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ABSTRACT

MATERIALITY AND DISCOURSE: TOWARD A RELATIONAL UNDERSTANDING OF

MARGINALIZING ONTO-EPISTEMOLOGIES IN THE IVORY TOWER

Using epistemological and ontological lenses, this commivecatudy interrogates the
experiences of the graduate community within the comntimicastudies discipline.
Specifically, and buiding on feminist methodologies and inbticeeal approaches, | seek to
identify experiences of graduate students of color thatoohlnd illuminate everyday
discourses of silencing, erasure of difference, and discipliniddditionally, | hope to identify
not only these discourses, but also the ways in which caipprand materiality become
alongside these. One goal of this work is to encourageaseulecritical discussion around
discursive theoretical and methodological approaches to sthiplaxghin and beyond
communication studies. A second, broader goal is to problenaigesxpand understanding(s)
regarding how fragmented Western epistemological and ontloganceptual frameworks
might actually “emulsify” and “curdle” (Lugones, 2003, p. 122) to constitute complex somatic-

semiotic matrices of domination (Hil-Collins, 2000) and ematiopawithin the academy.
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Chapter One: Corporealizing the Discussion

“The caged bird does not sing because it has answers, it sings becausesib/has a
-Maya Angelou

“An education is one of the only things in this life that no one can take away from you
once you have i, so work hard because you have all the opjotituthe world to make it
yours.”™ Growing up, | understood the promise of educational enfranchigeasethe
resounding and foundational D/discodrsef my intersectional identity formation.
Epistemologically, this understanding of discourse and oé tissourses in particular helped
me make sense of an androcentric/Eurocentric ontologyhichvpeople could try to take away
my sense of belonging and even my sense of safety, bilitenbbpe and empowerment learning
brought me. My fervent belief in the endless possibiligt tharning holds, or the idea that
“education as the practice of freedom” is a transformative space where scholars gain the twols
work toward a more just world (hooks, 1994, p. 207), is what led me to pynsteate
education. This transformative space holds the opportuaitiéstools | need to understand and
become accountable for the systemic matrices margidaBagdents must engage, the issues of
voice and agency they face, and my own role as an ictiersgl activist and scholar in the

West. Asagraduate student, | recognize with gratitude that | antheosame person | was

! Athough | learned to internalize these words due to thetlessintimes | heard them at home
from my parents, they are not endemic and hold a reverberiffery for many scholars, and
especialy scholars of typically marginalized intersgelity (hooks, 1994).

2 Lower case “discourse” refers to the study of language, talk, text and symbolic social

mteraction; more specifically, this is the “doing” of discourse (Fairhurst, 2007; Gee, 1990). The
concept of upper case “Discourse” refers to how we formulate ideas in relation to history,

culture, and time as well as how we transmit ideas in the process of lower case “discourse.” In

this study, | focus on lower case discourse and, in some Welyalenge the idea of upper case
Discourse.



when | began my educational journey. | also acknowledge, peed#h more restraint, that
without the interpolating D/discourse of educational enfiseement laden in the master
narrative of the‘American Dream,” my story might be a different one. Explicitly, my life nbigh
be more representative of the many working-class, @atjouth, of immigrant decent that find
their dreams and corporealiftesannibalized by material and discursive matrices dlatle their
material and discursive construction. My positionality &gestern communication scholar
affords me agency over both the material and discursteesatting dominations that imbue life
outside academe, yet, the academic institutioh refiresents an epistemological and ontological
palimpsest. Unfortunately, this aspect of the educationagrierce is not an isolated or
anomalous phenomenon for people of typically marginalizedsédtonal positionalities in the
West.

Epistemology and ontology are two identifying concepts that tefthe metaphysics
within which we, as semiotic-material actors, are post@ioa®d move. Because these concepts
constitute the guiding lenses through which | undertakesthdy, | define them briefly here.
Epistemology, the former lens, demands a focus on question®wiekige, its anatomy, origins,
imitations, incarnations, and possibilitieOntology, the latter, highlights questions of what is
assumed to exist in the world and the relationships ahekiodies. Respectively, fae
conceptualizations of epistemology and ontology act as me&seto the referents of knowledge
and the world within which that knowledge operates, but thesenot finite concepts in
academic language or in the world that they serve miysig

Here, Lugones’ images of “emulsificatior’ and‘“curdling’ (2003, p. 122) are helpful to

understanding the nuanced relationship of epistemology aobbgynt As Lugones articulates i,

3 Corporeality, in the context of this study, is a type of riaditgr that relates to the body.
2



emuisification is the tenuous coming together of seeynidliparate substances where curdling,
or separation, is sometimes the result (2003, p. 122). According to Lugdnies the objects of
emulsification may curdle, this “separation” is less emblematic of each corpus’ purity than of
complex gradations of coalescence (2003, p. 122). Juxtaposed with tibesiela of
epistemology and ontology, this means that whie the foamerlatter frameworks represent two
lenses with distinct features, when they come togetiethey do in this project, neithisr
separate from the other because both are symbioticallyt exthin volatie and nuanced
relations of power. The lenses, in this sense, haveaihacity to both'emulsify’ and“curdle”
(Lugones, 2003, p. 124 inextricable, tenuous, armbntextually boundvays. Thus,
epistemology and ontology have the capacity to come togatdeforsn multifaceted onto-
epistemological exigencies that materialize the comjreatrices of dominatioh (Hill-Collins,
2000) and emancipation that are the subject of this project.

Specifically, my locus of study is the academic institution. In the @6 education
remains the practice of freedom for a select few. For otbdtgation has emancipatory
potential whie it simultaneoushads as a butchering apparatus where the bodies of typically
marginalized persons are laid on the slab of colonizing qisteenological exigencies (Smith,
2005, pp. 109-117; Smith, 1999, pp. 42-57). To be sure, the academic institutiond has a
continues to make strides toward the goal of inclusive &doaé enfranchisement.
Nevertheless, we, as Western scholars, stil have a laggtoargo in taking responsibility for
how we have learned to see (Haraway, 1988) onto-epistemologiadiyhe discursive and

material ways in which this gaze operates to marginadizeé colonize certain bodies and minds

4 At its core, this conceptualization of the onto-epistegiodd relationship rejects epistemic
fragmentation as its starting point (Chavez & Griffin, 2012, pS8p also Lugones, 2013, pp.
121-148).



in the academy. This project is designed as just suexeaanise in responsibility and
accountability.
Introduction

Brown v. Boarda 1954 landmark Supreme Court ruling for education, marked the de
jure end of the “separate but equal” doctrine in classrooms across the United States. In the West,
we see gains since this ruling as so effective tlwantly fled Supreme Court cases are aimed at
ending affrmative action in university admissions ei@land, 2009; see also Gratz v. Bolinger,
2003; Grutter v. Bolinger, 2003; Fisher v. Texas, 2013). Reasonindgh#isst programs
constitute “reverse discrimination” against white students mirrors the popular sentiment that
race-based discrimination is a thing of the pastieed, with the election of Barack Obama, the
first black president of the United States, many U.S. Auaesi beleve that the advent of a post-
racial era has arrived. It is true that today, sixtgryeafterBrown, people of color have rights
under the law that have made our ives exponentiallyebfettm that of our parents and
grandparents in all waks of life. Yet, we, as Westernnaamitation scholars,stil have a lot
of work to do on the road to education as emancipatory practice (Hf84) and this is
especially so for issues surrounding the experiences oélftypmarginalized students.

De jure educational discrimination ended more than hedfntury ago, even so, de facto
discrimination persists across social contexts. Unsurpnsinigk disparity plagues the post-
secondary classroom as well. Based on U.S. Census data we &heguiable representation
of university students of color in relation to white studeshould be characterized by a 40

percent gap (Ryu, 2009). Instead, we see a disheartening 67 pepcanttga BA and MA

5| specify that this project is formulated from a communieatperspective because there are
other important perspectives that the reader should als@eoms understand this nuanced and
multifaceted issue.



levels and a 75 percent gap at the PhD level (Ryu, 2009). Moredwen compared to
international students, there is a consistent pattewirgl that as numbers of domestic students
of color decrease, the international student populatonasese Specifically, atthe BA level
domestic students of color make up the majority of raciakrgdiyeand by the PhD level the
international student population is double that of domestidests of color (Ryu, 2009).

These inequities represent opportunities to recognize, qaiseEiousness, and act upon
marginalizing agencies in the academy.

Using epistemological and ontological lenses, this commtivicatudy contributes to
such emancipatory work by interrogating the experienceébeofraduate community within the
communication studies discipline. Specifically, and bogdon feminist methodologies and
intersectional approaches, | seek to identify experiencegaaifuate students of color that call
out and illuminate everyday discourses of silencing, eesasdirdifference, and disciplining.
Additionally, | hope to identify not only these discourses, but thisavays in which corporeality
and materiality become alongside these. One goal of tivk & to encourage increased critical
discussion around discursive theoretical and methodologmaroaches to scholarship within
and beyond communication studies. A second, broader goal is to @tiderand expand
understanding(s) regarding how Westepistemology and ontology “emulsify” and/or “curdle”
(Lugones, 2003, p. 122) to constitute complex somatic-semiattcoes of domination (Hill-

Colins, 2000) and emancipation within the académy.

6 To be clear, | do not highlight this latter data as a tacit progusahtademic institutions take
the prejudiced action of limiting admissions to internatlostudents in favor of domestic
students of color, especially as this data is a possible todich a similarly marginalizing
exhoticization (Said, 1979) of international students.

7 See Appendix A for a visual representation of how the lemeethodological approaches,
stances for inquiry, and research questions work together.
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“Interlocking Oppressions”: Defined and Explored

How does corporeality weigh on the onto-epistemological tainsti power of
discourse? How does materiality, or objects/artifacts, sites, and bodidsfafs Kuhn, and
Cooren, 2009), bloom alongside dialogu&¥hat do these discursive and material relations tell
us about how, as Western communication scholars, we canevdgmantle the white
supremacist, capitalist, heteronormative patriarchy (hooks, 18@1dominates the academy?
Questions such as these require an understanding sfdpe of the issue under study and its
situating context within communication studies research.

The academy is discursively constructed as an emancipspace that promises scholars
a place for intersectional teaching and research (Aerbe, & Olivas, 1999) as decolonizing
practice. These discourses can be very powerful as gowstitagents. Stil, decolonizing ends
can be elusive within the Eurocentric ontologies andespaogies that often characterize the
academic experience. The power behind these discoursesnidirided to the privieged
experience of androcentric whiteness in the academy tmaneit is to the experience of being
differently in the ivory tower (Lockwood-Harris, 2013The next section of ¥ paper defines
epistemology and ontology as the guiding lenses of this.siydglitionally, | explain the
“emulsifying’ and “curdling” (Lugones, 2003, p. 122) relationship of the lenses using examples
specific to the context of inquiry.
Academe: Epistemology

“Who can be a knower?” “What can be known?” “How do we come to know?”” “What is
the substance of knowledge?” (Guba and Lincoln, 1998; Harding, 1987; Hesse-Biber, Leavy,
&Yaiser, 2004). These are crucial epistemological questicaisdéeply influence the

urderstandings, methodologies, and methods a researcher mobilizess stadies (Guba and



Lincoln, 1998; Harding, 1987; Hes&ber, Leavy, &Yaiser, 2004). They constitute “a theory
of knowledge” (Harding, 1987, p. 3) that situates every step of the research process. However,
despite their importance, as Western academics we efeainr sient on epistemological
guestions that come to bear on our scholarship.

Too often, a voyeuristic and omnipresent understanding of sion vin the West keeps
us from interrogating our operant and profoundly consequespistemes (Harding, 2006).
When we encounter this disembodied, interpolating, and inmpadakxigence intra-
discursively, inter-discursively, corporealy, and matsgfriale are usualy meeting with the
Western epistemic insistence ‘@bjectivity.” Although an “objective,” intellectually “pure,”
epistemological stance in the research process, or oneettedsitates the erasure of the
researcher’s subject positionality, iS one that is said to have its merits, it is also a stémat is
highly questionable and problematic. This “natural” stance is one that we, as Western scholars,
must problematize. Thus, from an epistemological standpoist,ptbject is focused on
identifying “objective” vantage points that, rather than producing ‘“valuable” research and
scholarship, actually engender a disembodied voyeurism, a voyeilndd is perpetually
unaccountabldor how it works to marginalize difference. Beyond this idieatiion, moreover,
is a centering goal of this undertaking: to understand howulse and materiality meet to
normalize these marginalizing, oppressive, and disenfranghispistemic moves on the minds
and bodies of students of color.

To corporealize the epistemic erasure people of color experighie living in the
academy, | proceed by way of an example specific to pedagogdentibncommunication
studies, the site of inquiry. First, | position the conterthe broader context of the humantties.

| follow with a discussion of how this pedagogic content is sioe characterized within



communication studies. Finally, | explain why this contemderstood in this way, becomes
problematic for bodies of color in the academy.

Postmodernism has becomeanonical lens in which scholars throughout the huraanit
receive instruction. Consequently, it is one that comratiic researchers often visibly (and
invisibly) mobilize in their research whether of thesltion or encouraged by academic
bureaucracies. As an epistemic framework, postmodernisimniemed with indiscriminate
skepticism of any ontological unity or determinism. Althougls biand of postmodernism
trusts situated experiences over abstract, universalstpositions, it does so guided by an
understanding that the nature of ontology is constituteghebyanently imperfect, D/discursive
interpretations. In short, as method it takes its matéoah contextually bound and
precariously positoned experiences whie as methodolo@citlyt rejects the material validity
of such experience to the margins of an abstract and D&ligeuepistemological standpoint.
Postmodern thought, a form of knowing, often concerns itsadfyseith discourse as that which
can be known and this often makes for a singular way of knéwing.

In communication studiefoucault’s postmodern theorization of Discourse is crucial

because it dalyzed the “linguistic tur? ° and the subsequefitritical turn.” Within the

8 This is not to say, however, that as Western communicatibolass we should seek to know in
dualistic ways either. A dualistic epistemology might beag wf knowing in which materiality
or discourse takes precedence (e.g., scholarship that takes an “idealist” view or scholarship that
takes a “realist” view). Hence, postmodern thinkers that concern themselves only with

D/discourse as that which can be known might represenguasi ontology and scholars that
see a materiality or discourse split between what can benknagirt represent a dualistic
ontology. An imbricated view, then, would be one that does notaihgubke discourse as that
which can be known (linguistic postmodernism) or that duallbfigaicks between materiality or
discourse (“idealism” or “realism™) as that which can be known but that takes materiality-
discourse as that which can be known inductively andoresely .

9 This is sometimes also referred to as the “ideological” (Cloud, 1994) or the “discursive turn.”
Also related to the coristte view of language is the “interpretive turn” (Barad, 2003).

8



linguistic turn, scholars focus on engaging semiotics to statel how D/discourse mediates the
constitution of realty. Scholarship that has its rootthis epistemological shift interrogates not
simply how discourse faciltates interaction but how iblgically constitutes interaction, its
actors, and the organizations and institutions that arieabit (Charland, 1987; Foucault, 1969;
McGee, 1980; McKerrow, 1989; Wander, 1983). This key moment in our discilin
foundational to much of the currefiritical turri’ work that dominates the most prominent
journals and social justice focused phiosophical researchrifeld (Dyers and Wankah, 2012;
Flores, 1996; Foss & Foss, 2Q0Q3arcia-Blanco& Wahl-Jorgensen, 2012; Lassen, Horsbol,
Bonnen, & Pedersen, 2011; Lucas, 2007; Nakayama & Kriezek, 1995; Ott &280)4).
Critical communication studies based in postmodernism decscinsbmmunicative aspects of
social phenomena in an effort to produce discursive inteoven to discursive- material issues
(e.g. Baxter, 1994; Bordo, 1992; Butler, 1980ss & Foss, 2011; Lucas, 2007; Ott & Aoki,
2002. Projeds such as these presume that a communicative epistemoldansahas the power
to understand ontology as well as construct it through diszours

Pedagogically, his conceptualization of communication’s function, disconnected from
materiality, can validat discourse as crucial to all aspects of a fragmented onterepistgy
(read epistemology and ontology). This epistemology-first fnare where discourse
predominates, benefits the field and empowers its consstu@owever, it can also lay a
foundation to a misleading ideal that privileges certhdtourses and bodies whie it erases
others situated within complex relations of powEkplicitly, not all agents have carte blanche

to command language to equally constitutive ends withitirghifinterlocking oppressiofis



(Combahee River Collective 1978/1988) Further, this methodological framework fails to
invite different ways of knowing and being. When studentsodfr in the discipline receive
instruction on postmodernism from a Eurocentric standpoinggegs epistemic erasures that
obscure their corporeal-material experiences arise. Jfigdause raced experiences are not
simply constituted by fragmented and D/discursive postmodenrpratations, with solely
D/discursive consequences, addressed by purely D/discuntaveentions. The experience of
being “imbricated” (Aakhus et al., 2011y differerce is both communicatively and materially
enmeshed, it has both discursive and material eflectsywanas Western communication
scholars, must address, even if with respect to partidigiplinary bounds, the issues that arise
on discursive- material terms in our teaching, reseanthservice.Communication scholars
must begin to assess and address bommunicatiorfieeds intopartsof material issues in terms
of how weknowthem and, perhaps also, in terms of how communication is ‘sttahe$
together sociomaterial practicBakhus et al., 2011)We must take into account materiality (in
its various formulations) as a serious coneeatihough communication scholars cannot
understand or address materiality on its own, as an econontghlogist might, we can say
somethingabout the ways communication supports, chalenges, assdismantling, ard/or
becomes alongside materiality.
Academe: Ontology

What is the nature of being? What is assumed to eéAisigt persons beneft from
commitments to certain ontological conceptualizations? Theestions, which focus on the
ideas and relations that can exist for an agent or a popeifleagents, are ontological in nature.

In the present community of inquiry, a major focus is on catarbbntologies where epistemes

10'See more on the concept of “interlocking oppressions” in the following chapter of this thesis.
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of disembodiment run doubly rampant on the bodies of both the oppezgkoppressed.
Colorblind conceptualizations assert that race is a declisowgl issue for raced groups of
people and that race-neutral approaches to research anidgiee&n producéstructural

solutions™ to “universal” problems (Wise, 2010). At one end of the spectrum, this ontology
assumes that race is a non-issue in the ivory towethandas a discursive issue, it has been
eradicated. At the other end, it assumes that athoughmay be a D/discursive issue, due to its
fragmentation it has little material bearing on thesli of people of color. When it does have a
significant effect, the causes and interventions, oésdramed in structural terms, are identified
in purely D/discursive terms. Not only do these lattemddaitions of the “issue” eschew

different, important ways of understanding and interveninthisnfield of inquiry, they also
present an epistemological inconsistency within a com@iim& framework. This is because
when “structure” is framed as the problem, the cause and intervention calsaobe Discourse

as structural monolith or even discourse as situated. sTFes two reasons. First, discourse is
not a monolth and, thus, discourse is not structural. oiise is situated, impermanent, and in
constant flux. Itis persons that understand discoursmtalgizing when, in fact, this is not the
nature of discourse. Discourse is not ontological in a iMasense.Thus, scholars cannot, in
logically consistent ways, posiDiscours€ as a cause and solution to issues they frame as
structural or material in a Marxist sefSeSecond, when communication scholars formulate the

“problem” as structural, discourse as situated is not muscular enough to battle, s&s cau

11 My use of the “oppressor/oppressed” discursive dichotomy is not meant to vilify or
decontextualize bodies/minds colonized by whiteness. | makdéntuistic choice to signify the
impact rather than intent of marginalizing ontologies.

12 This is not to say that structural issues do not exids also not to say that discourse cannot
help sbolars work through issues of how “structure” can be known. It is to say that discourse

may not be, as method or methodology, best suited to intervens farthulation of the
“problem.”
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intervention, with structure in a Marxist sensehus, the Marxist, materiality-first, structural
paradigm has difficulties meeting within a context bound camwative paradigm for knowing.
Further, the communicative, discourse-firdtig D” (read structural)and “little d” (read local)
discursive splt becomes a tautological conceptual issuertsfwherein discourse is understood
as situated, impermanent, and in constant flux.

Although well intentioned, colorblind ontologies of the va@®tl have mentioned here
obscure the ways in which Eurocentric discourse becomagsale the corporéaland
materialy situated lives of graduate students of color, therebyngradieady marginalized
community onto-epistemologies. When they attend to matfe@alires of this embodied
experience, the causes and interventions are predicatedbgically inconsistent, from a
communicative standpoint, formulation of the problem(s) andsodwse as “structure.”

Hence, colorblind approaches torpidly conflate discourse aretiafiy through a forcefully
imposed, double bound (oppressor/oppressed) discursive disembodinidate,
disembodiment happens when persons understand themselvesuelseghtby materiality, in
this case race and its adjacent sociomaterial affordaasesel as when they understand the
communicative object of study as material or discursivectsteu rather than as situated and
fluctuating discursive- material becomings.

An example of this double disembodiment and conflation iseirofien-uttered/heard
statement, “I don’t see the color of your skin, Isee you!” Within this post-racial ontology, race
is rendered invisible, incomprehensible, and inconsequenfialstated earlier, epistemology

and ontology are conceptual frameworks that refer to thephysias within which we, as

13 varied clusters of ontological possibilities arose in thessowf research. This is a preliminary
unpacking of the lens and its implications for this project.

12



sociomaterial actors, are imbricatedakhus et al., 2011)As frameworks thatemulsify” and
“curdle” (Lugones, 2003, p. 121-148; See also Chavez & Griffin, 2012) in inseparable and
contextually bound wayd,unpack the discourse-first epistemology at work in this riostaas |
present the materially decoupled ontglabat the example intimates.

Epistemically, the rhetor of a statement suchIadon’t see the color of your skin, I see
you,” forcefully projects the invisibility and fragmentation had/her own body in an essentialist
manner to knowing the Other. Put another way, becausgp#aker isinconscious of her/his
own corporealty amaterially imbricated and consequential alongside discosrke,is unable
to comprehend the import of the Other’s body in terms of the flattened discourse-materiality
relationship. This simutaneous discursive fragmentation of the Emocebody and projected
essentialization of the body of color as equally fragmentaies without regard to the
sociomaterial nature and consequentiality of race andizatian for people of color in the
West.

While any person can “learn to see” (Haraway, 1988) and project her/his body in this
way, the endemic onto-epistemological invisibility arabfmentation of whiteness in the United
States (Nakayama & Kriezek, 1995) propagates the colorblind disdostsparadigm under
which such marginalizing conceptualizations of the digee fail to meet the materialln these
spaces, bodies of color become comprehensible only when understaadireor to Eurocentric,
disembodied, and discourse-first understandings of whitenessce Hbe rhetds
disembodiment is rendered invisible in his/her projection adlarless, and thus similarly
disembodiedand “negligible,” corporeality/materiality on bodies of color. Such a Eurocentric
ontological conceptualization, committed to using the body of cad a palmpsest for

Eurocentric discourse-first approaches, takes for grantegrakitgas of race at the meeting of
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material and discursive becomings. It conceptualizes ginecy of materialityas discursively
“variable and relative” (Foucault, 1969/2013, pp. 25-26) without considering that, perhaps,
discourse-materiality exist in a relationship of curdling,uleification (Lugones, 2003), and
imbrication @akhus et al., 2011)The effects of this ontology, traceable in the discourse-f
epistemology of such colorblind statements, are injuriousddies of color because they
oversimplify and minimize questions of what is assumeexigi, what can exist in a white-
supremacist, capitalist, heteronormative patriarchy (hooks, 19&ljylaat persons beneft from
certain ontological commitments to discourse at the exnlusiomateriality. What can exist in
this conceptualization of the world is a raceless, andimageable-bodied form and
embodiment, through the decoupling of discourse and materiality,be known in separation
form situated difference.

Of course, there are also marginalizing ontologies thatechadies of color harm
through hardened, stereotype specific conceptualizationsse Bsentialized assumptions of
“what can exist” in the world are not colorblind in nature, but they share acommon link in
“benevolent” racist epistemologies. Ontological leaps lke these take place, for example, when
bodies of color are consciously and/or unconsciously presumeaf plaice, or incompetent,
within the academic miieu (Gutiérrez y Muhs, Floresshann, Gonzalez, & Harris, 2012).
Undergraduate student evaluations of instructors and poogesf color offer concrete examples
of marginalizing ontologies where unconscious, race-basenpliments” such as, “very
articulate,” signal aversive racism (Anderson & Smith, 2005) harvested from disembodied
“D/d”iscursive splits that unilaterally frame the dictiomiicalation patterns, and even the
paralinguistics of persons of color as non-normative and dnerefeficient in a Eurocentric

ontology.

14



Underlying this disembodied and fragmented conceptualizatiowhat bodies can
exist” within academas an overwhelmingly pejorative and D/discursive epistemolodly litle
regard for multiply positoned and burgeoning discourses-raditers. Persons committed to
such an ontology understand the self aSeatvodied” individual, irreducible to universalizing
discourses, while they understatig “Other” as disembodied in discursive fragmentation that at
once operates as a marginalizing monolith. Effectually, rwihis ontological and
epistemological paradigm, both agents are disembodied, oneHey hibility to take
sociomaterial responsibility for how s/he has learned torstadel, imagine, and interact in the
world (self-disembodiment) and the other by hegemonic, pejordiveourses that confiate
discourse with the situated agent (imposed disembodimene @itieed body). Although the
oppressor remains epistemically disembodied, irresponsible fosk@ihas learned to see,
his/her belief that s/he is otherwise in comparison tatitelogized Other is key to justifying
his/her unsupported conflation of situated discursive-nadtéAhmed, 2000) relations.

Whie a variety of marginalizing ontologies and epistemole gaiee possible, this study
focuses on colorblind and color-bound conceptions that ignore @mpgotoblematics as they
relate to multiply posttioned and interacting materiditiand discourses. The end goal is to
identify and understand how ontological and epistemologicagfddliame the experiences of
persons of color in the West in order to better understandati@is and contextually becoming
material-discursive relations.

Marginalizing Effects

The aforementioned ontologies and epistemologies are exclaspeople of color in a

variety of ways, and the discourse-materiality relationstitigd play important roles in their

blooming too often proliferate in contexts where few mitiggitresources are available (Truong
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& Museus, 2012; Kennebrew, 2002; Myers, 2002; Wiliams, 2002). As lg restolment
rates, retention, and completion levels atthe graduaté deg dismal (Aragon & Perez, 2006;
Johnson, 1996; Ryu, 2009). In the professorate, the consequemiaityocentric onto-
epistemologies manifests in aversive racism in studealuatons (Anderson & Smith, 2005;
Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986Vargas, 2002), prohibttivéblind peer” review practices in
publication (Orbe, Smith, Groscurth, & Crawley, 2010; Orbe & Wridl#98; Starosta, 2010)
andanoverloadin diversity focused service (Houston, 1994), just to name a &wsis
Communication Studies asa Vantage Point

In the portion that follows, | discuss four areas of opportunithin communication
studies representative of gaps in the lterature my vardets. | begin by considering the state
of scholarship with a focus on the community of inquiry, gradsamidents of color. Then, ima
adjacent argument, briefly consider the dearth of intersectional scholarsitjpss
communication studies and its sub-branches. Following thgyvide a critique of the parochial
consideration given to discursive-material questionsirwihe discipline. | finish by
incorporating issues of materiality and discourse within nsamcation studies as wel as how
these relate to race. This point is articulated in detaito its key roldo the guiding questions
of this research.

What can we, as Western communication scholars, do talbyitinterrogate theoretical
and methodological understanding and mobilization of discursiwéread dualistic
D/discursive, approaches to research interested in diffePe @urrently, communication
scholarship focused on the experiences of people of color ineMvestademic settings is limited
(Alen, Orbe, & Olivas, 1999; Martin, Trego, Nakayama, 2010; Flores, 199&jride 2005;

Orbe, Smith, Groscurth, & Crawley, 2010; Orbe & Wright, 1998; Star@6tH)). Even more
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problematic to research based praxis, interrogations of periences of students of color
situated at the graduate level (Alvarez, Blume, CersadeTrhomas, 2009; Bafuelos, 2006;
Gay, 2004; Hurtado, 1994a; Johnson, 1996; Kennebrew, 2007; Myers, 2002; Truong & Museu
2012; Wiliams, 2002) are much less commonplace than at thegtadigate level across
disciplines (Eimers & Pike, 1997; Feagin, Vera, & Imani, 1996niRlg, 1984; Fries-Britt &
Turner, 2001; Harper, 2006; Harper & Hurtado, 2007; Harper & Quaye, 200¥odthrHuntt,
Mendenhall, & Lewis, 2012; Helm, Sedlacek, & Prieto, 1998; Hurtado, 19983déur1994b;
Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Hurtado, Carter, & Spuler, 1996; Levin, Van BaSidanius, 2003;
Lewis, Chesler, & Forman, 2000; Martin, Trego, Nakayama, 2010; Muskai®ls, & Lambert,
2008; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 200Rankin, & Reason, 200548nz, Nagi, & Hurtado, 2007,
Smedley, Myers, & Harrell, 1993; $atano, Vilalpando, & Oseguera, 2005; Watkins,
LaBarrie, & Appio, 2010; Yosso, Smith, Ceja, & Solorzano, 2009).

When it comes to research across communication studesledénth of intersectional
work is no secret (Allen, 2004; Allen, 2007; Ashcraft & Allen, 200Bavez & Griffin, 2012
Houston, 2002), and this epistemological erasure plays acsignifrole in the previously
mentioned gap in the lterature. Investigation in #msa centers mostly on the difficulties
inherent in publishing race-related research (Hendrix, 20€&%,&mith, Groscurth, & Crawley,
2010; Orbe & Wright, 1998; Simpson, 2010; Starosta, 2010), the erasure of the cannons
of the discipline (Ashcraft & Allen, 2003), and discursive cpiaaizations of race as well as
its import for undergraduate students (Martin, TregdYakayama, 2010 Although inquiries
such as these begin elucidating the ways race sitoatégin bodies in the academy and

constitute a necessary field of study, they do not fil ditical gap in theorization,
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methodological critique, research, or emancipatory praxis r@eges change in the iory
tower where material-discursive experiences of maigatgdn are commonplace.

Another area of opportunity in the field that stems frodearth of intersectional
scholarship is the sometimes myopic focus of communicatiboless on questions GWho can
speak?” (Feuer, 2008; Mactavish, Mahon, & Lutfiyya, 2000; Roof, 1995; for furthiscussion,
see also Ahmed, 2000) and in what rhetorical syntax (Cloud, 19€ieihach, Remke,
Buzzanell, & Liu, 2008; Ott & Aoki, 2002; Ware & Linkugel, 1973). Exuslady discursive
approachs canbe fruitful in terms of social justice driven scholarskifyretheway, 2007)
however, these vantage points become problematic whemisgycrucial epistemic questions
for the community of inquiry such &8ho can know?” (Ahmed, 2000) as well as questions of
what things, material and discursive, are becoming iousrprecariously positioned moments.
That is, questions of epistemology cannot be asked divorced fronioagiesf ontology. The
danger in these erasures lies in resulting disembodied pimmodhat tacitly treat oppression
and possible interventionaswholy D/discursive o dualistic and fragmented
ontological/epistemological Eurocentric terms. These appesaare utimately concatenated to
fragmented ontologies and epistemologies because, within a aoé dualistic “big
Discourse™/“little discourse” framework, the machinery of marginalization in the aoadas
well as its oppressive effects on tmaterialy-discursivelysituated lives of students of color are
rendered incomprehensible and inconsequential within, andet@&urocentric
ontologicalepistemological paradigm within which it fistnes variously. Therefore, where we,
as Western communication scholars, ignore the onto-epistgital and material-discursive
elements of oppression for persons of color in the acadé&giscoursé as a conceptual

framework dissembles as a cause and “solution” to an oversimplified problem. Put another way,
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to make headway we need to ask ourselves more than jusewpettple of color have a voice
in the academy and in what ways they can worry aboderieg their experiences
comprehensible to the rest‘als” We must also ask ourselvas whose image this “us” is

made up. Under what discursive-material circumstancesdiffierence bé&heard (Spivak,
1988) whie maintaininga “stitched” integrity2* What sociomaterial relations blooman
precariously positoned paradigm such as this flattened a@hevfaat can communication
scholars say about such instances of becoming whileamairg logical consistency with
communicative forms of knowing?

Related to the gravitas of interrogating Eurocentric tepslogical and ontological
relations of production is the exigency of problematizing mlisairy understandings regarding
the relationship between materiality, discourd®iscourse,” and the constitution of reality. This
is an integral pursuit to research, both within and beyamdmtinication studies, because it lays
the groundwork for the careful discernment and use of digeutkeoretical and methodological
approacheso scholarship. Because the communication discipline isathiage point of this
study, | unpack disciplinary understandings of materialitycodise, “Discourse,” and the
constitution of realty from this locus as an area of oppibytu

Materiality, D/discourse, and the constitution of reailitysocial justice focused
communication scholarship often navigate between theofid®e “discursivity of the material”
(materialist) and thémateriality of discourse” (idealist) (Alaimo, 2008; Asen, 2010; Bost &
Greene, 2011; Botero, 2011; Brisco and DeOliver, 2012; Broadfoot, CarlodeedleAakhus,

Gabor, & Taylor, 2008; Bullis, 1997; Cheney & Cloud, 2006; Cloud, 1994, 1999, 2000, 2001a,

14 Here, “integrity” does not signify a monolithic understanding of difference. Instead, it is a call
to heed the self-determination (Foss & Griffin, 1995) of preasly and multiply positioned
persons and agencies.
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2001b, 2001c, 2004, 2006; Dicochea, 2004; Dyers and Wankah, 2012; Engnell, 1998; Foss &
Foss, 2011; Fuller, 2012; Garcia-Blanco & Wahl-Jorgensen, 2012; Goldi988g; Greene,
2009; Gunn & Cloud, 20zManan, 2011; Heckman, 2010; Hundley, 2012; Lassen, Horsbol,
Bonnen, and Pedersen, 2011; Lucas, 2007; Lundberg, 2012; Martinez-G@042y, Martinez-
Guilem, 2013; Meisenbach & Bonewits Feldner, 2011; Revel, 2012;r&04898; Swartz,
2006; Wander, 1996; Zappettin, 2012). Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren (2009) descdeeathe
ontological and epistemologiéal paradigms in which the:

[M]aterialists [typically] grant priority to technical,cenomic, institutional, and physical

factors driving organizational identities and purposes. Itrastn idealism [discursive

framework] typically refers to the symbolic sphere, and &tsaprivilege the influence

of such human factors as language, cognition, imagespimesa desires, and norms on

the production of organizational realty. (p. 16)
Thus, academics who privilege the material see mitterias equally (or more) consequential to
the constitution of realty (Alaimo, 2008; Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Gagr2009; Cheney & Cloud,
2006; Cloud, 1994, 1999, 2000, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c, 2004, 2006; Cooren, 2006; Gunn &
Cloud, 2012; Hanan, 2012; Heckman, 2010; Martinez-Guillem, 2012, 2013; Rogers, 1998;
Spivak, 1988, 1990, 1993a, 1993b, 2006) whie those who privilegB®/digeursive, or the
ideational, privilege a fractured conceptualization of sttwal Discourse and everyday
discourse as constitutive (Brisco and DeOliver, 2012; Dymals\Véiankah, 2012; Fuller, 2012;
Garcia-Blanco and Wahl-Jorgensen, 2012; Lassen, Horsbol, BomueRedersen, 2011; Lucas,

2007; McGee, 1980; McKerrow, 1989; Ott & Aoki, 2002; Zappettin, 2012). In other wamds

15T use “ontological and epistemological” here and not “onto-epistemological” because the
formulation of the materialitgtiscourse relationship described here is not “flat” (read onto-
epistemological), it is hierarchical and dualistic (reawlogical and epistemological).
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“camp” (Ashcraft, Kuhn, & Cooren, 2009) leans toward the ideational, which includes the
D/discursive as mentioned in the block quote above, whieottier leans toward the material as
agentic to (re)constructing the reality within whichrgoms in the West speak and act. This
conceptualization, so clearly summarized and articulatedshgraft, Kuhn, and Cooren, often
guides communication scholars’ understanding of the possibilities that can emerge from
material-discursive relationships. However, this concéption, predicated on the dualistic
and Eurocentric logics of the Enlightenment, in many waepsesents a non-relatonship. That
is, from this perspective, materiality and discourse @xist zero sum relationship where one
must be privileged over the other and where, hence, trsfyectful, read invitational (Foss &
Griffin, 1995), interdisciplinary theories, methodologies, anthoas for studying the possible
relationships between difference and domination and matedadcourse cannot exist. Instead
of this approach, we, as Western communication scholars, appsbach the methodological
task through an epistemology of invitation (Foss & Griffil95) by enmeshing materiality and
discourse while mobilizing a gradated scale to fit the rebezwnversation to the issue and its
contextt®

Dana Cloud, a leading phiosopher of communication on materafitl discourse, writes
that academics continuously navigate treacherous waters “between the Scylla of idealism and
the Charybdis of ‘vulgar’ economism or simpleminded orthodoxies [materialism] (1994, p.
141). The*“Scyla of idealisrii (1994, p. 141) lies on one side of the passageway en-route to

emancipatory scholarship; it is a transmuting sea nymphdéhwaturs communication scholars

16 | am not suggesting here that materiality and discowsdenaes to study the relationships
between difference and domination should become conflated. sliggasting that materiality
and discourse should be understood as part of a system of relatioosto-epistemological
metaphysics where a “constellation” of materiality-discourse becomes, that must be understood
and studied interdisciplinarily with respect to logical astescy within and across disciplines.
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with its seductive promise of materiality’s servitude to discourse, or the idea that communication
constructs realty. Onthe other side of this dangeroad stthe “Charybds” (1994, p. 141) of
economic Marxism. This paradigm incapacitates communicad@holars in its oppogn
currents by sucking them into deep, dark chasms where discean do nothing more than
hobble after materiality, leaving their work forever indesdu to a Eurocentric, universalized,
and ontologized patriarchyCloud’s articulation of these relations is of import to this project
because it highlights that faling prey to the dualistimoeptualization of théScyla” of
ideation or theé‘Charybdis of materialism places scholars in danger of being combsuge
imiting Cartesian logics. In response to this limitatiavhat | propose is seekingmore
nuanced and symbiotic understanding of the discourse-méyenielationship in order to
interrogate, problematize, de/re/construct, and transform p@temologies and ontologies into
flattened onto-epistemologies that help us, as communicatbalars, think through theories
and methodologies that contribute to marginalization mithe ivory tower. In this study, | start
from a communicative field and | do not conduct an interdis@pyi project. However, it is my
goal to practice an epistemology of invitafiéras | conduct this communicative work in order to
invite different forms of knowing the multti-faceted phenoowerthat | treat here.

Finally, and as Allen states, communication scholarstapely refers to the racial
paradox which characterizes the ‘both/and’ nature of race” (Allen, 2007, p. 260; Flores & Moon,
2002)18 Here, Alen is referring ta‘paradox” (2007, p. 260) wherein race manifests and has

consequentiality on both discursive and material termsjsasssed earlier. Thus, in the context

17 Invitation as epistemology is a prominent piece of my methgaall approach here.
18Allen conceives of race “as an artificial, dynamic, poltical construction based bitew
supremacy, with material consequences such as privilegealigcrimination (Flores & Moon,
2002)” (2007, p. 260). Although Iagree with Allen’s argument that race has a strong discursive
component, | extend her argument here to include its nabe@mings as well.
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of emancipatory researchacecannot only represent an arbitrary and fluctuating tioalis
D/discursive construction (Allen, 2007); it must incorportite significance of a reality with
material affordances and implications. Nevertheless, eandsdied vantage point is the
institutional home to much communication scholarship oe &l this postmodern fiction
permeates methodologies that serve to sinfalyd differencé€ to Eurocentric D/discursive
paradigms“and sti’ (Spitzack, 1987). Difference is exactly that, idiferent Difference
requires more than a homogenous group of scholars who, &otingan indolent and singular
methodological perspective, work in sioes to understand eiwttrld. Nevertheless, this is
what happens within and outside of communication studiesdid®ably, these limited stances
infrequently consider the imbricated relations of power withinich race is precariously
positioned (Allen, 2007, p. 260) materially-discursively and, thitkingg a flattened onto-
epistemology.

As such, this project is intended to target the aforeawatdi gaps through the following

guiding research questions:

RQ1: What do the experiences of graduate students of cdiom wibmmunication
studies tell us about how everyday discourses of siencihagure of difference,
and disciplining marginalize difference within the acadenstitution?

RQ2: What do the experiences of graduate students of colon vatmmunication
studies tell us about the ways in which material agenbloom alongside
everyday discursive agencies to marginalize differenchinwihe academic

institution?
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RQ3: What do the becomings of precariously posttioned matex@lind discourses tell
us about how Cartesian Western epistemes, disconnectedbritology, workas
conceptual webs of domination within the academy?

Existing communication research does little to theorizatterfied sociomaterial
relationality that does not set the agentic knowing stiltjefore the passive external worlth
other words, communication scholars must do more to theorizriahaliscursive relations that
become on the conceptual plane of the onto-epistemologitelr than solely focus on
discursive and/or Discursive relations that happen @xelyson the epistemological
metaphysical plane. Hencejsttommunicative project identifies, from a feminist methodology
and an intersectional approach, the discourses and iigeridghat become alongside one
another in instances of marginalization within thadsmnic institution. Once identified, |
theorize the situated relationship of discourse-materiafitgn the phenomenon under studis
stated previously, one broad goal of this work is to encouratigalcdiscussion on discursive
theoretical and methodological approaches to scholarship witkirbeyond communication
studies. A second goal is to problematize and expand unders&nofilgw epistemology and
ontology “emulsify” and/or “curdle” (Lugones, 2003, p. 122) to constitute complex sociomaterial

matrices of domination (Hil-Collins, 2000) within the acagiem
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Chapter Two: M ethodology

This chapter proceeds in three sections. First, | beginanbnversation about, and
overview of, the methodological approaches that situateptbject. This is a means of
contextualizing the communicative methddstend to mobilize when examining the material-
discursive relationships that situate the phenomenonquaify. Second, | discuss my stance as a
researcher. The chapter ends with a restatement gfitheg research questions as well as an
outine of the methods that wil help me answer them.

M ethodology

Feminist and intersectional methodological approaches gusleesearch. They also
situate the methods that | use to critically interrogdiscourse. Because discussion of the
relationship between methodology and method are scant in comtimmicdudies, this is where
I begin. From this view, methods are not simply “objective” tools the researcher uses to gather
neutral data. Rather, they are tools the investigator iresbiaccording to her methodological
commitments. This speaks to a specific link and simultanestiacdon between methodology
and method where methodology precedes method by constitutifgctisethrough which data is
gathered (Geiger, 1990). As stated by Harding, methodology isdiy thad analysis of how
research does or should proceed" (Harding, 1987, pp. 2-3). Method, thergsefrary
methodology where methods represent the various techniqugathering evidence, but they do
not dictate how the gathering of evidence wil proceed. idnviin, Peplau & Conrad assert that,
“no method comes with a feminist guarant€2989, p. 380). This is to say that there is no
approach to data collection that, in and of itself, can be caithdrently engage in emancipatory

scholarship and activismThe emancipatory potential of a method is borne from the ways
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which the researcher mobilizes i, and this deployment Ingppecording to the overarching
objectives with which data is gathered, or the methodologyereftne, it is imperative for
scholars to judiciously understand, choose, employ, and demystifyglh the writing process
the methodologies that guide contextually bound researctisaodnmitments.

The possible knee-jerk suspicion that the nature of my ctmmeand distinction
between methodology and method may engender does not escaped imefoee expanding on
my own feminist and intersectional approaches | wil addtesghis methodologically candid
stance has been, and to this day remains, one of the myets tor claims that feminist and
intersectional methods are incapable of coming to usefulpbggctive,” interventions on the
systemic (Chafetz, 1999). In response to these argumentudiastically proclaim my
appreciaton and embrace of suspicion toward any epistemic poodudiowever, | also assert
the potential for this type of essentializing misgiving ikbesinto exactly the kind of indolent
conflation of epistemology, methodology, and method that tends tarebtbe crucial relations
of power within which all research, qualtative and qtatnte, is conducted (Ahmed, 2000).
Specifically, monolithic counterarguments about the methodolody which | approach this
project may be problematic because they emerge from Euliocepistemes that expec
dualistic, “objective,” and concrete answers to issues that can never, and perhaps nevél, shou
be “solved” This is not to say that all questions seeKingncrete” answers are examples of
intellectual laziness, but i to say that there is no single, “right,” or permanent way to do
anything, much less answer any question of import to epadiaon and the destabilization of
hegemony. Furthermore,ny@a“objective” epistemological stance is suspect wherein, as Levins-
Morales states, “failing to take a side when someone is being hurt is immoral” (1997, p. 8). This

does not mean that as Western scholars we have freetadgricate data according to our
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commitments or to ignore contradiction. It means that beimpraugh researcher is not
synonymous with being “objective” (Levins-Morales, 1997, p. 8) but rather it is better cognized
as an exercise in being accountable and responsible toaderskip for how research proceeds
within the complex relations of power where our communitynagdiry and we move'®
Feminist M ethodology

A feminist methodology positions the current project. Piatigy this project is situated
in what Levins-Morales calls th&urative” approach (1997). Here, the role of the scholar
committed to social just is “not so much to document...as to resta the [marginalized] a
sense of...possibility” (Levins-Morales, 1997, p.13° The curative approach, unike many
others, is “explicit, openly naming our partisanship, our mtent to influence how people think”
(Levins-Morales, 1997, p. 1). This is fitting for a feminist approalsn considering that all
research, quantitative, qualtative, and interpretivegoigucted within crucial relations of power
that normative research methodologies, methods, and writirgjficpsaobscure. As a curative

endeavor, this project is focused on understanding situdtnadrices of dominatioh (Hil-

19 The view of methods as “tools” that the researcher can use first as a knower of an external,
passive realty and then as a scholar on the epistemie pfahat realty methodologically
fragments in some ways the flattened onto-epistemolodigatad, 2003) view that | proposed in
the first chapter of this thesis because i, in someswsgparates the knower from the known.
Although the methods and reporting practices I engage here do not allow for a “becoming” in the
strict performative sense (Dirksmeier & Helbrecht, 2008), Agaghe mixed modern-
postmodern methods of this project with the hope of doing philosdpiioek that might have a
higher potential of leading to practically applicable ire@tions. Hence, because interventions
in some senses require the pre-formation of an ontologieak plithin which one may

intervene, | undertake a methodology and methods that allowefondlie to such practically
applicable work even as | do so with a high degree of apprehensi@uch a conceptualization
of an ontology fragmented from epistemology. In large paakd this interventionist,
“curandera” approach (Levins-Morales, 1997) not out of some God lke sense of self but out of
an awareness that different conceptualizations of knoe/letgl reality are required given
different ends, and this is the case here because tiokgke i both scholarshigndactivism.

20 The original quote reads, “to restore the dehistoricized a sense of identity and possibility”
(Levins-Morales, 1997, p. 1). This project is less focused on identity.

27



Colins, 2000) and typically marginalized bodies for the end gbedstoring a sense of agency
through demystification. In this emancipating spacegtias of my feminist methodology are
five: 1) engage study from embodied and contextual varpages (Geiger, 1990), 2) render
invisible relations of power visible, 3) raise consciouspe$) open possibilities for engaged
praxis through research, and‘®mbrace [complexity,] ambiguity and contradictiofLevins-
Morales, 1997, p.)9 | address the implications of these approaches with a distuskthe
former two goals and folow with the latter three.

The first goal, engaged scholarship from embodied and caitedalties (Geiger,
1990), emerges from the material-discursive becomingssithate the context of analysis and
research questions. This means that afthough | do work #iyabenconsidered
“representational’ rather than the “more than representation” approach that a flattened onto-
epistemology required, do so with special attention to the contextually bound diseursi
material experiences of participants as | represent theopieeon with which | engagether
than with an “eye” for painting astatic picture of ontologized persons or universalizing
circumstances. Addiionally, my commitment to show my poaiibn as a communication
researcheiin my work rather than maintain a “dignified,” voyeuristic stance is part of this tenet
for research (Levins-Morales, 1997). This does mean thaageng autobiography for its own
sake. Instead, | discuss how my ways of knowing and being &slarsemulsify and curl
(Lugones, 2003) with my intersectional postionality in fb&l fof communication research. My
second principle, rendering invisible relations of powebMsiis also borne from a commitment
to bringing embodied intersectional work to communication stud®esticularly, this

intersectional work is concerned with rendering emergestterial-discursive relations of power
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visible within the academic miieu as well as witl@ppressive understandings of materiality-
discourse in our disciplinary methodologies and methods.

Consciousness-raising, another foremost goal of feministodwtygies, further situates
this project and consists of two foci. The first is makihg readership acutely aware of issues
that arise from sociomaterial engagements in the acadéimy second and related foci is
creating a discursive space through which the context bagioh®terial becomings | write
about may engender embodiédind relational understandings of the problematics people of
color face. Embodiment here means that persons seek to andeti® everyday consequence
of material-discursive relations on their own terméiemathan on the terms of, for example, a
Western-centric understanding of reality. A relationadlerstanding is one that is bounded by
muliple lines of material-discursive fight and inteian rather than by any singular discursive
agentic provenance. Embodiment and relationality in thexsges are intended to faciitate in
the research process solidarities that border-cross (Ldarsles, 1997).

Using research to open possibilities for engaged praxis, h fpoditioning approach and
one related to consciousness-raising, is a commitment toyug®sitionality in the academy to
continuously contribute conceptual tools for decolonizatiod, #tmough these heuristic
contributions, for cautious practically applicable interiagamt Lastly, throughmy situating
feminist methodology, | commit to Levindorales’ “embrace of [complexity,] ambiguity and
contradictior’ (Levis-Morales, 1997). As such, my goal is to understandrrtthe control

(Geiger, 1990) and to problematize rather than definitivedve” any issues of import to social

21 See also “theory in the flesh” (Moraga & Anzalda, 1981, p. 23).
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justice. Hence, interventions | propose should not be undersgpadiaritative guides but
rather as situated suggestions that are open to repurpagihgefashioning given context bound
sociomaterial relations.
Intersectional M ethodology

Intersectionality is situated by material-discursiveetings. Intersectional
methodologies are closely related to feminist methodologies, ntilurecently essentializing
conceptualizations of “women” and “feminism” kept them conceptually categorized within
fragmented,“pop-bead” epistemologies (Chéavez & Griffin, 2012, pp.-8). Pop-bead
frameworks conceptualize of intersectionality in termeady to categorize identity traits that
neatly and episodically manifest in isolation from one @t In opposition to this
understanding, and in the context of this project, intecs®dity is concerned with
methodologies that elucidaténterlocking oppressiofis(Combahee River Collective
1978/1986),‘emulsification” and “curdling” as opposed to separation (Lugones, 2003, p. 121
148)22 and “theory in the flesh” (Moraga & Anzaldua, 1981, p. 23).23

The notion of interlocking oppressionshich is closely related to “curdling,” posits that
social matrices of domination (Hil-Collins, 2000/2009) existl #rat these present particular
conditons where agencies emerge in overlapping and intetednevays that contextually bear
upon lives (Combahee River Colective 1978/1986). This approaetilisuited for practically
applicable, feminist research within a flattened onto-@pistogy because it rejects
dichotomous, “pop-bead” epistemes (Chavez & Griffin, 2012, pp. #8) by presenting a truer to

life, nuanced, fluid, and problematized ontology.

22 See page 5 for moron “emulsification” and “curdling” (Lugones, 2003, p. 121-148).
23 See also Chavez and Griffin (2012) for more on these areasusf ih intersectional work.
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The aforementioned ideas ‘@mulsification” and “curding’ as opposed to simple
separation further this approach by refusing fragmentad®an epistemic starting point (Chavez
& Griffin, 2012; Lugones, 2013, pp. 12148). This notion locates methods in spaces where
researchers must understand the ways historicized llaasnyghenomenological forms move
toward one another and intermesh. Juxtaposed with attempitsldstand intersectionality by
neatly separating and categorizing, this methodology alest®lars to, as Levins-Morales
writes, “show complexity and embrace ambiguity and contradiction (1997, p. 9).

Moraga and Anzaldia’s “theory in the flesh” (1981, p. 23) moves the concepts of
interlocking matrices and curdling into the corporeal. Corfiiyrés a type of materiality that is
particular to the body. Chavez and Griffin writtheory in the flesh [necessitatdsthat scholars
identify, and give voice to, the interconnected nature oigbglenced, in multiple ways, and the
lived manifestations of those silencings” (2012, p.7). As a methodology, this approach guides
methods that seek to understand the range of ways bodiesthragh the world, their
becomings alongside muitiple discursive-material agen@ad how these phenomenological
and historicized processes meet contextually. This ict@yeal approach algns well with
feminist methodologies because it locates methodise study from embodied, interconnected,
and contextual realites (Geiger, 1990). Particulaitifeory in the flesh challenges epistemic
voyeurism by urging both the scholar and readership to beeoedied and connected to the
Other in the process of research. Through an attetdimorporealty as wel as interlocking
ontological and epistemiCemulsificatiorY/“curdling’ (Chavez & Griffin, 2012; Lugones, 2013,
pp. 121148), both the scholar and readership are urged to identify e e@lonization as it
blooms between and betwixt. This results in stronger bordssing soldarities (Levins-

Morales, 1997).Moreover, by tearing down the D/discursive hegemony thatategaand

31



categorizes bodies and by addingpcus on corporeality, or “the flesh,” the researcher
encourages a bonded and co-implicated consciousness among hkathdnamon-human actors
on a flattened onto-epistemological plane.

Interdependent feminist and intersectional methodologies théveurrent study and the
methods with which | engage. In this space, methods canrsildde held accountable or
responsible for how scholars engage alongside them or {feinvavhich researchers have
learned to see (Geiger, 1990; Haraway, 1988); scholars and dezstea through decolonizing
and continuous interrogation, must do this. Stil, methods, l@v non-human agents within a
flattened onto-epistemology, a form and substance that blolongside the researcher to queer
knowledge production in contextually bound ways. Thus, neltberan or non-human agencies
dominate on this methodological plane but rather they bloomsaleng

The feminist goals of engaging study from embodied and coamterdalties (Geiger,
1990), rendering invisible relations of power visible, raisingsconsness, opening possibilities
for engaged praxis through research, and embracing complextyiguity and contradiction
(Levins-Morales, 1997), all through an epistemology of ingitat(Foss & Griffin, 1995),
constitute the methodology of this project. Additionally, thersgctional commitments to
interlocking agencies (Combahee River Collective 1978/198Gplsification” and “curdling”
as opposed to separation (Lugones, 2003, p-148), and “theory in the flesh” (Moraga &
Anzaldia, 1981, p. 23) also drive this study. In the next sedtiisgcuss my positioning as a
researcher to conclude the conversatiormgmmethodological stance.

Stance as a Researcher
My commitment to understanding discourses of silencing,urerasf difference,

disciplining, and the emergent becomings of materialitgedisse as it pertains to such questions
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is informed by my own experience as a scholar of color iratlaelemy. | have discussed the
state of the communication field of research as it pert@irsuch questions and belbwliscuss

the nature of my scholarly commitment and relation towmsk in order to remain embodied
and accountable to my community of inquiry and readershgdifierent and more localized
way. First, | briefly discuss the academic experiencessiio@te my consciousness as it relates
to discourse-materiality. Then, | explain how corporealty, t&pslogy and ontology as
heuristics come to bear on my situated experience and tamtling of materialitydiscourse’s
agentic relationship.

From a working-class, immigrant home, the rhetoric of s#fiefency and hard work as
the crucial ingredients for catalyzing any dream inilitye or the D/discursive understanding of
the “American Dream,” resounded through my consciousness formation during my high-school
and undergraduate years. As a student of color, in a low-@ncamd predominantly
Latin@/black neighborhood, these material-discursive experiencesopedi the consciousness
with which | entered the academic institution as a gtadstudent. | began my graduate career
with a Eurocentric belief that D/discourse(s)ch as those enveloping the “American Dream”
master narrative, hathepower to“constituté’ redity. “Materiality” was open, fragmented, and
the consequence of D/discursive constitution. | did not uachelsmaterialitis relational power
alongside discourse where the range of my experiencecomasrned. Despite this dualistic
conceptualization, once within academe self-talkk and har# did not situate me in what I, and
others around me, had discursivéigonstructed as a hospitable and utopic environment. In the
particularity of this unfolding situation, Karl Marx mdaave been (slightly more) right when he
wrote, “It is not the consciousness of men [Sic] that determines their existence, but their

existence that determines their consciousness” (Marx, 1859, p. 2).
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Sttuated corporealy and materially as a queer woman of tolm a working-class and
immigrant upbringing, | swiftly understood that atthough discolna® agentic force in the
emergence of reality, this phenomenon does not include, donpde; my discourse in the same
ways it includes discourse aligned with masculinist, roa@mative, able-bodied, whites®e
Hence, | came to understand that it is not discourse alahenditters in a social constructionist
sense but it ilsomatter that matters (Barad, 2003). This is not to say thatwdite, able-
bodied, straight, men have the power to constitute reality girdiscourse. This would be a
deterministic and overlgimplistic conceptualization of how “matter comes to matter” (Barad,
2003). What | mean here is that materiality-discourse begomeecariously positioned ways
and that these entanglements cannot be easily separaigh a “puré’ communicative way of
knowing without obscuring the crucial affordances of stllamaterialities and tine
intermingling with discourse. Due to my intersectional posiity as a scholar, | came to
understand, at least in this blooming moment, dis@burse’s agentic power as primary source
lies within a fragmented Western consciousness whesgerpilogy precedes ontology, or
where the knowing subject is separate from and beforevthelt can be known. Most
disconcerting was the realization that discourse wihim conceptual framework often serves to
further silence and erase those materialities-disasuthat already circulate and meet as
“unspeakable things unspoken” (Morrison, 1988). In other words, normalizing, Eurocentric
understandings oD/discourse as a primary constitutive power render invisibdeenial-
discursive entanglements within a flattened onto-epitegy that invites different ways of

knowing, being, and becoming.
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Guiding Questions and M ethods

| began this conversation with an overview of my situatieiginist and intersectional
methodological approaches. | have also discussed my positiona ity anmunication
researcher as well as the state of the field in tefmsaterial-discursive thought. My position as
a researcher as well as the theorktmad methodological issues | have outlined inform the
following guiding research questions:

RQ1: What do the experiences of graduate students of cafam wibmmunication
studies tell us about how everyday discourses of sienciragure of difference,
and disciplining marginalize difference within the acadenstitution?

RQ2: What do the experiences of graduate students of cafam wibmmunication
studies tell us about the ways in which material agenoloom alongside
everyday discursive agencies to marginalize differenckinwihe academic
institution?

RQ3: What do the becomings of precariously positioned matiesaland discourses tell
us about how Cartesian Western epistemes, disconnectedbritology, work as
conceptual webs of domination within the academy?

Below, | outine the methods | engaged through the courdasopiiot study. | begin
with a description of the community of inquiry. Second, | vrevike interview procedures as
method. Finally, | discuss how the analysis of data proceeds.

Participants

Participants included two MA and three PhD students of aoth graduate experience

at universities in various regions of the United Staielading the West, Midwest, Mountain

West, South West, Northeast and South. Specifically, foue f@enale and one was male where
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informants self-identified as African-American, black, bacChican@/Mexican-American,

and Latin@. Respondents ranged from3years of age and they had a mean age of 27. On
average, participants had four years of experience atdbeage level and a combined total of
20 years of experienceThis included a total of 11 years of experience at the M& land nine
years of experience at the PhD level.

A portion of the interview included questions regarding siheioeconomic status of
participants and this yielded that four of five informamtere first-generation students and that
most had working class upbringings. In particular, four panttgpaeported that growing up
their living standard was much better than that of thasents when they were the same age.
Stil, they reported that this was in part due to studmamsl furnishing this different standard of
living. Additionally, four participants indicated that, growing, their parents did not have
stocks or bonds, four indicated that their parents did not Hatde svork, four indicated that
their parents did not have stocks, bonds, or other investmentghree indicated that, growing
up, they had lived in apartment housingll participants attended public graduate programs and
all indicated funding their education through combinationgssistantships, felowships, student
loans, and additonal work.

Through purposive and snowball sampling, | recruited and stleespondents who
were student members of the communication studies commandywho simultaneously self-
identified as people of color. Specifically, | re@ditrespondents through a posted
announcement regarding the project on the CommunicatioeaRésand Theory Network
(CRTNET). This is a disciplinary news service/listsesponsored by the National

Communication Association with a reach of 11,000 members ifelthe(Appendix B). | also

24 For more about the participant population, please see chapter thre
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recruited participants by identifying graduate programs innmomcation studies across the
country, determining the names and contact information eaf tespective graduate studies
directors, and approaching each via e-mail regarding didy sind its possible dissemination to
graduate students (Appendix C). Additionally, at the conclusibeach interview three of five
participants inquired about forwarding the call for participaand through this | engaged in
snowball sampling.

| focused on respondents in the field of communication as atsafotbe larger academic
population because | am particularly interested in whadgaiented understanding of
epistemology first and ontology second means for materialigis® becomings in this
academic setting. Because discursive methodologies anddwdtlow similar tracks in fields
of research adjacent to that of communication, this apprioagsearch and my findings may
provide a preliminary reference point for future cross ataddisciplinary theorization and
praxis.
Interview Procedures

As stated above, in the course of this projaaterviewed five participants. After
identifying participants through the various recruitmenatsgies above, | contacted each via e-
mail (Appendix D/E) with an informed consent document degaithe study, its aims, and
instructions for setting up an interview date, time, andunedor communication. Al
participants chose to meet over the telephone. In theshtef participant confidentiality, | did
not collect signed informed consent documents. Schedulinpténgew constituted an
agreement to participate in the project.

To safeguard the confidentiality of participants, | askexh @articipant to provide a

pseudonym at therd of the interview for identification purposes. Additionallg, the interest of
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privacy, |logged identifying information in a document sepafat® primary demographic and
interview data collected.

Interviews required digital recording for accuracy and gpdiRor the protection of
interview participants, once all interviews were completepmiings were transcribed and
destroyed. In the case of all participants, identifying infdimm was noused in any
transcription work or reports. Moreover, all data was kept in ayadsprotected laptop for the
duration of the study as well as an external hard driverdimaained in a locked space.
Interview Protocol

Participants responded to a series of narrative questionseidx F) and a demographic
form (Appendix G) administered by the researcher. These spariagal of about seven hours
and forty minutes of interview time with a total of 127 pagesavkcription from the narrative
portion and 49 pages from the demographic portion of the interview.

Eight questions, which can be found in Appendix F, made upatiative portion of the
interview. Throughout these questions, which can be thaeighs four question sets comprised
of two inquiries eachl asked participants’ about their motivations for pursuing a graduate
education in the first set, their experiences of sarseard difference in the academy in the
second set, their experiences of empowerment and disempowennibe third set, and their
experiences of being present and absent in academigsserttithe second set. These question
sets regarding motivations for pursuing graduate educa@meness-difference, empowerment-
disempowerment, and absence-presence were modeled fromrdtecat the experiences of
persons of color in the academy that details such entasgls (Allen, Orbe, & Olvas, 1999;
Martin, Trego, Nakayama, 2010; Flores, 1996; Hendrix, 2005; Orbe, Smith, @npstu

Crawley, 2010; Orbe & Wright, 1998; Starosta, 2010). They were intendadteo a
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conversation with participants about their graduate experieas well as to explore the material-
discursive dynamics of their experiences of empowermethtcanstraint in the academic milieu.
Although the interview targetl the conceptual frameworks under study, it did so loosely in
order to remain open to a wide range of material-discursiperiences respondents may have
wished torepresent through narrative.

Participants were asked to complete demographic items adteritary narrative
portion of the interview. This timeline was designed to coffiobffinity-seeking behaviors
stemming from stereotypes that demographic questions migbt tiiggeed if presented prior to
the narrative portiof? Participants were asked demographic questions loosely nartne
2010 United States Census aligning to population categories sacje,agender, sex,
race/ethnicity, and familial as well as personal socioecenataitus. Participants also provided
information about years of experience within the acadangyroles in their range of experience
(e.g.,graduate student MA, graduate student PhD, graduate teaaswigjant, etc.). Finally,
respondents were asked to provide demographic data regardingndfiteitianal affliation and
funding circumstances. This group of questions is based aificifons used by the
Chronicle of Higher Education (2013). Students had the choiopttout of any aforementioned
guestions.

As a whole, the interview and demographic portions of the gtalkyan average of-2
hours. Although interview and narrative representatiore wet the ideal methods for
apprehending a flattened onto-epistemology of continuous iahatscursive becomings, this

approach served particular scholar-activist ends. Perfornethoegraphy, for example, may

25 examples of influential social stereotypes include thode dound gender, sex, race, level of
education, and other intersectional postionalities tfilaeince communication practices
within/between interlocutors.
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have been better suited if the aims of this project weckisively phiosophical. However, due
to the practically applicable and interventionist curréingg inform my work alongside new
materialist theory, | chose the interview and narrativethods of inquiry because they align with
a (somewhat) pre-formed ontology that allows for intervargio work even where | undertake
this work with skepticism and contextually bound restraint.
Data Analysis

| analyzed the data using a feminist and intersectiongioahelogy aligned with &
previously discussed positioning lenses and stanBsanalysis of the narrative portion of data
involved five steps, including: 1) coding each narrative dentifiable discursive moments, 2)
coding each narrative for key material-discursive gigaments, 3) identifying and articulating
the ways in which siencing and/or disciplining emerge@ach of these formations, 4)
identifying and articulating the ways in which empowermantl agency emerged within these
formations, and 5) developing themes and identifying pattesns the analysis. This approach
helped me work with what | discovered to be very slippery condegtteriality, corporealy,
and discourse, for example), which did not always presentséhea as clear or distinct
moments in Mmyinterviewees’ responses.

On the micro level of analysis, although | foedon the content of participant
narratives more than their structure or diction, as isdyf thematic analysis (Riessman, 2007,
pp. 53-54), | dd not treat narrative methods as mutually exclusivenyinanalysis andl met
narrative experiences with appropriate methods even \imese were outside of thematic
analysis. Where, for examplparticipants’ narrative structure seemed incongruent with
Eurocentric standards of language, | did not discard datausahle but insteadl sought to

understand how language had been rendered unusable fordkerspad language use may
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have represeet! “adaptive responsiveness” rather than “lack of linguistic skill” (Devault, 1990,
p. 229). In addition, and in opposition to a disembodied focus on narratientcto the
exclusion of local imbricated contexts, | occasionally uset batrative and demographic
information shared by participants to locate their experenwithin the material-discursive
academic context.
Organization of Thesis

The first chapter of this thesis includes a justifwatifor research and a review of the
conceptual frameworks under study from a communicative standjpoiresearch. The second
chapter explicates my stance as a researcher as well qading methodologies and methods.
The third chapter presents the data gathered duringiemtst By grouping my eight questions
into four question sets, | organize the responses into theifuy categories: motivations for
entering graduate school, differences and similaritiem fand among peers, moments of
empowerment and disempowerment, situations in which presedcabsence were significant,
and creating a home in higher education. In chapter fouwalgyof answering my three research
questions, | suggest several themes that emerged feoandllysis of the data. | then turn to
presenting some of the limitations of this research prajed conclude with suggestions for

future research.
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Chapter Three: Presentation and Analysis of Data

| begin this chapter by describing, in aggregate fashianpditicipant population in
terms of demographic and socioeconomic status. | caution atterrstrongly, however, that |
discuss demographic information in the aggregate not ir trdeake any universalizing
statement about the community of inquiry but rather toiv&) difference a particular type of
outlet at the outset of this chapter and 2) to confirm th@&ipopulation with which | engaged in
the interview process matched that which | identifiednin methods chapter. Following this, |
briefly describe edcparticipant’s educational background and upbringing in terms more
nuanced than those collective demographics with whictgih.belrhen, | present the interview
data guided by themes and patterns that arose acrossdopings of the 8 interview questions.
Across this discussion of themes and patterns, | also dismtbedological issues that may have
interacted with participant responses. | include this ¢eatien here rather than solely as an
afterthought in a concluding limitations section becaudéinwa flattened onto-epistemological
view, methods, as non-human actors, have significant comsegué human-non-human
entanglements. | end the chapter by summarizing otergr¢chemes and patterns across
question groups that are guided by the positioning heuristitisis giroject. These act as the
basis for answering the research questions in thechagter.

Population

According to the population specifications in chapter twoptmtcipants of this pilot

study included five graduate student members of the cocmbtiam studies community who

ranged between the ages of 24 and 30 and self-identified sgef color. In particular,

42



informants self-identified as African-American, blackabial26 Chicana(o)/Mexican-American,
and Latina(o). Of the five respondents, four were women a@dvas male, three were PhD
students and two were MA students at the end of their gomsgof study. Al were instructors
and/or teaching assistants, all participated in uniyersxtracurricular actiities, and all with the
exception of one attended conferences within and/or outside the discipline. Interviewees’

graduate experiences took place in regions of the UnitedsStatuding the West, Midwest,
Mountain West, South West, Northeast and South.

In terms of socioeconomic status, four of five informantsewiiest-generation students,
four rated their living standard as much better thandhttieir parents when they were the same
age?’ four indicated that, growing up, their parents did not haableswork, four indicated that,
growing up, their parents did not have stocks, bonds, or othetnmets, and three indicated
that, growing up, they Ived in homes whie two Ivedhousing such as apartments. All
participants repoed attending publc MA and PhD programs and all indicated fundiegy
education through a combination of department funding inotine 6f teaching
assistantships/fellowships and student loans. Ofthe feeviewees, two also sigeal funding
their graduate education through external scholarshipsdepaitment research assistantships.
One of these two students regalrexternal work in additon to all aforementioned means of

funding.

26 As an opposttional stance, this participant expressed thaeltidentified as biracial rather
than as white or black. One primary reason the interviegited for this was the sociomaterial
pressure to self-identify in singularly punctuated and ogitihg racial terms across various
situations (e.g. small talkk, completing forms, etc.).

27 The four graduate students who rate their living standard as, “better than that of their parents
when they were the same age,” also voice the caveat of having student loans that, in part, furnish
this “better” standard of Iving in a more nuanced material-discursive sensey Thed student
loans.
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M ore Nuanced Participant Descriptions

To situate the experiences of Gloria, John, Beverly, Dolaed Seshat# | briefly and
generally describe their roles within the academy adsageheir upbringing. Here, | present
descriptions of participants that are in some ways comparatkeever, | also display slight
differentiations in the descriptions of each to give #@der a more nuanced understanding of
thar experiences as represented to me through the narrative Ifdregin with master’s students
Gloria and John anbfollow with doctoral students Beverly, Dolores, and Seshata.

Gloria. Gloria attended an Hispanic serving institution (HBIjhe West as an
undergraduate and continued to learn and teach in her ltateeasd alma mater as an MA
student at the time of our interview. Through her expeziess the chid of undocumented
immigrants, Gloria grew up knowing the precariousness indiand raising a family as an
undocumented person in the United States. During our éwerghe statethat, after “a long-
struggle” and persistent fears that her parents would not “be around to watch [her] graduate,”
they recently “got their papers” (Gloria, 2015), or they were able to legalize their citibgns
status in the United States. She self-identified asa atimd her self-chosen pseudonym, Gloria,
comes from the name of Chicana feminist, queer, and ¢uthearist Gloria E. Anzaldua, who
is best known for her coedited collectionhis Bridge Called My Back: Writings by Radical
Women of ColofMoraga & Anzaldua, 1981), and her bo8kyrderlands/La Frontera: The New
Mestiza(1987).

John. John was the only male participant in this pilot study. éfepdeted his

undergraduate degree at a historically black college/uiitiwefdBCU) in his Southwestern

28 These participant chosen pseudonyms are used to protecewirviconfidentiality from here
forward. One participant, Beverly, did not indicate a pseudonym, ltlassigned one.
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home state and, asmaster’s student, he resided in the Northeastern United States at the time of
our interview. Growing up, John lived in predominantly black roanities and self-identified
during our interview as black. His self-chosen pseudonym, Holrowthe, comes from his
time teaching speech and debate in an unspecified counthe @irican continent. While

there, he and fellow mstructors invented the name in order to partake in their debate coach’s

practice of opening class sessions with a quote that he, “would always attribute to some
philosopher” (John, 2015). In John’s own words, “[the mstructors] didn’t know many quotes off

the top of our heads like [our coach] did.” As such, John and fellow instructors constructed

original quotes for their class sess and attributed these to the fictional “ancient philosopher”
(John, 2015), John H. Growthe.

Beverly. Beverly attended an undergraduate program in her Southaed States
home state. As an MA student, she went to a program atabsdres andatthe time of our
interview, as a PhD student, she resided in the Midwesbwiggy up, she had a sense that she
would go on to posgraduate education, in part, because, “both of [her] parents...also went on to
get graduate degrees” (Beverly, 2015). In thinking about her experience as an MA and PhD
student she &h ‘{TWhile I may have been one of two African-Americans in my department” as
an MA student, the city where she resid®ehs a space where there were a lot of African-
Americans in the community...so Ireally didn’t experience that big of a difference...until I
moved to [the Midwest for a PRD (Beverly, 2015).Here, “difference” seemed to point to
material-discursive experiences of isolation as a rpeesbn positioned in the Midwestern
United States as opposedBeverly’s raced experience in the Southern United States. Beverly
self-identified as African-American and her pseudonym ecofi@n the name of feminist author

and scholar Dr. Beverly Guy-Sheftall. Guy-Sheftall istbeown for founding the first
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women’s research and resource center at an HBCU as well as for her intersectional
consciousness raising works suchVasyds of Fire: An Anthology of African American Feminist
Thought(1995).

Dolores. As an undergraduate and MA student, Dolores attended ain H&
Southwestern home state. At the time of our interview, rebided in the Mountain West region
of the United States and she was a PhD student at asugivéhere. Dolores grew up in
predominantly Latino and black urban communities. She citedritital recognition of her
“economic standing, the economic standing of [her] parents...who are immigrants, and...the lack
of opportunity” in her childhood community as the “most significant reason[S]” for pursuing a
post-graduate education. She self-identified as Chicana/Me&ingerican and her self-chosen
pseudonym is the traditional Latin-American name, Doloresis Iverbatim translation, the
word means “pains” or “sorrows” and it can denote physical and cognttive discomfort, distress,
or suffering. Based on Roman Catholic religious precepts,atime ©an also signify the Seven
Sorrows, or Dolors, in the life of the Holy Virgin Mary as timother of Jesus (Bal, 2003).

Seshata. Seshata was a PhD student in the Northeastern Uniges Sittending her
undergraduate and master’s institution at the time of our interview. She lved in a predominantly
white community growing up and sheaduated as one of “two or three” people of color in a
high school class of “about 87 (Seshata, 2015). In her formative years, despite the invisibility
of race in her sociomaterial academic environment, Sesbédthat her father “was teaching”
her about race related topigmt “didn’t come up in school” (Seshata, 2015). She continued to
critically engage questions of race as a PhD studene ditrid of our interview and she saw this
consciousness as intersectionally positioned within a nuanced social “puzzle” (Seshata, 2015).

That is, she did not understand race as a singular or des¢iomiaictor but rather she understood
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her engagement of race as a question of interest withomjplex set of situated and fluctuating
social relations. Sheshata self-identified as biracidl heam self-chosen pseudonym derives from
the name of the Egyptian goddess ascribed with the ioveti writing (Meier, 1991, p. 543).

As is the nature of interpretive and new materialistrky| do not present these brief
descriptions of participants in a move to generalize abouwréitiate student of color
population within communication studies or across the académsyead, | provide it to render
visible particular aspects of thep@ticipants’ experiences within interlocking materialities-
discourses as well as to engage research from embodied #xtusdnvantage points given that
both are precepts crucial to feminist (Levins-Morales, 1997)ntexdectional methodologies
(Chavez & Griffin, 2012%° This does not mean that there is nothing here that mey ha
resonance with persons whose experiences bloom withirarsisaciomaterial relations. It is to
say that this resonance is predicated on a preformed v@&rcatiological order (Fisher, 1984)
that is in some ways separate from the knowing subjebeanoment of material-discursive
becoming. Hence, this splt should alert the reader taiyeys situated and limited nature of
interventions that | will suggest as a result of thisopbphical and pragmatic research endeavor
where it is methodologically predicated on this limited wersdf an ontological/epistemological
order. This is where | begin with the sociomaterial beagsninmepresented in narrative form, of

Gloria’s, Johnis, Beverlys, Doloress, and Seshats experiences.

29 As with any methodology, there are many propositions acrossctiiemy and its disciplines
regarding how feminist and intersectional methodologies dhadceed. Here, | base my
engagement of these in large part, but not exclusivelytheowritings of Levins-Morales (2000)
and Chavez & Griffin (2012).
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Interview Data

In this section, I present the interview data guided by participants’ answers to eight
narrative questions. As state earlier, these eight ignestnay be thought of as four question
sets comprised of two inquiries each. The first questiomaetd participants to discuss
motivations for pursuing a graduate education. The second ageduinterlocutors to discuss
their experiences of sameness and difference in the ragadEgne third targeted their
experiences of empowerment and disempowerment. The finmlviteet participants to discuss
their experiences of being present and absent in acadettinys. | present and flesh out my
findings in this format and | begin by discussing participaotivations for pursuing post-
graduate education, or the first question set.
M otivations for Pursuing Post-Graduate Education

At the outset of each interview, | asked respondents to disatissne the entangle ments
that informed their “decision to pursue” a post-graduate education first from a generalist
perspective and then from their posttionality as persons of. Cihe frst query was as follows:
“Please tell me about why you decided to pursue a graduate education and/or post-secondary
teaching.” The second was “Has being a person of color factored into your decision to pursue
post-graduate education? If so, hGwPhe phrasing of these questi®rin some ways presumed
the knowing, individual subject’s agency on the external world (ie., | asked participants as
agentic, pre-formed, individuals to discuss why tfehpse” to “pursue” something and this

phrasing vasoutside of a flattened frame of discursiveterial “intra-action” (Barad, 2003)3°

30 As Barad (2003) defines it, “intra-action” is an entanglement where the materiality-discourse
relationship has substance as an assemblage of “diffracted” differentiation. Here, diffraction
means that discourseatter may, for example, be “read through” one another and that
materiality-discourse is always “cut together-apart” in complex relations of
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and becoming where one does not pufelose” something but rather many agencies,

including human and non-human agencies, assemble itulartways in-across particular
moments). Although these articulations of the interviewstipres were somewhat inconsistent
with a flattened onto-epistemological view, other phrasoigie questions were too difficult for
participants to understand due to their open, sometimes reathadsus, articulatiof! Thus,

the final version of interview questions identifieccleaer acting subject for ease of interaction
through the (technology mediated) interview process. Acgpridirinterlocutors, their primary
“motivations” for being a part of the academic community were engagirtgeiprocess of
rendering visible bodies of color in the academy and the ggsamfeengaging in emancipatory
praxis.

Rendering bodies of color visible in the academy. All participants voiced concerns
with disrupting Western ontological precepts of “what bodies belong,” or can exist, in the
academic miieu through their material-discursive agegnents in the academy. Interlocutors
overwhelmingly located their engagements in terms of h@w taced corporealties interacted
with Western practices of knowing. They located their diseer material presence primarily in
terms of how they engaged their pedagogical methodologiesnethdds in emancipatory ways.

According to all participants, as persons of color they rarely other similarly
corporealized persons in the academy and they particultely tbe lack of professors of color,
or academic role models, in their discussion of motivatingpfador pursuing a post-graduate

education. For example, MA student John said:

“spacetimemattering” that do not precede some finite meeting point or that ntimate “distinct”
bodies but that rather materiality-discourse become thrélugr various assemblages (p. 32).
31 For example, in a trial version of this study’s methods section written for a course the first
question was, ‘“Please talk with me about the things that came together and that have contributed
something to your posiraduate academic engagement.”
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[Pleople of color, they have always been taught by middlel adite women and men

and I think it’s important for them to see a person of color, a black man, uh, in that

capacity...to show them that, you know, ‘You can go on and get your PhD’...because

you can feel that all these black people, these people of dolet go on to get a PhD

because they don’t see anyone in that field.
Here, John poied to the corporeal and pedagogical invisibility of differeieceacademic
material-discursive spaces while simultaneously voicisgcommitment to opening the onto-
epistemological terrain through his discursive-corporeabgagent as a scholar and future
professor of color. When John said that people of color do not purstgradsate education
by employing ocular language in his explanation of the gghenon, he identified the disconnect
between everydayisdourses that “say” persons of color are welcome to take residence in the
academy butlisconnected everyday materialities that “show” the opposite. Here, John points to
a particular material-discursive state of becoming whkeourse is privileged over a flattened
onto-epistemological framework for knowing the world on nitdiscursive terms.
Addttionally, by specifically pointing to intersectionally pasied white bodies, male bodies,
female bodies, black bodies, and bodies of cdlgy’s explicit articulation of “what bodies
exist” and in what ways in this statement also speaks to the ontological interrogation and
problematization, on material-discursive terms, in whitddents of color engage to navigate and
unsettle these ontologically barren environméts.

As another example, PhD student Beverly ,s4il]s both an undergraduate and master’s
student, not ever having an Africaémmerican professor...I felt it was important to, kind of, be in

that space, if that makes sense.” During the interview and in this excerpt, Beverlytfiroted the

importance of corporealy inhabiting a material academic espafore moving on to discuss her

32 This does not mean that Western environments are batrémabthey are barren wherein they
work to marginalize the onto-epistemologies of persons of color.
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pedagogical practices. This, however, may not exactly meeat that materiality is more
important to the constitution of realty or that it is s from discursive agencies. Rather, this
may point to a Western terrain that more often puts titeepc and the discursive before the
ontological and the material alongsife.Thus, Beverly may have begun by privileging
ontological questions and material agencies not in ordeivtege these but in order to render
them visible within fragmented Western ontological/egm®ological frameworks for knowing.
Curiously, Beverly also expre=msan apprehension about whether |, as the interviewer, would be
able to understand the nature of her commitment to inhabiting “that [academic]space,” or
materiality, on corporeal terms. | understood the ontological impfomateriality in this context
but her questioning of my understanding may hawenteding of her awareness that, within
fragmented Western ontological/epistemological posttionse tiesr a chasm of consciousness
on materiality’s import as an affordance, and by proxy corporealitythe blooming of reality.
Similarly, Seshata articulated oorporeal terms that, “to be a black woman as a
professor...to fill that role was meaningful to me [in pursuing the PhD].” Thus, materially-
discursively (i.e., as a raced body embroied and becoming alongsadkenac discourses)
inhabiting those onto-episnologically monochromic spaces, or “predominantly white systems”
(Seshata, 2015), is Seshata’s material-discursive way of rendering difference visible in the
academy. Yet, even as she said this, she took cautioro teagighat her raced corporeality, the
material affordance that merges with discursive agenti the academic setting, “really
probably illogical” as a significant factor in this state of becoming antithadmittedly

probably isn’t the best reason for being in a lot of student loan debt (laughi’ (Seshata, 2015).

33 WhatI am proposing in this paper is an “alongside” view of the “becoming” materiality-
discourse relationship.
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Seshata, ke Beverly, may seem to diminish the consequenoateriality to an emancipatory
onto-epistemology that blooms not through discourse alone firattdi through materiality-
discourse, but she seems to do so in attempting to render hessnioti pursuing a post-
graduate education palatable to me, the interviewer. oivill then, that she may have padded
her statement in the event that | was not able to uaddrshe import of material affordances
blooming alongside discourse by labeling corporeal presemc#logical,” even when the
importance she so clearly articulated was only difficaltdgitate within a colonizing and
fragmented Western ontology/epistemology.

Along with corporeal affordances, graduate students of cislorcansidered related
spatial and economic affordances whie discussing theerialatliscursive commitment to
rendering difference visible in academic settings. Kample, Dolores and Gloria menteoh
wanting to teach, or at the time of our interview teagh&t community/junior colleges in order
to “engage that audience” (Gloria, 2015), or persons who experienced the world as
intersectionally materially-discursively marginatiZ Gloria and Dolores positied their
raced and gendered bodies alongside their pedagogical methostSlogidin particular
material-discursive settings and they did so in wayspteblematized a fragmented
ontology/epistemology. On this topic, Dolores said:

| purposefully teach in the poor, the poorer neighborhoods. | teacjurabr college and
so far that has workedSo, for two summers in a row, I’ve been able to teach

34 MA student John similarly noted his goal to teach as agenack professor at an HBCU in
order to “show” by example and “mentor” (John, 2015) other persons of color and thereby open

the academic terrain. By referencing the prospect ohglalos corporeality, a black male body,
in spaces that materially-discursively render visiie experiences and those of people
intersectionally posttioned in comparable ways, John adieightened attention to the import of
an onto-epistemology of material-discursive becoming.

35 These agencies are not separate from one another gnottess of becoming, however, |
articulate them here in a separate way
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mainly African-Americans, Latino students, aiisb poor white [students]...at junior
colleges. So, I mean ...I think about it as, “I finally, I can [finally] share what I’'m
learning with people who get it.” You know? People who, who as soon as | start talking
[about] certain historical figures, their, like, their dafsic] just lights up.
Dolores discussed how she carried out her commitme ninderralifference visible by
positioning her body, communication pedagogy, and other acadeniurdes in spaces that
wereeconomically and spatially different from “traditional” academic settings. These contexts
of becoming, posttioned differently by different ecoresmbodies, and discourses, housed
entanglements of materiality-discourséere students’ faces “lights [sic] up” in recognition of
these impacted entanglements of materiality-discourse outsaggnénted Western precepts.
Thus, Dolores did not solely understand her practice astrelacritical discursive pedagogical
tactics that embraced difference but she also recogries® tigencies alongside material,
intersectional contexts of difference that are matgriliscursively raced and classed (i.e.,
“African-Americans, Latino students, aalo...white [students] in “poor neighborhoods”).36
By identifying the significance of being intersectionafipsitioned within Western marginalizing
materialities-discourses, Dolores seemed to indicateit tikahot simply discourse that
“constitutes” becomings in academic spaces but it is &satter that matte¥swhere
mterlocking oppressions” (Combahee River Collective 1978/1986) are of concern. Thus, the
blooming material-discursive learning context, from aefi@ti onto-epistemological stance,
informs how knowledge is taken up contextually and vaous

These examples delineate how graduate students of colorcowaketments to disrupt

fragmented Western ontologies/epistemologies within ¢daelemy in their embodied and

36 Importantly, where Dolores mentioned “poor neighborhoods,” she keyed into how materiality-
discourse factors into an intersectional experience emer raced body is not a freestanding
form but rather one suffused within complex interlockingtemi@lities-discourses of becoming.

53



methodologically conscious recognitions of, and engagemetits), wnaterially-discursively
raced, gendered, and economized contexts. An important takdsativaly graduate students of
color tend to articulate discursive- material entangldmevhen they discuss their academic
experiences rather than simply focusing on materialitgismourse in isolation. This approach is
integral to a flattened onto-epistemological view.

Engaging in emancipatory praxis. Graduate students of color expeds range of
experiences that provided few material-discursive ea points to difference within the
Western academic setting. Voicing an awareness of, analittoemt to, rendering difference
visible as a cause of these exclusionary experiencaduale students of color also voiced that
engaging in emancipatory praxis was a primary motivatarnpéirsuing post-graduate education
across four of five interviews. Through this theme, distumlized, disembodied, discourse-
first experiences of exclusion seemed to engender a qoemtitto emancipatory praxis, or work
not exclusively fragmented in discursive ideation butigmeously becoming alongside the
materially understood and the practically applicable.

Gloria articulated the distinction between scholarsimd @axis when she expressed that
in pursuing the PhD:

I wanted to have research that meant something because...I’m very purpose driven, right,

so I never do something...[that is] disconnected from reality. You know, just a study for

the sake of a study but rebut it isn’t something that really contributes or changes lives,
you know.
Gloria voiced her engagement with scholarship but quhlifies as a relationship intimately
connected with “reality.” And this was a concern that al, but for one participant, doice
explicitly. While the meaning of “reality” as a concept and of “changes lives” as ends are taken

up differently within various material-discursive cotite what Gloria says here about the need

for “intra-acting’ (Barad, 2003) scholarly and activist goals is important. Kmmeleproduction
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for Gloria and other participants was not somethingto itself” and, in this sense, it was not
understood a%bjective’ or “pure.” Hence, practices of knowing, or epistemologies, were not
disconnected from practices of being, or ontologies. ,HMstkolarship” is defined as a pursuit
based on leaing and the production of “pure” knowledge. Praxis, then, is a variant form of
scholarship in that it brings together the ideational (e.g., “pure” and “objective”) production of
knowledge with activism (Bromley, 2012, p. 131) and embodied-materiais fof

knowing. Knowledge production and actvism, as this exempleerpievidences, were things
that intraactedand became within flattened and relational onto-epidteyio@l landscapes for
this population. They did not exist in isolation or even as a dialectic.

To further detail this last pomt, Gloria’s later statement is helpful, she said, “that’s why I
care so much about the scholarship that | produceThese experiences, they’re not, they don’t
happen just to my family, they happen to a bunch of famili%. our job as researchers to look
into these types of interactions.” In this statement, Gloria highligdd her commitment to intra-
acting scholar-activism as an important form of embodied know/lgmgduction and she opened
the onto-epistemological field of becoming to include not lpastexperience but also that of
similarly postitioned persons within a flattened, relatiooatology. Gloria continued to develop
this relational ontology in her recognition of the work diadars engaged in social justice praxis
across the communication field of research by pointing to Wik in the folowing statement:
“I see what they’re doing as super significant....they’re fighting a larger fight.” Here,“larger”
might be interpreted as gesturing toward di@lisind fragmented Western concerns with
Marxist materialism and/or “Big D discourse,” yet, this statement might also signal to a flattened
relational ontology where phenomena do not just tdke “within” a pre-set context but where

these becomings also materialize within-across phenonmmaéxts (Barad, 2003
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Echoing Glorids, Dolores, and Seshata’s®” explicit radical commitments to social
transformation through praxis, Beverly spakeut how pursuing the PhD, “was a part of
continuing, kind of, this question track of how to figure out wayanderstand rhetoric, race,
and gender in a context that is not really privileged i our discipline.” Beverlys standpoint was
intersectionally located and it bloom@dacross complex materialities-discourses as she
recognized the invisibility of race and gender in thaoualy imbricated field of communication
research. In this and related statements detaiingyréast-funded work, Beverly also coneely
her commitment to engaging in praisacross various material-discursive contexts by taking
up the rhetorical and embodied experiences of women of colaban wsettings.

To conclude this section, praxis as an approach to teacbinglarship, and activism for
this group of graduate students was associated with enqeieof academic marginalization as
well as with a socially and intersectionally posttioffedritical consciousness. In these spaces,
the meeting of research and activism seemed to engendagements in both theorization and
intervention in-across contexts of material-discursive relevance to dsoiss experiences.
Seshata summarized DolorgsGloria’s, Beverlys, andeven John’s (to some extent)

commitment?® to attaining a post-graduate degree; for this group of st dthat PhD seesd to

37 The terms “activism” and “activist intervention” signify the range of practices scholar-activism
can engender from interlocutors’ concern with teaching, as exemplified above, to volunteering at
an urban elementary school as Gloria does, to situating ecessathe intersection of urban
schools and the health of intersectionally marginalipedsons as Seshata does, and even to
emancipatory scholarly thought invested in theorizing batiange and the movements of
differently positoned persons as Beverly and Dolores do.

38 When I use the term, “intersectionally,” 1 do not engage it solely as a signifier of discursive
modes of identification but rather as the material-d&eer recognition of a social location that
blooms withinacross moments and that “diffracts” (Barad, 2003) through overlapping social
agencies.

39 Athough John clearly expressed a stance grounded in prixisegard to teaching, he did
not seem to conceptualize his research explicitly imgesf radical scholar-activism, as did other
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be about “creating social change through communication research,” or engaging in embodied
praxis that may exemplify a flattened materiality-disse relationship.
The Academic Experience: “Differences” and “Similarities”

Where the first question set was a primer inquiring abwotivations” read
entanglements, for pursuing post-graduate education anstgmesi the second set delved into
respondents’ range of experiences in the academy as persons of color using the references poin
“different,” “similar,” and “others...in the academy” or “your peers.”*? The first probe was:
“Has your experience in the academy as a person of color differed from that of others? If so,
how?” The second was:“Has your experience in the academy as a person of color been the
same/similar to that of others? If so, how?” Through these questions, | aslkkespondents to
speak about the range of ways in which their materiabidisee experiences, with specific

attention to questions of race, had been differentinglar to that of others such that “others” or

participants. Related to his stance on scholarship, John atidetivas still trying to find his
voice in the field of communication scholarship in one ofcbiacluding interview remarks.
Further, during the second question set he said:
[Ploltical communication tends to center largely on, ume, dggregate and not so much
hone in on, you know, racial, uh, differences or racial, uh,, yeafal differences. So, |
mean, that’s one thing that I can bring to the table is pretty much centering on research,
you know, studying around, uh, people of color, uh, a-and poltics.
John expressed his abilty to shit the fragmented ontoldgjmiatemological cartography of
communication research through knowledge production attuntée toaterial-discursive
entanglements of racialization, but, again, he did notcétkplicommunicate a sense of this work
as radical social justice praxis.
40 This latter signification (ie., “your peers”) was only used in the second probe regarding
similarities of experience and it was used in the cdimdu two interviews of the project. |
made this methodological choice because respondents had difficudicating similarities in
their experiences to my nondescript “others.” Thus, I altered my wording, and two participants
were exposed to the signifier “your peers” when asked about similarities. Still, participants
continued to struggle.
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“peers” were left unspecified and open to a range of understandimdysirailarity was implicitly
fragmented from differencg.

Al participants engaged discussion about differencesein #xperiences with a degree
of ease. Al participants, with one exceptidf, struggled to discuss similarities in their
discursive-material academic experiences. Difficultyh whe second question in the set may
have arisen for a variety of reasons and | discuss two ibssibinere. First, the difficulty
participants experienced in discussing similaritiesheir experiences with “others” or their
“peers” may have been in part because they, with one exceptionasabkir reference point
students with whom they seemed to share less matesialdive experiences as persons of
color across the question set. Participants took the samencefepoint (i.e., students with
whom they seemed to share less material-discursive comrandy for the first inquiry (about
difference) as well the second inquiry (about similaritythis set. Thus, rather than having this
“consistent” reference point make for productive engagement across the questions, itaway h
made for a dualistic response that could answer more tecedder than it could to similarity. A
compounding factoto the difficulty participants experienced in locating “similarities” in their
experiencesto “others” or their “peers” may have been the fragmented nature of the difference-
similarity relationship that the articulation of théeiview question set implied. In other words,
in an attempt to construct “clear” questions that might be easily understood within a fragmented
Western ontology/epistemology (i.e., fragmented by asking alffesedce and similarity

separately is if diference were not intertwined Witk experience of similarity), and in an

41 This presents a confict to a flattened onto-epistemologieay.

42 Beverly took as her center of reference persons of coloiafartil her at other institutions, the
similarities she cited differed from those of other padiots. The topics referenced here are
those arising in John’s, Gloria’s, Dolores’s, and Seshata’s responses.
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attempt to leave a point of material-discursive referameéo participant interpretation (i.e.,
undescriptive “others” and “peers”), | may have done more to fragment and clpadticipants’
responses in practicdt may be that material-discursive projects are moredthgicconsistent
when their methods, in this case interview questions, rcenteontinuous diffracted
differentiation (Barad, 2003) than when methods focus on hamiagn any oné‘sameness” Ofr
any one “difference.” In this way, sameness and difference may have to be read through one
another as sameness-difference.

Answers to this question set were less uniform whetapased with responses to the
first regarding the entanglements that informedticipants’ “decision to pursue” a post-graduate
education. This variance may be teling of the intrargctielationship of similarity-difference
as a conceptual framework and as a situated materialsligeuyphenomenon. Stil, common
issues did arise for participants that had to do with mitteriiscourse and | chose to discuss
those here. Specifically, when asked about differences, resportiscused experiencing
material-discursive isolaton. When asked about sitmdsgyi interlocutors most prominently
pointed to “obvious” (John, 2015) material supports such as departmental funding, related
teaching opportunities, and workload. Some participants enghgeduestion set with more
trepidation than others.

Differences: isolation. Across interviews and question sets participants refedence
academic contexts in which they experienced materiabidis/e isolaton wheréothers or
“peers may have experienced this less or in different waysticPants also discussed the ways
in which they maneuved isolation. Isolation bloomed in environments where discourse-
materiality became in such a way that difference wadered invisible, and, thus, this context of

becoming rended students of color onto-epistemologically isolated. The aatirand
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permanent nature of these material-discursive entaegksmand their simuttaneous negligibility
within fragmented Western ontological/epistemologicalceptual frames made it an issue
graduate students of color continuously coped with and cedbat
At different points during the interviews, participantscdssed experiences of material-
discursive isolation in their institution, field, depantyeand city of residence, or in intra-acting
contexts within an ontology of relationality. Isolation blodmeas discussed earlier, through the
scarcity of corporeal difference in academic spaces anardiieriality seemed to be diffracted
through everyday discourses that rendered these alreagliplén materialities “‘unspeakable
things unspoken” (Morrison, 1988). In taking about material-discursive entanglements aseh
contexts, Dolores sgidWhite bodies are already at home, and I’'m always already foreign.”
Gloria further expressed what it means to be matedadigursively isolated and how Western
discourses render this isolation imperceptible withinagniented Western
ontology/epistemology:
[T]t’s because these spaces are predominantly white so when you bring up things like
privilege and other things they’re really quick to say, “No, no. I’'m not privileged. | came
up from this bad background.” But they ignore that it’s not just economic privilege but
there’s also the fact that I'm darker than youl.]
Gloria highlighted in this discussion that difference, hia ttase racial and economic difference,
is present in the classroom but that fragmented ontolggis&#enologies that understand
difference within a pop-bead framework resuilt in relatwigthilosophies of experience that
render already invisible materialities-discourses ewere negliigible in these context3hese
experiences are not solely corporeal and they do not excjusiviginate in exclusionary

classroom discursive practices, they become alongside awadtdifirough their material-

discursive relationship.
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Beverly also mentionednitially feeling “very isolated” materially-discursively in her
institution, department, and city of residence unti shiered an interconnected space where she
“started creating opportunities to other people” to maneuver through this terrain of scarcifyhe
took care to say, “I don’t think this [isolation] was by design, of course, of the program.”

Beverly echoed the isolation participants exmdssross question sets and stated that she
maneuvezd in and through these environments by making intra-adtkegsectional connections
with similarly positioned persons. Although Bevarlstatement that she did not see her
situation as created intentionally by her department, or “by design, may be read as a “padded”
statement, it makes sense within a relational andnfiatteonto-epistemology in a different way.
Read through a new materialist framework, Beverly may leexpressed that material-discursive
conditons of isolation, especially in the post-civil rigetisa, cannot be created by the design of
any one“malicious” human agent but instead they bloom through various and complke-

active material-discursive enmeshments. Thus, by imiggamg a relational ontology where
materiality and discourse are inseparable, Beverly wast@lelegage the material-discursive
experience of isolation with the material-discursivgegience of relationality to create
something new.

Addtionally, all participants articulated that their expeces of knowledge production
were different in that they had to legtimize thdinking within Western
ontologicalepistemological ideational frames. Particpatiscussed experiencing isolation, or
difficulties with knowledge production on non-Western onto-epistogical terms, at different
points in the interview process. These experiences \steated in previously discussed
comments by Beverly (2015) on understanding “rhetoric, race, and gender in a context that is not

really privileged in our discipline” and in John’s (2015) conversation on the invisibility of
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nuanced difference in political communication researchs Was a theme across interviews and
Seshata added to this finding by saying:
[It]’s a constant battle to, kind of, prove why what we’re interested in matters and make
the case for things and maybe in a way that we don’t see our peers do it. And again, it’s
our vantage point and our lens so our advisors on our committees may disagree but it’s a
conversdon I’ve had with some of my peers, that it seems a little bit easier with some of
our peerds3
In this statement, Seshata mentioned conversationspedths who identify as black and
contrasted their experiences with those of non-black peeshata simultaneously voiced her
experiences, noting them as different from some of her pm@tsacknowledged the Eurocentric
belief that because these experiences are not “factual and objectively true,” within Western
ontologies/epistemologies, they are seen as less ldgtintdow the legitimization of knowledge
proceeds in her material-discursive situation remagisulous until the next question set on
instances of empowerment and disempowerment when Seslgita say
I’m struggling to, kind of, embed my viewpoint into a context of existing knowledge that
the faculty are conjugal with but still have my viewpoint shine in that bedding....The
thing that bothers me so much in academia because of, we go back to, like, I don’t know,
like, Foucault. Nobody was asking [pd® like him], “Who says?” You know? For some
reason their minds or their observations were good enougforasdme reason, now, to
observe the world around you and to not have detaied field aoteserything and
everything encoded and analyzed andigota theoretical framework, you know....[It]’s
not good enough because it doesn’t go back to these “great minds” who all they did, not
all they did, but part of what they did was observed the woddnd them, um, and made
deductions based on what they saw.
Seshata, like other participants, expressed the pressuegginoize her scholarly production on

empiricist Western terms. In these spaces, particip&asSheshata detailled instances in which

they were expected to act as knowing subjects, separatafidmriorto the known, by using

43 Although this is evidence for an experience of differemeste how this experience of
difference relies not on a fragmented understanding oésiyiland difference but rather on an
intra-active conceptualization of similarity-difference
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methodologies in accordance within an epistemology-first atmogysecond conceptual
Western framework for knowing. However, as Seshata pointshsugxperience of
epistemological and ontological fragmentation is not the aapen for all knowing subjects in
the same way. Instead, one’s material-discursive positioning affects how these scholarly
expectations are taken up in the academic miieu.

John’s understanding of his experience of difference diverged from that of other
participants but it may be teling of how, within a fragreeintand non-relational
ontologyépistemology, isolation can seem “normal.” John, lke other participants, repemta
degree of material-discursive isolation. At the outsfahe question he saitlthe administrators
at my university aar-are, uh, pretty much all white and the professors are preity all white
with the exception of maybe one or twdle continued by saying:

[Als a black man I didn’t really, the only thing I can think of was, uh, me being in-in

class, uh, discussions. Uh, you know, someone would mentionowhkngw, race, or

racism, or race relations in America, um, or tak about blatlksrierica, uh, they would
look to me, uh, to be, like, the voice, you know, like, the person thatskagrything
about black America.
John identified the material-discursive isolation of belmg only body marked as black and male
in classroom discussions. He also detdiscourses that disembodied and frageeritis
corporeality with little regard for the multiply positionedidacontext-laden materialities-
discourses of difference, and specifically black malenestheiUnited StatesEven so, John
concluded his resps#iby saying, “I don’t think my experience was any different from any, any
of my other classmateslt’s just that I was, uh, the only person that was represented from my
race” He mancuvered his materially-discursively isolated experience by ngakincomparison

to his time at an HBCU as an undergraduate:

[L]et’s just say we start talking about white people in America, the white person was
expected to have a different point of view in a classroom tileadk people [so] we
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would look at that white persaa say, you know, “Speak for the white people.” And so |

don’t think that...i-Fin my case, where | was the only black guy in tless| it was

like...ordinarily, I mean, quite naturally, they’ll look at me to say something because I

am black, um. And | thinkhat would be the case for any person who’s, um, you know,

who is the, pretty much the only representative of his rordmal group, uh, in a

classroom, uh, full of, uh, you know, 15, in a classroom of 15-20 students
Here too, John seemed toyrein a fragmented understanding of discourses and mategialitie
disconnected fronarelational ontology. That is, he fragmented the phenomefasolation
and focused on the experience of one person in one classroerdid less to read the situation
through a diffracted and relational view of the local siuea in and through intra-acting
phenomena in-across contexts that made up the plenum siiutit®n. His understanding was
fragmented and through this ontologicalepistemologicamdivork his maneuvering strategy
discursivdy-materially constructed isolations énatural.”

Tracing back to statistics on the status of differe nctheinracademy, it is no surprise that
most experiences of difference in this study are markeahabgrial-discursive invisibility and
isolation. When he saturated and permanent nature of these materialisesurses are placed
next to their simultaneous negligibility within Westarntological/epistemological frames, we
can see that isolation is an issue graduate studentsloofcontinuously maneuver in various
ways. Despite the strain of marginalization in their expese of difference in the academy, this
group of graduate students conceived of their scholarshipcessaey. Hence, notwithstanding
feelings that the academic audience, “never learn[s] anything from you or work[s] for anything
from you” (Gloria, 2015), intersectionally expanding frames of knowing into theefi@d and
relational material-discursive terrain is importantptoblematizing fragmented Western
ontologies/epistemologiesThis is an important goal because, as Seshata puts it, dlaissgrhas

the potential td'make room for original ideas” (2015), or ideas outside of Western frames of

knowing-being.
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Thus, in these spaces of feminist politicization gradsawdents of color do not take the
personal as already poltical: it must be called out and lvatas so. Naming one’s experience,
the experience of scarcity and isolation, becomes partofpmreal theory of experience that
places the experience-knowledge of isolation within aioehl, and often unexamined,
discursive- material framework of marginalization (Hamis1970; hooks, 1989, p. 109). As
Beverly’s testimony of creating connections points out, this theorypérence is one that
“enlarge[s] our conception of who we are, that intensif[ies] our sense of mtersubjectivity, [and]
our relation to a collective reality” (hooks, 1989, p. 107). This may be a process of relationality,
connecting both human and non-human agencies, wheriagnam’s experience and locating
the materialities-discourses from which that expegiebiboms is important to the goal of
transformation (hooks, p. 108) on material-discursive terms.

Similarities: the “obvious.” Although most discussants answered the first question with
a relative degree of ease, all struggled with this separite. Participants spent considerable
amounts of time attempting to understand the question, and woherstood, they spent some
time thinking about how to answer 4t. Some participants also had difficulty locating their
centers of reference for comparison, one even inquiri@day, so, like, white students?
(Dolores, 2015) whie another, PhD student Beverly, answékeduestion with ease in
identifying students of color at other institutions as heteceuf reference.The few similarities
graduate students of color were able to articulate ameiigetkperiences as scholars and those

of “other$/“their peers” in the academyard which cut across interviews, were on overt material

44 Interlocutors spent about two minutes on average tryingiderstand the question which was
as follows: “Has your experience in the academy as a person of color been the same/similar to
that of others? If so, how?”
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terms. These included material supports such as departriwdtadg, related teaching
opportunities, and equal workload, this did not include approachieadaing workload.
Throughout his interview John stated that his experievae not so different from that of
his peers. Stil, when asked about how his involvements waifers he said with some degree
of confusion that his goals and those of his peers madkeibesses where they all strote
[P]retty much getet through the master’s program and, uh, and produce research, pretty
much. I mean, I mean, that’s, that's obvious of course but, um, but n terms of, I don’t,
um, I’'m not quite sure how to-to-to answer this question, um.
Although he experienced unease about his abiity to erthegquestion(ie., “I don’t, um, I’'m
not quite sure how tte-to answer this question, um.”), John’s observation was valuable given
the uncertainty with which four participants, includinghd, answexd the query. The
similarities across experiences with others wetarious” in isolation from a context of
material-discursive becoming and it wasier to point to the material “similarities” than to how
these “similarities” became alongside discursive agencies as well as odheriaiities. All
graduate students’ goals, as John poied to, have as their flagship graduation and knowledge
production. The difference was in the way students appreddhese goals and, for graduate
students of color in this study, maneuvering often inclushéetsectional and a material
discursive approach rather than a solely discursive oriaha#é@proach. In questions leading up
to this one, graduate students of color pointed to the scaraihatefial-discursive inclusion and
to their means of navigating this isolation on materstarsive terms. However, when it came

to situating their experiences as similar to that of peeitseir programs, they were able to most
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clearly articulate material supports as pomfssimilarity” and even as they articulated
similarity they simultaneously articulated differe noé experience?

When asked about similarities Seshata ecliodd's statement when she said, “I’ve been
afforded some of the same opportunitids was the only black woman or black person in the
program but | equally got a graduate teaching assistantdhigh wy peers got. Um, my non-
peope of color peers, um (giggle).” By centering bodies of color in her statement in jest,
Seshata indicated material supports in the form of depaeaimeinding and related teaching
opportunities as similarities to the experiences of herpeample of color friends. The presence
of material supports like these at the localized levelitddei the construction of a reality in
which students of color are “equal” and receive the “same” opportunities as non-students of
color. However, within a new materialist frame, this izedl materiality obscures relational
ontology in which students of color often do not equitably metét nvaterialdiscursive
opportunities for inclusion. Materiality and discourse mageparable in this frame. In this
flattened onto-epistemological space, ameliorations lietr-acting praxis that contends with
the situated material-discursive becomings of maigamadn as wel as at the fragmented
epistemic/ontological roots of the materiality-discouth@lity that causes such issudssues of
marginalization within this frame cannot be “solved” by singular appeals to large economies or
appeals to D/discourse. Isolation and marginalization mushdsgstood within much more

nuanced and intra-connected frames of knowing-being.

45 Some participants could separate similarity and differencewet#r, out of those that did,
often de-contextualized renditions of their experiencesltedsu
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Gloria shared her experience and located this expereitio@ a framework more
hospitable to a flattened onto-epistemology. Shedddance to conversations about
“obvious” material similarities and on teaching she said:

You can tell, it’s not like they don’t care, it’s like they’re really removed from it as

opposed to, you know, me, who, | became super invested in my class, | iganted

them...to succeed and I had, and I still have, like, this very idealistic notion of what it is

to be a teacher because I do think that that’s the way to achieve...social change. You

knpw, you’re planting really interesting ideas instead of just regurgitating the text you’re

using.
Gloria discussed her experience as an instructor m|pjogition to that of her non person-of-
color peers. Although her coleagues became invested, @kidalated a particular concern for
her students’ achievement that was grounded in her relational and material-discurshesry of
experience and social justice praxis outside of traditiddabktern epistemologies/ontologies.
Gloria taught and she had the same material supporr aedwrs. However, Glora experience
asateacher may have bloomed differently from that of her peerause she was differently
positioned materially-discursively. Her teaching was noplgimbout “regurgitating the text,” it
was also about an embodied investment in her relationality students and with the material-
discursive conditions of the situation’s becoming. Thus, Gloria’s experience was “similar” to
that of her peers whie at ondet similarity was embroiled in the “difference” of her
experience.

To summarize, participants discussed experiences ofasokathen asked about how
their time as graduate students may have been diffevahattof their peers where their peers
were usually understood as non persons-of-color. Here, exgari@i isolation often stemmed
from a material-discursive split where discourse waslqed in the academic miieu as

constitutive. Further, participants discussed, with les®,eexperiences of similarity to that of

their peers. But these experiences seemed difficult fay mparticipants to discuss in depth
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without speaking to how differences in experience shapedr#i|ms. Here also, a material-
discursive splt seemed to characterize the experiepicgseaduate students of color. Altthough
they reported having similar material affordances iim tp@aduate programs including funding
and teaching opportunities, graduate students of color digchese these similarities played out
differently given their particular material-discursiexperiences. Through participant responses
to this question set, it became evident tisaimeness and“differenceé’ of experience as wel as
materiality and discourse seemed to be dependent for theiricasmdif becoming upon their
precarious entanglements. In other words, experiences ilafisymand difference were not
isolated or unitary phenomena but rather they were iotiara that difractd through one
another. Additionally, graduate student responses regatiingidterial-discursive splits that
created for less than hospitable conditions in the acadaghy be interpreted to mean that
materiality cannot be articulated without discourse becdiseerning the shape of a situation
depends on understanding various assemblages of the ruisenabive.
The Academic Experience: “Empowerment” and “Disempowerment”

From understandingtudents’ “motivations’ for pursuing post-graduate education and
persistence, to getting a sense for the range of thedrriercesof “similarity” and “difference”
in the academy, this next question set was intended talbearon the range afudents’
experiences of empowerment and disempowerment. | discussetitasglements here; even so,
because these types of occurrencesefdigrominent roles througho uespondents’ engagements
with issues of material-discursive disconnect acrdsguaktion sets, | discuss these findings
throughout. Thus, this section of findings wil be shorter than othetiees and | wil take as
my example one poignant conversation that keyed intoatdiotivs | found in other

participants’ narratives regarding experiences of empowerment-dise mpowerment.
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The first interview question in this set wasfa@lows: “Was there ever a time when you
felt empowered during an interaction with a faculty memiséaff member, administrator, peer,
during a class discussion, or during the course of workimughr an assignment? Please tell me
about what happened, how you felt (physically, emotionallyytherwise), and why.” The
second was: “Was there ever a time when you felt disempowered during an interaction with a
faculty, staff member, administrator, peer, a class session, ttwr course of working through an
assignment? Please tell me about what happened, how ty¢ehieiically, emotionally, and/or
otherwise), and why.” Participants engaged probes regarding instances of empowesineént
disempowerment respectively but, due to the interwoverrenatiutheir responses as with
questions about similarity-difference, | present the daiaverse footings. Thigs necessary in
view that instances of empowerment were overwhelmingbrtmined withinterlocutors’
experiences of disempowerment.

(Empower ment-)Disempowerment. Members of the participant community identified
instances of disempowerment as those where they exgeriendisconnect between their
material-discursive experience and that of anotherthdriollowing example, | explore one
teration of this experience.

Beverly cited one such instance of intra-acting disempoemst-e mpowerment when
discussing a context in which she began a conversatidnavgrofessor about including
rhetorical pieces by more people of color, and specifically by mamen of color, in an
undergraduate sylabus. She explained that the piecé® sgllhbus exemplified works that
seered

[K]ind of, recycled, over and over again, were one’s that, you know, I’d seen in my

undergrad and repeated in my master’s, and there’s so much out there. And so | had a
discussion with the professor and said, you know...kind of expressed my concern about
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having, you know, kind of, these exemplars, and so, what was k&, Malcoim X,
and W.E.B. DuBois, ho women.

Beverly continued by expressing that the culminating monoé disempowerment came when
the professor appealed to the “concretized,” or completed state, of the syllabus. By doing so, the
professor ended the conversation quickly and told Beverlywthie# he understood that she
might “feel that way,” rather than change the syllabus they might “think about that going

forward.” As Beverly put it, “that was the end of the conversation.” Here, intersectional
material-discursive difference, in the form of pedagogytezed on raced and gendered
materialities-discourses, was rendered sient inchis/ersation through the appeal to a
concretized syllabus.In this instance, different flows of activty came tdgetin a particular
environment of materiadiscursive agencies and this was the momentary “outcome.” The
professor had a syllabus that may have been concretizethebygdinstraints, a type of spacetime
mattering, as well as by everyday discourses that furti@e time a commodity in the
neoliberal university. Simultaneously in this momento@foming, Beverly centered bodies and
discourses of difference. uB perhaps in part, because this centering happened in amicade
environment where therie a scarcity of material-discursive difference, these twwesf of

activity, that of the professor’s practice and that of Beverly’s praxis, met in such a way that
foreclosed the possibility foBeverly’s proposed material-discursive assemblage in the
undergraduate classroom.

Empower ment (-Disempower ment). In her response regarding a moment of
empowerment, Beverly, lke other participants, had a difficule taborating on this first
probe. Yet, when she discussed a moment of disempowerment, sl¢hdkearticipants,
connected that moment of disempowerment to empowerment arilyttaborated on this

intra-acting set of relationsBeverly’s moment of empowerment was one in which she applied
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for and earned a felowship to study archives on social n&vemnetoric. Her work was
focused on the social movement rhetoric of persons markedfdrgmtie and this work was also
attuned to the work of women of color. This project had asiittercéhe same material-
discursive community that she had hoped to include in tiddgrgraduate syllabus during her
moment of disempowerment. Although one of her recommendaditar Writers for the
fellowship program had not been able to submit Beverly’s letter of recommendation due to an
issue with technology (a type of materiality), and althoug$ garticular writer had expressed
trepidation about Beverly’s ability to attain this award, Beverly said that she felt empowered by
the prospect of engaging in this new research project. wetssespecially so given that various
material-discursive agencies had come together inctnmgext and in other contexts (e.g., the
disempowering syllabus intra-action) in such a way ttedarthe fellowship opportunty seem
ke an improbable one.

In this way, this participait experience may show that the intra-action between what
we, as Wesia scholars, might cognize of as the “poles” of a ‘“rang& of experience (e.g.,
empowerment and disempowerment “or” similarity and difference) may not be exactly how
material-discursive experience always becomes. It ntighthat empowerment is imbricated in
the experience of disempowerment at times and that vaidociss come togethetot as “poles,”
or as dialectics but rather in an “in-across formation of moments and material-discursive
agencies as they do in this case. Further, such insaftnwsations mayave a “queer causality’
(Barad, 2003) rather than any unitary or singular effect.e,Hgreer causality represents a non-
inear pattern of effects that move within while tlesgend beyond the localized strata of any
particular phenomenonln this way, although Beverly’s experiences from the undergraduate

classroom to the research archives seem to be isolateis, avitiew materialist framework they
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are intra-acting phenomena. This conceptual framework noiage of use in concretizing
particular view of action in an isolated settifigfor example the undergraduate classroom
context described here. However, conceptualyoésallow us to understand how persons draw
“pboundaries” (Barad, 2003) in particular instances and how these boundary cuttingtiqgas

work to include and exclude particular material-discursi¥pegences.

The Academic Experience: “Presence” and “Absence”

Owing to corporeal exigencies that constitute a prime fofukis project but that many
times remain disconnected from academic discoursesputia fquestion set asked participants
to specifically locate themselves in a context where theisence was a key factor.
Respondents were asked to, if possible, disclose one contexcin tiwbly were present, one in
which they were absent, indicate reasons as to why tigaged and/or disengaged in the
setting, and list any known outcomes of their presence aati&@nce on personal and/or
professional terms. Onthe grounds that activities ssdttending class, trainings, etc. were not
moments when members of the communication community had a “choice” in attendance,
interlocutors were asked focus on activities that were “by way of required,” or socially
required but never open to material sanctions for absedéer anoments ofminformal or
social nature. These occasions of material-discursivegaitybiin the professionalized academic
setting were analyzed using two questions the first idhamwvas as follows: “As members of an
institution/field/organization, there are moments whenaveeexpected to be physically present.
Please tell me about a time when you made yourself prégamy one of these events/moments

and the career and/or personal outcomes of this detisibn. second was: “As members of an

46 A different variety of “concrete action,” however, might have be traceable through a finer
grain analysis of material-discursive mediators (Betgh@012) that was not avaiable given
the interview data | analyzed here.
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institution/field/organization, there are moments whenaveeexpected to be physically present.
Tell me about a time when you were physically/emotionaltiable to get yourself to such an
event/moment and the career and/or personal outcomes OétiBen.” | discuss responses to
the question set in a similar fashion as that of questtdithree given that this set of responses
was also intra-acting.

Presence-Absence. Widely, participants had dificulty identifying moments whéet
chose to be present and when they did they expressed a degesgmdation with engaging in
these contexts at the moment of interaction. They akodatinarrate unitary events with clea
beginnings or ending. Instead, participants spoke by piecing vdiomss of practice together,
or vignettes of sorts, to talk about what could be considerediahdiecursive assemblages.
Thus, as participants spoke about presence, they often also spokelseoce in some form or
another. One exception to this broad absence-presence trehdAnsigdent Johis interview
in which he mentioned he coulthot think about a time [he] was unable to make”itand he
expressed little unease in engaging in these contexts.

Methodologically, an issue in this section was that I, oatnahitial dualistic
engagement with the question set, redirected participardga when | asked about instances of
presence because their inclination was to discuss moraedtseasons for absence as wel as
unease during our discussion of presence. Inthese agasndents moved to discuss some
form of absence as we talked about presence and, ratherothimoiec to probe about absence or
about absare-presence, | asked respondents to try and think of a time wigrattended a
department social event, for example. In this way, thenéatation of the interview questions
interacted with the material-discursive assemblagas piduticipants were able to convey and

elaborate uponThe examples that folow ilustrate events interlocutdiscussed and include
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department social events as well as a discussion on cw&ferxperiences in the communication
field of research.These exemplars typify how interlocutors cognized of thegieriences of
presence-absence.

| began by enquiring about moments when participants had bessmpat a department
social occasion and Gloria discussed an opportunity she hasietdumch with a potential
professor at her university on a job search. She said:

I remember that | actually got to go to lunch with the @erthey were trying to hire for

the, for one of the positions that opened. And it was integestecause it was almost

ke we were asked to do it for authenticity press ... And we ercouraged to speak

Spanish to see if this person was knowledgeable in SpanishAnd .it. was weird

because it isn’t something that grachslents traditionally get to do. Like, you don’t get

to go out for lunch iwth the faculty person, that’s usually reserved for the committee.

When | found out the reason why | thought, oh, that makeses®ut still, I still don’t

think it’s okay, per se, you know.
Gloria talkked about being invited to this social occasion, agalch lunch, and she discussed
sharing this experience with another student of color where they were both encouraged to “speak
Spanish.” The other student of color was not a native Spanish spbakeras assumed to be.
This interaction opportunity was a tactic that Gloria wsid®d as being deployed by the
department search committee to ensure that the prospective professor was “authentically”
different. Gloria noted the general absence of graduaters$u at such department social
events. In our conversation, she also noted that thereaspeets of the lunch that were
gratifying when taken together with the work that past dehoirstudents had done to open
possibilities for this positon. These were proessghere students began petitions and held
meetings to discuss the lack of difference in the department’s faculty membership. Stil, and as
this excerpt shows, there were other aspects of thitiifis blooming. Specifically, this was

the hiring committee’s seeming ontologization of the potential new hire through the sending

another possibly ontologized group as the “authenticity press™ graduate students and in
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particular graduate students of color. Whie Gloria notedgbpefesent at this event she also
discussed the general absence of bodies of color in the rdepiathat led to the materialization
of the hiring event as well as her inclusion at theHunWithin one intra-acting strata, Gloria
was present at the event and she was an acting adfif.agency was not solely originating in
her as a modern agentic subject, she also experiencegultiie presence through absences at
other intra-acting strata.

Seshata also talkked about presence-absence in hermter8be described the
experience of atteling conferences as events that were “by way of required” but for which there
were no immediate and overt material sanctions in heartteent for lack of attendance. She
said:

So, I’ve been to a couple of conferences, both of which I presented at so to attend the

conference and just listening to the talk and things, isn’t something that I have the

financial means or realy the interest to do because,, apmnkind of small talk. | know

that it’s going to help you in your career and I understand the beneft of it but, um, to me

it feels so inorganic to just sit across the table for somaode What are your research
interests? Where are you planning to teach? And you know,these kind of generic,
dry conversations, um, topics that I’m just, really have never been, inside, outside
academia, anywhere, I’ve just not, those things aren’t appealing to me.
Seshata described this experience as one in which shetdidtem attend conferences due to
various material-discursive questions. For example, se logr lack of financial means as a
material reason for not attending conferences and she diingside her discussion of a lack of
interest in conversations that centered @arson’s life as a scholar. This latter issue is evident
in her statement that “it feels so morganic to sit across from the table and...What are your
research interests? What are you planning to teach?” Seshata also seemed to express in the
sentences that folowed that she was uninterested, text®rwithin and adjacent to academic

life, in having conversations that were “generic” and“dry.” Taken together with her last

statement, and given that this conversation typifiede¥perience of participants, | took this
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signal (at least in part) the need for a different typeaterially-discursively grounded
conversation for interlocutors. These types of conversatinag have been, for example, better
communicatively “stitched” together through an embodied approach to scholarly praxis and less
so through a centering on the knowing subject separated feokndiwn (e.g., for example,
“generic” and “dry” questions about one’s research interests decontextualized from their strata of
material-discursive becoming). Some persons, of coursed wotifind conversations regarding
research and teaching interests to be dry ones. Howeeross Seshata’s experience, these
conversations may have félhorganic” in a particular way because whie they may have glearl
been tied to the discursive agencies of scholarly ideintitthe West, they were natso clearly
intra-acting with materiality and embodiment in a contbat tvas hospitable to this
entanglement.

Hence, while Seshata just as other participants emgrems understanding of the
materialdiscursive benefts of attending conferences and deparsoeiatl events, for example
various career benefits, she also expressed unease abadingt such events. Specifically,
participants expressed this as a dynamic beyond unitary olasingresence or absence.

Reflections

| began this chapter by describing participant demograplacniation in the aggregate.
Then, I discussed each participant’s educational background and upbringing with a bit more
nuance based on informatiogachprovided during our conversations. In the section that
followed | provided data excerpts and analysis guided by thestiesu of this study and by the
themes and patterns that arose across four groupings ®irleeview questions. | also

discussed methodological issues. Here, | close out the clgptdfering reflections on the
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overarching themes and patterns of each question setigndlting with the analysisacs as the
basis for answering the research questions in thechagter.

The first question set of four showed graduate studentslafgaying special attention
to the intra-actions of corporeal, spatial, and economic afloedamhie discussing their
material-discursive commitment to rendering differencable in academic settings. Their
commitments to presence and praxis seemed to stem from cantsitio ameliorate particular
materialdiscursive splits that “say” persons of color are welcome in the academy but
materialities that “show” otherwise.

The second question set engaged respamdn a conversation about “similarities” and
“differences” in their experiences as graduate students of color. Participants discussed
experiences of isolaton when asked about how their timeadsage students may have been
different to that of their non person-of-color peers. They guaitb material supports including
teaching opportunities and funding when asked about how tperiences may have been
similar. Here, exclusionary experiences of samenesslifevénce often came from material-
discursive splits where discourse or materiality wenelgged in the constitution of realty at
the exclusion of an imbricated view. Through participaggponses to this question set, it also
became evident that “sameness” and “difference” seemed to be dependent for their conditions of
becoming upon precarious entanglements. When the entemgie of materiality-discourse and
sameness-difference were not understood by persons in t@mgcas assemblages, the
conceptual conditions for exclusion seemed ripe.

The third question set asked participants to talk aboutékpieriences of empowerment
and disempowerment. Participants talked about these expsrianeabricated ways.

Responses to this question set showed the possiditsarious agencies coming together not as
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“poles” or as dialecticsbut rather in “in-acros¥ formations characterized by a queer causality
rather than any unitary or singular effect. Stils thuestion set also made evident that the
conceptual framework that this thesis explores may not beeoih understanding concretized
and localized action given the type of imited interviewadatsed for analysis. Even so, this
conceptual framework allad for an understanding of how persons drew material-dis@ursi
“boundaries” (Barad, 2003) in particular instances and how these boundary cutting practices
worked to include and exclude particular material-discursivpesgnces.

The fourth question set asked respondents to locate themselmaentext where their
presence was a key factor. Respondents were asked to disclosentewe in which they were
present, one in which they were absent, indicate reasdaosway they engaged and/or
disengaged in the setting, and list any known outcomeseioftesence and/or absence on
personal and/or professional terms. Widely, participants haclilthff identifying moments
when they chose to be present. They did not narrate unitarntsewith clear beginnings or
endings. Instead, participants spoke by piecing various floysaofice together to tak about
what could be considered material-discursive assemblagegsefpe and absence. In other
words, participants often talked about practices of presencrsthguestion, while they also
talked about practices of absence, the second question setthe~urther, and important to the
conceptual dimensions under study, agency in practicesesdmre and absence did not solely
originate with persons as agentic subjects, they alseriateed due to material-discursive
agencies at other intra-acting strata.

These points provide a roadmap for thinking about the reseagshioga about which
set out to know more. In the next chaptetiscuss the research questions as wel as directions

for future research.
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Chapter Four: Conclusions

In this last chapter, | return to my research questiok| aefiect on findings as well as
on the implications of these for communication scholaroloif this with a discussion
regarding methodological and meta-theoretical Imitationghi®fproject as well as diemmas |
faced as a researcher. As | engage in this discusspmyide suggestions for future research.

My first research questiowas as follows, “What do the experiences of graduate students
of color within communication studies tell us about how yelay discourses of silencing,
erasure of difference, and disciplining margnalize difference within the academic mstitution?”
The experiences of graduate students of color within comatiorc studies seemed to indicate,
from within a new materialist framework, that everydayaligses that accomplished
marginalization did so alongside important material agenciThus, the first research question
was imbricated with the second regarding materiality. The second research question was, “What
do the experiences of graduate students of color within cocmion studies tell us about the
ways in which material agencies bloom alongside evergisgursive agencies to marginalize
difference within the academic mstitution?” Based on participant interviews, it seemed that
within conceptual frameworks where discourse was decoumled rlateriality, for example
corporeal realities of scarcity and isolation, marginéibza in its situated forms was ripe for the
uptake.

These instances of Cartesian splits between matexhbiscursive ways of knowing
were intially traceablen respondents’ experiences as scholars and teachers committed to
embodied praxis. According to participants, the disconnect betweerday discourses that

welcomed inclusion, diversity, and difference decoupled froneteeyday materialities that
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signaled a more complex onto-epistemological plane of becofoingxample the scarcity of
difference in sylabi, engendered their commitment to embogdi@xis. Students’ commitment
was meant to reconcie some of the material/discursives #pdit they saw as marginalizing
assemblages in the academic environment through thef tieer situated bodies and
pedagogies in particular socioeconomic spaces to accomplsé lhdging practices.

In the second question set, this materiality/discoupdie véas also evident as a tension.
Here, experiences of difference were characterized oas tf isolation where faculty and non
person-of-color peetémay have been unable to understand how, as in the firstiofueset,
everyday neolberal discourses of inclusion came togetiter materialities like the corporeal
scarcity of bodies of color as well as with different ways oiking, or epistemologies, to create
a terrain of scarcty. In these instancesrticipants mentioned that experiences of “difference”
were often experiences of relational material-discarssolation.

Further, and consistent with a new materialist framewpélticipants could often not
talkk about their experiences Gimilarity” with peers, the second question in the set, without
also connecting these to their experiences of differendes may be interpreted as a dynamic
where particular experiences do not exist on “poles” or as “dialectics” but rather they are always
in a state of precarious material-discursive becoming. Adalty, whie discussing
experiences of similarity participants often observed tmniost easily cited were materialities
decoupled from their contexts of material-discursive becomingother words, while graduate
students of color had material supports such as teaching opEstand fellowships in

“similar” forms to that of peers, the ways in which these material affordances became alongside

471 use the term “non person-0f-color” peers to denote a particular set of relations that
participants articulated, however, my use of this ternoismeant to ontologize race within
conceptual dualisms.

81



exclusionary discourses-materialities created a difeeademic experience for participants.
This was often a marginalizing experience.

In the third question set regarding empowerment and disempente a materiality-
discourse splt played a part in experiences of marginalizabut it was not as obvious as with
other question sets. Stil, participant responses pointed mteagsting dynamic between the
experience of empowerment and disempowerment that could nosiipeseparated within a
Cartesian logic. Thus, when asked about a moment of empavteamd/or disempowerment,
participants often linked these experiences one to anoiti@uivproviding unitary narratives
with singular causalties. These were interesting quinaé moves because they indicated,
within a new materialist framework, that concretizedoacin any given instance is possible and
desirable. Yet, it is not the only way to go about maneuvemagginalization. This question set
was useful in parsing out a different logic within whispatio-temporally bountconcretized
action” was not always as interesting as paying careful attention to how people drew particular
material-discursive boundaries (e.g., around an undergragyletbus) and how these boundary
cutting practices excluded and included particular métiesadiscourses. Thus, the practice of
tracing materiality and discourse within a flattenedoapistemology rendered an emergent
understanding of a complex reality that stretched acra&sisastrata of intra-action rather than
any singular or unitary setting.

The fourth question set was similar to the third questieinin that participants often
talked about practices of presence, the first question, wile talked about practices of
absence, the second question in the set. This logic wasanthty in that participants
imbricated material-discursive agencies in their disiouns of presence and absence and they did

so in such a way that placed agency for presence-absensiegndztrly within the human agent,
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themselves, but also with other material-discursive aegemat various intra-acting strata. This
was an interesting finding given questions of how maitgri@nd discourse bloom alongside to
produce marginalization because it signaled that tirsedctions are nuanced and complex.
Marginalization cannot be singularly tied to any padicuinalcious human agernit; cannot be
unitarily tied to the mysterious force @Big D” discourse or to Margt materialisms.
Marginalization becomes in contextually bound and precarieays where materiality-discourse
bloom alongside in unexpected and cross-cutting intra-action

In understanding the import of the findings at the inteis@odf the four interview
guestion sets and to what this totality means for thetiogmeSWhat do the experiences of
graduate students of color within communication studiésudedbout the ways in which material
agencies bloom alongside everyday discursive agenciesrgmatize difference within the
academic institution?” one more comment on findings is integral. Across questits) se
participant responses indicated that webs of dominatiormbleske when materiality-discourse,
those things that could be known, were disconnected from otigearas human and non-human
agents in understanding the constitution of reality, cov that reality could be knowfs.
Addtionaly, as participants represented particular marginalizing idatEscursive
assemblages in answering question sets two through lfieyr were often conceptually unable to
know their experiences of similarity-difference, empowertatise mpowerment, and absence-
presence as separate phenomena. These findings bring aantpeuristic to bear on the
study of onto-epistemology and marginalization. Thosgshimat can be known, material-

discursive assemblages, cannot be separated from howathég known, through a relational

48 This finding was also evident in that when participatits not engage a relational onto-
epistemology it was most difficult for them to pinpoint how gmalization materialized in their
experience.
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onto-epistemology. If we, as Western communication schalamst to engage in knowing the
world as discursively-materially imbricated, we can do thiy énlve come to know the
material-discursive world through a flattened, inductived eelationally entangled onto-
epistemological methodology. This means, then, that theiempes of graduate students of
color within communication studies tell us that margieetion is not simply an issue of
identifying material-discursive assemblages of exclusibi, issue blooms alongside the onto-
epistemological problem of how we come to know those assemblages.

Given these findings, there are key implications forthivd research question and that
inquiry is as follows, “What do the becomings of precariously positioned materialities-discourses
tell us about how Cartesian Western epistemes, discodn&ota ontology, work as conceptual
webs of domination within the academy?” The experiences of graduate students of color in these
instances tell us that marginalization becomes a Regtion of experience where a
conceptualization of reality is one in which matenals decoupled from discourse and where
questions of ontology are decoupled from questions of epistemologya cdwxeptual
framework that relies on Cartesian dualties, the raditgfdiscourse splt accomplishes situated
presumptions of materiality decoupled from discourse, of thé @ decoupled from the body,
of causality as acting at one strata of inear intenac of humans as the sole provenance of
agency upon an external docie world, and of ways of knowamarated from what can be
known. The precarious becomings of materiality-discourstaeirreported experiences of
graduate students of color provide a different way of undefsgnealty and, thereby,
interventionist practice. These experiences give us,esteh communication scholars, an
understandinghat does not rely on “structure” as the cause and answer to marginalization in a

Big D discourse or in a Marxist materialist sense. Rathese experiences push us to explain
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how “structure” seems to become an‘intelligible” form of everyday experience in nuanced and
imbricated material-discursive ways.

Interventionist practice, therefore, is problematized bechusenot work, within a new
materialist frame, at any one strata of interactiod ianannot be thought of in terms of simple
near or localized causality. Instead, interventionistciim@ must be understood as a type of
relational endeavor not only between persons but also beameeetwixt contexts and intra-
active boundary cutting practices where persons privigagicular materialities or discourses at
the exclusion of a materiality-discourse view. Thislifig points not only to directions for
future research but also to mitations of the presedtystu

Specifically, an initial goal of this research was to pi@vnterventionist suggestions.
However, intervention is often defined as the practicet@icading in a particular context with
concretized action to solve a particular problem. Thereforbjnwét new materialist theory,
interventionism must be rethought and redefined to accouat flaitened onto-epistemological
view where few clear and unitary localized contexts @naing agents exist. In this field of
intervention, persons must scrutinize material-discurdigendary cutting practices that span in-
across contexts as they consider intervention. As Bariges W2003):

To be more precise, the point is not merely to include nonhuraangell as humans as

actors or agents of change but rather to find ways to #tdut the nature of causalty,

agency, relationality, and change without taking thedeaisns to be foundational or
holding them in place . ... what we commonly take to be indivicutiies are not
separate determinately bounded gnepertied objects, but rather are (entangled “parts

of”) phenomena (material-discursive intra-actions) that extemdsaqwhat we

commonly take to be separate places and moments in) spaceer{tviere the notions

of “material” and “discursive” and the relationship between them are unmoored from
their ant’thumanist foundations and reworked). Phenomena targlements of
spacetimemattering, not in the colloquial sense of a cooneot intertwining of

individual entities, but rather in the technicahss of “quantum entanglements”, which
are the (ontological) inseparability of agentially initaing “‘components.”
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In this way, intervention is not simply a matter of acting on others’ bodies in a unitary field of
interaction. Intervention must be thought of in more cerplaysard persons must consider
fields of agencies in-across contexts as they work to jashyr intercede in flud onto-
epistemological spacetimematterings. In practice thistnmgean, for example, that athough
persons may be offered instruction on how to communicate difftihent types of audiences as
an interventionist practice, this intervention isffisient, albeit not inconsequential, because it
targets the person understood as a disentangled individual facdsies on discursivities that in
some ways eschew materialities.  Further, this view dotaccount for the way that a practice,
such as pedagogical practice, becomes alongside partiCipaatsrial-discrusive boundary
cutting habits. That is, one cannaiydy “offer” a course because the pedagogical intra-action
is affected by human and nonhuman agencies in the procesatiohality and queer causaliy.
Hence, intervention must be understoodaang and breathing form of praxis (i.e., conceptual
and embodied thought-action) within a field of intra-actidn. these space$the problem” is not
understood as having one provenance but instead it is underst@atiag on a flattened plane
of many matterings where one intervention must also \g&g to different and nuanced others.
Further, intervention is just as much a phiosophical amteptual process as it is a practice of
“doing.” This means that persons must endeavor to understand how particular maitesialit
discourses become cemented in-across contexts with scehtlfiat people, especialy those
marked by processes of differentiation “outside” Western precepts, lose their voices and their
lives.

Research methods must also be rethought within a newiatistteramework and this
study, as well as the dilemmas | faced as a researcher, pgoadestarting points for future

work. In particular, my use of interview methods provided inggirtand nuanced data at points,
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but interview methods did not allow for me to be within the t@osstate of becoming that
new materialist flattened onto-epistemological concepramhework proposes. Because | used
interview questions, | was not able to capture as much namt@mbiguity in the experiences
of participants and instead | hadbe as “clear” as possible within a Cartesian Western logic to
elicit “clear” responses from participants. This manifested, for example, in my use of poles for
questions where | fragmented experiences of similarity fidlerence, of empowerment from
disempowerment, and of presence from absence. This fragmentedas meant to capture the
range of participant experiences but the articulatiotheointerview questions, which were also
technologically mediated in their delivery, served moreagnfient the recounting of those
experiences than it did to capture a “range.” This may have been for several reasons ncluding
that even within the “range” formulation of experience two poles exist as the conceptual frame of
reference.

From a conceptual standpoint, therefore, we, as communicatimfars in the West,
must continue to theorize how feminist and intersecticagroaches become entangled with
communicology as well as how these meetings become diffrabhtedgh the flattened onto-
epistemological view of new materialist theory. In thgy, communication scholars may
further fracture and reimagine the Cartesian dualiies continue to colonize our work.
Specifically, and harkening back to an earlier point, the paatityethodological discussions in
the communication field of research is of import heres Hat often that communication
scholars have explicit methodological discussions of howythaad methods meet to become as
nonhuman agents in a field of inquiry. Further, acrossitineanities and social sciences it is not
often that scholars sit at the round table of scholaydifit to converse about how

methodologies work at hybrid locations between and betwixt disnigliparadigms for
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knowing. Stil, the nonhuman agency of particular methodolodwgatids, especially those as
new as intersectional and feminist frameworks in commtinicaresearch, looms large over
these endeavors that then go on to influence not onle fusearch projects but also praxis.
Hence, communication scholars might do well to enter into mwpécit methodological
conversations that go beyond recognizing theories as guelisgs and then going on to use
generalist qualitative methods to answer questions. Morghthahould be given to how all of
these nonhuman actors coalesce with human actors prabess of research. Theory, methods,
and human actors are not split subjects; they are embioilacdcomplex process of becoming
that requires us as researchers to disentangle varibesing processes of becoming rather than
“decipher” the “unitary” text.

Further, and an adjacent concern, that which may be acgbeaplifrom a feminist,
intersectional, and communicological standpoint might befmefih our rethinking the
conceptual dualties that plague communication researd¢ieseTdualties include constructs
such as “big D” discourse and “little d” discourse as well as the conceptual fragmentation
between the idea of Marxist materialism or discourse asittive. These phiosophies have
paid their dividends. However, it may be time to shake up the aoicmiogical phiosophical,
theoretical, and methodological repertoire through a meetingiecgeéctional, feminist, and new
materialist thought. These entanglements would be partguliseful in the accomplshment of
destabilizing the Cartesian logics that plagued the mtupeoject methodologically as well as the
material-discursive splits that participants articdatgere marginalizing in their academic
experiences. Put another way, this conceptual work would algvas Western communication
scholars to, as Barad (2003) writes, “find ways to think about the nature of causality, agency,

relationality, and change without taking these distinstido be foundational or holding them in
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place” These pursuits might lead us as Western academicset@mliffways of knowing
discourse(-materiality) that are more inclusive of difiese

Given all of this, then, in practical terms a better petfogy may have been
performative ethnography, for example. Future researcmwatmew materialist framework
may do well to experiment with such emergent qualtativéhods that rely on an ontology of
becoming more so than interview methods that presuppose dheereadlty to be known by an
“external” agentic knowing subject. Additionally, the issues of naming that I faced as I made
methodological choices and during the process of analysishanay been related to the need for
conceptual frameworks that were less fragmented by thelafices of dualistic Western
ontologies/epistemologies. These fragmented conceptuatviaks continue to envelope
communication scholars’ thought about feminist and intersectional methodologies even as we
have made strides to incorporate such critical thought ritesgarch endeavors. For example,

29 6

words and phrases such as “becoming,” “blooming,” “intra-action,” “boundary cutting,” and
“imbricated” may have been hard to folow but they were words that navigated ar@isudesian
logics and that moved toward a flattened onto-epistemolodgoedin as a differential conceptual
framework for relational knowing practiceghus, although it may be an unsurprising finding
given feminist commitments to naming “unspeakable things unspoken” (Morrison, 1988),
communication scholars may also benefit from experimentioge widely with practices of
naming throughout the research process.
Final Reflections
| began this process with a dualistic understanding ofriaddje and discourse as split

matterings even as | ramed this project to move beyond @i fiof knowing. As a person of

color living within and without the academy, it was verydhimr me to privilege discourse in
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such a way that it could become conceptually entangled thamaterial within a flattened onto-
epistemological terrain. This seemed too dangerous a concamualto make in such a
conceptually splt environment that often seemed to privillgediscursive. This research
project was a becoming process within which | bloomed as a raseaong with human and
nonhuman actors such as my research methods and thipgrasicof this study. | began with a
fragmented and dualistic understanding of materialitgtrlisse and now, at the conclusion of
this project and at the beginning of others, | feel that ¢ Heegun to shift my conceptual
standing ground enough to understand an imbricated view effiaigg-discourse within a
flattened onto-epistemological terrain.

Within this terrain, structure is not the conceptuadwaer to marginalization. | cannot
point to “Big D” discourse or a conceptualization of Marxist materialism as monolithic answers
for why, across various intra-acting strata, marginadizaso often is a companion of difference.
This is an unsettling experience because, once again,dtdave concrete answers but rather |
have more questions that metamorphose given situatednddbeaadditional imbricated factor
of mateiality not as a “structural” concept but as a fluctuating agency of many proportions that
becomes variously alongside discourse. Despite this, and passidyaccurately because of
this, | found that the relational onto-epistemology of beaprtiat feminist, intersectional, new
materialist, and communicological standpoints engenderedrassamy endeavors during this
project has been transformative. | may not have concnsteess or concrete, unitary solutions.
Yet, | have a wider and more complex sense of how margitiahzanaterializes and this state of
becoming is in many ways comforting in all of its chaos.sé®lars and as human agents
imbricated in many processes of becoming, we cannot aleysoh tight to particular ways of

knowing and being in the world because too many factors arsl efdgnowing are at play even
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as some are silenced more than others. Part of recongfrtietise boundary cutting relations
means that we think in fluid, intraeing, and phenomenologically becoming ways just as much
as we relate to one another in these ways. However, skicaanot simply be the burden of
those marked as different, it is not solely the task of wowwepgeople of color, of those
differently abled, or of the GLBTQ communityf-urther, this cannot happen if we only
understand marginalization in terms of individual humatora. The world is not solely filed

with mean individuals although this would be easier to “fix” as a problem. The world is filed

with intra-acting materialities-discourses that coogether in fluctuating boundary cutting
practices and these practices explain what human and nonhuman agencies cement as “structure.”

This is an unsettling conclusion, yet, decolonization ghbel nothing less.
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Appendix A

This study analyzes the embodied experiences of graduatkents of color within the
communication discipline through two methodological approa¢feesinist and intersectional)
two lenses (ontological and epistemological), and at twengied levels (material-discursive). |
interrogate corporeality, materiality, and discourse is thilieu in order to identify possible
relationships between materiality-discourse for futse im emancipatory research and praxis.
A broader goal is to problematize and expand understandirgggs)yding how fragmented
Western epistemology and ontology work together to marginaliference within the academy.

Feminist Intersectional

Methodological Approach

Epistemology Ontology

D/discours

RQ3: What do the
becomings of precarialy
positioned materialities
and discourses tell us
about how Cartesian
Western epistemes,
disconnected from
ontology, work as
conceptual webs of
domination within the
academy?

RQ1: What do the
experiences of graduate
students ofcolor within
communication studies tell
us about how everyday
discourses ofsilencing,
erasure of diference, and
disciplining marginalize
difierence within the
academic institution?

experiences of graduate
students ofcolor within
communication studies tell
us about the ways in which
material agencies bloom
alongside everyday
discursive agencies to
marginalize difierence
within the academic
institution?

Levels
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Appendix B

CRTNET Announcement
Subject ine: REQUEST FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

My name is Elsa Varela and | am a graduate studeihte Department of Communication
Studies at Colorado State University. | am recruiting dotnéstin-international) participants of
color for a study focused on examining student experiences Wi academy. Specifically, |
am recruiting MA and PhD students. The end goal of tkeareh is to better understand the
experiences of graduate students of color in order to contribut@owledge that has the
potential to foster transformative change in our classroseismlarship, and institutions.

If you are a domestic graduate student of color, with at t@estyear of experience within the
academy, and are at least 18 years of age you are eligiplrticipate. Your participation
would involve a 1-2 hour interview as well as a brief demograptrvey. The interview would
take place over the phone, via Skype, or in person at a time atidrioconvenient for you. To
find out more about this research, please contact mesatvaelal4@alumni.colostate.edu.

Thank you for your consideration, and | look forward to the passimf engaging your input in
order to contribute to more inclusive and transformative spaii@s the academy.

Elsa M. Varela

Co-Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Graduate Student
elisa.varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu

Cindy Griffin, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Professor
Cindy.Griffin@colostate.edu
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Appendix C

Subject line: Request for Research Participants
Hello:

My name is Elisa Varela and | am a graduate studeifite lDepartment of Communication
Studies at Colorado State University. | am recruiting dotngstin-international) participants of
color for a study focused on examining student experiences \Wih academy. Specifically, |
am recruiting MA and PhD students. The end goal of #sgarch is to better understand the
experiences of graduate students of color in order to contribut®owledge that has the
potential to foster transformative change in our classrooms, schelarahd institutions.

As the director of graduate studies at NAME OF UNIVERSIT am contacting you in hopes
that graduate students in your program may be interestednirbuting to this project. If this
sounds like an engaging and important opportunity for studemtuinprogram, | ask that you
forward the study announcement below to all students in pagram. Sending this
information to all students helps ensure that no studeaft iwithout an opportunity to
participate, especially when considering the nuances of dapfocs.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contadlisee Varela, at
elisa.varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu. If you have any questomst the rights of volunteers in
this research, please contact the CSU IRB at: RICRO_IiR&@olostate.edu; 970-491-1553.

Thank you for your consideration. | look forward to the possibilityerafaging the input of your
students in order to contribute to more inclusive and tranafiwe spaces within the academy.

Warm regards,

Elisa M. Varela

Co-Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Graduate Student
elisa.varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu

Cindy Griffin, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Professor
Cindy.Griffin@colostate.edu
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Message to Prospective Graduate Student Participants

Hello:

My name is Elisa Varela and | am a graduate studeifite ilbepartment of Communication
Studies at Colorado State University. | am writing to inyieair participation in a study focused
on examining the experiences of domestic (non-internajiostatients of color within the
academy. Specifically, | am recruiting MA and PhD stuglerfthe end goal of this research is to
better understand the experiences of graduate studentdoroincorder to contribute to

knowledge that has the potential to foster transformathenge in our classrooms, scholarship,
and institutions.

If you are a domestic graduate student of color, with at @@styear of experience within the
academy, and are at least 18 years of age you are eligibletitpgte. Your participation
would involve a 1-2 hour interview as well as a brief demoggaptrvey. The interview would
take place over the phone, via Skype, orin person at a time atidrioconvenient for you. To
find out more about this research, please contact mesatvalelal4@alumni.colostate.edu.

Thank you for your consideration, and | look forward to the posgimli engaging your input in
order to contribute to more inclusive and transformative spaif@s the academy.

Elisa M. Varela

Co-Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Graduate Student
elisa.varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu

Cindy Griffin, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Professor
Cindy.Griffin@colostate.edu
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Appendix D

E-mail Response to Respondents via CRTNET, Graduate PrograihidCA Caucuses
Hello:

Thank you for your interest in this study, the title dicl is “Materiality and Discourse
Toward a Relational Understanding of Marginalizing Ogjigtemologies in the Ivory Tower.”
As you know, g name is Elisa and | am a graduate student at Colorade (Bimersity in the
Communication Studies Department.

| am asking for your participation in this study in ordebétter understand the experiences of
graduate students of color within the academy. The endofdisis research is that of
contributing to knowledge that has the potential to fosteisfwemative change in our
classrooms, scholarship, and institutions. Participatiomisnstudy includes an interview lasting
approximately 1-2 hours and includes a brief demographic suiMey.interview wil take place
over the phone, via Skype, or in person at a time and locatiorergntv for you.

As far as the collection and dissemination of data, igemgf information wil not be included in
any write up. Although | may include short direct quotdl your permission, your information
wil be combined with that of other participants in the stadgl your contributions wil not be
directly attributed to you in these written materials.

If you would like to participate, please feel free to repkhwiossible dates and times that might
work for us to connect and conduct the intervieizyou have further questions about the
research, please contact me at: elisa.varelal4@alumniadelesiu. Finally, if you have any
guestions about your rights as a volunteer in this reseeocitact the CSU IRB at:
RICRO_IRB@mail.colostate.edu; 970-491-1553.

Again, thank you for considering this opportunity to act as acjpantit in this research. |am
looking forward to the possibility of connecting with you as \asllworking to buid more
transformative and inclusive spaces within the academy.

Warm regards,

Elisa M. Varela

Co-Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Graduate Student
elisa.varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu

Cindy Griffin, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Professor
Cindy.Griffin@colostate.edu
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Appendix E

Informed Consent

Colo

March 1 s 2015 University

Dear Participant:

Thank you for choosing to take part in this study on the expes of graduate students of color
within the academy. My name is Elsa Varela and | amadugite student at Colorado State
University in the Department of Communication Studidg title of my project is “Materiality

and D/discourse: Toward a Both/And Corporeal Understanding ofifdzang Onto-
epistemologies in the Ivory Tower.” My faculty advisor and the Principal Investigator of this

study is Cindy L. Griffin, Ph.D., Professor in the DepartmeihCommunication Studies at
Colorado State University. | am asking for your participatiohis study to better understand
the experiences of graduate students of color with the@addof contributing to knowledge that
has the potential to foster transformative change in @asoboms, scholarship, and institutions.

If you make the choice to participate in this researchjnteeview will last approximately 1-2
hours and wil take place over the phone, via Skype, or in persotin@ and location
convenient for you.You wil also take a brief demographic survey that wil takemore than 7
minutes. In order to ensure accuracy, the interview wililmbotaped. Only the research team
wil have access to the audiotape, and the recording wil $teoged once it has been
transcribed. Identifying information wil not be included iry awite up. Although | may
include short direct quotes with your permission, your irddiom wil be combined with that of
other participants in the study and your contributions mal be directly attributed to you in
these written materials. Your participation in thise@ch is voluntary. If you decide to
participate in the study, you may withdraw your consentséml participation at any time
without penalty. You may also choose to skip certain questions

There is no direct benefit to you associated with thisarebe but a possible benefit of your
participation in this study is that graduate studentyjitfa staff and institutional administrators
working toward transformative change in our classrooms, ashgd, and insttutions may use
information contained in the final report to effect cleang

There are no known risks to participating in this researathathough it is not possible to
identify all potential risks in research procedures, | Haken reasonable safeguards to minimize
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any known and potential, but uttimately unknown, risks.the event that question(s) impact
you emotionally, local and university counseling centeeshalpful resources.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contadlisee Varela, at
Elisa.Varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu. If you have any questbast your rights as a volunteer
in this research, contact the CSU IRB at: RICRO _IRB@uu#state.edu; 970-491-1553.

Thank you for your participation. |1 wil be following up with yémconfrm our interview date
and time within the next week. | look forward to engaging youtributions as we work to
build more inclusive and transformative spaces withinatzdeny.

Sincerely,

Elisa M. Varela

Co-Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Graduate Student
elisa.varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu

Cindy Griffin, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator

Colorado State University

Department of Communication Studies, Professor
Cindy.Griffin@colostate.edu
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Appendix F

Narrative Interview

1) Please tell me about why you decided to pursue graduate iedugadl/or post-secondary
teaching.

2) Has being a person of color factored into your decision to pyssiegraduate
education? If so, how?

3) Has your experience in the academy as a person of diffeved thiat of others? If so,
how?

4) Has your experience in the academy as a person of caarthge same/similar to that of
others? If so, how?

5) Was there ever a time when you felt empowered duringtemaation with a faculty, staff
member, administrator, peer, a class discussion, or in the ajurgeking through an
assignment? Tell me about what happened, how yo(pfafsically, emotionally,
psychologically, or otherwise), and why.

6) Was there ever a time when you felt disempowered duringtegiaction with a faculty,
staff member, administrator, peer, a class session, or ¢otimee of working through an
assignment? Please tel me about what happened, how ty(uhfeically, emotionally,
psychologically, and/or otherwise), and why.

7) As members of an institution/field/organization, thererapenents when we are expected
to be physically present. Please tell me about a time whemgde yourself present
during one of these events/moments and the career andgdongleoutcomes of this
decision.

8) As members of an institution/field/organization, thererapenents when we are expected
to be physically present. Tell me about a time when you plarsically/e motionally
unable to get yourself to such an event/moment and teercand/or personal outcomes
of this decision.



Appendix G

Demographic Questionnaire

ELISA:
This concludes the interview portion. The following are denmigraquestions. You may

choose to ski@question(s) and/or seek clarification before answering.

AGE / SEX /| GENDER IDENTITY

1) Myageis:

2) Mysexis:
U Female
Q Male

3) My gender identity is:
U Female
d Male
O Other

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

10)Growing up, your immediate/nuclear family:
*Mark O all that apply*
11a) Owned a home
O Yes
d No
O Not sure
O Prefer not to answer
11b) Had a secure job
O Yes
U No
U Not sure
O Prefer not to answer
11c) Had a colege education
O Yes

11€



No

Some

Not sure

Prefer not to answer
d stocks, bonds, or other investments
Yes

No

Not sure

Prefer not to answer
d health insurance
Yes

No

Sporadicaly

Not sure

Prefer not to answer

oo

11b) H

Q

oooo

11b) H

o)

oooog

11)Compared to your parents when they were the age you are now, your own standard
of living ismuch better, about the same, somewhat worse, or much worse than
theirs was?

Much better

About the same

Somewhat worse

Much worse

Don’t know

Prefer not to answer

oooooo

ETHNICITY
5) Please self-identify in terms of your ethnicity:

e Possible answers include:
o Black or African American
e For example, black not African, Ethiopiakenyan, Nigerian, and so on
o White/Caucasian
e For example, Irish, German, Italian, U.S. American, Norwegian, Swedish,
Finnish, White African, Caucasian, and so on
o Latino, Hispanic, or Spanish
e For example, Mexican, Salvadoran, Argentinian, Colombian, Dominican,
Nicaraguan, Spaniard, Puerto Rican, Brazilian and so on
o American Indian
e For example, Cherokee, Shawnee, Cheyenne, Iroquois Confederacy, and so on
o Alaska Native
¢ Please indicate name of enrolled or principal tribe if applicable.
o Asian



e For example, Chinese, Filipino, Hmong, Laotian, Thai, Cambodian, Japanese,
Vietnamese, Korean, and so on
o Asian Indian
e For example, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, and so on
o Middle Eastern or North African
e Please indicate all that apply, for example, Saudi Arabian, Iraqi, Libyan,
Moroccan, Tunisian, Yemenite, Algerian, and so on
o Pacific Islander
For example, Native Hawaiian, Samoan, Tongan, Fijian, and so

ROLES WITHIN RANGE OF EXPERIENCE

7) My experience(s) asa member of the academy include(s) the following roles for the
indicated number of years:
*Mark O all that apply*
Student Roles
U Graduate student MA
O Served as instructor of record/teaching assistant
U Participated in university extracurricular activities
For example, graduate student council, graduate students of color council,
and so on
U Participated in conferences
For example, the National Communication Association, Western States
Communication Association, Eastern States Communication Association,
and so on
U Other— Please specify

U Number of years spent as MA student

U Graduate student PhD

O Served as instructor of record/teaching assistant

U Participated in university extracurricular activities
For example, graduate student council, graduate students of color council,
and so on

U Participated in conferences
For example, the National Communication Association, Western States
Communication Association, Eastern States Communication Association,
and so on

O Other— Please specify

O Number of years spent as PhD student

O Total number of years spent as a graduate student?
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REGION

8) The rolesin my range of experience asa member of the academy occurred at a
program(s) that | would classify as:

Student Program Description—M A
U Public master’s
O Private norprofit master’s
U For profit master’s
Q Other—Please describe, for example, “I transferred and first attended...”

Region

O Midwestern

U Northeastern

O Southern

O Western

Funding

O My studies were/are funded by the institution/departmeimere | attend(ed)
U My studies were/are funded by federal and/or private studans

U My studies were/are funded in another way

Student Program Description—PhD
0 Completed at same institution as MA
U Completed at institution different from MA Please describe
U Public doctoral
O Private non-proft doctoral
O For profi
Q Other—Please describe, for example, “I transferred and first attended...”

Region

O Midwestern

U Northeastern

O Southern

O Western

Funding

O My studies were/are funded by the institution/departmeimere | attend(ed)
O My studies were/are funded by federal and/or private studens

U My studies were/are funded in another way
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10) Thank you for taking the time to contribute to this important research. Before
competing this interview, isthere anything you would liketo add in order to help
me understand your experience better and/or to improve the content?

ELISA:
Again, thank you for participation.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contadlisee Varela, at
Elsa.Varelal4@alumni.colostate.edu. or, If you have any goestibout your rights as a
volunteer in this research, contact the CSU IRBREERO IRB@mail.colostate.ed1970-491-
1553.

| look forward to engaging your contributions as we work to buildenmolusive and
transformative spaces in academe.
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