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Practising Feminist Interdisciplinarity -
Editorial

This special issue 0ofzJSSis devoted to feminist interdisciplinarity, artiating
alternatives to common conceptualisations of inserglinarity on the one hand and
feminist scholarship on the other. It deals wita tays in which interdisciplinarity and
feminist scholarship strengthen each other throagkeries of epistemological and
methodological reflections, documented by SabingkHdanna Ojala and Hanna-Mari
Ikonen, Mia Liinason and further exemplary analysg®Bjorn Pernrud, Sabine Grenz,
Kerstin Alnebratt. Meeting the needs of #BdSS the methodological implications of
the former and the methodological choices maddénlatter articles are concentrated
upon so as to further interdisciplinary researchhmdology on the one hand, and, in
the case of this special issue, feminist scholprehi the other. As implied in the title
‘Practising Feminist Interdisciplinarity,” the asiés in this issue also reflect upon the
political implications of feminist knowledge prodien, and its relations to action and
social change.

As special issue editors, we have found it impurt@ address the issue of
feministinterdisciplinarity both in itself and within theontext of theGJSS As PhD
students in institutions (resp. Gender studiesuaidLUniversity, Sweden and at Utrecht
University, the Netherlands) where interdisciplingender studies is fundamental, we
are often confronted with different kinds of ‘hoguestions: how to design a research
in an interdisciplinary manner, how to relate teciplinary feminist research methods,
how to relate to mainstream interdisciplinaritywhto set up a research project in such
a way that the societal impact is maximized. Weehawanted to contribute to the
answering of these questions both for our colleagaed fellow PhD students in

interdisciplinary gender studies and for a broadaeblic of scholars interested in
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interdisciplinary research methodology. We belietteat an issue on feminist
interdisciplinarity can bring these two publics étiger, and as such our work is an
instantiation of practising feminist interdiscigdirity .

In women’s and gender studies, interdisciplinanfs been a fundamental key
for a long time. It can be said to be the resulthef basic idea for feminist scholarship
explained by feminist academics in the early 1970s:idea of feminist work in the
academy as a critical project, questioning maiastr&nowledge as biased. Women'’s
studies were thus not explained as complementanyaiostream, existing scholarship,
but as acorrectiveproject, and feminist academics in the 1970s atdaethe need to
integrate women’s studies into every other discipline. $tgrtfrom the question of
women’s identity, the integration of women’s stlien the academy did not
amalgamate around “an abstract body of knowledgdeut.around the concrete body of
(a) woman, in relation to which bodies of knowledgere explored, constructed, and
interrogated”, as phrased by Gabriele Griffin (20@®). Through initiatives of
academic grassroot-movements inspired by the wandiiseration movement,
women'’s studies started to develop in the Euromgana in the early 1970s. At this
point in time within women’s studies, the differditieration movements, the public
debate on scholarship and democracy, governmeolialgs and the work by academic
feminists came to mutually influence each otherp@wling on the various historical
and political developments in different nationahtaxts, the further development of
women’s studies came to vary a great deal betwkenEuropean countries. In the
Northern parts of Europe, in countries like the JU$wveden, and the Netherlands,
women’s studies modules and undergraduate courses #eveloped into programs
during the 1980s and 1990s when feminist scholasldc gradually establish
departments of their own. In the Mediterranean ast&rn parts of Europe, there has
been another development, partly due to the irtieléd traditions, structures of higher
education, and a feminist critical positioning @isAs the institution as such in countries
like Italy, for instance (Griffin & Braidotti 20025).

The organization of women’s/gender studies in depents of their own was
accomplished through a@ual strategyin the 1980s and 1990s, signified by a
simultaneous integration of women’s/gender studiés established disciplines and an

autonomous organization of women’s/gender studéea aubject field of its own. The
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dual strategy was inspired by the women'’s liberatisovement in the late 1960s and
1970s, and launched with the explicit concern dafiding the risk of ghettoization (if

autonomously organized) or assimilation (if integdain the established disciplines).
Thus, in several European countries of today, fidssible to pursue women’s/gender

research following four different levels in acadami

a) Gender studiesautonomously organised as a discipline in its oght.

b) Gender researchresearch with issues of gender at its core, resdahat
has gender as its primary focus, integrated inrattseiplines.

c) Gender perspectivaesearch that analyses and problematises isgues o
gender, positioning gender as a perspective alaegaf other equally
important perspectives.

d) Gender aspectsresearch in which gender is not particularlyibles in

the analyses, although still present as a dimensitime study.

The question debated ever since the developmemnwoofien’s/gender studies into
departments in their own right, and even more sinduhe latest years, is whether the
successful integration in academia means that wtwigemder studies is to be
apprehended as a discipline like any other. Inroftwrds querying whether it will be
able to keep its interdisciplinary profile througitghe everyday academic work in the
department through interdisciplinary syllabi andirses, and the catering of students
from different disciplines. In the Anglo-Americarordext, a debate around the
im/possibility of women’s/gender studies was depelb in the end of 1990s and early
2000s as part of this problematic. The often refto starting shot of the debate is as
the special issue of the journdifferences(1997, 9:3) and especially Wendy Brown'’s
argumentagainst women'’s studies programs and departments in tbein right,
referring to the intellectual and theoretical liatibns of a field based on identity. After
the poststructuralist critique of the category “wenify Brown argues, women'’s studies

has lost its object, core and aim of investigatignle postcolonial theory, queer theory

! This division is developed on the basis of a ditton made by Hillevi Ganetz (2006)ender research
applications within the field of Humanities-Soci@tiences (Genusvetenskapliga projektansdkningar
inom humaniora-samhallsvetenskagtpckholm: The Swedish Research Council (p. IB}his inquiry,
Ganetz distinguishes between three kinds of gemdsearch, i.e. a) gender research, b) gender
perspective, c) gender aspect, thus not givingcanunt of gender studies as a subject field ahits.
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and critical race theory have gone somewhere 8ke.finds “no there there” (82). In
2000, American scholar Robyn Wiegman took this teelharther, by diagnosing the
reactions to the call from various quarters for tindtiplicity of identities and political
fragmentation as expressions of a fear over thadanhis could dispel on feminism’s
healthy condition. While critical about generatibn@models as patriarchal and
heterosexist, Wiegman shows how a generationakitignn the academy is performed
through a certain culture, creating specific relasi of belonging and affect. As an
example, she mentions the story of feminism’s mibwen the streets of activism into
academia through which the “now-canonical scenfeminist self-intervention” is told.
(811). Instead of a continuation of a historicalnnoey as accumulative and operating
through the idea of generational legacies, Wiegug@ues for an interruption of this
reproductive logic. She writes: “... feminism is rs&if-identical, which means that her
temporal order is not teleological; her subjecyivis irreducible to the political
emplottment of either mine or yours. Il.argue not only for the political value of
feminism’s inability to remain identical to itselbut for a studied reassessment of the
meaning and force of academic institutionalizatitself” (808, 809). Thus, Wiegman
asks for investigations of theimplications of this successful academic
institutionalization of feminist knowledge, wher&vdmen” is produced as object of

study and stories of “real women” are being told.

In times where large numbers of students, and Rb@ests, take their degrees in
women’s/gender studies, investigations of the dieaa all-embracing critical
potentiality of feminist academic work — describasl liberatory, transformative and
transgressive — is indeed highly ranked on the d@em this issue 06JSS Sabine
Hark formulates the probing question whether théicat impulse of feminist
interdisciplinarity runs the risk of being assindd into a “new norm for transnational
corporate elites”. In her piecMagical Sign. On the Politics of Inter- and
Transdisciplinarity she makes an investigation of the politics of €mt and
‘transdisciplinarity’. She is refreshingly suspiegof them as marks of a buzzword in
present academic discourse. Hark takes as her gbd#parture the two-fold meaning
of inter- and transdisciplinarity and exhibits hamter- and transdisciplinarity on the

one hand are expressed as the emblem of criticaisformative and transgressive
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knowledge seeking, while the same terms, on therdtand, are presented as the model
for the neo-liberal discourse of Higher Educatiénoalay. After an investigation of the
politics of the terms, as well as the politics efaiblinarity, she turns her attention to an
investigation of the politics of interdisciplinaritwithin women’s studies with the
question “Why did interdisciplinarity turn out toebsuch an important feature in
defining and distinguishing Women'’s Studies?” A sfiegn she evolves throughout the
article, focusing on the intellectual sites andemnat conditions of knowledge seeking
in women’s studies. In her response to Hark, Nigkkke takes departure from Hark’s
question of whether the ambition for interdisciplity was nothing but rhetorics, or if it
has resulted in real structural changes. Givingmgtas from the European gender
studies discourse, Lykke emphasises the importaricacknowledging the widely
different ways of organizing women’s/gender studiedocal, national and regional
contexts. She argues for the necessity of artiogjalternative ways of what it means —
structurally, institutionally, epistemologically @n politically — to perform

women’s/gender studies as an inter- or postdispli

During the fights ‘with’ and ‘against’ the notiorf degemonic feminism during the
1990s, the interventions from queer and postcolastholars were allowed to make
their entry into the central debates of the fielldvomen’s/gender studies in the 1990s.
The dismantling of the so embraced idea of glolsaé¢hood came to result in deep and
ongoing debates on the epistemological and metbgdml implications of diversity
and power asymmetries. In her analysis of the wiayshich feminist scholars have
tried to manage plurality and power, Mia Liinasdwws in this issue d6JSShow the
intention to produce research without simplifyinigirplity or further expose implicit
power hegemonies, have developed a will to prodgearanteed ethically approved’
research in feminist academic work. Through a sedk reflections on the general
ambition in feminist academic work to avoid the huetological problems attached to
the existence of power, which she investigatesutiinoan analysis of epistemological
‘ranking-lists’ or methodological ‘check lists’, sHinds the ambition to avoid power
asymmetries a problematic point of departure ielfitSfhus, she encourages usstoft
the focus of feminist inquiries, suggesting tha¢ th..important task for feminist

scholars is ... not to avoid power asymmetries, buearn to handle them”. Through
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examples by the works of Sara Ahmed and Chantal fldowshe develops a
methodology based on the idea of knowledge seekingraxis, from the start imbued
with norms, habits, customs and ideas, and as sicimsically interwoven with

cultures, politics and power.

In his piece, Bjorn Pernrud takes departure inlarotecent debate in women’s/gender
studies through his case study of the theoretmatdations of sex therapy in a feminist
context. Starting from an analysis of the divergmnbetween the two positions of
“mainstream sex therapy” and “feminist sex therapiernrud acknowledges the
challenges formulated through the feminist inteti@nand simultaneously shows how
the critical interferences establish a relationwleetn mainstream and feminist sex
therapy, through which they both are defined asterating positions. By way of a

discussion of the feminist sex therapist’'s hopesafo unrepressed sexuality, he finds
that those feminist hopes are positioned in a fvaonk, none the less equally normative
as the mainstream model. Thus, stressing the rieadke explicit responsibility for the

politics that are practised, Pernrud devotes tmeaneing parts of his article to the

guestion of how to establish a methodology capaiblacknowledging the political

nature of knowledge claims. Through the efforts/igualize the interactions between
the “real” world and the claims for knowledge, Redhrequest models of knowing able

to accommodate both knowledge and politics.

While Pernrud investigates the epistemological grebretical foundations of feminist
knowledge seeking as it has been developed iratadecade, Hanna-Mari lkonen and
Hanna Ojala work on the interdisciplinary researoethodology of the feminist

interview in their methodologically focused articlereating Togetherness and
Experiencing Difference in Feminist Interviews. Mameg in a post-standpoint way?
Starting from their own research project and tlon specific interviewing strategies
(telephone interviewing vs. in-depth and multiphed-to-face interviews) with women
in Finland, Ikonen and Ojala develop an accountthef interview as a space for
interaction and exchange that has to be accourdedather than a space whose
legitimacy can be assumed from on the basis ofdentity political framework of

‘feminist standpoint epistemology.” Their discussi®lates to the discussion reviewed
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above about the so-callédst objectandlost theoretical foundatiomf feminist study

today. By conceptualizing a research strategy ithaost-identity and post-standpoint
yet not non-foundationalist, they stress the camtth usefulness of the feminist
interview in the (post-)postmodern era. Thus, tlseggest “the idea of distinctive
locations and permanent as well as temporary adgeshhs a tenable methodological

position also in concrete interview research.

Indeed, even though the critical potential of wotaender studies is praised in all
quarters of feminist academic work, the discussmisow this critical potentiality are
understood are conspicuous by its nature. To peducomfortable knowledge might
be one way to carry this critical potentiality ireffect. In the research notes section to
this issue of th&€5JSS Sabine Grenz presents her research project omaewomen
writing about the end of the Second World War asatempt to move beyond the
dichotomy of victim/perpetrator. Grenz describes imentions to make the present
German cultural memory of national socialism in gendered structure visible.
Through a description of the composite method stes un the research project — a
combination of historical research and sociologarad cultural analyses — she evolves
in this piece her ideas around methodology, as pkBed by two analyses of excerpts
from her source material, German women'’s diarigiewin 1945. The second research
note comes from Kerstin Alnebratt who discussesueof (interdisciplinary) research
methodology by the authors of Master’'s essays im&mws/gender studies in Sweden.
She claims that thiack of words for what they actually do springs frorsaious lack

of methodological awareness, in a theoretical seasewell as in practical skills.
Through an awareness of the connections betweenooh@bgies, epistemologies and
methods, she asks for a more practically orientedjoing discussion on methods in
gender studies. The latter should be grounded ahadelogical and epistemological
theories — a request that is not uncontested inemsfgender studies, as evidenced by
the ongoing debates in the field over the dual mimgion, the process of

disciplinization and the interdisciplinary charaavéthe field, as earlier mentioned.

The issue closes with three book/ journal reviewsstate of the art reflections on

feminist interdisciplinarity, produced in a U.S ¢ext. First of all, Romaike Zuidema
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gives an introduction of the topics in the spedehinist methodology issue “New
Feminist approaches to Social Science Methodolbgiethe journalSigns(2005, vol.
30, no. 4), asking whether research itself canrdmrie to producing a liberatory,
transformative subjectivity in an oppressed or nmaigzed group. Secondly, Jennifer
Lynn Musto presents the collectidiomen’s Studies on Its Own: A next Wave Reader
in Institutional Changes an anthology offering various views on the aoad feminist
project vis-a-vis institutions in the U.S. Thirdli¢ajsa Widegren discuss Jane Roland
Martin’'s bookComing of Age in Academe — Rekindling Women’s Hapd<Reforming
the Academyin a reflection over the implications of a persipee where women'’s lives
and social conditions are seen as the point of rtleeafor women’s studies as a
discipline. As editors we have opted for a selectb reviews of books on the topic in
question so as to make the issue not only an ie¢ion in the debate, but also so as to

connect to current-day scholarship on feministrdigeiplinarity.

In conclusion: The wide range of the articles iis iesue reflects the theme of the issue
in itself, not only as to content, but also as mstmologies, methodologies and
methods used. In an attempt to release feministviadge production both from the
“traditional” frames of academic knowledge prodantiand from a repetition of past
feminist positions in feminist academic work, tiisue seeks to address the need of a
transfer from  dichotomizations such as disciplitydnterdisciplinarity,
empirical/theoretical as well as quantitative/giaéive, to a thematic mode of working
(cf Esseveld & Davies 1989). By doing this, we wblike to suggest, the theoretical,
epistemological and ontological questions are bgtared on the forefront, in an
understanding of feminist academic knowledge prtdncas an investigation of the
intersections between the subjective, the the@detind the political. In the context of
this special issue, ‘the political’ and ‘the schibjarefer to theEuropeanpolitical and
scholarly domains. With this issue, we have attehpo develop thoughts on feminist
interdisciplinarity from within the realm of Europe women’s/gender studies so as to

complement the debate as it has taken place iArige-American world.
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Magical Sign. On the Politics of Inter- and Transdsciplinarity

Abstract

For more than a decade ‘inter’- and ‘transdiscigity’ have operated as buzzwords
in the abundant debates on the changing naturenofMedge, science, society, and
their mutual relations. Both terms call up currgntiighly invested notions in today’s
global knowledge economies such as dynamics, myoliliidity, flexibility, excellence,
connectivity, and adaptiveness. Contrary to theshenpmena, inter- and
transdisciplinarity also figure as prominent embferof knowledge projects that
understand themselves as critical, transformatarej transgressive of modern science,
knowledge, and the order of academic disciplinedeéd, one could argue that it is
especially Women’s and Gender Studies that mosingly appreciate inter- and
transdisciplinarity in the academic universe.

Inter- and transdisciplinarity thus seem to be atdeboth fit into models of neoliberal
market- and management-oriented reforms of High#gudation and at the same time
figure as foundation of the radical and transforiaatpotential of Women’s Studies,
Gender Studies, Queer Studies, Gay and LesbianieStuat Postcolonial Studies.
Hence, one could indeed argue that inter- and tdgswplinarity function like magical
signs, that is, as empty signifiers meaning whatthedr users want them to mean.
Taking this rather inconsistent positioning andielang of inter- and transdisciplinarity
in and for both neoliberal reforms of Higher Eduoat and transformative knowledge
endeavours as a starting point, this paper disceisseme of the theoretical,
methodological, and institutional problems thatsa&rifrom this at least incoherent if not
paradoxical situation. The aim is neither to prowiddefinitions of inter- or
transdisciplinarity nor an inter- or transdiscipbmy methodology. It is rather a plea
that we first need to chart the intricate terrait the politics of interdisciplinarity
before we will be able to develop a transformativeer- or transdisciplinary
methodology in/for Gender Studies.

Key words: Interdisciplinarity; transdisciplinarjtgritical knowledge project; neoliberal
market; neoliberal reforms; Higher Educatid/omen’s Studies.
Introduction

For more than a decade ‘inter’- and ‘transdischuiity’ have operated as buzzwords in
the abundant debates about the changing naturexawl&dge, science, society, and
their mutual relations. Both terms currently clamghly invested notions in today’s

global knowledge economies such as dynamics, ntgbililuidity, flexibility,
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excellence, connectivity, and adaptiveness. Riezgtlyithey play an integral part in the
restructuring of the modern western universisythey serve as criteria for excellence in
research assessment and teaching evaluation amdhegorical resource in the global
competition of universities for prestige and furglias well as students and facuity.
Interdisciplinarity, Peter Weingart and Nico Stef2000: 1) observe, has indeed
“become a label almost synonymous with creativitg arogress, signalling reform and
modernization in science and scientific institusbnDisciplinarity and academic
disciplines, in contrast, are often portrayed adicstrigid, immobile, backward, and
resistant against (necessary) reforms. The adwadt&ansdisciplinarity for example
argue, that universitiewill only be suitable actors in future knowledgeoguction if
they overcome their discipline-based structural seovatism and recognize the
emergence of a new type of knowledge that is tiagogdinary knowledge. This,
scholars like Basarab Nicolescu (1997) suggest,ldvamply a multi-dimensional
opening of the university: towards the civil sogjebwards other places of knowledge
production, towards the cyber-space-time, towandsaim of universality, and towards
a redefinition of values governing its own existnc

Nicolescu’s plea for transdisciplinarity is buteomxample for a rhetoric in
which disciplines have indeed become the emblenthferimmobility of universities,
their supposed inability to change and to adaphdw challenges. In the European
Union “Bologna-process” for example, concepts deidisciplinarity seem to bthe
perfect match in the process of reorganizing stpdygrams in terms of tradable
modules. For it promises the kind of mobility arnelxibility needed in a system that
organizes Higher Education consistently in termsaofmarket-oriented consumerist
model.

Contrary to these phenomena, however, inter- emdisciplinarity also figure
as prominent emblems of knowledge formations timateustand themselves as critical,

transformative, and transgressive of modern scieknewledge, and the order of

! To give just one example for this rhetoric, anept from the mission statement of the private
“Zeppelin-University” in Friedrichshafen/GermanyZéppelin University: a multidisciplinary university
for tomorrow's decision-makers. Zeppelin Univerdiya state-recognised private institution of highe
education bridging Business, Culture and Politdeppelin University defines itself as an individaet,
international, and interdisciplinary educator oflweunded decision makers and creative innovators
the fields of business, culture and politics, adl we a multi-disciplinary research institution éxing
issues relevant to society.” (07 May 2007 <httpMwzeppelin-university.de/index_eng.php>)
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academic disciplines such as Women’'s Studies, Q@&tadies, and Postcolonial

Studies. Indeed, one could argue that it is Womeamd Gender Studies that most
strongly appreciate inter- and transdisciplinaiitythe academic universe (Hark 2005:
335-389) For it is the interdisciplinary nature of WomeStudies and its positioning

vis-a-vis universities and their supposedly proldémdisciplinary order, many believe,

that makes Women'’s Studies distinct within the acayl

Inter- and transdisciplinarity thus seem to beeatal both fit into models of
neoliberal market- and management-oriented refavmidigher Education and at the
same time figure as foundations of the radical taawisformative potential of Women'’s
Studies, Gender Studies, Queer Studies, Gay anbidresStudies or Postcolonial
Studies. Hence, one could indeed argue that iate-transdisciplinarity function like
magical signs (Katie King 1994), that is, as emgnifiers meaning whatever their
users want them to mean. Maybe more than any dtfature to describe knowledge
formations they are enormously flexible and elasbacepts that have the capacity to
emblematise even contradictory ideas.

Taking this rather inconsistent positioning andaiming of inter- and
transdisciplinarity in and for both neoliberal refes of Higher Education and
transformative knowledge endeavours as my stapioigt, | will, in what follows,
discuss some of the theoretical, methodologicad, iastitutional problems that arise
from this at least incoherent if not paradoxicaliaiion. The aim is neither to provide
definitions of inter- or transdisciplinarity nor amer- or transdisciplinary methodology.
It is rather a plea that we first need to chart itieicate terrain of the politics of
interdisciplinarity before we will be able to deopl a transformative inter- or

transdisciplinary methodology in/for Gender Studies

The Politics of Inter/Disciplinarity

A cursory review of the debates on inter- and tl&tsplinarity suggests that these are
as much about (academic) politics and what onedccail the phantasmatic dimensions

of knowledge production as they are about the agr@uction and organization of

2 Exemplary for German Gender Studies debates @m-iand transdisciplinarity and especially for the
appreciation of interdisciplinarity in Women’s aBG&nder Studies see Kahlert, Thiessen and Well@5§20
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knowledge. We therefore cannot discuss conceptintef- and transdisciplinarity
without examining both the political issues such the ‘nature’ of knowledge
formations, politically induced transformationsHifjher Education, and the function of
inter- or transdisciplinarity as a magical sign. ®#so cannot leave othie phantasmatic
dimensions such as ideas about the transgressieatiad of knowledge or the role of
feminist knowledge producers as change-agents.iJkeigen more true at a time when a
similar logic of interdisciplinary boundary crosgims engaged by feminist scholars
informs Higher Education policies and the econologic of academic capitalism more
generally.

And it is even truer in light of the fact that, @rman sociologist of science
Peter Weingart (1997) observes, concepts of iated-transdisciplinarity seem to be the
most seriously underthought critical, pedagogi@ald institutional concepts in the
modern academy. Most scholars, he claims, seemdiol &nquiry into the history of
discourses and debates about interdisciplinardy tikis would make clear that although
since the late 1960s interdisciplinarity is prociad, demanded and hailed as the
panacea of reforms of Higher Education this has tedd to substantial
institutionalization of interdisciplinary researcénd teaching structures let alone
sophisticated transdisciplinary research methodeso@/Veingart 1997: 521-529). Quite
the contrary, Weingart insists, while interdisangliy rhetoric proliferates differentiation
and specialization in science goes on unhampergdn& historian Julie Thompson
Klein (1990) shares Weingarts view. Discussionmérdisciplinarity, she observes, is
becoming both broader and deeper. Institutionataaless to interdisciplinary programs,
however, remain formidable.

Though Klein diagnosed this almost two decadesitgtll holds true today.
While the rhetoric of both scholars and sciencecgahakers towards interdisciplinary
or more recently transdisciplinary work is enormypuspen and supportive, it is de
facto difficult to submit work that covers a rangedisciplines. It is also difficult to
transcend disciplinary-bound perspectives. Borrgwinterm from German feminist
sociologist Angelika Wetterer (2003: 286-319), @oeld describe the present situation
as a paradoxical juxtaposition of rhetorical modgtion and structural perseverance.
The discourse is widening and there is a heighteeede of urgency about the need for

interdisciplinarity. Whereas at the same time uhgiplinary programs struggle for
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legitimacy, resources, and recognition and disegdi become in effect ever more
specialised and sealed off.

Insights of sociologists of knowledge Robert Mar{@973) and Uwe Schimank
(1994) might be helpful towards understanding gasadox. The prevailing strategy in
knowledge production, Merton argues, is to look riaxhes in uncharted territory, not
yet occupied by disciplines — one could call thiccharted territory the domain of
interdisciplinarity. In the following, however, is necessary to avoid contradicting
knowledge by insisting on disciplinary competencel @s boundaries, to denounce
knowledge that does not fall into this realm asdisniplined’. Thus, in the process of
research, new and ever finer structures are cdhstareated as a result of these
activities. This is the very essence of the inniovaprocess, but this process follows the
logic of disciplinarity that is the logic of diffentiation. The role of inter- or
transdisciplinarity in that process is that of atermediate buffer zone, that is a zone
providing space for knowledge that has not yet beestommodated by a discipline.
Uwe Schimank (1994: 409-432) speaks of a “funclicar@agonism” in this regard.
Following thesocial differentiation theory, he argues that thecsssful logic of the
scientific system is disciplinary differentiatioimterdisciplinarity then is the functional
counterpart to ease the tensions that arise fromciasation. The inter- or
transdisciplinary crossing and deconstructing afriataries could in this regard be seen
as part of the reconstruction and maintenance gtiglines rather than their
deconstruction. Metaphorically speaking, intergioarity is the lubricant that keeps
the disciplinary machinery running. In Deleuzianrnie one could argue that
interdisciplinarity is part and parcel of the pd#eiplinary formation. This, however,
does not mean the end of disciplinary power butitsase throughout the social field.

Against this backdrop it comes as no wonder tha often left unclear as to
what the ‘inter’ or ‘trans’ in inter- or transdigtinarity actually stand for. The original
OECD definition of interdisciplinarity, at the Psitonference on this issue in 1970, for
example, was rather broad, ranging from “simple maomication of ideas” to the
“mutual integration of organizing concepts, methody, procedures, epistemology,
terminology, data, and organization of research eghgcation in a fairly large field”
(Thompson Klein 2003). Julie Thompson Klein (199@gs thus described

interdisciplinarity as an ‘archipelago’, a number scattered or regrouped islands
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broken away from a system that both provokes ajttethem. Interdisciplinarity has
indeed appeared so widely that definitions varynfrcountry to country, institution to
institution, from one part of a campus to anothed even among members of the same
team. Regarding the boundaries to cross, blurawetse — e.g. between disciplines,
between scientific knowledge and lay knowledgeween the known and the yet
unknown, between academy and agora — transdisaiftyinin particular is used in many
different, even opposing ways.

Furthermore, the relationship between interdigegplty and disciplinarity is
often not well thought through. It may be the cas®,science historian Steve Fuller
(2003) argues, that only the persistently arti@dateed for interdisciplinary solutions
to disciplinary problems brings out the inheremnventional character of disciplines.
We could thus understand the latter's stasis ampased inability to change and
innovate as a discursive effect of the politicsimterdisciplinarity instead of as an
inherent feature of disciplinarity (Fuller 2003).

In fact, if we look at the history of disciplinéssoon becomes clear that no
discipline has ever been static — simply becausg dio not exist in isolation — nor have
their boundaries been obvious and evident. “If ehe&xr an undisputed truth about
disciplinarity”, Julie Klein (1993: 185-214) comntsn“it is that disciplines change”.
Though “discipline” can be regarded as the “firsinpiple” (Clark 1983: 35) in the
production and organization of knowledge it wasearean undisputed principle. The
critigue of academic disciplines as limited and feung is as long-standing as the
disciplines themselves. We therefore should noundsrstand a discipline as always
already “finished”, that is trying to understan@ tmature” of disciplines from the end,
their disciplinary ‘gestalt’. For, as Steve Full@003) points out, disciplines often
started out “as social movements that aspired tivesd all manner of phenomena and
registers of life, not simply the domain of realityer which they came to exercise
custodianship”. These movements campaigned aga#asth other to acquire
professorships, funding, and influence. Dispute®romethodology, for example,
operated as symbolic events in this ongoing steig@ver time, these clashes were
institutionally resolved, especially through thesation of academic departments that

were entitled to self-reproduction. In historicakrgpective, Fuller concludes, disciplines

® For different concepts of transdisciplinarity, stk (2005: 380-383).
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often “function as little more than the legitimagirdeology of the makeshift solutions
that define the department structure of particutaversities”.
Fuller's view corresponds with science historiamdthy Lenoir's approach on

how to study disciplines:

“At the heart of the approach to discipline | amoposing is the claim that
disciplines are political institutions that demateaareas of academic
territory, allocate privileges and responsibilitie$ expertise, and structure
claims on resources. Disciplines are embedded inmketarelationships

regulating the production and consumption of knaolgks they are creatures
of history reflecting human habits and preferenegber than a fixed order
of nature.” (Lenoir 1997: 3)

If we look at disciplines from such a perspectivmt is if we understand them as both
products of social struggle and as political insgians it follows that any discipline is
constantly influenced by points of view and methodk related disciplines.
Connectivitiy is thus not a genuine feature of ndisciplinarity. For disciplinary
boundaries are never seamless boundaries. Oftey atle poorly demarcated, making
them, as sociologist of science Thomas Gieryn (1982-795) suggests, “ambiguous,
flexible, historically changing, contextually vaboia, internally inconsistent, and
sometimes disputed” (Gieryn 1983: 785). This, hosvedoes not mean that it is easy to
cross disciplinary boundaries or that eventuallgytivould disappear and disciplines

merge. As in “real life” one needs visas and thatrpassport in order to croserders.

Changing Concepts

Concepts of interdisciplinarity also change oveneti And | will give just a few
examples of this. Steve Fuller (2003) pointed Gaterdisciplinarians of an earlier era”
promoted “critical reflexivity” as the core idea aiterdisciplinarity. The “goal of
interdisciplinary collaboration today tends to bed the fundamental transformation of
intellectual orientation — a realignment of distipty boundaries — than the fostering of

good communication skills so that no vital inforioat is lost in the pursuit of a
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common research project.” Thus, “obstacles in diseiplinarity”, Fuller continues,
“that in the past would have been interpreted agdban disciplinary considerations are
now demoted to local problems of project managentesit need to be overcome as
expediently as possible, for purposes of grantwahand securing the employability of
the project members”.

Another time-related change in concepts of intmigiinarity is the fairly recent
transition from interdisciplinarity to transdisdiprity. Although, as both Helga
Nowotny (2003) and Julie Klein (2003) point outdfisdisciplinarity is a theme which
resurfaces time and again”, recently it has talk@nesstriking turns. Klein dates the
term to the international OECD-conference on ingaiglinarity, held in Paris in 1970.
The conference organizers defined transdisciplyas “framework that transcends the
narrow scope of disciplinary frameworks through aanprehensive and overarching
synthesis” (Thompson Klein 2003). Other definitimmaerged in the ensuing decades,
including a new structure of unity informed by terldview of complexity in science.
Such as a new mode of knowledge production tha¢fesynthetic reconfiguration and
recontextualization around problems of applicatiamd collaborative partnerships
involving public and private sectors in researchpasblems of sustainability. The most
prominent definition to date is certainly the on®gosed by Helga Nowotny, Peter
Scott and Michael Gibbons first in their bodke New Production of Knowledge: The
Dynamics of Science and Research in Contemporasiet®ss(1994) and again iRe-
Thinking Science: Knowledge and the Public in are Aff Uncertainty(2001). They

define transdisciplinarity as

“the mobilisation of a range of theoretical persfiges and practical
methodologies to solve problems. But, unlike inbermulti-disciplinarity, it
is not necessarily derived from pre-existing diBogs nor does it always
contribute to the formation of new disciplines. Tdreative act lies just as
much in the capacity to mobilise and manage thesespectives and
methodologies, their ‘external’ orchestration sesigeak, as in the
development of new theories or conceptualisationghe refinement of
research methods, the ‘internal’ dynamics of sdfientcreativity. The
configuration of researchers and other participakteeps on changing and

gives rise to the often-temporary nature of a ‘M@ievorking style. Teams
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are brought together and dissolve upon having fieistheir work, only to be
re-configured in a different constellation for ahet task. In other words
‘Mode 2’ knowledge, in this trans-disciplinary forris embodied in the
expertise of individual researchers and researchnte as much as, or
possibly more than, it is encoded in conventiomskearch products such as

journal articles or even patents(Nowotny, Gibbon and Scott 2003: 181)

Nowotny, Gibbons, and Scott situate transdisciplipalearly outside the framework
of traditional academic disciplines and focuseshenborder between academic science
and non academic-science. An alternative appropobposed by German science
philosopher Jirgen Mittelstra (1998) and also lyidkscussed in German Gender
Studies contexts, conceptualizes transdiscipliyarit a quasi post-colonial critical
mode as discipline-oriented. In discipline-orientagproaches of transdisciplinarity
‘trans’ refers to a kind of border traffic betwedisciplines that is characterized by
critical reflexivity. Unlike concepts of interdigdinarity that leave disciplines intact
reflexive transdisciplinarity transcends discipiyadivisions within the historical
context of the constitution of disciplines. It rems disciplines of their historicity and
the epistemological contingency of their respecpeespectives. It is in this sense that
one could speak of transdisciplinarity as operaimg post-colonial mode of critique.
And it is this definition of transdisciplinarity & recently appears increasingly as a
label for new knowledge formations rooted in cudtucritique such as Women'’s
Studies and Gender Studies.

What | hope has become clear thus far fisst, interdisciplinary and/or
transdisciplinary practices are as little as digtgwvy practices neutral. They have
histories, and they take place in particular plaesin specific times. They can support
either hegemonic projects or critical ones. The rgerce of interdisciplinary or
transdisciplinary programs and methods as well f@es programs and methods
themselves have thus to be understood as mucliitioreto the history of knowledge
production and institutional politics as in relatito the emergence of disciplines and
their programs and methods.

Secondly disciplines have created dominant consensus ghrtlue creation of
boundaries between different kinds of subjects duadlies of knowledge. The

boundaries themselves therefobecome reified and legitimated, and they have
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produced their own subjects and reproduced their practices. Yet, to simply charge
disciplines with inadequacy elides questions of thkationship between knowledge
production and institutional histories. Because agimas soon as disciplines establish
credibility through discourses of coherence anarrighey tend to fall into crisis.

Against the assertion of distinctive purity, ittiais possible to conceive disciplines as
always already hybrid and constantly changing. Mwee, interdisciplinary projects

have also often sought disciplinary-like statushi@ process of institutionalization and

thus have fallen into similar dynamics.

Inter- and Transdisciplinarity in Women’s Studies

Against the background of this more general disonssn the nature of disciplinarity,
inter- and transdisciplinarity, and their relatealifics, | will now turn to debates on
interdisciplinarity in Women’s Studies. Why did éndlisciplinarity turn out to be such
an important feature in defining and distinguishipmen’s Studies? Again, my
primary concern is not methodological questionsntér- or transdisciplinarity but the
politics of interdisciplinarity.

At first sight the variety of inter- or transdiptihary programs in Women'’s
Studies and Gender Studies both in North Americd &nEurope seem to prove
Weingart’'s and Klein’s diagnosis. That there i®tadf talking about interdisciplinarity
yet little substantial infrastructure. Quite thentrary, interdisciplinarity is not only one
of the founding and key defining elements of femstinknowledge projects and can
almost certainly be found in virtually every migsistatement or program description of
any Women'’s Studies program anywhere in the wotmen’s Studies programs
would very likely claim that they did in fact creainterdisciplinary research and
teaching structures. And | will give just one atbeither prominent example: On the
25" birthday of the National Women'’s Studies Associat{NWSA) feminist literary
scholar Bonnie Zimmerman (2002: viii-xviii) commeran the beginnings of Women'’s
Studies in the U.S.:
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“Women’s Studies, as we understood it at its outsethe late 1960s,
included critique and reform of traditional disdipés, combining and
recombining disciplinary perspectives into new fatimns, and inventing
entirely new ways of analyzing and understanding thtegory woman.
Through interdisciplinary invention and disciplinarreform, we would
radically transform the discursive structures otisty.” (Zimmerman 2002:

iX-X)

There are several characteristics attributed terdigciplinarity that made it of
significant interest to Women'’s Studies in thetfipgace.Foremost interdisciplinarity
offered a framework to conceptualize a “space” leevthe disciplines — Merton’s
uncharted territory —, a space necessangtHerintervention in knowledge production.
Feminist scholars figured this space as a gap leetwee perspectives of women on the
one hand and the assumptions, models, theoriesnsaand questions the so-called
traditional disciplines had developed on womentendther hand. Feminist scholarship
has in fact more than adequately demonstratedxiseerce of this gap during the past
30 years of research and teaching. As a conseqgueane disciplines opened their
borders to include previously excluded researcrsipes, while others revised their
methodology to make room for the recognition ofdgmas a research variable, if not a
category of analysis.

Interdisciplinarity,secondly offered feminist scholars a language that enabled
them to combine the insights of two or more fietifsstudy. This knowledge, many
feminist scholars argued, would be unassimilabléhieydisciplines. For both in content
and in form, and by virtue of its very productidhey believed, such knowledge stands
already as an implicit critique of the disciplinamganization of knowledge.

Third, while interdisciplinarity incorporates discipltya approaches to
knowledge when they are useful, while it borrowsl amcorporates, it does not feel
constrained by disciplinary methods and rules foe uses of such approaches.
Interdisciplinarity, thus, holds the promise of absdience, unruliness, and
rebelliousness (not only) against disciplinary negs: features with high currency in
Women’s Studies contexts. Often, for example, Wdm&tudies is thus described as
‘crossing (out) the disciplines’. This phrase cagtuthe revolutionary promise that is

inherent in interdisciplinarity, namely, that inossing, it will cross out the disciplines.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



f\‘ Graduae 292
I . {
TR

Additionally, it holds the promise of a fundamenigpistemic challenge that, in
producing new knowledge that does not “fit” the cgidinary structure, feminist
interdisciplinarity will somehow undermine the vehggitimacy of the disciplines
themselves. It is these kind of promises that mgkehe phantasmatic dimension of
knowledge production. They enable feminists to imaghemselves as change agents
and feminist theory as a transformative power.

The language of interdisciplinarity, 1 would thasgue, provided feminist
scholars foremost with a means to draw a distinctio paraphrase Niklas Luhmann, to
differentiate and distinguish their project fromready established disciplines.
Interdisciplinarity provided the space necessary atticulate feminist ideas and
accommodate these ideas within academe, it wasnaaybe still is a vehicle to
articulate and establish feminist knowledge andtihetgoal.

This becomes even more evident when we considdr different Women'’s
Studies programs conceptualise and practice irgad transdisciplinarity in many
different ways. What is called interdisciplinariip one institution might not be
recognized as such or could be called multi- omgdésciplinarity in another.
Interdisciplinarity, Bonnie Zimmerman (2002) foraample observes, “typically refers
to a course team-taught by more than one professan which a scattering of ideas
gleaned from the more accessible texts in sevadksfis strung together or introduced
to the students as possibilities for further redea®©nly rarely does it refer to entirely
new ways of organizing and exploring the knowletbgese of Women's Studies.”
(Zimmerman 2002: x) Accordingly, for most WomenigdaGender Studies programs it
would be more accurate to speak of multidisciplizanstead of a genuinely inter- or
transdisciplinary research and teaching approaema@ian feminist scholar Susanne
Luhmann (2001) shares Zimmerman’'s observations.marmn argues that most
“degree-granting Women’s Studies programs createzt the last three decades in
North America offer only a few courses specificatlgsigned as Women'’s Studies
courses for Women'’s Studies programs while the ntgjof course offerings continue
to draw on existing resources in various disciginélso most teaching positions as
well as research projects are still tied closelyspecific disciplines. “This points”,

Luhmann concludes, “to the overall additive qualdf interdisciplinary Women'’s
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Studies and seems to confirm rather than queshierdisciplinary organization of the
university.” (Luhmann 2001)

In addition, it may also be the case that govemtrmagencies, university
presidents or reformers of Higher Education whooesel inter- or transdisciplinarity
understand interdisciplinarity quite differentlpin what feminist scholars have in mind
when they try to set up inter- or transdisciplingsograms and structures. As a
consequence, feminist academics may possibly fiachselves in a situation in which
they are forced to frame their projects in termsafdheir own making. And might not
have the institutional and intellectual resourc@svork through the effects this will
have on their ideas, concepts, and projects.

Against this backdrop one could argue that in Wadsie Studies
interdisciplinarity is as much a seriously undeutat critical, pedagogical and
institutional concept as everywhere else in thedawac universe. As Marjorie Pryse
(2000) argues for the U.S. context: “For 30 yearsnWwn’s Studies has lived with
casual and unexamined understandings of interdiisaifty” (Pryse 2000: 106).

Pryse is extremely critical of Women’s Studiesluia to develop a critical
interdisciplinary methodology. “Gender, race, classid sexuality as vectors of
analysis”, she argues, “have served as place-tofdesome methodology that we have
yet to design” (ibid.). We have failed to understashe continues, that these vectors
“do not in themselves constitute methodology evesugh they do define both our
political and intellectual commitments” (ibid.).

In a similar vein, Bonnie Zimmerman (2002) urgee o consider the question
whether Women'’s Studies did indeed move beyondglises to new ways of thinking
about women and gender. 30 years after the begjrofilVomen’s Studies, she argues,
“the way in which we frame our research and teagtliantinues to be grounded in
traditional disciplines” (Zimmerman 2002: x). Altgh, Zimmerman continues,
“feminist theory is the key to the interdiscipliggsractices of Women’s Studies”, it has
not pushed far enough beyond the disciplinary @hiws, because “theories and
methodologies draw so tenaciously upon their dis@py families of origin” (ibid.).
Critical theorists, for example, would not speakaounderstand, social scientists. Also,

Women’s Studies has barely addressed the assurmptiod methodologies of the
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natural sciences or intellectually incorporated #énts sufficiently, let alone begun to
think about theory and methodology outside Wesséarctures and traditions.

Whereas Pryse and Zimmerman point to the faildfr&Vomen’s Studies to
develop an interdisciplinary methodology, on a mopsimistic note feminist literary
scholar Sneja Gunew (2002: 47-65) describes Wom8&tiglies as “a continuing
experiment in interdisciplinarity”. Women’s Studjeshe argues, is “able to offer a
tradition of experimentation in interdisciplinarity areas ranging from curriculum
design to pedagogical principles, team-teaching], at least, course articulation”
(Ibid.). This, however, Gunew warns, “does not alsvenean that Women'’s Studies has
been able to pursue these experiments systemutigatlh theorize them clearly” (Ibid.).
We thus “need to learn more about integrated irgeglinarity”, Gunew concludes,
because, due to its common focus on women, Wontehidies has too often taken
interdisciplinarity for granted (Gunew 2002: 51Much of what I've experienced”, she
comments, “has been a putting of disciplines sigeside in a multidisciplinary way
rather than working for an integrated model” (Ipid.

This is for the most part due to the fact thatpitestheir efforts to the contrary
Women's Studies is still deeply implicated in tloeeentional structure of disciplines.
Moreover, the skills that faculty bring to the prags are thoroughly informed by their
own disciplinary training. The actual study progeaare thus often structured along the
disciplinary lines familiar to the faculty teachirig the program instead of along
interdisciplinary-framed research questions or f@mols. Given that most Women
Studies scholars come from the humanities and db&lssciences this can — among
other challenges — in practice lead to a furthetagicing from the sciences, medicine,
and technical fields. In addition, because of tigifutional history of Women'’s Studies
as primarily occurring in faculties of humanitiesdathe social sciences, as well as its
being subjected to a legacy of underfunding andgmalization, Women’s Studies
often lacked time and resources to fully articulédéeideas on interdisciplinarity. And
last but not least, practices and traditions ofgssionalisation within fields will have a
great deal to do with the possibility of interdgaarity.

Consequently, the departmental and curricularcgiras within most Women'’s
Studies programs combine core courses and faculty evoss-listed courses (and

faculty). From the disciplines appeasto promise ofan opportunity for developing
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interdisciplinarity. In actuality it often producesension between core and cross-listed.
In which feminist knowledge remains dialogicallyno@cted to traditional disciplines
even though the perspective students bring baak timt disciplines from their core
courses involves critique of those disciplines. Véofa Studies thus appear to occupy
the space of critique simply by virtue of its orgational position “outside” the

traditional disciplines.

Disputed Knowledge: Interdisciplinarity as a Site @ the Making of Women’s
Studies

This leads me to my last argument. As | discussedthe beginning, when
interdisciplinarity is discussed often more is daake than the production and
organization of knowledge. Discussions of intenglicarity articulate issues
concerning the distinctness, integrity, cohereragl claims to authority of academic
fields. They are part of the making of discipliresconflicts are crucial to creating and
defining disciplines. This is true for debates imWMén’s Studies on interdisciplinarity.
They are part of the history of conflict in a fiedtfuggling to become a discipline.

I will try to demonstrate this via an exemplarysalission of three texts
published in the late 1990s in two U.S.-feministirjrals, Feminist Studiesand
differences These texts speak of the tensions surrounding ®vieanStudies at a
particular moment of its history that is a momentime when debates on the premise,
aims, and legitimation of Women’s Studies as ardiscarea of study proliferated. All
three texts consider the question how interdiseglty functions in the process of
constituting the field.

The first text | am looking at is Judith A. Allemd Sally Kitchs contribution to
the Feminist Studiesspecial issue on Women'’s Studies, “Disciplined hgciplines?
The Need for an Interdisciplinary Research MissioVomen’s Studies” (1998). Allen
and Kitch maintain that Women’s Studies is undeedahfrom the disciplines, or, more
precisely, is “disciplined by disciplines” (Allennd Kitch 1998: 275-299). They
promote the institutionalization of Women’s Studi@s an interdiscipline with

autonomous interdisciplinary Ph.D. programs, itsnawsearch mission, and separate
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departmental form of organization. Without such rde in institutional structures,
without constituting it as a separate interdisoigty discipline, and without a renewed
intellectual commitment to doing scholarship unttex banner of Women’s Studies,
without, thus, becoming aimterdisciplinein its own right, Allen and Kitch consider
Women’s Studies continued presence in the uniyeaditrisk. According to Allen and
Kitch, Women’s Studies is threatened by a divergehetween its wide-spread
interdisciplinary teaching mission on the one haald its predominantly discipline-
based research practice on the other. This shgrethel disciplines but weakens
Women’s Studies. Not moving beyond “discipline-feed research,” they conclude,
“may ultimately call into question the very need #ofield called Women'’s Studies”
(Allen and Kitch: 281). Although the very successWomen’s Studies in many
disciplines made gender an indispensable catedodysoipline-based scholarship this
very success proves dangerous to Women’s Studigsiektions the distinct role and,
ultimately, the existence of the field itself. Hendhe authors argue that renewed
commitment to interdisciplinarity is required, nmly at the level of instruction, but
more importantly in scholarship and institutionaftustures. Such commitment to
instructional, scholarly, and institutional integdiplinarity would offer a chance to
rescue Women'’s Studies from the threat of becomadgndant.

Allen and Kitch point to interdisciplinarity in Wieen’s Studies as a solution to
an emergent crisis of the field. In the same issuEeminist StudiesSusan Stanford
Friedman reflects in her piece “(Inter)Disciplirtgrand the Question of the Women’s
Studies Ph.D.” (1998) on her ambivalence towardwbgy structure that Allan and
Kitch favor (Stanford Friedman 1998: 301-325). Bn®n thinks through her reluctance
to endorse freestanding interdisciplinary Womertisdigs programs, especially at the
Ph.D. level. Whereas, for Allan and Kitch Womentsdses suffers from the tension of
scholarly being too much in the disciplines whil@mén’s Studies programs favor an
interdisciplinary teaching profile, for Friedman,0Wlen’s Studies as a discipline is not
enough. Friedman questions specifically the vigbilof interdisciplinary Ph.D.
programs in Women'’s Studies since the vastnessarh®’s Studies knowledge makes
it unlikely that one could ever achieve mastergiich field: “The feminist knowledge
revolution is so broad ranging in scope and so dedfs complexity of debate and

discovery that even an introductory acquaintanceosac the divisions [of the
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humanities, social sciences, natural sciencesparfdrming arts and its respective sub
fields] is a major challenge ... [and] the attertgptiesign a Ph.D. program that draws on
knowledge for all four divisions would result insurfficiently rigorous teaching and
learning.” (Stanford Friedman 1998: 314)

Friedman concludes the vastness of such knowlesigeld produce only
insufficiently trained candidates. This problem obfverage becomes even more
complicated if one considers the fact that knowéeddpout gender or women is no
longer sufficient knowledge. Instead, analysis floatis on gendering processes needs
to interact with analyses that focus on the praeess racialisation, on class, sexuality,
ethnicity, and nationality. Such complicated anislyis difficult enough to achieve
within one discipline, Friedman insists, to do thesoss all areas of Women'’s Studies is
impossible.

In summary: Both accounts of interdisciplinarity Women’s Studies suggest
that Women’s Studies is successful. Successfuhtegrating itself into disciplinary
canons, as Allan and Kitch point out, and succéssforoducing abundant knowledges,
as Friedman informs us. However, these very suesepsse threats to the field of
Women’s Studies, contradictory threats point to tleéd becoming superfluous and
unmanageable. Interestingly, in the analyses affbse Allan and Kitch and Friedman
respectively, the threat to Women’s Studies is mstded as coming from outside rather
than from within the field. In the account of Allamd Kitch, Women’s Studies is under
threat of becoming obsolete because the disciptales over due to their intellectual,
and institutional dominance. To counter this rigie authors suggest that Women’s
Studies must become an interdiscipline, which seundich like a discipline. In
Friedman’s account, to the contrary, interdiscigolity and high academic standards
seem to be contrasting projects. She thus arguésast against autonomous Ph.D.
programs in Women'’s Studies.

Interestingly enough, neither Allen and Kitch nBriedman question the
“nature” of disciplinarity and its function in theroduction of knowledge. It seems
indeed the “first principle” (Clark 1983: 35) ofdlorganisation of knowledge.

Against this backdrop | will now turn to Biddy Mar's contribution to the
specialdifferencesssue on Women'’s Studies, “Success and its Fail(t®97). Martin

thinks about the role of interdisciplinarity in tmeorganisation of knowledge in the
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university and the role Women’s Studies might ogiminot play in this. In her essay,
Martin is sceptical about the future of Women’s dis and, particularly, about it's
potential to continue as a leader in the re-orgdine of knowledge. In her account,
Women’s Studies has become too similar to otheciglises. It immersed itself in
disciplinary and political turf wars and becameqgm®upied with accepted truth and
methodology regimes. Thus, Martin worries that Woimétudies has lost the ability to
be the site for true intellectual curiosity, todi#l interested in what isot knowrand to
treat this creatively.

To move beyond habitual exchanges of acceptetistrand the repetition of
familiar arguments and positions, and in orderetgain the intellectual charge that it
once held, Martin holds against normalised knowdeggoduction, Women’s Studies
would need to assume a leadership role in transfgrnuniversity curricula into
interdisciplinary scholarship and learning. Martimpwever, doubts that Women’s
Studies has the capacity to do so.

Hence, where Friedman and Kitch and Allan see afinished project of
feminist enlightenment, hindered by an unresponana inhospitable institution and its
academic practices, Martin finds Women’s Studiesfioished. Thus unable or perhaps
even unwilling to take a leading role in the mueeded further transformation and the
re-thinking and re-defining of knowledge itself. Wh Friedman finds Women’s
Studies not beingnoughof a discipline and Allan and Kitch find it embroileab much
in the disciplines, Martin declares Women'’s Studiesoa muchlike a discipline and
thus no longer interested in what lies outsidet®fbioundaries or in what is not yet
known.

For Friedman and Allan as well as for Kitch, WorseBtudies’ knowledge
production is ultimately limited by institutionakthands, demands that are brought to
bear onto its knowledges from tleitside For Martin on the other hand, Women’s
Studies are limited from thiaside. She suggests that we need to trace how Women'’s
Studies is restricted by some of its own practitiesoretical assumptions, pedagogical
habits, and epistemological persuasions. Yet, rétmen merely putting blame on the
field Martin alerts our attention to limitations g by thenside of knowledge itself.

She suggests a model of knowledge that does ngt ael such distinctions as
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inside/outside, margin/centre dichotomies and Idokan epistemology with a different
methodology.

This re-imagining of knowledge that Martin seemstiggest expands beyond a
mere widening to the field of Women’s Studies thhestobjects/subject of study such as
the study of gender and sexuality, a model thatesomstitutions are considering and
that is also endorsed by Allan and Kitch. This wiitg of its subjects of study is an
important first step, which, however, has its owmitations if it does not
simultaneously consider the epistemological disatswf such a move. Martin speaks
to such disavowals when she outlines how intelldcturiosity is foreclosed through
and within established parameters of feminist kealge. Such foreclosures in turn lead
to unrealized interdisciplinarity. Her example dioee is social constructivism and the
lack of critique of constructivism, which fostersl@ep split between the social sciences
and humanities on the one side and the hard sdencéhe other. With the exception of
a critique of sciences, Women'’s Studies — like gbeial sciences and humanities —
tends to have little engagement with the scienésponses that consist only of
resistant and defensive reactions, however, foseckny kind of genuine curiosity.
Martin concludes that the feminist refusal to cdesi“that ‘biology’ might play any
role at all in the construction of subjectivity iisdicative of a defensive rather than
genuinely curious and interrogative procedure”.

Martin urges a move towards an interdisciplinatitat, besides the social
sciences, the humanities and fine arts, also iesluthe sciences, and, allows us to
become “curious again. Curious, about what [d]éfer disciplinary formations and
knowledge can contribute to problems or questibas we share” (Martin 1997: 109).
This kind of curiosity needs to include the domathst traditionally have been
excluded from the study of women, gender, and digxuBkurther more, to engage that
which has been “disavowed, refused, or ignored {se] might unsettle what have
become routine and impoverished practices” (Ibider appeal for a renewed curiosity
urges us to consider and engage knowledge thabtisnmmediately obvious in its

relationship to gender, women, and/or sexuality.
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Material Conditions

What is thus left out when inter- or transdisciglity becomes the norm? How can we
guarantee that all disciplinary perspectives arardein contexts that organise
knowledge along hierarchically ordered disciplindines? What kind of disciplinary
hierarchies already exist in the field of Womentadtes? How can we account for the
contingent and uneven development of feminist keogé in various disciplines
without assuming or even claiming an avant-garde i some disciplines? Functions
Women'’s Studies interdisciplinarity primarily asnaark of distinction in order to
differentiate itself from the so-called “traditidhdisciplines? In what regards functions
interdisciplinarity as an internal disciplinary keology in the Foucaultian sense? How
do Women’s Studies govern its own intellectual demament in contexts in which
government policies sometimes favor the humaniiesjetimes the social science, and
most often the sciences? What if it is preciseb lttgic of interdisciplinary boundary
crossing that universities now find in their owneirest to support? And last boot
least, given the extensive praise of features sagltonnectivity, applicability, and
boundary crossing attributed to interdisciplinarifg the critical impulse feminist
scholars associate with interdisciplinarity in dangf being assimilated to what Masao
Miyoshi (2000) has defined as the new norm for dreational corporate elites: the
ability to translate across the boundaries of caltdifferences? Is interdisciplinarity
thus becoming a stage in the production of the remsnational professional-
managerial class thus ceasing to be an emblenitiofue?

These are but a few of the material condition$ tleafigure the possibility for
critical interdisciplinary work in Women’s Studiels light of these conditions | agree
with Kitch and Allen that Women’s Studies does isdeneed to become a discipline in
its own right. In order to be able to develop thedkof interdisciplinary methodology
that Pryse, Zimmerman and others call for we neddst institutional infrastructures
that not only guarantee participation but also mps#itutional autonomy for example
with regards to curriculum-development. Only theil Women’s Studies be truly
enabled not only to intervene in sedimented dist@py regimes and routines but also

to develop robust concepts of inter- or transdis@apity. As Diane Elam (2002) argues,
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the “important move that Women’s Studies can makehat it indeed become a
department without simultaneously taking on thédrig of a discipline. In doing this it
can begin to challenge the terms and conditionseundhich the university is
accustomed to operating. Part of the negotiatiah WWiomen’s Studies as a department
will have to make is preserving, even intensifyiad), of its various interdisciplinary

connections while arguing for its fiscal, admirasive, and disciplinary autonomy”
(Elam 2002: 220).
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Reponse to Sabine Hark

Having spent my academic career as a feminist relselaand teacher working for inter- and
transdisciplinary spaces for Women's/Gender/Femigtadies (WGFS) | welcome Sabine
Hark’s plea for disciplinary autonomy and interdiginary connectedness wholeheartedly. |

agree very much with the quote from Diane Elam wittich she concludes her article:

In order to survive and grow, Women'’s Studies néeds viewed by the institution
as a financially and intellectually autonomous @fioe that continues to explore its

interdisciplinary commitmenig&lam 2002 quoted in Hark p. 23)

What | would like to do in this comment to Sabinarkis article, is to suggest ways to push
further the discussion of WGFS as a field of stadighich should act as a discipline in
institutional contexts, but which at the same tisiwuld keep up a total interdisciplinary
openness. As | once wrote, such a position isatigr “a monstrous oxymoron, but perhaps

the mainstream of tomorrow...” (Lykke 2004: 100).

1. A positioning.

In the interdisciplinary WGFS milieu, where | am@oyed as professor of Gender Studies
(Linkdping University, Sweden) we define the oxywaic position, referred to above, as one
which makes WGFS into a postdisciplinary disciplilvestitutionally, we define what we do
as thematic WGFS, where the term “thematic” hasegy \precise institutional meaning.
Thematic research is at my university officiallyfided as an alternative to disciplinary
research, and it is organized accordingly. To Handé as a “theme” means to have status as

a department with its own interdisciplinary teampobfessors, post-doctoral researchers and

! As an acknowledgement of the diversity of naminacpices, which have been part of the institutiisadion
processes of feminist research, | shall refer ¢catea as Women’s/Gender/Feminist Studies (WGH®) space
does not allow me to go into a debate about tsgndtions.
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PhD students, its own PhD-awarding interdiscipindoctoral programme, its own budget
and administration etc. Besides a thematic depatinier Gender Studies, my university also
runs parallel units for “themes” such as ethnnijcdiildren, water, technology and social
change etc. It is very enriching for WGFS to beaniged as this type of unit for thematic,
inter- and transdisciplinary research and at tineesame form part of an environment, where
there are many units of this kind, each with itsnotiematic focus. This opens a lot of
possibilities for cross-cutting collaboration.

To do WGFS in such an enviroment makes it posstbct and elaborate the field as
a postdiscipllinary discipline or what Hark (quagi Allen and Kitch 1998) calls an
“interdiscipline” (Hark p. 17), i.e. a discipline the sense that we have our own unit with its
own staff, the right to award PhD degrees in th@n@ender Studies etc., and a post- or
interdiscipline in the sense that we make it a pamn keep up a total transdisciplinary

openness.

2. The “future” has already begun!

Besides a positioning, this brief introduction toy mniversity and my postdisciplinary
working environment should serve as an example wigcmeant to point beyond Hark’s
statement that the hailing of interdisciplinaritgce the 1960s have been more of a lip service
game than a real change of structures. | wouldtbkstrike a more optimistic tone as regards
the current state of the art than Sabine Hark d®es.in so doing, | want to give my warm
support to Sabine Hark’s vision of WGFS, reconfeglias interdiscipline or postdiscipline in
the above defined sense.

When Sabine Hark talks about “a paradoxical jussippn of rhetorical
modernization and structural perseverance” (p.dp,lon the one hand, agree, when looking
at the overall picture. Traditional, border palgiways of doing disciplinarity is still going
strong in many universities and national as welhgsrnational funding agencies, and, | agree
very much that this has repercussions for the dirigl of inter- and transdisciplinary
dimensions of WGFS.

But to leave the argument here, is, on the otlaedhto make a too sweeping and

homogenizing statement. Hence, | do not agree, #atne Hark right away concludes that
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“it seems indeed the case that in Women'’s Studitsdisciplinarity is as much a seriously
underthought critical, pedagogical and institutiom@ncept as everywhere else in the
academic universe” (Hark p. 13). From this kindowg€rall characteristic of the state of the
art, it becomes difficult to grasp local, natioreahd regional differences as regards the
transnational unfolding of the field of WGFS. Moveo, such a generalizing conclusion
distracts the attention from the ways in which Aemaéh today, including the spaces where
WGFS has been able to gain institutional groundfopms as a very messy environment,
where clear-cut dichotomies such as disciplinatgfifisciplinary do not apply neither

structurally nor rhetorically. Moreover, | miss thgoint that, in some settings, the
postdisciplinary “future” has already begun, whidark and several of the Anglo-American

feminist researchers, on which she primarily bulés argument, hope for. In Sweden, for
example, a growing number of established intergis@ry Gender Studies PhD programmes
have had the institutional-material and discurgpessibility to transcend the stalemate, in
which a lot of Anglo-American Women’s Studies pragmes seem to have ended up,
according to the introduction to one of Sabine FHadources, the volume Women'’s Studies

on its own (Wiegman 2002) - ie. a stalemate, where

interdisciplinarity becomes an effect of disciplipaccumulation, not a strategy of

instruction at either the undergraduate or doctoeatel.(Wiegman 2002: 5)

3. To go beyond US-outlooks

Sabine Hark’'s way of pointing out dilemmas and caxdlittions as far as the history of
interdisciplinarity in general and within the fielof WGFS in particular is concerned, is
important and well argued. But her strong focusJ@&examples (Pryse 2000; Zimmermann
2002, Allen & Kitch 1998, Stanford Friedman 1998iegman 2002 etc.) gives her analysis a
problematic twist. It means that the specific oigational and structural foundations of US
Women'’s Studies and the ways in which they, pertpaipsarily in the 1970s and 1980s, have
furthered, but also restrained transversal andiplise-transgressive feminist knowledge
production tend to become universalized. The strioays on US examples means that

Sabine Hark’s analysis cannot transcend their aiam
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A lot can, definitely, be learnt from the US-sgiecdilemmas, but | think that Sabine
Hark discusses them in a too generalizing way. &#te “captured” by them in a sense,
which Susan Stanford Friedman (one of Hark’s s@)rde fact, articulates very well. In an
article, debating whether or not to establish Phdgrees in WGFS at the University of
Wisconsin Madison (Stanford Friedman 1998), whads&t part is quoted extensively by
Sabine Hark, Stanford Friedman undertakes a vegrasting move in the last part of the
article. In an attempt to push herself into innoxatepistemological grounds, she argues
against the first part of her own article and @spicism vis-a-vis PhD degrees in WGFS, and
in so doing, she articulates the worry that her wéyhinking about the whole issue, as

presented in the first part of her article, is twaptured” in the US situation:

| worry about being captured in the discourse dé fhiresent in the United States
through a failure of imagination , an inability ttiink more broadly about future
possibilities(Stanford Friedman 1998: 319)

| agree with Allen & Kitch (also quoted extensivély Hark) that what is much needed, is “a
fieldwide analysis of the structural, institutionapistemological, and political factors” that
play a role in generation of “a full interdisdipdry women’s studies research mission”
(Allen and Kitch 1998: 275), and | think Sabine Kararticle is an important contribution to

such an analysis. But | shall add that transnatipesaspectives has to be systematically
included and thought through. National and indonal differences and diversities, issues of
travelling theories, methodologies and models,slations from one context to another etc.
have to be taken thoroughly into account. Thisnie of the lessons, | have learnt from my

yearlong commitment to the unfolding European WGFS.

4. How to reach alternative accounts?

As Sabine Hark’s article has brought me to reftectransatlantic differences, | shall end my
comment by suggesting that the diversity of stiaggwhich European WGFS have
developed in order to overcome sometimes seemimgyrmountable barriers vis-a-vis
going interdisciplinary, together with European dkvnitiatives to compare notes on this

diversity in the 1990s and 2000s, have createdsss iar perhaps more diverse and boundary

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



(f\\ Gradare 38

transgressing reflections on interdisciplinarityrththe ones, currently emerging out of US
Women'’s Studies.

To exemplify, let me mention a couple of currefarge scale European WGFS
organisations such as the EU-funded thematic n&twathena, comprising over 100
European WGFS programmes/groups/units, or the WNor@esearch School in
Interdisciplinary Gender Studies, a PhD trainingnsmtium of over 40 WGFS
programmes/groups/units from the Northern regioh€wrope. What is being performed
within these major institutionalized WGFS framewsrkis, | think, more well-developed
discursive-material deconstructions of the disogaty/interdisciplinary dichotomy than the
ones, which have been allowed for in the US exasyplsscussed by Hark. This is not to say
that the mentioned European contexts are withahlpms. Far from it. My point is that the
diversity in terms of building and reflecting oew transgressive and boundary-crossing
WGFS curricula, performed within these organisatloframeworks, seems to shift the
perspectives of the fieldwide analyses away fromn dichotomous either/or of being/not
being disciplined by the disciplines or having/hat/ing an identity as a (sucessor)discipline
to a more diverse stance.

Since we all - Sabine Hark, her main US sourogsself and a lot of my feminist
colleagues, engaged in Athena and other Europegecis - seem to agree on the necessity of
alternative accounts of what it means for WGFSddqym as an inter- or postdiscipline, |
think much more space to compare notes is needetwslcome the initiative taken by the

editors of this journal to give space for such deba
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Who's the expert?

On knowledge seeking as praxis: a methodological ppach

Abstract

To establish a knowledge seeking that sheds ligloin umanifoldness without simplifying
plurality or further exposing implicit power hegemes, feminist scholars need to distinguish
between forms of rationalist knowledge and knowdealg praxis, calling attention to the fact
that scholars need to address how issues of hatwts)s, customs and ideas are related to the
production of knowledge. Through analyses of anstepiological ranking-list and a
methodological check list, | investigate ways of naging plurality and power in
contemporary feminist scholarly work and argue thhe ambition to avoid power
asymmetries in feminist scholarship is a problemabint of departure. By drawing on the
works of Sara Ahmed and Chantal Mouffe, | proposeathodology based on the idea of
knowledge as praxis, treating knowledge productisraction, occupied with investigating the
relations we have to the world, intrinsically intesven with culture, politics and power.

Key words: praxis; methodology; intersectionalijgrality; power; Sara Ahmed; Chantal
Mouffe

Introduction

In June 2006, | attended a lecture by the Amergaitosopher and feminist scholar Naomi
Scheman, who was travelling through Europe makiggiries on why people trust, or do not
trust, research. “In epistemology”, she said, “¢hisrtoo much focus on truth. But truth, in the
way it gets talked about, is on the other sidéheftiorizon. It doesn’t tell us how we are going
to get it. We are talking too little of how we ayeing to practice”.

After all those years of feminist theorization oetnegative consequences of
mainstream epistemology, | found it odd to discaveit the ideologies of rationality are still
prevailing in feminist intellectual work. It made emthink of the introduction of
intersectionality in Sweden, which exposed a féaaluralism in feminist research that shared
commonalities with the ideologies of rationality nmainstream epistemology. Later, | found

Scheman’s statement confirmed while reading a hawidin feminist methodology. Here, |
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noticed how the feminist wish to produce “ethicalapproved” research engendered
instrumental guidelines for feminist scholars, tirega power as something controllable and
distinguishable from the relation to the scholad #re investigation itself. It became clear to
me that it is indeed time to change the focus ofinquiries. In this article, | wish to propose
a methodology based on the idea of knowledge asspreating knowledge production as
doing, as an activity, occupied with investigatthg relations we have to the world.

| pursue the following three areas of investigatiorhis article: firstly, | investigate
feminist scholars’ difficulties on handling plurgliin research, through the example of one
feminist debate around the introduction of intetiseality in the early 2000s in Sweden.
Secondly, through the analysis of a sequence froimmanist methodological handbook |
investigate how feminist scholars manage poweresearch. Thirdly, by drawing on the
works of Sara Ahmed and Chantal Mouffe, | invesdeghe implications for feminist research
of knowledge production as praxis. Here, | pressowledge as performed within a specific
and historically defined context, with an emphasisthe connectedness between knowledge
production and our constant inclusion in the wofior to this, | give a short note on

terminology.

Cultures, politics and power

In this article, | make use of the two conceptsturel and politics. Seeing that both are
changeable and richly varied, | need to explainusgge of them. Anthropologist William H
Sewell has made a distinction between ‘culture’aas abstract analytical category and
‘culture’ as a “concrete and bounded world of Wsliend practices” (1999: 39). It seems to
me, however, that the distinction would be madeewdear if ‘culture’ in the first respect was
denominated ‘the cultural’. With this understandingwill hence describe ‘the cultural’,
drawing on Sewell’s distinction, as an analyticahcept/category, raising from our complex
practical lives. Furthermore | understand ‘cultuia’a concrete sense, where expressions of
opinion take place, from which it follows that ‘tule’ is pluralizable and contradictory (cf.
Sewell 1999: 52). | thus understand the notiorcafttire’ as the inscription in stories, rituals,

customs, objects and practices of the meaningatddcat a specific time and place. Practices
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of cultures are moreover concentrated around palvenfstitutions, constituted by
organizations, states, religions, business corjporgand so on.

Recently, French philosopher Chantal Mouffe mh#d a book in which she
problematizes the epoch of the “post-political geist’. Here, she produces a critical
framework in which she distinguishes between ‘puditand ‘the political’ that will further

inform my discussion on politics:

By ‘the political’, | mean the dimension of antaggm which | take to be constitutive
of human societies, while by ‘politics’ | mean tket of practices and institutions
through which an order is created, organizing hu@existence in the context of

conflictuality provided by the political. (MouffeOR5: 9)

Hence, the practical dimensions of ‘politics’ tgikace at an ontic level, i.e. at the level of
current practices and beliefs. | understand ‘pmlitiin this dimension as ideological
differences, expressed through social practicesiorec ‘The political’, in turn, is a
theoretically defined category at an ontologicatle

The relations between culture and politics are gbnatersected by power. Hence my
need to also explain my use of ‘power’. Drawingtibe writings of Dorothy E Smith, | define
power as developed in interactions between oursedwel others, although often originated
more or less far away from us, in governments agarasations — institutions that we both
produce and are produced by (Smith 2005: 13). Asmsequence the scholar can be seen to
produce knowledge to a world she herself is a partPower, therefore, is relational and
situational. A scholarly inquiry must be situatedtihie context of the social, the cultural and
the historical. The expressions of power are paypty and may be found in universal and/or
more provincial hegemonies. | conceptualize théirdison between power in general and
hegemonic power as a difference between power amin@tion. A hegemonic individual or

structure dominates over people in an oppressisetichinatory or violent kind of way.

Feminist conceptualisations of knowledge

Several years have passed — as well as a greanawiotheoretical schools — since the idea

of an objective research was exchanged into a adiolork where subjective capacities
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were taken into account. Within feminist reseamste of the most significant alterations took
place during the mid-seventies, in the accentuatforesearch where the scholar’s everyday
experiences were considered as central (Smith ZB)4:

Feminist scholars have since then in various waiged objections against claims on
universality in research. Feminist empiricists imgd forms of knowledge in a
problematising of experiences. Feminist standpthebreticians investigated the knowing
subject, while postmodernist feminist scholars toaed subjectivity, to quote the
terminology introduced by Sandra Harding in thelyea®0s (Harding 1991: 106).
Furthermore, there has been extensive focus onintpertance of taking diversity into
account, not least illustrated by the row of congabptools that have been delivered in the
field during the last decades: ‘inapproppriate/tieoness’ (Minh-ha 1986/87), “world”-
travelling’ (Lugones 1987), ‘situated knowledgedHafaway 1987), ‘intersectionality’
(Crenshaw 1994, Hill Collins 1998) and ‘trans-vér$eminism’ (Yuval-Davis 1997).
Presently, the feminist awareness of conductingare with ethical responsibility has lead
to heavy claims on the very research process.

However, it is now clear that an all too far drivespect for differences may widen
the gaps between different groups of people. Imseof a dissociation from the term
'reciprocity’, this fact was also addressed by R&siidotti as well as by Judith Butler in their
respective key-note papers, at the 6th Europeardé€teResearch Conference Gender and
Citizenship in a Multicultural Context, Universiof L6dz, Poland, in August 2006. Although
in different ways, they both emphasized the riskt #in all too far driven respect may end up
in a deepening of divisions, and sharpened bouesl&etween groups of people.

The background to this dissociation from recipnpait recent feminist work is, to put
it briefly, found in the feminist critique of maimeam epistemology, which in the 70s brought
forth such notions as experiences and feelinghdcagenda (cf. Smith 1987). Awakened by
the feminist theoretical development during the adsl 80s, the feminist scholar started
paying attention to the limited possibilities ofagping and representing experiences and
narratives. This pointed towards the location ofgiralized lives as the position from where

the feminist scholar ought to start the inquirylaidi Rose explains:

Working from the experience of the specific oppi@s®f women fuses the personal,
the social and the biological. It is not surprisihgt, within the natural sciences, it

has been in biology and medicine that feministsehspught to defend women’s
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interests and advance feminist interpretationsake an example: menstruation (- - -
). Cartesian dualism, biological determinism, andia constructionism fade when
faced with the necessity of integrating and intetipg the personal experience of

bleeding, pain, and tension. (Rose 2004: 77)

The image of feminist scholars as occupied witteaeshing the situation of women with
similar experiences as themselves, was howevacizetl almost directly from the start as

being all too universalistic. As the reflectionsléha Narayan elucidate:

Although feminist groups ... do try to extend themeof feminist concerns to other
groups (for example, by fighting for childcare, wem's health issues, and equal
wages issues through trade union structures), soajer preoccupations of western
feminism (its critique of marriage, the family, cpuisory heterosexuality) presently
engage the attention of mainly small groups of neididass feminists. (Narayan
2004: 215)

| would say that the development of the feministngipoint epistemology of the 70s until
postmodernism in the 90s, generated a significabatk on a variety of relevant differences.
Although feminists during the 60s and 70s had takéferent social categories under
consideration, such as ‘class’ and ‘ethnicity’ @oside with ‘gender’, for instance (cf.

Hemmings 2005), by the 90s the gender categorydeéisitely dethroned and by no means
automatically perceived as the most relevant cajedgssues of sexuality, class and ethnicity
had been brought to the centre of the discussioch Kimberlé Crenshaw introduced

intersectionality as a key concept in the book Magphe margins. Identity Politics and

Violence Against Women of Color 1994. Here, Cremsleamphasized the experiences of
discrimination against women of colour, but comnadrdlso on the importance of taking into

account also other social categories, such as atabsexuality:

Indeed, factors | address only in part or not ktsaich as class or sexuality, are often
as critical in shaping the experiences of womencofor. My focus on the
intersections of race and gender only highlights tieed to account for multiple
grounds of identity when considering how the sowiatld is constructed. (Crenshaw
1994)
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Some scholars developed ideas of dialogues andtiwery conceptualized as able to allow
plurality and reciprocal respect between grouppeaiple (cf. Young 1997, Benbabib 2004).
Nevertheless, by means of the deep hegemonic pstugrtures that intersect relations of
ethnicity, class and gender, those “reciprocity elgtdfor communication, met criticism for

resulting in either sharpened boundaries betwe#areint groups of people, or ignorance
towards oppressive structures. This is thus thetpdidiscussion where Braidotti and Butler
present reciprocity as a method that further dgpgejmower asymmetries between groups of

people and a problematic ideal in feminist research

Intersectionality — a debate

In the recent feminist debate in Sweden, few feshiconcepts have met as much attention —
and fewer still have been so widely used — assetdionality. When introduced in Sweden in
2002, the concept was presented by postcolonialachDiana Mulinari, Irene Molina and
Paulina de los Reyes (cf. Maktens (o)lika forkl&tbrakoén, klass och etnicitet i det
postkoloniala Sverige). They stressed the impo#gawicconsidering every possible axis of
domination, within the frames of contexualized istgations, deeply rooted in specific
historical and spatially situated social procegsésMolina, Mulinari, de los Reyes 2002).
The fact that intersectionality was introduced iweflen by postcolonial scholars was,
however, not a coincidence. Crenshaw underlinedrtegsections between race and gender
when she introduced the concept in 1994. This ntheeoncept particularly tuned towards
postcolonial scholars. More remarkably, howevers whe late awakening of Swedish
Women’s Studies scholars to theorise and investigggues on discrimination of ethnic
groups, i.e racisthThe debates in the Swedish Women'’s Studies disemmsliscrimination
during the 70s and 80s, had focused on the intibwssdetween sex/gender and class, as the
interplay between two oppressive strategies/systgmasiarchy with sex/gender, versus
capitalism focusing on class (cf. Ganetz, Gunnarsand Goéransson 1986). Thus, the
intersections of sex/gender and ethnicity had negnbseriously taken into account by

Swedish Women’s/Gender Studies scholars during@seand 80s.

! The term ‘racism’, however, is seldom used in$needish gender studies discourse, because it ielagmded
as all too essentialistic. The scholar using thentis suspected of supporting the ideology behiadism’. The
common expression used instead is ‘ethnicity’ poactices of racialization’.
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When introduced in Sweden, intersectionality glyickecame a popular concept
among feminist scholars from a variety of discipn Even though Crenshaw had focused
strongly on applicability in her introductory wrtgs of the key concept, and had not paid
attention to the epistemological and methodologiogilications of the concept, her aim —
political applicability — was in Sweden combinedtwconcerns of the epistemological and
methodological implications of the concept. The caon of an indefinite row of power
asymmetries came thus to be the starting poinebatk in the Swedish Journal for Women’s
Studies (Kvinnovetenskaplig tidskrift no. 1/20031a8/2004). In the first contribution to the
debate, it was argued that we ought to arrange cdtegories internally in order for
researchers to avoid the establishment of an tefimw of power asymmetries. Here, the
category of gender was apprehended as a stratggioglortant category, and as such in the
right of a privileged status in the setting as aolh(2003/1: 53). In a responding article,
reactions to this presentation understood the siigge of a hierarchical division as an
example of a hidden assumption of power, giving deader category a hegemonic status
(2004/3: 113).

Crenshaw’s metaphoric use of cross roads was aaiig®n from the principle of
additive discrimination, towards the conjoining miultiple systems of subordination. The
concern for an endless row of power asymmetriehitlgus be interpreted as a search for a
“final” solution, apprehended as a backslide toitedlogies of pure rationalism. In short: a
fear of pluralism in research. The concern for adless row of power asymmetries also
displays a lack of analysis of how cultures, poditiand power interact. The hidden
assumption of power, finally, may result in a latlserious and deep-going reflexivity and an

un-awareness of power relations in research.

Power and feminist knowledge production

Power has been acknowledged as an important isguferbinist scholars. By way of
references to locally constituted knowledges, @t tknowledge is produced by groups in
consensus, feminist researchers made efforts tid #ve connection between the scholar and
the power dimension (cf Longino 1993, Code 1993ndéf the label of cognitive

manifoldiness, Longino presents knowledge producds a process, where no one has an
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epistemic privilege (Longino: 101). This view ondwledge production, nevertheless, is the
result of a feminist ambition to avoid power redas in research. It ends with a disregard of
the fact that power always permeates relationsdmtwas well as within, groups. Secondly, it
will never be able to find anyone responsible fapwkledge produced in Longino’s sense.
Consequently in the effort of avoiding power inegah, an implicit norm might be taken for
granted, opening up for exercises of superioritdiéferent kinds. Difficulties like this might
paradoxically arise, when feminist scholars try matdels with the explicit wish of avoiding
discriminatory practises in research. In the follogy | will give an example of this,
introducing one sequence in the book Feminist Ma#glagy, by Caroline Ramazagia and
Jane Holland.

The book Feminist Methodology, by Caroline Ramazhnand Jane Holland (Sage
2005) is quite popular in gender studies coursdls i@ focus on methodological issues. This
book serves as an example of how the knowing stubjdeminist research nowadays attains
the authority of an expert through the usage difitelly approved” methods and techniques
in feminist knowledge production. This may, nevel#iss, result in an instrumental usage of
the methods displayed and a lack of awareness @f avicertain method is used. In the
following, | give an example of this, investigatiagfeminist check-list”.

The feminist check-list is an enumerated list ofgls a feminist scholar should have
in mind during research. After the conclusion, siedolar should be able to give account of
the following, according to Ramazaiio and Holland (2005: 138):

what forms of reasoning this knowledge claim deenmt

whether this knowledge claim is confined to a Idoath game or is more general;
how the knowing feminist who makes this knowledtzne is constituted,;

whom this knowing feminist speaks for, why and withat authority;

what evidence or other grounds exist for the claimasle;

how this evidence/grounding is constituted and sk

how counter-evidence/grounding is acknowledgedamsessed;

what normative framework structures this procedsnoivledge production;

© © N o g A~ NP

what connections/disconnections are claimed betudssas, experiences and realities;
10. whether and how these connections are conceiveigdier left unclear.
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Claims on self-reflexivity, reflexivity and crititawareness in the research process are highly
ranked in feminist research, now further illustdatey the very existence of a check-list like
this. After my second reading of the check-listwhwer, | found myself calling its existence
into question, realizing that a check-list likestltould turn a process of reflexivity into a
routine decision, supposedly reflexive and criticaut in practice nothing less than a
mechanical matter of routine. Moreover, the chestk-dloes not tell anything about the
reseracher’s ideological views. If we are dealinith\a theory, that in itself does not construct
any critical points of view on the notion of thepext, on the construction of the ‘rational
individual’, for instance, the check-list won’t lable to guide me in any direction, because of
its lack of understanding of power relations emigetdch the production of knowledge. It
would, in fact, be possible to pursue a scientifiestigation within the range of a positivist
paradigm and still be able to tick off the 10 psiimt this feminist check-list — an example that
clearly illustrates the fact that the check-list nst in itself attached to any specific
understanding of power. Hence, in order to prodesearch with a feminist responsibility,
the scholar needs to explicitly formulate her idggl and values. But this is not an easy task,
particularly not as the mainstream scientific nostill rejects explicit recognition of
ideological or political commitments in research.

One of the reasons why feminist scholars in théygears of feminist epistemology
strove to formulate questions of a responsible kedge-seeking process, of the scholar as a
co-actor in the research-process, of interpretatibnesearch results, or of the researchers
responsibility towards the objects of research, thasstriving for recognition for the female
researcher’s authority. As Linda Alcoff and Elizébdotter express, in their introductory

chapter of Feminist Epistemologies:

The history of feminist epistemology itself is thestory of the clash between the
feminist commitment to the struggles of women teehtheir understandings of the
world legitimated and the commitment of traditiopdlilosophy to various accounts
of knowledge — positivist, postpositivist, and athe- that have consistently

undermined women'’s claims to know. (Alcoff and Bot993: 2)
However, as displayed through the example of tharfist check-list, relativistic as well as
universalistic claims on ‘objectivity’ and ‘trutirun the risk of being re-introduced in the

feminist ambitions of being acknowledged as expéit® check-list stresses the importance
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of giving an account of, among other things, foohseasoning, truth, authority. But, without
problematising what “evidence”, “truth” or “authtyi is and can be, implicit notions
originating from a hegemonic paradigm may be furtheeloped in the feminist check-list.

Knowledge production is an interactive and comgdeocess, deeply embedded in the
structures of power of the social world. Hencethesi a reflexive process, nor a check-list,
can compensate for mistakes made in an investigatiecuted in the paradigm of, let's say,
positivism. The check-list will guide me in the samirection as the implicit norm in the
positivist paradigm.

The mere shaping of the check-list, finally, causese problems as well. The ten
numbered points direct my thoughts towards the tpegti paradigm’s hopeful lull into
security. Any scholar who proudly ticks off the tpaints on the list may have silenced her
conscience, without being asked to give an acctmmthe kind of consequences that the
research practice and research outcome result Ha. check-list does not encourage the
scholar to be critical against the way relationp@iver affect the knowledge-seeking process.

The ambition to avoid the methodological problerttached to the existence of power
asymmetries in knowledge production is problematideed. If the scholar does not make the
relation between her/himself and the object of atigation explicit, an unexpressed norm
will be taken for granted, opening up for exercisésuperiority of different kinds, as earlier
mentioned. The important task for feminist scholarthus not to avoid power asymmetries,
but to learn to handle them.

It is at this point that the heritage from mainatre epistemology causes deep
problems for feminist scholars. Seeing that ouatrehs to the world are complex, constituted
by feelings, thoughts and emotions in a mixturefgueed through narratives, speech and
acts, it is difficult to maintain notions of ratialiism while handling diversity in research.
Instead of focusing on finding a “final solutiordr making a “universal claim”, the knower
ought to be occupied with investigating the relagiove have to the world.

The importance of investigating the relations wevendo the world involves a
reflection over, not only the relation between thbject and object of research, but also of
the situatedness and contextuality of the investigan question. This is also the reason why
| in the following develop a framework of knowledge a praxis, from the start imbued with

norms, habits, customs and ideas. In this framewocknceptualize the knowledge seeking
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process as a two-way relation, in which the sulgect object of research constantly influence

each other.

Experiences, discourse and the “real” world

Many feminist investigations of intersectionalityestribe, interpret and analyse the
experiences of the discriminated (cf Essed 2005¢. doncept of experiences is, however, not
uncontested. For the purposes of this articleyé gn the following only a short account of
some lines of argument in the feminist debate pkeences.

In the 90s, Joan W Scott presented a fundamenii#uer of the discourse on

experiences, questioning the trustworthiness oiadge claims drawn out of experiences:

It is precisely this kind of appeal to experienceirzcontestable evidence and as an
originally point of explanation - as a foundation which analysis is based — as a
critical thrust of histories of difference. /- f When experience is taken as the origin
of knowledge, the vision of the individual subjéitte person who had the experience
or the historian who recounts it) becomes the bddrof evidence in which
explanation is built. (Scott 1999: 81)

To Scott, the mere idea of experience in knowlgoigeluction causes problems. To her, the
description of experience only proves what we aye&new: that differences exist.
Descriptions of experiences do not raise any questior explanations of how these
differences are established, how they operate wrthe subject’s actions are to be interpreted
as a consequence of her experiences. It is, as &gokes, in fact impossible to speak about
experiences as something people “have”. Ratherpowght to speak about individuals as
constituted by experiences (cf. Scott 1999).

There are, indeed, lots of difficulties with ingas based upon experiences, as for
instance on the common apprehension of the empimederial as a ‘natural result’ of a
collaboration between the subject and object ofnéerview. This idea, nevertheless, does
only once more express the unsettled and unsettiatjon to positivism in feminist inquiries
of today. Thus, | agree, when Scott together wittith Butler comprehend experience as a

product created through the collaboration betwéersubject and object of the inquiry. From
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this follows the impossibility of a direct transtat of experiences into knowledges. As Scott
and Butler argue, experience cannot be translaiekhowledge in any immediate sense,
because it is established within the frames ofdiseourse, and by the discourse (cf. Butler
1992, cf. Isaksson 2006). This is an important paihich | also accept. Simultaneously,
however, | would like to point the focus on anotlénension of the issue, which is about
experience as lived experience. A bodily existaadéled with histories from the present as
well as from the past, and one’s body is filledhaitultural possibilities, both received and
reinterpreted. This is the process of how we become our bodies -are not ready-made (by
the discourse), never completely finished (in tlseaurse). Constantly, my body receives and
reinterprets cultural norms. In that way, | amhe rocess of becoming (cf. Butler 1987). |
conceptualize our bodily becoming as a potentidlity change. Although this is modelled
within and by the discourse, investigations inracsthetorical sense are not sufficient. As |
develop in the following, we need also to take theal” world into account, in an
understanding of the “real” world as the common Ildowe live in, where our hopes,

negotiations and fights for a different future pegformed.

Praxis and feminist knowledge production: a methodimgical approach

In the following, | will make a presentation of thencept praxis, give a brief oversight of its
conceptual history and investigate the implicatiohpraxis as a contextualized and situated
activity for feminist work, exemplified by the wo the feminist philosophers Sara Ahmed
and Chantal Mouffe. | focus on knowledge productam doing and as such intrinsically
interwoven with cultures and politics.

The history of the concept praxis begins with Auitet> Praxis is action. By action, |

refer to practises of situated thinking, of artatidn, narratives, speech and acts in

2 Partly, this idea resembles the Marxian critiquedgfalism, in which he writes about the historicitf/the
object, apprehending objects as things that tapesthrough labour (Ahmed 2006: 41).

For those not familiar with Ancient philosophy,nitight be interesting to know that Aristotle didtry to
establish a universal, normative system of ethitss.was rather interested in how we may practiceatteof
living (cf Holm 1993).
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conjunction. Action, as | shall display in the fdling, is a result from experiences of life in a
common and public world.

To Aristotle, theoria is the highest form of praxasd as such occupied with finding
‘episteme’ — some form of solid knowledge: “wha¢ Wnow through episteme cannot be
otherwise than it is” (Aristotle 1139b20; Book I'Zh.3). Episteme involves showing that
your claims are possible to believe in, and dewsdofrom starting points apprehended as
trustworthy. The apprehension of theoretical knalgke as a practical ability is important,

particularly because it clearly differentiates thi@drom forms of rationalist knowledge.

Intellect itself, however, moves nothing, but ottt intellect which aims at an end
and is practical; for this rules the productiveellgct, as well, since every one who
makes makes for an end, and that which is madetiam end in the unqualified

sense (but only an end in a particular relatiowl, #twe end of a particular operation)-
only that which is done is that; for good actionais end, and desire aims at this.
(Aristotle, Book VI: 2 1139 b 5)

All my actions and in particular the way | handlecidents that are unpredictable or
uncontrollable influence my life deeply. | myseadke shape through my cognitive, bodily and
affective responses to incidents and passions, gown the two-way relation between
cognition, bodies and objects. When | act, | wifeat the object | am acting towards. Then
the object will affect me, through its responsdhia shape of a transformed activity, that is
returned back to me and so on. This two-way relabetween the subject's and object’s
actions, thoughts, words and passions have furtrerrheen developed in contemporary
feminist phenomenology. In feminist phenomenolo@yoday, the rejection of the rationalist
epistemic opposition between subject and object,deeen exchanged for the emphasis on a
two-way relation, in feminist phenomenology ofteendminated as a ‘lived relationship’.
Thus, when the feminist scholar Sara Ahmed predestsdeas about orientation, and the
two-way relation between subject and object indbek Queer Phenomenology (2006) she is

developing these threads of thought:

4 Hannah Arendt has written about praxis as acti@e fr instance: Arendt, Hannah (1998he Human
Condition Chicago, Ill, University of Chicago Press.
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Orientations involve directions towards objectst thifect what we do, and how we
inhabit space. We move toward and away from objdefzending on how we are
moved by them. (28)

Praxis could very well be used within a phenomegicl framework. They share several
elements, of which the most important are a) anétteness to the concrete, social world b)
an acknowledgement of the corporeality of the kmgwsubject, and c) a rejection of the
opposition between subject and object.

One implication of the mutual dependence of thgesiband the object is that the
scholarly investigation is not occupied with a mestouction of the world, but with an inquiry
of the relations we have to the world. This is véhAhmed puts an emphasis on the fact that
our relation to the world, and thus our knowled@éhe world, is derived from our position in
the world?

To be able to perceive and react on anything, veal e have some basic experience
of it, or to have heard about it from someone wsttrAlready the perception is impregnated
by the agent’s character. This is why it is alwayready too late to focus on the purpose of
the activity when we ascribe someone as responsibléer actions. This is also why the
agent is responsible for how the situation appearser, for the omission of ethically
important details, and for misrepresentations (H&B83: 187). My perception is key to my

understanding of the world. Sara Ahmed writes:

We are turned toward things. Such things make gméssion upon us. We perceive
them as things insofar as they are near to usfanss we share a residence with
them. Perception hence involves orientation; whaterceived depends on where we
are located, which gives us a certain take on thifg/ For example, say | perceive
something before me. In perceiving the object aslgact, | perceive the object in a
certain way, as being some kind of thing. Percgivém object involves a way of
apprehending that object. (27)

® The fact that Sara Ahmed returns to phenomendgyt that surprising. It is interesting thoughatt Ahmed
take Husserl as one important inspiration for Ieotetical departure. Both feminists and other lghchave
criticised Husserl for being all too essential. Addnhowever, emphasizes a bodily awareness inléésiabout
intentionality.
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There is an interrelatedness between subjectsctsbjgpace, action and orientation. When
Simone de Beauvoir wrote about the body as a 8iuathe paid attention to the fact that the
biology of the body always should be reflected digto the context of the social, the cultural
and the historical (cf. Beauvoir 2002, Gothlin 19940, 287, 1992: 19). The apprehension of
the body as a situation is central here, but th®nof the body as a situation is not enough.
As also pointed out by Ahmed in the quote abovesrwhperceive things, objects, | perceive
them “in a certain way”. Indeed, my perception ilves an apprehension of that object. This
is what Ahmed means by orientation. My perceptiohtliings, objects) is informed by the
position | occupy, which, in turn, is related teetthing or object in question. My location
towards things, though, can never again be appdelteas plane “location”. My location
towards an object is continuously involved in aprahension of that object, an apprehension
that depends upon the position from where | stél@ddies inhabit space by how they reach
for objects, just as objects in turn extend whatase reach.” (Ahmed 2006: 110)The
bodily situation is thus possible to grasp as sitmal orientation. Epistemologically, this
means that the knowing subject her/himself is degypérwoven in the process of knowledge
production.

As earlier outlined, knowledge production is alwggsformed within a specific and
historically defined context. This implies that feular aims and certain sets of habits, norms,
customs and ideas are intrinsic in the very knogeéeseeking practice. Praxis is thus both a
contextualized activity, and situational orientatio(through the emphasis on the
acknowledgment of the scholar’s relation to the ld)orl receive and reinterpret cultural
norms, which means that | am shaped by the disepbrg also by my lived experience — |
am continuously shaped and reshaped by my perosptiboughts, passions and acts in a

public and common world.

Diversity, understanding and power

Understanding is conceptualized in a similar ways hever finished, or fixed, but constantly

shaped and created through inquiries and arguni@msairistotle writes: “For understanding

6 “By objects”, writes Ahmed, “we could include noisi physical objects, but also styles, capacitispirations,
techniques, even worlds” (2006: 126).
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is neither about things that exist forever andusmrehangeable, nor about any and every one of
the things that come into being, but about thinggctv may become subjects of questioning
and deliberation” (Aristotle, Book VI: 10).

In the hope of a transformation, and in the hopea afemocratic and progressive
sexual and gender politics, Judith Butler addregbednecessity of heterogeneity among
feminists at her key-note speech at the 6th Euro@Ender Research Conference Gender and
Citizenship in a Multicultural Context, Universibf Lodz, Poland, August 2006. In the form
of a criticism of the wide spread tendency in oariaus local and translocal communities to
reach consensus, this is furthermore an issue mitgab by Chantal Mouffe. With a deep
rejection of pure rationalism, Chantal Mouffe aities all kinds of consensus as forms of
exclusion and presents her ideas about diversitgrasial and the existence of power as

inevitable. At stake here, is a distancing fromaas kinds of compromising models:

We have to accept that every consensus existdeanporary result of a provisional

hegemony, as a stabilization of power, and thatltays entails some form of

exclusion. The idea that power could be dissolVedugh a rational debate and that
legitimacy could be based on pure rationality dhesions, which can endanger

democratic institutions. (Mouffe 2000: 27)

Mouffe’s ‘agonistic pluralism’ is introduced as ayvof constructing “them” not as an enemy,
but as somebody whose right to express herself éfend. It is possible to construct a
legitimate enemy as an adversary. Hence, whileganiam is the struggle between enemies,
agonism is described as the struggle between ahessMouffe 2000: 15, 17). That is to
say, we need to multiply the institutions, discesrsand forms of life that create the
democratic values in order to constitute demociatioviduals, and hence, research. We need

to interfere more, not less:

This question, pace the rationalists, is not howatdve at a consensus without
exclusion, since this would imply the eradicatidrthe political. Politics aims at the

creation of unity in a context of conflict and disiy; it is always concerned with the
creation of an “us” by the determination of a “tHerfihe novelty of democratic

politics is not the overcoming of this us/them agiion — which is an impossibility —

but the different way in which it is establishelllouffe 2000: 25)
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In dissociation from pure rationality, Mouffe pu focus on practices instead of
argumentation. Her disapproval of all forms of camsus is based on the belief that consensus
is excluding every other opinion than the hegemaohie promises that ajar in this critique of
a rational consensus, are the promises of a dréimgagement, of new encounters and of the
possibility of change.

Praxis, finally, is the exercise of certain habitamely the “good” ones (‘hexeis’). A
“good” hexis is a habit involving contextually sén&® and adequate judgements (hexis is
furthermore developed by Bourdieu in the particuladerstanding of ‘bodily habitus’). The
training in “good” hexeis”, then, is an exercisetloé capacities that characterize a person in
possession of practical wisdom (i.e. ‘fronesis’hal is to say, a person that is able to
perceive, interpret, judge, choose action and awirally good” in every concrete “ethical’
situation, which furthermore presents a dimensibaccountability in knowledge production
(cf. Holm 1993).

The concern of an infinite row of power asymmetnesas one of the difficulties
observed in the discussion on intersectionalityiezain this article. One suggestion proposed
to the problem with this infinite row, however, wasgive the category ‘gender’ a privileged
status in the concept as a whole. | describedathis relapse into pure rationality’s search for
a final rational solution, as a fear of pluralismresearch. When Mouffe put a focus on the
deep disadvantages with an aspiration for consetisissis one of the problems she bears in
mind: “... taking pluralism seriously requires thak vgive up the dream of a rational
consensus, which entails the fantasy that we ceatthpe from our human form of life.”
(Mouffe 2000: 12). The fact that the category ofidger was suggested as the first category in
the hierarchy was not any unfortunate coincideftceias only an explicit expression of the
fact that the gender category already was in pegsesf a hegemonic status in the Swedish
gender studies discourse, in the beginning of 2000s

As familiar, mainstream epistemology has beenoiziid by feminist scholars for
being eurocentric, androcentric and partial. Festimipistemologies have investigated the
process of knowing, and brought to its core boddywell as experience-modelled dimensions
of the ‘knowing subject’ (cf. Code 1993, Hankinddalson 1993). Simultaneously, and as |

had Naomi Scheman point out in the beginning o #rticle, there has been an all too strong
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focus on the possibilities/impossibilities of trighd a will to control the dimension of power
in research.

As constitutive of the social, power could neverliminated (Mouffe 2000:14). This
is why practises of feminist knowledge productidrowd not be occupied with efforts to
avoid power in research — although the hopes togtter world may easily displace the aims
of the inquiry. By means of the deep hegemoniccttines of power that intersect relations of
ethnicity, class and gender, there is a wide-spreatition to identify a model for
communication which takes experiences and divensityaccount. Here is where knowledge
as praxis may provide another angle for feministeagch, conceptualized as a situated,
critical practise of activity and articulation, agged with investigating the relations we have

to the world.

Acknowledgements

| would like to thank the two anonymous refereascareful readings on earlier drafts of this
article. 1 would also like to acknowledge the vdlieaand encouraging comments from Rosi
Braidotti, Judith Butler, Ulla M Holm, Diana Mulinigand Tiina Rosenberg. Special thanks to
the workshop session Transformative methodologmesfaminist epistemologies, at the 6th
European Gender Research Conference Gender amxérShip in a Multicultural Context,
University of Lédz, Poland, August 31 — Septemhe2(®6.

References

Aristotle Nicomacean ethi¢gs Book VI, transl. by W. D. Ross. 28 Dec. 2006.
<http://classics.mit.edu/Aristotle/nicomachaen.@nl>.
Ahmed, Sara, (2006QRueer phenomenology. Orientations, Objects, OthBuske, Duke

University Press.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



58

- ‘ {rraaads Mt e
Journal
2 ]
TR

Alcoff, Linda Martin and Elizabeth Potter (1993httoduction: when Feminisms intersect
Epistemology.” In Alcoff and Potter (edfreminist epistemologiesNew York,
London, Routledge, pp. 1-14.

Arendt, Hannah (1957he Human ConditiorChicago, University of Chicago Press

——————— (1998)The Human ConditiorChicago, Ill, University of Chicago Press.

Beauvoir, Simone de (200Det andra kénetStockholm, Norstedts.

Butler, Judith (2005) ‘Konkurrerande universalitétdn Rosenberg, Tiina (ed.Konet
brinner. Stockholm, Natur och Kultur, pp259-288 [“Compwfi universalities’
Contingency.” In Butler, Laclau and Zizek (eds) @p Hegemony, Universality:
Contemporary Dialogues on the Léfierso, London].

------- (2006) ‘New Alliances’. Key note speech #ite 6th European Gender Research
ConferenceGender and Citizenship in a Multicultural Contekiniversity of Lodz,
Poland, August 31 — September 3.

——————— (1992) Introduction td=eminist Theorize the Politicatogether with Joan W Scott.
New York, Routledge.

——————— (1987) ‘Variations on Sex and Gender: BeaiuvWittig, Foucault’ In Benhabib,
Sheyla and Linda Nicholson (red=eminism as Critique: Essays on the Politics of
Gender in Late-Capitalist SocietiesSambridge: Polity Press.

Code, Lorraine (1993) ‘Taking Subjectivity into Ammt.” In Alcoff, Linda and Elizabeth
Potter(eds)Feminist epistemologiekondon, New York, Routledge, pp.15-48.
Collins, Patricia Hill (1998) ‘It's all in the Faryi Intersections of Gender, Race and Nation.’

In Hypatia, vol. 13:3, pp. 62-82.

Crenshaw, Kimberlé Wiliams (1994) ‘Mapping the Mams, Intersectionality, Identity
Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color.” Martha Albertson Fineman och
Rixanne Mykitiuk (red.)The Public Nature of Private ViolencRoutledge, pp. 93-
118.

Essed, Philomengowards a Methodology to Identify Converging Fooh&veryday
Discrimination 31 May 2006.
<http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/csw/essed45.htm>.

Ganetz, Hilevi, Gunnarsson, Evy and Goéransson A{ig86) Feminism och Marxism. En

foralskelse med foérhinde&tockholm, Arbetarkultur.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



59

fﬂ\

@

Gothlin, Eva (2001) ‘Simone de Beauvoir's exis@nphenomenology and philosophy of
history in "Le deuxiéme sexe".’ In O'Brien, WendgdaLester Embree (ed§)he
existential phenomenology of Simone de Beauwardrecht : Kluwer Academic
Publishers, 263, pp 41-51

Haraway, Donna (2004) ‘Situated Knowledges: Thee@m®@ Question in Feminist and the
Privilege of Partial Perspective.” In Harding, Sem¢ed.)Feminist standpoint theory
reader.New York, Routledge, pp 81-102.

Hankinson Nelson, Lynn (1993) ‘Epistemological coumities.” In Alcoff, Linda and
Elizabeth Potter (edsfeminist epistemologiesLondon, New York, Routledge,
pp.121-161.

Hill Collins, Patricia (2004) ‘Learning from the @ider Within: The Sociological
Significance of Black Feminist Thought.” In Hardin§andra (ed.)flhe Feminist
Standpoint Theory Readédew Yourk and London, Routledge, p. 103-126.

Hemmings, Clare (2005) ‘Telling Feminist Stories'Heminist Theoryol. 6, no. 2.

Holm, Ulla M. (1993)Modrande och praxis, en feministfilosofisk undenség (diss.).Dept
of Philosophy, Goteborg University.

Isaksson, Anna (2006) ‘Omojliga forbindelser.” Ubpshed manuscript. Dept. of Gender
Studies, Goteborg University, Goteborg.

Kvinnovetenskaplig tidskrif2003) no.1, pp. 51-55

Kvinnovetenskaplig tidskrif2004) no.3 pp. 111-114.

Longino, Helen (1993) ‘Subjects, power and knowkaddescription and prescription in
feminist philosophies of Science.’ In Alcoff, Lin@dad Elizabeth Potter (edSgminist
epistemologied.ondon, New York, Routledge, pp. 101-120.

Lugones, Maria (1987) ‘Playfullness, “World"-Traliey, and Loving Perception.” In
Hypatia2:2/87, pp. 3 — 19.

Minh-Ha, Trinh T. (1987) ‘She, The Inappropriateth€r.’ Discourse8, 1986/87.

Mouffe, Chantal (2005Pn the political.London, Routledge.

------- (2000) Deliberative Democracy or Agonistic PluralisnNeuhold, Christine (ed.)
Political Science Series 72, Dept. of Politicalé®cie, Institute for Advanced Studies,
Vienna, pp. 1-30. 10 June 2006. <www.ihs.ac.atipabbns/pol/pw_72.pdf>.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



60

fﬂ\

@

Mulinari, Diana, Molina Irene and Paulina los Reyd2002) Maktens (o)lika
forkladnader:kon, klass och etnicitet i det postkohla Sverig. En festskrift till
Wuokko Knokke. Stockholm, Atlas.

------- (2003) ‘Intersektionalitet som teoretiskmavs mangfaldsperspektivets tomma retorik.’
Kvinnovetenskaplig Tidskrifto. 3/4, pp. 159-164.

Narayan, Uma (2004) ‘The Project of Feminist Episiéogy: perspectives from a
Nonwestern Feminist?’ In Harding, Sandra (eflle Feminist Standpoint Theory
Reader New York and London, Routledge, 2004, pp. 213-225

Ramazanglu, Caroline with Janet Holland (200%eminist methodology, challenges and
choicesLondon, California, New Dehli, Sage Publications

Sandoval, Chela (2004) ‘U.S Third World FeminisnheTTheory and Method of Differential
Oppositional Consciousness.” In Harding, Sandra.)(dthe Feminist Standpoint
Theory ReadeMew York and London, Routledge, 2004, pp. 195-210

Scheman, Naomi Lecture 2006-06-07. Dept. of Ger®@tedies, University of Goteborg,
Sweden.

Sewell, William H. (1999) ‘The Concept(s) of Cukurin Bonnell, V. E and Hunt L. (eds)
Beyond the Cultural Turn. Berkeldyniversity of California Press, pp. 35-61.

Smith, Dorothy E. (2005Institutional Ethnography — a sociology for peopléalnut Creek,
CA: Alta Mira Press.

———————— (2002) ‘Institutional ethnography.’ In Majfim (ed.)Quantitative Research in Action.
Sage Publications, pp 17-52.

Scott, Joan W. (1999) ‘The evidence of experiente.’Hesse-Biber, S. Gilmartin and
Lydenberg, R. (edsfFeminist Approaches to Theory and Methodolo@xford,
Oxford University Press.

Yuval-Davis, Nira (1997%ender and NatiorSage.

Young, Iris Marion (1997)ntersecting Voices: dilemmas of gender, politichilosophy and

policy. Princeton, NJ.

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



Bjorn Pernrud

Diffracting Feminist Sex Therapy

Abstract

The purpose of this article is twofold. Firstlysiteks to examine how feminist sex therapists
have challenged, and articulated feminist altermesi to, conventional approaches to
treatment of sexual difficulties. Secondly, it seék make a methodological claim and
example regarding ways to analytically approach demaic literature and claims to
knowledge. Drawing on feminist responses to episitagical issues raised in relation to
natural as well as social sciences, | seek to dgveln analytical approach based on
diffraction as an optical metaphor. To that effepart of my purpose it to exemplify a
methodology based on feminist interdisciplinarity jutting it to work in the context of
therapeutic inquiry and knowledges. Regarding tlasecof sex therapies, | claim that
feminists have developed convincing critiques ofveational models as well as a promising
stance for feminist approaches in sex therapy. Neekess, | argue that there are issues
concerning the notion of sexual well-being speailjc that remain to be addressed by
feminist sex therapists in order to properly undotigularly problematic dimensions of the
conventional legacy.

Keywords: feminist epistemology; feminist sex thmradiffraction; situated knowledges

1. Adding Interest to Objectivity

Feminist critiques of scientific practices and kiedges have repeatedly pointed to how
political, and in particular androcentric and sexelues influence that which is promoted as
scientific knowledge (Keller 1982, Longino 1990). 1986, feminist philosopher of science
Sandra Harding identified the principal questionichhscientific enterprises raise for
feminists: how is it possible, despite the andra@enmplications of traditional scientific
endeavours, to turn scientific knowledge seekirig & project faithful to feminist interests
(Harding 1986)7?

Almost simultaneously with Harding's articulatioof the science question in
feminism, the field ofsex therapybecame a location for feminist intervention and
reconstruction. Sex therapy came to being in thiéeldrStates in the late 60s and early 70s,
roughly simultaneously with the radicalization dfetU.S. women’s movement. As one

embodiment of the alleged sexual liberation fenwénisonsidered a reorientation and
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consolidation of men’s control and exploitation wbmen (cf. Densmore 1973, Coveney,
Kay, and Mahony 1984). Following the research dimdcal work of gynaecologist William
Master and researcher Virginia Johnson (1980),teerapy developed as an approach to
treatment of sexual problems such as difficultiresi¢hieving orgasms, pain associated with
(hetero)sexual intercourse, vaginismus, premafjauation and erectile difficulties.

Whereas the main concern of sex therapy is tredtimiesexual dysfunctionsas an
interest in medical and scientific inquiry it protas and develops knowledge about how
human sexual functioning is constituted. Moreosgex therapeutic research seeks to chart the
etiology and conceptualize the pathology of thedaons in focus of therapeutic efforts.
From feminist perspectives, available articulatiaissex therapy, sexual functioning and
dysfunctions have been analysed as deeply andraxemd heterosexist. Accordingly, as
feminist sex therapist in the mid-80ies began &fto rework an endeavour apparently at the
service of patriarchy into a sex therapy faithfulféminist hopes and interests, sex therapy
became the site of efforts to resolve a sex thegagtion in feminism (Pernrud 2007).

To that effect feminist sex therapy, as well asifést epistemology, challenges the
androcentric and patriarchal politics of establishinsex therapy and science respectively,
and seeks to demonstrate how feminist politics pavay for a better sex therapy. In both
cases, concerns are evoked regarding the possififildlaiming a politically saturated ‘better’
that is not reducible to merely politics. Also bdéminist sex therapists and epistemologists
seek to retain epistemic privilege for their claitnknowledge, without denying the political
nature of these claims. According to feminist sceestudies scholar Donna Haraway (1991),
hopes to remain political and objective at the séime have often been treated as carrying
contradiction. Faith in objectivity and epistemicivlege has appeared to call for the
detached, disembodied and disinterested approakhawing that feminists have criticized
establishment science for promoting, putting emishas the political and historically
contingent nature of knowledge construing thisragaitation to relativism.

Haraway insists, however, that knowing is possibksther from the detached
nowhere-in-particular nor from the relativist ewshgere-at-once, but that it is possible only
from somewhere specifically. The fact that knowames embodied, localized and interested is
for Haraway the very condition under which knowledig at all possible. It should not,
accordingly, be considered as something that ep@teists need to work around, or as a

reason to claim that hopes for reliable and objecknowledges are misguided (Haraway
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1991). Accordingly, political interests can be domsd as pertaining tthe somewherand
belong in this sense to the conditions by whichvidedge is possible. With feminist sex
therapy literature as my empirical case | will,oime facet of this article, explore and seek to
specify more concretely how political interests gruditions are consequential for claims to
knowledge. At the same time | also propose to ualeran exploration into methodology.
That is, in the process of exploring how politicadtions are consequential for claims to
knowledge, | will also address issues regardingtvithiakes from an analytical approach to
remain faithful to the notion of a non-contradigtaelation between objectivity, political

interests and assumptions.

2. A Diffractive M ethodology

Conventionally, epistemology raises questions albimw well knowledge represents its
subject matter, implying that knowledge is somelseparated from the world it speaks
about. In such theories of knowing, political valuead to biased representations (Longino
1990), and political ideologies is at risk of cangrthe world in a proverbial mist (Hartsock
1997). But once it is acknowledged that knowingetaglacen the world, as a way to partake
with it, it appears problematic to consider pofitias something that curtail the access the
knowing subject has to the object of knowledge éWary 1991, Barad 2003). Furthermore,
and even more basically, it appears problematiccdnsider knowledge, literature and
language in terms of representations (Barad 2003).

Instead of a representational analysis of claimsnowledge, | propose, clearly
inspired by Haraway, that knowledge should be eedag adiffractive analysis (Haraway
1997). The notion of diffraction is here taken te B metaphor contesting the equally
metaphoric notion of reflection, informing repret#ionalist ways of construing knowledge
and language. When light is diffracted it is maglénteract with itself; light waves reinforce
and cancel each other out into interference patesometimes as spectacularly as rainbows.
Clearly, a rainbow cannot be reduced either tosthe or to the rain, but it is a realization of
the joint agencies of the sun and the rain. As tapier, diffraction speaks to me about how
the agencies of different parts of the world aiagd together into new parts of the world (cf.
Haraway 2003, Haraway 2004).
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Knowledge as an interference pattern is not a@aaobn of its subject matter mediated
through a knower, but it is a relation, an artitiola of things, enacting new things, such as
explanations, conceptualizations and theories.aiqular 1 will, throughout the following
analysis, consider and seek to demonstrate howfraalive methodology can contribute to a
non-relativist understanding of ways in which poét notions are consequential for claims to
knowledge. Here, a diffractive analysis of claints knowledge does not ask how well
knowledges describe and explain things, but it séekinterrogate how words and accounts
are made to interact to become descriptions, eapitams and theories. Accordingly, claims to
knowledge will be analysed as consequential of mmgamaking agencies; claims to
knowledge will be analysed in that they are madéhefwork concepts, pieces of empirical
information and political interests and standpojesform in relation to each other. In order
to make these rather general methodological remauk® substantial, | will now turn my

attention more closely to the empirical case o Hrticle.

3. Critical Interference

Feminist sex therapy began in discontent with aéél and established sex therapeutic
approaches to sexual problems and well-being. $gisilLeonore Tiefer, who has published
on feminist approaches in and to sex therapy siheecarly 80s, has repeatedly contended
that the basic problem with mainstream sex therapyl the reason it is in dire need of
feminist alternatives, is that it promotesnadical modeto sexual problems and well-being.
Basically, the notion of the medical model, as @iigosits it, points to two crucial concepts
and their interrelatedness in mainstream sex tlyeripe concept of the Human Sexual
Response Cycle (HSRC) on the one hand, dating tmd®66, works in mainstream sex
therapy as a conceptualization of healthy sexuattianing. The HSRC resulted from
laboratory studies conducted by Masters and Johmsavhich they observed many forms of
sexual interaction in order to discern what ithatthappens to the human body when it is
involved in sexual activity. Essentially, Mastersdalohnson claimed that the human body
responds to sexual stimulation by displaying aepattof distinct physiological changes,
where for instance clitoral engorgement, vaginakitation, penile erection and eventually

orgasm and ejaculation are manifested in a ceotaiar (Masters and Johnson 1966).
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For some people however, this process has a tepderbe interrupted or disturbed.
People who do not experience orgasm as a resséxafal stimulation, or who do not display
vaginal lubrication or penile erection, in mainamresex therapy are regarded as physiological
manifestations of arousal. They have to contendh witxual dysfunctions;onditions that
constitute the main target of mainstream sex thenagervention (Kaplan 1978, Masters and
Johnson 1980, American Psychiatric Association 200@ that effect, mainstream sex
therapy relies on a physiological notion of sexfuaictioning, paired with a portrayal of
sexual problems in terms of dysfunctions. Takeretiogr, mainstream notions of sexual
functioning and dysfunctions lead mainstream sexay to promote an approach to sex and
sexuality in which matters of sexual dis/satisfaictare distributed along an axis of health and
pathology. In the medical model, according to Tiefis]ex is no longer a human arena for
negotiation, but an arena where there is an obstiandard against which performance can
be measured’ (Tiefer 1988: 17).

As Tiefer along with other feminist sex therapistsich as Doreen Seidler-Feller
(1985), Wendy Stock (1988) and Stock and Charlesdvi¢2001), analyse the mainstream
approach in sex therapy, there are largely twoesssthat render the medical model
specifically problematic. Tiefer, in a 1988 artidlestrates an initial point when she contends
that mainstream preoccupation with physiology atsdindividualized approach to sexual
difficulties forecloses the possibility of a mondlfappreciation of the wide range of causes
behind sexual problems:

The social origins of sexuality problems — rigick seles, unrelenting standards of
performance, relationships of unequal power, absent sexuality training or
education, sexuality having to fulfil displaced dedor self-esteem and worth in a
bureaucratic world, increasing awareness of sexugid about by the commercial
exploitation of sexual images, histories of sexualence — are never treated..
(Tiefer 1988: 17-8)

Whereas mainstream models discuss for examplerpsaface anxieties, fear of intimacy and
anger as etiological of sexual problems, (Mastexd dJohnson 1980, Kaplan 1979, Kaplan
1995) feminist sex therapists maintain sexual gnoisl cannot be properly understood without
also taking the social and cultural context of sga account.
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A second point of contention in feminist approache mainstream sex therapy
emerge in accounts of what it means and entaliate sex. The medical model, according to
feminist criticism, has reduced sex to a matterpadperly and heterosexually behaving
genitals. Having pleasurable sex hinges on théyabil engage in (heterosexual) coitus. Such
a reductionist way of construing sex has severablpmatic consequences. It limits that
which is viable to consider as sexual difficultiesnclude only problems with the behavior of
genitals, thereby foreclosing the possibilities étients of sex therapy to raise other issues
they might have. However, possibilities are noe@osed equally, but women in particular
are ill served by the medical model's definitionsafx, whereas men’s experience of sex and
sexual problems is well represented (Stock 198&eTi1988).

In the first instance this critique instantiatefeminist perspective on mainstream sex
therapy. Feminism, in feminist sex therapy, isTiefer's words, enunciated as concentrating
on ‘women’s positions, women’s voices, women’s pecsives and women’s problems’
(Tiefer 1988: 30). When assuming women’s perspestion sex and sexual problems,
different notions than those given room in the reagam model emerge; women, according
to Tiefer, tend to value emotional and communi@timensions over the genital emphasis
apparent in mainstream sex therapy (Tiefer 198&)reldver, to limit conceptualizations of
sex and sexual problems to the physiology of thatgks does, according to Stock, tend to
favour men’s experiences of sex and sexual problemgshey are prone to view sex as a
matter of genital performance much in the sameesassthe medical model does (Stock
1988). When women'’s voices are taken seriously@argd a feminist approach in and to sex
therapy, it becomes apparent that the mainstreadehumnstitutes sex therapy from men’s
perspectives.

Importantly though, feminist critiques of the msthieam approach are not merely
declarations of discontent, or critical accountsaofaulty theorization of sex and sexual
problems. The criticized version of mainstream gexapy is in a sense partially productive
of feminist alternatives. Firstly, when it is conded that the physiological emphasis in the
mainstream model is insufficient and misplaced bseait excludes the social and
institutional surroundings of sex and sexual pnatdemore than saying something about the
mainstream approach, this claim also points to whatquired of a feminist sex therapy; in
order to find sex therapy that takes women’s voigesspectives and problems seriously,

feminist sex therapists need to replace the phygichl focus with an account of how sex and
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sexual problems are socially shaped and impinged by a patriarchal society. Secondly, as
the medical model appears to posit coitus as a uned®r sexual functioning, thereby
operating from a pre-given norm regarding whatsesuld be, not only does it exclude other
forms of finding sexual satisfaction, but it alsentes people the ability to define sexual well-
being for themselves. For a feminist sex therapyot®rcome this problem, it would
accordingly need an account of sexual well-beirsg tfoes not reduce it to an intractable, and
particularly a heterosexist norm, instead allowipgople’s own experiences agency in
determining notions of sexual well-being.

In this vein, feminist sex therapists’ critiquefsmainstream sex therapy are not simply
ways to critically represent mainstream sex thergjdlythe same time as mainstream sex
therapy is read from a feminist perspective, thec@sm this reading yields works to define
and ground the position in sex therapy from whitle tmainstream approach appears
problematic. Criticism defines what is needed déminist sex therapy at the same time as
feminist needs and interests define the sense inhwinainstream sex therapy is critically
understood. What this suggests is that criticaMkdadges regarding mainstream sex therapy,
more than statements about the mainstream approesthplish a relation in which
mainstream and feminist sex therapy are definedeanerge as contending positions. In the
establishment of this relation feminist sex thesegiassumption of women’s perspectives
perform work in demonstrating where the mainstrearodel falls short. Whereas the
mainstream sex therapy perform work by laying ctatmfeminist alternatives in sex therapy

as to how they need to be alternative.

4. Constructive I nterference

As suggested above, because of what it excludes tle purview of sex therapy, and
because of its portrayal of sex in coital termsisithe physiological reductionism of the
mainstream model that feminist sex therapists hade&ated as the principal problem of
mainstream sex therapy. To that effect, to overctimaeandrocentric, heterosexist and expert
approach to sex embodied in the mainstream modehfst alternatives have been framed as
depending on the possibility of producing a soaahstructionist theory of sex, sexual
satisfaction and sexual problems. A social constraist theory of sex, appropriate for
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feminist sex therapy, has to be able to take imtmant the consequences of a social and
patriarchal context for sex and sexuality, andai$ ho accommodate a conceptualization of
sexual well-being that does not subscribe to preeied notions of normality and pathology.

In an article originally published in 1987 Tiefdraws on social constructionist
research on sexuality to suggest a direction fooee promising approach in sex therapy than
previously available (Tiefer 1995). A constructisinapproach to sexuality would, it could be
suggested from Tiefer's arguments, put the mostlmtions of sex research and sex therapy
into question as it considers sex to be a locallystructed and historically specific category.
Rather than departing from ready made definitiohsex, sexual satisfaction and sexual
problems it would depart from an interrogation ofiatv sex means in concrete and local
settings, and it would seek to demonstrate how sueanings are contingent upon social and
cultural conditions.

Although a social constructionist approach to sex sexual problems is clearly
different from the mainstream theorization, it does direct attention away from physiology
entirely. Rather than abandoning mainstream notafnthe physiology of sex and sexual
problems entirely, feminist sex therapy incorpasat¢tention to physiology within a social
constructionist model. Stock contends in this véiat there is no need to completely
relinquish ‘efforts to understand sexual functiord alysfunction, but that wmustbe fully
aware of how the social construction of sexualitgpes our methodology and determines our
emphasis’ (Stock 1988: 31). Similarly, Seidler-Eelinaintains that

[e]xisting professional ways of viewing “sexual flysctions” are not inherently
inconsistent with a feminist approach but seem algito ignore the history of

Western conflict and compromise alive in each o{$eidler-Feller 1985, 126)

At a first glance it would seem from Seidler-Felerclaim that the conventional
understanding needs to be supplemented with a feinparspective. However, feminist sex
therapy is not simply an addition to existing madé&leminist sex therapy does not reject that
conventional sexual dysfunctions could be consitisexually problematic, or that the notion
of human sexual response describes processesthatisies are set in motion when people
have sex. What contestation of the medical modeluans to is the notion that its constituents

need to be pried apart from each other and incatpdrinto a different framework. Feminist
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contestation of the medical model calls for différeiays of relating concepts of physiology,
sex, sexual problems and sexual satisfaction to etmer.

In this vein, feminist sex therapeutic theorizatioof sexual matters deny the
mainstream notion that physiology is the bedrockexfuality, and begin instead by asking, in
Tiefer's words, ‘[h]Jow, from the vast range of plogd and mental possibilities, do people
come to call certain ones sexual?’ (Tiefer 1995). Z8his approach allows for an
understanding where physiology still can be madevamt, without committing to the
‘assumption that the body dictates action, expegeand meaning’ (Tiefer 1995: 24). Against
this background, social constructionism works ageneral theoretical framework allowing
for the employment of more specific social scientifiotions. That is, within the social
constructionist approach to sex it becomes vialdehave social scientific concepts
performing work to theorize processes in which aag sexuality are socially constructed,
and bodies and experiences become sexualized.mimig& sex therapy then, sex, sexual
problems and sexualized physiology are theorizétlinvia framework where concepts, such
as ‘socialization’, ‘sex role’, and “patriarchyradvn from gender and social sciences theory,
perform important and explanatory work.

Within this framework, Seidler-Feller, in her 198hticle, enunciates the most
prominent feature of feminist sex therapy’s digdive theoretical commitment: ‘Female
sexual dysfunction may be viewed as a generalssfattest /.../ and a woman'’s best defence
against a sexual ritual of subordination may bexts¢ dysfunction™ (Seidler-Feller 1985:
124). A sexual problem, rather than a pathologamaldition, is seen as an embodiment of
resistance, and as an ‘expression of self-owneisipright to privacy’ (Seidler-Feller 1985:
125). Supported by theoretical notions of an unjsstiety, and concepts describing
mechanisms by which society and social structuree hadividual impact, feminist sex
therapy commits to an understanding of sexual problas responses and resistances to
injustice. Sexual problems embody one way in whtod personal is political (cf. Seidler-
Feller 1985, Tiefer 1988). In an article from 19@4ninist sex therapist Marianne Keystone

draws on Seidler-Feller's argument and contends:

| really question whether vaginismus is at all abmal... Some feminists see ...
vaginismus as... positive... in that it is better fav@nan’s vagina to say ‘No’ when
she has not yet felt able to clearly verbalize feetings, than for the woman to place

herself in an unsafe or unequal positigikeystone 1994: 324)
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Later, Keystone in a 1998 article co-authored Witlrsha Carolan, settles the slight hint of
doubt whether it is reasonable to de-pathologizginiemus entirely, in favour of viewing
sexual difficulties as a healthy way to learn thatational or social conditions are

inappropriate for sexual exchange:

feminist sex therapy conceptualizes sexual diffesulas arising from individual or
dyadic responses to: feelings of powerlessnesaabr of equity in relationships, past
or present sexual trauma, compulsory heterosexyalitransigent gendered beliefs,
societal emphasis on genitally based sexuality, @mohinant culture biases about

sexual behaviourKeystone and Carolan 1998: 291)

In contrast to mainstream sex therapy, where sedysflinctions are understood as mental
disorders and evidence of psychopathology, femisést therapy, by de-emphasizing the
notion of sexual functioning and framing sexuadityd the relational and social context as a
system, lends towards emphasizing that sexual @mblare social, institutional or relational
rather than individual entities. In effect, relai@d and social issuese the primary problems,
and individual sexual dissatisfaction is a respaieseelational and social conditions. This
displacement, in comparison to mainstream modelsyccinctly summarized by Keystone as
she claims that ‘the pathology is within societyt the woman’ (Keystone 1994: 324).

More than a conceptualization of sex and sexuablpms feminist sex therapeutic
claims to knowledge regarding the social constoumctf sexual matters could be understood
as an account of a knowing relation establishedutjin the work performed by social
scientific and gender theory notions. It is a lielain which sex and sexual problems and the
position of feminist sex therapists as feministiaoscientists are delineated in relation to
each other. What | propose here is the notionrttate than making statements about sex and
sexual problems, as objects of knowledge, claimtwledge is also about what it entails to
be a knowing subject. Knowledge is a relation irichtobjects of knowledge and knowing

subjects are determined relationally (cf. Barad®rnrud 2007).
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5. Political I nterference

Conceptualizing particularly women’s experiencesefual problems as resulting from social
and institutional problems has consequences for thenapeutic intervention is construed in
feminist sex therapy. As feminist sex therapistswisexual problems as expressions of
patriarchal sexual politics (Seidler-Feller 198&istis grounds for contending that feminism
and feminist activism provide a mode for therapgeirtervention (Tiefer 1996, Tiefer 2001).
Contesting the conventional notion that sexual wysfions are pathological conditions
interfering with a congenital capacity for sexuahdtioning that sex therapy seeks to restore,
feminist sex therapy considers sexual problemsxgsessions of political resistance and
invitations to further feminist activism in the forof therapeutic intervention.

Whereas the social scientific framework employeéfeminist sex therapy provides an
account of the connections between social andtutisthal conditions and embodied or
individually manifested sexual problems, the notibat therapeutic intervention ultimately
seeks to accomplish social and institutional chagx@esses a more specific contention. In
addition to a social scientific account of connesi between individuals and their social
surroundings, feminist sex therapy also commitsatoevaluation of these connections
regarding where and in what sense they involvelprob in need of change. Seidler-Feller, in
her 1985 article claims, in connection to the notibat sexual dysfunctions are functional
responses to untenable conditions, ‘that women hav@alienable right to control over their
bodies’ (Seidler-Feller 1985: 125), thereby begugnio indicate why it is the social and
institutional framework that ultimately is in need intervention and change rather than
individual women. Keystone, in 1994, makes remalle$ further suggest the notions paving

way for an understanding of sex therapy in termgaditical activism:

The term mental disorder for some sexual dysfunstie worrisome in general and
certainly for women in particular. Indeed | suspétat our use of the term sexual
dysfunction may sometimes disempower women evirerfualbeit in the guise of
helping them, by labelling their behaviour as dystibnal (Keystone 1994: 322)
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In both Seidler-Feller's and Keystone’s contenti@ns suggested that for a sex therapist to
locate problems within women, and accordingly seekhange them, this would as such be
disempowering for women and counter-productive frarfeminist stance. A feminist sex
therapy needs instead to affirm women’s experieaoelsperspectives as evidence of healthy
expressions of women’s relation to social and tfastinal conditions. Consequential of
politically investing women’s perspectives into thecial scientific framework employed in
feminist sex therapy is a commitment to a socitiutional and political ontology of sexual
problems, and it furthermore defines what it taded entail to intervene therapeutically. The
politics of women'’s perspectives establishes claim&nowledge regarding sexual matters
and therapy as a relation in which problem andahists are defined relationally, as matters
of sexual politics and political activists.

Here, the notion that therapy consists of an déxpeeking to help a patient is de-
emphasized. Rather, feminist sex therapy is coadtas an endeavour where therapist and
client work together in the face of a common enemyhis vein, Keystone comments to the

effect that it is important to work side by sidewier clients:

From my own perspective as a therapist... feminisiolwes, at all times, the notion
of safety. It means acting on behalf of women irateter professional and
humanitarian way | can, to ensure that they fedé saithin themselves and within
their environment to the degree that this is pdssfbr women in today’s society.
(Keystone 1994: 321)

Stock, in her 1988 article, argues that being airffe&sthsex therapist ‘requires... energy to
maintain an awareness of an egalitarian modehafaty while existing and working within
a culture and social reality antithetical to genelguality’ (Stock 1988: 39), thus calling more
strongly to mind that client and therapist are imed in a shared struggle.

As the notion that ‘sexual dysfunctions reflecxusd politics’ (Seidler-Feller 1985:
124) calls for political activism, the objective$ therapeutic intervention in feminist sex
therapy too can be considered in political termsysdtone and Carolan explicate their vision

of the promises of a feminist sex therapy:

Feminist sex therapy research would expand ourorisif sex beyond genital

functioning, number of orgasms achieved, and fraquef intercourse to the ways
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in which an individual can become comfortable amgpewered in her or his own
sexuality and expand this into mutually satisfyeguitable sexual relationships.
(Keystone and Carolan 1998: 294)

Lee Handy et al, in an article from 1985, argua similar manner when they claim that ‘[a]
feminist position would involve promotion of a wonia right to determine her own style of
sexual expression and affirmation of a range erdifyles for meeting her social, emotional
and sexual needs’ (Handy et al. 1985: 74). Furthefer states, rather succinctly, that ‘the
only magic pill for women’s sexuality is broad-speen freedom’ (Tiefer 2001: 92). What
these remarks begin to suggest is the notion tldtiapchy is construed as curtailing
especially women’s sexual well-being, and that festisex therapy seeks to accomplish
change to the effect that women’s opportunitiesldtine and experience sexual satisfaction
are liberated. As a conclusion of my analysis ofifest sex therapy | will interrogate this
liberationist approach to the objective of therdpsther and | will argue that it contains a
problematic ambiguity. In order to substantiate ataborate on this point | will begin by
taking the mainstream approach in sex therapyéduitito account.

Mainstream sex therapy strongly promotes the natat sexual dysfunctions signal
the need to liberate sexual functioning. Thatéxusl functioning is understood as a natural
process (cf. especially Masters and Johnson 18@diill unfold by its own power and logic
as long as it is not interfered with, inhibited restrained by external forces. Performance
anxieties, being angry with a partner or havingnbegsed with the notion that sex is dirty are
examples of what could manifest as sexual dysfanstand block sexual functioning (Kaplan
1995, Pridal and LoPiccolo 2000, Wincze and Car@§12. Clearly, the emphasis on the
social construction of sex and sexuality in fentimedels appears to directly contradict a
conception of human sexuality that grants explayagpowers to a process allegedly
unfolding naturally. Nevertheless, like mainstremex therapy, feminist models invoke
liberationist notions when construing the purposd abjectives of therapeutic intervention.
In an article from 1996 Tiefer remarks on this géld analogy between conventional sex

therapy and the feminist movement:

Sex therapists often think of themselves as stibedators, helping people move
beyond restrictions and inhibitions created by thedeo-Christian [views on

sexuality] ... Feminists also view themselves asabditierators, helping people
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move beyond restrictions and inhibitions embeddedeinder roles and stereotypes
and institutionalized in all parts of societiliefer 1996: 53-4)

The recurring use of notions of ‘restrictions’ dimdhibitions’ is, | think, significant; although

in relation to different kinds of phenomena — gamdes and social institutions — from what
conventional sex therapy considers, Tiefer's clangicate that feminist sex therapy still
approaches sexuality as a dimension of human existeharacterized in terms of repression
(cf. Foucault 1998). Similar notions occur in Stomkd Moser’'s chapter from 2001: for
feminist sex therapy, an important part of the ofiye of treatment is to ‘help the client gain
freedom from assigned gender roles and recogniles hhvat are confining, restrictive or
oppressive’ (Stock and Moser 2001: 155).

Moreover, it is emphasized that feminist sex tpista strive to ‘actively encourage
individuals to express their unique sense of setf self-sexuality’ (Keystone and Carolan
1998: 292). That feminist sex therapy involves theomotion of a woman’s right to
determine her own style of sexual expression afidveition of a range or life-styles for
meeting her social, emotional and sexual needshdiat al. 1985: 74). That is, it could be
suggested that the freedom from gender roles feiggx therapy seeks is a freedom that
allows women and men to determine for themselveat whiey desire sexually, how often,
with whom, and what sex and sexuality means to them

If gender roles and institutionalized patriarcbaler relations are construed primarily
as inhibiting and repressive, it would seem thatifiest sex therapy subscribes to a notion of
a (female) sexuality that somehow exists prioth® ihcursion of patriarchy. Simultaneously
though, as both Tiefer and Stock suggest in tH@8larticles, a person’s sexuality is a result
of socialization; that women allegedly value ematioand communication over genital
contact, while men are more concerned with thendafthis is seen as having an effect on the
way women and men are socialized differently inteorporary societies (Stock 1988, Tiefer
1988). The question then, is whether feminist $exapy seeks to liberate a sexuality that
exists prior to or independent from socializati@n. if the result of socialization after all is
accepted; even though sexuality is largely a prodtipatriarchal socialization. The objective
of therapeutic intervention is to ensure that woraed men are entitled to express and enjoy
it to the same extent. Both alternatives appetrink, problematic. Accepting the effects of
socialization would leave feminist sex therapy watlieminism that largely went along with

patriarchal definitions of sex and sexuality, mgmsliving to change how such definitions are
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valued and given opportunity to be realized. Thigomothat people somehow carry with them
an authentic sexuality, on the other hand, appatnssk of lending itself to essentialist
frameworks.

To me it seems viable to argue that this problesmairesult of a liberationist
framework inherited from mainstream sex therapyr{Rel 2007). That is, both feminist and
mainstream sex therapy appear premised partialljp@sal projects in which power, society
and convention are repressive, and the hope fedfma is the hope for an unrepressed
sexuality and existence. Here, the notion of seXuattioning provides mainstream sex
therapy not only with a resource to conceptualibatwt is therapeutic intervention seeks to
liberate, but also with an excuse to relinquistpoesibility for the objectives of therapeutic
intervention. For feminist sex therapy on the oteend, it is uncertain if there is anything that
could serve as an analogous resource — neithéangaly nor notions of sexual essence appear
particularly appropriate.

Perhaps, the contention that ‘feminists are tyfyicguspicious of norms because of
their historic function in social control’ (Tiefer988: 11) has lead feminist sex therapy to a
place where it is too eager to refrain from beirgnmative. Everybody’s right to define
sexuality in their own terms surely sounds appegalBut once it is acknowledged that one’s
‘own terms’ never are one’s own, things appear imoablesome light. If feminists refrain
from being normative, whose norms will in the engvail? Should feminist sex therapy
instead relinquish liberationist notions, to embask a constructive effort, within a
constructive and responsibly normative frameworkatwvas true all along would become
clear: therapeutic intervention is not an innocentleavour, and there are no excuses for
renouncing responsibility. Therapeutic interventidike any form of political activism,
requires taking stand for what is promoted, andimgsg responsibility for the politics one

practices.

6. Methodological Diffractions

More than an effort to analyse issues raised inrfestnsex therapy, this article has been an
attempt to suggestively demonstrate a diffractivethmdology for interrogating ultimately

epistemological questions. | have posed questidmutahow political assumptions and
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notions are consequential for claims to knowledgegd | have sought answers for these
guestions within a methodological framework in whithe presence of politics does not
automatically deny knowledges the possibility ddicling epistemic privilege. In this final
section | will point more explicitly to what it ishat makes a diffractive methodology
appropriate for a non-relativist analysis and agkedgement of the political nature of claims
to knowledge.

As a metaphor for knowing, the notion of diffractisuggests that knowledge should
be construed as an interference pattern; it igusbian image of an object of knowledge, but it
is a testament to the interaction between bothewbjof knowledge and the knowing
‘subject’. In this vein | have analysed claims tmWwledge in feminist sex therapy not just as
accounts of sex and sexual problems, but as accofitihe relations between sexual matters
and sex therapists. Moreover, this construal ofAkadge suggests, | think, that it takes work,
both literally and metaphorically speaking, in arder knowing relations to be possible.
Accordingly, claims to knowledge are consequendfahe instruments employed in research
or the questions interviewees are asked, but dldbeowork performed by the conceptual,
theoretical and politically interested means armthiéques employed in the establishment of

knowing relations between different parts of theld:o

If claims to knowledge are understood as being alboe relation between knower and
known, partially related to each other through tpedi views, assumptions and materialities, it
is of utmost epistemological importance that tretation is taken fully into account (cf.
Haraway 1991). Knowledges that do not explain &nawledge their political content offer
only incomplete accounts of their place in the wo@learly, claims to knowledge in feminist
sex therapy are for the most part accountable Herpolitics they involve. Notions about
women’s perspectives as a preferable point of defafor understanding sex and sexual
problem are explicated and held forth as an imporature of a feminist approach in sex
therapy. Also a commitment to women'’s right to cohbver their bodies is developed into a
mode for delineating sexual problems. Concerningalewell-being however, | have traced a
tendency in feminist sex therapy to displace mrditcommitments unto the clients of therapy.
The liberationist framework invoked to that effeotates a point of problematic ambiguity in
feminist sex therapy, and leaves notions of sewedltbeing incompletely accounted for. The

no-norms politics (Tiefer 1988) is political in itgvn right, and needs to be acknowledged
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and accounted for as such. Currently, left unexalpit is an invitation to essentialism, or to
an acceptance of the sexual ramifications of patmg into feminist sex therapy.

In Haraway’s reconsiderations of the science dqomesh feminism, she maintained
that feminist epistemology needed to find a wayhavesimultaneouslan account of radical
historical contingencies for all knowledge claims and a no-nonsense commitment to
faithful accounts of a “real” world’ (Haraway 199187). Within a diffractive understanding
of knowledge, | think it is viable to claim thatdwledges are political in the sense that they
account for a world where politics really existeidapolitical views and assumptions are
among the things that relate parts of the worldaoh other. Accordingly, knowing relations
are established in a historically contingent wdHtbugh historically contingent means, and
claims to knowledge accounting for knowing relasiare indeed historically contingent and

about a real world.
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Creating Togetherness and Experiencing DifferenceniFeminist Interviews —

Knowing in a post-standpoint way?

Abstract

In this article we start from feminist interdisdipdrity and focus on the interview method as
a site of interaction and production of knowled¢gerviews have traditionally been and

continue to be one of the basic data collectinghomés$ in social sciences, and this is
especially true for Women’s Studies. Our aspeit aur own PhD research on rural women

as entrepreneurs and aged women as students. Betfeminist theories and methodologies
and, in addition, one takes place in the disciploieRegional Studies and the other in Adult
Education. The material has been collected throtwgh different ways of interviewing: by

telephone and face-to-face.

We discuss what consequences our “dual positionprlucers and analysers of research
material brings to knowing and how we produce kmalgk in this setting. We agree with the
idea that knowledge is social. Thus, striving fonowledge means finding shared

communities and making use of and accepting diftese. We take as our point of departure
both standpoint feminism and postmodern ways o€t@miag feminist research when we

stress the influence of location, differences amdpect. We conclude that our research
method is best described as post-standpoint aslatys both standpoint and postmodernist
theory to produce knowledge about women'’s lives.

Key words:. feminist interdisciplinarity; interviews; standpbtheory; postmodernism; post-
standpoint.

Introduction

Interviews have traditionally been one of and qurito be the basic data collecting methods
in social sciences, and this is especially trueVl@men’s Studies. In recent years it has
become popular to use so called natural matedald, methodological and epistemological

attention has moved mostly to the questions ofyaiml It is still contemporary to discuss
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interview as a method and, particularly, the vieimpof material collecting. In this articlel
we focus on the interview method as a site of atkon and production of knowledge. We
engage in the discussions of the interview metmowomen’s Studies especially from the
viewpoint of changing methodological and epistergmal emphasis, and discuss
situatedness, reflexivity, feminist standpoint wiith recent added contents, and postmodern
feminism.

Our starting point is in our own studies on runamen as entrepreneurs and aged
women as students. We will discuss what situatedmesans in our cases in which the
material has been collected through two differeaiysvof interviewing: by telephone and
face-to-face. In contrast to using material thastexdespite of the researcher, we take into
account our “dual position” as producers of redeamaterial on the one hand and as
analysers of the same material on the other. Wausssquestions this fact brings to knowing.
With interview research the context of the inte@ciaffects the analysis. Bringing together
the contexts in which the studied people talk dreddontexts in which we listen to them is a
challenging task. How we find solutions to thisktdsas an effect on the analysis of the
interaction and, thus, the results we present. Wihérking through on how we should
conceive the research relationship, interaction@mddual position, we find ourselves at the
same time in the middle of discussions on standpeiminism and postmodern ways of
practising feminist research. We stress the infleeof location, differences and respect and
conclude that our research method is best descrisedost-standpoint as it relays both
standpoint and postmodernist theory to produce keaye about women’s lives.

We commence with describing different charactessand emphasises of feminist
interviews. We look at how the so called secondenr@aminism and the influence of feminist
standpoint epistemology have had a transformingceffrom the viewpoint of interview
research. These approaches are affected by theaultirn, and the changes it has brought
on are overlapping with the shifts in social scenm general. Next we turn to a description
of our own PhD research and their methodologicaings. The fact that we have collected
our research material through interviewing andsiv&ing some similarities with standpoint
epistemology but nevertheless position our studiesthe era of the cultural turn” has

occupied our thoughts. It is for this reason that want to consider the epistemological

! An earlier version of this article was publishedFinnish in the journal for Women’s Studies ‘Nat&imus-
Kvinnoforskning’ (Ikonen and Ojala 2005) and prasenat the 6th European Gender Research Conference,
University of L6dz, Poland, September 2006.
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questions of collecting and analysing interviewghi@ social scientific frame in which we are
currently operating. We discuss our different waf/sollecting material (telephone and face-
to-face interviewing) and what consequences thigybror does not bring to our analysis. We
demonstrate how we have been handling differenndsceeating togetherness in interview
situations and thus try to gain knowledge. As actusion we will examine the potential of a

post-standpoint methodology in feminist intervieagearch.

Interview in a feminist context

Interviewing has been one of the most frequentdugata collecting methods in Women'’s
Studies. Discussions of feminist methodology amayva all, the interview method increased
during the second wave of feminism around the 19&@sn though some feminists had been
using it (Reinharz and Chase 2002: 223-224). Pivatthese discussions was the concern
that no such theoretical or methodological prastieeisted in mainstream social sciences in
which women'’s realities and the ways of knowingIdobe analysed and understood (e.g.
Roberts 1981, Keller 1985, Harding 1986). Feminisere searching for new ways of
researching with the aim of giving audience to mesly unheard voices, to make visible
what had been previously unseen and to move away fne biologically informed concept
of sex towards the more cultural concept of genipistemologically, it meant looking from
the standpoint of women or a particular group ofmea — taking women's experiences,
instead of men's, as a point of departure. In estdypdpoint feminism it was argued that
women are better equipped to understand certaiectspf the world because they see the
world from margins, and from the margin one caro ase the center (e.g. Harding 1986,
Hartsock 1987). When seeing from particular anchtified standpoints, important truths
about the lives of more affluent, powerful groups e revealed and critical questions raised
about the social order and gender systems (Hilirf31990, Harding 2004b: 130).

In early standpoint feminism the overriding comcevas to take into account the
perspective of women and their everyday life, whidtd been ignored before (e.g. Smith
1987). Purportedly on account of this interviewegled to feminists, because it was
thought to offer the researcher better access toemé&s ideas, thoughts and experiences than

the other, more masculine methods. Even thoughirterview method was applied in
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mainstream social sciences, feminists saw its Ursegs in cases based on unstructured, free
woman-to-woman discussions. This way of intervieyvimas called a feminist interview.
(E.g. Oakley 1981, Oinas 2001, Reinharz 1992, Riags1991, Ronkainen 1989; 1990.) The
feminist interview was based on the idea of opeee,fconsiderate and equal interaction
between two women. In this kind of interview sitoat the interviewee would not only
answer questions passively but, would additiongiygduce knowledge together with the
interviewer. The idea was that it was better fow@man to be interviewed by a woman
because men do not share the same experiencemgfib¢he world as women do (Reinharz
1992: 23).

With this comprehension of an ideal interview faisis were criticising mainstream
social sciences on the “hygienic” attitude in whibke political and emotional contexts of the
research had been largely ignored (e.g. Oakley ,188Inharz 1992). In feminist interview
research the aim was not only to collect researatenal but also to offer an opportunity to
emancipate the interviewed women by helping themd tiheir own voices and use it to
change their oppressed situation and status (epge ©992). Thus, a feminist form of
interview was thought to offer knowledge about amid women differently than the
mainstream social sciences which had ignored wosnelras altogether or let men speak for
women (Reinharz 1992: 19).

The aim of using interviews was to get women tartmee involved in the study which
was seen to happen during semi-structured facae®-hterviews (i. e. a given topic but free
discussion) (Graham 1984). Because the face-to-Gawmunter existed in the core of
interviewing — engagement, empathy, understandimythe interchange of experiences of
being a woman — this meant the use of in-deptinirees (Maynard 1994). This implied that
large-scale, structured and quantitatively analysederial could not enable the ideal of a
feminist interview. For example telephonic intewgeas a traditional survey research tool
became a questionable and problematic form of nahteollecting. Telephonic interviews
were carried through with a technical tool (undewdtas masculine) without the face-to-face
encounter of the researcher and the researchedhvghnobably did not yield the desired
results for feminists.

The image of incompatibility is caused by the theit there exist very few studies on
which telephone interviewing is used with an opadezl question frame and a small amount

of interviewees. Karin Filander (2000) is an exaapto this as she has conducted qualitative
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interviews by phone in Finland. Veli Matti Autio 924) points out that irrespective of the
mode (telephone or in person), one can expecttated answers to structured questions.
However, in a widely used methodological textboelephone interviewing is introduced
followed by a few lines which give the idea thabgh interviews could be semi-structured
(Hirsjarvi and Hurme 2004: 64-65). Also internatily comparisons are few between
qualitative telephone and face-to-face interviev&uiges and Hanrahan 2004: 107).
Typically telephonic interviews are seen as suitdbl very specific situations or for short
and structured interviews (op. cit., 108). In thsiudy Judith E. Sturges and Kathleen J.
Hanrahan (op. cit.: 112-113), using both intervieades in the same study, discovered that
the “depth” of responses did not differ by the tgienterview and none of their interviewees
expressed dissatisfaction with the research mefRoder W. Shuy (2002) states that one can
mobilise different interactive means also in théeghone interviews and that female
interviewers seems to be better at this.

A few feminist contributors, especially those ugfhced by postmodern thoughts,
emphasise that the goal of the feminist interviewthnd has been romanticised’he
argument goes that the feminist interview does metessarily result in a reciprocal
relationship between the researcher and the rdwghrit is neither possible to guarantee that
an interviewee will be understood correctly duritig feminist interview (Oinas 2001,
Reinharz and Chase 2002: 228-229). Inescapable rpmiations are always present in
interview situations (e.g. Ribbens 1989). What @ren there is not necessarily any shared
female experience on which research relationshipbeabuilt and which can be used when
gendered social processes are analysed. In refar@dustandpoint theory womanhood itself
is not, or has never been, an adequate stanceféoninist standpoint. “Feminist knowledge
has started off from women'’s lives, but it haststiof from many different women’s lives;
there is no typical or essential women’s life frammich feminisms start their thought”
(Harding 2004b: 134). However, the process of dgueh a standpoint is similar and
therefore it offers a method for developing standisoto different kinds of women and
women groups (Hirschmann 2004: 320-321). Gendaiwsays made up in a relation to and

entwined with other analytical and political aspesee DiPalma and Ferguson 2006).

2 By framing the inquiry around the past and pres#rthe feminist interview method, it inevitably dmmes
constituted as opposite categories and juxtapositiorhis story about interviewing can be read as a
developmental narrative, as Clare Hemmings (20G&) drgued is the case of Western feminist theory in
general. Even though we have learnt this logicesetbpment, it should not be underlined excessively
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Methodologically this has meant emphasizing mildtiplifferences beyond and
between the genders, the intersectionality of geadd other categories (like race, ethnicity,
sexual orientation, class, age, location) and tiopmance of gender (e.g. DiPalma and
Ferguson 2006, Ramazaho and Holland 2002). Rather than having the attentiora
dialogical sharing between women, the focus liesnterviews as places of interaction and
performance (Reinharz and Chase 2002). What hasenix essential questions are how the
social locations of researchers and the ones wldeaing researched affect the interview
interaction and the research relationship, and bowknowing is socially situated. Taking
situatedness seriously calls for reflexivity. Ina@ean, as Sue Wilkinson (1988) has written,
the consideration of researcher's own identity gpeal reflexivity), research itself
(functional reflexivity) and research’s relationdiferent disciplinary traditions (disciplinary
reflexivity). For Reinharz and Chase (2002: 234)erevity refers to the need to recognise
how our knowing - interpretation of women'’s livess-socially located and variable over
time. This means identification of our complex sbgositions and subjectivities as well as
personal, political, and intellectual agendas.

The interview as a method constitutes knowing ipaaticular way. The certain
knowledge brings consequences that are differevatligl or adequate for different subjects.
An interview has to be perceived as a structuréself. The call for reflexivity has also
raised questions on the analysis and differentutdxpractices, such as the politics of
representing “others” and the power of interpretadiin interviews. Always present, multiple
contexts and the intersectionality of differentegmiries create a lot of challenge for the
analysis processes and for the methods in usenama, generally, for feminist knowing. In
Finland Anna Rastas (2005), who has studied raaisthe everyday life of children and
young people, has considered how to become sengiivdifferences and, at same time,
question the essentiality of differences. Sligisiyilar questions have exercised our minds
when we have been thinking about differences amdlesities and how to overcome and
utilise them in our studies.

These processes of the feminist interview reseascivell as the methodological and
epistemological aspects of Women’s Studies in gdrfgave prompted us to reflect on the
methodological choices of our PhD studies. We hgexceived many epistemological and
methodological discussions as debates between pstartd and postmodern (e.g.
Ramazanglu and Holland 2002, Bracke and Puig de la Bellac&§# 2Harding 2004a and
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b, Hekman 2004, Hirschmann 2004). We have thougét bow to locate ourselves in the
standpoint-postmodern continuum. On the one hardhave used the interview method in
gathering the research material and have condtilcéethterviews ourselves. We analyse the
interaction in the interview situation, research ttoncrete gendered practises among rural
women as entrepreneurs and aged women as studadtproduce a cultural understanding
of these practices. On the other hand, we have bedrare very aware of the boundaries of
the interview method. We are also aware of the aldopower positions which we have as
researchers: first we use power in interview situest and then during analysis process. We
understand that we produce different represenwtioresearch. Even if we study women

exclusively, we rather speak about women in pltrah a woman: womanhood is diverse.

Two cases and their methodological choices: rural@nen as entrepreneurs and aged

women as students

Both of our studies take place in social scientifiomen’s Studies which is combined with
regional studies (Hanna-Mari Ikonen) and adult etioa (Hanna Ojala). Hanna-Mari's PhD
study deals with women entrepreneurs in the rur@asin Finland3. Her interest on this
arose when she recognised that rural areas weeategfly discussed in connection to
entrepreneurship (also in other European contegts] abrianidis et al 2004). She discovered
that even more generally entrepreneurship was r@dgltscourse in the Finnish society (also
Heiskala and Luhtakallio 2006, Keskitalo-Foley €2807, Komulainen 2004; 2006). The
talk about enterprising was supposed to make peugl®nly to start their own enterprises
(and thus to help reduce unemployment by becomingl@yers) but also gain enterprising
attitudes as employees and students. In the cootexte accelerated economic, social and
cultural interconnectedness, often called globatisa the Finnish nation state had to find
ways of keeping up with the other EU countries dmel wider global competition (e.g.

Alasuutari and Ruuska 1999). There was, and sfithiwidely shared hope that people would

® Finland is the most rural-like country among thedpean Union Member States which means that aebigg
share of the population than in any of the other &lintries is living in the countryside (Rural Ryl
Committee 2006). However, there are big differertmetsveen the rural areas in Finland. The most prohtic
remote areas are to be found in Northern and Eagtevand, while areas near the big towns in Sauthe
Finland are quite affluent (Malinen et al. 2004 wdrtheless, in the whole country the populationsiyg is
lower than in any other European Union countriagr@Btat Yearbook 2006-07: 50).
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learn an innovative, risk-taking, growth-orienteadandividualistic that is an enterprising
attitude.

In the context of Finland’s peripheral rural arestsuctural problems such as ageing
and people’s migration from the countryside, desirgaservices and the shortage of jobs are
facts that have led people to think about new wiydeveloping the countryside. The share
of agriculture as an employer has diminished fonyn@gecades and this situation has taken a
turn for the worse after the country joined the dpgan Union in 1995 which caused severe
profitability problems for agriculture. To alleveatthese problems the rural development
authorities introduced enterprising as a meanspfeserving the necessary economic and
living conditions in the rural areas (see Finnishrdal of Rural Research and Policy 2004,
Rural Policy Committee 2004). In some versionshef énterprising discourse it is thought
that women have to work for the nation and ruralaaras well. The enterprising discourse
channeled towards women stresses that women arecapmble of starting enterprises and
both the rural societies and the women themsehagddibenefit from this. “The liberation”
or “emancipation” of women by allowing them to anieto businesses of their own is a
central issue in this discursive version of enismg. (See Keskitalo-Foley et al 2007,
Komulainen 2005, Koski 2006, Koski and Tedre 2004.)

In her study, Hanna-Mari was interested in knownggat it is like to live in the
current situation in the Finnish countryside if asea woman and has started an enterprise.
Her main questions were what kind of practicesifdods an entrepreneur includes and what
sort of meanings are attached to it. She wantesitt@te rural women entrepreneurs in the
context of the enterprising discourse but in a nearthat does not suppose that the women
themselves are feeling that they are affected aydiscourse.

In Hanna'’s study the focus is on age, gender ged@y in attaining education later
life. The context of the research is the Universitythe Third Age and the aged women
students of the University.4 The research is tiedthe fact that Western societies are

“greying”. In a few years the third agers (i.e. pleobetween 65 and 75 years) will constitute

* The purpose of the University of the Third Age A)Y3&s an institution is to disseminate up-to-dasearch
findings among aged people and offer them oppdiamfor independent university studies withoutwhuer,
aiming at formal examinations and the like (e.girlell and Thompson 1995, Williamson 2000). Theaidé
offering university education to people who hawie tiee working life was borne in France at the Wmgity of
Toulouse in 1973. Nowadays U3A activities are orggoh all around the world (Midwinter 1984). Thesfir
U3A in Finland was founded in 1985 and today niméversities have these programmes (University ef th
Third Age, Yenerall 2003). The U3A programmes haeen extremely popular in Finland, especially among
women. In 2005 approximately 80 percent of the el of U3As were women (KOTA database).
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a significant proportion of the population of thee¥tern societies. For example in the area of
the European Union (EU-25) the proportion of popataaged 65 and over stood at around
17 % in 2005. Eurostat forecasts that this ratibnige up to 30 % by 2050. This trend is also
seen in the old-age dependency ratio, which is @rpeto rise above 50 % for the EU-25 by
2045. This means that for every pensioner therkheilless than two persons of working.
(See Eurostat Yearbook 2006-07: 59-64.) Above aybid the growing number of aged
people, they live longer and are healthier. Agedppe will be wealthier than the earlier
generations in many ways, for example they areebetiucated, more active and, therefore,
better resourced to create and participate in agement opportunities, such as studying.

Two simultaneous cultural trends can be foundhénlater life perspective. On the one
hand, Western societies have strong positive disesuon third age, lifelong learning, the
learning society and active ageing (e.g. Lasle&9]3arvis 2001, Gilleard and Higgs 2000;
2005). From the aged people’s point of view, th#iseourses are meant to emphasize active
participation and especially a chance to stay asemome again a competent agent,
consumer, learner, citizen etc. On the individwalel the discourses seek to generate a
feeling of keeping track of the society, being ipeledent and living a meaningful life. On the
other hand, many negative old age discourses exist) as “grannyfying” (e.g. Arber and
Ginn 1995) and such beliefs as “old dogs can'tleaw tricks” (e.g. Jarvis 2001). There are
several kinds of ageism and discrimination of agedple, which have often arisen from the
thought that aged people are an economic burdsendiety because they are not productive
(e.g. Ginn and Arber 1995, Gullette 2004). Everagiing is primarily thought to be a
biological process, the increasing numbers of gugsaple have caused social changes, and
thus ageing is above all a social question. Thenémork of Hanna’s research builds upon
and against these two simultaneous cultural treft® contextualises the aged women
students in this ambiguous situation and asks haaysg in the later life constructs and
constitutes the women's agency and experiencezeaig

In both our studies, the research material wale@eld through interviewing. Hanna-
Mari conducted her interviews by telephone and tdaface-to-face. In addition to collecting
a rather small survey which was mainly analysedh wjiialitative content analysis, Hanna-
Mari decided to conduct her interviews with rurabman entrepreneurs by telephone. A
couple of issues influenced this choice which $toeight would be of interest in the context

of Women’s Studies. First, it would have been difft for the researcher to travel to rural
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areas over long distances and the poor publicpgmategtion. Secondly, and more importantly,
it would have been difficult for the entreprenetoshost a researcher coming from afar and
thus then given an impression of something more #mhour’s interview. The entrepreneurs
are constantly busy and it would have been demgrfdinsome of them to organise a day or
half a day with respect to the needs of a visitiegearcher. If we think in terms of twenty
interviews, putting together travelling, distaneesl timetables of both the researcher and the
entrepreneurs the research process would have dsmtially challenging. Third, Hanna-
Mari’'s interest in telephonic interviews was hersefvation of very few disciplines
performing qualitative, semi-structured telephoméeriviews (see Sturges and Hanrahan
2004). She did not see the method as complicateahthinkable as feminist idealism or
qualitative textbooks seem to imply. Telephone riieaving should not necessarily be
structured, uncommunicative, exploitative and sfigiat.

Hanna chose face-to-face interviews in her studiniy for two reasons. Firstly, she
had extensive theoretical knowledge based on pueviesearch on the University of the
Third Age students’ motives and the meanings afiystig in their lives. Secondly, she had
practical knowledge about the students’ thoughtsvaorking manners based on her previous
work at the University of the Third Age as a planaed teacher. Therefore she had the aim
of challenging the students towards thinking profdly about their reasons for studying in
later life. Interviewing and especially using mplé deep-interviews was conceived to be the
gentlest way to face this challenge. Each woman wtesviewed three times which also

enabled the women the opportunity to air their gids thoroughly.

Does different ways of interviewing mean differentvays of knowing?

After all the methodological knowledge we had I¢ave thought that different interviewing
forms had given us different kinds of research melte Or more likely, we had not
considered the possibility that different intervieanventions would be able to produce quite
similar material. As colleagues we discussed otarwiew processes, transcription work and
the trials of analysis. Gradually we came to noticet we had much in common in our
thoughts on the transcribed interviews. Hanna-Meilected that the telephone interviews

had gone pretty well. She was unsure whether stleablked relevant questions or whether
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she knew what to do with the material, but the métas such impressed her as successful.
Hanna experienced a phase of confusion: she hadiakdgjical interview situations, for sure,
but where was the big difference these were suplmsproduce?

We each chose an actual extract of our intervieatenal and put them together to

compare typical interaction processes.

Extract A: Marja

- Right. So, can you tell me a little bit more abwetly you set up the business?

> Well it has in a way to do with this, my husbantiackground that | was [in a
restaurant in the small town] | was the restauramnager; | had come there [to the
small town] from [a bigger town] because the restaut manager’'s job was open
and | applied and got it and then, well, then cdirie that in my case all of this has
got to do with all the other things in a way, li&trting a family and buying a house
and all this, like in a way, a total life changegpeened then.

- Yes.

> And my husband has an entrepreneurial backgroand it was him that really
urged me that why couldn’t | start a catering biesis. And then [the small town] did
not really have such a business, there was onlyrthaton at the parish who was old
and apparently about to retire. That was in a wag tact that, a sort of an incentive
that from the parish, that from there | would bétigg jobs from time to time.

- Yes.

> So that it was this start-up grant. And that heslthat | got the start-up grant and
knew that I, like, would get started.

- Yes. What about the start-up grant, did you havge unemployed to apply?

> Yes, and | left, like

-Yes

> the job, like it was six mon..., no was it six veeek

- Yes.

> The time that. But it happened that [laughs] tletthe same time when we like,
that we had, we bought a house here in the coudeyso in a way it was meant to

be that | wouldn’'t be working nights anymore [lasghHowever, it was | worked

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



‘ﬁ\ Ciradutre 91
Joura al
af Social
Kefence

shifts as maitre d’ so that | was almost always kileg on the weekends, this was
what | meant to do the year before, before we capneith something else.

- Yes.

> And then it happened that | became pregnant withfirst child at about that time
when | was making plans for my own business [laughs

- [the interviewer laughs]

> that almost on my maternity leave it started bdid have time to run the business
and the start-up grant discontinued while | wasnoaternity leave and then it started

up again.

Extract B: Elisa

— Okay. Well, when you participate in the liter&weminar

> Yees

— there is always something to do outside the samimean, basically, you can just
sit in the lecture and it does not bring any homgwar anything. So, how much do
you work at home?

> At the time that | didn’t have a computer it whard work. | sometimes just
thought, I'm a very poor typist. | always made melkngs especially at the end of
the page. So | had to type it all over again.

— Yeah

> At the time writing felt particularly more trouksome. But nowadays when | got
the computer it has been easier.

— Okay

> Of course | remember, wasn't it one of Helvi Ha&én@en's books how | took on by
accident that awful, that autobiography, that kisfdan awfully thick book.

— Mm

> | remember that time there was always those papeattered all over the big table
the whole week [laughs] which | took for Sunday...

— Okay yes

> away. And it has been interesting, so | have l@ng it willingly.

- Mm

> But it doesn't feel like work, because it's plaas
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Despite our somehow different starting points (ifeoconsiders the physical differences
between telephone and face-to-face interviews),tthescriptions look very alike. These
short extracts do not tell much about our reseéiteimes, contents of discussions, tensions
and clumsy situations but our point here is justiepict the structuring of interaction. In the
quotations, both of us while asking questions shautive listening by agreeing,
accompanying, asking for complements, laughing asidg acknowledgement tokens and
other small filling words. However, the interviewusitions did differ from method to method
and between each interview. The transcript doeshaoiv all the interaction that took place
during the interview process. At the same timepjpears as if the basic interactive structure
of the research interview is the same on all occesi

When describing research, commonly well-known gesmould be used. If interviews
have been conducted by telephone, this must beionedt as just what it was; telephonic
interviews. Deep interview is also a commonly starame for an interviewing style5; if one
plans to interview people face to face with opeesgions, deep interviewing becomes the
name for the method. Naming the method brings fasaociations to mind. However, we
argue that the name of the method does not dirdetbgribe the way in which the method is
used. (lkonen and Ojala 2005.) Telephone intenngweould be revaluated by feminist

scholars as a usable tool for conducting unstradturterviews.

Striving for knowledge and handling differences innterview situations

Even if interview forms do not directly lead to aogrtain kind of knowledge, material
gained by interviewing has to be dealt with in answhat different manner than “natural
material” that exists despite the researcher. temeyears it has become popular to study
texts and use natural material such as doctorfgatieexpert-customer discussions, political
documents, newspaper articles, TV-series and ottestia representations (e.g. Alasuutari
2001: 156, Jokinen 1999: 42-43). Our material wifferént in relation to these because we

used interviews we had conducted personally and Had had a remarkable influence on

® Reinharz (1992: 281) notes that feminist interviesearchers interchange the terms unstructureshsive,
in-depth, and open-ended interview.
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what they included. Therefore we did not want tosel off the communicative aspect
involved in conducting the interviews. Still, a rantic story of getting into the interviewee’s
deepest thoughts was not anything we believed ings are culturally affected but seeing
knowledge as such does not necessarily assumeiahdbett exists without the researcher.
The communication between the researcher and seamehed has just to be taken into
consideration.

Another aspect we noticed as enlightening wasctimaprehension that producing
knowledge is social (see Code 1995, Harding 20Bkaisock 1987, Ribbens 1989). We all
act in various social and cultural communities aill have slightly different ways of
knowing. As researchers, it was crucial to find neeaf entering those communities as much
as it was necessary in order to be able to undefdteir ways of knowing, and reflect upon
how we could find these ways. Because no-one canog¢otally know other people’s
thoughts, it is important to grasp what it is pbksito know for us who have a background of
our own (academic, disciplinary, personal) commasito carry within the research process.
In the same way, we have to consider the positibasnterviewees talk from. How can we
find shared communities of knowing and how to bringether these aspects that both the
researcher and the researched are familiar with® Gdcame a key question that unified us
both even though we had started from different wddkogical apparatuses, who came close
to each other during our mutual discussions and whginating from this question, began to
differ again and follow the lines of our own resgamaterials.

In Hanna-Mari's case, what was shared with theeriméwed women was the
knowledge about a problematic situation in the ¢owide and entrepreneurship as a
commonly offered solution to it. Hanna-Mari call@da discourse in her mind but the
interviewees were able to identify it as well. Thias the common thing that served as a
starting point of communication even though the diiference between them was that one
had experience on rural enterprising or entergisittogether, and the other did not. So the
positions in the interviews were based on this #hamd their roles around it.

In the interview plan, Hanna-Mari’'s aim involvedquiring about the people’s
relation to their place of residence as this wanidely important to their whole way of
living. On occasion during the interview Hanna-Mand the interviewee noticed they had
affinities in their living conditions: an older hsel they had renovated and enlarged or were

planning. The episode in which houses were discusggened up a natural way of
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communicating about an abstract issue, the measfipdace. In addition to that, the house
episode revealed interesting aspects that wereami¢o the research questions but that the
researcher had not thought of beforehand. Thuantiterial became a part of the analysis as
well.

In Hanna's study, the shared starting point waspttactical experience obtained from
the University of the Third Age, one as a teachet the others as students. This simplified
the starting point of the interview discussionstlasre were many familiar issues to talk
about. The challenge rose from trying to encouthgestudents of the University of the Third
Age in finding new perspectives to think and taboat the theme in which they were so
involved. With her choices of implementation of tikerviews, Hanna managed with the
mutual knowledge they shared to challenge theirtratiking ways of thinking. During a
fluid interaction process, they found new areay tbeuld share or learn to know and the
interview process could continue.

There were, however some uncomfortable situatibashad to be dealt with during
the research process. At the home of one the inteees Hanna was served warm sausage
sandwiches. Hanna is a vegetarian but in the ®ituahe realised the rudeness of declining
the offer. At the beginning of the interview, rdjag what had been served would not have
been a very good starting point of interaction #mel differences between the generations
would have been unnecessarily elucidated.

Commonly, differences between the parties of @aeh process can be seen as a
problem. For example Reinharz and Chase (2002:232)-argue that if the interviewers’
and interviewees’ social locations, such as ethiegiclasses, ages and sexual orientations,
differ dramatically, it is not easy to achieve #sfging interaction. Because of differences in
social locations, the interviewer and the interna@ewnay have difficulties in “hearing” and
thus achieving a gratifying research relationskige(Riessman 1991, Ronkainen 1989). We
too considered these differences as problemsstlfut then we tried to challenge our own
way of handling them.

We came to notice that differences can be utilised we actually had already made
use of them unintentionally. Hanna-Mari was not expert on rural development or
enterprising (even though she was sometimes trestédshe was), whereas the interviewees
had practical knowledge about enterprising. Thasnie made it possible to ask unauthorised

and naive questions which, in turn, helped to aw@e the governing enterprising discourse.
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In Hanna'’s case, there existed a great age diiferéetween herself and the women who
took part in the research. Their lives rich withpesiences could be employed as a
background for asking about the past, like wartgrpgeriences.

All the examples above give an idea how our shatemights about grasping
emerging small issues, interpreting them and ergatigetherness, and how these were put
to use in a unique manner in diverse interviewseMAve first found out that idea of how to
conduct an interview, we were then able to sortsaations in the transcribed interviews in
which we were doing situational acts, combininguition and planning, and navigating
within various interview episodes.

We came to the conclusion that differences inaddocations can be useful — not only
problematic, as they are said to be. In spite iestint social locations, we think that the
interviewees are not total strangers to the rebearcSara Ahmed (2000) argues that a
“stranger” is somebody we know previously since #teanger is already constituted as
strange in relation to the familiar. In other waqrdeveral subjects that are discussed in
interviews may be unfamiliar to the researcherton level of personal experience but they
may still be culturally identifiable. What we nowirtk about differences in the interview
process is that they can be overcome by findingetbimg to share with each other and by
entering into the other's communities of knowing.dll cases this is not probable or even
necessary and then one can make use of the difEsenhich always exist between two
people. The differences can for example open up pespectives and offer new ideas for

analysis.

Concluding thoughts: between stand and post

Sandra Harding (1991) criticises modern sciencéhfeorising knowledge disconnected from
the knowing persons and their contexts. In the saeme we have in this article wanted to
maintain that the context, in which the researchens is produced, is significant for
knowing and the knowledge that is subsequently eghirKnowledge produced through
interviews is produced through interaction in whtble researcher is present. If we take the

fact that entering into other people’s social andtural communities are ways towards
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knowing in interview situations, it has to be taketo account in the analysis, too. But what
might this mean for the analysis in practice?

At least it could lead to the notion that the iptetations we present out of our
material have to be related to the intervieweegrgday life. They live in the middle of
certain local and general discussions and practes produce e.g. gender from these
perspectives. We may wonder about some of theiswéayhinking and acting but we have to
be careful in criticising them. Taking into accouhie fact that we have by ourselves
encouraged them to speak openly, it would be uc&itho forget the context in which they
live and speak from. Jane Ribbens (1989) has paizmler how a feminist researcher should
engage with women'’s culture that is not apparefatyginist, how to treat what is said with
respect even though one does not agree, and hbe¢tose to participants’ own perceptions
and provide a researcher’s interpretation of thérth@ same time. She makes reference to
Sue Wise (1987: 84) who has written that we havectognise the power a researcher always
holds and deal with it wisely as feminists (seelRiiis 1989: 590). Also Ramazghoand
Holland (2002: 105-106) point out that making kne#de claims across differences calls for
responsibility because a researcher has the pawaritribute to knowledge that has effects
on women’s lives.

That means that we cannot locate the researchrialatiérectly in the contexts of
academic Women'’s Studies, for example. If we aradeoing or want to criticise something,
it has to be directed towards a cultural way ofnggta dominating discourse etc. instead of
the interviewees. Theories, concepts and otherarelefindings can offer channels from
interview stories to a theoretically informed arsddy By theorising and conceptualising we
may, however, loose notable parts of the livelinesthe women'’s lives we initially were
attracted to and wanted to valorise.

When we are dwelling on how we should conceiverétegtionship between ourselves
and the interviewed and whether we can criticisaesgiewpoints they present, we are at the
same time in the middle of a discussion on thedgtamt and postmodern ways of practising
feminist research. In our studies, both of us hewme aspects of standpoint feminism: we
have been asking questions directly from real woataut real life. We have been interested
in certain phenomena and expressly the women'srexmes around them. However, we
also find aspects typical to postmodern thinkingour cases: we share the idea of the

discursive nature of things and the understandiag $ubjects can always be represented in
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various, ideologically coloured ways. We underst#rel gender of our researched people to
be intertwined with vectors of power (DiPalma aratdtison 2006: 134). We have wanted to
deconstruct the phenomena we have been dealing lwitly some new — multiple — aspects
to them and represent them more from a countepdise perspective.

With regard to feminist political projects, whieltademic feminism must not forget,
the dichotomy between standpoint and postmoderarigee is fruitless. The aim is not to
sustain opposite views or claim better knowledgmtthose who have been before us but to
gain a better understanding because of those p@su(Bracke and Puig de la Bellacasa
2004). We are in agreement with Nancy Hirschmar{@®04) elaboration of standpoint
theory that emphasises materiality alongside waktmodern discursivity. It is materiality
that constructs the concrete and abstract commesniti knowing and thus the knowledge
that can be produced. We are always situated fardiit communities, times and places, and
realising this helps us make it a resource. Heral®y can yield knowledge that is conscious
of its restraints and thus less partial and strpmgljective, as Sandra Harding (2004b) has
stated. Also Haraway insists on maintaining the mament to objectivity because it is
politically necessary (see Code 2006: 159).

Donna Haraway (1991) has articulated the idea talievitable but complex
situatedness. With this she refers to the factahasearcher is always situated, but that site is
neither deterministic nor freely selectable. Aldgeativity is attached to specific historical
positions but does not cast aside the possibilitglliances. (Op. cit.) We would like to
suggest that the idea of distinctive locations pednanent as well as temporary assemblies
is tenable also in concrete interview research cdfesider the importance of this as well after
reading Haraway. For Haraway (1991), objectivityame learning to see well — but that not
everybody can see in the same way. Seeing well doegist happen. These are exactly the
positions and contexts we have tried to descrilmumarticle that lay at the core of seeing (or
listening to, interpreting, experiencing, knowinggll. We gain different kinds of visions in
multiple contexts. In order to be able to see vegle has to be conscious of one’s own
position and the contexts from which she or hedabe others, for example those she or he
is studying. One can reflect upon his or her owsitpn although not disengage from it.

In this article we have endeavoured to show whaing well might mean in empirical
study and particularly in interview research. Weeheeflected where we could be located: on

whose shoulders are we standing (Bordo 1990: 1dd whose fingerprints can be found in
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our research (Harding 2004b: 128)? The Harawaydmciwis parallel with other standpoint
approaches influenced by postmodern ideas) stamaels us somewhere in-between or

towards post-standpoint.
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Abstract

This article gives insight into a research projsttl in progress about diaries written by as
German acknowledged women during National Socialisanticularly, the Second World
War and the period immediately after the War anel ineakdown of the NS system. Such
research from a feminist standpoint proves to bmgeated. On the one hand, women were
marginalised by the fascist system. On the otheindpacknowledged as German granted
them privileges over those considered non-Germardegenerated (ranging from being
included in the welfare state system to the pii@lef not being sterilised and/or murdered).
The interest in this analysis is an archaeologitalestigation of cultural memory of this
period still influential. Apart from this discussiothe paper entails an example of an
interdisciplinary feminist analysis of passagestwd diaries written immediately after the
breakdown of the system. The methodology is aulise@nalytical approach that makes use
of studies from different disciplinary contextsomer to show the different discursive layers
within the texts such as the image of the fematarade of a soldier and the unfaithful
women. In both cases, aspects of a 'new' femalen@elidentity become visible in which
parts of the 'old'" German identity were transfornaadl re-integrated. This process involved
the rejection of aspects clearly linked to the M&em and, not surprisingly, a projection of
the immorality of this system onto women who séxesgage with foreign soldiers. Thus,
making them responsible for the betrayal of theomai German community just as the NS
system had done prior.

Key words: Gender; Sexuality; German identity; Naél Socialism; cultural memory;
diaries

Introduction

This article gives insight on work still in progseabout diaries written by women during the
Second World War who were acknowledged as beingn@erby the National Socialist

system. | will, first, introduce some general peshs of conducting such research and
display some of my related aims for it and, secaide an example of the methodology |

currently develop for my analysis.
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Conducting feminist research on the period of N&tloSocialism in Germany is a
difficult issue. The fascist system marginalizedhvem. Nevertheless, women acknowledged
as German were privileged as the superior raceaarsiich took part in the system of power.
Some were even actively involved in the death mezhAs a result, it is impossible to speak
of women on the whole as victims of the particydatriarchal system of National Socialism
(Leck 2002) like some authors argued in the 1980g. Bock 1986). The debate amongst
historians arguing for and against German victitmzain terms of expellation and bombing
'in general' (as usual meaning mainly male victomperpetrators) was followed by another
on whether German women could for the most parisdéen as victims or perpetrators.
Claudia Koonz (1987) as well as Karin Windaus-Wald4®88) argued that by agreeing to
the national socialist female role as housewife monther German women morally supported
the fascist system and were thus perpetrators. kenthis argument has been deconstructed
by Birthe Kundrus (1995) who states that by acausiausewives of genocide one deflects
from the real perpetrators. The individual invohaemhtherefore has to be differentiated. The
feminist problematic of portraying women as victimsthus further intensified, since any
form of German victimization needs to be carefalbpproached within the wider frame of the
German state as aggressor (cf. Assmann 2006).résu#t, the biggest challenge is now seen
as investigating the role of women beyond the wifierpetrator dichotomy (cf. Herkommer
2005: 78). This goal can be pursued by analysiegcttimplexity of gender relations during
this period of time and by investigating the coutiy of some aspects of these relations.

In my research, | therefore focus on the end ofS&eond World War, hence, the end
of National Socialism and as a consequence, the afta new national identity. Since the
population has not yet been divided into two stakese is still no split into Eastern and
Western German identities. However, national idgrii always gendered and as a result,
women and men relate very differently to the lok¢he war, the change of the system and
the discovery of war crimes such as the genocidalafewish people in Europe. Moreover,
individual men and women reflect on these issueg diferently according to their relation
to National Socialism as well as to other aspeaath &s their class background. Furthermore,
it is of particular interest to investigate howggaeold' issues were transformed and integrated
into a new national identity immediately after thar.

The sources | investigate are unpublished diariegtenw between January and

September 1945 by women acknowledged as Germapit®dse fact that diary writing was
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supported by the National Socialist State and aqunsetly blossomed throughout that period
especially during the Second World War in Germaafy ieden 1993: 59), there are few
studies about them. In 1993 Susanne zur Niederighgll the first monograph focusing on
unpublished diaries of women in Berlin. Other reskars like Margarthe Doerr (2002) used
diaries in addition to interviews in order to restnct women's daily life at the 'home front'.
Again others like Regina Miuhlhauser (1998) and ABrossmann (1994) focused on diaries
already published (by authors themselves or ra&atof them) in order to examine narratives
of sexual violence. Even though diaries are nevemfe, never the pure inner voice of a
person (cf. Dusini 2005: 68), published diariesesppto be more polished, maybe rewritten
afterwards for the broader public. Some of the Wbiiphed diaries | found were also
subsequently rewritten for relatives and friendswidver, in contrast to many diaries that
were published twenty or more years later (and @anost likely rewritten), unpublished
diaries were mostly rewritten immediately after twar. As a result, they still bear the
witness of the same period, because they were limed according to changing social
discourses.

My interest in this period of time is not just lustal, | also aim to discover the "the
historical sedimentation of many-layered discurgiveducts, this stock of culturally coded
definitions, requirements and expectations aboun&rm or female identity [...] tattooed on
our skin" (Braidotti 2002: 41). In other words, nmgent is to investigate the present German
cultural memory of National Socialism in its geretrstructure. Rosi Braidotti reminds us
that psychoanalysis is not only a cultural thedmyt, also a cure from inscribed stereotyped
images (2002). In order to make half conscious @spaf the cultural memory in Germany
visible | do not psychoanalyse myself or otherwidlials. Rather, | analyse discourses which
| find in the diaries written by women acknowledgesl German. Some of these discourses
are silent sub-layers of German cultural memory akimg them visible will hopefully
facilitate finding a cure from them.

In the remainder of this paper, | would like tooyde an example of my
interpretation methodology which consists of amalging historical research with
sociological and cultural analyses. | combine his&d research on National Socialism,
German nationalism and the gender relations withem with theoretical work on gender
relations, femininity, masculinity, sexuality andationalism. Together these form the

background against which | read and interpret fheas$. In the following, | will exemplify
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this methodology with statements from two diariestten by different women in the
northern part of Germany which became the Britishezin spring of 1945. They exemplify
how discourses about gender and race were transfoend integrated into new forms of

German identity.

Observing Prostitution

Nelly: “The women are already jumping at the chatocéave a go with the others,
how is that possible — for a piece of chocolatey tteoll all over the marketplace in
Biel. No, no, it’s just not right.* (May 22, 1945)

In this passage Nelly reports on what she intespastprostitution. She describes the women
as active not as victims. They pursue prostitutiohfor basic material needs, but for what
they consider luxury goods such as chocolate. Tigest of the "erotic fraternisation” of
Austrian and German women after the Second World (Needen 2002: 313) is not new to
feminist research. The Australian researcher HsogMieo (1996) interpreted prostitution
during that period in Germany as part of a contmwaf sexual violence starting with violent
acts such as rape and ending at courtship causdédifyer. Related to her approach are
theories of sexual violence as a war strategy tuoillmte the enemy repeatedly as well as to
recreate the male community (Card 1997). Theserigeoemain valid. In the case of the
Second World War and sexuality in Austria and Gemwnghere is additional research
focusing on the women themselves. Research cordliogteSusanne zur Nieden (2002) as
well as Ingrid Bauer (1996) suggest that women rigadexual relationships with foreign
soldiers moved on a continuum between being fonudprostitution in order to survive and
feed their children, and striving for new experienafter a long war (Bauer 1996: 111).

Nelly interprets the women’s behaviour as probadilyving for amusement and/or
luxury. Additionally, in a passage preceding thimig Nelly describes the British soldiers as
being correct and cautious ("korrekt und zurtcldmalt). Whereas, she views the women as
playing the active part, she admires the soldievmfa distance for their politeness. Given

that her interpretation of the activity of thoseman is right and that she does not condemn

! Die Frauen ziehen schon alle los mit den Andern, stielas maglich, fur ein Stiick Schokolade flankieren sie
auf dem Platz von Biel. Nein, nein, das ist nicht richtig."
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hungry women, their interest in new experienceseasy to understand from today’'s

perspective. The question remains: why does Neadlyagree with them? In order to find

plausible explanations for this, other diary passags well as the discursive context on
femininity, masculinity, sexuality, prostitution,alonal Socialism and the war need to be
taken into account.

The above passage is dated May 22, 1945 — two wafiks capitulation. Her
description of the women as "already" being in aohtwith soldiers is reminiscent of the
myth of the "quick capitulation" of German womerteafthe Second World War. Sexual
relationships with foreign soldiers were commoniterpreted as failure and betrayal of the
sense of community among the Gernvalk (cf. Nieden 2002; Bauer 1996: 111). For many
at the end of the war, this was most likely no lemgelated to a National Socialist
community but to one's relatives, friends and aogaaces. If one considers other passages
it becomes clear that Nelly shared this view. Etfr@ugh she knew about and was uncritical
towards the National Socialist "attempt" to solhe t'Jewish question” ("der Versuch die
Judenfrage zu losen”, 28.09.1943), she was reli¢lvad Germany lost the war. She was
neither a member of the National Socialist party tie women's association and feared
being discriminated (10.05.1945). Nevertheless, simeurned that all the sacrifices,
especially of male soldiers at the front, had beewrain ("alle Opfer umsonst gewesen",
15.05.1945). Hence, it seems that in her view thenen prostituting themselves or looking
for courtship of the foreign soldiers behaved badlyards those men who fought (also for
them).

Even though these feelings might have been predtiand not related to National
Socialist ideology anymore, they still fit into treystem. During the war women were
activated as the warriors companion(s), keepinditmee front, supporting male soldiers and
waiting for them. There were regulations which eaduthat only 'Aryan’ women could
become a soldier's wife and those who did were ai@p more generously in Germany than
in other countries (cf. Kundrus 1995). This strgtegs chosen in order to secure the moral
support of the population. However, a soldier'sewifould be deprived of the financial
support if she was found to have been unfaithftil Keindrus 1995). If these relationships
were with foreigners, the treatment was even har@ieKundrus 1995: 380ff). Underlying
this was the construction of race. On the one halwgjan' German women were born
'‘Aryans', yet on the other hand, their racial statwas related to social success and

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



(/-\\ Graduat 11C

appropriate behaviour. As a result, one could llese one’s status. Prostitutes, like gay men
for example, were considered 'deteriorated'.

So far my interpretation has shown that prostitwtere found unacceptable by both
the old National Socialist system and the new Garntkentity that was just starting to
develop. However, there were still other aspecthié¢odebate on courtship between German

women and foreign soldiers. These | will discusselobon the second diary.

Observing ObservingProstitution

Inge: "Everywhere there is outrage at the womemn &eéng courted by the soldiers
in broad daylight. “Hitler raised whores, that's atthe wanted”, an old man said. ...
The BdM education didn’t last a week.” (5562, 1035)

With these words, Inge describes how people becidignant about German women
seeking sexual relationships with foreign soldidisere are two astonishing breaks within
this passage. The first is the quote of the old s&ying Hitler had intended to raise whores.
The second is the author's statement that the gdna# the state invented girls' association
(BdM) did not last long. What do these breaks ifiply

To begin with, it is remarkable that Inge does wdte about peoples' outrage about
the death camps. Bergen Belsen was a prime exashplene who did. She knew about the
camps and was upset about National Socialism. Siseralieved to be living in Hamburg
where the war had ended a bit earlier and was oedupy the British Army. That people
were infuriated by women either prostituting thelwse or having love-affairs with foreign
soldiers confirms that people became very obsegstbdsexuality after the Second World
War (Nieden 2002). The debate on female sexudityot unique to Germany. In her work
on the relationship between young women and USiessldn Britain during the Second
World War, Sonya O. Rose (1998) discovers simiteangls. British women went out with
US soldiers who were not only foreign, but alsadredff than their British colleagues and

thus triggered similar discussions in Britain. Rasgues that female sexuality is frequently

2 German original:"Uberall Empérung gegen die Frauenzimmer, die man beermelTag die Soldaten
umbuhlen sieht. 'Huren hat der Hitler erzogen', sagtalégn Mann, 'so wollte er es ja'. ... Es hat ja didvB
Erziehung keine Woche vorgehalten.”

© Graduate Journal of Social Science - 2007 - ¥@pecial Issue 2



/\\ Graduase 111
Journal
I . {

debated during periods of change and that by exagifemale sexuality people discussed
what it meant to be British (Rose 1998). Similadpe could argue that in Germany by being
irate about women having sexual relationships fotieign soldiers a new German identity
was being discussed.

This argument is based on the well researchedredisen that women increasingly
become the representative of moral qualities arlira values during the development of
different nationalisms. According to Mosse (1987¢ figure of the chaste woman became
the symbol for continuity and stability of a natidibid. 21). This meaning was further
advanced by Christina von Braun (1997) who staftedl through secularism the meaning of
the pure blood of Jesus was translated to the lgooel of a nation. Purity, thus, became the
symbol for the unity of a nation or a people's bedgluding everything foreign, everything
that could cause impurity. Hence, 'purity’ appdarhiave a double-meaning in relation to
female sexuality: firstly, it is connected to cligsand secondly, to a woman's choice of a
sexual partner within or outside a social group eine 2005: 97ff).

As Dagmar Herzog (2005) pointed out the Nationati&ist system was sexually
restrictive for all 'non-Aryans', but provided irassed sexual freedom for all 'Aryans’, and in
particular for men. As a result there were repedtdzhtes between conservative groups such
as Catholics and National Socialists about sexulliterzog (2005) gives examples of
families refusing to let their girls go to the IbcDM group (Bund Deutscher
Médel/Association of German Girls), because theydd their girls would learn to have a lax
sexual attitude. However, sex with foreigners (awiforced labourers as well as prisoners of
war) was in most cases strictly prohibited, and/amlexceptions allowed with other 'Aryan’
races such as French civil workers (cf. Kundrus2200hus, National Socialism mainly built
upon the second meaning of purity, the purity eftlation's body. As a consequence, this old
man could state that the increased sexual perrargsss during National Socialism (as well
as the absence of men to watch their daughtersiatets) would ruin the moral of young
women.

Subsequently, BDM education was in most casesalmatit (or at least not only about)
sexual permissiveness. During National Socialiseryhing was designed to serve the war.

The BDM groups were intended to educate the NaktiSoaialist women who would support

3 Julia Roos (2002) exemplifies this repeated debate itiel® prostitution policy.
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a male soldier to fight and give birth to new setdi(Rose 1998)Marriage was not a value
as such and was instead supported mainly for gicatear reasons. Since these policies
aimed also at keeping young women away from foreigm failed, Inge could write that the
education promoting them only lasted for a shoritevh

Ingrid Bauer (1996) argued that the women haviagual relationships with US
soldiers in Austria caused outrage, because thed against the idea of a ‘pure’ race and
nation. This is definitely the case here, too. Heevethere is yet another important aspect.
The old man links these women back to National &wmtn. In doing so he draws on other
meanings associated with femininity. In early modgrthe assumption was held that women
were closer to sexuality than men. Since sexual@y still a sin, thus, related to evil, women
were seen as being prone to becoming a witch anceh@ mate of the devil. This traditional
association between femininity and evil resonatethé quote from the old man. As a result,
female sexuality was associated with the contionatif the NS system. The obsession with
sexuality therefore, implies a deflection from tieal scandal to women seeking relief either
from hunger or from war experiences. As a secom$eguence, female sexuality was able to

be very easily put back into its place in the 19&0sHerzog 2005).

Final Remarks

In Germany there is a highly developed, officiakmorial culture in terms of the Second
World War and the genocide. However, there is atillimbalance in discussing issues such
as how much people bought into or actually agreecettain policies of the system and to
what extent discourses of this period of time weaasformed and re-integrated into a new
German national identity after the Second World Wes mentioned earlier, my aim is to
make such discourses, the history "tattooed orskins" (Braidotti 2002: 41) visible. Theses
few passages only exemplify the methodology | aith déveloping for exposing theses
transformed and re-integrated discourses (thata@ssequence, might still be present in the

contemporary German cultural memory of that peraxijvell as the deflections from the war

* However, according to Sonya O. Rose the BdM leaden déiéed this political goal and offered a space for
doing things such as playing games, singing and knitting.
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crimes to little moral sidesteps. There are stdlny open questions to solve, such as which

parts of them can still be traced today and whitsshave they undergone since then.
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How do we do it?
Methodologies, methods and subject foci in Gendert@&lies student’s degree projects

Abstract

This article stresses the issue of methodologyninngerdisciplinary field of research and
education. The focus is on students and how thagleahe situation with teachers coming
from a number of traditional disciplines. Thesedeers bring a variation of research foci,
methods and skills. For the students this couldiltei a wide range of possibilities to
approach research from different angles. Yet, proid emerge when they are supposed to
carry out their own projects. The article is basmdmy Master’s thesis. the research interest
was on what students in Gender Studies actualiy dioeir degree projects on what is called
‘advanced level I'. A query was how they relatedeiminist methodologies, which methods
and theories they used and what research probléens where interested in interested them.
In the projects examined most of the students feebe familiar with, and use feminist
theory. while the same could not be said aboutththdology. this article points to a serious
lack of methodological awareness, both in a moetétical sense, but also as practical
skills. The students do not seem to articulate weeyl what they actually do. the article
suggests a practically oriented, ongoing discussinrmethods in Gender Studies, especially
in undergraduate education. Such a discussion shbal grounded on methodological and
epistemological theories with emphasis on reseakills and methods.

Key words: interdisciplinarity, methodologies, medls, practical skills, Master’s theses,
Gender Studies

Introduction

This article is written from a student’s perspeetilt is based on my own MA essay, which
focuses on how students use methods and theorieis wiiting essays at undergraduate level
in Gender Studies in Sweden. | will argue that ehisra significant difference between the
acute theoretical awareness in students’ essayswdrat | term, their uncertainty regarding

methods and methodological issues. For us, initeedeneration of PhD students in Gender
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Studies, this situation can be problematic. This raisesstjons about what kind of a subject
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Gender Studies actually is. What are our uniquisskiained as we are in such an inter- and
multidisciplinary field?

Firstly, | will give a short introduction to my aowexperience at the University of
Goteborg, the methodology that | have used, and mgwproject was designed. This will be
followed by a quick overview of curricula on metlsooh undergraduate courses at Gender
Studies departments in Sweden. Following this,ill fecus on the essays in question,
looking at them from different angles, thematicalyranged according to my research
questions. Finally, | will raise issues relatingthe legitimacy and relevance of the general
field of Women'’s Studies. | will conclude with somreflections concerning what can be done
to strengthen the field by helping the studentsawgate through the deep ocean of methods,
methodology and theory in Gender Studies

A heritage that caused me trouble

My interest in research methods in Gender Studieseaduring my own undergraduate
studies in the subject. | was surprised by andts@@f our methods courses. The literature
and the lectures were more about methodology aislegpology than about methods and
skills. In other words, we read more about howedéht methods could be understood and
conceptualised rather than their practical appboatFor me, and other students with an
earlier background in courses in other discipliribs was not that much of a problem. We
had previous experiences that we could rely on.tlk@se of us who took Gender Studies as

their first subject at the university the situativas more confusing.

! Since 1990, it has been possible to take a PhPedeg interdisciplinary Gender Studies at Temau3en
Linkdping. The PhD students have, however, differdisciplinary backgrounds, some of which may have
undergraduate training in gender Studies “on itea"oWhe first university in Sweden to provide Phiiming in
Gender Studies as a “discipline”, i.e. at a depantnrunning undergraduate education, was Orebr2002.
Today they have two PhD students in Gender Studiesn if both have an undergraduate background in
political science. (22 Feb. 2007 <www.oru.se/tergdoruExtintroPagelLevel2.aspx?id=6953>) In Gotgpor
PhD training in Gender Studies has been availdhte2004. Today the department has five PhD stsden
which all but one have an undergraduate degree iend& Studies. (22 Feb. 2007
<www.hum.gu.se/institutioner/genusvetenskap>) SR@@S, the Centre for Gender Studies at the Urityeo$
Lund also has a PhD programme based on undergeattaiing in Gender Studies. At the moment theee a
three PhD-students in Lund. (22 Feb. 2007 <www.gduaise/>) (See also Liinason & Holm, 2006 and Lejkk
2004.) Some of the Women's and Gender Studies egd@partments at other universities/universitjegels
also strive for PhD education, however, at a tinfeemvthe higher education policy in Sweden now works
towards a higher concentration on resources torf@vgétutions.
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When the time came for our essay at advanced leved knew a lot about feminist
criticism from traditional disciplines, we knew atlabout epistemology and, to a lesser
degree, about research ethics. But our trainirngaiicular methods were more rudimentary.
We had read some texts about interview and int&xfive techniques, as well as having had
an introduction to discourse analysis. However, skils and experiences in using these
methods were very limited.

This was the situation from my perspective, altifothe other students did not seem
to be as obsessed as | was with the lack of tirBince then, | have realised that my
interest in methods may have come from my undetgri@d years at university. | was
academically trained at a department of politiceieisce where the watchword for our
courses on methods wiiyou can’t count it — it doesn’t coufit

Accordingly, my interest in methods has to dohwihy positivistic heritage from
political science. Nevertheless, during my couiseSender Studies the old heritage had met
with resistance from feminist criticism. The issue value neutrality was one of them.An
Introduction to Feminist Epistemologjelessandra Tanesini askedw do we tell the good
bias from the bad bias.{Tanesini 1999: 86) She is one in a line of redeznc who have
guestioned the traditional image of value neutraiit research. She does so when she
compares how values are given divergent signifieancdhe context of discovery, and in the
context of justification. She argues that the defiibe use of feminist values can be a way to
improve research standards. My understanding efishihat the methodological transparency
demanded by traditional science needs to be folidyean epistemological transparency, and
this is where feminist research can make a coriabu

For Marjorie Pryse (2001), there is an epistechiallenge to produce knowledge that
does not fit the academic structure. For her,aisith becomes ade factomethodology in
feminist research, which gives a necessary, buanatfficient method, to develop feminist
epistemology. With the help of Sneja Gunew, sheeaihe interesting question: "from what
"position” do feminists construct "a new body ottb&nowledge and theory"?” (Pryse 2001:
7) The opposite, and traditional view can be foimietodpraktikan(Esaiasson et al. 2003)
This is a pedagogic handbook on methods writtersdaye of my former teachers at the
department of political science in Goteborg. Acaogdto the authors, the most evident

examples of a deficient lack of value neutralite do0 be found in “value homogenous”

2 Later on, | have realised that the formulation eates from O R HolstiHolme and Solvang 1997: 87)
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research milieus (Esaiasson et al. 2003: 24). hoisunreasonable to assume that Gender
Studies is seen as such a milieu.

In Liberating Method — Feminism and Social ReseaMhrjorie L. DeVault claims
that “feminist methods” are often understood imm& of a "how-to-do”-manual. Feminist
methodologists have generally resisted this “cookboor “how-to conception” (DeVault
1999: 21). She refers to Sandra Harding, and claimas it is not feminist researchers’
methods, but their methodology, or thoughts on wdshthat are important. For the student in
Gender Studies, this is a useful chrdy if you have access to knowledge on existing method
and how they are carried through. If you havejristance, reatetodpraktikanand practised
some of its methods, Harding’s criticism of the cept of objectivity receives meaning and
substance. Likewise, you will be able to understdisdussions of feminist standpoint theories
or of situated knowledge and privileged positionigth no previous experiences of scientific
methods these epistemological discussions will ifewt to relate to and hard to handle in

the practical work of your project.

Purpose and planning of my project

This was my starting-point when | designed my MAason advanced leveflin Gender

Studies (Alnebratt 2005). My purpose was to examihat Gender Studies students actually
do in their degree essays at advanced lévélwas interested in their choice of subject foci
and how they dealt with methodological issues @otly as well as in practice. My questions

were simple:

- Which subjects are chosen?

- How can the subject topics be described?

- Which methods are used?

- In what way do the methods chosen rely on meth@yotiiscussions in Gender
Studies?

$90-120 ECTS
460-90 ECTS
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At the time, courses at advanced level | in Gei@ladies could be studied at ten universities
in Sweden. Since | wanted to do an exhaustive studyntacted these departments for
copies of their essays from the last course gis@proximately, | would say that | have been
able to scrutinise at least seventy percent ofsdhy3 It was not my purpose to “evaluate”
the essays | studied. | did not want to discussthrdreor not the methods used were relevant
or how well the students succeed with their prgjebty idea was to investigate the incidence
of methods and subject foci to be able to discubatwsender Studies meant to these
students. To be able to answer the last questionad to scrutinise the curricula on
methodology taught in basic education in GendediStuin Sweden.

In my dissertation project it is my intention tmhden and enter more deeply into this
field by scrutinising interdisciplinary Gender Siesl research in Sweden during recent years.
So far, my very simple questions are: “What is Gen8tudies today actually about?” and
“How is it done?” It is by describing, analysingdadiscussing the variations within the field
and how multifaceted it is that we can strengthienlegitimacy and relevance of our field.
However, in this limited investigation of studessays | wish to provide an image — a cross-
section — of Gender Studies done at the undergradiesel.

What do the students read?

Of course the literature used in the courses idifackted and impossible to present in its
total range. Here | just want to give a quick pietof some important and frequently used
examples. In my review of the curricula that studestudy in the undergraduate courses on
methods, it was clear that most of what was presemias on qualitative research. The
students in Uppsala have the opportunity to reftectmethodological choices, while they
read Ann Oakley. In an article Women'’s Studies International Forufiscience, Gender
and Women'’s Liberation: An Argument Against Posteroism,” (1998: 133-146) Oakley
tries to capture some of the reasons for the preéer of qualitative research methods in

Gender Studies. According to her, the second waweinfists inherited and reacted to a

® Six of the departments responded positively, whjakie me an empirical material containing twentyese
essays. | know that one of the departments thaphallems with my request had only one essay fadghom
their last course.
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science that paid no attention to women as a sgomip; a science characterised by logical
positivism with a focus on quantification, objedtyvand control. Oakley argues that the

opposition between feminism and science goes fek bad involves the dialectical relations

between natural and social sciences. Furthermoneyalves the discussion about the status
of knowledge and separate methodological traditi®mne ends her brief historical exposé by
saying: “Science thus acquired its modern charaxgea major cultural agent in transmitting

‘oppressive fictions’ about women’s bodies and mihdOakley 1998: 134)

In Lund, the students also read Mary Margaret Roand Judith A. Cook. Their book
Beyond Methodology — Feminist Scholarship as LiRedearch(1991), is an anthology in
which some of the names on reading lists of theradlepartments can be found. The students
in Uppsala and Goéteborg also study Patricia Hillli@® Johanna Esseveld, who contributes
to the Fonow and Cook anthology, is also studiedJinea. In Malmo, Hesse-Biber &
Yasier'sFeminist Perspectives on Social Reseaschsed. This book, as well ke Second
Wave: A Reader in Feminist Theoby Linda Nicholson (ed), used in Uppsala, Lund,
Karlstad, and Sandra Harding (edhe Feminist Standpoint Theory Readesed in
Goteborg, are all examples of anthologies with ssdvauthors. In these books, the student
will examine epistemological issues and meet stawidt theorists like Patricia Hill Collins,
Nancy Hartsock, bell hooks, Alison Jaggar and Mifies, to mention a few.

Fonow and Cook devote their studies to feminisstemology and methodology. In
various examinations they show how feminist researdifferent disciplines often contains
a critique of how the discipline in question hasdgtd women and gender relations. Among
other topics, they have scrutinised publicationssoaniological research during a period of
nine years. They claim to have “identified sevenaderlying assumptions in the literature on
feminist methods” (Fonow and Cook 1991: 2). Somdhekse underlying assumptions are
grouped into four points, which they argue, araisicant for feminist research. These points
are reflexivity, action orientation, an attentianthe affective components of the research,
and finally, something they call “use of the sitoa-at-hand” (Fonow and Cook 1991: 2).

The most frequently occurring book in method cesars Gender Studies in Sweden
is Feminist Methodsn Social Researclil992) by Shulamit Reinharz. It is an overview of
methods used by feminist researchers and how teeythem. The span is wide and goes
from qualitative methods like oral history and eigraphic research to survey studies and

psychological experiments. In the concluding chageinharz summarises feminist research
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in ten points. She states that feminism is a pets@e not a method, and that feminist
research includes an ongoing criticism of non-festimesearch. The methods feminist
researchers uses are not different from those lmg@ther researchers, but they are used in a
perspective based on feminist theory. Furthermtey are distinguished by an ethical view
on the relation between the researcher and thangsebject (Reinharz 1991: 240).

The most striking insight gained by this shortieavis that most of the literature is
rather old. In contemporary feminist theory sevelifferent approaches can be found. Post-
colonial and race-inflected feminist approaches,ictvhargue for the necessity of
intersectional analyses, are important to acknogdecCritical men’s studies focussing on
hegemonic masculinities and queer theoretical cisii on heteronormativity are other
important perspectives. In opposition to Reinhamderstanding of feminist research as a
(one perspective, it is today more adequate to seel&eBtudies as a field of education and
research allowing several perspectives and diffeapproaches; perspectives and approaches
combined with different research methods dependingthe topics being studied. One
example is the recent bodBueer Phenomenologyy Sara Ahmed, which shows how old

approaches and methods can be combined with nexspgrtives.

Subject foci in the essays

What did | then find? My first reaction was thatilerz’ conclusion that “[fleminist
research is amoeba like; it goes everywhere, inyedieection” (Reinharz 1992: 243) was a
good description. Everything from handicraft to trexd, Sami writers, and the issue of order
of succession to the throne were of interest to dtuelents. However, the answer to the
question on subject foci is that the students ameniy interested in the question of gender
construction and understandings of the same artdtilsais often scrutinised in every-day-
situations. Women’s life conditions, equality worknd issues related more to
ideology/politics are also of interest to the studeOn a closer look some obvious categories
occur.

The most frequent area of interest is the constmuof gender in various milieus and
contexts. In fifteen out of twenty-seven essayslysed, this was the main issue. In this

category | include essays scrutinising midwivesews on parenthood and their
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understandings of gender relations, gender corigingcin The Lord of the Ringsand the
possibilities for the butch to function as a madermodel for children. All of these topics
have a primary interest in analysing how mascwljrfémininity and gender are constructed,
reproduced and understood in different arenas.

Four essays deal with equality work in one waypthier. One investigates conditions
for gender equality workers in a certain organgatianother the responsibility of the
management in a school, one essay deals with exalaaf equality work at university level
and the last one scrutinises understandings of aseliarassment by leaders and their
responsibility to prevent such harassment.

The third category can be characterised as thesays with an interest in women,
their life conditions and activities. Here we repsg essays with themes like the situation for
refugee women from Iran, young female handicraftkers’ view on their crafts, women’s
psychological health problems in relation to wogkirfe and family life, and a study of the
relationship between gender patterns in families\@omen’s participating in civic society in
Niassa, Mozambique.

Finally, we have four remaining essays. In twat@m there is an ambition to “re-
read” female authors, with a purpose to visualiggrtideas and significance. Another one
guestions discrimination on the basis of sex in w@mcials as a political phenomenon. The
last one, which does not automatically fit intoagegory, is about the debate in Sweden on
the issue of female succession to the throne. utdcbe argued that these four essays in
different ways touch political/ideological issues.

It is obvious that the students pay great atbento how gender is constructed and
can be understood. In most of the essays theravistato deconstruct various masculinities
and femininities, as well as the preconditionssjeecific groups. Questioning and visualising
the impact of heteronormativity on phenomena in $beiety is another frequent theme.
These themes in the essays are even more obvioes wke look into the theoretical

frameworks used.
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Students use of methods

In relation to methods, firstly it can be statedttall of the essays examined had a qualitative
approach. Interviewing is the most common way tio g@ormation and empirical material.
In addition, different kinds of textual materialeaexamined, fiction as well as interview
books, information material, protocols from the gounent and equality plans, to mention
but a few. But what the students actually do indriier project is one thing, what they call
their methods is something else. While a pieceritical work can be termed an interview
investigation, it can also be called a discoursalyasis. The difference between these two
methods in the essay is not always that clear.€lalide to scrutinise this, deeper qualitative
analysis is required. Four of the essays had noetkimethod at all. A closer look at them
might give a clue, | thought, even to what the oteeidents with more or less vague
descriptions of methods, actually where doing. dsel analysis did indeed show a certain

pattern. Let me give some quotes on methods frenessays

Ex 1. More developed, this means that | will study if ddv the choices
which the four analysed characters depend on ofliaked to intersectional

structures.

Ex 2.1 used Berit As’ "ruling techniques” to be able tmderstand the
methods used by the opponents to the reform, wienttied to diminish

the struggle for female succession to the thrond, |

What | found was a number of essays in which thbas did not mention their methods. On
a closer examination of these essays, | found @& raptess obvious “perspective” based on
feminist theory, which was the basic frameworktfoe analysis. To their empirical material —
texts or transcribed interviews — a framework ohif@ist theory was applied.

When | tried this methodical thinking in relatita the other essays, which | had
already ordered in other method categories, alveenty of them can fit into this method of

analysis. | am aware that “about twenty” is a vaguenber, but since there is a significant

% With my translation
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element of interpretation, it is hard to be morecise’ A good example of this is an essay,
in which a methodically adequate film analysis ésfprmed, but at the same time the author

underlines:

... | have tried to practice several species of regdion the material, [...]
tainted by feminist critique and with one eye candy open to practices of

power.

In this essay, there is one section in which thairiést theories, which form the basic
framework for the above-mentioned readings, arsgmed. In seven other essays a similar
kind of thinking is expressed. In quite a few o tlemaining essays thisde factowhat is
done, even if it is not explicitly expressed.

When | analysed these essays and compared thessstys with a more explicit
account of methods, | found a more or less obvipesspective” pertaining to most essays.
One could argue that the application of feministotly to various empirical data is the most
common method used. However, few students seera tmare of what they actually do, at
least they seem to have no language to talk about i

It is striking how few references the studentsehawtheir methods chapters. In nine
out of twenty-seven essays there are no refereatcalh. In the rest of the essays there are
some references, mostly on interview techniquesnareflections on the craft of research. A
significant number of the methods chapters are nworéess working descriptions — the
student describes what she/he has done. This diesenessarily say anything about the
guality of those essays, but it could be a sigarofuncertainty about their own methodical
skill. To me it is obvious that a number of thedsnts have no language that enabled
discussions about methods. This may raise probienesn it comes to the legitimacy of the

work being done.

’ For instance, | had problems with my own essayiciviwas part of the material. Did | use this methdd
described my method as a textual analysis, whilatwlactually did was to read the author Ellen Keypugh
what | called a Key discourse. This discourse veggured by a study of recent feminist Key research.
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Feminist theory and other characteristic features

One of the central “demands” in feminist methodaagidiscourse is about the connection to
feminist theory. In most of the essays scrutinigedte is a theory chapter, in which earlier
research and theory connected to the subject i¥ided and discussed. Five out of twenty-
seven essays have, what | call, a weak theory sismo. By weak, | mean less than three
references. Of course, the number of quoted authwes not necessarily say anything about
the quality. In an essay that deals with R W Cdtn#ieory on masculinity, it may not be
necessary to have many references. On the othel; ifaan essay should be considered to
have a strong theoretical basis it must “use” earesearch and discuss it in relation to its
own subject. At least eleven essays can be corsiderhave such a strong theoretical basis.
Hence, they have references to a number of auimatgshe theory chapters are extensive and
well argued. This can also, to a lesser extensal about the remaining eleven essays.

Most of the theorists referenced in the essaysSaredish authors. Yvonne Hirdman
is the most frequent reference; other frequent saame Lena Gemzde, Maud Eduards, Maria
Wendt Hoéjer and Anna Wahl. Something that obviourstgrests the students is queer theory.
In seven of the essays this theoretical field ssu$sed, with references to Judith Butler and
Tiina Rosenberg, often in combination. In two essthe students also have references to
Don Kulick.

In nine essays, theories of masculinity are dsedsSwedish as well as international
research is quoted. Most common is R W Connell, sghiheories occur in seven essays.
Swedish authors can also be mentioned such as BedNiand Tomas Johansson. Female
masculinity is also discussed. In two essays tasreeferences to Judith Halberstam.

When it comes to feminist theory, my examinatioreg reason to claim that students
in Gender Studies are well aware of the theoreticgdussions in feminist research. In the
essays that | have scrutinised, there is a clestialed gender perspective, by which | mean
that the empirical material is tested or analysét feminist theory. In contrary to what is
argued inMetodpraktikan the students seem to be well aware that the\e rdiferent
questions. The reliance on feminist theory was arhe basic demands | found in feminist

methodology curricula taught in courses in Sweden.
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Other “demands” examined relate to reflexivity awdion-orientation. In almost all
essays the students, in one way or another, refledheir own research position. In those
essays where interviews were conducted, the rakttip between the interviewer and the
interviewee was discussed. A lot of the essays meancontain suggestions for change of

policies or are based on a will to visualise gemarstruction in various contexts.

Gender Studies on its owh

In the autumn of 2005, more than eight hundredesitslapplied to the first level course of
Gender Studies at Goteborg University. The increpsiumbers of applicants reflected the
increased interest in the society for feminism gadder equality, but we do not know what
these students expect from their studies. For saintteem, this is their first meeting with the
University. For others, Gender Studies is a complenor a way to deepen earlier studies.
Some of them may want to become “better” feministsije others are looking for a future as
gender equality experts in the public sector. A tdwhem, finally, choose Gender Studies as
their main subject with their mind set on research.

Institutionalisation and/or disciplination of Gi#r Studies are ongoing processes.
Today one can take a PhD in (inter) disciplinann@s Studies and at the same time, gender
perspectives are more or less integrated intotioadi disciplines. At a department of Gender
Studies the senior researchers and the teacherssaadly trained in other departments like
literature, philosophy or sociology. This bringplarality of views, directions and practices.
What unites them is often their criticism of traaital scholarship, their feminist standpoints
and/or common research interests. For studentsndéns that they will have opportunities to
approach society and research from various anBlgs.as | have shown in this article, it may
cause problems for them when they are supposedtk @n their own projects. If method
courses focus more on epistemology and methodotbgy on practical skills it can be
problematic.

When Shulamit Reinharz provides an overview of hods used by feminist
researchers she states, among other things, thatiéen is a perspective, not a method and

that feminist research contains an ongoing criticef non-feminist research. Methods used

8 The heading refers to the bodkomen'’s Studies on its oped Robyn Wiegman (2002).
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by feminist researchers are not different from ¢éhased by others researchers, but they are
adopted from a perspective based on feminist taeoAnother difference is the view of the
researcher, the object and the relation betweem tfiReinharz 1992: 240). According to
Reinharz, feminist research was, when she wrotebbek, in a time of “Feminist Culture
Building, or Feminist Renaissance, and that we pélself-correcting” (Reinharz 1992: 269)

Obviously, this is not a new discussion. Therarisongoing tension regarding issues
related to methods and methodology in the historymodern Gender Studies. When
questions such as, “What is typical for this fiéld@e raised, different researchers,
representing different scientific schools, givefeliént answers. For some it is the deployed
method that matters. This includes the ongoing r&nhcritique of traditional disciplines and
could be argued to be common among researchersifriempreting traditions. For others,
this being the most typical for feminist researold &ender Studies, is the object of research
or, in other words, that “the subject matters”. Gapproach does not have to exclude the
other one. Of course, theories, methodologies aethods are intrinsic to each other. The
choice of method depends on material, theoretidaégence and so on. Together, material,
theories used and methods affect each other acldipeahe end result.

Plurality in methods used is a sign for researnchhis field. Hence, the students at
undergraduate level in Women Studies should haz@piportunity for training in a number of
methods. But, if undergraduate courses do not geotte students with proper training in
methods they will not be able to use them. As an#he first generation of PhD-students in
Gender Studies in Sweden, | think it is importantdise the question posed at the beginning
of this article: What are our unique skills, train@s we are in such an inter- and

multidisciplinary field?

Reflections on what can be done

For the on-going development of Gender Studies,tarfie able to answer to demands and
expectations from all the students, | argue fothier studies and discussions on issues that
emerged in my study. This is important, not leastehable us to face and challenge

scepticism and sometimes even explicit criticisnowf area of research.
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| argue that there is a lot more to ask for whetoimes to methodological awareness
and methodical skills. In several of the essaysmixed there is a significant uncertainty
relating to methods and methodological mattersdmparison to the theoretical awareness,
methodological references are almost absent in ofote essays. Even references to more
methodical issues rarely occur. In my opinion, raftaving done this study and as a PhD-
student in Gender Studies, | am positive that wedrfarther studies on what we actually do
in our research projects. Perhaps, Gender Studipartinents should reconsider what is
taught in their method courses? What can be dorfeelp and encourage the students to
handle and use the theoretical knowledge they bawed?

It is obvious that the students are more awaré€sehder Studies theory than of
methods. With more methodical awareness we coulddager and more specific about how
we use these theories and strengthen the clainmeake. By this | do not demand a certain
set of methods — approved for Gender Studies h@wrantrary! | would like to see a broader
spectrum of methods used. | agree with those wihdhsd the day Gender Studies becomes a
discipline with rigid rules on methods and a closeadon it will lose much of its dynamic
(Holm 2006: 19ff). But there is no contradictiontimat and, on the other hand, a wish for
better methodical training at undergraduate levés. striking how the significant element of
methodological literature in the courses has almostorrelation to how the students use it in
their projects. Perhaps, the distance betweenaastrscussions and the practical craft you
do when you write an essay is too far. And mayhe iih the intersection between these two
that the need for student guidance is most required

With teachers from such various backgrounds, itldmot be that hard to provide the
students with a veritable toolbox in methods. Jogtusing their own experience as
researchers, the teachers could be both exceliémtstand inspirers for the students. By
introducing and showing how to use different methéal scrutinize a common subject, the
method courses, at an interdisciplinary departmeate an opportunity to be a place for
concrete and interesting discussions on what cajaioed in using one method and what you
lose with another. By introducing methodical tragin theoretical courses, even more could
be won. What | ask for is something that could akked the methods of “perspectivism”; a
conceptual framework for how we use feminist thetwryunderstand and interpret and an

ongoing practical training in how to do it.
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Romaike Zuidema

Harding, Sandra and Kathryn Norberg (2005) ‘New iéshapproaches to Social Science
Methodologies.’ I'Sgns: Journal of Women in Culture and Society vol. 30 no. 4.

Good research methods are supposed to be culeee falue free. But feminist scholars
realised that this standard had not been and cumilthe met in practice. In their opinion it's
not only unachievable but is also as a matter of, fandesirable. The (controversial)
feminist researchers’ notion that research itsalh contribute to producing a liberatory,
transformative subjectivity in an oppressed or rmaigged group, was the subject of a
special issue diigns, edited by Sandra Harding and Kathryn Norberg.

Feminist theory includes in particular concernsowbhow to understand the
intersectionality of race, class, gender, and ositreictural features of societies. But feminist
scholars also understand the impossibility of amurinterpretation, translation, and
representation among radically different cultuf@se notion that gender patterns are socially
constructed and thus closely knit to knowledge @oever makes it complex. This is,
furthermore, the major theme of the ten articleshis issue ofSgns. More precisely, they
are occupied with on the one hand the issue of powmethodology, and on the other power
between researchers and the researched

If participation is a form of power, then powemnoat be avoided in doing research,
realizes Mike Kesby in his article. Here, Kesbyegi\a good example of the impact of power
on feminist methodology in the search for a mo@pmcal exchange between participation
and post structuralism. The difficulty lies in thetion that power is not concentrated and
‘not inherent within powerful subjects but is disged throughout the complex networks of
discourse, practises, and relationships that posi§ubjects as powerful that justify and
facilitate their authority in relation to othersClegg, 1989, 207). In his article, Kesby
reformulates the conception of empowerment as eticgato some recent pointed criticism
of participatory action research, in which the e power is not possible to avoid. So, he
states, in return: “..] suggest that it must bekedrwith’.

From another perspective, Christine Halse and Adaeey reflect on some of the
sticky moral questions as they work to transformesearch proposal into an application for

an ethics committee approval. Seeing that reseexraten be placed in an awkward moral
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space between compliance and defiance, legal anddgressive action, instrumentality and
sensibility to others, they suggest an ongoingataliative process shaped by dialogue and
responsive relationships that are guided by prlasipf justice.

In 1991, Mary Margaret Fonow and Judith Cook mli#id one of the most widely
used feminist methodology text&eyond Methodology: Feminist Scholarship as Lived
Research. Now, they reflect on changes since that collectias published, in an article that
is worthwhile reading in this special issueSxns.

The laborious attempt to eliminate power diffeentetween the researcher and the
researched, furthermore, is described by Shahnan.Kshe reflects on her double identity,
as being a Pakistani Canadian and realizes thairbiees among women frequently are
dismissed. Her ambivalent position makes her asidert ‘I| am an outsider to marginalized
feminist debates in Canada because | am not wénite,in Pakistan because | do not live
there.” Some Pakistani argue that Kahn is not dnihem because she is not sharing their
risk. As a native informant, furthermore, she may be authentic enough to be taken
seriously. Kahn reacts to this by situating hérsethin a multilayered process, able to
identify the contradictory and contested locatioonf which she informs the west. That
position gave her a possibility to nuance the stype of third-world woman, often
presented as oppressed and voiceless. Kahn stamtempowerment group with fourteen
women in prison in which she gathered data forresearch, simultaneously as her work
could offer some benefits for the women. The pguditon of these veiled women convinced
her that the conventional views regarding this grbad to be rethought.

Moreover, the intersections between power relatibetween men and women and
power relations between researcher and the reszhrahe explored in this special issue of
Sgns, by Sabine Grenz in her interview study of clieafsprostitutes. Her study aims to
unravel the secrecy around that surrounds theseameérto investigate the ways in which
masculine identity is discursively reproduced tlowgmmercial sex. In addition, her article
also gives a bright example of how the power retatbetween researcher and researched
may be reversed. In her study, all participantseweite men and native Germans, some of
them asking her if she would be able to toleratehe masturbated during the interview. Or:
‘May | also show you my penis then?’ Another matlechfor a ‘little punishment’ as a
reward for the interview. ‘However’, Grenz conclgdthese requests also show that men feel

they are allowed to ask for such favours, whichragaarks their position of power.’
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Lois Presser reports a similar negotiation pracsgglying violent criminals. In his
article, Presser demonstrates a systematic inatistigof how relations of power between
interviewer and participant may become part ofitlierview data. ‘The researcher’s goal’,
he writes, ‘is not to emancipate the authenticystdthe narrator — none exists — but rather to
expose, as much as she can, of the relationsnthagémce the construction of the story that is
told.’

The standard of culture and value free researalidcoot be met in practice.
According to feminist scholars it is likewise unblable. A fruitful (and therefore necessary)
example of participatory feminist research is dégd by Verta Taylor and Leila J. Rupp in
their study of drag queens. . ‘[tlhe experiens®déd us to reflect on the complex gender
and sexual dynamics at play in such a project.’ domradiction they encountered proved to
be productive for their thinking about how the doageens play with and deconstruct gender
and sexual categories in their performances andwine this makes gender and sexual
fluidity oppression visible *

The research projects in this issue deal with iipaesearch problems in particular
social surroundings. Therefore, it is sometime§iadift to apply these careful ‘solutions’ to
the readers own research situation. In additiom gital of this volume is to be useful for the
scholars in their own search for effective and peegive ways of thinking about and
practising feminist social research. And as subls is an inspiring and powerful start,

thinking about the definition and the formulationhow to do good social research.
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Wiegman, R. (2002)Vomen’s Studies on Its Own: A Next Wave Readenstitutional
Change. Durham and London: Duke University Press: 5028BN 0-8223-2950-6.

The institutionalization of Women’s Studies withime academy has provided scholars and
activists with a productive space, however fraatume theorizing the possibilities and limits
of a field steeped in interdisciplinarity. EditooByn Wiegman, along with twenty eight
contributors toWomen’s Studies on Its Own: A Next Wave Readanrsiitutional Change
take to task assessing the ways in which the 6éM/omen’s Studies has evolved over the
past 30 odd years while reflecting upon its futiw@roducing feminist knowledge, despite,
or perhaps in light of the manifold differencesttésist in writing/theorizing “woman.”

Many ideas from this collection stem from a sené@nformal discussions in which
Wiegman and fellow colleagues exchanged both thepes and frustrations with the
“historic project” of Women’s Studies (Wiegman 2002). Divided into four sections:
“Histories of the Present,” “Institutional Pedageg)i’ “The Shadow of Capital” and “Critical
Classrooms,” this volume proffers a cartographietsk, or what Wiegman calls a “positive
political grammar”, in accounting for the ways inhieh feminist scholars configure
knowledge, organize within academic institutioresspond to corporatized campus culture,
and develop pedagogical strategies. Doubling as &ditistorical primer and theoretical atlas,
Women’s Studies on Its Owprovides academics in general and feminist schoiars
particular with a valuable resource in thinking atngh the intellectual possibilities of
interdisciplinary scholarship.

Apropos to the various debates and theoreticaiections that have defined the field
of Women’s Studie$, this collection presents divergent views on thejemt of academic

feminism as it emerges vis-a-vis institutions ia thnited States, Canada, and Australia. In

! Academic feminists have, in recent years, been divided where to “house” feminist scholarship. To this
point, Brown's essay, “The Impossibility of Women’s Stglieprovocatively argues against stand-alone
Women’s Studies programs and departments, citing the iritelleand theoretical limitations of a field too

often mired in identity politics. She thus concludes fieatinist knowledge production has greater critical
purchase within traditional disciplines.
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addition to its exploration of the ways in which Wen’'s Studies differs from its more
disciplined counterparts, so too do the contributors take yéinalstock of how
interdisciplinarity promotes, stifles, and at tinstalls feminist scholarship from developing
more nuanced theoretical languages of intelligipilHow, for example, can Women’s
Studies cultivate both a breadth and depth of kadgé that does not mimic disciplinary
moves toward canonization? Though the strengtimtefdisciplinarity rests in its flexibility
and creativity, one wonders if such flexibility sittaneously arouses a kind of institutional
displacement or what Rachel Lee describes as #autsion of non-territoriality,” which to
her mind proves more paralyzing than productives(28).

On a different though equally significant note,vBe Cuthbert, and Pollak explore
the ways in which Women’s Studies degrees mighttrbaslated into vocational skills
(Dever, Cuthbert, and Pollak 316). The authors fpmward the confusion that exists when
individuals outside the academy, particularly pttgnemployers, have little if any
knowledge about what ongoeswith a Women'’s Studies degree. As evidencedhay t
aforementioned and seemingly disparate examesnen’s Studies on Its Oweads more
like a theoretic web of interconnected ideas anthtpoof departure than a seamless
anthology of like-minded essays.

In an effort to “trace the difference that residesthe present and to judge that
difference in relation to the institutional projextacademic feminism,” (Wiegman 2002: 3),
Women’s Studies on Its Owerplores questions ranging from the abstractlpritical to the

routinely practical. Points of critical inquiry ihmle but are not limited to:

* What interdisciplinary practices might foster a modynamic relationship
between political activism and feminist knowledgeduction? (Zimmerman
189)

* How might feminist practitioners better engage witftowledge produced at the

intersections of race, class, ethnicity, sexuatity] nationality? (Lee 85)

* [s departmentalization the most efficacious wayhwithich to secure tenure
faculty lines? (Warhol 225)

* In what ways are feminist practitioners responditg the increasing

corporatization of the academy on the one hand d&mel increasing
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marginalization of adjunct Women'’s Studies facudty the other? (Subbaraman
259)

* What pedagogical strategies and tactics prove bsef@ihallenging asymmetrical

dynamics of power and “curricular remembering amgjétting?” (Moallem 369)

It seems interesting to note that in the same momamn Women'’s Studies departments and
programs in the United States have become moredagantrenched within the academic
establishment, however temporarily, concerns hawnted as to whether the current
disciplinary configurations of feminist knowledgeflect the field’s earlier aims; namely to
serve as the “academic arm of the women’s movem@mimerman 184). Without waxing
too nostalgic about the days in which academic fiesm was, or at least gave, the
appearance of being inextricably connected to ipaliactivism, this collection nevertheless
explores the current relationship between theod/@maxis, and why, as Sneja Gunew finds,
such binarized distinctions betwedinking and doing remain unique to US academic
feminism.

While Women’s Studies On Its Owsucceeds in critically accounting for the
theoretical inconsistencies and institutional latigns of producing feminist knowledge in an
increasingly corporatized academic landscape, thesgertheless appears to be an
underwhelming exploration of how globalization atiéd transnational flow of ideas and
bodies have contributed to how we think about &ewtize the field(s) of Women’s Studies.
With the exception of Sneja Gunew’s piece, “Fentin@ultural Literacy: Translating
Differences, Cannibal Options,” and Caren Kaplarnd dmderpal Grewal's chapter,
“Transnational Practices and Interdisciplinary FRaisti Scholarship: Refiguring Women and
Gender Studies,” this volume remains particulapgcsfic to North American feminism(s) in
general and American Women'’s Studies departmentpeograms in particular.

To this point, Sneja Gunew draws upon Braidotiitgion of feminist knowledge as
“situated practice,” and argues that newfound féshinollaborations across the globe are
necessary in order to “dispel the prevailing notiiat North American feminism is a
homogenous colonizing force” (Gunew 57). Rathemntpromoting a revamped version of
global sisterhodd however, feminist scholars might instead investwihat Kaplan and

Grewal’s refer to as “transnational feminist praes” in charting the movement of feminist

2 See Robin Morgan, ed. 1988isterhood is Global: The International Women’s Movement AogiioNew
York: Anchor Press.
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subjectivities, policies and practices between agrdss institutions and borders (Kaplan and
Grewal 7).

Despite its particular focus on the institutiomation, departmentalization, and
professionalization of Women’s Studies within thertd American academic landscape,
Women’s Studies on Its Owevertheless provides students, researchers,clintst with a
theoretically engaging and programmatically usefuide to one of the academy’s more
dynamic fields of study.

Reference

Morgan, Robin (ed.) (1984isterhood is Global: The International Women'’s kloent
Anthology New York: Anchor Press.
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Martin, J. R. (2000Coming of Age in Academe - Rekindling Women’s HapdsReforming
the AcademyRoutledge.

Jane Roland Martin’s bookoming of Age in Academe - Rekindling Women'’s kil
Reforming the Acadenfyom 2000 revisits academe and its changes dtleetemergence of
Women’s Studies. In the writings of Women'’s Studl@story Martin emphasises women'’s
lives and socially ascribed tasks as the pointegiadture for the whole discipline of Women'’s
Studies, a perspective that is now out of focuddarinists in academe according to Martin.
The book is written in an easy manner, taking #eder by the hand to join Martin on her
excursions through the academic field. To makeesefndMartin’s first priority, her point of
departure and motor of argumentation, one hasato with the book’s conclusion. There we
are told about the television documentary on theAdterican suffrage movement that
inspired her to make a comparison between the gem#sness the suffragettes represented in
their own time — and the view on women'’s right twievas something completely natural in
our time. Change is possible, this is Martin’s dasion. But it is not for free and it takes a
pro-active attitude to make change possible.

Martin starts her excursions questioning the wphead assumption that women have
achieved equality in academe. To make change happke argues, we have to acknowledge
that women still have problems entering, workingd abeing successful in academe.
Furthermore, women live in divided worlds enteritige university described as an
environment that neglects the outside world. Woraed feminist scholars must change the
academe from within, rejecting the distanced apgroa@wards the world that men in the
university have developed and maintained in acadeuwliure. Coming from the philosophy
of education Martin analyses concepts taken froendiscussion on women’s education from
Virginia Woolf's A Room of One’s Owand Three Guineasnd onwards. In Woolf's spirit
she does not only see education as a matter ofidlodil development but as a tool for

changing social reality. The book is a passionatdization of education as the main path to
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equality between men and women. One may also sag & part of a critique against the
fundamentally conservative education-system loosathelled “feminist pedagogy” which
challenges traditional approaches to education mo#iementary school and at universities.
This critique seems to coincide with the fact maifiyhe founders and pioneers of women’s
studies now have reached positions in academealioat them to engage in a new feminist
approach to education as a system but also inviwyday situations of meeting students and
junior researchers.

Martin uses an analogy between immigrants comingrherica and women entering
the academic field. The question of assimilatiord aanges are at the centre of the
discussion and Martin is sketching a rather damtupgé of women scholars in today’s
universities. Education and its integrated curacidr men and women has developed a new
form of gender tracking, a division of educatiopaths and professions between men and
women. According to Martin this situation has pubraen in a crisis much like the one
immigrants experience coming to an environment wim&ither the old customs nor the new
ones are of any use or comfort. Martin traces thgiscfor women back to the loss of
traditional gendered divisions of labor. “The bralrain” as understood by Martin is an
overall loss of “the 3 Cs”; care, concern, conragttiqualities that Martin does not see in
academic practice or class rooms. She argues lieaBEs are what complete knowledge
production and make it mean something outside efuhiversity. But how does she track
down the loss of care, concern and connection? gUget another analogy, that of the
adolescent girl who is losing her self esteem dratself”, Martin traces the loss of the 3Cs to
the “coming of age”, a stage in the developmentVaimen’s Studies characterised by self-
criticism and self-awareness. This should leadntaugjust hostility among women scholars.
Both within and outside of women'’s studies enviremts Martin sees women turning to each
other with harsh criticism in a manner that maldeagues would not. One example is the
lively debate on power structures intersecting wgjénder, such as class, race and sexual
orientation, but instead of seeing this as a necgsmnd vital development of gender studies
Martin describes it as we “accuse women scholara@sm, classism, and heterosexism” (p.
68). This is all, to a certain extent, true. Of 3@ one can see the development of an
intersectionality perspective in this manner. Rute may ask, does not the criticism towards
an altogether women-oriented Women'’s Studies diseiphave any legitimacy? On this

Martin does not touch, and that's the book’s weaknénstead of taking up the complex issue
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of power relations between women Martin insist loa singleness of women’s experiences,
arguing that women have the most to gain from edlcér and to keep up practices associated
with traditional femininity.

The use of a discipline specific language, unsalelegk and incomprehensible for
anyone outside of the subject area is her main pkamf how women scholars distance
themselves and their work from other women’s evayydife. What Martin calls the
education-gender system rewards women scholars avhoable to adjust to the male
dominated academic field. This process also indutie use of language. However, Martin
argues, this creates a split and a loss in wonmenloss of contact with everyday life and the
concrete problems that women face.

Martin’s own use of language is often informaleSknds to refer to women outside
of academe as our mothers, sisters, half-sisterds and female cousins. This may seem like
an innocent stylistic mode - or in a more radicdkipretation - as a way to corrupt and
change the academic language characterized, inrk4aopinion, by an aerial distanced and
exclusion. However, | am not sure if that intimieatof the use of language is the right way
to go. Even if one avoids the traps of essentiglismversalization of women’s experiences
and the construction of a non-conflictual womemgetherness based on consensus seldom
helps when it comes to describing the actual problef women — whether outside or inside
of academe.

The same problem occurs in Martin’s use of emairioaterial. Since she is looking
for the real situation of girls and women at co#lagand universities she is using a large
number of reports and surveys but also her ownrea8ens and experiences both as a
student, a teacher and a professor. Her mateviah, when it is interesting and/or upsetting is
not systematized geographically or historically.isTlalso gives the impression that the
university and the elementary school is organizethé same way all over the world, inhabits
the same problems and offers the same — insufficiesolutions. At least Martin should
comment on the problems of comparison between slichrse empirical materials as
autobiographical texts, such as Richard Rodrigu¢ahger of Memory fiction such as
Pygmalionand strictly numerical counting, which in the eretbmes Martin’s main method
for proving her point. The quantitative survey loé number of female professors, the number

of feminist courses in the universities’ curricalad the number of students that can enrol for
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these courses; all this is to prove that the baftlne university is far from won and women
can still not enter the academe on equal footing.

What is Martin’s solution to these problems? la tast section of the book “Actions
Great and Small” women'’s togetherness is once agmmiphasised. To have coffee together,
talk and exchange experiences is a way for femamst women scholars to keep up close
relations to other women and the everyday life t@asits that traditionally are carried out by
women. The coffee break should represent bothdbe of togetherness but also a resistance
against the university’s overall demands on its legges to be hard working, career chasing,
ambitious and in constant competition with eactentfihe coffee break should thus offer an
alternative way of looking at the world in anotlparspective, in a small scale. Beyond the
coffee breaks, the small scale solution of theaismh of individual women scholars Martin
sees women joined together ligsistratainspired protests against sexism, harassments and
chilly classroom climate for women students andltess.

On an interesting note, Martin gets her inspiratio this coffee break utopia from
Sweden that happens to be my own academic envimorinlefind it important to include my
own opinion. Not so much for her visionary ideakjch are quite refreshing, but for the one-
sidedness of her view. She is so obviously turhing US-American audience, in an almost
fairytale telling manner: “In a country far far frohere scholars are living in a happy
community with no hierarchal problems: professaes lzaving coffee with their student and
the administrative staff! They are talking aboutigy birth, and having domestic problems,
just as if they where all equal!” True, the Swedistucational system is characterized by an
informal approach to each other, including seveadfee breaks and everyday-life issues as
part of the conversation. However, this does nanyn way mean that the system is free from
hierarchical relations. The informal/formal systerakes, in the worst case scenario, students
and junior researchers dependent on their professod teachers appreciation — based on
personal liking and disliking. However good intem$ one may have, | should be very

careful calling this an ideal way of dealing willeteducation-gender system.
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