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ty that wants to change the dominant student finance regime but does not want to
jeopardise its credibility in front of the
electorate? Is there a way out of the lock-in
in which the Four Worlds of Student Finance find themselves today? Further, given the example of the UK, which is an exception to the dynamics observed in other
studied countries, I wonder if there are
other important factors to consider, such as
parties reinventing themselves over time
and changing their left or right positions
towards student finance?
Finally, even though I am impressed
with the compilation of various data sets
across time and the rigorous testing of the
Time Sensitive Partisan Theory from advanced democracies, it is difficult not to
notice that some data were approximations
rather than direct indicators of higher-education spending. Given that there are more
holes than cheese when it comes to comparative large-scale reliable higher-education finance and political preferences data,
I hope that in the future this motivates
scholars and policymakers alike to rigorously pursue relevant comparative data
compilation on such important aspects of
higher-education policy as student finance
without ignoring its politics. I also wonder
how much the proposed theory holds for
emerging democracies—for example, in
South Africa. Do feedback effects work
similarly in such student finance regimes
where parties, students, and politics have
traditionally been strongly intertwined?
Further empirical work on different types
of democracies would make it possible to
check the generalisability of the proposed
theory.
Liudvika Leišytė
TU Dortmund University
liudvika.leisyte@tu-dortmund.de
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How do scholars in countries such as Portugal, the US, the UK, or Scandinavia situate feminist scholarship in the current
academia? How is the claim to scientificity
in women’s, gender, and feminist studies
(WGFS) produced and negotiated? And
what happens to these emerging fields, and
the individuals inhabiting them, under the
accelerated corporatisation of higher education? This book provides insightful and
novel answers to these questions and anticipates future directions of research on
the institutionalisation of feminist scholarship.
The book is based on ethnographic research of academia mainly in Portugal.
During the years of 2008–2009 and 2015–
2016, Pereira interviewed 36 WGFS and
non-WGFS academics and conducted participatory observations at national and
international conferences, WGFS associations’ meetings, lectures, and PhD vivas also in Sweden, the UK, and the US. In her
feminist discursive analysis, she focuses on
the question of ‘how academics demarcate
the boundaries of “proper” knowledge,
and how WGFS scholarship gets positioned
in relation to those boundaries’ (p. 2).
As outlined in chapter two, this examination builds on the premise that the epistemic status of feminist scholarship is not
only constructed and situated within particular geopolitical, socio-cultural and linguistic contexts, but is also inherently and
irreducibly paradoxical. The concept of
‘paradox’, as explained further in the book,
is particularly useful for the research of
WGFS’ epistemic status because it ‘renders
visible the ways in which seemingly contradictory practices might not just coexist, but
be mutually constitutive’ (p. 86). This conceptualisation stems from Pereira’s produc-
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tive reading and a combination of diverse
methodologies by Lorraine Code (feminist
epistemology), Michel Foucault (poststructuralist philosophy), and Thomas Gieryn
(science and technology studies). It allows
her to examine epistemic demarcations as
contingent products of ongoing contestations implying diverse or even contradictory truth- and power-effects, while, simultaneously, taking into account more prevalent structural hierarchies which (re)produce ‘gendered, racialised, classed and Eurocentric hegemonies … both within and
outside academia’ (p. 47).
Following these theoretical and methodological premises, chapter three examines how the transformation of the ‘political economy’ of academia into a culture of ‘performativity’, which is defined
by enhanced emphasis on productivity
and profitability, influences negotiations
of WGFS’ epistemic status. According to
Pereira, in the 2000s, when this academic
culture had just begun to emerge in Portugal, it produced a complex combination of
integration and dismissal of WGFS: its
epistemic status was conditional (dependent on the ability to attract research funding and students) and partial (WGFS were
officially and publicly acknowledged but
disputed in unofficial and non-public settings).
Chapter four investigates how the
threshold of what counts as ‘proper scientific knowledge’ divides WGFS from within. For instance, this chapter shows how
the analytic category of ‘gender’ has been
accepted with relative ease outside WGFS,
whilst the epistemic and political premises
of feminist scholarship and politics, which
ground and frame this category, have been
overlooked or openly dismissed. Chapter
five examines how WGFS scholars draw
epistemic maps. Here Pereira stresses that
the context—the audiences and the positions of the individual scholars—is key for
how claims to epistemic status are employed and whether they are successful.
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Chapter six entitled ‘The Importance
of Being Foreign and Modern: The Geopolitics of the Epistemic Status of WGFS’ develops this theme further. On the case of
Portugal, Pereira examines how unequal
global relations within WGFS shape and
are shaped by local boundary-work in the
(semi-)periphery. She argues that ‘we must
consider both what gets silenced’ because
of various hegemonies (namely the western hegemony of Anglophone feminism),
while also paying attention to ‘what becomes possible and speakable for WGFS
scholars in (semi-)peripheral contexts
through the invocation of a hegemonic
modern foreign’ (p. 168).
Pereira’s book thus provides a number
of valuable insights for those interested in
research on the institutionalisation of
WGFS and the intricacies of today’s university. Following the protocols of feminist
ethnographic research (e.g. drawing on
well-defined theoretical paradigms, using
innovative and interdisciplinary methodologies, providing insightful discursive
analyses of empirical material, etc.) this
study can be considered to have produced—to use Pereira’s terminology—
‘proper scientific knowledge’. Yet, importantly, this work also produces an ‘additional value’ that fundamentally complicates categories, frameworks, and outcomes of research on the institutionalisation of WGFS—including Pereira’s work—
and opens them beyond their pre-established boundaries.
This is demonstrated by a number of
self-reflexive turns Pereira takes throughout the book. One such turn is the way
in which she applies attention to claims
of ‘scientificity’ in her own scholarship. In
chapter one Pereira backs off from providing a conventional literary review, i.e.
a narrative by which the value of the presented research is claimed through situating it as an individual endeavour which
improves existing knowledge in the given
field. Similar care is given to citational prac-
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tice. Instead of invoking the hegemonic
‘foreign and modern’, i.e. referring worldrenowned or ‘canonical’ authors, Pereira
disrupts the existing asymmetries by committing to a citational practice that references scholars who occupy diverse positions within the hierarchies of the academic
establishment from a range of geographies.
A particularly productive distortion
opens through the problematisation of the
notion of ‘performativity’. Although Pereira draws on a premise, which she attributes to Foucault, that discursive practices
‘systematically form the objects [and subjects] of which they speak’ (p. 10), she also
points to the limits of this conceptualisation. As she rightly argues, ‘performativity’ does not just stand for the ability to exercise a power to do or to claim things, but
also for the very interweaving of knowledge with structures of power. This insight
is developed in two directions: First, Pereira shows that in order to make a ‘powerful’
claim, the individual scholar must be situated within a context of ‘power’, i.e. within
a context of authority and legitimacy. Second, ‘performativity’, understood as an
output of technical system where knowledge and power are no longer distinguished, is a means through which the author accounts for the transformations within higher education over the last two decades. As argued previously, in chapter
three Pereira concludes that the emerging culture implies paradoxical effects for
WGFS’ epistemic status. However, in the final chapter (chapter seven), which draws
from the follow-up interviews conducted
during 2015–2016 and again picks up on the
problem of the ‘performative university’,
Pereira shifts and unsettles the terms of her
analysis and reframes the issues at stake.
She argues that it is not WGFS’ epistemic status or the professional situation of
WGFS’ academics that changed when the
culture of performativity became the dominant and overriding organising principle
in Portuguese academia. What did change

was the general mood. During the second
round of interviews with Portuguese WGFS
academics, Pereira observed that the academic culture of performativity generated
collective, communal, and contagious feelings of ‘physical exhaustion, intellectual
depletion and emotional despondency’
(p. 186). This leads her to argue that instead of asking questions such as how the
epistemic status of WGFS can be negotiated (a question which has guided her
study), we have to direct our attention to a
‘more basic and foundational’ question of
‘how to guarantee working (and living)
conditions’ which will also enable WGFS
scholars to ‘individually and collectively’
carry out ‘significant, creative and critical
work both within and beyond the performative academy’ (p. 192).
Power, Knowledge and Feminist Scholarship thus also recognises and bears witness
to a fundamental shift in what is at stake
regarding the presence and the future of
feminist scholarship in establishments of
higher education. Furthermore, it recognises that to address the challenges which
WGFS is currently facing, scholars researching the institutionalisation of feminist scholarship will have to significantly
re-adjust their analytical tools and conceptual frameworks.
In the ‘Postscript’, invoking a ‘vision’
of ‘postwork society’ by Marxist feminist
author Kathi Weeks [2011], Pereira rightly
suggests that this task must begin with a
re-consideration of the very notion of feminist work. This raises the question of how
WGFS academics can formulate this reconsideration. Following in Pereira’s footsteps, a further problematisation of the notion of ‘performativity’ can help us answer
this question. For as Pereira also points out
in her book, the academic culture of performativity, defined by the enhanced emphasis on productivity and profitability,
does not operate only through ‘monitoring’ and ‘auditing’ but also through ‘seduction’ (p. 213), that is, in the realm of de-
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sire. Feminist research on gender and sexuality, in which the notion of ‘performativity’ and the critical reflections of it have
played significant role, can help us carry
this uneasy but important feminist work
forward.
Lenka Vráblíková
Institute for Gender Studies
University of South Africa
vrabll@unisa.ac.za
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In this book, Anna Gwiazda offers a detailed evaluation of the quality of Polish democracy and an overview of its development between 1989 and 2011. The political
crisis which broke out following the 2015
Polish parliamentary election renders thorough examination of Gwiazda’s contribution particularly worthwhile. The theory
chapter, ‘Evaluating Quality of Democracy’,
contains an extensive review of the literature on democracy. Gwiazda explicates differences between the procedural and the
substantive definitions of democracy (p. 14).
Her analysis relies on the former approach,
identified primarily with the works of
Schumpeter and Dahl, although she prefers the more modern and more liberal
‘thick procedural approach’ proposed by
Dahl. His concept of polyarchy offers a theoretical framework for Gwiazda’s evaluation of the quality of Polish democracy.
Gwiazda distinguishes between the
level of democracy and the quality of de-
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mocracy. While a certain level of democracy can be attained through the process of
democratisation, the evaluation of the
quality of democracy is possible also in
old, consolidated democracies. Gwiazda’s
evaluation of the Polish democracy concerns four aspects, derived from the procedural definition of democracy: representation, participation, competition and accountability (p. 13). These four dimensions
of procedural democracy are examined in
detail in chapters 3 to 6.
The book follows a logical structure
derived from the theory. Excellent theoretical reflection well supported by research of
the classic literature on measuring democracy, democratisation, and the quality of
democracy turn this into a useful reference
also for scholars not specialising in Central
and Eastern Europe. As convincingly argued in the introductory chapter (p. 3), the
diachronic single-country case study, comparing two decades of democratic politics,
is also a valuable contribution to comparative political science. Her analysis of the
Polish case follows a clear structure based
on the objective criteria. Empirical chapters
rely on abundant data from the first
22 years of the Third Polish Republic. Rich
and detailed information is a strong side of
the book. It offers one of the most complete
and best researched overviews of Polish
democratic institutions since 1989.
Chapter 3 focuses on representation. It
discusses the socio-demographic characteristics of legislators, and addresses the problem of women’s representation and the representation of national and ethnic minorities. The author offers also short descriptions of parties represented over the past
22 years in the Polish parliament. It is a pity
that she does not sufficiently state the fact
that most Polish parties emerged through
the division or merger of other parties.
More information on how parties are related to each other would be helpful for readers not familiar with the Polish party system. Presentation of changes in the elector-

