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Abstract

A historically feminized profession, education in North America remains remarkably unaffected by feminism, with the notable exception of pedagogy and its impact on curriculum. The purpose of this paper is to describe characteristics of feminism that render it particularly useful and appropriate for developing potentialities in education. As a set of flexible methodological tools informed by Gilles Deleuze’s notions of philosophy and art, I argue feminism may contribute to education’s becoming more efficacious, reflexive, and reflective of the values of its participants. Its impetus involves ‘feminist imperative(s)’ to help in the sense articulated by Elizabeth Grosz: to provoke thought, challenge and problematise. 

FEMINIST IMPERATIVE(S) IN EDUCATION:

PHILOSOPHY, THEORY, OR WHAT MATTERS MOST

Although a historically feminized profession, education in North America remains remarkably unaffected by feminism, with the notable exception of pedagogy and its impact on curriculum. Many teachers, often in isolation, consistently enact feminist practices in their classrooms, whether or not they identify them as such. Discernible in the profession through publications such as Feminist Teacher, feminist pedagogical techniques developed as much as 30 years ago are often described today as critical, liberatory, or even poststructural or postmodern. Nevertheless, inroads into the education profession feminism has made through pedagogy exist almost exclusively at the level of both theorizing about and implementing practice. In terms of education philosophy, feminist writers have been active (see, for instance hooks, 2003; Diller, et al., 1996; Martin, 1994; Stone, 1994; Lather, 1991; Grumet, 1988; Greene, 1978), but have had little effect on discourses related to preparation of teachers.
 This is particularly true in North American music education where it is fair to say that despite its articulation in a number of publications (notably, Philosophy of Music Education Review; Gender, Education, Music, Society; Action for Change in Music Education; The Quarterly Journal of Music Teaching and Learning—discontinued for approximately 10 years), feminism has had virtually no discernible impact on the practices and processes of the profession—beyond the occasional inclusion of music by women composers. While music education philosopher Bennett Reimer (1995) asserts that feminism is responsible for music education’s having lost its innocence, I (Gould, 2004) suggest that the profession (that is, writers who do not consider themselves feminist) has taken this apparent dis-grace in stride by generally ignoring and avoiding feminism, with the exception of a few attacks (Reimer, 2003; Woodford, 2005) that clearly misunderstand it at a variety of levels. 

The purpose of this paper is to describe characteristics of feminism that render it particularly useful and appropriate for developing potentialities in education generally and music education specifically. While concerns with equity and certain gestures toward parity demonstrate that some goals of liberal feminism are slowly being reached, the persistence of other issues related to feminist concerns, such as heteronormativity, whiteness and abjection, indicates that larger goals remain largely unfulfilled. For instance, patriarchal structures and assumptions on which education is based, such as on-site management teams’ being responsible to off-site administrators, and government-mandated curricula, testing, and standards, remain in place despite more than 30 years of developing and implementing feminist pedagogies. The continued relevance and salience of feminist concerns also underscore that assertions about the death of feminism or society’s shifting to a postfeminist moment amount to ‘political-programmatic statement[s] of a conservative thrust rather than a descriptive proposition’ (Nagl-Docekal 2003, xv).
 

In this paper I describe what I call a ‘feminist imperative(s)’ to help (Grosz, 1995), which is to say, to provoke thought, to challenge and problematise, to trouble, and address questions related to education and music education, as well as how feminism may benefit these professions. I am interested in what/how feminism can reveal and explain in order to make the professions more efficacious, reflexive, and reflective of (poststructural, postmodern, postcolonial) values that acknowledge fluid truths, identities, and subjectivities. To be clear, because it offers multiplicity of voices, ruptures for/of resistance, reflection as forgiveness, not so much getting it right as getting it (at least until ‘it’ shifts), I believe feminism offers a real chance of making (a) difference
 in education and music education for students, teachers, schools, and communities; a means of revealing and destabilizing, of enacting responsibility and revolution. Inspired by Elizabeth Grosz (1995), I suggest that this ‘is a positive view . . . [but not] a utopian one’:

it is not a prophecy of the future, a vision of things to come, an ideal or goal, but a way of looking at, and doing things here and now, . . . a way of levelling, of flattening the hierarchical relations between ideas and things, qualities and entities, of eliminating the privilege of the human over the animal, the organic over the inorganic, the male over the female, the straight over the ‘bent’—of making them level and interactive, rendering them productive and innovative, experimental and provocative. (p. 185)

With the term feminism(s) I incorporate feminist philosophy, feminist theory, and feminist movement in a strategic move to subsume the multiplicities and conceptual confusions associated with each. I begin by defining and describing feminism(s), demonstrating the interrelationships of the terms that comprise it. In exploring its contributions to education, I argue that as a set of flexible integrated methodological tools, feminism(s), informed by philosopher Gilles Deleuze’s notions of rhizome and becoming, as well as his approach to doing/thinking philosophy and art,
 provides creative, artistic processes for understanding and changing the profession that match the values and goals of those teachers, students, and communities who participate in it. 

Feminism(s): What is It?

I myself have never been able to find out precisely what feminism is. I only know that people call me a feminist whenever I express sentiments that differentiate me from a doormat or a prostitute.

(West 1982, p. 219)

Definitions of feminism(s) typically refer to the theoretical perspective with which they are associated. While regretting the use of labels, Rosemarie Tong (1998) argues for their continued usefulness, attaching to ‘feminism’ the descriptive categories of liberal, radical, Marxist-socialist, psychoanalytic, existentialist, postmodern, multicultural and global, and ecological. While these labels indicate multiple varieties of feminisms, they fail to leave space for understandings that precede or exceed them. In other words, defining feminism(s) is impossible to the extent that it is both multiple and constantly changing.
 Even succinct, seemingly innocuous definitions, such as, ‘a social movement of and for women’ (de Lauretis 1990, 115, emphasis in original) are fraught with difficulties. If it addresses the concerns of and works for women, questions remain about which concerns exactly, and which women? Arguing that lack of definition limits both theoretical and political development of feminist movement,
 bell hooks (1984/2000) articulates a broad perspective based on the notions of interlocking oppressions:

Feminism is the struggle to end sexist oppression. Its aim is not to benefit solely any specific group of women, any particular race or class of women. It does not privilege women over men. It has the power to transform in a meaningful way all our lives. Most importantly, feminism is neither a lifestyle nor a ready-made identity or role one can step into. (p. 28)

In the context of hooks’ argument, race, sexuality, and class are all integral to feminist struggle (and hence feminist philosophy and theory), a perspective that is now, thanks to hooks and other writers of colour and lesbians, ubiquitous in contemporary feminist theory. Further, men are clearly implicated in this definition as a function of the differences that exist between and among them. Grosz (1995) similarly argues that men’s experiences of patriarchy are necessarily different than women’s while acknowledging inevitable points of convergence based on interdependent interests and values. Most crucial, perhaps, is hooks’ claim that feminism does not constitute an identity; rather, it is an action: one should advocate feminism. These distinctions become rather more salient in light of claims by third wave feminists that feminism is not an identity but a process (Walker, 1995). I (Gould, 2004) have argued that it is an attitude, perspective, a way of being in the world. ‘I’ am not a feminist; rather, ‘I’ am feminist. Based on Deleuze’s notion of materialist ontology, I argue here that feminism(s) is an action, a doing (becoming, in Deleuzian terms as opposed to being) in response to and part of one’s experiences of the world.

Theoretically, and not incidentally philosophically, then, feminism(s) constitutes a tool for analysing, resisting, and subverting (group) oppression(s). It is not and cannot be only about equality. Most obviously, a single concern with equality begs the question of with which men do women wish to be equal, given that racist (and not incidentally capitalist) societies clearly value some men over others. Achieving equality with valued men in these societies would only benefit similarly situated women: white, affluent, heterosexual. Further, achieving equality with men in a world conceived according to the values of men (patriarchy) would occur at the expense of women’s adopting these values and becoming like men, supporting essentialist stereotypes of both women and men.
 As critique of oppression(s), by contrast, feminism(s) is inherently and overtly political. Further, its concerns necessarily extend beyond gender and are implicated by any salient context-specific source of oppression, such as race, class, and sexuality, what Judith Butler (1999) refers to as the ‘illimitable et cetera [which] offers itself as a new departure for feminist political theorizing’ (p. 182). 

Feminist Philosophy, Theory, and Movement

Feminist philosophy, theory, and movement exist in an ambiguous and sometimes uneasy relationship with each other. While theory is apparently political precisely to the extent that it is not philosophical, feminist philosophy is apparently salient only in the context of academic departments of philosophy. 
 Feminist activists, however, argue that feminist theory is apolitical precisely to the extent that it is philosophical, which is to say is not connected to feminist movement, and consequently separated from the material conditions of actual women’s lives (Armstrong, 2002). Indeed, feminist theorists often use this very argument to criticize feminist philosophical/theoretical writing (see, for instance, McNay, 1999; Nussbaum, 1999; Gedalof, 1996; Fraser, 1995). Butler and Joan W. Scott (1992) address this issue directly as they ask, ‘Is “theory” distinct from politics? Is “theory” an insidious form of politics? Can any politics be derived from “theory,” or is “theory” itself a form of political nihilism?’ (p.. xiii), while Elisabeth Armstrong (2002) suggests that ‘present theories of feminism . . . remain deeply political. . . . [as they] maintain an unwavering commitment to struggle’ (p. 91). Grosz (1995) similarly observes, 

It is a question of negotiating a path between always impure positions—seeing that politics is always already bound up with what it contests (including theories)—and that theories are always implicated in various political struggles (whether this is acknowledged or not). (p. 56)

So-called professional feminist philosophers who work in academic departments of philosophy (for instance, Walker, 2005; Nagl-Docekal, 2004; Schott, 2003) also underscore political implications of feminist philosophy even as they struggle to legitimate the latter within their departments where its position is not only precarious but arguably declining due to its status as a topic or activity instead of a philosophical methodological tool.
 Not only does feminist philosophy ask different questions, ‘what a philosophy might do, how it might activate life and thought, and how certain problems create (rather than describe) effects’ (Colebrook 2000, p. 7), feminist philosophers also are forced to negotiate the necessity of using (masculinist) philosophical language and tools while also attempting to dismantle these orthodoxies and create alternate styles and concepts. For instance, traditional philosophical concerns related to politics focus on conceptualizing governmentality, or the techniques and systems of governing, and address types of governments and the ways in which they function. Feminist philosophy, by contrast, is necessarily more concerned with the effects of governing: what happens as a result of choices represented in governmental systems and policies, and then, how to change them. Primarily to win a rightful place for feminist philosophy in professional philosophy, Walker (2005) distinguishes it from feminist theory which she groups with other ‘critical discourses’ such as race theory and postcolonial theory, arguing that feminist philosophy works with these (political) theories in order for philosophers to discuss ‘humanity, society, value, and reality’, in what amounts to ‘a methodological challenge. . . . For philosophy, not only for feminist philosophy’ (p. 157, emphasis in original).

Feminist theory building, of course, is an activity in which philosophers engage and attempting ‘to separate neatly the work of philosophers from that of other scholars . . . [is] difficult . . . and indeed . . . would be pointless’ (Hein, 1993, ix). 
 Indeed Butler and Scott (1992) refer to feminist philosophers Luce Irigaray, Julia Kristeva, and Monique Wittig as ‘French feminist theorists’ (p. xvi). Similarly, in her discussion of the evolution of feminist theory, Teresa de Lauretis (1990) never mentions feminist philosophy, although her discussion centres on what is certainly a traditional philosophical concern: ‘the epistemological character of feminist theory’ (p. 116). She expresses her distinctly feminist philosophical argument deliberately and self-consciously as feminist theory, placing it squarely in relationship to the politics of feminism(s). Meanwhile, Butler (2004), while claiming to not really understand what theory is, other than that it apparently does not conform to the rules and concerns of capital ‘P’ philosophy (Golumbia, 1997), notes, ‘Philosophy has, scandalously, doubled itself. It has, in Hegel’s terms, found itself outside itself, has lost itself in the “Other,” and wonders whether and how it might retrieve itself’ (p. 233). In the end, Butler capitulates to what she considers the inevitability of conflation of philosophy and theory, arguing that ‘as philosophy has lost its purity, it has accordingly gained its vitality throughout the humanities’ (p. 247).

Feminist philosophy, theory, and movement, then, are integrally connected in a way that Deleuze and Félix Guattari (1987) characterize as rhizomatic, rendering the terms inseparable, totally interconnected without origin or end, even as they are not synonymous. The rhizome invokes ‘the conjunction, “and . . . and . . . and . . .” [which] carries enough force to shake and uproot the verb “to be”’ (Deleuze & Guattari 1987, 25). Further, the rhizome contrasts with the sedentary tree as it ‘operates by variation, expansion, conquest, capture, offshoots’ (p. 21), and moves transversally between points and not to them, ‘coming and going rather than starting and finishing’ (p. 25). This interconnectedness of form results in interconnectedness of content. Consequently, feminism(s) refers to the simultaneity if not concurrence of feminist philosophy, theory, and movement, and further, unless its contextual usage indicates otherwise, I understand each term (feminist philosophy, theory, movement) as implicated in the others. This self-consciously interconnected nature of feminism(s) is philosophically advantageous, if not completely unique, due to its flexibility as well as the interdisciplinary possibilities it offers.

Passional Feminism(s)

Perhaps the most unique characteristic of feminism(s), and the one that most often renders it Other in philosophy, is its emotional nature, which also contributes to its being multiple and changing (also distinctly non-philosophical qualities). Conceived in response to pain and struggle related to the material conditions of women’s lives lends feminist discourse an intensity and emotional content that is absent in most other philosophical discourses—with the exception, of course, of those also based on sources of oppression, such as race theory and postcolonial theory. 
 So-called first wave feminism, based on the notion of equality, challenged what Enlightenment humanism held most dear: the right of free white men to control their destinies and their environments, whether cultural or ecological. 
 As much as women desired freedom from bondage to fathers, husbands, and sons, men desired control of their property and heirs. As much as women demanded control of their own lives, men demanded control of theirs—which included their wives’, mothers’, and sisters’, lives. A more emotionally charged situation could hardly be envisioned, as the terms were originally and necessarily established oppositionally with one side’s winning only at the expense of the other side’s losing. Historically in the sense of linear time, ‘universalist, . . . . [and] part of the logic of identification with . . . the logical and ontological values of a rationality dominant in the nation-state’ (Kristeva 1981, p. 18, 19), women did win: the right to vote, to be educated, to work, divorce, own property, and eventually the right to go to war—almost all within just the last 100 years in western industrialized nations.

By the end of the 1960s, emotions ran high within feminism(s) as well, as so-called second wave feminism became enormously fractured into a seemingly infinite variety of sub-groups. Ideological conflicts raged as some feminists, most notably Betty Friedan, sought to focus feminism(s) ‘exclusively on women’s issues defined so narrowly as to exclude questions about welfare, abortion, sexual orientation, or racism . . . [while others]—particularly [Bella] Abzug, [Shirley] Chisholm, and [Gloria] Steinem . . . urged a broader understanding’ (Flannery 2005, p. xviii). Both political and theoretical impetus for this was initiated by lesbians and women of colour who identified themselves as feminist, notably Audre Lorde, Adrienne Rich, and bell hooks. While the contested terms changed during the ensuing 35 years, emotions among and between feminists are still volatile (Purvis, 2004; Grosz, 1995).

Ongoing controversy within feminism, however, has provided the impetus for its continual growth and evolution. de Lauretis (1990) describes the disruption of the unremitting whiteness and heteronormativity of feminist theory as its coming of age, moving it into ‘a postcolonial mode. . . . [based on] the understanding of the interrelatedness of discourses and social practices, and of the multiplicity of positionalities concurrently available in the social field seen as a field of forces: not a single system of power dominating the powerless but a tangle of distinct and variable relations of power and points of resistance’ (p. 131). She identifies this as the current, or ‘third, moment in feminist theory’ (p. 116) underscoring its multiple character through concerns related to formulations of the subject that take into account multiple sources of difference, new ways of ‘doing theory’, rethinking marginality and identification in terms of location and dis-identification, respectively, and understanding ‘self-displacement . . . [as] social and subjective, internal and external, indeed political and personal’ (p. 116). 
 From a non-totalized context of women’s lives, feminism(s) remains multiple and contradictory, and uses this as a positivity, demonstrating its inherently self-consciously reflexive character—which I believe is a characteristic of no other philosophical discourse.

Feminism(s) as Methodological Tools

As a set of methodological tools involved in every aspect of education and music education, feminism(s) functions as critique (Baggini & Fosl, 2003; Lamb, 1994) of ‘the impact of gender on life and thought, and to the intersection of the impact of gender with other socially marked differences’ (Walker 2005, p. 157). It is not necessarily focused on women or so-called women’s issues so much as it attends to the intersections of multiple sources of oppression as they are experienced by groups and individuals in terms of their situatedness. Although experienced differently, this is as relevant for men as it is for non-white women, poor women, or lesbians, and ‘demonstrates the importance of keeping in view the many human experiences, specific histories, social location, and experiential standpoints that need to be acknowledged in talking about humanity, society, value, and reality’ (Walker 2005, p. 157). As a style of inquiry, feminist methodological tools consist of (necessarily partial) lenses through which problems of lived experience are refracted. In addition to critiques of what exists, what may be seen, they involve looking for what is missing, what has been omitted, devalued, discarded, focusing in particular on genealogies of ontological and epistemological issues, social institutions, and their unspoken assumptions. 

Due to their grounding in the material conditions of lived experience, these methodological tools are particularly robust, flexible and responsive, and adaptable to multiple, unstable conditions typical of educative situations. Further, feminism(s)’ interdisciplinary nature as well as its ubiquitous interconnections between philosophy, theory, and practice, match the values of educators to mutually inform theory and practice. Feminist philosophical and theoretical critiques do not just tolerate the political nature of feminist movement, they use it in a deployment similar to Sandra Harding’s (1986) notion of ‘strong objectivity’s’ using bias as a positivity in the research process. In relationship to these active rhizomatic connections, I also invoke Deleuzian passional playfulness, addressing the questions of what can feminism(s) do? And how could/should it do it? (May, 2005). 

In education philosophies, theories, and practices that speak and delineate educators’ responses, responsibilities, revolutions, feminism(s) provides both a ground for Deleuzian approaches to thinking and education, and an impetus for implementing them. For instance, feminism(s)’ self-critical and self-correcting nature forms the basis for Deleuzian becoming as transformative potential; a becoming-toward as opposed to a becoming-as. As action, ways of doing and experiencing, feminism(s), like becoming, opens spaces for change, developing new and unexpected connections and ways of thinking, Deleuzian lines of flight constitutive of what they simultaneously territorialize (outline) and deterritorialise (destabilise), ‘carry[ing] us away . . . towards a destination which is unknown, not foreseeable, not pre-existent’ (Deleuze & Parnet 2002, 125).

The passional nature of feminism(s) implicates Deleuze’s notions of affect and percept, integrating art and philosophy. For Deleuze, philosophy is the way we think conceptually, while art is how we think affectively. Both are productive and creative as opposed to representational. Concepts, as philosophical, created in response to lived problems, produce perspectives and catalysts for thinking that are consequently interrelated with other concepts—both those that precede them and those that follow. Evaluated in terms of what happens as a result of their implementation, concepts continually change (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994). Affects (and percepts), two dimensions of concepts, are created in/by art (Deleuze, 1990). Although they consist of sense experiences, affects are not feelings. Rather, as becomings, they are singularities, which is to say they function independently of meaning and representational systems. Percepts, on the other hand, are not perceptions, but what we receive that induces affects: ‘packets of sensations and relations that live on independently of whoever experiences them’ (Deleuze 1990, p. 137). Working together, ‘art presents singular affects and percepts, freed from organising and purposive viewpoints, [while] [p]hilosophy strives to think the possibility of these singularities’ (Colebrook 2002, p. 36), looking for what is unexpected, unusual or exceptional. Concepts, affects, and percepts, then, are ‘inseparable forces, running from art into philosophy and from philosophy into art’ (Deleuze 1990, p. 137), implicating the body in a materialist ontology of becoming (Braidotti, 2002). 

Like Deleuze’s definition of philosophy, ‘Feminism[s] has always been a question of what concepts do, how they work and the forces any act of thinking enables’ (Colebrook 2000, 9). 
 Because of its direct links to politics (feminist movement), feminism(s) is actively concerned with questions of how concepts work—as opposed to what they mean—and what they can do, what their implications are in the experiences of living people. Concepts (thought) are never dis-embodied, never without consequence or force. Again like Deleuze, feminists reject the notion of philosophy as science committed to reason and logic, and look elsewhere to involvements and becomings, the goal of which is ‘thinking otherwise . . . [such that] feminism[s] might be less a task of emancipation, and more the challenge of differentiation’ (p. 12). Inhered with interconnected positivity, then, feminism[s] brings to (education) philosophy questions of body politics and ethical embodiments (Jaggar & Young, 2000), providing methodological tools that both accommodate concepts/affects/percepts (multiple ways of thinking) while integrating theory and practice. Understanding the impossibility of definitive solutions, the flexibility of these tools enables them to work (albeit not unproblematically) with other philosophical approaches grounded in lived experience. Further, the self-conscious self-reflexivity inhered throughout feminism(s) enables it to respond to and work to avoid theoretical orthodoxy and dogmatism. 

Feminist Imperative(s)

The point of feminism(s) always has been to make (a) difference: in society generally or in this case, education and music education specifically. In music education, Lamb (1994) argues that feminist incursions ‘fracture the line of fault hidden underneath the everydayness of music teaching’ (p. 69), destabilizing and even disorienting our assumptions and expectations. Critiquing the exclusionary nature and museum culture of music and music education, she problematises notions of hierarchy and reified performance practices in both music and education. Like other feminist discourses in education, her goals are explicit: to acknowledge and account for everyone in the educative process, enabling them/us to actualize our educational (and musical) potentialities, which describes as well Grosz’s (1995) requirement that feminism(s) ‘must also help’ (p. 23). Compulsory assistance constitutes what I describe as ‘feminist imperative(s)’, and is the last step of Grosz’s three-part process in which feminism(s) first reveal and then trouble (masculinist—what Deleuze might call arboreal or sedentary) norms, commitments, and interests of practices and theories that reflect stasis and shut down potential. It is feminist in terms of its commitments to confronting, resisting, and subverting material interlocking sources of oppression; imperative in terms of its urgency in responding to exigencies of lived experience in education and music education.

Necessarily creative, feminist imperative(s) to make (a) difference requires us to encounter and envision new and unpredictable alternatives. In terms of a Deleuzian feminist politics ‘that slips into [identity] confrontations, and passes under or through them’ (Deleuze & Guattari 1987, p. 276), it is materialist (embodied) in its concern with power relations and current technologies, affectivities and positivities related to the body, becomings, connections and allegiances as opposed to identities, creative and non-linear philosophical and artistic productions, and difference (Braidotti, 2002). Enacted as Deleuzian micropolitics of fluidity and multiple machinic connections with people, animals, and things, however, it is always something more, something that escapes through lines of flight that deterritorialise and then reterritorialise (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). 

This is both the revolutionary aspect and responsibility of feminism(s): to make us/things/the world better/more/different, reflecting as well Deleuze’s politics of passional engagement, resisting power that would prevent change, transformations, individuations, becomings. Created and creative, becoming is always caused, and carries its own revolutionary imperative; indeed, Deleuze (1995) argues that our ‘only hope lies in a revolutionary becoming: the only way of casting off . . . shame or responding to what is intolerable’ (p. 171). Based on the notion that ‘how we conceive the world is relevant to how we live in it’ (May 1996, p. 295), Deleuzian becoming moves us through and beyond that which would limit us. Not temporal in that it is ‘neither linear nor sequential’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 118) nor teleological in that it is not “regressing-progressing” (Deleuze & Guattari 1987, p. 239), becoming involves processes, flows and intensities, of deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation, of movement (without physically moving) toward—the unknown, the unthought. It refers to power and transformative potential that is both external to the subject and relational in terms of rhizomatic interconnections without origin or end (Sotorin, 2005; Braidotti, 2003), existing only between, in the middle, where it accelerates or intensifies (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). 

Further, becoming does not involve justice or morality, but ethics.
 ‘Either ethics makes no sense at all, or this is what it means and has nothing else to say: not to be unworthy of what happens to us’ (Deleuze, 1990, p. 149); that is, to become responsible, ‘a citizen of the world. . . . [and] worthy of what happens to us’ (p. 148, 149). An ethical responsibility born(e) by everyone because we are all implicated—in inflicting oppression as well as dismantling it—becoming as feminist imperative(s) addresses how we might live (May, 2005), how we might respond in education and music education. Its purpose is not to provide solutions or answers, which of course would be impossible, but to ask questions inhered with potentialities for actualizations and becomings. Political, artistic, philosophical, and creative, it wilfully and intentionally provides a set of methodological tools that vary depending on the problems to which they are applied.

Offering a wide range of ways to look at the world, Deleuzian feminist imperative(s) finally involves experimentation that requires playfulness and a certain ‘trust or confidence—a belief in the world’ (Rajchman 2001, 6). Indeed, it is this very sense of humour that so many commentators mistakenly have found lacking in feminists. Pejoratively attributing dolefulness to feminist philosophers conveniently ignores the required staid character of philosophy in general. Further, seriousness of purpose should never be confused with heaviness of heart. Rather, seriousness demands lightness—of intention as well as outcome. Should one proposal fail for any reason, others become readily available—without prejudice or preconception, as any effort that includes risk is necessarily informed by chance and play? Work that does something, that affects human lives—that matters—is not for the faint of heart. Nor is it for those who cannot laugh, who are afraid to take chances, or are unwilling to be/look foolish. Imbued with an ‘ethic of affirmation’ that creatively connects with life, Deleuzian feminist imperative(s) both engages and provokes transformative educational and music educational potentials that matter most.
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Endnotes





� Jane Roland Martin (2000) notes, however, that contemporary feminist philosophers working in academic departments of philosophy rarely write about education.





� In addition to naïve declarations in music education literature, and ubiquitous and persistent media portrayals of feminists as man-haters and feminism as dead and feminists, some (third-wave) feminists, as well, have declared the passing (on) of feminism (Adkins, 2004). Herta Nagl-Docekal (2003) reads criticisms ‘from the inside’ as being motivated by an interest in moving beyond questions of the ‘hierarchy of the sexes. . . . because they have lost the appeal of the new’ (p. xvi-xvii) and reflecting maturity in feminist philosophy rather than the decline of feminism.





� I use ‘difference’ in the sense described by Deleuze (1994) as functioning not in terms of representation, identities (sameness) and negativity, but as foldings and unfoldings of specific (if momentary) actualizations and openings of potentialities.





� In this paper, I attempt a (singular) instance of Deleuzian philosophy by using his concepts rather than explicating or analyzing them.





� First wave feminism is typically associated with suffrage movements in North America and western Europe beginning in the 1830s and extending until women were granted the right to vote by around 1940. Second wave feminism, then, is generally understood to have begun around 1960 extending to the mid 1980s when the concerns of women of colour and lesbians were formally and theoretically addressed, more or less signalling the beginning of third wave feminism. In this configuration, it is possible for second wave feminists to become third wave—providing their writings reflect third wave concerns. In practice, however, second and third wave feminists tend to be identified based on their age; typically, anyone born before 1970 is considered to be second wave. Challenges to this generational model typically come from third wave feminists interested in freeing themselves from what they perceive to be responsibilities to and restrictions of their so-called foremothers (Purvis, 2004). I suggest that this concern of younger women seems to have more to do with the prerogatives of youth than the alleged failures of second wave feminism.





� I read hooks’ dropping the definite article ‘the’ before ‘feminist movement’ as an indication of the fluidity and multiplicity of feminisms.





� For a brief but nuanced account of these arguments, see Grosz (1995), particularly Chapter 3.





� Estella Lauter (1993) refers to theory as ‘the conceptual results of feminist practice’ (p. 270), which I read as inherently political. Regarding philosophy, Mary Ellen Waithe (1987) notes the incongruity of historical definitions of philosophy and feminist philosophical writing. ‘If traditional philosophy has always been a male enterprise, by selecting works of women that fit those traditional definitions, am I not merely selecting works by women who “thought like men” or who “did what men did”’? (p. xii).


� Notably, many—if not most—high-profile women who write feminist philosophy hold academic appointments in departments other than philosophy (Butler, 2004; Walker, 2005).





� ‘The lack of acceptance that feminist philosophy encounters cannot be explained only by skepticism toward feminism in general. . . . While some critics fear an ideologization of philosophy and thus a loss of its argumentative power, others argue that what they miss is a new methodological approach. . . . Philosophers who do not subscribe to a narrow scientistic understanding of their discipline cannot consistently withdraw themselves from the core problem of feminism. Why, for instance, should a philosophical theory of law investigate all possible forms of injustice, except those that are based on sex discrimination?’ (Nagl-Docekal 2003, p. xvii-xviii)





� In her ‘Introduction: Philosophy, Aesthetics, and Feminist Scholarship’, Carolyn Korsmeyer (1993), however, does distinguish, admittedly with difficulty, ‘the work of philosophers from that of other scholars in aesthetics [philosophy]’ (p. ix), who presumably, although never identified as such, are theorists. 





� Class theory, perhaps as a function of the experience of class oppression, was at least initially written by privileged white men with access to publishers. 





� ‘By providing a powerful critique of the idea of a timeless social hierarchy, in which God or nature preordained women’s dependence on men, feminism exposes the historical construction and potential deconstruction, of categories such as gender, race, and sexuality’ (Freedman 2002, p. 11). 





� While this third moment in feminist theory corresponds roughly with Purvis’ (2004) deployment of Kristeva’s (1981) third generational model as ‘a “third wave political moment” or a “third wave feminist consciousness”’ (p. 95) crossing intergenerational feminist boundaries, de Lauretis crosses (second wave) borders, citing Anzaldua’s (1987) mestiza and Wittig’s (1981) ‘lesbian’ as examples of third-wave theorizing of displacements of her “eccentric subject” (p. 145). Notably, Walker (2005) identifies current feminist philosophy as a fourth wave, given the philosophical writings of women in the ancient world that Waithe (1987) attributes as feminist. Walker observes: ‘Feminism recurred rather than emerged in the later twentieth century; it had come and gone before as a philosophical discourse and an intellectual vision. It came and went along with the presence, the recognized work, and the impact of women philosophers throughout history in those places that are the scene of Western philosophy’ (p. 155, emphasis in original).





� This is not to suggest that feminists universally embrace Deleuze’s philosophy. See Colebrook (2000) for a succinct and cogent discussion of feminist objections.





� ‘[M]orality presents us with a set of constraining rules, . . . that judge actions and intentions by considering them in relation to transcendent values; . . . ethics is a set of optional rules that assess what we do, what we say, in relation to the ways of existing involved’ (Deleuze 1995, p. 100).





