GRACE, HIGGS AND AIJAWI

Textorium available from http:l.’www.phenomenoiugyonline.comiartic!esltcxwrium.hlm[ (e

by Mark.Davies, The nursing moment by Patricia Hawley,
and Physically remembering childhood by Stephen I, Smith)

Sandra Grace PhD
The Education for Practice Institute
Charles Sturt University, Australig

Professor Joy Higgs, PhD
The Education for Practice Institute
Charles Sturt University, Australia

Rola Ajjawi, PhD

Office of Postgraduate Medical Education
The University of Sydney, Australia

126

Awaiting the diagnosis b

v F. Fergusm

2 Lﬁneli;:;_gsg o

KATE BOWER, TEENA CLERKE AND ALISON LEE

12. ENDANGERED PRACTICES

Writing Feminist Research

GENESIS OF THE CHAPTER

Alison: When an invitation to write a chapter on feminist writing for this book
arrived on my desk, my first response was fo think! "I don't have fime to do
feminist work any mere, I have nothing to say”. A moment's reflection revealed,
however, that T actually spend a good deal of my time working in supervision with
doctoral students who are undertaking feminist research. The pedagogical
relationships of supervision are one important site for the production of feminist
knowledge and identity - and for the practice ef feminist writing.

The situation in which I find myself, 16 years out from my own doctorate, and
pre,occupie.d with the demands of management and intensified working conditions, is
to ook for The spaces and cracks in which feminist scholarship can still be done.
For me, doctoral pedagegy is one such space. I am therefore still able to be
involved in doing feminist intellectual work - once removed.

This brief sketch serves as a framing for the focus of this chapter, which is concerhed
with the conditions under which feminist research can be done in current times.
This chapter is a co-production between a senior academic and two doctoral
students, engaged in supervision and joint writing about feminist scholarship. We
aim to contribute to a discussion about the terms and conditions in which feminist
research can be done in the university today, with a particular focus on the
“practice disciplines”. Our title, “Endangered practices: Writing feminist research”
refers to the risks and uncertainties of undertaking feminist work in fields where
there is not always a strong tradition of feminist scholarship, o the possibilities and
chailenges of doing so, and to the kinds of writing that it is productive and
instructive to engage in. Our title also alludes to the different senses signified by
practice in the discussion: the practice of writing research and writing research on
practice.

We draw on our quite different experiences to illustrate some of the main issues
and opportunities for feminist research writing, with a view to offering some ways
forward for researchers wanting to explore questions of practice from a feminist
perspective. We take brief “thumbnails™ of our different positions on these issues,
as points of departure for developing some shared thoughts and insights.

In what follows, we are less concerned with questions of distinctive feminist
methodologies or “women’s ways of knowing” than with exploring what is
possible in circumstances that areoften described by crities as posi-feminist. We
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are mindful of the passing of the heyday of feminism: the decline of the women’g
movement, the rise and dispersal of feminist theory, the passing of the momen of
equal opportunity, the changing of the generational guard.

We don’t advance identity politics, but we share a project of re-minding oy
communities of the problem of gender. As Terry Threadgold said in relation 1o

w1

feminist work in the academy, “It will always need doing again”.

ENDANGERED SPECIES?

Kate: My doctoral research stems from three main concerns about the endangered
pesition of feminist scholarship: firstly, the effects of the decline in the
institutional space dedicated to feminist scholarship; secondly, the effects of a
declining women's movement and lack of generational suceession; and finally, the
long-term effects of crisis” talk within the field generated by postmodern
eritiques of some of feminism's key terms, such as women. These cohcerns led me
to a research question that asks, "What are the possibilities of feminist

scholarship in the contemporary university?”

In 2007 I conducted on-the record interviews with seven senior Australian
feminist academics who are powerful in the field, and rewrote these interviews as
{auto)biographical stories of becaming feminist and academic. This research is
both about, and an example of, the possibilities of feminist scholarship. From these
stories several reflections are relevant to this discussion: feminism has become
less visible in the academy: feminists are more uncertain about what counts as
feminism, what the progressive positions might be and what is appropriote fo pass
on to younger generations; feminists have internalised their version of feminism as
part of their embodied subjectivity to the extent that they no longer articulate or
name it; feminist scholarship no longer functions merely as critique, but critique is
still e vital and important contribution of feminist scholarship to the academy: and
finally, an acknowledgement that the stakes have changed, :

From this we can conclude that to do feminism in the contemperary university
means something quite different than in the heyday of the women's movement.

In this section we address the question of what it means to write feminist research
in a practice discipline in two ways: first, by examining the disciplinary location of
most feminist research (humanities and social sciences) and its relationship o
professional practice disciplines; and second, by exploring what feminism itself
might mean in today’s social and intellectual context.

Historically, feminist scholarship entered the university in Women's Studies
programs and in woman-centred courses throughout the humanities and social
sciences (Curthoys, 2000). Women’s Studies programs and research centres
expanded rapidly throughout the 1980s but began to decline in the 1990s (Magarey
& Sheridan, 2002). Some programs were transformed into Gender Studies, and
ferninist knowledge was extensively integrated into existing disciplines within the
humanities and social sciences, particularly history and philosephy {Threadgold,
2000). Feminist knowledge and scholarship have now had a strong presence in
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hese disciplines for more than 30 years, but their reach into other disciplines, such
a5 science disciplines, and into professional practice fields, such as nursing and
architecture, has been rather more iimited. To understand how one might write
feminist research today it is necessary to understand feminism as being well
established in some fields but less so in others, particularly in the different fields of
rofessional practice, as widely diverse as design or dentistry.’

Recent feminist intra-communal debate has been focused either on critiquing the
egitimacy of key concepts and terms employed by earlier feminist researchers,
often under the influence of postmodern thought; or on re-imagining feminist
rescarch through a postmodern lens. These debates can become a dangerous
minefield that is difficult to navigate for novice researchers or non-philosophers:
yet outside this community, politically motivated researchers are grappling with
what a feminist method might be and how to undertake and write feminist research.

in its early incamations, feminist methodology was primarily coneered with
producing research that either critiqued prevailing patriarchal knowledge or
jmproved the material lives of women. As such, the first attempts to define a
feminist method were woman-centred and often delimited feminist methods to
include practices such as consciousness-raising, collaborative research practices,
challenges to objectivity, and concern for the unethical exploitation of women as
research subjects (Bowles & Klein, 1983; Reinharz, 1992; Stanley & Wise, 1979
1983}, Feminist methods aimed to represent human diversity, transform patriarchai
social institutions and create social change by empowering women through research
(Cook & Fonow, 1990, Reinharz, 1992). In addition, some feminist researchers
attempied to discover and define women’s ways of knowing, thinking and being
{Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986; Gilligan, 1982), whereas others
foregrounded research from a feminist standpoint (Marisock, 1983; Smith, 1987).
A!so during this period, specifically feminist methodologies that attempted to
bridge the gap between theory and experience were devised, such as collective’
memory work in which data is generated and analysed collectively by women in a
group setting (Haug et al., 1987).

However, as feminists engaged with postmodern theory in increasing numbers,
maity of these earlier feminist methods were criticised for being essentialist® or for
beln_g_problematically framed within positivist and realist epistemologies. Some
femlm.lst researchers have applied insights garnered from postmodern theory to
(fir:t]}T;it r[egsgzlarchgmethodologies, therebj( expandirig definitions of ferninist research
method; s ],01633, l:iyanl,1 2001, St Plerrg & Piltow, ?000). _Due Eo th(? varying
il fef;in);st unﬂfr; e name of feminism, there is no single identifiable or
P - method or methogology. However, there are some constants:

nist research is still concerned with gender and power and is still interested in
social change.

!he\t()fltet?ne \:ﬁpt}e}:q;porary context fqr feminist rescarch is radically different from
e higher dlc it was established in the 1970s_and 1'9805. The rapid expansion of
o education sector, the rise of neo-liberaltism and an audit culture in

s (Davies, 2005; Strathern, 2000) and the linguistic turn® have ail

Impinged on the possibilities for writing feminist research. In addition, changes
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within the feminist academic community, such as th§ integration oi: femir‘;l_sts fmd
feminist knowledge into disciplines, the trans.formatlon_ of Wor_nen ] Studies into
Gender Studies and the debates generated. by |ncrease_d. interest in postmo l:am and
queer theory have also affected the possibilities for writing fEmll'!lS.t researc 1'

The cumulative effect of these changes, coupled V:v’lth a declml'ng soc}n}a 1m0}::e-
ment, has been reduction in the institutional space dedtcated_ to ’r“f:mmls.;tl s;;: olars I;p,
increasing invisibility of feminist intellectual vr'ork, mass diffusion an ! ls;fe!rsah(.)f
feminist ideas, and a lack of generational succession. Feminist research an ;c 0 E;,rs ip
is becoming increasingly invisible as it. e_ither become.s sub‘m.erg;:d ll(l'll ;scg;dmary
knowledge or dissociated from the femm'lsF label. Al_'ltl—fe'ml_mst hac ais a ! :1;9.
liberal economic policies discourage feminists from identifying t ems;(e. vesfo heir
work as feminist and perhaps even discourage them from underta% ing feminist
research at all. Critically, these developments result in a lack o dgener::juopa[
succession. As many academic feminist women wh‘o entered the z;tlca emy during
the heyday of the women’s movemen"t reach retl're.ment age,ht_e:e tlszugi.t are
becoming vitally important to the survival of feminist research into ure.
Feminism in universities is, we suggest, an endangered species. o for

Because of this history, feminism will always need to be rema’edor e;
changing contexts in which it is placed. In a text .gene‘lzatglcli bly Ka;tenzedoztooi;a
research, Terry Threadgold pointed out that femm;sm will a w_a); eeq do ii
again”.® For disciplines without a strong history of feminist inte ntions
research, such as professional practice fields, critique is still a very Ty
me;:fec:l'(\:lizi);- from Kate’s doctoral research raise se-vera} conteTporiry C(l):é:eir:s
for those engaging in feminist scholar;hip' in :Odzﬁ:‘l ;glvar;gy.h :f: % :;:nn;;l . fﬁng
the necessity for critique, some feminist § e

inist research and theory for the past 30 years have‘re\fisc? their p
f)eor:ilt?:)sr:ing to match the climate of _uncertaint}{. In the interviews glttt; zei;;zn
prominent Australian feminist academics uncertainty was a key issue. Ka Y
remarked:

 feel like it’s all provisional ... 1 had a lot more certainty when | sl'flaﬂlezll 0L:t[
as an academic about what I should be doing and what must be taught. [ don
feel that level of certainty now. I hope that what do_ is no less pr‘o,gresswe,
but it’s in a different way. The way things have shifted around it’s not so
clear what the progressive positions are.

One of the reasons for this uncertainty is the inﬂl;‘en(l;e of pgs[trr:aciegzgr;ni;;
ini i t made by Derothy Broom: “in '
feminism, as evidenced by a commen : g

i d what we could achieve. Postmo
we were very naive about the future an il e i O oher
i ‘ ivist’ angle of feminist scholarsnip™.
made me question the ‘progressivis Olarship” e o
t only the foundational kno
ords, postmodern theory challenged no only the fou ‘ "
xhich mpodernism was based, but also the ethical implications of modemls:-tho;gf;f
The effect for feminist scholarship and re§ea‘rch was to criate a clima
uncertainty around the political goals of feminist inteflectual work.
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Problematically, the climate of uncertainty makes generational succession more
difficult, because young feminists must find new ways to engage in feminist
research and older feminists are prone to revising their past political positionings.
Uncertainty also affects the disciplinary and methodological coherence of feminist
research, because there is no agreement on the central tenets or on research
approaches. We could conclude that uncertainty contributes to the invisibility of
feminist scholarship in the university and amounts to bad news for women, but this
was not the consensus from the powerful feminist scholars in Kate’s research.

On the contrary, those scholars suggested that uncertainty, as a key aspect of
contemporary feminist practice, is a necessary and effective political response to
the current conditions under which feminist researchers operate, including, as
mentioned previously, the rise of neo-liberalism and the linguistic turn. Uncertainty
permits feminists to learn from past mistakes and also to remake feminism in new
contexts.

So what might the central tenets of an uncertain feminist research practice be?
As stated, feminism is still fundamentally concerned with gender and power, but
how might we conceptualise these in the practice of writing feminist research? Ann
Curthoys suggested that “it's the questions you ask that matter”.® So contemporary
feminist research must continue to ask questions of gender and power in the
changing contexts in which feminist research is generated. Changing contexts,
particularly those of the professional practice disciplines, may require feminist

researchers to pose their questions differently, but it is through asking that feminism
continues,

TRAVELLING INCOGNITO

Teena: T am a graphic designer with 20 years' professional experience. Since 1996
I have lectured in design at various universities. Design education in Australia
moved into the university sector only as recently as the 1990s, When I began
teaching I noticed that many colleagues and most of the students were women, yet
the professional practices we taught had their basis in the male-dominated printing
industry, and the histories we drew oh were notable for the absence of women. On
commencing dactoral research, my first question was - had the increase in women

into the profession and into the academy made a difference to design, and if so, in
what ways?

Beginning with the assumption that gender mattered in an emergent scholarly
discipline situated in the professional practice landscape of design, T wanted to
address the absence of women in design histories and their marginalisation in
design discourses. Conceived as a way to determine what women were contributing
¥ a new academic subject, I devised a rationale and research plan that
incorporated what I understood to be feminist research methods - collabarative
ways to generate knowledge and theory arising from women's lived experiences. By
providing spaces for design women to speak about their everyday lives in the
university, T sought particular kinds of stories that would render visible the
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material conditions of their lives while also creating a different kind of record of
women's contribution to design. And so I set out.

Teena's rescarch is located in the field of design, a newly “academicised”
professional practice field, which does not have a strong tradition of feminist
research. The difficulty for her, in her fieldwork consisting of conversations with
15 academic design women in Australia and the UK, is how to name the work,
Naming or not naming her research as feminist or as being about women has seen
Teena “travel incognito” in two locations: first as a novice researcher in a faculty
of education with an established feminist history, and later as a feminist researcher
in the discipline of design.

When Teena began her inquiry she sensed some discomfort, resistance even,
from the women in the study to naming gender as problematic in their disciplinary
lives. That is not to say that the women were unaware of feminism. On the
contrary, like Teena, most of them incorporated feminist principles in their day-to-
day teaching and professional practices. They were aware of gender imbalances, as
in the difficulty in attracting men as sessional tutors and guest lecturers, and the
high concentration of women who are prominent in the academy, a statistic not
reflected in the profession, There was a perception in the field that there were more
important problems than gender, for example, “1 have more probiems being short
than being female” {Jennifer Morla, cited in Vienne, 2001, p. 169). For Teena, it
seemed that the words gender and feminist prompted uncomfortable responses
from design academic women.

A further difficulty in naming her research as feminist was the related difficulty
in naming Teena’s practice field as design. Passionate debales, mostly between
men, about defining and naming what is and what is not design continue to rage on
international PhD design research discussion lists, as elsewhere in the field. This is
not unexpected for a profession that is an emergent scholarly field.

Téena’s experiences have given us pause to consider the conditions under which
feminist research might be undertaken in a practice-orienied academic field such as
design, the issues that have arisen in the process, and to think about how these
might be named.

In the context of design, there have been many changes since the 1980s. Firstly,
there has been a significant increase of women in the field, both in professional
practice and the academy. Secondly, digital-electronic media and poststructuralist
theory dramatically altered modes of design production and contributed to shifts in
thinking about the role and function of design. Thirdly, Australia, the institutional
setting for this newly academicised field, underwent further restructuring as a
result of policy-led changes to universities that substantially altered the scope,
conditions and terms of work in the academy. This subsequently impacted on what
it means to be academic in a contemporary professional discipline. Academics are
now engaged in reconfiguring the relationship between practice, pedagogy and
research. '

Within scholarly design writing there is a small band of women who have
written about women and design. Of this group, only a few would name their
concems as feminist. These feminist writers generally focus on the lack of visibility
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or the “exclusion” of women and often problematically call for the restoration of
women 0 design histories. Teal Triggs (citing Nanette Salomon, 2000) cautioned
that using wome_n’s biographies to redress the imbalance “underscores the idea that
she is an exception; they only apply to her and make her an interesting individual
case §tudy” (p. 150). This means that one of the risks of “discovering” and
restoring one woman and her achievements to design histories s that she becomes
a notable exception while the majority of women continue to be marginalised
silenced and excluded. ’
As members of a new discipline without a strong histery of feminist scholarship.
design scholars have drawn from thie work of feminists in other fields, for exam le,
ROZSika.Parker, Griselda Pollock and Linda Nochlin in art histo;y and Jugit!;
Zinsser in history. Contemporary feminist design writers have taken up feminism
in t_he context of design in two ways. Some have called for a re-examination of
design from the viewpoint of women (Attfield & Kirkham, 1989; Hagmann, 2005;
Lupton & l-[.aycock Makela, 1994; Vienne, 2001), whereas others have calle,d for é
re-examination of feminism in the context of design (Buckley, 1986; Gorman
2001;. Tt:lggs, 2000). Regardless of approach, these writers become ; feminisE
sateilhte in a parallel universe to the dominant design discourses. Consequently, in
destgn anthologies, they are an addition rather than the mainstream. It seems tha,t in
naming themselves as feminist these design writers risk being marginalised and are
refqutred to operate separately and under different terms from mainstream desi
discourses. e
}Ne ask here, as a provocation: What “remaking” needs to occur for feminists to
}:mtf n.as]f:arcl? in fie;ignd? What new questions need to be asked? Furthermore, what
is at risk when individual femini i i i :
fo an risk when ndividual nist design writers retire? What happens to the
. Altht?ugh feminist work is being done in design fields, it is not widely taken u
in practice contexts, academic and otherwise. It seems that the same old argumentg
ab-olut gender roles get played out over again. This means, not engaging in a
critique of the gendered power relations in the field, and problematically relying on
naturalistic and populist understandings of women and men as reasonsgfor
women’s perceived absence in the field,
l:“or e-xamp]e, Teena observed that when the issue of gender was raised in
varipus international design web forums, conversation often devolved to gendered
artefacts _and consumption/buying habits. Teena’s discussions with othér women
abm:lt thfs Rhenomenon suggested that-these conversations resulted in women’
feeling dlsmlsﬁed and subsequently silenced. These women interpreted this kind of
engagement with gender as disinterest, ignotance and/or uncomifortable avoidance
) Furth.ermore, the absence of women from prominent discussion panels and a;t
international conferences prompts heated debate, which still relies on naturalistic
assumptions about women. For example, recently an intense discussion on the US
Web 'forum Designobserver arose from an eminent male designer’s response 1o a
question posed to the all-male panel at a US book deéign seminar, The question
was, in “a profession that’s more than half female” (Bierut, 2006) \;rhy w;!re there
B0 women on the panel, especially as book design is considere;i an area where
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women dominate? His response was “women get pregnant, have children, go home
and take care of their children” (Milton Glaser, cited in Bierut, 2006). Thig
prompted dozens of responses from designers, some of which are summarised
below, and accompanied by our commentary (italicised in brackets):

The majority of design students are women, but where do they ail go?
(professional invisibility); perhaps things are changing, we just need to
persevere (generational succession); it’s not equal, but it’s good enough (it'’s
better than it was), women can do anything (having it all, the double shift),
women are caring and nurturing (that's why they teach), gender should be
irrelevant, women don’t want special concessions (the work will speak for
itself, jucged on merir); affirmative action is unnecessary (it discriminates
against men), “woman designer” only targets women (gendered ghettos);
women don’t want fame/lack confidence/are too timid/too sensitive (“feminine”
ideals); notable exceptions, she’s a woman, she’s successful (tokenism, it’s
not gender, but talent and willy, you just have to want it enough {there is no
glass ceiling); it's not gender, it’s... ({ack of childcare, etc); don’t get me
wrong (f don't hate men, [ have a husband, son and many male friends), what
about race, immigrants, gays (the “other mincrities”); nobody will do it for
us (it's up to women alone to change things), men externalise (boasf), women
internalise (don’t boast); it's not design, it’s society (we can't do anything
about if), it wasn’t us, it was a woman (see, women discriminate against
other women), women are still being portrayed as “kittens” on design journal
covers (if goes on); men need more attention than women (it's just naturally
s0); | hate to complain, but... {{ don't want fo be considered a “whiney
baby”’); women make better employees (they re reliable and do what they’re
told): this whole thing is so ridiculous {not faken seriously).

These responses identify a set of gender dynamics that are not new. This is
significant because feminist research has to be done within such dynamics. If the
topics of gender, women or feminism are raised in conversation, women run the
risk of attracting responses like those above. This means that researchers need to be
careful about how they name their research. However, feminist research in design
is still necessary because women still struggle with these dynamics. This is

evidenced by Teena’s data. One woman said:

I’'ve adjusted my expectations. 'm just tired of being angry that there’s so
much bias and prejudice that I'm fighting against. If I make another inch in
this lifetime, then good, and then the next generation, it’s going to take many
generations to change it. So I’ve shifted from a model where we thought that
this was our right and that was natural, to a more realistic expectation that it
wasn’t going to be like that. And there were choices to be made about how
much time was proportioned to work, and how much to life and family and
responsibilities and what not. Not that | have children, but I have elderly
relatives, and you just get older and well, re-think your expectations and all

that stuff.’
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[?‘ S:;rr':ﬁr}g); nwdc;m‘;n academic[s often feel disillusioned and frustrated at the lack of
cha red power relations in design. ; i iri
pasis for these observations, Teena conductegdnar:nat?;ie;ft Etgzt?l?lli:ge?:” e
to map how thfa professionaf field and the academy are gendered. The im afwzy
audit was to identify the indicators of invisibility and absenc-e of :\flm o in
the t[‘;eldhand t[;}e gende;]'ed division of labour in terms of power and prest(i);enﬂiz
results show that in the design field in Australi I
proportion of Practitioners and academics. In thzh?r’nt;fn)::f;a:egzsieztﬁ ; t]ﬂrge
10-30% of articles focused on or were authored by women, whereas ?ess Itf? o lllroff’s’
of those acknowledged in design histories and industry’ awards were \in 5
Fuﬁherl:nore, women comprised 30% of the editorial boards of the most inﬂuom:: ni
mternat!ona[ s§holar]y design journals. Yet the journals themselves attracted len o
academic rankings than comparable art and architectural Jjournals oo
Although these scans were preliminary and approximate th'e figures roughl
colrrelated'to womnen’s positions more broadly in the unive;siry Eﬁwrc!in fg !
this map is a key paradox. Although women’s inveolvement aé acad:m'g was
around'40%, their representation in the “canon™ was less than 10% Thl?s s
somethllng about the value and visibility of their contribution in a ﬁe[oc.l whlS Sal):s
academlcs'were traditionally estabiished and eminent practitioners e e
Intqrestmgly, Teena’s initial response to noticing that women’s-re resentati
Assoglate P_rof'essor level and higher was 34% was “it’s not as bad ];s I th 10;1 ﬁt
Despite their representation as 34% at these levels, women appeared to l?ug p
work harder to get there. On a closer look at the actual work wormnen enga ezv? N
::fgzumt:;;f w;)rl:]f;ad hourz, the subjects taught (often first year sub%e%ts vlvl:t;
> numbers of students and increased past ibifiti i
aqmmlstra.twe and promotional work, ang th(()emiL\:z?sz;S;g:il?ilesc);)r;h;i;:]efareased
dlfferent.plcture emerged. This suggested that women often overcommitted worskl_ g
hlours] w-lth_unackm.:owl_edged work such as protracted student consubtations Tcilaié
fr ltlzary md:catf:d_ significant ge_znd<.ared power imbalances in design disci;;]ines
erefore, feminist research which is named as such is necessary. -
. i?l:gfq:gfngﬁzﬁ must travel incognito in th-e 'ﬂeld, where are the spaces in which
i & 07 A 0 name h_er wF)rk ,as feml.mst? And what are the risks of not
mamin Spaces. in w;qgfeited in Alison’s opening piece, doctoral supervision is one
oo spa ich the work.c.an siaf'ely be named and discussed as feminist. In
a’s octor.al study, supervision is 2 space of mutual learnin
women, a senior feminist academi i i e and th!:ee
oo sonior e mic, & senior design academic, and a novice
T o fessard etr_ who dls also an expenepced design practitioner and teacher.
oo COlabe r? tve and generative space in which mistakes can safely be made,
e A€ drt ing ;Esear_ch can be learned, and risks taken to do what might not
o e OII:I:&. at is, Te?ena dares to_ call herself feminist, declare her
o circié “ dsct |s]e writing in ways that [.dentify her as feminist beyond the
oot o oral supervision. By extension, collaborations such as the one
i ich this chapter has emerged are also possible.
i eyfon:i t:'e sa}fety of the_ doctolral space, 'l_"eena faces multiple risks of her work
g tost, dismissed or misread in design literatures. The predicament is then, if
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not to “remake” feminism in design, what are her motivatigns fﬁrdgaggg her
ini kinds of questions can be asked: W can
earch as feminist, and what new _ s can be asks :
;?:ena bring a femin;st reading into a professional practice dl;mbp!m; ml: ns](l)g(li](tnt?lg
. . L : ot be: s
i i kind of inquiry. New questions mig \ '
she engages in a different _ ! v questions gl b ons, and in
the new risks involved? In asking ihesc Qus s, and i
pracese s i ing, T i loping “feminist literacies”. This
i na is developing
flecting on what she is learning, 1e¢ ' .
lr—fieans; tl';gat Teena is beginning to be able to read anfi'wr}te te;céii Cl)l:] Smg:gtzgzz Zgg
j i i men’s positioning, \
udgemental ways In relation to.wo- ; oni | ;
1\?:1?125' %o recognise universalised, binaristic, naturalistic, and gene(riahsgci :all?:l::s
about t,he nature of the relationships between women and men; t?j rt:.:li fyartlhe valu oef
ferninist texts in other disciplines in such a way.that she can 1den e Ko of
ferminism they signify and how they might contribute to her unders al?th gg ofe
icati iscipli ntext; and finally, to wnite wi ving
application to her disciplinary co 3 _
cgﬂﬁdence about the mediated relations of powe; l;etwcen worr:lif:!r; :::T(; n;;;a;c;t:;eﬁ;
i le, fear of theory, reso
«ts and research, without, for exan:ip , : : ¢ 01
tlfratv-mee:n femininit,ies and masculinities, or slavishly following particular feminist
rescarch agendas, methodologies or practices.

CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS: FEMINISTS WRITING RESEARCH

in this chapter we have discussed the conditions under which. fzmti;]ust :iea;egaersgdc?;
i i ine that feminist research is both en
be done in current times concluding o
i i hom?). Through a collabora P
and dangerous (risky, but for w ngf :

::fsrli(t)ing we hagve provided a snapshot of current feminist research and discussed the

nditions under which this work is done_. ] o .
* As Kate’s research demonstrates, feminist research wrc;nng is p?rSSIb!e,,s h;\:::ri;

in ti i ini tions to be asked anew. Teena .
uncerfain {imes require feminist ques S - b
i ini hers take in order to ask these g
iflustrates the risks that feminist researc ke sk e e
tly academicised professional pra fields.
new confexts, such as the recen : o ractice telch
Teena’s eluci&ation of the practices she engages in to t;ecc)m;.-il g{sin;lrn::lte ) I'F(::;Q]ogy
ini i finable by a particular me olo

the fact that feminist research is not de . rti ' doloey
but is better understood as literacies (reading and wr}t}ng practlces_) and sens;:lihtthat
(how you think), and reminds us yet again that “it’s the questions you

atter”.! . _ o )
" We conclude that feminist writing is not a partlcula‘r gen(refof w;:;nfl;dmg;ewr; )
i iti is i icular sets of questions (oF gen
is writing that is informed by patticu ons T a e
that mus% be remade for changing contexts and-uncert_am times, amfit it is our hop
that in this way feminist research is enabled to live on in the university.

NOTES
I On-the-record interview with Tesry Threadgold, 2007, from Kate.’s docl‘ora!l rescl:ar:;;:,ﬁce -
* This is not to say that feminist cesearch has had no presence in professional p

: ini ary and
There are notable exceptions, see Bucktey {1986}, as an exgmpl_e. Howe.v?r, fer{rlumsFa:‘r;ec igfms.
methods have not been taken up as widely in practice fields as in the humanities and soci
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ENDANGERED PRACTICES

As Diana Fuss explained, “essentialism is most commonly understood as a belief in the real, true
essence of things, the invariable and fixed properties which define the *whatness’ of & given entity™
(1989, g xi}. .

The “Iinguistic turn” is a phrase used to describe a shift in focus towards language in philosophical
thought and the humanities and social sciences generally in the 20th century (see Rorty, 1967). The:
linguistic tuen radically aitered the relation between language and reatity, which in turn changed how
feminists perceived the relation between academic knowledge production and helping “real” women,
5 Seenote i

On-the-record interview with Kate Lilley, 2007, from Kate's doctoral research.

On-the-record interview with Dorothy Broom, 2006, from Kate’s doctoral research.

On-the-record interview with Ann Curthoys, 2007, from Kate's doctoral research. .
De-identified interview with a senior woman design academic, 2007, from Teena's doctorat
research.

On-the-record interview with Ann Curthoys, 2007, from Kate’s doctoral research.

.
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'13. WRITING POLITICALLY

Reflections on the Writing of Politics and the Politics of Writing

RESEARCH AND/AS POLITICS

The political dimensions of qualitative inquiry can come as quite a surprise to
novice researchers (and to more experienced researchers), and may lurk in the
background as an often unspoken source of potential discomfiture. For those whose
research training has taken place under prevailing empiricist orthodoxies, the very
idea of writing politically may sit uncomfortably alongside that of research
understood as an objective or “neutral” science, However, scholars across a range
of disciplinary fields have been arguing for several decades that there is nothing
theoretically or politically neutral about the various methods of inquiry and modes
of representation that are encompassed under the rubric of qualitative research (see
Denzin & Lincoln, 2007; Ellis et al, 2008). Qualitative inquiry comes into
particular focus when considering the ways in which both researchers and research
are positioned by, and in relation to, political activity and specific policy agendas.
As Yvenna Lincoln and Gaile Cannella (2004, p.197) aptly pointed out, “research
is not only political, it has never been more politicized than in the present”. The
field of qualitative inquiry has also been influential in opening up interdisciplinary
dialogues about the politics of writing, calling upon the research community more
broadly to consider the ways that power relations articulate with the meaning-
making practices of qualitative research (Lingard, Schryer, Spafford, & Campbell,
2007).

These are important points for researchers in professional practice domains,
situated as they so often are at the nexus of political and professional change, and
speaking as they so often do to the contested knowledges, practices and power
relations within a given field (Allen & Lyne, 2006; Cochran-Smith, 2006). In this
chapter, therefore, I offer some reflections on both the politicised nature of
research in recent times and on the politics of writing about, against and into the
politically-charged discursive spaces of professional practice domains, The chapter
is organised around three central premises. The first is that qualitative research in
professional practice fields occupies contested and increasingly politicised
discursive terrain, regardless of a particular researcher’s substantive concerns,
theoretical orientations, ideological positions or intended aims. Secondly, research
and writing about contested and politicised professional praciice contexts is a
political act-—a writing of politics—even if this is not the express aim of the
research. Thirdly, the power relations—past, present, and future—that structure the
positionality of researchers and research participants alike require ongoing
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