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"Sexism" is one of those words which 
have re c e n t l y won wide currency and 
general acceptance; so has the ad
j e c t i v e , " s e x i s t . " However, when I 
r e c e n t l y used "sexism" in connection 
with a course proposal on "Women in 
Higher Education" at M c G i l l , assuming 
that i t s meaning was c l e a r , I d i s 
covered that the A s s o c i a t e Dean who 
had to take the proposal to the Senate 
Academic P o l i c i e s Committee was not 
acquainted with the word. This made me 
pause. U n t i l then, I had not r e a l i z e d 
how the word has s l i p p e d i n t o the l a n 
guage, that i t has r a r e l y been defined 
and that i t does not yet seem to have 
made i t s way i n t o the d i c t i o n a r y . For 
example, i t i s not included in Webster's 
3rd I n t e r n a t i o n a l , the big one which 
includes " a i n ' t " and other dubious 
words and neologisms. In view of a l l 
t h i s , I think i t wise to t r y to d e f i n e 
"sexism" and explore some of i t s dimen
sions before considering i t s a p p l i c a 
t i o n in academe. 

"Sexism" i s di s c r i mi nat i o n — o v e r t or 
covert, intended or unconscious—based 
p r i m a r i l y and i r r e l e v a n t l y on gender. 
There i s a great d i f f e r e n c e between 
"sexism" and " s e x u a l i t y . " " S e x u a l i t y " 
is a b i o l o g i c a l c o n s t r u c t , "sexism" i s 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l and s o c i o l o g i c a l . "Sex
ism" has v i r t u a l l y nothing to do with 
physiology and anatomy, but everything 
to do with a t t i t u d e s and customs, 
values and t r a d i t i o n s . It turns out to 
be a new word f o r an o l d h a b i t — t h e 
e v a l u a t i o n of something or someone 

purely on the basis of sex in s i t u a 
tions where there is no s i g n i f i c a n t 
b i o l o g i c a l component. The behaviors 
that f o l l o w from a s e x i s t perception of 
an i n d i v i d u a l or a s i t u a t i o n are i n 
v a r i a b l y d i s c r i m i n a t o r y . In current 
usage, t h i s nearly always means nega
t i v e , u n f a i r and i r r a t i o n a l behavior 
with respect to women. This i s not 
n e c e s s a r i l y the case, of course. It is 
e n t i r e l y p o s s i b l e to have s e x i s t a t t i 
tudes toward men. And the d e f i n i t i o n 
would s t i l l hold even i f the a t t i t u d e s 
were biased in favor of men. One might, 
f o r example, choose to promote someone 
not so much on the basis of his q u a l i 
f i c a t i o n s but simply because he was 
male and the other candidates f o r the 
job were not. This would be an i n 
stance of p o s i t i v e d i s c r i m i n a t i o n in 
favor of men; i t is p o s i t i v e f o r the 
man concerned, negative f o r the women. 
This would be an instance of sexism be
cause the d e c i s i o n was based p r i m a r i l y 
and i r r e l e v a n t l y on gender. It is a l s o 
p o s s i b l e to have p o s i t i v e , or para-
p o s i t i v e , d i s c r i m i n a t i o n with respect 
to women. In d a i l y l i f e , as in the 
academic, there are many minor conces
sions made to people simply because they 
are female—they are not expected to 
carry heavy things or pay for d r i n k s , 
regardless of t h e i r physical or f i n a n 
c i a l a b i l i t y to do so. These advantages 
are only " p a r a - p o s i t i v e " because, a l 
though they may be temporarily or super
f i c i a l l y p l e a s i n g , they have a profound
ly negative base that is extremely d i f 
f i c u l t f or the i n d i v i d u a l to challenge 
and is a c t u a l l y an i n s i d i o u s manifesta-



t i o n of the negative aspect of sexism. 
These are planks of the old pedestal, 
but the pedestal has served i t s turn 
in s o c i a l h i s t o r y . In any case, i t 
was never a t r u l y honest place to l i v e 
and i t was a very uncomfortable perch 
fo r a c t i v e and i n t e l l i g e n t women. 

Much of the data on sexism i s personal, 
anecdotal, s u b j e c t i v e and p o s s i b l y i n 
d i v i d u a l . However, more and more e v i 
dence i s becoming a v a i l a b l e that i s 
hard, o b j e c t i v e and obviously univer
s a l . In what f o l l o w s , I s h a l l be 
gen e r a l l y dealing with sexism meaning 
negative d i s c r i m i n a t i o n toward women. 
I do not completely ignore the other 
forms, but both p o s i t i v e d i s c r i m i n a 
t i o n in favor of males and para-
p o s i t i v e in favor of females are in 
r e a l i t y s ubtle aspects of negative 
d i s c r i m i n a t i o n . I intend to rehearse 
some of the rec e n t l y amassed data on 
academic sexism, much of i t derived 
from studies of Canadian u n i v e r s i t i e s , 
and then to attempt to analyze the 
problem. 

D i s c r i m i n a t i o n i n Canadian U n i v e r s i t i e s 

That d i s c r i m i n a t i o n against women e x i s t s 
in Canadian u n i v e r s i t i e s i s surely no 
news. Nor i s i t a l o c a l , occasional or 
i r r e g u l a r phenomenon. It i s rampant 
on a national s c a l e , as nationwide 
studies have shown. CAUT has a stand
ing Committee on the Status of Women 
and reports r e g u l a r l y in the Bui l e t i n . 
The A s s o c i a t i o n of U n i v e r s i t i e s and 
Col leges of Canada (AUCC) set up a com

mittee i n 1971 to examine the Report of 
the Royal Commission on the Status of 
Women and one of the outcomes of t h i s 
was a basic s t a t i s t i c a l survey by June 
Adam (Psychology, U n i v e r s i t y of C a l 
gary) e n t i t l e d , "A P r o f i l e of Women in 
Canadian U n i v e r s i t i e s . " (An el a b o r a 
t i o n of t h i s , "The U n i v e r s i t i e s and the 
Status of Academic Women," i s to be 
published in the F a l l of 1975 as a 
CAUT Monograph.) And then, there i s 
the Royal Commission i t s e l f , with i t s 
impact now fading because of the erosion 
of time but with only about f i f t y of i t s 
o v e r a l l recommendations implemented, 
leaving about two-thirds unimp1emented. 
These are a l l Canada-wide bodies that 
have produced na t i o n a l reports which, 
unhappily, show a co n s i s t e n t under
p r i v i l e g e d p o s i t i o n f o r women on the 
Canadian campus, as do the on-going 
s t a t i s t i c s c o l l e c t e d by S t a t i s t i c s 
Canada. In a d d i t i o n , there have been a 
number of i n v e s t i g a t i o n s undertaken by 
i n d i v i d u a l u n i v e r s i t i e s , i n c l u d i n g 
McMaster, M c G i l l , Toronto, UBC and York. 
I w i l l draw on these n a t i o n a l , and 
lo c a l sources f o r d e s c r i p t i v e data, as 
well as on i n v e s t i g a t i o n s made in the 
United States. 

Female Faculty 

Something less than o n e - f i f t h of f u l l -
time teaching p o s i t i o n s in Canadian 
u n i v e r s i t i e s are held by women. These 
are not d i s t r i b u t e d evenly but tend to 
c l u s t e r in c e r t a i n a r e a s — t h e proportion 
of females r e l a t i v e to males i s greatest 
in the Humanities and l e a s t in the 



P h y s i c a l Sciences, but v a r i e s according 
to rank. Of the women pr o f e s s o r s , 
roughly 3k% are in Humanities, 36% in 
So c i a l Sciences, 23% in B i o l o g i c a l 
Sciences and 7% in Ph y s i c a l Sciences. 
Within these f i e l d s , there i s cons i d 
erable imbalance. For example, women 
tend to concentrate i n E n g l i s h and 
French as f a r as Humanities are con
cerned, and f o r S o c i a l Sciences, they 
appear i n Education, Household Science, 
P h y s i c a l and Health Education. In 
other words, there are s t i l l "women's" 
areas of i n t e l l e c t u a l endeavour and 
"men's." 

The percentage of female teachers i s 
highest at the lowest ranks of the 
academic sc a l e ( i . e . , l e c t u r e r and i n 
s t r u c t o r ) and d e c l i n e s p r o g r e s s i v e l y 
through the a s s i s t a n t and as s o c i a t e 
ranks to f u l l p rofessor. It seems that 
women have d i f f i c u l t y in being h i r e d 
above the lowest ranks, regardless of 
t h e i r academic q u a l i f i c a t i o n s or a b i l 
i t i e s . This i s tr u e , too, in the 
United S t a t e s , d e s p i t e C i v i l Rights 
l e g i s l a t i o n and HEW r e g u l a t i o n s . A re
cent, extensive study in the US con
sidered as t y p i c a l the f o l l o w i n g com
ment from a language professor: 

Once I was being considered f o r an 
appointment as Chairman at another 
i n s t i t u t i o n . During the int e r v i e w 
the conversation turned again and 
again to the question of what I 
would do about my f a m i l y , whether 
my husband would j o i n me in the 
new l o c a t i o n , what he would do, 

whether the c h i l d r e n would l i v e 
with me. These matters seemed to 
be of greater i n t e r e s t and impor
tance to my interviewers than the 
question of my competence and 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s . Such questions 
put the woman on the spot, because 
she cannot point out t h e i r i r r e l e 
vance without seeming to be cold 
and h e a r t l e s s in regard to her 
family.1 

But once they are h i r e d , women discover 
other kinds of problems. Male/female 
s a l a r y discrepancies are commonplace in 
academia. This i s borne out by each of 
the i n d i v i d u a l s tudies of Canadian u n i 
v e r s i t i e s . Thus, i t i s no great sur
p r i s e that the most recent York Task 
Force found that f o r 1972-73, female 
f u l l - t i m e f a c u l t y members earned less 
money in every rank above that of i n 
s t r u c t o r , despite the fac t that at the 
pro f e s s o r , a s s o c i a t e and l e c t u r e r 
l e v e l s , females had greater length of 
s e r v i c e to the u n i v e r s i t y , greater num
ber of years since t h e i r highest degree, 
and, at the l e c t u r e r l e v e l , had spent 
more years in rank. Only at the i n 
s t r u c t o r l e v e l did women show a higher 
s a l a r y . There, nineteen women aver
aging 2.2k years of s e r v i c e made 
s l i g h t l y less than $1,000 per annum 
more than f i f t e e n male i n s t r u c t o r s 
w i t h 1.57 years of s e r v i c e . The 
women earned more, but no t i c e two 
things about those p a r t i c u l a r s t a t i s 
t i c s . There were more women at t h i s 
low rank (19 :15) and they had longer 



s e r v i c e than the men with whom they 
were compared. This i s a small i n d i 
c a t i o n of the general trend f o r women 
to stay at the bottom while men get 
promoted. 

The York Task Force recommended that 
the U n i v e r s i t y set aside large sums of 
money to r e c t i f y s a l a r y discrepancies 
(some adjustments were a l s o to be paid 
to males whose s a l a r i e s needed r a i s i n g 
in the name of e q u i t y ) . This kind of 
ac t i o n has been recommended elsewhere 
and I b e l i e v e has been acted upon at 
UBC and Toronto. The 1971 McGill Com
mittee recommended an across-the-board 
s a l a r y increase f o r women, but the 
U n i v e r s i t y has not favored t h i s kind 
of rattrapage. Donald Hebb, who was 
Chancellor at the time, made a strong 
statement to Senate. He acknowledged 
that there was d i s c r i m i n a t i o n in the 
u n i v e r s i t y , denied that i t was wide
spread, dismissed the idea of r a i s i n g 
a l l women's s a l a r i e s by $1,000 as 
"absurd," and believed that women are 
"bound to get less promotion in a 
U n i v e r s i t y that values research." 

In the current issue of the McGi11 
Journal of Education, Olga Favreau 
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y analyzes Hebb's s t a t e 
ment concerning male/female d i f f e i — 
ences.2 However, i t was not part of 
her mandate to t a c k l e the question of 
male/female research performance. This 
is a study that needs to be done. It 
w i l l be a l o t more complicated than 
simply drawing up l i s t s of who did what, 
who published what and where, who was 

awarded the most research grants. It 
w i l l require a c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s of the 
academic ecology. The con d i t i o n s and 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s for female-led research 
are probably no where near as great as 
those f o r males and anyone who has been 
around the u n i v e r s i t y f o r a w h i l e , or 
who has ever read The Double H e l i x , 
w i l l recognize that i t i s not uncommon 
fo r women's ideas and e f f o r t s to be 
passed o f f as those of men — u s u a l l y 
t h e i r bosses. S i r Fred Hyle, speaking 
r e c e n t l y at M c G i l l , brought to l i g h t 
the case of student astronomer, Jocelyn 
B e l l , who discovered p u l s a r s , but 
Anthony Hewish, her professor at Cam
bridge received the Nobel P r i z e . In 
the US, Ca r o l i n e B i r d i s c u r r e n t l y 
c a l l i n g f o r evidence from women who 
have had t h e i r ideas "borrowed" by men. 
This may seem to be bordering on the 
n e u r o t i c , but B i r d cons-iders that t h i s 
i s the s t u f f of a l e g i t i m a t e book, a 
serious questing f o r t r u t h . I think she 
i s r i g h t . In the past there have been 
too many Irene Murdock's of the i n t e l 
l e c t u a l scene. 

Women as Ad m i n i s t r a t o r s / L i b r a r i a n s / N o n -
P r o f e s s i o n a l S t a f f 

A few spectacular appointments--!ike 
those of Pauline Jewett as President of 
Simon Fraser, J i l l Conway as Internal 
V i c e - P r e s i d e n t , U of T and President 
E l e c t of Smith, Muriel Kovitz as Chan-
c e l l o r - o f Calgary, Paule Leduc as V i c e -
recteur e x e c u t i f de l'UQAM and so o n — 



may have created the impression that 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n and i t s " b i g " jobs are 
opening up to women. These appoint
ments must be welcomed i n d i v i d u a l l y in 
t h e i r own terms and h o p e f u l l y they may 
a l s o be considered as harbingers of 
things to come (or t h i n edges of the 
wedge); or they may merely be examples 
of tokenism. In any event, these kinds 
of appointments are s t i l l s u f f i c i e n t l y 
rare to be headline news and the over
a l l f i g u r e s show that women do not hold 
ranking a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p o s i t i o n s — 
those of chairperson, dean or president 
- - i n anything l i k e the proportion of 
t h e i r numbers in academe, much less 
t h e i r p r o p ortion i n s o c i e t y as a whole. 

The same is true f o r l i b r a r y adminis
t r a t o r s — a b o u t 80% of p r o f e s s i o n a l 
l i b r a r i a n s are women, but they do not 
have 80% of the high a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
posts. It i s true that M c G i l l r e c e n t l y 
appointed a woman as D i r e c t o r of 
L i b r a r i e s and that the U n i v e r s i t y has 
three women and two men as Area L i 
b r a r i a n s . This helps adjust the b a l 
ance, but the o v e r a l l p i c t u r e i s s t i l l 
d i s t o r t e d . Figures f o r 1972 show that 
in u n i v e r s i t y l i b r a r i e s in Ontario, 8h% 
of the c h i e f l i b r a r i a n s were men, so 
were ~]k% of the as s o c i a t e and a s s i s t a n t 
l i b r a r i a n s and (>k% of the senior s t a f f . 
Yet i n the U n i v e r s i t y o f Toronto L i 
brary School, only one person in nine 
was male.3 He obviously was going to 
have a much b e t t e r chance f o r promo
t i o n than the other e i g h t . U n i v e r s i t y 
l i b r a r i e s seem to have acquired some of 
the current c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 

the elementary s c h o o l s — b o t h are 
places which were t y p i c a l l y s t a f f e d 
by women and where r e l a t i v e l y few men 
enter, but those who do seem assured 
of more rapid promotion and higher 
s a l a r i e s than t h e i r female counter
parts . 

Given that women in the u n i v e r s i t y 
g e n e r a l l y receive less money than t h e i r 
male colleagues and that female l i 
b rarians in general a l s o receive less 
(there i s about a 30% d i f f e r e n t i a l on 
the median s a l a r i e s f o r p r o f e s s i o n a l 
l i b r a r i a n s in Canada and the US), i t 
cannot be s u r p r i s i n g to f i n d that 
women in u n i v e r s i t y l i b r a r i e s earn l e s s . 
An a d d i t i o n a l reason f o r t h i s may be a 
p a r t i c u l a r t r a d i t i o n stemming from one 
of the founders of the modern l i b r a r y , 
M e l v i l Dewey, who was convinced that 
women should be paid less f o r the 
fo l l o w i n g reasons: 

a) women have poorer h e a l t h ; 
b) women lack business t r a i n i n g 

because they have been play
ing wi th dol 1s; 

c) they have a lack of permanence 
in t h e i r plans; 

d) women receive other considera
t i o n s from men because of t h e i r 
sex. h 

These reasons may seem rather quaint and 
smack of an e a r l i e r age, but the ideas 
contained in them are basic to the sex
ism s t i l l prevalent in the u n i v e r s i t i e s . 
I suspect they apply p a r t i c u l a r l y to 
non-professional women on campus — the 
s e c r e t a r i e s , lab a s s i s t a n t s , cleaners 



and the r e s t . These women are espe
c i a l ly vulnerable to e x p l o i t a t i o n since 
they often do not have formal q u a l i f i 
cations to use in s a l a r y negotiations 
and r a r e l y have unions or other organ
i z a t i o n s to back them up. The York 
Task Force found that 35% of the non-
unionized support s t a f f was female. 

Within the support s t a f f ranks—and 
sometimes in the academic—there i s a 
sub-group of p a r t i c u l a r l y e x p l o i t e d 
women. These are ge n e r a l l y mature, 
competent, responsible women (a bonus 
fo r any organization) who work f o r un
r e a l i s t i c s a l a r i e s in jobs that are 
b l i n d a l l e y s . These are f a c u l t y wives. 
Often they are people with PhDs who 
because of nepotism regulations or 
other f a c t o r s which l i m i t t h e i r op
p o r t u n i t i e s , are given p o s i t i o n s 
( u s u a l l y on part-time or temporary 
bases) bearing l i t t l e r e l a t i o n s h i p to 
t h e i r q u a l i f i c a t i o n s and experience or 
to the c o n t r i b u t i o n s they make. They 
choose to accept such p o s i t i o n s , i t i s 
true. They do so on grounds of con
venience or i n t e r e s t rather than pro
f e s s i o n a l development, on "rewarding" 
work rather than rewarding s a l a r i e s . 
Nevertheless, the u n i v e r s i t i t e s are 
g u i l t y of e x p l o i t i n g them. In many 
cases, the u n i v e r s i t i e s are g e t t i n g 
f i n e , concerned work at cheapest r a t e s , 
in tasks that are e s s e n t i a l but at 
s a l a r i e s they would never o f f e r a male, 
not even a graduate student. This i s a 
s e n s i t i v e i ssue, one which has re
ceived r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n 5 
and some of the people concerned may not 

thank me f o r b r i n g i n g i t up. It i s a 
kind of academic extension of the "pay 
f o r housework" cause and some women may 
therefore think t h e i r p r i v a t e l i v e s are 
being intruded upon. Nevertheless, the 
fa c t remains that the u n i v e r s i t i e s , in 
t h e i r genteel way, are r i p p i n g o f f these 
women. 

In view of the temper of the times and 
the degree of d i s c r i m i n a t i o n i t i s not 
s u r p r i s i n g to learn that women are be
ginning to resor t to l i t i g a t i o n i n order 
to gain e q u i t y in matters of tenure and 
promotion.6 Yet, even with the support 
of " a f f i r m a t i v e a c t i o n " p o l i c i e s in the 
United S t a t e s , an enormous reluctance 
to change the status quo remains. 

Women as Students 

Few are aware that i t i s e x a c t l y one hun
dred years since the f i r s t woman gradua
ted from a Canadian c o l l e g e . In 1875, 
Grace Annie Lockhart earned her BSc 
from Mount A l l i s o n . She was not only 
the f i r s t woman bachelor in Canada, but 
the f i r s t i n the B r i t i s h Empire. In the 
interve n i n g century, the b a t t l e s f o r 
women's admission have been fought and 
won (even the quota system i s almost 
passe), co-education i s accepted, the 
chaperones have vanished ( l am not sure 
where they went, perhaps they are o f f 
takin g courses i n Sexology at the U of 

M) . Yet, there i s s t i l l sexism on the 
Canadian campus. 

A study conducted during 1973-74 by the 
UBC Women's Research C o l l e c t i v e found 



that women students had many serious 
perceived complaints. They considered 
that they were surrounded by a t t i t u d e s 
that depressed t h e i r f u l l acceptance 
as students, researchers, p r o f e s 
s i o n a l s ; s p e c i f i c a l l y that: 

t h e i r parents s t i l l viewed higher 
education as a w a i t i n g period or 
an insurance p o l i c y - - w a i t i n g f o r 
marriage or a safeguard against 
spi nsterhood; 
co u n s e l l o r s t r i e d to channel them 
in t o low-paying, s e r v i c e j o b s ; 
professors (male) did not tre a t 
them as i n h e r e n t l y i n t e l l i g e n t 
human beings (one professor i n 
s i s t e d on c a l l i n g a student 
"pussycat" in c l a s s ) ; 
peers and professors c r i t i c i z e d 
them i f they e x h i b i t e d charac
t e r i s t i c s such as aggression and 
ambition that are necessary f o r 
success in the world as we know 
i t ; 
there are r e l a t i v e l y few women 
professors and thus there i s a 
lack of v i s i b l e a l t e r n a t i v e s to 
the t r a d i t i o n a l female roles. 7 

These are old complaints. I almost 
f e e l a p o l o g e t i c f o r rehearsing them 
here. But I have t o , or someone has t o , 
u n t i l the causes are removed. And s t i l l 
another o l d story was revived l a s t year 
in a study on " A t h l e t i c s in Canadian 
U n i v e r s i t i e s " by the A s s o c i a t i o n of 

U n i v e r s i t i e s and Colleges of Canada and 
the Canadian I n t e r - C o l l e g i a t e A t h l e t i c 
Union. The conclusion was reached that 

i n t e r c o l l e g i a t e sports f o r women "have 
some catching up to do." It noted that 
u n i v e r s i t y - a g e women have a much lower 
rate of p a r t i c i p a t i o n in a t h l e t i c s than 
un i v e r s i t y - a g e men ( i t i s lower in the 
A t l a n t i c provinces and Quebec than i n 
the rest of the country) and that there 
are shortcomings in the a t t i t u d e t o 
wards the sports program f o r women as 
well as in the degree of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
cooperation, support and funds given 
i t . 8 

In s p i t e of a l l t h i s bad news, the s i t 
uation on enrolment f o r women under
graduates has improved in the l a s t 
century. In 1973, instead of one Grace 
Annie Lockhart, about 30,000 women 
graduated with bachelor or f i r s t p r o f e s 
s i o n a l degrees. That was up from about 
8,000 in 1963 _ -a percentage change of 
275%, which is a much f a s t e r rate of 
growth than that f o r men undergraduates 
during that decade (21,000 / '63 -
45,000 / '73 = 114%). From the begin
ning, the p i c t u r e f o r undergraduate en
rolment shows a f a i r l y steady increase, 
enough to j u s t i f y a dangerous touch of 
complacency. The graph f o r graduate en
rolment i s something e l s e . 

Perhaps the most dramatic piece of e v i 
dence in the Royal Commission Report 
was the graph on page 168 showing "En
rolment of Women at Undergraduate and 
Post-graduate Levels as a Percentage of 
Total Enrolment." It shows women under
graduates as about 16% in 1920-21, as 
24% in 3 0 - 3 1 ,dipping to 22% in 1950-
51, then r i s i n g s t r o n g l y to about 34% 



in 1967 -68. It shows women graduate 
students as almost 25% in 1920-21, 26% 
in 1930-31, plummetting to 15% in 1950-
51, and creeping up to 18% in I967-68. 
The Commissioners drew the obvious but 
nevertheless astounding conclusion 
t h a t , "At the graduate l e v e l , although 
there has been a gradual increase in 
female enrolment since 1955, the per
centage of graduate students who are 
female has not yet reached the 1921 
f i g u r e . " 9 According to f i g u r e s re
leased by S t a t i s t i c s Canada at the end 
of l a s t year, we have s t i l l not broken 
the b a r r i e r . In 1973 the proportion of 
women in Canadian graduate schools, 
roughly 20%, was s t i l l less than i t 
was in 1921. And according to p r o j e c 
t i o n s , we w i l l not do i t in the im
mediately foreseeable f u t u r e . 

Tangibles and Intangibles 

The problem i s much more complicated 
than simple d i s c r i m i n a t i o n against 
women g e t t i n g into graduate schools. 
Of p a r t i c u l a r concern i s what happens 
to women when they do get into the 
u n i v e r s i t y , a male-dominated i n s t i t u 
t i o n with sexism imbedded into the 
s t r u c t u r e s and the c u r r i c u l a . 

It i s becoming i n c r e a s i n g l y acknowled
ged that women have not received f u l l 
r e c o g n i t i o n of t h e i r p o t e n t i a l s or 
achievements in any of the academic d i s 
c i p l i n e s . True, there are "women's 
su b j e c t s " l i k e E n g l i s h and H i s t o r y i n 
d i s t i n c t i o n from "men's" subjects l i k e 
Math and P h y s i c s — t h e subjects g i r l s 

are discouraged from t a k i n g . I r o n i c 
a l l y , subjects l i k e E n g lish and H i s t o r y 
have proved to be among the most sex
i s t . For example, most h i s t o r y courses 
and h i s t o r y texts have ignored women--
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y or w i l f u l l y or ignor-
a n t l y . Women simply have not happened 
in the h i s t o r y we teach. Surveys of 
school and c o l l e g e textbooks reveal an 
a p p a l l i n g l y small proportion of the 
a v a i l a b l e space is devoted to h a l f of 
the world's population. In the US, 
one study of twenty-seven important 
texts used in c o l l e g e h i s t o r y courses 
found that no book devoted more than 
2% of i t s pages to women, and one had 
only 5/100th of 1% of i t s pages of 
women.10 This academic treatment of 
women has a l o t to do with the way H i s 
tory i t s e l f has been conceived as es
s e n t i a l l y the r e c r e a t i o n of the e l i t e 
i n t e l l e c t u a l , m i l i t a r y , economic and 
p o l i t i c a l powers that c o n t r o l l e d other 
peoples' l i v e s . The s o c i a l r e v o l u t i o n s 
of the '60s have brought a r e v i s i o n i s m 
that questions h i s t o r y as a record of 
"man's progress" through an on-going 
s e r i e s of diplomatic d e c i s i o n s , m i l i 
t a r y manoeuvers and economic exchanges. 
The "new" h i s t o r y has opened the way 
fo r the study of working-class c u l t u r e , 
blacks and other m i n o r i t y groups, the 
oppressed, the i n a r t i c u l a t e and even 
women. However, while h i s t o r i a n s are 
beginning to r e s u r r e c t women's past, 
many are s t i l l encumbered by t h e i r 
stereotypes, t h e i r ingrained notion of 
women's i n f e r i o r i t y , and other deter
m i n i s t i c ideas about "women's nature." 



Thus, W i l l i a m O ' N e i l l has w r i t t e n a 
book about feminism i n America, but i n 
the Introduction he makes the e x t r a 
ordinary statement: 

To begin w i t h , I have avoided the 
question of whether or not women 
ought to have f u l l p a r i t y with 
men. Such a s t a t e of a f f a i r s 
obtains nowhere in the modern 
world and so, since we cannot 
know what genuine e q u a l i t y 
would mean in p r a c t i c e , i t s 
d e s i r a b i l i t y cannot f a i r l y be 
assessed,11 

Page Smith has a l s o w r i t t e n a h i s t o r y 
of American women in which he f e e l s 
constrained to p o n t i f i c a t e about the 
nature of women in general. He de
c l a r e s , "A woman ' i s ; ' a man i s always 
in the process of becoming."12 And "A 
man wishes for an audience of m i l l i o n s ; 
a woman wi11 create f o r one man she 
loves."13 Even women h i s t o r i a n s are 
not immune from t h i s d e t e r m i n i s t i c dan
ger. Mildred Adams, f o r one, w r i t e s 
about the d i f f i c u l t i e s women's organ
i z e r s faced because of "the innate 
f r i v o l i t y of feminine minds."14 

Of course, i t i s naive to think that a l l 
w r i t e r s of women's h i s t o r y should be, 
ipso f a c t o , e x c e l l e n t h i s t o r i a n s . We 
have to expect our share of sloppy 
s c h o l a r s . But what i s d i s t r e s s i n g i s 
the p e r s i s t e n c e ' o f s t a l e , unexamined 
assumptions in an e n t e r p r i s e where a 
fre s h s t a r t i s being made. 

Concentrated e f f o r t s at curriculum re
form can be seen in the current e f f o r t s 
to e s t a b l i s h Women's Studies. Courses 

and programs are beginning to appear on 
campuses a l l over North America and 
elsewhere. These are s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f 
ferent from e a r l i e r attempts to have 
appropriate courses f o r women. In the 
19th and 20th centuries--especia 11y in 
the p r i v a t e colleges f o r women in the 
U S — s t u d i e s deemed q u i t e s u i t a b l e f o r 
young l a d i e s were frequently o f f e r e d . 
Again in 1953", Mirra Komarovsky in a 
book t i t l e d Women in the Modern World: 
Their Education and Their Dilemmas, 
which i s considered something of a 
c l a s s i c in the sociology of women, 
c a l l e d f o r a " d i s t i n c t i v e l y feminine 
c u r r i c u l u m . " But what she wanted would 
not appeal in the s l i g h t e s t to Germaine 
Greer. Komarovsky, in asking "Why Not 
a D i s t i n c t i v e l y Feminine Curriculum?" 
demanded that "Women's col l e g e s must im
prove education f o r family l i v i n g , seek
ing a d i r e c t i o n which avoids the s h a l 
lowness of some of the p r a c t i c a l cour
ses;" she c a l l e d f o r "studies which give 
prominence to the home" and fo r the 
" r a i s i n g of the pr e s t i g e of domesticity 
among educated women."15 Today, such a 
program would be condemned as the r e i n 
f o r c i n g of stereotypes; i t would be con
sidered o u t r i g h t sexism. Women do not 
want that kind of s p e c i a l treatment, 
d i f f e r e n t and unequal, they want "the 
rea l t h i n g . " But the problem i s , as we 
have seen from the example of H i s t o r y , 
that the real thing turns out to be 
p a r t l y i l l u s i o n since the s c h o l a r l y d i s 
c i p l i n e s in the masculine-oriented i n 
s t i t u t i o n s of higher learning have 
obscured and d i s t o r t e d a good deal of 
the t r u t h . Thus there i s a need f o r 



V/omen's Studies, courses and programs 
in the best s c h o l a r l y t r a d i t i o n , that 
are devoted to the quest f o r t r u t h , 
the f u l l e s t p o s s i b l e t r u t h . 

Women's Studies courses are based on 
the hypothesis that the f u l l t r u t h has 
not been t o l d , that women have been 
hidden from H i s t o r y , that they have not 
been given t h e i r due or that they have 
been regarded from p e c u l i a r biases in 
any f i e l d you care to name. Women's 
Studies are not a passing fad; they 
are needed to provide relevant con
temporary courses i t i s tr u e , but more 
than that , they are needed f o r t h e i r 
own sakes, f o r the sake of knowledge. 
Just in t e s t i n g the hypothesis that the 
f u l l t r u t h has not yet been t o l d , they 
w i l l help expose sexism in the cur
riculum and fu r t h e r new research. 

But even i f we introduced Women's 
Studies onto every campus, we would 
s t i l l f i n d other sources of sexism. 
They could be found in a v a r i e t y of 
ordinary s t r u c t u r e s and common prac
t i c e s that have c u r i o u s l y negative e f 
f e c t s on women, e s p e c i a l l y those with 
c h i l d r e n . Things that work against 
women include: requirements i n s i s t i n g 
on f u l l - - r a t h e r than part time study; 
the p r a c t i c e of holding classes during 
the day or during the dinner hour; the 
system of awarding loans, grants, and 
part time jobs (The Royal Commission 
showed that male students receive more 
money even though the numbers of s c h o l 
arships are awarded about evenly, 
studies in the US show that males 

are g r e a t t y favored); the lack of day 
care f a c i l i t i e s ; the "old boys' network" 
which, i n t e r a l i a , makes news of j o b s , 
grants, e t c . more f r e e l y a v a i l a b l e to 
males. Some of these same kinds of 
f a c t o r s a f f e c t female s t a f f who are 
au t o m a t i c a l l y expected, by v i r t u e of 
t h e i r sex rather than t h e i r t a l e n t , to 
be s e c r e t a r i e s of committees or in 
charge of c o f f e e , or to teach the 
larges t c l a s s e s at the most inconven
ient hours. Those kinds of chores are, 
of course, not r e s t r i c t e d e x c l u s i v e l y 
to women. They tend always to be im
posed by the powerful who are i n p o s i 
t i o n s to e x p l o i t the weak, whoever they 
may be. It j u s t happens that in the 
u n i v e r s i t y a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t r u c t u r e , 
men are powerful and women are weak. 

And i f women show signs of g e t t i n g up
p i t y , the system has some s u b t l e ways 
of p u t t i n g them back in 1ine--chairmen 
of meetings tend to overlook female 
speakers whi l e g i v i n g men the f l o o r ; 
male professors and a d m i n i s t r a t o r s , in 
ways that are p a t r o n i z i n g and p a t e r n a l 
i s t i c rather than f r i e n d l y , q u i c k l y get 
on a f i r s t name basis'with female c o l 
leagues, w h i l e according males the f u l l 
d i g n i t y of t h e i r honorable t i t l e s , 
"Dr.," " P r o f e s s o r , " "Dean" or whatever. 
A common v a r i a n t of t h i s i s fo r people 
to use p r o f e s s i o n a l t i t l e s f o r men 
("Dr.," " P r o f . , " "Dean") and s o c i a l 
t i t l e s f o r women ("Mrs.," "Miss," or 
"Ms."). It is not unheard of f o r men, 
who think they are l i b e r a t e d to ad
dress a female professor as "Ms." and 
sign themselves "Professor X." This 



i s such a l i t t l e t h i n g , small in every 
sense, and to protest i t would be 
petty. What I do when someone does 
that to me i s to assume that he r e a l l y 
wants to be s o c i a l , so I reply to hi s 
l e t t e r w ith a "Dear Mr. X." If there 
i s a response a f t e r that i t i s almost 
i n v a r i a b l y , "Dear Dr. G i 1 l e t t " — 
though there are some die-hards who go 
the next step down and w r i t e , "Dear 
Margaret." A l l of t h i s could e a s i l y be 
a s l i p of the pen, a c c i d e n t a l except 
that i t i s done c o n s i s t e n t l y in one 
d i r e c t i o n , downward from the male. And 
on the other hand, there i s a general 
tendency f o r people to address any male 
on campus as "P r o f e s s o r " or "Doctor" 
regardless of hi s rank and degree. But 
i t i s r a r e , indeed, that an unearned, 
high status t i t l e i s g r a t u i t o u s l y con
f e r r e d on a female. Not important, you 
think? I think i t i s very important. 
It i s an expression of the assumption 
that women are not " r e a l " academics. 
The burden of proof i s always on them 
to show otherwise. They are assumed 
g u i l t y of being i n t e l l e c t u a l l i g h t 
weights ( f e a t h e r b r a i n s ) u n t i l they have 
proved otherwise, and even then. . . . 

Other examples of sexism may appear in 
the most unexpected places. In the 
S t a f f French course I took r e c e n t l y at 
M c G i l l , the i n s t r u c t o r asked the c l a s s 
to give the French f o r the verbs in the 
f o l l o w i n g sentence: "Mules k i c k , dogs 
b i t e , cats and women s c r a t c h . " Even 

the l i b r a r y catalogue i s not immune. 
There, white male i s the norm, other 

human beings are deviant. Thus there 
i s a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n " P h y s i c i a n s " then 
sub-sections "Negroes as P h y s i c i a n s " 
and "Women as P h y s i c i a n s " — a n d under 
"Women" who are not to be taken s e r i o u s 
l y , a cross reference to "Charm." An
other small t h i n g . One of the c o n t i n 
ual welter that constantly bombards 
women on and o f f campus. A f t e r many 
overt and sub t l e put-downs, a s p i r a t i o n s 
are lowered, options are constrained, 
and i t takes a l o t of r e p e t i t i o n to 
ra i s e consciousness and keep i t up, i t 
takes an enormous amount of s e l f -
respect and d r i v e to maintain con
fidence. 

Analysi s 

It would be u n f a i r to suggest that the 
u n i v e r s i t y is a c t u a l l y a conspiracy 
against women, but i t i s c l e a r that 
some fundamental changes are overdue. 
It may be conceded that women have 
greater academic p a r t i c i p a t i o n than they 
had a hundred years ago but, even so, we 
are s t i l l at the point when e x c e l l e n t 
women have about the same degree of ac
ceptance and success as mediocre men. 
It seems p a r t i c u l a r l y unfortunate that 
prejudice should permeate the i n s t i t u 
t i o n which i s , i d e a l l y , dedicated to 
the quest f o r t r u t h , the search f o r new 
knowledge. Unexamined custom and sim
p l e a d m i n i s t r a t i v e convenience, rather 
than malice, may account f o r some of 
the sexism in higher education, but 
there are other complicated and i n t e r 
locking explanations. 



Part of the problem has to l i e with 
s o c i e t y as a whole, with the stereo
t y p i c a l t h i n k i n g , the ro l e a s c r i p t i o n s . 
Society in general does not expect 
women to be i n t e l l e c t s and young women 
continue to i n t e r n a l i z e t h i s expecta
t i o n . They learn t h i s lesson well un
t i l , much as they want to f i n d t h e i r 
own i n d i v i d u a l i d e n t i t i e s , to do w e l l , 
to achieve, they have a fear of suc
cess. You may be f a m i l i a r with a num
ber of studies in t h i s area, f o r 
example a well-known one conducted a 
few years ago at the U n i v e r s i t y of 
Michigan where 90 women and 88 men were 
asked to w r i t e s t o r i e s continuing from 
the f o l l o w i n g sentence: " A f t e r f i r s t 
term f i n a l s , John (Anne) fin d s himself 
( h e r s e l f ) at the top of his (her) 
medical school c l a s s . " The women wrote 
about "Anne" and the men about "John." 
"John" was thoroughly successful and, 
a f t e r hard work, graduated at the top 
of h i s c l a s s . One "Anne" was "an acne 
faced bookworm;" another got smart and 
lowered her grades and f i n a l l y dropped 
out of medical school so that she would 
not outshine her boyfriend; another 
graduated at the top of her c l a s s - - i n 
nursing school. In the experiment, 
scores r e l a t i n g to negative a t t i t u d e s 
towards success showed that le^s than 
10% men had any i n t e r e s t in avoiding 
success compared with 65% women.16 
S i m i l a r negative a t t i t u d e s towards 
women's competence and success appear 
in studies i n v o l v i n g female professors 
evaluating academic papers d i f f e r e n 
t i a l l y according to whether they be
lie v e d the authors to be male or f e 

male 17 and in studies of female 
students a d j u d i c a t i n g p a i n t i n g s .1 8 
Work thought to have been done by men 
was c o n s i s t e n t l y evaluated by women as 
higher than that thought to be done by 
women—except when a p a i n t i n g had been 
i d e n t i f i e d as a p r i z e winner. The 
judgments had r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e to do 
with the q u a l i t y of the work, but with 
the sex of the author. This kind of 
data suggests that women, too, are 
vi c t i m s of sexism and are prejudiced 
against each other. 

Another part of the problem i s that the 
issue i s fraught with paradox and incon
s i s t e n c y . Thus, supporters of the the
o r e t i c a l idea that women are i n t e l l i g e n t 
human beings can be s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y 
and people who are g e n e r a l l y supporters 
of l i b e r a l and reform causes can be 
r i g i d and antedeluvian in fem i n i s t mat
t e r s . It may not be much of a s u r p r i s e 
that Lewis C a r r o l l (Prof. Dodgson) , who 
wrote the very c l e v e r book about " A l i c e " 
f o r " A l i c e , " a l s o wrote a strong s t a t e 
ment to the Congregation of Oxford 
against the admission to the ancient 
u n i v e r s i t i e s "of that s o c i a l monster, 
the 'He-Woman;'"19 i t i s more curious 
(or, as " A l i c e " would say, "curiouser") 
that Herbert Marcuse in Counter-
r e v o l u t i o n and Revolt comes across as a 
"pedestal pedlar." He holds that women 
are less b r u t a l i z e d than men because 
economic d i s c r i m i n a t i o n has kept them 
out of the competitive world and con
fined them to the home where they exem
p l i f y bourgeois v i r t u e . Curiouser and 
curiouser i s the c o n t r a d i c t i o n in John 



Stuart M i l l who wrote in h i s c l a s s i c 
essay "On L i b e r t y " that "woman was a 
man in p e t t i c o a t s " but l a t e r argued 
that there were basic d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
masculine and feminine natures and 
that women were an e s s e n t i a l counter
part to the abstractness, narrowness 
and r i g i d i t y l i k e l y to beset men. The 
movement i s fraught with t h i s kind of 
i neons i stency. 

Another aspect of the problem l i e s in 
the f a c t that many women f i n d rewards 
in being subjugated and subordinated. 
The f i c t i t i o u s medical student, "Anne," 
who dropped her grades to get her man 
has thousands of real l i f e counter
p a r t s . They b e l i e v e , at l e a s t tempor-
a r i l y , that they are rewarded by sub
m i t t i n g to the stereotype of female 
i n t e l l e c t u a l i n f e r i o r i t y . But there 
must be a b e t t e r , mdre' honest way to 
achieving those rewards. 

Another, and c l o s e l y r e l a t e d , part of 
the problem i s that women have been 
prepared to s e t t l e f o r l e s s . When 
senior a d m i n i s t r a t i v e jobs are a v a i l 
a b l e , search committees report d i f f i 
c u l t i e s in even g e t t i n g women to apply. 
Women seem so freq u e n t l y content to s i t 
back and l e t the men get the u l c e r s . 
Therefore, apparently, they have no one 
to blame but themselves. This i s only 
the most s u p e r f i c i a l reading of the 
s i t u a t i o n . Basic to i t are the func
t i o n i n g of expectations and the lack 
of v i a b l e r o l e models and the neces
s i t y f o r a great deal of e x t r a d e t e r 

mination to succeed i f one i s a woman. 

Again, part of the problem is that many 
women do not support f e m i n i s t movements 
on campus. Faculty wives are not a l 
ways i n favor of the appointment of f e 
male f a c u l t y — a p p a r e n t l y f o r much the 
same reasons that policemen's wives 
object to co-ed p a t r o l cars. Some f e 
male academics do not subscribe to 
femini s t p r o t e s t s and consider them 
a) unnecessary, because they got where 
they are without s o c i a l r e v o l u t i o n a r y 
movements, b) inappropriate, because 
the kind of r a d i c a l i s m associated with 
Women's Lib f l i e s in the face of the 
d i g n i t y and g e n t i l i t y expected of u n i 
v e r s i t y professors. It is a l l too ob
vious that the idea of g e n t i l i t y i s 
t i e d to the notion of f e m i n i n i t y and 
the pedestal and makes women extremely 
vulnerable to e x p l o i t a t i o n . 

Yet another part of the problem i s that 
women academics do not approve of 
Women's Studies. They consider them as 
sp e c i a l pleading, a kind of reverse 
sexism, o r , l i k e many men, they do not 
bel i e v e in t h e i r academic r e s p e c t a b i l 
i t y . They appear to think that the 
tr u t h about women can and w i l l come 
out in the t r a d i t i o n a l d i s c i p l i n e s . 
Such people overlook the s i g n i f i c a n c e 
of the Women's Studies hypothesis (that 
the f u l l t r u t h has not yet been t o l d ) 
and ignore the fa c t that throughout the 
h i s t o r y of higher education, women have 
j u s t not appeared, have not been a l 
lowed to appear. There i s no reason to 



suspect they ever would unless a spe
c i f i c a l l y d i r e c t e d program were ad
vanced-- in much the same way that r e l a 
t i v e l y few works of Canadian l i t e r a t u r e 
would have been studied without the 
emergence in the 1950s of Canadian 
L i t e r a t u r e courses. Canadian l i t e r a 
ture would not have a chance i f English 
Departments had continued to teach only 
something c a l l e d " E n g l i s h L i t . " 

The l a s t , but not n e c e s s a r i l y the f i n 
a l , aspect of the problem is that sex
ism i s an ideology--a coherent, system
a t i c body of concepts, a s s e r t i o n s , 
theories and consequent behaviors that 

c o n s t i t u t e a s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l program. 
That t h i s ideology i s r a r e l y a r t i c u l a 
ted or even recognized does not lessen 
i t s force nor lessen the need f o r ex
tremely strong counter-arguments. The
o r e t i c i a n s of women's l i b e r a t i o n are 
s t i l l r e l a t i v e l y r a r e , but f e m i n i s t s , 
whether s o c i a l i s t , r a d i c a l or moderate, 
a l l agree that changes are due. i t 
remains to be seen whether these the
o r e t i c a l p o s i t i o n s w i l l coalesce or 
whether one w i l l emerge triumphant to 
combat the sexism so obviously rampant 
in higher education,or whether we w i l l 
g e n t e e l l y maintain the status quo. 
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