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Abstract

In this dialogic piece we insist on the value of keeping alive critical debates about how academic 
knowledge is produced, when it comes to understanding the complexities involved in laying bare 
the impact of socioeconomic and sociocultural differences crossing borders and contexts. The cli-
mate for conversations about difference is constructed and moved by sentiments like rage, shame, 
guilt, and resentment but also connectedness and shared excitement. Human conversations across 
difference involve risk-taking but also engagement, evocation and inspiration. Here we make a hum-
ble intent to do so, taking as a point of departure our participation in a symposium held to launch 
Christina Hee Pedersen’s book Collaborative Research Methodologies (2021). We use collaborative 
writing as a method of inquiry to explore how our understandings of concepts like intersectionality, 
social in- and exclusion, social justice and different knowledge forms represent a challenge to aca-
demic subjects within a pronounced audit culture, fi lled with competition and unequal employment 
conditions. We argue that explorative conversations are pivotal to cultivate feminist, anti-racist and 
decolonial pockets of critical, collaborative research and teaching practices.

KEYWORDS: Collaborative research methodologies, difference, decoloniality, intersectionality, 
affect
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A text born out of  a fruitful 
encounter

This dialogic piece was born out of a fruitful en-
counter between the three authors in Denmark in 
October 2021. We came together in a symposium 
as commentators of Christina Hee Pedersen’s 
book launching of Crafting Collaborative Research 
Methodologies. Leaps and Bounds in Interdisci-
plinary Inquiry (Pedersen 2021). Christina’s book 
gave us an invaluable opportunity to delve into 
issues of difference and collaboration in research 
methodologies that was in many ways unexpect-
ed.  In this dialogic piece, we insist on the value of 
keeping alive the critical conversations that arise 
in human encounters like seminars, symposiums, 
or conferences. Conversations about what we 
consider important knowledge, how we destabilize 
our taken-for-granted thinking through encounters 
with others, and how we deal with the complexi-
ties involved in laying bare the impact of socioec-
onomic and sociocultural differences. The climate 
for conversations about difference is often con-
structed and moved by sentiments of rage, shame, 
guilt, and resentment, but not seldom also feelings 
like connectedness, identifi cation, friendship, and 
the thrill of joint discovery. We named our online 
communication platform for making this piece 
The adventure of writing. We fi nd it meaningful to 
contribute and share our conversations about and 
across difference, conversations which not only 
involve affect and risk-taking but also break down 
barriers that sometimes appear unsurmountable. 
We hope it can engage, evoke, and inspire others 
in their work.

Christina knew Breny and Adriana long be-
fore the symposium. Breny and Christina have 
known each other since 1985 through their work 
in the feminist NGO in Peru Manuela Ramos. Adri-
ana and Christina were fellow activists in the early 
years of GALF, a lesbian feminist organization in 
Peru (Jitsuya & Sevilla, 2008). However, Breny and 
Adriana had never met before the symposium in 
Denmark, and we were not very familiar with the 
academic work of each other. 

Christina’s book Crafting collaborative re-
search methodologies. Leaps and bounds in 

interdisciplinary inquiry at the center of the sym-
posium gathers the fruits of many years of re-
search and teaching.  It is an assemblage of texts 
which blurs genres, geographies and theoretical 
traditions and it communicates and explores con-
crete experiments with collaboration in a double 
move of evocation and interpretation/analysis. 
It presents several practical methods based on 
poststructuralist feminist takes on methodology/
analysis working with images, memory work and 
intersectionality. Through collective work with 
texts co-produced in Peru, Denmark, and Bolivia 
she explores the production of dominance, social 
exclusion and normativity with the intertwined 
concepts:ɸ  subjectifi cation,ɸ belongingɸ andɸ social 
change.ɸ

Here we use collaborative writing as a meth-
od of inquiry to explore how our understandings 
of concepts as diverse as methodology, intersec-
tionality, coloniality, subjectivity, social in- and ex-
clusion, social justice and committed knowledge 
production represent a challenge to researchers 
living in a pronounced audit culture, fi lled with 
competition and unequal employment conditions 
worldwide. We hold that such explorative con-
versations are necessary to cultivate feminist, 
anti-racist and decolonial pockets of critical, col-
laborative research and teaching practices. What 
you are about to read is a constructed conversa-
tion, an extract of a rich reading and writing pro-
cess where we, through different ‘downfalls’ in the 
texts, put together an assemblage of ideas relat-
ed to collaboration and difference that we have 
found meaningful to share through a ‘slow conver-
sational style.’ We invite the reader to ‘give in’ and 
patiently follow the fl ow we have constructed to 
present insights about the multifaceted nature of 
academic collaboration and the generative power 
of dialogue.

What did we do, and how 

We come from different disciplines and occupy 
different positions in the colonial structures of 
power.  We recognize that we as all research-
ers are implicated in (re)producing dynamics of 
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power and norms when we read and evaluate our 
own academic work and that of others. Here we 
engage in the adventure of an open and unfi n-
ished dialogue (Bakhtin 1981, Phillips 2011). Our 
departures and arrivals are different, but we have 
been driven by an evoked curiosity to explore the 
generative power of dialogue. We share a com-
mon commitment to feminism. In our process, 
we have made use of different kinds of texts as 
sites of encounter and self(inquiry). We take as 
our point of departure a fragment from Christina’s 
book and parts of Breny’s and Adriana’s presenta-
tions at the symposium. Subsequently, we write 
letters to each other and share our immediate 
reactions virtually. We consider this approach as 
one of many ways to generate knowledge, cre-
ate topics of relevance and human connections 
across different positions and affects. With this 
we invite the readers to follow the outcomes of a 
collaborative process.

Christina had asked Adriana and Breny to 
model their presentations at the symposium over 
four simple questions: What impressed you when 
you read the chapter assigned to you? What did 
the reading make you think about? In what ways 
could you use the ideas in the chapter in your own 
work? Did the chapter raise important questions in 
relation to research/teaching about collaborative 
research and difference?

Moved by our encounter at the symposium 
we set off by re-reading a small section from the 
beginning of Christina’s book and the presenta-
tions of Breny and Adriana. Based on Christina’s 
experience with a methodology of letter writing 
to generate insights we wrote one or two pages 
with our immediate reactions (Pedersen, Phillips, 
Frydendahl 2021, Phillips & Pedersen 2020). We 
let two simple questions guide our letters: ‘What 
made the biggest impression on you when read-
ing the letters - and why?” We started out with a 
round of ten minutes condensed talk online with 
immediate reactions, followed by dialogue on top-
ics evoked by our conversation.  Using the genre 
of open-ended dialogue, we sought to create room 
for expressing doubts, sharing personal experi-
ences introspection, analytical points, and new 
questions.

The topics of common concern are related 
to ideas about difference, collaboration, academic 
work, and the research subject. Arriving at a clo-
sure in our conversation, we end with a refl ection 
about some tensional moments that arose regard-
ing in relation to the issue of otherness. These 
moments have allowed us to refl ect even more 
on the impact of difference, affect and power in 
collaborative research.  Let us set into motion our 
assemblage:

Texts of  departure 

What follows is a small extract from Christina’s 
book from her fi rst chapter where she talks about 
the meaning and function of the concepts differ-
ence and experience:

“It is common to state that it is important 
to always address differences within the human 
and social sciences (Hall, 1997). I have to admit 
that for me the tensions and diffi  culties in theo-
rizing difference persist.  In every day meaning 
making our expectations and imaginaries work 
in relation to cultural codes and norms and how 
these connect to the constructed social catego-
ries. The biological signs on our bodies; breasts, 
white skin, body weight for example make us de-
code these signs in normative frameworks. We 
use difference to make sense of our surround-
ings, to take contact, to create distance, to legit-
imize our own norms or simply to describe the 
worlds we are part of. I am utterly aware that 
some of my writing without me being aware ad-
dress difference in ways that may reproduce hi-
erarchies and binary positionings about race and 
class for example. In fact, I want to show how 
this takes place through language in some of the 
analysis presented. In many academic texts you 
have for decades witnessed a most of all ritual-
istic mentioning of how difference and intersec-
tions among social categories play an important 
role in the unfolding of any social phenomena. 
Ann Phoenix calls this the diffi  cult ‘couplet of dif-
ference and identity’ and she talks about it as a 
couplet that is taken up but also resisted in aca-
demic work (Phoenix, 2008).
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In commonsense understandings differ-
ence is most often associated with identity and 
social categories. Therefore, a clear danger when 
a group in collaborative processes talk difference 
into being is to assume homogeneity within social 
groups and also to other differences in the name 
of consensus. One could say that collaborative 
methodologies per se take place within and with 
the dynamic entanglement of difference and com-
monality and often create a temporary common 
ground for those who collaborate. 

(…) In line with decades of feminist thinking, 
I hold that an important point of departure, be tak-
en in experience, or more precisely, what we as in-
dividuals have come to recognize as experience, 
sensation, and reality. Despite my strong episte-
mological and ontological base in feminist post-
structuralism, I fi nd it necessary to hold on to a 
starting point with roots in feminist activist practic-
es and in what could look like a phenomenological 
take on what is commonly recognized as ‘known 
and owned’ by both individual and a group as a 
‘reality’. I am committed to a humanist ideal where 
the potentials produced through human encoun-
ters require the construction of a common ground 
for communication and a basic recognition of the 
‘other’ and the possibility to learn from him, they or 
her. In a human encounter, we establish this com-
mon ground by aiming at constructing an account 
that convinces oneself and the other. We do this 
by linking together life episodes into long, caus-
al sequences and by singling out certain events 
that we give a specifi c signifi cance. I understand 
the telling of experiences as social constructions, 
created by a narrator in close interaction with the 
situation and the expected cultural norms. As 
such, what we share is put together with the help 
of culturally available instruments and ingredients 
(Bourdieu, 1986; Järvinen, 2000, p. 372).

When establishing research relations with 
a commitment to learning, a precondition must 
be that participants can enter subject-subject re-
lations. This means that during the research pro-
cess it becomes possible to relate respectfully to 
one another as unique and worthy participants. In 
such encounters, the claim or the reference to ‘ex-
perience’ is key, as it is activated through language 

and vital when we make contact and share our 
stories with the other, even if we in constructivist 
terms understand this narration of ourselves as a 
construction. Construction or not, the effects of 
our understandings of the world are as real as can 
be. Reality will always be mediated to us by lan-
guage and so embodied that we perceive experi-
ence as a dear belonging that make us who we are 
- a constantly constructed base upon which we 
live (Hultman & Taguchi, 2010; Olesen & Pedersen, 
2013; St. Pierre, 2011)”’

*

Breny read chapter two and chapter nine in Chris-
tina’s book. In chapter two Christina presents her 
repertoire of theoretical concepts. Concepts like 
subjectifi cation, belonging and social change are 
explained and brought to work in a small story to 
direct attention to complexities in meaning-mak-
ing related to social differentiation. The concepts 
represent a certain refl exive development within 
feminist poststructuralist traditions – a theoreti-
cal conversation ‘on the move’ where the research 
subject is recognized an active participant in the 
(re)production of hegemonic positions.

In chapter nine intersectional thinking is 
used to explore the analytical possibilities implied 
in handling texts as jointly produced and unstable. 
A collaborative re-writing strategy is used to ana-
lyze sociocultural norms and the concrete effects 
of social categorization in interpretation.  Christina 
had asked Breny to read these two chapters, rec-
ognizing Breny´s expertise related to the content 
feeling at the same time a little nervous about how 
a decolonial reading of her work would look. This 
is part of Breny´s reading at the symposium:

“Bringing educación popular or popular ed-
ucation together with poststructuralism as does 
Christina in her book is quite a task. Perhaps this 
is one of the most outstanding feats of her work. 
You see, Educacion popular is a Latin American 
political pedagogy of the sixties much rooted in 
Marxism that also inspired collaborative research 
methodologies such as Orlando Fals Borda’s 
participatory action research (Fals Borda 1978a, 
1978b, 1979, 1981, 1984; Robles & Rappaport, 
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2018). But what Christina is doing in her book is 
very different and innovative. She engages the 
researcher in a process of deep self-interroga-
tion and self-refl ection through textual analyses 
and other post-structural strategies which were 
not present at all in previous participatory action 
research methodologies. Why is this important? 
Well, because while both collaborative method-
ologies seek social transformation, participatory 
action research was concerned mainly with giving 
the knowledge produced by the researcher back 
to the ’subjects-objects’ of the research, it did not 
require a preceding or a subsequent self-exam-
ination of the social positions of the researcher. 
He or she remained partially invisible throughout 
the process of investigation. And in so being the 
top-down approach of traditional research or the 
relations of power between the participants of the 
research were left largely unanalyzed. Christina 
does the exact opposite. She uses poststructural 
theories as her guideline and as her framework 
of analysis to reveal the cultural norms, and the 
technologies (microphysics) of power that are op-
erating in the process of writing and rewriting the 
texts that make up the fi eldwork of her research, 
or her memory work. Her collaborative methodol-
ogy is bound to a process of self-discovery and 
uncovering and even public exposure of the com-
promised nature of our social positions that re-
quires courage, honesty, and ethical integrity. I can 
feel throughout the pages of the book the noble 
desire to exhume the power that a Nordic wom-
an senses is buried in the margins, in between the 
lines, and in the depths of her own writing. But that 
is not the only thing that is happening; she com-
pels the reader to enter into a dialogue with the 
texts she has chosen as part of the process of her 
self-interrogation. As a reader you are pulled in 
as a protagonist of the stories she is sharing. Not 
only do you feel like becoming the observer of her 
memory or perhaps the observed, but her memory 
also becomes part of the repertoire of your own 
memories. You literally imagine witnessing what 
she is witnessing and retelling. But are you? You 
know as a fact that you are outside of her memory, 
that her memory does not belong to you and that 
you would have told the story differently. What has 

taken place then? You realize that you have be-
come a collaborator of the analytical process she 
has put in motion. Such that at the other end of 
the memory/story, you not only produce your own 
analysis of her memory but have begun enmesh-
ing your own memories with hers and started your 
own process of self-interrogation. This is one of 
the fi nest moments of Christina’s collaborative 
methodology.

She gives us an excellent example of how 
this happens in chapter two with the memory of 
an incident that she recorded in the mid-80s at the 
Schiphol Airport in the Netherlands.  In this mem-
ory or in my memory of her memory, Christina ob-
serves a Latin American middle-aged man (she 
does not reveal his race, but I imagine he is proba-
bly an upper-middle-class Peruvian of mestizo-cri-
ollo origin) at the gate in a fl ight to Lima, Peru. She 
describes him as taking up too much space, his 
body language showing too much assertiveness, 
he’s interacting with a waitress that she assumes 
might be Peruvian also and he speaks to her with 
an accented English (like mine) that irritates her. 
Couldn’t he have just spoken to her in Spanish 
she asks herself. He initiates an uninvited conver-
sation with a group of younger men (nationality 
unclear) that just came back from Paris. Christi-
na senses they are uncomfortable with him be-
cause he blurts out an old-fashioned stereotypi-
cal French utterance like oh-la-la which brings the 
conversation to an end. She interprets his utter-
ance as overtly sexual which turns off the younger 
men. I sense she thinks this is stereotypical Latin 
macho behavior. The man also treats his wife with 
excessive deference or perhaps condescension by 
demonstrating at every moment who’s in charge. 
He seems to have command of everything around 
him, but from Christina’s perspective this man is 
missing all European cultural cues. 

At this point of her retelling of her memory, 
I am a little terrifi ed. I am stunned at the specula-
tive nature of her comments and of the tone. But 
then Christina begins unpacking this incident and 
her discursive power. Step by step she uncovers 
the binary constructions she infuses in the textu-
al memory, the racial tension that traverses her 
comments about the man, her overidentifi cation 
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with the waitress and his wife and her presuppo-
sitions. Christina becomes acutely aware that she 
has written into the text of her memory, her privi-
lege as a white European woman. She uses Mary 
Louise Pratt’s notion of the contact zone “where 
cultures, meet, clash and grapple with each other, 
often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relations 
of power, such as colonialism, slavery, or their af-
termaths as they are lived out in many parts of the 
world today” (Pratt, 1991) to interpret the situa-
tion at the Schiphol airport and to come to terms 
with the meanings she has produced in the text 
that reveal the discursive power that she possess-
es as a European cisgender woman and scholar. 
The memory work and the textual analysis follow-
ing post-structural understandings of power as 
productive, the double nature of subjectifi cation, 
and self-governmentality allow her to reexamine 
her own assumptions and to reevaluate the cul-
tural norms embedded in the meaning-making 
process with which she has imbued her memory 
work. I leave out a sigh of relief. The collaborative 
methodology has worked wonders. It has laid out 
in the open the tensions and disturbances that 
are produced in the encounter of a white woman 
with the Other and has provided the tools to en-
gage with them constructively. The researcher has 
courageously and voluntarily engaged in an act of 
self-revelation and recognized the mutual human-
ity of the observer and the observed Other. Chris-
tina, the Danish scholar has fought the demons of 
power face to face and has taken the life out of 
them. She can now fi nd like she says a more liva-
ble coexistence with the different Other, but also 
with herself.”

*

Adriana was the second speaker at the symposi-
um. Christina had asked Adriana to read chapter 
seven about the production of otherness in lan-
guage. Through the analysis of a memory work 
from Peru the chapter demonstrates the work-
ings of ideas we create of ourselves and others. 
The empirical material is a written memory about 
a dance performance realized in the late 80s by 
Christina in the activist lesbian group GALF where 

they both had been members. This experience was 
turned into a written memory based on  a ‘memory 
work’ session with a group of feminist friends in 
Lima, who explored the dynamic tension related to 
similitude and difference among women. Christi-
na was both curious and afraid to hear Adriana’s 
reading of her analysis confronted by the risk that 
Adriana could maybe feel ‘upset’ by the obvious 
otherings displayed in Christina´s analysis. This is 
an extract of Adriana’s read on the symposium: 

“The chapter you asked me to read was an 
example of a collaborative memory work where 
you had facilitated a memory work session with 
a group of feminist friends in 2009 seeking to ex-
plore to understand the effects of modifi cations 
within feminist discourses on difference. The sit-
uation you describe in your story is a ‘homemade’ 
choreography where you Christina danced. We are 
in Lima, Peru.

The dance performance you write about 
took place 30 years ago as part of the cultural/
political activities of GALF an activist group we 
both belonged to. Christina’s memory about her 
dance performance was written as an example 
of how women across differences share common 
interests but is at the same time a text about the 
entangled production of difference and common-
ality. The remembered situation is a dance perfor-
mance and therefore also connects body/writing.

The best word to describe my reaction after 
reading the chapter is confusion and discomfort. 
Let me explain a little more to better understand 
my reaction. I found myself divided between two 
aspects of what we can call my identity today: My 
academic side, the “training” in the discipline of 
literature of the last 20 years - a background that 
conditions my reactions every time I confront a 
text in search of interpretation. And on the other 
hand the memories of the 19-year-old Adriana, a 
young aspirant to GALF, the only lesbian feminist 
organization at the time that my fi rst girlfriend and 
I were lucky to bump into in the Lima of the 1980s. 

Unable to decide from which one of those 
perspectives I should prepare my talk - this ten-
sional juxtaposition formed my reaction. I eventu-
ally decided to leave the personal side apart and 
center my effort in a traditional academic manner. 
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I confronted the text with order and discipline to 
become aware of my ‘place of enunciation.’ I work 
with Cultural Analysis in Latin American Studies, 
which means that I deal with interpretations, de-
constructions and ‘reading’ of texts, novels, fi lms, 
colonial sources and even song lyrics and com-
ics.  I automatically adjust myself to the steps 
of analyzing to arrive at an interpretation. But in 
Latin American Studies this is a complex matter. 
I frequently fi nd myself “distracted” because con-
centrating on a cultural object also means setting 
aside that most of the time this ‘object’ is also part 
of my national, regional, and sometimes -even per-
sonal history, being a Peruvian Andean woman 

Automatically I began reading the origi-
nal text written by Christina wanting to add my 
own perspectives and observations about the 
story straight away, and these were my fi rst 
observations: 

I was surprised by the conviction of the au-
thor in making use of dance, music, and body lan-
guage as a communication tool. In cultural analysis 
we learn that if there are two areas that are mined 
with culture and present diffi  culties for interpreta-
tion those are the ones. Because each of the con-
cepts that integrate dance and body language are 
tied to cultural rituals, fl exible conceptualization 
and misconceptions, eurocentrism, norms and 
values, gender, class, and power. They are pow-
erful political manifestations. What amazed me 
was that the dancer in the story (Christina) is so 
certain that her message of her performance will 
be understood by others. The trust in the power of 
the author’s imagination, the accuracy of her per-
formance to make visible lesbian love were quite 
inspiring BUT… when the conclusions arrived, I got 
confused: What exactly did “The night turn outs 
to be a success” or ”They have created a cultural 
space for women” mean? New questions arose 
from these lines: Why was it a success? How was 
it measured? No other comments included who 
“they” (the other members of GALF?) were. Be-
cause the memory was a description of the danc-
er’s personal preparation in creating the choreog-
raphy, interpreting, and performing it I missed a 
personal summary, like for example: ”She ends up 
happy” or ”she has shared very important feelings 

and proposals.” But what creates confusion is that 
the title announces “Dancing self and group into 
being” so the expectations related to the dance 
were not only about a personal development but 
also a collective one. ”They” have gained a cultural 
space and the possibility of doing more things in 
the future. There is an aspiration in the protago-
nist to have contributed to a cultural event with a 
dance crossed by other (political) issues that were 
not addressed at all. 

Then I realized that the text had already been 
analyzed in 2009 during a memory work session 
with feminist friends and I felt out of place. I did 
not understand my task at the symposium: What 
exactly could I say? I read the chapter again and 
surprised myself by stopping and refl ecting pro-
foundly on these two lines: “painful sense of other-
ness” and “moments of disruption and discomfort.”

And then I realized the real effect of the text: 
the “feeling of uneasiness” was related to the fact 
of me being confronted with the limitations of my 
own academic tools for this task. I was suddenly 
refl ecting and questioning the essence of my own 
place of enunciation. That was the discomfort the 
text generated, that was the real discovery from 
my work with the chapter. The text was the subject 
to work with, but the person-reader was the one to 
be questioned.

My reading of the chapter also made me 
think about my work situation. Most of my col-
leagues are Latin American. We face the same 
experience but deal with it in different ways. We 
exchange comments and tips, which works as a 
bonding strategy, but we never talk about our ex-
perience in a more analytical way to create a com-
mon opinion about these issues. Thus, the chapter 
inspired me to think about the creative potential of 
‘memories.’ I didn’t realize that the act of remem-
bering (personal) events could be transformed 
into a tool for analysis. Applying analytical strat-
egies most often means distancing yourself from 
the object of analysis but not always questions are 
posed to the academic subject doing the analysis. 

Our students make a short trip to Latin 
America as part of their study program. Their work 
presents a frequent problem: they draw on stere-
otypical images of Latin America, its landscapes, 
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peoples, or cultural products. Dealing with the 
student’s construction of otherness can be an 
exhausting enterprise. The teacher’s work is dou-
ble: to teach them the formalities of academic 
research and then the necessary ‘academic dis-
tance’ that allows students to refl ect upon their 
own conceptions that they consider globally valid, 
irrefutable and undoubtedly modern and superior 
to the center of their study: the Latin American 
other.

When it comes to my/our own memories 
from GALF I fi nd it incredibly interesting to think 
about applying a collective exercise of memory 
work to recall incidents from the past, about col-
lective events that have been processed differently 
by the persons we have become. Maybe that could 
be the beginning of the big enterprise of rewriting 
our own story as a group - especially in view of 
the plethora of works that are beginning to appear 
which create, in my opinion, an unrecognizable 
story of the fi rst Peruvian lesbian organization.”

*

The letters 

Christina wrote the fi rst letter in Spanish - the lan-
guage we use to communicate - hoping thereby to 
get a fl uid, more personal and direct contact, and 
communication.

Dear Breny and Adriana,
For me personally the symposium was an unforget-
table experience, and it was lovely to re-read your 
presentations from that day. Little remains when 
you try to hold on to an oral presentation. But it was 
diffi  cult to make this a short letter as there was 
much to say. Your presentations were condensed 
and complex and they touched on a wide range of 
topics at a profound and fundamental level; what is 
it to be a person, citizen, academic and activist in 
our times. 

Adriana, you write that the chapter you read 
placed you in a position where it was diffi  cult for 
you to choose between what you call ‘the academic 
Adriana’ and ‘the personal Adriana’. You describe 

this as an uncomfortable dilemma in your work sit-
uation and that it exhausts you - that your teaching 
often leads to tense and complex situations, where 
you simultaneously represent the privileged teach-
er, the one who evaluates the students, the power-
ful representative of the institution and ‘the other’, 
about which the students have to learn/analyze/
describe. 

When I read your presentation again, I won-
dered if you had felt othered by the way I wrote 
about GALF? In the chapter I analyze how otherness 
come into being through language.  I demonstrate 
in detail how both individual and collective subjects 
are produced in complex dynamics of in- and exclu-
sion. It was the analysis itself that lead me to ex-
hibit an uncomfortable self-exposure of fi rstness. 
My question is: how did it make you feel to read 
my analysis of an experience shared by the two of 
us many years ago in GALF? Were you exhausted 
from reading the ‘painful sense of my production 
of otherness’?

You also write that the easiest way for you is 
to avoid the inclusion of the personal dimension, 
but I also read between the lines that you are not 
satisfi ed with the option of totally excluding ´the 
personal Adriana’.  The mixed emotions of discom-
fort, confusion, surprise, inspiration and amaze-
ment generated by the reading seem to exist simul-
taneously. I wonder if this is a result of being ‘made 
other’ by my descriptions? I also now ask myself if 
the certainty of the protagonist in the memory of 
the dance - a certainty that surprises you - could be 
an expression of privilege? How the white body per 
se at that point in time automatically gave access 
to the Peruvian reality. At the same time, the mem-
ory is a story of a person fi ghting to be included. 
A person that wants to escape the social category 
‘gringa’ and longs to be just another participant in 
the group. Tell me what you think. 

I actually invited you to precisely read these 
chapters to learn more from your readings as I had 
my doubts about how my texts could be read by 
others, - taking into account the sometimes-harsh 
atmosphere surrounding discussions about identi-
ties and privilege. You suggest Breny that there is 
a danger involved in the self-disclosures that I per-
form in my analysis. Does the analytical process of 
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making visible the formation of meaning and the 
position of power of the research subject become 
just one more example of putting the white feminist 
at the center of a text? 

Considering my insecurity, I was relieved 
though to hear Breny say that you consider the 
tools I present practical contributions to collective-
ly engage in relations that are highly asymmetrical.  

I am looking forward to receiving your letters - 
don’t be too harsh with my Spanish, …love Christina

Dear Breny and Christina, to you both hugs and 
greetings, 
After reading Christina’s letter, a great relief came 
over me. What a pleasure to read and write in Span-
ish! Somehow the ghost of translation was limiting 
me from writing. I think for the more complex and 
emotional content I take more time and effort to 
fi nd the correct English constructions. The experi-
ence of participating in the symposium was very 
important for me. Firstly, it was my fi rst face-to-
face conference after the Covid-confi nement. I also 
left my comfortable research corner and managed 
to overcome the myth that if I didn’t build up my 
presentation within what I consider ‘traditional’ ac-
ademic” parameters, I wouldn’t have much to say. 
I was confronted with the evidence that my model 
of being academic is based on striving to distance 
myself from the personal. This is strange, because 
the literary analysis of novels, short stories and 
comics are very personal opinions or perspectives 
even if they are wrapped in and sustained by aca-
demic conventions. Another reason why I consider 
this experience essential was because it became 
clear to me that I had come out of the exhaustion 
of 2020, then I had reached my limits within univer-
sity’s numerical productivity. As a result, I experi-
enced a decrease in my engagement and enthusi-
asm. I consider it a sign of recovery to have been 
able to participate in the symposium and talk open-
ly about these tensions. In Roskilde I discovered 
that my state of mind and my strength were back.

I read Breny’s text with admiration. I was not 
familiar with Christina’s way of thinking, and it puz-
zled me. But Breny provided me with an aerial view, 
that not only clarifi ed the steps to be followed in 

Christina’s analysis, I could also understand that 
getting involved in the analysis ended up involving 
me in an unexpected self-analysis. I then under-
stood and it explained the moments of discomfort, 
that grew out of my reading. 

My work with stories made me pay attention 
to details in both Christina’s and Breny’s texts. De-
spite of you addressing the same topic, I noticed 
differences. Breny added details to the text that 
helped to better understand Christina’s text

Another detail that struck me in Breny’s text 
was the way in which she, in addition to address-
ing the case, Christina’s analysis and adding her 
critical notes, also -as part of the dialogue with the 
text – tells us about a similar experience of privi-
lege and asymmetrical relations that she came to 
think about while reading. In my opinion she there-
by not only sustained the dialogue regarding the 
theoretical approach but also opens the door to in-
volve similar feelings. This involvement as a reader 
seems essential to me since it adds a new element 
to the interpretation. 

In the selection from your book Christina, 
there are aspects that have impacted me and 
moved me to refl ection. To begin with, the certainty 
with which you conceive work and research as a 
collective process:” In my understanding, knowl-
edge production is always co-created and com-
munication always dialogical.” You argue that the 
different phases in an analytical process: readings, 
theorization and then analysis can be carried out 
collectively. These observations lead me to refl ect 
on the way I do and conceive my own work and I 
must confess that it is fundamentally an individual 
process. 

I only worked collectively during my three 
years at another faculty and was fascinated by the 
way Christina includes the need for collective labor 
in processes that I think of as individual. And then 
again what strikes me is the possibility of extend-
ing the analysis to those who investigate:  the re-
searcher herself and this possibility of self-analysis 
when working with a text keeps dazzling me while 
it also worries me a bit.

Finally, a general refl ection regarding the ac-
tive participation of the researcher and her dilem-
mas when constructing otherness. How does this 
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process work when otherness - at least who is 
theoretically considered as such - is the one who 
does the analysis? For example, when I analyze 
novels about the Andean world, I read familiar ex-
pressions, I recognize close descriptions, they are 
almost home perspectives. What are the dilem-
mas that a literate otherness face? And I think of 
Spivak’s observation (Spivak, 1988) that when the 
subordinate occupies privileged places (place of 
enunciation as academic) she ceases to be so. A 
theme for refl ection (Churampi, 2009). This is what 
I’ve managed to ‘cook’ so far. A huge hug full of af-
fection, Adriana

Dear Adriana and Christina,
To begin with, sharing those days in Denmark was 
sweet and warm. They will remain in the repertoire 
of my most pleasant memories. And now embark-
ing on this collaborative process of writing over 
time is novel to me, potentially loving, and at the 
same time perhaps even rugged. Anyway, I’ve done 
my homework. I re-read the pages from the book in-
dicated by Christina, Adriana’s text, and Christina’s 
letter.

Reading Adriana’s text, I realized that she 
had actually lived part of the memory that Chris-
tina evoked because GALF was an organization 
to which she had belonged in her formative polit-
ical years. In my case, I construct my presence in 
Christina’s memory. I inserted myself into her story 
imaginatively. That maybe made some difference 
at the level of the affects involved. However, it has 
been interesting for me to think about the dilem-
ma that Adriana presents, about how to approach 
Christina’s text either as an academic in her ana-
lytical practice or as the person who is rooted in 
the history of otherness. After thinking about it for 
a while, I think that in the end this separation is 
superfi cial or tenuous because no theoretical per-
spective can be exempt from the place of enunci-
ation and the structure of feelings with which one 
is in the world. It is rather then a question of form. 
It is a matter of writing style or of the decisions 
we make when we approach a text. And those de-
cisions have consequences. That’s why when I re-
read the texts, I remembered my initial reaction to 

Christina’s chapters. She had half-jokingly asked 
me not to emphasize the decolonial perspective 
too much. Do you remember? I took that warning 
very seriously and tried to suppress a decoloni-
al analysis but was not entirely convinced that I 
should. For this reason, after reading and re-read-
ing the text, I can now admit that I also felt the un-
easiness that Adriana talks about with Christina’s 
theoretical framework. Maybe for different reasons 
or maybe they are the same? One is that I hardly 
work with the concept of ‘difference’ so central to 
Christina. I believe that the question of otherness 
or difference is a problem that Europeans consid-
er pivotal, in particular, poststructuralists not only 
do they use the concept to de-stabilize their power 
relationship towards colonial subjects but also to 
disengage from their own position of power. Which 
tacitly constitutes a denial of its power and its re-
constitution. What a problem for me!

I also always found it interesting that post-
structuralists raise the question of otherness while 
such Others have developed their own theories in 
response to their being positioned as Other. Think 
of Gloria Anzaldúa (1987) or the critical theory of 
race (Crenshaw, 1996) black feminism (Hill Collins, 
2000, bell hooks, 1994) postcolonial and decolo-
nial perspectives (Mohanty 1997, Mendoza 2014) 
etc. However, they almost never carried out a con-
versation with them because, despite everything, 
poststructuralists liked to talk about the Other, but 
not with her. On the other hand, the being that em-
bodied the so-called Otherness, although she was 
fully aware that she was perceived solely in terms 
of otherness from the colonial abyss that she in-
habited, she never lost sight of her self-perception 
as a being in herself. She was always aware of be-
ing split off - in the way Du Bois describes it with 
his concept of double-consciousness (1993)- or 
Maldonado-Torres with ‘the coloniality of being’ 
(2007) - that is, in a perpetual struggle for her own 
self-defi nition and recognition as a human being. 

In short, I entered this endeavor with anoth-
er theoretical baggage and my thoughts/feelings 
came from decolonial theory. At fi rst, your text 
Christina seemed to me, a diffi  cult passage to 
cross theoretically. Likewise, the emphasis you 
put on experience caused me a bit of discomfort 
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due to your strong attachment to the present, 
that is, your presentism. Although I have worked 
with this idea before, I conceive the experience 
as a very post-structuralist construct. Anyway, I 
thought that maybe by privileging experience it 
was diffi  cult to elucidate the history in which the 
experience of the present is always subjected.  
The epigenetic mark of the colonial trauma inher-
ited from generation to generation seemed to me 
to be even more invisible if we only hold ourselves 
to what is happening in the present, in front of our 
eyes, close to our ears. Privileging the present 
seemed to me then another way to hide the co-
lonial that defi nes us as white, European and as 
non-Western beings in Otherness. But then Chris-
tina, you introduce intersectionality as a bridge 
between the poststructural, feminist position and 
the dialogue with the Other, and that safeguard-
ed some of the problems of the general approach 
that I present here. But it is still curious that the 
concept of intersectionality always remained as 
one of the few concepts that can be rescued from 
the enormous theoretical creation of non-Europe-
an feminists. The history of concepts is important; 
just as it is sometimes diffi  cult for us to apply con-
cepts to our realities that were thought for other 
processes and eras. In general, I was struck by 
the absence of quotations from texts that were 
written by non-Europeans, especially Latin Amer-
icans. One of the things that I remember having 
thought through the discussions that took place 
at the symposium and later, is perhaps the need 
to create new concepts that could better account 
for the self-critical process that you carry out with 
your very original methodology. 

That is to say that by dealing with the work 
of your memories and allowing myself to be led by 
the hand by your desire to free yourself from the 
limitations that our stories impose and with your 
spirit of collaboration, I was able to meet you half-
way. Today I would insist again that your theoreti-
cal-methodological proposal with the combination 
with precepts that come outside of poststructural-
ism such as action research and popular education 
that in my opinion were best developed in Latin 
America are the ones that neutralized in the end 
the imperial effects that for me are still preserved 

within poststructuralist positions. And for that rea-
son, the methodology that you have created is with-
out a doubt very important politically. Anyway, this 
is what I wanted to share today with the desire to 
open more discussions. With love and admiration, 
Breny

The dialogue 

We started the conversation online with a discus-
sion where we told each other what points we had 
found interesting in our letters.

Breny: When I wrote my letter, I had not yet read 
Adriana’s letter. In my response to Christina’s let-
ter, I mention that what still disturbed me a little 
was how I had left decolonial perspectives out of 
my analysis. Christina as you are somewhat mar-
ried to post-structuralism, I am to decolonial the-
ories, right? And precisely these perspectives, so 
central to my thinking, you had asked me to down-
play, and I had put them somewhat aside. Do you 
remember, Christina?

Christina: Yes.

Breny: The interesting thing about all this is that 
despite knowing you for so long, I was not very 
aware of your intellectual academic work. So, 
when I read the chapters that you had asked me to 
read, I was surprised by what I found. Despite also 
having been strongly infl uenced by poststructural 
perspectives years ago and despite being familiar 
with poststructuralism I had to re-enter this way of 
thinking. What I didn’t know was how passionately 
you think with this perspective. So, when I started 
reading the book, I was careful not to read through 
a decolonial critical gaze. I remember that I found 
the reading quite complex. I read the chapters and 
made several notes because I felt that I needed 
to understand what you were up to. That is why 
I began to break down the text and this is what 
Adriana captured. It was a super good exercise for 
me because I was able to understand what Chris-
tina wanted to do, and I was able to appreciate the 
methodology she offers.
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Then one thing that caught my attention in 
your letter Christina is that I felt a bit like I didn’t 
touch a nerve in you. Adriana touched a nerve, but 
not me. You basically address Adriana, and you 
use me to make some point you yourself wanted 
to make. It made me feel ignored you know!

Christina: But I didn’t want to ignore anyone! I real-
ized that I had already written too much and that I 
had to fi nish the letter. But you are right, imbalanc-
es in participation when it comes to collaboration 
and voice are always interpreted and points to the 
fact that everything that one chooses to leave out 
constructs meaning.

Breny: Yes, it has consequences! Another obser-
vation is that when I read Adriana’s letter, I realized 
that my relationship with Christina’s stories was a 
little different than Adriana’s. I know the world that 
Christina describes from Peru, but I am not a di-
rect participant in her stories, as is Adriana being 
a former member of GALF. I gather that this has 
very different consequences for the process of in-
terpretation and the affective relation to the text.

The last thing that caught my attention is 
that Christina in her letter asks you about how 
it made you feel reading her analysis. If you felt 
‘othered’. But when you write your letter you don’t 
really give her an answer. I felt that Christina was 
very concerned about your possible reactions to 
the text.

Christina: She is ignoring me (all laugh).

Breny: That’s why it made me think about how 
conversations don’t have a directionality. They 
are very erratic. Every time you sit down to write 
something, what you write depends on what’s 
on your mind at that very moment. And we don’t 
get to know what you think Adriana because you 
don’t answer directly. You do address the question 
about otherness, but very subtly. 

Adriana: Your text impressed me a lot, Breny. Be-
cause when I fi rst read my chapter, I was disori-
ented. I began to analyze the memory that Chris-
tina uses as an example and between bumps and 

stumbles I managed to give a fi rst opinion. But it 
was when I read your text Breny that I really un-
derstood what Christina had done and how her 
approach should be understood.  Breny’s text re-
inforced that intuition and the personal dimension 
that had disturbed me, and I understood that this 
was actually part of the objective of the analysis. 

I was moved by that detailed addition that 
you make Breny when you share a memory of your 
own about difference and privilege evoked by the 
story in the chapter on intersectionality. It was a 
fabulous discovery for me to see how your story 
enriches the analysis and even adds new func-
tions to it, such as allowing you to speak of heal-
ing as part of knowledge production.

About the excerpt taken from your book 
Christina, I am still impressed by how you so asser-
tively think that all academic knowledge is co-pro-
duced. So, when you say that not only the inter-
pretation, but several of the research phases can 
be and is done in dialogue, my reaction is; Wow! It 
inspires me to experiment more with collaborative 
analysis and with the integration of the researcher 
into the analysis even if it is quite disturbing as it 
can be perceived as a kind of undressing in public. 
All too often we move within the fi ction of distance 
and objectivity. 

Christina: Let me begin with Breny´s letter - there 
were many things that touched me but one of the 
things that seem strongest to me is when you 
mention that many times gender trumps race 
in feminist analyzes. An important reason why I 
asked you for a gentle reading of my chapters is 
that I am aware that my analyzes lack profound 
knowledge and critical refl ections on race. I was 
afraid that I was going to be ‘undressed in public’ 
as Adriana says.  I certainly lack a decolonial per-
spective. I was afraid to be met with the sentence: 
‘Go home and do your homework.’  I consider that 
phrase a discourse that closes a dialogue imme-
diately. It is very strong and, in my opinion, often 
paralyzing. At the same time, I was extremely cu-
rious to hear your reading Breny and learn from 
it. I thought your presentation was great precise-
ly because it showed that it is impossible to un-
derstand what happens in our construction of 
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memories about difference without taking in race 
and coloniality. 

Breny: What I think now about this collaborative 
adventure is that we are three people from differ-
ent places, and we have talked very little about 
that. Two of us have been historically, intellectual-
ly and academically, othered, and that has a strong 
weight in everything we are talking about. And you, 
Christina, having a different position - you are the 
European representative, the white one, - although 
you are not from the Empire, right? Despite com-
ing from a small Scandinavian country, you end up 
representing ‘the colonial’. Each one of us has a 
tremendous historical burden. Even if Adriana and 
I come from the same story, it is not the same, 
right? Because I am not Peruvian, and I come from 
a much more impoverished and smaller country 
with less symbolic power compared to Peru. I also 
experienced being a foreigner in Peru. That I had 
lived in Germany made a difference, but the fact 
that I was Honduran immediately put me in dis-
advantage. The different positions we talk from 
should not be completely lost in our article. Deep 
down they are present. Therefore you, with some 
anxiety ask Adriana that question about othering 
and that is why I question your insistence and em-
phasis on thinking about ‘difference’. It’s not that I 
don’t think we should look at difference, but I have 
another sensitivity towards that concept. Because 
it seems to me that the fundamental problem of 
humanity is precisely that this concept obtained 
such a very powerful position and importance in 
the colonial context, from which and for the fi rst 
time in history two-thirds of humanity are defi ned 
as truly without the status of human beings. And 
that is still the historical drama. My story and Adri-
ana’s are very determined by the European expan-
sion and even our geopolitical position. And there 
is no escape from that, even though we both live 
outside Latin America. We have certain privileges 
as we live in the belly of the beast today. 

Christina: When I in my analysis try to show how I 
construct otherness at the same time I try to show 
that this takes place in a double movement of try-
ing to belong to the social in Peru.

Breny: Of course, that double movement is part of 
it, white, brown and black lives are entangled, but 
you mention it in just one line. I imagine very well, 
how you, the European, the white woman in Peru, 
desire to be accepted by others.

Christina: It’s true I haven’t been able to escape 
from the category of the ignorant gringa.

Breny: And there are other images from which we 
cannot escape, and neither can we deny that with-
in the Latin American context, mestiza or the Eu-
ro-South American context there is a reproduction 
of forms of colonial power. I remember my expe-
rience in Peru. It was shocking to hear the white 
Peruvians referring to the indigenous Peruvians. 
They said horrible things.

Christina: That is why crossing differences in col-
laboration processes is not an easy thing. Every 
moment of the collaboration implies processes of 
omission and dominance – the methods I propose 
are to be able to talk about the embedded ten-
sions and understand that security and trust must 
be built attending to these tensions. As I see it 
evocation opens a space of shared humanity, and 
the power of the affective dimension is brought 
into play in those situations as are our personal 
stories.

Adriana: When addressing my own diffi  culties 
in understanding the meaning of Christina’s per-
formance I also experienced some sadness be-
cause of the lost opportunity to enrich our daily 
interaction then among the different members of 
GALF. I felt frustrated because only decades lat-
er I understood that I had missed the symbolic 
meaning of the performance because I read it as 
an expression of Christina’s cultural traditions and 
as such strange to us as Peruvians. And I didn’t 
even ask her for more information about it. A lost 
opportunity!!  

Breny: That affective part seems important to me 
in collaboration. Because it is true that, for exam-
ple, I have a lot of affection for Christina, I have 
known her for so long and there is like an affective 
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current that colors everything. Adriana, I met you 
through Christina, and the affection that I feel 
there is between you, I have felt immediately. So, I 
think that in some way it is also mediating an open 
environment that infl uences the way we talk and 
exchange ideas.

Christina: There is a nexus between research and 
friendship. Male bonding and friendship is some-
thing that also maintains power in academia, al-
though it is not talked about much.

Breny: No, and why not? I think it’s very impor-
tant. Returning a little to the point about whether 
knowledge is produced through individualized or 
collaborative work. I think that even if we work in-
dividually, in our imaginary we are always talking 
with a community, there is dialogue or perhaps not 
directly as we are living it now, but there always is. 
Look closely at our thought processes we are al-
ways talking to someone. There is no way for one 
to be monologic. But as we talk now, I feel that the 
conversation itself is very different from writing. 
Other things are said, other things are felt. And one 
does not refl ect in the same way as you do when 
you write.

Christina: Establishing a conversation allows you 
to work with a lot of unfi nished ideas and it allows 
you to make mistakes.

Adriana: That is true. For me to speak of a situ-
ation in which I don’t feel 100 per cent safe is to 
show a degree of weakness that you should not al-
low yourself if you want to protect your status. For 
the fi rst time I allowed myself to appear before an 
audience and say: This has cost me a lot, actually 
I had problems and entered a crisis. Saying this 
was new for me and it was a new experience to 
gain strength from that. It probably has to do with 
all the experiences I’ve had in the academy, right?  
As a Latin American woman in Western academy, 
you must perform not double but triple to be rec-
ognized and guaranteed your place of work - your 
space. This was a new experience of showing vul-
nerability and insecurity which at the same time 
created strength and important insights. 

Arriving at a closure – on affect and 
difference in collaboration

All processes of collaboration imply endless in-
terpretation and meaning-making. Alongside the 
process affects and relations are continuously (re)
produced. We would like to close our assemblage 
with some brief refl ections on affect. As you can 
see our collaborative experiment was moved by in-
tense and subtle moments of subjectifi cation, ide-
as of social belonging and our desires to change 
the world into a better and more just place for all. 
All human processes which co-produce affect. 
What stands out strongly closing this adventure is 
the way in which affect was a vital motor in our 
experiment, where we work across differences 
in social position, work situation, language, race, 
geopolitical situatedness etc. It was mutual trust, 
respect, friendship, and our joyful encounter at the 
symposium that made us want to enter the adven-
ture in the fi rst place. We are sure that our process, 
content, and tone would have been different if the 
positive feelings in our relationship had not facili-
tated the process. It allowed openness and self-in-
terrogation, and we passed through unexpected 
topics and established connections between top-
ics that had not been related before.  Our feelings 
for each other contributed to our being able to 
keep open the conversation.

To work across power differences often cre-
ate tensions and confl ict. In our case we only brief-
ly insinuate the affective tensions related to differ-
ence in power positions to be found in our text. 
In Breny´s letter she writes that she feels some-
what ignored by Christina, Adriana systematical-
ly seems to overlook Christina´s question about 
othering and Christina circles around her fear of 
harsh reactions from her friends when it comes to 
her way of thinking about race and difference. To 
dare to pose the uncomfortable questions about 
difference and power is vital to discover the per-
spectives of the so-called other and to explore the 
normative connections between the meanings 
that guide our taken-for-granted thinking. 

Arriving at a closure we hope to have demon-
strated how a small collaborative process set in 
motion by an academic encounter can pinpoint 
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the importance of positive affects in research pro-
cesses, how tension exists, how relevant questions 
emerges and how trust can open up to conversa-
tions about diffi  cult topics and refi ne practices of 

relational ethics allowing urgent conversations 
to fl ourish in research which involve different life 
conditions and life experiences.

References

Anzaldúa, G. 1987. Borderlands / La Frontera: The New Mestiza. San Francisco: Aunt Lute Books.
Bakhtin, M. 1981. Discourse in the Novel. In: Holquist M. eds. The Dialogic Imagination. Four Essays by M. 

Bakhtin. Austin: University of Texas Press, 259-422.
Bochner, A. P. and Ellis, C. 2016. Evocative Autoethnography Writing Lives and Telling Stories. New York 

and London: Routledge.
Bourdieu, P. 1986. The Biographical Illusion. New York: Sage.
Churampi Ramírez, A. 2009. Who Does a “Literate Native” Represent? The Case of Guaman Poma de Aya-

la. Latin American Indian Literatures Journal. A Review of American Indian Texts and Studies. Vol. 25(2), 
134-151.

Crenshaw, K. Gotanda, N. and Peller, G. 1996. Critical Race Theory: The Key Writings That Formed the Mo-
vement. New York: The New Press.

Du Bois, W. E. B. 1993. The Souls of Black Folk. New York: Knopf Doubleday Publishing Group.
Hall, S. eds. 1997. Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices. Maidenhead: The  

Open University Press.
hooks, b. 1994. Teaching to Transgress: Education as the Practice of Freedom: New York: Routledge.
Hill Collins, P. 2000. Black Feminist Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness, and the Politics of Empowerment 

[2nd edition]. New York: Routledge.
Hultman, K. and Taguchi, H. L. 2010. Challenging anthropocentric analysis of visual data: A relational ma-

terialist methodological approach to educational research. International Journal of Qualitative Studies 
in Education. 23(5), 525–542.

Jitsuya, N. and Sevilla, R. 2004. All the bridges that we build: lesbophobia and sexism within the women’s 
and gay movements in Peru. Journal of Gay and Lesbian Social Services. 16(1), 1–28.

Maldonado-Torres N. 2007. On the coloniality of being: Contributions to the development of a concept. 
Cultural Studies. 21(2-3), 240-270.

Mendoza, B. 2014. Ensayos de crítica feminista en nuestra América. Feminismos latinoamericanos de otro 
modo. México: Herder.

Mendoza, B. 2015. Coloniality of Gender and Power: From Postcoloniality to Decoloniality. In: Disch L. 
and Hawkesworth, M. eds. Oxford Handbook of Feminist Theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 100-
121.

Mendoza, B. 2018. Can the subaltern save us?. Tapuya: Latin American science, technology and society. 
1(1), 109-122.

Monhanty, C. T. 1997. Under Western Eyes: Feminist Scholarship and Colonial Discourses. In: McClintock, 
A. Mufti, A. and Skohat, E. eds. Dangerous Liaisons. Gender, Nation, and Postcolonial Perspectives. Min-
neapolis and London: University of Minnesota Press, 196-220.

Olesen, B. R. and Pedersen C. H. 2013. Co-Producing Knowledge: Between Othering, Emotionality and 
Dialogue. In: Phillips, L., Kristiansen, M., Vehvilainen, M. and Gunnarsson, E. eds. Knowledge and Power 
in Collaborative Research: A Refl exive Approach. London and New York: Routledge, 124-152.



Breny Mendoza, Adriana I. Churampi 

Ramírez & Christina Hee Pedersen 

90Kvinder, Køn & Forskning

Different readings and evoked conversations. A piece 

on the generative power of  dialogue and co-thinking                               

No. 2 2022

Pedersen, C. H. 2021. Crafting Collaborative Research Methodologies. Leaps and Bounds in Interdisciplina-
ry Inquiry. London and New York: Routledge.

Pedersen, C. H. and Phillips, L. J. 2019. Qualitative Qualities, Meaningful Measurements? A Collaborative 
Exploration of the Performativity of “Quality” in the Audit Culture. International Review of Qualitative Re-
search. 12(4), 433–452.

Phillips, L. 2011. The Promise of Dialogue. The dialogic turn in the production and communication of know-
ledge. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Phoenix, A. 2013. Analysing narrative contexts. In Andrews, M., Squire, C. and Tamboukou, M. eds. Doing 
Narrative Research. London: Sage, 72-88. 

Pratt, M. L. 1991. Arts of the Contact Zone. Profession. 33-40
Spivak, G. C. 1988. Can the subaltern speak? In: Nelson, C. and Grossberg, L. eds. Marxism and the Inter-

pretation of Culture. Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 271–313.
St. Pierre, E. A. 2011. Post Qualitative Research: The Critique and the Coming After. In Denzin, N. K. and 

Lincoln, Y. S. eds. The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 611-626.


