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PREFACE

The politics of progressive public policy, suchgesdered organisational
change, has gradually become more important asrstageling of the
relationship between progressive organisationsthadachievement of a
progressive society has increased. In the Unitedj#om, despite decades
of attempts, the evidence clearly demonstratesrdiatm has had limited
impact. In recent times, the strategy of gendemsteeaming (GM) has
been heralded as offering important correctionspést failures. The
potential of GM has been well documented; howewvamnsiderable
confusion continues to surround the definition bé tconcept and its
practice.

This book takes up the interrelated task of ingaging the
conceptualisation and the practice of GM from #icai perspective in an
attempt to respond to these twin puzzles. It adibhgtsnnovative approach
of focusing on the process of mainstreaming itgelther than the
normative issue of gender, a longer time horizonuged than is
traditionally found in GM literature and, data isllected from the local
level rather than national or devolved levels. Tise of three innovative
approaches, offer new directions to our understandf the concept and
practice of mainstreaming. In consequence, the bdekelops an
inductive, qualitative methods approach to inveggdfirst the etymology
of mainstreaming and then five case studies gfristice using a process
tracing exercise to unpack GM efforts in local goveent.

Through a combination of conceptual and empiricadjuéry, four
knowledge claims regarding GM are presented. Fijrsth terms of
defining GM, the research identifies three coraceptual features of the
politics of mainstreaming—\Voice, Agenda Setting amplementation. It
is argued that this refined definition of GM proggl a grounded
conceptual basis from which to engage in publidggyadlebate. Secondly,
three forms of politics were evident in the purspitGM and lead to
contrasting levels of change—GM, inclusion and maafrvention politics.
Thirdly, the specific processes, actors, and gifase associated with
different GM are explained by what | term the CalicCs: contrasting
outcomes, critical junctures and exogenous triggergnitive processes of
learning, and the cross-fertilisation of ideas bethhin and without
organisational boundaries.
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Finally, this book challenges conventional appreascto GM, which
tend to centre on strong normative feminist idétas. argued that GM has
greater conceptual utility if it is observed asragess of policy learning.
However, it is also claimed that there are a nundbdindings which are
exogenous to the theory of Social Learning thatvide a novel
argumentative turn on the limits of Social Learnifiyine lessons” are

offered for this purpose, generated through a mibdk theory-practice
dialogue.
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INTRODUCTION

There has been little attempt to develop a gerkealry of mainstreaming
which transcends the diversity of state practiceoider to provide a
universal frame of reference, or set of criterig,vthich mainstreaming
may be understood and particular mainstreaminghiivies judged.
(Beveridge et al. 2000, 388)

In the twenty first century, the pursuit of gendeuality is seen as an
essential feature of any progressive and moderanisgtion and, by
implication, society (Connell 2005 and 2006; Squi?€07; Baines 2010).
Across the globe, “the velvet triangle” (Woodwaf)03) of academics,
advocates and practitioners have long criticisetlipwrganisations for
their gendered nature and have challenged thentritee gowards, and
achieve, the progressive goal of gender equalityséBup 1970; Acker
1990; Women'’s Eyes on the World Bank 1997; Goe®@851and 1997,
Benschop and Verloo 2006; Squires 2007; Pollack ldather-Burton

2010).

A long slow march to gender equality in the United
Kingdom

Public sector organisations in the United KingdddK), as a result of
public critique have undergone a lengthy historygehder based reform
(HMSO 1967; Cockburn 1983, 1991 and 1989; Young719&/right
2002; Ball and Charles 2006; Miller 2009). Sadlye tvelvet triangle,
have concluded that gender inequality in Britisholfmu organisations
remains widespread (Breintbach 2006; McRae 199@n@foand Equality
Unit 2003). The Equality and Human Rights Commissi§2010)
describes the advancement regarding, equal repagisenfor example, as
“a snail's progress.” We have a long way to go yet.

Aims of the book

A practice called gender mainstreaming (GM) hasrbheralded in the
academic literature as a “new” method to overcorast @nd current
failures in strategies designed to achieve gendealiéy in organisations
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(Booth and Bennett 2002; Benschop and Verloo 20B&)wever, a

number of questions keep resurfacing with regacd$GM and which

revolve around the concept/practice axis (Walby 200The central
guestions pertaining to the concept and practic&kf are eloquently
captured in the quotation from Beveridge et al.0®Ooutlined at the
outset of this introductory chapter. Drawing frommetGM literature,

guestions include; how do we define mainstreamomceptually? (Booth
and Bennett 2002, 433; Rees 2002a; Walby 2005; boddand Meier
2006; Ball and Charles 2006; Smyth 2007; Woodwdl@82 251). What
are the political barriers and facilitators to fhractice of GM? (Hafner-
Burton and Pollack 2002; Woodward 2008; McGaura@20Why is

there a lack of uniformity in the outcome? (Wallak®@98; Rees 2002a;
Daly 2005). Such has been the disappointment soding GM that some

proponents are asking: is it too late for gendeinsteeaming (Woodward

2008)?

The aims of the book are, and in line with thecgexing discussion in
the GM literature: (i) to map out the core conceptfeatures of
mainstreaming; (ii) develop an evaluation framewéwk understanding
the processes and outcomes of GM; and (iii) ingate the findings
through a productive political theory—practice dgle. This book is a
timely contribution to the debate on stability artchnge in the program of
gender equality in public organisations. This iséaese the lessons learnt
in this book come during a period of increasingribn to gender politics
and the British state. To name just a couple afgssfirst, the new public
sector Equality Duty came into force across Gredtal® on April 5
201P. Legal changes aimed at enhancing equality areagainst hot
debates on the issue that women will be one of‘libgers” of the UK
Government (2010 to present) reforms. In partigutsat women face the
triple pressures of benefit cuts, job losses aral dhre gap (Fawcett
Society, 2011).

How is this book different?

To address the aims of the book, the author wik tkree novel
argumentative-turns to hold the politics of maieatning in critical
perspective. First is the challenge related to epta@l confusion. It is
important to clarify that this book does not inteandnvestigate and define
the issue of gender inequality in organisations g&rsomething that is
beyond the scope of this book and deserves atteirtigts own right.
Instead, this work focuses on the spegifiocesse®f mainstreaming; that
is, the political strategies designed to tackledgerinequality as will be
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defined in chapter one. The research is based danga distinction
between the normative concerns of GM, which tenddéoninate the
literature, and understanding GM as a process a@ngd, however
incremental it may be. In this sense, the reseuaithapproach GM in a
novel way by focusing on the process of change ristia@aming) as
opposed to the issue being mainstreamed in thes @©@nder). As will be
demonstrated later in the book, focusing on thelbgies of the processes
and the outcomes of change is a unique way to apprteipolitics of
GM (see, for example, Woodward 2008, 251; Hafnertduand Pollack
2009).

The second focus of this book, the practice ele¢nemlso approached
in an inimitable way by looking at local governmémthe UK. The local
level in England has a long history with the genelguality program and
is often seen as a leading sector and thereforteuative to analyse.
However, there has latterly been a dearth of bank&M in UK local
government, with recent works on GM focusing on ttentext of
international development (Porter and Sweetman 2@brahmanian
2007; Parpart 2009), British central governmentu{&s and Wickham-
Jones, 2002;2004), the structures of UK devolutisee McKay and
Gillespie 2007) and, discreet policy sectors sushspatial planning
(Greed2005).

Finally, the practice element will be tackled gsanlong time horizon.
As will be shown in chapter two, a longitudinal wi®f local government
includes previously excluded evidence for consiiena Given the
pessimism regarding the history of stability ratiban change, new
thinking and approaches are paramount in contrigutd the debate on
progressive organisations and the pursuit of geedeality.

What are the main conclusions?

What are the implications of the novel approachssduin this book in
focusing on processes of change (rather than theewt), using a
diachronic analysis (rather than a snapshot) afot#s on the local level
(rather than central or international domains)? réhare four sets of
knowledge claims that flow from these three appheacwhich rotate
around definition, evaluation, practice and thecepd stem from the
empirical evidence that will be presented in ttosk

* a clear definition of the unit of analysis, maiestming, is put
forth as a political process entailing Voice, Agar@etting and
Implementation
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» three different types of political outcomes are pegpout in local
government and were identified as (i) the ideabbyisM, (ii) a
more limited from of change—inclusion and (iii) aatsence of
change—non-interventionist

» there are four key variables that provide exemplasjght into
the cases and are referred to as the Crucidl @strasting
outcomes, cognitive processes, the cross-fertiisadf ideas and,
critical junctures and endogenous processes

* Finally, it is argued that the work of Hall (1992)nd the
subsequent Social Learning (SL) literature of prditscience can
explain the empirical claims (the Crucial Cs) witlte greatest
utility. However, some findings are not adequatdbalt with
from within the policy learning perspective. Thesights and
‘blind spots’ together provide an interesting argumative turn—
specifically, “nine lessons” emerged from this mee of
investigation.

The structure of the book

In order to ensure clarity of purpose, the bookiigsded into three parts
with six subsequent chapters and a conclusion. ®at contains two
chapters which focus on conceptual and contextsalieis. Part two
presents the case studies, and finally a politicéénce analysis of the
findings is put forward in part three and, is thésllowed by the
conclusion.

Part one begins with chapter one, which traces dkevation,
deployment and distribution of the concept of me@emming from its
original application in the field of education tabsequent typologies of
use. In this chapter, the conceptual problems &gsdcwith GM, and
mainstreaming more generally, are investigated. Tmapter also
addresses the implications of conceptual vaguenesgademic research.
This is then followed by a brief outline of the medology to be deployed
in the conceptual analysis, which is then appl@dainstreaming. Finally,
the chapter concludes with a refined definitionnadinstreaming and a
defence of the reasoning behind it. Chapter two tces the deployment
of the concept of mainstreaming, but the discussiere focuses on one
variant: the practice of GM in English local govewnt organisations.
The chapter provides an historical overview of GMtte local tier of
government, thus providing important contextualoiniation on the
national politics of GM which will aid understandiof the case studies. A
typology of GM outcomes in local government is ajgesented. This is
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also used to structure the findings of the casdiestuin order to provide
rich comparisons. The chapter therefore beginsuitd a (preliminary)
classificatory and explanatory model of the différpatterns involved in
efforts to achieve GM, and this provides a toahédp in the complex task
of identifying the processes and outcomes in tise studies.

In part two, analytical attention turns to the énapl project—five
local government organisations. Local authoritieseéha long history of
engagement with GM and are seen as instructive pleesnof practice
(Mackay and Bilton 2003). The broad methodologicabproach
influencing this research was inductive due to ahsiguity surrounding
the unit of analysis. The empirical project was asec study design
facilitated by a smalh approach to provide rich detail. Data collection
took place over three years in 2005, 2006 and 28fVen primarily by
gualitative methods which took the form of mappthg decision-making
history of each case through a documentary basembgs tracing exercise.
Process tracing is a “detailed narrative or stagsented in the form of a
chronicle that purports to throw light on how aneet came about”
(George and Bennett 2006, 210). The author heldideats in critical
perspective and undertook fifty-four semi-structuriaterviews to both
triangulate the documentary evidence and garnetheffecord issues.
Due to the sensitivity of the research, the Ecoroanid Social Research
Council (ESRC) guidance note Research Ethics Frame@006) was
used to guide the research. The findings of the sagly investigations of
the processes and outcomes of GM are charted lasvéolChapter three
presents the only GM case, chapter four the inclusiases and chapter
five the non-intervention cases. In each chapher findings are presented
in the format of what is termed the GM politics pess/story, followed by
an analysis of the findings.

Part Three offers a comparative assessment atthdts derived from
the case study investigations and assesses thécammmhs for public
policy analysis that flow from this. The comparatiapproach facilitated
the identification and delineation of similaritiesd differences in the
politics of mainstreaming, allowing for a deterntina of causal factors.
The comparative approach also assisted in theczesutieneralisation of
knowledge claims from the case study sample. T™éhd, in chapter six a
comparative assessment of the five cases is pezsewhich identifies
common and divergent factors underpinning procesfe&M. These
findings are then examined using the SL frameworloffer a rigorous
explanation of policy change and stability. Theotledical concerns of this
research largely focus on three areas of study:
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 description—how GM policy is made
» explanation—why certain forms of GM are made
 prescription—how GM policy should be made.

The core claims of the political perspective wilk Ipresented,in an
inductive comparative assessment of the empiricaleace derived from
the case study findings. The book is concerned pntlviding “knowledge
of and knowledge in policy making,” as Lasswell 709 puts it. A detailed
defence of the author’s choice of framework is pnésd. Finally, chapter
six is followed by the conclusion, with a summafttee key, conceptual,
empirical and theoretical implications of the baookfindings for
mainstreaming. The conclusion chapter ends the badth the
identification of a range of recommendations foaqpice, based around
the practical application of the theoretically infed Crucial Cs
methodology and, some suggestions for future aveafieesearch.



PART |

APPROACH






CHAPTERONE

CONCEPTUALISINGMAINSTREAMING

It is universally acknowledged that most definisoof mainstreaming are
in want of refinement. Current definitions are gesbatic and have led to
conceptual and practical problems. This chaptekléacthe conceptual
puzzle of mainstreaming and is the first of thee¢haims of this book: to
define the process(es) of mainstreaming. In respaies this crucial
question, the answer put forward is that the conoémainstreaming can
be defined as: (i) challenging the establishedtipali order (Voice); (ii)
presenting an alternative policy vision and reagharposition of political
salience on the political agenda (Agenda Settiagyl (iii) incorporating
the alternative vision into the mainstream of thegamisation. By
implication, the latter theme involves reaching rgvepart of the
organisation both vertically and horizontally (lrapientation). The
importance of these three processes suggests defoiea refinement of
the concept of mainstreaming through specifyingsfigcific constituent
factors rather than rejecting the term completely.

The above definition of mainstreaming has beeivetrat through a
three stage analytical process. The first stage &attion) argues that
while it is acknowledged that mainstreaming hasnbkistorically (and
continually) poorly defined, the work of Gerring9@9) can provide a
route out of this seemingly never ending cul-de-ghmough, his
conceptual analysis methodology. The second sectpplies the
methodology to the concept of mainstreaming, wlih aim of unpacking
the concept across different academic and orgamisdtliterature, thus
clarifying the concept analytically as well as ltsundaries for practical
and theoretical utility. Finally, the core themeenfi the etymology are
distilled. It is concluded that mainstreaming is imherently political
process with three distinct features as delineatealve: Voice, Agenda
Setting and Implementation.
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Conceptual Methodology

A review of most definitions of gender mainstreagniiGM) reveal that
they are lengthy and over-complicated (Rees 20BRhA classic example
is that developed by the Council of Europe (1998, 8

Gender mainstreaming is the (re)organisation, imvgmeent, development
and evaluation of policy processes, so that a gesgieality perspective is
incorporated in all policies at all levels and #tstages, by the actors
normally involved in policy-making.

(Council of Europe 1998, 8)

Over ten years on and the above definition is comrmoarrency in
practitioner handbooks (European Commission 2008) academic
literature (Hafner-Burton and Pollack 2009) for mxde. Despite such
long definitions, GM remains a “fuzzy” concept (Bb@nd Bennett 2002,
433), and many authors point to the confusion tzet characterised the
term (Beveridge et al. 2000). Further, mainstregmiefined in other
branches of literature is equally problematic a#l e demonstrated.
Overall, the absence of commonality in the concafation and practice
of mainstreaming has caused significant confusionath political theory
and public practice. The concept of mainstreamiag heen subject to
“stretching.” Stretching is a process observed atdi where a concept
becomes increasingly “vague” and “amorphous.” Thisbiguity is
important to note since clear concepts are crueibkn conducting
empirical research (Sartori 1970, 1039). Further:

... [S]emantic confusion throws a wrench into the kvof social science.
Arguments employing such [loose] terms have a tecyl¢o fly past each
other; work on these subjects does not accumubaiecepts seem to “get
in the way” of a clear understanding of things.

(Gerring 1990, 361)

Clearly, no concept remains uncontested. The degtrestion addressed
in this section is what makes a “good” concept?afiety of approaches
have been designed that can be used to evaluatkilityeof a concept, for
example, the seminal work of Sartori (1974 and }984e approach
adopted here, however, is to evaluate the utilitynainstreaming as a
concept using the work of Gerring (1999). Gerringfgproach is properly
recognised within public policy research as beinglieit and well
developed (Buller and Gamble 2002). As such, it dxester clarity and
parsimony, thus enabling a thorough and considéadework through
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which to evaluate the concept of mainstreanii@grring outlines eight
criteria for assessing the utility of a concept] #mese criteria are outlined
next.

(i) Familiarity

Gerring begins by assessing the “familiarity” of cancept. Within

specialised and everyday usage, does the new titafimionform or clash
with established usages? A new concept should pacate as many of the
standard meanings into the new definition and droyp peripheral detail
that will incur a small loss in familiarity withouettisoning any core
feature.

(i) Resonance

Resonance refers to the “catchiness” of the temrthe sense of whether it
is immediately recognised. For example, the autkéers to the phrase
“exit, voice and loyalty” in Hirschman’s (1970) wotto illustrate his
point.

(iii) Parsimony

Parsimony refers to the degree to which a ternoigise. A term becomes
meaningless if all its attributes are listed. Fomraple, “ideology” is
preferred to the phrase “relatively coherent seatbtudes, values, and
beliefs about politics” (Gerring 1999, 372).

(iv) Coherence

The fourth criterion focuses on how internally kefithe concept i5This
criterion is considered central by the author. Alne observable facts
covered by the concept (extension) and the pragzemif the concept
(intention) logical? The author prefers definitichat have core attributes,
such as Dahl’'s (1957) concept of power, and heeargiat they have the
greatest coherence.

(v) Differentiation

The fifth criterion refers to whether the semargmgace or definitional
borders are clear. Is there any confusion over ahebncept is notan
line with Gerring’s motoring metaphor, wheels andgiees do not
differentiate cars and motorbikes, but the numlieviteels these vehicles
possess does.
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(vi) Depth

Depth is an essential criterion within the auth@ckdeme. For the greater
the number of properties associated with a term, tfore rigorous the
concept. As Gerring (1999, 380) states: “[if] onensiders the sheer
number of things that can be said to differentiatenans from other
animals, this must be considered a deep concept.&¥xample, the author
goes on to identify the concept of the “west” withhe geography of the
USA as shallow because the western US states ahaiaimum number
of common features. However, the concept of thettsois seen as deeper
because the list of attributes shared by this q@nisemore than the term
“west.” Thus, deep concepts are considered supierisiallow concepts.

(vii) Theoretical Utility °

For Gerring, the theoretical utility of a conceptalso axiomatic; concepts
are the building blocks of theoretical structuresr example, the “mode
of production” would have little meaning in the Edcsciences without a
broader Marxist theoretical framework.

(viii) Field of Utility *

Finally, Gerring assesses the utility of the comdepcontrast to usual
concepts. He is concerned with whether a new cdnegip disrupt
associated concepts. For example, redefining “deaegt will change our
understanding of “authoritarianism.” Therefore, neweoncepts or
refinements of old ones are “better” if they arsslaisruptive to their
associated concepts. Associated concepts shoulteraeprived of part of
their meaning.

In the following section, the different features@érring’s framework will
be selected to explore the concept of mainstreantiogir “different”
conceptual typologies of mainstreaming are preserspd evaluated
regarding their strengths and weaknesses concptlrabddition to this,
the author adds another feature, which is an historsurvey of
mainstreaming (etymology analysis), with the aim idéntifying the
temporal “coherence” of the mainstreaming conc&pis will allow for
the discovery of observable facts that the concepers. For example, are
there certain recurring practices and politics amd|l unpacking
mainstreaming help us refine our understandinghef ¢concept? These
guestions will be addressed next. Hence, eachdgpolill begin with a
brief historical review of the practices and pabtiassociated with each
concept, followed by an assessment of the contsgf.i
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Educational Mainstreaming

Mainstreaming, as a term, is originally found inligp discussion about
special educational needs (SEN) in the 1960s. Asitithor will illustrate,
one of the pre-requisites of mainstreaming in tleédfof SEN, and all
other examples, is Voice. Voice originates from wark of Hirschman
(1970) in the field of organisational theory. Hinstan starts from the
position that a decline in the quality of an orgation’s services and
products can lead customers to stop buying thent),(éa express their
discontent (Voice), or to continue purchasing ti{oyalty).

Voice, as the articulation of discontent with tstus quo, a core
element of mainstreaming in education and has rmsteifl itself in
research. For example, at the turn of the nineteeentury, only the
financially privileged were being educated. Thosthwpecial needs were
schooled separately. By 1870, the Education Acindiically increased
the numbers of those being educated, and the $psdi@ols sector
increased. By the early twentieth century in the, dKferent education
for different kinds of people became the norm (Eradkson and Cline
2002, 68)* By the 1960s, however, a growing body of research
highlighted the lack of evidence to support segiiega(Lipsky and
Gartner 1987; Reynolds 1988; Anderson and Pellic@90; Baker and
Gottlieb 1980; Thomas et al. 1998), and the “ma@@shing” movement
was initiated. The mainstreaming movement interected with the civil
rights movements through discourse on the rightdhoke segregated.
Research originating at the same time showed tHaN Schools
disproportionately selected children from ethnicnonities and lower
social economic groups (Dunn 1968; Birch et al. @9¥ercer 1970;
Thomas et al. 1998). This historical discussiotfimportant because the
use of Voice is a core feature of mainstreaming,amy in education but
also in subsequent applications of the concept,thes author will
demonstrate.

Formalisation

Another pre-requisite, standing alongside Voice, tlse eventual
formalisation of the challenge within the mainsiné@g process into
public policy; in other words, how it gets onto thelicy agenda. For
example, by 1970 in the UK, the Education Act (Haadped Children)
removed the legal division between SEN and maiastirechools. In the
USA, it was the PL 94-142 Education of All Handiped Act 1975 that
established the “zero-reject policy” for all in pigbschools. Within the
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UK, it was not until 2001, with The Special Educatil Needs and
Disability Act (2001), that mainstream schools wemhibited from
refusing a place to a child with SEN on the basé the school could not
meet the pupil’'s needs. These laws created a neaf sastoms regarding
SEN and, therefore, the mainstreaming of challepgieas was effective
(Hopkins et al. 1996; Lispky and Gartner 1997; $ehB96). It must be
noted that, as illustrated above, the mainstreanpngcess within
education is reformist in its approach to change.

Mainstreaming defined

The idea behind mainstreaming was education fporaih other words, to
reverse the trend of segregating based on SENsstathin the education
system. Mainstreaming used as a term in educai@ermmonly taken to
describe the process of transferring children apndng people from
special to mainstream schools (Thomas et al. 1D98,

A good concept?

The concept of mainstreaming, originating withirueation to depict a
specific phenomenon, appears to match many of titeria of a good
concept as outlined above by Gerring (1999). Itrleasnance in the sense
that it is immediately recognisable. The conceftilgts a high level of
simplicity and internal coherence. This is becawsainstreaming in
education specifically refers to those with SENpwiad traditionally been
schooled separately, being placed into mainstreahodds. It can be
concluded, therefore, that, on the surface at leaainstreaming within
education meets some of the criteria of a good eyunc

However, there are a number of inherent probleritls the concept.
First, while the word “mainstreaming” is used predoately in the US
and Canada, “integration” is the preferred ternthe UK and Australia
(Thomas et al. 1998, 12). Both terms refer to Hmaesidea—children with
and without SEN sharing space in an educationdingetThe use of
different words for the same phenomena can leadifusion when trying
to understand and utilise concepts, particulartyrésearch. In the 1980s,
the terms integration/mainstreaming were supersebgdthe term
“inclusion.” The main driver for the change in ténmlogy was that it was
suggested that the term integration and mainstregainiferred a stigma.
This is because it was considered that integratiamistreaming
emphasised the issue that children with SEN shbaldeen as more like
those without SEN, rather than accepting theifiedéhces (Tilstone et al.
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1998, 15). Despite discussion of the distinction nieaning between
integration/mainstreaming and inclusion, all coméid to be used
interchangeably (Jupp 1992; Meijer et al. 1994)e Tamifications of
attempting to neutralise the power relations oftéren mainstreaming in
education, have led to some confusion. Therefohe tonceptual
boundaries of mainstreaming, indicating what a ephcis not
(differentiation) as well as its internal propestigoherence) are blurred.

Environmental mainstreaming

In the 1960s, the idea of mainstreaming the enwmemt in public policy
arrived on the public agenda. In a similar veirducation, one of the key
elements behind the origin of the concept in tieddfwas a critique of
orthodoxy. This is illustrated in the seminal wook Carson (1962),
entitled Silent Spring which helped draw attention to environmental
issues. Her book highlighted the effects of chemigasticides and
insecticides, notably Dichloro-Diphenyl-Trichlorbeahe (DDT), on
wildlife and their habitat as well as the dangerbumans. The author did
not merely present scientific evidence but chakehghe idea that
industries had the right to exploit nature (Card®62). The evidence
itself was not necessarily “new” as similar arguisemad been raised in
the 1950s (McCormick 1989). However, her attaclkcoment attitudes to
progress occurred at a time when people were negeptive to these
ideas (McCormick 1989). In the field of environmamolicy (similarly to
education), mainstreaming begins with a critique,saen in Carson’s
(1960) research. It is evident that there is aepattieveloping within the
process associated with the term mainstreaming.edery as the author
will demonstrate, this has not necessarily beemaesledged in the
academic and practitioner mainstreaming literatuas, such it is
characterised on the whole by a disjointed disoussi

By the 1970s, a series of conferences concerningrcgmmental
problems were held. With advances in communicatiémhnology, media
and air travel, international conferences becaméamgortant part of the
public policy and therefore political landscapetetnational conferences
on mainstreaming environmental concerns were etiliss a way to exert
pressure to change current practices by drawingntan to an issue
(Voice) and offering suggestions for solutionsdaiative policy vision).
For example, in 1972 in Stockholm, the United NagicEnvironment
Program (UNEP) began holding international confeesn promoting
detailed studies as part of a co-ordinated respting®bal environmental
problems (Doyle and McEachern 2001). These conferewere followed
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by the World Conservation Strategy (1980) and tmenBtland Report
(1987) on sustainable development (Doyle and Mc&iacR001).

Formalisation

In 1992, the Earth Summit, formally known as theiteth Nations
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCEf held in Rio
de Janeiro. The summit launched Agenda 21—an acpilam for
sustainable development to be adopted at the rsétaord local levels of
nation states (United Nations Department of Ecoraanid Social Affairs,
Division for Sustainable Development 2005).

As a result of Agenda 21, environmental issuastesi to become
central to public policy makers around the globd arere consequently
put on the agenda of many states. Despite the fatdlems of getting
nations to carry out Agenda 21, there was an d¢apen inherent in the
program for nation states to implement a host eflpereated practices
(United Nations 2004). Overall, the strategy use@ddress the issue of
sustainable development required a reformist dtitto encourage “big
business” and industrial organisations, perceisedat of the problem, to
become part of the solution. That is, big busineas encouraged to move
into the sustainable development sector, an aremereva plethora of
competing interests exist. To achieve successramviental campaigners,
industry and big business would need to work togretiand, thus; all
parties involved would need to reform attitudes.isTHatter point
highlights a further pattern developing acrossrteanstreaming literature,
that the process is reformist in nature.

Mainstreaming defined in terms of the environment

A “typical” definition of mainstreaming the envirorent is provided by
the United Nations Development Program (UNDP):

Environmental mainstreaming is the integration ofivimnmental
considerations into UNDP’s policies, programmingd aoperations to
ensure the coherence and sustainability of ouriomsand practices.

(United Nations Development Program 2004, 9)

A good concept?

In a similar vein to education, there is an abseasfce common idiom in
the field of environmental mainstreaming. Therefadéferentiation, in
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terms of establishing what mainstreaming is not,uiglear. Where
mainstreaming the environment refers to embeddimgevironmental
perspective across an organisation’s policies,ctras and operations,
leading to new ways of working, many terms are usegfer to the same
process. It is not clear why different terms aredus-or example, the term
“environmental governance” is used by Carter tolimeitpolicy elites
rethinking perception (2001, 258). Lenschow (208R2refers to a similar
process as “environmental protection integrationi ieference to
institutionalising new ideas. While Park (2007),dnmore recent work,
defines mainstreaming the environment at the WBHddk as the process
of “integrating the environment” (Park 2007). Tha&vieonmentally
specific terms used by Carter (2001) and Lensctf0Z), as well as the
UNDP (2004) and Park (2007), in broad terms, rédethe same process
of including a new perspective on the environmembss an organisation
leading to new working practises. Despite the sniiks, the use of
different words for the same process remains a nwithin the study and
practice of environmental politics.

However, one of the benefits of recent uses otéh@m mainstreaming
in the context of the environment is that it creatmnnections to its
application in gender politics. This allows for theccumulation of
knowledge and understanding surrounding the terrimstraaming and,
thus, familiarity. The latter prevents clashes wefitablished usage. For
example, the UNDP goes on to argue that:

The mainstreaming of gender issues within UNDPwel as in the wider
UN system) faces challenges that are in many waydlas to those
encountered in environmental mainstreaming. In equence, lessons may
be learned from experiences in that field.

(United Nations Development Program 2004, 12)

What is interesting here is that explicit links é&ing made between the
mainstreaming process in the environment and thagender politics.
However, some inherent problems exist in the usemafnstreaming
within the environment policy area. The main probles that the word
mainstreaming in environmental matters was notelhko its use in
education despite the observation that one couwdeathey are similar
processes of political change. Therefore, while fiedd of utility is
maintained between GM and environmental mainstregmthe same
cannot be said of mainstreaming in education. Eurtb this, if links
between education, the environment and gender ggesef mainstreaming
are not made, true familiarity cannot be achieved.
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Gender mainstreaming

In the 1970s, the development literature assumedabisence of “gender
differentials” in development policy. This meanatht was assumed that
men and women benefited equally from developmengnams (Jahan
1995, 92). Boserup’s (1970) seminal work highlighteat not including
differences between women and men in developmditygfondamentally
misled the development process. In the United Statemerous women's
groups lobbied Congress on these issues, whicltedsa the 1973 Percy
Amendment to the US Foreign Assistance Act (Kardi987a, 137§
Boserup (1970) provided the analytical and emgiribases for the
Women In Development (WID) movement (Razzavi andléviil995a, 5)
which, provided a critique of development policy e basis that there
was an absence of a gender lens for developmeitypahd practice
(Voice).

A host of international UN conferences on women drudelopment
were then held. Similar to the educational and remvhental politics
described above, the WID movement and notable iddgéals drew
attention to the public policy problem and soughtfind a reformist
solution to those issues. In 1985, the Third UN fémmnce for Women
was held in Nairobi, Kenya, where “mainstreaming/as presented as a
way of including women in development (both brirggwomen into the
policy-making arena and ensuring public policy toakcount of the
differential effects it may have on women), as ioed in the document
produced by the Nairobi conference entitled “Fodvaooking Strategies
for Women” (FLSfW) (United Nations 1985). By 1995 fourth UN
Conference on Women was held in China at Beijindpe TBeijing
conference focused on the review of progress aeHiesince the
conference in Nairobi and launched the PlatformAction (PfA) (United
Nations 1995).

Formalisation

The PfA raised the profile of the concept of GM &hdby presenting it
not solely as a development issue but, as a newofvggverning within
organisations (and as a means of organising the)'Stathus, it was
representing a clear and alternative policy visi@imilarities can be
drawn between the codification of new laws in SENich as the Special
Educational Needs and Disability Act (2001) and Adge 21 document
within the environment agenda, because as a readulthe Beijing
conference, many states adopted national plansGhr The PfA was



