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Introduction

‘What is your research question?’ In academia a clearly defined research ques-
tion is the sine qua non of a good study. Research is supposed to produce
knowledge that is disseminated to others. Researchers decide what to research
and how. We choose the questions and thereby choose the lessons for a wider
audience. How do we do this without suggesting that only professional
researchers are experts, that other people’s expertise is not important? More-
over, how are we accountable to those with whom we work and whose lives
we analyse?

Academic research can dominate other important sources of knowledge
because of its privilege in defining knowledge. This is problematic because
theoretical knowledge is valued over practitioner knowledge within academia.
Further, as feminists (e.g. Grosz 1991) have shown, many theories considered
neutral have a male bias since they are based on certain men’s experiences of
the world. Knowing this, how does one link theoretical and conceptual cate-
gories with real change for women and men working in natural resource
management? I began my research wanting to analyse the dynamics of local
forest management at the village level with special attention to how gender
relations were negotiated. I also wanted to position it in a way that would be
relevant to the people that I worked with. Although I was inspired by Freire’s

COLLABORATIVE INQUIRY IN SWEDEN @

(1970) praxis, it was not an ‘emancipaton{ Pl:oject’ that I‘had. in mmd.i
wanted to keep the inquiry open to the possibility of embracmg}ts own lc301
cepts, to be of practical use and to be accountable to commumtw{ mem e.ress.
This approach presented two challenges: to let the co?cep;clua .categczlnto
emerge from the research process rather than from pr’1c.>r t 301:165 fan °
bridge the gap between researcher and ‘researFll s.ub]ects in order to formu
late a research question useful not only to scientists but also to community

members.

The points of departure

I first visited Drevdagen, a community in a sparselyf popt.llated region of
western Sweden, in September 1998 (Figure 8.1). The inhabitants had set .ui
a village association to work on questions of village development, of whic

g

Figure 8.1 Location of study area in Sweden.
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local forest management was a part. They wanted the right to use the forests
around their homes to create employment opportunities in the village as well
as to contribute to the development of the area. A semi-private company
owned the forests at the time. Over the years, the villagers protested against
the clear-cutting policies of the company. Before I started research in Sweden,
I studied local forest management in Orissa, India where many village com-
mittees had taken over the management of forests around their villages. In
Orissa, women were excluded from formal decision-making despite the fact
that many worked in the forests collecting fuel wood, seeds and herbs and
planted trees on the outskirts of the forests. Sweden was named by the United
Nations (cf. UN World Economic Forum 2005) as the most gender equal
country in the world; I became interested in studying how gender relations
are negotiated in a community forestry project in a country famous for its
policies on gender equality.

In preliminary conversations with the villagers, I realized that gender and
power relations in forest management in India and Sweden were not so dif-
ferent. There were few women in the village association in Drevdagen, and,
as the women pointed out, they did not talk much when they attended village
meetings. ‘It feels so intimidating’, said Asa. It seemed as though these gather-
ings were mainly a forum for a few village men.

As a result of my experiences in India, I chose to work mainly with women.
The interviews I conducted in Drevdagen reinforced this decision. I knew
local development and forest management are affected by ideas about gender
and power relations. I chose to work with the women in order to study these
processes, realizing that if I did not ask to speak to the village women, I would
primarily meet men. Our research together gave me a position from which to
analyse theories and practices of rural development and local resource ‘man-
agement. I was aware that by working with the women I might reinforce the
differences between the women and the men who dominated the formal
organizations in the village. However, my intention was to create a space for
different viewpoints to emerge. In doing so, the women and I challenged
dominant definitions of rural development and local forest management,
both at the university and in the village (Arora-Jonsson 2005).

I used collaborative inquiry to dialogue with Drevdagen women on how
they worked regarding development and forest management despite the con-
straints they faced. In collaborative inquiry (a form of participatory research),
participants reflect together on a question of interest to everyone. I wanted to
conduct research with people and not on them (Reason 1994). I especially
wanted to create a meeting place for reflection — the form and content to be
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shaped by the women — a meeting place between the academic world and their
lives.
eve;);izi};ted on calling us co-researchers. This was receive‘d with jokes and
some suspicion. What is life to some is resea%'ch .to others. ‘Research squnds
so big’, said Inga-Lill, ‘to us, the important thing is what we want to do in th.e
village, what are the problems that come in the way Qf our work and wha? it
is that we can strengthen’. It felt important to demystify reseath and to point
out that this method or way of working was as new to me as it was to thejm.
We would use our different positions for analysing the issues and to q'u.estlon
one another. I hoped to contribute to the discussion from my position as
fesearcher, outsider and an Indian. At the same time, I could be qt}estloned
and held responsible for my research. I did not only want to pass their knovyl-
edge on, I also wanted them to take part in the analysis. In rgtrqspect:, I re:alllze
that I might have had a simplified idea of what a c.ollaboratwe inquiry with a
group of dynamic women in a village might entail. In the following section,
I describe our collaborative ‘research’ between 1998 a.nd 2000 and how' it
continually changed. Little did I know how right Inga-Lill was when she said;
‘We change our minds so often, you will have to work hard to keep pace

with us!’

In the ‘space-off’ of local forest management

A more conventional research approach would have been to start with the
institutions for forest management and village develop}nellt. The supposed
neutrality of such a framework does not question th.eones on resource man-
agement or that institutions might be biased against women. .It assumes
women are passive or powerless and that they need only to be 1ncluded‘ Clin
already existing theories or institutions. I chose to start research fro’m outside
the institutions. By directing attention to the process of the women’s organiz-
ing vis-a-vis rural development and local resource management, I wanted to
highlight the ‘space-off’’ in rural development and local forest mgnagement.
That is, I wanted to focus on the meanings and the 1nate}'1f11 practl'ces that are
rarely visible in mainstream discussions but ple'ty a dec131Ye rol('a in the out-
comes, and where gender and everyday life are given meanings different from
those that are dominant. o
Scholars write that the mythical notion of community cohesion is part of
all work on participatory rural development. This ?bscgres a tendency to turn
to those with the most power, often men who find it easier to make themselves
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heard . ‘
power (o contets. This complecly gnore the dyamics ofgener an
the centrality of pomey | : 31—-9). Pert1c1pat01y action research acknowledges
research alerts ug tl; ﬂ er 1;11 tlle secml construction of knowledge. Feminist
2001). 1 discormmed itliz ICI;I fﬁe b}as in much Pa.rticipator)f research (e.g. Maguire
epistemologies, cult to do participatory research without feminist
Action . .
as a basis fi)is f:::llllilzv aZ a«:lll lappefﬂmg starting point since it argues for acting
of knowledge: actiong nd knowing. | wan’eed to use the different dimensions
emphass was. ool ,lcogmtlon and emotions as valid ways of knowing. My
linking theoriss tOn y on ul?derstzxnchngJ or expanding theory but also on
tion for actian gFe pr a.ctlce, in what F{elre (1970) has called praxis or reflec-
reflexivity, the a.ff minist methodologies’ attention to action orientation
’ ective components of the research and the use of the situa-,

tion at h

Feminis t:i:vfiollslsw & C(Ziolk 1991) resonate strongly with action research
€xposed how power relati implicit : . )

duced as knowle dge and sciencep tions are implicit in what is pro-

. that sci i .
reflection (cf, Grosy 1991) ) clence 1s not merely contemplative

I'was, in i i i
! comas,In dfact},)qgestxoned In academia and by others in forestry who thought
was actants ;11 asmI error byf choosing to work only with the women whﬂg it
€ who were formally responsibl
/ e for fore
village development. I had consciously chose it e ond

Harawa . N to do research with the wome
where ilzl (i?t?l)lw.rltes that the enb’ way to find a larger vision is to be som:
Halty & particular, to make visible one’s own position, ‘We do not seek

o ’ -
I'lts own sake, but for the sake of the connections and unexpegfeld

openings si i

ﬁgned ;g;ggcs:;ed leno‘wledges make possible. She explains objectivity as posi-

s i ‘1ty, ;cs Images not the product of escape and transcendenlze of
; § VIews from somewhere. As a member of the inquiry, the presence

The process: inquiring for a living countryside

I .visited Drevdagen in 1998 with a universi
village association in their struggle for local
Drevdagen had 140 inhabitants and was kno

ty colleague who was helping the
forest management. At that time,
wn for its rebellious and stubborn
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people. They had battled municipal authorities for over 6 years to keep the
village school open so they would not have to send their children to nearby
towns. '

On my first visit, I spoke to five women and three men. ‘We must get the
countryside to live’, said Ylva, one of the women. Drevdagen’s remote loca-
tion meant that municipal services had been reduced in the past years with
increasing emigration to towns. Most villagers felt that it was up to them to
do something about the village and its environment. When I asked if there
would be any interest in collaborating on research that might also be of practi-
cal use for them, a few of the five women I was interviewing suggested that I
speak to all the women in the village. They wanted to see if there was interest
among the women in doing something together. It was something that they
would have liked to do but did not have the time themselves. In the spring of
1999, I interviewed 23 women living in the village at that time (more or less
all the women) — most between the ages of 30 and 75 years. We talked about
their life in the village, and their thoughts about development and forest
management.

When I took the report on these interviews to Drevdagen, my trip coin-
cided with a meeting in the village to form a network on local forest manage-
ment with my colleagues from the university and village groups from northern
Sweden. None of the village women had been invited. Most did not know,
about it. Some were irritated that they had not been informed. They spoke
about finding other ways to meet and discuss matters that they found impor-
tant. As a result, two women published a note in the village newsletter, the
Drevdagsbladet, inviting women in the village for a meeting to discuss village
development and collaboration.

After one meeting of 12 women and a second with 10 it was clear that the
women wanted to work together but it was unclear how to proceed. As I
looked for ways of structuring our gatherings, I chanced upon accounts of
cooperative/collaborative inquiry (Reason 1994). This involved the idea of
taking action as individuals and then coming together as a group to reflect
upon it. My intention was to create a structured but informal place for reflec-
tion and analysis where we would feel comfortable discussing village and
forest issues and one that would generate collaborative processes.

I wrote to everyone I had interviewed to see whether they were interested
in taking part in joint research/work. A notice inviting all the women in the
village was also put into the Drevdagsbladet. I described ‘collaborative inquiry’
as a space to ask questions that felt important and that would be decided upon
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together. We would also attempt to link theory to our practice. I followed up
with phone calls. The answers varied: ‘T'm not sure I have anything to say,
maybe you would rather talk to my husband about the forest.’ ‘It sounds fun,
will the others come too?” I would love to come.” ‘T can’t make it, I have to
put the children to bed, help them with their homework.’ ‘No, all this is too
much for me. I am involved in the school and that’s enough.’

Eventually 11 women met. I introduced my ideas about collaborative
Inquiry to the others, explaining that I wanted to ground my research in their
everyday lives. We established ground rules for the group. Some said it was a
nice surprise to see that so many women turned up, ‘It is not usually so easy
to get people to come out’, Maggan said. Six to 22 women met every sixth
week, with a break in the summer. Usually, I stayed on for some days to talk
to men and women in the village,

We used storytelling as a method. In the beginning, many found it hard to
talk about themselves. They did not believe they had much to say. ‘T haven’t
done anything special’ was a regular rejoinder. However, once we started
talking, people were pleased to discover that so many others were interested
in listening, Fascinating stories of itinerant lives unfolded. Whether they were
born in the village or not, everyone had done some travelling, The prevailing
Swedish media portrayal of a backward-looking and unchanging countryside
certainly did not apply here,

Through the stories, we were able to see the ‘ordinary’ as something that
we made happen in many different kinds of relationships. New ways of looking
at events arose and different ways of acting seemed possible. The women told
stories of struggles and disappointments, of hope and success, and their
dreams for the future of the village. Ylva’s earlier comment that ‘We must get
the countryside to live’ came through in many of them. The stories brought
the group closer together. “Though you think you know one another, you
don’t usually get to hear thege things. To hear about lives in this way is like

watching movies’, said Maggan. Even though most of the women had lived
in the same village for some time, they learned things from and about each
other they had not known before. It was therapeutic, Cecilia said, to be able
to talk about yourself and listen to the others without being embarrassed.? Tt
was cosy and nice to meet like this, to hear about the others but also about
oneself. You surprise yourself. . . that you are willing to share so much’,
mused Maggan. Ewa explained, ‘Tt is usually so that you rarely talk about
yourself . . . you know . . . you say why would I? Who would be interested in
me?” To be able to express dreams and emotions, to experience being heard
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and understood provided an energy that was mfr‘nany vx;z}zlys ‘d.1e' n;?i ;n:flife
i ions became a kind of ‘active theorizin
nt outcome. The discussions ‘active e
fg the village and put many village and forest activities in context for both
other participants. . o ' gy
anis part Sf our 1c;iscussions about village life and activities, we did ali exil g\s}:
in photovisioning, trying to visualize our reﬂectlons..Ea;h Wo]?ll:; ng o
iti ings they would like to see in their v > an
hotographs of positive things . d five
fhat wireljlegative and that they wanted to change. The images \{vere 21111; xtue
of persbnal and common themes — lush forests, clear.—a;tsht 1elsécShOp, the
i i ial activities were organized, the o :
village cottage where village soci W e e on
both positive and negative dep
housework. Many were shown as ) ve depending on
-apher chose. Some were only positive,
what aspect the photograp : [ e o
school, and others overwhelmingly negative, such as the clear-cu

The ‘pond’ering petticoats

N K} . a e
The place the women chose for the first meeting wasda cot;clatg; 1;%7 :1111: X;liage
ir di X lity and rigidi
their distance from the forma . 1
o e I ing to create an informa
iation’ i e about wanting to
association’s meetings. They spok e et by the
) felt excluded from the meeting !
network partly because they : o
ifﬂlage assiciat);on. They wanted to work freely, give each other the space they
d and support each other. . _ )
neezdoeld habits 1cjiliDe hard’, said Maggan, ‘women are silent in gath§1 ntllgs. Tl;eysf
, i i erw
don’t get many chances of speaking at meetings . . . we cogld ﬁnl’ So :1 ttemz’
of working together than these meetings . nc;t 1fotlllox;v t te ;2:; N Ech emns.
ili ive in the association felt that no
Cecilia who had been active in ery much came
i i ) e so dependent on set meetings. :
out of the village meetings, ‘Men ar e wiloee
i lly happens at these meetings.
es feels that not much actually ens a ‘meeti :
zlslzlociation has a lot of plans, but since this is still not v151b1§ in C{:.he Vl.llllage ol?fz
&, thinki itisallj ’ t dividing village
iri t is all just talk.” She felt tha :
can lose spirit, thinking that i . 7 She e e
into sepa};ate bureaucratic projects was ahenatlll)llg for mfl)st :111111215::1 e
i ati ied for funding to be able to work wi
village association had applie ‘ re
mangqgement, but as she put it, “The whole V1Hagle' need:Is‘ltot z'wtﬂ?: ;tnvl; o
‘ iffer ‘e doing different things. That is
even though different people are gs. T ;
of realizing our larger thought — that of a selfjmanagmg v1ll;tgi1 ound it dif.
Women who were interested in working with thfe ff)rests ha 0Id didn
ficult to get into that particular group in the association. Lotte to
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alth i i i
e 51];%1; illle had sg.czlwn an nterest in taking part in the village association’s
» the men did not take this serious]
y. She felt that they were afraid
strong women. Barbro, who head i e of
. ed another association, noticed t}
seemed to feel that women were i o o s e men
( not able or did not know | i
tions. Ylva said she rarel i " She said that e
y went to the village meetings. She saj i
much more effective to discuss i tehe able, vt s
: ss 1ssues at the kitchen table, pri i
friends and then tr i e b o
y to influence the meetings through th i i
s, Mo yoneh try to inf gs through the men in their fami-
. opinion that to be active as i iati
noded e encrgy o thme a woman in the association
The w ivided i i
e ﬂi);rsxiﬁ jglfﬁd l;]to wcl)rkmg groups to address different village matters
» the shop, the running of a goat f: he fi
o he school, goat farm, the fiibodar (summer
ains), as well as a tourist campij i i
T« mountains), ping site. Practical plans were
' , ening films about the village’s earli
ing village history with elderly vi Fog the Chatsmae et
1L y villagers, planning the Christ fai
organizing village get-togethers. O i hethur the
- Une question that arose was whetl
network should include the entire vi u need to b
ntire village or only women. ‘Y
women as well as men who work t he initntve o
ogether, even though the initiati
fom the s ‘ , gh the initiative comes
me pointed out. It was not entirely clear
of the new sty e irely clear what the purpose
' ork would be or how they would
ing it. At the first three meetin i i recon e e -
gs the discussions centred on th s
and project. We met at diffe i i AN
. rent locations in the village. I i
) . It was import
as a social event and as work. M 5 tioosts
: _ . Maggan called us the ‘ponderi i ’
in the village newsletter; ‘O i nd hut resonted i a
3 ‘Our latest meeting at the d i
L . ' : pond hut resulted in an
1pcoming theatre in the village. I agree with Eje, we shouldn’t just meet

ner y

At i
the next meeting, we wrote down what we felt was important for us to

work with i i
Commxcf)vllltltlh;; zﬁingroup. V\lfe cilscussed these contributions and identified
- r'or example, the need for community relati
cormon then : . ty relations (gemenska
he village: to work for companionship and a sense of belonging, to sug?

port one another, to build women’
> S - . .
development. self-esteem, and to work with village

A turn to action: the kvinnoforum

bliizés C<fi~veryoc111e !)eell invited to this get-together?’ read one of the notes scrib-
own during the exercise, and this became a signpost for the group..As
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we continued to meet, a need grew for what some called a kvinnoforum, a
women’s forum, in which all the women in the village would feel welcome.
Women from outside the village wondered if it was only for the women in
Drevdagen. Since the aim was to encourage all women, some of them also
began to attend the gatherings.

As they met, the women created an alternative space where their own ideas
came forth. They wanted a forum where women could take up important
issues that did not find a place in the formal village associations but were vital
for the functioning of the village, such as the need to work for community
spirit. ‘It is not so much about prestige but about developing together and
getting the best out of each other. To be open and to create space’, wrote
Maggan in the village newsletter (Drevdagsbladet, June 2000). Since the
number of women at the meetings varied, the boundaries of the group were
flexible as women came when they could and new women joined in. This way
of organizing, however informal, was nonetheless chosen purposively. The
group often reiterated why they needed the forum, not only because there
were always new women present, but also because there was no ‘one’ answer
to the question. :

I started the inquiry with an idealized image of how research and the
everyday life of the women would interweave. I imagined that we would
discuss village issues and the women’s activities and reflect on them within

the space of the inquiry. And we did do that, but in a way different from that

I had pictured. The women reflected by acting. The focus of the group became,
in constant dialogue, to organize a women’s forum, and to think about why
they felt that they needed this space. From a research (methodological) point
of view, it was difficult to reflect on one specific research question. To impose
a structure on the forum might have meant that we moved further in analys-
ing one main issue. However, it would have meant that everyday life and
emotions were kept out of the discussions and that new participants were
excluded. The inquiry would have become rmy research tool. For the women,
widening the circle and creating the forum became the most important activ-
ity and, in many ways, the research question that engaged the group.

By taking action, the women understood what they could or could not do.
In this sense, action and reflection were indivisible. Forming the group was
one way of dealing with unequal gender relations in the village and the
inquiry, though not designed as such, became a kind of feminist praxis. The
idea that action would take place outside the group and reflection within was
a theoretical proposition that was untenable.




SEEMA ARORA-JONSSON

The research had multiple results for the village women as well as for me,
Several women became active in the village association. Some found it easier
to engage in its work when they saw other women taking part. Maggan
became the chairwoman of the village association. She and a few other women
worked hard to ensure that the association involved more women in it activi-
ties and in the forest project. The initial focus on needing to increase women’s
self-esteem so that they would become more active in village organizations
changed to wanting a women’s forum. They realized that entering into the
village organizations did not automatically change their situation and could
create male resistance. They sought to find collective solutions to wrongs that
were located in social relations rather than the ‘failings’ of any one woman.

This paralleled the change in my ideas about collaboration for local forest
Mmanagement. It was clear that both the men in the association and the women
in the forum believed in working together for the village and the forests. So
did my colleagues and I. When I started my research with the women, the
men at the university and the men in the village association saw it as a way
of making the women engage in the association. However, as I learnt from
our discussions in the inquiry, collaboration can mask relationships of power,
not to mention kow the women and men were supposed to collaborate and
complement each other. Collaboration was clearly a value-laden term that
needed to be negotiated.

This negotiation was far from simple. Some men in the association were

upset that the women wanted a group of their own. Karl asked, ‘Why do you
need a women’s forum at all? You’re making exactly the same mistake as we
men did in the association.’ Maggan pointed out that there were actually
several other spaces where only men got together and that this was an attempt
by the women to form their own space, ‘You take it for granted that the men
can go away for the hunt and the women stay at home and take care of the
children. It is not the same thing at all when we want to get away on some
women’s thing, then we often have to take the children with us. . . as we
actually have done at some of our gatherings.” The women saw their organiz-
ing as a source of energy in their work for the village. However, the village
association thought the kvinnoforum undermined what they believed to be the
harmonious gender relationships needed in working with the most important
issue: local forest management. Likewise, the men from the university thought
that my writing about the women’s critique of the village association could
jeopardize the forest project and divide the village between the men and
women. It focused on problems, which to their minds, did not exist.
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Finding the right question in action
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;lgilglie(l)}; (‘;o be resolved without tangible change in the village itself. Their
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! ;iedm:l(t)sxde tlake part. As we discussed why they thought this was needed, Ewa
» UIle always comes together in one wav or )

- : y or another . .. but by havin
s;)nlione ﬁoxp out§1f1e look at what we do, we have been able to s)ée mor§
;:;;ZZ wlha::: is posmvei1 and negative about our work and the village. You

Wwhat you actually think is good and b i .
: ad. You get to think i
round. You relate to yourself in mecone cle
: another way when you see how
perceives your situation.” One role I iti e oo o
‘ . played was to legitimatize the gr i
the village. This also had a d i attention and
3 ownside. The group attracted m i

. : ‘ ore attention a
becIame more contr oversial because a researcher was present nd
‘Resléazilclhe?rhefi Verglon of t%lis paper that I presented to the women I wrote

<l 1s often done with the underlying i i ,
‘ . g idea that what you write about
gzﬁht cimlzﬁe sometfllllmg and that the results need to be presented in a way

make them useful to others, This ‘

. process on the other hand
to the women while it ha i e
ppened, in the moment of action
: _while : ,» when we met
and discussed. Wrmng for this book enabled us to realize that our experi-
gncels and leaimng stretch beyond the time of the inquiry. We carry
1€ lessons with us in our work, i i i ia and i

iy K, in the village, in academia and in every-
resPc‘).r lme,f it was also an effort within a larger process of democratizing
e ;gl ct1, 0 hn.kmg the university to the world it studies and to open up aca-
1a to scrutiny. I do not know whether I succeeded in these intentions, or
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if that was possible in all parts of the research. What finally emerged as an
important difference between the women’s work and my academic research
was the need to present it differently. As a doctoral student, I was expected to
write about and analyse the process by relating it to literature in order to be
able to speak to other scientists. This aspect did not always feel accessible or
interesting to the women in the forum. In such instances, I found that I had
to assume the role of the person with the power to define (cf. Acker et al.
1991). Smith (1987) asks, ‘How does one create a sociology for women and
not about women? I began my research believing that the answer lay in
working ‘with the women’. Then I discovered that my position as an outsider
provided me not only with privileges but also with a different kind of respon-
sibility and obligation from theirs. The dissertation included an analysis of
the social organization that constituted our experiences but was outside of
what we knew just then and something that was analysed in retrospect (cf.
Smith 1987). In the end, as Robert Chambers (1997) would say, I am left
holding the stick (a symbol for having knowledge and the right to speak), but
it is a different stick than the one I started with. I had undertaken participa-
tory research to bridge what I saw as the distance between the university and
the ‘feld’. I learned that the question was not merely that of bridging a dis-
tance. The research showed how forms of working are normalized and social
relations of gender and power are produced across structural distances, in the,
village and the university. Gender and power relations are integral to domi-
nant theories that universities adopt which may reinforce unequal relations
in a remote village.

Our ‘research’ helped me to get closer to what the women cared about,
to ‘do research’ with them in a way that would not have been possible by
using other methods. As I traversed the boundaries of the village and the
academic world, there was openness in the context that we created. Our
meetings were often messy and unstructured, but what they taught me
would have been hard to find otherwise. The approach differed from other
participatory action research in that I did not start with a predefined and
‘right’ question that we then chose to work with. The frame for the inquiry
emerged in discursive activities from within it. The women took up their
agenda in a process of dialogue and meeting at what Haraway (1991) calls
‘points of affinity’. As a researcher, I learned what was important to the
women in relation to one another, and how they went about creating space
for this. The search for the right question became a journey that we set out

on together.
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Notes

1 De Lauretis (1989: 25) writes of ‘space-off’, the elsewhere of discourse here and
now, the blind spots of its representations: ‘I think of it as the spaces in the margins
of hegemonic discourses, social spaces carved in the interstices of institutions and
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chinks and cracks of the power-knowledge apparati. Anld it i§ here 1t1;1i; fllzfatci?c];z
i i d . ..in the micropoli
fa different construction of gender can be pose i
gf ilaily life and daily resistances that afford both agency and sources o.fl 1powm.d 1
2 Cecilia, Karl and Lotte are pseudonyms. They had moved from the village an

was unable to get in touch with them.






