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We all know what methodology does: it provides a path forward through 
uncertain intellectual terrain, guides our curiosities in generative ways, 

grants legitimacy to our idiosyncratic interests within academic spaces, and 
allows others to follow in our footsteps. As members of a discipline born from 
an often-uncomfortable marriage of humanities and social science, we also 
know that methodology can constrict, limit, colonize, co-opt, and oppress. 

In Re/Orienting Writing Studies, the authors argue that queer methods 
and methodologies can help us acknowledge how “research methodologies 
work to reproduce the same knowledge in the same frameworks we’re already 
comfortable exploring” (192). This book serves as a welcomed reminder of 
the potential of research, that raw and messy knowledge-making process that 
requires some degree of risk. 

To be honest, reviewing this book made me nervous; I wasn’t sure if it 
was for me. The review copy landed on my desk the same month I stepped 
off the tenure-track. I’d chosen to take a teaching-focused position in a locale 
that better suited my wife’s career and the needs of our family, including our 
young children and aging parents. I was not in the headspace of thinking about 
research and felt relief at the prospect of re-focusing my career on undergradu-
ate teaching and writing program administration. My now-much- shorter list 
of potential and in-progress research projects did not include anything I’d 
label as a “queer project.” Yet, as Pamela Takayoshi writes in the preface of 
this collection, “All writing researchers work in heteronormative cultures and 
navigate normative binaries . . . [and] . . . this book shows us how to be aware 
of those (often invisible) normative forces and how to navigate them in the 
conduct of ethical research” (xiii). Queer research methods and methodolo-
gies are something we all can (and the authors in this collection would argue 
should) tap into in order to reframe our work in ways that helps us question 
and critique what is normative and hegemonic and follow through on our 
theoretical, epistemological, and ethical commitments.

Much like other collections recently reviewed in the pages of this journal 
(e.g., Jacob Babb’s review of Composition, Rhetoric, and Disciplinarity), this 
book attends to questions about the power and potential of disciplinarity, 
especially as it manifests and reifies through research. This collection adds 
valuable perspectives, united by a common thread of examining and inhabit-
ing research as way to resist heteronormativity. Across eleven chapters, the 
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contributors (all emerging and early career researchers) explore the possibilities 
of queer methodologies and methods. Taken together, this collection posits 
(and deconstructs) answers to those disciplinary questions that are new and 
compellingly different. Spoiler alert: there’s also a surprising number of f-bombs.

In the introductory chapter, Banks, Cox, and Dadas explain how this 
collection addresses a significant elision in the field: the scarcity of methodol-
ogy scholarship relevant to queer researchers and/or queer subjects. Even after 
decades of landmark work on queer rhetoric and queer composition (they cite 
commonly referenced work in queer theory, such as Alexander and Wallace, 
2009; Malinowitz 1995; Alexander, 2008; Rhodes, 2004; Rallin, 2008; Hal-
berstam, 2011), queer work remains marginalized and poorly understood. They 
boldly note that writing studies has disregarded or dismissed the queer turn in 
the field, as identified by Alexander and Wallace (2009). For example, they refer 
to the 2013 WPA Conference theme: Queering the Writing Program. Outside 
of the plenary sessions focused on queer-work, most presenters ignored the 
theme and consequently declined the invitation to engage with queer inquiry 
work (6). Part of the issue, they note, is an “inclusionary mindset” that adds 
sexual minorities to “our menu of identitarian concerns” (7). It is difficult 
to move beyond this misconception, but the introductory chapter defines 
queer rhetorics and queer methodologies in a way that should resonate with 
teacher-researchers with a variety of backgrounds and interests. For example, 
they discuss discourse and performativity as two familiar concepts in writing 
studies that were foundational to early queer scholarship. 

At once concerned with knowledge creation about topics we might think 
of as queer and the relationships among researchers who identify as queer, this 
collection provides an array of perspectives on queer inquiry. These perspectives, 
the editors argue, are a necessary antidote to the discipline’s “conservative” 
tendencies that may have led to the omission of queer inquiry methodology. 
Rather than prescribe a limited number of approaches, this collection focuses 
on relational and interpretive elements of queer theory. And, unlike other 
collections, this book is not divided into thematic or chronological sections. 
Even though the editors purposefully resist cohesion, my review of the chapters 
focuses on themes or commonalities between the chapters. 

Hillery Glasby and Deborah Kuzawa offer the most pedagogically fo-
cused chapters. Glasby advocates for two queer concepts—ambivalence and 
failure—which she explored in her junior-level composition course focused 
on LGBTQ identities and writing. She describes the design of the course, 
reading list, and, importantly, the final multimodal project for the course that 
asked students to describe and analyze how they have “erased, silenced, and 
written” as well as how they “(re)present and (re)write” themselves (33). Her 
reflection on this assignment explains the ways that students took risks, played, 
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and violated expectations as they wrote about moments of uncertainly and 
struggle, reflecting more insightful and complex thinking as they abandoned 
conventional expectations for academic writing. Likewise, Kuzawa shares her 
method of using queer theory with her first-year writing students as they ex-
plored the Digital Archive of Literacy Narratives (DALN). She argues that the 
DALN can be used in writing classrooms to demonstrate and practice queer 
inquiry by providing artifacts that can be interpreted using queer methods 
and analytical structures.

Others eschew pedagogical concerns to focus on queer research meth-
odologies—especially blended methodologies—that could be adopted and 
adapted by other researchers. For example, Chanon Adsanatham promotes a 
“methodological alliance” between queer theory and comparative rhetoric as 
both perspectives “value excess, absences, and multiplicities… in order to drive 
epistemological and social change” (79). He proposes a heuristic for conduct-
ing cross-cultural rhetorical readings of nonnormative rhetorical artifacts that 
includes five components: recontemplation, defamiliarization, reevaluation, 
ethics of care, and seeking incongruities (79). This heuristic, which he refers to 
as REDRES, is the most neatly packaged and portable method in the collection 
because it demonstrates how queer methods can be used as something more 
than a corrective for calls for increased “diversity” and can highlight epistemic 
and ethical consequences of cross-cultural rhetorics. 

Maria Novotny similarly identifies queer theory as a “methodological 
ally” to narrative theory in her chapter on infertility stories as counterstories 
(113). Engaging the growing field of biomedical rhetorics, Novotny uses a 
queer assemblage method to attend to gaps in common infertility narratives 
by highlighting embodied non-normativities. A counterstory, she argues, dis-
rupts dominant cultural narratives about in/fertility, facilitates more nuanced 
examinations of “spaces of becoming,” and illuminates presumptions about 
who is impacted by infertility (122).

Moving away from qualitative methods, G Patterson explores how to queer 
quantitative research “challenge[s] the violence of objectivity that so often 
inspires suspicion of quantitative methods” raised by queer and trans theorists 
(56). Patterson explains how they adapted their initially qualitative survey to 
include mostly closed-ended questions designed to provide numerical data 
and, importantly, why these changes were needed and what new insights arose 
from queering survey design. Patterson also describes a “queer/trans kinship” 
method for recruiting survey participants. The chapter is an example of how 
any research method can be adjusted to promote more fairness and justice and 
provides a compelling case for reconceptualizing “deviations as untapped, rich 
sources of information rather than a methodological problem” (69). 
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Jean Bessette promotes queer historiography of rhetoric, literacy, and 
pedagogy as a means of strategically utilizing the past for contemporary ends 
concerned with fairness and justice. With a focus on the Lesbian Herstory 
Archives, Bessette explores binary pairs that often constrain the work of queer 
historiography—queer/archive, silence/speech, gossip/truth, fiction/history, 
present/past, and identity/alterity—and argues that queer historiography at-
tuned to these conceptually complex binaries can help us uncover and generate 
“new understandings of what queer rhetoric, pedagogy, and worldmaking is 
and does—and hasn’t done” (109).  

The last two chapters explore methods for queering our work at the pro-
grammatic level. Nicole Caswell and Stephanie West-Puckett leverage Sara 
Ahmed’s work on feminist killjoys to queer writing assessment and program 
assessment as “assessment killjoys” who disrupt and complicate the status quo 
notions of success and achievement within assessment work. Building on the 
social justice turn in writing assessment and critical theories of validity, Cas-
well and West-Puckett promote Queer Validity Inquiry, which they describe 
as “ongoing interrogation into the effects of assessment instruments…[that] 
intentionally refuses linear notions of progress and success” (170). 

Dadas and Cox write about queer theory’s potential in professional writing, 
noting the troubling disjuncture between professional writing’s focus on the 
contextuality of effective writing and its reluctance to take up queer methods. 
They provide data from their survey of recent professional writing scholarship 
and an interview with Michelle Eble, who was then President of the Associa-
tion of Teachers of Technical Writing. Their chapter concludes with concrete 
suggestions and heuristics for including queer methodologies and methods in 
professional writing research and a call for more research to debunk assumptions 
that professional writing is a space for normative rather than queer rhetorics. 

Stacey Waite and Michael J. Faris offer the two most provocative chapters. 
Waite boldly (and playfully) presents an “instruction manual” for writing queer 
(42). Equal parts disorienting and inspiring, Waite’s chapter deconstructs con-
ventional advice for academic writing and instead offers disjointed, idiosyncratic 
advice. Her point is that such a manual is impossible. Faris’s chapter presents 
a sensory autoethnography of his experiences on Grindr, a popular free social 
networking app that uses geolocation technology to connect users within a 
certain geographic range. These connections can be friendly or romantic but 
often lead to casual sexual encounters. These encounters, Faris argues, are a 
form of “impersonal intimacy” and impersonal rhetorical action (140). Faris 
positions his chapter as an interesting counterpoint to rhetoric’s identitarian 
impulses and analyzes the materiality of sexual bodies as a corrective for queer 
inquiry work that focuses on sexuality as an identity rather than an action.
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Conceptually indebted to traditions in feminist rhetorics and queer rheto-
rics, this collection expertly balances the instinct to contextualize cutting edge 
work within recognizable scholarly traditions, such as feminist rhetorics and 
queer theory, alongside the impulse to do something refreshingly different. 
The book would serve as a well-grounded introduction for teacher-researchers 
interested in queer inquiry work. As the editors rightly note, in the context of 
research methods courses for graduate students, this book would be best situated 
as a supplement to other collections on research methods and methodologies 
because it provides a provocative but theoretically grounded counterbalance 
to the more conservative and hegemonic tendencies within methodology 
scholarship. Emerging and early career scholars would likely see their own 
struggles with/against methodologies reflected in the pages of this collection, 
offering both validation of the struggle to marry research ideas and exigencies 
with recognized methods and providing potential ways through that struggle. 

Reno, Nevada
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