Appendix A

Joint-Class Unit: Feminist Theories of Psychology and Psychoanalysis/Psychology of Gender

I. Reading Assignments (all on electronic reserve):

Jessica Benjamin, “The Bonds of Love: Rational Violence and Erotic Domination,” Feminist Studies 6/1 (Spring 1980): 144-74.

Jeanne Marecek, “Feminism and Psychology: Can This Relationship Be Saved?” In Feminisms in the Academy. ed. Domna C. Stanton and Abigail J. Stewart (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1995), 101-32.

Abigail J. Stewart and Christa McDermott, “Gender in Psychology,” Annual Review of Psychology 55/1 (2004): 519-44.

**Three-page position papers due at class meeting for ALL STUDENTS
II. Questions for Class Discussion (passed out in class after students were broken into groups)
General questions for discussion

1) How do each of these essays conceive of the role of psychology and/or psychic development in gender difference?

2) What methods and authorities does each use to support its argument/analysis? 

3) What do you find compelling and what do you find unconvincing or confusing about each article? 

Specific questions for each article

1) Stewart and McDermott

How does this article make the argument that psychologists usually use gender/sex in their work? 

How is “intersectionality” likely to change this, and what are its strengths as a new and more “feminist” method? 

2) Marecek: 

How does Marecek suggest that feminist theory can inform feminist psychology? How does or should psychology inform feminist theory? 

3) Benjamin: 

Does it matter that Benjamin uses a literary text as her case study? Why or why not?

III. Response Paper Guidelines 

You will write 4 position papers of 2-3 double-spaced pages, to be presented to your discussion group and handed to me. They are due as noted on the syllabus & according to our schedule. You will owe me a total of 4 position papers over the term, including one due at our special meeting to discuss psychology/object relations. A hard copy of your paper is due to me on Thursday in class. You should also post your paper by Thursday morning at 11a.m. on my webboard [link here] for your colleagues. They may not have read it before class, so you should open your discussion group by presenting your position from your paper to them. 

Audience

Your audience is your discussion group, other class members, and, ultimately, me. A personal “I” voice is fine here (even preferred with some topics), but I do want more than just a pro or con response to the essay you choose to write on. I want to know how you position yourself in regard to this essay – are you sympathetic, critical, hostile, grudgingly impressed, a fellow traveller, or a vehement opponent. Has this reading made you rethink or change a position you thought you were committed to, or has it confirmed your previous positions? 

Please use the following format for writing your position papers:

1) Summation: First give a condensed version of what you understand as the central point of the essay or essays you chose to take a position on. What question did it address, and what did it argue? Don’t worry about being critical here, just try to understand what was being said and figure out how to rephrase it for yourself. This is the first response to anything you hear or read. Criticism comes later. This should be no more than about a page.

2) Critical Response and Analysis: Then tell me what interested you about the essay(s) (about a page here). Did you agree/disagree with the writer’s argument or with aspects of it? How did you find it compelling, frustrating, exciting, or irritating? (Remember, ‘criticism’ does not mean simply to criticize, but to analyze critically. You need to do more than simply say, “I don’t like this, it’s hard to read,” although pointing out how and why some of this stuff is difficult to read may be a useful critique to make.)

3) Position and Persuasion: What position do you take in response to this essay’s position? Try to show your audience how you get to your position, and try to persuade your audience that your position is a reasonable or legitimate one that they may want to consider themselves. 

What kinds of assumptions or givens is the writer working with? Is it fair to make these assumptions? Is the essay successful in persuading you to buy the writer’s argument? Does it excite you as a reader to new ideas, even if they are in opposition to the writer’s points, or does it seem to lack any useful ability to engage an object of criticism? 

4) Synthesis: Can you make any remarks yet about how this reading responded to or contrasted with other critics we’ve read so far? Are the ideas connected, wholly different, or in some kind of dialogue? How are the writer’s ideas likely to be useful for you and your current project(s)? Keep this section brief – perhaps a paragraph at most – this could become a term paper project. 

Appendix B

LFAIS Scale: from Betsy Levonian Morgan, “Putting the Feminism into Feminism Scales: Introduction of a Liberal Feminist Attitude and Ideology Scale,” Sex Roles 34.5/6 (1996): 359-90.

“The objective of the present study was to develop a scale that could be used to assess the extent to which respondents embrace feminist ideology and attitudes. The total 60-item LFAIS and each of its domains was shown to be highly reliable […] each of the aforementioned areas [flexible notions of gender roles, stringent ideas about gender equality, woman-oriented policy decisions, acknowledgement of discrimination, greater need for collaborative action in response to discrimination] is more strongly supported by self-identified feminists than by women less likely to identify as feminists.” (Morgan 381)

Appendix C: Course Descriptions and Details 

Course in Anglo-American Feminist Theory

Description
“Anglo-American Feminist Theory: Conceiving Women” was a mixed-level course offered every three years. Students had to be beyond the first year in their studies to take the class, ensuring some background in college-level work in a variety of disciplines, but they were not required to be declared majors in gender studies or any other field at the time they took the course. Because the course is offered only every third year, students have only one chance to take it, thus prerequisites would significantly limit access for students who are interested in the material. The instructor’s field of hire is literature (English), with the expectation of offering regular literary theory courses. Although her background includes extensive interdisciplinary graduate work in feminist theory, this course cannot be offered more frequently because it is outside her area of primary responsibility in the college’s curriculum. 

Student level and background in foundational areas (women’s or feminism’s history, psychology of gender, sociology of gender, poststructuralist theory, gay/lesbian and queer studies or theory) was quite varied. Some senior students who were writing theses in related areas were members of the class; several students had taken a previously offered course in critical literary theory; some students had little or no previous college-level work in women’s or gender studies areas; some students had activist or internship experience with groups such as Planned Parenthood, NOW (National Organization for Women), or local non-profits such as victim advocacy, or they had provided legal services to poor parents with dependent children. This is a large class with no cap; in order to open it to interested students, this year’s enrolment was initially thirty-eight students, but it dropped to thirty as students found the workload demanding. (At New College and other small liberal arts colleges, this represents a large course; our average course size is about fifteen students and our student to faculty ratio is eleven to one. A seminar discussion style ceases to be possible above twenty-five students, in my judgment.) 

Majors represented among feminist theory students this year included history, anthropology, literature, public policy, philosophy, and psychology. Students were expected to read quite a lot of difficult material, beginning with Simone de Beauvoir’s Second Sex and 1970s foundational statements and ending with eco-feminist and feminist science work (Fox-Keller, Haraway, Rosser, Shiva, Spanier, Sturgeon). Students read some object relations and psychoanalytic material in preparation for the collaborative unit, including most of Nancy Chodorow’s The Reproduction of Mothering. The class met twice weekly on Monday and Thursday: Mondays were mostly lecture with discussions; on Thursdays, students met in small regular discussion groups of four to five members led by a hand-picked ‘discussion group leader.’ Groups were formulated to mix students across level and field expertise in natural/social sciences or humanities. 

Students signed up at the beginning of the term to write three short two-to-three-page position papers on specific dates/topics and to present their arguments to their discussion group. Other writing assignments included a regular response journal, in which students were expected to note initial responses to reading assignments in a more informal and personal manner (simply checked off so that these were moderately safe spaces for personal reactions), and two longer term papers, to be developed from reading journal entries and/or position papers and due in the seventh and fifteenth week of the term. Regular attendance and participation, especially in the group discussions, was required.

Students in this class should develop a sense of the richness and complexity of feminist approaches, particularly the continuing tensions surrounding the concept of ‘gender’ and ‘women,’ the continuum between ‘social construction and so-called essentialist arguments, and some understanding of the variety of feminist work that engages race, ethnicity, sexuality, and class identity, along with ongoing critiques of identity politics. For many students, some of this material should be unsettling, some should be challenging or even uncomfortable, and other material should excite and encourage them. Frequently, students go through a period of asking whether or not they consider themselves ‘feminist’ or ‘women,’ and frequently they find themselves less comfortable with previous notions of a shared ‘femininity’ or ‘womanhood.’ 

Syllabus: Anglo-American Feminist Theory – Conceiving Women

Week 1: The Woman Question: “The Mind Has No Sex”

Monday: Lecture

Feminism and Theoretical Underpinnings: Querelle des femmes; Women as Rational; Nature/Nurture debates

Thursday: Lecture/Discussion – Feminism in the 20th Century; Naming the Second Sex

Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex (1949), introduction, chap. 1-3, 8

Opt: essays by Bair and Kaufmann from Yale French Studies
Week 2: Feminism in the 20th Century, cont’d

Monday: Discussion

Beauvoir, chap. 11, 25, and conclusion

Opt: Genevieve Lloyd, chap. on Beauvoir from The Man of Reason
Thursday: Discussion – 1970s Feminism and “Women’s Lib”

Handouts: Definitions and Foundations
Marilyn Frye, “Sexism” from The Politics of Reality 
Betty Friedan “The Feminine Mystique” (from Feminism in Our Time) 
“An SDS Statement” and Beverley Jones, “Manifesto” (from Feminism in Our Time) 
Redstockings Manifesto (from Feminism in Our Time) 
Kathy McAfree and Myrna Wood, excerpt from Bread and Roses (from Feminism in Our Time) 
Anne Snitow, “A Gender Diary,” in Conflicts in Feminism (1990) 
Combahee River Collective Statement, Feminist Theory Reader, p. 164

bell hooks, “Feminism: A Movement to End Sexist Oppression,” in FTR, p. 50

Week 3: Feminism and Literature in the US 

Monday: Lecture

Thursday: Lecture/Discussion
Kate Millet, Sexual Politics (excerpts): part 1, chap. 1, 2, pp. 3-84

Audre Lorde, “Poetry Is Not a Luxury” (from Future of Difference)

Adrienne Rich, “When We Dead Awaken: Writing as Re-Vision,” College English 34 (1972): 18-30
Rivkin and Ryan, “Introduction: Feminist Paradigms in Literature,” in Literary Theory
Catherine Stimpson, “Feminist Studies,” from Redrawing the Boundaries
***Reading journals due in class Friday

Weeks 4-6: The French Feminist Challenge and American Responses

Week 4: All Readings from New French Feminisms, except where indicated 

Monday: Lecture

Introductions 1 and 3, Cixous p. 90, Irigaray p. 99, 107, Kristeva  p. 137, Beauvoir p. 142, Gauthier p. 161, Kristeva p. 165, Rochefort p. 183

Manifesto of the 343 p. 190, C.D. p. 197, Gauthier, 199

Variations on Common Themes p. 212, Cixous p. 245, d’Eaubonne p. 236

Monique Wittig, “One is Not Born a Woman,” in FTR, p. 249

Thursday: Discussion

All readings from The Future of Difference:
Carolyn Burke and Jane Gallop, “Psychoanalysis and Feminism in France”

Rachel Blau DuPlessis, “For the Etruscans”

Domna Stanton, “Language and Revolution: The Franco-American Disconnect”

Week 5

Monday: Discussion

Joan Scott, “Deconstructing Equality vs. Difference,” in FTR, p. 378
Recommended: Dena Goodman's review of Joan Scott’s, “Only Paradoxes to Offer: Equality versus Difference”
Thursday: Discussion/Lecture

Nancy Chodorow, Reproduction of Mothering: You may read the whole book, but at least read the following:

Chap. 3 pp. 40-57, chap. 5-8 pp. 77-140

Week 6: Rewriting Freud – Object Relations and Psychoanalysis

Monday: Lecture

Nancy Chodorow, Reproduction of Mothering: chap. 11, 12 pp. 173-210

Jean Maracek, “Feminism and Psychology: Can This Relationship Be Saved?,” from Feminisms in the Academy 

Special Evening Meeting

Read: Jessica Benjamin, “The Bonds of Love” from Future of Difference

Carol Gilligan, excerpt from Meeting at the Crossroads (handout)
NB: This class will be meeting with Professor Chemba Raghavan’s social psychology class. Be prepared for an unusual week.
***3-page position papers due at class meeting for ALL STUDENTS

***Reading journals due in class Friday

Week 7: (Re)Considering Sex and Race 

Monday: Lecture

Teresa de Lauretis, ed., Feminist Studies/Critical Studies:
Cherrie Moraga, “From a Long Line of Vendidas”

Chandra Tadpale Mohanty and Biddy Martin, “Feminist Politics: What’s Home Got to Do With It?”

Teresa de Lauretis, “Feminist Studies/Critical Studies: Issues, Terms, and Contexts”

Adrienne Rich, “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence”

Thursday: Discussion

Gloria Anzaldua, “La Conciencia de la Mestiza/Mestiza Consciousness,” in FTR, p. 179

Patricia Hill Collins, “Politics of Black Feminism,” in FTR, p. 318

Kaplan and Rogers, “Race and Gender Fallacies,” in The Gender and Science Reader, 

Opt: Ann Feguson, Jacquelyn Zita, and Kathryn Pyne Addleson, “On ‘Compulsory Heterosexuality…’: Defining the Issues”  (in Feminist Theory: A Critique of Ideology)

***Papers due Thursday in class

Break Week

Week 8: Anti-Foundationalist Feminisms – The Birth of Queer Theory

Monday: Lecture

Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: chap. 1, 3, and at least part 4 to end

Thursday: Discussion

Butler: conclusion 

Cheshire Calhoun, “Separating Lesbian Theory from Feminist Theory,” in FTR, p. 334

Sally O’Driscoll, “Outlaw Readings,” from Signs 
NB: Students from the queer theory tutorial may visit one day; be prepared for a different dynamic.

Week 9: The Recurring Problem/Power of Essentialism

Monday: Lecture

Naomi Schor and Elizabeth Weed, ed., The Essential Difference:
Naomi Schor, “Introduction” 

de Lauretis, “The Essence of the Triangle” 

Diana Fuss, “Essentially Speaking”

Thursday: Discussion

Birke, “In Pursuit of Difference,” in The Gender and Science Reader
Elizabeth Grosz, “Sexual Difference and the Problem of Essentialism,” in The Essential Difference

Opt: Susan Bordo, “Feminism, Postmodernism, and Gender Scepticism,” in Nicholson, Feminism/Postmodernism
***Reading journals due in class Friday

Week 10-12: WOC and Third World Feminism(s) – Experience and/as Theory

Week 10

Monday: No Class Meeting

Thursday: Lecture /Discussion

Gloria Anzaldua and Analouise Keating, eds., This Bridge We Call Home: 

Anzaldua, “(Un)natural Bridges, (Un)safe Spaces,” p. 1

Analouise Keating, “Charting Pathways, Marking Thresholds … A Warning, An Introduction,” p. 6

Chela Sandoval, “AfterBridge: Technologies of Crossing,” p. 21

Norma Alarcón, “The Theoretical Subject(s) of This Bridge Called My Back and Anglo-American Feminism,” in  FTR, p. 404

Week 11

Monday: Discussion

Your group should choose 3 to 5 selections from This Bridge We Call Home that you’d like to read and read them together. Come prepared to present one to your colleagues in other groups.

Thursday: Lecture/Discussion

Amrita Batsu, “Globalization of the Local/Localization of the Global: Mapping Transnational Womens’ Movements,” in FTR, p. 68

Baca Zinn and Dill, “Theorizing Difference from Multiracial Feminism,” in FTR, p. 353

Chandra Talpade Mohanty, “Feminist Encounters: Locating the Politics of Experience,” in FTR, p. 460

Uma Narayan, “The Project of Feminist Epistemology: Perspectives from a Nonwestern Feminist,” FTR, p. 308

Gwendolyn Mikell, “African Feminism: Toward a New Politics of Representation,” in FTR, p. 103

JeeYeun Lee, “Beyond Bean Counting,” in FTR, p. 472
Week 12

Monday: Discussion

T. Minh-ha Trinh, Woman, Native, Other, selection

Uma Narayan, “Contesting Cultures,” in Second Wave, ed. Nicholson

Susan Stanford Friedman, “Beyond White and Other: Relationality and Narratives of Race in Feminist Discourse,” Signs 21/1 (Autumn 1995): 1-49. 

Thursday: Lecture “Beyond Androcentrism and Anthropocentrism – Eco-Feminism(s) and Cyborgs”

Sherry Ortner, “Is Female to Male as Nature is to Culture?”

Ecofeminism, ed. Karen Warren:

Karen Warren, chap 1: “Taking Empirical Data Seriously: An Ecofeminist Philosophical” Perspective, p. 3

Deane Curtin, chap. 4: “Women’s Knowledge as Expert Knowledge: Indian Women and Ecodevelopment,” p. 82

Carol Merchant, “Domnion Over Nature,” in Gender and Science Reader, p. 67

***Reading journals due in class Friday

Week 13: Beyond Androcentrism and Anthropocentrism: Eco-Feminism(s) and Cyborgs

Monday: Discussion

Noel Sturgeon, chap. 15: “The Nature of Race,” Ecofeminism, p. 260 

Val Plumwood, chap. 20: “Androcentrism and Anthropocentrism,” Ecofeminism, p. 327

Noël Sturgeon, “Ecofeminist Appropriations and Transnational Environmentalisms,” in FTR, p. 113

Vandana Shiva, “”Democratizing Biology: Reinventing Biology from a feminist, Ecological, and Third World Perspective,” in The Gender and Science Reader, p. 447

Thursday: Thanksgiving holiday
Week 14: Women Doing/Interrogating Science and Technology

Monday: Lecture

In Gender and Science Reader: 

Anna Fausto-Sterling, “Life in the XY Corral” 

Evelyn Fox Keller, “From Working Scientist to Feminist Critic” 

Londa Scheibinger, “Creating Sustainable Science”

Bonnie Spanier, “From Molecules to Brains, Normal Science Supports Sexist Beliefs About Difference”

E. Anne Kerr, “Toward a Feminist Natural Science”

Anne Fausto-Sterling, “Gender, Race and Nation: Comparative Anatomy of ‘Hottentot’ Women in Europe 1815-1817”

Thursday: Discussion

In Gender and Science Reader: 

Sue V. Rosser, “Are There Feminist Methodologies Appropriate for the Natural Sciences and Do They Make a Difference?”

Donna Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The Science Question in Feminism and the Privilege of Partial Perspective”

From Ecofeminism, chap. 24: “Women-Animals-Machines”

Carol Cohn, “Rational World of Defense Intellectuals,” Signs 12/4 (1987): 687-718.

***Reading journals due Tuesday of exam week

Expectations and Assignments

1) Attendance and participation are key for this class. Satisfactory work means that you are engaged with the course, willing to challenge yourself, and open to at least considering some new ideas. Some readings will be abstract and difficult while some may seem deceptively simple or even quite familiar or dated. You are expected to complete all the reading and be prepared at least to ask questions, if not offer some initial ideas about it beyond, “I liked it” or “I hated it.” Some materials may make you uncomfortable, some may make you angry, some may surprise you: I ask that you use the class discussions, your reading journals, your position papers, and your formal papers to translate these experiences through reflection and analysis. There is room for a personal voice, but the authority/authenticity of personal voice is also something we’ll want to discuss. Theory books like these are expensive and there’s no single adequate text: I hope that you’ll be able to borrow, buy, and share enough to make this course manageable. There is a good resale value on most of these, if you decide not to keep them. 

2) Keep a Reading Journal, to be turned in and checked off every three weeks. The entries may be informal, but there should be either a one-page response to two readings, or a longer two-page response to a single piece for each week’s reading. These may be shared with your discussion group, so be sure they’re not so private that they can’t be used in class. 

3) Each week one student from each discussion group is responsible for distributing a Position Paper Response to one of the readings on the Tuesday meeting to help start our discussion on Friday. You may distribute hard copy or email copy to me, your group-leader, and the other members of your group if they all agree: you may also post a copy as a file on my webboard under “Feminist Theory Fall 2005.” Something based on your journal writing is fine, but it must be legible and coherent enough for others to follow, and more detailed. It should take a position of some kind. (We will work out a calendar for position papers in the first week after we create discussion groups.) Position papers MUST be distributed in advance to all members in time for them to read them: this means you may need to do your reading earlier in weeks where you are handing in a position paper. 

4) Two 7-10 page Formal Essays, due by Thursday’s class before mid-term break for Mod 1, and by Wednesday of exam week for Mod 2. Your essay should use readings from the class to explore an issue or text that interests you (not necessarily something from the class per se).  Bring notes and rough drafts to the Friday discussion before they are due, and we will discuss them together there.  

Jointly written papers, literary analysis, combined material from another class, and other experimental formats are acceptable, but must be cleared with me at least two weeks in advance.  

5) Students are expected to complete the readings, to keep up to date with written and participatory assignments, to attend class regularly, and to show serious effort to engage with the material to earn a satisfactory evaluation in this course.
2. The Course in Psychology of Gender

This course serves as an in-depth introduction to the psychology of gender and how it relates to practical life and to applied situations. The course also initiates students into current theories, trends, and methods in the study of gender from a psychological perspective. Taught over a fifteen-week semester, Part 1 of the course involves intensive reading of theories and methods in the field, and Part 2 involves a hands-on practicum component that usually culminates in an empirical research project on the topic of gender. Empirical training is seen as vital to the course, and to that end, students are required to have a basic knowledge of research methods in psychology. 

An overview lecture focused on popular methods in the psychology of gender and it included introductions to experimentation, observational methods, survey research, interviews, and ethnographies. Students were required to pick a method or a combination of methods for their empirical study. 

Course requirements included:

1. Satisfactory completion of two papers: 

(a)
At the end of the first 7-weeks/mid-term, an 8-12 page proposal on a topic related to the readings and discussions 

(b)
At the end of the semester, a final report on the empirical study. Many class periods in the second half of the semester were devoted to discussions of empirical gender research issues so that students had the opportunity to discuss their specific concerns.

2. A satisfactory ‘empirical research’ presentation. One goal of these short presentations was to provide students with the opportunity to integrate findings from students’ hands-on research project with current published psychology research. The content of these presentations encompassed the following:

· a brief description of the theoretical background

· research questions and/or hypotheses

· research method/s of choice and rationale

· principal findings

· integrated discussion of results 

As an upper-level course with many requirements, only twelve students enrolled or were qualified. Students were expected not only to show an in-depth theoretical knowledge of their topic but also to develop the skills required to collect empirical data on this topic, analyze and interpret it, and report it in standard established formats. Although this empirical emphasis could be seen as narrowing the focus and restricting attention away from many interesting topics in gendered study, the value for this choice lay in training students to understand the process of substantiating statements with actual research data.

Upon completion of the course, students were expected to have acquired a well-grounded perspective in the theoretical bases of the psychology of gender, in addition to sophisticated knowledge of empirical research methods. Theories in psychology such as the psychoanalytic, behaviourist, social learning, cognitive, and the more-recent contextual perspectives were analyzed with particular relevance to feminist approaches across cultures. Students were thus gaining a foundational understanding for the joint session with their peers from the humanities. This exposure to theory aided students to think about multiple feminisms across the globe and how these can be identified. Rigorous methodological training complemented understanding the ‘how’ of this process: students designed, carried-out, and analyzed data from an empirical study in the second quarter of their semester. 

At the time of writing of this article, students in the course were leading engaged discussions on how the divide between essentialism and constructionism may not be apparent from their empirical data, what it means to be a feminist, how we can construct new measures for studying issues such as gender expression and relational aggression in homosexuality, and how gender biases can be empirically observed in children’s texts (e.g., Disney ‘princess’ fables), for example.
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