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ETHICS, RESEARCH REGULATIONS,

Gaile S. Cannella and Yvonna S. Lincoln

$he soctal, intellectual, and even pelitival positions from
which the notion of reseavch ethics can be defined have
certainly emanated from diverse knowledges and ways of
experiencing the world, as well as from a range of histerical
locations. The regulation of research ethics (especially legislated
regulation) Tias, however, most often been influenced by iradi-
tional, roﬂ_‘.om:z?o:m:S:E._m Clifford G, Chuistians {2005}
discusses the histaries of research ethics, from a value-free sci-
entific neutrality that constructs science as “political only in its
application” (Mill, 1859/1978; Reot, 1993, p, 129; Weber,
1904/1949) to communitarian perspectives that challenge
researchers (o join with communities in new forms of moral
articulation {Benhabib, 1992; Denzin, 1997, 2003).
1n 2007, in 2 special issue of Qualitative fnquiry dedicated to
tesearch ethics and regulation, we discussed these multiple
locations as well as contemporacy power orientations from
which diverse perspectives emanate. We focused on legislation
imposed on researchers regacding the ethical conduct of
tesearch; ethical perspectives practiced, taught, or denied by
those who teach and perform research methods; contemporary
concerns that research is legitimated through maiket philaso-
phies; and voices of the marginalized, created as the Qther by or
through research practices. Intertwined throughout eur discus-
sion was the recognition that regulation in its multiple forms
results in an illusion of ethical practice and that any universalist
¢thic would be “catastrophic” (Foucanlt, 1985, p. 12}, Turther-
moe, diversity of theoretical positions and perspectives within
the fizld of qualitative Inquity has already generated rich and
prafound possibilities for reflexive ethics. From within these
diverse perspectives, authors in the special issue reconceptual-
ized rescarch ethics as particularized, infused throughout
inquiry, and requiring a continued moral dialogue—as calling

S -

AND CRITICAL SOCIAL SCIENCE

for the development ofa critical consciousness that would chal-
lenpe the contemporary predatory ethical policies facilitated
through neeliberalism (Christians, 2007; Clark & Sharf, 2007),

We whe identify ourselves as critfcal in some form (whether
hybrid-other—subject-feminist-scholar) have attempted Lo
engage with the muliiplicities embedded within notions of
elhical schelership, Belng critical requires a radical ethics, an
ethiics that is atwaysialieady concerned abetet power and oppres-
sion even as i avolds constriseling power’ as a new iruth. The
interscction of power, oppression, and privilege with issues of
human suffering, equity, sacial justice, and radical demaocracy
results In & critical ethical foundation, Furthermore, ethical
orientations are believed Lo be played out within the personal
core of the researcher as she ot he examines and males deci-
sions about the conceptualization and conduct of reseaich as
either oppressive or emancipatory practice.

A conceplualization of whal some have called a critfeal sncial
science incorporales the range of feminist, posteolonial, and evel
postmodern challenges to oppressive powet, as well as the vari-
ous interpretations of critical theory and critical pedagogies that
are radically democratic, nltilogical, and publicly, centrally
cepcerned with human sulfering and oppression. Traditional
social science tends to address research ethics as following pa-
ticular methodological rules in practices that are designed in
advance and would reveal universalist results identified as ethi-
cal from within an imperative that would generalize to “save”
humanldnd. For criticalists, however, this “will to save” is an
imperfalist imperative. Rather, critical radical ethics is relational
and eollaborative; it aligns with resistance and marginality. In
Ethical Futures in Qualitative Research, Norman K. Denzin and
Michael D. Giardina {2007) describe the range of scholars who
have called for a collaborative critical social science model that
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“aligns the ethics of rescarch with a palitics of the oppressed,
with a politics of resistance, hope, and freedom” {p. 35),

A critical encial scienee literally requires that the researcher
reconstruct the purposes of inquiry to engage with the struggle
for equity and justice, while at the same time examining (and
countering) individual power created for the researcher within
the context of inguiry The ethics of critical social science
sequire that schelars “take up moral projects that decolonize,
honary, and reclaim indigenous coltural practices” {Dengn &
Giardina, 2007, p. 35), as well as engage with research that mobi-
Tizes collective actions that result in “a radical politics of possi-
bility, of hope, of loye, care, and equality for all humanity”
{p. 35} Researcher actions must avoid the perpetuation or
maintenance of inquirer-oriented power (as savior, decolonizes,
or one that would empawer),

A critical social science reconceptualizes everything, from
the emheddedness of ethics {and what that means) to the role
of ¢ethics in constructing research questions, methodologies,
and possibilities for transformation, The major focus af this
chapter is to examine the complexities of creating an ethical
critical social science within our contemporary sociopalitical
condition, a condition that has reinvigorated the privilege of

(empire throngh neoliberal Western discourses and regulatory
technologies that would intervene into the lives of and literally
create the Other and that continues redistribution of resources
for neeliberal purposes {even from within a new administration
in the Unifed States that we believe is concerned with equity,
anti-oppression, and social justice). We have previously dis-
cussed the positions from which research ethics tend to have
been drawn, ranging from government regulation o voices of

. peoples who have not benefited and have often been damaged
by research (Cannella & Lincoln, 2007; Cannella & Manuelito,
2008; Virucu & Cannetla, 2008}, Tn this chapler, we use these
various standpoints to further explore a radical ethics as neces-
sary [or eritical social science, We focus on constructing dia-
logic critical foundations {that we hope are anticolonial and
even countercolonial) as well as reconceptualizing inguiry and
forms of research (and researcher) regulation. Critical perspec-
tives are focated in the continuous alliance (and attempts at
solidarity) with countercolonial positions and bedies and with
the always/already historical acknowledgment of intersecting
farms of privilege/oppression within conternporary contexls,

Furthermare, an evelving critical pedagogy (Kincheloe,
2007, 2008) is employed as a Jens from which to generate
forms of critical ethics that would transform academic {and
public) spaces. This evolving ceiticality reconfigures the pur-
poses of inquiry to focus on the dynamics and intersections of
power relations between competing interests. Inguiry becomes
the examination of contemporary forms of domination, as
well as studies of what “could be”—of equitable and socially
just fusnres, In addition, governmentality is addressed as pro-
duced by and producing forms of repulation interwoven with

individial technologies of desire and ccepted institutional
practices. Finally, research regulation as ethical construct is
rethought as reconfigured through the voices of those who
have bezn traditionally marginalized as well as through the
deployment of a critical social seience whose purposes are to
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oin with,” rather than “know and save”

B ConstrucTing CriTical Ways oF BrinG

Although not without conflicting beliefs, the range of critical
perspectives (whether feminisms, poststructuralist worl, queer
thearies, posteoinnial eritique, or other forms of knowledge that
would address power) all tend to recognize the ways that par-
ticular groups of people have historically and continnally been
denied access to sites of power and have been systematically
disenfranchised. These critical viewpoints have increasingly
identifiec] with musginatized peoples and have recognized the
need to avoid (orms of tepresentation that maintain power in
traditional locations. Furthermore, critical perspectives have
called for the formation of alliances and attempis to join (he
struggle for solidarity with those who have been oppressed and
inequitably treated. Patriarchal, racisl, and colonializing forms
of power are understond as historically grounded and recog-
nized a5 never independent of cultural, political, and social
context. For these reasons, we begin with a discussion of the
need for critical ethical alliances that are always engnizant of
the histarical grounding and dominant power structures within
the present.,

Fthics and countercolomial alliance, An ethical perspective that
would always address human suffering and life conditions, align
with politics of the oppressed, and move (o reclaim maltiple
knowledges and ways of being certainly involves complexity,
openness to uncertainty, fluidity, and continued reflexive insight.
Diverse conceptualizations of critical social science have rein-
troduced multiple knawledges, logles, ways of being in the
world, and ethical orientations that have been historically mar-
ginalized and brutally discredited, facing viclent atlempts at
erasure. As examples, Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999) proposes
four research processes that represent Maovi collective ethics—
decolonization, hesling, tvansformation, and mobilization.
Lester-Irabinna Rigney recommends that research methods
privilege indigenous voices, resistance, and political integrity
(1999). Sandy Grande {2007} puts forward Red pedagogy, an
indigenous methodology that requires critique of democruey
and indigenous sovereignty, functions as & pedagogy of hope
that is contingent with the past, cultivates callective agency, is
concerned with the dehumanizing effects of colanization on
hath the colonized and the celonizer and is boldly and unabash-
edly political. Using Emmanvel Levinas’s focus on the pri-
macy of the well-being of the Other (1988), Jenny Ritchie and
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Chery] Rau (2010} canstruct a countercalonial ethics, labeled an
eiiceof alterity, which would shift the focus from "us” or “them”
i “a callective reconfigring of who ‘we' are” (p. 364). Corrine
Glesne (2007) even suggests that the purpose of research should
he solidarity: “If you want Lo researcty us, you can go home, If
you have come to accompany us, if you think our struggle is also
yaue struggle, we have plenty of things to talk abeut” (p. 171).
Critical pedagogues focus on the underpinnings af power in
whatever context they find themselves and the ways that power
performs or is performed to create injustice.

These are just & few of the ethical locations from which &
ceitical social science has been proposed, introducing multi-
plicities, complexilies, and ambiguities that would be part of
any moral conceptualization and practice of research focusing
on hieman m:%iam and appression, radical democracy, and the
strmggle for equity and soclal justice, Furthermore, those of us
who have been privileged through our connection with the
dominant (e.g., education, econamic level, race, gender) and
may at least appear as the face of the oppressor must always
avaicl actions or Interpretations that appropriste. We must
struggle 1o “join with," and “learn from” rather than “speak for”
or “intervene info." Voices from the marging demonstrate ihe
rangg af knowledges, perspectives, languages, and ways of being
that should become foundational to our actions, that should
become a new center.

At various points, we have attempted to stand for a critical,
transformative social science, for example: with Viroes (Virurn
& Cannella, 2006) the critique of the conslruction of the ethno-
graphic subject and the examination of privilege created by
langnage in research practices; with Manuelite (Cannella &
Manuelito, 2008} in proposing that social science be constructad
in ways that are cgalitarian, anticolonial, and ethically embed-
ded within the nonvielent revolulionary consciousness pro-
posed by hooles (1990), Recognizing that ethics as a construct {s
always and already essentializing, we have suggested thata rev-
olutionary ethical conscience would be anticolonial and ask
questions like: How are groups being used politically to per-
petaate power within systems? How can we enlarge the research
imaginary (g, reparding gender, race, childhood) to reveal the
pessibilides that our preoccupations have obscured? Can we
cultivate ourselves as those who can desire and inhabit
unlhought spaces regarding research {about childhood, diverse
views of the world)? (Lincoln & Cannells, 2007). Can we critique
otie own privilege? Can we join the struggle for social justice in
ways that support multiple knowledges and multiple fogics?
These diverse perspectives and the eaderlying moral founda-
tions from which they are generated are basic to the construe-
tion of an ethical, critical, even anticolonial social science, The
ethics and the science must be understood as complex, must
always be fluid, and must continually employ sell-examination.

Furthermore, using the scholarship of Michel Foucault,
Frantz Fanon, Judith Butler, and Gayatrl Chakeavorty Spivals,

Anthony C. Alessandrini (2009 calls {or an ethics without sub-
jects that is a new concept of ethical relationships, a responsible
ethics that can be considered “after” humanism (p. 78), This
posteolonial ethics would oot be between pecple; rather in its
fulure-oriented construction, an ethical relationship would
occur with “would-be subjects that have nat yet come into exis-
tence” (p. 78). The ethical relations would address conlemporary
political and power orientations by recognizing that the investi-
gator and investigated (whether people, institutions, or sys-
temns) are subjects of the presence or aftermath of colonialism
{Spivak, 1987). The tautology of humanist piety thal would
“save” others through science, religion, or politics wotld be
avoided (Fanon, 1967; Foucault, 1984a). Yet, the Enlightenment
blackmail that insists on a declaralion of acceplance or tejection
would be circumvented, while at the same time g eritical lexd
bility is maintained [Butler, 2002; Fovcaul, 1984h). Ethics
would involve being responsive and responsible to, while both
trusting and avoiding consteuction of the Other, Ethical respan-
sibility would be to a future, which can be accepted as unknow-
able (Artridge, 1994),

Drawing from Ritchie and Kau [2010), we would also sup-
port a critical research eihics that would counter colenialism.
This critical ethics would value and tecognize the need to

B Fxpose the diversily of eealities

Engage witty the webs of interaction that construct grablems in
ways (at lead to power privilege for particular grotps
Reposition problems and decisions toward social justice
Joinin seliduricy with the traditionally oppressed Lo crzuie new
veays of functioning

The magnitude and history of contemporary power. The ethics of
a critical social science cannot avoid involvement with coniem-
porary, everyday life and dominant societal discourses influenc-
ing that life, Research that would challenge oppression and foster
social justice must acknowledge the gravity of context and the
history of power within that centext. _

In the 21st century, this life has been constructed by the
“Imperial Court of Corporate Greed and Knowledge Contral”
(Kincheloe, 2008, p. 15). Interpretations of knowledge and licerally
all hurman activity have been judged as valid and reliable if they fit
the entrepreneurial imperative, if they foster privatizatien, com-
petition, carporatization, and profiieering. In recenl years, many
of us have cxpressed outrage regarding this bypercapitalist influ-
ence, the free market illusion, over everything from definitions of
public and bigher education as henchmarked and measureable to
privatization of services for the public good, to war mengering as
g vehicle for corporatization to technologies that produce human
desires that value setf and others only 0s economic, mensured, and
entrepreneurial performers (Cannella & Miller, 2008; Cannella &
Virury, 2004; Chomsley, 199%; Horwitz, 1992},

Many of ug would hope that a different administration in
Washingtor, D.C., combined with the current financial crisis
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around the world, would result in confrontation with and traps-
formation of capitalist imperialism, However, confemporary
corporate fundamentalison Is so [oundational to dominant
discaurzes that questioning [ailing corporations is not al all
synonymous with contesting corporate forms of intellectual
colonization. Examples abound in the eatly 215t century, like the
discourse thal labeled AIG as oo big” to fail, attempts 10 con-
vince Bucopean governments to create stimulus packages, or
presidential admonitions regarding “raising standards” i

in pub-
lic schools (rather than the recognition of structural inequilics
in the system and taking actions to broaden definitions of pub-
lic education as related to critical democracy and sacial justice],

#ctually, the econamic erisis may have created a new urgency
{hin which critical scholars and athers must take action. Liv-
1 within a context in which “corporate-produced images™
(Kincheloe, 2007, p. 30} have created new idectogical templates
for bath affect and intellect, the need to accept corporale con-
steucts and align with business interests is assumed. Corporate
discourses have been so infused into the fabric of everyday Life
that most are not even recognized as such (for example, the con-
struction of elitist public schools, which had been previousty
denied as not equitable oc benefiting the commen good—for
example, by Lusher {Klein, 2007) and others—immediately fol-
lawing Hurricanie Katrina ln Hew Orleans). This illustrates what
Klein {2007) has identified us “disaster capilalism.?” In the cur-
rent econnmic crisis, even as big business is criticized, an
unguestioned Janguage of hypercapitalism [(e.g., compefition,
free matket, choice) results in further depoliticization of corpo-
rate colonization of the mind {hoth the mind of society and the
miind of the individual) and of societal institutions (2.g., accep-
tance of privatized public secvices, education, cven the armed
farces). The Ohama administration’s unquestioned implementa-
tion of the Bush administration’s charter school agenda for
public education in the United States isan excellent example. The
charter school concept hias been used to reawaken the “free mar-
Yet” notion of public school choice (which was originally rejected
when put forward as vouchers) and reinvigorate the power of
the husiness roundlable, corporate turnaround madels, and
profiteering in public education.

“Western knowledge producers”™ (Kincheloe, 2008, p. 10} have
held that their various forms of information were universal and
enlightened [and as the progeess that all should embrace,
whether tied to the Christian religion or Cartesian science}, inail
conditions a risky circumstance for those whe do not produce
that knowledge, However, tie politics of knowledge is even more
dangeraus when embedded within hypercapitalism and the
power generated by capital and thoge that control resources The
acceptance of corporate perspectives that would invoke capilalist
accountability constructs like evidenced-based research or
scores an particular achievement tests (created by multinational
comypanies) decontextualize and further subjectily and objectify
students and children, theie teachers, and their families, Human

beings are treated as if their bodies {defined as achievement test
scores) were the measure of “what works” within & particular
discourse, just as Anancial success 15 used as the measure of a
supposedly [ree-matket, competitive, successful enterprise. Defi-
nitinng are not questioned because the measured and measure-
ment language and discoutses of neoliberalism are accepted as
correct, efficient, indisputable, universal, and even just. This
conternporary condition constructs particular views of morality
and equity, and thus expectations for what can be defined as
ethical, From within this context, conceptualizing ethics and
ethical practices as independent from (and necessary challenges
to) by percapitalisen s very difficult but absolutely necessary,
The ethics of a eritical social science requires the cultivation
of a consciousness that is aware of bath the sociopolitical condi-
tion of the times and one’s own self-productive reactions to
dominant disciplinary and regulatary technologies. This aware-
ness involves engaging with the complexities of power and how
it operates in the social ordec Critical ethics would recugnize the
dominant (in cur contemporery condition eccnomics) but
wonld never accept Lhe truth of a superstructure (like econom-
ics) as always dictating human existence. Finally, a critical
immanence would be necessary to move beyond ethnocentrism
or cgocentrism and construct new, previously unthought-of
relationships and societal possibilities [Kinchelog, 2007).

1 Erics, CRrrical SOCIAL SCIENCE, AND
IHSTITUTIONALIZED FoRMS OF GOVERNMENTALITY

1n recent pears, reseacch ethics have been most often tied to one
of the following;

5 Anethics of entitlement (Glesne, 2007) thal legitimizes engage-
ment in research and the right to “lknow” the ather

@ (ualitative research methods, which reguire and employ ethical
considerations like reflexive ethics (Guilleman & Gillam, 2004)
Communitaian ethics through which values and moral com-
mitments are negotiated socially {Christians, 2007; Denzin,
1997, 2003)

Forms of legislated research regulation (e.g., institutional
reviews of projects) that create an fllusion of efhical concern
(Lincoln & Tierney, 2004)

Al are embedded within the notion of governmentalily, either
the construction of technologies that govern by producing
contrel of populstions (regulatory pewer) or the internalized
discipline of bodies of individuals {researchers] based on the
desire (from a range of value perspectives) to construct a
particular self within the context (Foucaull, 1978). The reader
can consider govern as the action and mentaliy as the way
peopie think about accepting control, the internalization of
beliefs that allow regulation (Dean, 1999).
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Research regulation that is lepislated is most oflen recog-
nized {and critiqued) as an inslilutionalized form of govern-
mentality, 2 techuology of power that constructs, produces, and
limits and is thus tied to the generation of intersecting oppies-
sions. However, Foucault (1986) also discusses the construction
of self-gavernance,“pelitical technologies of individuals® (p. 87),
that are entirely internalized. There is a range of examples of
this individual governmentality; from technelogies of the “lree
citizen” (Rose, 1999], to the “well-educated person! to the “good
teacher,”even to the “transformative activist” or the “dialogicaliy
engaged researcher We believe that our discussion of ethics
within rritical social science can be interpreted s a form of
governmentality; most Llwly, any construction of ethics (how-
ever fexible) represents a form of governance, To constrict a
ceitical ethies regarding research is to address mentality. Any
helief structure, however emergent or flexible, certainly serves
as discipline and regulation of the self.

Since research has traditionally been a predominantly indi-
vidual project and research regulation is legislaled practice,
botlh forms of governmentality (self and researcher population)
musl be considered in constructing an cthical critical saclal sci-
ence. While a critical social science would always examine and
challenge the notion of governmentality as “truth structure!” the
construction of a critical desire for countercolonial solidarity,
the embeddedness within institutional expectations regarding
reseatch, and the contemporary regulatory context within
which research is practiced cannot be denied as themselves
forms of governmentality.

Individual desive and forms of governmentality. Critical and
qualilative researchers have for some time critiqued the power
arfentations of research methods, have discussed practices that
[acilitate a reflexive ethical orientation throughout the research
process, and have certainly rethought the purposes aof research
a5 construct, As examples, Walkerdine {1997) warns against the
“vayeuristic thrill” of chservalion that constructs resezrcher as
experl in whal people ate "really lile” (p. 67). Feminists, post-
structuralists, canstructivists, and other scholars associated
with postmedern concerns with oppression and power have
engaged in principled struggles concerning the conceptualiza-
tion of research itself, from the purposes of research, te forms of
tepresentation (Fine, Weis, Weseen, & Wong, 2000; Tedlack,
2005), 10 the role of the researcher. Questions like the following
Tave been asked: “How are forms of exclusion being produced?
Is translocmative and Jiberatory research possible that alse
examines it own will to emancipate? ... How does the practice
af research reinscribe our own privilege? (Cannella & Lincoln,
2007, p. 321). These ethical positions and concerns are certainly
being incorparated into constructions of research projects and
publications, as well as in new forms of education and course-
worl for graduate students. These positions are critical farms
of governmentality.
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However, the inlerconnected structures that characterize the
dominant (noneritical) research community and the institu-
tions thal support research are not critical and tend to support
modernist forms of governmentality. Ethics are likely o be leg-
islared or consteucted by individual researchers from within
value structures that either maintain that science can solyve all
preblems, therefore legitimating intervention into the lives of
others in the name of science, or that free-marlet capitalism will
improve life conditiens for all, also used as the ethical justifica-
tion for research choices and actions. These conceptualizations
of elhics (for individuals and institutions) remain modernist,
male-oriented, and imperialist (especially as related to labeling
individuals, supporting particular forms of knowledge, and
underpinning the dominance of neoliberal econnmics gener-
ally). These structures are interconnected {Collins, 2000) and
invasive, have a long history, and will likely dominate into the
fereseeable future.

Even though we support a critical social science that would
be relational, collaborative, and less individualistically ori-
ented, the contemporary context coptinues lo be oriented
toward power for the individual researcher. Therefore, while we
would continually critique the privileging of the individual as
construct, we also helieve that perspectives that avoid univer-
salist ethical codes yet addvess individual ethical frameworks
are necessary. We hope that from the perspective of an ethical
critical social science, individual governmentality as constiuct
can always be challenged. However, we would also avoid the
Enlightenment blackmail (Butler, 2002; Foucault, 1984h) that
either accepts or rgjects individualism and would submit that
the individual is conceptually a useful master’s tool (Loxde,
1984) as well as a critical agent, We would, therefore, propose
the development of the desire to be critical, of & form of dou-
bled individual governmentality theough which the researcher
is both instrument in the critigue of power and collaborative
agent in joining with traditionally marginalized communities.

The worlc of Foucault (1983), which challenges the individ-
ual to counter his or her pwn fascist erientations that would
yield to the love of power and domination, is an iliustration of
this doubled conceptualization, even a doubled identity, An
ethical frameswark is propused that avoids the inscription of
universalist moral cades but tather constructs "an intensifica-
tion of the relation to oneself by which cne constitutes oneself
as the subject of one’s acts” (Foucault, 1986, p.41). The purpose
of this use of the individually oriented master’s tools is to sug-
gest a critical framework through which self-absorption could
be avaided, as the researcher conducts a continuous genealogy
of the self along the axes of truth, power, and ethics {Foucault,
1985; Rabinow, 1994), Qur focus in this discussion is on the
ethical axis through which the self acts on itself, although the
self’s construction of both truth and power are not unrelated,
aur components are included within the ethical axis of self:
(1) ethical substance, (2} mede of subjectification, (3) ethical
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seork, and [4) felos or disassembly of onesell, These components
can be pondered from an individualistic rationalist perspective
that also attempis to incorporale critical pedagogies and post-
colonial critique,

Fihical substance {s the way in which the researcher legiti-
mates self morally, This substance is not a given bt is consti-
tuted as relational o the self as a creative agent. To some
extent, we can describe ethical substance as that which is
important to the researcher, s that which facilitates or disal-
lows self deception and is the grounding for ethics. The ethical
substance is “that which enables one to get free from oneself”
(Foucatlt, 1985, p. 9, and it varies for everyone. As examples,
the unification of pleasure and desire served as the ethical
substance for many in ancienl Greece; for some, collective
existence and communal decision making is ethical substance
(Ritchie 8 Rau, 2010); for some, addressing equity and social
justice in selidarity with those who have most likely been
appressed may be the ethical substance. Foucaull (1985) sug-
gests penealogical questions to determine the substance of the
self that we helieve can be applied to the researcher, focusing
on circumstanices in which research is constituted a8 a moral
activity—whether circumstances related to research as con-
struct, interpretation of the meaning of research, or circum-
stances under whicl the researcher defines his or her scholarship
as a moral or ethical act,

We propose (and we are nat the first) that the belief in crili-
cal social science that would address oppression and construct
alllances and sclidarity with those wha have fraditionally been
excluded constitutes elhical substance. Recognizing that gov-
ernmentality and technologies of the self are more often sub-
conseious (but acknowledping conscious possibiliries), we
would further suggest that those who choose such critical
mentalities join in the broader reconceptualizations that are
fiterally creating a new ethical substance for research, An
example of this is the warle of eritical pedagogues. In deserib-
ing the “ever-evolving conceptual matrix” of criticality, Joe
Kincheloe (2007, . 21) provides us with content for both ethi-
cal substance and the further ereation of domaing of critical
social science that can be the content of ethical substance.
These critical domains can even construct the fovndations for
research. They include:

. Analysis of the dyramics of competing power interests

(X}

. Bxpasuze of forces that inhibit the ability of individuals and
groups to determine the direction of their oin lives

[

. Research inte the lntersection of varions forms of domination

L.ang

Analysis of contemparary forms of technical rationality anel
{he impact on diverse forms of knowledge and ways of being

n ‘

. Examination of forms of self-governmeniality, always
recognizing the sociopelitical and sociocnltural context

4

Tnquiry into what “corld he® fnto ways of constructing
eritical immanence thal moves toward new, mors equitable
relationships between diverse peoples (yet alwaps avoids
Ecm__a..rcamziH_N%E__Enmu

=~

Exploration of the continually emerging, complex exercise of
poiet, as hegemonie, idenlogical. or discursive

8. Txamination of the rofe of cultute in the congested production
and transmission of knowledge(s)

9. Studies of inferpretation, perception, and diverse vantage
points from which meaning is constructed
10, Analysis of the role of cultursl pedagegy as education, &

pioducing hegemonic forms of {nterpretation

hs ethical substance, this critical content can lead to specific
inquiry like historical problematizations {of the present) that
refuse to eilher blame or endorse; exarninations of pokicy dis-
courses, networls, or resources; or research that 2Xposes power
while zefusing to cc-opt the knowiedge(s), skills, and resources
of the ather.

‘The ntade of subjectification is probably the ethical compe-
nent most ilustrative of governmentality. The notion that the
individual submits the self to pacticular rules and obligations is
{nclnded; fhe rules are constructed and accepted dependent on
the ethical substance, For axample, Immanue! Kant (whose
ethical substance focused on intention as embedded within
reason) valued the abligation to know and the wse of reason as
the method of self-governance (Foucault, 1985]. Critical social
scientists may construct an ethical obligation {and resultant
related rules) to a critical, historical disposition that is flexible
and responds [o issues of oppression. As Glesne {2007) implies,
this critical mode of subjectification would most Hkely reject the
sense of entitlement that would “keov” others and would fur-
ther recognize the alienation created when one is placed under
the cbervational gaze of the researcher. A criticalists ethical
rules might be more likely to accepl commusial decision making
rather than rationalist forms of negotiation.

From within the ethical axis, researchers can ask questions
of themeelves related to the rules that are constructed within
particular constructions of ethical substance and used to deter-
mine the existence of moral activity,How ace these rules acted
on in research activities to conceptualizeflegitimate and imple-
ment morzl obligations” (e.g. for an individual researcher in
choice of study, in choice of pepulation, in callaborations with
athers, as [ edncate other researchers) (Cannella & Lincoln,
2007, p. 32517

Ethical work is the methad used to transform self infa the
form that one defines ns ethical, Boucault (1904) propases that
this work requires a self-csiticism that historically examines the
constitution of the self, The work is expected to reveal the condi-
tions under which one questions the self, invents new ways af
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forming relationships, and canstrucls new wiys of being, This
form of self-governance invnlves exanination of the ways ene
can change onesell (as person andfor as researcher), An evaly-
ing critical pecagogy <an Be used to {llustrate the ethics of an
ontologica! transformation that goes beyond Western constroc-
sians of the self. Kincheloe (2007) illustrates the central eritical
features that can be refated o ethical identity development.
These features include constructs like socivindividual imagina-
{ion, challenges to the boundaries of abstract individualism,
socinindividual analysis af power, aliernatives 1o the alienation
of the individual, mobilizing desite, and eritical consciousness
hat acknowledges self-production. To flustrale, secioindivid-
uak imagination is the ability to conceptualize new forms of
callaboration, rethinking subjectivities and acknovwledging that
ihse professional and personal are critical social projects; institu-
tions like education ave thus constructed as emphasizing social
justice and democralic community &5 the facilitator of hupan
development, Another example, mobilizing desire, 15 con-
apucted 55 a cadical democratization, joining continued efforts
of the excluded to gain aceess and input il civic life.

Tinally, telos is the willingness to disassernble self, to decon-
struct one’s world (2nd one’s research practices if a researcher)
iy ways that demonstrate commitment 1o an ethical practice
that would avoid the construction of potwer over any individual
or group of others (even unpiedictable, yet to be determined
others located in the futuze). Telos is & form of self-bricolage,
slawly elaborating and establishing a self that is committed to
think differently, that welcomes the unknows and can function
flexibly (Foucault, 1994). As critical pedagogy again suggests,
alternatives to alisnativn of the individual are created, forms of
domination that constructisolation are rejected and unthought-
of ways 1o be with and for others are constructed [Kincheloe,
2007). Furthermare, telos can construct new pathways through
which individual researchers, as well s groups of scholars, can
consider notions like an ethics without subjects that combines
critical and postealonial pecspectives that ate committed to the
fture and to aveiding the cantinued coloniatist construction of
the Other [ Alessandring, 2005},

Although certainly consistent with modernist approaches o
individual rationatity, the examination of &n individual ethical
axis demonstrates the ways that even the masler’s teols can be
wsed for critique and transformation.

Currently, researchers must both engage n their owe indi-
vidual ethical decisions regarding tesearch and function within
institutional forms of regulation, From a range of critical loca-
Hons, we ate continuously reminded that different disciplinary
stralegies are enacted by institutions dependent an the histori-
cal mament and context (Foucault, 1977). Gertainly, individual
critically ethical selves (i our modernist academic community,
which privileges the scientific individual) will be more pre-
pared to engage with the conflicting ethical messages within

institutions, whether acaderic expectations o legislated regu-
lation: to take hold of our own existence as researchers, to
transform academic spaces, and o redefine discousses {Denzin
& Giardina, 2007).

B TrANSEORMING REGULATIONS: REDEFINMNG THE
Trervorncies THar Govirg Us

Qualitative and criti quatitalive researchers have continued
to"take hold” of their academic spaces e they have clashed with
legislated research regnlation (especially, for example, as prac-
tieed by particulac {nstitutional review boards in the Uni a4
States). This conflict has been much discussed and will noterd
any time soen, This worlchias demonstrated not only thatlegis-
Tated attempts to regulate rescarci ethics are ar [lugion, bt that
regulation is culturally geounded and can even lead Lo ways of
furctioning that are damaging rescarch participants and eol-
laborators. As examples, Marzano (2007} demenstrates (e
wiays that following sngle-Saxon ethical research regulation in
an Ttalian setting with medical palients involved in qualitative
research can be detrimental to the participant patients. Susan
Tilley and Louise Gormley (2007) illustrale the ways thal the
comstruction of confidentiality represents challenges Lo under-
standings of individual integrity ina Mexican setting. Further-
maore, a range of scholarship demanstrates that research ethics
is particularized, must be infused thriughout the process, and
requires a continued dizlogue with self (Christians, 2007; Clack
& Shatf, 2007). Legislated forms of governmentality can cer-
tainly not address these particulars.

Tf researchers accompany communities, rather than “test/
know/judge” them, perhaps community mmembers will want to
address review boards and legisiators themselves cancerning
colfabarative practices. In describing the i lernaw Fthics Watch,
Marie Battiste and James (Sake|} Younghlosd Henderson
(2000; Bateiste, 2008) demuonstrate just sach a practice, s
Mok people have constructed research guidelines in which
tesearch s always 1o be an equal partnership in which the
Miikmaw people are the guardians and interpreters of their
intellectual and cultural property and review research concli-
sions for accuracy and Sensitivity.

Aligned with the ethics of the traditionally marginalized,
which conld ultimately recanceptualize the questions and prac-
tices of research,a critical social seienne would no Jonger accept
the notion that one group of people can “Ynow" and defing {or
even represent) “athers? This perspective would certainty change
the research purposes and designs thatate submitted for human
subjects review, perhaps even eliminating the need for “human
subjecte” in many cases. This change conld result in tesearch
questions and forms of data collection that do not require
researchers ta inlerpret the meaniag making ot construetions of
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participants. Rather, research questions could address the inter-
sections of power across systems, institutions, and societal
practives. As examples, assumplions underlying the conceplual-
teations of public policy, dominant knowledges, and dominant
weologies (o particular areas); actions that would protect and
celebrate diverse knowledges; and analyses of forms of represen-
tation privileged hy those in power, can all become research
purpnses without constructing human subjects as objects of
data callection. If societal structures, Institutions, and oppres-
slong become the subjects of pur research {rather than human
beings), perhaps we can avoid further creation and subjectilica-
tien of an or the Other. Denzin (2009) even suggests that we
“abandon the dirty word called research” and take up a “eritical,
interpretive approach to the world” (. 298), a practice that could
benefit us all and would require major forms of activism within
our academic setlings. -

This section on the legislated regulation of research is notice-
ably and purposely brief. We would suggest that, first, critical
qualitative researchers male all efforts to move to the center the
reconceptualized, broad-based critical social science that
addresses institutionalized, policy-based, intersecting [orms of
power. This critical social science can even include studies of
regulation from an ethics-without-subjects perspective. And, it
would undaubtedly include allisnces with countercolonial posi-
lions, as well as critical historical recognitions of context and
athical examinations of the researcher self. Until this critical
soctal science is accepted as an impostant fove of practice (per-
fps even vital enough to be threatening to the mainstream),
modernist research regulation will most likely change very little,
e will simply {altheugh it is not at all simple, or any less impog-
tant) continue gui aftempts to educate those who have not
learned about qualitative research as a field or the methods
associated with it However, ifa critical social science atigns with
the oppressed, demonstrating solidarity with the traditionally
marginalized and constructing rescarch that addresses pawer,
our constructions of and concerns about legislated research
regulations will be of a different nature. Perhaps our critical
research ethics can anticipate and facilitate that change,

E Nore

1. Recognizing that we could be accused of asswming that posi-
positivist science has no ethical base; we must absolutely acknowledge
that we understand that reseacchers from a range of philosophical
perspectives belleve that their research questions and practices are
grounded in the ethical allempt 1o improve 1ife for everyone, and fol-
lowing an Erlighlenment, rational science orientation, we would agres.
Hewever, very often, these postpositivist forms of legitimation and sci-
entific fntentinns do not acknowledge smbeddedness within the Euro
Ametican "errar” (Jaimes, 1997). This error is the unquestioned belief
in modernist, progressive {both (13, liberal and conservative) views of
| el that would “wsvedl" nagversalist interpretations of all buman

the wa

experience; it assumes the omoipotent ability (and right) to*kaow” and
interpret “others” Unfortunately, these ethical good intentions have
mest often denied the multiple knowledges, logics, and ways of belng in
the world that have characterized a large number of human beings,
Furthermore, focusing on the individual and the discovery of thearies
and universals has masked societal, institutional, and steuclural prac-
tices that perpetuate injustices. Finally, an ethics that would help others
“be like 1" has created power for "us” This ethics of good infentions
has tended to support pawer for those whn construct the research and
the [urthering of appressive conditions for the subjects of that research,
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