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This work could be described simply 
as a study of the Ontario Women’s 
Directorate from 1985 to 2000. 
However that description would not 
do justice to the scope of Professor 
Findlay’s inquiry and argument. Her 
broader aim is to assess the capacity 
of feminist theory (and feminist ac-
tivism) to promote democracy (and 
an appreciation of the role gender 
plays in policy) within the ranks 
of a provincial public bureaucracy. 
Her assessment pays particular at-
tention to the apparently different 
gender regimes that characterized 
the Peterson and Rae governments 
on the one hand and the Harris 
government on the other, and while 
she acknowledges the difference 
between them, she points as well to 
their similar failure to fully embrace 
democracy and feminism. She rec-
ognizes the debates within feminist 
circles about the extent to which the 
state can ever be expected to alter the 
gendered power structure of society, 
but she throws her lot in with the 

“femocrats” or “state feminists” who 
see an opportunity (not to say a duty) 
to remake the state apparatus to 
produce more democratic and more 
gender-sensitive policy. In that sense, 
while the analysis is highly critical, 
it is not pessimistic and concludes 
with a prescription for improvement.

This is a very fine piece of schol-
arship, both theoretically and 
empirically. Some readers will no 
doubt be mildly irritated (as I was) 
by the terminology commonly em-
ployed in critical theory and femi-
nist political economy, but I trust 
they will acknowledge (as I do) that 
the problem is our own and not 
that of the author. Indeed Profes-
sor Findlay wields the theory with 
considerable subtlety and sophisti-
cation, and her empirical analysis 
admirably displays an open mind.

In the prescriptive portion of the 
work however, Professor Findlay has 
taken on a formidable task, and it is 
there that I find an opportunity for 
more critical comment. She seeks 
to encourage greater participation 
by citizens in the making of pub-
lic policy and, by extension, a more 
accurately diverse expression of the 
public will. The practical means 
by which this encouragement is to 
take place are however undoubtedly 
contentious, even within the ranks 
of those who share her aims.

She argues the necessity of “state 
feminists”—bureaucrats with fem-
inist ideals—to act as advocates 
within the public service, account-
able not to the government of the 
day but to the public whom they 
and the government purportedly 
serve. The neutrality valued in a 
Weberian model of bureaucracy 
she (perhaps realistically) describes 
as illusory, but also as antithetic to 
substantive democracy. Some in-
terests appear already to have their 
internal advocates; those Professor 
Findlay prefers mainly do not. I 
suspect she and I prefer many of the 

same groups, but I don’t know that 
I could persuade some of my more 
conservative colleagues that internal 
advocacy for my preferred interests 
is democratic while advocacy for 
theirs is not.

Some of her other prescriptions 
are, to my mind, more sensible. 
Reducing hierarchy in the public 
service in favour of a spokes-in-the-
wheel model of collaborative and 
consultative decision-making would 
be a long overdue recognition of the 
interconnectedness of policy fields, 
as well of the “inter-sectionality” 
that characterizes citizen clients. 
Giving better access to marginalized 
groups can only help to make poli-
cy more sensitive to citizen diversity 
and therefore more effective in the 
long run. However, there is a degree 
to which the models of citizen par-
ticipation Professor Findlay seems 
to favour are optimistic about the 
time and energy most people are 
prepared to devote to political ac-
tion. Moreover they underestimate 
the degree to which people may 
need to be organized in groups with 
a tendency to oligarchy. We can 
and should mitigate that tendency, 
but it would be naïve to ignore it. 
Finally, Professor Findlay expresses 
the belief, widespread among dem-
ocratic reformers, that more respect 
must be paid to the lived experience 
of citizens, in contrast to the defer-
ence now paid to the views of “ex-
perts.” Who could disagree with the 
need to acknowledge that people 
closest to a problem may best know 
its shape and weight? But surely 
Professor Tammy Findlay, Ph.D., is 
not asserting that expertise is with-
out value?
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