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results for the major conference which pro-
vided the impulse for the volume. The con-
tributing scholars, who are well-established 
canon-makers themselves, are the products 
of »Western« (meaning Rankean) profes-
sional training as historians and they are 
aware of this particular challenge which 
Irma Sulkunen refers to as »choices on ethi-
cal grounds«. It is obvious that historians are 
still trained (and employed in the academic 
labor market) in the national framework. 
Gender history is no exception. Very few 
appointments are made in comparative or 
transnational history. It is a major mistake 
to believe that gender history is comparative 
and transnational from the start. By way of 
a solution the volume combines thematic 
articles with national reports on case studies 
of how in specific times and places gender 
complicated national narratives. The high-
lights of the volume are the thematic articles 
such as that by Sylvia Paletschek, who helps 
to think of issues through lenses other than 
the national.

As a result, the second challenge which 
becomes apparent is how to deal with inclu-
sion and exclusion, which is a constitutive 
part of writing history. We should take a 
look at the principles on which decisions of 
exclusion and inclusion are made to achieve 
the goal of the book: to get beyond national 
canon. Authors of this volume, especially 
Bonnie Smith, are aware of the challenges 
and possibilities that global history offers for 
gender history. More should have been said 
about »history« as a colonial project which 
informs these processes of exclusion. The 
interesting contribution of Ruth Barzilai-
Lumbroso addresses the very complex ways 
in which Ottoman women’s history was 
integrated into the national canon in the 
1950s.

Thirdly, it is clear from this book that 
in the long run the methods and theory of 
gender history should be revisited as Epple 
and Schaser underline in their introduc-
tion. Reading this excellent summary and 
reflection on what has been written in the 

past 30 years of gendered historiographical 
canon such as the contribution by Ulrike 
Gleixner on church history, we see that such 
revisiting is a necessity not independent of 
the political agenda of transforming history 
writing, which scholars of gender had set up 
for themselves as early as the beginning of 
the last century.

The articles in the volume focus primar-
ily on the first two challenges mentioned 
above, but the contribution by Kessel 
touches upon future directions which com-
prise the third challenge. Definitely the way 
forward (and towards a wider outreach) of 
gender history is to make connections with 
other history writing traditions  – such as 
post-colonial or labor history – which ques-
tion the concept of a national canon and its 
exclusionary logic. Such a path has a poten-
tial to define gender as a travelling concept 
as well as to build up strategic alliances to 
be able to think through global history from 
outside the »Western« intellectual tradition. 
An intersectional approach would not only 
change the perspectives of doing gender his-
tory, introducing besides the classic triad 
of class, race, gender other differences, but 
would also question that which qualifies 
as »source« and »history«. Maybe it is high 
time to think of historians in a different 
way. Claire Colebrook wrote in her article 
in Australian Feminist Studies: »Rehearsing 
feminism’s past is, then, not merely a sanc-
timonious exercise of self-congratulation for 
having overcome the blindness of a past; it is 
also an awareness that the past may harbor 
potentials to which we are not yet attuned«. 
This volume warns us that maybe we have 
not fully utilized this potential yet.

� Andrea Pető (Budapest)


