
viii Foreword 

Powell and Takayoshi are concerned about the worldly role of composition
how our work can better reflect our times; how we can document and shape the 
literacy learning called for in a complex global community that is linked through 
technology; and how our scholarship might bring about more just social rela
tions. This extended role is the result of many changes in the field over the past 
25 years, including the tum away from texts, writers, and the writing process to 
the sociocultural environment in which literate practices develop; the move 
beyond the study of native English speakers in a single classroom to the study of 
diverse students who speak multiple languages and inhabit many geographic 
locations; and the explosion of what Selfe and Hawisher (this volume) call the 
"tools of globalization"-lntemet, cell phone, instant messaging, Skype, and 
other forms of new media. Selfe and Hawisher remind us that the physical and 
virtual places and spaces people occupy affect their literacy learning and, neces
sarily, affect research practices. The transnational scope of literate practices also 
calls for different ways Qf representing and distributing our research beyond the 
academic article and book. To be effective scholars, we also must consider report
ing our findings in the form of the community report, the public presentation, 
the Web site, and the blog. Selfe and Hawisher propose that it is time to replace 
North's early description of the field. Having moved beyond "the study of the 
doing, learning and teaching of writing," we are now engaged in "the cultural 
ecology of literacy," which includes "how literacy is related in complex ways to 
existing cultural milieu; educational practices and values; social formations like 
race, class and gender; political and economic trends and events; family practices 
and experiences; and material conditions-among many other factors." Indeed, 
if this book is any indication, composition scholars hold themselves to high stan
dards in addressing this most difficult agenda. 

All the contributors to this collection seem to recognize and embrace the 
complexity of our work in the 21st century. Each provides thought-provoking 
ideas, questions, and strategies for investigating the "ecology of literacy" and for 
continually scrutinizing the assumptions and values underlying our research. 
The book is therefore interesting and exciting to experienced researchers, as well 
as to scholars who are new to the field. Being a composition researcher is more 
challenging now than it was 25 years ago, and the stakes are higher. In the 1980s, 
we asked, "Is what we do scholarly?" and we looked to other disciplines for 
answers. In the 1990s, many of us began to ask, "What can we contribute to other 
fields?" and we collaborated with colleagues in the social sciences and medical 
fields to publish our work outside of composition. Now we ask, "How does what 
we do matter in the world?" All the contributors to this book answer that ques
tion in their own way, and their challenging inquiries make me, a long-time 
researcher who has tried to develop along with the field, want to keep studying 
and learning anew. 

-Ruth E. Ray 
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REVEALING METHODOLOGY 

Katrina M. Powell and Pamela Takayoshi 

... feminist researchers seek to eliminate hierarchies of knowledge construc
tion. We are sensitive to our place in such hierarchies, so we disclose the 
multiple, historically specific positions we hold in relation to both study 
questions and participants. That is, we attempt to "write ourselves into the 
analysis" (Gilgun and McLeod 1999, 185) .... I maintain that we have not 
written ourselves in nearly enough. 

-Lois Presser (2005, p. 2067) 

The problem is not that we tailor but that so few researchers reveal how we 
do this work. 

-Michelle Fine (1996, p . 218) 

The best feminist analysis . .. insists that the inquirer her/himself be placed 
in the same critical plane as the overt subject matter, thereby recovering the 
entire research process for scrutiny in the results of research. 

-Sandra Harding (1987, p. 9) 

Feminist attention to (and insistence on) the relationship between ideologies and 
methodologies has foregrounded important ethical, methodological, and ideo
logical issues faced by researchers in many contexts, whether that researcher is 
engaged in work grounded in explicitly feminist goals and perspectives or not. I 
There are important lessons to be learned from feminist theorists writing about 
methodological matters. Sandra Harding (1987) carefully distinguishes between 
methods (techniques for collecting data; p. 2), methodology ("a theory and 
analysis of how research does or should proceed," p. 3), and epistemology ("a 
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theory of knowledge," p. 3). Methodologies-as theories of how research does or 
should proceed-are conceptually quite distinct from methods-techniques for 
practice. The careful distinction between methods and methodologies is suggestive 
of the value feminist methodological theories offer to any researcher committed 
to understanding how research practice works to create knowledge. Identifying 
specific goals for methodology, Fonow and Cook (2005) write, "feminist method
ology involves the description, explanation, and justification of techniques used 
in feminist research and is an abstract classification that refers to a variety of 
methodological stances, conceptual approaches, and research strategies" (p. 
2213). Likewise, Taylor and Rupp (2005) assert, "what is distinctive about fem
inist methodology is not the use of particular techniques but rather an epistemo
logical understanding of how knowledge is generated, how it is reported, and 
how it is used .... In particular, self-reflexivity about the impact of researchers' 
gender and-if only recently much attended to-sexual identity on the research 
process is crucial" (p. 2116). What Taylor and Rupp underscore is the significant 
value of feminist methodologies for any research practice; although not tied to any 
specific methods, feminist methodology examines how knowledge is made 
through empirical research. Although feminist methods may not be appropriate 
or fitting to any research project, then, feminist methodologies can meaningfully 
contribute to our understanding of research as a knowledge-making practice 
generally. 

A central concern of feminist epistemology and methodology has been self
reflexivity. Ingraham (2006), for example, cites Judith Butler's exhortation to 
remain actively critical of our assumptions: "as Butler warns in Precarious Life, we 
must be ever alert to our complicity in presumptions that may unintentionally 
result in securing oppressive interests. The remedy, she argues, is to keep the 
debate open and continue to question our assumptions" (p. 310). The impulse 
to keep debate open and question assumptions takes specific shape in relation
ship to research practice, as feminist methodologists have called on researchers 
to explicitly rel1ect on their epistemological, ideological, and subjective commit
ments and about their own positionality (vis-a-vis the research site, participants, 
data collection, as well as in the representation). Fonow and Cook (2005) sug
gest that rel1exivity is "the tendency of feminists to reflect on, examine critically, 
and explore analytically the nature of the research process" (p. 221S). They later 
note that, "rel1exivity has also come to mean the way researchers consciously 
write themselves into the text, the audience's reactions to and rel1ections on the 
meaning of the research, the social location of the researcher, and the analysis of 
disciplines as sites of knowledge production" (p. 2219). Michelle Fine (1996) is 
especially interested in the ways researchers represent themselves and their par
ticipants in what she calls "a delicate tailoring of texts." Of this tailoring, she 
notes, "The problem is not that we tailor but that so few researchers reveal how 
we do this work" (p. 218). Lois Presser (2005) agrees that revealing how the 
work is done is not only necessary but that "we have not written ourselves in 
nearly enough" (p. 2067). 
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In this collection, we consciously use the term self-reflexive as opposed to 
self-reflective. Both reflective and reflexive come from the same Latin root, 
ref1ectere (to bend back, to turn around, to retrace one's step), but whereas reflec
tive is associated with deep or careful thought generally, ref1exive carries with it a 
more systematic and methodological significance: "of a method, theory, etc.: that 
takes account of itself or especially the effect of the personality or presence of the 
researcher on what is being investigated" (OED). The words are so closely relat
ed that such a distinction might seem to be merely an academic exercise, but the 
distinction is an important one related to the focus of this collection. We are con
cerned not with deep or careful thought generally but with a particular kind of 
method: the self-rel1exive narratives of researchers working in systematic, 
methodological ways (what Rich Haswell [2005] has described as replicable, 
aggregable, data-based research). We are not speaking here about strict personal 
narrative or the kind of research that relies on the author's personal experiences 
as its only data source. Instead, we are interested in subjectivity as it intersects 
with systematic, methodologically explicit research. Although reflexivity is the 
term we choose, we are open to challenging this common metaphor as well. 
Feminist philosopher Karen Barad (2007) offers a challenge to the notions of 
reflective and rel1exivity that we feel is worth noting here . In Meeting the Universe 
Halfway, Barad discusses quantum physics' contribution to understanding "sci
entific practice and its relationship to ethics" (p. 6) and argues for the notion of 
"agential realism" in understanding the discursive practices and relationships in 
methodology. In building her theory, she first distinguishes between reflection 
and diffraction, an important distinction scientifically as well as philosophically. 
For Barad, the terms reflection or reflexivity are not acceptable metaphors 
because of their association with mirrors, and consequently with their associa
tion with exact representation. She says, "Mirrors upon mirrors, reflexivity entails 
the same old geometrical optics of reflections" (p. SS). Her "aim is to disrupt the 
widespread reliance on an existing optical metaphor-namely, reflection-that is 
set up to look for homologies and analogies between separate entities. By con
trast, diffraction, as I argue, does not concern homologies but attends to specific 
material entanglements" (p. SS). In particular, Barad suggests that scientific and 
social theories can work together rather than as foils for each other (as they often 
are used); the "diffractive methodology" she offers engages both scientific and 
social 

theories in dynamic relationality to the other, being attentive to the iterative 
production of boundaries, the material-discursive nature of boundary-draw
ing practices, the constitutive exclusions that are enacted, and the questions 
of accountability and responsibility for the reconfigurings of which we are a 
part .... Like the diffraction patterns illuminating the indefinite nature of 
boundaries-displaying shadows in "light" regions and bright spots in 
"dark" regions-the relation of the social and the scientific is a relation of 
"exteriority within." (p. 93) 
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For Barad, reflection is inadequate to describe a researcher's "looking back"; 
diffraction is much more precise because of its insistence on the complicated 
relationships between the elements involved in any research site. Barad's sense of 
diffractive methodology highlights the complexities of research and helps to 
trouble our own use of the term in this chapter. While this theory of diffractive 
methodology shares much with feminist epistemologies of reflexive practice, the 
move from reflective to diffractive focuses precisely on this collection's desire to 
reveal "the specific material entanglements" of research and display "shadows in 
'light' regions and bright spots in 'dark' regions" (p. 93). just as Barton and 
Marback (this collection) trouble what can be meant by so-called socially pro
gressive research. Barad helps us trouble the very notions of reflexivity-not only _ 
its terminology but its narrative form. 

As editors imagining this collection, we shared with Fine, Presser, and 
Fonow and Cook a desire for more revealing scholarship that captured the dilem
mas faced by researchers at various stages of their research process and articulat
ed the lessons those dilemmas present for future researchers. The authors in this 
collection capture a range of dilemmas encountered in their conduct of research 
and interrogate what their experiential knowledge reveals about the potentials 
and limitations of empirically based work. Writing self-reflexively, the authors 
use their experiences as researchers to think about disciplinary, epistemological, 
and ethical issues involved in the work of research, in this way, answering Joanne 
Addison's (1997) call for research that provides "the opportunity to see how the 
research affected the researcher as well as how the researcher affected it" (p. 117). 
Understanding how the personal informs or interacts with the professional is an 
important step in developing methodologically rigorous practices-it is one way 
to account for the influence of the individual researcher on the replicability of 
research design. These chapters contribute to a public reflection on the part of 
some researchers in how they have been involved in the making of research
based knowledge. We are not suggesting that all researchers should reveal the per
sonal subjectivity from which they write or use their research reflectively as these 
authors do; instead, we are interested in the creation of a critical space in which 
some attention is paid to the ways our research plays a role in the making of 
knowledge and the subsequent representation of it. This move to self-reflexivity 
is one contextualized within a rich body of feminist methodologies. In this intro
ductory chapter, we first contextualize the collection within these existing femi
nist methodological theories and suggest the ways our research matters. We 
believe the authors in this collection contribute meaningfully to the feminist 
challenge to think explicitly about epistemologies and ethics of our research 
practices. 

Revealing Methodology 

METHODOLOGICAL MATTERS: FEMINIST REFLEXIVITY AS 
A (PROBLEMATIZED) MODEL FOR LITERACY RESEARCH 

5 

In the insistence on researcher reflexivity, feminist methodologists call on 
researchers to provide transparency and accountability. Numerous feminist 
researchers have recognized, as Cressida Heyes (2003) does, that "my personal 
motivations are, as always, deeply intertwined with the structure of my argu
ments" (p. 1096). Such a recognition is not meant to limit what can be learned 
from systematic, data-based research but rather is meant to point to an area of 
methodology which needs to be accounted for, a critical research practice 
Addison (1997) describes as "laying open and studying our epistemological 
stances while collecting and analyzing data" (p. 114). In part motivated by social 
constructionist theories of language and reality, such a critical research practice 
recognizes that "absolute claims should not be made about the world and 
social categories like gender have no meaning until they are put in a human con
text and interpreted through human eyes" (McKenna &: Kessler, 2006, p. 343). 
Deborah Cameron (1997) similarly argues that "analysis is never done without 
preconception, we can never be absolutely non-selective in our observations, and 
where the subject of observation and analysis has to do with gender it is extreme
ly difficult to subdue certain expectations" (p. 48). 

Written representations of research tend to de-emphasize the researcher's 
nonacademic frameworks and investments, as writers negotiate what Kirsch and 
Mortensen (1996) call "the thin line between self-centered display and revealing 
positionality that researchers must negotiate when they foreground themselves in 
their texts" (p. xxvii). This thin line between self-centered display and meaning
ful reflexivity is present any time a researcher writes herself into the research. It 
is, indeed, a fine line to negotiate, and it is one that provokes a range of audience 
response, as Richard Miller (Symposium Collective, 2001) rightly points out: 
"there are always going to be those who are suspicious of your motives for reveal
ing seemingly personal information, and there are always going to be those who 
insist that you always, in every venue and in every moment, front what they con
sider to be vitally important personal information"(p. 60). Caught within "such 
fractured responses" (Miller, p. 60), researchers responding to feminist calls to 
write themselves into the research need guidance. The ways other researchers 
have negotiated--either more or less successfully-this thin line provides some 
models for practice. 

In her case studies of one group of women's uses of literacy in their spiritu
al growth, for example, Beth Daniell (2003) provides a careful model for prac
tice. The significant problem Daniell faced when writing about her research is 
one shared by all researchers working with large collections of data: 
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what I write must be somehow true to the empirically collected data, that is, 
to the tapes of the interviews and to the 161 transcript pages of the women's 
responses. What I write, I believe, must reflect what the Mountain City Al
Anon women said in answer to the questions I asked. The story I tell must 
be not just mine or the culture's but also my research participants' .... I don't 
want this book to be about me, although I know that it is and can't help 
being. (pp. 175-176) 

In her Appendix, "An Essay on Research and Telling the Truth," Daniell is explic
itly self-reflexive, revealing the struggle in deciding how to write herself into the 
narrative and the decision making behind the amount she does end up revealing. 
She considers the potential effects her study (and most importantly, its conclu
sions) had on the women: "My view of them as a community created to a large 
degree through their literate practices has given them a new way to see them
selves and their relationship to one another" (p. 25). She does not erase herself 
from the research site or the interactions she observed and participated in. But 
most significantly, she reveals her own "little narrative" when it corroborates or 
provides another window of understanding on the six women's "little narratives." 
Little narratives, as opposed to the Grand Narratives of history, 

examine literacy in particular local settings, the best of them presenting the 
contradictions and complexities of specific literate practices. While such lit
tle narratives of literacy offer valuable insights into literate behaviors and 
while they may theorize on these social practices, they seldom make state
ments that claim to be valid for literate persons in general or literate cultures 
in general. These studies assume, rather, that literacy is multiple, contextu
al, and ideological. (p. 4) 

In the end, Daniell negotiates the fine balance between personal revelation and 
scholarly knowledge, it seems to us, by sharing her own little narrative as a key 
part of the process of making knowledge in this site. By treating her research 
experience as a little narrative, recognizing it as local, contextual, and specific, 
Daniell provides a model for researchers negotiating the fine balance between 
self-centered display and self-reflexivity. 

Writing ourselves into the narrative of our work is very complex work 
(indeed, Daniell notes, "the problem isn't, as research courses had led me to 
believe, doing research with human subjects but in writing it" [p. 173)). At the 
heart of this complexity is a tension between "reality" and "representation." 
Kathleen Canning (1994), interested in "the historical analysis of representation 
as opposed to the pursuit of a discernible, retrievable historical 'reality,"' writes 
that "rather than simply reflecting social reality or historical context, language is 
seen instead as constituting historical events and human consciousness" (pp. 
370, 369). This distinction between reality as it exists out "there" somewhere and 
the linguistic representation of reality suggests the significance of language partic-
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ularly in self-reflexive research methodology. Specifically, it is important to 
remember that research itself is a linguistic representation and self-reflexivity is a 
linguistic construction. Research is a way we work with others, often resulting in 
some kind of linguistic representation (presentations or written manuscripts). 
This collection is an exploration of the discourses of research. The authors in this 
collection are interested in how and why discourses of research emerge, in how 
and why we research, and in how and why who we are and what we value mat
ters. Additionally, the reflections of researchers are themselves a linguistic con
struction. They are not the "true" story of what happened behind the scenes of 
the research nor are they any more valuable than a research narrative that does 
not involve explicit attention to the researcher herself. 

An assumption informing our work as editors has been that "when we com
pose stories of our lives we are making choices as to how we will fashion and 
refashion those aspects of our experience and identities" and "those choices are 
shaped not only by our reading of a particular situation and ourselves, but also 
by narratives that dominate our minds and world at the time" (Herrington, in 
Symposium Collective, 2001, p . 48). In the same way that "objective" researchers 
make choices as to how to fashion their research narrative, self-reflexive 
researchers make choices as to how to fashion their reflexive research narrative. 
Self-reflexive methodologies, then, are themselves constructs that narrow one's 
experiences down to a particular invested representation. The partiality of such 
perspective does not negate its value; instead, we might take these partial, inter
ested, and even contradictory perspectives as nudges to think more fully about 
our research practices as knowledge-making practices. Ellen Cushman and Terese 
Quinsatao Monberg (1998) distinguish between self-reflexivity and "a more 
socially responsible reflexive research" that "uses self-reflection and active nostal
gia in order to establish, maintain, and develop relationships between partici
pants and researchers" (cited by Cushman, in Symposium Collective, 2001, p. 
45). These reflections are best understood, perhaps, as heuristic in their ability to 
contribute to some change in researchers' future practices. Specifically, we believe 
feminist foregrounding of the subjectivity of the researcher contributes to richer, 
more robust understandings of research practices for us all, no matter what we 
call that kind of "strategic contemplation" (Kirsch&: Royster, 2010, p. 656). 

In their essay, "Feminist Rhetorical Practices: In Search of Excellence," Gesa 
Kirsch and Jacqueline]. Royster (2010) define as one of the key tenets of femi
nist rhetorical practice, "strategic contemplation." Their definition of this concept 
allows for the "noticing [of) patterns unseen or perhaps seen in a different way_: 
the traces of the stream-that may not be visible without standing back, reflect
ing, observing, and reconnecting. This sort of back-and-forth movement calls for 
work that is not merely analytical but also embodied, grounded in the commu
nities from which it emanates" (p. 659). The metaphors Kirsch and Royster use 
throughout their piece include landscape, fluidity, web, matrix-each suggesting 
the profound complexities that occur within research sites and projects (as does 
Barad's notion of diffractive methodology). Kirsch and Royster argue that this 
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moment in the field, where we have moved forward from "historical rescue, 
recovery, and (re)inscription" (p. 648), reveals a "tectonic shift" in the landscape, 
where the "evolution in methodological patterns" have gained a "coherence and 
normalizing" (p. 642). Kirsch and Royster suggest that the complexity (and 
sometimes chaos) of research, rather than being a disadvantage, might be viewed 
as a positive symptom of the multidimensionality of one's project. Kirsch and 
Rohans (2008) Beyond the Archives, and Schell and Rawson's (2010) Rhetorica in 
Motion capture this "tectonic shift" Kirsch and Royster identify. Indeed, these col
lections insist that researchers work consciously and rigorously in light of the 
varying perspectives we have: a light that is not reflective, perhaps, of the "real" 
of the situation, but rather diffractive, accounting for the multilayered complex
ities of language, definition, and reality. 

In addition to reflexivity, collaboration is a central issue for feminist 
researchers. Foregrounding themselves as participants in the knowledge-making 
potential of research led Patti Lather and Chris Smithies (1997) to understand 
their relationship with their research participants differently: "this work has 
made a claim on us to not drown the poem of the other with the sound of our 
own voices, as the ones who know, the 'experts' about how people make sense of 
their lives and what searching for meaning means" (p. xvi). Indeed, feminist 
researchers are deeply concerned about the relationships enacted through 
research practice, about the roles of researchers and participants (a term pre
ferred over "subjects"), and about honoring the voices of all participants-in not 
drowning out the voices of participants with "the sound of our own voices." One 
strategy that feminists suggest for complicating the centrality of the researcher as 
meaning maker is working with rather than merely observing or taking from 
research participants. For example, Kirsch (1997) suggests that potential prob
lems involving representation require more involvement with and input from 
research participants: 

Feminist scholars urge us to collaborate with participants during all stages of 
research: to solicit their input in the design, interpretation, and reports of 
our studies .... Whether we are quoting students, research participants, col
leagues, or writing teachers, we need to consult with them about when and 
what to quote, in what contexts, and for what purpose. Only when we begin 
to collaborate with the writers we study and the students we teach can we 
hope to represent the voices and views of others without misrepresenting or 
distorting their realities. (p. 199) 

In this way, collaboration with participants in our research allows us not only to 
build more equitable working relationships but collaboration also becomes a 
way to better represent the realities of participants. In other words, collaboration 
contributes to a richer, more accurate understanding of the data we collect and 
represent. 
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Although collaboration addresses several problems of research relationships 
and representation, Taylor and Rupp (2005) discovered through their ethno
graphic study of drag queens in Key West that "the issue of power dynamics in 
feminist research is a complicated one" (p. 2122). They recognize, for example, 
that "even as we work to collaborate with those we are researching, [researchers] 
hold power in formulating questions and analyzing results" (p. 2123). But as les
bians and as feminist researchers, they found that "the drag queens had other 
kinds of power, particularly gendered power as men. And they did not hesitate 
to use their power to remind us that education and economic security are not 
everything" (p. 2123). In a self-reflexive essay published separately from the 
research-based book they published, Taylor and Rupp explain how they negoti
ated sometimes complex power relationships in the field. For example, they 
promised half their book royalties to start a community fund for the drag queens, 
and when they refused one drag queen's demand for a separate cut, the partici
pant refused permission for Taylor and Rupp to use her interview. As they note, 
"It was their world, and in that sense, we, as strangers in a strange land, had far 
less power than they. At the same time, as the ones who were telling their stories, 
we held a great deal of power both to reveal information they might have wished 
they had withheld and to interpret their realities" (p. 2124).2 

Addison (1997), too, points to the complexities of being the interpretive lens 
through which research is analyzed, constructed, and narrated: 

I have found that despite my objectives, careful tracking of my category con
struction and data analysis procedures reveal that as a researcher I have 
maintained a majority of the control over the origination and nomination of 
categories and analysis. This suggests to me that my research has not been 
as collaborative and participatory as I believe it needs to be to move toward 
its empowering potential. (p. 111) 

Narratives of research like those provided by Taylor and Rupp and Addison 
reveal the difficulties of enacting methodological claims for collaborative research 
and the centrality of the researcher as the analytic center of the research process: 
the one who knows the issues in the field well enough to recognize new or ben
eficial knowledge, the one trained in methodological matters, and the one who 
in the end is often alone in composing the final representation of the research. As 
Golombisky (2006) notes, "because researchers not only act in their own 
research but also direct and produce it, they ultimately are responsible for the 
final production" (p. 166). 

One response by feminist methodologists and feminist researchers has been 
to write ourselves into research narratives by "using methodological devices that 
consciously enhance and emphasize textuality" (Fonow & Cook, 2005, p. 2221). 
The difficulties of negotiating the problem of voice-Who speaks? Whose voice 
should participate in the research narrative?-is one which other feminist 
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methodologists have pointed our attention to, concluding (as Ruth Ray, 2000, 
does) that there is an ethical need for at least some to write alternative research
based narratives: 

gerontologists, at least some of us, have an ethical responsibility to function 
as social-change agents, broadening and deepening public perceptions and 
providing alternative images and conceptions to aging and old age. I refer to 
this cause as "narrative for social change," and I have explained elsewhere 
that it involves telling countercultural stories about aging and old age, cele
brating the unexpected and the inexplicable in these stories, engaging as 
researchers and writers in the critical self-reflection and self-reflexivity need
ed to work through our own age anxieties, and, in the process, changing not 
only how we and others think about aging but also how we feel about it. (p. 
xi) 

As Ray points out, acting self-reflexively as researchers can be a productive 
response to the problem of speaking for (as well as speaking about and speaking 
with) participants; it is also a stance necessary for becoming social change agents. 

HOW OUR RESEARCH MATTERS 

Recognizing the proliferation of multivocal texts in a variety of scholarly venues, 
Kirsch (1997) has identified the need for "critical analysis of their potential 
effects on readers, writers, and public discourse" (p. 191). Kirsch understands 
that "Many scholars are excited about these new forms of discourse because they 
reflect the interactive, dialogic nature of writing and research processes, because 
they honor and preserve the voices of others, and because they allow authors to 
situate themselves in specific social and cultural contexts" (p. 193). But as she 
rightly points out, these new textual forms present a number of thorny problems 
("in terms of readability, accessibility, and interpretation") that we need to care
fully analyze and understand in order to resolve. Although such an analysis 
might lead writers of such texts to better consider their (various) audience's needs 
and to develop better strategies for making interpretive sense without asserting a 
dominant, singular voice of the expert, our attention to these new textual prac
tices (and to the epistemological assumptions which encourage them) might also 
connect us with feminists and others calling for expanding our thinking about 
the ways our research matters. As Joanne Addison (1997) asks, "How can 
researchers in composition studies conduct data analysis and represent our par
ticipants in meaningful and rigorous ways that embody the goals of empowering 
research?" (p. 108). The use value of the research we conduct, in other words, 
does not only reside in a carefully constructed final narrative but sometimes 
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resides in and arises out of multidimensional research processes-the (final , writ
ten) product need not be the only way we measure the success of a research prac
nce. The value (and the way we measure the value) of our practices is determined 
by and discovered over time in ongoing interactions among multiple networks of 
practice. The chapters collected here complicate the so-called research process. 
They highlight the ways that research is not linear: We conceive of our questions 
and design the research, and in the middle of the chaos of data collection, we 
return w those questions and design and revise based on whats emerging at the 
sne. This. recursive research process, messy and complex, is exactly why this kind 
of reportmg and reflexivity collected here is necessary. It matters . 

In. his chapter in this collection, Stuart Blythe thinks more broadly about the 
potenual use value of our research. Blythe describes the risks involved in con
ducting research that does not neatly wrap up in a scholarly publication used 
toward tenure and promotion, and he complicates the very goal of the neatly 
packaged research report by concluding that "Although an activist empirical 
researcher most likely will be unable to report on unequivocal results, tradition
ally conceived, within the typical timeframes demanded by the promotion and 
tenure guidelines at most campuses, ... researchers might be able to generate var-
10us essays on method, epistemology, theory, ethics" (this collection). Like femi
nist theorists who push on the bounds of generic conventions associated with the 
research report (Laurel Richardson, 1997, for example, weaves together her 
research practices and reflections on those practices in order to "construct an aca
demic life"), Blythe encourages us to expand our vision of acceptable uses of 
research. Certainly, given the constraints of the tenure and promotion system 
under which most of us labor, as Blythe acknowledges, there are bounds outside 
of which we venture at our own risk. But imagining new use values for research 
can work within those existing systems. Jeffrey Grabill (2000) , for example, sug
gests that the research we conduct can matter outside academic conventions 
when he writes, "My .primary goal in this article has been to argue for one way 
that profess10nal wntmg researchers can influence public policy. In this respect, 
the client mvolvement study is an example ... but not the focus of the piece (this 
is not intended as a write-up of research)" (p. 45) . The research study Grabill 
conducted into client involvement was used as an example for a theoretical, con
ceptual argument about how writing researchers can contribute to change in 
p_ubhc policy The research matters-it is a key element in the rhetorical appeals 
Grabill makes-but the research matters in a way not limited to the constraints 
of the traditional research report. What if we envision alternative research prac
uces that use our research in alternative ways7 Grabill suggests one possibility 
when his research's end goal is a contribution to public policy, and Blythe sug
gests another when he encourages us to use our research experiences to reflect 
on epistemologies, methodologies, theory, and ethics. 

Understanding how our research impacts those we research and the sites we 
research (through self-reflexive or diffractive methodological narratives, perhaps) 
suggests other ways our research matters. Lisa Diamond (2006) reflects on what 
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she calls "the reflexivity problem"-the extent to which participation in her lon
gitudinal study of sexual identity development "fundamentally influenced, and 
some might say created, the very identity development process I have sought to 
model" (p. 475). In interviews, participants indicated that the interviews con
tributed in part to their developing understanding of their identities. For exam
ple, one participant is quoted as saying: "What I remember about first question
ing my sexuality was that a lot of my friends were questioning-actually, I think 
you interviewed some of them-and that really made me think about it, and then 
I had that interview with you, and then I was reading more in my feminism class, 
and I realized that I really related to a lot of it, it really opened my mind" (p. 4 79). 
Another thinks about something that's happened to her in terms of her future 
interview with Diamond: "I finally made out with a girl! I remember thinking 
afterward, 'Hey! I can talk about this in my next interview!"' (p. 479). Diamond's 
study reveals that the effects of research on participants' lives can take place long 
after the research is ove,r and the researcher is gone. Diamond concludes, 

the researcher-participant relationship (especially in the context of qualita
tive, longitudinal, autobiographical interviews) not only co-constructs the 
very self-story being told to the researcher but has lasting implications for 
the participant (and perhaps for the researcher as well) ... long after the 
interviews end, the co-constructed autobiographical narratives they elicited 
remain forces for continued identity development, further channeling and 
organizing self-views in the service of consistency and coherence. (p. 481) 

Diamond suggests the ways our research can have long-term (and we would sug
gest diffractive) effects for researcher and research participant, which we cannot 
begin to plan for. Imagining different use values might help us envision new 
basic practices for research. Williams summarizes succinctly the well-developed 
feminist belief that when researchers and research participants "co-author the 
research questtons, co-collect, co-analyze, and co-interpret the data, and they co
construct the final product [, theri they] develop an interactive, dialogic, recipro
cal relationship that mitigates the strictures of traditional, imperialist hegemony" 
(cited in Graham&: Whalen, 2008, p. 72). But it may very well be the case that 
the almost fixed process of forming research questions, collecting, analyzing, 
interpreting, and authoring is in itself hegemonic. At the least, researchers might 
tum their critical eye to the dominant linear construction of "the" research 
process (research question, study design, data collection, data analysis, represen
tation in written form). What other possibilities might occur, for example, when 
we envision alternatives to any of the steps or their order? 

Truly collaborative research might not involve research questions, collection 
of data, analysis, and interpretation but some other ways of behaving and work
ing together. That is, rather than envisioning new ways of conducting our exist
ing practices, we might envision new practices.]. Blake Scott (2003), in his study 
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of the cultural and discursive practices involved in HIV testing, adopted the role 
of organic, or local, intellectual: "a scholar-activist whose situated involvement in 
local struggles fuels her or his analysis and intervention" (p. 124). As an HIV test
ing counselor at the AIDS Project he also studied, he says: "I was neither 'the 
researcher' nor a typical participant-observer ... ~ Although this position was a 
complicating factor, it was also a strategic advantage, as it helped me be more 
sensitive to the unique features of the practices I was studying and to better inter
vene in some of their problematic functions" (p. 124). Indeed, in at least two 
instances where he acted as a "rhetorician-critic" and intervened successfully in 
the problematic written language of an important client questionnaire at the 
AIDS Project, Scott is able to "export [his] analysis to nonacademic sites in order 
to develop alternative prevention discourses" (p. 113). Scott suggests that our 
research contributes to our expertise as rhetoricians intervening in important cul
tural and textual practices. When we see research practice as a site of collabora
tive knowledge-making where rhetorician-critics or local intellectuals are learn
ing but also teaching, we might naturally build more reciprocal and balanced 
relationships with participants, as we design work where authority and knowl
edge circulate more or less evenly throughout the research relationship. Such a 
reconceptualization would require vigilance in our accountability but would not 
necessarily be any less rigorous than supposedly objective practices that do not 
acknowledge the role researchers play in influencing and shaping the research 
setting at every tum. In doing this work, we would add, sometimes the end goals 
of our research practice might not be as tangible as the scholarly publication but 
might involve contributing to ongoing conversations outside academia. Indeed, 
as Kirsch also acknowledges, the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) 
has begun to recognize the importance of communicating with parents, politi
cians, and the public through the creation of the position of associate executive 
director for higher education, the orchestration of lobbying efforts by executive 
committee members, and the establishment of the NCTE press center and com
munications division. The research we do potentially matters in less tangible and 
traditional ways than we have begun to imagine, and at the least suggests the 
need for thinking about tenure and promotion practices in more expansive ways 
than the current "publish or perish" environment fosters. 

Understanding how our research matters also involves acknowledging the 
other ways research can enrich us intellectually, as scholars, as teachers, as 
researchers involved in other studies, and as human beings. As we have argued 
elsewhere, 

At the heart of calls for reciprocity in research [and in this context, we would 
add, at the heart of feminist and activist methodologies] is a recognition/ 
assertion/insistence that research involves building relationships among 
humans. At a basic level, research is about understanding other people, their 
lives, and their experiences. As researchers, we asked for admittance to our 
participants' lives, thoughts, and experiences, and our participants opened 
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their lives to us in sometimes surprisingly intimate detail. (Powell & 

Takayoshi, 2003, p. 399) 

These new understandings we arrive at through the conduct of our research prac
tice are almost always life-enriching. Research we conduct can change who we 
are what we think about literacy, and how we conduct our work. Sometimes 
wh~t is gained in the process-our renewed or new relationships with others, 
our new understandings of literacy and literate pracuce, our expenennal under
standing of knowledge production and research as a practice, our more detailed 
and robust understandings of phenomenon and the people expenencmg them
cannot be measured by our traditional, academic standards. Research practice, 
that is, is not always instrumental. Sometimes it is a more amorphous process 
whose end result might be a variety of uses circulating through different contexts. 

As Cindy Selfe (1999) has elsewhere written, 

So can composition teachers address the complex linkages among technolo
gy, literacy, poverty, and race? The primary factors determmmg any md1v1d
ual's involvement, of course, must necessarily start with the local and specif
ic-with social agents' own deep and penetrating knowledge of the spec1f1c 
colleges and universities in which they work; the particular families, com-. 
munities, cultures within which we live and form our own understanding of 
the world; the individual students, teachers, administrators, board members, 
politicians, and parents whose lives touch ours. (p. 429) 

The local and specific locations of our involvement, which Selfe identifies, are 
really the places where our research might take on new life distmc_t from tradi
tional research narratives. Although the academic arucle or book ts certamly a 
tangible manifestation of our work as researchers, our academic work also affects 
the ways we think about things and that we in turn can use to affect the way oth
ers-in our classes, our programs, our communities-think about thmgs.3 The 
action our academic work takes is always contingent on our location-on who 
we know, who we speak with, where we go, what we are committed to. This is 
the legacy of feminist theories for research methodologies. Femmist and socially 
progressive researchers believe that the work we condu~.t as academic researchers 
can and does require "self-critical, consc10us navigat10n (Cushman, 1996, P· 16) 
of ethical, methodological, and epistemological terrains. Research is a story about 
the researcher as well as the research participants and site-the researchers are, 
after all the consciousness through which the analysis and representations flow, 
the ind;vidual who created the problem and research design, the laborer who 
went into the world and collected data to answer the question. Donald Schon 
( 1984) argues that problem setting is "a process in which, interactively, we name 
the things to which we will attend and frame the context in which we will attend 
to them" (p. 40). We are the authors, namers, and framers of our research narra-
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tives-even when we carefully erase our presence from the scholarly narrative. 
To recognize this is not to be laissez-faire about methodological rigor but rather 
to be aware of ourselves as variables to be accounted for in our representations. 

All research can benefit from an examination of the ethical, epistemological, 
and procedural issues the authors in this collection identify. Our desire in this 
book is to bring together a sustained, multilayered examination and reflection of 
research methods, and in doing so, to potentially serve as a resource for 
researchers from the beginning stages of their research design through their data 
collection in the field to the analysis and final representations of the conclusions. 
What these authors reveal is that research is complicated, thorny, and rife with 
unpredictable constraints, but also that research can be enriching beyond our 
expectations: It can enrich us as scholars and as a discipline but also as people 
living and being in the world. In the end, these reflections not only contribute to 
the ongoing process of becoming a critically reflective researcher, as a regular part 
of the research process, they can contribute to our understanding of the research 
we have conducted and the relationships in which we have participated. The 
challenges and contradictions faced by the researcher-theorists in this collection 
and the feminist theorists we have discussed in this chapter are not just problems 
to be overcome in their specific context; these challenges are productive for 
thinking about ethical, systematic, methodologically sound research practices 
generally. 

ORGANIZING THIS COLLECTION 

The ideas and genesis of this collection came at a particular moment. With sup
port from the Virginia Tech's College of Liberal Arts and Human Sciences, Katrina 
Powell, Kelly Belanger, and Diana George invited 18 scholars interested in femi
nist and socially progressive work to a working symposium held in April 2007. 
Participants brought ideas, texts, projects, and themselves together to workshop 
in small groups and hold sustained discussions about the issues represented in 
this book (and many that are not represented) . The purpose of the gathering was 
to have a conversation about our work in particular, and the future of feminist 
research methods in general.4 The conversations resulted in many unanswered 
(and unanswerable) questions, and ultimately arrived at a notion of convergence, 
although this is not to suggest that there was or should be consensus. Indeed, like 
Trimbur's notion of dissensus, we came together in collaboration to question our 
definitions, assumptions, and practices to recognize the ways that our conflicts 
and disagreements can be productive as we engage in research in literacy and 
writing. As Cindy Selfe put it in one of our discussions, "If the only tool you have 
is a hammer, every problem looks like a nail." Having multiple (and at times con
tradictory) kinds of tools available in conducting research allows for the kinds of 
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various, complicated, unpredictable, messy, and invigorating endeavors of ethno
graphic, participatory, action, community-based, rhetorical research, and inquiry. 
As we continue to expand our research sites to include border crossings, transna
tional issues, and technological spaces, we see this collection as a part of the 
growing conversation about the ways that research in literacy and writing con
tributes to broader disciplinary conversations about method and methodology. 

As we developed this collection with essays from some of the Virginia Tech 
participants5 and additional scholars across the country interested in similar 
issues, we held a goal similar to Fonow and Cook's (2005) in their recent article 
on feminist methodologies: "Our original goal in compiling these articles was to 
capture the dilemmas feminists faced at each step of the research process, from 
the formulation of research questions to the dissemination and utilization of 
research results" (p. 2212). As such, the authors in this collection interrogate the 
potentials and limitations of empirically based work for socially progressive ends; 
that is, these researchers are interested in research "oriented toward social justice" 
(Price, this volume). This research largely attempts to accomplish "political and 
ethical action" (Sullivan & Porter, 1997, p. 101) in the service of "social progress" 
(Harding, 2007).6 Borrowing from Harding, we considered the viability of the 
notion of "socially progressive research" for these various research practices in an 
attempt to foreground-while remaining aware of their differences-these vari
ous practices' shared commitment to social progress, to "studying up," and to the 
development and elaboration of postmodern methodological practices for 
knowledge building. In literacy studies, such socially progressive research has 
contributed to an increasingly sophisticated understanding of writing as a social
ly and culturally embedded practice. We believe that these epistemological per
spectives-a commitment to data-based methodological practice, a drawing 
together of socially progressive theories and methodological issues, and an 
awareness of writing as a socially embedded practice-are even more pressing 
now, in an increasingly multilingual, multicultural, transnational, and digital 
world.7 

This is a collection of researchers thinking through their research experi
ences, reflecting on what those experiences reveal about the values we place on 
research, on activist work, and on the epistemological limits of data-based 
inquiry. The essays in this collection attend to a range of subject matter-prison 
art, archives, student reflections, oral deliberations, digital stories, a Bible trans
lation-and represent diverse theoretical perspectives-£ eminist materialism, 
queer theory, transnationalism, grounded theory. We intend for this collection to 
be an example of continuing the work of scholars like Kirsch and Royster, among 
the many others who have influenced us, looking toward research that recog
nizes the complexities of research. Attending to notions of social progress and 
ethically responsible research, the collection is therefore organized around three 
themes: Theories of Research; Research and Institutional Practices; and Reflexive/ 
Diffractive Research Practices. An early essay in this collection is Barton and 
Marback's, which challenges the very premise of this collection; indeed, their 

Revealing Methodology 17 

challenge of the notion of "socially progressive" research mirrors Barads chal
lenge of "reflective" practice. We see this challenge as extremely productive. 
Indeed'. feminist and postmodern discussions often value the kinds of varying 
viewpomts that can emerge from such fruitful challenge. Like the particular 
research sites highlighted in this collection, discussions of method and method
ology are messy and rarely lack what we might call consensus. We hope this col
lect10n values that messiness, and ultimately calls for further messy research 
processes to be written about and learned from. 

Theories of Research 

The chapters in this section explore the theoretical dimensions of research that 
inform our practices and contribute to our understanding of language and learn
ing. In Chapter 2, "A Modest Proposal for Common Ground and Language for 
Research in Writing," Michael Williamson and Brian Huot begin the collection by 
examining the ideological nature of research and the ways that methods and 
methodologies reflect the ideological questions of the field. Williamson and Huot 
remind us that with any method we use, whether as teachers or researchers (or 
both at once), we are engaging in theoretical questions. Tracing the development 
of the terms epistemology, methods, and representation, Williamson and Huot pro
vide valuable insight into the ways research is a rhetorical practice. 

. Ellen Barton and Richard Marback's chapter, "Ethics from Praxis" (Chapter 
3), is an example of generating methodologies from different theoretical perspec
uves. Their chapter discusses ethics in interaction; that is, the mixed-method lin
guistic and_ rhetorical analysis of how ethical matters are raised, explored, nego
uated, JUStlfied, and settled (or not), particularly in institutional contexts. More 
specifically, this chapter addresses end-of-life discussions, an ethically charged 
communicative event for both physicians and families. The analyses represent a 
nuanced exploration of how medical decision making with ethical dimensions is 
negotiated among all of the parties involved-physicians, patients, and fami
lies~all of whom index (linguistically speaking) their ethical roles and responsi
bilities m a complex communicative event. Barton and Marback's chapter pro
vides detailed linguistic and rhetorical analyses, then theorizes those analyses to 
help us understand the ways that counter epistemologies can work together to 
be mutually informing, much the way that Karen Barad argues for the hard sci
ences and the social sciences to inform each other. In doing so, they also chal
lenge the notion of socially progressive research by questioning whether linguis
tlc research, by its very epistemological nature, can be anything but "ethically 
neutral." In our minds, it is their mixed methodological approach that suggests 
their research to be socially progressive. They would disagree, however. Barton 
and Marback contend that claiming research is socially progressive is in part 
unethical because it is unattainable. Their chapter takes up the notion of social 
progress from the beginning of this book, challenging what we think that is. They 
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argue that rather than working toward a determined social progress (which they 
see as impossible anyway), that researchers, through interaction, could "encour
age [readers] to be more ethical (by leaving them to decide for themselves). In 
other words, to be an ethical researcher is not to attempt to engineer a presumed 
social good but to leave people to decide for themselves what the ethics of the 
situation are by working them out in truly rhetorical interaction" (p. 31). 

As Barton and Marback suggest, leaving people to "decide for themselves" 
implies a located theory of research practice. Kerrie R.H. Farkas and Christina 
Haas continue this discussion of specificity in Chapter 4, "A Grounded Theory 
Approach to Studying Writing and Literacy," by theorizing research in "complex" 
cultural sites with the illustration of a particular site. Just as Barton and Marback 
use a detailed analysis of end-of-life discourse as the particular example of their 
theory, Farkas and Haas illustrate their "modified grounded theory approach" 
through the illustration of the organization, Women's Choice Services. Farkas 
and Haas argue for the aptness of grounded theory for literacy research and dis
cuss the co-occurrence of collection, analysis, and writing. 

Similarly, Pamela Takayoshi, Elizabeth Tomlinson, and Jennifer Castillo 
(Chapter 5) examine the theoretical discussions happening at the beginning of 
the research process. In 'The Construction of Research Problems and Methods," 
these authors theorize what happens before research questions are articulated. 
They argue that the formation of research questions is crucial to the shape of the 
research design, data collection, and analysis, but that we have very simplified 
notions of what it means to articulate a research question. Feminist research 
methodologists offer ways to understand the research problem and research 
question stage of research practice as acts of subjective creation. The authors then 
measure their theoretical understandings against survey data collected from writ
ing scholars who offer their reflections on research problem and question forma
tion in their recently published writing. 

Finally in this first section, Eileen Schell (Chapter 6) moves us from the 
specificity of localized contexts and embodied rhetorics and asks us to consider 
them in material ways. As she points us to the material implications of our 
research in "Materializing the Material as a Progressive Research Method and 
Methodology," Schell analyzes the trends and patterns of socially progressive 
material or materialist research methods and methodologies. She argues for the 
significance of material analysis as a progressive research methodology within 
rhetoric, composition, and literacy studies. She points out that although many of 
us are concerned with researching issues related to material life and culture, our 
conceptual and methodological notions of the material differ significantly 
depending on what theoretical and political traditions we draw upon. Her chap
ter therefore identifies the major trends, patterns, and debates surrounding mate
rial analysis in the field, especially with respect to feminist analysis. She also pro
vides scholars with very specific strategies for assessing their own approaches to 
materiality, namely, the contradictions and challenges of examining notions of the 
material when we have no governing or overarching agreement about what con-
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stitutes a method or methodology for material or materialist analysis in our field. 
These specific strategies, informed by materialist theoretical considerations 
move this first section about theories of research into the following section abou~ 
how institutions both provide for and limit our research practices. 

Research and Institutional Practices 

Whereas the previous section asks us to think about the overarching theoretical 
considerations of our research, this section, Research and Institutional Practices, 
moves us toward the institutional constraints in which we work. Sharon James 
Mc?ee begins this section in Chapter 7 by examining one of the essential gov
ernmg checks and balances of empirically based research: institutional review 
boards. In "Practicing Socially Progressive Research: Implications for Research 
and Practice," McGee provides a brief history of institutional review boards and 
how that history has influenced current practices in reviewing social science and 
ethnographic research. 

Shifting from institutional review boards and the academy as a factor in con
ceiving of research, Margaret Price then moves us to (inter)disciplinary concerns. 
In Chapter 8, "Disability Studies Methodology: Explaining Ourselves to 
Ourselves," Price highlights the ways that a discipline can both shape and be 
shaped by institutional discourses. Disability studies (DS), she argues, is a disci
pline that incorporates approaches ranging from biology to philosophy to dance, 
yet lacks a unified methodology. This can be to its advantage as well as its disad
vantage; however, she argues that in order to maximize the advantages of an 
interdisciplinary methodology, a theoretical frame consonant with the principles 
of DS is needed. Speaking to an audience of DS scholars as well as those new to 
DS, this chapter offers such a theoretical framework for DS methodology. 
Drawing on an extensive review of DS research as well her study of disabled and 
nondisabled students in a writing class, Price proposes four themes that charac
terize empirical research in DS: access, activism, identification, and representation. 
Like Schell's chapter which provides specific strategies for attending to material
ity in our research, Price provides these themes as a unifying frame for DS 
methodology, while allowing for a variety of approaches and locations within the 
disability-studies community. At the same time, Price highlights the tensions and 
potential pitfalls of self-reflexive research and recognizes that researchers' "iden
tifi~ations change over time." She suggests that research methodology is improv-
1sat10nal and therefore difficult to define. Like Barton and Marback, Price simi
larly challenges the notion of "liberatory" or socially progressive research and 
asks us to consider the realities of the consequences of our research endeavors. 

In Chapter 9, Jeffrey Perry pulls back from site-specific research to general
ly accepted theories about literacy that work to inhibit our work as assessors of 
writing and writing programs. In "Critical Validity Inquiry" he proposes a theory 
of assessment that seeks to "unmask epistemological stances of assessment" and 
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"develop a reflexive, validation methodology" that works against current exclu
sionary power structures. Perrys chapter is an example of creating a theory that 
works from localized contexts; that is, Perry argues for reflexive inquiry into 
assessment practices so that assessments can more adequately assess the complex 
human task of writing (and writing programs). Like Schell, Perry's attention to 
the material consequences of research (and assessment) practices challenges the 
ways those practices are enacted. 

Similar to Perry's approach to critical validity inquiry, Kelly Belanger and 
April Heaney in Chapter 10, "Critical Pedagogy as Inquiry: Challenging 
Programmatic and Institutional Traditions," use critical pedagogy inquiry as a 
way to understand and consequently change institutional practices, particularly 
in terms of the ways students are assessed. They detail a research-based approach 
to developing a pedagogical vision for a writing-intensive course. Techniques of 
critical pedagogy were integral to this research and curricular project for condi
tionally admitted, or,"at-risk," students. The course is the foundation of a learn
ing community called the Synergy Program at the University of Wyoming, a first
year, cluster-model cohort that prioritized critical pedagogy even though institu
tional stakeholders initially favored a skills-based curriculum. As a way to resist 
institutional assumptions about student success and literacy, Belanger and 
Heaney designed their course in which students were co-designers of course 
policies and co-researchers as they conducted mini-ethnographies of local com
munities. Although not all students in the course embraced the freedoms this 
model afforded, student interviews and first-year academic success data suggest 
that the approach had many positive effects on participating students-and, 
equally important, on the university itself. Their data reveal a way to address the 
assessment inequities that Perry outlines in his chapter and break "the cycle of 
social reproduction" with which Perry is concerned. Their teacher research of 
critical pedagogy used "data-based arguments on which to base decisions about 
the curricula, pedagogy, and program design." Their research highlights the ways 
that institutions often place teachers in contradictory roles as they adhere to insti
tutional mandates yet also expect them to use their expertise to design programs. 
In this "vortex of competing concerns," Belanger and Heaney illustrate an exam
ple of critical pedagogy and ethically responsible assessment practices. 

Out of the classroom and into the archives, K.J. Rawson's chapter, "Archive 
This! Queering the Archive" (Chapter 11), challenges what it means to archive 
institutional and individual histories, particularly when some histories are pur
posefully erased. As Perry and Belanger and Heaney point out, institutions can 
privilege certain ways of thinking about and teaching students that serve to reify 
dominant social relationships. Similarly, Rawson argues that archival practices 
within institutions "privilege some while oppressing others." Through several 
examples, Rawson locates the queering of archives as a methodology that 
accounts for the ways that many histories are often silenced, either by oppression 
or through resistance to dominant discourse. Queer archives, according to 
Rawson, account "for the past that confronts historical erasure and omission, 
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incorporates affect and trauma, and undermines an unequivocal embrace of 
longevity." As her analysis shows, what gets told and historicized should con
stantly be in question, as well as the purposeful erasures used as resistance, a 
"queer temporality." Ultimately, Rawson argues for an ethically responsible 
approach to archival practices that questions how we archive and what gets priv
ileged in our archiving practices, preservation, and research. 

The final chapter in this section, Chapter 12, is Wendy Wolters Hinshaw's 
"Identifying Choices: Rhetorical Tactics in a Prison Art Program." Hinshaw con
structs a method of rhetorical analysis that specifically addresses the institution
al limitations of the kinds of discourses that can be produced by incarcerated 
juvenile and adult women in Ohio. Examining women's art produced in prison, 
Hinshaw combines rhetorical theory from Burke, de Certeau, and Butler to ana
lyze the ways that women in their art used tactics to produce resistant identities 
thereby subverting institutional identities. In doing so, the women's art reinvent
ed institutional discourses, presenting for us a microcosm of the ways that insti
tutional discourses are produced, resisted, and reinvented in other circum
stances. Hinshaw's chapter also includes powerful reflexive moments about the 
access she had to women's prison art and the potential "risks [of] voyeuristic 
looking at incarcerated subjects" that exist at research sites such as this. As such, 
her chapter provides a salient transition between the two sections, Research and 
Institutional Practices and Reflections on Research Practices. 

Reflexive/Diffractive Research Practices 

Each of the chapters in this section provides an explicit self-reflexivity that is val
ued in rigorous research methodology (see the essays in "Part II: Reflective 
Applications" in Schell & Rawson, 2010). Again, we recognize the contested 
nature of self-reflexivity and emphasize that in these chapters, whether before, 
during, or after the research is conducted, the scholars in this section carefully 
attend to the multiple dimensions or diffractions of research. The chapters in this 
section, whether directly or indirectly, attend to the rhetoric of reflexivity, an 
aspect of the field that has little been discussed until now. 

In "Composing Activist Research," Stuart Blythe (Chapter 13) first provides 
a unique reflection on the research he conducted and published (Blythe, Grabill, 
& Riley, 2008) in the Journal of Technical Communication. This rare opportunity to 
see the work behind the published piece challenges researchers to recognize the 
difficulties in writing multiple kinds of documents (i.e., scholarly articles versus 
community-based publications) while also working against various parameters 
(i.e., tenure clocks, client expectation, sustained activist research). Blythe's com
mentary on the risks and messiness of research caution us to consider how we 
view our research and how participants might view it differently. Whether we call 
it activist, socially progressive, or community-based matters because of the asso
ciations with each of those terms. Yet Blythes chapter and his published work 
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with Grabill and Riley highlight the ways that rigorous attention to methodolo
gy (no matter what we call it) can still result in risk and tension-filled interac
tions fraught with contradictions. He offers us hope, however, by saying, "such 
problems inevitably require effective forms of communication, which means that 
experts in rhetoric and professional and technical communication have much to 
contribute" to the conversation and it is "worthwhile to explore ways to publish 
while engaging in reciprocal and sustainable research relationships." Based on an 
analysis of several published works in the field that he says provide alternative 
ways of presenting activist research, Blythe offers strategies, a heuristic, for com
posing activist research. Like Teston's heuristic later in this section, this practical 
approach will assist researchers interested in pursuing this kind of writing, yet 
also highlights the necessity for scholars, teachers, and administrators to recog
nize the value of this kind of composing in understanding epistemological and 
methodological issues related to research. 

In Chapter 14, "Discourses of Preservation: The Gullah Community and 
Rhetorical Construction," Annette Harris Powell reveals reflection before an 
ethnographic project is started. Revealing similar issues to Blythe through ques
tions asked at the beginning stages of her project, Harris Powell states, "I would 
like to shift the focus, to suggest that how we understand preservation informs 
how we understand and do ethnography, how we contribute to the work of 
revealing what has been hidden." Harris Powells development of an ethnograph
ic project examining the so-called preservation of the Gullah language and cul
ture through the translation of the Bible, met difficulties from the outset as she 
designed a project that attended to varied definitions, expectations, and episte
mologies. When Harris Powell questions, "How do they write their history onto 
the landscape, especially when, often, what is being preserved is the very thing 
being contested? What does preservation do, what are the effects of what it does, 
and what are the material possibilities?," she asks similar questions to Takayoshi 
et al., about how to plan for research and the ways our questions are posed by 
and for participants. As Harris Powell so poignantly points out, since Gullah is 
not a written language, the act of "preserving" Gullah through a written transla
tion of the Bible has far-reaching performative, identity, and memory implica
tions. Harris Powells questions are examples of the kinds of complex thinking 
that must go into planning an ethnographic project. 

Christa B. Teston's "Considering Confidentiality in Research Design: 
Developing Heuristics to Chart the Un-chartable" (Chapter 15), like Blythe's 
chapter, provides a useful heuristic for beginning and experienced researchers 
alike. Again a unique look into a researcher's meticulous development of a 
method of analysis for difficult data (she was not allowed to audio record the 
meetings she observed, nor were there written documents), Teston shows us 
step-by-step how she came to the rigorous data collection and analysis method 
that best suited her research site. What is most impressive about this chapter is 
Teston's ability to narrate the messiness of her research, yet also document the 
systematic and painstaking development of a heuristic that led her to thorough 
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analysis. Like Farkas and Haas, Testons theoretical approach is grounded theory, 
which she uses to help develop what she calls "observational heuristics," where
by a researcher can account for the complexity of oral discourse without the aids 
of recording devices or written documents. 

In Chapter 16, "Troubling Research: A Field Journey through Methodological 
Decision Making," like Annette Harris Powell and Takayoshi, Tomlinson, and 
Castillo, Gloria Jacobs attends to the processes and theories of research design. 
She resists "presenting a smooth narrative of data collection techniques, and 
mstead trouble[s her] research by highlighting decisions made before entering 
and when working in the field in respect to the relationship between theory, 
methodology, and data collection." Using recreated narrative from her researcher's 
journal, Jacobs writes about her field experience working with adolescents and 
their teacher and the complicated "relationship building" that occurred during 
that study. She found that her goals did not always coincide with the teachers 
goals, especially in relation to advocating for adolescent literacy practices. Jacobs' 
narrative provides a poignant account of the difficult decisions researchers must 
make in the middle of the research site, and how a desire for reciprocity may not 
always mesh with participants' goals and desires. The form of Jacobs' narrative 
challenges our notion of how research should be written up, and is written to 
"capture how the academic voice is informed by the lived experience of research." 

In "An Experiential Approach to Literacy Studies," Gwen Gorzelsky 
(Chapter 17) proposes a way to systematically account for the "spiritual, emo
t10nal, and identity investments" that influence how people are motivated to 
learn, how research is conducted, and how data is analyzed. Calling her propos
a_l an "experiential approach," Gorzelsky argues that investigating learners' iden
tity mvestments is crucial if scholars hope to better understand how they acquire 
new literate practices .. Her approach involves two methods. The first entails sys
temaucally documentmg the researcher's own experiences of learning new liter
a_te practices. The second entails integrating key concepts from the literate prac
tlces_ un_der study into the researchers theoretical frame for coding and analyzing 
qualitative data. Like Blythe, Gorzelsky analyzes several recent studies to illus
trate the ways that literacy scholars attend to spiritual, emotional, and identity 
issues_ m their research, making a case for a more systematic way of addressing 
these_ issues. Domg so, Gorzelsky argues, addresses the limits of reflexivity (i.e., 
gratuitous researcher self-disclosure). Gorzelsky further argues for a data-driven 
analysis of researcher experience that replaces researcher anecdotes, and provides 
a demonstration of such an analysis. 

In Chapter 18, "Narrative as Method and Methodology," Joanne Addison uses 
narrative inquiry to investigate the intersections of her life as a foster parent and 
as a researcher. Arguing for the value of narrative inquiry as constructed by Labov 
and Waletsky, Clandenin and Rosiek (among others), the primary goal of her 
chapter_is to illustrate the ways that theory informs research practice, and the ways 
that daily or personal life influences our methodological approaches. As she 
weaves autobiography together with narrative inquiry, she wonders whether the 
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interrogation of a life and "scholarly personal narrative writing" leads to socially 
progressive research. She argues, "pairing narrative inquiry and case study research 
design ... fosters systematic and rigorous analysis that can lead to soci~l change:" 

Emphasizing an "emerging" method of data collection and analysis, Cynthia 
Selfe and Gail Hawisher craft a research approach that attends to issues of tech
nology, identity, and transnationalism in Chapter 19, 'Transnational Literate Lives: 
An Emerging Research Methodology for a Globalized World," Selfe and Hawisher 
examine what they do in much of their work, the cultural ecology of literacy. In 
this case, they use their evolving methodological approach of examining transna
tional digital literacy narratives to understand the fundamental and specific ways 
that peoples' literate lives have changed. Selfe and Hawisher's work asks the .fi~ld 
not only to challenge our notion of "socially progressive" practices through digital 
questions, they also challenge the very form our research takes. How we represent 
the participants in our studies (like in a traditional, edited collection for instance) 
matters when the very texts we study may have little to do with printed, academ
ic discourse. Selfe and Hawisher also draw our attention to the ways that their 

research in digital literacies has directly affected their pedagogy. 

ENDNOTES 

1. Recognizing the value of feminist methodologies to any research, explicitly feminist 
or not, is a point we make carefully, aware of the possibility that we could be viewed 
as arguing for an apolitical or gender-free feminist practice. We do not believe it is 
possible to understand feminist theories of research practice divorced from gender, 
women's bodies, or gender oppression. We are instead making a different kind of 
intellectual move--0ne which attempts to honor the work of feminist researchers 
and begin from their understanding to build better research practices generally. 

2. Taylor and Rupp further realize "how real our power is as the authors of the book" 
(p. 2125) when, after the book has been published, one participant's mother wants 
to meet with them "to tell us that we had shamed her family by exposing Sushi's his
tory as a prostitute on the streets of Los Angeles" and when another participants 
mother, who thought her son was a bartender, found the book when her other son 
brought it home and learned for the first time what her son did for a living. Of these 
experiences, they write: "These encounters brought home to us, if we had forgotten, 
how much power we held in relation not only to the drag queens but to their fami-

lies and friends as well" (p. 2125). 
3. See Steven Parks (2009), for instance. 
4. The format of the symposium itself reflected ideas about sharing research experiences 

to create conversations about methods, methodologies, reflexivity, and collaboration, 
as a way to operate under similar ideals where in-depth conversations could occur 
around individual work and issues of common concern for researchers of data. The 
symposium therefore unfolded in three formats: workshops, roundtables, and large 

group discussions. 
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Symposium attendees were clustered into small groups with related interests 
and with several Virginia Tech faculty from across disciplines. Pre-circulated project 
abstracts and/or drafts allowed for the full workshop time to be devoted to the dis
cussion of participants' work and methodologies (these workshop group themes 
included literacy, social justice, technology, historical research, pedagogy, collabora
tion/connection, and transnationalism). While this space allowed for every partici
pant to receive feedback specific to their particular projects, these breakout groups 
also provided a forum forming a community of scholars interested in feminist 
methodologies. In speaking about the methodologies of a particular researcher, 
groups were often faced with questions about feminist research methodology more 
generally. The content of the workshops often informed larger group discussions. 

Another way that symposium participants spent their time was in roundtable dis
cussions, which were self-selected and thematically based. Six groups were formed: 
race and the public sphere; interdisciplinarity; activist research; training of graduate 
students; technology; and future directions. At the end of two breakout sessions 
roundtables reported back to the larger group about their discussions. While th~ 
reports from each group were topic-specific, several themes continuously emerged. 

Finally, symposium participants collaborated during several large group discus
sions where the majority of our time was spent freely discussing issues and covering 
a lot of ground. During our final few hours of the symposium we all briefly spoke 
in tum in response to the prompt: what are the questions/challenges/topics that you 
believe need to be a part of the present and future state of Feminist Rhetoric and 
Research? In addition to this edited collection, several collaborative projects emerged 
from the symposium including this edited collection. See Min Zhan Lu and Bruce 
Homer's College English essay, "Composing in a Global-Local Context: Careers, 
Mobility, Skills" (2009) and Gesa Kirsch and Jacqueline Jones Royster's College 
Composition and Communication essay (2010), and book, Feminist Rhetorical Practices: 
New Horizons for Rhetoric, Composition, and Literacy Studies (2012). Thanks to the 
Virginia Tech College of Liberal Arts and Human Sciences, the English Departments 
Center for the Study of Rhetoric in Society, the Women's and Gender Studies 
Program, and the Virginia Tech Humanities Symposium Award for funding to con
duct the symposium. 

5. The original participants at Virginia Tech's Feminist Research Symposium included 
Dale Bauer, Kelly Belanger, Patricia Bizzell, Marilyn Cooper, Ellen Cushman, Diana 
George, Gail Hawisher, Bruce Homer, Susan Jarratt, Gesa Kirsch, Min-Zhan Lu, 
Shirley Logan, Peter Mortensen, Beverly Moss, K. ]. Rawson, Jacqueline Jones 
Royster, Eileen Schell, Cynthia Selfe, Diane Shoos, Pamela Takayoshi, and John 
Trimbur. Several Virginia Tech faculty from across disciplines also participated 
including Carol Brandt, Tom Ewing, Maria Elisa Christie, Bernice Hausman, Jessica 
Alison Hubbard, Margaret L. Keeling, Corey M. MacDonald, Marie Paretti, Adrienne 
Trier-Bieniek, and Laura Zanotti. The editors wish to express gratitude for the work 
of the symposium participants and the ideas generated during the Feminist Research 
Symposium which led to this volume. 

6. Prepared for the UCLA Center for the Study of Women Faculty Seminar, April 18, 
2007, and the Center for the Study of Rhetoric in Society Conference on "Feminist 
Theoretical Inquiry, Collaboration, and Activism" at Virginia Tech, April 26, 2007. 
Note: Professor Harding was unable to present her work at the Feminist Research 
Symposium due to cancelled airline flights. 
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7. Heidi McKee and Danielle De Voss' Digital Writing Research (2007) is an example of a 
more recent publication that attends to the specific issues related to research meth
ods and methodologies facing researchers of online and digital spaces. 
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