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Institutional Ethnography
Dorothy E. Smith
Note: In this introduction to institutional ethnography as a method of inquiry I make use of various concepts that organize that method. I have had in mind a hypertext procedure. When a concept is encountered that has a specialized use in this context, the reader has the equivalent of a button to press to shift to a locale where s/he will find an account of how that concept is being used. In this case the equivalent of a button is a word in uppercase: ‘institutional ETHNOGRAPHY’ signals a concept provided with an explanation in an alphabetized list of such concepts at the end of the paper. 
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Single parent and school day are not the same linds of concepts tho
The method of inquiry to be described in this paper originates in the women’s movement of the 1970s in North America. I discovered then my double life of household/mothering and the university as a daily traverse across the line of fault between a woman’s life in the particularities of home and children and the impersonal, extra-local relations that the university sustains. Here, in these two work situations, were radically different modes of consciousness. The consciousness-organizing household work and childcare. is highly attentive to the particularities of the local setting -- the physical layout of the household, taking in the state of the floors, putting clean sheets on the beds, checking the refrigerator to see what’s there for supper, calling the kids in from play to get ready for school. It is a consciousness coordinating multiple particular details, cues, and initiatives, involving relationships with particularized others – children, partner, neighbours, and so on. The consciousness that organizes and is organized in the university setting and in relation to academic work is entirely different. It participates in a DISCOURSE in which particular others appear only as their printed names in texts, or positioned as members of definite classes of others – colleagues, students, supervisors, administrators and others. Here the subject participates in relations that extend beyond the local and particular, connecting her or him with others known and unknown in an impersonal organization, both of the university and of the extra-local relations of academic discourse. Particularized relationships emerge within institutionalized forms of coordination. The two modes of consciousness cannot co-exist. Question?implications for “feminist pedagogy”?

I would ask you to consider, in the back of your mind for this class, a very practical and timely question: If you had the chance to decide whether to continue or discontinue the graduate course in feminist pedagogy”, what would you do. If you kept it, what would be its curriculum? What would be its pedagogy?
In the women's movement of the 1970s I learned to take my experience as a woman as foundational to how I could know the world. From a standpoint in the everyday world, the objectified social relations of my work in the university came into view for me in a new way. I could see how the institutional order of which sociology was part was itself a production in and of people’s everyday activities, but that it connected people translocally across multiple local settings. The sociology I had been trained in was written almost exclusively by men from their viewpoint. The pronouns `he’ and `him’ were treated as the universal subject. The women’s movement in sociology was slowly learning how to recognize the extent to which the sociology in which we had learned to talk, write and teach and which claimed objectivity was deeply infected with assumptions that relied on excluding women and their concerns and experience from the discourse. Starting to rediscover the social from the standpoint in the everyday world of our experience was essential to a critique of the language of sociological discourse. In remaking sociology, feminists evolved a critique from that basis and also sought to remake the discipline to enable the experiential to be spoken with authority. My own work was part of this movement with the discourse (Smith 1974). I wanted to remake sociology from the ground up so that, rather than the object being to explain people’s social behaviour, the discipline could be turned upside down to become a sociology for women (Smith 1977), in which our everday/everynight worlds would be rediscovered as they are organized by social relations not wholly visible within them. I called this `making the everyday world a sociological problematic’ (Smith 1979 and 1987).
INSTITUTIONAL ETHNOGRAPHY 

The sociology that has come out of that experience has come to be called??? ‘INSTITUTIONAL ethnography.’ In contrast to other sociologies, it does not take its problems or questions from one or other variant of sociological discourse-- symbolic interaction, Marxism, ethnomethodology or other ‘school’ of sociological thinking and research. This doesn’t mean that it makes no use of such theories, but the central project is one of inquiry which begins with the issues and problems of people’s lives and develops inquiry from the standpoint of their experience in and of the actualities of their everyday living. It is not, however, confined to description of local social organization or to expressions of people’s own experiences. Though the latter are important, indeed essential, to institutional ethnography, the sociological project is one that takes up the everyday world as a problematic for investigation. Every local setting of people’s activity is permeated, organized by, and contributes to social relations coordinating activities in multiple local sites. The work of the sociologist is to discover these relations and to map them so that people can begin to see how their own lives and work are hooked into the lives and work of others in relations of which most of us are not aware. 

If we take the idea of being in people’s EVERYDAY/EVERYNIGHT WORLDS seriously, we run into the problem that we cannot grasp how they are put together from within them as they are experienced. Our directly-known worlds are not self-contained or self-explicating despite the intimacy of our knowledge of them. The everyday/everynight of our contemporary living is organized by and coordinated with what people, mostly unknown and never to be known by us, are doing elsewhere and at different times. Institutional ethnography proposes to address this as its problematic. It takes up a stance in people's experience in the local sites of their bodily being and seeks to discover what can't be grasped from within that experience, namely the social relations that are implicit in its organization. The project calls on us as sociologists to discover just how the everyday/everynight worlds we participate in are being put together in people’s local activities, including, of course, our own. It conceives of the social as actually happening among people who are situated in particular places at particular times and not as 'meaning' or 'norms'. It draws on people's own good knowledge of their everyday/everynight worlds and does not substitute the expert's 'reality' for what people know in the doing. The aim is to create a sociology for rather than of people.

Institutional ethnography’s radical move as a sociology is that of pulling the organization of the trans- or extra-local RULING RELATIONS (Smith 1998) -bureaucracy, the varieties of text-mediated DISCOURSE, the state, the professions, and so on - into the actual sites of people's living where we have to find them as local and temporally situated activities. Concepts, beliefs, theory, ideology – the forms of thought in general – are integral to these forms of social organization and relations and are understood as critical to their local replication. An institutional language or ‘speech genre’ (Bakhtin, 1986b) is itself a dimension of how a given institutional language is renewed and adapted as it is entered into and coordinates the subjectivities of people at work in particular local settings. Institutional ethnography refuses to accept the terms of such genres as constitutive of the objects of its exploration. Rather, as far as is practicable within a given scope of investigation, it locates the object or objects of its exploration in the actualities of the work/activity as it is coordinated, including the concepts, theories and so forth that are implicated in that coordination. 

The double dialogue of sociological inquiry
Ethnography, writing about how people live, has a long history, originating in descriptions of how 'others,' people not like ourselves, live. It has been deeply embedded in imperialism. In sociology today it is largely used to describe how others live who differ from 'us', sociological readers, and who are marginalized in some way in the society. It is this relationship that creates the ambiguities of the power relationships that Tracey Reynolds (in this volume) analyzes. On the one hand, if the ethnographer is to properly describe a people's ways of living, s/he has to understand them, must become to some degree close to and be trusted by them; on the other s/he is committed to betraying their confidences to outsiders who may make of what she tells whatever they want. Her description represents them for others 'objectively' and 'as they really are'. Description commits an invisible mediation. The describer is supposed to vanish in the act of writing so that somehow the original of what s/he has written will appear directly to the reader through her or his text. But as we know now, from the many critics of anthropological ethnography, this is not possible (Clifford, Marcus et al. 1986; Abu-Lughod 1998; among others). Indeed it looks as if the ethnographic act aimed at describing people's ways of living is an oxymoron. The project is fundamentally contradictory

Sociology is peculiar in that it aims at understanding the same world that the sociologist is part of and does her sociological work in. Classically, sociology has sought devices that would enable its accounts of the social to pretend to stand outside it. However it confronts a fundamental difficulty in sustaining this: sociological inquiry is necessarily engaged in a dialogic relationship with those it studies. The sociologist is in dialogue, direct or indirect, of some kind or another with others in the world she shares with them. In dialogue with others we are captured, changed, come to see things differently. In the view put forward here, sociology, despite its claims to objectivity, can never achieve it. It can never insulate itself from the dynamic of an object that refuses to remain an object. Nor can the sociologist simply segregate the sociological from the other-than-sociological dialogues she carries on. It is in the nature of her subject matter that s/he is exposed to capture by perspectives and ways of thinking other than the sociological. Disciplinary concepts and theories function to regulate sociological discourse and to guard it against this essential risk (Smith 1998), always imperfectly. Out of the primary dialogue with people who constitute both the resources for the accounts to be written and their ultimate users, we fashion a secondary dialogue within the order of sociological discourse, constrained by its conventions, methodologies, rules of evidence, discursive objects, and other aspects of the `order of discourse’ (Foucault 1981). 

Ethnographic work is explicitly a dialogue. Or rather two intersecting dialogues, one with those who are members of the settings to be described and the other with the discourse our description is to be read in. Dialogue number one is the ethnographer’s interviews with informants or observations of people’s everyday lives (observation is no less dialogic though the ethnographer doesn’t speak). Dialogue number two is the dialogue between the ethnographer and her or his readers, the people s/he writes for. She writes about her research in dialogue with the discourse in which he study originates. That discourse has already shaped the dialogue with the people whose lives she is describing in the choices of topics for her interviews or what she is attentive to in her observations. The issue of power lies in this intersection. The ethnographer’s power is to take what people have to say and to reassemble it to appear in quite a different setting in a different language and with interests and purposes that are not theirs. 

Part of the problem I've described above comes from the difficulties created by working up what is essentially dialogic into a monologic form (Bakhtin and Holquist 1981), that is, by writing over or reinterpreting the various perspectives, experiences, ways of using language, of the primary dialogue into a single overriding version in which the differences, if they are registered at all, appear only as expressions or instances of the dominant discourse. The institutional ethnographic approach to the necessarily dialogic of any ethnography is one that recognizes and works with it. Its aim is not to describe how people live or the meanings they share (Emerson et al. 1995). It receives people’s accounts of their everyday life experiences as they tell them. They are the expert practitioners of their everyday worlds; they know how they go about doing things. The institutional ethnographer’s interest is in learning from them first and then beginning to locate in their accounts the junctures between the everyday worlds as they told them and how they are hooked into relations that connect them beyond scope of experience. The aim of the enterprise is to be able to return to those who are situated as were her interlocutors in the same institutionally ordered relationships, including, of course, those who directly participated, with something like a map of how the local settings of their work are organized into the relations that rule them. The project is analogous to cartography. It should produce accounts of the social relations and organization in which the doings of the people s/he's talked to are embedded that will enlarge individual's perspectives beyond what they can learn directly from their participation in the everyday/everynight world. 

Finding the social
The social, the object of institutional ethnography’s attention, is conceived of as arising in people's activities (what they do, say, write, and so on) in particular local settings at particular times. Institutional ethnography’s people are always embodied. They are always somewhere at some time. The social is a focus on activities as they are coordinated, neither exclusively on the activities nor detaching the coordinating as `system’ or `structure.’ The social is a focus on what is actually happening; it to be discovered in people's doings in the actual local settings of their lives. In emphasizing the concerting of people’s activities as its focus, institutional ethnography moves away, on the one hand, from concepts such as Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of habitus (Bourdieu 1990) that reduce the social to properties of individuals or concepts such as social structure or system that reify the coordinative dimension of people’s activities. 

This ontology of the social includes in a single ontological realm the standard dichotomy that lays practices on the one side and forms of consciousness, beliefs, ideology, concepts, theories, and so on, on the other. Language, concepts, thinking are here all recognized as among people’s activities. They occur in time and are done in the particular local settings of people’s bodily being. Thought and mind may be experienced as divorced from the local and from individual’s bodily being, but the experience of separation from local actualities is itself produced right there in them as people adopt a disciplining of the body so familiar we pay no attention to it and as they take for granted the text as their medium of access to the beyond-the-local. Concepts and theories appear extra-temporal on the page but in actuality they are people's doings in their reading and thinking and in their talk in particular local settings and at particular times. All the phenomena in language, therefore, are included in the institutional ethnographer’s object of study and they are indeed of special importance as coordinators or organizers of people's divergent consciousnesses. Hence the institutional ethnography relies on the language in which people speak of what they know how to do, of their experience, and of how they get things done. The language, perhaps better, the speech genre of the institutional setting carries institutional organization. 
Map. Limits of language
Conceiving of the social, the object of our investigations, as the ongoing coordinating or concerting of people's activities is a minimal theoretical move. It locates only a point of entry. It makes no commitment to what may be found: That remains to be discovered; or has been discovered. Nor does it make an a priori commitment to a particular level of abstraction. Sociology provides grand resources to support the elaboration of any preliminary formulation as inquiry goes forward. Once we are free from the constraints of belonging to and subordinating our investigation to the dictates of one of its 'schools' and governing what can be found by its conventions, we can draw on what comes to hand in our cartography. Specialized theories recognize and analyse different levels or aspects of the social. Ethnomethodology's conversational analysis, for example, formulates and makes visible the concerting of people's talk in conversation. The theory of Marx's major study of Capital brings into view and analyzes the peculiar properties and dynamics of the social relations among people arising in the exchange of money and commodities. And again, at a level prior to conversational analysis, George Herbert Mead's work provides an interactional theory of symbolic behaviour (language). Institutional ethnography begins with and takes for granted that people experience, see, and conceive things differently. Each individual begins from the null point of consciousness (Schutz 1962), based in her or his body which situates consciousness in a site no one shares. The articulations of the social organize multiple layers of diverging locations that are mediated to people through their activities and people’s activities themselves organize perspective that diverge in the very process of their concerting. Since coordinating and concerting are the stuff of the social, differences of perspective, interest, and so on are expected. Social relations and organization generate difference. Divergence is primary: consensus is a chimera. Indeed coming at things differently is what makes the concerting of people’s activities endlessly open-ended and productive. In institutional settings and hence of special interest to their ethnographer are those socially organized forms that generalize and objectify since these must subdue and displace the particularity of individual perspective that arises spontaneously in actual work settings. Institutions, as objectifying forms of concerting people’s activities are distinctive in that they construct forms of consciousness–knowledge, information, facts, administrative and legal rules, and so on and so on-- that override individuals’ perspectives. Foundational to these forms of consciousness are texts, printed, computerized or otherwise replicated. The architecture of institutions is through and through textual whether in print or computerized and institutional ethnography increasingly incorporates attention to texts and textuality. Objectification and generalization are themselves the local practices of people’s everyday/everynight lives and are to be explored as locally achieved (Marx's conceptualization of the economic forms of social relations, for example, specifically provides for how people as individuals become both individuated and invisible in the interchange between money and commodities). In a sense the collection of data and its analysis aim at discovering just how the institutional is being produced by people at work in the particularities of their everyday/everynight lives. 

In what follows, I have adopted the device of describing two studies in some detail. The first of these is research which Alison Griffith, Ann Manicom and I were doing some while back exploring the relationship of the work that mothers do in the home to the educational work of the school. In that study, we relied almost entirely on open-ended interviewing as a research method. The second study to be described focuses more on the textual dimensions of institutional processes. It describes part of a study by Ellen Pence in which she introduces texts into an investigation of the work organization of the judicial processes focused on cases of domestic abuse. 

DOING INSTITUTIONAL ETHNOGRAPHY
Finding a direction
Of all the possibilities of ethnographic focus, what is to be systematically recognized as relevant to the institutional ethnographic project? The lived world can never be exhaustively described or enumerated. It is always more and other than anything that can be said, written, or pictured of it. Any kind of story-telling selects from the raw material, shapes it, and creates discursive order. The story-telling is achieved in actuality whether in writing or reading, but the actuality always escapes; it is always over; it is always other. When I went out as an innocent graduate student to do an ethnographic study of a state mental hospital in California, I was sent out simply to observe. But simply observing is disorganizing. Observation without an attentional frame is anomie. It means not knowing how to look, what to select, what to ask, what to follow up, and so on. It means not knowing what part to play in the dialogue. The problem is only overcome by somehow finding a direction (and some despairing graduate students, working with this recipe, never do). The observation and interviewing that go into ethnographic study need a general formulation of what we would be attending to and recognizing and in how we analyze them and the relevant institutional texts. 

Institutional ethnography begins by locating a standpoint in an institutional order that provides the guiding perspective from which it will be explored. It begins with some issues, concerns or problems that are real for people. These guide the direction of inquiry. Alison Griffith and I began with our experience as single parents. We decided we wanted to understand why we had the kinds of problems with the schools that we identified with being seen as defective parents of actually or potentially defective children. Over the period of two or three years before we decided to undertake the research, we shared confidences, complaints, miseries and guilt arising from our relationship to our children's schools. On long walks through the RAVINES of Toronto we shared the stories of our mothering work, of our children's struggles, of our fears about interfering, of pushing teachers too hard, of not pushing them hard enough. Our explorations opened up the social relations and organization of schooling as those in relation to which women’s work as mothers is done.

On these walks, we also framed our collaborative research project on mothering for schooling. We had learned over the years how to interpret ourselves as imperfect families and we knew we were seen just so by teachers and administrators in the schools our children attended. We knew that problems our children might have in school would be and were interpreted in terms of their defective families and our experience had been that being labeled in this fashion undermined our ability to be effective in dealing with their schools. Alison had already laid the groundwork for our more systematic and sociological reflections on our experience by her research into the ideology of the single parent family and its various uses by educational psychologists, educational administrators, and teachers (Griffith 1984). Now we thought we could find out more about what was so special about the `Standard North American’ family (Smith 1998) of father earning the income to support a wife and mother at home and children in school if we talked to mothers with children in elementary school about the work they were doing in relation to their children's schooling. Because our own experience had been as members of a 'deviant' category of families vis-à-vis the school system, we were interested in learning more about the 'normal' family against which our own had been seen as wanting. 

From experience to institution 

We decided to work with a procedure which would first establish a particular standpoint located in women's everyday lives in the institutional context and hence in the ways they are related to and participate in it. We would start by interviewing intensively a small numbers of women with children in elementary school. Their interviews would give us a standpoint from which we could open up exploration from the side of the school and school board. An institutional order doesn’t offer a ‘natural’ focus. It is a complex of relations rather than a definite unitary form such as a corporation. Hence, in addition to whatever political interests the sociologist may have, locating a specific institutional standpoint organizes the direction of the sociological gaze and provides a framework of relevance.

The investigation itself builds from one stage of research to the next on the basis of interviews. The interviews in explicating women's EXPERIENCE of their work as mothers in relation to their children's schooling, would specify the problematic of the research beyond its tentative formulation in our own experience, Alison's and mine, of the same kind of work. What defines the textual community thus to be created was the institutional regime we and the women we would talk to participated in and were defined by. After we'd talked to the women, the second stage of research would situate their experiences in the organization of the schools attended by the children. The movement of research goes from an exploration of the everyday particularities of women's work as mothers to exploring the generalizing and generalized relations in which each individual's everyday world is embedded. We could not know the specific character of the problematic of the everyday of mothers’ work until we had explored it with them. That done, we could go on to open up the institutional order to which their work contributes and with which it is coordinated.

We thought that women’s mothering work would vary not only from individual to individual, but according to different conditions of mothering. If mothering differed, so would schooling. Our interest was not in the effects of different mothering practices on the achievement of the individual child, but in different forms of the social relations set up between varying individuals at work under varying conditions and the characteristic standardizing of the institutional regime. For these reasons we decided to talk to women whose children were attending a school in a largely middle-class district and one in a largely working-class area1. 
Dialogue in practice

Institutional ethnography isn’t about explaining people's behaviour or about testing theory-derived hypotheses by relating variables derived from individual’s responses to structured questions. The problem is not to select a sample that can properly be treated as representing a particular population, nor to be able to make statements of relations among variables that can be generalized from a sample to the population it represents. Institutions are themselves generalizers and their ethnography looks for the ways in which the particularities of people’s everyday doings bring into being the distinctively generalized forms of the institutional order. Locating people to talk to involves making decisions about the perspective from which an institution is to be explored. Alison and I had a specific agenda. We began with mothers and the work of mothers in relation to their children’s schooling. We were interested in how that might translate into differences in the organization of schooling. We talked to twelve women in all, six with children in an elementary school in a district largely populated with people in a low income group and six with children in a school in a largely professional-managerial population. Why six in each? We certainly did not claim to have drawn a sample of any kind. We had specifically sought to locate ‘non-defective’ families, i.e. families in which both parents were present. We did not think we could learn enough without being confronted with differences in the conditions under which women’s work as mothers was done and hence with having to recognize the ways in which the generalized/generalizing relations worked on and organized how women managed the ‘schooling’ dimensions of their work under varying conditions of that work. We did not only want to explore that work in settings where it was economically supported; we wanted to see how it was done where economic conditions made it more difficult. 

Institutional ethnography is sampling an institutional process rather than a population. No doubt there would be more systematic procedures than those we used in this early study. But in principle institutional ethnography might begin with one individual. The presence of institutional organization is in what someone has to say about her or his work (in the sense that we use the term here – see below). Choosing a standpoint from which the institution will be explored is a key step in the ethnography (Smith 1987: 181-190). Others may be interviewed but those interviews will not establish a new standpoint though they will, importantly, provide a different perspective on the major themes that have emerged from interviews with those who make up what we might call the ‘standpoint’ sample.
Interviewing
One of the problems of sociological research in institutional settings is that interview respondents speak from the generalized and generalizing discourse. Even when they talk about their work; they may move into their everyday competence in the ideological language of the institutional discourse. Such discourses are extraordinarily lacking descriptive content and can be largely useless to the interviewer unless she is investigating the order of the institutional discourse itself. Here is where our concept of WORK kicks in. It focuses on the concrete and everyday and particularizes rather than generalizes. Hence in devising our new interview schedules Alison and I had to find a format that would anchor the interview at the descriptive level and avoid elevation into the institutional (Smith 1990). `Work,’ in our sense, has the major merit also of evading the divorce of subjective and objective that often requires the sociologist to hover unhappily between objectified description (as in ethnomethodology’s conversational analysis) or concepts of meaning which are generated by methodological apotheosis (as with grounded theory). Marjorie DeVault (1991) in her study of feeding the family demonstrates how interviewing people about their work in the generous sense of the term used here elicits talk about how they think and feel about the work of feeding the family as well as about the practicalities. Meaning and subjectivity are not differentiated from accounts of people’s doings.Ok, but  I don’t quite get this, how to think about it in my own work, eg. For me the rpoblem is what we have been calling after backhtin, ‘ventrolipquation’ , and this idea of setting things up so we would NOT elicit ‘instituaionldiscourse’ (eg ‘teachers’ ‘professional discourses’), but how do you do this? Think about how to do it? 
When our initial research plans and progress were disrupted, Alison and I had to plan our next steps with greater economies of time in mind. For the very open interviewing we had used at first, we substituted a more formalized traditional approach using more or less set questions. Our interviews in the new setting opened by taking respondents through a standard school day, asking them for each step about the work they did in relation to it: what was involved for them in getting their child off to school? Did they come home for lunch and what had to be done (prepare meal, get child back to school on time, and so on)? When the child/ren came home from school, what then? And so on. Since we were not following the traditional sociological procedure of starting from disciplinary concepts or theory to specify first questions and then coding categories, our interviews did not to make up a collection of data we could wrap up in a box of code. We found what we had not known how to look for. It pushed us to think further than we had at the outset. The concept of ‘SOCIAL RELATION’ proved more analytically powerful than we had anticipated in those days when institutional ethnography was still relatively undeveloped. We’d thought of the orderly parameters of the school day simply as a data-eliciting device, and, although we were aware of the problem of the assumed typicality of the day, we had discounted that in favour of the access to the concreteness of the everyday work of seeing to it that children have eaten breakfast, are dressed appropriately for school and weather, that they are pried away from television, if indeed they are allowed to watch first thing, and so on. We had not seen, as we came to see later, the school day’s orderliness as an intersecting of the work of school teachers and administrators (as well as, ultimately, the law) and of mothers who sustained its scheduled character by the work they aimed at achieving it. But we also talked to women for whom achieving the regularity of the school day was not salient. And to those who expressed the strain of coordinating their own and their partner’s schedule of paid work to the unaccommodating school schedulers of their children. We began in this way to see the typical schedule of the school day a a joint product and, eventually, to analyze it as a ‘social relation’ (discussed at greater length in the following section). 

Research as discovery
In institutional ethnography, the researcher is permitted to learn, perhaps must learn from each interview what may inform and change the subsequent (DeVault and McCoy 2000). There is progression from interview to interview, even when the same topics or questions are introduced each time. In our dialogue with our respondents our thinking was changed and sometimes in ways that were only contingently related to the planned relevancies that guided interview topics. One such moment led us to become aware of a dimension of our work and thinking that we had not recognized at the inception of our study, though it now seems obvious. Or rather it expressly recognizes a dialogic of social inquiry that is always ineluctably there. The formalized structuring of questions used in survey research and in some forms of qualitative research (though now by no means all) suppresses the effect of dialogue, aiming at the outset to produce a monologic (Bakhtin 1981) in which the respondents’ part is subdued to the terms of the pre-set questions and the pre-coded responses. For the most part sociological method expressly suppresses the dialogue at work in what we call our ‘data.’ Dialogue is concealed either by the use of data that has suppressed dialogue before it arrives at the analytic site or by deploying theory that converts the many-voiced into the monologic (Bakhtin's term). Recognizing interviewing or observation as essentially dialogic recognizes the researcher's interests in the research as integral to the dialogue while at the same time relying on the other to teach, if you like, what the researcher must learn from her. Sociological research, in these terms, can only be successful if it takes advantage of what Hans-Georg Gadamer (1994) takes to be essential to dialogue, namely that the parties to it take the risk of being changed. Does the respondent in an interview risk being changed by the interview? In hearing herself focus in her talk on what she has not perhaps imagined would be of interest to anyone she takes that risk. Is it something that can be made explicit? I doubt it. These are the normal risks of conversation. But the institutional ethnographer is actively seeking to be changed, to discover not only what she did not know but, as she goes about her work, how to think differently about what she is learning. Furthermore, she is doing discursive work and hence her change aims at change in institutional ethnographic discourse and more generally in what we know about how institutions work. 

For Alison and me, another moment of change was particularly significant, not only for the specifics of our study, but because it introduced to us the idea that institutional ethnography did not ‘naturally’ confine the researcher to the planned parameters of the project. In the course of interviewing, we encountered situations that made us, as single parents, uncomfortable, even anxious. One such was that of an interview with a woman who was the wife of a professional, did not work outside the home, and had much time to spend with her children. She described her many activities with her children, at that time seven and eight, including taking them to see Shakespeare plays at the Stratford Festival. She told us that her children helped choose which plays they should go to. Such amplitude of time let alone of other resources precipitated feelings of guilt, anxiety and pain in the researchers who had not had time or other resources to do this kind of work with their children. But that did not excuse us. We were responsible whether the conditions of doing that work were present or not. Normally such responses are ignored and certainly not considered relevant to the investigation. But institutional ethnography, recognizing that the researcher is in the same world as that she’s investigating, can take advantage of such responses as opportunities tor opening up dimensions of the institutional regime that weren’t recognized at the outset of the project. So, rather than leaving things at the stage of telling and sympathetic listening, we started to question why we reacted in this way to interview experiences of this kind. Tracing this research byway, we came upon what we now call the mothering discourse (Griffith and Smith 1997). From historians we learned that this discourse emerged, in North America at least, in the early twentieth century. It was associated with the rise of the new middle class organized around education, credentials and career-structured occupations and the professions. In a sense, women in the middle classes were mobilized by the mothering discourse to commit themselves, under the guidance of professional experts, to a demanding work of child rearing, socialization and education. Mothering discourse places on mothers an undefined responsibility for their child’s educational achievements, personality, and general well being. A mother’s responsibility is not determined by specific tasks but by outcomes. Any problem that the child might encounter is read back into what she has done or failed to do. 

In the 1932 edition of The Normal Child, Alan Brown reminded readers that “the mental environment of the child is created by the mother. This is her responsibility and her opportunity.” These words ere echoed in countless publications throughout the period. A 1936 articles in Chatelaine [a Canadian women’s magazine] warned mothers that “your child mirrors you and your home: if your child is a problem child, probably you are a problem mother.” (Arnup 1994: 151)

The mothering discourse has changed over the years in its specifics, but not in the onus of responsibility it lays on mothers (today we begin to see fathers implicated too, particularly in relation to their sons). For participants in the mothering discourse, their responsibility knows no limit, either practical or emotional or of knowledge, on what she should have contributed to the child. 

We discovered also (somewhat to our chagrin) that the conceptions built into our interview strategies presupposed the mothering discourse and that many of the women we talked to were also participants. They knew how to ‘talk’ the discourse just as we did and we have no idea how deeply our shared discursive competence went into shaping the stories we were told. There were also those, though few, who clearly were not participants. One interview I did myself returned me to a familiar experience. Some while earlier I’d interviewed my mother, then in her mid eighties, about her experiences as a young woman in the women’s suffrage movement in England. Although I was a reasonably experienced interviewer, I had the uncomfortable sense that I could not line up my questions with where she was coming from. Even though I paid due respect to what she had to say and listened carefully, I felt at each next question that I was somehow interrupting her train of thought and that my questions had no continuity with the preceding responses. At a later time, and after she’d died and after I’d had an opportunity of teaching an undergraduate course that I’d had to prepare for by reading extensively about the women’s suffrage movement in Canada and the United Kingdom, I came to have an understanding of that period that I’d not had at the time of our interview. I knew then that it was my ignorance that structured the interview. Now in my interview with this particular respondent, I was having the same experience. I was not able to locate myself properly in the universe of discourse from which she spoke. Looking back I can see the effects of the mothering discourse in how I assumed that all mothers would be primarily oriented to a child’s successful school career and hence did not attend to the possibility that for some such issues as the economic well-being of the family or a sense of the importance of local and family relationships might be given priority (these are my guesses after studying the transcribed interview many times). The mothering discourse allowed no such alternative priorities and I did not attend to that possibility. In the absence of my awareness of the problematic status of this assumption, I failed to engage with her in the kind of talk that might have opened up other ways of thinking in me.

Institutional ethnography is, in principle, never completed in a single study. Exploring an institutional regime is best done from more than one perspective. Inquiry is conceived overall as opening different windows based in how people are positioned in the institutional regime, each giving a different view of the terrain.This is exactly what map wants to do.*** we do no arge with peoles maps and codings, we simply enable a different way to look at them in their coordination (‘convergence’, multimodality) and to compare accounts and ‘co-ordinates’.  Ann Manicom’s study of the experience of elementary school teachers in the classroom opens such a window in its exploration of teachers’ work in schools in differing class contexts. In a school in a low-income district, the teachers she spoke to reported that they had to put considerable classroom time into teaching children such skills as how to turn the pages of a book in the right direction and the direction in which the writing is read, or how to use pencils and crayons. While the children they taught might be skilled in ‘street smarts,’ some had not acquired sure? b/c seems unlikely these kids actually cant turn pages etc the background competences that could be taken for granted by teachers in the school in the middle-class district. Her work emphasizes the implications not for the individual child but for how teaching can proceed in the elementary classroom and hence the implications for the level at which the curriculum can be taught. Quite simply, the more time that had to be given to teaching ‘background’ skills, the less time to teach the curriculum. Relating her study to ours brought the social relations of mothering and schooling more clearly into focus. On the one hand there were mothers at work in their homes under whatever conditions of time and other resources available to do the supplementary work of teaching and sustaining the orderly process of the school day, and on the other, there were teachers whose conditions of work in the classroom were shaped by the time and whatever other resources were available in the home. The mothering discourse earlier described was clearly of importance in coordinating the efforts of participating mothers with those of teachers and of the school in general. Non-participating mothers did not have the same commitment to the work that would complement the teachers’ work in the classroom. 

Working with the data
In institutional ethnography, the concept of social relation is central to the analysis. Analysis does not work with a set of categories and concepts that are laid over the texts of our transcribed interviews but locates what we have learned from respondents about their ‘work’ as it is coordinated by relations connecting it with the work of others, known and unknown. As George Smith (1995) emphasizes, the concept of social relation does not identify a class of phenomena, but focuses on how what people are doing and experiencing in a given local site is hooked into sequences of action implicating and coordinating multiple local sites where others are active (Smith 1990b: 93-96). Hence analysis isn’t a mock-up of a statistical procedure, but one that examines how work in one institutional site connects with the work of others in other such sites.what does the how look like? Any eg? The interviewing procedure has this analytic strategy built into it. It is also available, however, in particular interviews in the ways in which people in how they speak incorporate the socially organized relations in which their experience arises. 

We take the view that social organization is built into people’s ways of speaking or writing, ‘speech genres’ to use Bakhtin’s (1986b) term [LANGUGE AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION]. Hence social relations are already implicit in how people talk about their work. We can, we believe, find in their talk their particular moments of participation in social relations that hook their local experience to the work of others elsewhere, known and unknown. In the interview transcripts, therefore, we look for what people say about the ‘work’ they do that connects them to the work others are doing elsewhere or else-when. 

Schools rely on the extensive supplementary educational work that many mothers do at home. It may involve such familiar tasks as helping the child with homework, tutoring the child, reading, visits to libraries, museums and zoos. It also includes less formal aspects like teaching the child to identify colours, familiarizing the child with letters using the plastic alphabet with fitted with magnets that can be stuck to the refrigerator. Mothers, sometimes both parents, may also take children to the library, the zoo, the museum; mothers in particular go on school trips and volunteer time to the school. Then there are the less visible forms of work, such as that of monitoring the child’s school experience by asking her or him about what happened at school that day or scrutinizing work brought home, usually done when a child returns home from school in the afternoon. Mothers must also sometimes spend time dealing with a child’s anxieties about school–perhaps a teacher’s speaking to her or him sharply, perhaps a schoolmate’s teasing, or the like. Such mothering work is mobilized by the mothering discourse. The generalization of the public school system has come to be complemented and sustained by a generalized discourse that assigns to mothers this kind of supplementary educational work. Manicom’s study has given us a stronger sense of just how important this work is for the school in general, let alone for the individual child’s career at school. This is the work that the mothering discourse calls women to, It is a service to child and school that lacks specification and boundaries. It can use up all the time that is available -- and still leave a mother feeling that she is wanting. 

The school day is thus seen relationally. The daily scheduling of the school’s work by teachers, school secretaries, and school administrators is complemented by the work of family members, women, children and sometimes men. What seems to have this firm and finalized existence, the school day, comes into being as a relation that is recreated everyday on one side at home and on the other at school. The school day, from the side of the school, is the framework within which curriculum space is allocated to different parts of the curriculum. 

When the school day is examined relationally, we can also to see how the realization of the province’s school curriculum as an allocation of daily time-slots depends on the family’s commitment to the work of ‘getting to school on time.’ But back in the home is another hook-up. There are the schedules of paid employment that don’t coordinate with the schedule of the school. The school day presupposes a parent available at home to manage the schedule of the ‘home day’ so as to coordinate the uncoordinated. Here was a difference between the women whose children attended the school in the middle-class district. For the most part, their husbands were in paid employment outside the home and they were not. A couple worked a few hours a week. One, who actually turned out to be a single parent, did work full time. She was the only single parent in the group of women we talked to. Apparently the school was not aware of this in giving us her name as some one willing to be approached for an interview. Families with the children in the school in the lower-income area had rather different patterns of organization. There was one in which the family organization was just the same as most of those with children attending the middle-class school in that the husband was employed fulltime (he was an engineer) during the daytime and the wife was not in paid employment. But in all the others, no parent was at home full time during the day; all the women, with one exception (she was in full-time training as a veterinary assistant) in various ways were engaged in earning a living, though not all are in regular jobs. So the time of the women with children in the lower-income district school was not available in the same way at the times that were fitted to the school day, nor in general for the supplementary educational work on which the middle-class school relies. Of course, these were families which were ‘intact,’ i.e. in which both parents were present and the latter were not, according to the school board and school administrators we spoke to necessarily typical of the Downtown community where there was a relatively high proportion of single parents. Single parents, as was our own experience, are likely to be less well situated in terms of time and resources than the mothering discourse model requires. It is hard for them to make the objective of a child’s success in school the priority around which the household day and resources is managed.

We are talking about the work and experience of individuals, but the relations in which they are active and to which they contribute, are ‘institutional’, that is, they are generalized across individual situations and experiences. Though individuals and how they go about their work is individually various and unique to each, they are active in producing together objectified forms that transcend individuals and are both historical and allochronic. Institutional ethnography recognizes that the institutional forms and relations are always being produced by individuals at work and yet that they are generalized and standardized. The women we talked to each had their own way of organizing the work of schooling that is done in the home; each family’s way was an idiosyncratic configuration of particular people. Yet they were all in various ways active in producing and reproducing the institutional character of the schools their children attended. It is this institutional character of the social relations coordinating the work being done by mothers and by the professionally and administratively regulated work of teachers that enters the unique and particular relationships between child, parent and teacher to the societal level of the social relations of class. 

In this way, institutional ethnography opens up into larger social relations, exploring the institutional order. We can begin to locate people’s everyday lives in the institutional order, in changes in it, in shifts in government policy, and in more general changes in economic organization that are taking place. It is also possible to locate specific possibilities of change (Pence 1996). The complex of the ruling relations, including the functional foci of specific institutions, is grasped from a standpoint within them and is brought into view in how these relations coordinate people’s local practices. In tracing these relations, we’ve found that tracking the interchanges of the-time-it-takes is analytically valuable in sorting out the interconnections (we note though we have not explored the theoretical and analytic linkages to Marx’s conception of labour time). In education, how time is allocated is central to how a public educational system produces inequality. Imagine a total educational work time, to be allocated to either school or home. Current assumptions (built into curriculum expectations) are that the supplemental education work mobilized by the mothering discourse will be done at home. Where time is not available at home to do this work or when that work is not done for whatever reason, the school does not expand its time to compensate. We can begin to see then how the public school system comes to operate as an ‘engine of inequality’ (Smith 1997) . An important dimension of the availability of teachers’ educational time is class size. Class size is regulated sometimes directly but always through funding. As less public money is spent in education, class size and/or the teacher-student ratio increases and teachers have less time to spend with individual children and, in particular, do not have the time to do ‘repair’ work with a child who may be falling behind her/his classmates in a particular area. In this situation, the tendency is for the teacher to pass the problem back into the home, as by asking parents to spend time reading with the child, or the like. We asked the teachers we interviewed how it would be if their class size was halved. All responded, almost with the same words: ‘Oh, then we’d really be able to work with the children as individuals.’ 

We were, of course, discovering class, though in a new way. We were discovering that the public school system functions in North America as an 'engine of inequality' and we could begin to describe how people are putting together this engine in the practices of their daily lives as those practices are coordinated with one another to create social relations that the different parties may not be aware of, and do not intend. We had opened up an institutional process to discover a work of women and the conditions of its doing; we discovered how that work was mobilized and organized by a mothering discourse that claimed women's time not just as something done for her children but as something done for the school her child/ren attend/s. In the economic conditions that govern the availability of time, we could see home and women's work as a kind of conduit that transmitted those conditions to the school, again not as a matter of an individual mother of a particular child but as a consequence for the school itself and how it could deliver a standardized curriculum. In a sense, we were unpicking class itself against those theory-derived conceptualizations that create virtual collections of people in a virtual structure. We were replacing this with an examination of the interlocking of work, time, and economy of actual people situated differently in an institutional order, so one aspect of the social relation (in the sense used here) in which both parents and teachers are active becomes visible. 

But making visible a more extended organization of social relations is not the only or indeed the primary object of institutional ethnography. We have, through this work, been able to talk with women about how their work as mothers is located and show them something of the relations they are caught up and are active in. Our analysis shifts responsibility from women as mothers not to the teacher but to how teachers' time is allocated and to the issues of funding and class size that are consequential for the conditions of teachers' work and ability in practice to treat each child as an individual.

TEXTS as coordinators
The grand puzzle of institutions is how they generalize across many local settings of people’s activities. Institutional ethnography argues that generalization is text-mediated and that standardized and replicable texts coordinate the local settings of people's work. Texts as read and written in the everyday actuality of people's work coordinate what people are doing in one local setting with work done by other elsewhere or at different times. Texts bring external regulation into the immediacy of the everyday/everynight world. They can be seen in the quotation above from a historian’s account of what Alison and I have called ‘mothering discourse.’ However they may be read, the printed text, the computer software, or other textual form, brings an identical set of words or images into local sites. Of course, not every body reads a given text in the same way, but for every site into which a given text is inserted one side of the text-reader conversation is fixed and unchanging from site to site to site.

In an ethnography, therefore, texts are taken up as they enter into action. Their conceptual dimensions are held not as meaning, but as "organizers" packaged for transmission to multiple sites. The tricky matter for the ethnographer is to locate texts in time and as constituents of social relations. The social act unfolds in time as well as in actual local settings. The texts that coordinate local settings and particular times articulating them into extended social relations beyond, must be recognized as 'occurrences' at the moment of reading that enter into the reader's next doings or 'responses'. Or they are at work in talk or in writing/reading as organizers of local settings, referenced, aimed at, governing, the ongoing development and concerting of activities. 

Reading is interactive. The text is both activated by the reader and interpreted in relation to the local work organization and courses of action of the setting in which it's read. The text-reader conversation is active, but it is also peculiar and unlike conversation in face-to-face talk in that the text remains the same thing no matter how many times it is read. Spoken conversation takes shape as each speaker responds to the other whereas in text-reader conversations, one side is fixed, pre-determined and remains unchanged by the history of its reading. One ‘party’ to the conversation is fixed and non-responsive to the other; the other both takes on the text, in a sense becoming its voice, even its agent (Smith 1990, 1998), and at the same time, responds to, interprets, and acts from it. The printed or otherwise replicated text standardizes for any reader one term of the text-reader conversation. Readers in different site and at different times can engage with and be regulated by the ‘same’ text. In a sense, the words that organize may thus be spoken in just the same way to different people at different times.

At the time that Alison and I did our research, we were scarcely aware of the significance of texts in the organization of institutional relations. We might have examined them at a number of points at which they coordinate parent-school relations–the report card, for example (Stock 2000), or in the texts of the mothering discourse–but we did not. Here then I draw on a study by Ellen Pence of the judicial process in cases of domestic abuse. 

Ellen Pence was part of a group in Duluth, Minnesota that had been providing advocacy support for women whose partners had been charged with domestic abuse. Those working in this way had ample experience of how little even the improved efficacy of the judicial process contributed to women’s safety. Pence’s study drew on that experience supplemented by rare opportunities for observation and participation, making the texts so ubiquitous in the judicial process part of her observational and analytic focus. Her study of the judicial process traces it from the moment when the dispatcher receives a 911 call to sentencing. She never sees the problems as those of individuals. Rather she examines the interlocking textually coordinated sequences of action that relate the law, the work of the police, lawyers, probation officers, women’s advocates, judges, social workers and so on. The work organization is not an effect of a single unit regulating the various functions within a corporate entity. The work in each site is coordinated with others through the texts that each is legally responsible for producing at various stages of the overall process. Each textual step is the basis on which the next step is taken. 

The standpoint she adopted was that of women situated in (and in many ways outside) the judicial process whose partners had been charged with domestic abuse. The police responding to the 911 call that initiates the process in most cases translate what they discover in the setting and the events that occur there in their presence into a report. George Smith has made a detailed analysis of this step in his study of charges brought against gay men engaged in sexual activity in a bathhouse in Toronto in the 1980s. He shows the police report as constructed to select those aspects of what the police saw and how they attended to what could be fitted to fit the law under which the men were charged. In the instance of domestic abuse, the process is initiated by someone present at the scene, sometimes one of the adult participants, sometimes a child, occasionally a neighbour. The work of the police in rendering the local particularities of events into textual form is critical in the initiation of the judicial sequence of action and their report, as Pence shows, plays a critical role in coordinating the work of others. The report standardizes for all involved what is known of the incident for the prosecuting attorney, for the lawyer for the defense, for social services (particularly if children are present), and so on. If someone is arraigned for trial, this report will have played a central part. 

Pence introduces the concept of PROCESSING INTERCHANGES as part of her analysis of how texts coordinate this judicial process. Text processing interchanges are those work sites in the institutional processes into which a given text is entered and from which it is passed on or incorporated into new texts to the next site which may also be a processing interchange. She quotes a fictional account created by a detective to illustrate the ways in which the processing of a case can be dragged out by the sequence of steps that are involved. It also illustrates a sequence of processing interchanges:

Jan. 1, 1993, a Friday: A domestic between a co-habiting couple occurs in the city. The victim gets a black eye and bloody nose and calls the police. A sqd. responds and finds the offender gone and is not able to locate him within the 4 hours. They go back to their business.

Jan. 2: The sqd. dictates a report.

Jan. 4: The report is transcribed and returned to the Patrol division.

Jan. 7: The report is signed by the supervisor and taken to the traffic division where it is logged as a warrant request.

Jan. 8: It is placed in the city attorney basket. It is Friday.

Jan. 11: It is logged into the city attorney’s office and sent to an attorney. Some time within the next couple of weeks, an attorney will review it, decide to issue, direct a clerical to fill out the necessary forms.

Jan. 25: The file is returned to the DPD Detective Bureau clerical person with a summons attached.

Jan. 27: The clerical types out the summons information and mails the package out, including all of the reports, the victim and witness information and statements.

Jan. 28: The victim and offender, having continued to live together, share the first day since the assault that they have not thought or argued about it.

Jan. 29: The offender opens his mail and notes that his court date is set for Feb. 22.

Feb. 22: He doesn’t appear for court. At the end of the day, the court file is carried back into the Clerk of Courts offices.

Feb. 23: It is placed into a basket where it sits for the standard two week minimum grace period.

March 10: It is removed from that basket and placed into the “return to city atty for warrant basket.” It may sit there until a stack “worth” picking up or mailing back over accumulates but to be charitable, lets say it goes within a couple of days.

March 12: It is received in the city atty’s office and sent to the issuing attorney.

March 17: It is dictated as a warrant and returned to the DPD.

March 18: Sgt. Nichols carries it to the court, swears to it and has it signed by a Judge. He then carries it into the Clerk of Court’s office. There it is placed into a basket of complaints to be filed when they have time. This may take a week.

March 24: It is placed into the warrants basket to be picked up by the Sheriff’s warrants office.

March 26: It is received into the warrants office, logged in, entered into the computer and placed into the basket for service.

March 27 and 28: The couple spends first weekend since his failure to appear, not worrying and arguing about what will or should happen.

March 30: He calls and agrees to come in the next day.

March 31: He appears and pleads not guilty. A jury pretrial is set for the first week of May (jpt’s are always the first week of the month and he is now too late for April). (Pence 1996:67-8)

This account makes vivid how the text of the original police report travels, is added to and incorporated into other texts, and how the accumulating texts coordinate the activities of people positioned differently in the institutional order. And, of course, the whole of this sequence has implicit reference to the legislation that has established domestic abuse within criminal law as well as to other like texts that regulate local practices (Smith, GW: 1995). Then, taking the standpoint of battered women in relation to the institutional process, we can see, as does the detective who wrote the memorandum, how the time the textual processing takes jeopardizes the safety of the woman involved. 

Pence’s work is neither simply analytic nor simply critical. Her interest in using this method of inquiry to disclose how institutional processes are assembled in the everyday work of people implicated in them. From the standpoint of women who are abused, the outcomes of the judicial process are rarely successful in securing their safety and may even place them at greater risk. If people at work in the police and judicial process could examine, by examining the textual forms of organization, how their work is concerted so that it produces the outcomes it does, maybe they could also find ways of designing it differently. For example, the protocol for making reports is not well established and standardized across the state. There are no established instructions for what must be attended to when the police come to a situation of domestic abuse. Though domestic abuse comes under the criminal code in Minnesota, the scene is not treated as a crime scene. The degree of injury is not always established. Extraneous detail not strictly relevant to determining whether there are grounds for a charge, such as that the parties have been drinking, are included. The reports may be so sparse that they are inadequate to determine whether a charge should be laid. Where those involved are native peoples or African-American, the reports may be deeply flawed by racism. And so on. One place to begin, then, is to introduce standardized procedures for writing such reports which are become part of police training and are also required by the supervisor who checks the report.

In this brief exposition of one part of Pence’s study, we can see how the ‘observation’ of how texts coordinate institutional process complements rather than displaces the explication of the interlocking work of people whose local activities are bringing into being the institution’s  translocal and allochronic order. Alison’s and my study was oriented to a social relational sequence that, at the point of interchange between mothers’ work and the work of teachers and school administrators where texts were not, for the most part, directly implicated. Pence’s study focuses on the significance of texts and the processing of texts in the sequential organizing of people’s work. Choice of approach depends on the situation that the researcher has undertaken to explore and on the forms of coordinating people’s activities that actually obtain there. The textual, however, has special significance because it allows the institutional ethnographer to locate the essential modes in which translocal and allochronic relations are coordinated and through which the institutional property of being generalized across local sites is achieved. But the analysis of textural coordinators does not mean suspending an interest in people’s work in the local settings of their eveyday/everynight living. Not only their work with texts, but how their work in general is coordinated by texts, is an integral feature of institutional organization.

Pence suggests that those involved in institutional processes can themselves conduct a systematic investigation using institutional ethnography as a critical method for examining the actual outcomes of how their work is coordinating. Focussing on the mediated role of texts displaces focus on individuals and brings into critical consciousness aspects of how their work is coordinated that are not ordinarily examined and are, at the same time, of considerable importance in how the institutional process works. Such a critical investigation can be the basis on which changes can be designed and introduced that do not require the radical modifications of a whole that are generally beyond people’s power to achieve. 

CONCLUSION

vs” reconfiguring ruling relations”….Increasingly social organization as it evolves among people in direct relationships is displaced or regulated by exogenous systems of rationally designed textually mediated forms of organization that connect people’s everyday/everynight worlds into the contemporary regime of capital accumulation. Institutional ethnography aims at uncovering, from the standpoint of people located in a definite institutional site, the progressive despoiling but what abt the suggested prescribed framework for intake interviews, etc as suggested earlier? of people’s local and particularizing control over their everyday lives as the expansion of the ruling relations continually displaces and expropriates their self -and mutually generated relations, their own knowledge, judgment and will? What abt redneck racist communities The studies that have been and are being done explore each from a different site the complex of the ruling relations. The concept of institution is not intended to confine investigation to forms of objectified organization associated with the professions. Institutional ethnogaphy’s characteristic strategies reach equally effectively into the ruling relations of capital. A study by Dawn Currie and Anoja Wickramasinghe begins with the everyday experience of women garment workers in factories in a Free Trade Zone in Sri Lanka. Currie and Wickramasinghe describe the long hours, the stress, the effects on their health, job insecurity and “the growing casualization of work” as women experience them They go on from this account to locate such experiences in economic policies of Sri Lanka in the changed global economy and the complex of communication and management created by transnational corporations specializing in textiles. The latter locates Sri Lankan textile factories in a world-wide hierarchical division of the labour of fashion production articulated to different markets (Cheng and Gereffi 1994). From there connections can be made with the organization of design and advertising in the fashion industry that establish the perennially changing and market-differentiating norms of style, colour, and so on that become a motive to buy.

Studies such as those described all too briefly above go much beyond what particular studies may have to tell us. It might seem as though institutional ethnography produces a collection of particular studies, interesting perhaps as such and possibly useful to those whose lives are shaped in the ruling relations and would like it to be different. But each study reaches into and investigates relations that are generalized beyond the particular case. Indeed that is a distinctive effect of the objectified forms of the ruling relations. Each study examines a facet of the great trajectory of ruling that has been developing and being developed both technologically and in scope and effectiveness since the nineteenth century. Each study, therefore, brings into view an aspect of the changing regime of accumulation that is assembling distinctive institutional forms evolved out of and transformative of those that have gone before. Each study therefore brings into view another piece of the complex of objectified relations and organization, mediated by texts (print and electronic) in which our daily/nightly lives are embedded and by which they are organized. 
Institutional ethnographic research and analysis does not displace or reconstruct the experiences of those implicated in an institutional regime. Rather, by locating people's site of experience in the social relations of the institutional regime and explicating what we can of the relations that enter into that experience, we can create something like a map of the relations in which people's own doings and experiences are situated and by which they are shaped. When I teach institutional ethnography as a research approach, I recommend it as a skill in an analysis and explication of the form of power in which most people in our kind of societies are implicated. Nor does it explicate power as the ineluctable. Ellen Pence has developed institutional ethnography as a method that people working in institutional settings can use to explore and redesign the coordinating of their own work (Pence 1996 and forthcoming). The ways in which power is brought into view as a mobilization of people’s coordinated activities also points to ways in which change can be inserted into organization from within. And we are all insiders in one way or another.

Exploring the ruling relations from different positions discovers them in greater depth and complexity. Each new study, responding to the different properties and features of organization that come into view, has something new to say about how they are put together. New kinds of analysis are suggested, worked with, and become available to the next practitioner. The products of the work of institutional ethnography do not feed only into academic settings, although these are by no means neglected, but reach into teaching, into the initiation of change and into awareness of the implications of changes that are imposed upon us. 

List of Concepts

DISCOURSE 
My usage originates in Michel Foucault's conception which appeared originally in his Archeology of Knowledge and was subsequently developed particularly in his lecture on 'the order of discourse (Foucault 1981).1 use it to designate a class of those relations that organize the local translocally. A general usage of discourse from which mine diverges is Diane Macdonnell's (1986). She describes it as ". . .the kind of speech proper to the shop-floor of a factory conflicts with that of the boardroom. Different social classes use the same words in different senses and disagree in their interpretation of events and situations”. Gee, Hull and Lankshear’s use is rather like Macdonnell’s but extend it to a range of social forms including: “different sorts of street gangs, elementary schools and classrooms, academic disciplines and their sub-specialities, police, birdwatchers, ethnic groups, genders, executives, feminists, social classes and sub-classes and so on and so forth. (Gee, Hull and Lankshear 1996: 10) And they point out that "We are all capable of being different kinds of people in different Discourses.' (1996: 10) (The parallels between this concept of Discourse and the ordinary sociological conceptions of role and social system are striking.)
My own conception of discourse rejects this generalization of the concept to what used to be described in sociology as 'sub-cultures'. I want to preserve Foucault's conception of the order of discourse but to stretch it in ways that escape Foucault's paradigm. I take it up from women's standpoint as I've defined it. Hence the subject is always embodied and is located in an actual situation of activity which the discourse coordinates with others also at work. Discourse is taken not only to be practices (Foucault), but the practices are of definite individuals located just as they are in the actualities of their everyday\everynight worlds as they/we experience them. Their 'practices' are coordinated through discourse as how what they do is made accountable to themselves and others (Garfinkel 1967). Since discourse is viewed as organized social relations among people, the order of discourse is seen as bringing into being an objectified organization of social relations that exist only in people’s activities but that come to stand over against them, overpowering their lives. This indeed is a central difference between this and other concepts of discourse. This is the specific relevance of the concept to institutions when the generalization of the work that produces the institution on an everyday basis is problematized rather than taken for granted. A rule of institutional ethnography's discourse is that inquiry may not escape people's essential embodiment and hence their essentially localized (time and place) mode of being in the world. The objectification and trans-local organization of discursive relations must themselves somehow be produced and reproduced by particular people located just where they are.
ETHNOGRAPHY
As in `institutional ethnography.’ I quote from earlier work: 
The notion of ethnography is introduced to commit us to an exploration, description, and analysis of such a complex of relations, not conceived in the abstract but from the entry point of some particular person or persons whose everyday world of working is organized thereby. Ethnography does not here mean, as it sometimes does in sociology, restriction to methods of observation and interviewng. [It means] rather a commitment to an investigation and explication of how "it' actually . . . . works, of actual practices and relations... Institutional ethnography explores the social relations individuals bring into being in and through their actual practices. Its methods, whether of observation, interviewing, recollection of work experience, use of archives, textual analysis, or other, are constrained by the practicalities of investigation of social relations as actual practices./Note however that the institutional ethnography as a way of investigating the problematic of the everyday world does not involve substituting the [sociologist’s] analysis, the perspectives and views [for those of the people she talks to or observes]. (Smith 1987: 160-161) 
They are the expert practitioners of their own lives and the ethnographer’s work learns from them and goes beyond what they know only in finding how they are connected beyond what is visible to them.
EVERYDAY/EVERYNIGHT WORLDS
I use this expression as a reminder that women’s work in the home isn’t just a daytime affair.
EXPERIENCE 
The concept as it is used here does not refer to an authentic individual act of consciousness that gives access to a world directly known. Postmodernist feminist theory has been properly critical of feminist theory that has attempted to transpose what has been the experience of some women into generalized formulations legitimated with reference to the authenticity of woman's experience. The critique asserts that there is no experience that is not already discursively structured. It is essentially spoken or written and hence is necessarily and always mediated by the structuring of the discourse in which it is uttered. This critique, however, ignores that extraordinary moment earlier in the women's movement when women in Western societies at least when we were discovering and struggling how to think ourselves apart from the masculinized forms of thought that had constituted us another, positioned, but not subjects, and without a language for speaking our condition. To speak from experienced was to struggle with discourse and to appropriate terms or force them to behave as they had not behaved before. Rather therefore than the deterministic formulation of feminist postmodernism, we turn to how Mikhail Bakhtin has conceived the relationship between discourse as that depository of speech genres that has been laid down as people have spoken and written in the settings of their specific activities in relation to one another and a specific moment of utterance in which the speaker or writer makes do with what is given to get something said. Her/his utterance is determined by what is already established; her/his utterance; it depends on this utterly; using its terminology and syntactic strategies s/he reproduces the genre. At the same time s/he may refashion it to meet what s/he is trying to get said and this refashioning is projected ihto the future. Bakhtin’s theory is dialogic. Each next speaker or writer is in dialogue with discourse. 
This is how I conceive of experience. Not as an already given authentic knowledge of what is for the individual consciousness, but as a dialogue, now an actual conversation, whether in writing to an abstract reader or spoken directly to another. As a social form, it has definite conventions. One speaks of her experience and the other, who may question, assigns the privilege of narration to s/he whose experience is uttered. Sometimes there is a struggle with the discourse within which the dialogue is engaged to get it to speak what is coming to be experience-as-uttered. Discourse does not determine; it is dialogically engaged with what the speaker or writer is trying to find a way of telling. 
INSTITUTION

As in institutional ethnography: Best I can do here is to quote from an earlier work in which 1 first wrote about institutional ethnography. 
I am using the terms "institutional" and "institution" to identify a complex of relations forming part of the ruling [relations], organized around a distinctive function-education, health care, laws, and so on. In contrast to such concepts as bureaucracy, "institution" does not identify a determinate form of social organization, but rather the intersection and coordination of more than one relational mode of [ruling]. Characteristically state agencies [and laws] are tied in with professional forms of organization, and both are interpenetrated by relations of discourse of more than one order. We might imagine institutions as nodes or knots in the [ruling] relations . . . coordinating multiple strands of action into a functional complex. Integral to the coordinating process are ideologies systematically developed to provide categories and concepts expressing the relation[ship] of local courses of action to the institutional function. (Smith 1987: 160)
It is a specific capacity of institutions that they generalize. And are generalized.  Hence in institutional settings, people are active in producing the generalized out of the particular.
LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION 

Again, I quote: 
As interviewers we get persuade people to talk about the everyday worlds in which they are active.. . . the social organization of our daily practices governs our choice of syntactic forms and terms when we speak them. . . . It would be hard for someone to speak un-methodically in referencing social organization of which she is a competent practitioner. We speak from the known-in-practice ongoing concerting of actual activities. We speak knowing how rather than knowing that. We do not, of course, except tin rare instances, speak of that social organization. We speak methodically. When we first encounter a new social organizational setting, we typically find that there is a problem of speech. It is like this: while we may be sure that we understand everything that is said, we are not at all sure that we will be able to speak correctly; we are not sure that the appropriate terms, names, titles, and so forth will assemble in the appropriate ways. But what are these appropriate forms? They are seldom as distinct as matters of protocol, of different official language uses. They are commonly the difference between how those speak who are ongoing practitioners of a world and who know how to use its language in situ as part of its ongoing concerting and how those speak who are as yet feeling their way into the properties of its everyday practices. The language of the setting observes the relations of its social organization. Its proper uses indeed preserve them. In the interview situation, the original setting is not operative, but registers as an underlying determinant of how the informant talks of the setting because it is the only way in which it makes sense to talk. (Smith 1987: 188-9)
PROCESSING INTERCHANGES 
No one oversees a case from its inception to its final resolution. No single person hand-carries it from one processing point to another. The case is routed. Interchanges are connected through routing instructions and procedures. Some of these connections operate quite smoothly; others do not. Some of them are critical to women’s safety. The dispatcher, or in civil court, the clerk, is the first person in a long chain of responders to a domestic assault case. The station of each responder has built into its information-collecting and information-producing functions mechanisms that link the information into an overall case construction. It is neither the worker nor the woman who was beaten who moves from one point to the next in the stages of case processing; it is the case file. This file stands in for the woman who was assaulted, for her assailant, and for those who act to intervene. (Pence 1996:53) 
Processing interchanges are designed to organize the information received by intervening practitioners and to institutionally structure the kind of information that is produced at each interchange. Almost all interchanges are structured by the required use of forms, administrative procedures, regulations, or laws which screen, prioritize, shape, and filter the information the worker uses to produce accounts, reports, or documents related to a case. (Pence 1996:55)
RAVINES IN TORONTO 

A surprising city, Toronto is riddled with ravines many of which have not been developed. Trails have been created; the ravines are modestly but not too enthusiastically groomed; in some parts they remain quite wild and even occasionally difficult. There are a few unfortunate golf courses that bar the foot traveller and in one or two spots, the only way through is the railroad line and its insecurities, but generally it is possible to travel substantial distances with only occasional returns to the surface to find a connecting link between one part of a ravine and another where the path has been closed off by narrowing sides. Toronto’s ravines play a part in Margaret Atwood’s The Edible Woman. 
RULING RELATIONS
The ruling relations become visible when we start inquiry in the everyday worlds of people’s experience. They are relations that coordinate people’s activities across and beyond local sites of everyday experience. We know them variously as bureaucracy, discourse (in the Foucauldian sense), management, mass media, institutions, and so on and so on. In contrast to those forms of coordinating people’s activities that are direct (moving furniture, for example, or playing soccer), they are extra- or trans-local and based in texts of various kinds (print, computer, film, television, and so on). Such concepts as information, knowledge, 'culture,' science, and the like are rethought as relations among people that rely on the materiality of the text and its increasingly complex technologies. 
SOCIAL RELATIONS 
The term `social relations' does not refer to relationships such as instructor-student, between lovers, parent-child, and so on. Rather it directs attention to and takes up analytically how what people are doing and experiencing in a given local site is hooked into sequences of action implicating and coordinating multiple local sites where others are active (Smith 1990b: 93-96; G. W. Smith 1995). A social "relation is not a thing to be looked for in carrying out research, rather, it is what is used to do the looking" (G. W. Smith 1995: 24). It is a practical realization of the commitment to the discursive problematic of the everyday/everynight world (Smith 1987).
TEXTS 
Printed or electronic or otherwise replicable texts have the extraordinary capacity of double presence–they are read or produced in the actual local settings of people’s work or other activities and at the same time their replication in multiple different settings (and at different times) enters a standardized component into every settings in which the same text is read/viewed. It is, I suggest, texts that produce, in and out of the ephemerality of people’s everyday activities, the stability and replicability of organization or institution.
Unlike some theorizing of ‘text,’ the term is used here strictly to identify texts as material in a form that enables replication (paper/print, film, electronic, and soon) of what is written, drawn or otherwise reproduced. Materiality is emphasized because we can then see how they are used to create a crucial join between the everyday actualities of people’s activities and the social relations they coordinate.
WORK
Dialogues with experience can participate in many discourses. Often it's thought that experience must refer to the subjective, the personal. The discourse of institutional ethnography selects 'work' as a metaphor that focuses the examination of experience on what people do. I do not want this notion to be shifted towards the notion of competence, though the institutional ethnographer relies on the know-how of her or his respondents. Competence shifts the ground away from the concerting of people's activities and towards an individuating of the social. It installs people's doing in a disposition and formulated thus the social never actually happens. The concept of work as it is used here to focus the attention of both parties to the dialogue on what is done and being done, under what conditions, in relation to whom, and with what resources. Here is how I conceptualized this in my original formulation of institutional ethnography. 
We are familiar with the ways in which the concept of work had not been extended in the past to women’s work in the home as housewife. Our notion of work had to be expanded to include housework, and in doing so we discovered some of its presuppositions-the implicit contrast, for example, between work and leisure, which is based upon work as paid employment and does not apply to housework. Expanding the concept of work for our purposes requires its remaking in more ample and generous forms. Some wages-for-housework theorists have developed an expanded concept of housework, which I shall use as a model. They have used it to include all the work done by women [as well as by men] to sustain and service their... functioning in the wage relation and hence indirectly to sustain and service the enterprises employing their labour. This generous conception of [work] includes not only domestic labour proper but such activities as driving to one's place of employment, eating lunch in the cafeteria or making and eating sandwiches, purchasing and maintaining clothes, and so forth. All these aspects of everyday life are essential to the economy though they would not ordinarily be described as work, let alone as housework. For wages-for-housework theorists, housework becomes an economic category identifying those work processes that are in fact part of the economy but are not represented as work, being described as consumption or not al all. (Smith 1987: 165)
The concept of work is used in institutional ethnography it identifies what people do that takes some effort and time, that they mean to do, that relies on definite resources, and is organized to coordinate in some way with the work of others similarly defined. The merit of this concept when the inquirer enters into dialogue with her respondents is that it bridges both subjective and objective. It is both about what people do and it is also about the consciousness that necessarily goes along with doing. As George Herbert Mead said in recommending his brand of behaviourism over that of Watson, the act begins inside the individual and proceeds outside and inside and outside cannot be separated. Feeding the family, as Marjorie DeVault (1991) has described it, doesn't just mean preparing the food and putting it on the table, it also means planning the meal, thinking through what might already be in store somewhere, deciding what has to be shopped for and how to fit the shopping into the daily routine, coordinating the cooking and serving of a meal with the diverse schedules of different family members, and so on. This inside/outside disclosure anchors the ethnography in an everyday/everynight world while avoiding the divorce of subjective from objective that characterizes research oriented to 'meaning'. It also anchors the terminology in the discourse of the respondent's setting which is shared by others in the same setting and bears the social organization of their coordinated work. The trick, however, is to be able to extend this concept beyond what people might ordinarily think of as 'work' and beyond how we might ordinarily think about it, to see thinking or reading as work or the production of objectivity in science as people's concerted work. On the other hand, it's important too to keep in mind that 'work' here is a metaphor. At some point it may hamper rather than help and then the sociologist needs to remember that s/he's focussed on people's doing in the most general sense and needs to find some other concept.
ENDNOTES
1.We started interviewing in one community doing interviews that sometimes lasted a couple of hours and met two or three times. We had made our contacts through the schools and after only a two or three interviews and one meeting with a principal, we were rudely ejected by the superintendent of schools. We had to move to another community and there, because our time was now more restricted, we worked with a more structured interview procedure. All research has an economy that shapes it beyond methodology and theory.
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