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Abstract

This paper considers the way in which neoliberalit@ms impacted on equal
employment opportunity (EEO) within the academtéad of a focus on the common
good, there has been a shift to promotion of thfeasthin the market. Higher education
has not been immune from the contemporary imperatvcommodify and privatise.
Corporatisation has resulted in top-down managenml perennial auditing and the
production of academics as neoliberal subjectshiwithis context, identity politics
have either moved to the periphery or disappedtedether.

Against the background of the ramifications of goeio-political shift and the
transformation of the university, the paper consdée rise and fall of EEO and the
emergence of new discourses, such as that of divevghich better suit the market
metanarrative. This has induced a shift away fraaff 40 students, begging the
question as to whether EEO is now passé.

Keywords. Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO), diversity, famsim, women and
the academy.
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| ntroduction

Equal employment opportunity (EEO) in Australiandt exactly in its death throes, is
in a parlous state after a very short time. | pegpto present an overview of the life of
EEO in higher education, which could be a valediceddress. As a product of social
liberalism, EEO has been corroded by the contempgmaoccupation with the market
and profit-making. Instead of the common good, fdwis is now on promotion of the
self within the market.

Like other areas of public life, higher educatiasmot been immune from the
contemporary imperative to commodify and privatisehe corporatisation of
universities has made them more like businesses.l#s resulted in changed forms of
governance, including top-down managerialism, paedrauditing and the production
of higher education workers as neoliberal subjédtghin the contemporary context,
the identity politics of gender and race have eitheoved to the periphery or
disappeared altogether, unless they can be shohawvmuse value in the market.

My title includes the phrase EEO (equahploymenbpportunity) rather than
EO (equal opportunity). Although the terms are mftesed interchangeably, the
omission of the word ‘employment’ signifies the aloe shift that has occurred from
staff to students as a result of the commodificatad higher education. | would not
want to suggest that concern for students is aluiad, except that the change has been
induced by economic rather than academic considagmtHowever, it is not just the
erasure of the word ‘employment’ that is of congeior even the phrase ‘equal
opportunity’ sans employment tends to be treatedpassé, having been largely
displaced by the softer term of diversity.

| consider the rise and fall of EEO in the acadeougr the last three decades
within a dynamic socio-cultural context. In addregsthe trajectory of change, |
identify three phases, although | do not wish taigil about the lines of demarcation
between them:

1. EEO in a chilly climate;
2. The Dawkins reforms;
3. Diversity discourses.

1. EEO in a Chilly Climate: 1970s-1980s

The Whitlam Government's embrace of a social libeigenda in the early 1970s
created an environment in which the modernisatibthe old patriarchal order was
believed to be feasible. The struggle for equalbopmity in higher education emanated
almost exclusively from the women’s movement, aktte struggle for the enactment
of anti-discrimination and equal opportunity measumithin Australia generally.

While the Racial Discrimination Act 197%Cth) was an initiative of the Whitlam

! The role of UN conventions, such as the Conventiotthe Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW), 1979, also played an impuartale, as Australia then wished to have the
approbation of the international community.



Government, its companion legislation, the Sex fnsication Act, was not enacted
until some years latér.

Like other public institutions, universities hadipbeen the preserve of what |
term ‘Benchmark Men’, who are invariably white, AngCeltic, heterosexual, able-
bodied and middle class. They represent the stdndgainst which Others are
measured and invariably found wanting. Prior to 1880s, women rarely figured as
academic subjects.While the normativity of masculinity persiststhe overtly
inequitable status of women and racialised otherseae twenty five years ago is
striking. For example, at the Australian Nationativérsity in 1983, 99 per cent of
senior academics were malejhereas 100 per cent of support staff was fefhale.

Women who were brave enough to embark upon an agadeareer at an
Australian university had difficulty in securingf@ot in the doof, let alone aspiring to
tenure or promotion. Stereotypes abounded in d&tergicareer trajectories, such as
the tendency to assign women disproportionate atsoainteaching involving known
knowledge, while earmarking research and knowledgeation as masculinist
endeavouré.Women were expected to accept permanent assigratithe proletarian
base of both the academic and administrative pylarby virtue of their sex. The
women who dominated the general staff positionsewgeated as invisible or
infantilised as ‘the girls in the officé’.

It is therefore unsurprising that resentment betgaarystallise in agitation for
change. The significant catalyst for university nastn was the passage of sex
discrimination legislation at the State level, whiwas first enacted in South Australia
in 1975° and soon afterwards, in New South WHlesd Victoria'? The presumption

2 Sex Discrimination Act 198€th).

% Of the 28 contributors to a collection on conterapy university administration in the 1970s, noeon
mentioned the growing dissatisfaction regardinguhéer-representation of women. See R McCraig (ed),
University Administration in Australia: A Collectioof Papers from the Nine Administrative Staff
Courses sponsored by the Australian Vice-ChancgllBommittee and held in Australian between 1969
and 1977 University of Sydney, 1978.

* The persistent masculinity of the academy has healysed extensively elsewhere. See, eg, JaneCurri
Bev Thiele & Patricia HarrisGendered Universities in Globalized Economiégxington Books,
Lanham Md, 2002; Rosemary Deem, ‘Gender, Orgamizati Cultures and the Practices of Manager-
Academics in UK Universities’ (2003) ¥Bender, Work and Organizati®89; Jill Blackmore & Judyth
Sachs,Performing and Reforming Leaders: Gender, EducatiorRestructuring, and Organizational
Change State University of New York Press, Albany, 2007.

® In 1983, there were three senior female (1.18%) 260 senior male staff at the ANU. See Sawer,
Towards Equal Opportunityp 58.

® In 1983, the 387 female clerical workers at thelAMWere all engaged in secretarial work. Sawer,
Towards Equal Opportunityp 61.

" Eg, Gilian Cowlishaw, ‘On being awarded an Aut&ma Professorial Fellowship’ (2007) 22(52)
Australian Feminist Studiekb

8 Eg, Cass et allVhy so Fewpp 73-77. Recent studies have disputed the cla@nvtomen carry heavier
teaching loads than men. See, eg, Belinda Probkfst couldn't fit it in”; Gender and Unequal
Outcomes in Academic Careers’ (2005) 126Ender, Work and Organizatid®0, 60.

° Eg, Brian G Wilson & Eileen M Byrne (edd)/omen in the University: A Policy RepdReport of the
University of Queensland Senate Working Party om $tatus of Women, University of Queensland
Press, St Lucia, 1987, p 32.

19 5ex Discrimination Act 197(SA).

1 Anti-Discrimination Act 197 {NSW) (ADA).

12 Equal Opportunity Act 197@/ic).



of formal equality between all persons within liletegalism nevertheless places a
heavy onus on an individual who challenges a pawedrporation with deep pockets.
Securing a remedy is contingent on vulnerable idd&is identifying the harm
themselves, as well as assuming the psychologmwlfiaancial burden of lodging a
complaint and establishing that they were treated favourably than the benchmark on
the basis of their sex, race or other charactergdtidentity. Apart from possessing the
ability to recognise and conceptualise discrimoratat the threshold, complainants
have to prove the existence of a linear causahthfimking them with the respondent
and the discriminatory conduct. This may be imduaesn the case of a systemic harm.
The animus against the Other may be lodged dedpnwtite social fabric so that the
specific harm affecting a complainant cannot besaly connected to an identifiable
wrongdoer. Complaining to an outside body aboutrtignatory treatment within an
organisation may also carry the kiss of death widecause such an action is perceived
to besmirch the reputation of the organisatiorariyg case, an individualised system can
only ever produce a Pyrrhic victory, as well asngea painfully slow way of effecting
social change.

Recognition of the limitations of the individual roplaint-based mechanism of
anti-discrimination legislation engendered the vidgaat proactive measures had to be
put in place in universities to address what wag,then, acknowledged to be a
widespread institutional and cultural problem. tidiéion to monographs such &ghy
So Few?3 the majority of universities between the mid-19a6s late 1980s began to
respond to the liberal agenda and commissionediestudf the profiles of their
institutions™* In the first instance, the focus was on securirmgose equitable gender
profile, particularly in senior positions.

A study commissioned by the Vice-Chancellor at Memtge in 1983 is
illustrative® The report provided a detailed statistical profifehe gender breakdown
across the university, including the compositioncommittees. Views of staff were
elicited by means of questionnaires and fleshedwetlt interviews and case studies.
The report found that the university was run bycentralised oligarchy’ that largely
excluded womenr® It recommended that University Council appoint erspn to
promote and establish an equitable environmentinvithe university. In specific
recognition of the nexus between the student amedaitademic experience, it was
recommended that the officer be termed an Equalo@pity Officer, rather than an

13 Bettina Cass, Madge Dawson, Diana Temple, SuesWillAnne Winkler, Why so Few? Women
Academics in Australian UniversitieSydney University Press, Sydney, 1983.

4 Marian Sawer’s report on the ANU includes a sunynmdrsteps taken by Australian universities in the
early 1980s. See Marian Saw&nwards Equal Opportunity: Women and EmploymerthatAustralian
National University Report of the Working Party of the Associationvdbmen Employees, Australian
National University, Canberra, 1984, pp 6-16. See &retchen Poiner & Roberta Burkdég Primrose
Path: Women as Staff at the University of Sydbeyversity of Sydney, 1988.

> Ann Eyland, Lesley Elder and Jennifer Noesjirwisiacquarie University: Equal Opportunity Project
Staff Report prepared for the Vice Chancellor EtusriProfessor E C WebiMacquarie University,
Sydney, 1983. The project was supported by WAM (Wirat Macquarie) of which the author was a
committee member.

16 Eyland et alMacquarie Universityp 48.



EqualEmploymen©Opportunity Officer’ However, the latter term appears to have been
used in practice, as the primary focus was direterds the staff experience.

Parallelling these institutional initiatives weraling moves at the legislative
level to address the barriers for women and Otbenstituted by the pervasiveness of
benchmark masculinityAnti-Discrimination Act 1977NSW) (ADA) was the first
legislation to single out universities for proaetiinitiatives. New South Wales had
introduced EEO provisions into the public servigevistue of Part IXA of the ADA in
1980. These provisions specified the preparationplains designed to address
discrimination in the workplace on the grounds ade, sex and marital status within
State government departments and instrumentaliliesv South Wales universities
were scheduled under the ADA in 1983yhich similarly required them to develop
plans and report annually.

As the initial reports from universities were noued until 1985, the
Commonwealth quickly caught up with and displadesl Nlew South Wales legislation
with the enactment of thaffirmative Action (Equal Opportunity for Women) time
Workplace Act 198AAA),*° which covered private sector corporations with enor
than 100 employees, as well as universitidslike the New South Wales legislation,
the AAA was restricted to sex although, theorelycal did not exclude the intersection
of sex with race, sexuality, disability and/or agespite the fact that the epistemology
of multiple identities has always been legally aotlitically problematic.

In any case, the ostensibly proactive legislatiezanisms were instrumentally
weak. They conferred no rights on individuals arugs and authorised what amounted
to little more than self-regulation. Nevertheleise theory of AA was that it was
designed to ease the burden on the heroic complaarad transfer responsibility to
organisations whose prophylactic actions would atevihe need for the lodgement of
complaints. While this lofty aim may not have beemlised, the discourse of AA
undoubtedly contributed to the cultural change tidurred within universities. For a
fleeting high political moment, they were anxious he seen as progressive EO
employers, who had sloughed off their pre-moderth patriarchal practices and were
prepared to welcome women staff. Hence, statenserts as ‘X University is an Equal
Opportunity Employer’ began to appear on letterlBgad well as in job advertisements,
prospectuses and other marketing material.

When EEO units were first set up in the mid-1980spmmitted feminist tended
to be appointed as the initial officer. This persmas accorded senior status and
frequently reported directly to the VC. Supportnfrahe top was crucial for the
acceptance of the EO officer within the universignmunity. She was permitted to sit
in on selection and promotion committees as anpeddent observer and make policy

" Eyland et alMacquarie Universityp 164.

18 | was able to make the argument as a member ofMbimen’s Advisory Council to the Premier in
1982.

9 The SDA had been enacted in 1984 but inclusioA&fprovisions had proven contentious and was
deferred. Susan Magarey, ‘The Sex Discriminatioh #8384’ (2004) 2Australian Feminist Law Journal
127.



recommendations in accordance with a broad remih fthe university council and/or
the VC*

Despite the high hopes for EO, the privileged staitithe officer was short-
lived. Like the blindfold figure of justice, shegwed to be no more than a symbol that
lacked the ability to effect substantive justices #oon as she acted independently in
accordance with her remit and began to questiostiagi practices, she fell from grace.
It could be averred that the seeds of destructtrered within the very office itself.
That is, once it was apparent that substantivesgdiom a very low base) were being
made, anti-feminist discourses began to circulatt indermine therff. The handling
of discrimination and sexual harassment compldigtshe EO officer, which was the
case in some institutions, may have constitutechdaitional cause of aggravation,
particularly when complaints involved senior marrag&larginalisation led to the loss
of the right to observe selection and promotion coitees, as well as to critique
university policies. As the backlash began to nialise, the initial wave of high profile
EO officers, like their counterparts, the femocratsthe public service, became
disillusioned and departed. Some were compellektdwe. Senior managers did not
want to be told that there was anything wrong withir time-honoured practices of
homosocial reproduction, particularly when extentmakats were looming large on the
horizon.

2. The Dawkins Reforms, 1988
(i) The Disappearance of EO Units

The anti-feminist backlash coincided with the tsun#hat was to submerge many of
the EO initiatives before they had barely been fdated. The Dawkins reforms ended
the binary system and irrevocably transformed higlaeication in Australia. Overnight,
colleges of advanced education (CAEs) became sifies, bringing with them new
cultures and mores. The Dawkins reforms usheraddss higher education, perennial
under funding and a shift from free education mtaser-pays system. Thus, instead of a
public good, commodification transformed educatiora private benefit. Compliance
with the new marketised regime was hastened by sneiicompetition policy, which
became the basis of allocating funds by succedsiieral governments intent on de-
funding public education.

The CAEs had little tradition of collegiality as eth were bureaucratic
institutions with a top-down mode of governanceisTdtyle of management was seized
upon by government as an appropriate templatenséctor generally, for it lent itself

% The comprehensive reviews conducted by Dr Sues\Wibual Employment Opportunity Officer at
Macquarie University in the 1980s, are illustrati®&e Sue WillsPromotion from Lecturer to Senior
Lecturer, Macquarie University, Sydney, 1985; Sue Wikgview of General Staff Positigidacquarie
University, Sydney, 1986; Sue WillByomotion from Senior Lecturer to Associate ProfesMacquarie
University, Sydney, 1988.

L Imogen Tyler notes how the ‘myth of the selfismfeist’ emerged just when the women’s movement
was making substantive gains. See Imogen Tylere ‘Belfish Feminist: Public Images of Women's
Liberation’ (2007) 22(53Australian Feminist Studiekr3, 186.



to the control of the large multi-campus institasathat emerged from amalgamations.
As a result, a new style of VC, akin to the CECagdrivate corporation emerged, one
who espoused a harsher, depersonalised and sf@patity masculinist style. As one
VC said, ‘The job of a VC is to kick heads’. Gonasmhe avuncular VC of the past
who favoured consultation and an open-door policyhe corporatised university, little
communication occurred between the new-style VC amr@ibers of the university
community, other than with a few senior confidanteestructuring resulted in fewer
faculties, often leading to a motley collectiondigciplines that had to be managed by a
new tier of middle-level line managers. As the @egof surveillance and control over
staff increased, the space for individual autonawogtracted. The power of university
councils also contracted as they adopted a moreratdfal stance towards VCs and
began to cede their deliberative functfén.

Within this anti-democratic and economically raabst environment, the
concerns of women as a discrete interest groupirwitte university receded. Indeed,
the backlash against the campaign for gender dguaid feminist scholarship was a
noted international phenomenon after the initiasifi of success. It is therefore hard to
disagree with Jill Blackmore that restructuringeitshad become a form of backlah.
The new managerialism was responsible for the fiadlin the coffin of EO units as
quasi-independent entities. They did not fit int luere anomalies that needed to be
rationalised, managed and ‘manned’. A case studylwtted by Carolyn Noble and
Joanne Mears in the early life of a new universiyilluminating?®> The EEO
coordinators felt that amalgamation had caused EE6lip off the agenda and they
were left with no reporting process. In contrastisr managers felt that amalgamation
exerted little effect on EEO, a perception the ardlbelieved arose from its low status.
The ignorance of women'’s collective experienceis€rimination displayed by men is
a well known phenomenon. Feenan refers to thisnaspistemology of ignoranéé.
This ignorance, or denial of the problem is thedaracored by the mere existence of an
EO unit, even if inactive.

Minimal compliance with form became the order o€ ttay everywhere, a
scenario in which procedural requirements are athdo but there is otherwise

22 Margaret Thornton, ‘The Neoliberal University ahe Governance Trap’ (Autumn 2005A8stralian
Prospect http://www.australianprospect.com.au

# Eg, VéVe Clark, Shirley Nelson Garner, Margarajdfinet & Ketu H Katrak (ed#ntifeminism in the
Academy Routledge, New York, 1996; Currie et @endered Universitieqy 157; Margaret Thornton,
‘Neoliberal Melancholia: The Case of Feminist Le§aholarship’ (2004) 2@ustralian Feminist Law
Journal 7; Hester Lessard, ‘Backlash in the Academy: Tkellion of Campus Sexual Harassment
Regimes’ in Dorothy E Chunn, Susan B Boyd & Hedtessard (eds)Reaction and Resistance:
Feminism, Law and Social Chand¢BC Press, Vancouver, 2007.

4 Jill Blackmore, ‘Disciplining Feminism: A Look aBender-Equity Struggles in Australian Higher
Education’ in Leshe G Romen and Linda Eyre (eDgpngerous Territories: Struggles for Difference and
Equality in EducationRoutledge, New York, 1992, p 75.

% Carolyn Noble and Joanne Mears, ‘EEO and the “Nekiversities: A Case Study’ in Anne Marée
Payne & Lyn Shoemark (edd)Jjomen, Culture and Universities:@hilly Climate?National Conference
on the Effect of Organisation Culture on Women mvérsities, UTS Women’s Forum, Sydney, 1995.
%6 Dermot Feenan, ‘Understanding Disadvantage p#ntigugh an Epistemology of Ignorance’ (2007)
16(4)Social & Legal StudieS09, 517.



virtually no institutional commitmerft. If women are ‘unsuccessful’, it is because of
their inefficient ‘life choices’, such as havingildnen? The individualisation of the
problem deflects attention away from the systemature of discrimination that is
woven into the woof and weft of the fabric of sdgieso as to sustain hegemonic
masculinity®®

Nevertheless, despite the increasingly hostile renment, the proportion of
female academics had increased significantly byntiee1990s* This was due largely
to the preponderance of women employed as teadaffin the former CAEs, not
because of the gender analyses contained in tversity reports of the 1980s. While
numerosity does not necessarily effect chatigiie focus on numbers of women
nevertheless encouraged detractors to aver that &S were passé, although the
undervaluation of women and feminist scholarshipaied a cultural constafftThe
increasing numbers of women in the academy encedrbgcklash, which is the direct
result of gains mad®.

The fact that women were now a force to be recttaniéh nevertheless made it
more difficult to disband EO units, but if it wepslitically unwise to disband these
rogue EO units, what was to be done with them? tJpeal post-Dawkins response
was either to ‘mainstream’ or ‘downstream’ themhasd already occurred in the public
and private sectors. Mainstreaming meant that tiveye commonly assigned to
subordinate, dependent and deskilled status in huesources branches, where they
lost their outsider edginess. While there may bepasitive facet to gender
mainstreaming, which sets out to normalise poliéi@sgender equality throughout an
organisation rather than quarantine them in a fipechit,** the experience of the

" See also Catherine Fletcher, ‘Passing the Buckd€eand Management of Research Production in
UK Higher Education: Management Perspectives froBaae Study’ (2007) 26(4Hqual Opportunities
International269.

%8 Hakim is a major proponent of rational choice tiyein terms of women'’s participation in the
workforce. See Catherine Hakiikey Issues in Women’s Work: Female Diversity aedRblarisation of
Women’s EmploymenGlasshouse Press, London, 2004.

%9 ‘Hegemonic masculinity’ is the term, adapted fr@ramsci, used to capture the notion of ascendancy
within a play of power. See R W ConndBender and Power: Society, the Person and Sexuiid3p
Polity Press, Cambridge, 1987; Margaret Thorntbtggemonic Masculinity and the Academy’ (1989)
17 International J Sociology of Lawl5; Barbara Bagilhole, ‘Challenging Equal Oppoities: Changing
and adapting Male Hegemony in Academia’ (2002) 28itish Journal of Sociology of Educatidi®.
Hegemonic masculinity should not be understood ire-dimensional terms as representitige
masculinist position. See Currie, Thiele & Harfigndered Universitiep 171.

% Tanya Castleman, Margaret Allen, Wendy BastalichP&trick Wright, Limited Access: Women’s
Disadvantage in Higher Education Employme¥étional Tertiary Education Union, Melbourne, 599

31 Colleen Chesterman, ‘Toppling Towers? Gender Bqint Universities’ (2005) 47(2)Australian
Feminist Studie259, 263.

%2 Louise Morley, ‘Sounds, Silences and ContradictidBender Equity in British Commonwealth Higher
Education’ (2005) 20(46)ustralian Feminist Studies09.

% Shirley Nelson Garner, ‘Transforming Antifemini€ulture in the Academy’ in Clark et al,
Antifeminism in the Academy 214.

% gylvia Walby, ‘Introduction: Comparative Gender iNgtreaming in a Global Era’ 7(4) (2005)
International Feminist Journal of Politic$53.



corporatised university suggests the less altriatiendd®> Mainstreaming usually
meant that the student function was severed angnaskto student services.

Downstreaming devolved responsibility to facultisshools and departments,
which effectively meant that resources dried upnasone was prepared to take
responsibility for EO at all. The absence of tnaghdor monitoring enabled a resurgence
of sex-based and race-based discrimination. Conga@iavith the AAA involved annual
reporting, for which purpose the EO office was sthmes retained, but significantly
downgraded. It lost its complaint-handling roleitifiad one in the first place, as well as
having its name changed and resources cut. Anytyegesources tended to be
channelled into student services and global margetbomestication of EO signalled
the fact that specific equity agendas for staff badome ‘too difficult, too expensive
and too dangerous®

(ii) The Carporatised University

The Dawkins reforms were one manifestation of thng in favour of neoliberalism,
which had quickly become the dominant political asxbnomic philosophy of the
western world. Instead of supporting civil sociedlystributive justice and the public
good, as had been the case under social liberafjsamgernments now chose to effect a
liaison with the market. However, as Wendy Browning out, the ‘neo’ in
neoliberalism is not just about economic policlas, their socio-political effect because
of the way such policies reach from ‘the soul of ttitizen’ to affect all spheres of
social actior?’ The citizen has been transmuted into a ratioralgulating individual
concerned with the maximisation of profits and-getimotion, one whom Brown terms
homo oeconomicus economic marf This opportunity maximiser is at the centre of
the audit culturé® which requires constant performance, includingvention of the
self if necessary, on pain of redundancy. Prodiigtiis evaluated in terms of
performativity, which Lyotard defines as ‘the presef optimization of the relationship
between inputs and outpufd This performative universe, in which ‘inputs’ ahding
seen to perform are more significant than ‘outpulgls contributed to a relentless
individualism at the expense of the collective goodsuch a fiercely competitive dog-
eat-dog environment, inequality, not equality, eeahe dominant norm. EEO, equity
and concern for the Other, as paradigmatic coltegoods, were rendered passe, along
with other facets of social liberalism and the \agdf state.

% Bacchi highlights the ambiguities besetting bothimstreaming and diversity. See Carol Bacchi,
‘Managing Equity: Mainstreaming and ‘Diversity’ iwstralian Universities’ in Ann Brooks & Alison
Mackinnon (eds),Gender and the Restructured University: Changingndgement and Culture in
Higher Education Society for Research into Higher Education & Opkmiversity Press, 2001.

% Jill Blackmore, ‘Globalisation and the Restruangriof Higher Education for New Knowledge
Economies: New Dangers or Old Habits troubling Geriequity Work in Universities’, Working Paper
02131, Deakin Centre for Education and Change, iDdakiversity, Geelong, 2002.

37 Wendy Brown,Edgework: Critical Essays on Knowledge and Poljtisinceton University Press,
Princeton, 2005, p 39.

% |bid, p 40.

%9 Michael PowerThe Audit Culture: Rituals of Verificatip@xford University Press, Oxford, 1997.

“9 Jean L LyotardThe Post Modern Condition: A Report on Knowledganchester University Press,
Manchester, 1984, p 11.



Within a performative culture, there is no spaceateommodate EEO. It is
likely to be swamped by the market and the accoripgnrhetoric of quality,
excellence, world class, and so on. As one of ti@ rRanagers interviewed by
Blackmore and Sachs stated: ‘if a uni judges itasla research institution, they are not
going to care if they are good at affirmative actitt Social liberalism allowed space
for collective good but now it is competitive indivalism mediated through the brand
name of the university that is played out in thekaa

Neoliberalism has seen a distinct shift away froorkers’ rights generally to
the interests of employers to enable them to maamprofits. Flexibility and
casualisation are also deemed to be in the natinta&akst to enable nation states to be
competitive on the world stage. This has led siemdbusly to work intensification and
an erosion of working conditions. The evidence #&spect of the increase in
casualisation and precarious work suggests that emomsre compelled to bear a
disproportionate burden of the cost of the polititaift.*> Nevertheless, the demands of
efficiency and productivity in the workplace havikemsced equity discourse, unless it
can be shown to have use value in the market. K&sighdifficult, corporatisation has
served to entrench and legitimate traditional hedr@s based on race, class and
gender®

The evidence in respect of individual workplacetcarts suggests conclusively
that women generally do less well than men in aarprise-based bargaining syst&m.
The discourse of the ‘good of the economy’ largslicceeded in supplanting any
concern about women or Others not faring well.iRldés, such as ‘we live in a post-
feminist age’, were reiterated even by former PriMimister, John Howar® The
assumption is that women have attained equalitydiryg ‘let in’ in significant numbers
(albeit mainly to the lower echelons) and any ferthction would violate the norm of
equal treatment. The logic of the market thereleggtimates and naturalises the re-
gendering of the academy.

While one of the aims of EEO was to change the olasst character of
leadership positions, neoliberalism has increased ambivalence for women about
becoming managef§A harsh, depersonalised and top-down style, cormaity
thought of in masculinist terms, which has beercdlesd as ‘academic machisnidis
favoured within the corporatised university oveedhat is consultative and collegial.
The reality is that the new managerialism allowsy\igtle space for any deviation from

“I Blackmore & Sach€?erforming and Reforming Leadefs234.

42 Judy Fudge & Rosemary Owens (edB)ecarious Work, Women, and the New Econohfgrt
Publishing, Oxford & Portland, US, 2006.

3 Cf Lessard, ‘Backlash in the Academy’, p 187.

4 David Peetz, ‘Collateral Damage: Women and the R@bpices Battlefield’ http://www.qpsu.org.au
(accessed 5 February 2008). As a result of ongoiitigism of theWorkplace Relations Amendment
(Work Choices) Act 200%Cth), the Workplace Relations Amendment (Transition to Fodwvarth
Fairness) Act 2008Cth) was enacted as an early initiative of the dRGedbvernment.

4 Anne SummersThe End of Equality: The End of Equality: Work, Bsband Women'’s Choices in°21
Century AustraliaRandom House, Sydney, 2003, p 21.

¢ Morley, ‘Sounds, Silences and Contradictions’ 18dr. an excellent study of ‘womanagers’ in schools,
TAFE colleges and universities, see Blackmore &Sdeerforming and Reforming Leaders.

" Currie et alGendered Universitiep 178.
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the norm of benchmark masculinity. A line manadpsrdefinition, is subject to those
further up the line and the pressure to do morh lesgs is relentless. A managerial role
in an institution that has moved to a multi-disitipty faculty structure offers little
opportunity for academic leadership. To signal the new mindset, manageos, n
professors, have become the core workers of theetsiiy’® The task of these new
managers is to keep unruly academics in check aondhqie performativity and
productivity. In view of the fact that a small bsignificant number of women have
moved into senior positions, albeit usually at teputy level, Probert muses as to
whether this reflects the declining attractiveness positions in university
administratiorf”® Despite the appearance of the occasional womaheirsenior ranks,
the cultural changes that have accompanied Davddadsthe subsequent ratcheting up
of modes of surveillance and auditing mechanisrogether with the need to be
entrepreneurial and promote the self, have combinedreate a ‘chilly climate’ for
women once more.

We see the two movements — neoliberalism and EQ@alyt at odds with one
other. The former effectively transformed the acag@vernight, while the latter was
unable to withstand the onslaught. Productivityrfgrenativity and profits trump
notions of collective good in the corporatised @nsity. The pressure for universities to
compete intensified as the market shifted fromItioal to the global arerd.Equity,
along with other social liberal and egalitarianues of the 1970s and 1980s, has been
largely sloughed off and consigned to mothballs least so far as staff are concerned.

Aiding the demise of EEO was the implosion of tlaegory ‘woman’, which
was attacked as one-dimensional and essentiatiginidodying a white, Anglo-Celtic,
heterosexual, able-bodied, middle-class subjeat. ifriplosion of the category woman
in feminist theory had a marked effect on the amadeincluding the disbanding of

“8 A B Cabal, The University as an Institution Toda NESCO & IDRC, Paris & Ottawa, 1993;
Blackmore, ‘Globalisation and the Restructurindgdagher Education’, p 9.

9 Probert, “I just couldn't fit it in™ 51. It is otable that only five of the 17 (29%) universitiasa 2005
Australian study had a Key Performance Indicatorglender in relation to senior positions. See Hilar
Winchester, Colleen Chesterman, Shard Lorenzi & IBmowning, The Great Barrier Myth: An
Investigation of Promotions Policy and Practice Awstralian Universities,National Colloquium of
Senior Women Executives in Higher Education, Ursitgr of South Australia, 2005
http://www.universitiesaustralia.edu.au/documerntiéées_programs/women/FinalAVCCReportJuly05.p
df (accessed 6 February 2008).

* The term ‘a chilly climate’, now widely used, itributed to Hall and Sandler. See Roberta M Hall &
Bernice R SandlerThe Classroom Climate: A Chilly One for WomeRfbject on the Status and
Education of Women, Association of American Coleg#&/ashington DC, 1982; Roberta M Hall &
Bernice R SandleiQut of the Classroom: A Chilly Campus Climate foorién?Project on the Status
and Education of Women, AAC, Washington DC, 1984rriice R Sandler, Th€ampus Climate
Revisited: Chilly Climate for Women Faculty, Adrsirdators and Graduate Student8roject on the
Status and Education of Women, AAC, Washington D@86. The phrase has been adopted by many
others. See, eg, The Chilly Collective (ed&)gaking Anonymity: The Chilly Climate for Womercigy,
Wilfred Laurier University Press, Waterloo, Ont,Cd995; Payne & Shoemaromen Culture and
Universities: AChilly Climate?

*1 Overseas students constituted 25.5% of all Auatraligher education students in 2006. See
Department of Education, Science and Training (flisin Government)Students 2006 [full year]:
Selected Higher Education Statistics
http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/higher_educationlipations_resources/profiles/students (18 December
2007).
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women'’s studies coursésThe coincidence of the postmodern attack on thegcay
woman and the transformation of the modernist usitye by the market provided
fortuitous ammunition for the detractors of EEGhe academy. The effect was not just
destabilising but lethal.

(iit) Student/Consumers

The commitment to EEO continued to appear spasraliygim policy documents on
websites and in advertisements, but access antydqustudents took precedence. The
transmutation of students into consumers as atrestie Dawkins reforms irrevocably
changed the discourse. As students began to pay fmotheir education, their status as
rights-bearing consumers with significant bargagnipower required universities to
devote more resources to their wellbeing. The nespdy universities was instrumental
rather than altruistic, as de-funding of higher aadion heightened the competition
between institutions, causing them to vie with anether for students, first, at the local
level, then the national, and finally on the intdranal stage. Students had to be
actively recruited and their differences accommedat hey could no longer be treated
as a homogeneous bloc.

In the transition from staff to students in the B@&rrative, there has been a
discernible shift away from gender to race and hidigg, focusing on access, special
programmes and reasonable accommodation. Womermrtomstitute more than fifty per
cent of the student population across the boaRkeaching the tipping point may have
suggested that there were nm@ manywomen. It is notable that some institutions have
sought to cut back on the intake of students iatnifised areas within humanities and
social sciences, or even abolish their humaniteslfy altogether, as proposed by the
Queensland University of TechnolodfyClass has made a cautious reappearance once
more, albeit now conceptualised as ‘students ofdowio-economic background'.

The conceptualisation of higher education as anstmgl>® rather than a public
good, has totally disrupted the traditioridea of the university® Nevertheless, the
Newmanite notion of pursuing knowledge for its osake has always been an ideal.
Until recently, universities were associated wittion building — producing, protecting
and inculcating the idea of national cultfre but these values have now been replaced
with a constellation of altogether different valuassociated with the market and
economic good in accordance with the dominant ipalipphilosophy of neoliberalism.

%2 | have written about the impact of this phenomemonlegal studies. See Thornton, ‘Neoliberal
Melancholia’.

*3 The DEST figures for all enrolled students in 20@6 54.8%.
http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/higher_educationipations_resources/profiles/students_2006_selected
_higher_education_statistics.htm

** | participated in the Last Post Seminar: Closure the Humanities and Social Sciences Programme,
QUT, Carseldine Campus, 29 November 2007.

> Education is now Australia’s third top export aftmal and iron ore production, generating $12.5
billion in revenue. In 2007, it replaced tourism th& biggest services export. See Milanda Rout,
‘Education Trumps TourismThe Australian6 February 2008, p 8.

* John Henry Newmarhe Idea of a Universityed with introd and notes by | T Ker, Clarendon,

Oxford, 1976 (I edn 1852).

*" Bill Readings The University in RuindHarvard University Press, Cambridge MA, 1996.
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The commodification of higher education and itsegtance by the community reveals
most graphically how the market has entered the&f@ociety.

While the sector has been ostensibly deregulatét, wmiversities theoretically
free to determine the number of students they adwiiat they teach and which
entrepreneurial activities they pursue, they aagagoxically, subject to intense micro-
management by governmefitunderscoring the way government and the market are
now thoroughly imbricated with one another. Mongtancentives offered on a
competitive basis are available in various domains|ude equity and access for
students, but not EEO for academic or general.3tafhe dominant political discourse
of de-regulation is selectively adduced. The realitth&t government is now subjecting
universities to intense micro-management with ideodcompetition policy.

3. Diversity Discourses
(i) Affirmative Action (AA)

The excision of the phrase AA from the AAA in 1989worthy of note. As already
mentioned, the AAA imposed minimal reporting reguiients regarding institutional
initiatives designed to improve the status of wogkivomen. Pressure to repeal the Act
emanated from the Business Council of Australiagnvh claimed that the legislation
constituted an ‘impost on business’, ostensibly abse of the annual reporting
requirement. More significant was the sub-text tbguated AA with preferential
treatment of ‘the disadvantaged’The pejorative imputation, slyly attacking women,
implied that AA offended liberal legalism’s norm sfrict equal treatment by making
unmeritorious appointments on the basis of biol@iler than merit.

AA acquired negative overtones in Australia as sulteof the influence of
American anti-AA discourse, which averred thatntagled the mandatory employment
of quotas of unmeritorious Afro-Americans and womés suggested, the AAA was an
extraordinarily weak piece of legislation. WhileettAct required employers to ‘set
objectives’ and make ‘forward estimates’, theseenetended as guides to facilitate the
preparation of plans within organisations; they evaot mandatory quotas. When the
AA Agency collected annual reports from employdngre was no follow-up regarding
the validity of claims mad® The only sanction was naming a non-compliant
organisation in the annual report that was tahteBarliament, a sanction about which

*8 Simon Marginson and Mark Considirkhe Enterprise University: Power, Governance and
Reinvention in AustraligCambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000, ff.20

%9 Amendment No 3 to the Other Grants Guidelines 20B6se guidelines are effected underigher
Education Support Act 2004Cth). Funding is available for participation byudénts relating to
Indigenous background, low-economic status, rurad &olated background, disability, non-English
speaking background and gender.

¢ carol Bacchi, The Politics of Affirmative Action: ‘Women’, Equgliand Category PoliticsSage,
London, 1996, p 31.

®1 Glenda Strachan and John Burgess, ‘W(h)ither fiitive Action Legislation in Australia?’ (2000)
5(4) Journal of Interdisciplinary Gender Studié8.
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some employers were scornf@lThe violation was the failure to submit a repowt
failure to effect a substantive improvement in stetus of women. Despite its toothless
character, employer groups persisted in agitatomgt$ repeal. This is despite the fact
that AA had been sold to employers on the basithefbusiness case, that is, it was
efficient and rational, and ‘good for busine$¥'.

The business lobby was not convinced and the AAA wepealed and replaced
with the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Ac®99Cth) (EOWWA).
The replacement legislation was roughly the samdésapredecessor but was even
weaker. All references to AA were excised, togetwéh ‘objectives’ and ‘forward
estimates’, lest they be construed as mandatingagudhe requirement that there be
consultation with unions and women disappeared. drmeual reporting requirements
were weakened and could be waived in favour ohmie reportind* Inclusion on the
Employer of Choice for Women list ensures a repgrfree period. The criteria are not
onerous; twenty three universities were on theitis2008% In extolling voluntarism,
the legislation is a paradigm of minimalist regidat While retaining a formalistic
commitment to EEO, it embodies the rhetoric of lhastk.

The erasure of AA from the EEO discourse sent ar cleessage that a regime of
strict equal treatment was now to prevail. Empleyaere not to be burdened with
equity obligations in a neoliberal climate where ttocus was on productivity and
performativity.

From Equal Opportunity to Diversity

As inequality has become the norm in a competitaarket-oriented world, equality
and its various incarnations, including equalityopportunity, is also treated as though
it were pass& Equality no longer comports with the values of tharket, but is
depicted as cumbrous and old-fashioned. Equaligniexpression of longing for the
way things might be, as well as a discomfiting mesher of the history of exclusion and
perpetration of acts of inequality against womed @thers. As with AA, efforts were
similarly made to erase EO from the official lexicdn 2003, for example, the Howard
Government introduced the Australian Human Righas@ission Legislation Bill into
the House of Representatives, which proposed ts@xice phrase from the name of the
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, thatBill lapsed’ As it became
fashionable for conservatives to dissociate theweselfrom historic wrongs, it is

%2 strachan and Burgess, ‘W(h)ither Affirmative Act® 48.

5 Ann Game, Affirmative Action: Liberal Rationalitpr Challenge to Patriarchy?’ (1984) [%gal
Service Bulletir?53.
®http://www.eowa.gov.au/about_eowa/overview_of tlt/a@t at_a_glance/eowa_act_at_a_glance_wor
d_rtf.rtf (accessed 1 February 2008).

® http://www.eowa.gov.au/EOWA_Employer_Of Choice_P&fomen.asp (accessed 18 March 2008).
Inclusion on the list is obtained by application the employer. Criteria include sexual harassment
training for all staff; a pay equity gap that isdethan the national average of 17%,; at least 27% o
managers are women,; the availability of paid matieteave; female managers can work part-time, and
EO for women is a standing agenda item on a corenithaired by the CEO or his/her direct report.

% Anne Summers has commented on this shift. See ®usnithe End of EqualityAnne Summers,
‘Putting Equality back on the Agenda™ ¥ictorian Human Rights Oration, {@ecember 2007.

®7t is unlikely to be revived by the Rudd Governren
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unsurprising that ‘diversity’, a term ostensiblghkang any obvious antonym or abrasive
underside (like equality), was fervently embraf&d.

Diversity is an all-encompassing term that is aggplhot just to staff, but to
students, courses and universities themselves.déscribed as the ‘new buzz word’ in
higher education discour§&lts emergence has effectively papered over the nee
attain gender equity which, unsurprisingly, remaghssive’® While homosociality has
always favoured those who are most like the detisiakers in the construction of the
‘best person’, variations on this theme are cortistamerging, as merit is a malleable
construct shaped by power.

Maxine Lacey has shown how intransigent the phemomef homosociality is
as the most recent incarnation requires univeegifyointees to be the ‘right fit2 The
rhetoric of the ‘right fit' adroitly sidesteps lidiby under anti-discrimination law
because it cannot be connected to a proscribedndrolndeed, it has allowed
hegemonic masculinity to be revived under the gws$ecorporate wellbeing and
competition policy. Hence, the appointment of wonmnracialised Others is not
precluded, provided that the appointee is the trifify which means accepting the
dominant value system. A woman appointee, for exampust not identify with other
women and raise discomfiting gender specific issaesh as sexual harassment or the
dearth of senior women, in management spates.

Diversity, of course, is a term with positive an@gressive connotations with
which one cannot ostensibly take issue and is &etiy invoked in conjunction with
cognate terms, such as multiculturalism and plsmaff Gender may be one of a list of
characteristics that can be subsumed within theawb diversity, but is watered down
by what Mary O’Brien refers to as ‘commatisatioa’,device through which women
disappear within a list of oppressed groups: ramarnsa gays comma gender comma
class’ An example from a contemporary website extollimgetsity makes the point
even more sharply as any experience of oppresssappuears altogether:

% Carol Bacchi, ‘The Seesaw Effect: Down goes Affitive Action, up comes Managing Diversity’
(2000) 5 Journal Interdisciplinary Gender Studieg4; Margaret Thornton, ‘EEO in a Neo-Liberal
Climate’ (2001) 6(1)Journal of Interdisciplinary Gender Studig¥; Jill Blackmore, ‘Deconstructing
Diversity Discourses in the Field of Educational ddgement and Leadership’ (2006) Bducational
Management Administration Leadershif1.

%9 Roy Eccleston, ‘Uni push ‘must avoid US errofiie Australian17 March 2008, p 6.

OWinchester et allThe Great Barrier Mythp 1.

" Margaret Thornton, ‘Affirmative Action, Merit anthe Liberal State’ (1985) 2(2ust J of Law &
Society28; Thornton, ‘Hegemonic Masculinity and the Acanye

2 Maxine Lacey, ‘Ethics and Equity: Are you the Ridfit?”, paper presented at Equal Opportunity
Practitioners in Higher Education Australasia cosrfee, Melbourne, 19-22 November 2007; Probert, I
Just Couldn’t Fit It In™. Corporate lawyers havis@referred to ‘fitting in’ as the ‘X’ factor, witwhich
women find difficulty in complying when being codsred for partnerships. See Margaret Thornton &
Joanne Bagust, ‘The Gender Trap: Flexible Work arpGrate Legal Practice’ (2007) 45(@sgoode
Hall Law Journal 773, 797.

73 Cf Blackmore & Sach$erforming and Reforming Leaders 162.

" Eg, Laksiri Jayasuriya, ‘Integration in a DiveRlaral Society’ (2007) 26(dpialogue: Academy of the
Social Sciences in Australis.

S Mary O'Brien, ‘The Commatisation of Women: PatristFetishism in the Sociology of Education
(1984) 15(2)nterchange43.
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Diversity issues related to race, genége, disabilities, religion, job title,
physical appearance, sexual orientation, natignalitmulticulturism,
competency, training, experience, and personalthabe explored in these
links.”®

The commatisation of diversity allows competencgining and personal habits to be
treated as though such variables possess compargbifcance to that of race, gender
and homophobia in terms of the history of exclusiBiversity displays a similar ability
to trivialise oppression and sloughs off any notioih past wrongs and structural
disadvantage, thereby exonerating contemporaryaag’’

The discourse of diversity conveniently occludes hisstory of inequality and
inequity that is at the heart of the imperative éhiange, as well as the adversarial
binarism of victim and perpetrator, complainant aadpondent. Diversity discourses
also neutralise and depoliticise so that they aeoidl of any notion of powéf The
anodyne term ‘diversity’ papers over the abrasive megative undertones of inequality.
Diversity has no obvious antonym, but is a feeldyderm that not only appeases the
critics of EEO, but also plays a significant ideptal role by obscuring the way the
market perennially produces and reproduces indguali

The Commonwealth Public Service set the scene whgpecifically adverted
on its website in 2000 to a change from an ‘equapleyment opportunity (EEO)
culture to a workplace diversity cultur€ This change in the discourse has been widely
reflected within the public and private sectorsywa#l as within universities. Equity and
diversity units have tended to replace EEO unitstand-alone units have not been
abolished altogethé&f. ‘Diversity’ has also made an appearance in conssees, such
as Sexuality, Gender and Diversity, which have comreplaced women’s studies.
These titles may have contributed to the silenahfoth women and the feminine, a
phenomenon that is now widespread among univesé&itie

The discourses of ‘diversity’, ‘managing diversitgnd even ‘productive
diversity® represent a change that has overtaken EEO evergwhés also notable
that diversity has no legal meaning, so that theneo obligation on employers to do

® About com: Human Resources
http://humanresources.about.com/od/diversity/Ditgréssues_Diversity_in_the_Workplace.htm
(accessed 6 February 2008).

" The approach is reminiscent of the refusal to@gisk to Indigenous people for past wrongs by forme
Australian Prime Minister, John Howard. An apolagys given by Prime Minister Rudd at the inaugural
sitting of Parliament under his leadership on 1Brkary 2008
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/Rudd_Speech.pdf (aede3% March 2008).

'8 Cf Bacchi, ‘The Seesaw Effect’.

" The document now appears to have been removedtf®@MSMPC website, but see Thornton, ‘EEQ in
a Neo-Liberal Climate’ 93. For a comprehensive gsialof the way workplace diversity supplanted EEO
in the public service, see Bacchi, ‘The SeesawdEffe

8 The titles of the EOPHEA conference papers 199972@flect the shift from EEO to diversity
http://pandora.nla.gov.au/pan/36185/20041029-00@0/\eophea.anu.edu.au/conferen | accessed 31
March 2008).

81 Lotte Bailyn, ‘Academic Careers and Gender Equiyssons Learned from MIT’ (2003) IBender,
Work and Organizatiod37, 149.

8 Bill Cope & Mary Kalantzis, Productive Diversity: A New, Australian Model forow and
ManagementPluto Press, Sydney, 1997.
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anything but ‘let in’ a few women and Others aglewice of their liberality> The legal
concept of discrimination as a manifestation o$ liesrourable treatment is irrelevant in
the diversity context in which there is no righeated, no standard of behaviour, no
notion of a violation, no cause of action and noedy. Indeed, the anti-EEO lobby has
welcomed the shift away from what some see as plmitive equal opportunity
approach®*

‘Managing diversity’ signals the shift in focus fnoemployees to management,
for it is ‘about enhancing the managers’ capabiiityap the potential of employeés’,
as well as to reduce their powér‘Managing diversity’ also insidiously deflects
attention away from just who is doing the manadigo work in the interests of
employees, managing diversity has to have the comenit of those at the top of the
organisatiorf® Twenty years ago, there may have been such a domemt but this is
rarely the case today. Corporatisation and comruadibn have brought new
imperatives with them, and diversity has becomeguasther technology of power to be
deployed in the interests of the organisation.

Diversity is a discursive construct that can beested with a positive meaning
that recognises the skills, abilities and uniquedhattes of individuals. The temptation
for a university in a competitive neoliberal envinoent is to cut corners, do nothing
and rely on the rhetorical power of the concepnheldt is therefore unsurprising that it
is now supplanting EEO in job advertisements, peospes and web sitds.A
knowledge of EEO may still be included as a criterfor appointment, but is treated
perfunctorily by selection committees.

Instead of diversity and difference among staffoadimg to the rhetoric, it is
homogeneity that is sought by universities to tethehsubstantial numbers of full fee-
paying students, particularly those who are higrfdaying international students.
Docile and pliable, these staff will obey manadeedicts exhorting standardisation,
particularly if they are casual or contract st&f€search staff may be permitted to step
outside the McDonaldised mould, but they are algeeted to respect and comply with
performative and auditing templates.

8 Bacchi suggests that the shift in language anity@om EO to workplace diversity was designed to
accord with the government agenda of reducing otsittn employers. See Bacchi, ‘The Seesaw Effect’
67.

8 Bacchi, ‘Managing Equity’, p 130.

8 Judy Matthews, ‘Women, Fire and Dangerous Thildanaging Diversity in a Chilly Climate’ in
Anne Marée Payne & Lyn Shoemark (ed&pmen Culture and Universities: @hilly Climate?National
Conference on the Effect of Organisation CultureVdamen in Universities, UTS Women'’s Forum,
Sydney, 1995, p 152.

8 Bacchi, ‘Managing Equity’, p 127.

8 Thornton, ‘EEO in a Neo-Liberal Climate’ 95. Cfagkmore & SachsPerforming and Reforming
Leadersp 229.

8 Matthews, ‘Women, Fire and Dangerous Things’, p.15

8 As an illustration, | did a small (unscientificyrsey of job advertisements appeared in one isSue (
March 2008) of the Australian Higher Educatiddf 34 advertisements, nine universities identifi¢d
themselves as EO employers, three mentioned eadityen diversity, one mentioned flexible work and
subsidised child care, while 13 included the EOWd, signifying that they were on the EOWA
Employer of Choice for Women list. In the case ighe universities, no mention was made of eithe©EE
or diversity.

% Cf Bacchi, ‘Managing Equity’, p 131. See also 1858 and 55 above.
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In the corporatised university, the primary focas tshifted to students, where
equity and diversity are the buzz words. A sprimiliof women and Others enhances
the diversity rhetoric. However, the extolling oversity within the student body is
primarily designed to pave the consumer path intdvarsity for non-traditional
students in accordance with the market ethos. @hewll welcome — provided they are
prepared to pay.

Conclusion

| have identified several phases within the britef 6f EEO in the modern university,
although | do not wish to suggest that there aearclines of demarcation between
them, as they merge into one another. The EEO mewnerhad just begun in
universities when it was overtaken by the Dawkig®mms. AA was never a popular
term in Australia, but it was a dimension of théawl discourse between 1986 and
1999, a 13-year period that represented the lith®AA Act. The impact of changes in
the discourse was accentuated by neoliberalistmeimvbrkplace, which led to a resiling
from EECG" and the embrace of diversity. The rapidity of aj@rn nomenclature
reflects the fickleness and uncertainty associai#it the postmodern university, where
everyone must constantly reinvent themselves taair

In focusing on the structural changes that havermed, | do not wish to suggest
that women and Others have passively accepted tkiamy have resisted, and feminist
scholars are still engaged in projects that tram¢lke simplistic notion of ‘letting in” a
few women, which is the typical bureaucratic regmono criticism. However, the
neoliberal workplace is highly intolerant of disseend autonomy and collegiality, the
twin variables of the traditional university, halween significantly curtailed. Similarly,
academic freedom has weakened because of goverrmierdmanagement and the
various internal regimes of surveillance and cdmf&€odes of conduct, for example,
are invoked to discipline those who exercise thditional academic role of critic and
conscience of society if they turn their criticalzg towards their own institution. The
irrefutable logic of the market is such that digsesnnot be permitted to tarnish the
corporate brand name. With the market as driverdiscourses of inequity, inequality
and discrimination have become muted, if not in##aBlackmore and Sachs draw
attention to the paralysing effect of the technmegof performativity on public
debate® Critique does not comport with a culture whererapal ratings themselves
are measured. League tables, both national andlgiwb one such mechanism, which
were virtually unheard of a decade ago, but are regularly invoked to exhort greater
productivity.

L A Study by the National Colloquium of Senior Wontexecutives in Higher Education in 2005 found
that of the policies surveyed in 34 Australian @nsities, 16 (47%) do not include a statement o® EE
within their promotions policy or associated guides. See Winchester et @ahe Great Barrier Mythp

1.

2 Marginson & ConsidineThe Enterprise Universityp 20 ff..

% Blackmore & Sach$?erforming and Reforming Leaders125.
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Neoliberalism has succeeded in depicting equal#tyaacumbrous and old-
fashioned relic of modernity. The everyday reatifywork intensification, competition
and uncertainty, which includes the need to reitvke self or face redundancy, has
very effectively suppressed the voices of women @tieers within the academy so that
the discourses of EEO have been rendered passécorhpetitive individualism of
neoliberalism has little patience with the notiariscollective good and redistributive
justice unless the collectivity is understood imte of corporate good. Each individual
is expected to forge his or her own pathway in hied be rewarded accordingly;
corporations are loathe to take responsibility ¥drat they perceive to be historic
wrongs perpetrated against women and Others.

Feminists themselves, however, are also ambivakeaut EEO, for it may be
equated with assimilation to a masculinist standas a corollary, it may construct
women as marginal or lackiigHence, the language of diversity may hold a sedeict
appeal for feminists as well as managers, as it ¢md have the same overtones of
disadvantage denoted equality.

Just as the victors get to write the history of svelom their own perspective
because they have the power to do so, we see heerrgoents and corporations,
including universities, have been able to exerthig& power to delimit understandings
of EEO, invent new discourses and deploy perfegtipd concepts like diversity to
their own ends. However, Foucault’s insight thatvpo is not static but constantly
circulates gives us hope, for it means that itwsags possible for a new amphitheatre of
combat to emerge, with a new language that carenariored.

The contemporary university is beset with contrialis. Its fickleness, fluidity
and sensitivity to contemporary moods within a globontext suggest that it has
become postmodern. At the same time, the univeisity paradigmatic modernist
institution in that it encapsulates reason and gwolér, as well as being committed to
the preservation and transmission of known knowdeddpwever, the university also
contains a pre-modern element in the way thatheees to the benchmark masculinity
that remains at its core.

Despite its present ambiguous status, the uniyersittinues to be a significant
institution within a democratic society, which nssiates that the voices of women and
Others should be heard. They are entitled to beesepted as creators of knowledge
and academic leaders. The social liberal projeait sbught equitable representation but
was frustrated by the neoliberal turn needs todweved. Relying on the tired gender
refrain, ‘it's just a matter of time’, or what idsa known as the ‘moving cohort’
thesis?’in the expectation that the number of women studeiiit eventually right the
skewed gender profile within universities is a gidwpe that merely serves to reify the
status quo.

% Kay Ferres, Tactical Responses: Equity from th&éd®o Up’ in Anne Marée Payne & Lyn Shoemark
(eds)’, Women Culture and Universities: 8hilly Climate? National Conference on the Effect of
Organisation Culture on Women in Universities, UW8men’s Forum, Sydney, 1995.

% Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Aggn€ommonwealth of Australia)EOWA
Industry Verticals: EducatiolrEOWA, North Sydney, 2005, p 31.
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EEO is not just about ‘letting in” more women toiversities, although the
statistical data reveals the low representatiowainen, particularly within the higher
echelons? It is a discourse and an epistemology that chg#lenthe dominance of
benchmark masculinity. For this reason, it had @o gxcision was supported by the
coincidence of corporatisation, because the tecgned of audit within the
performative university insidiously operate to isduhomogeneity and quell dissent.
The discourse of diversity has effectively reifiedese technologies by further
neutralising and depoliticising benchmark masctyjim order to deflect attention from
the play of power beneath the surface.

% See statistics prepared by QUT Equity Section lzaskd on DEST dat&elected Inter-Institutional
Gender Equity StatisticsNovember 2007. The under-representation of wormnehigher education
remains a global phenomenon. See Currie &eahdered Universitiep 35.

20



References

About com: Human Resources
http://humanresources.about.com/od/diversity/Ditgréssues_Diversity_in_the_Workplace.ht
m (accessed 6 February 2008).

Bacchi, Carol ‘Managing Equity: Mainstreaming amdversity’ in Australian Universities’ in Ann
Brooks & Alison Mackinnon (edspender and the Restructured University: Changing
Management and Culture in Higher Educati®ociety for Research into Higher Education &
Open University Press, 2001.

‘The Seesaw Effect: Down goes Affirmativeifiot up comes Managing Diversity’ (2000) 5
Journal Interdisciplinary Gender Studiéd.

The Politics of Affirmative Action: ‘Women’, Equgland Category PoliticsSage, London, 1996.

Bailyn, Lotte ‘Academic Careers and Gender Equigssons Learned from MIT’ (2003) T&ender,
Work and Organizatiod 37.

Bagilhole, Barbara ‘Challenging Equal Opportuniti€sanging and adapting Male Hegemony in
Academia’ (2002) 23(1British Journal of Sociology of Educatid®.

Blackmore, Jill ‘Deconstructing Diversity Discoussi the Field of Educational Management and
Leadership’ (2006) 3&ducational Management Administration Leaderstsg.

‘Disciplining Feminism: A Look at Gender-EguStruggles in Australian Higher Education’ in
Leshe G Romen and Linda Eyre (ed3dngerous Territories: Struggles for Difference and
Equality in EducationRoutledge, New York, 1992.

‘Globalisation and the Restructuring of HigBducation for New Knowledge Economies: New
Dangers or Old Habits troubling Gender Equity WiorkJniversities’, Working Paper 02131,
Deakin Centre for Education and Change, Deakin &hsity, Geelong, 2002.

& Judyth Sach®erforming and Reforming Leaders: Gender, EducatioRestructuring, and
Organizational ChangeState University of New York Press, Albany, 2007.

Brown, WendyEdgework: Critical Essays on Knowledge and Poljtegnceton University Press,
Princeton, 2005.

Cabal, A BThe University as an Institution ToddyNESCO & IDRC, Paris & Ottawa, 1993.

Cass, Bettina, Madge Dawson, Diana Temple, Sues\&ilAnne Winkler, Why so Few? Women
Academics in Australian UniversitieSydney University Press, Sydney, 1983.

21



Castleman, Tanya, Margaret Allen, Wendy BastalicRarick WrightLimited Access: Women'’s
Disadvantage in Higher Education Employme¥iational Tertiary Education Union, Melbourne,
1995.

Chesterman, Colleen ‘Toppling Towers? Gender Edaityniversities’ (2005) 47(2hustralian Feminist
Studies259.

Chilly Collective (The) (edsBreaking Anonymity: The Chilly Climate for Womercigy, Wilfred
Laurier University Press, Waterloo, Ont, Can, 1995.

Clark, VéVeé, Shirley Nelson Garner, Margaret Higen& Ketu H Katrak (edsintifeminism in the
AcademyRoutledge, New York, 1996.

Commonwealth of Australiggex Discrimination Act 198th).
\Workplace Relations Amendment (Work Choices) A% @0th)
\Workplace Relations Amendment (Transition to Foduaith Fairness) Act 2008Cth)

JAmendment No 3 to the Other Grants Guidelines 2B@fher Education Support Act 2004
(Cth).

Connell, R WGender and Power: Society, the Person and Sexu#id3pPolity Press, Cambridge,
1987.

Cope, Bill & Mary KalantzisProductive Diversity: A New, Australian Model foo¥ and Management
Pluto Press, Sydney, 1997.

Cowlishaw, Gillian ‘On being awarded an AustralRirofessorial Fellowship’ (2007) 22(5&)stralian
Feminist Studie&5.

Currie, Jan Bev Thiele & Patricia HarrSendered Universities in Globalized Economlesxington
Books, Lanham Md, 2002.

Deem, Rosemary ‘Gender, Organizational CulturestaadPractices of Manager-Academics in UK
Universities’ (2003) 1@Gender, Work and Organizati&89.

Department of Education, Science and Training (flisin Government)Students 2006 [full year]:
Selected Higher Education Statistics
http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/higher_educationliipations_resources/profiles/students (18
December 2007).

Department of Education, Science and Training (flisin Government)Students 2006 [full year]:
Selected Higher Education Statistics
http://www.dest.gov.au/sectors/higher_educationlipations_resources/profiles/students_2006
_selected_higher_education_statistics.htm

22



Eccleston, Roy ‘Uni push ‘must avoid US errofihe Australian17 March 2008, 6.

Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Agei@pmmonwealth of Australia), ‘Equal
Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act 1999’,
http://www.eowa.gov.au/about_eowa/overview_of tlwt/agt_at a glance/eowa_act_at_a_glan
ce_word_rtf.rtf (accessed 1 February 2008).

‘EOWA Employer of Choice for Women’, report,
http://www.eowa.gov.au/EOWA _Employer_Of Choice R&omen.asp (accessed 18 March
2008).

EOWA Industry Verticals: EducatioBROWA, North Sydney, 2005.

Equal Opportunity Practitioners in Higher Educatiumstralia (EOPHEA), conference papers 1999-2007
http://pandora.nla.gov.au/pan/36185/20041029-00@0/\eophea.anu.edu.au/conferen
(accessed 31 March 2008).

Eyland, Ann Lesley Elder and Jennifer Noesjirwsliacquarie University: Equal Opportunity Project
Staff Report prepared for the Vice Chancellor EmosrProfessor E C WebMacquarie
University, Sydney, 1983.

Feenan, Dermot ‘Understanding Disadvantage pdrttugh an Epistemology of Ignorance’ (2007)
16(4)Social & Legal StudieS09.

Ferres, Kay ‘Tactical Responses: Equity from thé&@uo Up’ in Anne Marée Payne & Lyn Shoemark
(eds)’,Women Culture and Universities:@hilly Climate?National Conference on the Effect of
Organisation Culture on Women in Universities, UW8men’s Forum, Sydney, 1995.

Fletcher, Catherine ‘Passing the Buck: Gender aaddgement of Research Production in UK Higher
Education: Management Perspectives from a Casg/SR@D7) 26(4)Equal Opportunities
International269.

Fudge, Judy & Rosemary Owens (ed®gcarious Work, Women, and the New Econdayt
Publishing, Oxford & Portland, US, 2006.

Game, Ann ‘Affirmative Action: Liberal Rationalitgr Challenge to Patriarchy?’ (1984) 8gal Service
Bulletin 253.

Hall, Roberta M & Bernice R Sandléfrhe Classroom Climate: A Chilly One for Womé&h8ject on the
Status and Education of Women, Association of AozariColleges, Washington DC, 1982.

Out of the Classroom: A Chilly Campus Climate fayrkién?Project on the Status and Education
of Women, AAC, Washington DC, 1984.

Hakim, Catherin&ey Issues in Women’s Work: Female Diversity aedRblarisation of Women'’s
EmploymentGlasshouse Press, London, 2004.

23



Jayasuriya, Laksiri ‘Integration in a Diverse PluBaciety’ (2007) 26(2Pialogue: Academy of the
Social Sciences in Australis.

Lacey, Maxine ‘Ethics and Equity: Are you the Rigfii?”, paper presented at Equal Opportunity
Practitioners in Higher Education Australasia cosfiee, Melbourne, 19-22 November 2007.

Lessard, Hester ‘Backlash in the Academy: The Biatuof Campus Sexual Harassment Regimes’ in
Dorothy E Chunn, Susan B Boyd & Hester Lessard)(&ksaction and Resistance: Feminism,
Law and Social Chang&BC Press, Vancouver, 2007.

Lyotard, Jean [The Post Modern Condition: A Report on Knowledganchester University Press,
Manchester, 1984.

Magarey, Susan ‘The Sex Discrimination Act 1984(2) 20Australian Feminist Law Journdl27.

Marginson, Simon and Mark Considirighe Enterprise University: Power, Governance anthRmtion
in Australia Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000.

Matthews, Judy ‘Women, Fire and Dangerous Thingan&ging Diversity in a Chilly Climate’ in Anne
Marée Payne & Lyn Shoemark (eddjpmen Culture and Universities:@hilly Climate?
National Conference on the Effect of Organisatiait@e on Women in Universities, UTS
Women’s Forum, Sydney, 1995.

McCraig, R (ed)University Administration in Australia: A Collecticof Papers from the Nine
Administrative Staff Courses sponsored by the Aliatr Vice-Chancellors’ Committee and held
in Australian between 1969 and 19Thiversity of Sydney, 1978.

Morley, Louise, ‘Sounds, Silences and Contradictidggender Equity in British Commonwealth Higher
Education’ (2005) 20(46)ustralian Feminist Studiek)9.

Nelson Garner, Shirley ‘Transforming Antifeministil@ire in the Academy’ in VeVe Clark, Shirley
Nelson Garner, Margaret Higonnet & Ketu H KatraéteAntifeminism in the Academy
Routledge, New York, 1996.

Newman, John Henryhe Idea of a Universifyed with introd and notes by | T Ker, Clarendomfadd,
1976 (f'edn 1852).

New South Wales Governmedti-Discrimination Act 197TNSW) (ADA).

Noble, Carolyn and Joanne Mears, ‘EEO and the “Néwniversities: A Case Study’ in Anne Marée
Payne & Lyn Shoemark (edd)/omen Culture and Universities:Ghilly Climate?National
Conference on the Effect of Organisation Culturédemen in Universities, UTS Women'’s
Forum, Sydney, 1995.

O'Brien, Mary ‘The Commatisation of Women: PatriaktFetishism in the Sociology of Education
(1984) 15(2)nterchange43.

24



Payne, Anne Marée & Lyn Shoemark (ed&men Culture and Universities:@hilly Climate?National
Conference on the Effect of Organisation Culturédemen in Universities, UTS Women'’s
Forum, Sydney, 1995.

Peetz, David ‘Collateral Damage: Women and the \@bdices Battlefield" http://www.gpsu.org.au
(accessed 5 February 2008).

Poiner, Gretchen & Roberta Burkéo Primrose Path: Women as Staff at the Univerditgydney
University of Sydney, 1988.

Power, MichaelThe Audit Culture: Rituals of Verificatiop®xford University Press, Oxford, 1997.

Probert, Belinda “I just couldn't fit it in”: Gergl and Unequal Outcomes in Academic Careers’ (2005)
12(1)Gender, Work and Organizatid@®.

Queensland University of Technology (QUT) Equityctsmn statistics based on DEST d&e)ected
Inter-Institutional Gender Equity Statisticddovember 2007.

Readings, BillThe University in RuindHarvard University Press, Cambridge MA, 1996.
Rout, Milanda ‘Education Trumps TourisnThe Australian6 February 2008, 8.

Rudd, Kevin, Prime Minister ‘Apology to Australialsdigenous Peoples’, at the inaugural sitting of
Parliament under his leadership on 13 February 2008
http://www.aph.gov.au/house/Rudd_Speech.pdf (aeck31 March 2008).

Sandler, Bernice R Theampus Climate Revisited: Chilly Climate for Workeculty, Administrators
and Graduate StudentBroject on the Status and Education of Women, AW@shington DC,
1986.

Sawer, Mariaimmowards Equal Opportunity: Women and Employmethetustralian National
University, Report of the Working Party of the AssociatioVddmen Employees, Australian
National University, Canberra, 1984.

South Australian Governmergx Discrimination Act 197(A).

Strachan, Glenda and John Burgess, ‘W(h)ither iffitive Action Legislation in Australia?’ (2000) 3(4
Journal of Interdisciplinary Gender Studiés.

Summers, Anne ‘Putting Equality back on the Agen@&Victorian Human Rights Oration, 10
December 2007.

The End of Equality: The End of Equality: Work, Bsand Women'’s Choices in*2Century
Australia,Random House, Sydney, 2003.

Thornton, Margaret ‘Affirmative Action, Merit antie Liberal State’ (1985) 2(Bust J of Law & Society
28.

25



‘EEO in a Neo-Liberal Climate’ (2001) 6{9urnal of Interdisciplinary Gender Studiég.
‘Hegemonic Masculinity and the Academy’ (198%International J Sociology of Lai15.

‘Neoliberal Melancholia: The Case of Femihisgjal Scholarship’ (2004) 28ustralian Feminist
Law Journal7.

‘The Neoliberal University and the Governafcap’ (Autumn 2005) Rustralian Prospect
http://www.australianprospect.com.au

& Joanne Bagust, ‘The Gender Trap: FlexibtakWh Corporate Legal Practice’ (2007) 45(4)
Osgoode Hall Law Journal73.

Tyler, Imogen ‘The Selfish Feminist: Public ImagéddVomen'’s Liberation’ (2007) 22(53ustralian
Feminist Studie&73.

Victorian Governmentzqual Opportunity Act 197/ic).

Walby, Sylvia ‘Introduction: Comparative Gender Mstreaming in a Global Era’ 7(4) (2005)
International Feminist Journal of Politict53.

Wilson, Brian G & Eileen M Byrne (edsjyomen in the University: A Policy RepdReport of the
University of Queensland Senate Working Party @nStatus of Women, University of
Queensland Press, St Lucia, 1987.

Wills, SuePromotion from Lecturer to Senior Lecturddacquarie University, Sydney, 1985.
Review of General Staff Positigidacquarie University, Sydney, 1986.
Promotion from Senior Lecturer to Associate ProfesMacquarie University, Sydney, 1988.

Winchester, Hilary, Colleen Chesterman, Shard Lor&n_yn Browning, The Great Barrier Myth: An
Investigation of Promotions Policy and PracticeAunstralian UniversitiesNational Colloquium
of Senior Women Executives in Higher Education,wdrsity of South Australia, 2005
http://www.universitiesaustralia.edu.au/documerntiéées_programs/women/FinalAVCCRepor
tJuly05.pdf (accessed 6 February 2008).

26



