
organization among Onta r io farm women, it is weighted 
towards studies of relatively traditional forms of pol i t ica l 
par t ic ipat ion. Mos t of the chapters deal w i t h involvement 
i n left-wing pol i t i ca l parties and pol i t ica l organizadons 
— some concerned w i t h electoral poli t ics and others con­
cerned wi th pol i t ica l organization and education. 

T o some extent, there is a noticeable contradiction run­
n i n g throughout the book between the positive energy of 
the descriptions of women's pol i t ica l activity, and the 
rather less opt imist ic conclusions to most of the chapters, 
w h i c h suggest that the efforts were rather less than success­
ful . In part, this may be a question of personal attitude (the 
half-empty or half-full glass), but it is also a question of 
the criteria for evaluation. Is success to be able to identify 
women active i n poli t ics , or is success to be judged by the 
inc lus ion of issues relevant to women or by the changing 
economic status of women? T h i s relates to one's po l i t i ca l 
ideology and sense of pol i t ica l strategy. A n d this, i n turn, 
brings us back to the complexi ty of the relations between 
gender, class and ethnicity. 

Beyond the Vote does not solve these questions for us, 
but it does provide a wealth of fresh, new material for us to 
reflect upon and, for this, we should be grateful. 

Carol ine Andrew 
Universi ty of Ottawa 

W o m e n and Educat ion: A Canadian Perspective. Jane 
Gaske l l and Arlene M c L a r e n (eds.), Calgary: Detsileg 
Press, 1987, Pp. 398 paperback. 

T h i s book has its or igins i n a conference, so it is not 
surpris ing that it takes the form of a number of separately 
authored articles bound together by a brief overall intro­
duct ion, section introductions, and a conc lud ing chapter 
entitled "Future Direct ions ." T h e sixteen papers make up 
four sections called (1) W o m e n as Mothers, W o m e n as 
Teachers; (2) U n e q u a l Access to Knowledge; (3) T h e 
Nature of C u r r i c u l u m , Whose Knowledge; and (4) Beyond 
School ing, A d u l t Educat ion and T r a i n i n g . T h e authors 
are p r imar i ly from Onta r io o r Br i t i sh C o l u m b i a , reflect­
i n g the locale of the conference (Vancouver) and the dom­
inance of the Onta r io Institute for Studies i n Educat ion i n 
this scholarship i n anglophone Canada; however, Quebec 
and Alberta are also represented. 

In spite of the conference or igins of the book, a number 
of the papers were actually publ ished or read elsewhere, 
and some are best described as classics i n feminist studies. 

Such articles as Dorothy Smith's 1975 analysis of ideologi­
cal structures and academic women, Danlylewycz, L i g h t 
and Prentice's 1982 article on the sexual divis ion of labour 
i n teaching, and Smi th and Griffi th 's more recent paper 
on mother ing as discourse, best fit into this category. Each 
one is excellent, setting the stage for new directions i n our 
th ink ing about women and education. 

As promised by the editors, almost a l l of the papers deal 
w i t h Canadian education. However, one reaches back to 
historic Br i t i sh literature (Ruth Roach Pierson's paper on 
Mary Astell , Mary Wollstonecraft, and V i r g i n i a Woolf) , 
another addresses adult women's literacy education i n a 
H i span ic communi ty i n Cal i fornia (Rockhi l l ) , and yet 
another reports research on Bri t ish women returning to 
university as adults (McLaren) . It is possible to justify 
their inc lus ion by arguing that they were a l l written by 
scholars w o r k i n g i n Canada — which is true. However, 
and perhaps more importantly, they are, I think, h igh ly 
relevant to the education of women i n Canada. T h e only 
one of these three studies which is a little weak is the article 
on H i span ic women; however, its cr i t ical po in t i ng to 
relationships between immigrant women's attempts to 
acquire literacy i n the official language of the host country 
and violence from their male partners certainly merits its 
inclusion. 

T h e editors state their goal as being to explore the 
relationship between feminist research and education, 
c l a i m i n g that the authors i n the volume are united by their 
insistance on the importance of female experience. A l ­
though the material written by the editors shows both 
sensitivity to and knowledge of general feminist scholar­
sh ip and methodologies, the ind iv idua l papers included 
are uneven i n that regard. T h e Sheehan paper, w h i c h is an 
interesting review of the way women's organizations i n 
Canada contributed to publ ic school cur r icu lum reform 
i n the first part of this century, is also an example of an 
author insensitive to language usage. " N a t i o n a l " women's 
organizations are clearly defined by the author as white, 
anglo-saxon and protestant, but the impl ica t ions of this 
for the analysis are superficially dealt w i t h at best. No t 
only is there little awareness of the diverse immigrant , 
religious and native contexts i n w h i c h these women's 
groups sought reform, but there is also no sense of franco­
phone Quebec. In fairness to the author, it should be noted 
that feminist scholarship has on ly begun to address 
seriously "our differences" across race, language and cu l ­
ture i n the past few years. Indeed, if there is a weakness i n 
the book as a whole, it is the omission of issues confront­
i n g these differences. T h i s is true not only a long l inguist ic 



and cul tural lines, but also i n the book's silence on lesbian 
experience. 

Most of the chapters have excellent bibliographies and 
most are wel l worth reading. A n y of them could be the sole 
subject of a review, but I w i l l comment further on only one 
w h i c h was totally new to me and both useful and interest­
ing . It is a paper by A l i s o n Dewar entitled "Knowledge 
and Gender in Physical Educa t ion" and is drawn from her 
doctoral thesis at the University of Bri t ish Columbia . 
Dewar looks at the social construction of gender by stu­
dents i n an undergraduate physical education program, a 
program i n which biological sciences and "practical" 
knowledge are h ighly valued. In this area, gender dif­
ferences can be treated s imp ly as facts, and Dewar's very 
careful analysis gives us insight into the nature of ideology 
and the "facticity" wi th which our socially constructed 
w o r l d is presented to us. In her study, cu r r i cu lum w h i c h 
presents material from the biological sciences and applied 
behavioural sciences does not challenge this construction; 
cu r r i cu lum from the social and cultural sciences does. One 
result is that students see this second type of cur r icu lum 
material as not useful or as not really important and, 
therefore, dismiss it. Dewar's analysis of this pheno­
menon, based o n lengthy interviews wi th staff and stu­
dents and a "grounded theory" approach, is a delight to 
read. More than that, i t speaks strongly to my experience 
teaching i n a Faculty of Educat ion, and I suspect to a l l of 
us teaching in professional faculties. Indeed, it may wel l 
help account for our teaching experiences throughout the 
university. T h i s paper alone is worth the price of the book. 

There are a number of places i n the book i n which copy 
edit ing is very poorly done, and it is thoroughly irritating. 
When one is presenting excellent material to students, but 
material of doubtful legitimacy, it is even more important 
than usual that i t not contain such errors. There is also a 
convention used throughout the text wh ich I f ind irritat­
ing , al though it is widely practised i n academic literature 
today. T h a t convention is the use of the date of a recent 
translation or publ icat ion of an older text for citation 
purposes. When the social science citation convention is 
used, w i t h the year incorporated in to the text after the 
name of the author, this gives the impression that the book 
has been written recently and completely distorts the his­
torical record of scholarship. We experienced scholars 
wel l know that neither Durkhe im nor M a r x nor many 
others w h o m we cite were wr i t ing i n the 1960s, but our 
students have much more difficulty developing an under­
standing of the relations among these authors and their 
ideas. 

These problems, however, seem smal l when the qual i ty 
of the articles is considered. T h i s is a good book and a 
welcome contr ibution to Canadian scholarship on women 
and education. 

M a r i l y n I. Assheton-Smith 
University of Alberta 

Feminis t Research: Prospect and Retrospect/Recherche 
feministe: B i l a n et perspectives d'avenir. Peta Tancred-
Sheriff (ed.), Canadian Research Institute for the Advance­
ment of Women, 1988, Pp. 303 paperback. 

T h i s book is a collection of papers presented at the 1986 
C R I A W conference entitled "Feminist Research: Prospect 
and Retrospect." As the theme of the conference suggests, 
the range of papers presented was very broad. W h i l e , on 
the one hand, this serves to better present the scope of work 
being done by feminist scholars, o n the other hand, i t 
makes it very difficult to provide a cogent summary of the 
dominant focus of the collection. As both Peta Tancred-
Sheriff and Marguerite Andersen point out, " i t is fre­
quently not possible to synthesize a l l the feminist research 
even w i t h i n one subfield" (p. ix). T h i s makes the task of 
trying to review the collection exceedingly difficult. 

In terms of the organization, the book is divided into s ix 
sections w h i c h include: (1) Reproduction and Maternity; 
(2) Educat ion: Pedagogy and Consequences; (3) Women's 
W o r k i n His tor ica l and Developmental Perspective; (4) 
W o m e n and Wei l -Being; (5) W o m e n and Literature; (6) 
Power and Pol i t i ca l Strategies. It is quite clear that an 
important emphasis of this collection is to present an 
interdisciplinary approach to feminist research. 

Marguerite Andersen provides a very thought-provoking 
introduct ion to the collection on "Women's Thought : 
T h e R o a d of Feminist Research i n Canada." Q u o t i n g 
M a r i o n Colby , she concludes that there are three essential 
processes for feminist research: "Consciousness-raising 
and awareness of self; acquis i t ion of knowledge and for­
mula t ion of theories, pol i t ica l action and social change" 
(p. 9). T h i s , Andersen argues, is a process that must occur 
time and again as awareness is renewed, new knowledge 
acquired, new theories formulated and new action under­
taken. T h e gap between theory and praxis must be nar­
rowed. In my op in ion , it is i n l ight of these processes that 
this particular collection of research articles should be 
read and evaluated. 


