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Abstract
Design writing began to appear in scholarly journals over thirty years ago, coinciding

in Australia with the transition of design into universities. Concurrently, a significant

increase of women in the field actuated feminist -informed 'women and design' writing,

raising important questions about gendered practices. Yet these ideas are not taken up

in broader literatures, while publication and citation rates demonstrate the dominance

of men in discipline-building 'practices' (Green 2009). This paper argues that the

problematically gendered interactions between women, design and scholarly writing

are reproduced through the operation of certain scholarly practices. The argument is

supported through an empirical audit and analysis of the publication histories of two key

journals, conducted in conjunction with a feminist reading of the Australian ERA Indicator

Descriptors (ARC, 2008) of research output. I suggest this reading has the potential to

productively disrupt and reconceptualise the gendered relations between women, men

and design scholarship.
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Introduction
In this paper, I argue that disciplinary-formation and field-building practices in design

are gendered, and gendered in a multiplicity in ways. While this position is not new or

even surprising, my intention is to map the gendered distribution of publication in two

scholarly journals, to analyse and tease apart the multiple layers of how such journals

come to be gendered spaces and to reflect on how the field is being constituted and

how women and men are being constituted in the field. The aim is to demonstrate a

need for further study to make sense of why women and men, but most particularly

women, are positioning themselves, and how this positioning is being practiced in

relation to decision-making about publication and career-building.

To support my argument, I first outline the theoretical framings; second, explicate

the contemporary conditions under which research in universities is measured, '

funded and published; third, analyse the results of an empirical audit of two

scholarly journals; and finally, reflect on the implications for women, men and design

scholarship. I suggest that rather than an 'ain't it awful' diatribe, what might be

produced is a reconsideration of gendered practices and, following Threadgold,

"an ethical rewriting which defines a distance between what is and what ought

to be" (1997, p. 29). Next, I outline Green's (2009) theorisations of 'practice' and

Threadgold's (1997) interpretation of Foucauldian 'commentary' as conceptual

framings for the analysis later in the paper.

On 'practice' and 'commentary'
I wish to trouble the concept of 'practice' as commonly understood in professional

practices such as design, whereby attention is drawn to the noun before 'practice'.

Hence in discussions about 'design practice', the focus is on the relations between

design and knowledge, rather than on practice and knowledge (Green, 2009). As

Green argues, what is discussed here is what is being practiced, the knowledge of

how we practice, or (citing Kemmis, 2005), "how we think in the course of doing

a practice" (p. 40). Yet the relations between practice and knowledge remain

under-theorised. Green proposes a concept of the world as practice, whereby the

professional world is theorised as a form of practicing the social. In this paper,

attention is directed to design scholarship as practice, and as professional practice.

Professional practices, according to Green, consist of speech and bodies in

orchestrated interactions, co-producing the social world. Here, the world is

inherently dialogical; practice is "always-already social"; and professional practice

is complex, characteristically fUZZY, indeterminate, dynamic, and a form of invention

as well as routinalized behaviours (p, 43). Individuals are "carriers of practice" and

agency is located in the practice (as a nexus of doings and sayings), rather than

in the individual (p. 47). This means that what people say and do is constituted in

and by practice, and thus subjectivities, or the 'speaking positions' available to

individuals, are also constituted in and by practice. Green argues that practices
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