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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

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



Journal
of Social
TS

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

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



(,-1 Graduate 122

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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