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The Child, the Woman and the Cyborg: (IM)possibilities of Feminist Developmental Psychology

Erica Burman

This chapter explores intersections between feminist readings of poststructuralist theory and psychological practices through reflec​tions on my positions as a feminist teacher of developmental psy​chology and the contested domain this imports between women and children, and between women (as well as between women and men). While theoretical work has explored the consequences of connecting with the epistemological destabilizations of poststructuralist per​spectives for both feminism (now feminisms) and psychology. I want here to situate my engagement with these ideas from my own embodied working history. I do this by way of illustrating how both a feminist standpoint and a commitment to a postmodern-style multiplicity and diversity can be exercised (and perhaps energized) by their juxtaposition with (developmental) psychology. While feminist and poststructuralist ideas offer useful critical vantage points from which to expose the oppressive commitments and practices of psychology, I will try to indicate in this chapter something of why their hold in developmental psychology is so tenuous. In particular, I will argue that this `resistance' makes developmental psychology not only a key arena for feminist deconstructionist work, but, like any symptom, also affords a diagnostic reading of the broader complex of contemporary cultural and intellectual investments it expresses.

I direct this chapter towards the specific problematic of develop​mental psychology, by telling some stories. Some of these are `mine' in the sense that they draw on the narrative genre of autobiography - indeed I would claim that they are `true' in the sense that they form part of the fabric of the historical narrative of my experience. Others of the stories are more general, perhaps shared as cultural narratives, or even myths. Hence, while `my stories' conjoin `experi​ence' and `analysis', I tell them in the conviction that, owing to the cultural meanings exercised by concepts of childhood, these are

more than `mine'; that they have more general resonance for the politics of psychology, for the politics of feminist practice and for accounts of the so-called postmodern. Further, in doing this I should make clear that the autobiographical material presented here is as much a crafted account as is the (apparently) `more theoretical' argument. That such oppositions (between theory and experience) are themselves collapsing under the weight of postmodernist critiques is made evident by this book and others. Hence even the writing `I' as articulated here can itself be regarded an, albeit useful, fiction that is lived as `true'.

I will leave further theoretical concerns to unfold with the rest of the chapter. What follows is an elaboration of seven key dilemmas or (sometime) oppositions that structure the engagement between feminism(s), poststructuralism(s) and developmental psychology.

So why focus on developmental psychology? Surely using such sub-disciplinary categories implies an acceptance of the existing structure of psychology? First, I want to `play' up the importance of taking developmental psychology seriously as an object of feminist critique and intervention, as a branch of psychology that has material effects on women's lives. Secondly, I want to ward off the dominant reading of discourse, deconstructionist and poststructur​alisf ideas as relevant only to specific branches of psychology that are recognized to deal with gender and the social - in particular `the psychology of women', or `feminist psychology', and `social psy​chology'. Thirdly, I want to propose that developmental psychology is a key stronghold of positivist and modernist thinking in psychology that makes it a particularly important arena for feminist and poststructuralist critique - but perhaps not of practice.

Developmental psychology and modernity

In what follows I make general critiques of developmental psy​chology in order to demonstrate how this is one of the last bastions of modernism in psychology. My account is presented in general terms because it is invidious to single out specific individuals as responsible for an entire problematic (but see Burman, 1994a, in press a, for more specific analyses). Developmentalism, the convic​tion that explanation or greater understanding lies in situating a phenomenon within its species as well as individual history, is one of the hallmarks of nineteenth-century European thinking (Morss, 1990, 1995). We are now only too familiar with the limits of such models, of the partialities that structured apparently natural and value-free models. The child, the `primitive', women and the mentally ill were treated as immature versions of the adult, male, rational

mind, as expressions of the binary oppositions between human and animal, European and non-European, male and female (e.g. Haraway, 1989). The popularity of the evolutionary notion that the individual in_ 'its' lifetime repeats thL deVeiupnierli of the species (`ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny') was one of the primary precipitators of what we would now recognize as developmental psychology (although it could also be seen as the founding moment of personality theory and `individual differences' - since our current sub-disciplinary divisions belie common sources (Rose, 1985)).

Invested and performed within the study of the child, then, were all the key preoccupations of modernity. In particular, the faith in progress - that individuals, and societies, develop towards some `better', more adaptive, more beneficial form of organization - is one vital concept~al connection that ties developmental psychology in with the colonial and imperialist themes of (equally current) models of economic development. Just as important and related to its imperialist themes are the commitments to science, truth and reason, to the objective impartiality of technologies of research and evaluation and the ways they structure positivism and empiricism so deeply within developmental psychology. If the child is the basic unit of study, the raw material for the work of social, physical and political development, then the means by which `it' is studied are depicted as equally free from socio-political influence.

Two points follow from these connections between feminism and poststructuralism. First, while postmodernism and deconstruction have profoundly redefined the agenda for social psychological and methodological debates, theory and method have remained relatively untouched in developmental psychology by paradigm twists and turns elsewhere in psychology. As a teacher and researcher in developmental psychology I have become accustomed to hearing from students, conference commentators and journal reviewers, that my concerns relate to the domain of philosophy or politics, but not to developmental psychology. Secondly, critiques of developmentalist assumptions in psychology (e.g. Kessen, 1979; Morss, 1995) have remained largely disconnected from similar critiques directed towards economics (Cowen and Shenton, 1996; Crush, 1995; Mehta, 1995) and psychoanalysis (Mitchell, 1988). Developmental psychology seems to maintain its conceptual and political integrity in the face of the broader discrediting of developmental ideas throughout social theory and practice. Why is this? In what ways is this process similar or different from other disciplines of sub-disciplines of psychology? And what are the consequences of this resistance/endurance for the project of feminist intervention?

It would appear we have to look further. There is something about the rhetorical power of `the child', of children, that renders claims and promises of developmental psychology seemingly incontestable. Even the most confirmed relativist would hesitate to deny that `we' (children, adults, everyone?) have basic needs (but see Burman, 1996a; Woodhead, 1990, 1996), that children differ from adults in some crucial `developmental' sense that is not mere social attribution, and that those who study, or pronounce upon or about, children do not indicate something about potent mysteries of nature and life. Age, the marking of time on bodies, seems to lie outside culture, within biology. Like gender, `race', class and sexuality, age plays a key part in the organization of social relations, and, like these, differential treatment is typically justified by the appeal to `nature'. But while assumptions about gender, `race', class and sexuality are now being increasingly understood as social construc​tions that are historically and culturally contingent, age, and in particular `the child', seems particularly intransigent to this contextual analysis.

One way of trying to shake off the power of the-child-as-exemplar is to recall that, like developmental theorizing, it too has a history. Carolyn Steedman (1995) points out that the power of the child not only arises from its nodal point in the modern narratives of mastery and improvement, it also personifies for the modern Western imaginary the sense of loss - of inner life forever separated from outer, of the irretrievability of the past, the transience of life and the inevitability of death - to which these narratives simultaneously gave rise as their necessary corollaries. If the child is the over​determined trace of all these complexes of the modern condition, of what relevance is it to feminist and postmodernist work?

First dilemma: women or children first?

If developmental psychology is a prime site for anti-feminist psy​chological practice, then this may offer some clue as to its continuity of themes. Feminist psychologists go elsewhere - to feminist psychology or women's studies, for example - to develop and voice their critiques. Thus the child-centred focus of developmental psy​chology remains Western liberal individualism writ large and also (as with liberal individualism) reinscribes women's subordinate positions within the private domain (Pateman, 1989). With the emergence of liberal democracy, the potential authoritarianism of the state was limited by measures assuring the privacy of the home except where family failed (see Middleton, 1971). This meant that the prototypical `reasonable man' as the subject of rational law was

indeed male, with women gaining little protection from such arrangements. The setting up of exceptions to the limits of privacy meant that the state could make an exceptionally visible entry into the home through its supposedly benign gaze upon the child. Modern industrialized states are characterized by a panoply of child-watching, child-saving, child-developing and educating profes​sionals, with multinational varieties springing up to spread the good news worldwide. If, within the optimistic model of modernity, children are `our future' (citizens and workers) then it is worthwhile to the state to ensure that they are appropriately prepared for such positions.

It is therefore no surprise that feminists have responded with some suspicion and ho tility to child-focused interventions, drawing on Foucauldian accunts to characterize such practices as regulation, evaluation and control. Further, not only do they give rise to the abuse of women by childcare professionals (O'Hagan and Dillenberger, 1995), but also these regimes of truth are subjectively inhabited and experienced: we worry about whether our child is `doing well enough', is developing at the right pace, is `going through her milestones correctly', etc. As Urwin (1985) and Marshall, Woollett and Dosanjh (this volume) point out, this conceptual frame not only isolates each mother, and treats her as the originator or responsible agent for any `problem', but it also thereby sets her in competition with other women.

As feminists have also pointed out, part of the power of devel​opmental explanation lies in the slippage from the specific and singular to the general: from the child to children; from the way it is to the way it has to, or is supposed to, be (Lieven, 1980). The move from normal, in the sense of statistical, description to rhetorical prescription is the ideological bugbear beleaguering the truth claims of the modern social and human sciences, but rears its ugly head in psychology most acutely because of psychology's pretensions to scientific status. Further, if the normal becomes presumed, then it is the abnormal that excites attention or scrutiny. We thus have a double system of regulation of women: as invisible norms, or as oddities or problems. The norms (e.g. of heterosexuality, mother​hood, marriage, whiteness) elude further analysis; they form the standard backcloth for the pathologization of all those who by virtue of their sexuality, their racialized or minoritized status, their economic need, do not `fit' prevailing norms - giving rise to what Ann Phoenix calls their `normalised absence/pathologised presence' (19R71

Developmental psychology makes specific contributions to this tendency to pathologize differences from supposed norms because

of its desire to plot the regular, general course of development. Specific aberrations from that course are then treated, in a circular argument of self-confirmation, as offering useful clues about the general, rather than, say, showing its limits. Such a commitment to the general as instantiated in the particular has been vital in producing an account of development abstracted from social​political conditions. It individualizes and privatizes the manifold ways the care and containment of the young is profoundly structured according to culturally and historically specific models of `what people are/should be like'. Not least among these is the way general notions of the `environment' of the child have elided the social and the biological through such key terms as `the natural'. This has allowed the structure of normalized absence/pathologized presence to exert its full weight of scrutiny upon mothers as the designated primary carers of children.

In addition, developmental psychological knowledge is not con​fined to academic tracts but insinuates itself into every crevice of policy and practice around children - with consequences for women as mothers. Even psychoanalysis, with its longstanding quarrel with empirical psychology (over the demonstrability of unconscious processes), turns with respect to the tradition of child observation. So, the T'avistock Clinic text Closely Observed Injants (Miller et al., 1989) (offering eight case studies as resources for social workers, therapists and doctors unable to conduct observations for them​selves) might just as well have been entitled `Closely Observed Mothers', since its records of early infant life, of everyday tasks of feeding, nappy changes, weaning and potty training comment as much on the mothers (and the culture of mothering) as on the babies. The inadmissability of the social in development returns, like the repressed, in covert form. In returning indirectly it performs a double misattribution: the interactive character of development gets located within the child, while the less facilitating or desirable features are re-allocated to the mother.

Second dilemma: essentialism or expertise?

An issue related to the regulation of women as mothers by developmental psychology is, of course, the matter of those women who are not mothers. The positioning of mother versus non-mother in the credibility and authority stakes between women has also played itself out within my own trajectory through developmental psychology (and into women's studies). it also illustrates another dimension that underlies the 'theory-practice' polarity structuring popular discourse on child development (and may also offer a

resource for popular resistance to `the experts' (Alldred, 1996)). Perhaps in a vain effort to shake off the feminine hue connoted by its gendered subject matter, or perhaps because of its implication within dominant social agendas, developmental psychologists have always been at pains to demonstrate their methodological rigour and commitment to `high theory'. Thus I graduated from the heady heights of genetic epistemology to delivering lectures on what the baby does, and does next, to trainee health visitors, community psychiatric nurses, youth and community workers, as well as psychology students.

As I pronounced on (and often denounced) the theories, I found myself quizzed, particularly by the - usually much more mature - professionals in ~e groups about my own motherhood status. As (mainly) women together, we stood on opposed territory for the warranting of our (often similar) political positions. I had initially chosen to `do' psychology because I had not wanted to specialize in any subject I had previously studied; and then took a degree in developmental psychology since it seemed to offer a way of studying all topics and issues within one discipline. I was a ripe subject for developmental modernism, and at a moment when cognitive science was going developmental, developmental theorizing knew no bounds. - virtual or real. As a white, middle-class young woman, accustomed to academic success as the route to mastery (Walkerdine, 1985), it was the theoretical concerns that gripped me. It was also through the theory that I came to realize the limits of the models both conceptually and politically, and through a critical reading of the theory that I tried to counter the perniciousness of commonsense applications of developmental psychology.

By contrast, the professionals I taught - often older, working​class in origin - were steeped in the discourses of `practice' and `experience', that both served them well as a resource for suspicion of abstract and inappropriate psychological theory and was a means of dealing with the relatively disempowering position of returning to the classroom. So were we, a group of - largely women-centred - women, divided by discourses of `expertise' and `experience' that mapped precisely on to different strategies of feminists in relation to motherhood and professionalism (see also Downick and Grundberg, 1980; Gordon, 1990; Oakley, 1981; Ribbens, 1994). In my (experience-limited) biography, theory had (in the end) offered insight and critique, while for these (experience-enriched) students, theory threatened them and they challenged my rights to comment on what they knew and did on the grounds of insufficiency of my claims to know as a non-mother.

Authenticity and experience are current topics of discussion in feminist theory and research (Maynard and Purvis, 1994; Wilkinson and KatZinger, 1_99F)_ Here 1 want to note how these different pedagogical and student positions between women are not simply complementary but are mutual constructions based on historical conjunctions and contradictions of gender, `race' and class. My position as professional expert did not simply work to offset my lesser claim to experience as younger, child-less (or child-free); my youth and child-free/less status could be read by these more mature women, largely with children, as indices of the privilege (or the price?) of gaining and wielding such `illegitimate' power. By such means and for these reasons, the political critique of developmental theory I offered could be obscured, ignored or even discounted.

Doubtless these stories are not unlike those of any beginning teacher, and I do not want to imply that I had an unusually difficult time, nor that I was a particularly unsuccessful teacher to these students. What I want to highlight is the contradictory positions mobilized for (feminist) teachers and students around claims to different kinds of knowledge, contradictions that mirror the tensions within the project of women's studies between women studying and the study of women's work (Coulson and Bhavnani, 1990). These express structural tensions and power relations involved in being a feminist teacher, as representing both what the students want, and what they want to resist. For women's studies this is often par​ticularly difficult; we both challenge the academy and exemplify it. One lesson of poststructuralist ideas is that acknowledging these multiple positions can teach us to negotiate these political dilemmas better.

I present this tale because it highlights the complexities and investments set in play by the call to surrender special claims to voice or experience within the context of teaching critical psy​chology. Clearly it must be possible to be a non-mother/child-free and be considered qualified to teach or practise developmental psychology. To do otherwise would be to essentialize the experience of motherhood (and also gender) in ways that not only abstract and reify motherhood, but also render it open to even greater individual path ologization. While such an approach clearly runs counter to the contemporary climate of gender-bending and anti-essentialism, we also know when and why we want to maintain a strategic claim on the category `woman' (Evans, 1990); we might need to reconsider speaking positions and rights in the feminist classroom in a similar light (see MeNeil, 1992). Claims to specificity, diversity and histori​cal positions of disadvantage are presented and contradicted when feminists teach developmental psychology. Even if `deconstruction'

is considered too `difficult' or esoteric to teach, perhaps it offers some useful ideas for our teaching practice.

Third dilemma: relativism or the real?

My concerns about how developmental psychology peddles historically and culturally specific notions as universal truths, alongside its warrants for coercive scrutiny of disadvantaged and minoritized groups, led me to question how relevant Foucauldian critiques are to applications of developmental psychology outside its Anglo-US context of origin. My relativist leanings brought me into discussion with international child rights activists and child welfare agencies, yet it was my expertise in the `realities' of child develop​ment that appeared to elngage them most. I have struggled to avoid being positioned as `knowing' what children `need', and have pondered on the necessity and desirability of developing universal indicators of child development for use in monitoring the inter​national legal instruments for child promotion and child protection such as the 1990 United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (e.g. Boyden, 1993). While measures to extend children's welfare, cultural and political rights are to be welcomed, procedures for their evaluation and implementation threaten to install highly normative and culturally specific notions of idealized child subjects and family forms (Burman, 1996a; Freeman and Veerman, 1992). If poststructuralism proclaims the death of the (Western Enlight​enment) subject, should we not resist its reconstruction?

There are certainly residues of the child of the liberal Western imaginary structured within international child rights policies and legislation. The common slogans of `stolen childhood', or the implicit opposition elaborated between children who `develop' and those who (merely) `survive' (Vittachi, 1989), privilege the model of childhood associated with the Western world. The active, spon​taneous, playing, problem-solving, culturally-male child of Western developmental psychology sits as uneasily with the working boy or girl, with the street child, the child soldier or sex worker of the South, as it does within the various Souths within the North.' As records of the drafting process of the UN Convention indicate, notions of parental care structured into international legislation border perilously close to Western-defined notions of family and mothercare (Johnson, 1992). Similarly, programmes for the promotion of child development place ever greater emphasis on the role of home visits and parental training without much reflection on the cultural relevance of the theoretical resources informing their models.

However, the limits of relativism become apparent when we see respect for cultural diversity and traditions displace concerns about female circumcision within the UN Convention. Without a political framework that explicitly allows one position to be privileged, other agendas can be mobilized to win the day, and along with this `culture' and `tradition' become treated as essential, ahistorical categories:

Without questioning the political uses of culture, without asking whose culture this is and who its primary beneficiaries are, without placing the very notion of culture in historical context and investigating the position of the interpreter, we cannot fully understand the ease with which women become instrumentalised in larger battles of political, economic, military and discursive competition in the international arena. (Rao, 1995: 174)

Nevertheless, professionals drawing on dominant discourses of childhood are not necessarily uncritical subscribers to it. Child rights and agency workers may well make use of the sentimentaliz​ing feel-good factors of donor-recipient relations exemplified in charitable fund-raising for children (see Black, 1992). However, in other contexts their funding practices may depart dramatically from the exclusively child-centred orientation their publicity implies (e.g. giving money to community projects rather than specifically or solely for rhild-saving), and in their practice may challenge the historical and cultural abstraction of-childhood by supporting community and community-defined development (although this can run the risk of simply replacing one romanticization - of the child - with another - the community - that itself is just as redolent of paternalistic legacies (Cowen and Shenton, 1996)). Moreover, the profoundly ideological discourse of child innocence, of the prior claim that children have in times of political conflict, can be deployed in surprising ways. Strategic essentialism of the child has been used (for the benefit of not only children) to negotiate temporary ceasefires for the delivery of immunization and essential food and medical supplies explicitly on the basis that children are `peace zones' (Boyden, personal communication).

Fourth dilemma: reflexivity or rationalization?

Poststructuralist engagements with psychology - particularly as connected with feminist debates about research - have tended to highlight the importance of being reflexive. As a process of making clear the interpretive resources guiding one's questions and analysis, often in relation to audiences designated with particular powers of evaluation, reflexivity has been put forward as a key feature of

accountability (e.g. Wilkinson, 1988). Yet notwithstanding its overt recognition of contradiction and complexity (e.g. Hollway, 1989), the model of subjectivity that underlies these proposals is one that resembles the rational unitary subject that poststructuralism claimed to have dispersed: Not only does a feminist reflexivity run the risk of departing from the tenets of poststructuralism (which may not be so heinous a sin), it also fuels the charge that accounts of research are not so much an honest sharing of motives and experience, but are (conscious or unconscious) manipulations.

Posed so baldly, this tension is revealed as a false opposition: if we accept that all accounts are textually mediated or crafted, then we cannot demarcate an absolute distinction between `confession' and `motivated justific tion'. Indeed, recalling Foucault's (1981) descrip​tion of psychoanal+sis as the secular confessional, we might see these practices as related. Our everyday understanding of confession (outside contexts of police interrogations) is the practice of making public one's innermost, private thoughts, but this tends to under​estimate the structural importance to the account of the context in which it is made (see also Burman, 1992a). Inner revelation shades into (self-regulated) extortion, or at best selective recasting, to make acceptable either to oneself or another. Talk of confession seems particularly appropriate in the context of discussions about children, where theories of original innocence, or sin, are so prevalent - as respectively drawn upon within contemporary discussions about children who are abused, or are violent.

There are two other applications of this slippage between reflex​ivity and rationalization relevant to the concerns of this chapter. First, feminist (and other, e.g. discourse analytic) researchers who draw on the notion of reflexivity are clearly on shaky territory if they subscribe to claims of authentic, unmediated exhibitions of inner subjectivities (whether others' or their own). The claim that the author is dead was put forward precisely to undermine the readers' deference to authorial intentionality. This does not necessarily warrant an invitation to default on researcher or auth​orial responsibilities; rather, it implies the acknowledgement of the limits of what we can claim to know, and the different knowledges we bring to bear in different contexts. Similarly, the interpretation of reflexivity as an incitement to confess all, evident within some (especially novice student) readings (see Burman, in press b and c), should be recognized as a backdoor return to humanism and even positivism. Rather than aspiring for some `total' account, auto​biographical or otherwise, we should be looking for sufficient and convincing analyses of the structural relations involved in the research.

Secondly, the selective, and possibly distorted, character of recollection arises in an acute form in any dealings with children and childhood. Here we asain encounter the vexed question of the textual structuring of `experience', since one of .the structural characteristics of childhood work is that it is almost always carried out by those who do not inhabit that social category (Mayall, 1996), but all of whom have been children. This arises for feminists as much as for any other commentators on, or researchers or workers with, children. How are we to make sense of the (dis)connections between our own memories and the (apparent) actualities of children's lives? How are we to, or can we, distinguish what we believe are our recollections of our early lives from their continuous reconstruction in the narratives we tell ourselves (and others) about our lives? It is hard to mention these issues without invoking the spectre of `false memory syndrome' and its associated discourse of disbelief of survivors of sexual abuse and sexual assault (Scott, 1997). Yet the problem with this train of associations lies precisely in the ways dominant notions of childhood conflate our memories of the children we were with the children we study: our concepts of selfhood are so intertwined with those of childhood that it becomes hard to distinguish the longing for what we no longer have (and perhaps never had) from our convictions about (and desires for) what children are and should be now (Burman, 1996b, c). The task for us, as feminist psychologists, is to do the work of analytical reflection, of reflexivity - or rationalization - to help ward off the conflation of these different projects: the repair of one's own past and the study of children's present. A more informed knowledge of the socially structured irrationality of our life narratives may help feminist struggles against injustice.

Fifth dilemma: child-centred or woman-centred?

It would seem that feminists are well shot of developmental psy​chology, and much feminist effort has been devoted to disentangling the equation between women's interests and children's interests (New and David, 1985; Thorne, 1987). In economic development policy, women have long been addressed as sources of reproductive labour - whether as vessels for future labour or, in current formulations, in the relationship presumed between (higher) educational levels and (reduced) fertility. Women are also now recognized as a resource for production. Either way, it is important to challenge the presumed equivalence between measures introduced on behalf of children and those for women - in both directions. Women have not particularly benefited from childcare interventions,

risking not only scrutiny, but also possible removal of their children, or semi-enforced sterilization. Women have also been targeted in developmental policy as the more effective means (than through male heads of household) of getting more aid to children: the assumption that financial aid to women `trickles down' to children has been shown to be as erroneous (Peace and Hulme, 1995), as is the notion that raising the gross national product per capita will benefit disadvantaged members of a society (Mehta, 1993). It has been an important feminist strategy to identify women's entitle​ments separately and not in relation to children, and while the United Nations Commission on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women was conducted alongside the Commission drafting the UN Conventi9n on the Rights of the Child, it is significant that a major recent tebct, Women's Rights, Human Rights (Peters and Wolper, 1995), makes almost no mention of children, and fails to discuss any relationship between women's rights and children's rights.

It may be that child-saving always threatens to import the full structure of mother-blaming, and that child rights enthusiasts have often been anti-feminist. While the child of developmental psychology is prototypically male, the interplay of gender between child and parent in child-saving discourse works to tie responsibility firmly on to women. If the child is male, then the discourse of saving boys from bad mothers is mobilized, but more often the child in need of saving is portrayed as a girl (thus confirming the conflation of feminine gender and passivity with infantilization and victim​status). Nevertheless, it is a major conceptual and political mistake to treat women and children as absolutely separate categories. Girls (usually) grow up to be women, and we might interpret the awkward formulation circulating within contemporary (economic and psychological) development policy of `the girl child' as (among other matters) indicating the anomaly of this position across and between these two categories (gender and age) of social discrimi​nation (Burman, 1995b).

Further, we mistake strategy for principle if we accept the liberal rights discourse that treats rights as individual and competing. Women's and children's rights may well be in need of separation, given social pressures for women to subordinate their interests to those of their children, as where the sensitive mother is enjoined by the child-centred pedagogy to disguise her household labour as play (e.g. Walkerdine and Lucy, 1989). Similarly, increasingly health education campaigns are inviting pregnant women to subordinate their rights (e.g. to drink and smoke) to those of their `unborn children'. Where this is extended to 'pre-pregnant' women we begin

to see how the categories of woman, mother and child are in danger of imploding. But nevertheless, this does not mean that these categories are absolutely separable. This would be to accept the discourse of the Western patriarchal legal system as truth.

Perhaps there is something more uneasy at work here in the separation between women and children marked by the adoption of a liberal rights discourse, something that goes beyond even warding off the infantilization of women and the feminization of children (Burman, 1995a). Perhaps if we treat women and children as separate categories, we do not then have to attend to the ways feminists have been, and are, divided over discussions about children and childcare (see for example, Attar, 1988, 1992; as opposed to Wallsgrove, 1985). Mary Daly's (1981) description of mothers who initiate girls into oppressive practices of femininity as `token torturers' is scarcely mother-friendly. Even within first-wave British feminism, disputes emerged over the roles of mothers, and of the relative responsibilities of mothers and the state for childcare - between empowering women through giving them the vote and improving public facilities for mothers and children (Riley, 1987). Twenty-four-hour creche provision may have been a longstanding demand of second-wave feminism, but the current revival of celebratory, motherhood (in an era of economic and social decline) restates more positively the old refrain: why have children if you don't want to look after or be with them?

Here we encounter the full force of critiques of feminism as played out through differences in women's relationships to children and families. Black feminists have argued against the representation of the family as only functioning as a site of oppression for women, since it is also a source of support against a racist society (Amos and Parmar, 1984; Glenn et al., 1995). Heterosexual privilege has long been equated with motherhood - although the increasing numbers of lesbian mothers by donor insemination (DI) perhaps shows this as the partial fiction it always has been. Nevertheless `fitness to mother' in the sense of bearing, caring for, and, crucially, access to services for assisted mothering and child custody, are all heavily influenced by norms about what makes an appropriate family environment in which children can grow up (Alldred, 1995). These (examples of) structural divisions between women replay themselves anew (across divisions of class and able-bodiedness) in the mutual suspicions, jealousies and antagonisms between feminist mothers and non-mothers.

Without subscribing t0 romantic notions of rciaicdueSS Or `diffcr​ent voices' (e.g. Fulani, 1998; Gilligan, 1982), we can still recognize the limits of a `rights' model - be it reproductive rights, children's

rights or women's rights - for the useful but flawed legal instrument it is, and try to move on beyond the unhelpful polarities it reinscribes; on this, in their attention to diversity, undecidability and f.....•.....1
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S«u~~uiui aiiiu~vai~ii~2, ien'~iiiiSt poSwttu~~utalt~ttt~ may uG ttGlplUl. But even the apparatus of deconstruction, including deconstruct​ing developmental psychology, presumes the structure it sets out to dismantle. It is thus covertly dependent on, or even maintaining of, it. Further, the idea of deconstructing developmental psychology may provoke specific and contradictory reactions, particularly for women: of horror or sadism. That this is so is intimated by the images of dismemberment associated with deconstruction. Treating deconstruction as equivalent to ejection or explosion of the child subject constitutes a perniciously individualist and reductionist reading of whadshould be the rejection or reformulation of an entire body of theory: talk of throwing the baby out with the bathwater suffers from similar limitations. While children, like women, are considered both appealing and appalling (Burman, 1994b, in press a), their status as quintessential humanist subjects does not necessarily favour either. Similarly, it is probably both unhelpful and impossible simply to replace an exclusive focus on the child with one on the woman as subject. This is where develop​mental psychology in its lifespan varieties meets the psychology of women (e.g. Josselson, 1987). The problem is not simply the gendered character of the implicit subject and trajectory of devel​opmental psychology (though this is also a problem). Feminizing the child, or taking the woman as central to the developmental account is useful, but not enough, since the unitary subject still remains.

Sixth dilemma: the child as postmodern subject?

If poststructuralism and postmodernism have deconstructed the liberal humanist subject, reproduced in the rational, unitary subject of modern psychology (Henriques et al., 1984), what kind of subjects inhabit postmodernity? Notwithstanding the proclamations of the death of the subject, a new model of subjectivity has been engendered that emphasizes sponteneity, play, plurality and fragmentation. Such subjectivities explicitly challenge dominant conceptualizations of political organization deemed inappropriate to these `new times' of rapid political change, of epistemological, ecological and economic uncertainty, and new social movements. But far from dispensing with the Enlightenment subject, residues of the old remain to haunt us within the new. As a reversal of the serious, integrated, single-minded adult, the romantic subject of

postmodernism is the child. While Frederick Jameson's (1984) influential account of postmodernity celebrates play, bricolage, timelessness and schizophrenia (or internal disintegration) as tokens of post-modern sab,iectivities, I will focus here on Jean-Fran~ois Lyotard's portrayal (but see also Bur-man, 1992b). As the author of one of the key works heralding postmodernity (Lyotard, 1984), Lyotard's writings on childhood are particularly worthy of attention.

Lyotard's The Postmodern Explained to Children (1992) is undoubtedly a playful and polyvalent text, not only in its title, which beguilingly appears to promise clarity and simplicity, nor in the pedagogical position of master/teacher he covertly assumes to complement that of the child-reader. The book is introduced by its editor/translators as exemplifying Lyotard's conception of the postmodern in its fragmentary, non-linear, incomplete form. In some senses it does indeed convey some of the central preoccu​pations of Lyotard's ideas; and in that respect the trope of the child works in the typical modern manner of indicating an inner core of truth, stripped of trappings and defences.

Where Lyotard writes explicitly about childhood, he is treating this not as a' lifestage of immaturity or inferiority, but as the moment of creative chaos that precedes thought. (Here he alludes both to Nietzsche and Benjamin.) In his discussion of the teaching and practice of philosophy, he designates childhood as a state of mind, as `the possibility of risk of being adrift' (1992: 116). Thus:

Philosophical writing is ahead of where it is supposed to be. Like a child, it is premature and insubstantial. We recommence, but cannot rely on it getting to thought itself, there, at the end. For the thought is here, muddled up in the unthought, trying to sort out the impertinent babble of childhood. (Lyotard, 1992: 119)

The openness and unbounded state of the exploring philosopher cannot be entered into `without renewing ties with the season of childhood, the season of the mind's possibilities' (1992: 116). Child​hood is like postmodernism: that which is ineffable, intangible, unarticulable, unrepresentable (see Lyotard, 1983) - but what a modern-style mystery of childhood this is:

The postmodern would be that which in the modern invokes the unpre​sentable in presentation itself, which refuses the consolation of correct forms, refuses the consensus of taste permitting a common experience for the impossible, and inquires into new presentations - not to take pleasure in them but to better produce the feeling that there is something unpresentable . . . (Lyotard, 1992: 24)

Although cast as a mode of writing, as intimating the inchoate character of innovation and creativity, this romance of the child ultimately appeals to an embodied form, and presumed collective memory, with all its attendent normalizations and cultural assumptions. There is no equivocation about the child as subject, as an interpellated, putatively general, historical memory:

. . . we must extend the line of the body in the line of writing. . . . Following this line . . . means that we use these forms in an attempt to bear witness to what really matters: the childhood of an encounter, the welcome extended to the marvel that (something) is happening, the respect for the event. Don't forget, you were and are this yourself: the welcomed marvel, the respected event, the childhood shared by your parents. (Lyotard, 1992: 112)

Once again the minds and bodies of children have become homogenized into the child, every child, that dimly remembered part of ourselves `we' were and are: the postmodern has mutated into the worst excesses of the modern by reinstalling the familiar subject of Western everyman in a post-Enlightenment form.

Seventh dilemma: the child, the woman or the cyborg?

If the child irretrievably harks back to modernism, then perhaps there are other metaphors for less oppressive psychological and political subjectivities. Developmental psychology is complicit with the problems of modernity, and anti-developmental theories - though vital - stop at critique rather than creative formulation of new models. Yet if, ultimately, even non-foundationalist post​modernism retains a commitment to a humanist subject, is it possible, or desirable, to try to dispense with a model of the subject? Given the political ambiguities of postmodernism, feminists are debating forms of available conceptions of subjectivity and (individual and collective) change (Bondi, 1993; Nicholson and Seidman, 1995). In this chapter I have discussed the limits of child​centred models of development, and how women or even women​centred varieties fall prey to some of the same difficulties of essentialism and reification. Perhaps Donna Haraway's (1991) cyborg manifesto, with its speculative political possibilities, offers an alternative set of metaphors on which to base a (feminist) devel​opmental psychology.

The cyborg is ostensibly antithetical to any conventional develop​mental narrative: it is an entity without history, or a history of embodiment; it is neither human nor machine; it transgresses

categories of gender; it is of uncertain or unallocated sexual orien​tation; and of no known `race' or culture. As such, the cyborg usefully highlights the typical investments and applications of developmental psychology, and in particular resists the resort to `nature', since by definition it is an artefactual construction, a hybrid without precedent and origins. As such the metaphor of the cyborg has gained an enthusiastic reception in feminist and postmodernist circles (Lykke and Braidotti, 1996). Still, once again, we find the monster cyborg suffers from the legacies of monstrous women and children, as indicated by the bad press it has received in popular culture (Creed, 1987).

There are other reservations or limits to its radical potential. Just as the dominant cultural representation of the cyborg as invulnerable superman threatens to eclipse the figurative possibilities of this new life form, so too it reminds us of how developmental psychology has been powerfully informed by, as well as contributing to, the project of `artificial intelligence' (see Rutkowska, 1993). Haraway is very clear that she invokes the cyborg as mythical possibility, as a reminder of possibilities that technophilic and anti​scientific femGinists might fail to notice. But, as she acknowledges, this vision i~ one that we will have to struggle hard to recast in feminist-friendly ways, given the cyborg's origins in advanced war technology and (productive and reproductive) labour replacement (Macaulay and Gordo Lopez, 1995).

While the cyborg may lack its own history, it functions within historical circumstances. Haraway's challenge is for us to recognize that it can be (re)formulated to promote feminist ends. (We might note how the original subtitle of her piece: `science, technology and socialist feminism in the 1980s' is often forgotten.) If theories of subjectivity are inevitable and indispensible tools to envisage changed., social arrangements, then perhaps the cyborg offers a different set of models and images that are less caught up in the trappings of tradition and modernity. While no image is innocent, or without history (cyborgs abound in all mythologies - ancient and new), what the cyborg offers the critic of developmental psychology is an alternative vantage point on its terms of reference - as neither parent nor child, and with neither absolute standpoint nor immut​able difference.

At the risk of reiterating the modern story of the child as intimating more general lessons and strategies, I want to end by asserting the relevance of debates about development, change and political subjectivities for feminist politics (modern or postmodern). In this chapter I have commented on some current models in circulation, and in particular highlighted the varied and enduring

character of the resort to the child - exemplified by, but not confined to, the child of developmental psychology. If turning from the child to the woman or even the cyborg fails to resolve some of the difficulties, then there are two possible conclusions we might draw: first, that no metaphor can guarantee a progressive outcome: rather, what matters is what we do with it; and secondly, that common to all three tropes - the child, the woman and the cyborg - is that they remain singular, isolated, and thus recuperable into the individualist narrative of liberal bourgeois development.

Perhaps rather than (only) leaping into new figurative utopias, there is still much mundane work of feminist (psychological) critique to be done. Along with elaborating new inspirational images, one very material and grounding critical practice of devel​opmental psychqlogy is to challenge the elision of the general into the singular, with all its attendent homogenization of the diversity of gendered, cultural and historical practices. This is more modest than the grand project of reconstructing a developmental psy​chology that can prefigure better days, but that always runs the risk of reproducing the same oppressive structures it set out to counter. Yet it can draw on imaginary alternatives and deconstructionist destabilizations to engage in a more informed way with the complexities and poignancies of the intersections between women and children, and between women, as well as between women and men, that are brought to the fore by the feminist critique of devel​opmental psychology. At the very least we can start to document the diversities of what we, as children, women or cyborgs, are and do: we might even find that there is already more resistance for, and will to, change than we thought.
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Note

1
The terms North and South are used to refer to the richer and poorer countries of the world, as historically produced through the colonial and imperialist de​development, and which map historically on to the positions of people of European and non-European origins. This is not to underestimate the major difference in advantage and disadvantage experienced within peoples and countries of the North and South.
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