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ABSTRACT

GENDER AND WOMEN’S STUDIES:
SITUATED ACADEMIC
MARGINALIZATION

Dayan, Cansu
M.S., Department of Gender and Women’s Studies
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Mehmet C. Ecevit

September 2016, 115 pages

Gender and Women’s Studies graduate program is an institution of knowledge
production and an area of political action with an almost 30-year-history in Turkey.
Different from the mainstream academic disciplines, GWS resides in an
interdisciplinary vantage point which makes accounts of the patriarchal system and, in
a wider scope, of the world from women’s lenses. Nonetheless, it advocates a shared
political agenda needed in order to transform the personally experienced inequalities
into politically acquired rights. As GWS has its origins in feminist thought and action,
these programs are directly and naturally supposed to be involved with feminist
epistemology and methodology. When the historical process of GWS in Turkey is
considered, it can be seen that feminism and academia have mutually marginalized each
other from the beginning. This thesis discusses the situation of GWS within academia
with a critical Feminist Standpoint Theory approach from the aspect of academic
marginalization and analyses how GWS graduate programs can be thought as a field
with a twofold epistemic superiority with regard to “better accounts of social reality”,

as an academic marginal of academia. In this regard, the findings of the field study based



on semi-structured in-depth interviews with 17 academics of GWS programs from two

distinctive universities are shared and discussed.

Keywords: Gender and Women’s Studies, Feminist Standpoint Theory, Situated

Academic Marginalization, Feminist epistemology and methodology
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TOPLUMSAL CINSIYET VE KADIN CALISMALARI:
KONUMLANDIRILMIS AKADEMIK MARJINALLIK

Dayan, Cansu
Yiiksek Lisans, Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Caligsmalari Anabilim Dali
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Mehmet C. Ecevit

Eylil 2016, 115 sayfa

Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Caligsmalar1 Anabilim Dali, Tiirkiye’de yaklasik 30 yillik
tarihiyle bir bilgi ve politika iiretim alanidir. Anaakim akademik disiplinlerden kendini
bir toplumsal hareketin akademik ayagi ve bununla baglantili olarak da politik bir
durusa sahip olma o6zellikleriyle ayirarak konumlandiran TCKC sadece bir ataerkil
sistem elestirisi degil daha genis Olcekli ontolojik, epistemolojik ve metodolojik
toplumsal gergeklik sorgulamalar1 yapan interdisipliner bir programdir. Buna ek olarak,
TCKC, bilgi liretim siirecinin hiyerarsisiz ve etkilesimsel yontemlerle, kesisimsellikleri
ve Oznellikleri dikkate alan bireysel deneyimlerden dogru yapilmasi ve bu bireysel
olarak deneyimlenmis esitsizliklerden ortak bir politika iiretilmesi gerektigi
diistincesiyle anaakim akademik anlayisa meydan okuma ve degerlerden arindirilmis
oldugu varsayilan nesnellik epistemolojisiyle toplumsal gergekligin anlagilamayacag:
yaklagimiyla da toplumsal cinsiyeti géz ardi eden mevcut bilim anlayisin1 doniistiirme
iddiasindadur. Itici giiciinii feminist diisiince ve eylemden aldig1 i¢in bu programlarin
dogrudan ve dogal olarak feminist epistemoloji ve metodoloji ile i¢ i¢e olmasi beklenir.
Ancak TCKC’nin Tirkiye’deki tarihsel gelisimine bakildiginda, en basindan bu yana

feminizm ve akademinin karsilikl1 olarak gesitli sebeplerle birbirlerini 6tekilestirdikleri
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gorilebilir. Bu tez Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalar1 Anabilim Dali’nin Tiirkiye
akademisindeki yerini Feminist Durus Kurami bakis agisiyla ‘akademik marjinallik’
Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Caligmalar1 Anabilim Dali1 dgretim iiyeleriyle yapilmis
olan toplam 17 tane yari-yapilandirilmis derinlemesine miilakat 1s18inda, TCKC
anabilim dallarmin nasil konumlandirilmis bir akademik marjinallige sahip oldugu ve
bu marjinalligin “gercekligi daha iyi anlatan” epistemik bir iistiinliigli nasil sagladigi

analiz edilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalari, Feminist Durus

Kurami, Akademik Otekilik, Feminist Epistemoloji ve Metodoloji
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

We had a precious teacher and one day she told “your faces are so pale, go and
eat some homemade food...” The students had had no money to buy even a
bagel! There is something that saves me from it. How can | make myself such a
person? As | have been grown up now, | am a faculty member, | get a
considerable amount of salary etc, how can I say | am in clover? I am not looking
from that perspective of course, | definitely know but this is a work of blood,
sweat and tears. Yes, we are unemployed, we were always unemployed and we
will be unemployed even more. Yes, it is wearing; and yes, when we get home
it is “what the hell women’s studies is, that is all we need now?” and so on. That
is, we are already “damaged goods,” however, we read and write from exactly
this standpoint, as we have a very limited time, we should accumulate more and
more knowledge.

@)

(Cok kiymetli bir hocamiz vardi, bir giin sey demisti, ‘suratiniz ¢ok soluk, gidin
bir ev yemegi yiyin’ falan. Cocuklarin simit alacak parasi yok! Beni ondan
kurtaran bir sey var, ben kendimi nasil Oyle biri yapabilirim, simdi hani
biiyiidiim, 6gretim {iyesi oldum, deli yiikiiyle maags aliyorum falan, nasil tuzum
kuru diyebilirim? Oradan bakmiyorum, tabii ki kuskusuz biliyorum ama bu is
cok kan ter ve gozyasi isi. Evet issiziz, hep issizdik, daha da issiz kalacagiz, evet
cok yipratici bir sey, evet eve gittigimizde ‘ne KC’si, simdi bu mu ¢ikti
basimiza’ falan.. Yani zaten ‘arizali’ tipleriz ama iste tam da buradan okuyup
yaziyoruz ya, ¢linkii ¢ok az zamanimiz var, ¢ok bilgi biriktirmeliyiz..

0)!

This thesis is going to discuss the situation of Gender and Women’s Studies (GWS)

graduate programs within mainstream academia of Turkey in the face of academic

! Indented quotations from field data will be given also in Turkish throughout the thesis in parentheses
following the translated English version.



marginalization and to analyse whether this seemingly disadvantageous academic
marginalization of GWS can be transformed into epistemic advantages of it or not

within the scope of Feminist Standpoint Theory (FST).
1.1. Background and Theoretical Foundation of the Study

GWS is an academic reciprocity of feminist movement which claims to challenge and
transform patriarchal institutions whose knowledge and practices disempower women
and chain them within an invisible framework. First feminist activists settled academia
with the aim of challenging mainstream academic understanding of not only women but
also science and to transform the knowledge produced on behalf and in the name of
women which does not reflect their reality, and to produce knowledge with, for and
about women. However, this first group is criticized by the second for thinking
dichotomously as men and women and for remaining deeply within the understanding
of orthodox modernity, although the first group forms the ground for such kind of
academic discussion. According to the second group, gender-based explanations do not
tell the realities of women and create a unified and holistic category of woman which
ignores the specificities within and among women appeared with the discussions of
gender and intersectionality. This second group is, then, criticized by FST teorists due
to their sole focus dichotomy and incapability of justifying their claims as a result of
their lack of a theoretical framework. According to FST, intersectional understanding
of women is not enough neither in that intersubjectivity and the specificities of multiple
subjectivities should also not be ignored and all knowledge claims are partial and
situated. Inspiring from postmodernist epistemology of subjectivity and perspectives of
multiplicity, diversity and partiality, FST holds a situation in between postmodernity
and modernity. However, postmodernity is a rejection of modernity while FST is a
radical and deep criticism of modernity. According to FST, partial and situated
knowledge claims are critical in that they cannot be abstracted and generalized.
Moreover, an essential base cannot be grounded due to partiality and multiplicity of

locational, contextual, situational and other specificities. Furthermore, rationality is not



such abstract, it is practical and its functionality is direct parallel with the situation and
the specificities of the situation knowledge produced. Different subjectivities and
recognition within and among these diverse and active subjects are significant in

constituting intersubjectivity and production both knowledge and collective politics.

As an academic reciprocity of feminist movement, GWS has a political characteristic in
a conventional knowledge production institution where almost all of the disciplines are
struggling to be ‘objective’. Evaluating this epistemology as ‘not rigorous or
objectifying enough’, FST asserts that all knowledge claims are partial no matter how
objective they are, while the viewpoints of the marginalized account better for reality in
that they experience the world with a double vision both from inside and out as outsiders
within and their accounts of reality are less partial, thus, that is a stronger objectivity. In
my case, GWS is an outsider with its political nature while an insider with its scientific
practice within academia. This outsider within position enables GWS to experience
academia both from inside and outside, which adds a distinction to its knowledge
claims, an epistemic superiority in other words. As an academic program, GWS has
almost no permanent academic positions within academia and it confronts serious
budgetary problems when compared to firmly established conventional academic
disciplines. Moreover, its political nature adds one more layer to its marginalization
under various cloaks like mockery, non-recognition, ignorance, subtle preventions and
others. The scope of this marginalization varies from material inadequacies to
recognition of both the agents and the knowledge of GWS by not only administrative
bodies but also the other academic disciplines from natural sciences to social sciences.
The insights of GWS, therefore, on the functioning of academia and, in a wider scope,
on social relations are critical since it can experience what is not relevant to mainstream
academic disciplines in addition to those relevant. For instance, it can constitute a non-
hierchical instructor-student relationship with the help of interactive outside gatherings
and solidarity, which then creates a mutual contribution between feminist pedagogy and
politics within and outside the classes, and this provides it with a special meaning in the

production of knowledge.



1.2. Aims and Objectives of the Study

The aim of this thesis is on no account to compare and contrast GWS programs, neither
is it to evaluate them. The main objective is to understand the current position of GWS
within academia from the viewpoints of its agents; then, to see if it is exposed to an
academic marginalization due to its specificities; and last, if yes, to discover whether
this academic marginalization can be transformed into an advantage of epistemic

superiority or not.

The main research problematic of the study is the question of the relationship between
the marginalization of GWS programs within academia and the dynamics of knowledge
and politics. My sub-questions are: How does situated knowledge contribute to
understand the marginalization of GWS? What is the relationship between partiality and
marginalization and to what degree does partial knowledge help to situate GWS within
academia? How does the outsider within position attribute a positive meaning to
marginalization? To what extent do strong objectivity, collective consciousness and
shared political agenda contribute to adopt this marginalization? How do
intersectionality and intersubjectivity reflect on interdisciplinary characteristic of GWS

and on its position within academia?

| have used Feminist Standpoint Theory for this inquiry as it both values the experiences
and accordingly the knowledge of the marginalized and takes them as the subjects of
the knowledge with the help of a non-hierchical and interactive knowledge production
process of its methodology. Moreover, it problematizes the relationship between
production of knowledge and power relations. Although its criticism of both modernity
and postmodernity, and its neither full rejection nor full acknowledgement of the both
make my position difficult to hold on, it is still in quite direct parallel relationship with

the echallenge and transformation claims of GWS.



1.3. Methodology of the Study

In order to achieve my aims and objectives, | have preferred feminist standpoint
methodology and a qualitative research. | have chosen two characteristically different
GWS programs from universities with different backgrounds and specificities in Turkey
to be able to understand current situation of GWS within academia. | have arranged in-
depth interviews with the academics of these two programs and interviewed 17 GWS
academics. | coded their names from A to S, and universities as X and Y. Due to ethical
concerns about the identities of the academics | interviewed, | prefer not to give the

specificities of universities and programs in deep detail.

In the light of my research questions and the approach of FST, the experiences,
observations and knowledge of the agents of GWS have leaded the study into a point of
situated academic marginalization. That is, a GWS program naturally has a marginal
position within academia due to its political and interdisciplinary characteristics along
with its historical emergence process and current situations of feminist movement and
academia. However, the adoption and protection of this marginal position change from
a program to another according to the programs’ specificities and characteristics of
being political and interdisciplinary. In other words, the stronger political and
interdisciplinary a program is, the closer it is to the claims of challenge and
transformation, thus, the more marginalized it is. Since the conditions of the universities
and the approaches of the university administrations and of other academic disciplines
are multiple and diverse, the level of this academic marginalization is multiple and

diverse, as well. So is the epistemic superiority they have.
1.4. Expected Potential Contribution of the Study

Although discussions of otherness, ghettoization, marginalization of GWS within
academia are not new in Turkey, they are quite scarce. Looking into a further depth of
marginality and reading it as an advantage with a feminist standpoint approach will add

a completely new dimension to the issue and help understand the position of GWS



within academia from the viewpoints of its agents. Moreover, unveiling the subtle
preventions of academia, remembering the existence claims of GWS falling behind in
the long run of more than 20 years, self-defining and self-criticising the field in this
process will provide a healthier improvement for its future and insights not only for a
valuation of the field but also for a required self-valuation. In addition, using feminist
standpoint theory and methodology will contribute both to the improvement of the

theory and to the enhancement of the subject matter of GWS.
1.5. Organization of the Thesis

The thesis consists of six chapters. The first one is a brief introduction about the scope
of the topic and the study; a short summary of both GWS and FST; aims and objectives
of the study; methodology of the study and expected potential contributions of the study

are introduced here.

The second one is the theoretical framework where the key concepts of FST and their
relationship to GWS in the light of my topic are taken place; the definitions of the
concepts such as partial and situated knowledge, outsider within, epistemic privilege,
strong objectivity are given in this chapter.

The third chapter is where | have made a literature review about the emergence and
development of GWS programs both in general and in Turkey, and positioned my

subject matter within this background.

In the fourth chapter, | focus on my methodology and the factory floor; feminist
standpoint methodology is highlighted in this chapter; and | give detailed information
about my field work and its preparations.

Fifth chapter is my analysis chapter and it is composed of three sub-sections. I discuss
the necessity of self-definition and self-valuation of GWS in the first sub-section in the
light of Patricia Hill Collins’ views about the subject matter. | continue, then, with the
factors influencing the position of GWS within academia which are the emergence

conditions of GWS, current political conjuncture, and current situations of academia

6



and feminist movement in order to form a base to be able to position GWS within
academia. Finally, | end with situated academic marginalization and put the focus on

GWS’ characteristics of being political and interdisciplinary.

At the end of the chapters, I conclude with the findings of the study; theoretical,
methodological and practical contributions; theoretical and methodological limitations

of the study; and recommendations for future studies.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter | focus on Feminist Standpoint Theory and its reflections on the position
of Gender and Women’s Studies within mainstream academia. | start with the meaning
of FST and go on with exemplifying its basic concepts in the light of their definitions
taken place within the literature. These basic concepts consist of standpoint of the
marginalized, situated knowledge, partiality, outsider within position of the self,
epistemic privilege, strong objectivity, and collective consciousness integrated with
their correspondences to my subject matter. Then, | conclude with some criticisms of
FST and their refutations.

2.1. Feminist Standpoint Theory

To begin with its meaning, Feminist Standpoint Theory is “a critical theory about
relations between the production of knowledge and practices of power” (Harding, 2004,
p. 1) emerged in 1970s, highly influenced by Marxism’s thought of the proletariat which
asserts that the oppressed class has a special access to knowledge when compared to the

dominant class. What separates FST from Marxism is that

Humanistic Marxism was polluted at the source by its structuring ontological
theory of the domination of nature in the self-construction of man and by its
closely related impotence to historicize anything women did that did not qualify
for a wage. But Marxism was still a promising resource in the form of
epistemological feminist mental hygiene that sought our own doctrines of
objective vision. Marxist starting points offered tools to get to our versions of
standpoint theories, insistent embodiment, a rich tradition of critiques of
hegemony without disempowering positivisms and relativisms, and nuanced
theories of mediation (Haraway, 2004, p. 84).

Material life, as Marx, Lukacs and Gramsci had suggested, structures the way we

understand society and the relations within; however, it constrains that, as well. Highly



influenced from this viewpoint, the first assumption of FST is that the visions of the
dominant and oppressed classes are radically different from each other, and the world
understanding of the dominant mostly does not reflect the reality of the oppressed. As
Nancy Hartsock draws attention, “[t]here are some perspectives on society from which,
however well-intentioned one may be, the real relations of humans with each other and
with the natural world are not visible” (1983, p. 159). Acknowledging the viewpoint of
the dominant as objective and this objectivity as an interpretation of reality causes some
serious problems in that it constructs a unidimensional understanding of reality and
excludes the experiences and specificities of the marginalized. This viewpoint leads to
an essentialist understanding of modernity which determines the lives and experiences
of the marginalized in direct parallel with the needs and wishes of the dominant and
reduces their subjectivities into accordingly constructed rational and functional actions.
In the adaptation of this to my subject matter, regarding the situation of GWS within
academia, the real relations between GWS programs and social sciences, natural
sciences, academic recognition, and administrative approaches are not always visible
from the viewpoint of academia in general, except for the agents of GWS programs
themselves. From the viewpoint of academia, or specifically any other agent excluding
GWS, the only position GWS can obtain is being the ‘object’ of the knowledge. No
matter how well-disposed they are, GWS ‘is defined’, its limits are set by these
definitions and its voice is muted. Moreover, it gains its value only in relation to its
benefits to academia, the knowledge it produces is consumable only when it serves for
the needs of academia and is not reasonable when it is political. However, in FST, GWS
is not an object; instead, it is the subject of the knowledge who has its own voice not in
a silent but in an active manner and whose experiences are valuable. Here GWS has the
power to make a self-definition which “involves challenging the political knowledge-
validation process that has resulted in externally-defined, stereo-typical images”
(Collins, 2004, p. 106). From this perspective,

feminist standpoint theory seeks to expose both acts of oppression and acts of
resistance by asking disenfranchised persons to describe and discuss their
experiences. Based upon a belief that knowledge is socially constructed,



feminist standpoint theory privileges the knowledge of disenfranchised persons,
with hopes that their knowledge will reveal otherwise unexposed aspects of the
social order (Allen, 1998) (Allen, Orbe, & Olivas, 1999, p. 409).

As another assumption of FST, the belief that knowledge is socially constructed stems
from the claim that all sorts of knowing are always “socially situated” (Harding, 1991,
p. 142) and are “influenced by ‘noncognitive’ factors as one’s gender ... and socio-
economic status” (Valadez, 2001, p. 70). Recognizing that one’s knowledge
possibilities are shaped and limited by both one’s experiences and particular social
locations, status, contexts and conditions one shares underlies the assumption of situated
approaches to knowing. To put it differently, socially situated knowledge is intrinsic
only to the specific situation it belongs, that is, it can neither be totalized nor
universalized. Abstraction, generalization, totalization and universalization are all
different ways of losing specificities of subjectivities and particular meanings stemming
from them. The understanding of situated knowledge is a harsh criticism of this
modernist assumption of universality in that it reveals the features of each context,
location, constrain, condition and others, and values the meaning that these specificities

add to a situation. As Alison Wylie enlarges upon,

social location systematically shapes and limits what we know, including tacit,
experiential knowledge as well as explicit understanding, what we take
knowledge to be as well as specific epistemic content. What counts as a “social
location” is structurally defined. What individuals experience and understand is
shaped by their location in a hierarchically structured system of power relations:
by the material conditions of their lives, by the relations of production and
reproduction that structure their social interactions, and by the conceptual
resources they have to represent and interpret these relations (2004, p. 343).

Gender and women’s studies emphasize this situated position of knowledge by valuing
‘women’s knowledge in rejection to the universal and essential category of ‘woman’,
and underline the importance of its social feature through a relational and inclusive term,
‘gender’. Acknowledging this socially situated aspects of knowledge, GWS defines
itself as “theoretical and empirical studies produced about, for and with women” (Ecevit
Y., 1996, p. 319). The viewpoint of academia on GWS is shaped and limited in that it
highlights the importance of objectivity and disregards GWS due to the fact that
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feminism is a political movement and GWS cannot produce objective knowledge since
politics distorts scientific knowledge. This understanding is a structurally defined one
and not only ignores the subjectivities of GWS but also falls far away from its own
reality. The assumption of ‘situated knowledges’ (2004), coined by Donna Haraway, is
also a criticism of the conventional understanding of epistemology of objectivity in that
truth is always partial and moreover can be interpreted only with a partial perspective.
Academia’s advocacy of scientific knowledge and accordingly value-neutrality is an
oxymoronic claim, which unduly marginalizes intellectual and everyday knowledge, in
that

... all systems of conceptualization reflect certain social interests and values. In
a society where the production of knowledge is controlled by a certain class,
knowledge produced will reflect the interests and values of that class. In other
words, in class societies the prevailing knowledge and science interpret reality
from the standpoint of the ruling class. Because the ruling class has an interest
in concealing the way in which it dominates and exploits the rest of the
population, the interpretation of reality that it presents will be distorted in
characteristic ways. In particular, the suffering of the subordinate classes will be
ignored, redescribed as enjoyment or justified as freely chosen, deserved, or
inevitable (Jaggar, 2004, p. 56).

Therefore, no knowledge claim can optimally be ‘objective’, as science likes to claim
for ages. To clarify, the problem here is not with objectivity but with the perception of
objectivity, that is, with the claim of being objective when keeping away from politics.
It is just an illusion. It is not possible for anyone to be objective with detachment from
politics due to the fact that her/his interests, values, decisions, viewpoints, any single
act are full of subjectivities and they are all constituted with certain social locations.
This does not simply mean that individuals are socially constructed by structural forces,
but they are constituted as active agents in an interaction with any kind of social
relations. Then, the thought of explaining everything with an objective approach is an
illusion, too. Haraway names this illusion as a “God-trick” which means “seeing

everything from nowhere” (2004, p. 86).

This is the gaze that mythically inscribes all the marked bodies, that makes the
unmarked category claim the power to see and not be seen, to represent while
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escaping representation. This gaze signifies the unmarked positions of Man and
White, one of the many nasty tones of the world objectivity to feminist ears in
scientific and technological, late industrial, militarized, racist and male
dominant societies, ... I would like a doctrine of embodied objectivity that
accommodates paradoxical and critical feminist science projects: feminist
objectivity means quite simply situated knowledges (Haraway, 2004, p. 87).

The plural concept of ‘situated knowledges’ is an informed choice in that the singular
understanding of situated knowledge would be a trap that one might easily fall into since
the claim of situated knowledge itself actually embodies a reaction to singularity and
totalization. ‘Situated knowledge’ is a mere reproduction of ‘objectivity’ claim of the
‘master’ when it is used with its hidden meanings while ‘situated knowledges’ are
intrinsic to multiple and diverse agents and their life experiences. Situated knowledge
is unique, that is, it is specific to the context, conditions, location, time and place it
belongs to. FST makes use of postmodernist perspective of multiplicity, diversity and
plurality with the help of the understanding of socially situated knowledge since situated
knowledge is full of subjectivities and it neither eliminate them via objectivity
epistemology nor ignore them as an extension of universality assumption. As for the
marginalization of GWS within academia, for example, ‘situated marginalization’ will
refer to a marginalization specific to the conditions of that specific program within
changeable contexts. Specific characteristics of a program- such as its achievement of
interdisciplinarity or application of feminist pedagogy- and the university it belongs to-
e.g. if it is technical or foreign language-based- gain importance in the envisagement of
situated marginalization in addition to the current political conjuncture in the country,
and the current situations of feminist movement and academia. Then, it is valid to say
that academic marginalization of GWS changes not only from program to program but

also within the history of a program. Therefore,

objectivity turns out to be about particular and specific embodiment, and
definitely not about the false vision promising transcendence of all limits and
responsibility. The moral is simple: only partial perspective promises objective
vision. ... Feminist objectivity is about limited location and situated knowledge,
not about transcendence and splitting of subject and object. In this way, we may
become answerable for what we learn how to see (Haraway, 2004, p. 87).
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There may be a counter-attack for situated knowledges in that it may turn to a relativity
of the relativism issue and whether it takes the issue to a postmodernist realm with a
rejection of modernist understanding instead of its criticism or not. However, it is not a
vicious circle, taking experiences and specific situations into center, FST both gets
inspired by and avoids postmodernist assumption of relativity of the relativism and
situates itself to specific situations without falling into the realm of totalization of
orthodox modernity, as well. In other words, while postmodernity is an explicit rejection
of modernity, FST is a deep, harsh and radical criticism of modernity. It is inspired by
the epistemology of subjectivity of postmodernity and its assumptions of deconstruction
of the structure and decentralization of the self on one hand, and criticizes its
tautological relativism and multiplicity on the other. As for modernity, FST makes a
heavy criticism of not only main assumptions of rationalism, universalism and
essentialism, but also its dichotomous, causal, deterministic and reductionist
understanding of methodology. However, this harsh criticism does not mean to reject
modernity, neither. Instead, it includes subjectivities and specificities of multiple
subjectivities not only within agents but also structures and reveals an active
interrelationship within and among these two. By this way, it aims to produce both
knowledge and politics. Combining modernity and postmodernity with an intersectional
and intersubjective standpoint of socially situated knowledge, FST thus criticizes both

modernist and postmodernist assumptions. In Haraway’s sentences:

The alternative to relativism is partial, locatable, critical knowledges sustaining
the possibility of webs of connections called solidarity in politics and shared
conversations in epistemology. Relativism is the way of bing nowhere while
claiming to be everywhere equally. The “equality” of positioning is a denial of
responsibility and critical enquiry. Relativism is the perfect mirror twin of
totalization in the ideologies of objectivity; both deny the stakes in location,
embodiment, and partial perspective; both make it impossible to see well. ... But
it is precisely in the politics and epistemology of partial perspectives that the
possibility of sustained, rational, objective enquiry rests (2004, p. 89).

Partial knowledge bears a criticism of almost all modernist assumptions. It is a criticism

of universality since truth cannot be understood fully and thus cannot be interpreted
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fully, neither. From this perspective, it cannot be abstracted and generalized for all
humanity, it changes from situation to situation and from person to person due to its
partiality. The claim of universal truth is a holistic viewpoint which ignores the
differences between subjects and constructs a unified understanding of not only reality
but also of the self. As an extension of this point of view, partial knowledge has the
potential to problematize the subject and the agency of the subject. It is thus a criticism
of essentialism, as well. Determining a base for reality and universalizing it reduces the
subject into some previously defined criteria through which rational action comes to
fore and subjectivities, norms and values are ignored. However, partial knowledge
values the experiences, feelings and perceptions of the subjects and produces knowledge
from their active agencies. It advocates a shared political agenda for an active
interrelationship and aims to constitute a collective consciousness. Thus, partial
knowledge requires a practical rationality instead of an abstracted and universalized one
since rational action is in direct accordance with the situation, context, location and
other specificities within which partial knowledge is produced. Criticizing rational
action leads the subject matter to the criticism of subjectivity. Postmodernist
understanding of subjectivity creates a multiple drove of subjectivities, that is, as many
subjectivities as individuals, as a result of which relativity of relativism appears. FST
criticizes this perspective due to the difficulty it brings on collective action and thus
production of knowledge and politics. Intersubjectivity is the solution of this singular
subjectivity. Since intersubjectivity enables both to understand different subjectivities

and to constitute a relationship among them which thus produce politics and solidarity.

A standpoint of intersubjectivity requires that we claim the universal need for
human dignity and, at the same time, let go of the illusion that universal
knowledge, and subjectivity, and a unified plan of action are possible or
necessary. A standpoint of intersubjectivity would allow us- indeed require us-
to recognize instead the legitimacy of partial knowledge, and the longterm
effectiveness of coalition politics as coordinated, multiple plans of action
(Fowlkes, 1997, p. 114).

In addition to the criticism of relativism, FST faces a criticism of essentialism in that it

values the experiences of the marginalized in comparison to that of the dominant. The
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reason for this criticism is that FST values the knowledge of women and, in a wider
scope, of the marginalized groups since they experience the world with a “double
vision” (Bowell) both from “the outside in and from the inside out” (hooks, 2000, p.
xvi). The “outsider within”, as Collins (2004) calls it, develops a way of life enabling to
learn from her/his experiences within a world that constructs her/him by the experiences
of the dominant. The outsider within position of FST is a criticism of dichotomous
understanding of modernity since it melts the hierarchy between the oppressed and the
dominant and constitutes a new form of being with its intersubjective characteristics.
For example, in the case of GWS, academia is not one which GWS enters and occupies
on the same terms as other disciplines do. An interdisciplinary program under the
Graduate School of Social Sciences without an undergraduate degree, GWS posits an
opposition to fully institutionalized departmental academic disciplines. However, its
aim to institutionalize the participation of not only men but also women with a non-
hierarchical and more self-reflexive viewpoint in knowledge production process pushes
the limits of ‘value-neutral’ mainstream academia whose focus is on scientific
knowledge and of the understanding of institutionalization itself to the ground.
Although a highlighted women’s knowledge and accordingly, women’s experience,
presents a challenge to objectified, rationalized and universalized understanding of
science, GWS conducts a conceptual/abstract practice of academic work within the
conceptual structures of academia. With this practicing academic body, it is an insider
while is an outsider due to its activist agenda within the political arena, representing a
practical/concrete activity that results in its social and academic non-recognition, lack
of permanent staff and unstable curricula in the sight of academia. With Dorothy
Smith’s words, this “bifurcation of consciousness” (2004, p. 27) is a pivotal feature of

experiencing the world and thus, is relevant to GWS in that

the dual perspective available to [GWS] in this position leaves [it] well-placed
to recognize the underlying assumptions and evaluative commitments that drive
and shape the dynamics of power within the Academy, while at the same time
providing [it] with a critical frame of reference derived from [its] own
experience of the Academy, within which to potentially gain a better
understanding of its power structures and dynamics (Bowell, n.d.).
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Reproducing its subjectivity throughout this bifurcation of consciousness, GWS holds
not only a radical but also critical position within academia, aware of its value-laden
and purposefully political characteristics, which leaves it outside the realm of the
traditionally institutionalized body of knowledge. Digging a room for women’s
everyday life experiences and narrations of their own within mainstream accounts of
abstracted and universalized category of ‘woman’ unchains academia from its strict
boundaries of unidimensional and unconditional understanding of individual and

knowledge.

From this aspect, FST assumes that the viewpoint of the marginalized has an epistemic
privilege because of their outsider within positions which have the potential to enable
them to generate critical insights about their lives and social order, in a wider sense. As
Harnois cited in her work “although some men see the gender bias dynamics that women
see, [men] fail as a group to ‘translate’ these observations into a feminist consciousness
(2002:690)” (2010, p. 69) on one hand, and “that failure by dominant groups to
interrogate beliefs arising from their social situation leaves them in an epistemologically
disadvantaged position, that is, one that distorts” (Patterson & Satz, 2002, p. 121), on
the other. Therefore, starting off thought and research from the experiences and lives of
the marginalized groups can be counted as a solution to modernist research(er)’s failure.

According to Harding,

this kind of account enables us to understand how each oppressed group will
have its own critical insights about nature and the larger social order to
contribute to the collection of human knowledge. Because different groups are
oppressed in different ways, each has the possibility (not the certainty) of
developing distinctive insights about systems of social relations in general in
which their oppression is a feature (2004, p. 9).

To turn back to the criticism of essentialism, from the viewpoint of FST, it is misleading
to read the valuation of the standpoint of the marginalized as reproduction of a
dichotomous understanding in which the viewpoint of the marginalized turns to be ‘the
dominant’. On the contrary, it is itself a criticism of the dichotomous understanding of

modernist science which hides both the visibility of the inferior side and what is visible
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to/from the standpoint of this inferiority. As Patricia Hill Collins clearly states it,

dichotomous understanding has three characteristics:

Either/or dualistic thinking, or what | will refer to as the construct of
dichotomous oppositional difference, may be a philosophical lynchpin in
systems of race, class, and gender oppression. One fundamental characteristic of
this construct is the categorization of people, things, and ideas in terms of their
difference from one another. For example, the terms in dichotomies such as
black/white, male/female, reason/emotion, fact/opinion, and subject/object gain
their meaning only in relation to their difference from their oppositional
counterparts. Another fundamental characteristic of this construct is that
difference is not complementary in that the halves are different and inherently
opposed to one another. (p. 110).

This can be exemplified as dominant/marginalized, objectivity/subjectivity,
academia/GWS, natural/social, modernist/postmodernist,  theoretical/practical,
disciplinarity/interdisciplinarity and others for my topic; however, the components of
these dichotomies should not be considered to ‘gain their meaning only in relation to
their difference from their oppositional counterparts’. Instead, according to FST, both
have their own subjectivities. Moreover, these subjectivities are multiple and have also
their own specificities which are multiple, as well. In other words, each specificity of a
subjectivity generates its own unique meaning which obstructs making abstraction and
generalization. For instance, in the case of GWS, GWS does not gain its meaning only
in relation to its difference from mainstream academia; it is true that it is different from
mainstream academia with its aspects of being political and relatively interdisciplinary.
However, this does neither mean that academia is in exact contradiction with politics
nor that GWS has a biased objectivity due to its political characteristic. The claim of
objectivity cannot be fulfilled completely since knowledge is always partial. In addition,
academia cannot be detached from politics in that every single choice is immanently
political. Therefore, an intersectional understanding reflects reality better and more

accurate in comparison with oppositional constructions. To continue,

a third and more important characteristic is that these oppositional relationships
are intrinsically unstable. Since such dualities rarely represent different but equal
relationships, the inherently unstable relationship is resolved by subordinating
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one half of each pair to the other. ... Dichotomous oppositional differences
invariably imply relationships of superiority and inferiority, hierarchical
relationships that mesh with political economies of domination and
subordination (p. 110).

That is, it can be easily observed that disciplinarity supercedes interdisciplinarity in
institutionalization and recognition, natural sciences are superior to social sciences, the
dominant defines and rules the marginalized, and so on. As a result of this, the
subordinated parts lose, or optimistically, hide their real meanings, capacities and
potential. To reveal the hidden meanings, FST values the experiences of the
marginalized. However, this does not mean to reverse the dichotomy, that is, simply to
focus on the experiences of the marginalized and ignore the dominants’, but to try to
understand the reality from the lens of the marginalized who are both outside and inside
the circle, in other words, who play an away game with the rules of the quarterback.
Moreover, looking from the viewpoint of the marginalized enables not only to uncover
the everyday reality of marginalized but also to change the whole picture about social
reality which has previously been constructed from a single point due to the fact that the
parts of the dichotomy are not defined in relation to their difference from each other.
They are free, unstructured, subjective agents. Also, the correspondence and reflection
of epistemic superiority is not epistemic authority and it is on no accounts ‘automatic’.
“Rather, a standpoint is an achievement, something for which oppressed groups must
struggle, something that requires both science and politics” (Harding, 2004, p. 8). Due
to the fact that the oppressed groups are not only outsiders but also insiders within the
system of the dominant, their perceptions and understandings have the possibility of
being blocked and “obscured by the dominant, hegemonous ideologies and the practices

that they make appear normal and even natural” (Harding, 2004, p. 9).

Politics is vital not only from the aspect of the achievement of a standpoint but also of
the transforming effect on the consciousness. Political engagement is necessary to create
a collective consciousness through a shared agenda via which generating self-
definitions and self-valuation becomes possible. This political vision can enable the

marginalized “to transform their consciousness into an oppositional one and to begin to
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see the possibility of ending their oppression” (Harding, 2004, p. 6). Via this, a socially
and politically disadvantageous position can be turned into an epistemologically,
scientifically, and politically advantageous one (Harding, 2004, p. 8). In the case of
GWS, as an academic reciprocity of feminist movement, GWS defines itself as a
political discipline within a ‘value-neutral’ academia. GWS’ claims of challenge and
transformation can be succeeded through a political engagement since it requires a non-
hierarchical, interactive and critically reflexive standpoint not only in knowledge
production but also in knowledge dissemination process. A discipline which does not
reside itself to an ivory tower can easily transform its own constructed values and
perceptions and can produce ‘better accounts of knowledge’ for everyone. Moreover,
embracement of marginalization provides GWS with epistemologically, scientifically
and politically more powerful tools to challenge and transform mainstream

understanding of science and knowledge. On the contrary,

the more value-neutral a conceptual framework appears, the more likely it is to
advance the hegemonous interests of dominant groups, and the less likely it is to
be able to detect important actualities of social relations. ... We need not-
indeed, must not- choose between “good politics” and “good science,”
standpoint theorists argued, for the former can produce the latter (Harding, 2004,

p. 6).
In other words, it is, again, not a dichotomous understanding on which the parts gain
their meanings in relation to their differences from each other. Instead, it is a
collaboration of both sides located within a specific situation, which enhances and
improves both sides. Good politics can produce good science and a better produced
science can lead to a better politics. However, for Harding “the problem with the
conventional conception of objectivity is not that it is too rigorous or too
‘objectifying’... but that it is not rigorous or objectifying enough (2004, p. 128). The
approach of situated knowledges and accordingly, feminist standpoint epistemology
provides the basis for this “strong objectivity” and produces a “less partial and perverse”
reality (Harding, 2004, p. 322). GWS realizes this through an intersectional and

intersubjective understanding of its interdisciplinary feature. Interdisciplinarity has a
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special and political meaning for academic feminism in that it rejects to stay within only
a single discipline and to separate knowledge into fractions among categorical units.
Instead, interdisciplinarity is an epistemological preference with a more integrated
knowledge claim referring to the indivisible holism of society (Sancar, 2003, p. 189).
In parenthesis, this indivisible holism of society is not one that totalize the individuals
but the integration and contribution of all fractions into social order. Moreover,
interdisciplinarity brings academics and students from different backgrounds with
different standpoints and perspectives all together. Therefore, an intersectional and
intersubjective understanding of women involving not only a sociological or historical
account but also a political and economic aspect along with all that are related displays
the invisible relations among women, society and knowledge which become lost within
structured academic disciplines and produces a shared political agenda out of
multiplicity and diversity. Intersectionality fills the gaps within a framework through
interactions among the sections and gives a bigger result than the sum of the sections
while intersubjectivity enhances the possibility of understanding and acknowledging
different and even conflicting views with the chance of problematization of the selves.
Interdisciplinary characteristic of GWS, thus, provides it with a drove of separate
situated knowledges of different disciplines and different standpoints on women,
gendered identities and their experiences and knowledge. As a result, GWS has a
potential to gain a less partial and perverse standpoint in its knowledge and to achieve
a stronger objectivity with the help of its political and interdisciplinary characteristics
which enable it to produce critical insights about academia and wider social order.
Reframing feminist standpoint theory for the postmodern and poststructuralist
context of that moment, Harding clarified that giving up ‘the goal of telling one
true story about reality’ need not mean that ‘one must also give up trying to tell
less false stories’ (Harding 1991: 187). On the contrary. Science had never been
value-free, as scientists liked to claim. A stronger version of objectivity could
be achieved by combining the view from below with enquiry that was reflexive,
by researchers who named and clearly situated themselves, coming clean about

power, interests and values, as informative about the subject and source of
knowledge as about the studied objects (Cockburn, 2010, s. 141).
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Via this way, FST gives way to the hierarchical relationships stemming from a biased
objectivity, and leaves the floor to a non-hierarchical, interactive and reflexive
relationship in which not a linear but a circular and progressive knowledge production
process takes place not only among instructors and students but also within each group.

In conclusion, to summarize the features of FST,

a standpoint is an account of the world constituted by (and constitutive of) a
collective subject, a group. It is derived from life activities and achieved in
struggle. It is subversive of the hegemonic account. It is potentially the
foundation of oppositional and revolutionary movement (Cockburn, 2010, p.
140).

From these aspects, FST critically differs from gender-based and gender-biased
theoretical frameworks of previous feminist approaches. Since gender-based accounts
of knowledge cannot understand and explain the differences between women and since
gender-biased explanations are limited with the criticism of dichotomous understanding
and have not been able to produce conceptual frameworks for its criticisms, FST has
made a special room for itself within feminist theory which does not reject modernity
but makes a harsh criticism of it while inspring from postmodernity but criticizing it as
well. In other words, since orthodox feminism analyzes reality in a dichotomous way,
as men and women for instance, and sets a hierarchy between the relationship of the
two, it loses the subjectivities and the explanation it makes does not tell the reality of
the lower side of the dichotomy. Since, then, critical feminism- which criticizes this
orthodox understanding of dichotomy and attributes both a value and an empowerment
to the lower side of the dichotomy- is not able to justify its criticisms with a valid
conceptual framework and does not include the specificities of the subjectivities within
this criticism of dichotomous understanding, it remains as a thought, and the explanation
it makes does not tell the reality of women fully, neither. The strength of FST, among
these, comes out of its inquiry of subject and subjectivity with the help of its claims of
partial and situated knowledge along with its criticisms of rational, essential and
universal understanding of reality which are produced by hierarchically dichotomous,

causal, deterministic and reductionist relations between the agent and structure.
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Within this scope of theoretical background, GWS resides in an academically
marginalized position of a knowledge production institution due to its untraditional
understanding of epistemology and methodology that highlights the importance of the
outsider and the constituted experiences. This position of academic marginalization
provides GWS with a less partial viewpoint of the reality on one hand, and results in its
social and academic non-recognition leaving it face to face with a number of problems
during its survival within mainstream academia on the other. VVarying from the scarcity
of academic positions to the lack of a regular budget, from the indifference and
unawareness of traditional disciplines to the marginality of the topic of ‘women’
accordingly the fear of bias, to the process of integrating feminist conceptualizations
with practical positions and problems of women, and most significantly from
disinclusion of knowledge and politics GWS produces to the marginalization of this
produced knowledge and politics, problems and difficulties of GWS differ from one
university to another in that each GWS programme has a unique and specific academic
body of itself with its components of students, academic staff, curricula and not only an
academic but also a social university environment within and among different cities and
regions. Marginalization, in this thesis, refers to the marginalization, disinclusion,
unrecognition and invisibility of the knowledge and politics GWS programs produce
within academia. Although the first layer of marginalization GWS born into is a given
one, situated academic marginalization is one that depends on the achievement of each
program of gaining that critical standpoint. Since this standpoint is not automatic,
turning the given and disadvantageous marginalization which results with non-
recognition of GWS both within and outside academia into an advantageous and
privileged one with critical insights and transformative power requires struggle and
politics. This thesis, therefore, interrelates marginalization of GWS with partial and
situated knowledge claims of FST. Moreover, it makes a reflection between the
relationship of outsider within position of GWS in academia and epistemic privilege
and strong objectivity. My main research question is, thus: How does marginalization

of GWS contribute to the knowledge it produces? My sub-questions are: To what extent
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does outsider within position of GWS provide it with an epistemic privilege? How do a
political academia and political GWS agents make a better account of knowledge? To
what degree does an acquisition of a critical standpoint produce a shared political
agenda?
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CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, | draw a picture about the history of Gender and Women’s Studies
graduate programs in general and then, | specifically focus on the emergence and
development of them in Turkey. Last, | situate my subject matter within this general and
specific literature. Due to limited studies related to the marginalization of GWS
programs within academia from the viewpoint of FST, which adopts marginalization as
an advantage, | focus on the history and development of GWS programs around the

world.
3.1. Gender and Women’s Studies in the World

Gender and Women’s Studies graduate program is a field of knowledge production and
an area of political action with a more than 40-year-history in the world. Sprouting up
from the 2" wave women’s movement, the initial goal of GWS was to bring women
and their experiences more fully into knowledge, by means of which then to challenge
all knowledge claims constructed on behalf of them within mainstream academia, and
to transform these constructions into what in reality reflect their own histories and
experiences with their own ways and words not as the objects but as the subjects of their
knowledge.

The name of the program has had a wide range of diversity such as Feminist Studies,
Women’s Studies, Sexuality Studies, Gender Studies and their combinations or
derivations. The reasons of this diversity are various. At the beginning of 1970s, in the
United States, the first programs appeared as Feminist Studies. Then, they converted
into Women'’s Studies, and last to Gender Studies. According to some scholars, the name
of Feminist Studies has had the risk of ghettoization due to its direct connection and
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connotation with feminist ideology and politics, which beclouds acknowledgement of
the program within academia. In this situation, the programs make a compromise to
have a place within academia with the fear of ghettoization, marginalization and
exclusion. For others, this name has provoked a number of groups of people and reduced
the number of potential students. Victory Grace, an academic at the University of
Canterbury, New Zealand, accounts for the reason of this change in her university as
this:
The adaptations our program is making to these challenges to retain a viable
student base firstly involved our reluctant change in name from “Feminist
Studies” to “Gender Studies”. Reluctance occurred because this name was a
genuine achievement in the conservative university context of the mid-1980s
and also because the academic staff still believes this name best conveys what
we actually do academically. The change resulted from our recognition of the
extent to which the feminist word was not so much putting interested students
off taking our courses but making it increasingly difficult for them to explain
their choices to others, particularly if they completed a major with us. It has
become clear over the last few years that the word feminist evokes connotations
for employers, parents, and students other than those who enrol with us, which
are not commensurate with our intent and do not adequately or reasonably

describe our actual work. Rather than trying to change and update the general
public’s perception of the word, we changed our name (2002, p. 35).

This ostensibly slight change bears the risk of a heavy compromise in the long run if the
program does not protect its objectives in that the name of the program embodies the
self-definition and self-valuation which reflects the vision and mission of the program.
The main objective of GWS programs within academia is to challenge and transform
the institution they have been constructed by for ages. Digging a room for itself within
academia relying upon such a compromise carries the possibility of bringing
assimilation and focus shift in the claims of emergence with it. As a political discipline,
GWS is a critical and assertive program, compromising on these characteristics provides
it with an ordinary place within academia while it smoothes its critical and challenging

aims and objectives. Since,

the emergence of Women’s and Gender Studies in itself discloses one of the
hidden agendas of modern academy, namely the fact that the production of
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knowledge and the development of academy in modernity is to be read not only
as an intellectual history but also as a historical, societal process. The emergence
and institutionalization of Women’s and Gender Studies is but one element in a
far-reaching process of change characterizing academy and society today
(Zimmermann, 2002, p. 63).

This political characteristic offers a marginalized position to GWS within a strictly
‘objective’ academia. However, as Zimmerman stated above, this marginal position
brings the chance of characterizing academia and society. Therefore, the more political
a GWS program becomes the more marginalized its position happens to be and so does

its achievement in transformation.

The engagement with the question of ‘gender’ during 1980s, GWS expanded its
research area into identifying how gender distinctions made in all societies differ from
one culture to another and how the definition patterns of male, female, masculinity and
femininity have evolved and perpetuated throughout history and in what ways these can

be redefined.

The academic turn to gender undoubtedly had some enabling features. It led to
the inclusion of masculinities as an object of study (which also took off in
Turkey) and immensely broadened the scope of arenas onto which a gender lens
could be trained. Any institutional domain, from the state to the street, could
henceforth be subjected to critical scrutiny from a gender perspective
(Kandiyoti, 2010, p. 170).

On the way gender paved, intersectionality debates have recently come to the fore, and
the question of how these diversified gender constructions and the power relations they
entail intersect with the constructions of race, ethnicity, sexuality, social class, nation,
age and other differences has raised. In direct proportion to this development on the
research areas of GWS nourishing from not only feminist movement but also contextual
political conjunctures and academic encounters, methods and models shaping the
content of the curricula of programs have been re-evaluated and adapted to include
intersecting experiences of women and dynamics of gender. As Zimmermann furthers

the issue,
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Women’s and Gender Studies as subject fields relevant to inquiry into society,
culture and human life over time and space do not base the production of
(seemingly universal) knowledge on historically and geographically unique
patterns of gender relations, i.e. patterns characteristic for specific social and
cultural systems. In assuming, instead, the variability of the construction of
gender over time and space, Women’s and Gender Studies allow for integrative
— and also truly comparative, i.e. relational and flexible as well as category-
based — analysis of capitalist and non-capitalist, European and non-European
societies and cultures (2002, p. 63).

This emphasis of integrity and intersectionality is significant in that there must not be
any society or culture in history remained untouched and uninfluenced by the systems
of gender relations. Therefore, no knowledge claim can be detached from gender
perspective if it aims to understand reality better. As one of my interviewees puts forth,
as it is not possible to be a political scientist without knowing the theory of state so is it
not possible without knowing the theoretical approaches concerning gender-based
power relations (H).

Gender and Women’s Studies graduate programs are the product of a grassroots
movement of feminist activism aiming to achieve a radical and deserved change for
women in most parts of the world. Although the specificities can vary from university
to university across local, national and international contexts as it is mentioned before,
GWS programs, in general, therefore, can be regarded as a bridge between feminist
movement and academia where knowledge on the position of women from different and
within the same racial, ethnic, economic groups is produced and a shared political

agenda is to be generated. Gabriele Griffin states that

one might argue that women’s studies as an academic discipline does not exist
where there is no grassroots movement, and that in most countries today it is
more likely that there are non-academic women’s organizations than academic
courses in women’s studies (2002, p. 18).

However, the kind of the relationship between the grassroots movement of a feminist
activism and that of GWS programs cannot be argued to be organic in all cases. Since
the historical backgrounds of the countries, the political conjunctures and changing and

evolving situations of academia and feminist movements obscure the characteristic of
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relationships in local, national and international platforms. For example, while it has
been a complete symbiotic relationship in countries like Canada, the United States and
England, it has occurred to be inorganic in Turkey and other developing countries as a
result of the shared agenda of 1995 Beijing Conference and United Nations, which
affects the marginal position of GWS within academia. A GWS program within an
indirect and inorganic relationship with its movement has problems in challenging
mainstream academic understanding and bears the risk of assimilation. Losing the
advantegous marginal position transforms the program to an occupational profession
which has a notable place within academia with marginal political orientation and

objectives.

In parallel with its existence claims of being different from and critical of the
mainstream academic disciplines, GWS resides itself in an interdisciplinary vantage
point which makes accounts of the patriarchal system and, in a wider scope, of the world
out of gender and women’s lenses. Nonetheless, it advocates a shared political agenda
needed in order to transform the personally experienced inequalities into politically
acquired rights. This interdisciplinarity issue has been a big deal for GWS from the very
beginning until now. The choice of interdisciplinarity was actually not a random but a

political one.

From the beginning of feminist reform in the academy in the late 1960s, the
claim has been made that women's studies must be interdisciplinary, an
insistence supported by the transgression of traditional disciplinary boundaries
in faculty research, teaching, and service and in governance structures of
women's studies programs (Friedman, 1998, p. 301).
However, even though it was not random, there have existed so much resistance and
difficulty in achieving interdisciplinarity. At first, there appears a problem with the
meaning of interdisciplinarity. For some, interdisciplinarity means to be a combination
of several disciplines on the same topic. For others, it is not a combination but a mixture
which necessitates a new meaning from the parts of the whole. Friedman, for example,

thinks interdisciplinarity as
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an umbrella category which, much like the highly contested and politically
charged term ‘“hybridity” in cultural studies, contains multiple forms of
“mixing” and border crossings- some more effective than others; some referring
to individual scholarship or teaching and others relating to collaborative work
by people in different disciplines (2001, p. 506).

The meaning problematic of interdisciplinarity is important in that the methods of
knowledge production and the application of the methods vary in direct accordance with
its definition. Then, the problem of application of interdisciplinarity follows. There are
many reasons that underlie this problem. One of them is that interdisciplinary work does
not have a base and epistemological depth. According to this view, this superficial
knowledge may touch on so many disciplines but cannot internalize and consume their
knowledge in depth. Another reason is that interdisciplinary backgrounds of both
academics and students prevent the usage of a common language in the courses and this
situation creates a confusion in the minds of the agents of the programs. One other
reason is that no matter how hard they work academics remain heavily on their own
fields. These are common disadvantages that interdisciplinarity is uttered to have.

In addition to the disadvantages of its own nature, there also exist structural problems
and resistance that interdisciplinarity faces within academia. The course load of the
academics in their main disciplines makes interdisciplinary studies harder. Moreover,
lack of permanent academic positions, budgetary problems, lack of places appropriate
for interdisciplinary interactions and for courses carried out with feminist pedagogy,
administrative permissions for political dialogues and activities can be counted among
these structural problems. From this aspect, it appears that the problems related to
interdisciplinarity occur because of its exclusion from mainstream academia rather than
its autogenous disadvantages.

There are some scholars who read interdisciplinary approach as a criticism to

mainstream disciplinary understanding of science.

Interdisciplinarity ... in the case of much feminist scholarship, bring to visibility
previously suppressed knowledge. Indeed, such knowledge may be
unassimilable by the disciplines; both in content and in form, and by virtue of
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its very production, such knowledge stands as an implicit critique of disciplinary
organization (Pryse, 1998, p. 4).

Some other scholars do not prefer creating a reverse dichotomy and search for an
intersectional understanding of disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity due to the fact that

if the danger of disciplinarity resides in potential overspecialization, the danger
of interdisciplinarity rests in potential superficiality. Disciplinarity offers depth
but also insularity; interdisciplinarity offers scope but also rootlessness. Each
counters the excesses of the other. | prefer a symbiotic relationship between the
two, with each reining in the limitations of the other (Friedman, 1998, p. 313).

Both disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity are useful and applicable in accordance with
the situations and conditions they are within. All in all, with its advantages and
disadvantages, interdisciplinarity seems to have been a sine qua non of GWS. As

Zimmermann clearly summarizes,

interdisciplinarity is of pivotal importance in Women’s and Gender Studies, as
many issues critical to feminist scholars fall to the margins or borderlands of any
given discipline’s subject of study. Themes and problems investigated in Gender
Studies have not neatly conformed to disciplinary parameters. Therefore, in
constructing their subject of study and in pursuing research, Women’s and
Gender Studies have not only been creating new organizing concepts and skills,
they have also been developing ways and forms of integrating subject fields and
disciplines formerly strictly divided from each other and have thus established
basic new metaphors and paradigms. By making visible important “missing
linkages” among aspects of human life, social structures, and motivations,
Gender Studies has been rebuilding the prevailing structures of the construction
of knowledge, which have been otherwise based on the exclusion of important
dimensions of human experience from the body of knowledge accumulated in
the diverse disciplines (Zimmermann, 2002, p. 64).

Exclusion of interdisciplinarity from academia reflects as a layered-marginalization on
GWS since one of its crucial characteristics is this interdisciplinary approach. Finding
a solution to achieve interdisciplinarity against mentioned hinders, or combining

disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity situationally, or looking for alternative ways thus

will help protecting its advantageous marginalization.
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3.2.Gender and Women’s Studies in Turkey

The field of GWS has an almost 30-year-history in Turkey with a relatively younger
and recently flourishing improvement. As a driving force, United Nations was
significant in the emergence of GWS programs. Besides, consciousness raising groups,
women academics returning from abroad, women-themed seminars taken place in
BILAR -which was the intellectual meeting point of academics following the 1980 coup
d’etat-, translations of Women’s Circle (Kadin Cevresi) publishing, and women-related
courses having already been offered at Middle East Technical University and Bosphorus
University not only played a crucial role in the entrance of GWS into academia but also

served its recognition and visibility outside academia (Arat, 1996; Ecevit, 2015).

In the first half of the 1990s, several women’s studies centers and, later,
programs were founded in major Turkish universities in response to the
necessity of providing institutions that would produce knowledge and
information concerning women’s issues (Ege, 2002, p. 149).

First to have been founded in 1993 in Istanbul University, initial women’s studies
programs cannot be claimed to have been encountered much resistance during their

entrance into academia. According to Arat,

some of the important factors that assisted the development of women’s studies
in higher education were the following: the academic structure facilitating
interdisciplinary, interdepartmental, and intercollegiate work; the presence of a
significant number of women academics and students; the support of women’s
groups and other feminists (1996, pp. 407-408).

It is important to signify that the time and place setting of such assisting factors changes
among and within universities. That is, not all university administrations have assisted
their programs from the very beginning until now. This varies both horizontally and
vertically. Similarly, interviewee P indicated that there was a high level of ‘readiness’
at the university thanks to the first women academics and their efforts. She emphasized
that “the university supported this field, at least it did not hamper”. These emphases
indicate a crucial point in understanding the approach of academia towards GWS and

its position within it. The tendency of not preventing the foundation -and sometimes
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even the development- of the programs within academia has meant to be a support. As

Sancar sarcastically points out that

academia’s respectable social scientists never puzzle their brains with gender
researches; never learn nor criticize the doctrines of this field, they do not even
follow the academic discussions in the field as listeners. This way, women’s
studies find opportunities for “free” and “independent” studies in its field.
Notable characters of social sciences, on the other hand, neither bother
themselves with “light” works such as women’s studies nor fail to respect for
women’s studies field, as an indicator of their “democrat” and “liberal” sense of
science (2003, p. 215).

However, this support comes out to be an illusion in the long term, giving rise to an
indifference to the discipline along with a layered invisibility and non-recognition not
only among natural sciences but also within social science disciplines. What GWS faces
as a result of this backless support is an academic marginalization.

Academic efforts that are stuck in the autonomous field, which have grown into
‘small but mine’, in women’s studies area at the universities are becoming ‘tell
yourself listen to yourself’ in this way. While this state of setting free and
releasing is in-between, to criticize the justifying but excluding and frosty
manners of social scientists developed towards women’s studies is growing
difficult. It is completely a “marginalization” that women’s studies experiences
at the point it faces academically “valuable” behaviors such as staying on the
sidelines and inviting [GWS] to prove itself standing on its own legs (Sancar,
2003, p. 215).

In addition, as GWS has its origins in feminist thought and action, these programs are
directly and naturally supposed to be involved with feminist epistemology and
methodology, though there exist a number of non-feminist programs, as well.
Furthermore, holding the aims of challenge and transformation within academia,
feminist pedagogy leaded by feminist ethics is the guide of the program, which
explicitly highlights its difference. When mainstream academic structure and
understanding of academia are considered, these differences seem to lead GWS to a
double-marginalized position within academia as the program of a political movement.

This marginality has potential to gain depth through not only the political feature of
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GWS but also its interdisciplinary nature as I will mention in depth in the analysis

chapter V. As Mary Evans states,

the history of theoretical feminism in Britain and the United States has yet to be
written. However, when it is documented it would seem likely on the evidence
so far available that women engaged in feminist research do not profit by that
exercise in any orthodox sense, either inside or outside the academy. There are
few indications at present that British or North American universities see
women’s studies as anything other than a peripheral or temporary phenomenon.
Whatever the indications that the subject might be popular or lively it remains —
as do its practitioners — in an outer courtyard, far removed from real centres of
academic power and authority. Given these factors it is unlikely that those who
decide to accept feminism, and work for it, will be able to ignore the consistent
marginality and academic deviance of their position (1982, p. 73).

As for Turkey, this process has not been written adequately yet. Including the first
program founded in 1993 at Istanbul University, graduate programs had been limited
with only four until 2011. These programs were respectively founded at Middle East
Technical University, Ankara University and Ege University and each one radically
differs from the others from the aspects of founding bodies, historical backgrounds, the
names and curricula of the programs, and their profiles of academics and students.
Following the year 2011, there have been founded eight more graduate programs, which
are at the universities of Mersin, Hacettepe, Akdeniz, Dokuz Eyliil, Samsun 19 Mayis,
Gaziantep, Celal Bayar and Ko¢. Ankara University and Ko¢ University are the only
ones to offer a phd degree, the remaining ones offer master’s with thesis and non-thesis
degrees. In addition to the specificities of these programs, their names and self-
definitions vary considerably from each other, as well. For instance, women’s studies,
gender and women’s studies are common names while there a limited number of
women’s researches, women and family studies also exist. Thus, it is not possible to
generalize them. However, within this conservative political atmosphere, there appears
the risk of transforming these programs into the places where patriarchal knowledge is
aimed to be produced and gender roles of women and men are acutely reproduced. To
eliminate this risk, the need of self-definition and adoption of marginality turns out to
be crucial. As dear Sat1 Atakul clearly draws the attention,
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in such a country, we have lived all handicaps of our first institutionalization
experience of such a subject matter. Declaring that we are students of women’s
studies graduate programs has always resulted in reactions of sneering smiles
and astonishment. It has always been necessary to make long explanations. ...
The weak position of the program within the university, the tense incidents we
have experienced, the difficulties of our own selves, of other women, of
femininity, of the subject of women and others —we can gradually broaden the
circle- have highly significant influences on this situation (2002, p. 321).

Now that we have not surmounted these difficulties and that it is not possible to
surmount them fully, it is vital to discuss the matter in detail, to problematize the room
it makes for itself within academia, and to identify what GWS wants to be, how it can

be and with which theoretical frameworks it can do so.

34



CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, | make a detailed narration of my thesis story since it has a vital meaning
in feminist methodology and qualitative research. | start with first sub-section
Reflexivity and continue with The Base of the Study, Profile of the Sample, Process of

Data Generation and end with Process of Data Analysis.
4.1. Reflexivity

At first, 1 should explain why | prefer ‘GWS’ while there exists a drove of names for
the program. Simply, | just want to include all variations. GWS, to use the metaphor of
Friedman (2001), is an umbrella concept for me which embodies the studies of gender,
women, sexuality and feminism. It is definitely true that all of these abovementioned
names have the possibility to consist them, as well. However, | preferred to signify this

with the name as well as the content.

As a GWS student, the moment | have started my master’s program, | have been
shocked with the reactions of the people within university when they have learnt that |
am doing my master’s in GWS. These reactions have varied from embarrassment to
astonishment due to the fact that they have not heard GWS at all though it has completed
its 20" year at university. Then, | have realized the structural problems GWS faces
within academia varying from the lack of academic positions to budget-related
limitations and curriculum-formation difficulties. Feeling myself as the ‘marginal’ of
the mainstream academic disciplines, | have just reflexively asked ‘why?’, why does
GWS have a marginal position both within and outside the academia? How does this
marginalization contribute to its recognition within academia or vice versa? What is the

possibility of being familiar with an academically unrecognized GWS in our daily lives?
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With the help of my supervisor’s guidance, I have realized that I am making a
generalization by admitting that GWS is the marginal of the academia, instead of

initially asking what position GWS has within academia.

For this inquiry, | have chosen Feminist Standpoint research methodology which claims
that acquiring knowledge from the standpoint of the ‘marginal’ provides a less partial
knowledge in that the marginal is both the subject of the knowledge and has a double
vision of the reality due to the ‘outsider within’ position. Moreover, the knowledge FST
produces aims to be useful for its subjects and marginalization can be evaluated as an

advantage in contrast to what we have thought.

In addition to these epistemological preferences, | have also made a political choice
since | have wanted to criticize the traditional knowledge production processes which
objectify the units of analysis and claim that it is scientific, and this methodology has

provided me with the necessary tools to do so. As Jaggar states,

in a society where the production of knowledge is controlled by a certain class,
the knowledge produced will reflect the interests and values of that class. In
other words, in class societies the prevailing knowledge and science interpret
reality from the standpoint of the ruling class. Because the ruling class has an
interest in concealing the way in which it dominates and exploits the rest of the
population, the interpretation of reality that it presents will be distorted in
characteristic ways. In particular, the suffering of the subordinate classes will be
ignored, redescribed as enjoyment or justified as freely chosen, deserved, or
inevitable (2004, p. 56).

Applying this claim to my subject matter, it would not be wrong to say that in an
academia where still the traditional modernist assumptions rule the knowledge
production process, the knowledge produced on GWS would place it onto the lower side
of a dichotomy and explain its existence not evaluated within its own specificities but
determined within and according to mainstream academia. To clarify the point, | admit
that | also evaluate the situation of GWS within academia with the claim of situated
academic marginalization and create a dichotomy of academia versus GWS; however,

from my standpoint, | reject not dichotomies but the hierarchical and deterministic
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relationship between the two sides of dichotomies and do not define the parts of the
dichotomy in relation to their differences from each other. Moreover, | include the
influences of feminist movement and political conjuncture as intersectional factors to
be able to understand the situation of GWS within academia along with the inquiry of
the subject and subjectivity. In this regard, the evaluation of GWS within academia is
meaningful only when its specificities are included and is in a non-hierarchical and
interactive relationship with academia in which neither of the side determines the
position of another, and both mutually improve each other. Within this framework,
objectivity cannot be taken as an essential base and GWS cannot be reduced to a
program producing only knowledge about gender and women since it has a political
nature upon which its existence has been constituted. Moreover, it cannot be
universalized in that the specific conditions of its emergence and improvement within
each university are unique although mainstream academic structure and the political
conjuncture they emerged and have been growing are common cutting lines. In addition,
political and activist features of the agents- both academics and students- and different
standpoints referring to these features within and among the agents gain importance to
situate GWS programs where they want and claim to be. It is important to repeat and
highlight for me that an analysis which regards academia and GWS with a classical
understanding of dichotomy and which explain each in relation to their difference from
each other would move the issue to the outside the realm of the reality and would not
explain the situation of GWS experiences in real life. Additionally, an analysis which
criticizes this classical understanding of dichotomy and which find a value in the lower
side of the dichotomy with an attribution of empowerment is still not enough to
understand the experience of GWS lives in reality. What is necessary and what | aim in
this thesis to do with FST is not only to criticize the dichotomous understanding and to
empower the lower side but also to value all knowledge claims as partial and situated
by means of which specificities of multiple subjectivities have the chance to be included

and taken into account within these knowledge claims.
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| have one more political choice within this thesis: feminist language. | consciously use
first person singular and active voice throughout the thesis with the aim of making my

voice heard and my existence within this study visible.
4.2. The Base of the Study

Due to the fact that my aim is not to give a statistical evaluation of the GWS programs,
but to understand the current position of GWS within academia and its relationships
with other disciplines and the administrative bodies, | have decided to make a qualitative

study. Mason states that qualitative research is

based on methods of analysis and explanation building which involve
understandings of complexity, detail and context. Qualitative research aims to
produce rounded understandings on the basis of rich, contextual, and detailed
data. There is more emphasis on ‘holistic’ forms of analysis and explanation in
this sense, than on charting surface patterns, trends and correlations. Qualitative
research usually does use some form of quantification, but statistical forms of
analysis are not seen as central (1996, p. 4).

| have thus chosen semi-structured in-depth interviews as my qualitative research
method because | have been in need of the personal histories, experiences, observations
and perspectives to position GWS within academia from a feminist standpoint theory
approach. Instructors of GWS have been optimal choice for these personal histories and
experiences in that they have taken place either in the emergence and development
processes of feminist movement or academic feminism or in both and the experiences
they share would make it more possible for me to situate GWS somewhere in academia
and explore the connections from the beginning until now than the students or the

alumni of GWS would enable me to do so.

Moreover, as | am one of the students of the program, | have felt the urge of keeping
aloof from my subject matter to a certain extent; and thus did not prefer to include

students as the subject of the knowledge.
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4.3. Profile of the Sample

In order to enrich the produced data and to understand the effects of different academic
existence forms on a GWS program, | have chosen the instructors of two GWS programs
from the University of X and University of Y in Turkey with a similar historical
background but different academic stories. | have preferred purposive sampling that
included a wide range of instructors varying from the retired founders of the programs
to recently introducing elective course instructors from different disciplines. | have
added a casebook showing some academic characteristics of the instructors in Appendix
A.

4.4. Process of Data Generation

As a data generation tool, | have prepared a quite general and thus, inclusive guideline
in four sections. The first one is beginning with the academic and historical background
and current situation of the program on local, national and international platforms. The
second section continues with its institutional specificities focusing mostly on its
interdisciplinary features, advantages and disadvantages of interdisciplinarity and
alternative forms of being. The third section furthers the query with the problematization
of knowledge and politics relationship including differentiation of feminist theories,
modernity and postmodernity reflections, relationships between feminist movement,
and ways of producing knowledge and politics. The last one ends the process with
predictions about its future. In order to be able to form the guideline of the field study |
have potently made theoretical readings. Our thesis seminar group and discussions and
studies we have made altogether have contributed much to my understanding of the
theory and its application to my subject matter during the process, as well. As a group,
we have prepared a substantial list of concepts and relations of FST out of various
compiled FST articles. We, then, merged all of the charts we prepared and | categorized
all of these merged concepts and relations according to FST concepts, for instance with
the headings like partiality / partial knowledge, epistemic privilege, experience, strong
objectivity, action, specificities, contingency, location, situation, condition,
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intersubjectivity, intersectionality, collectivity and others. Following the preparation of
this vast chart, we organized a one-week-study of this chart with a small group of friends
and my supervisor. During this week, we tried to understand the meaning of each of
these concepts from the perspective of FST and to relate them with a critical viewpoint
to modernity and postmodernity. At the end of this intensive theory and concept-related
study, we were able to generate our own concepts and relations and to interpret any
concept and data with our theoretical standpoint. This study had grounded the most
important basis of my background study at the end of which I brought out the concepts
and relations on theoretical and topic-specific levels, graded and prioritized them
according to my subject matter, and formed multiple and comparative concept maps not
only in terms of social theory and feminist standpoint theory but also of academia in a
wider and GWS programs in a narrower sense. The guideline, thus, has been formed
with a strategy of including key concepts of GWS and academia in a chronological and

consecutive sequence. | have added an example of the guideline in Appendix B.

The types of data generated by this semi-structured in-depth interview method are field
notes, audio recordings and transcripts of 17 in-depth interviews in total, nine from one
and eight from the other university. Arranging the interviews via e-mails, | have got 17
positive, three negative replies with six no replies. The interviews | made took place
mostly in the offices of the instructors in a silent and peaceful atmosphere, and the
duration varied from an hour to four hours and all interviews were recorded and
eventuated in a total 28 hours of audio recording and 300 pages of transcription. In the
second half of the interviews, | have revised the questions and furthered the recurrent

ones.
4.5. Process of Analysis

As for the data analysis process, | have chosen content analysis method and used QSR
NVivo 8. | uploaded all interviews as internal sources. Then, | prepared summaries of
the interviews noting the most striking points of the academics, uploaded them as
memos and linked them to their correspondences in the internals. Following, | coded
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the full interviews, free coding was the first step and there appeared 140 nodes as a
result of this coding process. Marginalization, recognition, interdisciplinarity, politics,
relationships with feminist movement, academia and political conjuncture, constituting
a feminist identity, the emergence conditions, self-definition are some of the critical
codes. | add both internals and nodes in Appendix D and Appendix E. Taking notes
during the whole process, | composed specific sets and models, made queries and
checked for the relations. Then, | diagrammatized the common relations this time by
using these nodes, and once again prepared comparative concept sets of FST and GWS
separately in accordance with these schemes. Classifying the codes into their sections
and sub-sections, | tried to understand what kind of relations were coming to the fore.

When | felt the point, | ended the process.

In the very beginning, | had had academic marginalization in my mind. However, during
the field study and analysis process, | forgot about marginalization and did not place a
theme related specifically to marginalization within the guideline because I did not want
to lead the study and look with a unidimensional viewpoint, instead | focused on
understanding the situation it holds within academia from the very viewpoints of the
academics of the programs. My guideline was so inclusive that my data set was huge in
content and there existed numberless themes to focus on at the end of the analysis
process. This had confused me a lot since the themes of interdisciplinarity, political
characterisitcs of GWS and academia, conservative political atmosphere seemed to be
separately important and | could not decide among them. At the end, when | checked
for the relations among these themes, | realized the theme of marginalization to be quite
powerful and to have the potential to reflect my generated data to a large extent as the
common cutting line of other themes. However, it was not just an academic
marginalization as | had thought previously, but a situated academic marginalization,
instead. Here | realized different stages of marginalization among and within GWS
programs in the light of FST and its conceptual framework. Therefore, | looked through
the whole data with this new viewpoint once again and then modified the whole process

in accordance with this finding. There also appeared some crucial themes related to the

41



inner dynamics of GWS programs, but I did not prefer to mention them here since they
require a different background platform of discussion concerning my research

problematics.
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CHAPTER 5

ANALYSIS

This chapter consists of three sections. Under the heading of Relationship of Knowledge
and Politics, | analyze The Necessity of Self-Definition and Self-Valuation, Factors
Influencing the Current Position of GWS, and Situated Academic Marginalization. The
reason why | decide to divide sections as these is that | have found out of my analysis
that it is not possible to understand the position of GWS within academia without
looking into its both inner dynamics and external factors. Within this regard, the self-
definitions of the programs and the external factors affecting current position of GWS
have lifted the issue out of the context of academic marginalization. In other words, the
analysis has shown that the current political situation is a relatively important signifier
and it is necessary to look at the self-definitions and external factors in order to reach

academic marginalization.

In the first section, | examine the necessity of self-definition and self-valuation which
has appeared as an in vivo code, that is it was unexpected and it came from the field.
Although I have not had any specific or intended questions about self-definition, its
necessity has occurred to be vital in that the mission, vision and current position of any
program appear to be in quite direct relationship with this self-definition. | put the
necessity of self-definition and self-valuation in the light of Patricia Hill Collins’ views
in The Meaning of Self-Definition and Self-Valuation. I, then, look whether the
academics of the two programs I interviewed self-define themselves or not and if yes,
how they do so. At the end, | made my own self-definition of GWS in order to situate

my position throughout the study. According to my findings, the program of the
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University of X self-defines itself as “WS?* and the program of the University of Y
makes its self-definition as ‘U.Y.® GWS’. Their self-valuations change in accordance
with their definitions. It is necessary to note that not all of the academics I interviewed
make a self-definition since I did not intend to ask any kind of question related to it.
That is why it is a better account to state that these self-definitions are situated. | examine

them in detail in this chapter.

In the second section, | look at the external factors that my interviewees put forth. These
are the emergence conditions of GWS in Turkey, current political conjuncture and
current situations of academia and feminist movement in the country. According to
these findings, the influence of 1980 coup d’etat on academia and critical thinking have
smoothed the assertive and critical characteristics of GWS, while the existence of
United Nations following 1995 Beijing Conference caused a non-direct, an inorganic
relationship with the feminist movement of the period, both of which have paved the
way for the marginalization of GWS within academia. However, these findings are not
only specific results related to the two programs | examine, but general accounts that |
draw out of them regarding Turkey. As for the current political conjuncture and current
situations of academia and feminist movement within the country, the findings are
current political situation has sharply affected both the situation of academia and of
feminist movement, and thus unsurprisingly that of GWS within both. That is, the
programs are now in a position of protecting current acquisitions instead of leaping
forward to proceed due to the facts that, first, the political conjuncture does not provide
any opportunity to improve and worse it prevents any initiation, let alone any support;
second, academia is not in a period of expansion but in contrast it is in a period of
decadence; and the third, feminist movement and its agents are one of the direct target
boards of the president and it has its own inner problems. These factors are all leading
the issue to the marginalization of GWS within academia. However, when I look at the

2 Women’s Studies.

3 First capitals of University of Y, this is a pseudo name.
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reflections of these influences on the two GWS programs | intervieweed, | come across

a situated academic marginalization.

The last section covers the finding of situated academic marginalization. Situated
academic marginalization means that GWS programs were born into a marginalized
position within academia but the level of marginalization changes from program to
program in accordance with the specificities of the programs, universities, attitutes of
these programs towards their universities and their adoption of marginalization. Their
adoption of marginalization consists of their two significant characteristics: being
political and interdisciplinary. The more they embrace these two characteristics the
more they feel marginalized, and accordingly the more they produce a critical insight to
understand academia and thus, to transform marginalization into an advantage.
According to this, achieving interdisciplinarity turns out to be an issue shaped much in
direct line with the university administrations, while achieving politics requires efforts

of both universities and GWS programs themselves.
5.1. Relationship of Knowledge and Politics

The most important claim of FST is that there is a direct relationship between production
of knowledge and the dynamics of power relations, and marginal groups take place in
the middle of these relations. Since GWS is both a political and academic discipline and
since | study the position of GWS programs within academia, it is possible to reveal and
draw the lines of the relationship between knowledge production and political action.
Here, | examine the relations among partial knowledge, socially situated knowledge,
strong objectivity, intersectionality and subjectivity, collective and shared political
action and marginalization, interdisciplinarity, political conjuncture and academic

specificities.
5.1.1. The Necessity of Self-Definition and Self-Valuation

It is necessary to look through perceptions of Gender and Women’s Studies outside the

realm of GWS community prior to examining thoroughly what it does and does not
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mean. There are a variety of popular urban myths about GWS. When interviewee O
shares her experiences, she mentions that, for some, GWS may mean to be a discipline
related with women’s health or nursing. If not, it might be a house of wantonness for
maybe ‘spinsters’, or those who ‘have problems in sexual prowess and cannot spill the
beans’, or even those who are ‘morally corrupted’. As an extension of this viewpoint,
for others, GWS is a discipline that avoids meddling; as K states it is a discipline “even
our friends look down on, mock at and criticize for ‘messing around with nonsensical
women’s or girls’ matters while there are quite significant issues like politics,
economics, class and struggle’”. Similarly, as S indicates, GWS is defined by patriarchal
institutions and those men and women holding and maintaining this institutional
viewpoint “to study some ‘light’ and ‘boutique’ issues”. From these points of view,
GWS

was perceived as marginal, unimportant, moreover, fantasy and even ‘magazine
studies’ and was ignored, on one hand; it was not included in the fresh water of
serious academic activities. Women academics who were once seen as
‘unsuccessful’, ‘avid’ or ‘useless’ were ‘sent’ here; or, it even turned out to be a
shelter for women academics who ran away from the fierce stress of competition
between men in the university. On the other hand, at the universities where
cooperation and coherent relations with some ‘academic stars’ and ‘feminist
princesses’ that emerged in this field were available, the ‘showcase’ was shiny;
however, the rest of the field was ignored to exist (Sancar, p. 190).
When ‘perceptions’ evolve to be ‘definitions’ they become more powerful, and this
power enables the owners of these definitions to shape and lead a thought on behalf of
which a basis is provided for inclusion as well as exclusion of some meanings. If these
owners are not the subjects of the knowledge that is defined, and more significantly if
they do not have a ‘situated’ position, then the definitions have the potential to dominate,
to marginalize and to alienate. In order to avoid the stereotypical characterization of this
historically and contemporarily pervaded dominant definitions, self-definition is a must.
While Patricia Hill Collins writes about The Meaning of Self-Definition and Self-
Valuation within her essay, she states that the insistence on self-definition “reframes the

entire dialogue from one of determining the technical accuracy of an image, to one
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stressing the power dynamics underlying the very process of definition itself” (2004, p.
106). Questioning not only the above-mentioned definitions and epithets constructed in
the name of GWS but also “the credibility and the intentions of those possessing the
power to define”, a self-definition of GWS will explicitly signify a clear rejection of
“the taken-for-granted assumption that those in positions granting them the authority to
describe and analyze reality are entitled to do so” (2004, p. 107). Moreover, due to the
fact that self-definition embodies outfacing the political knowledge justification process
resulting in extrinsically-defined, cliché images of not only an academic discipline and
its knowledge but also, in a wider sense, of womanhood, the act of insisting on self-
definition will play a significant role in validating the power of GWS as the subject of

the field and its components as human subjects.

As for the self-definitions of the two programs | have selected for my thesis, one of them
self-defines itself to be “not GWS but WS”. Since the academics of the program
constantly have emphasized that “it is not GWS, we call it WS here” (O, H, K) it can be
inferred that this is an important way of ‘being’ for them. It is a close and strong tie that
brings them altogether and provides them with the sense of belonging to a group. For
O, it is a home where she was born, grew and is still living. O states that “When they
ask where | was born, I reply: I was born in WS,” while for K it is the space not to ‘take

a breath’ but ‘to breathe’ and much more:

Everybody involves in this program with a great devotion, feeling themselves
good and regarding here as a life space for themselves. From the personal
dialogues, | know that these people are to be pretty sad in case they need to drift
away from there. Here is a space* which makes us feel good and feel that we are
together with people alike, here is a breathing space that really refreshes us since
we closely engage with our students. That is why we put a super-extra effort for
here and make a great deal of sacrifices. Actually, it is the influence of this
feeling that this program has leaped significantly forward and we are still able
to conduct such huge activities without any financial support and any financial
expectation.

(Cunku herkes ¢ok fedakarca ve ¢ok kendini iyi hissederek, kendine bir yasam

4 | specifically and consciously prefer the word ‘space’ instead of ‘place’ in my translation for Turkish
word ‘yer’ since the original emphasis on the concept is an abstract one rather than a physical connotation.
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alan1 olarak gorerek bu programa dahil oluyor, buradan kopmalar: gerekirse
insanlar ¢ok Gzllecek, biliyorum 6zelde yaptigimiz konusmalardan da. Burasi
bize kendimizi iyi hissettiren, benzerlerimizle bir arada oldugumuzu hissettiren
ve Ogrencilerimizle de ¢ok yakin bir iliski kurdugumuz icin bizi gercekten
ferahlatan, nefes alacak bir ortam sunan bir yer. O yiizden buraya ¢ok fazla emek
harciyoruz, ¢ok fazla fedakarlik yapiyoruz. Biraz da buranin bdyle bir atilim
yapmasinda hi¢gbir maddi karsilik olmadan, aslinda higbir somut destek olmadan
bu kadar ¢ok isi, bu kadar ¢ok etkinligi yiiriitebilmesinde bunun etkisi var.)

As an extension of this self-definition, the vision, mission, outputs and, in the long term,
the position of the program take shape accordingly. In another part of the interview, K

joyfully utters:

We have a political standpoint and this political standpoint brings the necessity
of an equal relationship with our students with it. This is not something that we
are forced to do, it is our perspective on life; if the students learn something from
us, we learn something from them, as well. From this aspect, our courses pass
highly interactive. It is true that we are instructors and we are standing by the
chair and they are sitting there, but this does not mean that I can teach them but
they cannot teach me, they are lower than me or so on. Most of us are trying not
to set such a hierarchy, such an authority between us as much as possible. And
this pleases our students a lot! We are going to the bar together, we are going to
the protests together, we are sitting in the garden, meeting in our homes. Some
of them have children, we are arranging joint activities for and with our children,
and so on. ... What | am trying to say here is that such an interaction develops
something beyond the courses: a solidarity, a mutual understanding and a
remedy.

(Bizim bir politik durusumuz var, bu politik durus da bizim &grencilerle daha
esit bir iliski kurmamizi beraberinde getiriyor. Hani zorla yaptigimiz bir sey
degil bu, bizim zaten hayata bakisimiz boyle, 6grenci bizden bir sey 6greniyorsa
biz de Ogrenciden bir sey Ogreniyoruz. Gergekten derslerimiz o agidan c¢ok
etkilesimsel geciyor. Hani biz hocayiz, tabii ki yle bir ger¢ek var, sen kirstde
duruyorsun o seyde oturuyor ama yani ben sana Ogretirim, sen bana
Ogretemezsin, sen benden asagisin, dyle bir hiyerarsi, otorite, miimkiin oldugu
kadar kurmamaya calisiyoruz, ¢ogumuz. O da 6grencilerin ¢ok hosuna gidiyor,
birlikte bara gidiyoruz, birlikte eyleme gidiyoruz, bahgede oturuyoruz, evlerde
bulusuyoruz, ¢ocuklarimizi birlikte iste onlarin da c¢ocuklar1 oluyor, birlikte
faaliyet yaptirtyoruz bilmem ne.. Oyle bir etkilesim de derslerin dtesinde aslinda
bir sey de gelistiriyor, bir dayanisma, bir birbirini anlama ve bir sagaltici bir sey
de oluyor, onu séylemeye ¢alistyorum.)
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The last sentence is extremely significant due to the fact that the aim of feminist
methodology is to achieve such kind of remedial solidarity and it asserts that its
difference from the others lies at this point. This is a productive interrelationship which
is born in the phase of the self-definition and turns back to it.

As for the second program, some of the academics called themselves “U.Y. GWS”.
Mentioning the name of the program constantly with the name of the university proves
the respect for the university and implies an equally respectful identity of the program.

As D proudly states

U.Y. and GWS cannot be separated from each other, we, of course, conduct
these studies with our identity of U.Y. and we are all from U.Y. ... U.Y. is one
of the exceptional institutions which embodies academic freedom with all its
components. And our GWS refers again and exactly to the same.

(Y Universitesi ve GWS anabilim dali birbirinden ayrilamaz, biz tabii ki Y.U.
kimligimizle bu isi yapiyoruz, hepimiz ¢ok da Y.U’liiyiiz. ... Akademik
0zgurlik denilen seyi biitiin bilesenleriyle birlikte iginde barindirabilen ender
kurumlardan bir tanesi Y.U. Bizim anabilim dali da zaten tam da ve gene boyle
bir problemi isaret eder.)

In addition, some insisted on ‘WS,” while some emphasized the G of ‘GWS’. For
example, L draws the attention that “The G part of GWS is being forgotten here, 1 would
also like to mention this, G is also existent, it is not only women and their studies”. This
reminder refers to the absence of queer and masculinities studies within the program,
which is a must from the aspect of the mission and vision of the program in direct

accordance with its name.

Within this regard, it is possible to infer that there is a diversity in self-definition of this
program rather than a reign of integrity, which implies a richness in the standpoints
rather than a collective action.

Now that it is important for me to define what Gender and Women’s Studies is and is
not before indicating my position and producing knowledge from there, 1 will start with
what it is not. First, GWS is not a field of gynecology nor nursing, which reduce women

both biologically and socially into their gender roles. Then, GWS is not a ghetto where
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a group of women come together, exclude men and produce knowledge and politics just
for their own sake. Neither is it a free time activity that relieves whoever wishes from
the stressing atmosphere of work and daily life difficulties. Not to forget, GWS is not a
comfy and easy going way of academic proceeding whoever can touch on with a high
hand, either. Last, GWS is not a playground for men nor women who reproduce
patriarchal, unequal, marginalizing and alienating discourses under the name of
feminism. The field of Gender and Women’s Studies is the field of both academic and
political existence and resistance of all somehow marginalized identities, which acts as
a fountain by means of which the knowledge produced is disseminated among and
penetrated into all academic disciplines. It is a political resistance initially against the
patriarchal system which constructs a dichotomous power relationship between men and
women, defines what male, female, masculinity and femininity mean, situates women
inferior to men and composes the life pattern according to the needs and profits of the
dominant. It is an activist resistance against this hierarchical and deterministic approach
which universalizes both sides of the dichotomy grounding a rational and essential base
for its purposes. GWS is an academic resistance then against the mainstream academia
that serves the needs and profits of the patriarchal system with its objective knowledge.
It is a methodological and epistemological resistance against exactly this objective
knowledge production process and the knowledge produced in that it not only cries
solely the voice of the dominant but also voices a partial and biased pronunciation under
the cloak of objectivity. GWS is thus a serious and arduous way of life which requires
a compatible and sturdy standpoint both within and outside academia. Most crucially,

as R emphatically underlines:

I think there is such a progressive force at the heart of Women’s Studies, in other
words, it is not available for mainstreaming, it always has to oppose the
mainstream, this mainstream may be liberal or conservative; however, | think
we should always have an alternative discourse.

(KC’nin 6ziinde dyle bir ilerici gii¢ var diye diisiiniiyorum, miisait degil yani o
anaakimlagsmaya, her zaman i¢in anaakima kars1 bir yerde durmak zorunda, o
anaakim liberal de olabilir, tutucu da olabilir ama bizim her zaman i¢in alternatif
bir soylem iginde olmamiz gerekir diye diigiiniiyorum.)
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In other words, GWS does have to constitute situated and critical standpoints in order
to be able to surmount and survive with its differences and specificities. Even though
this sounds like a manifesto of GWS, it is rather a self-definition and this is
overwhelmingly necessary since the way for self-awareness and self-valuation passes

from here. As L points out:

However, it is not something like a human that is born, grows up and dies, |
believe its formalization and maintenance is a little bit about working on what
is to be done. It can be closed if wanted, as well. It does not go on its own, it
should be directed, we are not evolving, it will be whatever it wants politically.

(Ama bu yani insan gibi dogup biiyliyiip 6len bir sey degil, onun sekillendirilip
devam ettirilmesi, birazcik da ne yapilmasina ¢alisilmasiyla ilgili diye
diisiiniiyorum, istenirse kapanir da burasi, hani sey gibi degil, kendi basina
birakildiginda giden bir sey degil bu, yon vermek lazim, hani evrimlesmiyoruz,
politik olarak kendisi ne olmak istiyorsa o olacak.)

That is, what lies behind not only the characteristics and components of a GWS
program, but also its future is this self-definition attributed to GWS. Its mission and
vision are constituted in direct proportion to its self-definition. To underline and
highlight, | am aware that this self-definition is situated from person to person and, in a
wider sense, from program to program across local, national and global platforms.
However, my self-definition is required to be able to situate this thesis to a critical
standpoint and produce knowledge from here. What is self-defined here is not a rejection
but a reaction to and a harsh criticism of the modernist understanding of science and its

derivatives.

Following this self-definition, the theme of self-valuation takes the issue one step
further. While self-definition speaks to the power dynamics involved in the act of
defining images of self and community, the theme of self-valuation addresses the actual
content of these definitions, as Collins puts it (2004, p. 107). To ridicule GWS by
labeling it ‘the house of the wanton, of the spinsters, of the sexually troubled women’
or to mock at it by marking it as ‘fantasy’ or even ‘magazine’ reflect an effort to put all

critical programs in its place and control the assertive characteristic of these critical
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programs that challenge the ‘rules’ of mainstream academia and threaten its status quo.

As H insists:

Moreover, there is the issue of disincluding the knowledge of this field in their
disciplinary fields; it seems like a separate field and they can just mind their own
business. For them, yes, it is a field of gender and power relations of Political
Science, who studies it can study it; however, it is not possible to be a political
scientist without the knowledge of theoretical approaches related to power
relations based on gender, just as it is not possible to be a political scientist
without the knowledge of governmental theories. However, we are not at the
point of comprehending this fact. It is a separate point of interest, it is okay not
to know it, it is believed that it is okay if a political scientist does not know it.
Therefore, it is not at the same level as other theoretical fields.

(Sonra da bu alanin bilgisini kolay kolay kendi disipliner alanina igermeme de
var, hani o ayri1 bir alan, biz de kendi isimize bakalim gibi. Yani onu bilmesen
de olur, bu Siyaset Bilimi’nin bir cinsiyet ve iktidar iligkileri alan1 evet, onu
calisgan onu caligsin ama sOyle bir sey yani devlet kurami bilmeden siyaset
bilimci nasil olunmuyorsa cinsiyete dayali iktidar iliskilerine iligkin kuramsal
yaklagimlart bilmeden de siyaset bilimci olunmaz ama heniiz bunu kavrama
noktasinda degiliz, o bir ayr1 ilgi alani, bilmese de olur, bir siyaset bilimcinin
toplumsal cinsiyet caligmalar1 bilmese de olur diye diisiiniiyor. Dolayisiyla,
bir¢ok baska kuramsal alanla ayn1 diizeyde degil.)

This understandably partial-recognition of GWS within academia in the meantime of
nearly 25 years entails a self-recognition and self-valuation process that “challenges the
content of externally defined controlling images” (Collins, 2004, 107). To disinclude
GWS similarly echoes an effort to keep away another threat of critical programs that
discomforts and disturbs mainstream academic understanding and dispossesses it from
producing knowledge that serves for its own perpetuity. In contrast to what most of the
academics commonly ignore, K stresses, what they do not understand is that the issues
sprouting out of the problems that heterosexism and gender inequality give rise to are
intersectional with all other types of discrimination. To put it differently, gender issues
cannot be separated from the issues of class, race and ethnicity, and the solution of the
one goes neck and neck with the solutions of the others. Considering the potential
damage of internalized control to the self-esteem and self-recognition of GWS

community, and the remarkable effort and inner strength it requires, self-definition and
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self-valuation turn out to be not luxuries but necessities (Collins, 2004, p. 109) for the
survival of GWS. The position that GWS wants to have within not only academia but
also feminist movement and social platforms in the both near and distant future is in
quite accordance with the self-definition it makes and the frameworks it draws for itself
with the help of this self-definition.

5.1.2. Factors Influencing the Current Position of GWS

After situating GWS into a critical standpoint and making an entrance into the subject
of marginalization of GWS, now it is necessary to examine thoroughly the relationships
between knowledge and politics in order to be able to understand the position of GWS
within academia and its academic marginalization better. The conditions in which GWS
was born and has been growing in Turkey, the current situation of not only academia
but also feminist movement both in general and in Turkey, and the political conjuncture
that Turkey has been facing today have altogether shaped the current academic position
of GWS. GWS has naturally been influenced by these intersecting factors and we have
to comprehend the difficulties GWS has confronted from the very beginning of its

emergence until today.
5.1.2.1. The Conditions of the Emergence of GWS in Turkey

The entrance of GWS into academia as an academic discipline was in the mid-1990s,
although its background had dated back to 1970s (Ecevit, 2015, p. 5). During this period
two factors can be counted as most crucial in terms of GWS, one is the agenda of Gender
and Development projects by means of which United Nations has played an important
role, and the other is the crisis of critical thinking within academia in the aftermath of
the September 12 events. To start with the first one, as Deniz Kandiyoti clearly points
out that

Gender and Women’s Studies in Turkey, as elsewhere, are the product of the
confluence of at least three temporarily distinct, but mutually reinforcing sets of
influences: women’s movements; the epistemological/analytic challenges of
feminism to academia; and the global “institutionalization” of standards and
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mechanisms for gender equality through the workings of the United Nations
(UN) system and major international donors (Kandiyoti, 2010, p. 166).

According to what Yakin Ertiirk (2015) scrutinizes in her book, the 1990s was a
significant period in terms of expanded human rights and a very crucial turning point
with regard to women’s rights. It was this period that the cold war came to an end,
people gained an independent identity from their governments and became components
of wider international networks, and global conferences organized through the agency
of UN took place. These were the instruments of a mobilization and the issue of
‘woman’ was a significant component of these conferences. Especially as part of the
UN Beijing Conference on Women in 1995, there created funds to support women’s
studies programs at national levels; and within the framework of a protocol between UN
and Directorate General on the Status of Women, the foundation of gender and women’s

studies programs came into question (Ertlrk, 2015). Therefore, according to R,

unlike the development patterns around the world, because, as you know,
emergence of Women’s Studies was a part of women’s movement, in other
words, it was a result of activism, therefore, it was an organic integrity- however,
in Turkey it emerged by creating an opportunity somewhere as a result of such
an international entity. However, its correlation with women’s movement
developed in time. It is therefore totally a mistake to say that it is a product of
women’s movement. There may be a natural weakness resulting from it and in
my opinion it is valid for all Women’s Studies in Turkey today.

(diinyadaki gelisim oriintiilerinin tersine, ¢iinkii ilk KC’nin ortaya ¢ikist kadin
hareketinin bir parcgasiydi biliyorsun, yani bir aktivizm sonucu, dolayisiyla da
orada organik bir bdtlnlik sz konusuydu- oysa Turkiye’de boyle bir
uluslararasi olusumun bir sonucu olarak kaynaklarin olusturulmasiyla bir yerde
bir imkan yaratilmast sonucu olmustur. Fakat kadin hareketiyle bir baglantisi
zaman igerisinde gelisen bir sey oldu. Yani kadin hareketinin bir iiriiniidiir
demek son derece hatali olur. Oradan kaynaklanan tabii bir zayiflik olabiliyor
ve bugtin bence Turkiye’deki KC’lerin tiimii i¢in bu s6z konusu.)

To put it differently, following a rather distinctive emergence pattern as a mobilization
component of a wider and global project in comparison with the other examples of the
world, GWS cannot be claimed to have a direct relationship with women’s movement

in the very beginning in Turkey. While there exists an exciting, harsh and loud
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grassroots movements behind the emergence of GWS programs in most parts of the
world —where GWS has grown relatively more successfully-, there mostly lies the
influence of UN as a crucial impetus under the foundation of GWS in Turkey (C), and
this, R emphasizes, has accelerated these programs on one hand, while formed their
weak points on the other. Technical problems such as limited budget, lack of permanent
academic staff and offices to study, unstable curricula and so on come up to be partly
the results of these ending funds that form the weak point. The latter cannot be
underestimated in that it has crucially influenced the development and future of GWS
programs in the long run where the effect of UN has mainly been felt. Since these
programs are not the harvest of merely United Nations, and that the problems confronted
cannot be reduced to material needs, the efforts of some committed agents of the
programs within academic structures have made them survive until today, even if on the

brink of starvation.

Apart from the ending funds, this weak point become layered by the inorganic
relationship with feminist movement, as well. Although it has been developed within
time, having an inorganic relationship with feminist movement in the beginning has

impeded to grasp the real meaning and objective of the programs by some agents.

However, when this issue of pushing from below, the internalization of
feminism, is absent- and since we could not think the scientist as separate from
society- it has leaked into GWS programs in a way. In other words, issues like
how feminist the university administrations are that they will support these
programs come up. Therefore, it is difficult to tell apart these two from each
other (C).

(ama o kokten itme meselesi, feminizmi ig¢sellestirmesi, o olmayinca, bu bilim
insanin1 da toplumdan ayri diisiinemedigimiz i¢in, bu GWS programlarina da o
yolla bir sekilde yansidi. Yani tiniversite yonetimleri ne kadar feminist ki o
programlar1 desteklesin gibi meseleler tabii giindeme geliyor, dolayisiyla bu
ikisini birbirinden ayirt etmek ¢ok zor (C).)

When we have a look at the existence of the agents taking place in the foundation

process of GWS we come up with a group of interwoven social relationships. As A

classifies,
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it is a mixture, in other words, in the first established GWS programs, there were
academics who were feminist activists and who conducted feminist studies, who
had the two features; there were those who had never been activists but
conducted feminist studies; and the third group was neither of them — who was
neither feminist activists nor conducted feminist studies, they were invited by
others, were interested in the subject and they said they could study this subject
from now on.

(0 anlamda bir mixture diyelim; yani ilk kurulan GWS programlarinda, hem
feminist aktivist hem de feminist caligmalar yapan, ayni iki 6zelligi kendinde
toplamis olan hocalar var; hi¢ aktivist olmayanlar var ama feminist ¢alismalar
yapmislar; 3.grup da ne ondan ne ondan, yani hem feminist aktivist degil hem
feminist ¢calisma yapmamuis, digerlerinin davetiyle gelen ve konuya ilgi duyan,
bundan sonra ¢alisabilirim, ¢alisayim ben bu konuda diyenler var.)

This intertwinement has defined the characteristics of GWS programs in Turkey
whether they have been feminist or not on one hand, and identified their quality on the
other. Programs whose agents are more politically engaged with activism have turned
out to be more successful, as A underlines. Moreover, as | experience during my
interviews, those who are in a much direct relationship with feminist movement and the
field work itself have appeared to internalize feminist ethics and feminist pedagogy and
to apply both in not only the management of the program but also the formation and

updating of the curriculum much more than the others.

The impact of UN and the indirect relationship of initial GWS programs with feminist
movement have highly influenced the improvement and settlement of GWS within
academia. However, this situation cannot be extendable among all GWS programs in
Turkey due to the fact that there are locational, contextual, conditional and situational

specificities among them:

There are many different stories at various universities. It is not the same for
everywhere, it had already been like that at the foundation phase, too. There
were so different programs in terms of interests, university traditions and
qualities of founding bodies, and they are still so (G).

(Farkl tiniversitelerde ¢ok farkli hikayeler var. Her yerde ayni bigimde degil,
zaten kurulusta da Oyleydi, yani hem ilgi alanlar1 hem tiiniversite gelenekleri,
kurucu hocalarin nitelikleri filan bakimindan birbirinden ¢ok farkli programlardi
bunlar, hala da dyle (G).)
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The differences and specificities of GWS programs have constituted different patterns
of entrance and settlement processes for each one of them within academia. Therefore,
their agents, visions, objectives, curricula, the difficulties and resistances faced, names
and self-definitions and so on have been altered in accordance with these.

With the second factor influencing the current situation of GWS in connection with its
entrance phase into academia, the crisis of critical thinking within academia following

the September 12 events is worth mentioning. As Sancar outlines:

At the end of 1980°’s and beginning of 1990’s, the period during which academic
feminism has moved its criticism to university, a crisis period when impacts of
September 12th were still effective was in question. The university defeated by
militarism was suspected of its own academic forces and did not trust on its
power of renovation. Moreover, during this process, the existence of new
universities was not perceived as empowerment but as ruralization.
Additionally, with the penetration of the policies contrary to classical traditions
of Academia such as privatization, marketing, monetization for
‘commodification’ of knowledge into the university, the ‘critical tradition’
which is already weak has begun to feel itself totally defeated and weakened.
This crisis of critical thinking and the crisis of the university has been
experienced as the same process to a large extent in Turkey (2003, p. 207).

Highly influenced by this collided process, GWS finds itself considerably without

support and even invisible owing to the academic indifference of the period.

Within that period, unlike the successful examples in the world, feminism that
tried to transfer its criticism to university has been devoid of academic support
of critical thinking to a large extent. This situation has restricted the efficient
frontiers of feminist critical thinking in social sciences and restrained it from
being an important component of ‘social criticism’ (Sancar, 2003, p. 207).

GWS, whose involvement in academia coincided with a politically dark and non-
progressive period, has taken its place within academia in a quiet and retiring manner
and been faced with the risk of being doomed to die on the vine, if not that much, of
being underestimated and ignored. Although it has saved itself from this danger and
made its own way, this situation has played a vital role in the situation of GWS within

academia and added one more layer to its marginalization.
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5.1.2.2. Current Political Conjuncture, Academic Situation and Feminist

Movement in Turkey

Although I am aware of the fact that it is not possible to understand the current political
conjuncture within a few paragraphs, my intention here is just to draw a unidimensional
picture in relation to gender and women’s studies to be able to understand its current
position within academia. Difficult to separate the political conjuncture from current
situation of academia and current situation of feminist movement in relation to GWS
programs, all of which are strongly intersected with each other, looking into the political
situation Turkey faces today and its effects on academia and feminist movement will

facilitate to position GWS into a broader context.

The political conjuncture in Turkey has affected all social institutions and their relations
from family to military, to health, education, economics, and so on. As sources of
knowledge and politics, academia and social movements have also their places within
this picture. A besieged academia and a targeted feminist movement have naturally and

directly defined the position of GWS within academia. As N remarks:

It is not possible to discuss anything without touching on the situation Turkey is
in, that is, on context; context is very important for everything. However, in our
field, context comes into prominence, and in our field, scientific environment
should be free in reality for programs that have such critical perspectives. We
clearly see that programs that have a critical perspective are seriously sabotaged
in scientific environments which are not free, and this worries us a lot.

(Tarkiye’nin iginde bulundugu duruma deginmeden, yani baglama deginmeden
higbir seyi tartismak miimkiin degil, her sey igin baglam ¢ok 6nemli. Ama bizim
alanimizda baglam cok daha fazla 6nem kazaniyor ve bizim alanimizda bu tiir
elestirel perspektifi olan programlar i¢in gercekten bilimsel ortamin ¢ok 6zgiir
olmas1 gerekiyor, 6zglir olmayan bilimsel ortamda elestirel perspektifi olan
programlarin ¢ok ciddi baltalandigin1  gériiyoruz ve bu bizi ¢ok
endiselendiriyor.)
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During 13-year-rule of Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi (AKP)® government, 50 % of the
society has found itself excluded from the main discourse of president Tayyip Erdogan.
Not only social relations such as academia but also agents like feminists along with all
those “semi-” and “under-” women who refuse to be mothers (BBC, 2016) have
increasingly become the target board of the president Erdogan. Having problems at
minimum with the governments of the past periods, GWS programs and their agents
have also had their share from this downpour of arrows especially in recent years.
According to E,

we were always supported by the government, at least, we got moral support, in
other words, all women ministers were in cooperation with us until AKP
government came in. They had invited us to their meetings, encouraged us for
abroad and had taken us, they had asked for our opinions while creating policies,
had invited us to trainings they held and others, both individually and
institutionally. Of course, with AKP it broke away dramatically.

(biz hep hiikiimetten biiylik destek gordiik, hi¢ degilse manevi destek gordiik,
yani AKP hiikiimetine kadar biitiin kadin bakanlar1 bizimle yakin tesrik-i mesai
icindeydiler, iste toplantilarima ¢agirdilar, bizi yurt dismna tesvik ettiler,
gotiirdiiler, politika olusturmakta fikrimizi sordular, bireysel olarak, kurum
olarak, ne bileyim training yapiyorlarsa bizi ¢agirdilar falan. Tabii AKP’yle
birlikte bu dramatik olarak koptu.)

In a political conjuncture where independent and critical thinking has been encumbered
with restrictions, coercion, insult and compulsion, not only doing science but also living,
taking a breath in the simplest term, happens to be painful. The picture | have been
drawing here is not a scratch of a dystopia that I encountered through the pages of a
fantastic fiction; actually, we are living, and witnessing it in our daily lives. We have

lived it during and aftermath of Gezi Resistance®, we have seen it in the faces of our

5 Justice and Development Party (JDP) has been the ruling party in Turkey since 2003. | will mention it
as AKP throughout the study.

& In the spring of 2013, AKP government wanted to destroy Gezi Park in Taksim, Istanbul in order to
build artillery barracks in its place. As a reaction to this, a group of people set up tents on guard in the
park to prevent the action. However, on May 31, excavators entered the park and destroyed the tents and
some trees, as a result of which thousands of people all around the country poured into streets for protests
and turned the protest into a resistance for freedom. During the resistance, nine young people lost their
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friends who have been wounded, arrested, beaten to within an inch of their lives and
killed, we have heard it in the songs and slogans of Peace Meetings’ that were bombed,
and we have witnessed it in the signatures of Academics for Peace®, and in so many
more invisible incidents without number. Therefore, it would be far too utopic to
imagine a political discipline like GWS who has its origins in the criticism of oppression

to come out uninjured from this struggle. As K correlates:

It is gradually tried to hinder the autonomy of university, self-decisions of
universities, conduct of these self-decisions, opening up units on its own, and so
on... They are talking about a new law of Council of Higher Education (CoHE),
these will probably take universities under their control. So, the possibility of
carrying over institutional studies regarding women’s freedom, feminism,
women’s movement decreases at the universities, because they have already
been turned into institutions where patriarchal thinking and conservative
patriarchal culture are dominant; and there were few places we could point as
‘last castles’, but they are also aimed to be surrendered step by step.

(Universitelerin 6zerkliginin giderek oniine gecilmeye ¢alisiliyor, iiniversitenin
kendi basina karar almasi, uygulamasi, birim agmasi, yeni YOK yasasindan da
bahsediliyor ya, bunlar herhalde tniversiteleri zapt-u rapti altina alacak. Boyle
olunca da tiiniversitelerde kadinin 6zgiirlesmesi, feminizme, kadin hareketine
yonelik kurumsal ¢alisma yapma ihtimali azaliyor, ¢linkii ¢cok erkek aklin ve
muhafazakar ataerkil kiiltiiriin hakim oldugu kurumlar haline zaten dontistii de
hani ‘birkag kale’ diyebilecegimiz yer kalmigti, onlar da yavas yavas
diistiriilmeye ¢alisiliyor.)

lives while more than ten thousand have been wounded. For detailed information:
https://www.amnestyusa.org/sites/default/files/eur440222013en.pdf

" There arranged two peace meetings in order to maintain solidarity and fraternity between Turkish and
Kurdish communities in Turkey in 2015, one of which was in Surug, Sanliurfa on 20th July, while the
second was on 10th October in Cankaya, Ankara. Both of these meetings were bombed and hundreds of
people lost their lives and far more have been wounded. For detailed information:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2015_Suru%C3%A7_bombing,
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2015_Ankara_bombings

81n 2016, 1483 academics and researchers from Turkey and abroad have signed a statement titled “We
will not be a party to this crime” as a reaction to terror and violence in Kurdish regions and with the
demand of preparing negotiation conditions between the state and the community. However, this
statement has been reacted against by the government and 1128 academics from Turkey have confronted
legal and/or illegal oppression, as a result. There organized a second sign petition to support the academics
and those have also shared this oppression. This is still an ongoing issue. For more and detailed
information: https://barisicinakademisyenler.net
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This political oppression imposed upon women and academics influences both the
improvement and naturally the future of GWS programs within academia. First,
academics are not detached from their society and the more they are independent in their
knowledge production processes, the closer knowledge produced is to reality, and/or
vice versa. Second, academia is not an ivory tower; what restricts one social relation
affects the other and academia is the place where the knowledge of these social relations
are produced, gathered and disseminated. Therefore, as an ordinary discipline within
this academia, GWS is naturally impressed by the academic atmosphere that is
determined by partly subtle partly overt interferences of political conjuncture. However,
mainly due to its political characteristic living on feminist movement and its critical
standpoint against all patriarchal social relations, GWS differs from other disciplines,
which makes its exposure double-layered by the political situation on one hand, and by

the academic atmosphere on the other. As N states,

some things are difficult in Turkey and there are some disadvantages due to the
fact that the institution deals constantly with more challenging troubles, that is
to say, in Turkey, [university] has serious challenges, due to these challenges it
is not willing to come to the forefront in some issues and these issues generally
interest us [GWS], we have such a restriction.

(Turkiye’de bazi seyler zor ve de kurumun siirekli daha biiyiik dertlerle
ugragtyor olmasinin getirdigi bazi1 dezavantajlar var; yani TR ortaminda
[Universite] ¢ok ciddi zorluklar yasiyor, o yasadigi zorluklardan dolayr bazi
konularda ¢ok fazla 6ne ¢ikmak istemiyor ve bu bazi konular da genelde bizi
[GWS’1] ilgilendiren konular oluyor, boyle bir sinirimiz var.)

Although the situation of the university, broadly academia, is significant, and however
the problems and threats it faces are quite real, it is risky to make GWS meaningful
within this structural body since it both restricts its subjectivity and beclouds the
empowerment of not only GWS but also academia within this already enclosing and
alienating political atmosphere. In order to unchain academia and GWS from this
purposeful subordination, their subjectivities, their specific goals and wishes are needed
to be taken into account bearing in mind the political situation they encounter and an

alternative discourse must be developed.
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It is clear and cannot be underestimated that

the government has made the issue of women unable to be in contact with
institutions like us regarding women’s perspective. They have their own agendas
of women, their own women groups, their own women academics, their own
women ideologists and we are excluded from them in this sense (E).

(Hiktimet, kadin konusunu, kadinlara bakis agisi agisindan bizim gibi
kurumlarla iligkide bulunamayacak hale getirdi, kendi kadin agenda’lar1 var,
kendi kadin gruplar1 var ve kendilerinin kadin akademisyenleri var, kendilerinin
kadin ideologlar1 var ve biz bu anlamda onlardan diglandik (E).)

This detachment and exclusion directly reduce academic recognition of GWS, as a result
of which university administrations feel themselves in need of being cautious about the
issues regarding GWS programs. These issues may vary from the foundations of support
units against sexual harassment and assault to voluntary student organizations, from
joint projects in collaboration with Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual-Transgender (LGBT)
organizations to limited- mostly no- tenures, and so on. This state of being cautious
reflects as subtle preventions, sometimes mocking, when mentioned issues come into
question. No matter how unintentionally and scarcely it occurs, impeding these sine
quibus non of GWS means to smooth its political nature, that is to ‘normalize’ it by
eradicating its ‘extremism’, or plainly, to ignore its specificities. And this is not a that

simple and ignorable issue:

It is, for sure, quite important not to break with activism. There is a value, a
political goal here; otherwise, when it is abstracted from its political goal, it may
easily turn into a field of study whose topic is only women and even feminism,
and which aims at career. Moreover, the tendency of university to turn into a
market place and of professionalization is a challenge for achieving this goal.
Therefore, GWS tries to stand and survive by forcing the contrary. Politics is its
most important element (S).

(Aktivizmle bagini hi¢ koparmamasi ¢ok 6nemli bir kere. Burada bir deger var,
bir politik amag var, yoksa politik amacindan soyutlandiginda burada sadece bir
kariyer hedefine yonelik konusu kadinlar olan hatta konusu feminizm olan bir
caligma alanina kolaylikla doniisebilir. Kald1 ki {iniversitelerin doniistiigli sey
piyasalagsma, profesyonellesme egilimi zaten bunu zorlayan bir sey. Dolayisiyla
KC tam aksini zorlayarak hayatta kalmaya ve ayakta kalmaya ¢alisiyor. Politika
en 6nemli unsuru (S).)
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Politics is the main vein of GWS; it is exactly this main vein that provides it with not
only reasons to confront obstacles and difficulties but also resources to survive them.
The aim of challenging and transforming the mainstream, and the mission of situating
itself into a critical position in every condition to produce an alternative discourse, a
third space, compose the political nature of GWS. Eradicating these characteristics of
GWS turns it simply into a branch of mainstream. A non-political GWS survives easier
within academia than a political one and its marginalization may fade away. However,
a GWS decontextualized from its political nature and accordingly constituted
specificities cannot realize itself and loses its originality. In addition, this does bring

neither recognition nor visibility.

In order to protect its political nature, GWS has to develop a strong collaboration with
feminist movement. However, prior to this collaboration, it is necessary to define the
relationship between GWS and the movement. As | have mentioned in previous
chapters, there had been an inorganic relationship between GWS programs and the
movement in the very beginning, it has been improved and strengthened with the efforts
of both activist and academic agents in time, although it has not been accomplished
fully. R stresses that this relationship is not on an institutional level but of an individual
one instead. This is one of the reasons of this semi-accomplished organic relationship.
However, it is important to bear in mind that there is a direct link between these two no

matter whether it is organic or not, and both influence each other. As C indicates:

| cannot think of GWS independent of feminist movement; when feminist
movement rises programs rise, as well or the demand towards them rise; when
it falls they drop behind.

(GWS’i ben feminist hareketten bagimsiz diisiinemiyorum; feminist hareket
yiikseldiginde programlar yiikseliyor ya da oraya yonelik talep yikseliyor,
diistiiglinde arka planda geri planda kaliyor.)

It is clear that the situation of GWS programs, the atmosphere they produce knowledge
and politics, and the outputs they provide cannot be separated from the general

atmosphere that feminist movement breathes within. What happens to the movement
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directly influences the programs since the nature of the relationship requires a mutual
contribution. H defines this relationship in the form of “communicating vessels” whose
strength empowers the other. For E, it is a “symbiotic” one, different from each other
but complementary, in terms of both the agents and the transformation of the outputs

into politics. As for M, this should be a nested relationship:

Academic activity itself is a part of women’s movement, | do not think that the
main women’s movement is outside and the academic activity serves or should
serve it. This is an autonomous area, namely an autonomous area of the
movement and they aim to contribute to the same cause, let me say, with their
own ways, that is, it cannot be central.

(Akademik faaliyetin bizzat kendisi kadin hareketinin bir pargasi, onu hani asil
kadin hareketi disarida, bu da disaridakine hizmet veren, disa olmasi gerekir diye
diistinmiiyorum. Buras1 da bir 6zerk alandir, yani hareketin bir 6zerk alanidir ve
hepsinin amac1 ayn1 davaya diyeyim, kendi bildigince katkida bulunmaktir, yani
merkezi bir sey olamaz.)

Centralizing the movement or the programs or the research centers means to set a
hierarchy. Setting a hierarchy is a patriarchal discourse, it defines the rules and
responsibilities that the ‘others’ have to acknowledge. Both feminist movement and
GWS programs define themselves to be critical of any kind of oppression and inequality,

which takes the possibility of falling into this patriarchal discourse away. As C states,

some of the GWS programs are within feminist movement, that is, they have
somehow pioneered feminist movement. It should be kept in mind that in a
movement that took place between the years 90-2000s, there are actually a group
of academics, there are programs they maintain, and there are students they have
raised, and others. However, there are also people who were not here at that
period but became feminists and came back. The approach of closing here that
much, of “here is such a feminist movement”, “we were within this pool from
the very beginning of the movement” and others, sound dangerous to me since |
see a hegemony there, and it feels dangerous to me. In other words, it is
necessary to open here to new generations that have fresh, new, dynamic and
different feminist interpretations and stand somewhere else although they do not
fulfil the necessary criteria, according to us. You reproduce hegemony if you do
not open it.

(bazi GWS programlar1 feminist hareketin i¢inde, hani feminist harekete bir
sekilde onciiliik etmis. Sunu unutmamak lazim, yani 90-2000 arasinda olan bir
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harekette, hakikaten orada yer alan akademiden bir grup var, onlarin devam
ettirdikleri programlar var, onlarin yetistirdikleri 6grenciler vs var. Ama o
donemde orada olmayip baska bir yerde olup feminist olup gelen insanlar da var,
bu kadar burayr kapatmak, hani burasi bdyle bir feminist harekettir, iste
hareketin basindan itibaren biz bu isin i¢indeydik vs yaklasimi da tehlikeli
geliyor, yani orada bir iktidar gériyorum ciinkii o bana tehlikeli geliyor. Yani
geng, yeni, dinamik, farkli feminist yorumlamalari olan, bize gore feminist belki
kriterleri saglamadigi halde baska yerde duran yeni nesillere agmak lazim, bunu
acmadiginiz takdirde iktidar1 yeniden tiretirsiniz.)

As | mentioned in chapter 5.1.1., when perceptions turn out to be definitions, they
become more powerful and may exclude some other meanings. Defining the frame of
the movement or the program not only ignores the specificities of the remaining agents
but also limits its own capacity and improvement. In addition, neither feminist
movement nor GWS programs do have the luxury of reproducing patriarchy as this is

completely against their nature. Instead, M states:

There are already many differences within the movement, as well as many
disagreements, conflicts may also be, there are different perspectives, therefore
that is the true way, there can never be such a question as “why do you not do
such a thing?”” The movement is partial in itself and academic production has its
own value in this partiality.

(Zaten hareket i¢inde de bir stirii farklilik var, bir siirii uzlagsmaz sey de var,
catigsma da olabilir, hani goriis farkliliklar1 da var, dolayisiyla dogrusu budur,
niye boyle bir sey yapmiyorsunuz gibi bir sey de olamaz, hareket de kendi i¢inde
parcalidir benim algim dyle ve bu parcaliligin igerisinde akademik Uretim de
kendi 6zel degerine sahiptir.)

Valuing differences, creating a flexible and free atmosphere to discuss diverse opinions
and viewpoints, and decentralizing the action plans are invaluable in the production of
knowledge and politics so long as the specific situations, contexts and conditions that
things take place are kept in mind. If not, the risk of missing the chance of producing a
collective and shared politics may appear. Collective and shared politics enables and
requires considering all differences and diverse opinions together and in an active
relationship among each other. It is this non-hierarchical, interactive and intersectional

viewpoint that leads the relationship to collaboration.
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... We see ourselves within women’s movement, we should do so, we should not
see it as ‘women’s movement and academia’. As women in academia, we are a
part of women’s movement, we are a special part of it just like others. Therefore,
no one can claim anything on this movement, no one can say here is its real place
because it has no such a real place. What is it? Is a real place a party? We don’t
have a party. Is it an association? There are many associations. Is it parliament
activity? It is uncertain. That is, not any subject can claim that “I am the boss
here and this is done like that”. This is meaningless, | find it meaningless for any
political view. It is meaningless for feminism, as well (M).

(kadin hareketinin i¢inde kendimizi goriiyoruz, dyle gormemiz gerekir, kadin
hareketi ve akademi diye gormememiz gerekir, bu akademideki kadinlar olarak
biz kadin hareketinin bir pargasiyiz, 6zel bir yeriyiz, nasil baskalari da dyle ise.
Dolayisiyla hi¢ kimse bu hareket {izerinde sey iddia edemez, hani asil yeri
burasidir diyemez, ¢iinkii 0yle asil bir yer yok. Nedir; bir parti midir asil yer,
dyle bir partimiz yok. Bir dernek midir; bir suri dernek var. Meclis faaliyeti
midir; belirsiz. Yani dyle herhangi bir 6zne, buranin sahibi benim, boyle yapilir
filan diyemez, bu anlamsiz, her politik goriis icin ben bunu anlamsiz buluyorum,
feminizm icin de anlamsiz (M).)

Separating knowledge and politics as ‘GWS programs and feminist movement’ means
to create a dichotomy between the two, and a dichotomous understanding brings the
danger of defining one according to the other, and again sets a hierarchy. There is no
use in excluding or marginalizing one another since the political conjuncture has already
done this heavily for both. Feminist understanding has the potential to criticize these
dichotomies and create a third space for itself. GWS programs cannot be separated from
the women’s movement, neither women’s movement from the programs, these are two
equally important components of a wider liberation movement and both produce

knowledge and politics not only within but also among themselves.

What is beautiful is to organize diverse political activities from all places in all
types and to ensure their interaction. If this can be achieved, politics grows up,
becomes more beautiful, grows mature, varies and gets more power. It gets fed
in terms of both knowledge and activism, and these two can feed one another.
Of course, | do not think this feeding is at a good level in Turkey, no, never (M)!

(Gtlizel olan, her yerden her sekilde, yani degisik, politik faaliyet orgiitlemektir
ve bunlarin etkilesimini saglamaktir. Bu yapilirsa politika biiyiir, yani giizellesir,
olgunlasir ve gesitlenir ve giicii de artar, hem bilgi olarak beslenir hem aktivizm
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olarak beslenir ve bunlar birbirini ¢ok besleyebilecek seyler, tabii ki ben bu
beslemenin ¢ok iyi bir diizeyde oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum Tiirkiye’de, asla (M)!)

While GWS programs struggle to survive, feminist movement has also its own
difficulties within this political atmosphere. Although the reasons of these difficulties
cannot be reduced to the political conjuncture of the last 15 years, it can be said that all
of them are somehow related to it. According to H,

there is also a feminist movement problem in Turkey. Unfortunately, there are a
recession and power loss, canalization on different directions, getting lost in
projects, failure in transforming the government, stepping back, being unable to
establish sufficiently parallel relationships and many other things. Islamist
women for example. There was something good at the beginning but later it all
faded away. They are totally under the domination of men. Kurdish women are
another issue, Kemalist women have already lost it, they are defeated... That is,
there are a lot of problems, I believe that feminist movement is in a period of a
lot of criticism but it is not made much.

(Turkiye’de bir feminist hareket problemi de var, maalesef bir durgunluk ve gii¢
kaybetme, farkli yonlere kanalize olma, projelere dalma, devleti doniistiirme
konusunda basarisizlik, geri adimlar atma falan gibi bir siirli sey var. Yeterince
paralel iligkiler kuramama, yani Islamc1 kadinlar1 bir tiirlii iste baslangicta iyi bir
sey vardi, sonra hepsi gitti, yani onlar topyekdin bir erkeklerin tahakkiimii altina
diismiis durumdalar, Kiirt kadinlar ayr1 bir mesele, Kemalist kadinlar tamamen
yitirdi zaten, kaybettiler, yenildiler falan.. Bir strl problem var, yani feminist
hareketin bol elestiri donemi oldugunu diisiinliyorum ama ¢ok da bu yapilmiyor

yani.)
Internal difficulties have much in relation with both political actions and paradigmatic
challenges. It would be easy to put the whole blame on current political conjuncture;
however, all components of feminist movement have a share within it. Since | would
like to analyze this situation from the aspect of GWS programs, | specifically focus on
political conjuncture here. During AKP rule, not only feminists but each and every
fraction of women have been influenced from the discourse of the president of Turkey
and the regulations he proposed. The discourses and regulations on abortion, ‘tiirban’,
motherhood, working conditions, education of women, their ways of living and even
dressing and so many more have been in a great contradiction to what feminists work

for and imagine to be ‘liberating’.
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We see that clearly in Turkey now; the government has completely broken its
ties with women’s movement and the person at the helm is, of course, somebody
who already underestimates everything with insult saying “they do not know
their own society” and who does not approach any idea with an idea, which of
course encourages the small patriarchy that is waiting in ambush, and as a result
violence has become a major topic of our day (R).

(Tarkiye’de bunu ¢ok net goriiyoruz artik, hiikiimet kadin hareketiyle tamamen
iplerini koparmis durumda ve iste bagimizdaki zat “bunlar kendi toplumlarim
bilmiyorlar” falan diye zaten her seyi hakarete gotiirerek kiiclimseyen, fikre
fikirle yanagmayan birisi kuskusuz ama tabii bu da zaten pusuda yatan pek ¢ok
o kiigiik patriyarki cesaretlendiriyor ve siddet artik gilinlimiiziin belli basl
konusu haline geldi.)

Recognition of GWS programs is in a direct line with the recognition of feminist
movement. As feminist movement has its own internal problems along with external
pressure and limitations, GWS programs have become destitute of the vital support of
the movement, and this is a two-fold trouble in that politically undernourished GWS
programs cannot contribute to the movement adequately, either, which soon turns out

to be a vicious circle.

Of course, it is difficult to evaluate GWS separately from feminist movement. |
think feminist movement could not be a grassroots movement in Turkey. Of
course it is about the fact that governmental feminism has been too dominant in
Turkey in a period. It is something related with the changing position of the
government from women’s rights protector to women’s rights enemy; however,
when this issue of pushing from below, the internalization of feminism, is
absent- and since we could not think the scientist as separate from society- it has
leaked into GWS programs in a way. In other words, issues like how feminist
the university administrations are that they will support these programs come
up. Therefore, it is difficult to tell apart these two from each other (C).

(Tabii feminist hareketten gok GWS’i bagimsiz degerlendirmek zor bir sey.
Feminist hareket Tiirkiye’de toplumsallasamadi bence biraz deminki sdyledigim
meseleyle ilgili olarak biraz tabii bu devlet feminizminin Turkiye’de ¢ok baskin
olmas1 bir donem. Kadin haklar1 koruyucusu konumunda olan devletin kadin
haklar1 diismani haline geg¢mesiyle de baglantili bir sey ama o kdkten itme
meselesi, feminizmi icsellestirmesi, o olmayinca, bu bilim insanin1 da
toplumdan ayr diislinemedigimiz i¢in bu GWS programlarina da o yolla bir
sekilde yansidi. Yani iiniversite yonetimleri ne kadar feminist ki o programlari
desteklesin gibi meseleler tabii giindeme geliyor, dolayisiyla bu ikisini
birbirinden ayirt etmek ¢ok zor (C).)
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Current political conjuncture, the situation of feminist movement, the position of
academia and agents within all this chaotic atmosphere are one by one and altogether
compose an intersecting factors of oppression not only among themselves but also on
GWS programs. Due to its both academic and political nature, GWS has been much
influenced from all these factors and found itself marginalized among all. As H

indicates,

the developments in this field has slowed down in parallel with Turkey’s new
general political initiative, liberation, development expectations. In other words,
this structure is the one that was thought about, discussed and built 7-8-10 years
ago. New steps are not taken on it. Now, we are at the point of maintaining the
current situation. | think all units are trying to maintain the current situation. ...
We have a list of absences for ourselves but it is not so easy to step into action
because neither the political conjuncture nor the academic atmosphere supports
such an action now, unfortunately. Academia is not in a process of expansion,
on the contrary, it is in the period of shrinkage and decadence.

(bu alandaki gelismeler yavasladi, durakladi Tiirkiye’nin genel siyasal agilim,
ozgiirlesme, gelisim beklentilerine paralel olarak diyeyim. Yani su andaki yap1
yaklagik 7-8-10 yil 6nceki diistintilmiis, tartisilmis, kurulmus yapi, onun iizerine
daha heniiz ¢ok fazla yeni adimlar atilmiyor. Biz o mevcut durumu korumak
noktasindayiz su anda, saniyorum biitiin birimler mevcut durumu korumaya
calisiyorlar. ... Elimizde bir eksikler listemiz var ama 0yle harekete gegcmek
kolay degil, ¢linkii giindem, ortam hi¢ desteklemiyor boyle bir seyi ne yazik ki.
Universite bir agilim déneminde degil tam tersine biiziisiip i¢eri dogru ¢dkme,
gurime déneminde.)

| would like to repeat and highlight the point that all units are working hard to maintain
current situation. This is extremely significant in that the decision and action of saving
current acquisitions is contextual and this context embodies an opportunity of a shared
political action. Moreover, this conjuncture is not permanent, that is, it does not have a
linear process. Instead, it is situational, it has its own specificities which are temporary
and will soon change both conditionally and contextually, that is why feminist
movement and GWS programs must pursue their critical agenda, look for a new way
within this atmosphere, a new way, a new discourse which will both affect the prevailing

circumstances and protect current acquisitions.
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5.1.3. Situated Academic Marginalization

Situating GWS in a historical, political and academic context, | have aimed to draw a
general picture about GWS programs in Turkey. As it can be seen from the picture, it is
easy for GWS programs to fall into a marginalized sphere within academia. This
marginalized sphere mostly contains the negative effects of the situation, the difficulties
GWS has to endure, overcome and survive. This is the first layer of the marginalization,
that is, GWS confronts and is exposed to these difficulties and preventions from the
beginning, it is the situation GWS enters in. However, what is necessary to highlight
and strongly emphasize here is that this situation is no surprise for GWS. As a political
program whose main objective is to challenge and transform mainstream academic
understanding and knowledge production, GWS has to be and remain marginalized. As
an outsider within, outsider due to its political nature and within with its knowledge
production, GWS has the potential to produce ‘better accounts of reality’ in that it
experiences both sides. Therefore, the second layer of this marginalization is to adopt
and protect it in that experiences and research agendas of the marginalized bear less

partial accounts of the world within themselves (Janack, 1997).

Considering the relationship of knowledge and politics in the background, there exist
two significant factors needed to adopt and protect the marginalization of GWS within
academia. The first one of these factors is the characteristic of being political, while the

other is the feature of being interdisciplinary.

Beginning with the first one, mainstream academia defines itself to be objective and
non-political since politics can harm and lead the process of knowledge production and
the knowledge produced. As | have recurrently mentioned, as the program of a political
movement, GWS has a direct relationship with activism and this characteristic, where
the claims of challenge and transformation are based on- not only situates GWS
programs into a different and controversial position within mainstream academia but

also embodies important differences within and among other GWS programs.
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... feminism is a political movement and according to the conventional view
(one that is currently under siege from various quarters, however), politics can
only obstruct and damage the production of scientific knowledge. (Harding,
2004, p. 1)

This controversy does not mean to be a contradiction; it is true that feminism is a
political movement and GWS s its academic reciprocity and is political, as well.
However, it is not possible for academia to be non-political, either. Separating academia
and feminism categorically as objective and political is a false dichotomy due to the fact
that academia cannot be excluded from politics and each discipline from physics to

geography is political. As B indicates:

Of course feminism is political, it has to be political by its presence because it is
trying to actualize a discourse transformation. | think the notion that academia
is out of politics is again something that bourgeois epistemology has imposed.
Nobody can be depoliticized, you must have experienced a political decoding
due to your education and even due to the language you use, but you may be
aware of that or not, these two can be differentiated however academia cannot
be depoliticized, it sounds quite naive, quite naive to believe that. Therefore, as
both of them have political dimensions, | cannot see any discrepancies between
them.

(Feminizm tabii ki politiktir, yapisi geregi politik olmak zorunda ¢iinkii bir
sOylem doniisiimii gerceklestirmeye calisiyor, akademinin ise politika dis1
oldugu bu da bence yine burjuva epistemolojisinin dayattigi seylerden birisi.
Yani hi¢ kimse politika dis1 olamaz, aldiginiz egitim geregi hatta kullandiginiz
dil geregi bir politik kodlanma yasamissinizdir ama bunun farkindasinmizdir ya
da farkinda degilsinizdir, o ikisinin ayrim1 yapilabilir ama akademi politika dis1
diye bir sey olamaz, bu ¢ok naif olur, ¢ok naif olur. Dolayisiyla her ikisi de
politik bir boyuta sahip olduguna gore bir ¢eliski gormiiyorum ben aralarinda.)

Objectivity, according to Dorothy Smith, is, simply, the separation of knowledge from
its practitioners (Harding, 2004, p. 24). Since the scientist is a human being who has
feelings and thoughts which cannot be decontextualized from time, place, situation and
condition, it is not possible for the scientists to separate the knowledge s/he produces
from the self. Methods for producing knowledge may change and vary; however, this
does not provide a completely or fully ‘objective’ knowledge, either, as it is still the

scientist who asks the questions and decides which ways to take. Therefore, knowledge,
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and accordingly truth, is always partial and the less partial it is the closer it is to reality.
Obijectivity, then, can be maximized but cannot be generalized, universalized and

totalized. As Haraway puts it thoroughly,

We have to learn in our bodies, endowed with primate colour and stereoscopic
vision, how to attach our objective to our theoretical and political scanners in
order to name where we are and are not, in dimensions of mental and physical
space we hardly know how to name. So, not so perversely, objectivity turns out
to be about particular and specific embodiment, and definitely not about the false
vision promising transcendence of all limits and responsibility. The moral is
simple: only partial perspective promises objective vision (2004, p.87).

Objectivity does not mean to be non-political, that is, when a scientist is objective s/he
cannot think of being excluded from politics. Subjectivities are embodied within
political action and a non-hierarchical and interactive knowledge production process

enables these subjectivities to emerge from obscurity. Otherwise, as R states,

as long as academia is out of politics, it means it produces science for science in
an ivory tower. | believe that science should have a rather different meaning than
this. Of course it is not producing biased and ideological knowledge; however,
knowledge is produced exactly from within the society, and science that claims
it is disconnected from society is actually in a mystification. Science is political,
as anything else is.

(iste akademya politikanin disinda oldugu siirece fildisi kulesinde bilim i¢in
bilim iiretiyor demektir, ben bilimin bundan daha farkli bir anlaminin olmasi
gerektigini disliniiyorum. Tabii ki orada yanli ve ideolojik bir bilgi iiretmek
degil ama bilgi iiretimi tam da toplumsal yapinin i¢inden olan bir sey ve ondan
kopuk oldugunu iddia eden bilim aslinda bir mystification i¢indedir diye
diistintiyorum. Bilim de her sey gibi siyasidir.)

As S furthers the discussion,

who said academia is out of politics?! Even if we are teaching atomic physics
here, we are doing something political, knowledge is always political. It is the
starting point of feminism that knowledge is not objective, practical and neutral.
Knowledge is always political. Whoever produces knowledge has political
values and cannot analyze knowledge independent of politics, in other words,
cannot approach social reality and produce knowledge. Everything we look at is
constituted politically, therefore, politics and academia cannot be separated. If
so, a lot of people would not be in struggle today with different difficulties in
frame of various political objectives, aims and values.
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(kim demis akademi politika disiymis?! Yani burada atom fizigi bile anlatiyor
olsak politik bir sey yapiyoruz yani, bilgi her zaman politiktir, zaten feminizmin
cikis noktasi bilginin objektif, nesnel, yansiz olmadigindan hareketle ¢ikar, bilgi
her zaman politiktir, bilgiyi liretenin politik degerleri vardir ve o degerlerden
bagimsiz olarak bilgiye bakamaz, yani toplumsal gerceklige yaklasip bilgiyi
iiretemez. Baktifimiz sey de politik olarak insa edilmis bir seydir, dolayisiyla
politika ve akademi birbirinden ayrilamaz. Oyle olsa bir siirii insan bugiin cesitli
politik hedefler, amaglar ve degerler gerg¢evesinde ¢esitli zorluklarla miicadele
ediyor olmazdi.)

“Feminist objectivity means quite simply situated knowledges” states Haraway (2004,
p.86). Situated knowledges require to take not an essential base for all knowledge claims
but a specific situation for each one. Defining what is political or not, or drawing a
framework for what is academic or not means to totalize the concepts of politics and
academia, which excludes some other interpretations and meanings, and falls far behind
the reality. Embracing a multiple standpoint, that is, including all meanings and
interpretations, does not refer to an endless relativity of different viewpoints; instead, it
is all about the ‘situated knowledges’, it is about specific contexts and conditions of

each situation embodies.

Accordingly, such a distinction is never an objective distinction. What is
political and what is not is not defined in this way. It is not defined as inside or
outside, or institutional as well. Politics can be produced anywhere at any time,
it is about resisting forms, it is about creating something new, it is about turning
some norms upside down, and it has no place, there is not such a thing that “it 1s
done here, it is not done there”. It is possible to behave extremely conformist
and in a way reproducing the same thing outside, such behaviors can be
exhibited on the street, as well. For example, a press conference; it may be
difficult to say it is political to hold a press conference at the same place for
centuries; however, it is extremely political when something totally unexpected
is produced within class. Therefore, it does not have a place or time; my
understanding of politics is not like that. Therefore, | do not see this distinction
as a categorical distinction (M).

(Dolayistyla boyle bir ayrim, nesnel bir ayrim, zaten higbir zaman degildir,
neyin politik olup neyin olmadig1 o sekilde belirlenmez, yani igerisi disarisi diye
belirlenmez, kurumsal olarak da belirlenmez. Politika her an her yerde
tiretilebilir, yani direngen formlarla ilgilidir, yeni yaratict bir sey yapmakla
ilgilidir, mevcut bazi normlari alt iist etmekle ilgilidir ve bunun yeri yoktur, hani
orada yapilir burada yapilmaz diye bir sey yoktur. Disarida da son derece
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konformist ya da ayn1 seyi yeniden iireten tarzlarda davranilabilir, sokakta da bu
yapilabilir. Mesela basin toplantisi, aynit yerde yiiz yildir basin toplantisi
yapmanin politik bir sey oldugunu sdylemek zor olabilir ama mesela bir sinifta
hi¢ beklenmedik bir seyin yaratilmasi son derece politik bir seydir. Dolayisiyla,
yeri, zamani olan bir sey degildir, benim politika kavrayisim oOyle degil.
Dolayistyla bu ayrimi, kategorik bir ayrim olarak gérmiiyorum (M).)

Being political is also a historically contingent action in addition to its situational,
locational, contextual and conditional specificities, which underlines the fact that it
cannot be universalized and generalized for every situation even if they are similar in
context. The important point here is the uniqueness of experiences of the self within this
specific situation, and experiences are partial, as well. That is, experiences and
perceptions of persons are different and multiple even within the same situation, that is
why they are also partial and such partiality brings intersubjectivity with it.
Intersubjectivity requires an empathetic thinking and understanding of different and
diverse subjectivities and their collaboration, which can be achieved through non-

hierarchical, interactive and reflexive and self-reflexive relationships.

[according to some academics,] feminism is an ideology and it cannot be a
scientific field of study. Ours seem a little bit like that because it is ideological
and political and the perception is that science cannot include ideology and
politics. As we cannot overcome this fusty and mainstream bias, it is already at
this very point [GWS differs from other disciplines]. It sounds strange to people
that we have an approach based on understanding rather than analyzing and
explaining. It sounds strange to our friends that we do not objectivize our
research topic and we work in interactive and equal relationship with it (K).

([baz1 akademisyenlere gore] feminizm bir ideolojidir ve bu bir bilimsel ¢aligma
alan1 olamaz, bizimki de biraz dyle goriiniiyor, ideolojik, politik oldugu i¢in ve
bilimde ideoloji ve politika olmazmis gibi algilandigi i¢in. Hani bu kdhne ve
anaakim seyi asamadigimiz i¢in onyargilari, zaten basta o noktada [farklilagiyor
GWS] .. Hani analiz etmek ve anlatmaktan ziyade, anlamak Uzerine kurulu bir
yaklagimimiz olmasi insanlara c¢ok tuhaf geliyor, arastirma konumuzu
nesnelestirmedigimiz ve onunla esit iliski kurup etkilesimsellik iginde
calismamiz bile bir¢ok arkadasimiza tuhaf geliyor (K).)

It sounds strange for some, says K. It can be argued that this strangeness is also a partial
experience; however, experience is meaningful if it is based on practical rationality

rather than abstracted rationality (Ecevit M., 2016) in that rationality is not a that
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abstract concept and what takes us to conclusion is its functionality. Here, we have seen
that explaining and analyzing everything with a “gaze from nowhere” (2004, p. 86) as
Haraway calls it, is a patriarchal and hierarchical action which fails to reflect the reality
of the experience. Understanding, or trying to understand at least, with a non-
hierarchical and interactive approach reveals the agencies of the agents and enables us
to see the hidden subjectivities. From this aspect, understanding rather than explaining,
provides us with more concrete and functional results. This standpoint prevents the
domination of a ruling opinion or exclusion of marginalized groups, and forms an

inclusive base for multiple and even conflicting ideas to negotiate. As B understands it:

Of course, both academia and feminism have to be political, otherwise they
cannot provide any transformation. If we want to transform the experienced
reality, we have to be political, that is to say, we have to be involved in politics.
Apolitical academia cannot achieve anything, neither can an apolitical feminism.
However, this does not mean that we are intolerant to most of the opinions or
different opinions. There should be a place where we can exist together;
however, | think academia must have a structure that makes use of politics or
rather of ideology; or a structure that problematize ideology. Academia should
be aware of political structures that try to develop alternative ideologies or
political structures that are repressed and pushed aside. In other words, | cannot
think of an apolitical academia, then I think it becomes a utopic thing that is non-
related to experience, it is not even academia, it is something else.

(Tabii ki hem akademi hem feminizm politik olmak zorunda, yoksa bir doniisiim
yasatamazlar, yasanan gercekligi doniistiirmek istiyorsak politik olmak
zorundayiz, yani politikayla i¢ i¢e olmak zorundayiz aslinda. Apolitik bir
feminizm nasil bir sey basaramazsa apolitik bir akademi de bence bir sey
bagsaramaz ama bu g¢ogu ya da degisik diislincelere hosgoriisiiz oldugumuz
anlamma gelmiyor, birlikte var olabilecegimiz bir ortam olmali ama bence
politikadan daha dogrusu ideolojiden beslenen bir yapisi olmali akademinin ya
da ideolojiyi sorunsallastiran bir yapisi olmali, alternatif ideolojiler gelistirmeye
calisan ya da iste bastirilan, arka plana itilen politik yapilarin farkindaliginm
yasamal1 akademi. Yani apolitik bir akademi diisiinemiyorum ben, o zaman sey
olur herhalde, gene yasam pratigiyle ilgisi olmayan iitopik bir sey olur, o
akademi bile olmaz, bagka bir sey olur.)

A political academia that welcomes multiplicity and diversity produces knowledge from
within life and escapes not only the threat of residing on an ivory tower but also the risk
of falling into the trap of a unified and holistic and thus essentalist viewpoint which
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excludes marginal views. Such an academia has the potential to change and transform

what we are exposed to in our daily lives. As L believes,

family, university, religious institutions and others, each one of them is an
ideological device of government; however, it does not mean that there will not
be any resistance there and no knowledge will be reproduced there. Of course it
is the place where knowledge is produced. This knowledge provides us power
for transforming the world. We should prove it, we should prove other worlds,
we should prove that ‘another world is possible’, and we can do it.

(aile, tniversite, bilmem dini kurumlar, bunlarin her birisi devletin ideolojik
aygitlar1 ama bu demek degildir ki oradan direnme ¢ikmayacak, baska bilgi
iiremeyecek, elbette ki oras1 bilginin tiretildigi yer, o bilgi bize iktidar sagliyor
diinyay1 doniistiirmek i¢in, hani onu tiretmeliyiz, baska diinyalar1 géstermeliyiz,
hani ‘bagka bir diinya miimkiindiir’ii gosterebilmeliyiz ki gosterebiliriz de.)

Involving ideological apparatus with politics, that is resistance of university or family
or any other social relation, enables us to see their agencies. However, it is relevant not
just for academia; no matter how naturally political they are, agents of GWS —
instructors, alumni and current students- must protect and perpetuate this characteristic,

as well. As A underlines,

the more instructors in GWS programs are involved in women’s movement, the
more the program is involved. The program is not independent of instructors;
they constitute the program. In other words, a program which is not related to
women’s movement and which has been founded as an academic program
cannot have any bound with the movement, it does not feel the necessity to build
any relationship, and nobody asks why it does not establish any of it, neither.

(GWS programlarindaki hocalar kadin hareketiyle ne kadar iligkiliyse program
da o kadar iligkileniyor. Program hocalardan farkli bir sey degil ki hocalar
programi olusturuyorlar. Yani kadin hareketiyle ¢ok az iliskisi olan, akademik
bir program olarak kurulmus bir program da hareketle hi¢bir bag kurmaz, kurma
geregi duymaz, kimse de ona niye kurmadin diye sormaz.)

The stronger the alliance between GWS programs and feminist movement is formed the
more powerful the paradigmatic and political transformation can be achieved. Being
political, or putting it with a concrete expression, being a feminist is not a given, feminist

identity is rather constituted and thus acquired. As C beautifully expresses it,

76



We should not forget that all of us have constituted our viewpoints, they are not
inherent. Since they are not inherent, we have to put an effort in order that those
who are not political can constitute their own viewpoints just as how we have
done. Nobody is born as a feminist but becomes a feminist. We, therefore, in our
classes, in our personal lives and other spheres should think of how they become
a feminist.

(Sunu unutmamak lazim, hepimiz bu bakis a¢ilarimizi insa ettik, dogustan
gelmedi. Dogustan gelmedigi icin nasil insa ettiysek karsi tarafin da bu bakis
acilarini insa etmesi i¢in ugraslar vermek lazim, hi¢ kimse feminist dogmuyor,
feminist oluyor © onun igin onlar nasil feminist olur diye diisiinmeniz lazim,
verdiginiz derste de giindelik yagsaminizda da vesaire.)

Constituting a feminist identity is in direct relationship with constituting a standpoint
and epistemic privilege, both of which are not given and should be acquired through
shared political action. Not only academics of GWS but also its students should
constitute a political standpoint if they are to criticize, challenge and transform what is
constructed on behalf of and in the name of them. As Atakul profoundly identifies
students of these programs are people who are somehow in trouble with not only the
system but also themselves, their lives and gendered identities (2002, p. 311). Although
the backgrounds and interests of GWS students differ from each other, their common
characteristics are their political identities and their self-problematized and self-troubled
lives. However, this diverse and interdisciplinary background characteristic of them
provides a crucial base to constitute a standpoint of intersubjectivity. In order to produce
knowledge and politics out of these lives, interrelations between, within and among the
students and instructors of all GWS programs must be established. As J indicates, if
students involved in political action through non-governmental organizations (NGOS)
are affiliated with the program, then the programs can generate a direct interrelationship
with feminist movement and politics. Moreover, this profile of students coming from
within feminist movement are thus much preferred and demanded one in the programs.
As | have mentioned several times throughout the study, as an extension of this political
characteristics of both academics and students, the relationship between academics and
students should also be critical to the mainstream hierarchical understanding and should
be political, as well. F draws the attention that
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an academic of GWS must integrate her/his feminist viewpoint into her/his
academic life and should convey it to the students. For, you become a model for
them, this is extremely important. It is necessary to show them the way through
academic researches and the researches you conduct in GWS should be a source
of inspiration for them. GWS itself rejects hierarchies actually, just as feminism.
It is necessary to apply this approach to students-scholars relationships, to guide
students on their own pathways, to constitute non-hierarchical and personal
relationships far beyond the classical student-scholar relationship. This point is
vital, | think.

(bence tabii ki feminist bakis agisin1 akademik yaklasimina entegre etmis olmak,
bunu 6grencilere verebilmek. Ciinkii bir model oluyorsunuz, o ¢ok 6nemli.
Aragtirmalarla yol gdstermek lazim Ogrencilere yine KC alaninda yaptiginiz
aragtirmalar onlar i¢in bir inspiration olmali bence. KC bastan hiyerarsiyi
reddeden bir sey aslinda, feminizm biitiin hiyerarsileri reddeden bir sey aslinda,
bakis agisi, KC da oyle. Bu yaklasimi da biraz 6grenci-scholar iliskisine
gecirmek lazim. Ogrencilere hani kendi yiiriidiikleri veya gittikleri alanlara
mimkiin oldugu kadar yonlendirmek daha bdyle guidance vermek, o klasik
hoca-6grenci iliskisinin biraz 6tesine gecip 6grencilerle bence o anlamda daha
bire bir iliski kurmak, non-hierarchical bir iligki kurmak bence énemli gibime

geliyor.)
Such an interrelational standpoint forms the basis of feminist pedagogy and the main
difference in the production of knowledge and politics, which contributes not only to
understand each other through intersubjective encounters but also to produce remedial

solidarities within and among agents.

In parallel with this, the content of the curricula must be involved with politics and

accordingly the movement. As R indicates,

there is an important relationship here, while setting the curriculum that
dynamism is very important, it is leading... For example, today, conflict is a
very important topic of GWS, is there any course on conflict in [GWS]
programs?

(orada Onemli bir iliskilendirme var, iste miifredatlar olusturulurken de o
dinamizm ¢ok onemli, o yon veriyor ... Bugiin mesela ¢atisma, KC’nin ¢ok
onemli bir konusu, acaba [KC] programlarinda gatisma tizerine bir ders var mi?)

Since the context and conditions change ceaselessly, curriculum of the programs must
be updated simultaneously, this enables both to seize the time with the most updated

and current issues and to become and remain political. Dynamic curriculum formation
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process rather than a stable and structured one is a must for GWS, which upholds
socially situated knowledge and displays the specificities of historically contingent
conjunctures. As a result, political characteristic of not only academia but also the
components of GWS is an important factor in recognition and marginalization of GWS.

Apart from political characteristic of GWS, its interdisciplinary nature adds on this
position in that there are some problems in the issue of interdisciplinarity itself. These
problems can be summarized as the perception of interdisciplinarity, its non-
acknowledgement within mainstream academia and the disadvantages of this non-

acknowledgement.

Beginning with the perception of interdisciplinarity, as G. mentions, there are serious
problems in the conduct of interdisciplinarity due to its meaning. Interdisciplinarity does
not only refer to bringing different disciplines altogether but also underlines the
necessity of the combination of these different disciplines on the same subject. As M

experiences,

previously, our hypothesis was that Women’s Studies was already automatically
interdisciplinary, because, it is so in one level, however, you are not able to
actualize this unless you establish this interdisciplinary bound in a real and
concrete manner.

(daha Oncesinde bizim varsayimmmiz suydu; KC zaten kendiliginden
interdisipliner diyorduk ¢unki nitekim bir diizeyde éyledir ama burada reel ve
somut olarak o interdisipliner bagi kurmadik¢ca bunu gerceklestirmis
olmuyordunuz.)

Bringing different disciplines together forms the base for interdisciplinarity;
establishing connections, melting them altogether and creating third spaces is the second
and most important phase, and this is about the problematics of GWS and can be
achieved by means of the previous phase, that is, by coming together. There exist many
programs in Turkey which have difficulty in achieving interdisciplinarity, whose great
majority of instructors and thus curriculum is composed of the same discipline.

However, the reasons of this difficulty are different from one to another in that the
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founding bodies, conditions and opportunities of the programs vary in every one of

them.

Then, interdisciplinarity is itself perceived as a reaction to the conventional approach.
For me, forming a dichotomy, comparing and contrasting disciplinarity and
interdisciplinarity, sounds meaningless since each has its own specificities and as H lays
it eloquently bare “they are both good on condition that they are founded on the required
place in the proper and right form”. Disciplinarity has the potential of producing in-
depth knowledge and the power of transforming it. It provides a vertical advance and is
a more institutionalized system. As for interdisciplinarity, it approaches to knowledge
with a multiple point of view, eradicates hierarchies and promotes joint researches and
shared political agendas. Multiple viewpoints unchain the necessity of an essential base,
of a center, and pushes the limits of rigid institutional structures. Richness of different
disciplines and of their theories, methods and similar enables to produce the knowledge

which is unnoticed due to unilateral point of view. However, as H puts the point,

the future of interdisciplinary area is closed in Turkey, when compared to
abroad. It is like that due to the models of institutionalization, staffing,
compensation and recruitment policies. Also, in Turkey, disciplinary careers are
much more ahead in an egoist way; accordingly, its way was not smoothed,
policies of CoHE did not care much about that and university policies did not
take it serious.

(disiplinleraras1 alanin 6nii kapali Tiirkiye’de, akademik olarak ¢ok sey degil,
yurt disinda oldugu gibi 6nii agik degil. Kurumsallasma modelleri nedeniyle,
kadro, tcretlendirme, istihdam politikalart nedeniyle oyle. Bir de Turkiye’de
disipliner kariyerler ¢ok daha egoist bicimde 6nde, dolayisiyla ¢ok fazla onii
acilmadi onun, yani YOK politikalar1 da ona ¢ok sey yapmadi, iiniversite
politikalart da ¢ok ciddiye almadi.)

This non-acknowledgement of interdisciplinarity makes things much harder for GWS.
Lack of permanent academic positions and of a budget, an unstable curriculum in
parallel with the absence of these elements, being exposed to a structured system with
its flexible nature are main disadvantages that the non-acknowledgement of

interdisciplinarity hands down to GWS programs. A GWS program whose
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interdisciplinary feature is not supported and maintained bears the risk of ghettoization

and cannot achieve its mission.

While it varies from the specificities of a university to another, interdisciplinary and
political characteristics of GWS seem to be its common disadvantages that marginalize
it within academia. However, according to FST, these disadvantages can be transformed

into political, epistemological and scientific advantages.

Each oppressed group can learn to identify its distinctive opportunities to turn
an oppressive feature of the group’s conditions into a source of critical insight
about how the dominant society think and is structured. Thus, standpoint
theories map how a social and political disadvantage can be turned into an
epistemological, scientific and political advantage (Harding, 2004, p. 7-8).

For example, in a technical university where engineering faculties dominate over social
sciences, and the faculties of medicine and law are absent, it can be much harder to
achieve interdisciplinarity. Moreover, foreign language-based education system may
prevent intercollegiate collaborations due to the foreign language capabilities of the
instructors. Also, as it is overtly theory-oriented, the relationships of GWS and of its
agents with feminist movement may not be active and continuous. It is quite difficult
for a GWS program which cannot live on its political movement to reside itself outside
the realm of the mainstream. Within this context, the less interdisciplinary and political
characteristics of GWS become apparent and strong, the less is mainstream academia
challenged and directly the less is marginalization appeared. Therefore, the less
marginalization is appeared and felt, the less is critical insight developed on the
mainstream, and epistemological, political and scientific advantage obtained.

However, within a context different from this, where interdisciplinary and political
nature of the program are stronger- that is, the program feeds itself with the help of each
faculty taking place within the university from medicine to fine arts, from law to
communication, and where both instructors and students are active agents of not only
feminist movement but also LGBT movement- the power relations of the convention

are unraveled and the coping mechanisms are more effectively generated against it. In
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direct proportion to this, the marginalization of the program explicitly comes to the fore.
Thus, marginalization of GWS cannot be generalized in that the specificities where it
emerges are significant and it is only possible to talk about a situated academic
marginalization.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This very last chapter consists of contributions and limitations of the study as well as
recommendations for future studies. Contributions section has three sub-sections as
theoretical, methodological and practical contributions, while limitations has two as

theoretical and methodological limitations.
6.1. Contributions of the Study

In this thesis, | aimed at understanding current position of GWS programs within current
situation of academia in Turkey from the viewpoint of Feminist Standpoint Theory by

focusing on the insights of the academics I interviewed from two different universities.
6.1.1. Theoretical Contributions

According to the findings, self-definition and self-valuation are of great importance in
understanding the position of GWS in that these two shape the standpoints of GWS
programs from the aspects of their missions, visions and attitudes towards academia.
Then, it is not possible to situate GWS within academia without looking at the external
factors that influence GWS. These factors are initially, the emergence conditions of
GWS programs in Turkey in which the existence of U.N. and 1980 coup d’etat have
been significant influences from the aspects of organic relationship of GWS with
feminist movement and support of an independent academia which cultivates critical
thinking. Then, political conjuncture, current situation of academia and current situation
of feminist movement follow the factor of emergence conditions of GWS. Within this
regard, GWS is now in a position of protecting currect acquisitions instead of moving
forward due to the facts that political conjuncture does not support any feminist

initiation, moreover it prevents and prohibits; academia is not in a period of expansion
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but of decadence; and feminist movement is one of the main target boards of the political
conjuncture and it has its own problems. These factors situate GWS into a marginalized
position within academia. In other words, this is the situation GWS programs face today.
However, the adoption of this academic marginalization is situated, that is, it is limited
with the specificities of the programs and achievement of their interdisciplinary and
political characteristics and thus, it changes from one program to another. The more a
program achieves to be political and interdisciplinary the more it feels academically
marginalized and this in a direct proportion affects its production of knowledge. The
specificities of the programs and universities turn out to be significant in achieving these

two characteristics.

To sum up all, in order to understand the position of GWS programs, it is necessary to
keep in mind not only the specificities of the programs but also the political situation
the country is in now. While general political conjuncture, current situation of academia
and of feminist movement situate GWS in an inevitably marginalized situation within
academia, specific characteristics of the programs and of the universities they belong to
determine the adoption of this marginalization and its transformation into an advantage.
All these findings are significant in that they have the potential to enlighten the way
GWS is to draw for itself and help GWS to situate itself into a safer position within

academia in the long run.

In addition, the academic marginalization of GWS programs from the aspect of FST is
a new inquiry. Making self-definitions and taking marginalization as an epistemic
advantage contribute not only to the outputs of the programs but also their recognition
both within and outside academia, and moreover, prevent them from assimilation and
losing their critical standpoints. The last but not the least, it reveals the hidden
subjectivities of academia and, in a wider sense, of the social relations, as well and
reminds the necessity of producing critical knowledge for a better and much livable

world.
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6.1.2. Methodological Contributions

Feminist Standpoint Theory does not seem to have much popularity in our days. The
reasons of this unpopularity is that it has an ambivalent position between modernity and
postmodernity. In other words, it criticizes modernist assumptions to the fullest, it
makes use of postmodernity to the fullest as well, but neither completely rejects
modernity nor totally acknowledges postmodernity. This “greasy pole” (Ramazanoglu
& Holland, 2002, p. 61) puts FST in a less popular and relevant position while it
provides it with insights and sources to work on the main problematic of contemporary
social theory. Studying GWS with FST improves the theory in one hand, produces
political knowledge for women and gendered identities on the other. Since FST is a
developing theory and methodology, studying it contributes to understand its constrains

and limitations better.

Moreover, looking from the viewpoints of the agents of the topic, listening to and
hearing their own voices and experiencing the reality with their own words make a
contribution to situate the standpoint of women as the subject of the knowledge, and
moreover to reveal their subjectivities. This has been an interactive and enlightening

process also for me.
6.1.3. Practical Contributions

Interviewing the academics of the programs has a political meaning for me. We have
created an opportunity to improve the relationships between agents of GWS, we have
learnt a lot from each other. This is politics, and solidarity. With the help of this thesis,
we have contributed to feminist methodology and feminist politics both during the

interviews and with these findings.

Furthermore, there appears now the possibility of self-definition and adoption of
marginalization, which has the potential to contribute to a transformation of

consciousness in the long term to be discussed in the conferences and symposiums.
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6.2. Limitations of the Study

It has been a highly difficult task for me to carry out this research. I will share the reasons
of these difficulties in two sub-sections as theoretical and methodological limitations of

the study.
6.2.1. Theoretical Limitations

Due to the fact that FST does neither reject modernist assumptions nor admit
postmodernist approaches, | have had difficulty in holding on to a specific situation. In
other words, the ‘greasy pole’ has been on stage for me, too. The risk of falling into
what | criticize and reproducing the same discourses is an issue about being able to hold

on to this greasy pole.

In addition to FST, there have appeared some limitations in the issue of GWS, as well.
Limited number of research on the topic has made it even harder to situate academic
marginalization of GWS into the existing literature.

Last, since political conjuncture does not support such a critical standpoint and since |
have high ethical concerns, | have had to make some restrictions concerning the
specificities of the programs and universities | interviewed. This may have caused the

analysis to hang in the air or to seem as a bird-eye-view.
6.2.2. Methodological Limitations

During the study, | have had some methodological limitations, as well. Since my field
work coincided with the political event Academics for Peace, | felt selfish and thus,
timid to call and ask about an interview during such a complicated and demotivating
atmosphere. Therefore, | had to limit my field to a number of 17- as many as | could

reach. This may have restricted the scope of the study.

Due to the fact that I am a GWS student, interviewing the academics of the programs
has been much difficult for me than any other group. No matter how non-hierarchical

our relationship was, | could not escape from the thought that they are academics and
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they know everything. This thought may have prevented me from catching and asking

some critical questions during the interviews.

Then, the claim of epistemic privilege has been a crucial issue for me from the very
beginning. A broader and more inclusive field work may have been much ‘less partial’
than this. Including all agents of GWS with its alumni and current students; agents of
other disciplines; administrative bodies; and non-academic agents would make it more
possible to understand partial knowledge and epistemic privilege much better and in
detail with a more intersectional viewpoint. Due to my time limitation, I could not dare
this.

Last, as an English Language and Literature gradute, this has been my first, longest and
most serious encounter with a sociological research. Interdisciplinary characteristic of
GWS makes it harder, on one hand, to hold on the issue from a new discipline, and
enables a new mixture, on the other. Therefore, there may have existed some improvable

points within the whole process.
6.3. Recommendations for Future Studies

As for future recommentations, | suggest a study with students and/or alumni of GWS
programs to understand how they experience marginalization both during and aftermath
of their study. From their viewpoint, this marginalization may be harder and tougher,
and their insights may be equally critical from the aspect of epistemic privilege and

situated knowledge.

In addition, as | mentioned in the limitations section, this study can be conducted with
a larger sample among both academics and non-academics in an extended period of time

to understand the claim of epistemic superiority better.

The link between academic recognition and social recognition and their contributions
to each other; position of GWS programs within current feminist movement; the
internalization of feminist movement by not only GWS agents but also society may also

be among the salient themes recommended to be taken into consideration.

87



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allen, B. J., Orbe, M. P., & Olivas, M. R. (1999). The Complexity of Our Tears:
Dis/enchantment and (In)Difference In the Academy. Communication Theory,
9, 402-429.

Arat, N. (1996). Women's Studies in Turkey. Women's Studies Quarterly, 400-411.

Atakul, S. (2002). Kadin Calismalar1 Ogrencisi Olmak. In A. Bora, & A. Giinal (Eds.),
90'larda Tiirkiye'de Feminizm . Istanbul: iletisim Yaymnlar1.

Benton, T. (2001). Philosophy of Social Science: The Philosophical Foundations of
Social Thought. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Bowell, T. (n.d.). Feminist Standpoint Theory. Retrieved June 18, 2015, from Internet
Encyclopedia of Philosophy A Peer-Reviewed Academic Resource:
http://www.iep.utm.edu/fem-stan/

Cockburn, C. (2010). Gender Relations as Causal in Militarization and War.
International Feminist Journal of Politics, 12(2), 139-157.

Collins, P. H. (2004). Learning from the Outsider Within: The Sociological
Significance of Black Feminist Thought. In S. Harding, The Feminist
Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual and Political Controversies (pp. 103-
126). New York and London: Routledge.

88



Ecevit, M. (2016). Feminist Standpoint Theory Seminars. Ankara.

Ecevit, Y. (1996). Tirkiye'de Kadin Calismalari: Durum, Sorunlar ve Gelecek. In H.
Coskun, Akademik Yasamda Kadin - Frauen in der akademischen Welt (pp.
319-336). Ankara: Bizim Biiro Basimevi.

Ecevit, Y. (2015). Gender and Women's Studies in Turkey: Evaluation and
Predictions. Ankara: METU Press.

Ege, G. (2002). Turkish Women’s Studies: The METU Gender and Women’s Studies
Graduate Program Experience. In H. Flener, & L. Potts (Eds.), Societies in
Transition — Challenges to Women'’s and Gender Studies (pp. 147-158).
Leske and Budrich.

Erturk, Y. (2015). Sinir Tanmimayan Siddet: Paradigma, Politika ve Pratikteki
Yénleriyle Kadina Siddet Olgusu. Istanbul: Metis Yayncilik.

Evans, M. (1982). In Praise of Theory: The Case for Women's Studies. Feminist
Review, 10, 61-74.

Fowlkes, D. L. (1997). Moving from Feminist Identity Politics To Coalition Politics
Through a Feminist Materialist Standpoint of Intersubjectivity in Gloria
Anzaldua's Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza. Hypatia, 12(2).

Friedman, S. S. (1998). (Inter)Disciplinarity and the Question of the Women's Studies
Ph.D. Feminist Studies, 24(2), 301-325. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3178699

89



Friedman, S. S. (2001). Statement: Academic Feminism and Interdisciplinarity.
Feminist Studies, 27(2), 504-509. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3178774

Grace, V. (2002). From Feminist Studies to Gender Studies: Challenges to Gender
Studies at the University of Canterbury, New Zealand. In H. Fle3ner, & L.
Potts (Eds.), Societies in Transition — Challenges to Women'’s and Gender
Studies (pp. 33-42). Leske and Budrich.

Griffin, G. (2002). Co-option or Transformation? Women’s and Gender Studies
Worldwide. In H. FleRBner, & L. Potts (Eds.), Societies in Transition —
Challenges to Women'’s and Gender Studies (pp. 13-32). Leske and Budrich.

Haraway, D. (2004). Situated Knowledges: The Science Question in Feminism and the
Privilege of Partial Perspective. In S. Harding (Ed.), The Feminist Standpoint
Theory Reader: Intellectual and Political Controversies (pp. 81-101). New
York and London: Routledge.

Harding, S. (1991). Whose Science, Whose Knowledge. New York: Cornell University
Press.

Harding, S. (Ed.). (2004). The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual and
Political Controversies (1st Edition ed.). New York and London: Routledge.

Harnois, C. E. (2010). Race, Gender, and the Black Women's Standpoint. Sociological
Forum, 25(1), 68-85.

Hartsock, N. (1983). The feminist standpoint: Developing the ground for a specifically
feminist materialism. In S. Harding, & M. Hintikka (Eds.), Discovering reality.
Dordrecht: Reidel.

90



hooks, b. (2000). Feminist Theory: From Margin to Center (2nd ed.). Cambridge:
South End Press.

Jaggar, A. M. (2004). Feminist Politics and Epistemology: The Standpoint of Women.
In S. Harding (Ed.), The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual and
Political Controversies (pp. 55-66). New York and London: Routledge.

Janack, M. (1997). Standpoint Epistemology without the "Standpoint™?: An
Examination of Epistemic Priviledge and Epistemic Authority. Hypatia, 12(2),
125-39.

Kandiyoti, D. (2010). Gender and Women's Studies in Turkey. New Perspectives on
Turkey, 165-176.

Mason, J. (1996). Qualitative Researching. London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi:
Sage Publications.

n.a. (2016, June 5). Erdogan: Anneligi reddeden kadn, eksiktir, yarimdwr. Retrieved
from BBC:
http://www.bbc.com/turkce/haberler/2016/06/160605_erdogan_kadin

Patterson, A., & Satz, M. (2002). Genetic Counseling and the Disabled: Feminism
Examines the Stance of Those Who Stand at the Gate. Hypatia, 17(3), 118-
142.

Pryse, M. (1998). Critical Interdisciplinarity, Women's Studies, and Cross-Cultural
Insight. NWSA Journal, 10(1), 1-22. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4316551

91



Ramazanoglu, C., & Holland, J. (2002). Feminist Methodology: Challenges and
Choices. London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Rose, H. (2004). Hand, Brain and Heart: A Feminist Epistemology for Natural
Sciences. In S. Harding (Ed.), The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader (pp. 67-
81). New York and London: Routledge.

Sancar, S. (2003). Universitede Feminizm? Baglam, Giindem ve Olanaklar. Toplum ve
Bilim, 183-216.

Smith, D. E. (2004). Women's Perspective as a Radical Critique of Sociology. In S.
Harding (Ed.), The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader (pp. 21-35). New York
and London: Routledge.

Valadez, J. (2001). Standpoint Epistemology and Women of Color. In D. L. Hoeveler,
& J. K. Boles (Eds.), Women of Color: Defining the Issues, Hearing the Voices
(pp. 69-80). Santa Barbara, CA: Greenwood Press.

Wylie, A. (2004). Why Standpoint Matters. In S. Harding (Ed.), The Feminist
Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual and Political Controversies (pp. 339-
351). New York and London: Routledge.

Zimmermann, S. (2002). Women’s and Gender Studies in a Global-Local Perspective:
Developing the Frame. In H. Flel3ner, & L. Potts (Eds.), Societies in Transition
— Challenges to Women’s and Gender Studies (pp. 61-77).

92



APPENDIX A: CASEBOOK

Interviewees |  Current Position Main Department University
A Full-Time Affiliated Sociology Y
B Full-Time Affiliated Literature Y
C Full-Time Affiliated Sociology Y
D Full-Time Affiliated Sociology Y
E Full-Time Affiliated Political Sciences Y
F Full-Time Affiliated Political Sciences Y
G Unaffiliated Communication X
H Full-Time Affiliated Political Sciences X
J Full-Time Affiliated Political Sciences X
K Full-Time Affiliated Communication X
L Part-Time Affiliated | Urban Policy Planning Y
M Full-Time Affiliated Political Sciences X
N Full-Time Affiliated Sociology Y
@) Full-Time Affiliated Fine Arts X
P Retired Law X
R Retired Sociology Y
S Full-Time Affiliated Political Sciences X
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APPENDIX B: FIELD GUIDELINE

A. Academic Position

A.1l. How would you evaluate the current position of GWS considering the
specificities of its emergence and improvement? (University of X-
Y/Turkey/World)
A.2. Which important characteristics of your program in

(a) national

(b) international platforms would you like to mention?

B. Institutional Specificities

B.1. What are your evaluations on the position of your program within
academia from the aspects of

(al) interdisciplinarity vs disciplinarity (specificities of
interdisciplinarity),

(a2) its respectability (scientific, by administration and other
disciplines),

(bl) specificities of its curriculum,

(b2) minimum characteristics expected from the students in line with
the aims of the program,

(b3) salient characteristics expected from the academics,

(c) career opportunities of the alumni?
B.2. How would you evaluate the importance of the foundation of GWS
programs with the collaboration of academics from different disciplines?
B.3. What would you like to express about the advantages/disadvantages of
GWS programs in comparison with disciplinary departments?
B.4. How would you evaluate the view that GWS programs are to a large
extent under the roof of a particular social science discipline?
B.5. What kind of reactions/evaluations do you experience (both within
academia and in your personal life) when you mention that you are a GWS
scholar and/or you carry out studies related to the issue of women?
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C. Knowledge and Politics Relationship

C.1. To what extent do you think gender-based academic knowledge reflects
the experiences of women?
C.2. With which features do you think GWS programs differ from
mainstream academia?
C.3. To what degree do you think the approach of your program criticizes
modernity and postmodernity?
C.4. (a) What would you like to express about the view that your curriculum
should be based on feminist theories?

(b) What would you like to share about the current differentiation of
feminist theories?
C.5. What kind of a relation/contradiction do you observe between the views
that feminism is ‘political’ and academia is ‘non-political’?
C.6. What would you like to share on the importance of ‘feminist’ identities
and/or different feminist standpoints of GWS academics in the sight of
academia?
C.7. What kind of a relationship do you think there exists between GWS
programs and feminist/women’s movement?
C.8. What kind of a relationship (similarity/difference) do you think there
exists between GWS programs and Women’s Research Centers?

D. Views Towards Future

What would you like to share about the position that GWS programs are to
take in the future?
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APPENDIX C: SAHA YONERGESI

A. Akademik Konum

A.1. Kadin Calismalar1 programinin bugiin ulastigr asamay1 kurulusunun
ve gelisiminin 6zgunliklerini dikkate alarak nasil degerlendirmektesiniz?
(X-Y Universitesi/Tirkiye/Diinya)
A.2. X-Y Universitesi’ndeki KC Lisansiistii programmin,

(@) ulusal

(b) uluslararas1 diizlemde dnemli gérdiigiiniiz hangi 6zelliklerinden
bahsetmek istersiniz?

B. Kurumsal Ozgiinliikler

B.1. KC’nin akademi igerisindeki konumunun

(al) disiplinlerarasi program vs. boliim ayrimi (disiplinlerarasi
olmanin 6zgiinliigii),

(a2) sayginlig: (bilimsel, liniversite yonetimi, diger disiplinler),

(bl) miifredatin 6zgiinlig,

(b2) programin amaglar1 dogrultusunda 6grencilerden beklenen
asgari ozellikler,

(b3) 6gretim elemanlarindan beklenilen belirgin 6zellikler,

(c) mezunlarin kariyer konumlari agisindan degerlendirmeleriniz
nelerdir?
B.2. KC programlarmin farkl disiplinlerden gelen 6gretim {iyelerinden
olugsmasinin 6nemini nasil degerlendirirsiniz?
B.3. KC programlarmin boliim temelli programlara gore avantaj /
dezavantajlar1 hakkinda neler sdylemek istersiniz?
B.4. KC programlarinin biiyiik 6l¢iide belirli sosyal bilim disiplinlerinin
catis1 altinda oldugu diisiincesini nasil degerlendirmektesiniz?
B.5. KC 6gretim iiyesi oldugunuzu ve feminizm veya kadin konusu ile
ilgili galismalar yiiriittiigliniizi soylediginizde (akademik ortamda ve
toplumun genelinde) ne tiir degerlendirmelerle (tepkilerle)
karsilagsmaktasiniz?
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C. Bilgi ve Politika Iliskisi

C.1. Kadmn odakli akademik bilgi sizce ne dereceye kadar kadinlarin
yasam pratikleri ile ortlismektedir?
C.2. Sizce KC programi anaakim akademi anlayisindan hangi yonleriyle
farklilik gostermektedir?
C.3. KC programinizin akademik yaklagiminin modernite ve
postmodernite anlayisina ne dereceye kadar elestirel baktigini
diistiniiyorsunuz?
C.4. (a) KC program igeriginizin feminist kuramdan beslenmesi gerektigi
diisincesi hakkinda neler soylemek istersiniz?

(b) Feminist kuramin bugiin geldigi asamadaki farklilagmasi
hakkinda neler sdylemek istersiniz?
C.5. Feminizmin ‘politik’, akademinin ise ‘politika dis1” oldugu
diisiinceleri arasinda nasil bir iliski/celiski goriiyorsunuz?
C.6. Akademi odaginda KC 6gretim elemanlarin ‘feminist’ olup /
olmamalarinin veya farkli feminist duruslara sahip olmalarinin 6nemi
uzerine neler séylemek istersiniz?
C.7. KC programlari ile Feminist / Kadin Hareketi arasinda nasil bir iligki
oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?
C.8. KC programlari ile Kadin Arastirma Merkezleri arasinda ne tiir bir
iliski (benzerlik / farklilik) oldugunu diisiintiyorsunuz?

D. Gelecegine Yonelik Diislinceler

KC programlarinin ileride alacagi konum hakkinda neler sdylemek
istersiniz?
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APPENDIX D: INTERNALS

Type Name | Memo | Nodes | References | Created Modified
Link On On
Document | 1- A Yes 74 147 31-May-16 | 04-Jun-16
11:33 AM | 3:18 PM
Document | 2-B Yes 48 79 31-May-16 | 05-Jun-16
11:33AM | 2:37 PM
Document | 3-C Yes 55 94 31-May-16 | 07-Jun-16
11:33 AM | 9:39 PM
Document | 4-D Yes 38 60 31-May-16 | 06-Jun-16
11:33 AM | 3:01 PM
Document | 5-E Yes 54 94 31-May-16 | 05-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 3:33PM
Document | 6- F Yes 38 56 31-May-16 | 06-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 8:39 AM
Document | 7-G Yes 33 48 31-May-16 | 05-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 4:46 PM
Document | 8- H Yes 58 95 31-May-16 | 07-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 6:58 PM
Document | 9-J Yes 33 49 31-May-16 | 06-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 9:52 AM
Document | 10- K | Yes 52 105 31-May-16 | 09-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 12:37 AM
Document | 11-L | Yes 37 53 31-May-16 | 08-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 3:36 PM
Document | 12-M | Yes 43 69 31-May-16 | 08-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 3:36 PM
Document | 13-N | Yes 31 43 31-May-16 | 08-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 12:08 PM
Document | 14-O | Yes 42 61 31-May-16 | 07-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 9:41 PM
Document | 15-P | Yes 34 53 31-May-16 | 07-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 11:23 AM
Document | 16-R | Yes 39 53 31-May-16 | 06-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 4:04 PM
Document | 17-S | Yes 41 54 31-May-16 | 05-Jun-16
11:34 AM | 11:43 PM
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APPENDIX E: FREE NODES

Type Name Sources | References | Created Modified
On On
Free Node | 3P 3 5 06-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
3:45PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | 3rd space 2 2 08-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
3:29PM | 3:30 PM
Free Node | academic otherness | 2 8 07-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
6:42PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | achievement of 3 4 03-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
transformation 2:13 PM 4:30 PM
Free Node | acknowledgment of | 4 5 03-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
GWS in academia 1:40PM | 9:44 PM
Free Node | active agency 7 13 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
1:06 PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | advantages of 16 41 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
interdisciplinarity 3:27PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | advantages of 3 3 04-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
multiplicity 10:55 AM | 9:21 PM
Free Node | alumni 14 17 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
4:03PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | approach of 9 13 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
administration 11:02 PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | U.X. WS on 5 6 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
international 5:21 PM 12:36 AM
platform
Free Node | challenge 4 5 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
1:49PM | 3:58 PM
Free Node | characteristics of 3 4 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
GWSinTR 1:54PM | 3:58 PM
Free Node | collectivity 2 2 03-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
10:54 PM | 9:37 PM
Free Node | commitment 5 5 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
2:.01PM | 2:18 PM
Free Node | conformism 1 2 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
7:02PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | constituting a 3 4 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
feminist identity 4:.47 PM 12:36 AM
Free Node | contributions of 3 4 04-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
GWS to academia 8:40 AM | 11:28 PM
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Free Node | correspondence of | 15 17 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
knowledge with 4:36 PM | 2:46 PM
experience

Free Node | criticism of 7 14 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
mainstream 10:23 AM | 12:36 AM
academia

Free Node | criticism of 16 36 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
modernity 4:41PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | criticism of 7 11 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
postmodernity 4:41PM | 11:49 AM

Free Node | criticism of 4 5 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
scientific 10:20 AM | 12:36 AM
knowledge-
production-process

Free Node | criticism of the 1 2 05-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
movement in TR 9:31 PM 9:44 PM

Free Node | current situation of | 4 7 03-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
academia 2:44 PM 11:28 PM

Free Node | current situation of | 10 16 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
feminism 4:37 PM 12:36 AM

Free Node | current situation of | 4 8 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
GWS 1:47 PM 2:35 PM

Free Node | current situation of | 9 14 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
GWSIinTR 2:25 PM 2:56 PM

Free Node | danger of flexibility | 1 1 03-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
in academia 2:43 PM 7:32 AM

Free Node | dichotomy 3 3 07-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

6:55 PM 12:36 AM

Free Node | differences of GWS | 17 32 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
from mainstream 4:52 PM 12:36 AM
academia

Free Node | differentiation of 11 13 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
feminist theories 10:49 AM | 3:11 PM

Free Node | disadvantages of 11 20 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
interdisciplinarity 3:27PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | disadvantages of 3 4 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
multiplicity 10:55 AM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | diversity 2 3 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

1:26 PM 12:36 AM

Free Node | effect of 10 13 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

conservatism on 2:39 PM 12:36 AM

GWS
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Free Node | effect of liberalism | 1 1 03-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
on GWS 2:36 PM | 7:32 AM
Free Node | emergence of GWS | 2 2 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
1:44PM | 9:19 AM
Free Node | emergence of GWS | 1 2 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
in Canada 1:46 PM | 10:37 PM
Free Node | emergence of GWS | 1 1 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
in England 7:06 AM | 7:32 AM
Free Node | emergence of GW |7 10 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
at U.Y. 7:10 AM | 11:49 AM
Free Node | emergence of GWS | 1 2 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
in the USA 7:05AM | 7:32 AM
Free Node | emergence of GWS | 7 12 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
in TR 2:23PM | 3:09 PM
Free Node | emergence of WS |3 5 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
at U.X. 4:49 PM 12:36 AM
Free Node | exclusion of GWS |3 3 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
students from 12:33 AM | 2:43 PM
public institutions
Free Node | feminism 3 5 04-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
perception 9:58 AM | 11:28 PM
Free Node | feminist curiosity 1 1 08-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
9:28 AM | 9:28 AM
Free Node | feminist ethics 2 2 05-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
6:36 PM | 10:08 AM
Free Node | feminist 3 6 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
methodology 9:21 AM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | feminist pedagogy | 3 7 07-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
10:51 AM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | foreign language- 4 4 04-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
based education 8:00 AM | 9:12 AM
Free Node | FST 9 21 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
4:39 PM 12:36 AM
Free Node | future of GWS 17 24 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
5:14PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | gender 1 1 06-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
mainstreaming 3:57 PM 3:57 PM
Free Node | ghettoization of 2 2 07-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
GWS 10:44 AM | 2:35 PM
Free Node | harmony within the | 4 4 03-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
GWS entity 4:27PM | 11:.04 AM
Free Node | ideal profile of 13 19 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
GWS instructors 3:40 PM 12:36 AM
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Free Node | ideal profile of 16 21 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
GWS students 3:37 PM 12:36 AM
Free Node | individual 6 8 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
international 3:16 PM | 9:19 AM
connections
Free Node | inner dynamics of |4 8 04-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
U.Y. GWS 12:25 AM | 8:23 AM
Free Node | institute of GWS 1 2 07-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
8:47PM | 8:50 PM
Free Node | institutionalization |1 1 03-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
of feminism 10:38 PM | 7:32 AM
Free Node | instructor profile of | 5 8 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
U.X. WS 6:34PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | interaction 3 6 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
9:24 AM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | interdisciplinarity 11 18 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
3:19PM | 2235PM
Free Node | interdisciplinarity |7 10 05-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
vs disciplinarity 6:20 PM | 2:42 PM
Free Node | interdisciplinarity 1 1 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
VS 4:28PM | 10:37 PM
multidisciplinarity
Free Node | interdisciplinarity 1 2 06-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
VS 3:22 PM 3:42 PM
supradisciplinarity
Free Node | interdisciplinarity 1 1 08-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
Vs 9:33AM | 9:33 AM
transdisciplinarity
Free Node | intersectionality 8 14 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
10:27 AM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | joint research 3 6 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
3:10PM | 9:19 AM
Free Node | lack of journals 1 2 08-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
843 AM | 9:19 AM
Free Node | Existence of WRCs | 1 4 08-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
in GWS 8:48 AM | 9:32 AM
Free Node | marginalization of |2 4 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
GWS within 4:22PM | 12:36 AM
academia
Free Node | masculinities 1 1 05-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
11:33PM | 11:33 PM
Free Node | misuse of GWS 1 1 05-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
6:22PM | 9:44 PM
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Free Node | modernity 4 8 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
4:37PM | 2:49 PM
Free Node | moneymaking 1 1 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
program 7:58 AM | 7:58 AM
Free Node | multiplicity 6 7 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
10:50 AM | 2.51 PM
Free Node | non-hierarchical 5 8 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
11:22 PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | objectivity 3 3 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
10:56 PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | U.Y.GWSin 6 10 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
international 3:17 PM 2:18 PM
platform
Free Node | outsider within 2 3 03-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
7:.00PM | 7:50 PM
Free Node | partial knowledge 1 1 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
7:30PM | 12:36 AM
Free Node | political 4 6 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
characteristic of 1:43 PM 12:36 AM
GWS
Free Node | positive 1 1 05-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
discrimination to 2:09PM | 2:50 PM
GWS in academia
Free Node | postmodernity 2 2 04-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
10:28 AM | 4:34 PM
Free Node | practical & 1 1 08-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
strategical benefit 9:47 AM | 9:47 AM
Free Node | profile of U.Y. 4 6 04-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
GWS instructors 8:49 AM | 3:40 PM
Free Node | profile of U.Y. 7 13 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
GWS students 3:38PM | 12:03 PM
Free Node | queer studies 2 2 05-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
11:31 PM | 11:31 PM
Free Node | readiness 1 1 07-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
10:37 AM | 10:37 AM
Free Node | reasons of low- 7 10 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
growing of GWS in 2:34 PM 12:36 AM
TR
Free Node | reasons of the 15 22 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
difficulty in 4:21 PM 12:36 AM
achieving

interdisciplinarity
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Free Node | recognition 16 44 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

3:33PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | reducing GWS to 1 2 06-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
v.a.w 743 AM | 8:28 AM

Free Node | reflexivity 1 1 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

7.07PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | rejection of 1 1 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16

modernity 10:28 AM | 10:28 AM

Free Node | representation 1 1 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16

problem of GWS 3:34PM | 10:37 PM

Free Node | requirements of 4 5 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16

interdisciplinarity 4:25PM | 11:49 AM

Free Node | risk of reproduction | 5 7 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

of patriarchy 11:16 PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | self-definition 3 4 07-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
7.49PM | 7:49 PM

Free Node | shared politics 2 3 04-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
12:57 PM | 2:50 PM

Free Node | situated knowledge | 12 32 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
11:46 PM | 2:35 PM

Free Node | specificities of U.X. | 7 29 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

WS 450 PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | specificities of U.X. | 6 14 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

WS curriculum 11:05 PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | specificities of 2 5 03-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
GWS 1:45PM | 3:26 PM

Free Node | specificitiesof U.Y. | 3 3 06-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16

12:41 PM | 11:49 AM

Free Node | specificitiesof U.Y. | 9 31 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16

GWS 1:58 PM | 11:49 AM

Free Node | specificitiesof U.Y. | 7 12 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16

GWS curriculum 3:37PM | 11:49 AM

Free Node | specificities of 2 3 03-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16

WRCs 5:10PM | 11:49 PM

Free Node | structural problems | 10 15 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16

influencing GWS 3:53PM | 11:49 AM

Free Node | student profile of 4 5 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

U.X. WS 4:13PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | subjectivity 3 5 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16

4:38PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | the difference btw | 1 2 07-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16

GWS and WRC 10:29 AM | 11:21 AM

104




Free Node | the entrance phases | 1 1 04-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
of GWS into 712 AM | 7:32 AM
academia

Free Node | the importance of 1 1 03-Jun-16 | 04-Jun-16
BILAR in the 2:17PM | 7:32 AM
development of
GWS

Free Node | the importance of 9 17 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
conjuncture 12:53 AM | 3:35 PM

Free Node | the importance of 5 9 05-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
criticism 6:23PM | 2245PM

Free Node | the importance of 2 3 05-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
disciplinarity in 6:15PM | 2:35 PM
GWS

Free Node | the importance of 5 6 04-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
feminist identity 10:09 AM | 10:58 AM

Free Node | the importance of 17 28 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
feminist standpoint 2:27TPM | 12:36 AM
in GWS

Free Node | the importance of 5 5 03-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
gender awareness 1:59 PM 11:00 AM

Free Node | the importance of 1 1 07-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
the first students of 10:35 AM | 10:35 AM
GWS

Free Node | the importance of 8 9 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
the founders of 1:56 PM | 2:35 PM
GWS

Free Node | the importance of 3 4 05-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
WRC 5:17PM | 9:49 AM

Free Node | the necessity of 13 14 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
feminist theory in 4:54 PM 10:01 AM
GWS

Free Node | the necessity of 6 7 03-Jun-16 | 07-Jun-16
interdisciplinarity 6:21 PM | 7:49 PM

Free Node | the need fora GWS |1 2 06-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
organization 3:19 PM 3:44 PM

Free Node | the need for PhD 4 4 04-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
programmes of 11:09 AM | 11:49 AM
GWS

Free Node | the need of 2 3 03-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
protecting the 2:41PM | 9:44 PM

current acquisitions
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Free Node | the question of 6 6 04-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
GWS as a 11:09 AM | 3:24 PM
department

Free Node | the relationship btw | 16 24 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
academia and 4:57PM | 12:36 AM
politics

Free Node | the relationship btw | 17 34 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
GWS and 5:00PM | 12:36 AM
movement in TR

Free Node | the relationship btw | 3 3 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
GWS and positive 4:33PM | 12:36 AM
sciences

Free Node | the relationship btw | 13 18 03-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
GWSs and WRCs 5:08PM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | the relationship btw | 3 7 05-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16
movement and 6:29PM | 3:11 PM
curriculum

Free Node | the relationship btw | 2 5 08-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
political conj and 2:45PM | 12:36 AM
GWS

Free Node | the relationship btw | 3 3 04-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
the representatives 8:58 AM | 8:23 AM
of GWS and
recognition

Free Node | the relationship btw | 5 9 04-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
theory and practice 9:18 AM | 12:36 AM

Free Node | the relationship btw | 4 4 05-Jun-16 | 09-Jun-16
university and 4:12 PM 12:36 AM
feminism

Free Node | the relationship of | 4 4 03-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
GWS instructors 10:34 PM | 2:18 PM
with the movement

Free Node | the situation of 3 4 04-Jun-16 | 06-Jun-16
GWS in a technical 9:05AM | 2:18 PM
university

Free Node | transformation 7 7 03-Jun-16 | 08-Jun-16

2:03PM | 9:41 AM

Free Node | transformation of 2 2 04-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
university to the 753 AM | 11:28 PM
market

Free Node | weak point of 1 1 05-Jun-16 | 05-Jun-16
feminist theory 3:03 PM 3:03 PM
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APPENDIX F: TURKCE OZET

TOPLUMSAL CiNSIYET VE KADIN CALISMALARI:
KONUMLANDIRILMIS AKADEMIiK MARJINALLIK

Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalar1 (TCKC) Anabilim Dali diinyada 1970’ler,
Tiirkiye’de ise 1980°li yillardan itibaren feminist hareketin akademik ayagi olarak
akademide kendine yer agmistir. Temel amaci ataerkil kurumlara meydan okumak ve
onlar1 doniistiirmek olan feminist aktivistler bu iddialarin1 6ncelikle ve 6zellikle bilgi
iiretimine miidahale ederek gergeklestirebileceklerini goriip kendilerini akademide var
ve goriiniir kilmayr amaglamislardir. Politik olarak, disiplinleraras1 bilgi {iretimi
yaklagimint benimseyen TCKC bu o6zelligiyle kadin gergekliginin tek boyutlu
anlagilamayacagini ve birden ¢ok disiplinin bir araya gelerek ve ¢oklu ve birbirini
icerisinde harmanlanarak gergekligin daha dogru anlasilabilir ve anlatilabilir oldugunu
savunmustur. Bu baglamda akademiye yerlesen ilk kadin feminist akademisyenler
bilginin kadin i¢in, kadinlar tarafindan ve kadinlarla {iretilmesi gerektigini savunmus,
mevcut ataerkil bilginin kadinin ger¢ekligini anlatmadigini, kadin1 goriinmez kildigim
ve hakim olanin, yani erkegin hakkini korudugunu savunmus ve hem kendi ana
disiplinlerinde hem de TCKC anabilim dallarinda kadinlik bilgisini liretmislerdir. Bu
programlarin miifredatlar1 Kadin ve Toplum, Kadin ve Siyaset, Kadin ve Din ve benzeri
sekillerde olusturulmus olup daha c¢ok kadinlarla ilgili bilgi birikimine katkida
bulunmug ve TCKC anabilim dallarinin temelini olusturmuslardir. Sonrasinda ortaya
atilan toplumsal cinsiyet kavramiyla kesisimsellikler tartigmaya dahil edilmis ve
feminist teori ciddi bir tikanikliktan kendini kurtarmis ve tiim sosyal bilimleri etkileyen

bir agilim saglamustir.
TEORIK CERCEVE

Teorik olarak bu ilk yaklasim etnik koken, toplumsal cinsiyet, irk, sinif ve benzeri
farkliliklar1 gz ardi ettigi, kadinlar1 tek bir kategori olarak ele aldig1 ve aralarindaki

farkliliklar1 goériinmez kildigi, mevcut akademik sistemdeki dikotomik anlayis1 kadin-
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erkek dikotomisiyle yeniden iirettigi ve kadim1 dogrudan dikotominin zayif ayagina
yerlestirdigi gibi sebeplerle kat1 bir sekilde elestiriye ugramistir. Bu ikinci yaklasima
gore, kadi-erkek diye bir ikilik yaratmaktansa kadinlar1 kendi aralarinda ve kendi
iclerinde farkli 6zgiinliiklere sahip bireyler olarak degerlendirmek, ikilikleri bir kenara
birakmak, 1rk, etnik koken, toplumsal cinsiyet, smif, cinsel kimlik ve benzeri
kesisimsellikleri de gbéz onilinde bulundurarak bilgi iiretmek bizi hem gergeklige
ulastiracak hem de kadinlarin gliclenmesine katkida bulunacaktir. Ancak bu ikinci grup
da her ne kadar sosyal teorinin ikilik anlayisina koklii elestiriler getirse de kendine teorik
bir zemin yaratamadigi ve bu iddialarin1 kanitlayacak kavramsal ¢erceveyi oturtamadigi
gerekgeleriyle Feminist Durus Kurami (FDK) teorisyenleri tarafindan yogun elestirilere
maruz kaldilar. Ustelik, ikinci grup feminist anlayis FDK tarafindan bilgiye ve
gerceklige biitlinciil yaklastigl sebebiyle de zeminsizlestirildi. Gii¢ ve bilgi arasindaki
iligkiyi sorunsallastiran bir kuram olan FDK’ye gore gerceklik algisi higbir zaman tam
olarak anlasilamaz ve aktarilamaz, gerceklik de gerceklik bilgisi de taraflidir,
konumsaldir, i¢inde bulundugu yer, zaman, baglam, kosul ve benzeri 6zgiinliiklere
ickindir ve tiim bunlara gore de siirekli degisir. Dolayisiyla, genellenmesi, kendi i¢inde
bir 6z aranmasi, bir mantik temeline oturtulmasi anlamsizdir, gerceklikten uzaktir.
Duygu ve normlardan arindirilmis nesnellik epistemolojisiyle gerceklige ulasilabilecegi
iddias1 bir yanilsamadan bagka bir sey degildir. Bu baglamda, sadece 6znelliklerin degil,
coklu 6znelliklerin ¢oklu 6zgiinliiklerini dikkate almak ve bilgiyi konumlandirmak bizi
tam olarak gergeklige gotiirmese de daha giiclii bir nesnellik epistemolojisiyle dogruya
daha az tarafli olacak sekilde daha ¢ok yaklastiracaktir. FDK’ye gdre, bu daha az tarafh
bilgiye ise marjinal olanin bilgisiyle ve hiyerarsik olmayan ve interaktif bir bilgi Uretim
stireci yontemiyle ulasilabilir. Kendi 6znellikleriyle baskin olanin dilini konusan gruplar
olarak marjinal bireyler cemberin hem i¢inde hem disinda yer alma 6zellikleriyle baskin
olandan farkli olarak ¢ift vizyona sahip olan bireylerdir. Bu ¢ift vizyona sahip olma
ozellikleri, FDK’ye gore, kendilerine gergekligi deneyimleme ve anlamada epistemik
bir oncelik kazandirir, o yilizden bilgiyi marjinal olandan, marjinal olanin yasam

deneyimlerinden almak anlamlidir, daha az tarafli bilgiye ve daha giiglii nesnellige
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gotirendir. Ancak bu marjinal-baskin ikiligi yaratmak ve marjinal olana Oncelik
atfederek klasik modernitenin kati bir bigimde elestirilen tuzagina diismek anlaminda
degerlendirilmemelidir. FDK’ye gore, sorun ikilik anlayisinda degil, ikilik
anlayisindaki hiyerarsik iliskilenme ve birini digerinden farkliligina gore tanimlama
bi¢imindedir. Bir diger deyisle, FDK ikilik anlayisini reddetmemekte, taraflardan birini
istiin gérme ve digerinden farklilagtiran oOzelligiyle tanimlama eylemine karsi
cikmaktadir, bunun yerine 6znelliklerin ve 6znelliklerin 6zgiinliiklerinin dahil edildigi
ve taraflarin 6zgiirlestigi iliskilenme bicimlerini desteklemektedir. Marjinal olanin
onceligi konusundaki elestirilere ise bunun verili bir 6zellik olmadigi, politika ve
kolektif direnme formlariyla kazanilmasi gereken bir durus oldugu saviyla karsilik
vermektedir. Modernitenin tiim bu varsayimlarini kokiine kadar elestirmesinin yani sira,
postmodernitenin 6znellik epistemolojisi, ¢ogulculuk ve pargalilik anlayisindan da
esinlenen FDK bu anlamda iki arada bir derede kalmis bir durusa sahip olusuyla da
elestirilebilir. Ancak burada vurgulamak gerekir ki postmodernite moderniteyi reddeden
bir yaklasimken FDK postmoderniteden yararlanmasina ragmen moderniteyi
reddetmeyen ve fakat kokten elestiren bir durustur. Postmodernist sdylemin totolojik

gorelilik yaklasimina diismekten de kendini tarafli ve konumsal bilgi iddiasiyla kurtarir.
METODOLOJI

Bu teorik ¢ergeve igerisinde, tezimde Tiirkiye’deki TCKC anabilim dallarinin akademi
icerisindeki konumunu FDK bakis agisiyla epistemik oncelik, konumlandirilmis ve
tarafli bilgi, cemberin i¢inde ve disinda olma konumu, gii¢lii nesnellik kavramlar
izerinden tartigmay1 amacgladim. Buna gore, TCKC anabilim dallarinin akademi-TCKC
ikiligi i¢erisinde marjinal olma konumunu; 6ztanimlama ve misyon ve vizyon iliskisi;
politik ve disiplinleraras1 ozellikleriyle ¢emberin disinda, mevcut akademik yapi
icerisinde bilgi iiretmeye yonelik akademik bir birim olma 6zelligiyle cemberin i¢inde
olma pozisyonu ile ¢ift vizyona sahip olmasi; bu ¢ift vizyonla daha az tarafli ve daha
giiclii nesnellikte bilgi iiretme becerisi arasindaki iliskileri sorunsallastirdim. Bilgiyi

akademik alanin aktif tireticileriyle birlikte liretmeye ve interaktif ve hiyerarsik olmayan
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bir bilgi tlretim siirecine olanak saglayacagindan nitel arastirma yontemlerinden
derinlemesine miilakat yontemini tercih ettim. Bu amagcla, Tiirkiye’de tarihsel olarak
yakin artalanlara sahip 6zgiinliikler bakimindan birbirinden oldukga farkl1 iki {iniversite
programmin akademisyenleriyle derinlemesine miilakatlar yaptim. Alanin aktif
iireticileri olarak akademisyenleri segme sebebim hem programin kuruculart ve
yiiriiticiileri olmalar1 hem de feminist hareketin i¢cinde yer almis ve aliyor olmalarindan
kaynaklandi. Buna ek olarak, kendim bir TCKC 6grencisi oldugum i¢in arastirma
konumla arama bir mesafe koymak hissini duydugumdan Ogrencileri arastirmanin
disinda tuttum. Etik kaygilarim nedeniyle iiniversite programlarini X ve Y, kendileriyle
goriistiiglim 17 tane akademisyeni ise A’dan S’ye alfabetik olarak kodlamay1 tercih
ettim. Akademisyenlerin kisisel ve akademik ozellikleri emeklilik durumlarindan,
TCKC anabilim dallarinda kurucu veya seg¢meli ders hocasi olma durumlarina,
yaslarindan, ana disiplinlerine kadar birgok farkli baslikta farkliliklar barindirmakta.
Gorligmeler ¢ogunlukla akademisyenlerin kendi odalarinda, sessiz sakin ve samimi
ortamlarda gerceklesti. 17 tane goriismeden toplam 28 saatlik ses kaydi1 ve 300 sayfalik
desifreler ¢ikti. Bu desifrelert QSR NVivo 8 nitel arastirma analiz programi araciligiyla
analiz ettim. Buna gore 300 sayfalik desifrelerden 140 adet serbest kod iiretmis olup
bunlarin arasindan marjinalizasyon, tanimnrlik, politik olma, disiplinlerarasi olma,
politik konjonktiir, mevcut akademik anlayis, mevcut feminist hareket kodlarinda

yogunlasan iligkileri sorunsallastirdim.
ANALIZ

Analiz sonuglarina gore, Tiirkiye’deki TCKC anabilim dallarinin o6ncelikle bir
Oztanimlama yapmalar1 gerektigi, ¢linkii yaptiklar1 bu 6ztanimlamalarin aldiklari
isimlerden misyon, vizyon, miifredat olusumlari ve 0&zdegerlenmeye kadar
eyleyiciliklerini dogrudan etkiledigi ve sekillendirdigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Buna gore, X
Universitesi akademisyenlerinin kendilerini iddiali ve kesin bir bigimde “TCKC degil
de KC” olarak tanimladigi ve bu tanimlamanin onlar1 bir ¢ati altinda fedakarlik,

adanmighik ve sagaltict bir giicle bir arada tuttugu ve bu bir aradalik iizerinden
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kendilerine ait olduklar1 bir ortam yarattiklarin1 gézlemledim. Bundan farkli olarak, Y
Universitesi akademisyenlerinin kendilerini “Y Universitesi TCKC” programi olarak
tanimladigi ve bu tanimlama {iizerinden programla iiniversitelerini esit seviyede
sahiplendikleri ve ikisi i¢in ortak bir egsayginlik insasi olusturduklarini gézlemledim.
Ancak burada belirtmeliyim ki 6ztanimlama kodu sahadan gelen bir kod oldugu i¢in
buna 6zel veya bununla ilgili sorularim olmamistir ve bu tanimlamalar her bir
akademisyen tarafindan ayr1 ayr1 yapilmamistir. Buna ek olarak, Tiirkiye’deki TCKC
anabilim dallarmin akademik marjinalligine sebep olan tarihi ve digsal faktorlerin
varlig1 analizde yogun bir bicimde gbziime ¢arpti. Bunlara gore, TCK(C programlarinin
ortaya ¢iktig1 1980’li donemlerde Birlesmis Milletler’in etkisi ve 1980 darbesi dnemli
bir yer tutmaktadir. BM araciligiyla kurulan programlar feminist hareketle olan
baglarindaki organikligi siire¢ igerisinde kurmaya calisirken 1980 darbesi akademinin
elestirel diisiince ortamina ket vurmus ve TCKC gibi son derece elestirel programlarin
akademiye girisine olmasa da akademide goriiniirliigiine ve kabuliine ciddi derece ket
vurmustur. Bu sagliksiz temelin yani sira, giinlimiiz politik konjonktiirii, mevcut
akademinin durumu ve mevcut feminist hareketin durumu TCKC programlarinin
akademik marjinalligini katmerleyen dissal faktorler olarak analizde ortaya ¢ikmustir.
AKP hiikiimetinin kadin ve feminizm konulara yaklasimi, Cumhurbaskani1 Tayyip
Erdogan ve destekleyicilerinin konuyla ilgili s6ylem ve pratikleri TCKC programlarinin
akademik konumunu dogrudan ve keskin bir bi¢imde etkilemistir. Muhafazakar ve
elestiriye kapali tutum ve sOylemlerin akademiyi i¢ine kapatmasina ve 6zgiir diislince
ortamma vurdugu sert darbeye ek olarak, akademinin piyasalagsmasi,
profesyonellesmesi ve kariyere doniik islemeye baslamis olmasi da TCKC gibi
kariyerizm soylemlerinden uzak, politik bir programin akademik konumuna dogrudan
dokunan bagka bir faktor olarak goriinliyor. Son olarak, feminist hareketin hem bu
soylemler sonucunda hem de hareketten kaynakli kendi i¢ dinamiklerinde yasadigi
problemler sebebiyle TCKC programlari politik ayaklarinin desteginden mahrum
kalmis olarak akademide tutunmaya calistyor. Tiim bu faktorler TCKC programlarini

akademik olarak zorunlu bir marjinallige doguruyor. Bu marjinallik sadece eyleyicilerin
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maddi, fiziksel, akademik, manevi hak marjinalligini degil, tiretilen bilginin icerilmesi,
tiketilmesi, yaygimlastirilmast ve tretimine katkida bulunulmasini da iginde
bulunduruyor. Ancak, tezde asil vurguladigim TCKC’lerin bu marjinal konumlarinin
zaten bir slirpriz olmamast gercekligi. Ana c¢ikis iddiasi meydan okumak ve
dontistiirmek olan bir programin anaakim olmasi ya da marjinal olmamasi zaten
beklenemez, beklenmemeli. Aksine, bu marjinallik ikili bir vizyona sahip olunmasi
ozgiinliigiiyle epistemik bir avantaj sagladifindan benimsenmeli, igerilmeli ve
korunmali. Buna goére bir program ne kadar marjinal olursa o kadar iddialarini
gerceklestirmis ve gerceklik bilgisine dair kritik 6ngoriileri iki tarafi da deneyimledigi
icin o kadar derinden gbzlemlemis ve etkili bir bi¢imde bilgiye doniistiirmiis oluyor.
Fakat bu ikinci diizey akademik marjinalligin benimsenmesi TCKC’lerin politik ve
disiplinerleraras1 olma Ozelliklerinin giicliiliigliyle dogrudan baglantili olarak ortaya
cikiyor. Bir programin i¢inde bulundugu tiniversite ne kadar politik ve politik olmaya
elverisliyse, ne kadar disiplinerarasiligi destekleyen ve gerceklestirilmesine olanak
saglayan esnek bir yapiya sahipse programlar da bu 6zelliklerini o kadar rahat ve giiclii
bir bicimde eyleme dokebiliyorlar. Ancak bu yalmiz yapiya degil eyleyicilerin
eyleyiciliklerine de bagli. Programin hoca ve 6grenci profili feminist hareketle ne kadar
dogrudan iligkilenirse, politik 6zelliklerini programa ne kadar tasirlarsa, program i¢inde
ne kadar aktif olurlarsa, miifredat olusumuna ne kadar ortak katkida bulunur ve
miifredatlar1 giincel politik konjonktiirden beslenir kilarlarsa programlar da o kadar
politik ve doniistiiriicii glice sahip oluyorlar. Buna ek olarak, hem hoca hem 6grenci
profili ne kadar farkli disiplinlerin bilgilerinden yararlanir ve bunu kendi iginde
harmanlarsa cesitlilik, zenginlik, farklilik 6zellikleri o kadar gerceklestirilmis ve
basarilmis oluyor. Ornegin, Hukuk, Tip, Giizel Sanatlar ve benzeri fakiiltelerin
olmadigi, mihendislik fakiiltelerinin yogunluk ve agirlik kazandigir teknik bir
tiniversitede disiplinerarasiligi saglamak zor oldugundan ve sadece TCKC programinin
degil genel olarak sosyal bilim dallarinin etkisinden s6z etmek zorlasabilir. Buna benzer
bir sekilde, eyleyicileri politik hareketten uzak, giincel tartismalar1 miifredatina entegre

etmeyen, teoriden ve baglamdan beslenmeyen bir TCKC’nin ¢ikis iddialarim
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gergeklestirmesi o kadar zorlasiyor ve marjinallikten uzaklasip asimilasyona yaklasiyor.
Ustelik, iiniversite yonetimlerinin hem kisisel hem akademik tutumlar1 bu 6zelliklerin
basariyla harekete dokiilmesinde dnemli derecede etkiye sahip olarak ortaya ¢ikiyor.
Disiplinlerarasiligi desteklemeyen, politik kararlarin alinmasma olanak tanimayan
yonetimler TCKC programlariin gelisimine ket vurmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, akademik
marjinallik programdan programa, iiniversitenin sagladig1 kosullardan tilkenin genel
politik durumuna kadar bir¢ok farkli a¢1 goz onilinde bulunduruldugunda 6znel olarak
degerlendirilmek durumunda. Genellebilir, soyutlanabilir bir akademik marjinallikten
bahsetmek programlarin 6zgiinliiklerini kaybetmesine sebep olmasina ek olarak

gercekliklerini de yansitmakta da yetersiz kalacaktir.
SONUC

Tiim bu baglam igerisinde tez TCKC programlarinin akademi igerisindeki konumunu
FDK bakis agisiyla konumlandirilmis akademik marjinallik {izerinden tartismistir.
TCKC literatirinde marjinallik tartismalart sinirli Glglide yer almasina karsin
marjinalligin olumlu bir anlamda ele alinmasini bir yenilik olarak sunmus ve TCKC
programlarinin eyleyicileri bakis acisindan akademik konumu anlamaya ¢alismistir. Bu
tartigma boylelikle sadece TCKC literatiiriine degil FDK tartigmalarina da bir yenisini
ekleyerek katkida bulunmustur. Ustelik, TCKC programlarinin 6ztanimlama,
0zdegerlenme yapma gereksinimlerini hatirlatmis, bunun misyon ve vizyonlariyla
dogrudan baglantili oldugunu gostermistir. Mevcut politik ortam, akademinin ve
feminist hareketinin mevcut durumlarinin TCKC programlarina yansimalarini tartigmas,
konumlandirilmis akademik marjinalligin programlara nasil epistemik Oncelik
saglayabilecegini sorunsallastirmigtir. Katkilarinin yan1 sira, tezimde birtakim
stirhiliklar da bas gdstermistir. Oncelikle, saha siirecimin Baris I¢in Akademisyenler
sorusturmasina denk gelmesi sebebiyle akademisyenlerden bu zor zamanlarinda
goriisme randevusu talep etmek kendimi bencil hissettirdiginden gériismeleri ayarlamak
benim i¢in ¢ok zor oldu. Goriisme sayisi, zamani ve siireleri bu zorluktan paralel olarak

etkilendi. Sonrasinda, FDK’nin postmodernite ve modernite arasindaki yagl cubukta
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surekli kaygan pozisyonlarda bulunmak hali veriyi Uretme, yorumlama, yazma
stireglerinde de beni stirekli kaydirdi, tutunmakta zorlandim. Bunlara ek olarak, benim
Ogrenci pozisyonum, akademisyenlerin de hoca pozisyonu her ne kadar hiyerarsisiz ve
etkilesimsel bir iligki kurmay1 becerebilsek de kafamin iginde bu insanlarin sonugta
‘hoca’ olduklar1 ve benden ¢ok sey bildikleri fikrinden kurtulmami zorlastirdi,
ogrencilerle goriisseydim bu kadar zor olmayabilirdi. Son olarak, benim tez i¢in yeterli
zamanim olmadig1 i¢in kapsami hocalarla sinirli tuttum. Ancak, epistemik Oncelik
savint biraz daha detayli ve derinlemesine sorunsallastirabilmek ic¢in bu c¢aligmanin
sadece TCKC hocalariyla degil, 6grenci ve mezunlarina da ek olarak TCKC disindan
olan disiplinlerin eyleyicileri, Universite yonetimleri, feminist hareket aktivistleri ve
programi hi¢ bilmeyen insanlarla da yapilmasi ¢alismay1 hem daha kapsayict hem de

daha derinlemesine inceleme sansini tanir.
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APPENDIX G: TEZ FOTOKOPISi iZiN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitusu

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitls X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisti [ ]
YAZARIN

Soyad: : Dayan

Adi . Cansu

Boliimii : Toplumsal Cinsiyet ve Kadin Calismalar1 Anabilim Dali

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Gender and Women’s Studies: Situated Academic
Marginalization

TEZIN TURU : Yiksek Lisans X Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. X

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIHi:
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