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ABSTRACT

This essay characterizes “feminist methodology” as a field of inquiry rooted in
feminist activism and in feminists’ critiques of the standard procedures of social
science. Feminist methodologists do not use or prescribe any single research
method; rather, they are united through various efforts to include women’s lives
and concerns in accounts of society, to minimize the harms of research, and to
support changes that will improve women'’s status. Recent writing on feminist
methodology has addressed the uses of qualitative and quantitative research tools,
possibilities and problems of research relations, epistemologies for feminist re-
search, and strategies for developing more inclusive methodologies.

INTRODUCTION

Nearly every writer on the topic agrees that there is no single feminist method,
yet there is a substantial literature on “feminist methodology” representing a di-
verse community of sociologists in lively and sometimes contentious dialogue.
This community, and the very idea of “feminist sociology,” are products of the

“second-wave® women’s movement that began in the 1960s and early 1970s,

1scholars refer to the women’s movement of the 1960s as the “second wave,” to distinguish
it from the earlier period of feminist organizing in the nineteenth century. The earlier wave also
brought women into the universities and produced a significant body of work by feminist scholars;
Reinharz’s (1992) survey of feminist research includes these forerunners in order to emphasize the
continuity of feminist concerns and strategies.
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and has grown and differentiated in the years since through specialization, con-
flict, institutionalization, and cooptation (Ferree & Martin 1995, Roby 1992).

Many would agree that a method, consciousness raising, was at the heart of
this women’s movement. In various settings, small groups of women began to
talk together, analyze, and act. The method of consciousness raising was fun-
damentally empirical; it provided a systematic mode of inquiry that challenged
received knowledge and allowed women to learn from one another (Allen 1973,
Combahee River Collective 1982). Whether caucusing within established or-
ganizations or building new connections, women who became feminists began
to see an alternative basis for knowledge and authority in a newly discovered
community of women and “women’s experience.” Subsequent developments
would reveal the complex fragilities and resiliencies of this construction, which
Donna Haraway characterizes as “a fiction and fact of the most crucial, political
kind” (1985:65).

Though the women’s movement began outside the university, feminists in
nearly every discipline soon began to apply its methods to their context and
work, embarking on a collective project of critique and transformation. They
pointed to the omission and distortion of women’s experiences in mainstream
social science, the tendency to universalize the experience of men (and rela-
tively privileged women), and the use of science to control women, whether
through medicine and psychiatry, or through social scientific theories of family,
work, sexuality, and deviance (Glazer-Malbin & Waehrer 1971, Millman &
Kanter 1975). Scholars of African descent produced a complementary litera-
ture on racist and gender bias in scholarship during this period (Ladner 1971,
Jackson 1973)—stimulated in part by “expert” opinion that blamed women for
the ostensible deficiencies of African-American families.

Overthelast 25 years, academic feminists have created new cross-disciplinary
audiences for work based on these feminist critiques as well as new curricula,
journals, conferences, and organizations to support and disseminate the work
(Kramarae & Spender 1992, McDermott 1994). Referring to this history is the
beginning of my answer to questions about the distinctiveness of feminist writ-
ings on research methodology. | mean to suggest that learning the history of
feminist scholarship—and recognizing its roots in the women’s movement—are
key to understanding it.

Feminist sociologists are committed to both feminism and social science,
and they use the tools of the discipline to “talk back” to sociology in a spirited
critique aimed at improving the ways we know society. In the discussion that
follows, | characterize feminist methodology as a field of inquiry united by
membership in these overlapping research communities—bound together not
by agreement about answers but by shared commitments to questions. Then |
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examine recentwork and questions currently on the agenda for feminist method-
ologists. | focus on sociological work, but | also draw from other disciplines
where these have been especially influential in sociology.

FEMINISM, FEMINIST RESEARCH, AND FEMINIST
METHODOLOGY

“Feminism” is a movement, and a set of beliefs, that problematize gender
inequality. Feminists believe thatwomen have been subordinated through men’s
greater power, variously expressed in different arenas. They value women’s
lives and concerns, and work to improve women'’s status. While this kind of
definition is broadly inclusive, it is also misleadingly simple. There are many
feminisms, with differentemphases and aims. Jane Mansbridge (1995) suggests
that despite this variation, feminists are united by a sense of accountability to a
movement that is best conceived as a changing and contested discourse. In any
occupation or organization, feminists make decisions about how to respond to
institutional contexts that sometimes welcome and sometimes resist feminist
insights; they consider how to use their resources (both material and intellectual)
to further their feminist goals, and which demands of their institution should
be resisted in the name of feminism. Thus, feminist methodology will not be
found in some stable orthodoxy but in an evolving dialogue.

| wish to draw a distinction in this essay between “feminist research” and
“feminist methodology.” | understand “feminist research” as a broader cate-
gory including any empirical study that incorporates or develops the insights of
feminism. Feminist studies may use standard research methods, or they may
involve explicit attention to methodological critique and innovation. | would
like to reserve the term “feminist methodology” for explicitly methodological
discussion that emerges from the feminist critique. | follow philosopher Sandra
Harding’s (1987) suggestion that we distinguish between “methods” (i.e., par-
ticular tools for research), “methodology” (theorizing about research practice),
and “epistemology” (the study of how and what we can know). For the most
part, feminist researchers have modified, rather than invented, research meth-
ods; however, feminist researchers have produced a distinctive body of writing
about research practice and epistemology, and that is where | locate “feminist
methodology.”

SECOND-WAVE WRITING ON METHODOLOGY

Feminist sociologists of the second wave began immediately to think skep-
tically about existing research methods (see Reinharz 1985 on “feminist dis-
trust”) and to search for alternatives. By 1983, there was a substantial body
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of literature (Reinharz, Bombyk & Wright 1983). The focus on methodology
gained momentum during that decade, and when philosopher Sandra Harding
edited an interdisciplinary anthology (1987) that illustrated feminist methods
with exemplary work, sociologists were well represented; as authors of four
of ten substantive chapters, they included Marcia Millman and Rosabeth Moss
Kanter, Joyce Ladner, Dorothy E Smith, and Bonnie Thornton Dill.

Two overviews of feminist research methods that have been especially in-
fluential in sociology (Cook & Fonow 1986, Reinharz 1992) also adopted the
strategy of collecting exemplars of feminist research and looking for common
features. These writers drew on the work of scholars who had been developing
particular feminist approaches in some detail. These included adaptations of
survey and experimental methods (Eichler 1988), interview research (Oakley
1981), inductive fieldwork (Reinharz 1983), marxist and ethnomethodological
approaches (Smith 1987, Stanley & Wise 1983/93), phenomenology (Leveque-
Lopman 1988), action/participatory research (Mies 1983, Maguire 1987), oral
history (Personal Narratives Group 1989, Gluck & Patai 1991), and others.
More recent additions to the list include feminist versions of experimental
ethnography lascriptions 1988), and methods based on poststructuralist in-
sights (Lather 1991, Game 1991, Ingraham 1994).

The range of approaches mentioned here reflects the fact that feminist re-
searchers are located throughout the discipline. Shulamit Reinharz (1992) holds
that feminists have used (and modified) every available research method; and
her comprehensive review includes studies across the full range. The pluralism
in this kind of definition is attractive to many feminists for several reasons, not
least of which is a well-developed sense of the dangers of “ranking,” whether
of oppressions or methods. By insisting on diversity, this approach avoids
needless division and leaves open the future strategies that feminist researchers
might want to adopt. But the continuing proliferation of writing on feminist
methodology suggests a strongly felt sense of difference from standard practice.

WHAT IS FEMINIST METHODOLOGY?

| locate the distinctiveness of feminist methodology in shared commitment to
three goals:

1. Feminists seek a methodology that will do the work of “excavation,”
shifting the focus of standard practice from men'’s concerns in order to reveal the
locations and perspectives of (all) women. The aim of much feminist research
has been to “bring women in,” that is, to find what has been ignored, censored,
and suppressed, and to reveal both the diversity of actual women’s lives and the
ideological mechanisms that have made so many of those lives invisible. A key
method for doing so—drawn in part from the legacy of consciousness raising—
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has involved work with the personal testimony of individual women (Anderson
et al 1990). However, it would be misleading to equate feminist responses to
this methodological demand with qualitative methods, for two reasons. First,
some feminists argue that quantitative techniques can also perform the work
of “making visible” and are sometimes necessary or more compelling than
personal testimony (Sprague & Zimmerman 1993). In addition, qualitative
methods practiced in nonfeminist ways can easily reproduce the mainstream
failure to notice women and their concerns. What makes a qualitative or a
guantitative approach feminist is a commitment to finding women and their
concerns. The point is not only to know about women, but to provide a fuller
and more accurate account of society by including them (Nielsen 1990).

Often, feminist researchers use this strategy to find “voices” for themselves,
or for women who share experiences that have been meaningful for them
(Stanley & Wise 1979). Butthe commitment to excavation and inclusion makes
feminist researchers accountable for considering women whose experiences are
different as well. Negotiating the tension between investigating experiences
with intense personal meaning and casting wider nets has been a continuing
challenge. Western, Euro-American feminists have been roundly criticized
(rightly, | believe) for too often presenting investigations of particular groups
of women’s lives in terms that are falsely universalized (Dill 1979, Baca Zinn
et al 1986). But the call for excavation makes feminist researchers accountable
to recognize and correct such mistakes, and one strand in feminist methodolog-
ical work involves sustained attempts to move beyond these incomplete and
limiting analyses.

2. Feminists seek a science that minimizes harm and control in the research
process. In response to the observation that researchers have often exploited
or harmed women patrticipants, and that scientific knowledge has sustained
systematic oppressions of women, feminist methodologists have searched for
practices that will minimize harm to women and limit negative consequences
(Nebraska Feminist Collective 1983, 1988). Such concerns enter nonfeminist
research discussions as well. What marks the feminist discourse is not only
a particular concern for women’s welfare, but particular sources for research
strategies. Feminist researchers have drawn, more or less consciously, on the
work of grass-roots and professional women’s organizations to develop inclu-
sive procedures and less hierarchical structures (Strobel 1995). Feminists have
written of many experiments in leveling hierarchies of power and control in
research relations, and they continue to debate whether and when such leveling
is possible and how much should be demanded of feminist researchers.

3. Feminists seek a methodology that will support research of value to women,
leading to social change or action beneficial to women. This criterion for
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feminist research is mentioned in virtually every discussion; by implication,
authors point to many kinds of change that could satisfy this call, from chang-
ing theory or bringing new topics into the discipline, to consciousness raising
or decolonization (for the researcher, the reader, or participants in the research),
to producing data that will stimulate or support political action or policy deci-
sions. The concern with change, like the call for research that does no harm,
is shared by researchers working in other critical traditions. What makes prac-
tice distinctively feminist is its relevance to change in women'’s lives or in the
systems of social organization that control women. Reviewing accounts of
change accomplished through participatory research studies, Patricia Maguire
(1987) notes that inequities in the benefits of projects are often obscured by
gender-neutral language. Researchers had reported, for example, that “vil-
lagers” had increased access to resources when closer inspection revealed that
male villagers had been the primary beneficiaries and the women left out.

Accomplishing change through feminist research and assessing whether it
has occurred are, of course, quite difficult, and relatively little writing ad-
dresses these problems. (For some notable exceptions, however, see accounts
of feminist participatory research in Maguire 1987, Mies 1983, 1991; of policy-
oriented work in Spalter-Roth & Hartmann 1991; and of activist work in Gordon
1993.) Too often, | believe, the call for change functions as a slogan in writing
on feminist methodology, and authors make assumptions about change without
sufficient examination of their own implicit theories of social change.

Together, these criteria for feminist methodology provide the outline for a
possible alternative to the distanced, distorting, and dispassionately objective
procedures of much social research. Whether the goals implied in these criteria
are fully achievable is debatable (Acker, Barry & Esseveld 1983) but probably
less important than whether they are useful in redirecting research practice to
produce better knowledge. My intention in this section has been to claim a
distinctiveness for feminist methodology without giving it a fixed definition:
| mean to suggest that it must always have an open and “provisional” char-
acter (Mohanty 1991:15), but that it is nonetheless a “strikingly cumulative”
(Reinharz 1992:246) discourse, held together by core commitments to address-
ing particular problems in the standard practice of social research and by a
common history of learning through activism that provides much of its energy
and insight.

RECENT EMPHASES IN FEMINIST METHODOLOGY

The 1990s have been a period of energy and growth in feminist methodology.
Discussions have ranged through technical, ethical, and representational issues
to the fundamental questions of how and what researchers claim to know.
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The Great Divide: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches

Like outsiders to this body of writing, feminist methodologists themselves of-
ten rely on competing or simply unarticulated assumptions about what does (or
should) hold this body of work together, and those working to develop feminist
methodology sometimes seem to write at cross-purposes. This seems especially
true in writing on feminist uses of “qualitative” and “quantitative” methods
(see, for example, Cancian 1992, Risman, Sprague & Howard 1993, Cancian
1993). Like scholars in the discipline at large, feminist methodologists some-
times have difficulty communicating across this rather artificial distinction.

Many feminist researchers suggest that qualitative methods fit especially
well with feminist goals. Indeed, some feminist researchers who work with
gualitative methods seem to claim that these methods are more feminist than
others (Mies 1991, Cancian 1993, and Kasper 1994 are possible examples),
and some autobiographical accounts (longer ones such as Reinharz 1979 as
well as brief asides, as in Stacey 1988 or Gorelick 1989) fuel this notion by
recounting frustrations with training in dominant methods and subsequent uses
of qualitative approaches.

However, Joey Sprague and Mary Zimmerman (1993) suggest that feminists
have made major contributions by finding concepts and practices that resist
“dualisms,” and they urge resistance to the qualitative-quantitative division.
Similarly, Mary Maynard and June Purvis, editors of a recent British anthology
(1994), decry the tendency to associate feminist research so strongly with qual-
itative tools. Implicitly invoking the importance of uncovering hidden experi-
ences, Liz Kelly, Sheila Burton, and Linda Regan (1994) question the presump-
tion that women who participate in research will be more likely to share sensi-
tive material in face-to-face interviews than via less personal survey techniques.
Lynn Weber Cannon, Elizabeth Higginbotham, and Marianne LA Leung (1988)
point out that small-scale qualitative projects may be more likely than quantita-
tive studies to reproduce race and class biases of the discipline by including only
participants who are relatively available to researchers. Others emphasize the
consequences of research in urging that feminists not give up quantitative meth-
ods and their positivist foundations. Those focusing on policy issues point out
that “hard” data are often most convincing outside the university (Spalter-Roth
& Hartmann 1991). And Uma Narayan (1989) points out, from the perspective
of a nonwestern feminist, that positivism is not always a problem, and certainly
not the only one, in research in nonwestern nations. Religion and cultural tra-
dition often contribute to women’s oppression, and positivist science can be a
force for liberation (and this seems true for western societies as well).

Still, research methods seem to be labeled feminist more often by researchers
working in interpretive traditions of sociology. Those working with survey
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techniques or doing secondary analysis of large data sets, though they may
label their projects feminist, are more likely to stress that their methods are
those of a rigorous and mostly conventional social science. Explicit discussion
of how feminism might modify quantitative practice seems relatively difficult

to find.

One common approach to feminist quantitative work involves correcting gen-
der and other cultural biases in standard procedure. Christine Oppong’s (1982)
work on household studies in nonwestern societies and Margrit Eichler’'s hand-
book Nonsexist Research Metho(988) serve as relatively early examples.
Both authors point to the many ways that standard survey techniques build in
unnoticed assumptions about gender and culture. Those working with survey
data have begun to alter survey design and analytic procedures to lessen or elim-
inate these sources of bias. However, attention to sexism in research procedure
probably often depends on the presence of feminists within research teams,
where they are usually more likely than others to call attention to these biases.
In addition, these refinements are typically discussed as technical responses
to social changes, so that connections to feminist theorizing and activism are
obscured. One recent exception is Michael D Smith’s (1994) discussion of
feminist strategies for improving survey data on violence against women; he
notes that while these improvements have begun to appear in other projects, they
originated and have been most consistently implemented in feminist studies.

Of course, quantitative research always involves interpretation, and many
researchers bring feminist theoretical insights to bear on quantitative research
design and findings (Risman 1993). Some have begun to write more explicitly
about how they have used feminist interpretive frameworks. Roberta Spalter-
Roth and Heidi | Hartmann (1991), for example, argue that effective feminist
policy research requires a feminist standpoint as well as conventional tools such
as cost-benefit analysis. They reject “hegemonic views thairdg@nepublic
interest” (44, emphasis in original), and they adapt the tools of policy research
to evaluate the costs and benefits of various policies for women. (See also
Steinberg, as cited in Reinharz 1992:91-92.)

Many feminists advocate combining quantitative and qualitative tools, of-
ten through collaboration with other researchers. Several European scholars
have written about feminist cross-national studies, which often required that
participants consider varying national histories of social research and different
perspectives on the value of qualitative and quantitative approaches (Windebank
1992, Cockburn 1992, Millar 1992). Susan Greenhalgh and JialiLi (1995) argue
for combining demography with ethnography, in an examination of imbalanced
sex ratios that point to generations of “missing girls” in several Chinese vil-
lages. They advocate collaboration on political as well as intellectual grounds,
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suggesting that feminist critique may have negative consequences for demog-
raphers, who need continuing access to large data sets controlled by nations
and organizations that often seek to deflect criticism. They believe feminists
working in other traditions have much to contribute theoretically and often
have “more political space” (605) in which to offer critical interpretations of
demographic findings.

One further possible bridge between the qualitative and quantitative “branch-
es” of feminist methodology may lie in analyses of statistics as they are con-
structed and used in particular organizational settings. Dorothy Smith (1990a)
suggests examining statistics as textual parts of a “ruling apparatus” that coor-
dinates social relations. She examines data on gender and mental illness, for
example, not as evidence of “real” differences, but as pointers toward the man-
agement of gendered responses to stress through different social services (see
also Waring 1988, Dixon-Mueller 1991, and Hill 1993 on statistical accounts
of women’s work). Several chapters in Liz Stanley’s collection of research
conducted at Manchester University (1990a) provide suggestive examples of
work based on a similar strategy (Farran 1990, Pugh 1990, Stanley 1990b).
While quantitative researchers are surely aware of these underpinnings of their
data, the technical practices of that research community require at some point
a suspension of discussion of these issues. Analyses that hold them in view
offer possibilities for bringing feminist issues more fully into the quantitative
traditions of the discipline.

Research Relations: Possibilities and Problems

Feminists have been attracted to interview and ethnographic research partly be-
cause these methods offer possibilities for direct interaction with participants.
Because these methods have been so widely used, there is now a great deal
of feminist writing that documents in increasing detail the various ways that
women (and less frequently, men—see Stanko 1994) interact in field research
situations. Much of the earlier writing was based on the idea that women’s
shared interests and concerns would provide resources for dismantling the hi-
erarchies, fictions, and avoidances of research based on positivist frameworks;
the argument was that women could talk together more freely and recipro-
cally, using shared experience as a resource for interpretation (e.g. Oakley
1981, DeVault 1990). More recent writing has provided correctives to early
statements that may have mistakenly portrayed feminist research as “rather
comfortable and cosy” (Maynard & Purvis 1994). Some researchers have cri-
tiqued the notion that women enjoy the advantages of “insiders” when they
study other women: Catherine Kohler Riessman (1987) argues that “gender is
not enough” to produce easy rapport, and Josephine Beoku-Betts (1994) shows
that “Black is not enough” in a discussion of fieldwork among Gullah women in
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the Sea Islands of the southeastern United States (see also Zavella 1993 on “in-
sider dilemmas” in research with Chicana informants, Phoenix 1994, DeVault
1995). Diane Reay (1995) discusses “the fallacy of easy access,” and Pamela
Cotterill (1992) complains that the feminist literature celebrating woman-to-
woman interviewing did not prepare her for difficult questions regarding the
boundaries between research and friendship relations.

Writing on interview research and ethnography has also focused on ethical
issues and the potential for misrepresentation. The close relations that are pos-
sible seem to pose heightened dangers of exploitation, which led Judith Stacey
to ask, “Can there be a feminist ethnography?” (1988), and much writing has
been focused on the “dilemmas” of feminist fieldwork (Frontiers 1993). Reay
and Cotterill both question the ethics of aggressively pursuing participation in
interview research, and ethnographers are much concerned with “imbalances
of power” (Scanlon 1993).

These writings have certainly put to rest the myth of “hygienic research”
(Stanley & Wise 1983/93:114-15) by discussing in some detail the complexity
of face-to-face research encounters. Strategies for confronting these dilemmas
have been developed at several levels, through revisions of practice, choices
based on ethical considerations, and experiments with representation. At the
level of fieldwork practice, for example, Rosalind Edwards (1990) argues for
acknowledging racial differences quite explicitly in order to facilitate more
honest disclosure, and others have advocated methods for reviewing data with
informants in order to resolve—or highlight—disagreements and contradic-
tions (Billson 1991, Personal Narratives Group 1989, Gluck & Patai 1991,
Bauer 1993, Skeggs 1994). Some writers, emphasizing the moral dilemmas
of the fieldworker’s relative freedom and control, have suggested that feminist
fieldwork should include special efforts to give something back to participants
(Scanlon 1993), or strategies for working with local groups to make change
(Park 1992, Gordon 1993). A Lynn Bolles (1993) suggests that one valuable
role for western feminists working in other parts of the world is to support
indigenous research. Some feminist researchers argue that representational
guestions pose fundamental moral/ethical dilemmas; they seek solutions in
writing strategies (Opie 1992; Rofel 1993; Wheatley 1994a,b, and response by
Stacey 1994).

Feminists have written extensively on these dilemmas as they arise in face-
to-face research methods, but of course concerns about exploitation and mis-
representation come into play whenever data come from human informants,
no matter how distant the process of collection may be from analysis. Some
wonder if feminists have overemphasized potential problems of power, pro-
ducing “excessive demands” (Reinharz 1993) on feminist researchers. The
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focus on problems of exploitation has produced an association of qualitative
feminist methodology with special ethical demands that sometimes seems to
obscure other aspects of its distinctiveness. Although these discussions have
been lively and productive, one risk is that they may require a moral purity in
feminist (or perhaps in women’s) qualitative research that is simply unattain-
able, while leaving similar questions relatively unnoticed in discussions of other
research traditions.

Knowledge Claims: Feminist Epistemology

Although the initial feminist critique focused primarily on bias in the applica-
tion of dominant methods, philosopher Sandra Harding (1986) contends that
even this “empiricist” critique tends to subvert the notion of objectivity, since

it points to knowledge as social product, and to influences of the knower on
what is produced. Moving beyond this kind of critique has brought new ques-
tions. If the ground for feminist work is not the distance and dispassion of
“objectivity,” what will be the basis for legitimate authority? Part of the answer
has been to embrace the apparent opposite, subjectivity, and to center inquiry
around women’s experiences and feelings (Jaggar 1989). However, the turn
to subjectivity has been only part of the answer feminists have begun to de-
velop (though it is sometimes mistakenly taken as the defining characteristic of
feminist method). As Loraine Gelsthorpe (1992) points out, feminist methodol-
ogists have refused to choose between subjectivity and analytic rigor; they seek
methods that can incorporate, or at least do not deny, subjectivity. Thus, for
those working on feminist methodologies, theorizing links between experience
and knowledge has been a central concern.

Many sociologists have taken up some version of what have come to be called
“standpoint” approaches (e.g. Reinharz 1983, Stanley & Wise 1983-1993,
Smith 1987, Collins 1990). Dorothy Smith’s is probably the most widely known
and fully developed version of this project within sociology. Her writings over
two decades (collected in Smith 1987, 1990a,b) record a long struggle to change
a positivist sociology that is organized not only by men’s concerns but by the
demands of “ruling.” (Ramazanoglu 1989 recounts a similar struggle.) Smith’s
aim is not merely to uncover or give testimony about experience but to make
a place for it in analysis that will be focused differently and serve different
interests. The feminist sociologist, in her formulation, must refuse to put aside
her experience and, indeed, must make her bodily existence and activity a
“starting point” for inquiry. From this beginning, the inquiry points toward an
analysis of the social context for experience, the relations of ruling that organize
daily life and connect all members of a society in systematic interactions.

Smith developed the approach primarily through examples from her life as
a single mother, showing how she moved between the grounded activities of
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raising children and the abstractions of her academic work. She suggests that
most women live some version of this movement between particularity and
the extra-local projects of management and administration, whether through
work as caregivers or in other subordinate positions in the social division of
labor. Further, she argues that these positions—where social life is being “put
together” from actual, embodied activity—provide a point of entry to investiga-
tion that is superior to the starting points derived from abstract theorizing. The
argument is not that women know better by virtue of occupying these positions,
but that the work accomplished there must be part of any adequate account of
social organization.

Many others have taken up the notion of attention to women’s experience
(though not all have followed Smith’s call to look beyond experience in the
analysis), and this work has stimulated much discussion of the concepts of
“standpoint” and “experience.” The notion that some positions provide a “better
view” of social organization or a preferred site from which to “start thought”
(Harding 1991) seems to accord some knowers an “epistemic privilege” as-
sociated with their identities. However, critics point out that identity is not
automatically associated with superior insight, and the sociological literature
on insider-outsider dynamics certainly calls into question any easy assumption
about the consequences for research of particular identities, which are always
relative, crosscut by other differences, and often situational and contingent.
Another view emphasizes how taking a standpoint invokes the particular expe-
riences associated with some location in society; critics suggest that the idea of
“women’s standpoint” puts in place an account of experience that fits for only
some women. They argue that analyses like Smith’s risk emphasizing con-
cerns of white (Collins 1992) or heterosexual women (Ingraham 1994). Smith
responds (1992) that theorizing standpoint in either of these ways misses her
intention: Rather than calling up a particular identity or set of experiences,
the injunction to start inquiry from women'’s experience is a way of pointing
the feminist researcher to material sites where people live their lives, so that
“anyone’s experience, however various, could become a beginning-place [for]
inquiry” (90).

The notion of “women’s experience” has been productive for feminist scho-
lars, but it has also become a richly contested concept. Some critics of the em-
phasis on experience—often those feminists working in guantitative or marxist
traditions—point out that individual views are always partial and often distorted
by ideology, so that a woman’s own testimony may simply reflect the biases
of the larger society (Gorelick 1991, Risman 1993). Those influenced by post-
structuralist theory argue further that experience always arises in language and
discourse (Scott 1991), and that women'’s testimony will always be marked by
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language and desire (Clough 1993; see also reply by Smith 1993 and Clough’s
response).

Those working empirically with approaches that make room for experience
address these points in several different ways. Smith contends that women'’s
“bifurcated” consciousness encompasses both the knowledge required to partic-
ipate in social relations, organized largely through ideological processes, and
the often incompletely articulated knowledge that comes from activity. She
calls for explicit analysis of how women'’s activities are connected to the inter-
ests of “ruling” (especially Smith 1990a), and how the ideological processes of
ruling shape, without fully determining, women’s accounts of their experiénce.
Frigga Haug and her colleagues (1987) use “memory-work”—the collective,
critical analysis of written memories—to investigate the social and ideological
underpinnings of subjectivity in a somewhat different way, more focused on the
societal construction of gendered selves. Patricia Hill Collins (1990) develops
an epistemology that builds on processes of knowledge creation in African-
American communities, where dialogue, caring, and personal accountability
are central. She emphasizes that perspectives are always located and claims
only a “partial truth” for the knowledge produced from a particular standpoint;
she points out that knowledge that is admittedly partial is more trustworthy
than partial knowledge presented as generally true. Liz Stanley and Sue Wise
(1983/93) also suggest that different standpoints will produce different knowl-
edges, and they accept as a consequence that knowledge claims will be based
on a “fractured foundationalism.”

These different stances among researchers working in different ways with
women’s perspectives point to varying epistemological ambitions across the
range of feminist methodology. Like other scholars, feminists are considering
the consequences for empirical work of the postmodern challenge to objectivity
and a science based on a single narrative. Some have embraced a postmod-
ern position that welcomes multiple versions of truth, and these have begun to
write about alternative bases for assessing knowledge claims (Richardson 1993,
Lather 1993). Others hold that empirical investigation should provide accurate
accounts of a social world that can be known in common and should be as-
sessed on that basis (these include feminist empiricists like Risman 1993; those
following Smith 1992, whose investigations focus on “actual” social practices;
and some who seek an intermediate position).

Kum-Kum Bhavnani (1993) suggests that researchers can strive for what she
calls “feminist objectivity.” She draws on the writings of feminist philosophers
of science who propose replacing traditional constructions of objectivity with
more durable claims to “situated knowledge” (Haraway 1988) or a “strong”

2Studies following Smith in this line of work are collected in Campbell & Manicom 1995.
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(Harding 1992) or “dynamic” (Keller 1985) objectivity. Moving the sugges-
tions of these writers to the terrain of empirical work, Bhavnani proposes that
the process of producing knowledge should always be visible; the feminist re-
searcher should find ways of recognizing and revealing to audiences the microp-
olitics of the research situation and should take responsibility for representing
those who participate in ways that do not reproduce harmful stereotypes. In ad-
dition, researchers claiming feminist objectivity must be attentive to differences
and to the limits of their knowledge claims. Echoing some of these themes,
Collins (1990) proposes that a feminist Afro-centric epistemology would mea-
sure knowledge against concrete experience, test it through dialogue, and judge
it in relation to an ethic of personal accountability.

Such emerging feminist formulations repudiate the traditional version of ob-
jectivity that requires a separation of knower and known. Out of skepticism
for accounts that seem to have no grounded basis (but turn out to be anchored
to dominant interests), feminists suggest making the researcher visible in any
product of research. This call for visibility involves viewing the self, in Susan
Krieger's (1991) terms, as resource rather than contaminant. Precisely how
to use and locate the self most effectively remains unresolved. However, the
demand for accountability can be seen as the rationale for experiments with
autobiographical and dialogic modes of presenting research (e.g. Orr 1990,
Kondo 1990, Ellis 1993, Linden 1993) as well as a thread that connects them
to projects that are more traditional in format. (The feminist practice of identi-
fying authors by their full names—which I have followed here despite editorial
policy—can also be understood as a technical modification that helps to make
particular researchers more “visible” in feminist texts.)

Another theme emerging in feminist epistemology involves shifting focus
from individual knowers to the perspectives of groups or communities. This
shift in focus should perhaps represent a reminder rather than a new idea, since
the “experience” so valued in early feminist consciousness raising was in fact
a collective construction. The reminder has come from feminists too often
ignored in the feminisms that are most visible; this work is discussed below.

Shifting the Center (Again)

It is ironic that writing on feminist methodology has so rarely incorporated
the perspectives of women from underrepresented groups and nations (and
their male allies), even as these writers have become more central to feminist
theory. Though attention to racial/ethnic differences and joint strategies for
combating racism have had a continuing presence in second-wave activism
and writing (Moraga & Anzalda 1981, Bulkin, Pratt & Smith 1984), these
efforts have typically been contentious and difficult, and contributions of women
from underrepresented groups have too often been ignored or appropriated.
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Women from these groups continue to mount pointed challenges to emerging
orthodoxies that ignore their perspectives.

From the beginning of the women'’s studies movement, African-American
feminist scholars have had a keen sense of the need to establish an autonomous
presence. A landmark anthology (Hull, Bell Scott & Smith 1982) stressed
the precarious position of Black women in society and higher education, the
knowledge gaps that result from their absence, and the importance of knowledge
creation in Black women’s communities; these themes continue to be central
to “women of color” or “Third World” feminism. The editors predicted that
Black women'’s studies would “come into its own” in the 1980s but noted that
this movement was only beginning. They saw “far too few courses and far too
few Black women employed in institutions” (xxvii-xxviii) and commented that
“the majority of white women teachers and administrators have barely begun
the process of self-examination which must precede productive action to change
this situation” (xxviii).

The 1980s were indeed a time of putting these issues on the agenda. White
feminists like Elizabeth Spelman (1982) wrote compellingly on the problems
of false universalization; theorists began re-envisioning the concepts and strate-
gies of their feminisms (e.g. Harding 1991); and feminists writing on research
relations became more attentive to ethnic and cultural differences (as discussed
above). More importantly, new writing from “third world feminism” combined
work by social scientists and creative writers to offer new conceptualizations of
identity, building more fundamental critiques of the disciplines and modeling
evocative writing strategies (Anzald1990a, Mohanty, Russo & Torres 1991).
Social scientists began to consider strategies for empirical investigation that
could be aligned with these perspectives.

Patricia Hill Collins’ Black Feminist ThoughtL990), while usually consid-
ered a work of theory, also treats methodological issues; the book concludes
with an extended discussion of epistemology, and the entire text illustrates an
approach to knowledge production that draws from and builds upon the “sub-
jugated knowledge” shared within communities of African-American women.
Chela Sandoval (1991) also draws lessons from the strategies of particular
communities—the activist communities of what she calls “US third world
feminism”—and finds in the everyday resistances of women of color a “method”
(applicable beyond formal research, but certainly relevant there) of differential,
oppositional consciousness. She advocates a “self-conscious mobility” that
would allow feminists to enact opposition more fluidly, “between and among”
possible identities and tactics (14). While adopting some strategies like those
of Collins, Sandoval also emphasizes multiple identities and coalition across
cultural communities.
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Himani Bannerji (1995) extends marxist and feminist “standpoint” meth-
ods, arguing that gender, race/ethnicity, and nationality are always part of the
organization of social activity, so that any adequate feminism (or marxism or
anti-racism) must take account of the simultaneity of social relations that more
traditional accounts have tried to separate analytically. Without naturalizing
ethnic differences, she attends to embodiedness, whether writing about her
own experience of teaching in Canadian universities or about the sexual harass-
ment of a Black woman working in a Canadian factory, analyzed as the product
of a pervasive “racist sexism” woven into economic relations.

Chandra Talpede Mohanty (1991a,b), drawing on the study of colonialism
and its legacy, seeks a social science that will contribute to the worldwide project
of decolonization. She emphasizes multiple levels of work: consciousness
raising (of both researcher and others), a reformulation of disciplines that have
supported the colonial enterprise, and empirical investigations that reconstruct
understandings of women'’s histories and contexts. Like Bannerji, she envisions
a social science that encompasses the daily activities of third world women as
well as the ruling relations that construct their oppression, and like Banneriji,
she draws on the work of Dorothy Smith, suggesting that Smith’s attention to
“relations of ruling” may be especially useful in the investigation of colonial
and postcolonial social organization.

Mohanty also begins to rework issues of consciousness, identity, and writ-
ing, noting that “the very practice of remembering and rewriting leads to the
formation of politicized consciousness” (34). Though she links this statement
to the legacy of feminist consciousness raising, she also suggests that the texts
of third world women challenge the “individualist subject” of much feminist
writing. She argues that the feminism of women of color calls for rethinking
the idea that “the personal is political,” not because starting from experience is
wrong, but because of the richness of collective rather than individual stories
of agency and resistance. Drawing from Gloria Anzald1990b) and echoing
Sandoval’s notion of differential consciousness, she points to the strategic value
of a multiple or “mestiza” consciousness, attentive to borders and negotiations
through multiple locations.

This kind of methodological innovation is related to philosopher Maria
Lugones’s (1987) use of the term “world’-traveling” to refer to the ability
to move across social boundaries that seems so central to the experiences of
Black and third world women (and so foreign to the over-privileged). Lugones
inspired political scientist Christine Sylvester’s (1995) discussion of western
encounters with African feminisms. However, these provocative discussions
of fluid and shifting identities sit somewhat uneasily alongside the analyses
of Collins and Bannerji, whose methods emphasize the obduracy of social
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categories associated with ethnicity and their significance for people’s recruit-
ment into social relations.

These writers are rarely included in discussions of “feminist methodology,”
but I believe they point to the next stages in the project of building more adequate
research practices. Their writings, and the roots of these writings in commu-
nities of resistance, lend some credence to notions of epistemic privilege—the
ideathat people in subordinated locations have access to perspectives that others
miss. On the other hand, these writings begin to “open up” the histories, ex-
periences, and self-representations of such communities, so that it seems more
possible, and urgent, for all knowers to attend to the perspectives of others.
These writers challenge scholars to think more carefully about what is at stake
in how one gains such knowledge, and how it is used.

Finally, it may be worth noting that the gender-related isolation and stress of
doing research have been discussed in the writing of some non-European femi-
nists (Hull, Bell Scott, & Smith 1982, Ramazanoglu 1989). Annecka Marshall
(1994) writes poignantly of the pain and isolation she feltas a student and scholar
in sexist-racist institutional contexts, giving an account of serious health prob-
lems that she tried to ignore, but ultimately had to resolve before continuing
her work. | do not mean to suggest that these kinds of problems are suffered
only by third world feminists, but to highlight the fact that institutional settings
which may have become increasingly comfortable for white feminist academics
continue to be painfully alienating for others, and to suggest that these different
positionings continue to shape the work produced by feminist scholars.

CONCLUSION: FEMINISM AND SOCIOLOGY

| close, in keeping with the sociology of knowledge approach | have adopted
throughout this chapter, with a brief discussion of the connections through
which feminist sociologists construct and sustain a discourse on feminist meth-
odology. Strategizing about research practice has been strongly connected to
feminist theory and necessarily so: Feminist understandings drive method-
ological innovation. Still, theory does not translate unproblematically to the
guestions of empirical investigation, and those working on methodology must
shape the insights of theorists to their own needs. Feminist sociologists also
value connections to feminists in other disciplines, whose related projects can
often provide models for experimentation. Working across disciplines also
helps to reveal disciplinary power and thus aids in strategizing about how to
use it well and avoid its pitfalls. Feminist scholars are always more or less
directly linked to activism, by virtue of their origins, but maintaining such con-
nections requires continuing attention; sustaining connections to policymakers
who might use feminist research requires another kind of attention.
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Connections to our own disciplines are among the mestdquestions that
occupy feminist sociologists. Some argue convincingly for a strategic “disloy-
alty to the disciplines” (Stacey 1995), while others advocate strategic uses of
disciplinary authority and legitimacy (Risman 1993). My approach in this essay
relies on (and attempts to contribute to) a sense of distinctiveness in feminist
sociological practice, and a commitment to articulating the value of disciplinary
traditions. Paradoxically, but not for the firsttime, sociological approaches have
provided tools for unmasking their own coercive power. Though feminists are
in struggle with the discipline, it is the struggle of committed participants.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

My title is inspired by hooks (1989). The bibliography prepared by Nancy
Naples and participants in the Sex and Gender Section’s preconference work-
shop atthe 1994 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association pro-
vided a valuable resource in my literature search. In addition, | am grateful for
comments on an earlier draft from Susan Borker, Robert Chibka, Julia Loughlin,
Shulamit Reinharz, Dorothy Smith, Barrie Thorne, and Judith Wittner, though

| have not done justice to all their suggestions.

Any Annual Reviewchapter, as well as any article cited in alAnnual Reviewchapter,
may be purchased from the Annual Reviews Preprints and Reprints service.
1-800-347-8007; 415-259-5017; email: arpr@class.org

Literature Cited

Acker J, Barry K, Esseveld J. 1983. Objectiv- on Feminism, Marxism, and Anti-Racism.
ity and truth: problems in doing feminist re- Toronto: Women’s Press
searchWomen'’s Stud. Int. Foru(4):423— Bauer J. 1993. Ma’'ssoum’s tale: the personal
35 and political transformations of a young Ira-
Allen P. 1973. Free space. Radical Feminism,  nian “feminist” and her ethnographdfem.
ed. A Koedt, E Levine, A Rapone, pp. 271- Stud.19(3):519-48
79. New York: Quadrangle Beoku-Betts J. 1994. When Black is not enough:
Anderson K, Armitage S, Jack D, Wittner J. doing field research among Gullah women.
1990. Beginning where we are: feminist Natl. Women’s Stud. Assoc.6(3):413-33
methodology in oral history. See NielsenBhavnani KK. 1993. Tracing the contours:
1990, pp. 94-112 feminist research and feminist objectivity.
Anzaldia G, ed. 1990aMaking Face, Making ~ Women'’s Stud. Int. Forurh6(2):95-104
Soul, Haciendo Caras: Creative and Criti- Billson JM. 1991. The progressive verification
cal Perspectives by Feminists of Col&an method: toward a feminist methodology for
Francisco: Aunt Lute Books studying women cross-culturalifomen'’s
Anzaldia G. 1990b. Laconcienciade lamestiza: Stud. Int. Foruml4(3):201-15
towards a new consciousness. See AnzaldBolles AL. 1993. Doing it for themselves:
1990a, pp. 377-89 women’s research and action in the Common-
Baca Zinn M, Cannon LW, Higginbotham E, wealth Caribbean. IrResearching Women
Dill BT. 1986. The costs of exclusionary prac- in Latin America and the Caribbeard. E
tices in women'’s studiesSigns11(2):290-  Acosta-Belen, CE Bose, pp. 153-74. Boul-
303 der, CO: Westview
Bannerji H. 1995.Thinking Through: Essays Bowles G, Duelli Klein R, eds. 1983 heories



FEMINIST METHODOLOGY 47

of Women'’s Studiet.ondon: Routledge &  story of sudden deatlsociol. Q.34(4):711-
Kegan Paul 30

Bulkin E, Pratt MB, Smith, B. 1984Yours Farran D. 1990. “Seeking Susan™ produc-
in Struggle: Three Feminist Perspectives on ing statistical information on young people’s
Anti-Semitism and RacisnBrooklyn, NY: leisure. See Stanley 1990a, pp. 91-102
Long Haul Ferree MM, Martin PY, eds. 1995eminist Or-

Campbell M, Manicom A, eds. 199Knowl- ganizations: Harvest of the New Women's
edge, Experience, and Ruling Relations: MovementPhiladelphia: Temple Univ. Press
Studies in the Social Organization of Knowl-Fonow MM, Cook JA, eds. 1991Beyond
edge.Toronto: Univ. Toronto Press Methodology: Feminist Scholarship as Lived

Cancian F. 1992. Feminist science: methodolo- ResearchBloomington: Ind. Univ. Press
gies that challenge inequalitgender Soc. Frontiers. 1993. Special issue “Feminist Dilem-

6(4):623-42 mas in Fieldwork.Frontiers 13(3):1-103
Cancian F. 1993. Reply to Risman, Sprague ar@ame A. 1991Undoing the Social: Towards
Howard.Gender Soc7(4):610-11 a Deconstructive Sociologforonto: Univ.

Cannon LW, Higginbotham E, Leung MLA. Toronto Press
1988. Race and class bias in qualitative reSelsthorpe L. 1992. Response to Martyn Ham-
search on womerGender Soc2(4):449-62 mersley’s paper “On feminist methodology.”

Clough PT. 1993. On the brink of deconstruct- Sociology26(2):213-18
ing sociology: critical reading of Dorothy Glazer-Malbin N, Waehrer HY, eds. 1971.
Smith’s standpoint epistemologgociol. Q. Woman in a Man-Made WorldChicago:
34(1):169-82 Rand McNally

Cockburn C. 1992. Technological change in &luck SB, Patai D, eds. 199®%omen’s Words:
changing Europe: does it mean the same for The Feminist Practice of Oral HistorjNew
women as for men?Women’s Stud. Int. Fo-  York/London: Routledge
rum 15(1):85-90 Gordon DA. 1993. Worlds of consequences:

Collins PH. 1990.Black Feminist Thought:  feminist ethnography as social actid@rit.
Knowledge, Consciousness, and the Politics Anthropol.13(4):429-43
of EmpowermenBoston: Unwin Hyman Gorelick S. 1989. The changer and the changed:

Collins PH. 1992. Transforming the inner cir- methodological reflections on studying Jew-
cle: Dorothy Smith’s challenge to sociologi- ish feminists. See Jaggar & Bordo 1989, pp.
cal theory.Soc. Theor10(1):73-80 336-58

Combahee River Collective. 1982. ABlack fem-Gorelick S. 1991. Contradictions of feminist
inist statement. See Hull etal 1982, pp. 13-22 methodologyGender Soc5(4):459-77

Cook JA, Fonow MM. 1986. Knowledge andGreenhalgh S, Jiali Li. 1995. Engendering re-
women'’s interests: issues of epistemology productive policy and practice in peasant
and methodology in feminist sociological re- China: for a feminist demography of repro-
searchSociol. Inq.56(1):2—29 duction.Signs20(3):601-41

Cotterill P. 1992. Interviewing women: is- Haraway D. 1985. A manifesto for cyborgs: sci-
sues of friendship, vulnerability, and power. ence, technology, and socialist feminism in
Women'’s Stud. Int. Forumb(5/6):593-606 the 1980sSocial. Revl15(2):65-107

DeVault ML. 1990. Talking and listening from Haraway D. 1988. Situated knowledges: the sci-
women’s standpoint:  feminist strategies ence questioninfeminism and the privilege of
for interviewing and analysisSoc. Probl. partial perspectivdcem. Stud14(3):575-99
37(1):96-116 Harding S. 1986The Science Question in Fem-

DeVault ML. 1995. Ethnicity and expertise: inism.Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univ. Press
racial-ethnic knowledge in sociological re-Harding S, ed. 1987Feminism and Methodol-

searchGender Soc9(5):612-31 ogy: Social Science Issu&loomington, IN:
Dill BT. 1979. The dialectics of Black woman-  Ind. Univ. Press
hood.Signs4(3):543-55 Harding S. 1991Whose Science? Whose Know-

Dixon-Mueller R. 1991. Women in agriculture: ledge?Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univ. Press
counting the labor force in developing counHarding S. 1992. Rethinking standpoint episte-
tries. See Fonow & Cook 1991, pp. 226-47 mology: what is “strong objectivity?Cen-

Edwards R. 1990. Connecting method and epi- ten. Rev36(3):437-70
stemology: a white woman interviewingHaug F, ed. 198 emale Sexualization: A Col-
Black women.Women’s Stud. Int. Forum lective Work of Memontondon: Verso
13(5):477-90 Hill B. 1993. Women, work and the census: a

Eichler M. 1988 Nonsexist Research Methods: problem for historians of womemlist. Work-

A Practical GuideBoston: Unwin Hyman shop J.35:78-94
Ellis C. 1993. “There are survivors”™: telling ahooks b. 1989Talking Back: Thinking Femi-



48 DEVAULT

nist, Thinking BlackBoston: South End Mansbridge J. 1995. What is the feminist move-
Hull GT, Bell Scott P, Smith B, eds. 1982all ment? See Ferree & Martin 1995, pp. 27-34
the Women Are White, All the Blacks Are MenMarshall A. 1994. Sensuous Sapphires: a study
But Some of Us Are Brave: Black Women'’s ofthe social construction of Black female sex-
StudiesOld Westbury, NY: Feminist Press uality. See Maynard & Purvis 1994, pp. 106—
Ingraham C. 1994. The heterosexual imaginary: 24
feminist sociology and theories of genderMaynard M, Purvis J, eds. 199Researching
Soc. Theory12(2):203-19 Women'’s Lives from a Feminist Perspective.
Inscriptions. 1988. Special issue on “Feminism London: Taylor & Francis
and the critique of colonial discourse,” ed. DMcDermott P. 1994Politics and Scholarship:
Gordon.InscriptionsNos. 3/4 Feminist Academic Journals and the Produc-
Jackson JJ. 1973. Black women in a racist so- tion of KnowledgeUrbana: Univ. lll. Press
ciety. InRacism and Mental Healtled. CV  Mies M. 1983. Towards a methodology for fem-
Willie, BM Kramer, BS Brown, pp. 185-268. inist research. See Bowles & Duelli Klein
Pittsburgh: Univ. Pittsburgh Press 1983, pp. 117-39
Jaggar AM. 1989. Love and knowledge: emoMies M. 1991. Women'’s research or feministre-
tion in feminist epistemology. See Jaggar & search? The debate surrounding feminist sci-
Bordo 1989, pp. 145-71 ence and methodology. See Fonow & Cook
Jaggar AM, Bordo SR, eds. 198%en- 1991, pp. 60-84
der/Body/Knowledge: Feminist ReconstrucMillar J. 1992. Cross-national research on
tions of Being and Knowin@New Brunswick, women in the European Community: the case
NJ: Rutgers Univ. Press of solo women.Women’s Stud. Int. Forum
Kasper A. 1994. A feminist, qualitative method- 15(1):77-84
ology: a study of women with breast cancerMillman M, Kanter RM, eds. 1975Another

Quial. Sociol17(3):263-81 Voice: Feminist Perspectives on Social Life
Keller EF. 1985Reflections on Gender and Sci- and Social Scienc&arden City, NY: Anchor
ence.New Haven: Yale Univ. Press Doubleday

Kelly L, Burton S, Regan L. 1994. ResearchingMohanty CT. 1991a. Cartographies of struggle:
women'’s lives or studying women’s oppres- third world women and the politics of femi-
sion: what constitutes feminist research? See nism. See Mohanty et al 1991, pp. 1-47
Maynard & Purvis 1994, pp. 27-48 Mohanty CT. 1991b. Under western eyes: fem-

Kondo DK. 1990Crafting Selves: Power, Gen- inist scholarship and colonial discourses. See
der, and Discourses of Identity in a Japanese Mohanty et al 1991, pp. 51-80
Workplace Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press Mohanty CT, Russo A, Torres L, eds. 1991.

Kramarae C, Spender D, eds. 1998e Knowl- Third World Women and the Politics of Fem-
edge Explosion: Generations of Feminist inism.Bloomington: Ind. Univ. Press
Scholarship.New York: Teachers College Moraga C, Anzalda G, eds. 1981This Bridge
Press Called My Back: Writings by Radical Women

Krieger S. 1991 Social Science and the Self: of Color. Watertown, MA: Persephone. 2nd
Personal Essays on an Art FormNew ed. 1983. New York: Kitchen Table Women
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Univ. Press of Color Press

Ladner JA. 1971Tomorrow’s Tomorrow: The Narayan U. 1989. The project of feminist epis-
Black WomanGarden City, NY: Doubleday  temology: perspectives from a nonwestern

Lather P. 1991Getting Smart: Feminist Re- feminist. See Jaggar & Bordo 1989, pp. 256—
search and Pedagogy With/In the Postmod- 69
ern.London: Routledge Nebraska Feminist Collective. 1983. A femi-

Lather P. 1993. Fertile obsession: validity after nistethic for social science researéfomen’s
poststructuralismSociol. Q.34(4):673-93 Stud. Int. Forun6(5):535-43

Leveque-Lopman L. 1988Claiming Reality: Nebraska Sociological Feminist Collective, ed.
Phenomenology and Women’s Experience. 1988.A Feminist Ethic for Social Science Re-
Totowa, NJ: Rowan & Littlefield search.Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen

Linden RR. 1993.Making Stories, Making Nielsen JM, ed. 199@eminist Research Meth-
Selves: Feminist Reflections on the Holo- ods: Exemplary Readings in the Social Sci-
caust.Columbus: Ohio State Univ. Press encesBoulder, CO: Westview

Lugones M. 1987. Playfulness, “world”- Oakley A.1981. Interviewing women: a contra-
travelling, and loving perceptionHypatia diction in terms. IrDoing Feminist Research,
2(2):3-19 ed. HRoberts, pp. 30-61. London: Routledge

Maguire P. 1987Doing Participatory Research: & Kegan Paul
A Feminist ApproachAmherst, MA: Cent. Opie A. 1992. Qualitative research, appropria-
Int. Educ., Univ. Mass. tion of the “other” and empowermerfem.



FEMINIST METHODOLOGY 49

Rev.40:52-69 ment on Francesca M. Cancian’s “Feminist
Oppong C. 1982. Family structure and women’s Science."Gender Soc7(4):608—-9

reproductive and productive roles: somdRoby P. 1992. Women and the ASA: degender-

conceptual and methodological issues. In ing organizational structures and processes,

Women's Roles and Population Trends in the 1964—-1974Am. Sociol23(1):18-48

Third World, ed. R Anker, M Buvinic, NH Rofel L. 1993. Where feminism lies: field en-

Youssef, pp. 133-50. London: Croon Helm  counters in Chinarontiers 13(3):33-52
Orr J. 1990. Theory on the market: panic, inSandoval C. 1991. U.S. Third World feminism:

corporatingSoc. Probl37(4):460-84 the theory and method of oppositional con-
Park J. 1992. Research partnerships: a discus-sciousness in the postmodern woBkenders

sion paper based on case studies from “The 10(Spring):1-24

place of alcohol in the lives of New ZealandScanlon J. 1993. Challenging the imbalances of

women” project.Women’s Stud. Int. Forum power in feminist oral history: developing

15(5/6):581-91 a take-and-give methodolog¥¢fomen'’s Stud.
Personal Narratives Group, ed. 1988erpret- Int. Forum16(6):639-45

ing Women's Lives: Feminist Theory and PerScott JW. 1991. The evidence of experience.

sonal NarrativesBloomington: Ind. Univ. Crit. Ing. 17(Summer):773-97

Press Skeggs B. 1994. Situating the production of
Phoenix A. 1994. Practising feminist research: feminist ethnography. See Maynard & Purvis

the intersection of gender and “race” inthere- 1994, pp. 72-92

search process. See Maynard & Purvis 1994mith DE. 1987.The Everyday World as

pp. 49-71 Problematic: A Feminist Sociologfaoston:
Pugh A. 1990. My statistics and feminism—a Northeastern Univ. Press

true story. See Stanley 1990a, pp. 103-12 Smith DE. 1990aThe Conceptual Practices of
Ramazanoglu C. 1989. Improving on sociology: Power: A Feminist Sociology of Knowledge.

the problems of taking a feminist standpoint. Boston: Northeastern Univ. Press

Sociology23(3):427-42 Smith DE. 1990bTexts, Facts, and Femininity:
Reay D. 1995. The fallacy of easy access. Exploring the Relations of Rulinflew York:

Women's Stud. Int. Forum8(2):205-13 Routledge
Reinharz S. 197%n Becoming a Social Scien-Smith DE. 1992. Sociology from women’s

tist. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass experience: a reaffirmationSoc. Theory
Reinharz S. 1983. Experiential analysis: a con- 10(1):88-98

tribution to feminist research. See Bowles & mith DE. 1993. High noon in textland: a cri-

Duelli Klein 1983, pp. 162-91 tique of CloughSociol. Q.34(1):183-92
Reinharz S. 1985. Feminist distrust: problemSmith MD. 1994. Enhancing the quality of sur-

of content and context in sociological re- vey data on violence against women: a femi-

search. InThe Self in Social Inquiryed. D nist approachGender Soc8(1):109-27

Berg, K Smith, pp. 153-72. Beverly Hills, Spalter-Roth RM, Hartmann HI. 1991. Science

CA: Sage and politics and the “dual vision” of feminist
Reinharz S, with Davidman L. 199Zeminist policy research: the example of family and
Methods in Social Researdiew York: Ox- medical leave. IrParental Leave and Child

ford Care: Setting a Research and Policy Agenda,

Reinharz S. 1993. Neglected voices and exces-ed. JS Hyde, MJ Essex, pp. 41-65. Philadel-

sive demands in feminist resear€ual. Soc. phia: Temple Univ. Press

16(1):69-76 Spelman EV. 1988nessential Woman: Prob-
Reinharz S, Bombyk M, Wright J. 1983. lems of Exclusion in Feminist Thought.

Methodological issues in feminist research: a Boston: Beacon

bibliography of literature in women'’s studies,Sprague J, Zimmerman M. 1993. Overcoming

sociology, and psychologwomen’s Stud.  dualisms: a feminist agenda for sociological

Int. For. 6(4):437-54 methodology. ITheory on Gender/Feminism
Richardson L. 1993. Poetics, dramatics, and on Theoryed. P England. New York: Aldine

transgressive validity: the case of the skippe8tacey J. 1988. Can there be a feminist ethnog-

line. Sociol. Q.34(4):695-710 raphy? Women’s Stud. Int. Forurh1(1):21—
Riessman CK. 1987. When gender is not 27

enough: women interviewing womefsen- Stacey J. 1994. Imagining feminist ethnogra-

der Soc1(2):172-207 phy: a response to Elizabeth E. Wheatley.
Risman BJ. 1993. Methodological implica- Women'’s Stud. Int. Foruti7(4):417-19

tions of feminist scholarshipAm. Sociol. Stacey J. 1995. Disloyal to the disciplines: a

24(3/4):15-25 feminist trajectory in the borderlands.fem-
Risman BJ, Sprague J, Howard J. 1993. Com- inisms in the Academgd. DC Stanton, AJ



50 DEVAULT

Stewart, pp. 311-29. Ann Arbor: Univ. Mich.  Chicago Women’s Liberation Union. See Fer-
Press ree & Martin 1995, pp. 145-64
Stanko EA. 1994. Dancing with denial: re-Sylvester C. 1995. African and Western fem-
searching women and questioning men. See inisms: world-traveling the tendencies and
Maynard & Purvis 1994, pp. 93-105 possibilities.Signs20(4):941-69
Stanley L, ed. 1990aFeminist Praxis: Re- Waring M. 1988If Women Countedsan Fran-
search, Theory and Epistemology in Feminist cisco: Harper & Row
SociologyNew York: Routledge Wheatley EE. 1994. How can we engender
Stanley L. 1990b. “A referral was made”: be- ethnography with a feminist imagination? a
hind the scenes during the creation of a So- rejoinder to Judith StaceWomen'’s Stud. Int.
cial Services Department “elderly” statistic. Forum17(4):403-16
See Stanley 1990a, pp. 113-22 Wheatley EE. 1994. Dances with feminists:
Stanley L, Wise S. 1979. Feminist research, truths, dares, and ethnographic stak&sm-
feminist consciousness, and experiences of ens Stud. Int. Forl7(4):421-23
sexismWomen's Stud. Int. @(3):359-74  Windebank J. 1992. Comparing women’s em-
StanleyL, Wise S. 1983/9Breaking Out: Fem-  ployment patterns across the European Com-
inist Consciousness and Feminist Research munity: issues of method and interpretation.
andBreaking Out Again: Feminist Ontology Women'’s Stud. Int. Forurh5(1):65-76
and EpistemologyNew ed. London: Rout- Zavella P. 1993. Feminist insider dilemmas:
ledge constructing ethnic identity with “Chicana”
Strobel M. 1995. Organizational learning in the informants.Frontiers13(3):53-76



Copyright of Annual Review of Sociology is the property of Annual Reviews Inc. and its content
may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright
holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for
individual use.



