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1. it is important to stress that we are 
talking about gender study here as 
a “disciplinary area”; this does not 
imply that previously there were no 
researchers doing work with/on/
for women, or even from a feminist 
perspective.
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i t was some decades ago that feminist epistemologies tore to shreds 
the positivist lie that claimed it was possible to produce objective, 
pure neutral knowledges. While there are some researchers (often in 

places of power) who continue to entrench themselves in such anach-
ronistic stances, and who try with all their (by no means little) might to 
halt the proliferation of cognitive diffractions, their attempts can only fail 
in non-institutionalised spaces. However, feminist paradigms (and above 
all, the way they are used) are not without contradictions. That is why, 
continuing in the investigatory spirit that characterised the pioneering 
female epistemologists, we must carry on questioning our work. 

in this article we would like to reflect on two central points:

•	The consequences that the transformation of concepts such as gender  
into mainstream topics will have for the production of feminist 
knowledges. 

•	The difficulties we encounter when putting into practice feminist 
theoretical-epistemological teachings, and the lack of methodological 
systematisation, as well as of spaces for collective training/research to 
support them, and the challenges of situated research and its contra-
dictory relations with the subject(s) producing knowledge.

The perverse effects of the gender perspective

according to Álvaro (2005), gender studies1 first commenced in Spain in 
the 1980s, though Teresa Ortiz (2005) points out that these studies did 
not begin to be consolidated until the following decade. it was, there-
fore, in the new century when an increase took place in the proliferation 
of publications and research that used the keyword “gender”. a cur-
sory view of this evolution might give the impression that the demands 
of the feminist movement (that science should open itself up to other 
knowledge, and introduce the gender perspective into its knowledge 



agrEEmEnTS and diSagrEEmEnTS On inHaBiTing THE FringES OF SOCial rESEarCH

110 

most studies that use 
the keyword “gender” 
are confusing it with 
sex, and propose a 
differential analysis 
between men and 
women

The political message 
seems to be quite 
clear: “Talk about 
gender or about the 
female subject, but 
don’t question hetero-
patriarchal science”

2. Search carried out on 21 September 
2010.

3. included in this section are extracts 
from personal communications 
with feminist psychologists and 
pedagogues carried out within the 
framework of the research which 
resulted in the publication Biglia 
(2011). Once again, we would like 
to thank everybody concerned for 
their interest and their analysis. 

production) has been completely successful, and that today feminist 
research no longer has to exist on the fringes of science.  

But if we carry out a more in-depth analysis, then this optimism evapo-
rates. in fact, we have to acknowledge that in the 1980s, following the 
consolidation of gender studies, a separation also began between the 
academic and the non-academic feminist movement (Ortiz, 2005), 
which means that we need to reflect on the content of works on “gen-
der”. Thus, for example, after looking through articles in the magazines 
Papeles del psicólogo, Psychology in Spain and Infocop2 (Biglia, 2011) we 
found that most studies that use the keyword “gender” are confusing it 
with sex, and propose a differential analysis between men and women 
(Cabruja, 2008). many of the other works focus on the subject of gender 
violence, and frequently reproduce hetero-patriarchal stereotypes (Ferrer 
and Bosch, 2005). assuming a realist-pessimist (and definitely not politi-
cally correct) stance, we would go so far as to claim that, unfortunately, 
the increased availability of research funding and the political interest 
in the problem of gender violence has directly contributed to the rising 
number of research studies and, therefore, of articles on gender violence 
produced by people who are insensitive to the subject.  

However, as margot Pujal (23 november 2010)3 states, this is not a 
phenomenon that is limited to this sphere, but that “recently [in our 
country] a large number of gender studies are being carried out that are 
not [...] feminist, owing to the institutionalisation of the subject, the pre-
vailing neoliberalism in academia, and the appropriation of social critique 
as a commodified currency for use and consumption”. in light of this 
situation, it is vital that we distinguish between studies of/on gender, and 
research based on a gender perspective (amigot and Pujal, 2008).

in this respect, it is important to stress that while most of the public calls 
for applications in research mention the introduction of a genderised 
analytical perspective as a positive element, studies that are feminist/
with a gender perspective are not considered worthy of belonging to 
the different disciplinary categories. in the same way, as we can see in 
the manifesto written by international women researchers at a meeting 
in Poland (European gender Summit, 2011), we must “acknowledge 
that the previous Eu Framework Programs have failed in their attempt 
to involve, benefit and encourage women to the same extent as men 
[...]. The solid evidence that shows how gender inequalities can impact 
negatively on the quality of scientific research should be disseminated 
by research organisations and universities in all areas of national r+d 
budget management”. 

This is even more important at a time when works and curricula that are 
feminist/have a gender perspective are being evaluated by experts from 
other areas who do not know how or have any desire to distinguish 
between studies on gender and those with a gender perspective. The 
political message seems to be quite clear: “Talk about gender or about 
the female subject, but don’t question hetero-patriarchal science”.  

against this trend, the importance of “considering ‘whether, and in 
what way, sex and gender are important to the objectives and method-
ology of the project’ to guarantee excellence in research was stressed 
at the European gender Summit (2011). The researchers funding the 
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Frequent appearance 
of the word “gender”, 
in both the social 
sphere and in academic 
and political ambits, 
creates a hope for 
social displacement 
and for real disciplines 
geared towards 
less discriminatory 
perspectives

4. database of doctoral theses (TESEO) 
https://www.educacion.gob.es/
teseo/irgestionarConsulta.do;jsessi
onid=EaB65dE3B3035d2a8FF7Ea
4B35781a7C 

research study, the assessors, reviewers and editors of the magazines 
must all ask themselves this key question”. nevertheless, in contrary to 
this desideratum, there seems to be a prevailing tendency in Spain to 
favour research studies in which the word “gender” appears as a mere 
descriptor, as opposed to those that use it as an analytical tool. Perhaps 
that is why it is so hard to publish articles in autochthonous academic 
magazines that explicitly use the term “feminist”, as they frequently 
end up being rejected as merely ideological. For instance, in our afore-
mentioned search on articles published in three psychology magazines, 
we only found one (Yago and Paterna, 2006) with the keyword “femi-
nism” (Biglia, 2011). in a similar analysis, león mejía (2006) noted 
that out of all the theses deposited in TESEO4 that used the keywords 
“gender” or “feminism”, 63.9% used the former concept and 36% 
the latter.

in order to examine more thoroughly the way in which the popu-
larisation of gender has contributed to the rejection of feminism, let 
us look at some of the results from a recent research study carried 
out by Cabruja (2008) on the inclusion of gender and/or feminist 
studies in psychology education. Both the academic staff and the 
professionals who took part in this study said that they are in favour 
of including gender subjects and/or those related to women in psy-
chology. However, they consider that both the feminist movement 
and related theories have been unnecessary for, and even harmful to 
the discipline. They claim that psychology is neutral with regard to 
gender, and that feminism will end up producing another regime of 
inequalities, while gender discourses would be oriented toward equal-
ity. Perhaps it is because of this kind of view that, according to arranz 
(2004), feminist proposals are much less accepted in academic circles 
than those that are framed within a paradigm of gender, or that are 
carried out on women. in fact, many believe that the use of the word 
“gender” is in accord with present times, while feminism is deemed to 
be outdated: “among these strategies to disempower feminism, there 
are historicisation and generationisation, by which feminism is deemed 
to be out of date” (mcrobbie, 2009:16).

However, in our view what is striking is the way that these discourses 
on the equality that would result from talking about gender fail to 
reflect on the values (i.e. androcentric, sexist, heteronormative and rac-
ist) that have been adhered to in the construction of the equality model 
to which we should aspire, whilst once again reiterating the supposed 
neutrality of the sciences. 

in this scenario, it should come as no surprise that the frequent appear-
ance of the word “gender”, in both the social sphere and in academic 
and political ambits, creates a hope for social displacement and for real 
disciplines geared towards less discriminatory perspectives. This, togeth-
er with the messages intrinsic to the adoption of politically correct 
languages, has effects that transcend the academic space and make it 
hard for people (especially the young) to detect the gender stereotypes 
that they reproduce, as well as to identify the need to continue to sup-
port feminist agendas (Biglia and Velasco, forthcoming).

meanwhile, others consider that “this term [gender] is entirely neces-
sary in order to discuss the subject in contexts that are not very well or 
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a definite tension 
exists within feminism, 
between the need to 
acknowledge its own 
proposals (theoretical 
and political) and the 
danger that this will 
involve its subversion 
and depoliticisation

not at all informed (and which are the contexts that particularly interest 
us), since working on the subject of gender represents in itself a certain 
personal revolution. if, furthermore, we add the deep-rooted preju-
dices in our country regarding the politicisation (as opposed to science) 
and social stigmatisation associated with women who are considered 
feminists, [...] then the response may be a blinkered attitude and extra 
overly-complicated difficulties. When one has already discussed the 
subject in some depth, the feminist perspective can be introduced 
directly, simply by talking about it. i speak from a pragmatic-contextual 
perspective“ (Pujal, 23 november 2009).

Others claim that “while there is a need to assert feminism as a theory 
and a social movement in the struggle for equality and women’s rights, 
the concept of gender as a tool or category of analysis is still valid to 
explain and understand the reorganisation of the patriarchy during the 
course of the history of humanity” (garcía Colmenares, 30 november 
2009).

as we can see, a definite tension exists within feminism, between the 
need to acknowledge its own proposals (theoretical and political) and 
the danger that this will involve its subversion and depoliticisation. This 
tension is transformed into a personal dilemma for all we women who, 
situated on the precarious fringes of research, have to decide what to 
call ourselves and how to present our studies, and in the knowledge 
that, while we are more likely to be accepted if we use the gender 
perspective, we also run the risk that our words will be more easily co-
opted or the results subverted.

in this respect, though we agree with the analyses carried out by Pujal 
and garcía, we believe that it is important to continue to defend the 
use of the term “feminist” in academia, as far as possible. Feminism 
not as a new identity, but as a political vision, an interpretive paradigm 
of reality. The commitment to carry out joint works based on self-iden-
tification as feminists, far from wishing to homogenise the subjects, 
represents an opportunity to form “a common ground that is no longer 
based on identity or essences, but on what is built through shared situ-
ations and struggles that are able to connect with a broader general 
feeling, by finding in life an echo of others’ lives” (gil, 2011: 266). 
We are aware that this option is strategic, but we consider it to be 
important, at least until the term “feminism” is discredited. That is why 
we acknowledge that in the academic contexts in which it has been 
accepted (and has become almost neutral), it could be more effective 
(as mieke Bal suggested) to use other terminologies. We would like 
to stress that this option continues to be a “privileged” one, and that 
because of the current context of job insecurity being experienced by 
feminists and the geopolitical specificities of each individual, many may 
reach a situation in which they are unable to use the term in order to 
do their job.

However, we still believe that it is important to champion this point 
because, as montse Torné (26 november 2009) put it so well, “speak-
ing and thinking in terms of gender only goes to maintain the 
genderisation of reality, while feminism [...] makes it possible to think 
and act”.
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5. in this section we will be quoting 
comments by some of the parti-
cipants and seminar (who are 
either identified with their names 
or anonymously, depending on 
their preferences) that have been 
recorded over the past few years 
or which they sent to us specifically 
for this article. Thanks to everyo-
ne for granting us permission to 
publish your comments.   

6. To find out more about SimreF and 
what it does, go to www.simref.
net.

Difficulties in putting into practice what is learnt from 
feminist epistemology 

We will now analyse the difficulty in applying the teachings of femi-
nist epistemology in a research environment based on the experiences 
and actions of the people5 who have participated in SimreF (Seminar 
interdisciplinary Feminist research methodology6) since 2008, of which 
the authors of this article are promoters and organisers, together with 
Jokin azpiazu, Jordi Bonet i martí, luzma martínez and marta luxán.

SimreF is a space for training, exchange and reflection on feminist meth-
odologies and epistemologies that has, over the years, organised the 
following actions: methodological lectures by renowned international 
researchers, research workshops to debate the epistemological and 
methodological issues of research in progress, intensive one-day confer-
ences on data analysis, virtual courses on an introduction to feminist 
methodology, publication of teaching materials and, lastly, individual 
research studies. approximately 300 people have participated in these 
events, including expert researchers and students, teachers of different 
academic disciplines (including sociology, pedagogy, political science, 
psychology, biology, demography, philosophy, law and art) from the 
local, national and international spheres, as well as people working in 
the field of social intervention and members of feminist groups. in all the 
actions and events we have attempted to encourage joint processes of 
self-reflection and diffraction between organisers and participants (in the 
role of teachers or learners). On this basis, we have systematised reflec-
tions on the possibilities and limits of online teaching from a feminist 
perspective (luxan and Biglia, 2011; Biglia and Jiménez, forthcoming). 
We will be using the participants’ experiences in this article to determine 
some of the problems and limits that many feminist researchers have 
encountered, as well as the attempts to tackle them that we have made 
from within SimreF. 

Firstly, we detected a scarcity of feminist methodological points of 
reference. many female researchers experience a sensation of “being 
lost” owing to the general non-inclusion of rigorous methodologi-
cal training (not to mention feminist methodologies in particular) in 
degree and master’s courses. Furthermore, not much specific literature 
exists, especially in Spanish, as a SimreF participant pointed out: “i 
do the thesis in a discipline and a school (that of architecture) which 
is sexist and which, furthermore, indoctrinates its students to become 
architectural stars, individualistic, and generally promotes the idea 
of anything goes. as far as i know, there is no manual available on 
feminist methodology and urban development; there is a little mate-
rial on urban planning (creating cities) and gender, but not much that 
is explicitly feminist, and almost nothing on designing cities from the 
feminist perspective” (anonymous).

in some way, the idea prevails that the challenges created by feminist 
epistemologies are more easily tackled on the theoretical plane than 
on the empirical one. Perhaps that is why recent international research 
studies (genSET2010; un, 2010) “suggest the need to develop an inter-
national agreement concerning methods for transversalising the analysis 
of sex and gender in basic and applied research” (Caprile, meulders, 
O’dorochai, Vallés, 2011: 119). 
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in this experience we 
have also encountered 
a persistent confusion 
between using a 
feminist methodology, 
adopting a gender 
perspective and 
researching on women 
or issues associated 
with the feminine

The intergenerational 
relations within 
academic feminist 
spaces are not always 
positive or facilitative 
for working together

7. Teacher of online courses and a parti-
cipant at the permanent seminar.

These difficulties in designing and carrying out research coherently with 
feminist epistemological proposals owing to a lack of training become 
even more extreme owing to the need to justify said proposals when it 
comes to presenting subjects and approaches that break with the patri-
archal logic of science. as alejandra araiza7 puts it, “many of us women 
have had to use different argumentive manoeuvres to defend the pos-
sibility of using feminist epistemological standpoints to develop our 
thesis. We have had to present the criticisms that feminists have made 
– over several pages – of Western and modern science. We have had to 
justify the feasibility of carrying out feminist science in all possible ways. 
it appears that this space – academia – is still hostile to the presence 
of feminism (theoretical and political)”. However, this forces research 
to evolve, given that (as a participant in the permanent seminar noted) 
“when you have to constantly justify yourself, you end up developing 
much better arguments” (anonymous).

Even so, how can people work like this, with hardly any back-up, points 
of reference or guidelines? How can we work like this in critical spaces 
where, in opposition to the positivist mandates, a certain methodological 
laxity is championed? 

at the lectures organised by SimreF we have tackled the lack of refer-
ence points by creating a space in which the most expert researchers 
can reveal their research study ‘tricks of the trade’, in order to provide 
examples of how to put feminist epistemologies into practice, as well 
as to show the contradictions and difficulties that can be encountered 
in this process (zavos and Biglia, 2009). at the same time, the perma-
nent seminar has become a peer-to-peer space for validating colleagues’ 
works, by using a traditional tool of feminism: the collective construction 
of knowledge and meaning (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2002). as a participant 
mentioned, “What’s good about here is that there are no definite rules, 
we just have to build paths together” (anonymous) to develop meth-
odologically rigorous research studies that are coherent with our feminist 
perspective. 

meanwhile, in this experience we have also encountered a persistent 
confusion between using a feminist methodology, adopting a 
gender perspective and researching on women or issues associated 
with the feminine, even in feminist academic spheres. While in the first 
section we carried out an in-depth analysis of some of the effects of the 
popularisation of the term “gender”, here we will be continuing to stress 
the problems that this confusion creates for young female researchers. 
in fact, many of the women that have taken part in SimreF uphold a 
feminist outlook that makes the implementation of feminist research 
perfectly comprehensible and auspicious without such research neces-
sarily having to have women or feminised aspects of life as their object. 
Even so, while it is already difficult to find thesis directors to carry out a 
gender research study, finding one who is willing to support a feminist 
research study that is not about women becomes a herculean task.  

in fact, the intergenerational relations within academic feminist 
spaces are not always positive or facilitative for working together. as 
Teresa Ortiz (2005: 57) points out, “relations between female teach-
ers and younger researchers, who have had differing experiences and 
histories, are also fraught with dilemma; and the need and suitability of 
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passing on the baton, involving more people, consolidating new leader-
ships and acknowledging authorities between us produces imbalances 
and contradictions. and, finally, we are (they see us, we see ourselves) 
simultaneously at the centre and at the periphery of the system, and 
this is also a source of tension”. and so, while feminism has insisted 
on championing the personal as political, it seems to us that few hori-
zontal spaces have been created to share the experiences, frustrations, 
negative and discriminatory experiences of those who are doing bat-
tle with the windmills of hetero-patriarchal institutions. unfortunately, 
many feminist academic groups have closed in on themselves and, 
perhaps to defend themselves and to be recognised, have ended up 
reproducing hierarchies and power relations that are very similar to the 
official ones. as a result, they have left very little space for self-criticism, 
for a change in paradigm or for validating the proposals of younger 
women. “Having a thesis director who you think is cool and ‘on your 
side’ can be even more dangerous. You work in the hope that they 
understand you, that you’re sharing important theoretical frameworks 
and that you can dare to question the academic system, but then, in 
the end, you might find yourself in one of two opposing situations that 
are equally awful: the first is that at the moment of truth it becomes 
clear that when it comes to fighting against the academic establish-
ment, you’re on your own, and that your director is not going to take 
any risks at all for you, nor use up her time reading your thesis; the sec-
ond is that this marvellous wonderful person belongs to a critical group 
in which your criticisms will only be accepted provided that they do not 
question the form of the group’s critique: either you criticise like we do, 
or you’re out!” (Pantera rosa, 2004: 199-200).

We believe that it is vital to reverse this process, and that’s why we are 
trying to ensure that the permanent seminar continues to be completely 
self-organised and self-managed, and with the clear intention of draw-
ing on the wealth of intergenerational (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2002) and 
interdisciplinary spaces. as araiza notes, the intention is to “create our 
own communities, within which it is feasible to find articulations that 
enable us – without too many justifications – to simply put our ideas out 
there, validate them collectively, rethink them as a group and seek shared 
meanings, given that, in effect, knowledge is (also for feminists) a collec-
tive construction”. 

When we speak of the difficulties of intergenerational relations between 
“academic feminists”, we must mention the difficulties that the eld-
est and most stable, work-wise seem to have in understanding what 
extreme job insecurity involves for younger women (Biglia and Bonet, 
forthcoming), and how this affects knowledge production. in the words 
of one of the participants attending the seminar: “i’ve been working 
on my thesis for almost three years, and i still haven’t written a single 
chapter because my working rhythms are very changeable: job insecurity, 
university researcher, paid to work 20 hours a week but working for 35 
or more, and what’s more on subjects that are unrelated to my thesis” 
(anonymous). This job insecurity is prolonged through time, beyond the 
supposed period of education, and leaves us with the continual sensation 
of jousting with windmills, as we can appreciate in these words pub-
lished on Facebook by gemma ubasart, European doctor of Public Policy 
who, after two years as a postdoctoral intern, now has to look for work 
again: “Over the past few days i’ve been busy copying and pasting my 
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CV four times, obviously in different formats, for bodies managed by 
Catalan and Spanish public universities – aneca, aqu, Beatriu de Pinós 
call for applications and uOC. an outrageous waste of productivity, 
money and time. as for the modernisation of the public administration 
and the simplification of procedures – when’s that going to happen?” 
as we have mentioned, there are, unfortunately, few feminist aca- 
demics with a stable post who acknowledge this job insecurity and 
bear it in mind when establishing collaboration rhythms, given that 
conditions have worsened greatly compared to when they were young 
(Puig de la Bellacasa, 2002).  

One thing that does seem to have been transmitted intergenerationally 
is a distrust of quantitative research, which is based on the illusion 
that qualitative methodologies are in themselves more critical and more 
in alignment with the feminist perspective. it’s not hard, therefore, to 
find comments such as “i’m going to come straight out of the closet and 
confess that i am quantitophobic and philoqualitative” (anonymous); as 
well as those who claim that they don’t like figures, without bearing in 
mind that (as marta luxan, demographer and lecturer at SimreF notes) 
“it’s not a question of liking or disliking, but of aims, of adapting to the 
problem of the study in question [...]. The social reality is complex, and 
in my opinion, describing it, analysing it and attempting to change it 
requires the use of different methodologies, methodologies which, in my 
view, are complementary”. in agreement with her, we at SimreF believe 
that while a more-or-less real interconnection exists between the power 
and the use of quantitative methods, qualitative methodologies are no 
less liable to be used for purposes that are alien to feminist practices, 
as in the case of market research studies. another problem (as SimreF 
lecturer amaia Bacigalupe points out) lies in the fact that “while it seems 
that we show excessive respect when it comes to using information from 
a database or a survey that we have carried out, it would seem that 
doing an interview or chairing a group and, what’s more, analysing it 
rigorously afterwards is something that is a matter of common sense and 
within everybody’s abilities. That is to say, quali opposed to quanti goes 
with a series of direct attributions that reduce them to complex vs. sim-
ple, subversive methodology vs. methodology for the use of power, etc. 
This leads us to fall, once again, into that dual, simplistic way of thinking 
about reality that has done so much harm. and furthermore, it discredits 
qualitative methods, as it appears that no learning or skill is required to 
use them properly”. 

in our view, it is also strange to note how this contempt for the quali-
tative is often justified by the use of personal preferences, as if desire 
were not a social construction, and the “start from yourself” idea that is 
so strongly upheld by feminists could end up turning into a “remain in 
yourself”. 

These questions lead us to reflect on how we produce situated 
research studies. One of the first guidelines we have managed to find 
in many research studies (especially autochthonous ones) that are sup-
posedly based on the epistemology of situated knowledge (on which 
we also base our studies), is the fact that the application of this per-
spective seems to be resolved by means of naming the actual stances, 
instead of analysing how they influence our production of knowledges. 
another tendency we have observed in self-focused and/or self-referen-
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tial research studies is that, instead of producing diffractions of realities 
(Haraway, 2004), they tend to reinforce neoliberal individualism by con-
fusing it with feminist politics, just as happens (as we have mentioned 
previously) with the way in which the rejection of quantitative methods 
and techniques is justified. 

in our view (and simplifying greatly), this situation is the result of three 
basic problems. Firstly, there is the importance that is attributed to post-
modern language in academia, which generates the impression that, 
instead of putting into practice the teachings of situated knowledges, 
it is sufficient just to narrate them, albeit with complex and high-flown 
terminology. Secondly, there is the fact that critical theory is relatively 
in fashion, and at present it is politically correct to make reference to 
certain aspects of feminist theories, elements that have led to the pro-
duction of many de-politicised studies within these areas. Finally, there 
is the lack of systematised and embodied reflections on how to come to 
terms with these stances, as we have mentioned above. 

in order to examine these issues more thoroughly, we cannot fail to 
mention the now-classic feminist (and not only feminist) debate on 
representation and subjectivities. While at present it is agreed in fem-
inism that no one single female subject exists, and that minority groups 
should take a leading role in the processes of knowledge production, 
we find ourselves in a situation that always makes the fact of dedicat-
ing oneself to research (and not only professionally, but also within the 
area of activism) into something more elitist. There have been many 
cases where both we and other colleagues have attempted to open up 
research studies to other subjectivities, not only as participants but also 
as co-researchers, but generally we have come up against the impossibil-
ity of (and, to some extent, a lack of interest in) taking on such a task 
in a truly collective way (Pantera rosa, 2004). unquestionably, there are 
some studies that have carried out more open processes in this respect, 
for example with young people (students) or institutionalised people (for 
instance, Fine and Torre, 2006); but we still wonder: who, nowadays, 
has the time to spend on researching? do minority groups believe that 
research studies are really useful?  

Furthermore, the activist group processes in which we have taken part 
(for example, investigacció and FEmact) have featured the participa-
tion of people who were, in some way, linked with the universities. This 
implies that, in the end, we researchers cannot get away from represent-
ing other groups and subjectivities in some way, and we should carry 
out a profound reflection on the responsibilities that this involves (Pujal, 
2003). These responsibilities are even greater at a time when collec-
tive processes of knowledge production are not recognised as viable in 
academic spheres, and we have not managed to build validation mecha-
nisms that transcend these spaces which seem to have been consecrated 
to this end. 

These difficulties become even plainer when we attempt to introduce 
intersectional analysis into our studies. as andrijasevic and Bracke 
(2003) claim, parallel to the analysis of the sexual division of work in 
academia, feminists have also developed a powerful critique of the 
production of knowledge with respect to the central theme of race; 
feminists who are black or from the Third World have complained that 
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One first necessary 
step is to acknowledge 
that when we produce 
knowledge, we are 
always representing 
other subjectivities, and 
we must accept the 
responsibilities that this 
involves

while white academics have the right to devise theories about everyone 
else, oppressed groups have had to fight for their knowledge to acquire 
theoretical recognition. in fact, the contributions of ethnic minorities 
tend to be considered as merely practical examples of theoretical abstrac-
tions that are acritically linked with white people’s formulation spaces. in 
the context of the production of feminist knowledge, this also involves a 
criticism of the codification of research studies by Western white femi-
nists in racialised terms.

in this respect, we must carry out a self-criticism within the space of 
SimreF where, although we usually bear in mind, when we reflect on the 
actual research processes, the way in which the participants’ migratory 
experiences influence their research, we have not carried out a thorough 
examination of the subject of ethnic belonging, or of racist and ethnocen-
tric dynamics in academia in Spain and even within the seminar itself.   

We must ask ourselves: how can we truly understand intersectional-
ity, beyond experiencing our own and sharing it with our friends (who, 
though we are subject to multiple discrimination, are still privileged 
subjects in comparison with broad sectors of the global population), 
and with so few opportunities to mix with other subjects? How can we 
ensure that intersectionality does not become relegated to theoretical, 
analytical spaces, but instead, on the contrary, that it is embodied in the 
entire process of our research?

Without pretending to offer any answer to such a broad debate, we 
consider it pertinent to note that, perhaps, one first necessary step is to 
acknowledge that when we produce knowledge, we are always repre-
senting other subjectivities, and we must accept the responsibilities that 
this involves. 

Fresh start

To summarise the concerns presented in this short article, we believe that it 
is vital to maintain a continuous critical spirit in the context of the dynam-
ics of the collective creation of feminist knowledge. Our commitment is, 
firstly, to use the concept feminists to define our studies, in response to the 
depoliticisation to which the most accepted use of the term gender might 
lead. meanwhile, we believe that it is fundamentally important to create 
spaces to encourage the implementation of methodologically feminist 
studies, as we believe that it is the process of a research study that shapes 
it politically, and not the gender (or even the sex) of the subjects carrying it 
out, nor the feminisation of the issues. in these spaces, feminist network-
ing should be encouraged (Biglia and Jiménez, forthcoming), as well as 
peer-to-peer validation and the deployment of intergenerational power 
dynamics and relations. We know that there are structural elements (such 
as job insecurity) that cannot be fully tackled here but which, however, we 
must bear in mind in the relational dynamics. meanwhile, the multiplici-
ties of our experiences should be reflected in rigorous situated studies that 
acknowledge the impossibility of not representing, and which carefully 
consider the effects of intersectionality.

Clearly, the debate is open, though we hope to have offered a few 
reflective elements to encourage it.  
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