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My point is not that everything is bad, but that everything is 
dangerous. 
(Foucault, 1983, p. 232).

If one accepts [the]...argument that all data is inherently unstable, 
how  much is this 
instability and the otherness of the participants fully acknowledged in 
the research report 
and therefore recognized as affecting any conclusions? What does it 
mean to write critically 
but less authoritatively when the act of writing is so strongly 
associated with authority and 
centrality?
(Opie, 1992, p. 57)

Introduction
In this chapter I want to examine the notion of 'empowering' research 
from a feminist 
poststructuralist perspective using the 'non-directive' interview in 
qualitative research as an 
example. The non-directive interview is often justified in terms of its 
ability to acknowledge 
and value research participants' voice and experience. This research 
method mobilises a 
confession discourse which can be both empowering and oppressive. Its 
potential for 
empowerment lies in the discursive spaces it opens up when voice and 
experience are 
valued and in the pleasure that is generated by being listened to. 
However, the discursive 
practices associated with this research method can also serve to 
construct the researcher as 
knower and the research participants as 'other' (ignorant, learner, 
lacking knowledge). The 
'effects' of these positionings however are never static or 
pre-determined and therefore  
need to be examined in context.

I will first of all provide background to the study before examining 
the theoretical problem 



of power in research relationships. I then provide an illustration and 
discussion which 
shows that the valuing of voice and experience is also problematic 
within what might be 
termed a general crisis of representation. 

Background to the Study
The research reported on here was conducted for my doctoral thesis in 
Health Education. 
The data was collected over a period of ten months in 1992. The three 
research participants 
were young women aged 17 who were in the process of completing their 
final year at a 

Victorian secondary school. They were all hoping to commence tertiary 
education in 1993.  
All were Anglo-Australian and, at the time this research was conducted, 
lived in a suburban 
environment on the outskirts of a large provincial city. I selected 
these young women 
because they were normalized as part of mainstream adolescent culture 
and not radicalised 
as part of a sub-cultural group.1  I was concerned to make evident the 
governing practices 
that work to construct their 'normal' subjectivities because these 
practices are so common-
place that they are largely invisible and are therefore not usually the 
subject of analysis. 
This research was guided by a dissatisfaction with media portrayals 
which consistently 
failed to capture the complexity of health related behaviour in the 
young people I worked 
with in a variety of contexts. In particular, the representation of 
young women in such 
portrayals was often defined in relation to masculine norms of youth, 
adolescence and 
sexuality so that the experience of being young and female was either 
undifferentiated (as if 
male and female experience was synonymous) and /or defined as a lack or 
was absent 
altogether.

Initially, the purpose of the research was to find out what 'health' 
meant to these young 
women and which health issues were important to them and why. 
Interviews were 
conducted fortnightly (with breaks for exams and holidays) during 
lunchtimes or free 
periods at school (usually in a 'time-out' room) or in their homes. All 



interviews were taped 
and progressively transcribed by me. Copies were sent to the 
participants before the next 
interviews were scheduled so that we could continually reflect on the 
data being produced. 
Because of the level of intensity involved in this type of research I 
decided that it was 
necessary to limit the number of participants. 

After the first round of interviews I discovered that talking about 
'health' resulted in rather 
stilted question/short answer exchanges. Because my primary 
methodological concern was 
to value voice and experience I decided to discontinue these 
unsatisfactory conversations 
and focus the interviews on what these young women wanted to talk 
about. The interviews 
therefore became based primarily around their social experiences both 
at school and in 
contexts outside of school. Constant reflection on the data produced 
enabled me to clarify 
statements made and to  pursue particular topics in more depth. The 
topics canvassed 
covered a diverse range of subjects including relationships, pregnancy 
and motherhood, 
femininity, the deb ball, schooling and work, and body image. As a 
result the processes of 

identity construction emerged as a focus and my research question 
became 'How is the 
transition to adulthood constructed by and for young women in relation 
to their social and 
bodily health?' 

The 'Subject' of Poststructuralism
A feminist poststructuralist theory of discourse seemed to offer me a 
way of connecting 
their individual experiences to the wider social and cultural processes 
of identity formation. 
As Chris Weedon asserts:

At the level of the individual, this theory is able to offer an 
explanation of 
where our experience comes from, why it is contradictory or incoherent 
and why and how it can change (1988, p. 41).

Because poststructuralism offers a theory of the relation between 
language, subjectivity, 



social organization and power (Weedon, 1988, p. 2) it is attractive to 
feminists who have a 
common interest in uncovering the ways in which women are 
systematically oppressed as 
well as in how 'gender power relations are constituted, reproduced and 
contested' 
(Weedon, 1988). 

Like all theories, poststructuralism promotes a particular view of the 
world that cannot, and 
does not pretend to be, compatible with all feminist discourses and 
political agendas. But, 
as Weedon maintains, if does offer 'a useful, productive framework for 
understanding the 
mechanisms of power in our society and the possibilities of change 
(1988, p. 10).

From a feminist poststructuralist perspective people are seen as 
agentic subjects who are 
able to make choices '...within a range of socially available 
discursive positions, molding 
and creatively adapting discourses as they act' (Leahy, 1994, p. 48; 
see also Davies 1989, 
Smith 1988, Weedon 1988). Postructuralist approaches offer a concept of 
agency that is 
limited by the subject positions made available in discourse. 
Nevertheless, subjects can and 
do  'choose positions between discourses, choose from a variety of 
subject positions within 
a particular discourse, or create new subject positions' (Leahy, 1994, 
p. 51; see also: 
Alcoff, 1988). 

Discourse, in the context it is used here, refers to  '...a socially 
constructed set of 
statements - a linked set of terms, interpretations, meanings, 
evaluations and causal 
analyses ' (Leahy, 1994, p. 51). Although the relationship between 
discourse and social 
practice is not one of causality, social practices are a part of the 
discursive field; they are 

'...situated within and enunciate specific discourses' (Leahy, 1994, p. 
51) and as such 
'every practice is by definition both discursive and material 
(Henriques et al , 1984, p. 
106). Discourses do not set out what is true or false but '...what can 
have a truth-value...or 
in other words, what is statable' and thinkable and therefore what is 



desirable. They work 
through 'systems of exclusion such as the prohibition of certain words, 
the division 
between mad and sane speech, and the (historically contingent) 
disjunction between true 
and false' (Alcoff & Gray, 1993, p. 265). More than one discourse can 
circulate in any 
given context and they exist in a hierarchical relationship to one 
another. As Foucault states:

Discourse transmits and produces power, it reinforces it, but also 
undermines and exposes it, renders it fragile and makes it possible to 
thwart it (1978, pp. 100-102).

In this formulation the world is not divided neatly between dominant 
and dominated 
discourses. Discourses are inherently unstable and it is only by 
studying their effects in 
practice that you can determine their liberatory status. Keenan (1987) 
argues that 'because 
the articulation between power and knowledge is  discursive, then the 
link can never be 
guaranteed' (in Gore, 1993, p. 57). Some feminists have found 
Foucault's discourse 
theory useful because it offers a non-deterministic approach to power 
and an understanding 
of positionality which allows for the possibility of change.2   

The concept of positionality is integral to poststructuralist 
formulations of the subject. 
When we think or speak we position ourselves within a field of 
particular historically 
(re)produced discourses. Our identity is not just the product of 
external social and cultural 
relations. Nor is it innate, or somehow external to these relations, as 
essentialist 
formulations of identity would have us believe (women are 'naturally 
'nurturing). Instead, 
our identity 'is the product of [our]... own interpretation and 
reconstruction of [our]... 
history, as mediated through the cultural context to which [we]... have 
access' (Alcoff, 
1988, p. 434). 

In seeking to explain why people take up subject positions in one 
discourse rather than 
another Wendy Hollway points to the need to pay attention to the 
histories of individuals 
'...in order to see the recursive positioning in certain positions in 
discourse' (1984, p. 238) 



as well as the investment individuals have in taking up these 
positions. Outlining what she 
means by investment Hollway states:

By claiming that people have investments ...in taking up certain 

positions 
in discourses, and consequently in relation to each other, I mean that 
there 
will be some satisfaction or pay-off or reward ...for that person. The 
satisfaction may well be in contradiction with other resultant 
feelings. It is 
not necessarily conscious or rational. But there is a reason (1984, p. 
238).

Hollway theorises the reason for investment in terms of power and the 
way it historically 
constructs individual subjectivity. Recursive positioning in frequently 
used discourses 
gives us a coherent sense of self and therefore we have a strong 
investment in maintaining 
particular subject positions (Davies, 1991, p. 49).

Empowerment
The valuing of voice and experience in feminist research is potentially 
dangerous if these 
categories are viewed as self-evident and not socially constructed and 
culturally mediated 
within a network of power relations. 

Feminist research is is often framed as essentially liberating, 
democratic, emancipatory, 
empowering and able to value and encourage women's 'voice'. It is 
sometimes these things 
but it is equally true to say that sometimes it is undemocratic, 
oppressive and silencing.  
The effects of discourses can only be determined within particular 
contexts. Further,  
'issues of trust, risk, and the operations of fear and desire around 
such issues of identity 
and politics' (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 313) need to be addressed because 
'...knowledge, power 
and desire are mutually implicated' (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 316; see also 
Henriques et al, 
1984, p. 224) in the constitution of our sense of self and guide our 
practices. 

Elizabeth Ellsworth describes empowerment, (student) voice and dialogue 



as they are 
framed within critical pedagogy as '...repressive myths that perpetuate 
relations of 
domination' (1989, p. 298). To support her argument she asserts that 
the same categories 
within feminist pedagogy have different effects because these metaphors 
'...are 
conceptualized in terms of 'self-definitions' that are oppositional to 
definitions of women 
constructed by others' (1989, p. 309). This was one of the 
taken-for-granted assumptions 
that informed the research project reported on here. Self-definitions 
in this context are taken 
to be somehow more authentic than other definitions. Ellsworth is 
careful elsewhere to 
emphasise how she and her students are multiply positioned along the 
lines of class, age, 
gender, ableness, race, ethnicity etc. She cites Trinh Minh-ha to 
support this proposition:

There are no social positions exempt from becoming oppressive to 
others...any group - any position - can move into the oppressor role 
(Trinh. T. Minh-ha, 1986/87, p. 6, cited in Ellsworth, 1989, p. 322).

It follows then that feminist discourse cannot somehow exist outside of 
relations of power 
and, despite intentions to the contrary, it can be as oppressive as any 
other discourse. 

Power - Knowledge
Jennifer Gore (1993) suggests that so-called liberatory pedagogies have 
their own 'regimes 
of truth' which are 'the ensemble of rules according to which the true 
and the false are 
separated and specific effects of power attached to the true' 
(Foucault, 1980, p.132). Gore 
understands regime of truth as '...the connection between power  and 
knowledge  which is 
produced by, and produces, a specific act of government  '(1993, p. 
55).

Gore states that both 'feminist' and 'critical' pedagogies are framed 
within a 'modernist 
construction of power' (1993, p. 67) which sees power as 'domination' 
or as she frames it 
'repressive power' (1993, p. 67) and 'power as the property of some 
over others'. More 



disconcertingly she states that '...such a notion of power is necessary 
if the idea of em-
powerment is to be plausible' (1993, pp. 67-68). In this formulation 
the notion of 
empowerment carries with it an agent of empowerment (someone, or 
something, doing the 
empowering), a notion of power as property (to em-power implies to give 
or confer power) 
and a vision or desired end state (some vision of what it is to be 
empowered and the 
possibility of a state of empowerment). This notion of empowerment is 
problematic 
because it tends to take on a totalizing logic when it is viewed in 
terms of either/or, 
empowering/disempowering (Gore, 1993, pp. 73-74).

Explicit in the notion of empowerment is the view that students' 
understandings of their 
lived experience are somehow incomplete or lacking and need to be 
brought up  '...to the 
teacher's level of understanding' (Ellsworth, 1989. p. 306).  This 
notion of empowerment 
presumes they [students or research participants] need other knowledges 
or in fact want 
them; that they can't work this out for themselves, or,  even if this 
is the case, that they will 
welcome being brought into the light (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 307). 
Ellsworth also points out 
that this formulation fails to acknowledge the teacher's 'partial' 
knowledge, history, values 
etc. which make problematic the idea that the teacher [or researcher] 
can 'bring subjugated 
knowledges to light' when we are 'not free of [our]...own learned 

racism, fat oppression, 
classism, ableism, or sexism' (1989. p. 307).

Further, institutional structures set up a hierarchical relationship 
between teacher knowledge 
and student knowledge that strategies such as student empowerment and 
dialogue fail to 
dismantle. Ellsworth acknowledged this when she stated that her 
institutional role 'would 
always weight [her]statements differently from those of students' 
(1989, p. 308). Those 
who engage in liberatory research projects need to examine their own 
implication in the 
production of regimes of truth. Our own partial knowledges are brought 
to the fore by the 



act of engaging with others and reflecting on that engagement and it 
then becomes evident 
that our multiple strands of identity are worked through differently at 
different times and in 
different places. 

Experience

An acknowledgement of the partiality of experience means that 
researchers can no longer 
position themselves as the disinterested mediator on the side of the 
'oppressed' group. 
Ellsworth has made the point that she 'could not unproblematically 
"affiliate" with the social 
groups [her]...students represented and interpret their experience to 
them' (1989,p. 309). 
This was also the case in my research. Although I found echoes of 
myself in the 
experiences these young women related to me, for me they were of 
another time and 
another place and I was looking at them through eyes that had seen, and 
a body that had 
experienced at least twenty years more than theirs had.   Ellsworth 
urges us as teachers and 
researchers to acknowledge that we are always implicated in the very 
structures we are 
trying to change (1989, p. 310) and that when we affiliate with other 
social groups in an 
effort to try and interpret their experience to them we are engaging in 
practices that are in 
danger of stripping their speech of authority and authenticity. 

In my everyday experiences (as is the case with everyone) my 
positioning constructs, and 
is constructed through, my own history and social and cultural 
hierarchies of 
knowledge/taste/morals/preconceptions/suppositions. I have 'standards' 
(not always 
rational, nor set in concrete) which are guides to 
action/behaviour/thoughts. I cannot shrug 
them off in the social process of doing research. This does not mean 
that I am unable to 
interpret and analyse the experiences of others but it does mean that 
these interpretations 
will always be partial. 

Basing research around the experiences of marginalised groups (in this 

context young 



women) is often seen as an important corrective to traditional 
'hegemonic constructions of 
social worlds' because it uncovers a 'world of alternative values and 
practices'  (Scott, 
1991, p. 776) which challenge these hegemonic constructions. Although 
Joan Scott is 
referring explicitly here to the writing of histories that call on 
authentic experience to 
support claims to truth her insights are applicable to all areas of the 
social sciences 
concerned with the politics of difference. Scott emphasises the 
importance of social 
accounts that document the lives of those previously omitted or 
overlooked in 'conventional 
histories'. However she wishes to make problematic the notion of 
experience as a 
'reflection of the real'. Michel deCertau maintains that historical 
discourse is made credible 
by its supposed representation of 'reality' but that 'this authorized 
appearance of the 'real' 
serves precisely to camouflage the practice which in fact determines 
it' (cited in Scott, 
1991, p. 777). As Scott asks '...what could be truer, after all, than a 
subject's account of 
what he or she has lived through?' (p. 777) Her concern here is that by 
casting experience 
as an 'originary point of explanation' the critical thrust of 
'histories of difference' are 
weakened. The danger here is that:

Questions about the constructed nature of experience, about how 
subjects 
are constituted as different in the first place, about how one's vision 
is 
structured - about language (or discourse) and history - are left 
aside. The 
evidence of experience becomes evidence for the fact of difference, 
rather 
than a way of exploring how difference is established, how it operates, 

how and in what ways it constitutes subjects, who see and act in the 
world 
(Scott, 1991, p. 777).

By calling on the evidence of 'authentic' experience, therefore, 
difference is naturalised and 
the stories of marginalised others become just another way of being in 
the world. Such a 
view disguises the fact that 'difference is relationally constituted' 
(Scott, 1991,p. 779), that 



is, we are only 'different' in relation to others. As Scott points out 
we need to go further 
and attend to the 'historical processes that, through discourse, 
position subjects and 
produce experiences' (p. 779). This is not to deny subjective 
experience since, as Chris 
Weedon points out, '...the ways in which people make sense of their 
lives is a necessary 
starting point for understanding how power relations structure 
society.' However, any 
account of experience needs to be able to show '...where it comes from 

and how it relates 
to material social practices and the power relations which structure 
them' (1988, p. 8).  

Alcoff and Gray assert that the production of personal narratives can 
essentialise experience 
and identity if these narratives are presented as 'simple reports, thus 
obscuring the way in 
which all experience is discursively mediated' (1993, p. 283). In this 
context bell hooks 
believes that it is 'necessary to move beyond simply naming experience 
to placing that 
experience in a theoretical context' (1989, p. 110) in order to make 
personal experience 
politically useful and transformative.

Voice 
Speech is an event involving an arrangement of speakers and hearers; it 
is 
an act in which relations get constituted and experience and 
subjectivities 
are mediated (Alcoff & Gray, 1993, p. 264).

Before judgements can be made about speaking out as a form of 
empowerment it is 
necessary to take account of  the context of speaking: who speaks,who 
does not speak, 
when and why, what position they speak from, as well as the effects of 
such speaking. 
This context is important because any speaking out is 'predicated on 
the absence and 
marginalization of alternative voices' and 'is the result of conscious 
and unconscious 
assessments of the power relations and safety of the situation' 
(Ellsworth, 1989, pp. 312-
313).



Should we be speaking for others?
All acts of speaking, whether speaking to, for, about or with (this 
includes doing and 
writing research as a form of all of these), are political acts. Not 
speaking also has political 
consequences. Linda Alcoff in The Problem of Speaking for Others (1991) 
addresses some 
of the issues identified in contemporary debates which are concerned 
about the possibility 
or even the desirability of speaking for others.  

She points out that where we speak from is important because 'certain 
privileged locations 
are discursively dangerous' (1991, p. 7). As academics, for example, we 
are authorised, 
by virtue of our position in the academy, to theorise the 'ideas, 
needs, and goals of others' 
(1991, p. 7). Alcoff urges us to start questioning whether this is a 
legitimate authority. 
Trinh Minh-ha has some strong opinions on this subject:

'Them' always stands on the other side of the hill, naked and 
speechless...'them' is only admitted among 'us', the discussing 
subjects, 
when accompanied or introduced by an 'us' (cited in Alcoff, 1991, p. 

6). 

Minh-ha points to the potential for all research to colonise those 
being researched and to 
turn them into exotic 'others'.

Some see a solution in only speaking for groups of which we are a 
member but this stance 
is problematic because we are all multiply positioned along lines of 
race, class, gender, age, 
ethnicity and so on. Alcoff poses the question "Can a white woman speak 
for all women 
simply by virtue of being a woman?" and "If not, how narrowly should we 
draw the 
categories?" (1991, p. 7). bell hooks chooses to speak and write  from 
a black woman's 
perspective. This is a political stance which seeks to disrupt the 
generic category 'woman' 
but may have the effect of eliding 'differences' amongst black women.  
Alcoff does not 
offer answers to the questions she poses but instead points to the fact 
that if you restrict 
speaking for others to groups of which you are a member this is not in 



itself an easy 
solution. But what of those who speak for others who are not  members 
of their own social 
and /or cultural group? Alcoff acknowledges that all speakers lose a 
portion of control over 
the meaning and truth of their utterances because they can never know 
everything about the 
context of their speech and with electronic communication it is 
'difficult to know anything 
at all about the context of reception'(1991, p. 16). However, she does 
not see this as an 
excuse for abdicating responsibility or refusing to be accountable for 
what we write and 
say. 

If you decide to resolve this problem by only 'speaking for yourself' 
this too is 
problematic. Speaking only for yourself can be viewed as a retreat from 
responsibility and 
accountability and actually assumes a level of autonomy from others 
that does not exist 
(Alcoff, 1991, p. 20). Even if you retreat from speaking for others and 
maintain that you 
are only speaking for yourself you are still representing yourself in a 
particular way. As 
Alcoff states, '...I am constructing a possible self...and am offering 
that to others...as one 
possible way to be (1991, p. 21). Addressing another dimension of the 
same problem,  
Spivak takes issue with what she describes as the 'self-abnegating 
intellectual'  (she has 
Foucault, among others, in mind here) because this retreat position 
assumes that '...the 
oppressed can transparently represent their own interests' as if 
experience were 'transparent 
and self-knowing' which essentialises the oppressed as 
'non-ideologically constructed 
subjects' (in Alcoff, 1991, p. 22). Even a complete retreat from 
speaking at all is a political 

act because it allows the 'continued dominance of current discourses' 
(Alcoff, 1991, p. 
20).  

So, what are we to do if speaking to, for, with, about and indeed not 
speaking at all are all 
potentially dangerous? Alcoff points out that the problem of speaking 
for others 'exists in 
the very structure of discursive practice' and that it is this 



'structure that needs alteration' 
(1991, p. 23). She also points out that developing alternatives 
requires a great deal of 
theoretical and practical work and that until then 'the practice of 
speaking for others remains 
the best possibility in some existing situations' (1991, p. 24). This 
is not in itself a retreat 
position, but an acknowledgement that we do not have all the answers. 
As is the case with 
any speaking out (no matter what the problems), Alcoff's speaking out 
has the potential to 
subvert and challenge existing power relations and knowledge 
production. Being aware of 
the dangers can help us to lessen them. One way of doing this is to 
deconstruct our own 
practice in an attempt to uncover particular power relations and their 
discursive effect. 
Moreover, as Alcoff says:

It is not always the case that when others unlike me speak for me I 
have 
ended up worse off, or that when we speak for others they end up worse 
off. Sometimes as Loyce Stewart has argued, we do need a "messenger" 
to advocate for our needs (Alcoff, 1991, p. 29).

On Research as Confession
We need new ways to analyze the personal and the political as well as 
new 
ways to conceptualize these terms. Experience is not "pretheoretical" 
nor 
is theory separate or separable from experience, and both are always 
already political. A project of social change, therefore, does not need 
to 
'get beyond' the personal narrative or the confessional to become 
political 
but rather needs to analyze the various effects of the confessional in 
different contexts and to create discursive spaces in which we can 
maximise its disruptive effects.
(Alcoff & Gray, 1993, pp. 283-4)

The non-directive interview is closely related to the confession in 
both its discursive 
practice and its aims and, as Anne Oakley points out, is derived 
directly from the language 
of psychotherapy (1981, p. 37); a field in which the confession finds 
its secular genesis. 

Alec McHoul and Wendy Grace cite several forms of the confession; 
interviews, 



conversations and autobiographical narratives are among them. The point 
they make is that 
no matter what form the confessional takes it is a 'ritual which 

unfolds within a power 
relationship' (1993, p. 80). As Michel Foucault has stated:

...the confession became one of the West's most highly valued 
techniques 
for producing truth. We have since become a singularly confessing 
society. The confession has spread its effects far and wide. It plays a 
part 
in justice, medicine, education, family relationships, and love 
relations, in 
the most ordinary affairs of everyday life, and in the most solemn 
rites; 
one confesses one's crimes, one's sins, one's thoughts and desires, 
one's 
illnesses and troubles; one goes about telling, with the greatest 
precision, 
whatever is most difficult to tell. One confesses in public and in 
private, to 
one's parents, one's educators, one's doctor, to those one loves; one 
admits to oneself, in pleasure and in pain, things it would be 
impossible to 
tell to anyone else, the things people write books about... Western 
man[sic] has become a confessing animal (1978, p.59).

Even though Foucault suggests that the confession is an instrument of 
domination it is also 
'an important site of struggle in which domination and resistance are 
played out' (Alcoff & 
Gray, 1993, p. 263).

Alcoff and Gray point out that those confessing disclose their 
'innermost experiences to an 
expert mediator who then reinterprets those experiences back to her 
using the dominant 
discourse's codes of normality' (1993, p. 260). In the context in which 
they are writing 
(related to the discourse of those who have survived rape, incest, and 
sexual assault) Alcoff 
and Gray maintain that those who speak out are 'inscribed in dominant 
structures of 
subjectivity; their own subjectivities being increasingly subsumed 
under hegemonic 
discourse'. Although in the context of my discussions with the three 
young women 
participating in my research study feminist discourse can hardly be 



described as hegemonic, 
it still has the potential for subsuming the subjectivities of these 
young women. 

Chris Weedon maintains that '[t]o speak is to assume a subject position 
within discourse 
and to become subjected  to the power and regulation of discourse' 
(1987, p. 119). Within 
the confessional mode of the non-directive interview the subject 
positions available are 
limited (although not incapable of being changed or expanded). My 
positioning as 
researcher/interviewer invests me with the authority to ask questions; 
to solicit and pass 
judgement on the confession (Weedon, 1987, p. 120). This has the effect 
of stripping those 
who confess of authority and agency (Alcoff & Gray, 1993, p. 280). 

Those being 
interviewed are positioned as 'the speaking subject'. This positioning  
has multiple and 
contradictory effects which can be empowering and oppressive at the 
same time.  These 
young women's positioning as speaking subjects within the research 
discourse cannot be 
divorced from their discursive production as young, female and student 
in which they are, 
more often than not, also stripped of authority or agency. Here 
'student' agency is a 
complex phenomenon because the effective teacher/student relationship 
relies  not just on 
compliance but on the agentic good will of the student.  In a similar 
way to these young 
women my discursive production as researcher cannot be divorced from my 
positioning as 
adult. Although we are all female and students, age and differential 
institutional positioning 
and histories mediate experience here so that my statements are 
weighted differently from 
those of the young women (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 308). This is 
particularly so when it comes 
to writing up the research (this chapter is an example).

How do these different discursive positions work to structure the 
network of power 
relations in the context of this research? Being a young student, more 
often than not, means 
not speaking. The old adage 'children should be seen but not heard' is 
appropriate here. 



When students speak out in the classroom environment or in other 
relationships with 
adults/teachers they risk admonishment. If they ask questions they can 
draw attention to 
themselves, risking embarrassment by acknowledging they don't 
understand something. 
As one of the research participants stated:

 It's very hard especially if you are embarrassed if it's 
something simple. You know like it may not be something 
that you have learned but everyone else seems to know what 
they're doing...(Kate, 26/6/92). 

It should be emphasised that asking questions is not always seen as 
difficult or 
embarrassing and the degree of difficulty seems to be dependent on 
particular teachers, the 
sorts of questions you want to ask, and the level of confidence that 
each student has in her 
abilities over a range of subjects. If you are positioned as a 'good' 
student, asking 
questions is part of your discursive practice. The quality of face to 
face relations also seems 
to be an important mitigating factor here. Generally speaking however 
if the type of 
questions asked make it obvious that you don not understand something 
then the risk of 
exposing your ignorance to others and the wish not to seem too 
interested in school work 
(present in various degrees amongst each of the participants) means 
that asking questions is 

often seen as a risky undertaking. Here the role of teachers as 
transmitters of knowledge, 
invested with the power to ask questions of students, is similar to my 
discursive production 
as a researcher. Although the quality of face to face relationships in 
the research context 
may well have been different to that of teacher/student interaction, 
this positioning 
authorises me to ask questions and to make affirming statements, which 
encourages them to 
talk about their experiences (Alcoff & Gray, 1993, p. 264). 

One of the dangers of the confessional mode of research is that 
participants' speech 
transformed into data becomes a commodity (Alcoff & Gray, 1993, p. 
272). Its value lies 
in the ability of the researcher to integrate participants' speech by 



use of interpretation and a 
suitable theoretical framework, into a piece of academic writing (in 
this case a thesis) which 
is then judged on its 'originality' or extension of knowledge in the 
field in which it is 
situated. This after all is the aim of this type of research. Its 
consequence however is that I 
am not subject to the same imperative to self-disclose as are the young 
women. 
(Extra)Ordinary experiences and voices are thus transformed - doubly 
mediated as data and 
then as thesis - ghosts with shadowy bodies and voices that only 
faintly echo. 

Alcoff & Gray, writing about how 'survivor discourse' has become a 
media event on 
American talk-back television programs such as Phil Donahue, state that 
the value of 
survivor speech is based on its sensationalism and drama ( 1993, p. 
279). Although the 
production of a thesis is not subject to the same imperatives, 
decisions about what data gets 
included and what does not are often made for reasons that are not 
always guided by a 
concern for what may be the best interests of participants. The common 
practice of using 
pseudonyms for instance,  pre-supposes the dangers of self-disclosure 
that are not inherent 
in survey type research. 

Related to this, the discursive structure of the confessional works to 
establish a binary 
opposition between empirical experience and theory. As Alcoff and Gray 
point out:

The confessional mode also reproduces the notion of "raw experience" 
and sets up binary structures between experience and theory, feelings 
and 
knowledge, subjective and objective, and mind and body. These binaries 
are instantiated in the discursive arrangement of the confessional, 
which 
splits speaking roles on the basis of these divisions. Such a split is 
not 
only possible but considered necessary for the development of a 
credible 

theory because of the internal structure of the binary, which 
subordinates 
one term to the other. The first part of the binary - experience, 



feelings, 
emotional pain - provides the raw data needed to produce theory and 
knowledge (1993, p. 280).

Raw experience here is privileged over, and necessary for, the 
production of theory in its 
role as 'objective assessment' (p. 280) and academic knowledge 
production. But there 
other binaries working here, such as adult/young person, which 
complicate as they work to 
reinforce the split between experience and theory. Whose experience 
holds? The interpreter, 
as I have suggested above, is the more powerful within the adult/young 
person binary. 

However, these binaries are not immutable. If we acknowledge that the 
discursive practice 
of research mobilises these binary oppositions, then naming and writing 
about them are 
important steps if we are to imagine how they might be otherwise. It is 
also the case that we 
all experience the effects of these binary oppositions (no matter which 
side of the divide we 
are positioned on) in different ways depending on our different social 
and cultural locations 
and differential histories. I will return to this point later. 

For the research participants  'feeling safe to speak' is a desirable 
pre-requisite in the 
context of the interview but it cannot be abstracted from what the 
researcher does with this 
speaking. 

Interviewing Young Women: Speaking To, With, For and Against

Speaking with friends
Speaking was integral to peer relationship maintenance for these young 
women. They 
would gather in the lunchroom or at their favourite sites in the school 
grounds and gossip 
about boys, upcoming or past social events, problems they had with 
parents or teachers, or 
the latest development in their favourite soaps. They would 'hit' the 
telephone as soon as 
they walked in the door at home to talk with their friends about 
homework, or things that 
happened at school that they had not had time to reflect on or discuss 
during the day, or 
problems with boyfriends. Talk among peers was an affirming practice. 
They were able to 



voice their concerns and insecurities in an environment that was, for 
the most part, non-
judgemental. Talking is an important connecting practice in the process 
of identity 
construction for young women. Labelling their talk as gossip often 
devalues its importance 
as a form of relationship maintenance and identity construction. 

Speaking to Adults

Although talking with friends is self-affirming the same cannot be said 
about young people 
talking with adults. Apart from parent to daughter exchanges the young 
women in this 
research talked mainly about teacher/student relationships. Teachers 
are the main source of 
adult contact that these young women experience outside the family. 
Leaving aside the 
quality of relationships among different teachers, teachers still exist 
as authority figures and 
interactions are primarily based around the teacher as knower and the 
student as receiver of 
knowledge. This means that student voices are invariably heard in 
relation to school 
knowledge. When other knowledges or experiences surface they are judged 
on their 
relationship with, and adaptability to, school knowledge. Of course for 
those whose 
patterns of interaction and knowledge acquisition closely resemble 
those present in the 
school setting this is less of a problem.  

On the positive side research that seeks to value a whole range of 
knowledges and 
experiences outside the school setting does open up the possibility for 
these young women 
to interact with adults in a different way, which at the very least has 
the potential to be 
empowering. However, as is the case with any relations of power the 
effects cannot be 
predicted. Seeking to value voice and experience does not automatically 
lead to 
'empowerment'. Chris Weedon states that  'Those interests which a 
discourse serves may 
be far from which it appears, at first sight, to represent' (1987, p. 
122). One of the dangers 
of this type of research is that it makes these young women's 
experiences public in a much 
broader sense than they would normally be and therefore open to 



scrutiny and analysis by 
academics such as myself. This may  actually provide another form of 
surveillance of the 
young by adults (Foucault, 1977, p. 187). 

The discursive practices of the confessional mean that the confessor is 
not just 'the other 
party to the dialogue' (Weedon, 1987, p. 80) 'but the authority who 
requires the 
confession, prescribes and appreciates it, and intervenes in order to 
judge, punish, forgive, 
console and reconcile' (Foucault, 1978, p. 61).

Although it is necessary to examine power relations in particular 
contexts between particular 
individuals in order not to 'over determine' the discursive positions 
made available in 
confessional discourse (a point I will return to shortly), Foucault has 
pointed to the power 
structure immanent in the confession discourse which means that the 
interviewer as 
confessor is not subject to the same imperatives to speak and 
self-disclose as the subject 

who confesses (Foucault, 1978, p. 62). 

After re-reading Anne Oakley's Interviewing Women: A Contradiction in 
Terms (1981) I 
decided to revisit my data and document the type  and the frequency of 
questions asked by 
the participants. Oakley argues that in the interview situation the 
women she studied 
frequently asked questions which challenged the question-asking and 
rapport promoting 
role of the interviewer and the view of interviewees as passive. I 
initially used the four 
categories of questions Oakley used in her analysis. She defined her 
types of questions as 
personal (questions about her attitudes or experiences), questions 
about the research (Are 
you going to write a book?), advice questions (Do you think...? How 
long do I...?) and 
information requests (who will deliver my baby?) (1981, p. 42). However 
I found that I 
needed to add another category which I named 'clarifying questions'  to 
account for 
questions that did not easily conform to any of Oakley's four 
categories (Our age you 
mean? Who? The guys or..?).



Table 1. Questions interviewees asked.
Type of QuestionsKate 3SaraNadine
Personal 3311
Clarification181018
Research20-1
Advice2--
Information141520
Total872640

Anne Oakley's research was on the transition to motherhood and her 
interviewees' 
information requests covered medical procedures, organisational 
procedures, physiology or 
reproduction, and baby care/development/feeding, and other 
(unspecified) (1981, p. 43). In 
the context of my research the information requests were much more far 
ranging 
considering we covered topics initiated by the young women that covered 
areas as diverse 
as schoolwork, the deb ball, diet, teenage pregnancy, boyfriends, 
family and the list goes 
on. What is significant for my analysis is the discrepancy between Kate 
and the other two 
young women in regard to personal questions and questions about the 
research. This is not 
easily explained by differential positioning within the confession 
discourse as, on the 
surface at least, our researcher/subject relationships were identical. 
Why was it that Kate 
asked so many more personal questions and questions about the research 
(Kate 53, Sara 1, 
Nadine 2) than either Sara or Nadine? 

From a poststructuralist perspective we would need to try and uncover 
what other 
discursive positions interact with, or contradict the positions 

available in the confession 
discourse. The concept of investment (Hollway, 1984) I outlined earlier 
is useful here. As 
always  my observations are based on  my always partial knowledge of 
the different subject 
positions made available to these young women. These are not 
self-evident in the interview 
transcripts and my observations and analysis rely in no small part on 
interactions that were 
neither taped or transcribed. In the case of Kate and Nadine I have a 
history of working 



with them on youth projects not connected to this research over a 
period of three years. My 
acquaintanceship with Sara was in the context of this research only. 
Interactions with 
people in different contexts can be helpful in determining what other 
discourses might 
impact on the power relations evident in any one particular context. 
However, these 
intentions are not always helpful  in changing these power relations 
because to a certain 
extent, the problem exists in the very structure of discursive practice 
itself (Alcoff, 1991, p 
23). 

To help investigate this problem I will now consider my research 
relationships with each of 
the young women, using as illustration both a particular exchange 
between one of the 
young women in this research and myself and more holistic accounts of 
the research 
relationship with the others. 

Kate
Kate and I had been talking about her recent decision to join Weight 
Watchers. Her diet was 
very similar to the diabetic diet that I follow and I commented on this 
to her. She then said,

K: I never knew you were a diabetic
L: Didn't you?
K: You're full of secrets. Last week I found out you smoke 
and this week I find out you are a diabetic.
L: The thing is I always ask you the questions and you never 
ask me so you should ask (laughing).
K: I'm not going to ask "Are you a diabetic?" (Interview, 
11.9.92).

Kate's use of the word 'secrets' is significant here. I did not 
consciously set out to keep 
'secrets' but I was consciously, explicitly, positioned here by Kate as 
'having' them.  The 
confessional discourse that was mobilized for this research positioned 
Kate as 'speaker' 
and 'knower' and until this point (which was quite late in the research 
process) this was the 
pattern of interaction. As I noted above, however, positioning in 
particular discourses is not 
immutable and after this exchange Kate asked a lot more questions 
related both to my own 
personal circumstances and to the research we were engaged in. She 



asked me  to confess 

my  secrets in effect. Here, Kate was able to reverse and appropriate 
the subject positions 
available in the confession discourse and position me as confessing.  
This was not the case 
with the other two young women who participated in the research. 

Although asking more questions of me changed our relationship the 
effects were not always 
positive. All of the young women knew each other. They were in the same 
year level at the 
same school and Sara and Kate were part of the same friendship group. 
Both Kate and 
Nadine were members of the same youth network; it was via my work with 
this group that 
I came to know Nadine and Kate in the first place. Nadine however was 
not a friend to 
either Sara or Kate and she did not refer to either of them in the 
context of our interviews. 
Sara did not refer to Nadine although she did refer to Kate. Likewise 
Kate referred to Sara 
but not to Nadine; not, that is, until after the interview I have 
reported here. Shortly after 
this critical incident with Kate, Nadine found out that she was 
pregnant. My changed 
research relationship with Kate enabled her to start asking questions 
about Nadine's 
pregnancy and her reaction to it; questions that I interpreted as 
gossip. While Nadine's 
pregnancy could have been expected to generate gossip amongst her peers 
it had been an 
unspoken rule that our interviews were not the forum for such 
discussions. This placed me 
in a difficult position as far as confidentiality was concerned. I did 
not want to encourage 
Kate to talk about the other participants but nor did I want to return 
to a position where I 
asked all the questions and she answered them. Talking about Nadine 
only reinforced the 
transgressive nature of her pregnancy in terms of her positioning as a 
'young (too young to 
be pregnant) student'. As a result my answers were non-commital and I 
quickly sought to 
change the subject.  

Nadine
Nadine, in the contexts in which I knew her, always positioned herself 
as knower, as 



independent, as in charge and capable of bucking the system. In other 
contexts she always 
asked questions and was forceful in her opinions. In the context of my 
research she also 
positioned herself as knower and as independent. What she did not do 
however was ask 
questions related to the research. Nor did she ask personal questions. 
Here the notion of 
investment is important. Nadine, more so than the other two young 
women, was keen to 
use the research as a tool; as a means of maintaining a research 
profile that had the potential 
to help her in future pursuits outside the context of schooling. This 
is a perfectly legitimate 
reason for participating in the research and is potentially more 

empowering than research 
participation based around altruistic reasons. If participants have an 
idea that there will be a 
pay-off for their participation it seems more likely that they can set 
themselves limits about 
their level of commitment.This meant that Nadine may not have been 
interested in what 
motivated me to do this type of research or in what the research may 
uncover. 

Nadine was the only one who failed to turn up for pre-arranged 
interviews without 
notifying me, she was the only one who yawned when she answered the 
door to me; she 
ate and rattled lolly papers during recording, or played with her dog 
or suddenly stopped in 
mid sentence to talk with her mother. She had other friends around when 
we were 
interviewing and interviews were often conducted with her in a supine 
position on the 
couch or moving about the room.  She was the only one who indicated 
explicitly that her 
time was limited and that she always had other things to do. Although 
none of these 
practices broke the confession cycle they served to remind me that the 
interviews were to be 
conducted on her terms. These practices cannot be read from the 
interview transcripts. This 
points to the limits of only attending to what people say through the 
disembodied analysis 
of words on a page.  

 The quality of face to face relations is an important research 



consideration because as 
Evelyn Fox Keller says, '...data never do speak for themselves' (1985, 
cited in Lenzo, 
1994, p. 2). When these relations are characterised by ambivalence or 
sometimes 
antagonism it makes it more difficult to attend to and value what 
people say.

Sara
I would now like to turn to my relationship with Sara who thus far has 
been an absent 
presence. Sara was a 'good' student. She was hardworking, 
conscientious, keen to 
succeed and eager to please. She came into the research only after 
another young woman 
withdrew from the project due to other commitments. In our interactions 
she was initially 
much quieter and more hesitant in expressing herself. Although this 
changed as the research 
progressed our relationship was always much more formal than my 
relationship with Kate 
and Nadine. Our relationship more closely resembled the interaction 
between teacher and 
student and because this interaction is closely related to the 
discursive practice of the 
confession Sara was also a 'good' research participant. When I asked 
her to write 
something for me it was always ready. She always worked hard to 
accommodate my 

schedule and always rang me well ahead if she had to cancel. 

In Sara's case the formal boundaries placed around the research worked 
as a form of 
resistance to self-disclosure. This resistance was most evident 
whenever the subject of 
teenage sexuality was broached by me. With all three young women I used 
two newspaper 
surveys on adolescent sexuality as an impetus for discussions at 
different stages in the 
research. During these discussions with Sara I always felt that I was 
crossing her implicitly 
pre-existing boundary of acceptable researcher/researched relations. 

It was not that Sara did not answer my questions or offer opinions but 
she stuck very 
closely to talking about the articles; avoiding any person revelations. 
She did not seek to 
extend discussions as the other young women did. With Kate and Nadine 



we discussed 
such things as personal condom use, gender relations, and cultural 
expectations and 
stereotypes. In my position as confessor I could have pushed the point 
and asked harder 
questions. However my concern to be a caring researcher, not to conduct 
research that was 
overly intrusive and to be guided by what the young women wanted to 
talk about prevented 
me from doing this. With all that is written about adolescent sexuality 
and the endless 
surveys that this topic seems to generate one might be forgiven for 
thinking that sex and 
sexuality were pre-eminent in the hearts and minds of the young and 
more importantly that 
they feel comfortable talking to strangers about their sexuality. 

Sara herself, when talking about the newspaper surveys I showed her, 
commented that it is 
much easier to tick a box where there is little or no accountability 
for the answers you give 
and you remain anonymous.

I'd say it must..it would have to be a survey with just ticking 
boxes..cos it wouldn't because they wouldn't ask you to sort 
of describe every detail cos otherwise they wouldn't get all 
these people..it would have to be an easy tick the box 
thing..yes/no (Interview, 21/12/92).

Later Sara speculated on the possibility that it is easy to exaggerate 
or lie about your sexual 
habits in a tick the box survey. It is much harder to talk about such 
issues face to face with 
someone over a lengthy period of time knowing that the person you 
confess to intends to 
examine and analyse everything you say. This was not something that 
appeared to concern 
Nadine or Kate. But there may well be a price to be paid for their 
self-disclosure.  Both 
Nadine and Kate have a chapter in my thesis devoted to each of them. 
Sara, on the other 
hand, appears mainly in another chapter where all three young women are 
given almost 

equal space. As a consequence my portrayals of Nadine and Kate are 
clearly much more 
dangerous in the sense that their experiences are made open to public 
scrutiny in ways that 
Sara's are not. Related to this Ellsworth states that:  



...the assumption present in the literature that silence in front of a 
teacher 
or professor indicates "lost voice", "voicelessness" or lack of social 
identity from which to act as a social agent betrays deep and 
unacceptable 
gender, race, and class [and age] biases (1989, p. 312). 

In the context of my research encouraging young women to 'speak out' 
presupposes that 
they will actually benefit from talking about their experiences to/with 
me. While in some 
instances self scrutiny may be beneficial, as I have mentioned 
previously, it also has the 
potential to be threatening and destabilizing  (Taylor, 1993, p. 135). 
Ellsworth points out 
that students' speaking out involves a complex form of strategizing on 
their part 'for the 
visibility that speech gives without giving up the safety of silence 
(1989, p. 313). Sara, for 
instance, using  a form of agency available to her as a good student to 
comply but not 
engage, retains this agency and/or expresses this strategizing which 
has the effect of 
making her less vulnerable to scrutiny. The others also act agentically 
but in a different way 
with different outcomes. Kate, by engaging  more (too much?) certainly 
changes the rules 
of the interview but this makes her more vulnerable. 

Conclusion
Research with young people in education and in the social and health 
sciences has a long 
tradition of using qualitative research methods to study so-called 
deviant or sub-cultural 
groups (Roman 1987, Willis 1977, Walker 1988, McLaren 1989) and relies 
on a 
privileging of experience collected as data, and as a means of 
generating valid theory. My 
intention was to move away from identifying a particular sub-cultural 
group to study 
because I did not want to reinforce and construct any particular group 
as deviant or position 
them as exotic others. I decided not to engage in participant 
observation because of this 
concern. I now realise my choice of  research participants and research 
methods was based 
around some problematic assumptions. The first assumption was that 
research on sub-



cultural groups was first and foremost an act of violence with little 
or no benefit accruing to 
members of the group/s being researched. This view serves to deny 
members of such 
groups agency and a capacity for co-optation or resistance. Second, and 
this is related to the 
first point, I assumed that it was possible to do research with real 

people (as opposed to 
texts) that was not a form of violence as long as you chose the right 
research methods 
(feminist, qualitative, non-directive) and the right people (ordinary, 
normal, (young) 
women). What I failed to recognise was that the problem exists in the 
structure of the  
discursive practice of doing research itself which cannot be simply 
overcome by good 
intentions. Another assumption was that feminist practice could somehow 
exist outside of 
hierarchical relations of power. As Anne Opie has said, '[t]extual 
appropriation of the other 
is an inevitable consequence of research' (1992, p. 67).

Empowering research cannot be guaranteed by good principles of 
procedure or 'soft' 
research methods. By choosing a 'conversational' research method which 
did not match 
these young women's familiar world of interaction with parents, 
teachers, adults or peers 
the research was automatically 'other'. No amount of careful 
methodological and ethical 
design and analytic work could make that go away. However, as I have 
been careful to 
point out previously, relations of power are in a constant state of 
flux. Although power 
relations are inevitably hierarchical; power itself is not a possession 
(in this context a 
possession of the researcher) and neither is it necessarily repressive. 
In Foucault's 
formulation it is productive in the sense that in its exercise it 
produces multiple effects, 
which produce resistances and create positive spaces. 

I have shown how Kate was able to achieve a reversal in the confession 
discourse by 
positioning me as the confessing subject. Nadine was able to engineer 
countless disruptions 
to interview procedures which indicated that the research was to be 
conducted on her terms. 



Sara positioned herself as a good student/research subject which 
enabled her to place 
definite boundaries around the research relationships thus limiting her 
level of self-
disclosure.

I have pointed to the way in which the confession discourse relies on a 
level of self-
disclosure by research participants that can result in increased 
surveillance and interventions 
designed to 'discipline'. There are also concerns about the 
commodification of the 
confession as data and whose interests this best serves. In the process 
of doing research the 
voices and experiences of research participants are mediated first 
through the recording and 
transcribing of interviews and later (sometimes much later) in the 
practice of writing the 
research. The data is always manipulated and interpreted so that 
research participants 
sometimes find it hard to recognise themselves in the finished product. 

While it is the case 
that all voices and experiences are culturally mediated, this type of 
research becomes 
problematic when it is represented as somehow more 'true' or more 
'authentic' than other 
research methods.

However, it should be emphasised that 'confessing' is also a 
pleasurable practice. We are 
social beings and we experience pleasure when someone listens to and 
values what we say. 
All of the young women welcomed the chance to talk about their 
experiences; their hopes 
and aspirations, as well as their concerns and I welcomed the chance to 
listen. Speaking out 
can also challenge some of the common-sense understandings we have 
about doing 
empowering research with young women.

 Jane Flax writes about the 'end of innocence' in the postmodern era 
and some of her 
comments seem appropriate here.

...postmodernist discourses disrupt master narratives of the West and 
the 
language games in which terms like freedom, emancipation, or domination 



take on meaning...no longer serving as the neutral instrument of truth 
or 
the articulator of a homogeneous "humanity's" best hopes, what 
authorizes the intellectual's speech? ...we can no longer sustain the 
illusion or the hope that "true" knowledge is only sought by the 
virtuous, 
is a priori generated by the good and when put into practice will only 
have 
the beneficial results we intend...All epistemological talk is not 
useless or 
meaningless, but a radical shift of terrain is necessary (1992, pp. 
456-
457).

It is of course profoundly disconcerting to realise that there is no 
certain knowledge about 
how we as researchers should act for the benefit of others; to come to 
know that our 
innocence is corrupt. But although everything is dangerous it is not 
necessarily bad. Jane 
Flax urges us to 'analyze what has occurred within different discursive 
practices' and to 
'articulate why one set of practices appears to be preferable for 
certain pragmatic purposes' 
(1992, p. 458). Pragmatic action may be the best we can hope for. This 
is, after all, a much 
more modest but perhaps ultimately more do-able project than those we 
have mapped out 
for ourselves previously.  
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people into a sub-culture transforms and 
positions individuals into a discrete entity with 'specific codes of 
behaviour and ways of relating to the 
outside world' (1993, p. 2). This does not adequately account for 
difference. I would argue that the same 
holds true for those young people identified as 'normal' who are not 

labelled as deviant or 'problems' for 
society and therefore are not usually considered worthy research 
subjects. 
2 Linking Foucault with feminism is not unproblematic. See Lois McNay 
(1992) and Jana Sawicki (1991) 
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aspects of such a partnership.
3 Kate, Sara and Nadine are the pseudonyms chosen by the three young 
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