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This paper cxamines principles of feminist research and discusses the awthors™ attempls
to wse these principles in a systematic way in their own research. Three principles of
feminist research are identified: rescarch showld contribute to women's liberation
thiowgh producing keowledge that can be wsed by women themselves; should usc
methods of gaining knowledge that are not oppressive; should continally develop a
fominist critical perspective that questions domtinant intellectual traditions and can
reflect on its ownt development.

Conscionsly applytng these principles ina rescarcht study of the relation between
changes i conscionsiess and the changes in the structural situation of tndividuals raised
scveral methodological issues and dilemmas. These include the impossibility of creating a
research process that completely crases the contradictions in the relationship between the
researcher and the rescarched; the difficulties in analyzing change as a process; the
iension between the necessity of organizing the data and producing an analysis which
reveals the totality of wamen’s lives; and probiems of validity, particulariy those raiscd
wihtenr the research process becomes part of the process of change.
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"PROGRAMA o
ESTUDIOS DE GENERO
Introduction

What methods should be used in a feminist! analysis of socicty? Are there
modes of thinking, data collection and analysis that are more appropriate than
others for studying the situation of women froni a fewinist perspective? These
questions were raised carly in the contemporary feminist eritique of the social
sciences (Bart, 1971, Bernard, 1973; McCormack, 1975; Smith, 1974) and are
still being explored and developed. Feminist scholars have analyzed the male
bias in the sociad sciences (see, e.g., Sherman and Beek, 1979) and are begin-
ning to muke a distinctive contribution to long-standing debates about theory
and method (Smith, 1977; 1979, 1880; Westkott, 1979), sharing the concern of
others with basic and enduring coutroversies such as the nature of science, ils
epistemological foundation, the possibility of a science of society, and the role
of scienee in maintaining or undermining systems of power (sce, ¢.g., Blumer,
1969; Bernstein, 1978, Hughies, 1980). In addition, we are beginning to consid-
¢r how these debates become translated into problematic methodological issues
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for those doing empirical studies within a feminist perspective {e.g., Roberts,
1981).

The goals of feminist social scicnce have developed in the coatext of the
criticism of the established natural science model of sociology and related
disciplines (Bernard, 1973). Extending that critique, some feminist per-
spectives share the eritical view of the Marxist and interpretive traditions
within the social sciences, while adding their own cinphasis and content
(Smith, 1974; 1977). These feminists have argued that the traditional approach
1o social scicnee is compatible with the aims of those in particular locations or
positions of management and control in society (Smith, 1977) whose goals
include such things as managing workers more effectively, dealing with civil
disorder, and encouraging women Lo enter or leave the work foree in accord
with changing economic conditions; thus, what is taken as problematic in much
of social scicnce has also been what is problematic for those who contiol and
manage the socicty. Morcover, in addition to problem definition, the concepts,
frames of reference, and perspeetives that define traditional socivlogy express
the interests of and arise out of particular social institutions where the govern-
ing and organizing ol socicty takes place (Smith, 1979). Almost all those who
rule and manage are male; interesting and important phenomena are identified
from a male perspective as well as from the peespective of those who manage

and control. Women are lurgely absent from this world; the female domain of

production and reproduction that provides the necessary infrastructure for the
male world is, despite its importance, invisible, uninteresting to many social
scientists, and largely unconceptoalized. Thas, in the history of sociology, the
development of an approach to knowledge with the goal of control s contrib-
uted to the failure to study the situation of women, as well as to a conceptualiza-
tion of wonien that is consistent with continuing male doninance (Acker, 1973}

In the last fifteen years, attempts to deal with the exclusion, distortion, and
negleet of women have prodoced many useful theoretical and empirical stud-
ics. One significant result of this rescarch has been identification of many
regularitics and corrclations that deseribe women's situation. However, this
has limitations for building a tradition of research for women beeause it leaves
largely unexamined the social processes lying behind the correlations. Un-
derstanding the processes that resull in inequalities is a necessary step toward
changing women'’s position. For us this understanding comes fronva theoretical
perspective which has its roots in feminism, Marxism, and critical theory. This
means 4 commitment to a social seience that can help change the world as well
as deseribe it “Women's devaluation and the consequences of this devaluation
are reinforced by a social science which records these conditions while system-
atically ignoring alternative possibilities” (Westkott, 1579 428).

The goals of u sociology for women, one that is in the interests of women
rather than only about women, must be emancipatory (Lsseveld, 1980; THart-
sock, 1979; Westkott, 1979). Emuncipation, as we use the term, means the
eventual end of social and economic conditions that eppress women and the
achievement of a free society. The ideal is that wonmien should be self-
emancipating and our conviction is that social scicutists can contribute to this
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process (Karabel, 1976) by analyzing how the personal is political and by
pushing that analysis beyond individual experience to comprehension of “its
determination in the larger sociocconomic structure” (Smith, 1977). An eman-

cipatory social science would provide women with understandings of how their |

everyday worlds, their trials and troubles, were and are generated by the larger
S()Ciil] structure.

The emancipatory aim of & women's sociology derives, from its close con-
neetions with the contemporary women’s movement as well as from our par-
ticular position as women rescarchers. Women's rescarch is intimately con-

nected with the political aims of the women's movement in a number of ways.

The movement provided the necessary social basis for legitimation and political
support that allowed women researchers to start publicly asking some of the
questions they had long been asking privately. Moreover, the women’s move-
ment outside of academia posed new questions and new formulations of
women’s situation which then could be taken up in the academic setting.
Women rescarchers, in addition, were usually members of the women’s move-
ment and had, and stll have, a political conunitment o ending women’s
oppression. This commitment supplied a general standard against which to
assess the kinds of questions and problems that should be dealt with. At the
same lime, women rescarchers were developing analyses of their own locations
in the larger sociocconomic structure, for in some fundamental ways their
positions were and are similar to those of their subjects. As women, they too
may have husbands and children, they too keep house as well as work, they too
have to cope with sexism in their daily lives. Thus, a sociclogy for women has
cmancipatory possibilitics for the rescarchers as well as the rescarched, for as
women I'CSCﬂrChCl'S wWe lllh'() h'(lVC l)UCl] ubh'cnl ill].d Unll(‘ﬂrd \V].‘thill thc main
sociological traditions.

Having accepted the above critique of traditional social science, and
recognizing that in all social science, women have been peripheral and their
lives misrepresented, it is clear that a radical rebeginning is needed in feminist
rescarch.

For us, a radical rebeginning has meant understanding gender as central in
constrneting all social relations and taking individual women’s lives as a prob-
lermatic {(Hartsock, 1979; Smith, 1980). What is to be explained is what actually
happens in women's everyday world and how these events are experienced.
We begin, then, with the ordinary life of women, but neither stop there nor
move into a scarch for individual psychological sources of feelings, actions, and
events. Although we view people as active agents in their own lives and as such
constructors of their social worlds, we do not see that activity as isolated and
subjective. Rather, we locate individual expericnee in society and history,
cmbedded within a set of social relations® which produce both the possibilitics
and limitations of that experience. What is at issue is not just everyday experi-
ence but the relations which underlic it and the connections hetween the two.
I this analysis, we use a dialectical method, in order to arrive . . . “at adequate
deseription and analysis of how it actually works. Gur methods cannot rest in
procedures for deciding among difflerent formalized “opinions” about the world”

S
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(Smith, 1977). Rather, this is a method of exploration and discovery, a way to
begin to scarch for understandings that may contribute to the goals of libera-
tion. Exploration, in our usage, means an open and critical process in which all
the intellectual tools we have inherited from o male dominated intellectual
tradition are brought into question, including ideas about the basic nature of
Lhuman beings, the nature of social lite, the taken-for-granted world-view of
traditional science, what concepts and questions might help to illuminate our
shared condition, and how we should go about developing such knowledge.

In developing this knowledge we also try to maintain a critical perspective
toward some of the assumptions made within the social sciences. For example,
the assumption that the rescarcher nust and can strive to be a neutral observer
standing outside the social realitics being studied is made by many who use
quantitative and qualitative methods in a natural scicnce model. This assump-
tion is challenged by the feminist eritigue of social science that documents the
male bias of theory and research which has previously heen taken as o neutral
account of huwman society. A feminist methodology must, therelore, deal with
the issues of objectivity in social science and, in the process, deal also with the

Lissue of the relationship between the researcher and the rescarched. As re-
scarchers, we must not impose our definitions of reality on those rescarched,
for 1o do so would andermine our intention to work toward a sociology for
women. Our intention is o minimize the tendeney inall research to transtorm
those rescarched into objects of serutiny and manipulation. i the ideal case,
we want o create conditions in which the object of rescarch enters into the
process as an active subject.

Recognizing the objects of the rescarch as subjects in their own vight sug-
gests that rescarchers must take care not o make the rescarch relationship an
exploitative one. This has heen a concern at least sinee the 1960s when New
Left criticisin of the subtle and obvious repressions of hurcancratic society
included an evaluation of the rescarch process as oppressive. 1 becomes a
eritical issue for feminist researchers whao themselves might be cast in the role
of the rescarch object and who, as women, have experienced the objectification
of women in socicty. Perhaps more important, research that aims to be liberat-
ing should not in the process become only another mode of oppression. But this
[aim poses an ongoing contradiction; ultimately the rescarcher must objectify
the experience of the researched, must branslate that expericnce into more
abstract and general terms il an analysis that links the individual to processes
outside her immediate social world is to be achioved. Objectification would be
minimized and the cmancipatory goal furthered il both rescarcher andl rescar-
ched could participate in the process of analysis. But this is not always possible,
because the preconditions of such participation. some similarity of interest,
ideology, and language between rescarcher and researched, are sometimes
absent. Even with a similarity of interest, there are still problems of a practical
nature. The inpossibility of climinating all objectification exists in all social
research, and the problem ot be solved by creating the illusion that no
relationship exists between the rescarcher and her rescarch object.
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In summary, the following are some of the principles of feminist research
with which we begin this project:

L. Our goul was to contribute to women's liberation through producing

knowledge that can be used by women themselves.

The methods of gaining this knowledge should not be oppressive.

3. We should continually develop the feminist eritical perspective that ques-
tions both the dominant intellectual taditions and reflects on its own
development.

S o

In the pages that follow we begin to develop a methodology for doing
ferninist rescarch based on the view of a social science outlined above.,

Women in Transition—An Example of an Attempt
to Do Feminist Rescarch

We, the authors ol this paper, started a rescarch project in 1976 with the
intention of doing a study that might contribute to the liberation of women. We
tricd to apply the principles of feminist research discussed above and, in the
process, Tearned about some ol the difliculties with this approach. The follow-
ing is an account of our rescarch process and the problems we encountered.

The feminist eritigue of social science and our own commitiment to the
women's movement led us to select a particular problem. The choice of the
problem, together with the eritique, dictated a qualitative method of investiga-
tion. We chose repeated, unstructured, individual interviews as well as soine
group interviews. Although this proved to be difficult and we are critical of our
work at many points, the choice of a qualitative approach also produced new
insights, new for us at least, about some of the issues raised above. As the
project is concluding with the writing of a report, we are still convinced of the
vitlne of the method.

The Problem and the Mcthod

The problem we chose was the relation between changes in the structural
situation of women and changes in consciousness. We decided to look at the
expericnces of women who had been primarily mothers and wives and were
attempting to move into the labor market. This group has participated in one of
the major demographic changes in women’s lives, their imcreasing entry into
the paid labor force. We belicved that these women, involved in a process of
changing life circumstances, would come to see themselves differently as
women and would reinterpret their problems, particularly in a social context
that includes a widely-discussed feminist movement. The question of con-
sciousness was hmportant to us from a political point of view; consciousness
raising is an essential component of the feminist movement, and a necessary
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part of feminist action (Bartky, 1975; Waestkott, 1979). An understanding of how
women's consciousness changes or doesn’t change might be helpful to other
women. Consciousuess is important in a framework that views people as actors
who intentionally try to affect their own situations. The oppression of wonmen
has limited our ability to actively intervene in working out our own destiny, but
changing work opportunitics and the feminist challenge to a whole range of
barriers should have inercased the possibilities for purposive action. An cx-
amination of whether or not this was occurring was thus relevant to our theories
about the relation between individuals and social strctare.

We were convineed that middle-aged women who had spent most of their
lives as wives and mothers had been ignored by much of the movement, and we
hoped that we might give voice to some of their perspectives. We were also
interested in this group because their long connnitment to being housewives
and mothers might make them resistant to change o a [eminist direction. We
also had a theoretical concern about adult life. At the time of the beginuing of
the research, very little had been written on widdle-aged women; collectively
as social scientists, we knew next to nothing about the middle years of adult lile.
We were eritical of what little literature existed and were skeptical of widely
held assumptions about women of this age. For example, we questioned the
idea that women suffered from having an “empty nest” syndrome, an assunip-
tion that has since been discounted by a number of other rescarchers, e,
Rubin (1979). This was onr peneral theoretical orientation, hut consistent with
the feminist critique that we, aleng with others, were working out, we decided
not to structure interviews with prc(lc(vnnimxl delinitions of consciousness.
Rather, we cnlered our jnterviews in an unstructured way, getting women to
talk about the changes occurring in their lives, leaving the definition of con-
sciousness as an emergent knowledge that would come out of the discussions.
This would allow us to develop a more therough understanding of the women’s
own perspectives as well as get unanticipated information about events and
problems.

The woinen were interviewed in their own homes by one of the three ot us as
investigators. We had interviews with 65 women and followed a subgroup of 30
women for four to five years. We tried not to impose our ideas about what was
important; our intention was to let the concepts, oxphumti()us, and in-
terpretations of those participating in the study become the data we woulkd
analyze (Glazer and Strauss, 1973, While we tricd to avoid determining what
was to be considered in the content ol consciousness, we were still wware of our

own theoretical ideas. 1n our continual process of analysis we had to confront
discrepancies between our ideas and interpretations and these of the women
we interviewed. As the interview process proceeded, we decided to bring up
certain questions if they did not emerge in the interviews. The areas most likely
to be unmentioned were the worien's movement, feelings about aging, and
sexuality. However, in most of the rnp(-utcd interviews, the topics that we
thought woukl be important came up sp(ml.uu'()usly. Sometimes we did direct
the interview. For example, after discussing present life situation and changes,
we asked about past history beginning with adolescence unless the interviewee
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herself initiated the subject of carlier experiences. We got accounts of signifi
cant childhood experiences, as the women perceived them in the pres SItgl:v:Vl-
also gathered imformation on education and work experience, on tl‘cl' l'cn "l i L
with parents, husbands, children, and friends, and on th it as _"“_10“:‘ .
hopes for the future. ‘ o
I‘n second and subsequent interviews, we filled out areas not touched
l)cl(n"c, but particularly focussed on the changes that had taken place sincb'c tﬁn-
previous interview, as well as on the issues that seemed to be parmmﬁmt at tl L
time of the interview. During the whole period of interviewing, which f()r.‘ '1(*
of the participants extended over five vears, we in the rcsc’urch O “’"}'1‘5
(:}icnsivc discussions of the interviews and of the interview pr()ccsi_’ I::pth i‘d- >
fllscussions we were inan ongoing process of reformulating our idca;s- oxa e
ing the validity of our assumptions about the change process ahol;t h:)I\I:“tl_
counceplualize consciousness, the connections between chuugi,ng life ci " .
stances and changing views of self, others and the larger world, and how tr( ]I]'ml;
analytically these individual lives with the structure of il]dust;'ial ca )ital"‘) B
the U.S A in the 1970s. Each of us had both formal training and (‘:)111si(ll;rlf11][)lll1
palst c'xpcricncc in iuterviewing. Consequently, althouglfwc (liscusscd(th:
:;:ltt(;,llvvu,w process, our main focus was on the analysis and integration of the
The initial interviews and many of the second interviews were taped and
transcribed. Later interviews were treated differentiv—we took Il;)l;‘i él "l'mr
the interview and then wrote, immediately uftcrw:lrd,'tn the best of(m-r ullf;'itn,Lw
a process account of the interview. Some of the taped interviews wcr(),'l : );
transeribed. Tnstead, we listened to the interviews, perhaps several ti ".9
n‘()ling down topic areas and their locations on the tapes so l]l;llllilt‘ ‘co ‘1'1;(1-"~‘
listened to again when we were working on a particular theme, We :iw““ (' ;(
detailed summaries of each woman’s situation that includcd' the mth "{1"*“““-
about her current life (marital status, number of children, work status 1 -1‘-“}:b
age), h)vr perception of her problems, her goals, her C(,]llSCi()iISl;CSS ’u(;‘ l:;"
wonien’s movement, and the dilemmas or coutradictions that we saw in | ]\L'
life. We made similar summaries at later interviews. At the same time, we ‘U
trying to identily common themes and also differences in cxpcric;lce wF(im
analysis went on during the whole period of interviewing. We will return .l'() ”““"
unul}lsis process later, but here we wanl (o discuss some other issues related :(I
the interview process, in particular the influence of our relationship ”'I'tl .
study participants. e

The Research Relationship

Ti.w idea of neutrality and objectivity in the social sciences has been ¢
tensively eriticized by those working within the interpretive traditions (Bl -
er, 19(?'.(); Hughes, 1980) and by some Marxists and critical lllcoristls futlln:
FFranklurt School (Haberimas, 1972; Bernstein, 1978). Taking a womcn'o‘ 1“‘
spective adds to that eritique in some important ways. The ideal ofob'v;:tii)’ilt)L r_
to remove the particular point of view of the observer from the rcsvur;l:l; p:‘()c{';:
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so that the results will not be biased by the rescarcher’s subjectivity. “Recent
versions of this ideal of objectivity have emphasized the importance of the
universal application of social scicnee methods as the best guarantee against the
bias of subjectivity” (Westkott, 1979). These wethods are designed to separate
the kinower from the object of study. Rejeceting thie notion that such a separation
is possible, Smith (1977} argues that the illusion of this separation can be
knower can be posited as an abstract heing and the
“other” who cannot rellect Back on and aftect the
Al sentences as their sub-
The knower turns out

maintained so long as the
object can be posited as the
knower. “Once women are inserted into sociologic
jeets, however, the appearance of impersounality goes.
not to be the “abstract knower” after all. but a member of a definite sacial
category occupying delinite positions within the society” (Smith, 1974 16-17).
It also turns ont that rescarch is embedded v a defivite social relationship in
which there is a power differential in favor of the knower whe asstnes the
power to define in the process of the rescarch. Rescarch reports velleet only
one side of this social relationship-—that of the more powerlul “knower.”
That there is a relationship between the subject and object of study is more

easily made visible when women are rescarching women,

als the comples way in which women as objcets of

Women studving women reve
as subjects of knowledge. Kunowledye of the

knowledge reflect back upon woimen
other and knowledge of the sl are mutnally informing Leeause sell and other

share a common condition of being women. {(Westkott, 1979}

The rescarch process becomes a dialogue hetween the rescarcher and re-
scarched, an effort to explore and clarify the topic under discussion, to clarify
and expand understanding; both are assumed to be individuals who reflect
upon their experience and who can commimicate those reflections. This is
inherent in the situation; neither the subjectivity of the researchier nor the
subjectivity of the rescarched can be eliminated in the process.

Our commitment to reducing so far as we could the unequal power in the
rescarch relationship and acknowledging the subjectivity of our study partici-
pants took a varicty of forms. One strategy was cncouraging the interviewee to
take the lead in deciding what to talk about. This did not alwavs work; people
have ideas about what it is like to be interviewed and they want Lo be asked
stions so that they can give the “right responses.” Some women were
were from the university. Others did not wint to set
the torms of the discussion becanse they felt that there conldn’t be anything
interesting about their lives. THowever, those with whom we had more than one
the lead in discussions and even took the initiative
A us what had been happening to them. Un-
ke an important part in the

que
uneasy with us because we

interview increasingly ook
to get in touch with us to 1
structured interviewing and letting the women b
discussion helped to counter some of the problems other rescarchers have
confronted when using a more standard sociological methodology. Thus we did
not have the problems encountered by Woodward and Chishol (19810 177),
who used more structured interviews and, as a result, entarged the gap already
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existing between them and their subjects of study: “The very nature of
questions about employment and the domestic division of labour scr\?edm‘(Jr
reveal our pre-occupation with work, marital conflict and women’s oppressi o
rather theu with the satisfaction of motherhood and housewifery SPpTEen.
Anotlicr part of the attemipt to deal with the subjeet-object )ri)'blcn :
try to establish some reciprocity by offering, at the end of the ﬁx!sl inte ?1 _‘Y“S o
tell the women something about ourselves if we had not done so (,31:::1(& TO
we didnt have to offer—it was a request made to us. We always res )oz;d (lth
ho_nvstl,\' as we could, talking about aspeets of our lives that were siilllil'l' tL tllu:
things we had been discussing about the experience of the iutcr.vicv\;cl(.:)-( ]t'
marriages, our children, our jobs, our parents. Often this meant also that )U'.
f'claiin_nslsip was delined as something which existed beyond the ‘linlits‘ ‘Ll)f ‘:}1“‘
iterview situation. We formed friendships with many of the W()ll‘l(‘l; i t}u:
study. We were offered hospitality and were asked to meet husb'm(ls’ f"lj ll‘L
and children. Sometimes we would provide help to one or an;ntl‘lcr \\’m“%m .
fll(' study. For example, one woman became very depressed and c-llln-hlmt}m-
mllc-r\-'iuwvr, who then went to the interviewee's house and spent SCVC‘r'l!Ll( “('
with her while she talked about her troubles and gradually became l‘es .'“;1"‘5
t_rf‘ssc(l. However, we recognized a usually unarticulated lcns‘ion‘b r;( l~&_
fngn(lships and the goal of rescarch.® The rescarcher’s goal is always toL 1 t‘;“}‘
information: thus the danger always exists of manipulating ﬁ'icn(ls{li s t&’dtlujr
e Given that the power differences between researcher "m(]» r(l-\»r Ol ‘:lt
c;u.mut be completely climinated, attempting 1o create a more‘ cqual -1:;'1?1((
ship can paradoxically become exploitation and use. We rccogm’ztti tl "J -
as the rescarch progressed and tried to avoid it. e
Dl_sring the interviews we were also often asked for information, which we
provided. We viewed this as an additional opportunity to l‘CCipl‘()(;‘ltc 1L]t\;%
hcllp they were giving us by participating in the study. Now, at tl;c st?lv‘ ‘Lf
wnling. we continue 1o have feelings of obligation to thc,womcn v‘le:L‘U
lL‘l‘\l’l(‘,TV;‘(l-“—_[() finish the writing and find a way to publish uur——th;i:»n—-
niterial. ¢ is i i
pl.uj-:.]cl; we do not do this, we will have failed on our part of our joint
- A high degree of participation in the research was not established with all
interviewees. As we noted above, repeated interviews resulted in Ir:’(v)lre1 1
volvement. However, not ouly the number of interviews, but also the exp ’u']'_
ences women were having at the particular time that we l‘l)rst interviewed tlh({'“_
ml.hwnccd our contact. With thuse women who experienced this period cm
criticial period in their lives, we seem o have established the l)czt [ dh‘ )
Although our lives differed from most of the women we interviewed ‘ witilnplpfnt.
we :\'lmrcd a sense of uncasiness, an experiencing of dilcmma’s and ““"‘Y
tradictions as well as a willingness to acknowledge them. o
Another way that we tried to overcome the distance between researchers and
rL".s(-archcd was to show our written material to the women we wr(;tc nl)O(;ltb L\l;\l’ »
(ll-(} not do this with every woman in the study. We shared most of this m l J (i
with the women with whom we had the most interviews, who were ‘gl “l'u’lm
identiflicd themselves us consciously trving to change. éincc Cllallgc“\)\t;ﬁv;]:z
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central issue of the study, there was a theoretical rationale for spending more
time with them. And, given the focus on change as well as our limited time and
other resources, il made more sense to ask these women to refleet on our
written material. They were, as we mentioned above, also women who most
shared our world view: a common frame of reference provided the grounds
from which a dialogue could proceed. We have to admit to some reluctance to
share our interpretations with those who, we expected, would be upset by
them. There was a potential conflict hetween our feminist trame of reference
and their interpretations of their own lives. Our solution to this conflicl was not
to include them as active participants in the analysis of our research. Whether
or not to confront groups or individuals with interpretations of their lives which
are radically dilferent from their own is an cthical question faced by anvone
attempting critical social rescarch. This is particularly true when the rescarch-
er’s interpretation is not only different hut potentially threatening and disrup-
tive to the subject’s view of the world. For example. many of the women who
were housewives defined thenselves as very independent whercas our per-
spective defined the conditions of their lives as creating both a structural and
personal dependence. These housewives had a stake in their own definition
which was also a source of worth and dignity. while we as feminist rescarchers
interpreted their situations differently. At that momeut, we were dealing with a
tension between the goal of reducing the power differences between the
rescarcher and the researched and the difliculties of carrying this out when
there is a lack of agreement on the meaning of experiences. We have not solved
this problem; we believe that the solution fies in accepling the dilenimas and
maintaining an awireness ol when and why we are nol able to make the
research process a true diadogue, thus giving full legitimacey to the subjectivity
of the other as well as to our own. At Teast then we can articulate the difficult
balance between granting respect to the other's interpretation of her reality,
while going beyond that interpretation to comprehend its underlying relations.

Problems of Analysis

As we pointed out, our conmmitment to minimizing the power difterentials of
the relationship in the rescarch was further confounded when it camie to the
analysis. We found that we had to assume the role of the people with the power
to define. The act of looking at interviews, summarizing another’s life, and
placing it within a context is an act of objectification. Indeed, we the rescarch-
ers took the position that some process of objectilication of the self is a
necessary part of coming to an awareness of one’s own existence; it is not fess a
part of coming to an understanding of others. Acknowledging that a secessary
part of understanding others” experience involves an act or moment of
objectification poses further problems and contradictions. The question be-
comes how to produce an analysis which goes beyond the eaperience of the
rosearched while still granting them full subjectivity. Tow do we explain the
lives of others without violating their reality? This is part of a Jarger problem: a
eritique of objectivity which asserts that there can be no neutral observer who
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stands outside the social relations she observes can casily become relativism i
which all explanations are subjectively grounded and therefore h-w-ls‘m "i
\voigh‘l‘. When all accounts are equally valid, the search ﬁ)r‘"how ;t ;(l“llllll
works”™ heecomes meaningless. Though we don't claim to have rcso]vedu;‘] '}'
problem, we tried to avoid it by claiming a validity for our analysis ('1‘Hz
discussion helow) while not in the process forcing tlmt'unulysis into L")ll(_’A"O M(
such as wur],\‘cr, housewife and mother, or divorced and married \vf;iclf‘ rllll(;?
[_m'c women's expericnee.” However, in the actual task of ;umlysis, we initi';ll ’
found ourselves moving back and forth between letting the (l'lt,‘} “spe k‘f)
itselt” and nsing abstracted categories. “ -
Our feminist commitment had led us 1o colleet data that were difficult {
analyze and had provided us with so much information that it was diflicult l()
choose what was “essential” at the same time that we tried to give a‘picturc tl ‘(;
provided a “totality.” Our solution to this series of problems was to prese ;'l
nwmber of Tife histories, expressed largely in the women's own w;:rd',‘l t()‘th il
what we thought were particular patterns of change. We based tllcs:L,' )'1tty{)'l )'
on apparently discrete categories such as whether change was ()c‘cu I ijlm
how it was initiated. 7 eosringgad
This attempt to make sense out of our information by placing the women into
(';ll(‘g()r‘fcs of “changers™ and “nonchangers” obscured the complexities of
women’s fives. Although it was possible to categorize women using sim )]Cl‘l nl
rigid eriteria, the boundaries between changers and nonchang.crs wcnl- n ltn'(l
all clear. We at first called all women who enrolled in school or were l(;cjl;ill(: fd'
ajob “changers.” But interviews revealed that some of the n()nchu‘u ers \{: ‘(')l~
going through an active process ol rethinking their lives while m:lv Aul‘ tll(~
changers (a small minority, but nevertheless bothersome in l(trl;ts of an "“t
;m;\l}'ﬁis) woere actively resisting all but very superficial changes.® - s
We were pushed o develop our analysis further by women in the study
whom we asked to read the manuseript. They were hesitant about i)ci "
negative, but were clearly ervitical. What they w;mtcd, they said, was un()rclzi}
our own sociological analysis. They wanted us, the rescalrch(‘.rs: to Linter et
their experience to them. Here, once more, we faced fllC()l]]p:lUlJihﬁ(;Sll)C-
tween various components of our fewinist approach to social rescarch. If we
were to fullill the emancipatory aim for the people we were studying, we had t
Ho l)(,:'\"l)ll(l the faithful representation of their experience, beyond "](-’llin’f t‘h( ¥ )
talk for themselves,” and put those experiences into the theoretical 'l'r-m?cw(rl']lz
with which we started the study, a fromework that links women’s opp ossi i
the structure of Western capitalist socicty. PR
Both the ways in which we were cutcy;orif.ing experience and the kinds of
categories we then developed were still somewhat antithetical to ()ur’thc()rlotti-
cal position. We experimented with dividing our interviewees into housewives
and \\'(?1'k(=|'s for the purpose of analysis. We had tried to only rccruitx l;()ll ; \
wives lor the study, but—not surprisingly—lound that about half of the womhff
we interviewed had had considerable work experience. Alimost all of them hil;
continued to see themselves as housewives. How should we see them? \Vl]'l[‘i(ﬁ
the eritical cutting point in work experience that can tell us hm.v“ to ‘dif:-
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ferentiate? We came to the obvious conclusion (Acker, 1978) that the stationary
concepts of hovsewife and paid worker are problentatic ones. Most women
move from unpaid work to paid work during their difetime, wd only a few it
totally within the unpaid work/paid work dichotomy, as quantitative data
clearly show (Maret-Havens, 1977, Our coneepls do not refiect the reality of
wonen’s lives, this was demonstrated to us again in our gualitative date. Our
initial use of traditional categories. despite our own feminist erilique ol them,
illustiates the power of conventional ways of thinking about the sociad world
and the difficulty of breaking out ol its houndaries.

Anather difficulty we faced was the difliculty ol conceptualizing provess. We
first tried to solve this and the categorizing problem together by thinking up
categories of change process or categories of ways that women engaged in the
change process. Thus, we tricd talking about those who initiated change inan
active way as contrasted to those who were forced into changes by outside
events. We soon lound that this categorization {ell apartas we fooked in depth
at the actual processes, We also rejected alite evele perspeetive, partly because
of its hiological determinist implications wd partly hecase we conld not find a
conunon pattern among the women we interviewed in the thoe that change
hegan in either the family or the individual lite evele.

We also attemipted to categorize feminist conscionsness and. to some extent,
were successiul.® Tlowever, again, the honadaries were unclear, and we felt
that the strategy of analysis was not productive, We were not Zaliingy any new
insights nor decpening our understanding of the relationship between the
individual and secial structure, and it was in this part ol the research process
that these connections had to be made explicitly,

Al the siune time tat we were tryving o find some fruitful categories in which
Lo group our inlerviewees, we were analvzing issues or themes in the in-
terviews. The contradictions between our commitiment 1o a dialectical analvsis:
our aim of reconstructing wonien's experience in away which accounts {or both
their and our explanations of that experienee and the relation hetween the twoy
and our actnal use of rigid categories, sent us hack to our theoretical beginnings
in Marxism, feninism, and eritical theorv, We saw that the themes of everyday
life we were identilying could be understood as manifestations of contradictions
or dilemmas inherent in the undertying social relations. We explore the nature
of these relations in our account of the research itself (see, e.g.. Acker et al,
1981). As the analysis procecded we tricd to understand what was changing in
these women's lives and whether or not the underlving dilemimas we had
identificd were heing resolved or were reappearing in new ways as the specilic
conditions of their lives were altered in a society that was both changing and
remaining statie. T the process of analysis we relined and reshaped our initial

questions, trying to make the act ol objectilication analagous to a moment ol

critical reflection. The concepts and questions that are central in our final
report are different from those with which we started. We know that this is the
history of niany other research projects, although usually an unwritten history.
We expected to work in this way, but i we hadd understood beforehand how
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long and difficult the process would become, we might have more consciously
and more quickly worked out strategies of analysis.”

Problems of Validity -

I'he research perspective outhined in the first section of the paper makes
problematic the conventional way of ¢valuating the products of the research
How shall we decide whether what we have done

; the knowledge we de-
velop—is worthwhile? How shall we decide i what we say is true? The first
question about the development of worthwhile knowledge has to be answered
in terms of an cnancipatory goal, We might ask whether our findings contrib-
ute to the women’s movement in some way or whether they make the struggles
ol individual women more cllective or easier by helping to reveal to them Vth;-
conditions of their lives. We know that this is the case for some of the women in
our study. This is also an historical question which can only be resolved in the
liture. An emancipatory intent is no guarantee of an emancipatory outcome
Perhaps the best we can do is to guard against the use of our research ngains‘t
women, although that also may be difficult,

The sceond question, how to decide what is true or valid, is one we have in
common with all social seientists. We differ with many of them, however, in
how we coneeive of this truth. We are not interested in prediction, ’lmt
Ll‘(l(‘(lll:llt‘ reconstruction (Schutz, 1963). We conceive of this at two levels. The
first has to do with adequacy of interpretation and involves selection, organiza-
tion, and interpretation of our findings with the help of our social theory, The
other level of concern is with the adeqguacy of our findings, We want to know
that our rescarch results fairly and acceurately reflect the aspects of social lile
that we claim they represent,

It validity is to be judged by the adequacy of interpretation, we must return
to our theoretical orientation to determine the eriteria of adequacy. This, as
briclly discussed above, is @ position that has its origins in ferminism, lerxi;m
and eritical theory, It is o position that is working toward a soéiology fu;'
women. The first eriterion ol adequacy in this approach is that the active voice
of the subject should be heard i the account. OQur interpretation should avoid
transforming the acting and thinking human being solely into an object of
study, while recognizing that some objectification is inherent in the process of
interpretation or reconstruction. Moreover, sceing persons as active agents in
their own lives, we will not view them as totally determined or l;l(;king in
comprehension of the social world. For example, we consider the concept “false
consciousness” inadequate as part of a valid interpretation.

A second criterion {or adequacy is that the theoretical reconstruction must be
able to account for the investigator as well as lor those who are invcstigul‘cd;
The interpretation must locate the researcher in the soctal structure and also
provide a reconstruction of the social relations that produce the research itsell.
For example, what are the social relations that produce this research situation
and the enterprise of rescarch itsel? What makes it possible to raise this



146 | BEYOND METHODOLOGY

research problem at this time, in this place, in this socicty? What are the
processes that have resulted in the vescarched and the researchers coming
together in a particular kind of social relationship? Such a reconstruction should
be possible, in principle, although we do not argue that every research report
should spell it out in detail.

Our third eriterion for adequacy is that the reconstruction should reveal the
underlying social relations that eventuate in the daily lives we are studying.
This is the heart of the idea of @ sociology for women; we want to understand
how the underlying organization ol actions and practices results iu the ordinary
daily lives of women. This is a complex task, perhaps an impossible task. For
example, to trace hack from the daily experience of a working class mother,
getting three or four children ready for school in the morning, unassisted by
another adult, packing lunches, buttoning coals, ete. 1o the arrangements and
relations that put her there, would be to deseribe much of the organization ol
the socicty. Thus, we need to make decisions and choices; this is part of the
process of analysis that we have discussed above,

The adeguacy ol the inlerpretidion frundamentally depends upon the accura-
ey of vur descriptions ol the experiences we wish to locate within the social
relations of the socicty. Have we told it the way that it actuadly happens? This is
the question we turn to now.

Our rescarch probiem demanded that we try to understand reality from the
perspeetive of the people experiencing it Sinee we dircetly asked them about
their experience we did not have the problem ol developing indicators of
concepts. Rather, we wanted to maximize direct communication in their terms.
We assumed that our study participants would have a better ehanee of telling us
about their worlds as they saw then if their active participation in defining the
dinlogue were encouraged. As we have indicated above, we are confident that
in most of our interviews the mterviewees Jell comfortable about stating their
own case.

In qualitative work, the accuracy ol listening and hearing may be as impor-
tant as the opeuness of telling, The fact that we, the intervicwers, were women
who have been married, divoreed, and had children (one of us had a baby after
the study began) increased the validity of our datu. We did not have o go
through the process of getting to know the special perspectives and nuances of
meaning of those we were studying—a process that is olten identificd as

necessary if the qualitative rescarcher wants to avoid crrors that simiply come
from ignorance (sec, c.g., Filstead, 1970). We were studying people who Lad
experiences very similar to ours, although of course there were important
differences (the most important one being our status as rescarchers) and we
were thus sensitive to problems and issues that might otherwise have been
invisible.®

We think that it was also important that we were feminists. Our feminist
analysis of women's oppression, which constituted much of the theory inform-
ing our work, also inereased our sensitivity and awarcness in the interview
process, and contributed to the emergence of an cmpathetic atmosphiere in the
interaction process. A Luthtul account is hest pursued, we are arguing, in
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rescarch such as ours where changing consciousness is the central questio
through the close and sympathetic involvement with the informant rather t} 'n‘
through distancing and objectifving. At the same time sueh closeness nh-m
create certain kinds of blindness in the researcher. One protcciion ;vc (lid*y
veloped against this was in the ongoing process of analysis in the rcscur:};
group. Our analytic discussions, of necessity, forced us to distance oursclves
from our subjects. ' ‘ o
. We have confirmation of the accuracy of our findings from those women we
interviewed. We received extensive feedback from many of them in botl
individual and group discussions. Some read their interviews or listened t(:
their tapes. We also discussed our written material with many and in those
discussions our findings and ovur interpretations were confirmed. ‘
Much more diflicult problems of validity began to cmerge in the interviews
that were continued over a period of four yczﬁ‘.s'. These pﬁ)l)lcms have to do
with how reality is constructed and reconstructed in the proeess of talking a Zl
thinking about it and how the proeess of research becomes part of the pmcts‘s“ {
change. We will Ieave the psychological aspects of the reconstruction of roﬂ'?r
to the psvehotherapeutic professions. Here, we will limit ourselves to s )(/-"'lf‘)-
methodological issues and only discuss the content of the c]mngé pr(;c]'c;l ¥
relation to them, Our insights into these issucs come from women in our stl;(llll
aud, in particular, from one person whom we asked to pasticipate in a wol:ksh(f’
on developing a feminist methodology in social science.? Her comments on tl l"
f:xpm'icncc of being the rescarched tell us a great deat about the validity 1)(}‘
interview or questionnaire data. We will give a brief account of her ex )cricyn ‘e
as a background to further comments on validity. e
J. began the first interview with a positive attitude toward the research. She
knew that the objective was to contribute to the goal of women'’s libcrlti(m.- i1 (~
hersell Tad a feminist orientation, and she was anxious (o cooperate ])‘nrin ,' :]u:
interview, she did hier best to be honest and open. The inlcrviclw luslcﬁ l‘“‘
three hours, and both the interviewer and J. thought it was a good inl-crvic:):'l
However, reflecting on what she had said during the next few days, J. realize l
that she had omitted some very important aspects of her life 111’1(1' had l:ll:-
intentionally misrepresented others. She felt that the account she had given
was chuotic, unclear, and disorganized. In the months between the ﬂrs‘% and
sccond interviews, she thought about her life and tried to clarify C;fc;]tﬂ
refationships, and feclings; in the second interview she discussed lncrsclfwithi.;
this ;1ltctred point of view. Still, reviewing later what she said, she again wa:
dissatisfied with the accuracy of her presentation of her Cllrl‘Cl,lt and] p:ist lifc-
Once more, she went through a process of sell-examination and rethinking Th(.'
thir(l_ interview was somewhat better, but she was not yet satisfied Onlfy‘lfl -‘
the fourth interview did she begin to feel she was portraying th: life {s( s}u-
a(iluully lived it. By the fifth interview she had arrived at a coherent Cx})i'l:l’lt‘i(]L
of her experiences. J. said that this was the first time in her life that s‘he‘ wz)::;
able to put together a reasonable account flor hersell. She believes that her first
accounts were chaotic and disorganized because that was the way her life was
filled with niultiple and conflicting demands from her husband, her ﬁw: cl;iS;i
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dren, her jobs, her volunteer work in the community, and her friends. o the
rescarch process, between interviews, she spent long hours analyzing those
relationships; her work on hersell was part of the work ol the rescarch. She, as
the rescarched, was constanthy checking out the validity of the data she was
giving to us, the rescarchers. But in the process, these data changed in some
ways. The facts of the past were not altered, but they were claborated wnd
important omissions were filled in. Her own delinition of what was important
also changed in the process. Although it scems the best validity check to have
the study participant determine accuracy, one could also argue that the first
interview might have reflected her conscions assessment of the reality of her
life at that time, while the fitth interview reflected an equally valid picture at a
later time, Are we thus getting a more and more valid account, or are we
getting several accounts that reflect the process of change? Cortainly for ], the
interviews were part of a change process in which she was trying to deal with
fundamental contradictions in her life situation. Her understanding ol her
present dilemmas beeame clearer oo, clearer in that she was more satisfied
with them.

Such problems have been discussed by others many times (see, ¢4 Becker
and Geer, 1957}, arguing thal retrospective accounts are suspect in tevms ol
vatidity. For example, Becker and Geer staded (1957: 141):

Changes in the social environment and i the self inevitably produce transforn-
tions of perspectives, and it is characteristic of such transformutions that the
person finds it dilficult or impossible to remember his {sic] former actions, outlook
or feelings. Reinterpreting things fron Lis new perspective, hie [sic] canmot give
an accurate aceount of the past, for the concepts in which he [sicl thinks about it
have changed and with them his pereeptions and memories.

We take a different position, arguing that both the past and present accounts
are accurate, The first account was, we think, a true representation of ]
conscious thoughts about her life at that time, with all the things she forgot,
held back, and interpreted in ways she thought would be acceptable. Bul now
that we have her own analysis of the process, we cannot take that interview as
anything more than a reflection of her conscious thoughts at the time; we
cannot take it as adequate “data” about her life history or her present situation.
[Ter interpretations at the first interview were more narrow than the broader
perspectives she had during the fifth interview, which was informed by social
theory and by the interactions with the researchers. At this moment we have

left our discussion of validity in a narrow sense and returned to our view of

science in which an emancipatory goal is an essential part (Touraine, 1680). To
return Lo our discussion: we should not take that first interview as filked with
“error,” although critical omissions may make our interpretations suspeet.
specially painful memories or ditlicult experiences may he obscured —events
such as the birth of an illegitimate child put out for adoption, abortion, rape, an
illicit love allair, may be clonded over or simply seen as unimportant, when
from the point of view of the outsider, they we eritical to understanding a life,
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These obscured experiences are central to the systematic devaluation of women
ina male dominant workl. A feminist perspective redefines these experiences
as part of women’s oppression, helping women to see their feclings il’ﬁ le 'itil
mate and croding the taboos against discussing such life events. VMo‘rcotvr
d.istuncc and sowme confidence in the interviewer that has been built up uvé;
time may make it possible to reveal such events while altering the ways that
thev are assessed by the person who experienced them. ‘
Unless a relationship of trust is developed, we can have no confidence that
our rtv'sv;n‘ch on women'’s lives and consciousness accurately represents what is
:signilicnnt (o them in their everyday lives, and thus has validity in that sensc
This h particalarly true if we are trying to understand lives in their totality as
ongoing processes in which the person plays an active part. Certain survey (l,;lt"l
l)cv-cnnws, then, even more suspeet. We have difficulty in assessing the v!tlidit:’
ol even the most factual data, to say nothing of data about opinions and
attitudes. Even “in depth” interviews present problems of interpretation, as
the above discussion indicates. We are probably faced with another unres:)l;/;
able dilemma: working from a perspective in which we are trained to want to
give a reasoned and connected account, we face live material that is constantly
in the process of transtformation, that is not organized in the way of :lcaldcmi}c
theories, Virginia Woolf, among other novelists, may give a better account of
the (:nn..\;ci()us experiencing of life in all its episodic and unorganized ways than
we socu.:lugisl:i cun achieve. However, as sociologists we can find representa-
tions of such expericnce that allow us to build a sociology for women "1
sociology that connects experience at that level to its structural LlClCl'l]li[l‘ll;();]
in the wider society. What distinguishes us from those who are not S"()Ci‘li
scicntists lies in our method of systematically attempting to reconstruct ;()Cifll
reality and to put these systematic reconstructions into a social theory whi;h vs.:c
share with other social scientists. We are part of a group endeavor to un-‘
derstand socicty, even though the group is scattered and many of its members
unkunown to us. O

Summary

o this paper we have discussed our attenipt to use principles of feminist
1:05(-“11-11 e a systematic way as we carried out a rescarch project. For us
{eminist rescarch should contribute to the liberation of women. We chose ()u;
rescarch problem with this goal in mind. The problem was the relation be-
tween changes i consciousness and changes in the structural situation of
individuals. Women who were at the end of their period of intensive mothering
were the ones we chose to study. Our problem dictated qualitative data
gathering, This method of data collection foreed us to confront issues about the
1:05(-,:111-[1 relationship and influenced our data analysis. It was extremely dif-
ficult to analyze process, even though we had at least some relevant data. We
still tended to look at our participants at one interview and then at tllc( ;th
observing the changes but unable to adequately account for the intervenin’f
process. Yet. that process may be most important to understand if we ;\;‘c ti
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comprehend the ways the larger structure penetrates the life of individuals, as
well as the ways that individuals in their daily lives both reproduce and
undermine that structure.

Our commilment to bringing our subjects into the rescarch process as active
participants'® influenced our rethinking of our original categories, strength-
ened our critique of research wethods, and forced us to realize that it is
impossible to create a rescarch process that completely erases the con-
tradictions in the relation between rescarcher and researched.

In the relationship with those wonien who were actively changing both their
lite circumstances and their understandings of their lives, we were able to
glimpse the rescarch process as consciousness raising or emancipatory. Many of
them told us that they experienced the interviews in this way. However, the
cmancipatory potential could only be partially attained even with those who
were most aware of subjective change. The limits were in the vrestricted
pussibilitics for satistying work and financial independence facing all the
women in our study. The rescarch process was not consciousness raising for
those whose life situation had not brought them into contact with the move-
ment nor confronted them with the necessity to reflect upon their experiences.
These were the women who were not in the process of trying to establish new
forms of daily life and those whose interests seemed to he farthest from ours,
the rescarchers. As we evaliate our experiences in inlerviewing these women,
we are led to another dilemma of feminist rescarch—should we do rescarch
that is not consciousness raising for the participants? Is such research an
oppressive process that of necessity exploits the subject? I our answer to these
questions is yes, we are faced with the possibility of unly doing rescarch with
people who are very much like us, climinating most women from our view and
limiting the uselulness of owr projects. Perhaps this is another necessary
tension in the ongoing project of feminist investigation.

We have not solved the problems of doing emancipatory rescarch. By trying
to make our hopes and failures explicit, perhaps we have nde a contribution

toward that end.

NOTES

This is an extensively revised version of “Problemstillinger in Kvinneforskningen” av
Joan Acker og Johanna Esseveld in samarbeid med Kate Barry in Kedlitative metoden i
samfunnsforskning, Redigert au Harriet Holterog Ragnvald Kalleberg., Universitets
forlaget, Oslo, 1982,

1. The term feminist refers t diverse groups of people who take varying positions on
particular issues and who identify with a range of political positions. In onr usage here,
feninist refers to a point of view that (1) sees women as exploited, devalued, and often
oppressed, (2) is committed to changing the condition of women, and (3} adopts a eritical
perspective toward dominant intellectual traditions that have ignored and/or justilicd

|
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womens oppression. Some people who identify themselves as feminists
natural science model of sociology. e secept the
Mm;l\{l;s t]L,“," s(?u.llf feluhuns ]3(:1'(: stgmifies a pux:(icu]nr epistemology derived from the
wxist tradition and is not equivalent to the notion of social relationships. We are
J'Cf_(“rn.']‘g to interactions between individuals. Rather we sec indi\'i(‘]n'llls; 'a.‘t'L flll'(; ‘m')l
daily life as .])r()ducing their social worlds; yet at the same time we r(‘cng:;i'/c ;IL' lt‘ l} ltb l"
an llllflcl'_I.VluV, organization of these activities which results in similar ()l’l( '(m tltj’f»‘ "
organization is what sociologists call social structure, but this is ll.'\"ll;l” ‘concct))lm'cls"‘ *Idlns
a [1,“.'(1 deternninate abstract category which is apart from or r‘l)(}lic'lll ! tllm‘MLl "
ll!(llvl(lll‘dl action. The term social relations is a wayv of ()vcrcoming; llli; ({ic;) ;(’r t-m"
!‘,'Il\'(‘ ccnvlr.'llily o lhxv-'()rgunixalmn of social life without positing cither “the in(l]igig:?l)ll; (‘)0
llgft_(;).‘\nl(;;iﬂf;t;‘kl,).:'tlull'}: as ::;(-“pin'ult.‘ and ()!)])()Si%i()ll‘ill‘ See the work of Dorothy Smith (iSJ'I"Ti
3, ‘\\rlmm thn;:l“.mll-h.l,"?f(:q)n"w“—”" of this cm'lu.‘lpt.
r(\sm.,-;.]," “9.67,).' els discusses a similar problem in “The low-caste stranger in social
4. For a pereeptive discussion of the need to reconceptualize social structure in ways
l.ll‘(ll ([,” not push wmmr:-)'s experience into categories that are no lungcr‘ rcl]cctit('utl)lr\{/i?;:
U‘l)(lr;l-lf[?‘llll(i‘;‘.l l.\;t:‘v Joan l}cl‘ly s.‘v'l"hc‘ (.l()uhlc vision of fm?)i?njsl theory” (1979), ’ ‘
is attempl to categorize was related also 1o our initial statement of vur proble
the r'('h:“lllrmslnp”hctwccn certain “exterior” changes—going to school or W(l ;\ : sm‘l
certain Minterior” changes—consciousness of sell as woman wh()-ctis‘ts in : . et
world and the interpretations of that workd. U O vttt
(),‘ We used two categories, personal feminism and political feminis:
explained in Acker et al. (1951). ‘ o
4.’()ur commitment to doing fominist researel and thus the attempt o do away wi !
the hicvarchy so olten present in rescach may have prolonged the (ilm‘l the res “'“'lti\ e :
us s well. We tried to work in u nonhicrarchical way as a rescarch l("l;ll and 'T;‘"L") T
do ull the necessary work. This included transeribing interviews s l 'lf o
positive and negative results. B i
' We three researchers with different theoretical traditions aid with specializations i
different arcas of sociology, had the same interests and paolitical TL;':]S il "‘1 “)fll:' "
r]()s‘_'l,\' together we developed the contral coneerns of our 11'\)‘03.11‘]’11 ‘l)l.l i ), ot e
cussions we also developed a common theore : . R

These are

s, with some

attenmpted to dominate or impose her own vi(:\\t:d:)H](ij:(l:)lt;t‘i\i(u Iilllll::l)l:‘.]']l' 'tl'” coul
then be more democratically resolved. This way of working w;ix often a ll()|t1 "l(;(j" 'C(mld
Process, i.ml we believe i necessary one for working with the kind of « l‘wsli(};ml‘(“”'llh(')uil
we were interested. The researeh process was also prolonged by ourl(lt;lci*;i();l ]l“ “] 11'Cl]
the work _uursclvv.s. This meant that we would do the transeribing, as we 14)("|i('v * i)ll( f) "
be one of the most oppressive tasks in the research. We did the t‘ra;lscril)in r'du" ];ltlt“
few extra _lmurs left us after we had taken care of our teaching, work l()'l(l:‘ 'um]"f!-" t'ic
l'(zsl)(’ﬂllmbx[ilics‘ It was a tedious process, especially since we \\'L:r(' not tr':inlc,dl l"(' "ll“,'ll 4
ers. Bventually we decided 1o have some of the interviews transeribed ();' liste: ""d"“”[ .
tapes, noting down topic arcas and their location on the lapt;s e
],;,\lr:f)(l)(kl-lt]g l);u-‘k, le’ |‘mt_v h‘a.w ()vcrvnlphusizo(l_ll_u: overcoming of hierarchy and may
_ st some of the expert knowledge and differential experience in the gr I
!mghl In\\:o been better to include in the projeet the person doing the tr'lﬁ ‘O-l'l‘lll' l
instead of trying to deal with the oppressiveness of transeribing by doi “the work
ourstlves. € Rl coiug e Sl
_ 8 l;}ki:ng the position that the idea of the neutral observer is a false assumpti has
nnph'c:lhfms for validity. The rescarcher does not stand cutside S(;Ciill ‘*ill;'ull;grmn]-lhts
location i society enters into the research relationship. To recognize una take l!::i.‘ into
account ay we did contributes to a better understanding of reality and grcujter vi l-'s ]1.““)
9 We wmh to thank Joanne Ferrero for contributing her |)(',1"cc live insi ;I t"l i
\\’nrksl'u)p on feminist methodology and to this paper. : i
10. The rescarch process affected us as researchers and in our own lives, Our role as
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rescarchers was greatly changed beciuse of the more active involvement of the women
in our study, something which became cspecially clear during the analysis when onr
interpretations were heing questioned. During the interviewing, we faced o tension
hetween heing expected to take the initiative and wanting more of a dialogne. Per-
sonafly. it helped ts to velleet onone own sitiations and influenced future personal
choices.
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