA OJIUTHUKA
MOJXKe Jia moapaszbrpa M MHANBUAYATHO POJIOBA HTPA,
MOK U y’KHBame 0/ISBOHyBa HU3 IIPOjaBUTE HA MJIQ/IUOT
demuHuzam. HAUBU/IYTHOTO BIIYIITAHE BO CEKCYaI-
HO Y’KHBame/MOK U IIOMMHUTE 3a YOaBUHA OJie KIIyJYHH
Oesie3n Ha audepeHIUjaljaTa 3a MJIANTE KeHU (3a
pasiuka off PEMUHHICTKUTE) U 32 MJIaguTe GeMUHUCTH
(3a pasnuka off HUBHUTE PELIUTEIHU, HO BETBH MajKHU
ox Bropuot 6pan). Criopex XejByn (Heywood) u JIpejk
(Drake), TpeTuot 6paH ru ImpU3HaBa OAHOCHTE Ha MOK
IITO T KpeIaT MOMMUTE 32 yOaBUHA U KOITHEXK, HO T'H
KODHCTH MOKHTE Ha Y>KHUBAIETO, OIMACHOCTA U Jiedu-
HUPAameTo MITO TW MMaar THe CTpykTypu“.” HaBucru-
Ha, KOHTpoBep3HaTa oneHka Ha Kamwu Ilaspa (Camille
Paglia) 3a MaznoHa kako ,uaHUHATA HA GEMHUHU3MOT. .
3a MJIQJIUTE JKEHH BO CBETOT Ce 3aCHOBA BP3 HEJ3UHUTE
TBpZEa /IeKa ,MasioHa uMa Janeky nozyaaboka Busmja

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.®® 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.”®

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.” 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.”” 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.””* For Naomi Wolf, this means that young
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3a CEKCOT OTKOJIKY INTO uMMaar demuuuctute. Taa ru
rJIe/la ¥ aHMMAaJTHOCTA ¥ BEIlITUHATA [M] TH OTEeJIOTBOPY-
Ba BEYHHUTE BPEAHOCTH Ha yDABHUHATA U YKHUBAHETO".””
3a Haomm Bynd (Naomi Wolf), oBa 3Haum jgeka
MJIaJUTe KeHn Tpeba Jja cu ro mobapaat ,,COICTBEHHOT
HUH/IUBHU/IyaJIeH TJ1ac, HAMEeCTO /la CU IO ¢JIeaT TJIacoT
BO HEKOj KOJIEKTHBEH HIEHTUTET" U Jla He ce IUIaliaT
,IIPOTUB OTHOT /ia ce OopaT co oraH“ Kora ke pa3BuBaaT

CEeKCyaJTHO OpHEHTHPAH ,,beMUHI3aM Ha MOKTa“.”

Merytoa, 30MpOT pA3JIMKH IITO IO COYMHYBAaT OBHE
MIPETCTaBH MO’KE€ KOPHCHO Jla ce MPUMEHH BP3 €JHO
MIOIITUPOKO POJIOCJIOBHE Ha (DEMUHUCTUYKUOT ITPOEKT.
Hasucrrna, Tpeba /1a ce 3alIOMHHU JieKa CTaBambeTo Ha
»KEHCKOCTa paMo JI0 paMO CO TUCKYPCUTE Ha TEJECHOTO
Y)KUBaIbe, 3aBEyBAaETO U MOKTA € HAUMH HAa MUCJIEHHE
IITO HEe € OTPAHWYEH CaMO Ha KpajoT OJi ABAECETTHUOT
BeK. OrpoMHO MHOIITBO HCTOPUH TOTBPJAyBaatr AeKa
peopranuzanujata (HWIH, BIPOYEM, KOHCTUTYHUPAHETO)
Ha eleH KPyT IIOMM 3a CeKCyaJlHaTa pas3jiniKa BO
OCYyMHA€eCeTTHOT BEK ja 0BO3MOKIJIE CHJITHUTE BPCKU METY
’KEHCTBEHHUOT KapaKTep M JKEHCKOTO OTEeJIOTBOPEHHUE.
~KeHaTta“ Ha MOJEPHUTETOT OTCEKOTrall Oma LBPCTO
OTeJIOTBOpPEH Cy0OjeKkT (3a pasjuka oj Ha HU3IJIe]
pacreyieceHOTO MaIiko).”* JleBefeceTTUuTe TOAUHH Of
JIBAECETTHOT BEK HE Ce MIPBHOT MUT KOTa JKeHUTE Ce 3a-
(daTrite co HOJTMTUYKUTE MOKHOCTH IIITO T HYTU TaKBO-
TO Pa3JINKyBambe.

Taka, egHa mcTOpHja 3a HACTAaBHU IOTPeOH MOXKe Jia
BKJIy4yBa CIIOpeZI0N Mery ,HOBaTa KeHa“ oJi KpajoT Ha
JIEBETHAECETTHOT U O/ TIOYETOKOT HA JIBAECETTUOT BEK
(KOHTEeKCTyaTM3UpaHa €O KaMIamuTe 3a JKeHcKaTa
eMaHIUnanuja mTo ru 3adaTuie 3anagHuTe Judepa-
HU JIEMOKPATUHU IIpeJ] ¥ BO BPEMETO HA HEj3UHATA II0-
jaBa) v pa3HU coBpeMeHH GUrypanuu 3a GeMUHUCTKUTE
WU JPYTUTE ,MJIA/IA JKeHU (KOHTEKCTYaJIU3UpaHHU CO
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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.””?

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).” 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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KaMIIaibUTe 3a IParaHCKHUTE M COI[MjaTHUTE IIpaBa Ipes
U [IPY HUBHOTO II0jaByBaibe. BucTrHa, MHOTY O] TPEBO-
TUTE U BO30YAMTE OKOJIy JIMKOT Ha HOBATa KeHa — KaKO
cuM00JT Ha IMpomararbeTo Ha 3alaJHOTO OIIITECTBO BO
HEKAaKBO JyBJIO Ha JeKaJeHIhjaTa WX KaKO IEPCOHMU-
(dukanyja Ha MPOrPECUBHUOT ITOJIUTUYKH U OIIIIITECTBEH
IIOPENOK IITO TH OIGaTUI KEHUTE — MIPEMHOTY jaCcHO
OJIEKHYBAaT CO MPETCTABU 3a JEHEITHUTE MJIaHA KEHH.
Bo obara KOHTekcTa, IOJIETO Ha IIOIMyJapHaTa KyJl-
Typa JilaBa IIPecyJHO IIo/payje 3a KOHCTUTYHpambe Ha
HEJ3MHOTO 3Hauerbe. Torali, CJIMYHO Ha TOa, JOAEKa
3a HEKOHM MEIMyMCKH KOMeHTaToOpu MajoHa MoxkeOu
mepcoHU(pHUKYBa HEKOj HOB CBETCKU ITOPENOK Ha eMaH-
[IUIIHPAHd U MOKHH KEHH, 3a JIPYTH, ,,0yAaIIITHHATE"
Ha BputHu Crinpce (kou cTaHyBaaT yIITe IOCKaHIaI03HI
[IOpagy HEJ3UHUTE IIMNEKYJAHTCKH U IPeTepaHyd Hac-
TaIM) 3aeHO0 CO IMOJIEMOT Ha ,pa3y3/laHuTe MMHjaHuYerha
Mery MJyIaJiuTe JKeHU KOU ja mpudakaar KyjaTrypaTa Ha
CJIaJTOCTPACTHUETO” € JKaJIOCHO OOBUHEHHE 3a cOCTojbaTa
Ha ,HaIlIeTO OIIITeCTBO.”> dUTYypaIuuTe ,MJIa U )KEHU ",
,CEKCyaJIeH TOpuB“ WM ,MOK“ MMaaT JloJira HCTOpPHja
Ha OCIIOPYBaHH NPHMEHH M OATOBOPH BO KYJITYPHH
KOHTEKCTH KaJle KOJIEKTUBHUOT (DEMUHU3AM € BU/IJIBO
mpucyreH. Torai, eIHO HCIOUTYBalbe Ha MCTOpHjaTa
Ha ,,HOBaTa ’keHa“ Kako cy0jeKT KOoj ce 300U co cBOja
MOK M € CeKCyaJIM3HpaH, MOKe Ja IOHYAd KOpHCHA
cTpaTervja 3a JiecTabWIn3upame Ha HAUMHHUTE Ha KO
M Ipakcata OJf TPETHOT OpaH/mocTeMHUHU3MOT U
eMaHIIUITHPAHUTE U CEKCYyaTHU MJIAJIU YKEHH O/ HAIIIETO
KyJITYPHO 3aMHCJIEHO cera ce IIPHUKa)KyBaart BO ilie/10COTl
Ha HCTOPHUCKHOT Pa3Boj Ha (GPEMHUHU3MOT.

Kako ,HeHazejHUOT® TOJeEM Ha ,KyJTypaTa Ha
cnagocrpactueto” Bo CAJl — umja npBeHKa, pa3y3gaHaTa
CTyIEHTKA IIITO IPOI[BETa BO IIOIyJIapHATa CBECT BO
1990-THUTE — HOBATa JKeHa, OapeM CIIOpeJ] COBPEMEHHUTE
Ha0JbyIyBavH, MpoOIBeTaIa BO jaBHaTa cdepa Bo 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.”” 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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tuTe U 1890-THTe.”® OTKAKO Cce 31001Ia ce MIPETXOAHO
HeJIOCTH>KEH cTelleH Ha 00pa3oBaHUe, HOBATA XKeHa — BO
rojemMa Mepka Oyp:koacku ¢eHOMeH — ce I0jaBUJIa BO
3aI1a/ITHOEBPOIICKITE M BOaMePUKaHCKUTe jaBHU chepr 3a
Jla TH OCIIOPY HEKOU 0] HaJUHTeTPaIHUTE IPETIOCTaBKU
Ha POJIOBUOT mopeZioK. OTIpuInMKa BO HCTO BpEME,
KaMIlalkhaTa 3a >KeHCKOTO IIpaBO Ha IJIac, 0cOOeHO
Bo bpuranuja, mouyHaya jga mpuaoOMBa 3HAYUTETHA
KOJIEKTMBHA MOJJpPIIKA 3a IOJUTUYKU pedOopMH.
W BuctuHa, MOIIHEe CJIMYHO HA (HEMUHUCTUYKOTO
JIBIDKEHbe BO 1970-TUTe, CO OBUE KOJIEKTUBHU KaMIIakhu
ce INOCTHUTHAJIEe KOHKpeTHU pedopmu. OmHOCOT Mery
HOBaTa »J»XeHa U peaHUMUpAmeTO U IIorojemMara
BWJIMBOCT Ha (EeMUHUCTUUKUTE KaMIamu 34
MOJINTHYKA eMaHIUIanyja OWI CJIOKEH; CHOper
HeKou HalOJby/lyBauy, HOBATa JKeHA IO OTEJIOTBOpYyBasa
beMUHU3MOT; criope pyTy, Taa Oria HeroB IPOU3BO/I,
JloZleKa HEeKOU TOramHU (PeMHUHUCTUYKUA MUCIUTETN
cMeTasle JleKa MOJIEpDHUTe JIeBOJKM KOU BO3ese
BeJIOCUIIE/IW, HEMaJie CTeTHM U Oe3rpuKHO TaHILyBaJe
Owte mpobJsieM 3aIITO I'M MOHUIITYBAJIE UCIEKOPHUTE HA
(peMUHUCTUYKNOT MOJUTUYKU TpoTecT.” M BHUCTHHA,
aMOuBajsIeHTHOCTa IITO JIUKOBU Kako Ema Tonaman
(Emma Goldman) ja uckakaa crpeMa KOJIEKTUBHUTE
KaMIIalkhU € BO XapMOHH]ja CO HOBUTE >KeHU Ha KpajoT
Ha HAIMOT BeK. TokMy kako mto Manona u Kpucruna
Arusiepa ro cjaBaT KOHILENTOT Ha KEJIHU U IOKeJTHU
»KeHU KOM 300pyBaaT eHepruvHo U ce 3a6aByBaaT, Taka
u l'onimaH nckaa 3amoxba 3a ,IpaBOTO Ha »KeHaTa J1a
Ce CaMOUCKaKe U IPAaBOTO HA CUTe Ha yOaBu U OJ1eckaBu
pabotu”“. Hajmo3natuot nutat Ha ['osgmaH (Koj Moskeou
HUKOTAll He T0 HU U3PeKJIa), ,aKO He MOKaM /Ia Urpawm,
He cakaM /ia y4ecTByBaM BO BalllaTa PeBOJIyI[Hja“ MHOTY
CIUTHO OJIeKHyBa Mery JI€eHEIIHHUTe MJIAJu JKEHU CO
camMocBecHa MOOMIM3AIKja Ha Y>KUBAETO U KEJTHOCTA
KaKo MOKeH 0eJier Ha MHAUBU/IyaTHOCTa.
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and 1890s.”° 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.” 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.”




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

Kako mro HariacyBa Kepon Cmur-PozenGepr (Carol
Smith-Rosenberg), umao fgBe ,,reHeparuu“ HOBU KEHHU
Bo bpuraHuja u Amepuka, mpBaTa KOH KpajoT Ha 19
BEK, a BTopaTa BO 1920-TuTe. BropaBa reHeparyja numa
3allpernacTyBayka CJINYHOCT CO HEKOU OJT OJITMKHTE IIITO
ce cakaaT KaKO KapaKTEpUCTUYHU 3a TPETHOT OpaH.
Kako mro TBpau Po3enbepr, ,HOBHUTE KEHH... Of] 1920-
THUTE Mery cebe U co rmocrapute GeMUHUCTKY 300pyBaie
3a CeKC 1 MOK, 3a y’KHBarba M He3aBUCHOCT .’ B0 mpeky
MOJHUOT U3060p, JIPIKEHETO Ha TEJ0TO, OWJIO IPEKY
MUAIIAHUTEe HapaTUBHU 3a JKEHCKaTa CeKCyasiHa jkesba,
HOBHUTE KEHU TH ,,CIIOPeJIe TOTAIIHUTE POJIOBU OTHOCH
u pacnpenenbara Ha Mokra“.’° Cmopen Ecrep Hbyrn
(Esther Newton), 3a ,,HOBHUTE 3K€HH [0]] 1920-TUTE] CEK-
CyaJIHOCTa — caMa 1o cebe 1 Kako cUMOO0JI Ha JKeHCKaTa
aBTOHOMHUja — CcTaHaJIe peoKynanuja“.5" Kako kxuBeena
KaTeropvja u ¢Qurypanuja Ha IOIyJIapHaTa KyJITypa,
,HOBaTa jkeHa“ OBOIUIOTWJIA €JHO U3PUYHO BIIYIITAHHE
BO IOJINTUKAaTa U MOKTa Ha yOaBUHaTa U cekcoT. Kako
mro numysa layauar (Dowling), ,Hosata KeHna... To
HCKa’KyBajla CBOETO IPOTHUBEH€ Ha BHKTOPHjaHCKATa
KYJITypa IJIaBHO CO CEKCYyaTHU CPEJICTBA — 3TrOJIEMYBajKH

« 82

' CEKCya/IHATa CBECT, OTBOPEHOCTA U U3PA3HOCTA .

Hcropuckara ocoG6eHOCT HA TPETHOT OpaH dYecTto ce
OIIpaB/yBa CO JIeKJapupame Ha Hej3sMHATa BOJja CcTpa-
TETHCKU Jla TH IIPEHACOYM U IIPEeHalHIle POJIOBUTE
HOPMU KaKO HAaYMH Ha MOJIUTUYKO JiejcTByBame. [loToa
oBaa 0c0OEHOCT ce COIIOCTaByBa HA MHCTUTYIIHOHATHUOT
demmHn3aM Ha MUHATHOT BTOp OpaH. MerfyToa, BosjaTa
Ha MJIQJIUTE KEHU O] 1920-TUTE Jla Ce BIYIITAT BO
CJINYHU CTPATEruy ja MOTKOIyBa KOXEPEHTHOCTA HA TOj
HapaTHB 32 UCTOPUCKATA NHOBAIMja U 3aCTPAHYBAETO.
Harnackara Bp3 WHIMBUAYaJTHOCTA HA TPETHOT OpaH u
ocTeMUHU3MOT U Hej3MHATA CIIPOTUBHOCT CO BTOPUOT
OpaH Torami 61 cTaHasIa JIeJI O] €{HO IIO/0JITO POAOCIO-
BU€ HA CIIOPOBUTE OKOJIY (PEMUHUCTUIKOTO MOJTUTHIKO
ZejerByBambe. TOKMy Kako mITo cydpaKUCTUTE U3HECYBa-

As Carol Smith-Rosenberg points out, there were two
“generations” of new women in Britain and America, the
first, towards the end of the 19™ 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.”” Whether through choices in fashion,
bodily comportment, or written narratives of female
sexual desire, the newwoman “challenged existing gender
relations and the distribution of power.”® According
to Esther Newton, for the “new women [of the 1920s]
sexuality - for itself and as a symbol of female autonomy
— became a preoccupation™ 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.”®?

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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Jie CTPYKTYPHH apryMeHTH 3a motpebara o7 eMaHIUIa-
I[{ja Ha JKEHWTe, ¥ HOBATa KEHA I'M IMPEUCIIHIIYBaJa
IIOMMHUTE 3a JKEHCKOCTa, ybaBUHATA U JKEeJIHOCTA, TaKa U
KOJIEKTUBHATA aKI[Hja Ha GeMUHHUCTOT(KaTa) O/f BTOPHUOT
OpaH /1ejCcTByBa KaKO KOHCTHTYTHBEH KOHTPAIYHKT Ha
WHUBUIYAINCTUIKATE CTPATETHCKU TOJUTHKA HAa
demunuCcTOT(KaTa) OZ TPETUOT OGpaH. Bo e/1eH momupok
KyJITYPEH KOHTEKCT, JKeHaTa Koja ce 371001yia co MOK U
ce peasin3upaia (1 Hej3rHATa MPOOIEMAaTHYHA CECTPA,
’KeHaTa Koja Jo06MIa TOIKY MOK U TOJIKY Ce peaTu3upasia
IITO M3JIErJIa Off KOHTPOJIa) € JIMK KOj MMa CMHCJIA
IOpaZii  MICTOBPEMEHOTO (IIPETXOHOTO) AHUMHUPAIbe
Ha JIUCKYPCUTE 3a MOJIUTUYKHUTE IIPaBa U MPOTECTOT OJ
cTpaHa Ha (PEMHUHUCTHYKUTE OOPIM HA HUCTUOT HAYUH
Ha KOj HAaBH/IyM OIIACHUTE BIIyIITarba Ha HOBATa JKEeHA
BO CEKC U YKHBame (PUTYpaTHBHO ce MOBP3yBajie BO
CJIOJKeHaTa peaklldja Ha, IPOTHB U CO KOJIEKTUBHUTE
KaMIIathbH 32 MIOJIUTHYKHU pedOpMH.

Kaxo noeHTa 3a Kpaj, BO 1920-TUTE MOKeJIO Jia ce BUIU
KaKo I'pyna aMepUKAaHCKU KHU>KEBHU KOMEHTATOpU KOU
Ouse TIOCBeTeHU Ha HjejaTa 3a €JHAKBU IOJIUTHUYKU
IIpaBa Ha >KeHaTa ja KPUTUKyBaaT uzejara 3a ¢emu-
HU3MOT KaKO IPOeKT IITO ke ja 30pulle HUBHATA
YyoBeYKa ,,MHAUBUAYATHOCT . OBHE KHUKEBHU PAJIUKAIIN
Bo 'puHnu Buuil 3a cebe Besese fieka ce ,3a JKEHUTE
0e3 na OuAT MPOTHUB MaKUTE®, a cBojaTa IMO3UIHja ja
ueHTUGUKYBaIe KaKo ,iocTpeMunrcTruka”. % He 610
IIpBHAT KOTa BO JleBeJleceTTUTe roJIUHU Off 1BAeCETTUOT
’)KEHUTEe He Ce CoIJIacyBajle OKOJIy IpAallarmeTo Koe €
Haj700POTO CPEJICTBO 3a CIIPABYBAIHE CO MOJIUTHIKUTE,
ONIITECTBEHNUTE M E€KOHOMCKHUTE WCKJIyuyBama, a He
OWJI0 HU IIPBIIAT KEHUTE /1a OTKPHUJAT /IeKa YKUBAETO
U JKEeJIHOCTa MOXKE CHJIHO Ja ce YIoTpebaT W HacodaT
3a 7a ce 6apa HHAMBUAYATHOCT U MOK. Co OBa UHTAalbe,
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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.

Asaclosingpoint,the1920switnessed agroup 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.”® 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.




HUBHUOT CTaTyC KaKO UCTOPUCKO PellleHne, ce HaJleBaMe,
CTaHyBa IIOMAaJIKy U3BECEH.

Crparterncko (norpewHo) yutame II

CyIITHHCKH JIeJT O]] UICTOPUCKO-TeHePAaIICKaTa JIOTHUKA,
KOjallITO TH IMOTKPEeImyBa M IONIMPOKATa KyJITypHa
ucropuorpaduja Ha MecTOTO Ha (HEMUHHU3MOT BO
COBPEMEHHTE KOHTEKCTH U HAYHMHOT HA KOj MJIAJUTE
demuHHCTH ja TpUKaXKyBaaT CBOjaTa OCOOEHOCT, ce
BPTH OKOJIy elHa MCTOPU3MpaHa KapaKTepusaluja Ha
MOJINTHYKATa crparerrja. HakpaTko, 3a MHOTYMHHAa
Ha0JbyIyBavH, ¥ MJIaZUTe PEMUHUCTKHI 1 MJIQTUTE JKEHU
ce obeauHETH (ypy ¥ BO CBOETO HEEIMHCTBO) CO €7leH
KOHKPETHO IIOCTMO/IEPEH PUOJI KOH UAeHTUTETOT. Taka,
En Bpykc (Ann Brooks), Bo cBojaTa pacmpasa 3a ,,ITIOCT-
dbeMuHU3MHUTE" TO KapaKTepU3UPa BTOPHUOT OpaH KaKo
JIBIKEIbE IIITO ce ITOBUKYBa[s10] Ha [00euHeTHOT] Trbe-
pajieH XyMaHW3aM Ha IPOCBETJIEHHOT MojaepHuTer”.®
Tpernor 6paH, cnopen Jluaga ®@pocr (Linda Frost), ce
IIPOM3BelyBa HA CJIMYEH HAYWH OJf CTPaHa Ha ,TeHepa-
1ja GeMUHUCTH KOU ce 3aHMMAaBaaT CO... TOCTMO/IEP-
HHU3MOT... [1 cO H/iejaTa] 3a MHOTYKpaTHUTE MOJIOKOU Ha
cy0jeKTH IITO CEKOj O Hac Ty 3a3eMa.” % Bpykc usHecysa
eZleH WCKJIYIUTEJTHO WCTOPHUCKU apryMeHT, TBPAEjKHU
Jleka MJIauoT (peMUHU3AaM Ce CO3/IaJT CO ,,[IPEMHUHOT O
MojiepHaTa KOH IocTMoepHu3mMor”.*® Taka u Miaaurte
’KEHU BO MEJHCTPUM I1€YATOT PEJOBHO Ce MPETCTaByBaaT
KaKo IMOCTMO/IepHM areHTH. Ha Toj Ha4uH, BO cBOjaTa
pacrpaBa 3a ,HOBaTa reHepalyja KeHH... KOU ce KOpHC-
Huiy Ha pemuau3Mot* [loana bpuckoy (Joanna Briscoe)
JU1abOKO pa3MHUCIyBa JieKa ,,BO KYJITYpeH, JOMalleH U
€CTEeTCKU KOHTEKCT, U3IJIe/ia ce HypHyBaMe BO epaTa Ha
cBOUTE MajKH [cO].... cBeCHO, flociliMo0epHO KuMarbe®.%
N Knmuron Boxkep (Clinton Walker) nsnecyBa cimuna
3abeJienKa 3a ,IIMUK MJIQJIUTe TPAJICKU JKEHU... [KOHU]
Ha BHUCTHHCKU UOCIMOOepeH HaYHH... TO MPHUCBOUJIE

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.”® 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.”®
Brooks makes an extremely historical argument,
asserting that the young feminism has been produced
by “the move from modernity to postmodernity”.®® 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.” 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.”®® 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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OHAa IITO Tpebarie aa OWae BPBHUOT ‘MarHeT 3a KeHU ,
aBToMoOMIOT Baaujaniti uapyep.“® Pacnpasata Ha
Mapuena ®pocrpyn (Mariella Frostrup) 3a mutamure
»KEHU 3aja/IJINBO ITPABHU CJIMYHU BPCKH, JKAJIEJKU TIOPATH
LhaocilimoOdepHailia JakpAvja CIopes Koja KeHaTa Koja
CH TH pasrojiyBa JIOjKUTE€ Ha HACJIOBHA CTPAHUIA Of
HEKOe CIIMcaHue e IpuMep Ha emaHnunanujara“.® Taka,
MJIQJIATE KEHU Ce MPETCTaBYBAaaT KaKO MPAKTUYAPKHU
Ha TOCTMO/IEpHU3MOT (OWJIO 3a Jla ce JiejleKa Mopaau
HUBHaTa JIa’KHA CBECT WJIM Jla UM Ce PaKoIUIecKa 3a
eMaHIunanujara u xymopor). Ha kpajoT Ha kpaurara,
cTaHyBa 300p 3a TreHepalMja KOjallITO H3pacHaja
TJIeZ]ajKH TO ,,TIOCTMO/IEPHUOT IIPHOJ] KOH UIAEHTUTETOT
0TeJIOTBOPEH Bo MajjoHa.

Crnopes, BakBOTO HCTOPHUCKO TIIPETCTaByBame, TIeHe-
panuckaTa 0coOEHOCT Ha TPEeTHOT OpaH, moctdemu-
HU3MOT ¥l HHBHUTE [TOCTMO/IEPHY aMOUBaJIEHTHU CECTPHU
ce co37laBaaT CO KOHKPETHa KCTOPUCKA TPAeKTOopHja.
V3MeHeTHUOT Ky/ITyPEeH KOHTEKCT I'0 JIUIIIHII U€HTUTETOT
on cymtuHa. (Taka 1 OBOj HapaTUB 3a MOCTMOJEPHUTE
ceOHOCTU U CyOjeKTH IO ONPAaBAYBAa, MPWJINYHO CHJIHO,
BITyIIITAEbE€TO HAa TPETHOT OpaH 1 Ha TOCTHEMUHUZMOT BO
JIUCKypcuTe 3a y0aBOTO, yKUBAETO U MOKTa). Bo cBojoT
HAjOTBOPEH aCIIEKT, OBOj HAPATUB TBP/U JleKa MJIAJIUTE
JKEHH U MJIaziuTe (PeMUHKCTKHU ce MpBaTa reHepargja
1ITo cpaThIa leKa HeMa HEKaKBa CyIITUHCKA KaTeropuja
~KeHa“ U cBOeTO 3apakarbe CO MOKTa IO 3aCHOBA Bp3
€lleH CaMOCBECeH TIPOEKT 3a JeHaTypaJu3upaHo |
cyOBep3UBHO MPHUCBOjyBabe. Taka, KOJIEKTUBHUOT BTOD
OpaH OWJI IPUTHCHAT BO J/1a00KO MOZIEpPHA MOJTUTUYKA
paMKa, a Ha TOCTHEMHUHUCTOT My TOAM KyJITypHATa
cocrojba IITO IO JIMIIWJIA HAEHTUTETOT O CYIITHHA
U Ti mpobsieMaTu3upaia MOMMUTE 32 KOJEKTHBHOTO
JlejCTByBatbe. 3a mucaTeIKaTa off TPETHOT OpaH, J[eBoHu
Jlycep (Devoney Looser), Toa 3HauM JeKa ,eaHa O]
OJITUKHUTE 10 KOU CMe MMO3HATH € HAIIETO HEeIUHCTRBO.
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of empowerment” 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.”® The narrative is a compelling

:
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Mo:xebu He cMe TOJKYy €JUHCTBEHH KOJIKYy IITO Oumia
reHepanujaTta mnpez Hac. Moxxebu caMo He CMe TOJIKY
MOJJTIOKHU Ha KaTteropusanuja“.® HapaTuBoB e MpuB-
JleyeH; IOCTMOJIEpHUOT (peMUHM3aM (BO CBOWTE DPas-
JIMYHU OOJIUIV) W TOCTMOJIEDHUTE MJIQ/IN KEHU Ce
[ojaBuJIe He caMo OJlarofjapeHre Ha BIIYIITAHETO BO
pacupaByd cO KOHKDETHH TEOPETHYAPH U MUCJIUTEIIH,
TyKy W OJlarozjapeHue Ha IpOMeEHaTa IITO HacTamuia
BO HCTOPUCKHOT KOHTeKCT. (CIMYHO Ha TOa, IIEJI0
MHOIIITBO AaKaJIEMCKH HCTPa)KyBama ja IIOTKpeIyBa
HCTOpHU3allHjaTa Ha IPAKTUKUTE HAa COBPEMEHUTE MJIAN
(eMUHHCTH KaKO UCKIIYIUTETHHU 32 HAIIIETO BPEME TaKa
IITO IIOCTOjaHO T'O CTaBa OHOj IpobJeMaTHyYeH JIUK —
MayioHa — Ha IOYETOKOT Ha UCTOPU3UPAHUTE TUCKYCUU
3a MMOCTMOZIEPHATA ITOJIUTHKA 33 UJEHTUTETOT. *)

Kako mto nmokakaa MHOTyOpoOjHUTE /1e6aTH 3a IOCTKO-
JIOHUjaJIN3MOT, IOCTMO/IEPHU3MOT U TOCTPEMUHU3MOT,
IIOCTOM PEYUCU HeCOBJAJJIMBa MCTOPUCKA KOHOTAIW]ja
BO 300poT ,,1tocT*.”* Bo e/1Ha pacnpasa 3a MOCTMOZIepHATa
Teopuja BO momwupoka cmuciaa, M.II. dunejum (M.J.

Delaney) TBpau sieka

IIOCTMOJIEPHATA MHUCJIA YECTO Ce IOTIHpPA Ha eleH MOIIHE
KOHBEHIIOHAJIEH TOIJIE[, KOH HAIPENIOKOT KOra TBPAH
Jleka T OT(dpJia TPelIKUTe HA MOHOJIUTHUOT €HTHUTET IITO
Pa3JIMYHO ce OIMHIIYBa KaKO MOJIEPHUTET/IPOCBETUTEIICKO
oOMucTyBarbe/Ha 3amaiHaTa MeTapu3uUKa Tpaaumja.”

IMocrdemunuctuTe M HEMUHUCTUTE Off TPETUOT OpaH
Ha CJIMYeH HAYMH ce BP3aHHU 3a ITPETCTaBH 3a UCTOPUCKA
nporpecuja. Taka, mpeTxogHuTe GeMUHU3MU CTAHYBAAT
Ipo6JeMaTHYHO MOJIEPHU BIYINTakba BO POJOBHOT
IIOPEZIOK, a BPOJIeHATa HENPEJBU/IIMBOCT HA TPETHOT
OpaH Hyau ,IIpeMUH‘. 3HAYajHO € IIITO OBOj HAapaTHUB
ja cmecTyBa IOCTMOJIepHATa KyJITypHa cocrojba — u
Hej3MHaTa ,CBECT® 3a HJIEHTUTETOT — BO IIOCJIETHUTE
JleceT TOAVHMU Of] IBAeCeTTHUOT BeK. Tyka He ce Gapaar

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.*")

As the various debates about postcolonialism,
postmodernism, and postfeminsm have revealed, there
is an almost insurmountable historical connotation in
the word “post.”* 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.*

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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HOBHU PAacCIIPaBU OKOJIy HCTOPUCKUTE ,,IIOTEKJIa“ Ha IOCT-
MOJIEPHU3MOT, a C€ YUHH U JIeKa € jaJIOB IIPOEKTOT Jia
ce W3HeCyBaaT MOKHHUTE HCTOPHUCKH ,HEIPEeIM3HOCTH "
Ha HCTOPUCKO-T€HepaIycKaTa JIOTHKA INTO TU IIpeT-
BOpa ITOCTMOJIEDHHUTE HAEHTUTETH BO (PEHOMEH Oof
1990-tuTe.”* MeryToa, crparerdjara Ha CJIy4ajHO Ipe-
pacropeayBame MOKe Jia ce POYUTa O/ €lHa UCTOpHja
Ha (GEeMUHH3MOT IITO HE ja CMeCTyBa TaKTHKaBa BO
TEJIOCOT Ha HCTOPUCKUOT pa3Boj. Mlako eqHO yuTame
Ha MHHATOTO Ha (EeMUHH3MOT MOKe Ja ro (u3)mec-
T™d (IIOCTMOAEPHOTO) (PEMUHUCTUYKO(TO) BITYIITAHE
BO IIpallameTo 3a (parMeHTHPAHUTE WJEHTUTETH
BO HEKAKBO IIOJIOJITO POJIOCJIOBHE HAa OCIOPYBaHHUTE
co3jaBamba Ha ,MJIaAUTE “KEHU“, ,3a7I0BOJICTBOTO" U
,MOKTa“, HEKOe JIpDyr0 YHTale MOKE Jla TU IIPEeyCTPOU
IIOMMHTE 3a aMOUBAJIEHTOCTA M 3a CTPATETHCKOTO
IIPEYCTPOjyBalkhe KAaKO COCTAaBHU JIeJIOBU Ha cellia
bemMuHHCTHYKA TTpaKca.

HaBuctuna, wucropujata Ha (GHEMUHH3MOT BpPBH Off
IPUMEPH 32 TOKMY BaKBO CTPATETHUCKO IIPEYCTPOjyBabe.
Kammamara O IOYETOKOT Ha /IBAeCEeTTUOT BeK 3a
’KEHCKOTO IMpaBO Ha miac Bo Besmka Bpuranuja mro
ja mpenBogemre Ilankyper (Pankhurst) Hu gaBa TokMy
TaKOB mpuMep. Bo kammarma KO0jalITO MOTCETyBa HA
HABU/yM IIOCTMOJIEPHHU CTPATETUU — IMOPAJU TOA IITO
v MOOMTM3UPAIa MACOBHHUTE MEIUYMH U CE BITYIITHIIA
BO KOMIUJIEKCHO MPEHUCIHUIIYBake Ha JKEHCTBEHOCTA —
MOJINTUKATA HAa KaMIIamaTa 3a IPaBo Ha IJ1ac CEPHO3HO
cTpaziasia o7 aMOUBaJIEHTHOCT.

[TonaTamy, cydpa>keTKuTe CBOjaTa XUIIOTe3a ja I[pIese
0/l TPENUIIYBAETO TOKMY Ha YCJIOBUTE HA HUBHATa
MIOJINTHYKA UCKIIyIeHOCT U oTdpsieHOCT. Bo efren Hamme
B0 /lejau meja, urja 1ieJ1 OYrrIeAHo Oria a ja oMayioBa-
KU HUBHATA KaMIIakha, BOMHCTBEHOCTA HA Cy(PPasKU3MOT
Ha [laHKypcT ce mcMmeBajsia Taka IITO My ce Jlo/iaBaja
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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.”* 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
20" 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.”® Could the Pankhurst’s appropriation
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’)KeHcKaTa JAeMHUHyTHBHa ¢dopma ,-eTka“.”> Moxe Ju
YCBOjyBamb€TO Ha OBOj TEPMHH O] cTpaHa Ha [laHKypcT
Jla He ce cdaTH KaKo TOKMY OHOj BHJ CTpaTervja IITo
TPETHOT OpaH CH o 3eMa KaKO UCTOPUCKUA KOHKDPETEH?
Hus crpaTeruja Bo Koja 0ZleKHyBaJjia BU/JIMBA IIOJIUTHYKA
mpakKca Ha MapOJMCKO IPEUCIHIINYBalkbe Ha MOUMUTE
IITO ce KOPUCTEJIE 32 UCKJIyYyBame, CyQPaKETKUTE TO
IIpeHaMeHWJIE TOKMY ja3WKOT CO KOj UM Ce OJ3eMasia
MoKTa.%

HerpakyBambeTo BO BTOPHOT OpaH, HaBHAYM Bp3aH
3a KOJIEKTHBOT, BIIPOYEM, BeKe MOYHAJIO Jla CO3/aBa
HCTOPUHU Ha KEHHTE KOW THU YCBOMJIE, IPEUCIIHIIATIE
M CcaMOCBeCHO Tu (¢parMeHTHpasie MPEeTCTaBUTE 3a
’KEHCKOCTa W JKeHCTBeHOocTa. Bo cBojaTa pacmpaBa 3a
dbemuHHCTHYKATa My3UKa IIITO CE CO3/IaBajia Ha KPajoT
o1 1970-tute Bo ABcTpainuja, Ketu Criopt (Kathy Sport)
yKaKyBa JieKa

MOJKe JIa ce Kaxke ieKa My3HUapKUTe CeKOTalll IMaaT TpeMa
HIOpa/ii CO3HAHMETO JieKa 32 HUB Ce CMeTa OTHU ,He MOXKe
Jla ce aHanIM3Wpaatr”, JieKa ce HeaBTeHTUYHU, pasfopHU
Y pas3jMYHH, J[yPH U KOra CBHpAT ,Iperu3Ho”. BakxBoTo
CO3HAHMeE CO03/1aBa capKas3aM, HPOHMja U IapoAxja, KaKo U
urpa Ha cebeTOJIKyBambe U XyMOp €O cebeoMaoBaKyBambe,
LITO UCTO TaKa Ce IJIe/la ¥ BO UMHUIbaTa Ha TPYIIHTE.

CnopT packakyBa Jieka pok rpymara ,,Kiauropuc® cu ro
n30pajia UMETO KaKO ,IPEIU3BUKYBAUYKA U XYMOPHC-
THUYEH jaBeH rect. 300poT ‘KJIUTOPUC OUJI TMHTBUCTHYKA
WHTEPBEHIIMja IITO IO WCKa)KyBajia HUBHOTO JIYTO
(beMUHUCTHYKO MPOTHUBEHE Ha ‘KOK-POKOT [KYpPOBHOT
pok] u ucroBpemeHo ro mapopupana“.”’” Mcro taka, u
ucrpakyBarwero Ha Mepu Tommuk (Mary Tomsic) 3a
dbemunncTHukuTe (GUIMOBA BO 1970-TUTE OTKPHUBA
elHa TOJUTHYKA paMKa Koja 3a eCceHI[UjaIN3UpaHUuTe
IIOMMHU 3a >KEHCKOCTa Ce Bp3yBa IOMAJIKY OTKOJIKY
mTo OW yKakaje TBpJeWmara 3a IOCTMOZEpHaTa

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.*®

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.”®” 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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CTaOM/IHOCT KapaKTEPUCTUYHH 3a 1990-TUTe. Mako
€HO KOHBEHIIMOHAJIHO 4YHTaibe Ha (DEMUHHUCTHUKUTE
MPAKTUKA BO 1970-TUTE 3a KPEBalhe Ha CBECTA MOKE
Jla yKake Jeka THe (QUIMOBH OuWIe CpPEICTBO 3a
,OTKpUBabe"“ Ha 3aeHUYKUTE OJJIUKU — IIPHUCIIOCOOEHU
3a MaJIH ,,y4eOHU CPEIUHM COCPEIOTOYEHH Ha JKeHUTe"
— crpaTeruute Ha (UIMAIIUUTE CEMaK OWe JaJIeKy
mocyioskeHu. Bo cBojara pacmpaBa o7 1975 ToaWHA
3a HuUBHHOT mnpoekT, JlopHa Ckapsic (Lorna Scarles)
TBpJiellie Jeka (GUIMOT € ,[JlaBHATa MaIlldHa 3a
co3/1aBalbe MUTOBHU BO HalleBo Bpeme“. CKapJic TBp/iele
nexka ,uue KE ce usymmme ceGecu”. IIpeTcTaByBambeTo
Ha JKEHCTBEHOCTA Ce CMETAJIO 32 UBYMUTEJICKU YU H, a He
3a YMH Ha OTKpuBaibe. U BuctuHa, TOMIINK HHTEPECHO
'O OIMIIIYBa,

WpPOHMYHO HacjoBeHuor Gwim Ce cilipemume Oa
3a0ogoaume. OUIMOT MOYHYBa CO Ipallamero ,paboTu
JIM KaMmepara?“ a moroa ru riegame [buimanunte] Hern
v JIopH Kako CTOjaT TOJIM MpEJ KaMepara U Ha MOYETOKOT
ce cmear... 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... [ITogomua] Herr
u Jlopu IperepaHo ce IIMHUHKAAT, [ITO TH [paBU TPAA U
YyJOBUIIHU, HaMecTo ybaBu W eHcTBeHU. CeKBeHIUTE
KaKO OBaa IMOHEKOTAIIl CE PA3UTPAHH, HO UMAaaT U CEPUO3HHU
rnocaeauun.*

Toa ce ’XeHHM IITO CBECHO KOPHCTAaT XyMOpP, UPOHHja
¥ Mapojinja 3a Jjla T0 pa3HUINAAT U OCIOPAT POJAOBUOT
nopenok. Ha Toj HaumH, KcTOpHjaTa Ha H3BEAYBAUUTE
dbemunuCT(K)M MOXKEe, Ha MpPHUMeEp, Ja ja IMOPEMETH
creruduIHOCTA HA MOCTHEMUHUCTUYKATA, UPOHUYHA
U cBecHa mosiuThka Ha Majiona. Taka, PobepTcoHoBaTa
(Robertson) wucropuja Ha ,,pPEeMHHUCTUUKUOT TabOp“
MIPETCTaByBa UCTOPHja Ha U3BeyBaYU KOU IO KOPUCTEIE
€KPaHOT WJIH IJIATHOTO U KO ,,CBECHO 0JIeJIE TTOAJIEKY
O/l €KPaHOT WJIM IUIATHOTO 3a Jia IpaBaT MapOJUH CO
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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.?®

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.%°
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caMara >KeHCTBEHOCT KOja HaBHYM ja OTEJIOTBOPYBAJE;
OBaa MCTOpHja MOYHYBa, bapeMm cropes, PobepTcoH, BO
1930-THuTE.”

Ha cimuen nauwH, /{ujanexitiuxailia HA CEKCOT Of
[lysnamutr ®aepcroyn (Shulamith Firestone), o6jaBena
BO 1970 TOAMHA BO PaMKHUTE Ha T.H. BTOp OpaH, MOxe
Ja ce cdaru KaKO CTPATETHCKO IIPEyCTPOjyBarbe Ha
ajJaTKUTe Ha MoJepHaTa Hazajx KoH cebe. Tekcror
Ha (daepcTOyH KECTOKO pacIipaBaiie BO IIPUJIOT Ha
OuoJIomKaTa OCHOBA 3a YTHETYBAIETO Ha JKEHUTE;
,IIaTpHjapXxaToT®, CIIOpesi OBa YUTAIbE, € IMPOU3BOJ HA
OuoJIomKaTa HEOIIXOJHOCT Ha parameTo. PaepcToyH Ha
MOIITHE IIPOYyeH HAUMH I'0 CIIOPE/H IIPOLIECOT Ha parame
JleTe KaKo ,KaKame THKBA“, a OTCTPAHYBAIHETO HA OBaa
HEOIIXOJJHOCT — IIPEKY PEITPOIyKTUBHU TEXHOJIOTUH — Ke
co3/1a/ie MOXKHOCT 3a peBoJsyiuja.'”® Tue TexHosioruu,
CIIOpes] eZTHO MAapKCHCTUYKO pa3bupame Ha cpedcitisa-
itia 3a petipodykuyuja, Tpeba 1a ce 0CBOjaT 3a MOTPeOUTE
Ha yTHeTeHaTa Kjlaca — IMEeHO, 32 JKeHHTe.

He e usnenagyBame mro /[ujanexitiukaiia Ha Daep-
CTOYH YECTOIIATH CE CMeTasIa 33 IPOM3BO/I Ha ITpobiemMa-
THYHUOT MoziepHUTET. Co 171a60K0 eceHIIMjaTn3upaHara
IIpeTCTaBa 3a >KEHCKOCTa, OOMAOT Omosiorujata Ja ce
ynoTpebu Kako objacHeHHe 32 KEHCKOTO YITHETYBAe U
KODHCTEHETO Ha KOJIEKTUBHHUOT MapKCH3aM KaKo OpyXKje
CO KOe Ke ce YKHHAT THE BPCKU, O1 ce YMHEJIO JieKa OBOj
TEKCT T OTEJIOTBOPYBA TOKMY ,,Ipo0OIeMuTe Ha BTOPHOT
6pas. Ho, 0KOJIKY OJIUTHKATA HA TOCT(PEMUHUZMOT U
Ha GEeMUHU3MOT O/ TPETHUOT OpaH ce KapaKTepu3upaaT
CO CBOjaTa TOTOBHOCT CTPATETHCKH J1a TU IIPeyCTpojar,
IIPEUCIUIIAT U MIPEBPTAT IIPETCTABUTE 32 UJEHTUTETOT
KaKo OOJIMK HA MOJIUTUYKO JIEjCTBYBAbE, M CO TOA J]a TO
JlecTabuIn3upaaT poAOBHOT MOPENOK IITO T'M CO37aBa
— JIECHO MOJKe J1a ce cMeTa Jieka TekcToT Ha PaepcroyH
ja BpIIM TOKMY Taa (pyHKIHja. AKO KapakTepusalujara
Ha OpemeHocTa M parameTo mTO ja saBa PaepcroyH

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.'*® 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
asa“barbaric” processneedingtobeexcised fromwomen’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 ,BapBapCcKU“ Iporiec mTO Tpeba /la ce OTCTPaHU
OJ1 UCKYCTBOTO HA ’KeHaTa He € CTpaTerucKa MHBep3uja
Ha POJIOBUTE HOPMH, TOTAIl HE 3HAM INTO € TaKBa
vHBep3uja. HaBucTrHa, MOOMIU3HPAHETO HA HayYHATA
TEXHOJIOTHja U 3HAEHhe NCTOBPEMEHO U KaKO 00jacHyBarbe
3a U KakOo OErcTrBo O/ MATPHjaXxaJTHOTO YTHETYBAHhE
ro IMOKa)KyBa TOKMYy aMOWBaJIeHTOTO 3adakame CcO
dbopmuTe Ha 3HaeHme U MOK IIITO OOUYHO Ce TOBP3yBaaT
CO ITOCTMO/IEPHATA TOJIUTUKA.

HaBuctruHa, MOCTMOZEPHOTO € CEKOTAIII, 33/[0JIKUTEITHO,
3adakarme co JAyXOT Ha MOAepHOTO.'”* Kako mTO Bemu
AnpgpeacXyjceH (Andreas Huyssen), ,,[Tpeba] 1aja mmame
Ha YM peJlallioHaTa MPHUPO/ia Ha MOCTMOAEPHU3MOT . >
KoHcTuTyTHBHATA ,,HAJIBOPEIIHOCT KOja ja 3aMHUCIyBa
elHa JUCKPEeTHA IEePHUOAM3allfja Ha IOCTMOJEPHOCTA
(1 Ha TpeTHOT OpaH) M WUTHOpHpPA HAYMHUTE HA KOU
IIOCTMOJIEPHOTO  pa3MHCJIyBatbe U IOCTMOZEpPHATa
mpakca T'M IIPUMEHyBaaT KOHKDETHUTE aJlaTKh Ha
MOJIEDHUTETOT IOBPAaTHO W Bp3 cebe 3a Jja OTBOpaT
paznuuHu MoskHOcTH. Criopes; Mumen ®yko (Michel
Foucault), Ha mpumep, 07 MOJIEDHUTETOT HE MOKE
Ja ce uzbera u jia ce oamuHe. IIonpBoO, AaieH HAYUH
HAa CaMOKDUTHKA MOXKE JIeJIyMHO Jla TH Pa30TKpHe
TPAHUIMTE HA MOKHOCTA IITO IO OBO3MOXKYyBaaT
PallMOHAIHUOT Cy0jeKT Ha MOJEPHUTETOT 3a Ja ce
U3rpazar nouHaky.'*® Toraiil, MOCTMOJEPHOTO CTaHyBa
CTaB KOH U JiecTabuIn3anyja Ha MOJIEPHUTETOT HAMECTO
Ha HEj3BUHUOT BPEMEHCKH OZIpe/IeH HaC/IeTHUK. AKO OHa
,ITOCT" 071 TOCTMO/IEPHUTETOT ce chaTH KAKO OCIIOPYBAIHE
HAa KOXEPEHTHOCTUTE Ha MOJEPHHUTETOT (Kako CTaB
KOH MOJIEDHUTETOT M HErOBUOT OOeqUHET CyDjeKT),
3apeM He ke MOke (PeMUHH3MOT /1a Ce MO3UI[MOHUpPA
KaKO COCTaBeH /leJ Ha OBaa KPUTHKa (KaKO CTaB KOH
MoOZiepHaTa cekcyasHa pasiauka)? Kako mro 3abesexa
Cyzan bopso (Susan Bordo), mosro mpep IojaBata
Ha COOJIBETHO HMEHyBaHaTa IIOCTMOZIEPHA TeOpHja,
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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.” As
Andreas Huyssen argues, “[we need to] keep in mind
postmodernism’s relational nature.”°* 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.’”® 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.”*** H
'_
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(beMUHUCTUYKUOT IPOTECT ja MPHU3EMjH KaTeropujara
,40BeK", [ naze] undT MaHTaI0HU U [T0] MOTCETH AeKa
He e eAUHCTBE[HUOT] urpayd Bo rpagot. '**

Ha npumep, Bosicroukpadt (Wollstonecraft) ja 3acHo-
BaJIa CBOjaTa »KecToka Kputuka Ha Pyco (Rousseau) u
ITeju (Paine) Bo 1792 roguHa Bp3 MPETIIOCTaBKa JieKa
10JI0:k0aTa Ha )KEHUTe KaKo ,,pO0 HJIH JIeCTIOT e TPOU3BOJ],
Ha ,McTopujaTa“, a He Ha HEKaKOB NPHUPOJEH WU
BcesieHCKU mopeniok. Criopes; Bosctonkpadt, nocroey-
KOTO HCKJIydyBabe Ha }KEHUTe 071 IPaBaTa Ha YOBEKOT He
MOJK€JIO /1a ce OITPaB/ia PAIOHAHO (IPOCBETUTEICKUOT
poJioB mopeziok, 6apem 3a Ileju u 3a Pyco, moumBas Bp3
IIPUPOJTHU OCHOBH); HAIIPOTUB, MOXKEJIO /1a ce 00jacHu
IIpeKy OHaa ipyra eJleMeHTapHa CIIpaBa 3a Kajalemhe Ha
JimbepasiHaTa MHCJIa, ICTOPUCKUOT KOHTEKCT. > Criope/t
BosncronkpadT, ako mpojoypku Taa cocrojba, 6m ce
,TIOIIPEYIT HAIIEIOKOT Ha pasyMoT”.'°° ApryMeHTUTE HA
BosicronkpadT 3a ucropujata ce obuzesie a ja MOTKp-
maT HaTypaju3upaHaTa JIOTUKAa Ha IPOCBETUTEJICKATA
mucia. Tokmy kako mro ®aepcToyH ro MoOwIHN3HpaIa
MapKCHU3MOT 3 ]a ja IpeucHullle })KeHCKOCTa, Taka ¥ Bosi-
CTOHKpadT ro NPUMeHUJIa UCTOPUCKOTO 3HAaeHme KaKO
HaYMH Ha KpUTHUKA. VICTOpUCKUTE OKOJIHOCTH (IIOCKOPO
OTKOJIKY IIPUPO/IaTa) IpeIU3BUKaIe 00ECHAKYBabe Ha
’KeHUTe, a UTHUOT HalIPe/IOK Ha YOBEIITBOTO 3aBUCEJI OF
HCTOPUCKHOT Pa3B0j IITO Ke CKPIIIHE O7] BAKBATA COCTO]j0a.
Taka, pasmuciayBameTo Jieka (peMUHU3MOT CeKorart
BeKe e aMOMBAJIEHTEH BO BPCKA CO MOJIEPHUTETOT HYIU
HauMH 32 pacwieHyBame Ha IOCTMO/IEPHOTO 3HaeHe Of
1990-tute. Ila 3omrTo Toram MajsioHa, GeMUHUCTKUTE
0/l TPeTHOT OpaH W MJIAINTE >KEHH KOM BO3aT OecHH
KOJIU TU CMeTaMe 3a CTpaTerucku, Ho Bosicronkpadr ja
cMeTaMe 3a HauBKaTa Ha MO/IEPHUTETOT?

Taka u [loan Ckot (Joan Scott) Bo cBojaTa pacmpaBa 3a
paHuoT ppaHLyCKU (peMUHU3aM BesIu JleKa GeMUHU3MOT
I10 IIPABUJIO TM OCIIOPYBA U PeKOH(UTypHUpa TBpJemaTa

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 Wollstonecratft, 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.’ For Wollstonecraft, the continuation of
this situation would “retard the progress of reason.”®
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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3a IEMOKpATCKO oBJacTyBamwe. Cropez CKoT,

Hcropuckara criendUdHOCT Ha GeMUHU3MOT IIPOU3JIETyBa
ozl GpakToT /leka paboTes BO U IPOTHUB CE IITO BO HETOBOTO
BpeMe Owio TpeTekHa IpernocTaBka. Herosara
KpPUTHYKA CHjIa KM3BUpA 0Off GakTOT ZieKa I'M Pa30TKpHUBa
[IPOTUBPEYHOCTUTE BO CHCTEMUTe INTO TBpAAT Jleka ce
KOXepeHTHH.'””

Ha npumep, quckypcute Ha IubepayiHaTa JEMOKPATH]ja,
KOU ce IOTIHpaaT Bp3 HJAejaTa JeKka BO HHUBHOTO
CpequIITe € pa3yMHa WHIWBH/ya, BETYBaaT €IHAKBU
IOJINTHYKY IIpaBa U €O TOA CO3/aBaaT MOXKHOCT 3a
KOJIEKTUBHO IIOJINTHUYKO JI€jCTBYBalbe THE IpaBa U Ja
ce nobapaat. Mefyroa, (peMUHH3MOT MOKaXKyBa JieKa
THe IIpaBa ceKorall BeKe ce 3aCHOBAaHU BP3 IpeMucara
3a opojyieHa xuepapxuja. 3a [leju ®iakc (Jane Flax),
(eMUHU3MOT ¥ MOCTMOZIEPHU3MOT HMAaaT 3aeJHUYKHI
CTaB KOH MOJEPHUTETOT 3aIlITO TH OCIOpyBaaT M
JlecTabuiIn3upaaT MHUTOBUTE 32 KOXEPEHTHOCT KOU
OBO3MOJKYBaar Jja ce TBP/U JieKa NMa HEKaKBa YHUBEpP-
3aJIHa BUCTHHA, CTAOWIHU U/IEHTUTETH U YHUBEP3AIEH
pasym. Kako mro tBpau diakc, ,He € HEPA3yMHO IITO
JIyfeTo Kou Orte e nHUpaHu KaKo HECITIOCOOHU caMHUTe
Jla ce eMaHIUIINPAaT, MHCUCTUPAAT JieKa KOHIIEITHTE
KaKO aBTOHOMUjaTa Ha pPa3yMoT, 00jeKTHBHATA BUCTUHA
¥ KOPHCHHUOT HaIpeZIoK HU3 HAYYHH OTKPUTHja MOpa
Ja ru omdarar... U KeHHTe M Maxkute“.'® Ho, mpu
M3HECYBambeTO Ha BAaKBUTE TBP/EHA, GEeMIUHUCTUIKUOT
mporect, (eMUHHCTUYKATa aKouja ¥ MHUCTIA TH
IIOTKOITyBaaT CTaOWJIHOCTAa U KOXEPEHTHOCTa HA THE
nouMu. IloylarameTo mpaBO Ha HUB Taka MOXKe /1a ce
CMeTa 3a cTpaTeryja 3a Harpu3yBame Ha HHUBHATA MOK.
Bo oBa yurame, GeMHHU3MOT CEKOTAIll ja ,3arIaByBal
TeopHUCKaTa MalluHepuja“ Ha MOJIEPHUTETOT.'” AKO
IIOCTMO/IEPHU3MOT € CTaB Ha KPUTHKA KOH MOJIEPHOCTA,
3apeM Toa He e uciiopujailia Ha GeMUHUZMOT?
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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.'””

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.”® 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.” If postmodernism is an
attitude of critique towards modernity, doesn’t that also
characterise the history of feminism?
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CamormporsiaceHara crenudUIHOCT Ha MOCT(EeMUHHC-
TUYKOTO ¥ TPETOOPAHOBCKOTO MOJIUTUYKO JI€jCTBYBAbE
ke ce CTaBU TOTAII BO €IHO IO/I0JITOPOYHO POOCIOBHE
Ha amOuBaseHTHO GeMUHUCTUYKO 3adakame co
Mozepuurerotr. (M, mozenHakBo 3Ha4dajHO, peMUHHC-
TUYKOTO IIOJIUTUYKO JIejCTBYBale U MHUcIa Ou ce
pedurypurpae Kako eZieH o] IBUTaTeJInTe Ha KPUTUKATA
IITO OTCEKOTalll TYU IO/IpUBaJIa HEJ3MHUTE TBPJIEHHA).
Ho, He ru ©3HecyBaM OBHe TBpZEma 32 J]a TU HAIla/IHAM
IPAaKTUKUTE HA TPETUOT OpaH M Ha MOCT(HEMUHHU3MOT,
HUTY 32 Jla TBP/IaM HEIITO 32 UCTOPHCKATa HETOYHOCT.
[TonpBo, Me HHTEepecHpaaT HAYNHHUTE HA KOU TBPZEHAaTa
3a crenudUIHOCTA HA TPETUOT OpaH JieHeC ce UCTOPU-
[[U3UpaaT Kako ojfjajieuyBame WWIN HHoBanuja. Mo-
kebm OU MOXKeJle Ja co3zlaZieMe pPOJIOCTIOBHE Ha
aMOMBAJIEHTHOCT M IPEUCHUIIYBahe IITO JOCETHYBA
HAJBOp OJi HallaTa BpPeMEHCKAa paMKa U 0/0erHyBa
€IHOCTaBHA WIN/WiIN OWUHAPDHOCT 32 MOJEPHUTETOT U
IIOCTMO/IEPHUTETOT (U, CO UMIUIMKAIY]ja, 32 €THAKBOCT 1
pasnuka). OBa OM T CUTYHUPAJIO MOCTHEMUHUCTHIKOTO
U TPeTOOPaHOBCKOTO ITOJIUTUYKO /I€jCTBYBAEbe HA/IBOP OF
HEKaKOB HAapaTUB 32 HeM30eKHA HCTOpHCKA IIporpecHja
U pa3Boj. Vcroprckara nHOBanuja u cuenu@uIHOCT Ha
TPETUOT OpaH, BOTOj CJIyuaj, Ke ce peKOH(PUTYPUPAAT KAKO
IIPOU3BOJ, HA IOJI0JITO POJIOCIIOBHE Ha (DEMUHUCTUYIKI
IIPUOJIM KOH IOJIUTUKATa HaMeCTO KaKo OWTHe IITO ce
JIETUTUMHPA CO HCTOPHCKA XHepapxdja J0 BTOPHOT
OpaH.

3akayuoum?

Jlo/ieka KCTOpUYApUTE MOKE U HaTaMy /ia TH O3KHUBYBaat
CTPaBOBUTE 3a AUCIUIUIMHCKOTO TIIpomararbe W 3a
corsiesiaHara (1)peieBaHTHOCT HA MCTOPUCKOTO 3HAEHE
BO jaBaTa pacIpaBa, a IIOCTMOJIEPHHTE TeOpeTHYapH
[IOBTOPYBaaT JieKa MCTOPHUCKUOT MeTaHapaThB IO
3aryoms1 KyJITYPHHOT KPEeTUOUIINTET, HECIIOPHO € JieKa

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 haslost
cultural credibility, there is little question that historical
knowledge still has power. Indeed, in many ways, the
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HMCTOPHICKOTO 3Haemwe W Haramy nMa Mok. HaBucruHa,
BO MHOTY HEINITa CTaBOT Jieka (PeMUHU3MOT € ,[OTOB®
€ TIOTKpeleH cO MOXKeOWM HajcHIHaTa MeTaHapaTHBHA
CTPYKTypa Ha MPOCBETUTEJICTBOTO, OJHOCHO MTOUMOT 3a
HMCTOPHCKHUOT HAIpeIoK. ,MecToTo“ Ha HMCTOPHUYApPOT
BO OBOj KOHTEKCT, TOraill, H3IJIeJla OCTaHyBa
MO/IeTHAKBO Ba)kKHO; Oe3 orsie Ha HamuTe 3adakama
CO TIOCTMOZIEpHATA KpPWTHKA Ha IPOU3BEyBabETO
3Haema, JKUBEEMe BO KOHTEKCT BO KOj KyJITypHAaTa
ucroprorpadrja Ha MHUHATOTO Ha (PEMHUHU3MOT H
HeroBaTa JieHEITHA PEeJIEBAaHTHOCT INTO ITPOU3JIETYBA
0/l ToA MMa ,HaTypajJu3upaHa“ cujaa Ha Koja Jypu U
HajMOJIEPHUCTHYKHUOT HCTOpPHYAp MOXKE caMoO Ja M
no3aBuiM. Toraii 6u ce MOHaieBasia Jeka HCTOPUIAPUTE
ke Tpeba 1 Ke OuiaT eTHUKY 0OBP3aHU /1a pa3MUCIaT 3a
JIEHEIITHOTO TIOJIMTUYKO JIEjCTBO HA HUBHUTE UCTOPUCKU
HAapaTHBH, HE CaMO 3aToa IITO IIOCTMOJIEPHOTO
pa3Muc/IyBame YKakKyBa Jieka Tpeba, TyKy 3aToa IITO
HCTOPHCKOTO 3Haelme M HaTaMy e BakHo. Meryroa,
MaKO MHOTYMHHA HCTOPUYAPH IOYHAJIE CEPHO3HO Jia
pa3MucIyBaaT IITO 3HAYH /I Ce MHUIITyBa (II0CTMO/iepHa)
HCTOPHja, MAJIKyMHUHA O] HUB (aKO BOOIIIIITO ¥ UMa TAKBH)
ce 3aHMMAaBaaT co MOKeOHU €THOTO O] KJIyUHUTE MeCTa
KaJie IITO Ce CO37[aBaaT MCTOPUU — YHUBEP3UTETCKATA
yumnHuna. Jlomeka monoute Ha Epmapt (Ermarth),
Maucimoy (Munslow), Mopran (Morgan) u IleHkuHc
(Jenkins) r® NOTTHKHyBaaT WCTOPHYApUTE Ja Ce
ocsio607aT 071 cBoUTe HeN30e:KHO (PUKTUBHU BPCKHU CO
MHHATOTO ¥ HAMECTO TOA CBOjaTa IpaKca /ia ja BKOTBAT 3a
e/lHa eTHYKa U IIOJIMTHUYKA JOJIKHOCT KOH CEeralrHocTa,
MOIITHE MaJl OpOj MOCTMO/IEPHU MMPAKTHYaPH MHIITyBaaT
3a HAUMHOT Ha KOj OBHE IIPOEKTU MOZKE J]a C€ OCMHUCIIAT
BO yumsiHHIaTta. OBOj Hamwuc Gere 00U/ TOj IeIarOIIKH
Pas3roBOp /1a ce MPeMECTH 07 CEerperupaHuTe IPOCTOPHU
Ha MeH3aTa 32 HaCTAaBHUYKOT KaJiap U OJI IeIarOIIKUTe
CIHCaHHja MPaBo BO ,,CPEUINTETO" Ha MPO3BOACTBOTO
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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, welive 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.

’II
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Ha CTPY4YHHU 3HaA€ma, KaJe 1To, CIIOpE] MEHE, U MYy €
MECTOTO.

Bo exgna cmucsna, oBaa pacmpaBa e IpPOJOJKEHUE Ha
PasroBOpOT IITO BO MU3MHHATHBE HEKOJIKY TOJMHU TO
BO/IaM CO KOJIETUTE OKOJIY ITPANIambeTo ,,IIITO /1A Ce PABHU
co ucropyjata Ha (eMUHHU3MOT BO IIPeaBATHUTE U
yamwIHAIUTE . 3aT0a, OATOBOPUTE IITO T'Y IOHYJIUB Ce
obuy f1a ce 3adaTUMe CO MUHATOTO IO/ ITPETIOCTaBKA
JleKa, KaKo UCTOPUYAPH, CUTE CMe BKJIIyYeHH BO HEKAOB
pasroBop, U Mery cebe u co CBOUTE CTYZEHTU. TOKMY BO
TOj IyX ce HyZ|aT OBHe (IIOTPeIHN) YN Takha Ha UCTOPHjaTa
Ha $eMHUHU3MOT. AKO pa3MHCIIyBaMe IIPAKTHYIHO, KAaKO
mTo OM pa3MUC/IyBajJe CUTE IIeJIJarOlIKH HACTPOEHH
HCTOPHYApH KOM IO YHTAaT HAINCOB, OBHE JIBE
(morpemrHu) yuTarka BO OCHOBA HYJIAaT HAUYWH Ha KOj
MOJKe JIa ce OpraHU3UPAAT Pa3rOBOPUTE BO YUMJIHHUIIATA.
VHCTUTYIIMOHATTHUTE CTPYKTYPH Ha YHUBEP3UTETUTE
mo/ipa3bupaaT Jieka IOrojieM Jesl O] JOAHUIIOMCKAaTa
HacTaBa M HaTaMy ce O/IBMBA BO BHJI Ha IIpeJlaBarba I10
KOU cJIeflaT PasroBopu Ha BexkOuTe. Mako ce BaskHU
TEKOBHATa IIeZ]aTOIIKa pacmpaBa 3a ¢GopMmaror Ha
BeKOUTE U HaJIe)KHUTE NPEJBU/yBaha 32 HAYMHHUTE HA
KOU Pa3/INIHUTE IIPUOJY BO YHeE CPEAUIITE € CTYAEHTOT
MOXKe /la ja IIOpeMeTaT JMHAMUKaTa Ha MOKTa BO
u3rpazibaTa Ha 3Haemwa, Tpeba Jja MpU3HaeMe U JieKa -
Jlypy TIpefiaBayuTe CeKoja CeAMUIIA IIPOIOBENAAT Off
KaTeJIpUTE — ce cpekaBaMe co MOK Koja He U3IJIe/ja JieKa
HACKOpO Ke mcue3He. 3aroa, CYHITHHCKA 33Jlaya e Ja
ce pa3MHUCIyBa Kako /a ce oOMHCIIAT OBUE CEIMUYHH
npenaBamwa. Tue, Kako U oBHe (IIOTPENIHN) YUTaka, Ce
3a4eTOIH Ha Pa3TOBOPOT, & He HEKAKBU 3aKJIyIOLH; HO,
celak, HapaTUBHATA CTPYKTYpPa CH UMa CBOj YZel.

3aroa, MHCiIaM JieKa € BajXKHO J]a ce pa3MHCJIyBa 3a
HAaYMHOT Ha KO OBHE MEXaHW3MH Ha OOMICIIyBarbe
coziejcTByBaaT co ¢dopMUpamara Ha UJIEHTUTETUTE U

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. Whilsttheongoingpedagogicconversation
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’tlook 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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IIOJINTHKUTE BO HaleBo BpeMe. IIonMoT 3a reHepanucka
pa3juka M HaTaMy 3a3eMa IOJeHAKBO BAJKHO MECTO
U BO (DEMHHUCTHYKOTO ¥ BO HEDEMHUHUCTHIKOTO
3aMHUCTIEHO a, ce OOHZO0B Jla yKa)kaM, HCTOPUCKO-
reHepanycKaTa JIOTHUKAa IITO TO Kpemu BaKBOTO
IIpeTCTaByBae HAa (HEMUHUCTUYKUTE MUHATA U Ha
(beMUHHUCTUYKHUTE CEranrHOCTH MOpa Jia ce H3Mella.
HakpaTko, ucropmuyapute Tpeba ga IpecraHaT Ja
300pyBaaT 3a reHepanycKa IIPOMeHa U CHEeNU(UIHOCT
U HaMecTo Toa Tpeba Ja MOYHAT Aa 300pyBaaT Kako
OKMBYBamheTO Ha THE H/IeN IIPUOPUTETU3UPA OJPEIEHHI
3aMHUCIyBakba Ha (eMUHHCTUYKATA CETallHOCT U Ha
(beMUHHCTUYKOTO MUHATO, OJTHOCHO, KAKO OBO3MO3KYyBa
BH3Hja 3a ceralrHocTa 6e3 HUKaKoB (heMUHU3aM.

(ITorpemrHuTe) ynTama IITO M IOHYJUB TyKa CEKAKO
ce HaJrpajiyBaaT Bp3 OrPOMHA Maca Jieja IITO Beke
TH IIPeHAcovYyBa aKTyeJHUTe (QEMHHUCTHYKU J1eOaTh
BO ucropuja Ha demuHU3MOT. (Cakase HHE WIH He,
HaIllUTe HCTOPUCKU UHTepecu ce ¢GopMupaaT of
HaIIUTE MMOJUTUYKN U TEOPUCKU KOHTeKCTH). MefyToa,
noneka Ckxor m Pajoiu Moke CHMJIyM W IPHUBJIEYHO [1a
ja mpecutyupasie ucropujata Ha (GEMHHU3MOT KaKo
MeXaHHN3aM 3a IPEMOCTYBambe Ha OZIpe/IHA HI3a /1e6aTu
BO paMKHTe Ha (peMUHHCTHYKATa TeOpHja U IIpaKca,
HUBHOTO IIPEOOJIMKYBale OCTAHAIO HEIOBPIIEHO Ha
MHOTY MeCTa KaJle IIITO Ce CO3/1aBa 3Haeme. TokMy 3aToa
IIITO IOMMOT HA reHeparucKkaTa IpoMeHa OCTaHyBa Ja
Obune mpecysneH Oeser Ha pasjuKaTa, HCTOpHjaTa Ha
(eMUHHU3MOT € CKJIOHA JIa ce 3aCHOBYBa O] CTpaHA Ha
e/lHa MCTOPHUCKO-TEHEPAIMCKA JIOTUKA IITO BPEMEHCKH
cerperupa o/ipeZieH! BUJIOBH (eMUHUCTHYKA IIPAaKca
(buyo ma ce OXHMBYBaaT BO ,HAIUCHUTE HA MJIAJUTE
demunucTn“ 6wio Bo modoOpMaTHHUTE HCTOPHU Ha
demunusmort). Taka, UCTOPHCKOTO 3HAeHe OCTaHyBa
3aIJIETKAHO BO JlebaTa 3a JBOjcTBAaTa €HAKBOCT
WIN PA3JINKa, MOJEPHUTET WJIH IIOCTMOJIEPHHUTET,
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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
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KOJIEKTUBHOCT WJIW WHJUBUJIyaJIHOCT, U 3a HUBHO
JerutuMupame. IloHaTaMy, OBHe Da3jIUKU Ce TOKMY
pasrpaHudYyBamaTa IITO Ce BIHIIAJe BO HAYUHOT
Ha KOj MJIaJiuTe aHTH(EMHHUCTKU ja NpeTcTaByBaaT
HalllaBa JIeHENIHWIA KOPUCTEJKH eHA IOIINPOKa
KyJATypHa ucropuorpaduja Ha demunusmor. Toram,
Pa3MUCIYBAKETO 32 HAUMHOT Ha KOj ,,lejlata“ ucropuja
Ha GeMUHU3MOT MOXKe /ia I'l 3adaTu OBUEe CTpaTeruu
¥ CTaBOBU MOXKe Jla IOHYAU HAauWH 3a IOHUIITYBambE
Ha THe TeMIIOPAJIN3UPAYKU JIOTUKU HA JIETUTUMUPAbE
u ordpiame. HaBucrtmHa, moxke Jm, GaromapeHue
Ha €/IHO BakBO (KBUP) HCIIMTYBal€ HA HCTOpHjaTa Ha
(GeMUHU3MOT, U TeMIOpaJIu3upaYKUTE HCKIydyBamba
IITO TW IpaBaT KOXEPEHTHU TPeTOOPAHOBCKUTE U
nocTeMUHUCTUUKUTE HAEHTUTETU U HapaTUBUTE 34
HMCTOPHICKHUOT HAIIPEZOK KOU 00e30e1yBaaT ,,MejHCTPUM
aHTU(EMUHUCTUYKY U/IEHTUTETH /1a He U3IJIe/1aaT TOJIKY
KaKO eINHCTBEHA OIIIIHja 3a CeralrHocTa U 32 UJIHUHATA
Ha GeMUHU3MOT?

benewku:

1. Elizabeth Deeds-Ermath, “The Closed Space of Choice,”
Bo Manifestos for History, ed. Keith Jenkins, Sue Mor-
gan, and Alun Munslow (New York: Routledge, 2007).

2.  Geri Halliwell, “'m in the Mood...” Bo Loose Women
(United Kingdom: ITV4, 2008).

3. Ibid.

4. Joanna Moorhead, “Girl Power Comes of Age,” The
Guardian, October 24, 2007.

5. Kaxko mro 3ab6enexxyBa AHniesna Mekpobu, BO 1990-TUTe
ce II0jaBH €JIHA HOBA KYJITYpHA JIOTHKA KOja W3IJIealie
KaKo Jia To ,3eMa mpeasus [pemunuamor]“ 3a 1a ,Hariaa-
cu Jieka Beke He e morpeben”. Angela McRobbie, “Post-

of a wider cultural historiography of feminism. Thinking
about how the “whole” history of feminism might contain
these strategies and attitudes, then, might offer a way to
unmake these temporalising logics of legitimation and
dismissal. Indeed, by que(e)rying feminism’s history in
this way, might both the temporalizing exclusions that
make third-wave and postfeminist identities coherent
and the narratives of historical progress that secure
“mainstream” anti-feminist identities look less like the
only option for feminism’s present and future?

Notes:

1.  Elizabeth Deeds-Ermath, “The Closed Space of Choice,”
in Manifestos for History, ed. Keith Jenkins, Sue Morgan,
and Alun Munslow (New York: Routledge, 2007).

2. Geri Halliwell, “I'm in the Mood...” in Loose Women
(United Kingdom: ITV4, 2008).

3. Ibid.

4. Joanna Moorhead, “Girl Power Comes of Age,” The
Guardian, October 24, 2007.

5. As Angela McRobbie notes, an emergent mode cultural
logicemerged in the 1990s that seemed to “take [feminism]
into account” in order to “emphasize that it is no longer
needed.” Angela McRobbie, “Post-Feminism and Popular
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Feminism and Popular Culture,” Bo Interrogating Post-
feminism, ed. Yvonne Tasker and Diane Negra (Durham:
Duke University Press, 2007).

3a mpukas Ha MOAEMOT Ha JEBOjUMHCKATa MOK, BUU:
Anita Harris, ed., All About the Girl: Culture, Power and
Identity (New York: Routledge, 2004).

PeaknmoHepHHUOT JUCKYpPC Ha U3PA30T ,IIpelaieky” pe-
JIOBHO Ce MOOW/IM3Hpa BO JHEBHUTE BECHHIM 3a Ja Ce
KPUTHKYBaaT rybemara Ha KeHCTBEHOCTA WJIH HaBOJIHO-
TO 00e3BpeHyBalbe Ha MajUHHCTBOTO. Mery mocKoper-
uure npumepu ce: Suzanne Fields, “An ‘Ism’ Too Far; the
Negative Impact of Radical Feminists,“ The Washington
Times, January 31, 2006, Alice Wignall, “Sidelines,” The
Guardian, November 7, 2007, Hannah Betts, “What Do
Women Want?,” The Guardian, November 4, 2007, Vir-
ginia Haussegger, “Has Feminism Let Us Down?,” The
Age, April 23, 2003.

Tyka Muc/IaM Ha IIpEeTCTaByBabara IINTO ja IIOCTaByBaaT
JKEHCKaTa CEKCyasTHOCT KAaKO OpPY’Kje BO UTPUTE HA MOK
Mery mosioBute. Mefy IOCKOpEITHUTE IPUMEPU 32 OBOj
HAuUWH Ha IOIYyJIApHO mpeTrcTaByBame ce, Rachel Hills,
“Sex and Empowerment Can Go Hand in Hand,” The Age,
August 19, 2005, Amelia Hills, “Today’s Girls Prefer to
Look Sexy Rather Than Clever,” The Guardian, December
9, 2007 2007, Laura Barton, “Is It a Man’s Man’s World?,”
The Guardian, March 14, 2007. ,IIoBUKOT Ha Opy:kje“ BO
IIPUJIOT HAa MOAATHOCTA Ha ,,(peMUHUCTUYKATA IIpaKca ce
pasbupa e oresiorBopeH Bo Naomi Wolf, Fire with Fire:
The New Female Power and How It Will Change the 21st
Century (New York: Random House, 1993).

JleHec MOCTOM OTPOMHA JIMTEpATypa IITO TM HMCIHUTYBA
CJIOKEHHUTE HAYMHH HAa KOU CJIOXKEHaTa KYJITypHa IIpO-
JyKIOHja o7 1990-TuTe ,ce 3adaka“ co (peMHHU3MOT.
Merfy mpumepuTe 3a Toa ce: Yvonne Tasker, Working
Girls: Gender and Sexuality in Popular Cinema (Lon-
don: Routledge, 1998), Imelda Whelehan, Overloaded:
Popular Culture and the Future of Feminism (London:
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Culture,” in Interrogating Postfeminism, ed. Yvonne
Tasker and Diane Negra (Durham: Duke University Press,
2007).

For an account of the rise of girl power, see: Anita Harris,
ed., All About the Girl: Culture, Power and Identity (New
York: Routledge, 2004).

The reactionary “too far” discourse is regularly mobilized
in daily newspapers to criticize losses of femininity or an
apparent devaluation of motherhood. Some more recent
examples, include Suzanne Fields, “An ‘Ism’ Too Far; the
Negative Impact of Radical Feminists,” The Washington
Times, January 31, 2006, Alice Wignall, “Sidelines,” The
Guardian, November 7, 2007, Hannah Betts, “What
Do Women Want?,” The Guardian, November 4, 2007,
Virginia Haussegger, “Has Feminism Let Us Down?,” The
Age, April 23, 2003.

I'm thinking here, of representations that situate
women’s sexuality as a weapon in the power games
between the sexes. Some recent examples of this mode
of popular representation include, Rachel Hills, “Sex and
Empowerment Can Go Hand in Hand,” The Age, August
19, 2005, Amelia Hills, “Today’s Girls Prefer to Look
Sexy Rather Than Clever,” The Guardian, December 9,
2007, Laura Barton, “Is It a Man’s Man’s World?,” The
Guardian, March 14, 2007. The “call to arms” for this
modality of feminist practice is, of course, Naomi Wolf,
Fire with Fire: The New Female Power and How It Will
Change the 21st Century (New York: Random House,

1993).

There is now a wealth of literature that interrogates the
complex ways in which fictional cultural production from
the 1990s “engages” with feminism. Some examples
include, Yvonne Tasker, Working Girls: Gender and
Sexuality in Populat Cinema (London: Routledge, 1998),
Imelda Whelehan, Overloaded: Popular Culture and the
Future of Feminism (London: Women’s Press, 2000),
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Women’s Press, 2000), Charlotte Brunsdon, The Femni-
nist, the Housewife and the Soap Opera (Oxford: Claren-
don, 2000).

Bo MHOWITBO MOITy/IapHU IpeTCTaByBama, IIOTE3UTe Ha
¢deMuHUCTUTE BO MUHATOTO C€ CMeTaaT 3a KOPHUCHU U
BaKHU MHUTOBM Ha IIPOMEHU, HO He U 3a PeJIeBaHTHU BO
COBpEMeHUTe KOHTEKCTH.

Liz Conor, “Letter to the Daughters of Feminism,” The
Age, November 24, 2004.

B Ruby Rich, “Feminism and Sexuality in the 1980s,”
Feminist Studies 12, no. 3 (1986).

Cited in, David Bentley, “Feminism out of Fashion,” The
Courier Mail, February 28, 2004.

MeryToa, He TO BHECYBaM OBOj Hammuc co XaJuBes 3a Ja
ja mpobam srebaTara 3a Toa JIAJIU € WU He € (peMHUHUCT-
Ka ¥ JJaJIi HEj3SUHUTE IPETCTAByBamka Ha GEMUHU3MOT Ce
WiIN He ce ToyHU. JInkoT Ha XasuBes Beke UM JaBa Ha
MHOIITBO GEMUHHUCTUYKYI U HePEMUHUCTUYKY KOMEHTA-
TOPHU HAPaTUBHO TOPHBO KECTOKO Ja T UCI[PTYBAaT CBO-
nTe BU3UU 3a GeMHUHUCTHIKATA pakca. Co oBa MHCIaM
JleKa eJHa AUCKycuja 3a XajauBeJl HyAW KOPYICEH HAUYWH
Jla ce OATOBOPH Ha JIEHEITHUOT ,,peMunnzam”. Mlcro kako
ITO ,aHTU (PEMUHHUCTUTE ja KOpUCTAT XaJIMBET KAKO
JIOKa3 BO IPWJIOT HA WPEJIEBAHTHOCTA HA (HEeMUHU3MOT
32 JICHENIHUOT IOJINTHYKO-KYJITYPEH KOHTEKCT, TaKa U
MHOTY CAMOHHUKHATH (PEMHUHUCTH ja KOPHUCTAT PETOPH-
Kara Ha XaJimBeJsI 3a /a MOKaXkaT Kako (DEMUHUCTUYKU-
OT IIPOEKT T'0 MOTKOMaa KoMoiudukaiujaTa (a co Toa u
MIOJINTUYIKUTE IOAPUBAKHA) HA COOABETHO UMEHYBAHUOT
»peMuHn3aM“. O0eTe CTOjasTUINTa MU C€ YUHAT IIOMAJIKY
OJ1 KOPHCHU 3aIIITO OBO3MOKYBaaT MEXaHU3aM IIPEKY KOj
Pa3HU COTOBOPHUITY MOXKAT J]a CH ja IIOTBPAYBAaar cBojaTa
MIOJINTUYKA PEJIEBAHTHOCT, UCTOBPEMEHO OT(PIAjKU TH
CBOHUTE 3aMUCIeHU cobeceguuny. EBe Hekou o7 TakBU-
Te HanvicH (07 pa3jauyHu crojanuinrta): Jennifer Baum-
gardner and Amy Richards, Manifesta: Young Women,

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Charlotte Brunsdon, The Feminist, the Housewife and the
Soap Opera (Oxford: Clarendon, 2000).

In much popular representation, the actions of feminists
in the past are held up as useful and important moments
of change but not relevant to contemporary contexts.

Liz Conor, “Letter to the Daughters of Feminism,” The
Age, November 24, 2004.

B Ruby Rich, “Feminism and Sexuality in the 1980s,”
Feminist Studies 12, no. 3 (1986).

Cited in, David Bentley, “Feminism out of Fashion,” The
Courier Mail, February 28, 2004.

I don’t, however, introduce this article with Halliwell in
order to rehearse the debate about whether she is/not a
feminist and whether her representations of feminism
are/not accurate. The figure of Halliwell already provides
too many feminist and non-feminist commentators alike
with narrative fodder to violently demarcate their visions
of feminist practice. By this I mean, a discussion of
Halliwell provides a useful way to “respond” to feminism
today. In the same way that “anti” feminists use Halliwell
as proof positive of the irrelevance of feminism to todays
politco-cultural context so too, many a self-identified
feminist employs Halliwell’s rhetoric to demonstrate
how the feminist project has been undermined by the
commodiffication (and thus political undermining) of
properly named “feminism.” Both of these positions strike
me as less than useful because they provide a mechanism
through which various interlocutors can affirm their
own political relevance whilst dismissing their imagined
counterparts. A sample of these kinds of writings (from
various positions) includes, Jennifer Baumgardner and
Amy Richards, Manifesta: Young Women, Feminism,
and the Future, 1st ed. ed. (New York: Farrar, Straus
and Giroux, 2000), Germaine Greer, The Whole Woman




15.

16.

17.

18.

Identities )

Feminism, and the Future, 1st ed. ed. (New York: Farrar,
Straus and Giroux, 2000), Germaine Greer, The Whole
Woman (London: Doubleday, 1999), Rosalind Coward,
Turbo Chicks: Talking Young Feminisms, edited by Ally-
son Mitchell, Lisa Bryn Rundel & Lara Karaian (Toronto:
Sumach Press, 2001), Rosalind Coward, Sacred Cows: Is
Feminism Relevant to the New Millennium? (London:
Harper Collins, 2001). Mo:xe6u HajoTpoBHUTE OTDpJIarba
Ha XanmBesn T gaze JaBrkemeTo Riot Grrl (BynToBHa
JKEHCKa), KaKO MpHMeEp 3a oBue KHUIIKH, Buau Cherie
Turner, Everything You Need to Know About the Riot Grrl
Movement (New York: Rosen Publishing Group, 2001).
Ho, najomuiena mu e, Fay Weldon, “How the Spice Girls
Have Killed Feminism, Subverted Morality and Embar-
rassed Us All,” The Daily Mail, December 7, 2007.

[IpeucnunryBame BO Koe XaauBes, BpIIO4eM, U yYEeCTBY-
Bamre. XaJuBeJl MOIIHE CJIABHO BO 1990-THUTE TO UMEHY-
Baire eMUHHU3MOT Kako ,300p Ha ¢“. Yvonne Tasker u
Diane Negra, “Introduction,” Bo Interrogating Postfemi-
nism, ed. Yvonne Tasker u Diane Negra (Durham: Duke
University Press, 2007).

Katnnna KapsiiH KOHIIM3HO I' pe3UMUpa OBHe HAOAU KOTra
VKaKyBa JIeKa, Ha MHOIIITBO MJIAJTU KeHU ,,peMUHU3MOT
UM C€ YMHU HAjBUJJIUB KAaKO CTPYKTYHPAUKO OTCYCTBO®;
[TOCTOU KAaKO UPEJIEBAHTHOCT 3a HUBHUTE CEKOjIHEBHU
skuBotH. Kathleen Karlyn, “Scream, Popular Culture and
Feminism’s Third-wave: ‘T'm Not My Mother,” Genders
OnLine Journal, no. 38 (2003).

[Taosno ®@penpe ce 3anaraiiie 3a OCBECTYBambe IIPEKy PU-
O] KOH CO3/]aBAaeTO 3HAEHHE 32 EKOHOMCKATa MOK KOj Ke
ce ¢okycupa Ha crygenTtor. J Kincheloe, Critical Peda-
gogy (New York: Peter Lang, 2008). 3a Bpckure Mery
(emunucTrukara neparoruja u ®peupe, puau P. Lather,
Getting Smart: Feminist Research and Pedagogy with/
in the Postmodern (New York: Routledge, 2001).

Bupau, na np. Gerda Lerner, Teaching Women’s History
(Washington D.C.: American Historical Association,
1981).
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(London: Doubleday, 1999), Rosalind Coward, Turbo
Chicks: Talking Young Feminisms, edited by Allyson
Mitchell, Lisa Bryn Rundel & Lara Karaian (Toronto:
Sumach Press, 2001), Rosalind Coward, Sacred Cows:
Is Feminism Relevant to the New Millennium? (London:
Harper Collins, 2001). Perhaps the most vitriolic
rejections of Halliwell have been produced by the Riot
Grrrl movement, for a representation of these zines, see
Cherie Turner, Everything You Need to Know About
the Riot Grrl Movement (New York: Rosen Publishing
Group, 2001). My favourite would have to be, however,
Fay Weldon, “How the Spice Girls Have Killed Feminism,
Subverted Morality and Embarrased Us All,” The Daily
Mail, December 7, 2007.

A reinscirpiton to which Halliwell was, in fact, a
contributor. Halliwell quite famously named feminism
the “f-word” in the 1990s. Yvonne Tasker and Diane
Negra, “Introduction,” in Interrogating Postfeminism,
ed. Yvonne Tasker and Diane Negra (Durham: Duke
University Press, 2007).

Kathleen Karlyn succinctly summarizes these findings
when she suggests that, for many young women, “feminism
seems most evident as a ‘structuring absence;’ it exists as
an irrelevancy to their everyday lives.” Kathleen Karlyn,
“Scream, Popular Culture and Feminism’s Third-wave:
‘Tm Not My Mother,” Genders OnLine Journal, no. 38
(2003).

Paolo Freire argued for conscientization through a student
centred approach to the production of knowledge about
economic power. J Kincheloe, Critical Pedagogy (New
York: Peter Lang, 2008). On the connections between
feminist pedagogy and Freire see; P. Lather, Getting
Smart: Feminist Research and Pedagogy with/in the
Postmodern (New York: Routledge, 2001).

See,forexample, GerdaLerner, Teaching Women’s History
(Washington D.C.: American Historical Association, 1981
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Ashis Nandy, “History’s Forgotten Doubles,” History and
Theory 34, no. 2 (1995).

F'o n3bpaB TepMUHOT ,KyJITypHa ucTopuorpaduja“ Ha-
MECTO, /la peueMe, ,jaBHA MeMOopHja“ 3aToa IITO YKAXKY-
BaM JIeKa, BO OBOj CJIy4aj MPeMETOT Ha IOMHEMETO CE
HCTOPUIIM3HPA HAMECTO Jia ,,ce TOMHHU" (BO cuUTe 00IUIHN
IIITO MO3KE /1a T UMa OMHeweT0). HaBuctrHa, HapaTh-
BUTE 3a UPEJIEBAHTHOCTA HA (DEMUHU3MOT UMAaT CTEIeH
Ha KyJITypeH aBTOPUTET KOH KOj ce cTpeMu (opmasHaTa
ncropuorpaduja.

ITog wmejHCTpUM TOMpa3OUpaM  HECIEIUjaTUCTHIKHI
(6uno ma cranyBa 300p 3a (GEMUHHUCTHYKHA OWJIIO 3a
aKaJieMCKHN).

Ce pa3bupa, TEpMUHHBE ce ocriopyBaaT. Meryroa, hbemu-
HU3MOT/DeMuHUCT(K)UTe U MOCTHEMUHUZMOT/IOCTdE-
MHUHUCTUTE C€ MOOWIN3UPAAT KAKO UAEHTU(DUKAIUN BO
paMKuTe Ha GEMUHUCTUYKHUOT AUCKYPC 32 71a ja JIONUpaaT
TeopHCcKaTa U MOJUTUYKATA ITpaKca Ha ,MyIaauTe” hpemu-
HucTH. OBa PETOPUYKO IOpaydje VIIITe MOBEKE Ce YCII0XK-
HyBa CO KPUTUUYKUTE OIEHKH HA MOCTHEMUHUCTUYKATA
KyaTypa (KoU BO rojieMa Mepa ce MOTIHUPAAaT BP3 UUTAkhA
Ha HaBUJYM ,,CUJIHH JKEHH“ BO aMepUKaHCKaTa KyJITyp-
Ha IPOAYKIIHja) 07 CTpaHa HA (PEMUHUCTUTE OJ TPETUOT
6paH. Taka, BO oZjpefieHa CMUCJIa, MOCTOEMUHU3MOT € U
MIOJINTUYKA UIeHTH(UKALF]A IIITO ja TPUMeEHyBaa HEKOU
demunncT(k)u 3a Aa cu TU JeDUHUPAAT TPAKTUKUTE, U
KPUTHUYKY TEPMUH IIITO CE IPHUMEHYBa BO PAMKUTE HA He-
KOU TOJINa HAa PEMUHUCTUYKUOT AUCKYPC 32 /1A Ce OITH-
mar ,,ipobsemMute co GEeMUHUCTHUKUOT CBET O 1990-
THTE.

Astrid Henry, Not My Mother’s Sister: Generational Con-
flict and Third-wave Feminism (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 2004).

. Ha mpumep, Bugu E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey Looser,

“Introduction 1: An Exchange,” Bo Generations: Academ-
ic Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey
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Ashis Nandy, “History’s Forgotten Doubles,” History and
Theory 34, no. 2 (1995).

I choose the term “cultural historiography” rather than,
say, “public memory” because I am suggesting that, in
this case, the object of remembering is being historicised
rather than “remembered” (in the various forms
remembering can take). Indeed, the narratives about
feminism’s irrelevance have a degree of cultural authority
formal historiography aims to have.

By mainstream I mean non specialist (whether that be
feminist or academic).

These terms are, of course, contested. Third-wave
feminism/ist and postfemininsm/ist are both self-
mobilised, however, as identifications within feminist
discourse to locate the theoretical and political practice
of “young” feminists. This rhetorical field is made even
more complex by the critical assessments of postfeminist
culture (largely reliant on readings of ostensibly “strong
women” in American cultural production) by third-wave
feminists. So, in a sense, postfeminism is both a political
identification deployed by some feminists to define their
practice, and, a critical term deployed within some fields
of feminist discourse to describe the “problems” with the
post-1990s feminist world.

Astrid Henry, Not My Mother’s Sister: Generational
Conflict and Third-wave Feminism (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 2004).

See, for example, E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey Looser,
“Introduction 1: An Exchange,” in Generations: Academic
Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann Kaplan and Denovey
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Looser (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1997).

Lisa Marie Hogeland, “Against Generational Thinking,”
Women’s Studies in Communication 24, no. 1 (2001).

Joan Scott, “Feminism’s History,” Bo A Feminist History
Reader, ed. Sue Morgan (London and New York: Rout-
ledge, 2006).

Diane Elam, “Sisters Are Doing It for Themselves,” Bo
Generations: Academic Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann
Kaplan and Denovey Looser (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1997).

Enno ox HajmobpuTe o6jacHyBama 3a HAUMHOT Ha KOj II0-
umot Ha PyKo 3a ,MICTOPHja Ha CeranrHocTa® MoxKe UCTO-
BPEMEHO H /Ia CE CIIPABU CO OOBPCKUTE KOH EMITMPUCKHAOT
HaydeH IIPHUCTAII U ia IO ONPaB/ia BHUMAHUETO KOH ITOJIH-
THKaTa Ha CEramrHoCTa, CIOpe MEHE, M HaTaMy € OHa Ha
Muuen Tun: Mitchell Dean, Critical and Effective Histo-
ries (London: Routledge, 1994). PeseBaHTHOCTA Ha OBOj
IIPOEKT ja OTPAHUYYBaM Ha OHOj OKAaIlaH HCTOPUCKHU O3Ha-
YHUTEN — ,,3alaHU JIUOEPATHU IEMOKPATUH — 3aIIITO HE
cakaMm Jla UMIUIAIIEPaM JIeKa KyJITYPHUTE JIOTUKH IIITO I'!
OITUIIyBaM C€ Ha KaKOB W J]a € HaYWH ,,[JI00aTu3upaHu”
(eHOMEHN; TOAa HEMWHOBHO ja OrpaHHWYyBa IIpHMeEHaTa
Ha OBHE IOrPEIIHY YUTamba.

Tyka MuciaM Ha HCTOPHYAPH KOH TaryBaar IIOPajii OBUE
[IOMecCTyBama (MaKO AMCKPEHH), OMHOCHO JIMHTBUCTHY-
KaTa cMeHa (T.e. TOCTCTPYKTYPATU3MOT) U BPTEEHETO KOH
poBu30pHOCTa (T.e. moctMozepHusamor). Ha mpumep,
Buau Richard Evans, In Defence of History (London:
Granta Books, 2001), Raelene Frances and Bruce Scates,
“Is Labour History Dead?,” Australian Historical Studies
25, no. 100 (1993), John Hirst, “Women and History: A
Critique of Creating a Nation,” Quadrant, no. 34 (1995),
Eric Hobsbawm, On History (London: Abacus, 1998),
Lawrence Stone, “History and Postmodernism,” Past and
Present, no. 131 (1991), Harriet Swain, ed., The Big Ques-
tions in History (London: Vintage, 2006), Keith Wind-
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Looser (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1997).

Lisa Marie Hogeland, “Against Generational Thinking,”
Women’s Studies in Communication 24, no. 1 (2001).

Joan Scott, “Feminism’s History,” in A Feminist History
Reader, ed. Sue Morgan (London and New York:
Routledge, 2006).

Diane Elam, “Sisters Are Doing It for Themselves,” in
Generations: Academic Feminists in Dialogue, ed. E. Ann
Kaplan and Denovey Looser (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1997).

One of the best accounts of how Foucault’s notion of a
“history of the present” can simultaneously negotiate
the obligations to empirical scholarship and justify
attention to the politics of the present remains, to my
mind, Mitchell Dean, Critical and Effective Histories
(London: Routledge, 1994). I limit the relevance of this
project to that hoary historical signifier — “western liberal
democracies” — because I don’t mean to imply that the
cultural logics I am outlining are in any way a “globalised”
phenomena; this necessarily limits the application of
these misreadings.

I'm thinking here of historians who lament these shifts,
namely, thelinguistic turn (namely poststructuralism) and
the turn towards provisionality (namely, postmodernism).
See, for example, Richard Evans, In Defence of History
(London: Granta Books, 2001), Raelene Frances and Bruce
Scates, “Is Labour History Dead?,” Australian Historical
Studies 25, no. 100 (1993), John Hirst, “Women and
History: A Critique of Creating a Nation,” Quadrant, no.
34 (1995), Eric Hobsbawm, On History (London: Abacus,
1998), Lawrence Stone, “History and Postmodernism,”
Past and Present, no. 131 (1991), Harriet Swain, ed.,
The Big Questions in History (London: Vintage, 2006),
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schuttle, The Killing of History (New York: Free Press,
1996), Perez Zagorin, “Historiography and Postmod-
ernism: Reconsiderations,” History and Theory, no. 29
(1990).

®dpasara ja xopucraMm mo mpumepoT Ha JloHa Xapagej.
Donna Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The Science
Question in Feminism and the Privilege of Partial Per-
spective,” Feminist Studies 14, no. 3 (1988). [nomanena
Harsacka]

Keith Jenkins, Re-Thinking History (London; New York:
Routledge, 1991).

F. R. Ankersmit, “Historiography and Postmodernism,”
History and Theory, no. 28 (1989).

J. Appleby, L. Hunt, and M. Jacob, Telling the Truth
about History (New York: W.W. Norton, 1994).

Elizabeth Deeds Ermath, “Agency in the Discursive Con-
dition,” History and Theory, no. 40 (2001).

Kako mro ykaxkyBa Bukropuja XaTaM, KOHBEHIIMUTE Ha
HCTOPUCKOTO UCTPAXKyBame ,Tpeda /1a ce mpeypenaTr BO
CcaMOCBECEH OJIFOBOP Ha IIpalllamkaTa Off HAIeTO BpeMe”
3aMITO MOCTMO/IEPHATA KPUTHKA I'O HAIIPABIJIA HEOIPK-
JIBO TBPZAEHETO 32 MPOYyIyBalke Ha MUHATOTO ,IOPaJH
€caMOTO MHHATO M HE OIIOMEHA JIeKa CUTE CO3/IaBama Ha
3Haekhe HEMIUHOBHO MMAaaT IOJIUTUYKATa Ipupoza. Vic-
toria Hattam, “History, Agency, and Political Change,”
Polity 32, no. 3 (2000).

Richard Price, “Practices of Historical Narrative,” Re-
thinking History 5, no. 3 (2001).

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

Mopawm na u ce 3abmarogapam Ha Capa ITuHTO 3a TOAU-
HuTe (!) MUHATH BO BAaKBH Pa3rOBOPU — OHJIO 3a Hallle-
TO MCTOPUCKO M3/IaBaIITBO OO 3a HacTaBaTa. OBOj ecej
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Keith Windschuttle, The Killing of History (New York:
Free Press, 1996), Perez Zagorin, “Historiography and
Postmodernism: Reconsiderations,” History and Theory,
no. 29 (1990).

I'm using this phrase following Donna Haraway. Donna
Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The Science Question
in Feminism and the Privilege of Partial Perspective,”
Feminist Studies 14, no. 3 (1988). [emphasis added]

Keith Jenkins, Re-Thinking History (London and New
York: Routledge, 1991).

F. R. Ankersmit, “Historiography and Postmodernism,”
History and Theory, no. 28 (1989).

J. Appleby, L. Hunt, and M. Jacob, Telling the Truth
About History (New York: W.W. Norton, 1994).

Elizabeth Deeds Ermath, “Agency in the Discursive
Condition,” History and Theory, no. 40 (2001).

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).

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

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

My thanks must go to Sarah Pinto for years (!) of
conversations of this nature — whether about our historical
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HeMalIIle JIa TO HAamuIaM 0e3 HEj3SUHHUOT CHJTHO aHTKU-
paH MOJUTUYKO-TEOPHUCKH YM. 3a Hej3WHATa paciipaBa
3a MOJIUTUYKUTE UMIUIMKAIIUN Ha UCTOPUCKUTE HapaTH-
BH, Buau “Emotional Histories” Re-thinking History [Bo
MHOATOTOBKA].

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

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

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

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

HopwmasHo, pazbupam /ieka HEMUHOBHO OBa € HEIeJIo-
CeH IPOEKT TOKMY 3aToa IITO He ce 3adakaM co JUHA-
MHKaTa Ha CO3/IaBamETO 3HAema ,,Bo yuruiHunarta“. Ho,
Pa3MUCIIyBAhETO 32 MPUKA3HUTE INTO TM HU3HECYBaMe
(mypu 1 ako Toa TO MpaBUME CaMO 3a /14 MOXKAT HAIlIUTe
CTYZIEHTH Jia TH OCIIOpAaT) € BasKeH MpoeKT. MeryToa, HCTO
Taka ce Bap/ilaM | OJi OOUIUTE TOIydyBajK1 UCTOpUja Ja
co3naamMm MyIagoheMUHUCTHYKH cyOjektr. Ho, Mmuciam
JleKa Toa € MaJIKy mpobsematuuHo. ITocTon ApacTHUHA
PAa3JIKWKA Mery YHHOT CO KOj ce HapyllyBa CO3/IaBAHETO
3HAEHE U YUHOT CO KOj HA HETOBO MECTO CE HAMETHYBa
,TOUHATa" IMOJI0K0a Ha Cy0jeKTOT.

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

Hedbununujasa ja uzsenos ox Hencu Kort. Nancy Cott,
The Grounding of Modern Feminism (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1987).
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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].

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).

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

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

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

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.

Mary Bryson and Suzanne de Castell, “Queer Pedagogy:
Praxis Makes Im/Perfect,” CanadianJournal of Education

18, no. 3 (1993).

This definition is drawn from Nancy Cott. Nancy Cott,
The Grounding of Modern Feminism (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1987).
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Mako mocTMo/IepHUCTKATa BO MEHE €IHOCTABHO CaKa Jia
TO ,,JIEKOHCTPYHUpa“ 3HAUEHHETO Ha PEMUHU3MOT BO YIHJII-
Hunara (1 BO ICTOPHUCKA U BO ZIpyra CMHCJIA), HE CyM TOJI-
Ky ybeieHa JieKa Toa € cTpaTeryja MITO CEKOTAlll 1aBa KO-
PUCHU TTOJINTHYKH (a BIIpoueM 1 00pa30BHU) UCXOAU. 32
OIYIITEHOCT BO HecTabmIHOCTa Tpeba Bexkba!l

Iobpo e MOKyMeHTHpaHO Jieka (GeMUHU3MOT BO CBOjOT
dpaHIycKH 00JIHK ce jaBUJI BO 1890-THUTE, a HA aHTJIUCKHU
0w IpeBeieH HAOPry MOToA.

Ho, npenynpenyBamero Ha Bapbapa Keju 3a mpumeHnara
Ha HeKaKBa aHAJIMTUYKA U UCTOPUCKA CITEIIU(PUIHOCT BP3
HAIIIETO KOPHUCTEIhE HA TEPMHUHOT € KOPUCEH MOTCETHUK.
Kaxko mto Besiu KejH BO KOHTEKCTOT Ha IpraBure ieba-
TH 3a IUTypaJTHOCTA Ha (PEMUHU3MOT BO 1990-THUTE, ,,iMa
HEeKaKBa CMICJIA Ia C€ OTPAHUYAT TEDMUHOT U HETOBUTE
TBpAema“. Barbara Caine, “Feminism, Suffrage and the
Nineteenth Century English Women’s Movement,” Wom-
en’s Studies International Forum 5, no. 6 (1982).

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

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

Iypu u nasnexy nogosrara cryauja Ha [epaa JlepHep Jj1o-
[Mpa 3HAYAjHO IOMECTYBame HA KPajoT OJi OCyMHAeceT-
THOT BeK. MerfyToa, JIepHep ce Tpy/iu Jla aHAIu3upa ,,de-
MHHUCTHYKA CBECT... [KOja ja meduHMpa Kako] co3HaHNE
Ha JKEHUTE JleKa MpuIaraaT Ha MO/PE/IeHa TPyMa; /ieKa
TpIeJie IITETH KaKO TPyma; /leKa HUBHATA MOJI0k0a Ha
TIOIPEZIEHOCT € HEMPUPOHA; /leKa MOopa Jia ce 3ApYy:KaT
CO IpYTH KEeHU 3a Jla TH ucupasar Tue mreru”. 3a Jlep-
HEp Toa 3Ha4M /IeKa e/{HA (PEMUHUCTUYKA CBECT 3a MATPU-
japxaToT 6myia MOXKHA JIOJITO TIPE] ,,MOAepHUTeTOT . BO
efHA cMUCIIa, ce coracyBam. Ce pa3bupa geka uma mpu-
MEePH IIITO MOXKAT /1A TOKAXKAT JIeKa JKEHUTE ja OCIIOpyBasIe
CBOjaTa OIIITECTBEHO CO3/IaZieHa MM0J103k0a yIITe BO /IBa-
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

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!

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

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).

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

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

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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Haecertuor Bek. Gerda Lerner, The Creation of Feminist
Consciousness: From the Middle Ages to Eighteen-Sev-
enty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993). Mefyroa,
BO IIIeMaTa BO KOja 300pBaM, He CyM TOJIKY ybesieHa /jeKa
Toa Tpeba Aa ro HapekyBame ,peMUHH3aM®, U TOA Of
TIOJINTUYKY IPUYMHHU IITO Ke ce BUAAT. HaBucrrHa, enHa
KOPHCHA IOCJIEINIIA O] MPOEKTOT 32 OrPAaHUYyBame Ha
»PEMUHU3MOT" Ha MOJiepHaTa 106a 6u 61yia U TEpMUHOT
JIaTpujapxar® ga ce BpaTH BO UCTOPUCKUOT JAUCKYPC 32
Jla IEHOTHUPA TBPZOIJIAB OJHOC HA MOK IITO W3IJIe/la TH
HCIIPECEKYBA IIOBEKETO AUCTHUHKIIMU HA WCTOPHUCKOTO
BpeMme. Torar, He 6u 6rte GEMIUHUCTUIKY CUTE PEAKIIHH
Ha MaTpUjapxaToT. 3a KOPDUCTEHETO Ha IMaTpPHjapXaToT
KaKO TEDMHH Ha HMCTOpUCKAa aHanusa, Buau Judith M.
Bennett, “Feminism and History,” Gender and History 1,
no. 3 (1989).

Ha mpumep, Buau Katherine B. Clinton, “Femme Et
Philosophe: Enlightenment Origins of Feminism” Eigh-
teenth-Century Studies, no. 8.

3a pacrnpaBa Ha oBaa TeMa, BuAu Susan Amussen, “The
History of Feminism,” Journal of Women’s History
8, no. 1 (1996). PemuTesTHUOT OTIIOP HA MHOTYMHHA
IIPOCBETUTEJICKH  MUCIUTEIN  KOH  IOJUTHYKATA
€/THAKBOCT Mely COITHO-TIOJTUTUUKUTE KATETOPUH ,MaxkK" 1
»KeHa“ Ha CJIMYeH HAYMH ja IMOTKOIyBA IPETIIOCTABKATA
JleKa ENUCTEMOJIONIKNUTE IMPETIOCTABKU HAa 3aIaJ[HUOT
MOJEPHUTET UM HyZleJIe Ha JKEHUTe HOBU HAYMHU /14 TH
charar mOCTOEUKHUTE CTPYKTYpH HAa HCKIydyBame. Toa
He 3HAYM JleKa CaKaM Jja IO MO3UIIMOHUPAM ,,3aTaHOTO
IIPOCBETUTEJICTBO® KAKO €IMHCTBEHUOT IIPOOJIEM ITPOTUB
KOj JKEHUTE MOPaJIe 1a ce MOOMIM3UPAAT U, BIIPOYEM, KAKO
npobaemom, a He HETOBOTO pereHue. [lompeo, cakam z1a
YKa)KaM Ha MOHWjaHCUPAH IPHOJ KOH OBOj KOHKDETEH
npobiiem. HaBuctuna, pacnpaBara Ha ®penepux Kymep
3a1nbepaTHO-/IEMOKPATCKUTE AUCKYPCH BO KOJIOHUj AJTHU
KOHTEKCTH € IOy4YHa TykKa. Kymep Benu geka Tpeba ma
obpHeMe BHHMaHHE HA HAYMHUTE HA KOU OBUE PAMKH
coZpaKese ,BHATPEIIHU IOPHUBU 3a HCKIyYyBame” (ma
ro npadpasupam Yaaj Mexrta), HO U Ha HAUMHUTE Ha
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Consciousness: Fromthe Middle Agesto 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).

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

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

:
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KOW WJIEWTe 3a JIMOepaJHUTE [IpaBa U CIeAyBarba Hyze-
Jie ,HUIIIK BO KOW [JIyreTo OH] ce Kpuese u caMuTe Ou ce
cHaorajie [KaKo 1] JIOCTOBH CO KOH CAMHUOT CHCTEM OU ce
nomectin“. 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).

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).

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

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

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

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

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

Mozkebu HajouwursieJleH MpobJieM cO OBaa KOHKDPETHO
pa3rpaHUYyBame ce HAUMHUTE HA KOU (PEMUHU3MOT CTa-
HyBa IIPOM3BOJI HA 3aIIaITHOTO UCTOPHCKO ITOMECTYBAbE,
a CUTYpHO HEMaM HaMepa /la UMILUTAIUPaM Jeka (pemu-
HU3MOT MOpa, HEMHHOBHO U CEKOralll, /1a Ouze 3amaieH
npousBoj. IlompBo, ce HazeBaM JleKa Pa3MUCIYBAHETO
3a ,,MOJlepHaTa“ T0JIOBA pa3/IMnKa KaKO MHCTUTYIIHOHAII-
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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).

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).

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

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

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

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).

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

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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Ha JIOTHKA 32 (EMUHUCTHIKHA IPOTECT HAJIATa KOHIIEN-
Tyayin3anyja Ha MOJEPHUTETOT INTO He IOYHYBAa U HE
3aBpiryBa Bo EBpona. Tyka moydeH e MCKa30T HA AHTO-
aHeTr BapToH /ieka pooBaTa pa3yinKa U UMIEPHUjaIu3MOT
TU IylefaMe Kako MelryceOHO KOHCTUTYTHBHH (HaMeCTO
KaKO OUCKPETHH Mojpavja mTo (GYHKIMOHUPAAT €HO
npeky zpyro). HaBucrmHa, ncropunre Ha IPOCBETUTEI-
CTBOTO U TOJIOBATa pa3jiMKa ce UMIUIUIUPAHU BO OHOj
JIPYT TOJIEM IIPOEKT HA MOJIEPHUTETOT, UMIIEPU]j JTH3MOT.
OpozeHuUTE AUCKYPCH IIITO T'O OBO3MOKIIIE KOHIIENTOT HA
Pa3yMHHOT IToeAnHel Ouie, Kako mTo ykaxkysa Tpus T.
Muux-xa (Trinh T. Minh-ha), momeqHakBo geTepMUHH-
PaH 0J1 KOHLIENITUTE HA PACHUTE PA3JIUKU IIITO ja CO37ase
MOKHOCTA 33 IMIIepHjaJTHA eKcIvToaTanyja. Taka, eBpon-
CKHOT MOJIEPHUTET, TO CO37ajle HETOBUTE ITPOBUHITUCKH
aHTaXXMaHM, J1a ro napadpasupam Junem Yakpabaptu
(Dipesh Chakrabarty). Toram, u (MogepHUOT) HDeMUHU-
3aM — KaKo IIITO Ce TBP/IEIIe BO TOJIKY MHOTY IIOHOBH Jiejia
— Ce CO3/1aBaJI BO MMIIEPUjUTHUTE Pa3MEHH U €KCILI0aTa-
muu. 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). 3HauajHO € Toa IIITO UAKO
COBpEMEHUTE HOBUHCKU KOJIYMHICTH MOXAT PEZJOBHO 2
jaordpraar peseBaHTHOCTA HA GEMUHU3MOT 32 ,HAIITNOB
CBET“, MCTOBPEMEHO ja HCTAaKHyBaaT BakHaTa paboTa
IIITO CE jaByBa BO OHOj IOJI€/THAKBO OKAaIlaH O3HAUHUTEJ,
,TPETHOT CBeT“. 3aToa, MOpa /la BHMMaBaMe Ja HeE TO
BpamuMe (GEMHHU3MOT KaKo Hcxof of ,EBpoma“ Tyky
Jla TO JTOKUBYBaMe KaKO HCXOJT Off MOJEPHUTETOT IIITO
ru ondaka U NeHTPUTE U nepudepunTe Kako UCTOPUCKH
yu3BopuiTa“. 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).
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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
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