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SERIES EDITORS’ INTRODUCTION

Fieldwork, as one of only a few canonical methods of social study, is a
messy business placing the researcher deep within the everyday lives of
those studied. How sense is made within this buzzing social world is an
analytic task highly dependent on the intellectual resources, moral ground-
ings, and cultivated curiosities the researcher carries to (and from) the
scene. What is sought, seen, heard, remembered, recorded, and ultimately
reported requires a point of view or a stance as to what is of most impor-
tance, concern, and value in the examined setting—both to the researcher
and to the researched. Values and moral precepts guide our work as surely
as they guide our actions beyond research activities but how they do so—
and with what results—remain rather unexamined despite a good deal of
conversation as to what values and moral precepts best serve a given
research community.

Into this conversation comes Sherryl Kleinman’s lucid and concrete
exploration of how feminist principles can (and should) inform fieldwork
and interview-based studies concerned particularly—but not exclusively—
with how and why gender inequality in the workplace, at home, and in
social interaction is produced and sustained. Feminist Fieldwork Analysis,
the 51st volume in the Sage Series on Qualitative Research Methods, out-
lines five useful principles to guide studies of power, gender, and injustice.
The writing is personal but care is taken to generalize from the author’s
own extensive fieldwork experiences to the work of others. The examples
are vivid and persuasive. Underpinning the monograph is an engaging nar-
rative that tells how the author gradually moved from a “qualitative
researcher to a feminist fieldworker” by learning that overlooking one’s
own political perspectives and moral imperatives may well have negative
consequences on the quality, logic, and reach of the work produced.

At issue in this monograph is not simply the appropriateness of a femi-
nist perspective for understanding gender inequalities but, of equal impor-
tance, how a researcher might systematically note, mark, and reflect on
the many ways gender inequality is expressed and experienced. A partly
tongue-in-cheek tool introduced (and put to use) is the “twinge-ometer,” a
measured feeling that something isn’t quite right in a given situation and
anchored typically (and structurally) by inequality and powerlessness. The
sensitizing role personal feelings play in research endeavors is a topic
Sherryl Kleinman (and Martha Copp) explored in Emotions and Fiel dwork,
(volume 28 of the Sage Series on Qualitative Research Methods) and is



viii

revisited and amplified in this work. The earlier monograph is about
extending the alertness and sensitivity of fieldworkers to data they might
otherwise miss or ignore. This monograph concerns itself largely with
putting together a focused, coherent, and appropriate interpretation of data
gathered in the field based on a set of sturdy feminist principles and under-
standings. In the end, the analytic framework developed and illustrated here
can help all of us better understand—and thus expose and perhaps alter—
the hidden and not-so-hidden workings and costs of inequality.

John Van Maanen
Peter K. Manning
Marc L. Miller



FEMINIST FIELDWORK
ANALYSIS

SHERRYL KLEINMAN
University of North Carolina

1. WHAT’S ON THE AGENDA?

If one admits . . . that social position greatly influences social
perspective and if one cannot frame a question without also
thereby expressing a perspective, then all science, knowingly
or ignorantly, expresses a perspective.

—Sherry Gorelick,
Gender/Body/Knowledge

My mentors in sociology in the 1970s did not teach me a naive view of
social science. Fieldworkers, | was told, are never blank slates; our views
of the world are always shaped by our identities, group memberships, and
values. Thus, to do good fieldwork, we have to know ourselves, including
our expectations for and feelings about the people we’re studying. We are
the “instruments” of research, | was taught, so we had better know our-
selves well.

Along with qualitative methods, | learned the perspective of symbolic
interactionism. According to Herbert Blumer (1969; see also Mead,
1934)—the scholar who coined the term “symbolic interactionism”—people
are not automatons programmed by social forces. Sociohistorical circum-
stances and situational exigencies shape us, but we can also act back upon
them. And action can include everything from resistance to resignation.
Blumer’s (1969) critique of the application of science to the understanding
of human beings also called for close engagement with people rather than
distant observation:



To try to catch the interpretative process by remaining aloof as a so-called
“objective” observer and refusing to take the role of the acting unit is to risk
the worst kind of subjectivism—the objective observer is likely to fill in the
process of interpretation with his [or her] own surmises in place of catching the
process as it occurs in the experience of the acting unit which uses it. (p. 86)

As a symbolic interactionist fieldworker, | learned to notice patterns of
speech, interaction, identity, meanings, and so on. As | became a feminist
fieldworker, 1 did not leave behind interactionist concerns, but linked them
to what | had come to care about: the reproduction of inequality, including
sexism, racism, heterosexism, and class inequality (see Schwalbe et al.,
2000; Thomas, 1993). And analyzing my feelings, in the field or at the desk,
began to reveal what Alison Jaggar (1989) calls “outlaw emotions”: “our
‘gut-level’ awareness that we are in a situation of coercion, cruelty, injustice
or danger” (p. 161). For many years | had joked with friends about my
“twinge-ometer” (Kleinman, 1998), an alarm that would go off when |
sensed that something wasn’t quite right in a situation. But | had not thought
of my twinge-ometer as anchored to injustice until | read Jaggar’s work and
began to link feminist feelings to the daily experience of inequality.

My move from qualitative researcher to feminist fieldworker was not an
easy one. Calling oneself a feminist implies that one has a moral imperative.
One is supposedly no longer a researcher looking for truth, however provi-
sional it is and however honest one is about the self that produced the account.
As nonfeminist colleagues told me, doing feminist research means that the
researcher “has an agenda.” It also implies that other researchers do not.

As Sherry Gorelick put it in the epigraph to this chapter, “all science,
knowingly or ignorantly, expresses a perspective.” Lots of qualitative inter-
actionists would agree with that statement. Interactionism is rooted philo-
sophically in pragmatism, whose key proponents (Dewey, 1929/1984;
James, 2000; Mead, 1938) held that knowledge is perspectival. But field-
work accounts that begin with the word “feminist” or “critical” presumably
are less trustworthy than those that do not, implying that only “regular”
field studies come close to reaching the highest (scientific) standards.

Because I did not define my earlier work as anything other than symbolic
interactionist fieldwork, | felt that my developing feminist analyses were
some kind of betrayal to my mentors. | knew | had an agenda: | wanted to
understand inequality in order to get rid of it. What I still failed to grasp was
that in my previous work | had simply overlooked my (not well worked out)
political assumptions.

I did not become a feminist fieldworker by participating in consciousness-
raising groups, taking women'’s studies courses, or finding feminist friends.



I wish | had; this might have brought me sooner to a feminist critique,
provided support, and made my transition smoother. 1 came to feminist
analysis through the strange route of writer’s block, or what | like to call
analysis block. Through the long process of picking up and putting down my
field notes, analytic memos, and halfhearted drafts about a wellness center
I studied when | moved in 1980 to my first job at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill, I learned to develop a feminist analysis.

You will read more about Renewal (Kleinman, 1996) later in this book.
A fuller account of how my growing feminist consciousness helped me ana-
lyze the data appears in other places (see Kleinman, 2002a; Kleinman,
2003; Kleinman & Copp, 1993). I’ll provide a synopsis of the changes |
went through in that study to give you a sense of where | started and where
I ended up.

Renewal, a holistic health center, was constituted by six private practi-
tioners (four white men, two white women) who were paid by individual
clients and then gave a portion of their earnings, determined by the board,
to the center. The payment was sometimes referred to as rent. The other
(educational) part of Renewal was nonprofit and run by three or four staff
members (all women) and several volunteers (almost all women). Low-cost
classes and workshops were offered to the public through this part of
Renewal. Staff members did the office work for the center—including tak-
ing phone messages for the practitioners—Kkept up the physical plant, and
put the membership bulletin together. They also produced the newsletter
that announced classes. Practitioners received about 30 dollars an hour
(in the early 1980s) for their services as psychotherapists, nutrition therapists,
massage practitioners, and stress managers. Given Renewal’s financial
problems (they were almost always in the red), the staff were often unpaid,
and received 4 dollars an hour when they did get paid. Overlap existed
between the two parts of the organization; practitioners did some volunteer
work, often headed major committees, and sometimes taught workshops.
Staff, volunteers, and practitioners were represented on the board.

The two key male practitioners, Ron and Jack, were the only remaining
founders of Renewal. They had the most power and received the most respect
and affection. Jack was chair of the board of directors. Ron headed the com-
mittee that determined which workshops and classes would be taught. The
board made most of the decisions, from hiring and firing to approving all
committee work; having influence on the board was no small matter.

I write this in hindsight. It was not clear to me from the start who really
had power. The split structure of Renewal at first struck me as a result of
the ineptness of people who had little experience in putting together an
organization, not the product of people producing inequality. It took me



a long time to recognize the two-class system at Renewal. Why? Because
I wanted Renewal to provide the antidote to my job in a quantitative depart-
ment at a research university. Only a real alternative organization could do
that for me. At the same time, | worried that | was violating Blumer’s
premise: | knew | was not living up to the ideal of having empathy toward
participants. Even when | acknowledged the rather glaring inequalities at
Renewal, | found myself feeling angry at the underpaid (and sometimes
unpaid) staff women. Why weren’t they angrier at the practitioners? As
I wrote elsewhere (Kleinman, 2003):

As a liberal feminist at the time, | wanted to believe that women could be
successful if we just tried hard enough. This was something | needed to
believe as a twenty-seven-year-old female assistant professor—one of two
women, both of us without tenure—in a highly ranked sociology department . . .
Although | wasn’t crazy about the male practitioners at Renewal and dis-
trusted some of their psychologizing, | was preoccupied with the idea that the
women were, by the standards of status, money, and influence, failures.
I disidentified from them, probably because | needed to believe that I, unlike
these women, could achieve the status of the successful men. (p. 218)

When I interviewed the women, | was able to develop empathy for them.
At the time | was also reading books on cultural feminism, including Carol
Gilligan’s (1982) In a Different Voice and Jean Baker Miller’s (1976)
Toward a New Psychology of Women. Through these works, | came to see
that the staff women at Renewal held what Gilligan calls an ethic of care.
They made sacrifices for Renewal because they believed in the “cause” of
holistic healing. As | (Kleinman, 2003) put it, “In a short time they [staff
women] moved from weaklings to saints in my eyes” (p. 219).

Yet I did not immediately question the motives or behaviors of the male
staff members, including Ron and Jack, who were held in the highest regard
by everyone. Instead | developed an equal-but-different story: The women
wanted a place to find friendship and work on holistic healing, and
Renewal served their purposes (at least for a time); the men wanted a
homey space to work in that could fulfill some of their desires for informal
interactions. If everyone’s needs were being met, why should I have a prob-
lem with it? Wasn’t | inappropriately projecting my vision of what Renewal
should look like on them?

But my twinge-ometer kept going off as | reread drafts of this version of
the story. | felt more empathetic to both parties (practitioners and staff), but
I didn’t trust the analysis. Fortunately, the acting director of the Curriculum
in Women'’s Studies talked me into developing a new course in Race, Class,



and Gender. To prepare for the course, | read the works of Marilyn Frye,
bell hooks, Sandra Bartky, and Alison Jaggar (among others). | had never
met them, but | heard their voices in stage whispers when | returned to the
manuscript, telling me that a better story could be told, one that took power
and inequality into account. As | (Kleinman, 2003) wrote later:

That the women found it acceptable to receive [little money or] no money at
all while the practitioners received their pay regularly from clients did not
render it fair. That the men benefited much more from the arrangements at
Renewal—materially, symbolically, and emotionally—than the women held
true whether participants acknowledged it or not. (p. 220)

Reading these authors freed me to write a story that fit with the feminist
I had become. Or perhaps | should say that these authors turned me into a
better and more systematic feminist. In my analysis of Renewal | came to
ask: How did these women and men, with good intentions, manage not
to see the ways they contradicted their own ideals? How did they manage
to maintain a belief in themselves as good people—those committed to
“alternative” ideals—despite their unfair behaviors and hierarchical organi-
zational structure?

Feminist Fieldwork Analysis is a book | would have liked to have read—
indeed, needed to read—as | came to write the story of Renewal (see
Kleinman, 1996). | hope it will help researchers who share a feminist sensi-
bility but are unsure what to keep in mind as they go about their fieldwork
and especially as they write feminist analyses. As feminist researchers, we
should be clear about what we mean by “feminist.” Knowing one’s perspective
as a feminist and learning about what other feminist qualitative researchers
have written may help researchers make decisions about what to ask and
where to look, as well as how to make sense of what we’ve seen and heard.

The kind of feminist analysis | am talking about is grounded in the ideas
of feminist philosopher Marilyn Frye (1983), who uses the term “oppression”
to describe the position of women in U.S. society. She conceptualizes the
oppression of women as a “birdcage” with systematically related “wires”:

Consider a birdcage. If you look very closely at just one wire in a birdcage,
you cannot see the other wires. If your conception of what is before you is
determined by this myopic focus, you could look at that one wire, up and
down the length of it, and be unable to see why a bird would not just fly
around the wire any time it wanted to go somewhere. Furthermore, even if,
one day at a time, you myopically inspected each wire, you still could not see
why a bird would have trouble going past the wires to get anywhere. There



is no physical property of any one wire, nothing that the closest scrutiny
could discover, that will reveal how a bird could be inhibited or harmed by it
except in the most accidental way. It is only when you step back, stop look-
ing at the wires one by one, microscopically, and take a macroscopic view of
the whole cage, that you can see why the bird does not go anywhere; and then
you see it in a moment. It is perfectly obvious that the bird is surrounded by
a network of systematically related barriers, no one of which would be the
least hindrance to its flight, but which, by their relations to each other, are as
confining as the solid walls of a dungeon. (p. 4)

Frye offers a metaphor, or what social scientists might call a hypothesis.
Sociologists and other social scientists have provided the data that document
the existence of the wires: sexist language (Hofstadter, 1985; Kleinman,
2002b; Richardson, 2004); the wage gap (Hartmann, Gault, & Williams,
2005; Murphy & Graff, 2005; Reskin, 1988); men’s violence against women
(Catalana, 2005; Katz, 2006); women’s second shift of housework and
childcare in the heterosexual home (Deutsch, 2004; Hochschild, 1989b;
Tichenor, 2005); women’s “third shift” (as | call it) of caring for others
(Rubin, 1983; Sattel, 1976); the sexual double standard (Tolman, 2002);
women taking their husband’s family name; the continual struggle for access
to reproductive rights, particularly for poor women and women of color
(Davis 1981; Silliman, Fried, Ross, & Gutierrez, 2004); and the list goes on
(see Rhode, 1997). Some of these wires are harder to see than others. They
are part of what J. Harvey (1999) calls “civilized oppression” (p. 1),
whereby physical violence and the enforcement of law are absent.

The flip side of systematic inequality for one group is systematic
advantage—or privilege—for the other. As Allan Johnson (2005), a white
sociologist, came to recognize in his relationship with an African-American
female colleague:

Her misfortune is connected to my fortune. The reality of her having to deal
with racism and sexism every day is connected to the reality that | don’t.
I didn’t have to do anything wrong for this to be true and neither did she. But
there it is just the same.

All of that sits in the middle of the table like the proverbial elephant that
everyone pretends not to notice. (p. 7)

It’s the feminist analyst’s job to recognize and analyze the elephant.

Cataloging systematic inequalities for the oppressed group and the cor-
responding privileges for the advantaged group is not enough. A list is not
an analysis; it fails to tell us how people live out inequalities. This is where



the qualitative feminist’s work comes in. Feminist researchers can study
hidden inequalities and how the powerful act in ways that mask those
inequalities. We can study how women and members of other oppressed
groups reinforce the wires of the birdcage. As Sylvia Walby (1990) put it,
the experiences of women in everyday life can be “contaminated by patri-
archal notions” (p. 18); so can our theories. (More, soon, on patriarchy.)

We can also examine how people resist oppression, individually or col-
lectively. The point of understanding systematic inequality is to learn how
to undo it, whether in small or big ways. This raises the question: How do
women and male allies resist, and what happens when they do?

As a feminist analyst | also recognize that there are “wires” constraining
people of color, people with few economic resources, queer people, people
with disabilities, and so on. There are, in fact, many birdcages. Men can’t be
oppressed as men, but they can be oppressed because of their race, class,
sexual orientation, and so on (Carbado, 1999; Frye, 1983; Johnson, 2005). A
working-class man, for example, may find it difficult to attain the benefits
associated with being male. If he has trouble getting a decent job,

... he may have a hard time feeling like a “real man” bonded to other men
in their superiority to women. The privileged social category “male” still
exists, and he belongs to it, but his social-class position gets in the way of his
enjoying the unearned advantages that go with it. (Johnson, 2005, p. 50)

Johnson’s statement raises empirical questions for feminist researchers:
What happens when members of an advantaged category are denied some
of those advantages? Do they try to compensate for their lack of full advan-
tage? Do they question the system as a whole? Having an awareness of
multiple systems of oppression is only the start. As Michael Schwalbe
(2000) states, “After saying that race, class, and gender are ‘systems of
oppression,” we are still left to wonder who does what to whom, and how
they do it, to keep these systems going” (p. 776).

Analyzing field data within a feminist framework means that we pay
attention to inequality. Gender is not a benign set of differing social expec-
tations put on men and on women. Rather, gender is part of a stratification
system, and “gender difference can serve as an all-purpose rationalization
for gender roles and gender hierarchy” (Rhode, 1997, p. 40). As Judith
Lorber (2004; see also Lorber, 2005) put it:

Gender inequality—the devaluation of “women” and the social domination
of “men”— . .. is not the result of sex, procreation, physiology, anatomy,
hormones, or genetic predispositions. It is produced and maintained by



identifiable social processes, and built into the general social structure and
individual identities . . . The continuing purpose of gender as a modern social
category is to construct women as a group to be the subordinates of men as
a group. (p. 47)

To rephrase Lorber, we live in a society whose members have inherited
patriarchal ideas and practices (Johnson, 2005) and in which men receive a
“patriarchal dividend” (Connell, 1995, p. 79). Johnson (2005) argues that
patriarchy is societal, “and a society is more than a collection of people.
... Patriarchy doesn’t refer to me or any other man or collection of men,
but to a kind of society in which men and women participate” (p. 5).

The term “patriarchy” has become unpopular for a variety of reasons (see
Bennett, 2006), including a misinterpretation of the word as one describing
individual men rather than gendered patterns within a society, and its asso-
ciation with a view of women as victims. But as feminist historian Judith
Bennett (1989) wrote:

This division between women as victims and women as agents is a false one:
women have always been both victims and agents. To emphasize either one
without the other, creates an unbalanced history. Women have not been
merely passive victims of patriarchy; they have also colluded in, under-
mined, and survived patriarchy. But neither have women been free agents;
they have always faced ideological, institutional, and practical barriers to
equitable association with men (and indeed with other women). (p. 262)

Perhaps some readers hear the word as a reification, as if patriarchy were
a Thing that is present or absent. But patriarchy is complex, and, as Johnson
(2005) suggests in the title of his book, patriarchy can be “unraveled.”
Walby (1990) argues that patriarchy can change in degree or in form. For
example, more women now attend institutions of higher education, and this
finding could be interpreted as less patriarchy (a change in degree). But new
forms of patriarchy might be established to lessen the benefits that women
derive from that change. In 2004, the median annual income for women with
college degrees was still only about as much as the median annual income
for men with high school diplomas (United States Census Bureau, n.d.)—
which suggests that a corresponding change in patriarchal form has man-
aged to keep women from translating schooling into better jobs and income.

Barbara Reskin (1988) has shown that as women have gained access to
opportunities previously held by men, men have devised new rules to keep
women from gaining power. These “new rules” can be seen as a form of
institutional backlash against reductions in the degree of patriarchy.



What, then, does patriarchy mean? Johnson (2005) offers a definition:
Patriarchal societies—including our own—are male-dominated, male-
identified, and male-centered. By “male-dominated,” he means that “posi-
tions of authority . . . are generally reserved for men” (p. 5). Patriarchal
societies are “male-identified” in that “core cultural ideas about what is
considered good, desirable, preferable, or normal are associated with how
we think about men and masculinity” (pp. 5-6). “Male-centeredness”
means that within patriarchal societies “the focus of attention is primarily
on men and what they do” (p. 10). These aspects of patriarchy can be stud-
ied, including how they differ in degree and form.

As feminist fieldworkers, we can ask: How do these three aspects of patri-
archy play out in the settings we study? Are they overt or subtle? Do partici-
pants challenge them? What happens when they do? And, to use Ann Russo’s
(2001) language, are the challenges revolutionary or merely rebellious?

Words like “patriarchy,” “oppression,” and “privilege” are hard-hitting.
They suggest that we live in a society characterized by patterns that hurt
particular categories of people and simultaneously benefit others. Years
ago, bell hooks (1990) noted that scholars had come to dilute their language
when writing and talking about inequality. Her words still ring true:

Other and difference are taking the place of commonly known words deemed
uncool or simplistic, words like oppression, exploitation and domination. . . .
There would be no need, however, for any unruly radical black folks to raise
critical objections . . . if all this passionate focus on race were not so neatly
divorced from a recognition of racism, of the continuing domination of
blacks by whites, and (to use some of those out-of-date uncool terms) of the
continued suffering and pain in black life. (pp. 51-52)

Unruly radical feminists need to reclaim the words that keep us in sight
of patriarchal patterns. Bennett (1989; see also Bennett, 2006, chapter 2)
defends the word “patriarchy”: “As our [women’s historians] language has
shifted, so has our thinking ... As we know from our very first explo-
rations into women’s history, what is muted is soon obscured, and what is
obscured is eventually forgotten” (p. 254). Strong and precise language
helps us remember.

Understanding the adaptability of patriarchy—what Bennett (2006) calls
the “patriarchal equilibrium” (p. 4)—and the sometimes hidden nature of
sexism and other inequalities, can also help us develop a twinge-ometer for
injustice (Kleinman, 1998). Over time, we can thus become better at seeing
patterns of oppression and privilege. Sometimes we sense that something is
wrong before we figure out what is going on, so it’s important to take note
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of our feelings throughout the research process. In Emotions and Fieldwork
(Kleinman & Copp, 1993), Martha Copp and | wrote about connections
between the researcher’s self, her emotions, and qualitative analysis. (I see
that earlier work as a companion volume to this book.) In Feminist
Fieldwork Analysis | focus on the patterns we discover in the field rather
than on how we might use our own emotions to analyze those patterns.
I hope that this book, along with Emotions and Fieldwork, will help femi-
nist fieldworkers develop trustworthy twinges as they do their research.

Feminist theorists and researchers have given us valuable principles that
can guide the analysis of social reality. Feminist Fieldwork Analysis is orga-
nized around five of those principles. The first, “Talk Is Action” (Chapter 2),
breaks down the conventional distinction between words and behavior,
alerting us to the possible ideological functions and harmful consequences
of language. The second, “Similarities Can Be Deceiving” (Chapter 3),
highlights common false parallels, whereby people equate the experiences
and actions of the oppressed with the experiences and actions of the privi-
leged. The third, “Sexism Can Be Anywhere” (Chapter 4), opens our eyes to
the reproduction of gender inequality in same-sex groups. The fourth, “The
Personal Is Political” (Chapter 5), reminds us of the importance of linking
participants’ emotions to power relations. The fifth, “Everything Is More
Than One Thing” (Chapter 6), directs us to the intersectionality of race,
class, gender, and sexuality.

I culled these principles, mostly in an inductive way, from field studies
that examine patriarchal patterns in our society. Looking back, I realize that
a discussion of these principles—as applied to fieldwork practice—would
have helped me in analyzing Renewal. And they continue to help me as
I analyze injustices in my daily life and in the world, a subject | will return
to in the final chapter. | have no doubt that there are other principles and
hundreds of other studies | could have included in this book. I chose stud-
ies that | know best (including my own) to help me show how to put these
principles to good use. In each chapter, | will discuss a feminist principle,
examine several studies that employ the principle, and provide questions
researchers can keep in mind—in the field or at their desks—as they work
on their fieldwork projects. My hope is that feminist researchers will find
here the sensitizing tools they need to ward off or relieve the kinds of ana-
Iytic blocks | experienced in my own work.

Doing feminist work, particularly in “disciplines” rather than in interdis-
ciplinary fields like women’s studies, still carries a negative connotation.
And feminist scholars continue to be labeled within a discipline as the (only)
ones who have an agenda. Despite the years of accumulated knowledge
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about gender and other inequalities in social life (see the notes and biblio-
graphy from Rhode, 1997, and Schwalbe et al., 2000, for a start), researchers
who study gender (perhaps more so than those who study class, race, and
sexual orientation) are supposed to begin a study as if gender inequality has
not yet been documented. Deborah Rhode (1997) refers to three patterns of
denial of sexism present in our society and reflected in the academy: People
deny “the extent of the problems facing women”; people “rationalize
women’s inequality as a result of women’s own choices and capabilities”;
and people believe “they personally are neither part of the problem nor part
of the solution” (p. 3). I would like to propose that, by ignoring the abundant
data on systematic gender inequality as we begin a study, we are committing
professional neglect.

For example, | could have stopped my analysis of Renewal by saying
that the practitioners and staff gave different meanings to participation in
the organization while sharing the goal of being an alternative organization
with (some) conventional legitimacy. But doing so would have left out
power relations between the two groups. Merely recognizing “power rela-
tions,” however, did not provide an analysis; the hardest work only began
at that point. I still had to show how they reproduced inequalities in their
behavior, talk, emotional displays, and so on (see Kleinman, 1996). But if
I hadn’t made gender inequality a part of the story, | would have left out the
foundation on which I built the analysis.

In feminist studies, as in other work, “commitment to a set of questions
does not imply commitment to a particular set of answers” (Gorelick,
1989, p. 351). If we know the answers, why bother doing the study? And
because feminists want to understand the world in order to make it better,
“we cannot afford to be blinded by our own assumptions” (Gorelick, 1989,
p. 351). By recognizing our assumptions and the place of the self in
research, feminist researchers “produce less partial and distorted results . . .
than those supposedly guided by value-neutrality” (Harding, 1993, p. 49).
We are less, rather than more, likely to suffer from “evidence blindness”
(Hawkesworth, 2006, pp. 118-141).

Sandra Harding (1987) has made useful distinctions between methods
(“techniques for gathering evidence” [p. 2]), methodology (“a theory and
analysis of how research should proceed” [p. 2]), and epistemology (“issues
about an adequate theory of knowledge or justificatory strategy” [p. 2]).
Feminist Fieldwork Analysis falls best into the category of methodology.
(For lengthier works that connect feminist methods, methodology, and epis-
temology, see Naples, 2003, and Ramazanoglu, 2002.) | do not discuss nuts-
and-bolts techniques for doing a feminist interview or observing interaction
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(see DeVault, 1999; Sprague, 2005), but instead offer a sensitizing frame-
work that may guide feminist research and the kinds of stories feminist field-
workers tell. Nor does this book offer a philosophical discussion of feminist
epistemology (but see DeVault, 1999; Fonow & Cook, 1991; Harding, 1987,
1993, 2004; Hartsock, 1998; Hawkesworth, 2006; Smith, 1990; Sprague,
2005). Feminist researchers seeking guidance in doing participatory action
research (PAR) (Cancian, 1992; Fine, 2006; Sprague, 2005, pp. 182-184),
particularly from a feminist perspective, will also have to look elsewhere.
However, PAR usually involves an awareness and analysis of inequalities,
so the advice offered here may be helpful.

I assume that readers already have learned or are acquiring basic field-
work skills, such as observing, interviewing, taking notes, and writing ana-
lytic memos (see Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995; Esterberg, 2002; Lofland,
Snow, Anderson, & Lofland, 2005). Like other interactionist fieldworkers,
| treat data collection and analysis as intertwined rather than as separate
activities. The principles and questions found in Feminist Fieldwork
Analysis can be used at any stage of the research process, including choos-
ing a setting, analyzing an observation, or writing a chapter. Applying what
you find in this book might lead you to see things in the field you would
not have noticed otherwise, or to see connections between pieces of data
that appeared unrelated. Or you might see some of the same things that
would have caught your attention anyway, but interpret them in new ways.

All fieldworkers examine patterns of interaction. Feminist fieldworkers
still have to figure out which patterns to focus on, how to analyze them, and
what to write about them. The studies I chose for this book reflect what
I think of as the special contributions of feminism to fieldwork: “Pushing
against that which is most taken for granted, feminist inquiry probes
absences, silences, omissions, and distortions in order to challenge com-
mon sense understandings” (Hawkesworth, 2006, p. 3). By becoming cog-
nizant of patterned absences as much as what lies in our field notes, we can
better understand the hidden and not-so-hidden workings of inequality.

2. TALK IS ACTION

It’s common in U.S. society to separate words and deeds, and to give a lot
more weight to the latter. For example, the expression “Walk the talk”
implies that “walking” is the real thing and words are merely talk. But the
actions we take (for example, meeting with others to organize an event,
writing a petition, or giving a speech) always involve more words. Words



13

are the tools of thought, shaping how we see the world. They point us in
particular directions, preventing us from seeing some things and making
other things all too clear. With words as our daily tools, we can’t help but
do things with them.

Another expression, “Sticks and stones will break my bones, but names
will never hurt me,” implies that no matter what we do with language, we
can’t use it to inflict serious harm. A poster I’ve seen in a catalog plays off
of this cliché to capture the harmful possibilities of language: “Sticks and
stones will break my bones, but names will really hurt me.” Names—and
words, more generally—don’t have to hurt, but they can. Racial epithets,
slang terms for women, and racist and sexist jokes degrade people of color
and women as a group, regardless of anyone’s intention. Language can also
sustain an environment in which people use sticks, stones, guns, or bombs
against others. If we think of a group of people as less than human, it
becomes easier to hurt them. The use of “gooks” by U.S. soldiers for the
Vietnamese and the use of “hos,” “sluts,” and “bitches” by men for women
in the United States serve as enablers; they don’t cause war and rape, but
they make it easier for killing and raping to happen.

One does not have to be a feminist fieldworker to take words seriously.
Words constitute the notes jotted down in the field and the fuller set typed
up later. They are the analyses we develop in memos and drafts. Even “head-
notes” (Ottenberg, 1990, p. 144)—notes that we should have written down,
but didn’t—come to us in words. What feminists have taught us is to pay
attention to the part that language can play in reproducing inequalities, even
when the words seem benign or positive (Lakoff, 1975; Spender, 1985). For
example, feminists pointed out many years ago that male generics (such as
“man,” “mankind,” and “freshman”) make men the norm, render women
invisible, and reinforce the idea that it’s acceptable to linguistically subsume
women under men. But many of the students | teach, including women,
claim that “you guys” and “freshmen” are now true generics and thus harm-
less. I tell them that if “you gals,” “you girls,” or “you women” were applied
to a group of men, the men would feel insulted. “Man” and “men” are still
the linguistically superior categories in our society, and “woman” and
“women” are derogated (Kleinman, 2002b). And the women in my classes
aren’t indifferent about “you guys”; they like it so much that they get mad
at the possibility of losing it. Being “one of the guys” feels like a raise in sta-
tus, even if it erases them (as women) at the same time.

If a Martian were to visit U.S. society, no doubt it would notice that
women are consistently defined in relation to men (Mrs. or Miss, Mrs. His
Last Name) and men are defined in relation to the world (Richardson,

o
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2004). Douglas Hofstadter (1985) takes on the role of Martian-as-anthro-
pologist through his parody of sexist language; he substitutes “white” for
“man” to create such terms as “freshwhite,” “whitekind,” and *“you whiteys,”
revealing the ubiquitous sexism in standard U.S. English that remains invis-
ible to us. Like a good fieldworker, he examines the systematic appearance
of male-defined terms and the systematic absence of positive female
generics. While not denying racism, he shows how sexism is normalized
and made invisible in a way that racism is not.

In this chapter, | will discuss field studies that illustrate the importance
of analyzing language for understanding the reproduction of inequality. As
we’ll see, participants’ words (which may include written documents and
not only talk) do not stand apart from patriarchal patterns, but are a part of
them. In the first half of the chapter, | will look at the legitimating rhetorics
of the powerful—how those in the privileged group “explain” their sexist
behaviors. In the second half of the chapter, I will look at studies that
unravel seemingly benign language practices that reinforce inequality. All
of the studies in this section teach us that feminist fieldworkers need to pay
close attention to what participants say—or don’t say—to fully understand
the intricacies of inequality.

The Legitimating Rhetorics of the Dominants

When Terry Arendell (1997) began her study of divorced fathers, she
worried that the men she planned to interview would portray themselves in
the best light and be unwilling to talk about negative feelings toward their
ex-wives because she was a woman and ex-wife. But the opposite occurred.
Many of the divorced fathers spoke against their exes; some lashed out at
Arendell as if she were a stand-in for their ex-wife. Her study revealed that
male entitlement may well follow men into a research project, in how they
act toward the researcher and in the stories they tell. Feminists should be
aware of both throughout their projects. Here’s how they played out in
Arendell’s experiences with the men and in her analysis.

Sixty-six of the 75 men Arendell interviewed were less concerned about
how the divorce affected their relationships with their children than they
were about the damage they believed had been done to them, as men, by
their ex-wives. These men felt wronged, and they justified their hostile feel-
ings for and treatment of their exes and children.
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As Arendell (1997) put it, men of different races and classes,

... buttressed and buffed their masculine identities through their interactions
with me . . . they were both presenting themselves as masculine persons—
defined by them as being competent, assertive, controlling and rational—
and working on proving their manhood during their conversations with me.
(p. 347)

Her harrowing tale of interviewing these men (Arendell, 1997) shows that
they proved their manhood in a variety of ways: Some asked her out; others
inappropriately touched her or asked her personal questions. Several men
told her how to handle the tape recorder or directed her to questions she
should ask. Still others acted aggressively, even violently. As she recounts:

We [Arendell and a divorced father] were sitting at a diner, with my chair
next to and facing away from the back wall. As he recalled how he had
picked up his estranged wife by the neck, causing her to struggle, choke, and
gag, he thrust his arm across the table and put his hand around my neck. He
kept it there as he continued to talk, becoming louder and more excited as he
retold the episode. | pushed my chair back as far as it could go but quickly
hit up against the wall and so was trapped within his reach. When he finally
pulled his hand away, he wagged his index finger directly under my nose as
he said, “And | said to her, don’t ever make me that mad again. Don’t you
ever let me get this mad again, don’t ever make me this mad” . .. Not until
the fourth time hearing the tape did | realize that a waitress had approached
the table and asked if everything was okay. (pp. 360-361)

The men’s reactions to Arendell reflected their understandings about
gender—and about their ex-wives. The men held traditional views and
voiced these understandings in justifying their behavior. They believed that
men and women are different and that the man should head the family. The
men said the legal system had worked in their disfavor, even when they had
won custody of the children. These divorced fathers categorized their ex-
spouse and children as a unit apart from them, even in cases of joint cus-
tody. As several men put it, “It’s me and them” (Arendell, 1992, p. 162). By
setting up the wife-and-children as the enemy unit, the men could justify
their hurtful actions. For instance, they said that providing child support
meant that they were sending checks to the undeserving woman who just
happened to be the mother of their children.
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The fathers couched their legitimating rhetoric in terms of rights—as
men and as fathers. Arendell analyzed the language of “men’s rights” as a
rhetorical cover for male entitlement. The men expected to control their
wives and children, resented that loss of control, and wanted to regain it. As
one man told Arendell (1992):

I am a strong advocate for fathers’ rights, for men’s rights. | had to fight for
my rights as a father; and it cost me over twenty thousand dollars to win the
custody fight. But | had to show my ex that | was still in control here, that
she couldn’t deny me my basic rights just because she got the divorce she
wanted. By winning the custody battle, | showed her that | was still in charge.
But I knew all along that | would let my son go back to live with his mother
once this was over. (p. 166)

One lesson we can draw from Arendell’s study is that the word “rights,” when
used by the privileged, may be a ploy to maintain or take back privilege.

The rhetoric of rights also allowed the men to feel anger—an acceptable
masculine emotion—rather than loss or grief. They interpreted their anger
as legitimate, even heroic, as they fought against a perceived injustice.
Arendell’s findings alert feminist researchers to think about how men may
use rhetorics rooted in masculinity to go beyond justifying sexist behavior,
constructing themselves as honorable, or even heroic.

Another part of Arendell’s analysis of masculinity and fatherhood
teaches us that feminist fieldworkers should examine the rhetorics used by
those who reject sexist legitimating rhetorics and how others in the domi-
nant group react to that rejection. Nine of the 75 divorced fathers in her
study responded in more positive ways to the divorce. (Postdivorce custody
arrangements did not account for the differences in outlook and behaviors
between these men and the traditional fathers.) Androgynous fathers, as
Arendell called them, did not think of the family as broken and themselves
as separate from the ex-and-children. Rather, they thought of the family as
“a network of relationships which, as a result of the divorce, necessitated
changes in assumptions and interactions” (Arendell, 1992, p. 170). These
men had developed a parenting partnership with their ex-spouse, viewed
their children as persons in their own right, and believed they themselves
had become better people by increasing their parenting duties (some of the
men had parented little before the divorce). These fathers never spoke of
men’s rights; they didn’t consider themselves adversaries of their exes or
children. Yet many people, especially other men, pushed these fathers to
reframe their androgynous model. As one man said:
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Even my father and brother told me to get on with my life, to start acting
“like a man” and to let this child go, that my involvement with him would
just interfere with my work and future relationships with women. They told
me that people were going to think | was a wimp, you know, unmanly, for not
standing up to my former wife. (Arendell, 1992, p. 173)

As feminist researchers, we should be aware of whether, and how, other
men (and women) try to pull men back into patriarchal patterns. Like the
androgynous men in Arendell’s study, men who resist patriarchy threaten male
privilege generally. And this threat is likely to lead to a backlash response on
the part of men who go along with (patriarchal) business as usual.

Men who stalk women also see themselves as having lost control over
their exes and justify their behaviors rather than show remorse. In these
men’s view, she is the one who has power over him. The men cannot see
that in reality, he controls her life. The man’s sense of ownership of the
woman shows itself in the many references to jealousy in Jennifer Dunn’s
(2002) study of stalkers. Love and jealousy presumably justify the violence
the men perpetrated against their female ex-partners. As one defendant said
about the woman he stabbed repeatedly:

She was my girlfriend and 1 still love her. | was mad and jealous . . . | went
all the way inside her class. And | gave her some candies, and a rose . . . |
always gave her presents . .. What she did to me felt bad and that’s why,
when | saw the hickies, | got mad, ’cause | love her a lot, well, | loved her,
I still love her. (p. 42)

This stalker’s father echoed that sentiment: “He is just very intense and very
serious, and he loved this girl too much” (Dunn, 2002, p. 42). Dunn’s study
teaches us to be on the lookout for how culturally valued rhetorics—such as
romance—may be used by men who engage in intimate violence to legitimate
their controlling and harmful behavior toward women. Men’s framing of “the
problem,” as the stalkers’ accounts indicate, also positions women as the cause
of the man’s harmful behavior, an idea that permeates the rape culture.

Like Arendell’s study of divorced fathers, in-depth interviews with 114
convicted rapists (Scully & Marolla, 1990) indicate that men are willing to
speak openly about—and legitimate—the harm they do to women. Using
the concept of “accounts” (Scott & Lyman, 1968), the authors found that 47
of the men were admitters: They said that they had forced sexual acts on
their victims and called it rape. But they also offered excuses for their
actions, finding ways to deny full responsibility for what they had done.
Sixty-seven of the men were deniers—they accepted responsibility for the
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act, but denied that they had done anything wrong. These men offered jus-
tifications for their actions, finding ways to show that they had acted appro-
priately in the specific situation.

Admitters claimed that the use of alcohol and other drugs had impeded
their judgment; being in an altered state “caused” them to force themselves
on a woman. The men also appealed to emotional problems, arguing that
anyone who acted this way must be “sick.” Like the stalkers, some of these
men gave excuses tied to conventional expectations for intimate relation-
ships. For example, one man attributed his crime of abducting and raping a
woman he didn’t know to his finding out, a few days earlier, that his wife
had become involved with her former boyfriend:

My parents have been married for many years and | had high expectations
about marriage. | put my wife on a pedestal. When | walked in on her, | felt
like my life had been destroyed, it was such a shock. | was bitter and angry
about the fact that | hadn’t done anything to my wife for cheating. | didn’t
want to hurt her [the victim], only to scare and degrade her. (Scully &
Marolla, 1990, p. 274)

This man’s claim that he had felt “bitter and angry” for not punishing his
wife for “cheating” suggests that enacting punishment would have been
understandable, perhaps acceptable. That rape is a crime of sexism is
shown by his response to his anger at his wife: He found a woman he didn’t
know as a substitute, as if any woman would do. The authors point out that
the popular conception of rape as a psychological disorder rather than a
social problem may inform rapists’ rhetorics of legitimation. Feminist
researchers can analyze psychological, biological, and other kinds of accounts
to see how ideas in popular culture, including studies reported in the mass
media (especially how they are presented), may be used to justify men’s
harmful behaviors toward women.

Scully and Marolla’s (1990) study shows us how cultural ideas about
men and women permeate rapists’ talk about their crimes. Deniers tried to
justify their behavior by placing the responsibility for their actions on the
victim. They positioned the victims as seductresses; appealed to the idea
that a woman’s “No” really means “Yes”; said that “most women eventu-
ally relax and enjoy” the sex (p. 266); claimed that “nice girls don’t get
raped”; and accepted some of the guilt, but saw what they did as a small
mistake (pp. 266-270). As the authors’ note, the men’s excuses reflect folk
ideas (popular notions in the society) about rape, including the idea that if
the woman does not fight back or the rapist does not use a weapon, it can’t
be rape. One rapist who threatened his victim with a bayonet, said:
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At the time | didn’t think it was rape. | just asked her nicely and she didn’t
resist. | never considered prison . . . at the time | believed that as long as
I didn’t hurt anyone [italics added] it wasn’t wrong. (p. 268)

Treating rape as if it were separate from harm is not uncommon. Newspaper
accounts of rape, especially stranger rapes, sometimes conclude with, “There
were no injuries.” We know what the journalist means—the rapist did not beat
up the woman, cut her, or shoot her. But the wording reinforces a view of rape
as something less injurious than other forms of physical assault. The feminist
researcher can look for patriarchal patterns in such media accounts.

Rhetorics of legitimation aren’t always as overt as those that researchers
have found among divorced fathers, stalkers, and rapists. But justifications
may lie just below the surface, still within reach of the researcher. Asking
what the powerful are leaving out of their talk may help unpack these
rhetorics. The insights that can be gained by paying attention to systematic
absences in participants’ words can be seen in Carol Cohn’s (2000a) inter-
views with male officers about women’s entry into the military. Her study
reveals what the men have learned not to say, at least at first, in an inter-
view with a female researcher: that they resent women’s entry into their
previously all-male preserve. Cohn (2000a) analyzed one typical interview
in depth, showing how the officer appealed to “objective standards” to
legitimate his complaints about women in the military: “They say they want
equal rights—well then, they should be held to the same fitness standards
we are” (p. 136). This rhetoric hid the officer’s strongly negative feelings
(revealed later) about having women enter “his” masculine organization.

Appealing to differences between men’s and women’s physical training
(PT) test scores as the reason to keep women out of the military appears fair.
Yet Cohn’s analysis suggests that feminist fieldworkers might find it useful to
develop twinges when the terms “fairness” and “objectivity” are used by the
powerful when they talk about their views of women entering male preserves.
When the powerful refer to “objective tests” as a “reason” to keep out the less
powerful, it is wise to pay attention to the test itself. What does the test mea-
sure? Why might some particular test be used rather than something else? Is
the test relevant to what the job will entail? Does it predict success later on?

Cohn (2000a) found no clear link between men’s fitness standards in the
military (the PT test) and specific job requirements. The tests were geared
toward (average) male capabilities, and these were not the ones best suited
for situations the soldiers would face. Cohn also looked at what is omitted
from standard testing. Fitness experts consider flexibility an important part
of overall health and fitness, and women, on average, score higher than men
on this measure. But flexibility was absent from the PT test, showing that
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the test itself was skewed toward showing men in the best light and women
in the worst. Also, there was variation among men and among women in
how they scored on the PT test, but Cohn found no indication that military
officers complained when men had low scores. These patterned absences
suggest the hypothesis that it was the entry of women into the military—not
“objective” scores on tests—that bothered the male officers.

Cohn’s (2000a) analysis of the interview with the colonel shows that
male officers’ appeals to the PT test were a way to keep women out of the
military without their having to admit that they believed male military per-
sonnel, and men generally, were better than women. For example, as the
interview progressed, the colonel said:

Hold it—they’re [women are] coming into the organization, we’re all equal,
is what we say—and then we’re changing the standards. Maybe they needed
to be changed, who knows? But still, those were the rules that everybody
lived by until that one day when a female walked in that door. (p. 142)

Later, he added, “You joined a male organization, no doubt about it,
that’s no secret—and everything’s gonna change now all of a sudden? It
rubs people the wrong way” (p. 143).

Colonel Holmes, when asked directly if women should be in the military,
said that 10 years ago, he would have said no. But he now sees that some
women are just as smart as the men, and so on. Cohn (2000a) asked
him what reasons he would have given 10 years ago. He replied, “Just "cause
this is my male organization and what the heck are they doing, coming in?”
(p. 144).

Men in the military are faced with a dilemma: They have worked with
competent women and know it is no longer acceptable to say it’s unnatural
for women to be in the military. Yet they remain angry about losing this
male-defined sphere. Referring to tests that are supposedly objective and
fair for everyone (that is, both women and men) allows them to believe they
are not being sexist, but merely reporting that women just don’t do as well
and thus should be kept out.

The colonel’s account suggests that women won’t do as well as men in
the military and that such incompetence can have dire consequences. But
feminists turn that account on its head. They argue that the problem men
have with women in the military—or any other male-defined arena—is not
that women will fail to do their jobs as well as men, but that women will do
their jobs competently (Johnson, 2005). Perhaps women will even do their
work better than men; they will, after all, have a lot to prove.
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Women’s competence in a male domain suggests that women and men are
not that different. Finding similarities between women and men is especially
threatening in any occupation, such as the military, that is culturally equated
with masculinity. Once the line between “male” and “female” becomes blurred,
it’s harder to justify male superiority, which is based on the assumption of dif-
ference. If women and men aren’t so different, then why should men be paid
more, have a greater role in the public sphere, and perform less housework,
childcare, and emotion work? The studies | have discussed in this chapter thus
far show that men, in justifying their prejudices and harmful behavior toward
women, focus on assumed sex differences, illustrating Lorber’s (2004) point
(mentioned in the first chapter) that such differences are not benign, but can be
used by the powerful to reinforce and justify male privilege and power.

In addition to studying how men justify overt harm, researchers can
examine how men justify the lack of effort they put into working toward
gender equality. Francine Deutsch (2004) found that heterosexual men used
the following techniques to justify their failure to take equal responsibility
for domestic labor: They ignored what was going on around them (for
example, a child asking for something); claimed incompetence; praised
their wives’ skills in doing housework and childcare; appealed to men’s and
women’s “different standards” of neatness and cleanliness in the home; and
denied they did so little work. What is striking is the men’s use of accounts
that flatter their wives:

I definitely wasn’t as good as Roz. Roz’s just good. She’s good if they get a splin-
ter. She’s just good at all that stuff. She’s wonderful [as a mother] . . . | feel real
lucky to have her as a partner because it takes a lot of the burden off me. (p. 471)

Saying that the female partner is especially skilled suggests that the man—
and by extension, men in general—are incapable of learning how to care for
children, and that domestic labor is divided up reasonably by who is talented
at what. But Deutsch noted a pattern in these so-called talents: Men just hap-
pen to be better at doing tasks that require only occasional attention (see also
Hochschild, 1989b), while women just happen to be talented at everything
else. And Arlie Hochschild (1989b) and Annette Lareau (2003) found in their
studies of families that women were almost always the household managers.
Women/mothers in heterosexual couples kept track of which child needed to
be taken where, whether they were out of bread or milk, and whose birthdays
were coming up, including the husband’s relatives’. Even when women des-
ignated some of the work to their male partners, they continued to do the
worry work, figuring out what needed to be done and when.
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Some of the men that Deutsch (2004) interviewed shared equally in
domestic labor—for a while. What rhetorics did they use to make it easier
for them to reduce their labor later on? One man split parenting with his
partner in the first few years after the birth of their child, but then, as his
wife put it, he “reneged” on their agreement. The hushand/father in this
couple described his time of equal parenting this way: “It was just great. It
completely felt like my own choice and not something that | should do or
that |1 had to do” (p. 474). The language of personal choice, a popular
rhetoric in U.S. middle-class society (Schwalbe, 2005, chapter 4), allowed
this father to make other choices when he felt like it. It’s hard to imagine
mothers offering the same rhetoric or, if they did, having it taken seriously
by their partners or other family members.

Deutsch’s study raises important questions for feminist analysts to ask:
Who is expected to do what, given their sex, and what are the consequences
if someone does not live up to those expectations? The mother who aban-
dons her duties (indeed, the mother whose child merely has unmatched
socks) will be held responsible for “bad parenting” in a way that men are
not. Who uses the language of personal choice and when? Whose account
is legitimated by others and whose is not?

Equal partnerships are possible, but Deutsch (2004) found that this
occurs only if the wife/mother insists on it. As one man said about his wife,
“Sally is very strong. There’s no question about that. I think [the reason for
our equal sharing is] partly that Sally makes it that we both share. She feels
very strongly about that” (p. 473). Other women too fight for equality in the
home, but often meet with a lack of success. Men, Michael Messner (1993)
argues, are more likely to give up some of the costs of masculinity (for
instance, having to be consistently tough and strong) than they are to give
up some of their male privileges (getting out of cleaning the toilet). We
need more research on how men come to value a sense of fairness and take
on, and maintain, a commitment to equality.

Ideological Uses of Positive and Benign Language

Feminist fieldworkers might well be primed to look for what lies under-
neath the accounts of stalkers, rapists, colonels, divorced fathers who rarely
see their children, and men who do little housework. But feminist fieldwork
studies teach us that we also need to be sensitive to the ideological content and
function of language when participants are in groups or organizations commit-
ted to nontraditional goals or relationships. The language used by participants
may justify differences in privilege and power even when that language seems
positive (or neutral) and the fieldworker wants to believe in the group.
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For example, in my study of Renewal (Kleinman, 1996), the holistic
health center | described earlier, | discovered that everyone, regardless of
their position—paid or unpaid, higher paid or lower paid—spoke in ways
that emphasized solidarity and the language of equality: “We all care
about each other. We’re trying to do something different, and that’s diffi-
cult.” How could | dare write an analysis that would criticize such
well-meaning statements? Participants did care about each other—they
sh