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Preface

We shall not cease from exploration
And the end of all our exploring

Will be to arrive where we started
And know the place for the first time.

—T. S. Eliot, No. 4 of Four Quartets, 1943

The fifth edition of The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research, like the
fourth edition, is virtually a new volume. Nearly two thirds of the authors
from the fourth edition have been replaced by new contributors. Indeed, there
are 57 new chapter authors and/or coauthors. There are 16 totally new chapter
topics, including contributions on feminist qualitative research in the
millennium’s second decade, critical social science, critical pedagogy and the
bricolage, new science studies, the marketization of qualitative inquiry, data
and its problematics, triangulation, observation in a surveilled world, thinking
with theory, collaborative writing, rigor, the global audit culture,
transformative research for social justice, human rights, indigenous inquiry,
evidence, politics, science and government, criteria for assessing interpretive
validity, models of representation, varieties of validity, qualitative research
and technology, queer theory, performance ethnography, narrative inquiry,
arts-based inquiry, the politics and ethics of online ethnography, analytic
methodologies, writing strategies, policy and qualitative evaluation, the future
of qualitative inquiry, teaching qualitative research, talk and text, focus
groups in figured worlds, and postqualitative methodologies. All returning
authors have substantially revised their original contributions, in many cases
producing a totally new and different chapter; some added new authors, new
voices.

There were and continue to be multiple social science and humanities
audiences for the Handbook: graduate students who want to learn how to do
qualitative research; interested faculty hoping to become better informed
about the field; persons in policy settings, who understand the value of
qualitative research methodologies and want to learn about the latest
developments in the field; and faculty who are experts in one of more areas of
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the Handbook but who also want to be informed about the most recent
developments in the field. We never imagined this audience would be so
large. Nor did we imagine that the Handbook would become a text used in
undergraduate and graduate research methods courses, but it did. In 2013, we
created three new paperback volumes for classroom use: The Landscape of
Qualitative Research, Strategies of Qualitative Inquiry, and Collecting and
Interpreting Qualitative Materials.

The fifth edition of The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research continues
where the fourth edition ended. Sometime during the past two decades,
critical qualitative inquiry came of age or, more accurately, moved through
another historical phase.1 Out of the qualitative-quantitative paradigm wars of
the 1980s, there appeared, seemingly overnight, journals,2 handbooks,3
textbooks,4 dissertation awards,5 annual distinguished lectures,6 and
scholarly associations.7 All of these formations were dedicated to some
version of qualitative inquiry (see Erickson, Chapter 2, this volume). Scholars
were in the midst of a social movement of sorts, a new field of inquiry; a new
discourse had arrived, or so it seemed, and it flourished.

Qualitative researchers proudly took their place at the table. Students flocked
to graduate programs for study and mentoring. Instruction in qualitative and
mixed-methods models became commonplace. Now there were QUAN and
QUAL programs. Paradigm proliferation prevailed, a rainbow coalition of
racialized and queered post-isms, from feminism to structuralism,
postmodernism, postcolonialism, poststructuralism, postpostivism,
postscientism, Marxism, and postconstructivism (see Erickson, Chapter 2, this
volume).

All of this took place within and against a complex historical field, a global
war on terror, a third methodological movement (Teddlie & Tashakkori,
2011), the resurgence of a managerial and audit-based economy in the
academy, the quieting of new voices, global challenges to narrow-minded
ethics review boards, the beginning or end of the eighth moment (Denzin &
Lincoln, 2005, p. 3).8 In the methodologically contested recent past,
qualitative researchers confronted and then went beyond the scientific
backlash associated with the evidence-based social movement connected in
North American education with the No Child Left Behind legislation (see
Hatch, 2006). At the same time, many resisted what others embraced—
namely, the multiple and mixed-methods research (MMR) approach to
inquiry (see Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2011; also Morse, Chapter 35, in this
volume). For too many, MMR was another version of the paradigm war, with
quantitative researchers once again creating spaces for the uses of qualitative
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inquiry.

So near the end of the second decade of the 21st century, it is once again time
to move forward into an uncertain, open-ended utopian future. It time to open
up new spaces, time to decolonize the academy, time to create new spaces for
indigenous voices, time to explore new discourses, new politics of identity,
new concepts of equity and social justice, new forms of critical ethnography,
new performance stages. We need to find new ways of connecting persons
and their personal troubles with social justice methodologies. We need to
become better accomplished in linking these interventions to those
institutional sites where troubles are turned into public issues and public
issues transformed into social policy. We must be relentless in pushing back
against the structures of neoliberalism in these dangerous times. At the same
time, we must revisit the recent past—namely, this generation’s version of the
1980s paradigm wars. What have we learned from the feminist, indigenous,
decolonizing, critical race, social justice, structural, poststructural,
postqualitative, institutional review board (IRB), MMR battles?

A critical framework is central to this project. It privileges practice, politics,
action, consequences, performances, discourses, methodologies of the heart,
and pedagogies of hope, love, care, forgiveness, and healing. It speaks for and
with those who are on the margins. As a liberationist philosophy, it is
committed to examining the consequences of racism, poverty, and sexism on
the lives of interacting individuals.

Moving forward, it is necessary to confront and work through the criticisms
that continue to be directed to qualitative inquiry. Each generation must draw
its line in the sand and take a stance toward the past. Each generation must
articulate its epistemological, methodological, and ethical stance toward
critical inquiry. Each generation must offer its responses to current and past
criticisms. In the spirit of inclusion, let us listen to our critics. But in doing so,
we must renew our efforts to honor the voices of those who have been
silenced by dominant paradigms. Let us do this in a spirit of cooperation and
collaboration and mutual self-respect.

There is a pressing need to show how the practices of qualitative research can
help change the world in positive ways. It is necessary to continue to engage
the pedagogical, theoretical, and practical promise of qualitative research as a
form of radical democratic practice.

In our invitation letter to authors and editorial board members, we stated the
following:
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As with the fourth edition, which was published by SAGE in 2011, we
regard the Handbook as a major benchmark for future work in this field.
One measure of a benchmark work is its status in graduate education.
We want the fifth edition to be a work that all doctoral students in your
field will continue to want to study as they prepare for their exams and
their dissertations. We have also been gratified to discover that many
faculty use the Handbook as a class textbook; we hope that the fifth
edition fulfills the same teaching needs. The new edition should advance
a democratic project committed to social justice in an age of uncertainty.
We are working with authors who can write chapters that will address
practical, concrete issues of implementation while critiquing the field
and mapping key current and emergent themes, debates, and
developments.

This is the three-sided agenda of the fifth edition, to show how the discourses
of qualitative research, inside and outside the classroom, in public and civic
spaces, can be used to help create and imagine a free democratic society. Each
of the chapters that follow is defined by these commitments, in one way or
another.

We ask of a handbook that it do many things. A handbook should ideally
represent the distillation of knowledge of a field; it should be a benchmark
volume that synthesizes an existing literature, helping to define and shape the
present and future of that discipline. A handbook charts the past, the present,
and the future of the discourses at hand. It represents the very best thinking of
the very best scholars in the world. It is reflexive, comprehensive, dialogical,
accessible. It is authoritative and definitive. Its subject matter is clearly
defined. Its authors work within a shared framework. Its authors and editors
seek to impose an order on a field and a discipline. Yet they respect and
attempt to honor diversity across disciplinary and paradigmatic perspectives.

A handbook is more than a review of the literature. It speaks to graduate
students, to established scholars, and to scholars who wish to learn about the
field. It has hands-on information. It shows persons how to move from ideas
to inquiry, from inquiry to interpretation, from interpretation to praxis to
action in the world. It locates its project within larger disciplinary and
historical formations. It takes a stand on social justice issues; it is not just
about pure scholarship. It is humble. It is indispensable.

These understandings organized the first four editions of this Handbook. In
metaphorical terms, if you were to take one book on qualitative research with
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you to a desert island (or for a comprehensive graduate examination), a
handbook would be the book.

A critical social science seeks its external grounding not in science, in any of
its revisionist postpositivist forms, but rather in a commitment to critical
pedagogy and communitarian feminism with hope but no guarantees. It seeks
to understand how power and ideology operate through and across systems of
discourse, cultural commodities, and cultural texts. It asks how words and
texts and their meanings play a pivotal part in the culture’s “decisive
performances of race, class [and] gender” (Downing 1987, p. 80).

We no longer just write culture. We perform culture. We have many different
forms of qualitative inquiry today. We have multiple criteria for evaluating
our work. It is a new day for a new generation. We have drawn our line in the
sand, and we may redraw it. But we stand firmly behind the belief that critical
qualitative inquiry inspired by the sociological imagination can make the
world a better place.

Organization of This Volume

The organization of the Handbook moves from the general to the specific, the
past to the present. Part I locates the field, starting first with the history of
qualitative inquiry in social and educational research, then taking up ethics,
politics, and critical social science traditions. Part II isolates what we regard
as the major historical and contemporary paradigms now structuring and
influencing qualitative research in the human disciplines. The chapters move
from competing paradigms (positivist, postpositivist, constructivist, critical
theory) to specific interpretive perspectives (feminist, critical race theory,
indigenous theory, critical pedagogy, cultural studies, queer/quare theory).

Part III isolates the major strategies of inquiry—historically, the research
methods—a researcher can use in a concrete study. Framed by Cheek’s
scathing critique of the marketization of qualitative inquiry, the contributors
in this section embed their discussions of specific strategies of inquiry (case
study, performance ethnography, ethnodrama, interpretive practice, grounded
theory, triangulation, the new materialisms, testimonio, critical participatory
action research) in social justice topics. The history and uses of these
strategies are extensively explored in the 10 chapters in Part III.

Still, the question of methods begins with the design of the qualitative
research project. This always begins with a socially situated researcher who
moves from a research question, to a paradigm or perspective, to the
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empirical world. So located, the researcher then addresses the range of
methods that can be employed in any study. In Chapter 13 of this volume,
Julianne Cheek wisely observes that questions surrounding the practice and
politics of funding qualitative research are often paramount at this point in
any study. Globally, funding for qualitative research becomes more difficult
as methodological conservatism gains momentum in neoliberal political
regimes.

Part IV examines methods of collecting and analyzing empirical materials. It
moves from observation in a surveilled world, to narrative inquiry, to chapters
on arts-based inquiry, the interview, visual research, performative
autoethnography, online ethnography in the digital era, analyzing talk and
text, and then on to focus groups in figured worlds, thinking with theory,
ending with how to create a space in between for collaborative inquiry.

Part V takes up the art and practices of interpretation, evaluation, and
presentation, including criteria for judging the adequacy of qualitative
materials in an age of relativism, the interpretive process, writing as a method
of inquiry, the politics of evidence, strategies for composing place narratives,
and qualitative evaluation and changing social policy with stakeholders. The
two chapters in Part VI discuss qualitative research in the global audit culture
and discuss the critical issues confronting qualitative research in an age of
global uncertainty. We conclude with thoughts on qualitative research in the
neoliberal era.

Preparation of the Revised Handbook

In preparation of a revised Handbook, it again became clear in our lengthy
discussions that we needed input from perspectives other than our own. To
accomplish this, we assembled a highly prestigious, international, and
interdisciplinary editorial board (listed at the front of this volume), who
assisted us in the selection of equally prestigious authors, the preparation of
the Table of Contents, and the reading of (often multiple) drafts of each
chapter. We used editorial board members as windows into their respective
disciplines. We sought information on key topics, perspectives, and
controversies that needed to be addressed. In our selection of editorial board
members and chapter authors, we attempted to crosscut disciplinary, gender,
race, paradigm, and national boundaries. Our hope was to use the authors’
views to minimize our own disciplinary blinders.

Extensive feedback was received from the editorial board, including
suggestions for new chapters, different slants to take on each of the chapters,
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and suggestions of authors for different chapters. In addition to considering
social justice issues, each Handbook author—internationally recognized in his
or her subject matter—was asked to treat such topics as history, epistemology,
ontology, exemplary texts, key controversies, competing paradigms, and
predictions about the future.

Responding to Critics

We were gratified by the tremendous response from the field; especially
gratifying were the hundreds of professors from around the world who choose
the Handbook (in one form or another) as an assigned reading for their
students. We were also gratified by the critical responses to the work. The
Handbook has helped open a space for dialogue. This dialogue was long
overdue. Many found problems with our approach to the field, and these
problems indicate places where more conversations need to take place.

Ciritics have united against the postmodern turn we endorse, claiming it has no
place in the science-based research project. They charge that postmodernism
has no findings, no evidence-based chains of reasoning, no experimental
designs or professional norms of peer review. Conservative critics argue that
the postmodern model is ill-conceived, based on false assumptions and
speculation, not firm inquiry. It is detrimental to rigorous qualitative inquiry
and should be abandoned (see Erickson, Chapter 2, this volume, for a review
of these points).

Among the criticisms of the first four editions were the following topics
needing more attention: neoliberalism, LGBTQ research, affect studies, social
justice, ecoaesthetics, place-based methods, “how to” discussions,
phenomenology, writing, indigeneity, portraiture, social media, and public
ethnography. Others praised the handbook for its inclusiveness; its attention
to new developments, controversies, and feminist research; and its sensitivity
to ethics, social justice, politics, and history.

We cannot speak for the more than 250 chapter authors from the first, second,
third, and fourth editions. Each person has taken a stance on these issues. As
editors, we have attempted to represent a number of competing or at least
contesting ideologies and frames of reference. This Handbook is not or
intended to be the view from the bridge of Denzin or Lincoln. We are not
saying that there is only one way to do research, or that our way is best, or
that the so-called old ways are bad. We are just saying this is one way to
conceptualize this field, and it is a way that we find useful.
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Of course, the Handbook is not a single thing. It even transcends the sum of
its parts, and there is enormous diversity within and between every chapter. It
is our hope that readers find spaces within these spaces that work for them. It
is our desire that new dialogue take place within these spaces. This will be a
gentle, probing, neighborly, and critical conversation, a conversation that
bridges the many diverse interpretive communities that today make up this
field called qualitative research. We value passion, we invite criticism, and
we seek to initiate a discourse of resistance. Internationally, qualitative
researchers must struggle against neoliberal regimes of truth, science, and
justice.

Defining the Field

The qualitative research community consists of groups of globally dispersed
persons who are attempting to implement a critical interpretive approach that
will help them (and others) make sense of the terrifying conditions that define
daily life at the second decade of this new century. These individuals employ
constructivist, critical theory, feminist, new materialist, queer, and critical
race theory, as well as cultural studies models of interpretation. They locate
themselves on the borders between postpositivism and poststructuralism, as
well as the new materialisms. They use any and all of the research strategies
(case study, ethnography, ethnodrama, phenomenology, grounded theory,
biographical, historical, participatory) discussed in Part III of the Handbook.
As interpretive bricoleurs (see Harper, 1987, pp. 9, 74; Kincheloe, 2008;
Kincheloe, McLaren, Steinberg, & Monzo, Chapter 10, this volume), the
members of this group are adept at using all of the methods of collecting and
analyzing empirical materials discussed by the authors of the chapters in Part
IV of the Handbook. And, as writers and interpreters, these individuals
wrestle with positivist, postpositivist, poststructural, postmodern, materialist,
and postqualitative criteria for evaluating their written work.9

These scholars constitute a loosely defined international interpretive
community. They are slowly coming to agreement on what constitutes a
“good” and “bad,” or banal, or an emancipatory, troubling analysis and
interpretation. They are constantly challenging the distinction between the
“real” and that which is constructed, understanding that all events and
understandings are mediated and made real through interactional and material
practices, through discourse, conversation, writing, narrative, scientific
articles, and realist, postrealist, and posthumanist tales from the field.

This group works at both the centers and the margins of those emerging
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interdisciplinary, transnational formations that crisscross the borders between
communications; race, ethnic, religious, and women’s studies; sociology;
history; anthropology; literary criticism; political science; economics; social
work; health care; and education. This work is characterized by a quiet
change in outlook, a transdisciplinary conversation, and a pragmatic change
in practices, politics, and habits.

At this juncture—the uneasy, troubled crossroads between neoliberalism,
audit cultures, pragmatism, and posthumanism—a quiet revolution is
occurring. This revolution is defined by the politics of representation, the
politics of presence, a politics that asks what is represented in a text and how
should it be judged, a politics that critiques the very notion of critical inquiry
itself. We have left the world of naive realism, knowing now that a text does
not mirror the world; it creates the world. Furthermore, there is no external
world or final arbiter—lived experience, for example—against which a text is
judged.

Pragmatism is central to this conversation, for it is itself a theoretical and
philosophical concern, firmly rooted in the postrealist tradition. As such, it is
a theoretical position that privileges practice and method over reflection and
deliberative action. Indeed, postmodernism itself has no predisposition to
privilege discourse or text over observation. Instead, postmodernism (and
poststructuralism) would simply have us attend to discourse and performance
as seriously as we attend to observation (or any other fieldwork methods) and
to recognize that our discourses are the vehicles for sharing our observations
with those who were not in the field with us.

The angst attending our recognition of the hidden powers of discourses is
precisely what leaves us now at the threshold of postmodernism and signals
the advent of questions that will leave none of us untouched. It is true that
contemporary qualitative, interpretive research exists within competing fields
of discourse. Our present history of the field locates seven, eight moments—
and a ninth—the future. These moments all circulate in the present,
competing with and defining one another. This discourse is moving in several
directions at the same time. This has the effect of simultaneously creating new
spaces, new possibilities, and new formations for qualitative research methods
while closing down others.

There are those who would marginalize and politicize the contemporary
posthumanist, postmodern, poststructural versions of qualitative research,
equating them with political correctness, with radical relativism, narratives of
the self, and armchair theoretical commentary. Some would chastise this

18



Handbook for not paying adequate homage to the hands-on, nuts-and-bolts
approach to fieldwork, to texts that tell us how to study the “real” world. Still
others would seek a preferred, canonical, but flexible version of this project,
returning to the Chicago school or to more recent formal, analytic, realist
versions. Some would criticize the formation from within, contending that the
privileging of discourse over observation does not yield adequate criteria for
evaluating interpretive work, wondering what to do when left with only voice
and interpretation. Many ask for a normative framework for evaluating their
own work. None of these desires are likely to be satisfied anytime soon,
however. Contestation, contradiction, and philosophical tensions make the
achievement of consensus on any of these issues less than imminent.

We are not collating history here, although every chapter describes the history
in a subfield. Our intention, which our contributors share, is to point to the
future, where the field of qualitative research methods will be 10 years from
now. Of course, much of the field still works within frameworks defined by
earlier historical moments. This is how it should be. There is no one way to
do critical interpretive, qualitative inquiry. We are all interpretive bricoleurs
stuck in the present, working against the past, as we move into a politically
charged and challenging future.

Competing Definitions of Qualitative Research
Methods

The open-ended nature of the qualitative research project leads to a perpetual
resistance against attempts to impose a single, umbrella-like paradigm over
the entire project. There are multiple interpretive projects, including the
decolonizing methodological project of indigenous scholars and theories of
critical pedagogy; new materialisms and performance (auto)ethnographies;
standpoint epistemologies and critical race theory; critical, public, poetic,
queer, indigenous, psychoanalytic, materialist, feminist, and reflexive
ethnographies; grounded theorists of several varieties; multiple strands of
ethnomethodology; abelist; LGBTQ, African American, LatCrit, and science-
technology studies; prophetic, postmodern, and neopragmatic Marxism; and
transnational cultural studies projects.

The generic focus of each of these versions of qualitative research moves in
five directions at the same time: (1) the “detour through interpretive theory”
and a politics of the local, linked to (2) the analysis of the politics of
representation and the textual analyses of literary and cultural forms,
including their production, distribution, and consumption; (3) the
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(auto)ethnographic qualitative study and representation of these forms in
everyday life; (4) the investigation of new pedagogical and interpretive
practices that interactively engage critical cultural analysis in the classroom
and the local community; and (5) a utopian politics of possibility (Madison,
1998) that redresses social injustices and imagines a radical democracy that is
not yet (Weems, 2002, p. 3).

Whose Revolution?

To summarize, a single, several-part thesis organizes our reading of where the
field of qualitative research methodology is today. First, this project has
changed because the world that qualitative research confronts, within and
outside the academy, has changed. It has also changed because of the
increasing sophistication—both theoretical and methodological—of
interpretivist researchers everywhere. Disjuncture and difference, violence
and terror, define the global political economy. This is a post- or neocolonial
world. It is necessary to think beyond the nation or the local group as the
focus of inquiry.

Second, this is a world where ethnographic texts circulate like other
commodities in an electronic world economy. It may be that ethnography is
one of the major discourses of the neomodern world. But if this is so, it is no
longer possible to take for granted what is meant by ethnography, even by
traditional, realist qualitative research; indeed, the traditional ethnographic
text may be dead (see Snow, 1999, p. 97; Erickson, Chapter 2, this volume).
Global and local legal processes have erased the personal and institutional
distance between the postethnographer and those he or she writes about. We
do not “own” the field notes we make about those we study. We do not have
an undisputed warrant to study anyone or anything. Subjects now challenge
how they have been written about, and more than one ethnographer has been
taken to court.

We say postethnographer because, as Erickson (Chapter 2, this volume)
reminds us,

It does seem to me that the full-blown realist ethnographic monograph,
with its omniscient narrator speaking to the reader with an apparent
neutrality as if from nowhere and nowhen—a subject who stands apart
from his or her description—is no longer a genre of reporting that can
responsibly be practiced, given the duration and force of the critique that
has been leveled against it. (p. 59)
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We are in a postethnographic, postethnographer space.

Third, this is a gendered project. Feminist, postcolonial, and queer theorists
question the traditional logic of the heterosexual, narrative ethnographic text,
which reflexively positions the ethnographer’s gender-neutral (or masculine)
self within a realist story. Today, there is no solidified ethnographic identity.
The ethnographer works within a hybrid reality. Experience, discourse, and
self-understandings collide against larger cultural assumptions concerning
race, ethnicity, nationality, gender, class, and age. A certain identity is never
possible; the ethnographer must always ask, “Not who am I?” but “When,
where, how am 1?” (Trinh, 1992, p. 157).

Fourth, qualitative research is an inquiry project, but it is also a moral,
allegorical, and therapeutic project. Ethnography is more than the record of
human experience. The ethnographer writes tiny moral tales, tales that do
more than celebrate cultural difference or bring another culture alive. The
researcher’s story is written as a prop, a pillar that, to paraphrase William
Faulkner (1967, p. 724), will help men and women endure and prevail in the
opening years of the 21st century.

Fifth, while the field of qualitative research is defined by constant breaks and
ruptures, there is a shifting center to the project: the avowed humanistic and
social justice commitment to study the social world from the perspective of
the interacting individual. From this principle flow the liberal and radical
politics of action that are held by feminist, clinical, ethnic, critical, queer,
critical race theory, and cultural studies researchers. While multiple
interpretive communities now circulate within the field of qualitative
research, they are all united on this single point.

Sixth, qualitative research’s seventh and eighth moments will be defined by
the work that interpretive scholars do as they implement the above
assumptions. These situations set the stage for qualitative research’s
transformations in the 21st century. Finally, we anticipate a continued
performance turn in qualitative inquiry, with writers performing their texts for
others.

Tales of the Handbook

Many of the difficulties in developing a volume such as this are common to
any project of this magnitude. Others were set by the essential tensions and
contradictions that operate in this field at this historical moment. As with the
first, second, third, and fourth editions, the “right” chapter author was

21



unavailable, too busy, or overcommitted. Consequently, we sought out others,
who turned out to be more “right” than we imagined possible. Few
overlapping networks cut across the many disciplines we were attempting to
cover. We were fortunate, in more than one instance, when an editorial board
member pointed us in a direction of which we were not even aware.

Although we knew the territory somewhat better this time around, there were
still spaces we blundered into with little knowledge about who should be
asked to do what. We confronted disciplinary and generational blinders—
including our own—and discovered there were separate traditions
surrounding each of our topics within distinct interpretive communities. It
was often difficult to know how to bridge these differences, and our bridges
were often makeshift constructions. We also had to cope with vastly different
styles of thinking about a variety of different topics based on disciplinary,
epistemological, gender, racial, ethnic, cultural, and national beliefs,
boundaries, and ideologies.

In many instances, we unwittingly entered into political battles over who
should write a chapter or over how a chapter should be written or evaluated.
These disputes clearly pointed to the political nature of this project and to the
fact that each chapter was a potential if not real site for multiple
interpretations. Many times, the politics of meaning came into play, as we
attempted to negotiate and navigate our way through areas fraught with high
emotion. On more than one occasion, we disagreed with both an author and
an editorial board member. We often found ourselves adjudicating between
competing editorial reviews, working the hyphens between meaning making
and diplomacy. Regrettably, in some cases, we hurt feelings and perhaps even
damaged longstanding friendships. In such moments, we sought forgiveness.
With the clarity of hindsight, there are many things we would do differently
today, and we apologize for the damage we have done.

We, as well as our authors and advisers, struggled with the meanings we
wanted to bring to such terms as theory, paradigm, epistemology, interpretive
framework, empirical materials versus data, research strategies, and so on.
We discovered that the very term qualitative research means different things
to many different people.

We abandoned the goal of being comprehensive, even with 1,500 manuscript
pages. We fought with authors over deadlines and the number of pages we
would give them. We also fought with authors over how to conceptualize
their chapters and found that what was clear to us was not necessarily clear to
anyone else. We fought, too, over when a chapter was done and constantly
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sought the forbearance of our authors as we requested yet another revision.

Reading the Handbook

Were we to write our own critique of this book, we would point to the
shortcomings we see in it, and in many senses, these are the same as those in
previous editions. They include an overreliance on the perspectives of our
respective disciplines (sociology, communications, and education), as well as
a failure to involve more scholars from the international indigenous
community. We do not have a detailed treatment of the intersection of critical
and indigenous inquiry, nor do we devote sufficient attention to networks and
the big data movement. We worked hard to avoid many of these problems. On
the other hand, we have addressed some of the problems present in the fourth
edition. We have made a greater effort to cover more areas of applied
qualitative work. We have helped initiate dialogue between different chapter
authors. We have created spaces for more voices from other disciplines,
especially anthropology and communications, but we still have a shortfall of
voices representing people of color and of the Third World. We would have
liked to include more non-English speakers from outside Europe and North
America. You, the reader, will certainly have your own response to this book,
which may highlight other issues that we do not see.

This is all in the nature of the Handbook and in the nature of doing qualitative
research. This handbook is a social construction, a complex theatrical
performance, an ethnodrama, a socially enacted, co-created entity, and
although it exists in a material form, it will no doubt be re-created in
subsequent iterations as generations of scholars and graduate students use it,
adapt it, and launch from it additional methodological paradigmatic,
theoretical, and practical work. It is not a final statement. It is a starting point,
a springboard for new thought and new work, work that is fresh and sensitive
and that blurs the boundaries of our disciplines but always sharpens our
understandings of the larger human project.

With all its strengths and all its flaws, it is our hope that this project, in its
fifth edition, will contribute to the growing maturity and global influence of
qualitative research in the human disciplines. And, following our original
intent, we hope this convinces you, the reader, that qualitative research now
constitutes a field of study in its own right, allowing you to better anchor and
locate your own work in the qualitative research tradition and its central place
in a radical democratic project. If this happens, we will have succeeded in
building a bridge that serves all of us well, to a new territory ahead.
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Notes

1. Qualitative inquiry in North America has passed through several historical
moments or phases: the traditional (1900-1950), the modernist or golden age
(1950-1970), blurred genres (1970-1980), the paradigm wars (1980-1985),
the crisis of representation (1986—1990), the postmodern (1990-1995),
postexperimental inquiry (1995-2000), the methodologically contested
present (2000-2004), paradigm proliferation (2005-2010), and the fractured,
posthumanist present that battles managerialism in the audit-driven academy
(2010-2015), an uncertain, utopian future, where critical inquiry finds its
voice in the public arena (2016-). These moments overlap and coexist in the
present (see Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, pp. 2-3).

2. Today the list for the United States (and England) is very long; many of the
journals are published by Sage, including Qualitative Inquiry, Qualitative
Health Research, Qualitative Research, Qualitative Social Work, Cultural
Studies <=> Critical Methodologies, Journal of Contemporary Ethnography,
Discourse Studies, Discourse and Society, Ethnography, and Field Methods.
Other important journals include the International Journal of Qualitative
Studies in Education, Anthropology and Education, Communication and
Critical/Cultural Studies, Text and Performance Quarterly, and The
International Review of Qualitative Research (see Allen, 2016, p. 42, for a list
of some major qualitative journals).

3. Again, from Sage—the Handbooks of Qualitative Research, Grounded
Theory, Ethnography, Interviewing, Narrative Inquiry, Performance Studies,
and Critical and Indigenous Methodologies.

4. Sage seemingly has dozens of these texts, including those focused on case
study, interviewing, Internet inquiry, ethnography, focus groups, visual data,
conversation analysis, observation, participatory action research, ethics,
qualitative design and analysis, life history, and interpretive biography (see
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Staller, Block, & Horner, 2008, for a review of Sage’s place in this discourse;
also Allen, 2016, pp. 20-21).

5. Including the distinguished qualitative dissertation awards of the
International Association of Qualitative Inquiry and the American
Educational Research Association (AERA).

6. Including the Annual Egon Guba Distinguished Lecture for the QUALSIG
of AERA.

7. On May 7, 2005, the last day of the First International Congress of
Qualitative Inquiry, the International Association of Qualitative Inquiry
(IAQI) was founded in Urbana, Illinois. IAQI is the first international
association solely dedicated to the scholarly promotion, representation, and
global development of qualitative research. At present, IAQI has a listserv of
over 20,000 delegates representing 75 nations worldwide. It has established
professional affiliations with more than 200 collaborating sites in Oceana,
Africa, North and South America, the Caribbean, Europe, the Middle East,
Japan, Korea, and China (see icqi.org). The IAQI Newsletter appears
quarterly, as does the congress journal, The International Review of
Qualitative Research, which is published by the University of California
Press.

8. Mixed-methods research is Teddlie and Tashakkori’s third movement or
moment. The first movement is quantitative research, and the second is
qualitative inquiry. The third moment offers a middle ground that mediates
quantitative and qualitative disputes (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2011).

9. These criteria range from those endorsed by postpositivists (variations on
validity and reliability, including credibility and trustworthiness) to
poststructural feminist standpoint concerns emphasizing collaborative,
evocative performance texts that create ethically responsible relations
between researchers and those they study.
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Introduction: The Discipline and Practice
of Qualitative Research

Norman K. Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln

The global community of qualitative inquiry is midway between two
extremes, searching for a new middle, moving in several different directions
at the same time. How to create a new family of terms for a new critical
inquiry, terms slip and slide, fall over one another. What do we mean by
research, inquiry, critical, social justice, transformative, dialogic, reflexive,
participatory, emancipatory, narrative, resistance love, loss, praxis, rigor, and
writing as a way of being in the world (Cannella, 2015; Dimitriadis, 2016;
Kamberelis, Dimitriadis, & Welker, Chapter 31, this volume; MacLure, 2015;
Pillow, 2015)? Writing framed around acts of activism and resistance
(Madison, 2010, 2012). How do we move forward? What is the place of a
new edition of the SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research in this project?

What is the role of critical qualitative research in a historical present when the
need for social justice has never been greater? Should we even be using the
word research? Would the word inquiry be better, but then what does inquiry
refer to (Dimitriadis, 2016; MacLure, 2015, p. 103)? This is a historical
present that cries out for emancipatory visions, for visions that inspire
transformative inquiries, and for inquiries that can provide the moral authority
to move people to struggle and resist oppression. The pursuit of social justice
within a transformative paradigm challenges prevailing forms of inequality,
poverty, human oppression, and injustice.

The fields of qualitative inquiry and qualitative research are in transition
(Dimitriadis, 2016; Torrance, 2016). Postinterpretive paradigms are on the

horizon (Kuntz, 2015).1 Older paradigms are being reconfigured. Hybrid
paradigms are emerging alongside new geographies of knowledge and new
decolonizing epistemologies. The ontological turn in social theory leads to
alternative ontologies of counting (Lather, 2016) and the inventive uses of
statistics for strategic, indigenous interventions. Who has the right to observe
and count whom, and what does counting mean? New global communities of
interpretive practice span the globe, stretching from North to South, East to
West (see Coburn, 2015; Steinmetz, 2005; Walter & Anderson, 2013; Wyly,
2009). The field of qualitative research is on the move and moving in several
different directions at the same time.
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The methodological struggles of the 1970s and 1980s, fights over the very
existence of qualitative research while part of a distant past, are very much
alive in the second decade of the new millennium. They are present in the
tenure battles that are waged every year for junior faculty when their
qualitative research is criticized for not being scientific. They are alive in the
offices of granting agencies where only mixed-methods studies are funded. In
the emerging new paradigm war, “every overtly social justice-oriented
approach to research ... is threatened with de-legitimization by the
government-sanctioned, exclusivist assertion of positivism ... as the ‘gold
standard’ of educational research” (Wright, 2006, pp. 799-800). The
reinvigorated evidence-based research movement, with its fixed standards and
guidelines for conducting and evaluating qualitative inquiry, seeks total
domination: One shoe fits all (Erickson, Chapter 2, this volume; Cannella &
Lincoln, Chapter 4, this volume; Lincoln, 2010).

The heart of the matter turns on issues surrounding the politics and ethics of
evidence. Evidence-based guidelines reinforce support for postpositivist
discourse, leading some to even call for a strategic positivism. This recalls the
use of quasi-statistics (frequencies, percentages) by an earlier generation of
participant observers who counted and cross-tabulated observations, in an
effort to make their work more palatable to positivist colleagues (see Clarke,
Friese, & Washburn, 2015, p. 37; Lather, 2013).

In this introductory chapter, we define the field of qualitative research, then
navigate, chart, and review the recent history of qualitative research in the
human disciplines. This will allow us to locate this handbook and its contents
within their historical moments. These historical moments, as we noted in the
Preface, are somewhat artificial. They are socially constructed, quasi-
historical, and overlapping conventions. Nevertheless, they permit a

“performance” of developing ideas.Z They also facilitate an increasing
sensitivity to and sophistication about the pitfalls and promises of
ethnography and qualitative research. A conceptual framework for reading the
qualitative research act as a multicultural, gendered process is presented.

We then provide a brief introduction to the chapters, concluding with a brief
discussion of qualitative research. We also discuss the threats to qualitative
human subject research from the methodological conservatism movement,
which was noted in our Preface. We use the metaphor of the bridge to
structure what follows. This volume provides a bridge between historical
moments, politics, the decolonization project, research methods, paradigms,
and communities of interpretive scholars.
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Twenty-First-Century Interpretive Communities of

Practice3

This new century is characterized by multiple discourses, by new ways of
maneuvering between positivism, postpositivism, critical theory,
constructionism, poststructuralism, participatory models of inquiry, and the
new posts (see Guba, Lincoln, & Lynham, Chapter 5, this volume). While
there has been a remarkable growth in different perspectives, there is unity
under the “interpretive, performance paradigm,” from autoethnography to
postcolonial discourse analysis, from symbolic interactionism, to situational
and constructionist versions of grounded theory, from ethnodrama, and
ethnotheatre, to postphenomenology, to critical theory, to new versions of
standpoint theory, to materialist, antiracist, indigenous, LGBT (lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender) liberatory social justice discourses (Clark et al., 2015,
pp. 38, 40, 47; Walter & Anderson, 2013). This unity represents the
“globalizing acceptance of qualitative inquiry, in its many forms. Critical
qualitative inquiry is now an integral part of an international, interpretive
public social science discourse” (see Clark et al., 2015, p. 37; also Burawoy,
2005, p. 511; Knoblauch, 2014).

Five-Figured Spaces

Kamberelis et al. (Chapter 31, this volume) propose five basic figured worlds
of qualitative inquiry. (Each figured world is dynamic and evolving. There is
no great chain of being operating.) A figured world is an interpretive
community of practice, with shared understandings. These five worlds
involve assumptions concerning knowledge, research questions, relations
between subjects and objects, reality, and language. They give them familiar
labels: (1) positivist (objectivism), (2) interpretive (modernism), (3)
skepticism, praxis (critical), (4) power-knowledge (poststructural), and (5)
ontological (postqualitative, postmaterialism). These figured worlds map onto
the Guba, Lincoln, and Lynham chapter (Chapter 5, this volume) five-
paradigm model (positivism, postpositivism, critical theory, constructivism,
participatory-postmodern), which combines ontological, epistemological, and
methodological assumptions (pp. 98—-102).

The Kamberelis et al. five-figured space model, like the Guba et al. paradigm
framework, travels across and into uncharted spaces, a Figured World 6, a
new post-post? The models mark the importance of using research tools to
answer concrete questions (World 1), in specific ethnographic spaces (World
2), while critically engaging praxis and dialogue (World 3), language and
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discourse (World 4), and the effects of materiality, affect, and performance
(World 5) and imagining new becomings, returns, new departures, and
detours (World 6). This new world will be informed by postcolonial,
indigenous, transnational, global, and the multiple realities made possible
through new digital technologies (Markham, Chapter 29, this volume).

The Blurring of Discourses and Borders

The QUAN/QUAL divide is blurring; perhaps it is time to give up the war
(Flyvbjerg, 2011, p. 313). Radical feminists are using biostatistics and
pursuing biosocial studies. Poststructuralists and posthumanists are
interrogating the underlying assumptions and practices that operate in the era
of big data, digital technologies, the data sciences, software analytics, and the
diverse practices of numeracy (de Freitas, Dixon-Roman, & Lather, 2016).
Alternative ontologies of number and subversive uses of statistics question
the kinds of computational practices that saturate everyday life (de Freitas et
al., 2016). As lines blur, traditionalists dig in, eschewing the new, calling for a
return to the Chicago school classics, a return to neopositivist or postpositivist
traditional ethnographic methods (Clarke et al., 2015, p. 40).

There are new international associations: International Congress of
Qualitative Inquiry,% Contemporary Ethnography Across the Disciplines

(CEAD),5 the Qualitative Health Research Conference, The Qualitative
Methods (QM) conference, The Qualitative Analysis Conference, and
Advances in Qualitative Methods (see FQS, 2005, 6(3)), to list but a few.
There has been a wide-scale legitimatization of interpretive poststructural
research across the curricula of the social sciences, humanities, professional
education, health sciences, communications, education, computer and
information science, military, science education, and applied linguistics. This
has been accompanied by the development of sophisticated participatory,
community, and cooperative action discourses, as well as critical indigenous
decolonizing interventions (see Kovach, Chapter 9, this volume; Torre, Stout,
Manoff, & Fine, Chapter 22, this volume).

Neoliberal discourses attempt to scientize qualitative approaches through
evidence-based research efforts, which extend into graduate training and
beyond (see below). A strong transnational critical Bourdieusian ethnographic
tradition pushes back, through the journal Ethnography. This conversation has
major centers in France, the United States, United Kingdom, and Germany
(Clarke et al., 2015, p. 40). Keyan Tomaselli carries this transnational
pushback to South Africa through his leadership in indigenous scholarship at
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the University of KwaZulu-Natal, where he is director of the Centre for
Communication, Media, and Society and editor of Critical Arts: South-North
Cultural and Media Studies.

The International Association for Contemporary Ethnography Across the
Disciplines (ACEAD) is a Southern Hemisphere conference informed by a
Kaupapa Mao-ri worldview of “research.” ACEAD offers a home for
qualitative researchers “who draw upon indigenous forms of knowledge to
enliven, enrich, and inform current dominant, experimental, and emerging
forms of the ethnographic project” (see

http://cead.org.nz/Site/Ethnography conference/Association for CEAd/defau

The newly formed Forum of Critical Chinese Qualitative Research of the
International Congress of Qualitative Inquiry extends this global project to
China, to include the indigenization of critical Chinese qualitative research,
the establishment and advancement of curricula on critical Chinese qualitative
research, and the presence of critical Chinese qualitative research in the
global context. A more qualitative research focus is found in the Korean
Association for Qualitative Research (http://www.aqr.org.uk/dir/view.cgi?
ident=researchpacrok), as well as in the Japanese Society of Cultural
Anthropology (http://www.jasca.org/onjasca-e/frame.html) and the Japanese
Society of Ethnology (see also Liu, 2011). Alejandra Martinez and Aldo
Merlino organized I Post Congreso Argentina in Cordoba, October 2 to 3. In
total, 550 delegates from 13 countries of Latin America presented papers at
the congress, which was organized by the National Council of Research and
Technology of Argentina (CIES-CONICE-TyUNIC) and University of Siglo,
21 of Cordoba, Argentina. The congress celebrated the 10th anniversary of
the International Congress of Qualitative Inquiry.

The Global Science Tent

The social science tent has gotten bigger, or there are now many different
versions of what is science. Eisenhart (2006) proposes a model of qualitative
science that is interpretive (Geertz, 1973) and practical. After Flyvbjerg
(2001, 2011), she wants a science that matters, a science based on common
sense, focused on values and power, relevant to the needs of ordinary citizens
and policy makers. There are related calls for local science and for new
ontologies and epistemologies (critical realism), indigenous science,
interpretive science, posthuman and postmaterialist science, de-colonizing
sciences, science as a socially situated practice, and science based on feminist
standpoint methodologies (Harding, 2005). Burawoy (2005, pp. 511-512)
calls for a policy-oriented, nonelitist, organic public social science. Here the
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scholar collaborates with local communities of practice, neighborhood
associations, and labor and social justice movements. These alternatives to
traditional positivist science improve the status of qualitative inquiry in the
current political environment. They offer strategic forms of resistance to the
narrow, hegemonic science-based research (SBR) framework. It is no longer
possible to talk about a monolithic model of science. The mantel of authority
has been tarnished.

History, Politics, and Paradigms

To better understand where we are today and to better grasp current

criticisms, it is useful to return to the so-called paradigm® wars of the 1980s,
which resulted in the serious crippling of quantitative research in education.
Critical pedagogy, critical theorists, and feminist analyses fostered struggles
to acquire power and cultural capital for the poor, non-Whites, women, and
gays (Gage, 1989). A legacy of the 1980s paradigm wars was a ready-made
institutional apparatus that privileged a resurgent postpositivism, involving
experimentalism, mixed methodologies, and the intrusion of the government

into the spaces of research methods (Lather, 2004).Z

These institutional structures converged when neoliberalism, postpositivism,
and the audit-accountability culture took aim on education and schooling. The
interrelationships between these structures are complex and by no means well
understood. Clearly, the financial-auditing mechanism has been substantively
and technically linked with the methodology of accountability (Skrla &
Scheurich, 2004). Neoliberals added one more piece to their puzzle when they
understood that with a knowledge-based economy, there was a need to
produce better educated workers for the global economy. The watchwords:
audits, efficiency, high-stakes assessment, test-based accountability, and SBR
(see Spooner [Chapter 40] and Cheek [Chapter 13], this volume). It was only
a matter of time before this apparatus would take aim at qualitative research
and create protocols for evaluating qualitative research studies.

The Post-1980s Paradigm War Redux

Charles Teddlie and Abbas Tashakkori’s (2003) history is helpful here. They
expand the time frame of the 1980s war to embrace at least three paradigm
wars, or periods of conflict: the postpositivist-constructivist war against

positivism (1970-1990)8; the conflict between competing postpositivist,
constructivist, and critical theory paradigms (1990-2005); and the recent
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conflict between evidence-based methodologists and the mixed-methods,
interpretive, and critical theory schools (2005—present).2

According to Gage (1989), during the 1980s, the paradigm wars resulted in
the demise of quantitative research in education, a victim of attacks from anti-
naturalists, interpretivists, and critical theorists. Ethnographic studies
flourished. The cultural appropriateness of schooling, critical pedagogy, and
critical theorist and feminist analyses fostered struggles for power and
cultural capital for the poor, non-Whites, women, and gays (Gage, 1989).
(Gage imagined two alternative paradigms, pragmatism and Popper’s
piecemeal social engineering.)

Egon Guba’s (1990) The Paradigm Dialog signaled an end to the 1980s wars.
Postpositivists, constructivists, and critical theorists talked to one another,
working through issues connected to ethics, field studies, praxis, criteria,
knowledge accumulation, truth, significance, graduate training, values, and
politics. By the early 1990s, there was an explosion of published work on
qualitative research; handbooks and new journals appeared. Special interest
groups committed to particular paradigms appeared, some with their own

journals.10

The second paradigm conflict occurred within the mixed-methods community
and involved disputes “between individuals convinced of the ‘paradigm
purity’ of their own position” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003a, p. 7). Purists
extended and repeated the argument that quantitative and qualitative methods
and postpositivism and the other “isms” cannot be combined because of the
differences between their underlying paradigm assumptions. On the
methodological front, the incompatibility thesis was challenged by those who
invoked triangulation as a way of combining multiple methods to study the
same phenomenon (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003, p. 7; but see Flick, Chapter
19, this volume). This ushered in a new round of arguments and debates over
paradigm superiority.

A soft, apolitical pragmatic paradigm emerged in the post-1990 period.
Suddenly, quantitative and qualitative methods became compatible, and
researchers could use both in their empirical inquiries (Teddlie & Tashakkori,
2003). Proponents made appeals to a “what works” pragmatic argument,
contending that “no incompatibility between quantitative and qualitative
methods exists at either the level of practice or that of epistemology ... there
are thus no good reasons for educational researchers to fear forging ahead
with ‘what works’” (Howe, 1988, p. 16). Of course, what works is more than
an empirical question. It involves the politics of evidence.
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This is the space that evidence-based research (SBR) entered. It became the
battleground of the third war, “the current upheaval and argument about
‘scientific’ research in the scholarly world of education” (C. Clark &
Scheurich, 2008; Scheurich & Clark, 2006, p. 401). Enter Teddlie and
Tashakkori’s third moment: Mixed methods and evidence-based inquiry meet
one another in a soft center. C. Wright Mills (1959) would say this is a space
for abstracted empiricism. Inquiry is cut off from politics. Biography and
history recede into the background. Technological rationality prevails. The
watchwords: audits, efficiency, high-stakes assessment, test-based
accountability, and SBR.

The Third Moment and the New Paradigm
Dialogues

Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003, p. ix) use the term third methodological
moment to describe an epistemological position that evolved out of the
discussions and controversies associated with the 1980s paradigm wars. The
third moment mediates quantitative and qualitative disputes by finding a third
or middle ground. Extending Teddlie and Tashakkori, there are in fact two
distinct versions of the third moment. There is the mixed-methods version of
the moment, and there is a somewhat more radical position. This is the
version that endorses paradigm proliferation, a version anchored in the critical
interpretive social science traditions (Donmoyer, 2006).

Version One: In the first version of the third moment, incompatibility and
incommensurability theses are rejected. Ironically, as this discourse evolved,
the complementary strengths thesis emerged and is now accepted by many in
the mixed-methods community. Here is where history starts to be rewritten.
That is, multiple paradigms can be used in the same mixed-methods inquiry
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003, p. 23). At the same time, the mixed- or
multiple-methods approach gained acceptance. This seemed to extend the
triangulation arguments of the 1970s. Thus, the demise of the single
theoretical and/or methodological paradigm was celebrated (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2003, p. 24; but see Flick, Chapter 19, this volume).

For the mixed-methods advocates, the residues of the first paradigm war are
positive and negative. The demise of the incompatibility thesis, as it applied
to methods and paradigms, was “a major catalyst in the development of the
mixed methods as a distinct third methodological moment” (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2003). Regrettably, for the mixed-methods movement, a
lingering negative legacy of the 1980s wars is the tendency of students and
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graduate programs to still consider themselves as QUALS or QUANS. The
mixed-methods discourse also introduced complex discussions involving
design typologies, logistics, validity, data, standards, inferences, and findings
that can be generalized from studies that combine quantitative (QUAN) and
qualitative (QUAL) methodologies. It was as if inquiry was disconnected
from content, method prevailed, and issues of justice or of doing science that
matters receded into the background.

Symonds and Gorard go so far as to call for the death of mixed methods,
hoping that this death will lead to the rebirth of research as a craft (Symonds
& Gorard, 2008, p. 17; 2010). Flick (Chapter 19, this volume) also questions
the future of mixed-methods research:

The fashion and attraction of mixed methods will come to an end once
funders, researchers, publishers, and finally its protagonists realize that it
is less a solution to all kinds of problems but just another methodological
approach with limits and weaknesses. One reason for such an insight can
be the overrating of such a concept—who is sitting in review committees
in medical sciences, for example, is confronted with a growing number
of proposals that include qualitative research as part of a mixed-methods
approach, although the knowledge about this kind of research is very
superficial. In the long run, this may lead to the insight that, if
combinations of methods are necessary, this should be done on more
solid ground such as a developed concept of triangulation could provide.
That would require that the concept of triangulation is further developed
more offensively and propagated. (p. 458)

Version Two: A third formation within the third moment. This is the space
primarily filled by the many branches of the global interpretive community.
Scholars in this space are working in three directions at the same time. On one
hand, they are critically engaging and critiquing the SBR movement. They are
emphasizing the political and moral consequences of the narrow views of
science that are embedded in the movement (St. Pierre & Roulston, 2006).
They are asking questions about the politics of evidence, about how work can
be done for social justice purposes.

A second group of scholars celebrates paradigm proliferation (Donmoyer,
2006) and the profusion of interpretive communities. They do not necessarily
endorse the incompatibility theses that are so important for the mixed-
methods community. They understand that each community has differing
interpretive criteria. This discourse functions as a firewall of sorts against the
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narrow view of nonpositivism held by SBR authors.

Still a third group of scholars is resisting the implementation of narrow views
of ethics, human subject review boards, institutional review boards (IRBs),
informed consent, and biomedical models of inquiry (see Christians, Chapter
3, this volume). Many campus-level IRBs attempt to manage qualitative
research. This interferes with academic freedom; that is, IRB panels not only
regulate who gives informed consent but also make stipulations concerning
SBR research design and researcher-subject relationships.

Kvale (2008) and Brinkmann and Kvale (2008) observe that for the
qualitative community, there is often a tendency to “portray qualitative
inquiry as inherently ethical, or at least more ethical than quantitative
research” (p. 10; Brinkmann & Kvale, 2008, p. 262). They call this qualitative
ethicism—that is, the inclination to see research within ethical terms and to
assert that it is more ethical. The dangers with qualitative ethicism are
twofold. It can lead to an uncritical romanticizing of qualitative research. At
the same time, it can direct attention away from the ways in which qualitative
inquiry—focus groups, open-ended interviewing, ethnography—is used to
sell products in the consumer marketplace.

Performance, Affect, and the New Materialisms

Within the interpretive tradition, there is a fourth formation. It represents a
break from earlier traditions and moves from posthumanist to
nonrepresentational theories (Vannini, 2015), to relational materialisms, to
alternative ontologies of number and new regimes of counting and
computation, multiple versions of the nonhuman turn (Clough, 2016-2017; de
Freitas et al., 2016).

A rupture: Coole and Frost (2010) describe three themes that frame this
discourse:

First is an ontological reorientation that is posthumanist in the sense that
it conceives of matter itself as exhibiting agency. Second are biopolitical,
and bioethical issues concerning the status of life and of the human.
Third, the new scholarship reengages political economy emphasizing the
relationship between the material details of everyday life and broader
geopolitical and socioeconomic structure. (pp. 6—7, paraphrase)
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For the new materialists, terms such as agency, voice, subject, experience,
presence, self, narrative, subjectivity, meaning, mind, consciousness, data,
analysis, interpretation, and science are to be used carefully, if at all. They
privilege discourse, mind, and culture over matter, body, and nature. They are
the remnants of an outdated humanism; their continued use reproduces a
postpositivist interpretive discourse (see MacLure, 2015). The materialist
critique opens up new spaces, new terms, post-human bodies, new ontologies
of being and inquiry, a move away from epistemology, new views of voice,
presence and performance, the mangle of post-human bodies, new body-
machine-material entanglements (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 123). The
materialists challenge traditional qualitative researchers who rely on
neopositivist and postpositivist traditional ethnographic approaches to rethink
their assumptions.

The ontological and epistemological assumptions of the new materialists and
the traditional, classical ethnographers are vastly different, making the
approaches incompatible (Clarke et al., 2015, p. 40). Kuntz (2015) reminds us
that “the new materialism presents productive ontological, epistemological,
methodological and ethical possibilities that cannot be ignored, most
importantly are its implications for truth-telling with the aim of intervening
within normative practices if knowing and being” (p. 82, paraphrase). The
materialist turn opens up spaces for the “notion of post-method, the spaces of
the post-qualitative, methodologies without boundaries, methodologies that
may go anywhere, methodologies that create a sense of uncertainty, mourning
and loss, methodologies doing social justice work, truth telling for social
change” (pp. 12—-13, 82, paraphrase).

A new paradigm is on the horizon, one that doubles back on itself and
wanders in spaces that have not yet been named. It celebrates the implications
for qualitative methodology of the recent (re)turn to materiality across the
social sciences and humanities (MacLure, 2015, pp. 94-95). The “new
materialisms” promise to go beyond the old antagonisms of nature and
culture, science and the social, discourse and matter. While the turmoil now
going on in the third (or fourth) moment seems to repeat 30-year-old
arguments, some progress has been made. Moral and epistemological
discourses now go on, side by side. This was not the case 30 years ago. Race,
ethnicity, sexuality, class, the research rights of indigenous peoples,
Whiteness, and queer studies are taken-for-granted topics today.

Resistances to Qualitative Studies
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The academic and disciplinary resistances to qualitative research illustrate the
politics embedded in this field of discourse. The challenges to qualitative
research are many. To better understand these criticisms, it is necessary to
“distinguish analytically the political (or external) role of [qualitative]
methodology from the procedural (or internal) one” (Seale, Gobo, Gubrium,
& Silverman, 2004, p. 7). Politics situate methodology within and outside the
academy. Procedural issues define how qualitative methodology is used to
produce knowledge about the world (Seale et al., 2004, p. 7). Often, the
political and the procedural intersect. Politicians and hard scientists call
qualitative researchers journalists or “soft” scientists. Their work is termed
unscientific, only exploratory, or subjective. It is called criticism and not
theory, or it is interpreted politically, as a disguised version of Marxism or
secular humanism.

These political and procedural resistances reflect an uneasy awareness that the
interpretive traditions of qualitative research commit one to a critique of the
positivist or postpositivist project. But the positivist resistance to qualitative
research goes beyond the “ever-present desire to maintain a distinction
between hard science and soft scholarship” (Carey, 1989, p. 99). The
experimental (positivist) sciences (e.g., physics, chemistry, economics, and
psychology) are often seen as the crowning achievements of Western
civilization, and in their practices, it is assumed that “truth” can transcend
opinion and personal bias (Carey, 1989, p. 99; Schwandt, 1997, p. 309).
Qualitative research is seen as an assault on this tradition, whose adherents
often retreat into a “value-free objectivist science” (Carey, 1989, p. 104)
model to defend their position. The positivists seldom attempt to make
explicit and critique the “moral and political commitments in their own
contingent work” (Carey, 1989, p. 104; Guba et al., Chapter 5, this volume).

Positivists and postpositivists further allege that the so-called new
experimental qualitative researchers write fiction, not science, and have no
way of verifying their truth statements. Ethnographic poetry and fiction signal
the death of empirical science, and there is little to be gained by attempting to
engage in moral criticism. These critics presume a stable, unchanging reality
that can be studied with the empirical methods of objective social science (see
Huber, 1995). The province of qualitative research, accordingly, is the world
of lived experience, for this is where individual belief and action intersect
with culture. Under this model, there is no preoccupation with discourse and
method as material interpretive practices that constitute representation and
description. This is the textual, narrative turn rejected by the positivists. The
opposition to positive science by the poststructuralists is seen, then, as an
attack on reason and truth. At the same time, the positivist science attack on
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qualitative research is regarded as an attempt to legislate one version of truth
over another.

The Legacies of Scientific Research

Writing about scientific research, including qualitative research, from the
vantage point of the colonized, a position that she chooses to privilege, Linda
Tuhiwai Smith (1999) states that “the term ‘research’ is inextricably linked to
European imperialism and colonialism.” She continues, “The word itself is
probably one of the dirtiest words in the indigenous world’s vocabulary.... It
is implicated in the worst excesses of colonialism” (p. V), with the ways in
which “knowledge about indigenous peoples was collected, classified, and
then represented back to the West” (p. ). This dirty word stirs up anger,
silence, distrust. “It is so powerful that indigenous people even write poetry
about research” (Smith, 1999, p. 1). It is one of colonialism’s most sordid
legacies, she says.

Frederick Erickson’s Chapter 2 of this volume charts many key features of
this painful history. He notes with some irony that qualitative research in
sociology and anthropology was born out of concern to understand the exotic,
often dark-skinned “other.” Of course, there were colonialists long before
there were anthropologists and ethnographers. Nonetheless, there would be no
colonial-—and now no neocolonial—history were it not for this investigative
mentality that turned the dark-skinned other into the object of the
ethnographer’s gaze. From the very beginning, qualitative research was
implicated in a racist project.

Historical Moments

Qualitative research is a field of inquiry in its own right. It crosscuts
disciplines, fields, and subject matter. A complex, interconnected family of
terms, concepts, and assumptions surrounds the term. These include the
traditions associated with foundationalism, positivism, postfoundationalism,
postpositivism, poststructuralism, postmodernism, posthumanism, and the
many qualitative research perspectives and methods connected to cultural and
interpretive studies (the chapters in Part IT of this volume take up these
paradigms). There are separate and detailed literatures on the many methods
and approaches that fall under the category of qualitative research, such as
case study, politics and ethics, participatory inquiry, interviewing, participant
observation, visual methods, and interpretive analysis.
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In North America, qualitative inquiry operates in a complex historical field
that crosscuts eight to nine historical moments. We define them as the
traditional (1900-1950), the modernist or golden age (1950-1970), blurred
genres (1970-1980), the paradigm wars (1980-1985), the crisis of
representation (1986—1990), the postmodern (1990-1995), postexperimental
inquiry (1995-2000), the methodologically contested present (2000-2004),
paradigm proliferation (2005-2010), and the fractured, posthumanist present
that battles managerialism in the audit-driven academy (2010-2015), an
uncertain, utopian future, where critical inquiry finds its voice in the public
arena (2016—). These moments overlap in the present (see Clarke et al., 2015,
pp. 21-43, for an expanded treatment of this history).

This historical model has been termed a progress narrative by Alasuutari
(2004, pp. 599-600) and Seale et al. (2004, p. 2). The critics assert that we
believe that the most recent moment is the most up-to-date, the avant-garde,
the cutting edge (Alasuutari, 2004, p. 601). Naturally, we dispute this reading.
Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003) have modified our historical periods to fit
their historical analysis of the major moments in the emergence of mixed
methods in the past century.

Successive waves of epistemological theorizing move across these moments.
The traditional period is associated with the positivist, foundational paradigm.
The modernist or golden age and blurred genres moments are connected to
the appearance of postpositivist arguments. At the same time, a variety of new
interpretive, qualitative perspectives were taken up, including hermeneutics,
structuralism, semiotics, phenomenology, cultural studies, and feminism. In
the blurred genre phase, the humanities became central resources for critical,
interpretive theory and the qualitative research project broadly conceived. The
researcher became a bricoleur (as discussed later), learning how to borrow
from many different disciplines.

The blurred genres phase produced the next stage, the crisis of representation.
Here researchers struggled with how to locate themselves and their subjects in
reflexive texts. A kind of methodological diaspora took place, a two-way
exodus. Humanists migrated to the social sciences, searching for new social
theory and new ways to study popular culture and its local ethnographic
contexts. Social scientists turned to the humanities, hoping to learn how to do
complex structural and poststructural readings of social texts. From the
humanities, social scientists also learned how to produce texts that refused to
be read in simplistic, linear, incontrovertible terms. The line between a text
and a context blurred. In the postmodern experimental moment, researchers
continued to move away from foundational and quasifoundational criteria.
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Alternative evaluative criteria were sought, ones that might prove evocative,
moral, critical, and rooted in local understandings.

Definitional Issues: Research Versus Inquiry

Any definition of qualitative research must work within this complex
historical field. Qualitative research means different things in each of these
moments. Nonetheless, an initial, generic definition can be offered.
Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the
world. Qualitative research consists of a set of interpretive, material practices
that make the world visible. These practices transform the world. They turn
the world into a series of representations, including field notes, interviews,
conversations, photographs, recordings, and memos to the self. At this level,
qualitative research involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the
world. This means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural
settings, attempting to make sense of or interpret phenomena in terms of the
meanings people bring to them.

Qualitative research involves the studied use and collection of a variety of
empirical materials—case study, personal experience, introspection, life story,
interview, artifacts, and cultural texts and productions, along with
observational, historical, interactional, and visual texts—that describe routine
and problematic moments and meanings in individuals’ lives. Accordingly,
qualitative researchers deploy a wide range of interconnected interpretive
practices, hoping always to get a better understanding of the subject matter at
hand. It is understood, however, that each practice makes the world visible in
a different way. Hence, there is frequently a commitment to using more than
one interpretive practice in any study.

Following the ontological turn in materialist discourse, Dimitriadis (2016)
makes an important distinction between inquiry and research. Throughout the
paradigm wars, qualitative researchers fought for a place at the table, resisting
positivist domination from the SBR machine. They worked from a long and
distinguished humanist, interpretive tradition, a tradition that extended from
Max Weber and George Herbert Mead to Clifford Geertz and Victor Turner.
It becomes fully robust in the recent present moment, with tangled up
versions of race theory, feminist theories, class theories, critical theory, and
empowerment discourses, all the way to autoethnography. We got messy
texts, texts with multiple voices, and interrogations of terms like truth,
validity, voice, and data. Suddenly qualitative research is carrying the weight
of the interpretive tradition on its shoulders.
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Dimitriadis (2016) wonders if it would be better to retire the word research
altogether and entertain for the moment the use of the word inquiry. Inquiry
does not carry the trappings of the word research, which is tainted by a
lingering positivism. Inquiry implies an open-endedness, uncertainty,
ambiguity, praxis, pedagogies of liberation, freedom, resistance.

We could go one step further and make the performance turn, the human-
being-as performer, not as researcher or inquirer. A performative project,
informed by research and inquiry, involves acting in the world so as to make
it visible for social transformations. This is a postqualitative, postresearch-
inquiry-world. It is a world defined by risk taking by textual experimentation,
by ontologies of transformation, a world defined by acts of love, struggles,
and resistance, a world shaped by dramatic radical acts of activism (Madison,
2010). Saldafia (2005) describes ethnodrama as

a word joining ethnography and drama. It is a written play script
consisting of dramatized, significant selections of narrative collected
from interview transcripts, participant observation field notes, journal
entries, personal memories/experiences, print and media artifacts, and ...
historical documents. Simply put, this is dramatizing the data (Saldana,
2011, p. 13; 2005, pp. 1-2). Ethnotheatre joins ethnography and theatre,
using the traditional craft and artistic techniques of theatre production to
mount for an audience a live or mediated performance event of research
participants’ experiences and/or the researcher’s interpretations of them.

(p- D

Madison (2012) reminds us,

If we accept the notion of human beings as homo performans and
therefore as a performing species, performance becomes necessary for
our survival. That is we recognize and create ourselves as Others through
performance ... in this process culture and performance become
inextricably interconnected and performance is a constant presence in
our daily lives. (p. 166, paraphrase)

This is why one community of postqualitative researchers/inquirers has turned
to a performance-based vocabulary.
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The Qualitative Researcher-as-Bricoleur

Multiple gendered images may be brought to the qualitative researcher:
scientist, naturalist, fieldworker, journalist, social critic, artist, performer, jazz
musician, filmmaker, quilt maker, essayist. The many methodological
practices of qualitative research may be viewed as soft science, journalism,
ethnography, ethnotheatre, ethnodrama, bricolage, quilt making, or montage.
The researcher, in turn, may be seen as a bricoleur. There are many kinds of
bricoleurs—interpretive, narrative, theoretical, political. The interpretive
bricoleur produces a bricolage, that is, a pieced-together set of representations
that are fitted to the specifics of a complex situation. “The solution (bricolage)
which is the result of the bricoleur’s method is an [emergent] construction™
(Weinstein & Weinstein, 1991, p. 161), which changes and takes new forms
as different tools, methods, and techniques of representation and
interpretation are added to the puzzle. Nelson, Treichler, and Grossberg
(1992) describe the methodology of cultural studies “as a bricolage. Its choice
of practice, that is, is pragmatic, strategic, and self-reflexive” (p. 2).

The methodological bricoleur is adept at performing a large number of
diverse tasks, ranging from interviewing to intensive self-reflection and
introspection. The theoretical bricoleur reads widely and is knowledgeable
about the many interpretive paradigms (feminism, Marxism, cultural studies,
constructivism, queer theory) that can be brought to any particular problem.
He or she may not, however, feel that paradigms can be mingled or
synthesized. If paradigms are overarching philosophical systems denoting
particular ontologies, epistemologies, and methodologies, one cannot move
easily from one to the other. Paradigms represent belief systems that attach
the user to a particular worldview. Perspectives, in contrast, are less well-
developed systems, and it can be easier to move between them. The
researcher-as-bricoleur-theorist works between and within competing and
overlapping perspectives and paradigms.

The interpretive bricoleur understands that research is an interactive process
shaped by one’s personal history, biography, gender, social class, race, and
ethnicity and those of the people in the setting. Critical bricoleurs stress the
dialectical and hermeneutic nature of interdisciplinary inquiry, knowing that
the boundaries between traditional disciplines no longer hold (Kincheloe,
2001, p. 683). The political bricoleur knows that science is power, for all
research findings have political implications. There is no value-free science.
A civic social science based on a politics of hope is sought (Lincoln, 1999).
The gendered, narrative bricoleur also knows that researchers all tell stories
about the worlds they have studied. Thus, the narratives or stories scientists
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tell are accounts couched and framed within specific storytelling traditions,
often defined as paradigms (e.g., positivism, postpositivism, constructivism).
The product of the interpretive bricoleur’s labor is a complex, quilt-like
bricolage, a reflexive collage or montage; a set of fluid, interconnected
images and representations. This interpretive structure is like a quilt, a
performance text, or a sequence of representations connecting the parts to the
whole.

Qualitative Research as a Site of Multiple
Interpretive Practices

Qualitative research, as a set of interpretive activities, privileges no single
methodological practice over another. As a site of discussion or discourse,
qualitative research is difficult to define clearly. It has no theory or paradigm
that is distinctly its own. As Part II of this volume reveals, multiple theoretical
paradigms claim use of qualitative research methods and strategies, from
constructivism to cultural studies, feminism, Marxism, and ethnic models of
study. Qualitative research is used in many separate disciplines, as we will
discuss below. It does not belong to a single discipline.

Nor does qualitative research have a distinct set of methods or practices that
are entirely its own. Qualitative researchers use semiotics, narrative, content,
discourse, archival, and phonemic analysis—even statistics, tables, graphs,
and numbers. They also draw on and use the approaches, methods, and
techniques of ethnomethodology, phenomenology, hermeneutics, feminism,
rhizomatics, deconstructionism, ethnographies, interviews, psychoanalysis,
cultural studies, survey research, and participant observation, among others.
No specific method or practice can be privileged over another. Each method
bears the traces of its own disciplinary history.

The many histories that surround each method or research strategy reveal how
multiple uses and meanings are brought to each practice. Textual analyses in
literary studies, for example, often treat texts as self-contained systems. On
the other hand, a cultural studies or feminist perspective reads a text in terms
of its location within a historical moment marked by a particular gender, race,
or class ideology. A cultural studies use of ethnography would bring a set of
understandings from feminism, postmodernism, and postructuralism to the
project. These understandings would not be shared by mainstream
postpositivist sociologists. Similarly, postpositivist and poststructural
historians bring different understandings and uses to the methods and findings
of historical research. These tensions and contradictions are evident in many
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of the chapters in this handbook.

These separate and multiple uses and meanings of the methods of qualitative
research make it difficult to agree on any essential definition of the field, for it
is never just one thing. Still, a definition must be offered. We borrow from
and paraphrase Nelson et al.’s (1992) attempt to define cultural studies:

Qualitative research/inquiry is an interdisciplinary, transdiciplinary, and
sometimes counterdisciplinary field. It crosscuts the humanities, as well
as the social and the physical sciences. Qualitative research is many
things at the same time. It is multiparadigmatic in focus. Its practitioners
are sensitive to the value of the multimethod approach. They are
committed to the naturalistic perspective and to the interpretive
understanding of human experience. At the same time, the field is
inherently political and shaped by multiple ethical and political
positions.

Qualitative research/inquiry embraces two tensions at the same time. On
the one hand, it is drawn to a broad, interpretive, postexperimental,
postmodern, feminist, and critical sensibility. On the other hand, it is
drawn to more narrowly defined positivist, postpositivist, humanistic,
and naturalistic conceptions of human experience and its analysis.
Furthermore, these tensions can be combined in the same project,
bringing both postmodern and naturalistic, or both critical and
humanistic, perspectives to bear, often in conflict with one another. (p. 4)

This rather awkward statement means that qualitative research is a set of
complex interpretive practices. As a constantly shifting historical formation, it
embraces tensions and contradictions, including disputes over its methods and
the forms its findings and interpretations take. The field sprawls between and
crosscuts all of the human disciplines, even including, in some cases, the
physical sciences. Its practitioners are variously committed to modern,
postmodern, and postexperimental sensibilities and the approaches to social
research that these sensibilities imply.

Politics and Reemergent Scientism
In the first decade of this new century, the scientifically based research

movement (SBR) initiated by the National Research Council (NRC) created a
new and hostile political environment for qualitative research (Howe, 2009).
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Connected to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), SBR embodied
a reemergent scientism (Maxwell, 2004), a positivist evidence-based
epistemology. Researchers were encouraged to employ “rigorous, systematic,
and objective methodology to obtain reliable and valid knowledge” (Ryan &
Hood, 2004, p. 80). The preferred methodology has well-defined causal
models using independent and dependent variables. Causal models are
examined in the context of randomized controlled experiments, which allow
replication and generalization (Ryan & Hood, 2004, p. 81).

Under this framework, qualitative research becomes suspect. There are no
well-defined variables or causal models. Observations and measurements are
not based on random assignment to experimental groups. Hard evidence is not
generated by these methods. At best, case study, interview, and ethnographic
methods offer descriptive materials that can be tested with experimental
methods. The epistemologies of critical race, queer, postcolonial, feminist,
and postmodern theories are rendered useless, relegated at best to the category
of scholarship, not science (Ryan & Hood, 2004, p. 81; St. Pierre & Roulston,
2006).

Critics of the SBR movement argued that the movement endorsed a narrow
view of science, celebrated a “neoclassical experimentalism that is a
throwback to the Campbell-Stanley era and its dogmatic adherence to an
exclusive reliance on quantitative methods” (Howe, 2004, p. 42). Neoclassical
experimentalists extoled evidence-based “medical research as the model for
educational research, particularly the random clinical trial” (Howe, 2004, p.
48). But the random clinical trial—dispensing a pill—is quite unlike
“dispensing a curriculum” (Howe, 2004, p. 48), nor can the “effects” of the
educational experiment be easily measured, unlike a “10-point reduction in
diastolic blood pressure” (Howe, 2004, p. 48).

The SBR movement created a second-class place for qualitative methods in
mixed-methods experimental designs (Howe, 2004, p. 49). V. L. P. Clark,
Creswell, Green, and Shope (2008) define mixed-methods research “as a
design for collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative
data in a study in order to understand a research problem” (p. 364). The call
for mixed methods presumes a methodological hierarchy, with quantitative
methods at the top, relegating qualitative methods to “a largely auxiliary role
in pursuit of the technocratic aim of accumulating knowledge of ‘what
works’” (Howe, 2004, pp. 53-54). The traditional mixed-methods movement
takes qualitative methods out of their natural home, which is within the
critical interpretive framework (Howe, 2004, p. 54). It divides inquiry into
dichotomous categories, exploration versus confirmation. Qualitative work is
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assigned to the first category, quantitative research to the second (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2003, p. 15). Like the classic experimental model, this movement
excludes stakeholders from dialogue and active participation in the research
process. Doing so weakens its democratic and dialogical dimensions and
decreases the likelihood that previously silenced voices will be heard (Howe,
2004, pp. 56-57).

The Pragmatic Criticisms of Anti-Foundationalism

Clive Seale et al. (2004) contest what they regard as the excesses of an anti-
methodological, “anything goes,” romantic postmodernism that is associated
the poststructural, interpretive project. They assert that too often, the approach
produces “low quality qualitative research and research results that are quite
stereotypical and close to common sense” (p. 2). In contrast, they propose a
practice-based, pragmatic approach that places research practice at the center.
Research involves an engagement “with a variety of things and people:
research materials ... social theories, philosophical debates, values, methods,
tests ... research participants” (p. Y). (Actually, this approach is quite close to
our own, especially our view of the bricoleur and bricolage.)

Their situated methodology rejects the anti-foundational claim that there are
only partial truths, that the dividing line between fact and fiction has broken
down (Seale et al., 2004, p. 3; for parallel criticism, see Adler & Adler, 2008;
Atkinson & Delamont, 2006; Hammersly, 2008). They believe that this
dividing line has not collapsed and that we should not accept stories if they do
not accord with the best available facts. Oddly, these pragmatic procedural
arguments reproduce a variant of the evidence-based model and its criticisms
of poststructural performative sensibilities. They can be used to provide
political support for the methodological marginalization of many of the
positions advanced in this handbook.

This complex political terrain defines the many traditions and strands of
qualitative research: the British and its presence in other national contexts; the
American pragmatic, naturalistic, and interpretive traditions in sociology,
anthropology, communications, and education; the German and French
phenomenological, hermeneutic, semiotic, Marxist, structural, and
poststructural perspectives; feminist, queer, African American, Latino, and
critical disability studies; and studies of indigenous and aboriginal cultures.
The politics of qualitative research create a tension that informs each of the
above traditions. This tension itself is constantly being reexamined and
interrogated, as qualitative research confronts a changing historical world,
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new intellectual positions, and its own institutional and academic conditions.

In the meantime, battles between the SBR (quantitative) and anti-SBR
(qualitative) camps continue. Uwe Flick (2002) summarizes,

The quantitative approach has been used for purposes of isolating
“causes and effects ... operationalizing theoretical relations ... [and]
measuring and ... quantifying phenomena ... allowing the generalization
of findings” (p. Y'). But today, doubt is cast on such projects. Rapid social
change and the resulting diversification of life worlds are increasingly
confronting social researchers with new social contexts and perspectives
... traditional deductive methodologies ... are failing ... thus research is
increasingly forced to make use of inductive strategies instead of starting
from theories and testing them ... knowledge and practice are studied as
local knowledge and practice. (p. 2; see also the discussion of numeracy
and the ontology of numbers above)

Tensions Within Qualitative Research

Positivist, postpositivist, poststructural, and postqualitative differences define
and shape the discourses of qualitative research. Realists and postpositivists
within the interpretive, qualitative research tradition criticize poststructuralists
for taking the textual, narrative turn. These critics contend that such work is
navel-gazing. It produces the conditions “for a dialogue of the deaf between
itself and the community” (Silverman, 1997, p. 240). Those who attempt to
capture the point of view of the interacting subject in the world are accused of
naive humanism, of reproducing a Romantic impulse that elevates the
experiential to the level of the authentic (Silverman, 1997, p. 248). Martyn
Hammersley (2008, p. 1) goes so far as to argue that qualitative research is
facing a crisis symbolized by an ill-conceived postmodernist image of
qualitative research, which is dismissive of traditional forms of inquiry. He
feels that “unless this dynamic can be interrupted the future of qualitative
research is endangered” (p. 11). Still others argue that lived experience is
ignored by those who take the textual, performance turn. David Snow and
Calvin Morrill (1995) argue that “this performance turn, like the
preoccupation with discourse and storytelling, will take us further from the
field of social action and the real dramas of everyday life and thus signal the
death knell of ethnography as an empirically grounded enterprise” (p. 361).
Of course, we disagree.
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Paul Atkinson and Sara Delamont (2006), two qualitative scholars in the
traditional, classic Chicago school tradition, offer a corrective. They remain
committed to qualitative (and quantitative) research “provided that they are
conducted rigorously and contribute to robustly useful knowledge” (p. 749).
Of course, these scholars are committed to social policy initiatives at some
level. But, for them, the postmodern image of qualitative inquiry threatens
and undermines the value of traditional qualitative inquiry. Atkinson and
Delamont exhort qualitative researchers to “think hard about whether their
investigations are the best social science they could be” (p. 749). Patricia
Adler and Peter Adler (2008) implore the radical postmodernists to “give up
the project for the good of the discipline and for the good of society” (p. 23).

Hammersley (2008, pp. 134-136, 144) extends the traditional critique, finding
little value in the work of ethnographic postmodernists and literary
ethnographers. This new tradition, he asserts, legitimates speculative
theorizing, celebrates obscurity, and abandons the primary task of inquiry,
which is to produce truthful knowledge about the world (p. 144).
Poststructural inquirers get it from all sides. The criticisms, Carolyn Ellis
(2009, p. 231) observes, fall into three overlapping categories. Our work (1) is
too aesthetic and not sufficiently realistic and does not provide hard data, (2)
is too realistic and not mindful of poststructural criticisms concerning the
“real” self and its place in the text, and (3) is not sufficiently aesthetic, or
literary; that is, we are second-rate writers and poets (p. 232).

The Politics of Evidence

The critics’ model of science is anchored in the belief that there is an
empirical world that is obdurate and talks back to investigators. This is an
empirical science based on evidence that corroborates interpretations. This is
a science that returns to and is lodged in the real, a science that stands outside
nearly all of the turns listed above; this is Chicago school neo-postpositivism.

Contrast this certain science to the position of those who are preoccupied with
the politics of evidence. Jan Morse (2006; also Morse, Chapter 35, this
volume), for example, reminds us that evidence is not just something that is
out there. Evidence has to be produced, constructed, represented.
Furthermore, the politics of evidence cannot be separated from the ethics of
evidence). Under the Jan Morse model, representations of empirical reality
become problematic. Objective representation of reality is impossible. Each
representation calls into place a different set of ethical questions regarding
evidence, including how it is obtained and what it means. But surely a middle
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ground can be found. If there is a return to the spirit of the paradigm
dialogues of the 1980s, then multiple representations of a situation should be
encouraged, perhaps placed alongside one another.

Indeed, the interpretive camp is not antiscience per se. We do something
different. We believe in multiple forms of science: soft, hard, strong, feminist,
interpretive, critical, realist, postrealist, and posthumanist. In a sense, the
traditional and postmodern projects are incommensurate. We interpret, we
perform, we interrupt, we challenge, and we believe nothing is ever certain.
We want performance texts that quote history back to itself, texts that focus
on epiphanies; on the intersection of biography, history, culture, and politics;
on turning-point moments in people’s lives. The critics are correct on this
point. We have a political orientation that is radical, democratic, and
interventionist. Many postpositivists share these politics.

Qualitative Research as Process

Three interconnected, generic activities define the qualitative research
process. They go by a variety of different labels, including theory, method,
and analysis or ontology, epistemology, and methodology. Behind these terms
stands the personal biography of the researcher, who speaks from a particular
class, gendered, racial, cultural, and ethnic community perspective. The
gendered, multiculturally situated researcher approaches the world with a set
of ideas, a framework (theory, ontology) that specifies a set of questions
(epistemology), which are then examined (methodology, analysis) in specific
ways. That is, empirical materials bearing on the question are collected and
then analyzed and written about. Every researcher speaks from within a
distinct interpretive community, which configures, in its special way, the
multicultural, gendered components of the research act.

In this volume, we treat these generic activities under five headings or phases:
the researcher and the researched as multicultural subjects, major paradigms
and interpretive perspectives, research strategies, methods of collecting and
analyzing empirical materials, and the art of interpretation. Behind and within
each of these phases stands the biographically situated researcher. This
individual enters the research process from inside an interpretive community.
This community has its own historical research traditions, which constitute a
distinct point of view. This perspective leads the researcher to adopt particular
views of the “other” who is studied. At the same time, the politics and the
ethics of research must also be considered, for these concerns permeate every
phase of the research process.

52



The Other as Research Subject

From its turn-of-the-century birth in modern, interpretive form, qualitative
research has been haunted by a double-faced ghost. On one hand, qualitative
researchers have assumed that qualified, competent observers could, with
objectivity, clarity, and precision, report on their own observations of the
social world, including the experiences of others. Second, researchers have
held to the belief in a real subject or real individual who is present in the
world and able, in some form, to report on his or her experiences. So armed,
researchers could blend their own observations with the self-reports provided
by subjects through interviews, life story, personal experience, and case study
documents.

These two beliefs have led qualitative researchers across disciplines to seek a
method that would allow them to record accurately their own observations
while also uncovering the meanings their subjects brought to their life
experiences. This method would rely on the subjective verbal and written
expressions of meaning given by the individuals, which are studied as
windows into the inner life of the person. Since Wilhelm Dilthey
(1900/1976), this search for a method has led to a perennial focus in the
human disciplines on qualitative, interpretive methods.

Recently, as noted above, this position and its beliefs have come under
assault. Poststructuralists and postmodernists have contributed to the
understanding that there is no clear window into the inner life of an
individual. Any gaze is always filtered through the lenses of language,
gender, social class, race, and ethnicity. There are no objective observations,
only observations socially situated in the worlds of—and between—the
observer and the observed. Subjects, or individuals, are seldom able to give
full explanations of their actions or intentions; all they can offer are accounts
or stories about what they did and why. No single method can grasp the subtle
variations in ongoing human experience. Consequently, qualitative
researchers deploy a wide range of interconnected interpretive methods,
always seeking better ways to make more understandable the worlds of
experience that have been studied.

Table 1.1 depicts the relationships we see among the five phases that define
the research process (the researcher, major paradigms, research strategies,
methods of collecting and analyzing empirical materials, and the art,
practices, and politics of interpretation). Behind all but one of these phases
stands the biographically situated researcher. These five levels of activity, or
practice, work their way through the biography of the researcher. We take
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them up in brief order here, for each phase is more fully discussed in the
transition sections between the various parts of this volume.

Phase 1: The Researcher

Our remarks above indicate the depth and complexity of the traditional and
applied qualitative research perspectives into which a socially situated
researcher enters. These traditions locate the researcher in history,
simultaneously guiding and constraining work that will be done in any
specific study. This field has been constantly characterized by diversity and
conflict, and these are its most enduring traditions. As a carrier of this
complex and contradictory history, the researcher must also confront the
ethics and politics of research (Christians, Chapter 3, this volume). It is no
longer possible for the human disciplines to research the native, the
indigenous other, in a spirit of value-free inquiry. Today, researchers struggle
to develop situational and transsituational ethics that apply to all forms of the
research act and its human-to-human relationships. We no longer have the
option of deferring the decolonization project.
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Phase 2: Interpretive Paradigms

All qualitative researchers are philosophers in that “universal sense in which
all human beings ... are guided by highly abstract principles” (Bateson, VY,
p. YY+). These principles combine beliefs about ontology (What kind of being
is the human being? What is the nature of reality?), epistemology (What is the
relationship between the inquirer and the known?), and methodology (How do
we know the world or gain knowledge of it?) (see Guba, 1990, p. 18; Lincoln
& Guba, 1985, pp. 14-15; Guba et al., Chapter 5, this volume). These beliefs
shape how the qualitative researcher sees the world and acts in it. The
researcher is “bound within a net of epistemological and ontological premises
which—regardless of ultimate truth or falsity—become partially self-
validating” (Bateson, 1972, p. 314).

The net that contains the researcher’s epistemological, ontological, and
methodological premises may be termed a paradigm (Guba, 1990, p. 17) or
interpretive framework, a “basic set of beliefs that guides action” (Guba,
1990, p. 17). All research is interpretive: guided by a set of beliefs and
feelings about the world and how it should be understood and studied. Some
beliefs may be taken for granted, invisible, or only assumed, whereas others
are highly problematic and controversial. Each interpretive paradigm makes
particular demands on the researcher, including the questions that are asked
and the interpretations that are brought to them.

At the most general level, five major interpretive paradigms structure
qualitative research: positivist and postpositivist, critical, feminist,
constructivist-interpretivist, and participatory-postmodern-poststructural.
These five abstract paradigms (or figured worlds) become more complicated
at the level of concrete specific interpretive communities. At this level, it is
possible to identify not only the constructivist but also multiple versions of
feminism (Afrocentric and poststructural), as well as specific ethnic, feminist,
endarkened, social justice, Marxist, cultural studies, disability, and non-
Western-Asian paradigms. These perspectives or paradigms are examined in
Part IT of this volume.

The paradigms examined in Part II work against or alongside (and some
within) the positivist and postpositivist models. They all work within relativist
ontologies (multiple constructed realities), interpretive epistemologies (the
knower and known interact and shape one another), and interpretive,
naturalistic methods.
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Table 1.2 presents these paradigms and their assumptions, including their
criteria for evaluating research, and the typical form that an interpretive or
theoretical statement assumes in the paradigm.

Each paradigm is explored in considerable detail in Chapters 5 through 12.
The positivist and postpositivist paradigms were discussed above. They work
from within a realist and critical realist ontology and objective
epistemologies, and they rely on experimental, quasi-experimental, survey,
and rigorously defined qualitative methodologies.

The constructivist paradigm assumes a relativist ontology (there are multiple
realities), a subjectivist epistemology (knower and respondent co-create
understandings), and a naturalistic (in the natural world) set of
methodological procedures. Terms like credibility, transferability,
dependability, and confirmability replace the usual positivist criteria of
internal and external validity, reliability, and objectivity.
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Feminist, ethnic, Marxist, cultural studies, queer theory, Asian, and disability
models privilege a materialist-realist ontology; that is, the real world makes a
material difference in terms of race, class, and gender. Subjectivist
epistemologies and naturalistic methodologies (usually ethnographies) are
also employed. Empirical materials and theoretical arguments are evaluated in
terms of their emancipatory implications. Criteria from gender and racial
communities (e.g., African American) may be applied (emotionality and
feeling, caring, personal accountability, dialogue).
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Poststructural feminist theories emphasize problems with the social text, its
logic, and its inability to ever represent the world of lived experience fully
(Olesen, Chapter 6, this volume; DeVault, Chapter 7, this volume). Positivist
and postpositivist criteria of evaluation are replaced by other terms, including
the reflexive, multivoiced text, which is grounded in the experiences of
oppressed people. The cultural studies and queer theory paradigms are
multifocused, with many different strands drawing from Marxism, feminism,
and the postmodern sensibility (Saukko, Chapter 11, this volume; Alexander,
Chapter 12, this volume). There is a tension between a humanistic cultural
studies, which stresses lived experiences (meaning), and a more structural
cultural studies project, which stresses the structural and material
determinants and effects (race, class, gender) of experience. Of course, there
are two sides to every coin; both sides are needed and are indeed critical. The
cultural studies and queer theory paradigms use methods strategically, that is,
as resources for understanding and producing resistances to local structures of
domination. Such scholars may do close textual readings and discourse
analysis of cultural texts (Chase, Chapter 24, this volume; Finley, Chapter 25,
this volume), as well as local, online, reflexive, and critical ethnographies
(Markham, Chapter 29, this volume); open-ended interviewing; and
participant observation. The focus is on how race, class, and gender are
produced and enacted in historically specific situations.

Paradigm and personal history in hand, focused on a concrete empirical
problem to examine, the researcher now moves to the next stage of the
research process—namely, working with a specific strategy of inquiry.

Phase 3: Strategies of Inquiry and Interpretive
Paradigms

Table 1.1 presents some of the major strategies of inquiry a researcher may
use. Phase 3 begins with research design, which broadly conceived involves a
clear focus on the research question, the purposes of the study, “what
information most appropriately will answer specific research questions, and
which strategies are most effective for obtaining it.” A research design
describes a flexible set of guidelines that connect theoretical paradigms, first,
to strategies of inquiry and, second, to methods for collecting empirical
material. A research design situates researchers in the empirical world and
connects them to specific sites, people, groups, institutions, and bodies of
relevant interpretive material, including documents and archives. A research
design also specifies how the investigator will address the two critical issues
of representation and legitimation.
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A strategy of inquiry refers to a bundle of skills, assumptions, and practices
that researchers employ as they move from their paradigm to the empirical
world. Strategies of inquiry put paradigms of interpretation into motion. At
the same time, strategies of inquiry also connect the researcher to specific
methods of collecting and analyzing empirical materials. For example, the
case study relies on interviewing, observing, and document analysis. Research
strategies implement and anchor paradigms in specific empirical sites or in
specific methodological practices, for example, making a case an object of
study. These strategies include the case study, phenomenological and
ethnomethodological techniques, the use of grounded theory, and
biographical, autoethnographic, historical, action, and clinical methods. Each
of these strategies is connected to a complex literature; each has a separate
history, exemplary works, and preferred ways for putting the strategy into
motion.

Phase 4: Methods of Collecting and Analyzing
Empirical Materials

The researcher has several methods for representing empirical materials.
These topics are taken up in Part IV. They include observation, narrative
inquiry, arts-based inquiry, the interview, visual research, autoethnography,
online ethnography, analyzing talk and text, focus groups, thinking with
theory, and collaborative inquiry. The chapters in this volume by Bratich
(Chapter 23), Chase (Chapter 24), Finley (Chapter 25), Brinkmann (Chapter
26), Margolis and Zunjarwad (Chapter 27), Spry (Chapter 28), Markham
(Chapter 29), Perkédylda and Ruusuvuori (Chapter 30), Kamberelis et al.
(Chapter 31), Jackson and Mazzei (Chapter 32), and Wyatt, Gale, Gannon,
and Davies (Chapter 33) analyze these topics.

Phase 5: The Art and Politics of Interpretation,
Evaluation, and Presentation

As Torrance (Chapter 34) and Morse (Chapter 35) (after Denzin, Cheek, and
Spooner) demonstrate, considerable controversy surrounds the issues of
evidence, criteria, quality, and utility in educational and social research.
Torrance asks important questions: Who has the right to decide these matters?
With Morse and Spooner, he asks who has the right to decide what counts as
evidence. How are funding decisions made in the global audit culture? What
is the political economy of critical social inquiry? Peter Dahler-Larsen
(Chapter 39, this volume) shows how qualitative evaluation puts critical
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inquiry methods to practical use through the use of a variety of evaluation
models.

Qualitative research/inquiry is endlessly creative and interpretive. The
researcher does not just leave the field with mountains of empirical materials
and easily write up his or her findings. The writer creates narratives, braided
compositions woven into and through field experiences. Qualitative
interpretations are constructed. The researcher often creates a field text
consisting of field notes and documents from the field, what Roger Sanjek
(1992, p. 386) calls “indexing” and David Plath (1990, p. 374) “filework.”
The writer-as-interpreter moves from this text to an ethno-text, a research text
—notes, stories, and interpretations based on the field text. This text is then
re-created as a working interpretive document. Finally, the writer produces
the public text that comes to the reader. This final tale from the field may
assume several forms: confessional, realist, impressionistic, critical, formal,
literary, analytic, grounded theory, and so on (see Van Maanen, 1988). In the
world of performance autoethnography, this is called moving from body to
paper to stage (Spry, Chapter 28, this volume).

The interpretive practice of making sense of one’s findings is both artistic and
political. Multiple criteria for evaluating qualitative research now exist, and
those we emphasize stress the situated, relational, and textual structures of the
ethnographic experience. There is no single interpretive truth. As argued
earlier, there are multiple interpretive communities, each having its own
criteria for evaluating an interpretation.

Program evaluation is a major site of qualitative research, and qualitative
evaluators can influence social policy in important ways. Applied, qualitative
research in the social sciences has a rich history. This is the critical site where
theory, method, praxis, action, and policy all come together. Qualitative
researchers can isolate target populations, show the immediate effects of
certain programs on such groups, and isolate the constraints that operate
against policy changes in such settings. Action-oriented qualitative
researchers can also create spaces for those who are studied (the other) to
speak. The evaluator becomes the conduit for making such voices heard.

Part 6: Into the Future: Bridging the Historical
Moments: What Comes Next?

St. Pierre (2004) argues that we are already in the post “post” period—post-
poststructuralism, post-postmodernism, postexperimental, postqualitative.
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What this means for interpretive, ethnographic practices is still not clear. But
it is certain that things will never again be the same. We are in a new age
where messy, uncertain multivoiced texts, cultural criticism, and new
experimental works will become more common, as will more reflexive forms
of fieldwork, analysis, and intertextual representation. In a complex space like
this, pedagogy becomes critical—that is, how do we teach qualitative
methods in an age of ontological, epistemological, and methodological
uncertainty? Where do we go after we have taken the ontological turn? What
does this turn mean for public scholarship, for public engagement? It is true,
as the poet said, the center no longer holds. We can reflect on what should be
in this new center.

Marc Spooner (Chapter 40, this volume) suggests that we academics are
trapped by the audit culture: “In this moment, we, as academics, are
depersonalized, quantified, and constrained in our scholarship via a
suffocating array of metrics and technologies of governance” (p. 895). David
Westbrook (Chapter 41, this volume) takes the long view and suggests that
“the material conditions under which qualitative research has been conducted
since the 19th century may no longer obtain. There may be no reason for a
society to devote time, energy, and resources to the institutionalization of
qualitative research” (p. 916).

On this depressing note we come full circle. And returning to our bridge
metaphor, the chapters that follow take the researcher back and forth through
every phase of the research act. Like a good bridge, the chapters provide for
two-way traffic, coming and going between moments, formations, and
interpretive communities. Each chapter examines the relevant histories,
controversies, and current practices that are associated with each paradigm,
strategy, and method. Each chapter also offers projections for the future,
where a specific paradigm, strategy, or method will be 10 years from now,
deep into the third decade of this now not so new century.

In reading this volume, it is important to remember that the field of qualitative
research is defined by a series of tensions, contradictions, and hesitations.
This tension works back and forth between and among (1) the broad,
doubting, postmodern sensibility; (2) the more certain, more traditional
positivist, postpositivist, and naturalistic conceptions of this project; and (3)
an increasingly conservative, neoliberal global environment. All of the
chapters that follow are caught in and articulate these tensions.

Notes
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1. See also in this volume chapters by Koro-Ljungberg, MacLure, and Ulmer
(Chapter 20); Jackson and Mazzei (Chapter 32); and Wyatt, Gale, Gannon,
and Davis (Chapter 33).

2. What William Faulkner said of the past in the South, “The past is not dead!
Actually, it’s not even past,” can also be said of the wars and methodological
history we write; it is not dead yet, and it is not even past. This is why we are
going to such lengths to discuss these historical moments and their
complexities.

3. This section steals from Clarke, Friese, and Washburn (2015, pp. 37-43).

4. Lubomir Popov maintains a website for the International Congress of
Qualitative Inquiry listing an annual 12-month calendar of international
qualitative research conferences (icgi.org; conferences under
http://www.iigi.org/).

5. Association for Contemporary Ethnography Across the Disciplines
(ACEAD) is a New Zealand—based international association.

6. A paradigm is a basic set of beliefs that guide action (Guba, 1990, p. 17). A
paradigm encompasses four terms: ethics, epistemology, ontology, and
methodology.

7. The Mixed Methods International Research Association was formed in
2014. Its official journal is the Journal of Mixed Methods Research. The
association has a quarterly newsletter.

8. Two theses structured the paradigm argument between qualitative and
quantitative methods. The incompatibility thesis argued that the methods
could not be combined because of fundamental differences in their paradigm
assumptions (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003, pp. 14-15). The
incommensurability thesis said the two paradigms were in fundamental
contradiction with one another.

9. They contend that our second moment, the golden age (1950-1970), was
marked by the debunking of positivism, the emergence of postpositivism, and
the development of designs that used mixed quantitative and qualitative
methods. Full-scale conflict developed throughout the 1970-1990 period, the
time of the first “paradigm war.” Jameson (1991, pp. 3—4) reminds us that any
periodization hypothesis is always suspect, even ones that reject linear, stage-
like models. It is never clear what reality a stage refers to. What divides one
stage from another is always debatable. Our moments are meant to mark

62


http://icqi.org
http://www.iiqi.org/

discernible shifts in style, genre, epistemology, ethics politics, and aesthetics.

10. Conlflict broke out between the many different empowerment pedagogies:
feminist, antiracist, radical, Freirean, liberation theology, postmodernists,
poststructuralists, cultural studies, and so on (see Erickson, Chapter 2, this
volume; Guba & Lincoln, 2005). Qualitative research has separate and
distinguished histories in education, social work, communications,
psychology, history, organizational studies, medical science, anthropology,
and sociology, and these disciplines have had their own paradigm battles.
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Locating the Field

Part I of the Handbook begins by briefly locating qualitative research within
the neoliberal, corporate academy. It then turns to the history of qualitative
inquiry in social and educational research. The last two chapters take up the
ethics, politics, and moral responsibilities of the qualitative researcher.

The Neoliberal Academy

In their 2011 Handbook chapter “Revitalizing Universities by Reinventing the
Social Sciences: Bildung and Action Research,” Morten Levin and Davydd
Greenwood call for a reinvention of the social sciences in the corporate
spaces of the neoliberal university. Their chapter reveals the depth and
complexity of the traditional and applied qualitative research perspectives that
are consciously and unconsciously inherited by the researcher-as-interpretive-
bricoleur.1 These traditions locate the investigator in academic systems of
historical (and organizational) discourse. The academy is in a state of crisis.
Traditional funding connections to stakeholders no longer hold. Evidence-
based research rules the day. Radical change is required, and action research
can help lead the way.

Levin and Greenwood (2011) argue that action researchers have a
responsibility to do work that is socially meaningful and socially responsible.
The relationship between researchers, universities, and society must change.
Politically informed action research, inquiry committed to praxis and social
change, is the vehicle for accomplishing this transformation.

Action researchers are committed to a set of disciplined, material practices
that produce radical, democratizing transformations in the civic sphere. These
practices involve collaborative dialogue, participatory decision making,
inclusive democratic deliberation, and the maximal participation and
representation of all relevant parties. Action researchers literally help
transform inquiry into praxis or action. Research subjects become co-
participants and stakeholders in the process of inquiry. Research becomes
praxis—practical, reflective, pragmatic action—directed to solving problems
in the world.

These problems originate in the lives of the research co-participants; they do
not come down from on high by way of grand theory. Together, stakeholders
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and action researchers co-create knowledge that is pragmatically useful and
grounded in local knowledge. In the process, they jointly define research
objectives and political goals, co-construct research questions, pool
knowledge, hone shared research skills, fashion interpretations and
performance texts that implement specific strategies for social change, and
measure validity and credibility by the willingness of local stakeholders to act
on the basis of the results of the action research.

The academy has a history of not being able to consistently accomplish goals
such as these. Levin and Greenwood (2011) offer several reasons for this
failure, including the inability of a so-called positivistic, value-free social
science to produce useful social research; the increasing tendency of outside
corporations to define the needs and values of the university; the loss of
research funds to entrepreneurial and private-sector research organizations;
and bloated, inefficient internal administrative infrastructures.

Levin and Greenwood (2011) are not renouncing the practices of science;
rather, they are calling for a reformulation of what science and the academy
are all about. Their model of pragmatically grounded action research is not a
retreat from disciplined scientific inquiry.2 This form of inquiry
reconceptualizes science as a multiperspective, methodologically diverse,
collaborative, communicative, communitarian, context-centered, moral
project. Levin and Greenwood want to locate action research at the center of
the contemporary university. Their chapter is a clarion call for a civic social
science, a pragmatic science that will lead to the radical reconstruction of the
university’s relationships with society, state, and community in this new
century.

History

In their monumental chapter (“Qualitative Methods: Their History in
Sociology and Anthropology”), reprinted in the second edition of the
Handbook, Arthur Vidich and Stanford Lyman (2000) revealed how the
ethnographic tradition extends from the Greeks through the 15th- and 16th-
century interests of Westerners in the origins of primitive cultures; to colonial
ethnology connected to the empires of Spain, England, France, and Holland;
and to several 20th-century transformations in the United States and Europe.
Throughout this history, the users of qualitative research have displayed
commitments to a small set of beliefs, including objectivism, the desire to
contextualize experience, and a willingness to interpret theoretically what has
been observed.
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In Chapter 3 of this volume, Frederick Erickson shows that these beliefs
supplement the positivist tradition of complicity with colonialism, the
commitments to monumentalism, and the production of timeless texts. The
colonial model located qualitative inquiry in racial and sexual discourses that
privileged White patriarchy. Of course, as indicated in our Introduction
(Chapter 1), these beliefs have recently come under considerable attack.

Erickson, building on Vidich and Lyman (2000), documents the extent to
which early as well as contemporary qualitative researchers were (and
remain) implicated in these systems of oppression. His history extends Vidich
and Lyman’s, focusing on six foundational footings: (1) disciplinary
perspectives in social science, particularly in sociology and anthropology; (2)
the participant-observational fieldworker as an observer/author; (3) the people
who are observed during the fieldwork; (4) the rhetorical and substantive
content of the qualitative research report as a text; (5) the audiences to which
such texts have been addressed; and (6) the underlying worldview of research
—ontology, epistemology, and purposes. The character and legitimacy of
each of these “footings” have been debated over the entire course of
qualitative social inquiry’s development, and these debates have increased in
intensity in the recent past.

He offers a trenchant review of recent disciplinary efforts (by the American
Educational Research Association [AERA]) to impose fixed criteria of
evaluation on qualitative inquiry. He carefully reviews recent criticisms of the
classic ethnographic text. He argues that the realist ethnographic text—the
text with its omniscient narrator—is no longer a genre of reporting that can be
responsibly practiced.

Erickson sees seven major streams of discourse in contemporary qualitative
inquiry: a continuation of realist ethnographic case study, a continuation of
“critical” ethnography, a continuation of collaborative action research,
“indigenous” studies done by “insiders” (including practitioner research in
education), autoethnography, performance ethnography, and further efforts
along postmodern lines, including literary and other arts-based approaches.
Erickson argues that the “postmodern” turn is influencing a call for
“postqualitative” and “posthumanist” inquiry (see the chapters by Ljundberg,
MacLure, and Ulmer [Chapter 20] and Jackson and Mazzei [Chapter 32] in
this handbook). In arguing for succession beyond what can be called
“humanist qualitative inquiry,” St. Pierre (2014, pp. 14-15) observes that an
ontological implication of the deconstructive critiques of poststructuralists is
that the foundational notion of the “humanist knowing subject” as an
autonomous and constant individual self is an intellectual inheritance from the
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Enlightenment that can no longer be considered tenable. As noted, this is a
point well taken, but an autonomous knowing subject is not something first
questioned by such postmodernists as Foucault and Deleuze.

The Ethics of Inquiry

Clifford Christians (Chapter 3, this volume) locates the ethics and politics of
qualitative inquiry within a broader historical and intellectual framework. He
first examines the Enlightenment model of positivism, value-free inquiry,
utilitarianism, and utilitarian ethics. In a value-free social science, codes of
ethics for professional societies become the conventional format for moral
principles. By the 1980s, each of the major social science associations
(contemporaneous with passage of federal laws and promulgation of national
guidelines) had developed its own ethical code with an emphasis on several
guidelines: informed consent, nondeception, the absence of psychological or
physical harm, privacy and confidentiality, and a commitment to collecting
and presenting reliable and valid empirical materials. Institutional review
boards (IRBs) implemented these guidelines, including ensuring that
informed consent is always obtained in human subject research. However,
Christians notes that in reality, IRBs protect institutions and not individuals.

Several events challenged the Enlightenment model, including the Nazi
medical experiments, the Tuskegee syphilis study, Project Camelot in the
1960s, Stanley Milgram’s deception of subjects in his psychology
experiments, and Laud Humphrey’s deceptive study of gay and bisexual
males in public restrooms. Recent disgrace involves the complicity of social
scientists with military initiatives in Vietnam and most recently the
complicity of the American Psychological Association with the CIA and
national security interrogations involving military and intelligence personnel
(Hoffman, 2015). In addition, charges of fraud, plagiarism, data tampering,
and misrepresentation continue to the present day.

Christians details the poverty of the Enlightenment model. It creates the
conditions for deception, for the invasion of private spaces, for duping
subjects, and for challenges to the subject’s moral worth and dignity.
Christians calls for its replacement with an ethics of being based on the values
of a feminist communitarianism.

This is an evolving, emerging ethical framework that serves as a powerful
antidote to the deception-based, utilitarian IRB system. The new framework
presumes a community that is ontologically and axiologically prior to the
person. This community has common moral values, and research is rooted in
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a concept of care, of shared governance, of neighborliness, or of love,
kindness, and the moral good. Accounts of social life should display these
values and be based on interpretive sufficiency. They should have sufficient
depth to allow the reader to form a critical understanding about the world
studied. These texts should exhibit an absence of racial, class, and gender
stereotyping. These texts should generate social criticism and lead to
resistance, empowerment, social action, restorative justice, and positive
change in the social world. Social justice means giving everyone their
appropriate due. The justified as the right and proper is a substantive common
good. The concept of justice-as-intrinsic-worthiness that anchors the ethics of
being is a radical alternative to the right-order justice of modernity that has
dominated modernity, from Locke to Rawls’s Theory of Justice (1971) and
his The Law of Peoples (2001) and Habermas’s (2001) The Postnational
Constellations. Retributive and distributive justice is the framework of
modernists’ democratic liberalism. Justice as right order is typically
procedural, with justice considered done when members of a society receive
from its institutions the goods to which they have a right. For the ethics of
being, justice is restorative.

A sacred, existential epistemology places us in a noncompetitive,
nonhierarchical relationship to the earth, to nature, and to the larger world
(Bateson, 1972, p. 335). This sacred epistemology stresses the values of
empowerment, shared governance, care, solidarity, love, community,
covenant, morally involved observers, and civic transformation. As Christians
observes, this ethical epistemology recovers the moral values that were
excluded by the rational Enlightenment science project. This sacred
epistemology is based on a philosophical anthropology that declares that “all
humans are worthy of dignity and sacred status without exception for class or
ethnicity” (Christians, 1995, p. 129). A universal human ethic, stressing the
sacredness of life, human dignity, truth telling, and nonviolence, derives from
this position (Christians, 1997, pp. 12—15). This ethic is based on locally
experienced, culturally prescribed protonorms (Christians, 1995, p. 129).
These primal norms provide a defensible “conception of good rooted in
universal human solidarity” (Christians, 1995, p. 129; also Christians, 1997,
1998). This sacred epistemology recognizes and interrogates the ways in
which race, class, and gender operate as important systems of oppression in
the world today.

In this way, Christians outlines a radical ethical path for the future. He
transcends the usual middle-of-the-road ethical models, which focus on the
problems associated with betrayal, deception, and harm in qualitative
research. Christians’s call for a collaborative social science research model
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makes the researcher responsible, not to a removed discipline (or institution)
but rather to those studied. This implements critical, action, and feminist
traditions, which forcefully align the ethics of research with a politics of the
oppressed. Christians’s framework reorganizes existing discourses on ethics
and the social sciences.3

Clearly, the Belmont and Common Rule definitions had little, if anything, to
do with a human rights and social justice ethical agenda. Regrettably, these
principles were informed by notions of value-free experimentation and
utilitarian concepts of justice. They do not conceptualize research in
participatory terms. In reality, these rules protect institutions and not people,
although they were originally created to protect human subjects from
unethical biomedical research. The application of these regulations is an
instance of mission or ethics creep, or the overzealous extension of IRB
regulations to interpretive forms of social science research. This has been
criticized by many, including Cannella and Lincoln (Chapter 4) in this
volume, as well as Kevin Haggerty (2004), C. K. Gunsalus et al. (2007), Leon
Dash (2007), and the American Association of University Professors (AAUP,
2001, 2002, 2006a, 2006b).4

Oral historians have contested the narrow view of science and research
contained in current reports (American Historical Association, 2008; Shopes
& Ritchie, 2004). Anthropologists and archaeologists have challenged the
concept of informed consent as it affects ethnographic inquiry (see Fluehr-
Lobban, 2003a, 2003b; also Miller & Bell, 2002). Journalists argue that IRB
insistence on anonymity reduces the credibility of journalistic reporting,
which rests on naming the sources used in a news account. Dash (2007, p.
871) contends that IRB oversight interferes with the First Amendment rights
of journalists and the public’s right to know. Indigenous scholars Marie
Battiste (2008) and Linda Tuhiwai Smith (2005) assert that Western
conceptions of ethical inquiry have “severely eroded and damaged indigenous
knowledge” and indigenous communities (Battiste, 2008, p. 497).5

As currently deployed, these practices close down critical ethical dialogue.
They create the impression that if proper IRB procedures are followed, then
one’s ethical house is in order. But this is ethics in a cul de sac.

Disciplining and Constraining Ethical Conduct

The consequence of these restrictions is a disciplining of qualitative inquiry
that extends from granting agencies to qualitative research seminars and even
the conduct of qualitative dissertations (Lincoln & Cannella, 2004a, 2004b).
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In some cases, lines of critical inquiry have not been funded and have not
gone forward because of criticisms from local IRBs. Pressures from the right
discredit critical interpretive inquiry. From the federal to the local levels, a
trend seems to be emerging. In too many instances, there seems to be a move
away from protecting human subjects to an increased monitoring, censuring,
and policing of projects that are critical of the right and its politics.

Yvonna S. Lincoln and William G. Tierney (2004) observe that these policing
activities have at least five important implications for critical social justice
inquiry. First, the widespread rejection of alternative forms of research means
that qualitative inquiry will be heard less and less in federal and state policy
forums. Second, it appears that qualitative researchers are being deliberately
excluded from this national dialogue. Consequently, third, young researchers
trained in the critical tradition are not being heard. Fourth, the definition of
research has not changed to fit newer models of inquiry. Fifth, in rejecting
qualitative inquiry, traditional researchers are endorsing a more distanced
form of research, one that is compatible with existing stereotypes concerning
people of color.

These developments threaten academic freedom in four ways: (1) They lead
to increased scrutiny of human subjects research and (2) new scrutiny of
classroom research and training in qualitative research involving human
subjects; (3) they connect to evidence-based discourses, which define
qualitative research as unscientific; and (4) by endorsing methodological
conservatism, they reinforce the status quo on many campuses. This
conservatism produces new constraints on graduate training, leads to the
improper review of faculty research, and creates conditions for politicizing
the IRB review process, while protecting institutions and not individuals from
risk and harm.

A Path Forward

Since 2004, many scholarly and professional societies have followed the Oral
History and American Historical Associations in challenging the underlying
assumptions in the standard campus IRB model. A transdisciplinary, global,
counter-IRB discourse has emerged (Battiste, 2008; Christians, 2007;
Ginsberg & Mertens, 2009; Lincoln, 2009). This discourse has called for the
blanket exclusion of nonfederally funded research from IRB review. The
AAUP (2006a, 2006b) recommended that

exemptions based on methodology, namely research on autonomous
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adults whose methodology consists entirely of collecting data by
surveys, conducting interviews, or observing behavior in public places
should be exempt from the requirement of IRB review, with no provisos,
and no requirement of IRB approval of the exemption. (AAUP, 2006a, p.
4)

The executive council of the Oral History Association endorsed the AAUP
recommendations at its October 2006 annual meeting. They were quite clear:
“Institutions consider as straightforwardly exempt from IRB review any
‘research whose methodology consists entirely of collecting data by surveys,
conducting interviews, or observing behavior in public places’” (Howard,
2006, p. 9). This recommendation can be extended: Neither the Office for
Human Resource Protection nor a campus IRB has the authority to define
what constitutes legitimate research in any field, only what research is
covered by federal regulations. Most recently, the National Research Council
of the National Academies (2014) published Proposed Revisions to the
Common Rule for the Protection of Human Subjects in the Behavioral and
Social Sciences. This report significantly increases the number of research
approaches and research data that are excused from IRB review (pp. 4-5).

Don Ritchie (2015) reports that in response to a call for a clarification on
federal regulations,

On September 8, 2015, the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services issued a set of recommended revisions to the regulations
concerning human subject research: Oral history, journalism, biography,
and historical scholarship activities that focus directly on the specific
individuals about whom the information is collected be explicitly
excluded from review by IRBs. (See more at
http://historynewsnetwork.org/article/160885#sthash.Om3fectQ.dpuf)

The proposed revisions defined human subject research as a systematic
investigation designed to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge
that involves direct interaction or intervention with a living individual or that
involves obtaining identifiable private information about an individual. Only
research that fits this definition should be subject to IRB procedures and the
Common Rule. Human subjects research studies would be placed in one of
three review categories—excused research, expedited review, or full review.
A new “excused” category references research that does not require IRB
review if it involves only informational risk that is no more than minimal.
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Examples of excused research could include use of preexisting data with
private information or benign interventions or interactions that involve
activities familiar to people in everyday life, such as educational tests,
surveys, and focus groups. The report notes that because the primary risk in
most social and behavioral research is informational, much of this research
would qualify as excused under the new regulations. The committee
recommended that excused research remain subject to some oversight;
investigators should register their study with an IRB, describe consent
procedures, and provide a data protection plan (read more at

http://phys.org/news/2014-01-common.html#jCp).

With these recommendations, a nearly 30-year struggle involving federal
regulations of social science research moves into a new phase. Ritchie notes
that the federal government began issuing rules that required universities to
review human subject research in 1980. At first, the regulations applied only
to medical and behavioral research, but in 1991, the government broadened its
requirements to include any interaction with living individuals.

We hope the days of IRB mission creep are over. We are not sanguine. As
Cannella and Lincoln (2011) note, qualitative and critical qualitative
researchers will continue to “take hold” of their academic spaces as they clash
with legislated research regulation (especially, for example, as practiced by
particular institutional review boards in the United States). This conflict will
not end any time soon. This work has demonstrated not only that “legislated
attempts to regulate research ethics are an illusion, but that regulation is
culturally grounded and can even lead to ways of functioning that are
damaging to research participants and collaborators” (Cannella & Lincoln,
2011, p. 87).

Ethics and Critical Social Science

In Chapter 4 (this volume), Gaile Cannella and Yvonna S. Lincoln, building
on the work of Michel Foucault, argue that a critical social science requires a
radical ethics, an “ethics that is always/already concerned about power and
oppression even as it avoids constructing ‘power’ as a new truth” (p. 84). A
critical ethical stance works outward from the core of the person. A critical
social science incorporates feminist, postcolonial, and even postmodern
challenges to oppressive power. It is aligned with a critical pedagogy and a
politics of resistance, hope, and freedom. A critical social science focuses on
structures of power and systems of domination. It creates spaces for a
decolonizing project. It opens the doors of the academy so that the voices of
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oppressed people can be heard and honored and so that others can learn from
them. Aligned with the ethics of the traditionally marginalized, which could
ultimately reconceptualize the questions and practices of research, a critical
social science would no longer accept the notion that one group of people can
“know” and define (or even represent) “others.” This perspective would
certainly change the research purposes and designs that are submitted for
human subjects review, perhaps even eliminating the need for “human
subjects” in many cases. Furthermore, focusing on the individual and the
discovery of theories and universals has masked societal, institutional, and
structural practices that perpetuate injustices. Finally, an ethics that would
help others “be like us” has created power for “us.” They argue that this ethics
of good intentions has tended to support power for those who construct the
research and the furthering of oppressive conditions for the subjects of that
research. A critical social science requires a new ethical foundation, a new set
of moral understandings. Each chapter in Part I points us in that direction.

Conclusion

Thus, the chapters in Part I of the Handbook come together over the topics of
ethics, power, politics, social justice, and the academy. We endorse a radical,
participatory ethic, one that is communitarian and feminist, an ethic that calls
for trusting, collaborative nonoppressive relationships between researchers
and those studied, an ethic that makes the world a more just place (Collins,
1990, p. 216).

Notes

1. Any distinction between applied and nonapplied qualitative research
traditions is somewhat arbitrary. Both traditions are scholarly. Each has a long
tradition and a long history, and each carries basic implications for theory and
social change. Good theoretical research should also have applied relevance
and implications. On occasion, it is argued that applied and action research
are nontheoretical, but even this conclusion can be disputed.

2. We develop a notion of a sacred science below.

3. Given Christians’s framework, there are primarily two ethical models:
utilitarian and nonutilitarian. However, historically, and most recently, one of
five ethical stances (absolutist, consequentialist, feminist, relativist,
deceptive) has been followed, although often these stances merge with one
another. The absolutist position argues that any method that contributes to a
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society’s self-understanding is acceptable, but only conduct in the public
sphere should be studied. The deception model says any method, including
the use of lies and misrepresentation, is justified in the name of truth. The
relativist stance says researchers have absolute freedom to study what they
want; ethical standards are a matter of individual conscience. Christians’s
feminist-communitarian framework elaborates a contextual-consequential
framework, which stresses mutual respect, noncoercion, nonmanipulation, and
the support of democratic values.

4. Mission creep includes these issues and threats: rewarding wrong
behaviors, focusing on procedures and not difficult ethical issues, enforcing
unwieldy federal regulations, and involving threats to academic freedom and
the First Amendment (Becker, 2004; Gunsalus et al., 2007; also Haggerty,
2004). Perhaps the most extreme form of IRB mission creep is the 2002 State
of Maryland Code, Title 13—Miscellaneous Health Care Program, Subtitle 20
—Human Subject Research § 13—-2001, 13-2002: Compliance With Federal
Regulations: A person may not conduct research using a human subject unless
the person conducts the research in accordance with the federal regulations on
the protection of human subjects (see Shamoo & Schwartz, 2007).

5. There is a large Canadian project on indigenous intellectual property rights
—Intellectual Property Issues in Cultural Heritage. This project represents an
international, interdisciplinary collaboration among more than 50 scholars and
25 partnering organizations embarking on an unprecedented and timely
investigation of intellectual property (IP) issues in cultural heritage that
represent emergent local and global interpretations of culture, rights, and
knowledge. Their objectives are

¢ to document the diversity of principles, interpretations, and actions
arising in response to IP issues in cultural heritage worldwide;

¢ to analyze the many implications of these situations;

e to generate more robust theoretical understandings as well as exemplars
of good practice; and

¢ to make these findings available to stakeholders—from Aboriginal
communities to professional organizations to government agencies—to
develop and refine their own theories, principles, policies, and practices.

Left Coast is their publisher. See their website: http://www.sfu.ca/ipinch/.
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A History of Qualitative Inquiry in Social
and Educational Researchl

Frederick Erickson

Qualitative inquiry seeks to discover and to describe narratively what
particular people do in their everyday lives and what their actions mean to
them. It identifies meaning-relevant kinds of things in the world—kinds of
people, kinds of actions, kinds of beliefs and interests—focusing on
differences in forms of things that make a difference for meaning. (From
Latin, qualitas refers to a primary focus on the qualities, the features, of
entities—to distinctions in kind—while the contrasting term, quantitas, refers
to a primary focus on differences in amount.) The qualitative researcher first
asks, “What are the kinds of things (material and symbolic) to which people
in this setting orient as they conduct everyday life?” The quantitative
researcher first asks, “How many instances of a certain kind are there here?”
In these terms, quantitative inquiry can be seen as always being preceded by
foundational qualitative inquiry, and in social research, quantitative analysis
goes haywire when it tries to shortcut the qualitative foundations of such
research—it then ends up counting the wrong kinds of things in its attempts to
answer the questions it is asking.

This chapter will consider major phases in the development of qualitative
inquiry. Because of the scale of published studies using qualitative methods,
the citations of literature present illustrative examples of work in each
successive phase of qualitative inquiry’s development rather than an
exhaustive review of literature in any particular phase. I have referred the
reader at various points to additional literature reviews and historical accounts
of qualitative methods, and at the outset, I want to acknowledge the
comprehensive historical chapter by Arthur Vidich and Stanford Lyman
(1994, pp. 23-59), which was published in the first edition of this Handbook.
Our discussion here takes a somewhat different perspective concerning the
crisis in authority that has developed in qualitative inquiry over the past 35
years.

This chapter is organized both chronologically and thematically. It considers
relationships evolving over time between six foundational “footings” for
qualitative research: (1) disciplinary perspectives in social science,
particularly in sociology and anthropology; (2) the participant-observational
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fieldworker as an observer/author; (3) the people who are observed during the
fieldwork; (4) the rhetorical and substantive content of the qualitative
research report as a text; (5) the audiences to which such texts have been
addressed; and (6) the underlying worldview of research—ontology,
epistemology, and purposes. The character and legitimacy of each of these
“footings” have been debated over the entire course of qualitative social
inquiry’s development, and these debates have increased in intensity in the
recent past.

Origins of Qualitative Research

In the ancient world, there were precursors to qualitative social inquiry.
Herodotus, a Greek scholar writing in the 5th century B.C.E., had interests
that were cross-cultural as well as historical. Writing in the 2nd century C.E.,
the Greek skeptical philosopher Sextus Empiricus conducted a cross-cultural
survey of morality, showing that what was considered right in one society was
considered wrong in others. Both he and Herodotus worked from the accounts
of travelers, which provided the primary basis for comparative knowledge
about human lifeways until the late 19th century. Knowledge of nature also
was reported descriptively, as in the physics of Aristotle and the medicine of
Galen.

Descriptive reporting of everyday social practices flourished again in the
Renaissance and Baroque eras in the publication of “how to do it books” such
as Baldassar Castiglione’s The Book of the Courtier and the writing of
Thoinot Arbeau (Orchésographie) on courtly dancing, of Johann Comenius
(Didactica Magna) on pedagogy, of Isaak Walton (The Compleat Angler) on
fishing, and of John Playford (The Division Violin) on how to improvise in
playing the violin. The treatises on dancing and music especially were
descriptive accounts of very particular practices—step-by-step description at
molecular grain size. Narrative descriptive reports were also written in
broader terms, such as the accounts of the situation of Native Americans
under early Spanish colonial rule in Latin America, written by Bartolomeo de
las Casas in the 16th century, and the 17th-century reports French Jesuits
submitted to superiors regarding their missionary work in North America
(Relations). A tension between scope and specificity of description remains in
contemporary qualitative inquiry and reporting.

Simultaneously with the 17th-century writing on everyday practices, the
quantitative physics of Galileo Galilei and Isaac Newton was being
established. As the Enlightenment developed, quantitatively based inquiry
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became the standard for physical science. The search was for general laws
that would apply uniformly throughout the physical world and for causal
relations that would obtain universally. This became a worldview, assuming
not only a “realist” ontology—that the physical world existed apart from
humans’ awareness and conceptions of it, but also an assumption that its
processes were so consistent and stable that clear discovery of cause and clear
prediction would be possible. The British moral philosopher Hume was
skeptical that causes could be observed directly, but he maintained that they
could be inferred from regular association—constant conjunction—between
events (i.e., A can be considered to cause B when the two events always occur
together, and A always precedes B in time) (Hume, 2007, Book I, Part 3,
Section 14, p. 170). It follows that the job of the “scientist™ is to tabulate
instances of regular association between events.

Could there be an equivalent to this in the study of social life—a “social
physics”—in which social processes were monitored by means of frequency
tabulation, and generalizations about social processes could be derived from
the analysis of frequency data? In England, William Petty’s Political
Arithmetic was one such attempt, published in 1690. In France and Germany,
the term statistics began to be used to refer to quantitative information
collected for purposes of the state—information about finance, population,
disease, and mortality. Some of the French Enlightenment philosophers of the
18th century saw the possibility that social processes could be mathematically
modeled and that theories of the state and of political economy could be
formulated and empirically verified in ways that would parallel physics,
chemistry, and astronomy.

As time went on, a change of focus occurred in published narrative
descriptive accounts of daily practices. In the 16th and 17th centuries, the
activities of the leisured classes were described, while the lower classes were
portrayed patronizingly at the edges of the action, as greedy, lascivious, and
deceitful, albeit clever. (A late example can be found in the portrayal of the
lusty, pragmatic countrymen and women in Picander’s libretto for J. S.
Bach’s Peasant Cantata, written and performed in 1742.) By the end of the
18th century, the everyday lives of servants and rustics were being portrayed
in a more sympathetic way. Pierre Beaumarchais’s play, The Marriage of
Figaro, is an example. Written in 1778, it was initially banned in both Paris
and Vienna on the grounds that by valorizing its servant characters and
satirizing its aristocratic characters, it was dangerously subversive and incited
insubordination. By the early 19th century, the Brothers Grimm were
collecting the tales of German peasants, and documentation of folklore and
folklife of commoners became a general practice.
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By the mid-19th century, attempts were being made to define foundations for
the systematic conduct of social inquiry. A fundamental disagreement
developed over what kind of a “science” the study of society should be.
Should such inquiry be modeled after the physical sciences, as Enlightenment
philosophers had hoped? That is a worldview that Auguste Comte
(1822/2001) presumed as he developed a science of society he would come to
call sociology; his contemporary, Adolphe Quetelet (1835/2010), advocated
the use of statistics to accomplish what he labeled outright as a “social
physics.” Early anthropologists with foundational interests in social and
cultural evolution also aimed their inquiry toward generalization (e.g., L. H.
Morgan, 1877; Tylor, 1871); they saw the comparative study of humans as
aiming for general knowledge, in their case, an understanding of processes of
change across time in physical and cultural ways of being human—of
universal stages of development from barbarism to contemporary (European)
civilization—comparative study that came to be called ethnology. Like
Comte, they saw the purposes of social inquiry as the discovery of causal
laws that applied to all cases, laws akin to those of physics and chemistry.

In contrast, the German social philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey (1883/1989)
advocated an approach that differed from that of natural sciences (which he
called Naturwissenschaften). He advocated conducting social inquiry as
Geisteswissenschaften—literally, “sciences of the spirit” and more freely
translated as “human sciences” or, better, “human studies.” Such inquiry was
common to both the humanities and what we would now call the social
sciences. It focused on the particulars of meaning and action taken in
everyday life. The purpose of inquiry in the human sciences was
understanding (verstehen) rather than proof or prediction. Dilthey’s ideas—an
alternative worldview for social inquiry—influenced younger scholars (e.g.,
Max Weber and Georg Simmel in sociology and early phenomenologists in
philosophy such as Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger). His ideas
became even more influential in the mid-20th-century “hermeneutical turn”
taken by philosophers such as Hans-Georg Gadamer and Jiirgen Habermas
and by anthropologists such as Ernest Gellner and Clifford Geertz.

The emergence of ethnography

In the last quarter of the 19th century, anthropologists began to use the term
ethnography for descriptive accounts of the lifeways of particular local sets of
people who lived in colonial situations around the world. These accounts, it
was claimed, were more accurate and comprehensive than the reports of
travelers and colonial administrators. In an attempt to improve the
information quality and comprehensiveness of description in travelers’
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accounts, as well as to support the fieldwork of scholars in the emerging field
of anthropology, the British Society for the Advancement of Science
published in 1874 a manual to guide data collection in observation and
interviewing, titled Notes and Queries on Anthropology for the Use of
Travelers and Residents in Uncivilized Lands (available at
http://www.archive.org/details/notesandqueriesOOreadgoog). The editorial
committee for the 1874 edition of Notes and Queries included George Lane-
Fox Pitt-Rivers, Edward Tylor, and Francis Galton, the latter being one of the
founders of modern statistics. The Notes and Queries manual continued to be
reissued in further editions by the Royal Anthropological Society, with the
sixth and last edition appearing in 1951.

At 6% by 4 inches, the book could be carried to field settings in a large
pocket, such as that of a bush jacket or suit coat. Rulers in both inches and
centimeters are stamped on the edge of the cover to allow the observer to
readily measure objects encountered in the field. The volume contains a broad
range of questions and observation topics for what later became the distinct
branches of physical anthropology and social/cultural anthropology: Topics
include anatomical and medical observations, clothing, navigation, food,
religion, laws, and “contact with civilized races,” among others. The goal was
an accurate collection of facts and a comprehensive description of the whole
way of life of those who were being studied.

This encyclopedic approach to fieldwork and information collection
characterized late 19th-century qualitative research, for example, the early
fieldwork of Franz Boas on the northwest coast of North America and the two
expeditions to the Torres Straits in Oceania led by Alfred Haddon. The
second Haddon expedition involved fieldworkers who would teach the next
generation of British anthropologists—for example, W. H. R. Rivers and C.
G. Seligman, with whom A. R. Radcliffe Brown and B. Malinowski later
studied. (For further discussion of the early history of field methods in
anthropology, see Urrey, 1984, pp. 33-61.)

This kind of data collection and reporting in overseas settings was called
ethnography, combining two Greek words: graphein, the verb for “to write,”
and ethnoi, a plural noun for “the nations—the others.” For the ancient
Greeks, the ethnoi were people who were not Greek—Thracians, Persians,
Egyptians, and so on—contrasting with Ellenoi or Hellenes, as us versus
them. The Greeks were more than a little xenophobic, so that ethnoi carries
pejorative implications. In the Greek translation of the Hebrew scriptures,
ethnoi was the translation for the Hebrew term for “them”—goyim—which is
not a compliment. Given its etymology and its initial use in the 19th century
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for descriptive accounts of non-Western people, the best definition for
ethnography is “writing about other people.”

Perhaps the first monograph of the kind that would become modern realist
ethnography was The Philadelphia Negro, by W. E. B. DuBois (1899). His
study of a particular African American census tract combined demographic
data, area maps, recent community history, surveys of local institutions and
community groups, and some descriptive accounts of the conduct of daily life
in the neighborhood. His purpose was to make visible the lives—and the
orderliness in those lives—of people who had been heretofore invisible and
voiceless in the discourses of middle-class White society and academia. A
similar purpose and descriptive approach, combining demography and health
statistics with narrative accounts, was taken in the reports of working-class
life in East London by Charles Booth (1891), whose collaborators included
Sidney and Beatrice Webb. Even more emphasis on narrative description was
found in How the Other Half Lives, an account of the everyday life of
immigrants on the lower East Side of New York City, written by the
journalist Jacob Riis (1890) and illustrated with photographs. All of these
authors—and especially Booth and DuBois—aimed for factual accuracy and
holistic scope. Moreover, these authors were social reformers—Booth and the
Webbs within the Fabian Socialist movement in England, Riis as a founder of
“muckraking” journalism and popular sociology, and DuBois as an academic
sociologist who turned increasingly to activism, becoming a leader of the
early 20th-century African American civil rights movement. Beyond
description for its own sake, their purpose was to advocate for and to inform
social change.

None of these early practitioners claimed to be describing everyday life from
the points of view of those who lived it. They were outsider observers.
DuBois, although an African American, grew up in a small New England
town, not Philadelphia, and he had a Harvard education. Booth and the Webbs
were upper middle class, and so was Riis. They intended to provide accurate
descriptions of “facts” about behavior, presented as self-evidently accurate
and “objective,” but not about their functional significance in use, or as
Clifford Geertz (1973) said, what distinguishes an eye blink from a wink (p.
6). To use terms that developed later in linguistics and metaphorically applied
to ethnography, their descriptions were etic rather than emic in content and
epistemological status.

Adding point of view

Portraying social action (as wink) rather than behavior (as eye blink)—that is,
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describing the conduct of everyday life in ways that make contact with the
subjective orientations and meaning perspectives of those whose conduct is
being reported—is the fundamental shift in interpretive (hermeneutical)
stance within ethnography that Bronislaw Malinowski claimed to have
accomplished a generation later. In his groundbreaking monograph,
Argonauts of the Western Pacific (Malinowski, 1922), he said that
ethnographic description should not only be holistic and factually accurate but
also aim “to grasp the native’s point of view, his relation to life, his vision of
his world” (p. 25).

During World War I, Malinowski, a Pole who had studied anthropology in
England, was interned by British colonial authorities during his fieldwork in
the Trobriand Islands of Melanesia because they were concerned that, as a
subject of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, he might be a spy. He was not
allowed to return home until the war had ended. Malinowski later made a
virtue of necessity and claimed that his 4 years of enforced fieldwork and
knowledge of the local language enabled him to write a report that
encompassed the system of everyday life in its entirety and accurately
represented nuances of local meaning in its daily conduct. After Malinowski,
this became a hallmark of ethnography in anthropology—reporting that
included the meaning perspectives of those whose daily actions were being
described.

Interpretively oriented (i.e., hermeneutic) realist ethnography presumed that
local meaning is causal in social life and that local meaning varies
fundamentally (albeit sometimes subtly) from one local setting to another.
One way this manifested in anthropology was through cultural relativism—a
position that Franz Boas had taken before Malinowski. By the late 1920s,
anthropologists were presuming that because human societies were very
different culturally, careful ethnographic case study documentation was
necessary before valid ethnological comparison could take place—the
previous armchair speculations of scholars such as Edward Tylor and Lewis
Henry Morgan were seen as having been premature.

What is implied in the overall emphasis on the distinctive differences in local
meaning from one setting to another is a presumption that stands in sharp
contrast to a basic presumption in natural science. There one assumes a
fundamental uniformity of nature in the physical universe. For example, one
can assume that a unit measurement of heat, or of force, or a particular
chemical element is the same entity in Mexico City and Tokyo as it is in
London—and also on the face of the sun and in a far distant galaxy. The
presumption of uniformity of natural elements and processes permitted the
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statement of general laws of nature in physics, chemistry, and astronomy and,
to a lesser extent, in biology. In contrast, a human science focus on locally
constructed meaning and its variability in construction presumes, in effect, a
fundamental nonuniformity of nature in social life. That assumption was
anathema to those who were searching for a social physics. But qualitative
social inquiry is not aiming to be a social physics. Or is it? Within
anthropology, sociology, and educational research, researchers disagreed
about this, even as they did ethnographic case studies in traditional and
modern societies.

A basic, mainstream approach was developing in qualitative social inquiry.
We can see that approach as resting on six foundational grounds or footings:
the disciplinary enterprise of social science, the social scientific observer,
those who are observed, the research report as a text, the research audience to
which that text is addressed, and the worldview that guides the research—
ontology and epistemology. Each of these six was considered an entity whose
nature was simple and whose legitimacy was self-evident. In current
qualitative inquiry, the nature and the legitimacy of each of those footings
have been called into question.

First, the enterprise of social science. By the late 19th century, sociology and
anthropology were developing as new disciplines, beginning to achieve
acceptance within universities. Physical sciences had made great progress
since the 17th century, and social scientists were hoping for similar success.

Next, the social scientist as observer. His (and these were men) professional
warrant for paying research attention to other humans was the social scientific
enterprise in which he was engaged—that engagement gave him the right to
watch other people and question them. It was assumed that he would and
should be systematic and disinterestedly open-minded in the exercise of
research attention. The process of looking closely and carefully at another
human was seen as being no more ethically or epistemologically problematic
than looking closely and carefully at a rock or a bird. Collecting specimens of
human activity was justifiable because it would lead to new knowledge about
social life. (Unlike the field biologist, the social scientist was not justified to
kill those he studied or to capture them for later observation in a zoological
museum—although some non-Western people were exhibited at world
expositions, and the anthropologist Alfred Kroeber had housed a Native
American, Ishi, at the anthropological museum of the University of
California, Berkeley, making him available for observation and interview
there—but artifact collecting and the writing of field notes were the functional
equivalent of the specimen collection and analysis methods of biologists and
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geologists.) Moreover, research attention in social inquiry was a one-way
matter—ijust as the field biologist dissected an animal specimen and not the
other way around, it was the researcher’s watching and asking that counted in
social inquiry, not the attending to and questioning of the researcher by the
people whose daily lives were being studied.

Those who were observed as research objects (not as subjects but as objects)
were thus considered essentially passive participants in the research enterprise
—patients rather than agents—there to be acted upon by observing and
questioning, not there to affect the direction taken in the inquiry. Thus, in the
division of labor within the process of qualitative social inquiry, a
fundamental line of distinction and asymmetry was drawn between the
observer and the observed, with control over the inquiry maximized for the
observer and minimized for the observed.

That asymmetry extended to the process of producing the text of a research
report, which was entirely the responsibility of the social scientist as author.
Such reports were not written in collaboration with those whose lives were
studied, nor were they accompanied by parallel reports produced by those
who were studied (just as the finches of the Galapagos Islands had not
published a report of Darwin’s visit to them). In reports of the results of social
inquiry by means of firsthand participant observation, the portrayal of
everyday life of the people studied was done by the researcher.

The asymmetry in text production extended further to text consumption. The
written report of social inquiry was addressed to an audience consisting of
people other than those who had been studied—the community of the
researcher’s fellow social scientists (and perhaps, of policy makers who might
commission the research work). This audience had as its primary interests the
substantive significance of the research topic and the technical quality of the
conduct of the study. The success of the report (and of the author’s status as a
reporter) was a matter of judgment residing in the scholarly community. The
research objects’ existential experience of being scrutinized during the
researcher’s fieldwork and then described in the researcher’s report was not a
primary consideration for the readers of the report or for its author. Indeed,
those who had been studied were not expected to read the research report,
since many were not literate. The research worldview was realist—the
researcher could know the social world directly and describe it accurately.

For a time, each of these six footings had the stability of canonical authority
in the “normal science” practice of qualitative inquiry. That was a period that
could be called a “golden age,” but with a twinge of irony in such a
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designation, given what we now know about the intense contestation that has
developed more recently concerning each of the footings.

A “Golden Age” of Realist Ethnography

From the mid-1920s to the early 1950s, the basic approach in qualitative
inquiry was realist general ethnography—at the time, it was just called
ethnography. More recently, such work has been called realist because of its
literary quality of “you are there” reporting, in which the narrator presents
description as if it were plain fact, and general because it attempted a
comprehensive description of a whole way of life in the particular setting that
was being described—a setting (such as a village or an island or, later, an
urban neighborhood or workplace within a formal organization) that was seen
as being distinctly bounded. Typically, the narrator wrote in third person and
did not portray himself or herself as being present in the scenes of daily life
that were described. A slightly distanced authorial voice was intended to
convey an impression of even-handedness—conveying “the native’s point of
view” without either overt advocacy of customary practices or explicit
critique of them. (For a discussion of the stance of detachment, see Vidich &
Lyman, 1994, p. 23.) Usually, the social theory perspective underlying such
work was some form of functionalism, and this led authors to focus less on
conflict as a driving force in society and more on the complementarity of
various social institutions and processes within the local setting.

Ethnographic monographs in anthropology during this time followed the
overall approach found in Bronislaw Malinowski’s (1922) Argonauts, where
he said that an adequate ethnography should report three primary bodies of
evidence:

1. The organisation of the tribe, and the anatomy of its culture must be
recorded in firm, clear outline. The method of concrete, statistical
documentation is the means through which such an outline has to be
given.

2. Within this frame the imponderabilia of actual life, and the type of
behaviour must be filled in. They have to be collected through minute,
detailed observations, in the form of some sort of ethnographic diary,
made possible by close contact with native life.

3. A collection of ethnographic statements, characteristic narratives, typical
utterances, items of folk-lore, and magical formulae has to be given as a
corpus inscriptionem, as documents of native mentality. (p. 24)

What was studied was a certain village or region in which a named
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ethnic/linguistic group resided. The monograph usually began with an overall
description of the physical setting (and often of subsistence activities). This
was followed by a chapter on an annual cycle of life, one on a typical day,
one on kinship and other aspects of “social organization,” one on child
rearing, and then chapters on certain features of the setting that were
distinctive to it. (Thus, for example, Evans-Pritchard’s [1940] monograph on
a herding people, The Nuer, contains detailed description of the aesthetics of
appreciation of color patterns in cowhide.) Narrative vignettes describing the
actions of particular people in an actual event were sometimes provided, or
typical actions were described more synoptically. These vignettes and quotes
from informants were linked in the text by narrating commentary. Often
maps, frequency tables, and analytic charts (including kinship diagrams) were
included.

Notable examples in British and American anthropology during this period
include volumes by students of Franz Boas, such as Margaret Mead’s (1928)
semipopular account, Coming of Age in Samoa. Raymond Firth, a student of
Malinowski, produced We the Tikopia (1936/2004). E. E. Evans-Pritchard, a
student of Malinowski’s contemporary, Alfred Radcliffe-Brown (who himself
had published a monograph The Andaman Islanders in the same year as
Malinowski’s Argonauts, 1922), published The Nuer in 1940. David
Holmberg (1950) published a study of the Siriono, titled Nomads of the
Longbow. In addition to American work on indigenous peoples of the
Western Hemisphere, there were monograph series published on British
colonial areas—from Australia, studies of New Guinea, Micronesia, and
Melanesia, and from England, studies of East Africa, West Africa, and South
Africa.

In the United States, community studies in an anthropologically ethnographic
vein were encouraged by Robert Park and Ernest Burgess at the Department
of Sociology of the University of Chicago. On the basis of hunches about
geographic determinism in the founding and maintenance of distinct social
areas within cities, various Chicago neighborhoods were treated as if they
were bounded communities, for example, Louis Wirth’s (1928) study of the
West Side Jewish ghetto and Harvey Warren Zorbaugh’s (1929) study of
contiguous working-class Italian immigrant and upper-class “mainstream
American” neighborhoods on the near North Side. A tradition of community
study followed in American sociology. Robert and Helen Lynd (1929, 1937)
conducted a two-volume study of a small Midwestern city, Muncie, Indiana,
which they called Middletown. The anthropologist W. Lloyd Warner (1941)
studied Newburyport, Massachusetts; the Italian neighborhood of Boston’s
North End was described by William F. Whyte (1943/1955); and the
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anthropologists Conrad Arensberg and Solon Kimball (1940) studied a rural
Irish village.

The urban community studies efforts continued after World War II, with St.
Clair Drake and Horace Cayton’s (1945) description of the African American
neighborhoods of Chicago’s South Side, August Hollingshead’s (1949) study
of a Canadian suburb, and Herbert J. Gans’s (1962) report on an Italian
American neighborhood in New York, among others. Gerald Suttles (1968)
revisited the “social areas” orientation of Chicago school sociology in a study
of interethnic relations in a multiethnic neighborhood on Chicago’s Near
West Side, and Elijah Anderson (1992) described a multiracial West
Philadelphia neighborhood in a somewhat similar vein. Some studies
narrowed the scope of community studies from a whole neighborhood to a
particular setting within it, as in the case of bars as sites for friendship
networks among African American men in the reports (e.g., Liebow, 1967).
Rural sociology in America during the 1930s had also produced ethnographic
accounts. (For an extensive review and listing of American community
studies, see the discussion in Vidich & Lyman, 1994.)

Institutional and workplace studies began to be done ethnographically,
especially in the postwar era. Labor-management relations were studied by
means of participant observation (e.g., Roy, 1959). Chris Argyris published
descriptive accounts of daily work in a bank department (1954a, 1954b) and
of the work life of a business executive (1953). Ethnographic accounts of
socialization into professions began to appear (e.g., Becker & Geer, 1961;
Glaser & Strauss, 1965). Workplace accounts, as in community studies, began
to focus more closely on immediate scenes of everyday social interaction, a
trend that continued into the future (see, e.g., G. Fine, 1990; Vaught & Smith,
1980).

Journal-length reports of workplace studies (as well as accounts of overseas
development interventions by applied anthropologists) appeared in the
interdisciplinary journal Human Organization, which began publication under
that title in 1948, sponsored by the Society for Applied Anthropology.

Ethnographic documentary film developed in the 1950s and 1960s as field
recording of sound became easier, with more portable equipment—audiotape
and the 16-mm camera. Boas had used silent film in the 1920s to document
Kwakiutl life on the Northwest Coast of Canada, and Gregory Bateson and
Mead used silent film in the late 1930s in their study of dance instruction in
Bali. Robert Flaherty produced semifictional, partially staged films of
Canadian Inuit in the 1920s, notably Nanook of the North.
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The new ethnographic documentaries were shot in naturalistic field situations,
using for the most part handheld cameras and microphones to move with the
action. John Marshall’s film, The Hunters, featured Kalahari Bushmen of
southern Africa; Napoleon Chagnon’s The Ax Fight and Timothy Asch’s The
Feast were filmed in the Amazon River Delta in Brazil, among the
Yanomamo. John Adair and Sol Worth gave 16-mm handheld cameras to
Navaho informants in a project that tried to identify differences in ways of
seeing between the Navaho and Western European cinematographers. They
produced film footage and a monograph on the project titled “Through
Navaho Eyes” (Worth & Adair, 1972). John Collier Jr. shot extensive silent
film footage showing Native American school classrooms in Alaska. He also
published a book on the use of still photographs for ethnographic
documentation (Collier, 1967)—a practice that Mead had pioneered a
generation earlier (see Byers, 1966, 1968). The Society for Visual
Anthropology, a network of ethnographic filmmakers and scholars of
documentary film semiotics, was founded in 1984.

U.S. sociologists made institutionally focused documentary films during the
same time period, notably the films produced in the 1960s and 1970s by
Frederick Wiseman. These interpretive film essays, through the editing of
footage of naturally occurring events, bridge fiction and more literal
documentary depiction. They include “Titicut Follies” (1967), a portrayal of a
mental hospital; “High School” (1968); “Hospital” (1970); and “Essene”
(1972), a portrayal of conflict and community in a monastery (for further
discussion, see Barnouw, 1993; Benson & Anderson 2002; deBrigard, 1995;
Heider, 1982; Ruby, 2000).

Crises in Ethnographic Authority

A gathering storm

Even in the postwar heyday of realist ethnography, some cracks in its footings
were beginning to appear. In American anthropology, a bitter controversy
developed over accuracy and validity of competing ethnographic descriptions
of a village on the outskirts of Mexico City, Tepoztlan. Robert Redfield
(1930) at the University of Chicago had published an account of everyday life
in Tepoztlan; in keeping with a functionalist perspective in social theory, he
characterized the community as harmonious and internally consistent, a place
where people led predictable, happy lives. Beginning fieldwork in the same
village 17 years after Redfield and viewing everyday life in the community
through a lens of Marxist conflict theory, Oscar Lewis (1951) saw life in
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Tepoztlan as fraught with tension and individual villagers as tending toward
continual anger, jealousy, and anxiety; in his monograph, he harshly criticized
Redfield’s portrayal. Two fieldworkers had gone to the “same” place and
collected very different evidence. Which one was right?

Concern was developing over texts that reported the general ethnography of a
whole community—those reports seemed increasingly to be hazy in terms of
evidence: Description flowed a mile wide but an inch deep. One way to
address this limitation was to narrow the scope of research description and to
focus on a particular setting within a larger community or institution. Another
way was to become more careful in handling evidence. Within American
anthropology, specialized “hyphenated” subfields of sociocultural study
developed, such as cognitive anthropology, economic anthropology,
anthropology of law, ethnography of communication, and interactional
sociolinguistics. Studies in those subfields were often published as tightly
focused journal-length articles in which evidence was presented deliberately
and specifically. Careful elicitation techniques and increasing use of audio
and audiovisual recording were used in attempts to get “better data.” An
interdisciplinary field called sociolinguistics developed across the disciplines
of linguistics, anthropology, sociology, and social psychology.

In sociology first and then increasingly in anthropology, methods texts were
published—becoming more explicit about methods of participant observation
as another route to “better data.” Notable examples are McCall and Simmons
(1969), Glaser and Strauss (1967), Denzin (1970), Pelto and Pelto (1970),
Hammersley and Atkinson (1983), Ellen (1984), and Sanjek (1990).

Autobiographical accounts of fieldwork also began to be published. The
second edition of Whyte’s Street Corner Society (1943/1955) and subsequent
editions contained an extensive appendix in which Whyte described, in first
person, his field experience. Hortense Powdermaker (1966) described her
field experience in White and Black Southern U.S. rural communities in the
1930s. Even earlier, Laura Bohannon had published a fictionalized memoir of
fieldwork, writing a quasi-novel under the pseudonym Elenore Smith Bowen
(1954) because frank revelations of ambivalence, ethical dilemmas, the
intense emotionality of fieldwork, and tendencies toward self-deception were
not considered proper topics of “academic” discourse at the time. Rosalie
Wax (1971) candidly recalled the difficulties of her fieldwork as a White
woman in Japanese internment camps during World War II. These accounts
showed that actual fieldwork was not so consistently guided by detached,
means-ends rationality as ethnographic monographs had sometimes
suggested. In 1967, Malinowski’s Trobriand Island field diary was published
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posthumously. Over the next 15 years, the diary came to occupy a central
place in what became a firestorm of criticism of realist general ethnography.

After World War 11, the accuracy of ethnography began to draw challenges
from the “natives” whose lives were portrayed in them. Thirty years after
Malinowski left the Trobriands, Father Baldwin, a Roman Catholic
missionary who succeeded him there, reported in a master’s thesis how the
“natives” had reacted to the text of Argonauts. Baldwin had lived on the
island of Boyowa longer than Malinowski had done and learned the local
language more thoroughly. To check the validity of Malinowski’s portrayal of
the “native’s point of view,” Father Baldwin translated large portions of
Argonauts and read those texts with the Boyowans he knew, some of whom
remembered Malinowski’s presence among them:

He seems to have left nothing unexplained and his explanations are
enlightening, even to the people who live there. It is curious, then, that
this exhaustive research, and patient, wise, and honest explanation,
should leave a sense of incompleteness. But it does. I feel that his
material is still not properly digested, that Malinowski would be
regarded in some ways naive by the people he was studying....

I was surprised at the number of times informants helping me with
checking Malinowski would bridle. Usually when a passage has been
gone over more than once, they would say it was not like that. They did
not quarrel with facts or explanations, but with the coloring as it were.
The sense expressed was not the sense they had of themselves or of
things Boyowan. (Baldwin, n.d., pp. 17-18, as cited in M. Young, 1979,
pp. 15-16)

Vine deLoria, a Native American, was more harsh in his criticism of
American anthropologists, in a book evocatively titled Custer Died for Your
Sins (1969). He characterized Amerindian studies done by American
anthropologists as ethnocentric and implicitly colonialist. Sociological
community studies also drew negative reactions from the “natives.” Some
small-town residents in rural New York were deeply offended by the
monograph titled Small Town in Mass Society (Vidich & Bensman, 1958; see
Vidich’s discussion of this reaction in Vidich & Bensman, 2000, and in F.
Young, 1996). They castigated the authors for inaccuracy, for taking sides in
local disputes, and for violating the confidentiality of individuals (e.g., there
being only one mayor, his anonymity was compromised even though his
name was not used; this later became a classic example of ethical difficulties
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in the conduct of qualitative research and its reporting). The rise of Black
Nationalism in African American communities in the late 1960s (and the
reaction of African American scholars to the “blame the victim” tone of
studies about inner-city families such as that of Moynihan, 1965) gave further
impetus to the contention that only “insiders” could study fellow insiders in
ways that would be unbiased and accurate.

This directly contradicted the traditional view that an outsider researcher, with
enough time to develop close acquaintance, could accurately observe and
interpret meaning, without being limited by the insider’s tendency to overlook
phenomena so familiar they were taken for granted and had become invisible.
As the anthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn (1949) put it in a vivid metaphor, “It
would hardly be fish who discovered the existence of water” (p. 11).

This was not only a matter of inaccurate conclusions—it also had to do with
the power relations that obtained in the conduct of “participant observation”
itself. Various feminist authors, in a distinct yet related critique of standard
anthropology and sociology, pointed out that fieldworkers should attend to
their own mentality/subjectivity as a perceiving subject trying to make sense
of others’ lives, especially when power relations between the observer and the
observed were asymmetric. An early instantiation of these perspectives was
Jean Briggs’s (1970) study of her conflicting relationships with an Inuit
(Canadian Eskimo) nuclear family with whom she lived during fieldwork.
Titled Never in Anger, her monograph reported in first person and placed her
self and her reactions to her “informants” centrally in the narrative picture her
monograph presented.

The notion that the researcher always sees from within (and is also blinded
by) the power relationships between her and those she studies was pointedly
explicated in Dorothy Smith’s (1974) essay “Women’s Perspective as a
Radical Critique of Sociology.” That idea continues to evolve in feminist
criticism (see, e.g., Harding, 1991; Lather, 1991) that advocates reflexivity
regarding the personal standpoints, the positionality, through which the
fieldworker perceives—gendered, classed, age-graded, and raced/ethnicized
ways of seeing and feeling in the world, especially as these are in part
mutually constructed in the interaction that takes place between the observer
and observed.

George Marcus and James Clifford (Clifford & Marcus, 1986; Clifford, 1988)
extended this line of criticism in the mid-1980s, a period when Malinowski
became a prime target for those who considered conventional “participant
observation” to be deeply flawed. With the publication of his Diary,
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Malinowski had become an easy target. The diary had unmasked power
relationships that his ethnographic reporting had disguised. Thus,
Malinowski’s portrayal of the “native’s point of view” in Argonauts may have
had to do with the power relationships of his fieldwork. He does not mention
this in his discussion of his fieldwork method; rather, he portrays himself
simply (and innocently) as a detective, a Sherlock Holmes searching avidly
for clues concerning native customs and character:

It is difficult to convey the feelings of intense interest and suspense with
which an ethnographer enters for the first time the district that is to be
the future scene of his field work. Certain salient features characteristic
of the place had once riveted attention and filled him with hopes or
apprehensions. The appearance of the natives, their manner, their types
of behavior, may augur well or ill for the possibilities of rapid and easy
research. One is on the lookout for the symptoms of deeper sociological
facts. One suspects many hidden and mysterious ethnographic
phenomena behind the commonplace aspect of things. Perhaps that queer
looking, intelligent native is a renowned sorcerer. Perhaps between those
two groups of men there exists some important rivalry or vendetta,
which may throw much light on the customs and character of the people
if one can only lay a hand upon it. (Malinowski, 1922, p. 51)

From the diary (Malinowski, 1967), a very different voice sounds—boredom,
frustration, hostility, lust.

December 14, 1917: “When I look at women I think of their breasts and
figure in terms of ERM [an Australian woman who he later married].”
(pp. 151-152)

December 17, 1917: “I was fed up with the niggers and with my work.”
(p. 154)

December 18, 1917: “I thought about my present attitude toward
ethnographic work and the natives, my dislike of them, my longing for
civilization.” (p. 154)

What went without mention was the asymmetry in power relationships
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between Malinowski and those he studied. He was the primary initiator of
actions toward those around him. Years later, working with the same
informants, Father Baldwin (n.d.) reported,

It was a surprise to me to find that Malinowski was mostly remembered
by the natives as a champion ass at asking damn fool questions, like
“You bury the seed tuber root end or sprout end down?”... They said of
him that he made of his profession a sacred cow. You had to defer
though you did not see why. (p. 41, as cited in M. Young, 1979, p. 15)

In contrast, Malinowski’s tone in the original monograph suggests a certain
smugness and lack of self-awareness: “In fact, as they knew that I would
thrust my nose into everything, even where a well-mannered native would not
dream of intruding, they finished by regarding me as part and parcel of their
life, unnecessary evil or nuisance, mitigated by donations of tobacco”
(Malinowski, 1922, p. 8).

Admittedly, the alienation Malinowski revealed in the diary was not unique to
him. As M. Young (1979) puts it,

It is only fair to point out that the chronic sense of alienation which
permeates the diary is a common psychic experience of anthropologists
in the field, and it is intensified by homesickness, nostalgia, loneliness,
and sexual frustration, all of which Malinowski suffered in full measure.

(p.- 13)

That is humanly true, but it does not square with the popular image of the
scientist—rather, it puts the professional social scientist on the same plane as
the practical social actor (see Garfinkel, 1967; Latour & Woolgar, 1979;
Lynch, 1993). Furthermore, it makes one distrust the dispassionate tenor of
what Rosaldo (1989, p. 60) called “distanced normalizing description” in
ethnographic research reporting.

Malinowski—and the overall credibility of ethnographic research reporting—
was further undermined by similar criticism of Margaret Mead. Her first
published study, titled Coming of Age in Samoa (Mead, 1928), had considered
the experience of adolescence from the culturally relativist perspective of her
teacher, Boas. Interviewing young Samoan girls and women, Mead concluded
that their adolescent years were not emotionally turbulent and that, unlike
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American teenagers, they were able to engage in sexual experimentation
without guilt. Her book attracted a wide popular audience and, together with
subsequent popular writing, established Mead’s reputation in the United
States as a public intellectual. Derek Freeman (1983), an Australian
anthropologist, waited until after Mead’s death to publish a scathing critique
of Mead’s research in Samoa. He claimed that Mead had been naive in
believing what her informants told her; that they had exaggerated their stories
in the direction she had signaled that she wanted to hear. Subsequent
consideration suggests that Mead’s interpretation was correct overall (see,
e.g., Shankman, 1996), but the highly authoritative style of Mead’s text (and
the lack of systematic presentation of evidence to support the claims she was
making) left her vulnerable to the accusation that she had got her findings
wrong.

Were all ethnographers self-deceived—or worse, were many of them “just
making things up”? The Redfield-Lewis controversy—two vastly different
descriptions of the same group—raised an even deeper question: Do the
perspective, politics, and ideology of the observer so powerfully influence
what he or she notices and reflects on that it overdetermines the conclusions
drawn? Realist general ethnography was experiencing heavy weather indeed.

One line of response to these doubts was the “better evidence” movement
already discussed. Somewhat earlier, another stream of work had developed
that led to participatory action research or collaborative action research. In
this approach, outside researchers worked with members of a setting to effect
change that was presumed to be of benefit there—for example, improvements
in public health, agricultural production, the formation of cooperatives for
marketing, and the organization of work in factories. Research efforts
accompanied attempts at instituting change, as in the study of local
community health practices and beliefs within a project aimed to prevent
cholera and dysentery by providing clean water. The social psychologist Kurt
Lewin (1946) was one of the pioneers of these attempts, focusing especially
on labor-management relations in England. The attempts in England spread
through trade union channels into Scandinavia (see Emery & Thorsrud,
1969). Another pioneer was Whyte, working in industrial settings in the
United States (see Whyte, Greenwood, & Lazes, 1989).

Also in the period immediately before and after World War II,
anthropologists were undertaking change-oriented research overseas, and the
Society for Applied Anthropology was founded in 1948. During the 1960s
and 1970s, applied anthropologists and linguists worked in action projects in
the United States and England in ethnic and racial minority communities
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(e.g., Gumperz, Roberts, & Jupp, 1979; J. Schensul & Schensul, 1992).

One line of justification for applied research harked back to the “better
evidence” movement: Through a researcher’s “involvement in the action” (S.
Schensul, 1974), the accuracy and validity of evidence collection and analysis
are tested in conditions of natural experimentation.

Another justification for applied research had to do with the explicit adoption
of value positions by action researchers and their community partners. This is
similar to the “critical” position in social research that especially took hold in
the 1970s and 1980s, and as action research progressed, it combined
increasingly with the various critical approaches discussed in the previous
section (for elaboration, see Kemmis & McTaggart, 2005).

This aspect of action research led away from the stance of cultural relativism
itself—from even the appearance of value neutrality—toward value
affirmation. In research efforts to effect social change, explicit value
commitments had to be adopted if the work was to make change in specific
directions. This was called critical ethnography, related to the “critical
theory” perspective articulated by the Frankfurt school. Theodor Adorno and
Max Horkheimer had developed a critique, based in neo-Marxist social
analysis, of both capitalism and fascism. The point was to criticize whatever
material or cultural influences might lead people to take actions or support
actions that resulted in limiting their own life chances—that is, their collusion
in their own oppression. In Marxist terms, one could say that critical theory
made visible social processes that worked against the class interests of those
being dominated—for example, U.S. White workers supporting an oligarchy
that oppressed both them and Black workers. Culturally relativist ethnography
had not called domination by that name, nor had it named suffering as an
object of attention and of description. Critical ethnography claimed to do just
that, and in so doing, the ethnographer stepped out of a defended position of
value neutrality to one of vulnerability, shifting from distanced relations with
informants to relations of solidarity. This was to engage in social inquiry as
ethnography “that breaks your heart” (Behar, 1996).

The adoption of an explicit value position created a fixed fulcrum from which
analytic leverage could be exerted in distinguishing between which everyday
practices led to an increase or a decrease in life chances (see Bredo &
Feinberg, 1982). As the critical ethnography movement developed, the focus
shifted somewhat from careful explication of the value yardsticks used to
judge habitual practices to claims about domination and oppression as if the
inequity involved was self-evident. There was a push back from the earlier
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generation of scholars, who accused critical ethnographers of letting their
values so drive their fieldwork that they were able to see only what they
expected to see, ignoring disconfirming evidence.

As critical ethnographers identified more and more kinds of inequity, it
became apparent that social criticism itself was relative depending on which
dimension of superordination/subordination was the locus for analysis. If it
was economic relations, then processes of class-based oppression appeared
most salient; if gender relations, then patriarchal processes of domination; if
postcolonial relations, the survivals of “colonized” status; if sexual
identification, then heterosexual domination. And if race became the primary
fulcrum for critical social analysis—race, as distinct from, yet as linked to
class, gender, colonization, or sexuality—then racial privilege and
disprivilege occupied the foreground of attention, with other dimensions of
inequity less prominent. Arguments over whose oppression was more heinous
or more fundamental—“oppresseder than thou”—took on a sectarian
character.

There was also a new relativity in the considerations of the seats of power
itself, its manifestations in various aspects or domains, and the ways in which
existing patterns of life (including patterns of domination) are reproduced
within and across successive generations. Marxism had explained social order
as a forcefield of countervailing tensions that were the result of macrosocial
economic forces. Structural functionalism in anthropology and sociology had
explained social order as the result of socialization of individuals, who
followed systems of cultural rules. Structuralism in anthropology and
linguistics had identified cultural rule systems, which appeared to operate
autonomously according to inner logics that could be identified and specified
by the social scientist. All these approaches treated macrosocial structures as
determining factors that constrained local social actors. Poststructuralist
critiques of this top-down determinism developed. One line of critique
stressed the opportunistic character of the everyday practices of local social
actors, who as agents made choices of conduct within sets constrained by
social processes (i.e., “structures”) operating at the macrosocial level (e.g.,
Bourdieu’s [1977] critique of Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism). Another line of
critique (Foucault, 1977) showed how power could be exercised over local
social actors without physical coercion through the knowledge systems that
were maintained discursively and through surveillance by secular “helping”
professions—the modern successors of premodern religion—whose
ideologically ratified purpose was to benefit the clients they “served” by
controlling them—medicine, psychiatry, education, and modern prisons.
Michel Foucault’s notion of discourse as embodied in the conventional
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common sense of institutions is akin to Gramsci’s (1988) notion of “cultural
hegemony”—again, an ideological means by which control can be exercised
nonviolently through commonsense rationalization justifying the exercise of
such power. Power and social structure are thus seen to be strongly influential
processes, even though the influence is partial, indirect, and contested—Iocal
actors are considered agents, not simply passive rule followers, yet they are
agents who must swim in rivers that have strong currents.

At the same time, historians began to look away from the accounts of the past
that were produced by the powerful (rich, literate, Caucasian, male, or any
combination of those traits) and began to focus more centrally on the daily
life practices of people whose subaltern “unwritten” lives could fly, as it
were, below the radar of history. (This was a challenge to the accounts of
orthodox historians who stuck to the conventional primary source materials.)
An additional line of criticism of the authoritativeness of texts, which was
once taken for granted, came from postmodern scholars (e.g., Derrida,
Lyotard, Deleuze) who questioned the entire Enlightenment project of
authoritative academic discourse concerning human activity, whether this
discourse manifested in the arts, in history, or in social science.

With roots in the early modernism of the Enlightenment, all these discourses
attempted to construct “master narratives” whose credibility would be robust
because they were based on reason and evidence. For the postmodernists, the
rhetorical strategies that scholarly authors used to persuade readers of their
text’s accuracy and truthfulness could be unmasked through a textual analysis
called deconstruction. Critical ethnography had challenged the authority of
realist narrative accounts that left out explicit mention of processes of conflict
and struggles over power; the postmodern line of criticism challenged the
fundamental authoritativeness of texts per se. Moreover, lines of demarcation
between qualitative social inquiry and scholarship in the humanities were
dissolving. Approaches from literary criticism—outside the boundaries of
mainstream social science—were used both in the interpretist (hermeneutic)
orientation in ethnography and in the critical scrutiny of scholarly texts by
means of deconstruction.

One of the ways to demystify the text of a qualitative research report is to
include the author (and the author’s “standpoint” perspectives) as an explicit
presence in the fieldwork. The author becomes a character in the story being
told—perhaps a primary one—and much or all of the text is written in first-
person narration using past tense rather than the earlier ethnographic
convention of present-tense narration, which to critics of realist ethnography
seemed to connote timelessness—weightless social action in a gravitationless
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world outside history and apart from struggle. This autobiographical reporting
approach came to be called autoethnography. Early examples of the approach
have already been mentioned: the fiction of Bohannon (Bowen, 1954) and the
first confessional ethnographic monograph by Jean Briggs (1970). Later
examples of autoethnographic reporting include Rabinow (1977) and Kondo
(1990)—see also the comprehensive discussion in Bochner and Ellis (2002).

Another approach toward alteration in the text of reports came from attempts
to heighten the dramatic force of those texts, making full use of the rhetorics
of performance to produce vivid kinds of narration, for example, breaking
through from prose into poetry or adopting the means of “street theater,” in
which scripted or improvised dramatic performances were presented.
Ethnographers have sometimes been invidiously called failed novelists and
poets because their monographs typically did not make for compelling
reading. By analogy with performance art, the new performance ethnography
sought to employ more audience-engaging means of representation (see
Conquergood, 1989, 2000; Denzin, 2003; Madison, 2006; Madison &
Hamera, 2006). Examples of arts-based representation approaches are also
found in the work of Richardson (2004, 2007; see also the discussions in
Richardson, 1999), Bochner and Ellis (2003), Adler and Adler (2008) and the
edited volume by Cahnmann-Taylor and Siegesmund (2008).

Currently, new kinds of authors appear. Indigenous research perspectives and
methods are espoused and practiced by members of communities formerly
studied as “others” by “outsiders” (see, e.g., Kovach, 2010; Tuhiwai Smith,
2013). Practitioner research continues to be done, often as participatory action
research, and increasingly this is done by youth as researchers and authors
(see Cammarota & Fine, 2008; Paris & Winn, 2013). Still photography and
video are used by “insider” researchers to document their lived experience
(see the discussions of “Photovoice” in Cataleri & Minkler, 2010; Wang &
Burris, 1997).

Qualitative inquiry has been increasingly employed in communication and
discourse studies: in the interdisciplinary fields of interactional
sociolinguistics and conversation analysis (Sidnell & Stivers, 2012; Tannen,
Hamilton, & Schiffrin, 2015), critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003),
and “multimodal” studies of meaning making in “embodied” social
interaction (Bezemer & Jewitt, 2010; Streeck, Goodwin, & LeBaron, 2011).
Often these approaches use video or audio recording as a primary data source.

Classic and more innovative approaches to qualitative inquiry have been
extensively reviewed in the four successive handbooks on qualitative research
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methods edited by Denzin and Lincoln (1994, 2000, 2005, 2011).

Qualitative inquiry in educational research

The authority of realist ethnography was beginning to be challenged at the
very time when qualitative research approaches developed in certain fields of
human services delivery, especially in education. By the 1950s, a subfield of
anthropology of education was forming (Spindler, 1955, 1963). Henry (1963)
published chapter-length accounts of elementary school classrooms that were
highly critical of the practices used to encourage competition among students.
The first book-length reports, modeled after the writing of ethnologists and
anthropologists, were L. Smith and Geoffrey’s (1968) The Complexities of an
Urban Classroom and Jackson’s (1968) Life in Classrooms. Also in 1968, the
Council on Anthropology and Education was founded within the American
Anthropological Association. Its newsletter developed into a journal in 1973,
the Anthropology and Education Quarterly, and for a time, this was the
primary journal outlet for qualitative studies in education in the United States.
Spindler became the editor of a series of overseas ethnographic studies of
educational settings, published from the 1960s to the late 1980s by Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston.

In England, qualitative inquiry was pioneered by educational evaluation
researchers with an orientation from sociology and action research. At CARE,
Laurence Stenhouse formed a generation of evaluators who studied schools
and classrooms by means of participant observation and who wrote narrative
research reports (see, e.g., in chronological order, Walker & Adelman, 1975;
Adelman, 1981; Kushner, Brisk, & MacDonald, 1982; Kushner, 1991;
Torrance, 1995). Various sociologists also engaged in qualitative educational
research. In 1977, Willis published Learning to Labour. See also Delamont
(1984, 1989, 1992) and Walkerdine (1998). Following in the tradition of
Henry and Spindler in the United States and the “new sociology of education”
in England, many of these studies focused on aspects of the “hidden
curriculum” of social relations and values socialization in classrooms.

Because of the “objectivist” postpositivist tenor of mainstream educational
research, this early work in education anticipated to some extent the criticisms
of ethnographic authority that developed in anthropology in the late 1970s
and early 1980s. In defense, the early qualitative researchers in education took
pains to present explicit evidence; indeed, some of them had come out of the
“better data” and “hyphenated subfields” movements in anthropology or the
ethnomethodological critique of mainstream work in sociology.
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In the United States, qualitative approaches began to be adopted within
research on subject matter instruction—initially in literacy studies (Heath,
1983) and social studies. Some of this work derived from the ethnography of
communication/sociolinguistics work begun in the 1960s. As portable video
equipment became available, classroom participant observation research was
augmented by audiovisual recording (Erickson & Shultz, 1977/1997;
McDermott, Gospodinoff, & Aron, 1978; Mehan, 1978). A literature on
classroom discourse analysis developed, involving transcriptions of
recordings of speech (see Cazden, 2001). Initially focused on literacy
instruction, after the mid-1980s, this approach was increasingly used in
studies of “teaching for understanding” in mathematics and science that were
funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF) in the United States, and
that tendency has increased up to the present time.

Methods texts began to appear, explaining to postpositivist audiences of
educational researchers how qualitative research could be rigorous and
systematic: Guba (1978), Bogdan and Biklen (1982), and Guba and Lincoln
(1985); see also J. Schensul, LeCompte, and Schensul (1999). Erickson’s
(1986) essay on interpretive qualitative research on teaching appeared in a
handbook sponsored by the American Educational Research Association, and
that discussion came to be widely cited in educational research. Preceded by a
meeting in 1978 at which Mead was the keynote speaker, shortly before her
death, and established as an annual meeting 2 years later, the Ethnography in
Education conference at the University of Pennsylvania soon became the
largest gathering of qualitative educational researchers in the world, surpassed
in scale only recently by the International Congress of Qualitative Inquiry at
the University of Illinois, Urbana. Also in the 1980s, a movement of
practitioner research in education developed in the United States, principally
as teachers began to write narrative accounts of their classroom practice (see
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993). This was related to participatory action
research (see the discussion in Erickson, 2006).

By the early 1990s, qualitative research on subject areas in both the
humanities and science/mathematics had become commonplace, where 20
years earlier it had been very rare. Video documentation was especially useful
in the study of “hands-on” instruction in science and in the use of
manipulables in teaching mathematics instruction (see Goldman, Barron, Pea,
& Derry, 2007). Increasingly, the subject matter studies—especially those
supported by NSF funds—focused on the “manifest curriculum” rather
uncritically. This tendency was counterbalanced by the adoption of “critical
ethnography” by some educational researchers (e.g., M. Fine, 1991;
Kincheloe, 1993; Lather, 1991; McLaren, 1986).

111



In a number of ways, qualitative inquiry in education anticipated and later ran
in parallel with the shifts taking place within recent qualitative work in
anthropology and sociology. From the outset of qualitative inquiry in
education, its research subjects—school teachers, administrators, parents—
were literate, fully able to read the research reports that were written about
them and capable of talking back to researchers using the researchers’ own
terms. The “gaze” of educational researchers—its potential for distorted
perception and its status as an exercise of power over those observed—had
been identified as problematic in qualitative educational inquiry before critics
such as Clifford and Marcus (1986) and Van Maanen (1988, 2006) had
published on those matters. Also, action research and practitioner research—
involving “insiders” in studying and reflecting on their own customary
practices—had been done by educational researchers before such approaches
were attempted by scholars from social science disciplines.

Today there is a bifurcation in qualitative educational studies—with subject
matter—oriented studies, on one hand, and critical or postmodern studies, on
the other. In effect, this results in a split between attention to issues of
manifest curriculum and hidden curriculum. Ironically, as the authority of
realist ethnography was increasingly challenged within sociology and
anthropology, “realist” work in applied research in education, medicine,
nursing, and business came to be the most valued, as will be discussed further
in the next section.

The Current Scene

Currently, there appear to be seven major streams of qualitative inquiry: a
continuation of realist ethnographic case study, a continuation of “critical”
ethnography, a continuation of collaborative action research, “indigenous”
studies done by “insiders” (including practitioner research in education),
autoethnography, performance ethnography, and further efforts along
postmodern lines, including literary and other arts-based approaches.

At the outset of this chapter, I mentioned six foundational “footings” for
qualitative inquiry, each of which has been contested across the course of the
development of such inquiry: (1) disciplinary perspectives in social science,
(2) the participant-observational fieldworker as an observer/author, (3) the
people who are observed during the fieldwork, (4) the rhetorical and
substantive content of the research report, (5) the audiences to which such
reports have been addressed, and (6) research worldview—ontology,
epistemology, and purposes.
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As the social sciences began to develop along lines of natural science models,
its social theory orientations (social evolution, then functionalism combined
with cultural relativism) were seen to justify data collection and analysis as a
“value-neutral” enterprise. That stance was challenged by conflict-oriented
social theory, with the research enterprise redefined as social criticism.
Today, the possibility of valid social critique is itself questioned by
postmodern skepticism about the authoritativeness of scholarly inquiry in
general, and core organizing notions taken from arts and humanities
disciplines inform much new qualitative research. Sociology and
anthropology are no longer the foundational “homes” for social and cultural
studies.

Formerly, an “expert knowledge” model of the social scientist was seen as
justifying long-term firsthand observation and interviewing—*“fieldwork”—
that was conducted autonomously by a researcher, an outsider to the
community being studied, who operated in ways akin to those of a field
biologist. Today, the adequacy and legitimacy of that researcher stance have
been seriously challenged, with many researchers allying themselves as
advocates (collaborators/joint authors/editors) with the people who are
studied, or researchers being members themselves of the communities whose
everyday lives and meaning perspectives are being studied through qualitative
inquiry. Thus, the roles of “researcher” and “researched” have been blended
in recent work.

The research report was formerly considered an accurate, realistic, and
comprehensive portrayal of the lifeways of those who were studied, with an
underlying rhetoric of persuasion as to the realism of the account. Today,
qualitative research reports are often considered partial—renderings done
from within the standpoints of the life experience of the researcher. The
“validity” of these accounts can be compared to that of novels and poetry—a
pointing toward “truths” that are not literal; fiction may be employed as a
means of illuminating interpretive points in a report.

Initially, the audiences of such reports were the author’s scholarly peers—
fellow social scientists—and rarely those who were studied. Today, those
who are studied are expected to read the report—and they may also
participate in writing it. Moreover, in practitioner research, action research,
and advocacy research, research reports, presented in various media and
representational genres, may also address popular audiences.

This is a story of decentering and jockeying for position as qualitative inquiry
has evolved over the past 125 years. Today, there is an uneven pattern of
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adoption and rejection of the newer approaches in qualitative inquiry. In
applied fields, such as education, medicine, and business, “realist”
ethnography has gained wide acceptance, while more recently developed
approaches have sometimes been adopted (especially in education) and
sometimes met with skepticism or with outright rejection. In anthropology,
heroic “lone ethnographer” fieldwork and reporting, after the self-valorizing
model of Malinowski, has generally gone out of fashion. In sociology, the
detached stance of professional researcher has also been seriously questioned,
together with the realist mode of research reporting.

The differences among qualitative researchers, and between them and others
who engage in social and cultural inquiry, go beyond research technique to
fundamental assumptions about the purposes and conduct of research—to
worldviews that undergird differing communities of research practice and that
are often adopted unreflectively by newcomers to a community of research
practice. These sets of assumptions have been characterized as “paradigms” in
relationships of conflict and succession (e.g., Guba, 1990; Guba & Lincoln,
2005), following the argument in philosophy of science presented by Kuhn
(1962); or as alternative chronotopes (Kamberelis & Demetriadis, 2015), a
term from the literary theory of Bakhtin (1981); or as Discourse Formations,
in the sense presented by Foucault (1972). The simpler term worldview
captures the basic sense of this as a matter of ontology, the theory of being (in
social inquiry, consideration of the fundamental nature of social and cultural
processes). Ontology is considered in philosophy as a branch of metaphysics
—and rejection of metaphysical speculation is a hallmark of the
Enlightenment intellectual tradition and its descendants in logical positivism
and analytic philosophy. It was thought that “science” (and social science)
could do without metaphysics, but contemporary philosophy of science
suggests that metaphysical assumptions—worldviews—are profoundly
constitutive of scientific research approaches, shaping what inquiry makes
visible and what it makes transparent—taken for granted without reflection.

These differences in ontology in social inquiry go beyond the first-level
distinction between realism and idealism (the realist assumption that there is a
social world independent of our knowing and the idealist/social
constructionist assumption that the social world cannot be apprehended
independent of the perspectives and interests—including power interests—of
the researcher). Whether one is a realist or idealist, there remain questions
about what the social world we are trying to study is like—is it uniform and
relatively stable from one place and time to another, or is it labile and, if so,
how does it vary, how often, how quickly? There are also questions of
epistemology in social inquiry—assumptions about the nature of knowledge

114



and knowing. Can we as inquirers, in the midst of all the noise in the world
outside us and within us, have relatively consistent knowledge of the social
world, or is that world and our apprehension of it so mutually constitutive, so
confounded, that no consistency or confidence in our knowing is justifiable?

It is the latter view that was developing powerfully in the last third of the past
century and the first decade of the current century—deep “postmodern”
distrust of what was seen as the overconfidence of modernism—the
Enlightenment heritage. The Enlightenment project presumed an autonomous
human subject (Descartes, Locke) capable of understanding the physical and
social world that stands outside the subject through careful logic and
empirical “scientific” inquiry. That “modernist” ontology and epistemology
was fundamentally challenged in the last decades of the 20th century,
especially by French “poststructuralist” philosophers, among them Foucault
(1972), Derrida (1974), and Deleuze (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987). This
“postmodern” turn is most recently influencing a call for “postqualitative”
and “posthumanist” inquiry (see extended discussion in St. Pierre, 2011,
2014). In arguing for succession beyond what can be called “humanist
qualitative inquiry,” St. Pierre (2014, pp. 14—-15) observes that an ontological
implication of the deconstructive critiques of poststructuralists is that the
foundational notion of the “humanist knowing subject” as an autonomous and
constant individual self is an intellectual inheritance from the Enlightenment
that can no longer be considered tenable. That is a point well taken, but it
should be noted that an autonomous knowing subject is not something first
questioned by such postmodernists as Foucault and Deleuze. Rather,
challenges to that conception appeared well before postmodernism did—for
example, Boas’s notion of culture deeply influencing/defining the individual,
G. H. Mead’s notion of the social generation of the self (and Dewey on
“trans-action”), and, for that matter, Marx long ago and Althusser more
recently.

Presently, the situation can be described as tension between two extremes,
with a middle ground being pulled in opposite directions. In the middle is
interpretive ethnography and critical ethnography, both somewhat more
reflexive than in the past and both somewhat less critical of each other than in
the past. (It is as if, in the presence of increasing countervailing pressure from
the edges, critical ethnographers are realizing that the interpretive approach
was somewhat more “critical” than had been initially realized [in that
interpretation de-naturalizes social processes just as does more explicitly
critical inquiry], and interpretive ethnographers are coming to recognize an
underlying commonality with their more “critical” colleagues.)
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From one direction, the deep postmodern distrust of essentializing
authoritative discourse continues, deriving in part from an antirealist
ontology. If indeed the social world, the human subject, and the discourses
through which we try to describe and understand them are entirely socially
constructed and continually in flux, then notions of “rigor,” “data,” “ruling
out competing interpretations,” and the like are hopelessly inappropriate—
vestiges of a “hard science” conception of social inquiry that is no longer
credible. From another direction, there is tremendous pressure on the middle
ground to become more “scientific” in a narrow sense—more rigorous, more
careful with evidence, more consistent with a postpositivist ontology and
epistemology that presumes that the social world consists of relatively stable
entities whose interrelations, while not directly knowable, can be discovered
by the use of research procedures that are similar to those employed in the
physical sciences. A presumption is that all “Science”—systematic inquiry—
is fundamentally the same, regardless of the domain it investigates.

This pressure toward a “hard science” approach to qualitative inquiry comes
from the partial acceptance of qualitative research in applied fields with a
strong tradition of what is sometimes called postpositivist inquiry (e.g.,
education, medicine, and business, as mentioned earlier), and in a larger
sense, that pressure comes from partial acceptance in policy research more
generally. As qualitative researchers seek more “relevance” and try to conduct
policy-oriented research, they confront a policy discourse developed over the
past 40 years whose conventional wisdom is grounded in “hard science”
assumptions regarding research ontology, epistemology, and methodology.
This is a “Discourse,” in a Foucauldian sense, that defines the basic questions
regarding social policy as those of effectiveness and efficiency (Cochrane,
1972/1989) and presumes that the provision of social services can best be
achieved by “evidence-based practice.” It has been described as an “audit
culture” (Strathern, 2002) with now worldwide provenance in public
management (Barzeley, 2001). The “gold standard” for evidence on which to
base practice in service delivery has for some time been seen to be large-scale
experimental field trials modeled after clinical trials in medicine in which
research subjects are randomly assigned to differing conditions: “treatment”
or “control” (i.e., no treatment) (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). Despite
considerable criticism that these trials often do not provide clear evidence of a
causal relation between the treatment (conceived and operationally defined as
a unitary independent variable) and its effect (operationally defined as a
unitary dependent variable), these “randomized controlled trials” (RCTs)
continue to be highly regarded as sources of evidence for determining social
policy (see the extended discussion in Flyvbjerg, 2006, and Torrance, 2015).
Other quantitative approaches (e.g., multilevel regression analysis) and
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structural equations modeling also are seen as producing strong evidence of
cause, in the Humean sense of regular association among entities. In
attempting to enter the policy research arena, qualitative researchers
experience intense pressure to look more “scientific.” One could say that
“policy relevance” becomes a devil’s bargain—the temptation of Faust—or a
tar baby, as in the Uncle Remus story of Bre’r Rabbit—once you touch it, the
more stuck to it you become.

In the same time period as the growth of “audit culture” perspectives in policy
discourse, two other influences on qualitative research have developed. One is
the increase of “mixed-methods” approaches—attempts to combine
inferential statistical analysis with narrative description based on participant
observation and interviewing (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Greene, 2007;
Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; D. Morgan, 2014). The aim is to
take advantage of the distinctive affordances in multiple research approaches,
achieving “the best of both worlds.” A criticism is that, in practice, what
happens is that one approach dominates in the study at the expense of the
other—often it is the quantitative “hard science” approach that dominates
because that is what receives the most financial support by major funders of
social research. (A colleague of mine told me of a comprehensive study of
multiple inner-city schools in a major American city in which she was asked
as a doctoral student research assistant to make brief visits to some of the
schools and write narrative vignettes to illustrate patterns that had been
discovered through large-scale statistical analyses. She said that what she was
required to do felt like “drive-by ethnography.”) Even in projects designed in
a more even-handed way, the purposes and worldview of “hard science” and
Diltheyan “human science” approaches may—for certain research topics—fit
only awkwardly together or indeed be antithetical.

Another influence on qualitative research, related to but distinct from the
“multimethod” movement, is that of formal “coding” of qualitative “data.”
Coming initially from the “constant comparison” and “grounded theory”
approach to qualitative data identification and analysis developed by Anselm
Strauss and his associates (see Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1990),
computer-based schemes for data analysis have proliferated in the past 20
years. A quick Internet search for “qualitative data analysis software”
produces numerous items, and the following list is not exhaustive:
Ethnograph, Atlas.ti, MAXQDA, Nvivo, QDA Miner, Provalis research.com,
Dedoose, Domo, and Alteryx. Some of the software is available at no cost,
but many of the software packages are commercially produced and are
advertised as a solution to the problems of qualitative data discovery and
analysis—a process that often seems daunting at the outset, especially to
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beginning researchers. A criticism is that “coding” judgments (e.g., assigning
function class labels to single lines of text in a corpus of field notes or in a set
of interview transcripts) are asked by the software system to be done at an
initial stage of review of information sources. This appears to simplify “data
analysis,” but it raises problems of premature typification and premature
closure in the analysis process (see the discussion in Sipe & Ghiso, 2004, and
the critical rejoinder by Erickson, 2004). However, the software programs
present the appearance of being “systematic,” and that has had appeal for
“hard science”—oriented researchers and for the funders of research, whose
requests for proposals now often ask the proposer to identify a software
program to be used in “qualitative data analysis.”

That the “hard science” pressures on qualitative inquiry can be a slippery
slope is illustrated by an example from educational research arguments in the
United States. While realist ethnography was officially accepted as
legitimately “scientific” in an influential report issued by the National
Research Council (Shavelson & Towne, 2002), postmodern approaches were
singled out for harsh criticism. The report took the position that science is a
seamless enterprise, with social scientific inquiry being continuous in its
fundamental aims and procedures with that of natural science. This position
was reinforced by a statement by the primary professional society of
researchers in education, the American Educational Research Association.
Quoting from the AERA website (www.AERA .net/AboutAERA/Key-

Programs/Education-Research-Research-Policy/AERA-Offers-Definition):

AERA Offers Definition of Scientifically Based Research (SBR).
Supported by AERA Council, July 11, 2008

The term “principles of scientific research” means the use of rigorous,
systematic, and objective methodologies to obtain reliable and valid
knowledge. Specifically, such research requires

development of a logical, evidence-based chain of reasoning;

methods appropriate to the questions posed;

observational or experimental designs and instruments that provide
reliable and generalizable findings;

data and analysis adequate to support findings;
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explication of procedures and results clearly and in detail, including
specification of the population to which the findings can be generalized;

adherence to professional norms of peer review;
dissemination of findings to contribute to scientific knowledge; and

access to data for reanalysis, replication, and the opportunity to build on
findings.

The statements by the NRC panel and the AERA Council claimed to provide
a more broadly ecumenical definition of scientific research than that which
some members of the U.S. Congress and their staffs were trying to insist on in
developing criteria of eligibility for federal research funding. However,
AERA’s adoption of the “seamless” view of science means that many of the
most recent postmodern and arts-based approaches to qualitative inquiry are
declared beyond the boundaries of legitimate research. Notice key terms in
the AERA statement: reliability, generalizability, replication, reanalysis. This
is the language of a “hard science” worldview for social inquiry. The
statements by the NRC and AERA show no awareness of an intellectual
history of social and cultural research in which, across many generations of
scholars, serious doubts have been raised as to the possibility that inquiry in
the human sciences should be, or could be, conducted in ways that were
continuous with the natural sciences.

The anthropologist Clifford Geertz (2001) warned against such a “broad
umbrella” conception of science:

Using the term “science” to cover everything from string theory to
psychoanalysis is not a happy idea because doing so elides the difficult
fact that the ways in which we try to understand and deal with the
physical world and those in which we try to understand and deal with the
social one are not altogether the same. The methods of research, the aims
of inquiry, and the standards of judgment all differ, and nothing but
confusion, scorn, and accusation—relativism! Platonism! reductionism!
verbalism!—results from failing to see this. (p. 53)

Somewhere in a middle position between “hard science” qualitative inquiry
and its opposite are two related approaches—research as “phronesis” and as
“critical realism.” The first alternative is presented by the urban planner Bent
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Flyvbjerg (2001) in the edgily titled Making Social Science Matter: How
Social Inquiry Fails and How It Can Succeed Again. The book argued for the
use of case study to address matters of value, power, and local detail, as these
are pertinent to policy decision making. What policy makers need in making
decisions is not certain knowledge of causal relations that obtain generally, of
the sort promised by the advocates of RCT. Rather, what policy makers need
is knowledge of the specific circumstances of the particular situation in which
they find themselves. He uses as an example the planning of auto parking and
pedestrian mall arrangements in the city of Aalborg, Denmark. To achieve the
best traffic solution for Aalborg, one cannot make a composite of what was
done in Limerick, Bruges, Genoa, Tokyo, and Minneapolis. To know what is
good for Aalborg involves detailed understanding of the history, cultures,
demography, economy, geography, and center city architecture of Aalborg
itself. Such insight comes from a kind of knowledge that Flyvbjerg calls
phronesis, action-oriented knowledge of a local social ecosystem (following
upon Aristotle’s use of the term in the Nichomachean Ethics, Book 6
[Aristotle, 1934]). Phronesis is the prudential knowledge of a wise city
official, in contrast to episteme, the general, invariant, cuamulative knowledge
of the philosopher or mathematician (what we would now call “hard science”
knowledge), or techne, the practical operating knowledge of a craftsman.

Another alternative comes from a “critical realist” ontology and
epistemology. The ontology is realist, in that it presumes that “there are real
objects that exist independently of our knowledge of their existence”
(Schwandt, 2007, p. 256). The epistemology is constructivist, presuming that
our knowledge of those real objects is never direct but mediated by our
concepts and language—and by our practical interests—“What you see is
what you intend to do about it” (an observation of the pioneering
neuroscientist David Rioch, quoted in Hall, 1992, p. 233). In contrast to
Hume’s view of cause as a regular association between two entities, critical
realism views cause as process—as events, contextually embedded. The aim
of that kind of causal analysis is to discover specific causal mechanisms,
coming to understand why x causes y in specific circumstances, not simply
that x causes y. But the evidence and methods for identifying a process
explanation of cause are different from those used to produce a variance (i.e.,
statistics-based) explanation (see the extended discussion in Gorski, 2013;
Maxwell, 2004, 2015; Sayer, 2000).

The approach of critical realist inquiry is similar in spirit to the phronetic
inquiry discussed by Flyvbjerg. Both involve understandings of evidence and
method that differ from those derived from the physical sciences. But both
also differ from the extreme skepticism about the possibility of authoritative

120



discourse in social inquiry that characterizes the “postmoderns.”

In addition to external critique of “post” approaches from the advocates of
social inquiry as “hard science,” there is also a conservative reaction from
within the community of qualitative researchers. One such statement appears
in a quite recent collection of essays by Martin Hammersley (2008):

[The] postmodernist image of qualitative inquiry is not only ill-
conceived but ... its prominence at the present time, not least in
arguments against what it dismisses as methodological conservatism, is
potentially very damaging—mnot just to qualitative research but to social
science more generally.... This postmodern approach is founded on
some false assumptions that undermine the distinctive nature of social
research ... one consequence of this has been a legitimization of
speculative theorizing; another has been a celebration of obscurity, and
associated denunciations of clarity ... [this] leads toward an abdication
of the responsibility for clear and careful argument aimed at discovering
what truths qualitative inquiry is capable of providing. (pp. 11, 144)

Conclusion

Mark Twain is said to have said, “History doesn’t repeat itself—at best it
sometimes rhymes.” If he was correct, then the proponents of postpositivist
social science are in serious trouble. Such inquiry, grounded in what is
assumed to be a seamless whole of science, aims to discover general laws of
social process that are akin to the laws of physics, that is, an enterprise firmly
grounded in prose and in literal meanings of things. It will continue to be
controverted by the stubborn poetics of everyday social life—its rhyming; the
nonliteral, labile meanings inherent in social action; and the unexpected twists
and turns that belie prediction and control, let alone the “situated” position of
the human subject as observer/actor within the ongoing flow of everyday life.
It may well be that social science will at last give up on its perennially failing
attempts to assume that history actually repeats itself and therefore can be
studied as if it did. One might think that contemporary qualitative social
inquiry would be better equipped than such a prosaic social physics to take
account of the poetics of social and cultural processes, and yet qualitative
social inquiry expends considerable energy on internecine dispute, with
differing approaches vying for dominance.

Kuhn’s (1962) philosophy of science claimed that old paradigms defining
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“normal science” were eventually replaced by newer ones—in a story of
revolutionary succession. Some have criticized this view as overly optimistic
—since the proponents of “normal science” in any generation cling
tenaciously to their existing beliefs, even in the face of contradictory evidence
(see, e.g., the discussion in Lakatos & Musgrave, 1970). If it is difficult for a
paradigm to be replaced in the physical sciences, this is even more the case
for the human sciences. Because history doesn’t repeat itself exactly, a crucial
study that produces new knowledge forcing a paradigm shift usually can’t be
conducted in the first place, let alone be consistently “replicated.” In
consequence, in social inquiry, old paradigms don’t die; they just go to the
hospital and get fitted with a cardiac pacemaker. After that, they can live on
for a long time with other paradigms, side by side. It follows that contestation
and turf struggle are likely to continue, from inside and outside the multiple
communities of practice in qualitative social inquiry.

Let me finish this discussion in first person: It does seem to me that the full-
blown realist ethnographic monograph, with its omniscient narrator speaking
to the reader with an apparent neutrality as if from nowhere and nowhen—a
subject who stands apart from his or her description—is no longer a genre of
reporting that can responsibly be practiced, given the duration and force of the
critique that have been leveled against it. Some adaptation, some deviation
from the classic form seems warranted. It also seems to me that there should
be viable places along the full spectrum of approaches in qualitative and
postqualitative inquiry where we can practice our crafts without resorting to
sniping at others, or to self-satisfied smugness with ourselves and our own
mutual citation network, or to nostalgia for a past imaginary that was indeed
problematic. This requires adopting a certain degree of humility as we
consider what any of our work is capable of accomplishing, whatever our
particular approach and commitments might be.

At this writing, it is only 102 years since Malinowski set foot in the Trobriand
Islands. I still believe that Malinowski’s overall aim for ethnography was a
noble one, especially as amended in the words that follow: “to grasp the
points of view of those who are studied and of those who are studying
(recognizing that these may be one and the same people)—their relations to
life, their visions of their worlds.” I think it is fair to say that we have learned
since the middle of the 20th century how hard it is to achieve such an aim
partially, even to move in the direction of that aim. We know now that this is
far more difficult than Malinowski and his contemporaries had anticipated.
Yet it could still orient our continuing reach.

Others may well disagree.
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Note

1. Some discussion here is adapted from my own previous writing on these
topics, drawing especially on Erickson (1986, 2006). Because the literature on
qualitative research methods is huge, the reader is also referred to Vidich and
Lyman (1994) for an extensive review of classic realist ethnography in
American sociology and anthropology; to Urrey (1994) for an extensive
review of field research methods, primarily in British social anthropology;
and to Heider (1982) for an extensive review of ethnographic film.

References

Adelman, C. (1981). Uttering, muttering: Collecting, using, and reporting talk
for social and educational research. London: Mclntyre.

Adler, P., & Adler, P. (2008). Of rhetoric and representation: The four faces
of ethnography. Sociological Quarterly, 49(1), 1-30.

Anderson, E. (1992). Streetwise: Race, class, and change in an urban
community. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Arensberg, C., & Kimball, S. (1940). Family and community in Ireland.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Argyris, C. (1953). Executive leadership: An appraisal of a manager in action.
New York: Harper.

Argyris, C. (1954a). Human relations in a bank. Harvard Business Review,
32(5), 63-72.

Argyris, C. (1954b). Organization of a bank: A study of the nature of
organization and the fusion process. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Labor and Management Center.

Aristotle. (1934). Nichomachean ethics (dual text, H. Rackham, Trans.).
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

123



Bakhtin, M. (1981). The dialogic imagination (C. Emerson & M. Holquist,
Trans.). Austin: University of Texas Press.

Baldwin, B. (n.d.). Traditional and cultural aspects of Trobriand Island chiefs.
Unpublished MS thesis. Australia National University, Anthropology
Department, Royal Society of Pacific Studies, Canberra.

Barnouw, E. (1993). Documentary: A history of the non-fiction film (2nd
Rev. ed.). New York: Oxford University Press.

Barzeley, M. (2001). The new public management. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Becker, H., & Geer, B. (1961). Boys in white: Student culture in medical
school. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Behar, R. (1996). The vulnerable observer: Anthropology that breaks your
heart. Boston: Beacon.

Benson, T., & Anderson, C. (2002). Reality fictions: The films of Frederick
Wiseman (2nd ed.). Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

Bezemer, J., & Jewitt, C. (2010). Multimodal analysis: Key issues. In L.
Litosseliti (Ed.), Research methods in linguistics (pp. 180-197). London:
Continuum.

Bochner, A., & Ellis, C. (Eds.). (2002). Ethnographically speaking:
Autoethnography, literature, and aesthetics. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Bochner, A., & Ellis, C. (2003). An introduction to the arts and narrative
research: Art as inquiry. Qualitative Inquiry, 9, 506-514.

Bogdan, R., & Biklen, S. (1982). Qualitative research for education: An
introduction to theory and methods. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

124



Booth, C. (1891). Labour and life of the people of London. London: Williams
and Nargate.

Bourdieu, P. (1977). Outline of a theory of practice (R. Nice, Trans.).
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Bowen, E. (1954). Return to laughter. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

Bredo, E., & Feinberg, W. (1982). Knowledge and values in social and
educational research. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Briggs, J. L. (1970). Never in anger: Portrait of an Eskimo family.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Byers, P. (1966, Winter). Cameras don’t take pictures. The Columbia
University Forum, 9(1). Reprinted in Afterimage, Vol. 4, No. 10, April
1977.

Byers, P. (with Mead, M.). (1968). The small conference: An innovation in
communication. The Hague, the Netherlands: Mouton.

Cahnmann-Taylor, M., & Siegesmund, R. (Eds.). (2008). Arts-based research
in education: Foundations for practice. New York: Routledge.

Cammarota, J., & Fine, M. (2008). Revolution in education: Youth
participatory action research in motion. New York: Routledge.

Cataleri, C., & Minkler, M. (2010). Photovoice: A review of the literature in
health and public health. Health, Education, and Behavior, 37(3), 424-451.

Cazden, C. (2001). Classroom discourse: The language of teaching and
learning. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Clifford, J. (1988). The predicament of culture: Twentieth century

125



ethnography, literature, and art. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Clifford, J., & Marcus, G. (1986). Writing culture: The poetics and politics of
ethnography. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Cochrane, A. L. (1989). Effectiveness and efficiency: Random reflections on
health services. London: British Medical Journal. (Original work published
1972)

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. (1993). Inside/outside: Teacher research and
knowledge. New York: Teachers College Press.

Collier, J., Jr. (1967). Visual anthropology: Photography as a research
method. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

Comte, A. (2001). Plan des travaux scientifiques necessaires pour reorganizer
la societe. [Map of the scientific work needed to reorganize society]. Paris:
L’Harmattan. (Original work published 1822)

Conquergood, D. (1989). I am a shaman: A Hmong life story with
ethnographic commentary. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Center
for Urban and Regional Affairs.

Conquergood, D. (2000). Rethinking elocution: The trope of the talking book
and other figures of speech. Text and Performance Quarterly, 20(4),
325-341.

Cresswell, J., & Plano Clark, V. (2011) Designing and conducting mixed
methods research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

deBrigard, E. (1995). The history of ethnographic film. In P. Hockings (Ed.),
Principles of visual anthropology (2nd ed., pp. 13—44). New York: Mouton
de Gruyter.

126



Delamont, S. (1984). The old girl network. In R. Burgess (Ed.), The research
process in educational settings. London: Falmer.

Delamont, S. (1989). Knowledgeable women: Structuralism and the
reproduction of elites. London: Routledge.

Delamont, S. (1992). Fieldwork in educational settings: Methods, pitfalls, and
perspectives. London: Falmer.

Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. (1987). A thousand plateaus: Capitalism and
schizophrenia (B. Massumi, Trans.). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.

deLoria, V. (1969). Custer died for your sins: An Indian manifesto. New
York: Macmillan.

Denzin, N. (1970). The research act in sociology: A theoretical introduction
to sociological methods. London: Butterworths.

Denzin, N. (2003). Performance ethnography: Critical pedagogy and the
politics of culture. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (1994). The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2000). The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2005). The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y.S. (Eds.). (2011). The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

127



Derrida, J. (1974). Of grammatology (G. Spivak, Trans.). Baltimore, MD:
The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Dilthey, W. (1989). Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften—Introduction to
the human sciences (R. Makkreel & F. Rodi, Eds. & Trans.). Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. (Original work published 1883)

Drake, S. C., & Cayton, H. (1945). Black metropolis: A study of Negro life in
a northern city. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

DuBois, W. E. B. (1899). The Philadelphia negro: A social study. New York:
Schocken.

Ellen, R. (1984). Ethnographic research: A guide to general conduct. San
Diego: Academic Press.

Emery, F., & Thorsrud, E. (1969). Form and content of industrial democracy:
Some experiments from Norway and other European countries. Assen, the
Netherlands: Van Gorcum.

Erickson, F. (1986). Qualitative methods in research on teaching. In M. C.
Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching (3rd ed., pp. 119-161).
New York: Macmillan.

Erickson, F. (2004). Demystifying data construction and analysis: A comment
on Sipe and Ghiso. Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 35(4),
486-493.

Erickson, F. (2006). Studying side by side: Collaborative action ethnography
in educational research. In G. Spindler & L.. Hammond (Eds.), New
horizons for ethnography in education (pp. 235-257). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Erickson, F., & Shultz, J. (1997). When is a context? Some issues and
methods in the analysis of social competence. In M. Cole, M. Engestrom,

128



& O. Vasquez (Eds.), Mind, culture, and activity: Seminal papers from the
Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition (pp. 22—-31). Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press. (Original work published 1977)

Evans-Pritchard, E. (1940). The Nuer: A description of the modes of
livelihood and political institutions of a Nilotic people. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

Fairclough, N. (2003). Analyzing discourse and text: Textual analysis for
social research. London: Routledge.

Fine, G. (1990). Organizational time: Temporal demands and the experience
of work in restaurant kitchens. Social Forces, 69(1), 95-114.

Fine, M. (1991). Framing dropouts. Albany: SUNY Press.

Firth, R. (2004). We the Tikiopia. New York: Routledge. (Original work
published 1936)

Flyvbjerg, B. (2001). Making social science matter: How social inquiry fails
and how it can succeed again. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings about case-study research.
Qualitative Inquiry, 12(2), 219-245.

Foucault, M. (1972). The archaeology of knowledge (A. M. Sheridan Smith,
Trans.). New York: Pantheon.

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison. London:
Penguin.

Freeman, D. (1983). Margaret Mead and Samoa. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

129



Gans, H. (1962). The urban villagers. New York: The Free Press.

Garfinkel, H. (1967) Studies in ethnomethodology. New York: Prentice-Hall.

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays. New York:
Basic Books.

Geertz, C. (2001). Empowering Aristotle. Science, 293, 53.

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1965). Awareness of dying. Chicago: Aldine.

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory:
Strategies for qualitative research. Chicago: Aldine.

Goldman, R., Barron, B., Pea, R., & Derry, S. (Eds.). (2007). Video research
in the learning sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Gorski, P. (2013). What is critical realism? And why should you care?
Contemporary Sociology, 42(5), 658-670.

Gramsci, A. (1988). A Gramsci reader. London: Lawrence & Wishart.

Greene, J. (2007). Mixed methods in social inquiry. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Guba, E. (1978). Toward a methodology of naturalistic inquiry in educational
evaluation. Los Angeles: UCLA, Center for the Study of Evaluation.

Guba, E. (1990). The paradigm dialogue. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Guba, E., & Lincoln, Y. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

130



Guba, E., & Lincoln, Y. (2005). Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions,
and emerging influences. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE
handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed., pp. 191-215). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Gumperz, J., Roberts, C., & Jupp, T. (1979). Culture and communication:
Background and notes to accompany the BBC film “Crosstalk.” London:
British Broadcasting Company.

Hall, E. T. (1992). An anthropology of everyday life: An autobiography. New
York: Doubleday.

Hammersley, M. (2008). Questioning qualitative inquiry: Critical essays.
London: Sage.

Hammersley, M., & Atkinson, P. (1983). Ethnography: Principles in practice.
London: Tavistock.

Harding, S. (1991). Whose science? Whose knowledge? Thinking from
women'’s lives. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Heath, S. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life, and work in communities
and classrooms. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Heider, K. (1982). Ethnographic film (3rd ed.). Austin: University of Texas
Press.

Henry, J. (1963). Culture against man. New York: Random House.

Hollingshead, A. (1949). ElImtown’s youth: The impact of social classes on
adolescents. New York: John Wiley.

Holmberg, A. (1950). Nomads of the longbow: The Siriono of Eastern
Bolivia. Garden City, NY: Natural History Press.

131



Hume, D. (2007). A treatise of human nature (D. Norton & M. Norton, Eds.).
Oxford, UK: Clarendon.

Jackson, P. (1968). Life in classrooms. New York: Holt, Rinehart, &
Winston.

Johnson, R., Onwuegbuzie, A., & Turner, L. (2007). Toward a definition of
mixed methods research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1, 112—-133.

Kamberelis, G., & Demetriadis, G. (2015). Chronotopes of human science
inquiry. In N. Denzin & M. Giardina (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry: A critical
reader (pp. 41-68). Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Kemmis, S., & McTaggart, R. (2005). Participatory action research:
Communicative action and the public sphere. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S.
Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed., pp.
559-603). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kincheloe, J. (1993). Toward a critical politics of teacher thinking. S. Hadley,
MA: Bergin & Garvey.

Kluckhohn, C. (1949). Mirror for man. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Kondo, D. (1990). Crafting selves: Power, gender, and discourses of identity
in a Japanese workplace. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Kovach, M. (2010). Indigenous methodologies: Characteristics,
conversations, and contexts. Toronto: Toronto University Press.

Kuhn, T. (1962). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Kushner, S. (1991). The children’s music book: Performing musicians in
schools. London: Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation.

132



Kushner, S., Brisk, M., & MacDonald, B. (1982). Bread and dreams: A case
study of bilingual schooling in the U.S. Norwich, UK: University of East
Anglia, Centre for Applied Research in Education.

Lakatos, I., & Musgrave, A. (Eds.). (1970). Criticism and the growth of
knowledge. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Lather, P. (1991). Getting smart: Feminist research and pedagogy with/in the
postmodern. New York: Routledge.

Latour, B., & Woolgar, S. (1979). Laboratory life: The social construction of
scientific facts. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Lewin, K. (1946). Action research and minority problems. Journal of Social
Issues, 24(1), 34-46.

Lewis, O. (1951). Life in a Mexican village: Tepoztlan restudied. Urbana:
University of Illinois Press.

Liebow, E. (1967). Tally’s corner: A study of Negro streetcorner men.
Boston: Little, Brown.

Lynch, M. (1993). Scientific practice and ordinary action: Ethnomethodology
and social studies of science. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Lynd, R., & Lynd, H. (1929). Middletown: A study in contemporary
American culture. New York: Harcourt, Brace.

Lynd, R., & Lynd, H. (1937). Middletown in transition: A study in cultural
conflicts. New York: Harcourt, Brace.

Madison, D. (2006). The dialogic performance in critical ethnography. Text
and Performance Quarterly, 26(4), 320-324.

133



Madison, D. S., & Hamera, J. (Eds.). (2006). The Sage handbook of
performance studies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Malinowski, B. (1922). Argonauts of the Western Pacific: An account of
native enterprise and adventure in the archipelagoes of Melanesian New
Guinea. London: G. Routledge and E. P. Dutton.

Malinowski, B. (1967). A diary in the strict sense of the term. New York:
Harcourt, Brace.

Maxwell, J. (2004). Causal explanation, qualitative research, and scientific
inquiry in education. Educational Researcher, 33(2), 3—11.

Maxwell, J. (2015). Evidence: A critical realist perspective for qualitative
research. In N. Denzin & D. Giardina (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry—past,
present, and future. Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

McCall, G., & Simmons, J. (1969). Issues in participant observation: A text
and reader. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

McDermott, R., Gospodinoff, K., & Aron, J. (1978). Criteria for an
ethnographically adequate description of concerted activities and their
contexts. Semiotica, 24(3—4), 245-276.

McLaren, P. (1986). Schooling as a ritual performance. London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul.

Mead, M. (1928). Coming of age in Samoa: A psychological study of
primitive youth for Western civilization. New York: William Morrow.

Mehan, H. (1978). Learning lessons: Social organization in the classroom.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Morgan, D. (2014). Integrating qualitative and quantitative methods: A

134



pragmatic approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Morgan, L. H. (1877). Ancient society: Researches in the lines of human
progress from savagery through barbarism to civilization. New York:
Macmillan.

Moynihan, D. (1965). The Negro family: The case for national action.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Policy Planning and
Research.

Paris, D., & Winn, M. (Eds.). (2013). Humanizing research: Qualitative
inquiry with youth and communities. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Pelto, P. J., & Pelto, G. H. (1970). Anthropological research: The structure of
inquiry. New York: Harper & Row.

Powdermaker, H. (1966). Stranger and friend: The way of an anthropologist.
New York: W. W. Norton.

Quetelet, L. A. (2010). A treatise on man and the development of his faculties
(T. Smibert, Ed.). Charlestown, SC: Nabu Press. (Original work published
1835)

Rabinow, P. (1977). Reflections on fieldwork in Morocco. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Radcliffe-Brown, A. (1922). The Andaman islanders: A study in social
anthropology. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Redfield, R. (1930). Tepoztlan, a Mexican village: A study in folk life.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Richardson, L. (1999). Feathers in our CAP. Journal of Contemporary
Ethnography, 28, 660—668.

135



Richardson, L. (2004). Travels with Ernest: Crossing the literary/sociological
divide. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Richardson, L. (2007). Last writes: A daybook for a dying friend. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Left Coast Press.

Riis, J. (1890). How the other half lives: Studies among the tenements of New
York. New York: Scribner’s.

Rosaldo, R. (1989). Culture and truth: The remaking of social analysis.
Boston: Beacon.

Roy, D. (1959). “Banana Time”: Job satisfaction and informal interaction.
Human Organization, 18(4), 158-168.

Ruby, J. (2000). Picturing culture: Explorations of film and anthropology.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Sanjek, R. (1990). Fieldnotes: The makings of anthropology. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Sayer, A. (2000). Realism and social science. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Schensul, J., LeCompte, M., & Schensul, S. (1999). The ethnographer’s
toolkit (Vols. 1-5). Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Schensul, J., & Schensul, S. (1992). Collaborative research: Methods of
inquiry for social change. In M. LeCompte, W. Milroy, & J. Preissle (Eds.),
The handbook of qualitative research in education. San Diego: Academic
Press.

Schensul, S. (1974). Skills needed in action anthropology: Lessons learned
from El Centro de la Causa. Human Organization, 33, 203—-2009.

136



Schwandt, T. (2007) Qualitative inquiry: A dictionary of terms (3rd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Shadish, W., Cook, T., & Campbell, D. (2002) Experimental and quasi-
experimental designs for generalized causal inference. Boston: Houghton-
Mifflin.

Shankman, P. (1996). The history of Samoan sexual conduct and the Mead-
Freeman controversy. American Anthropologist, 98(3), 555-567.

Shavelson, R., & Towne, L. (Eds.). (2002). Scientific research in education.
Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, National
Research Council. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.

Sidnell, J., & Stivers, T. (Eds.). (2012). Handbook of conversation analysis.
Boston: Wiley-Blackwell.

Sipe, L., & Ghiso, M. (2004). Developing conceptual categories in classroom
descriptive research: Some problems and possibilities. Anthropology and
Education Quarterly, 35(4), 472—485.

Smith, D. (1974). Women’s perspective as a radical critique of sociology.
Sociological Inquiry, 44, 7-13.

Smith, L., & Geoffrey, W. (1968). The complexities of an urban classroom.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

Spindler, G. (1955). Education and anthropology. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Spindler, G. (1963). Education and culture: Anthropological approaches. New
York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

St. Pierre, E. (2011). Post-qualitative research: The critique and the coming

137



after. In N. Denzin & Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative
research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

St. Pierre, E. (2014). A brief and personal history of post-qualitative research.
Journal of Curriculum Theorizing, 30(2), 2—-18.

Strauss, A. (1987). Qualitative data analysis for social scientists. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded
theory of procedures and techniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Streeck, J., Goodwin, C., & LeBaron, C. (Eds.). (2011). Embodied
interaction: Language and body in the material world. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Strathern, M. (2002). Audit cultures: Anthropological studies in
accountability, ethics, and the academy. London: Routledge.

Suttles, G. (1968). The social order of the slum: Ethnicity and territory in the
inner city. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Tannen, D., Hamilton, H., & Schiffrin, D. (2015). Handbook of discourse
analysis (2nd ed.). New York: John Wiley.

Torrance, H. (1995). Evaluating authentic assessment: Problems and
possibilities in new approaches to assessment. Buckingham, UK: Open
University Press.

Torrance, H. (2015). Building confidence in qualitative research: Engaging
the demands of policy. In N. Denzin & M. Giardian (Eds.), Qualitative
inquiry—past, present, and future (pp. 135-159). Walnut Creek, CA: Left
Coast Press.

138



Tuhiwai Smith, L. (2013). Decolonizing methodologies: Research and
indigenous peoples (2nd ed.). London: Zed.

Tylor, E. B. (1871). Primitive culture. London: John Murray.

Urrey, J. (1984). A history of field methods. In R. Ellen (Ed.), Ethnographic
research: A guide to general conduct (pp. 33—61). San Diego: Academic
Press.

Van Maanen, J. (1988). Tales of the field: On writing ethnography. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Van Maanen, J. (2006). Ethnography then and now. Qualitative Research in
Organizations and Management: An International Journal, 1(1), 13-21.

Vaught, C., & Smith, D. L. (1980). Incorporation & mechanical solidarity in
an underground coal mine. Sociology of Work and Occupations, 7(2),
159-187.

Vidich, A., & Bensman, J. (1958). Small town in mass society: Class, power,
and religion in a rural community. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

Vidich, A., & Bensman, J. (2000). Small town in mass society: Class, power,
and religion in a rural community (Rev. ed.). Urbana: University of Illinois
Press.

Vidich, A., & Lyman, S. (1994). Qualitative methods: Their history in
sociology and anthropology. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The
SAGE handbook of qualitative research (pp. 23—-59). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Walker, R., & Adelman, C. (1975). A guide to classroom observation.
London: Routledge.

139



Walkerdine, V. (1998). Counting girls out: Girls and mathematics. London:
Falmer.

Wang, C., & Burris, M. (1997). Photovoice: Concept, methodology, and use
for participatory needs assessment. Health, Education, and Behavior, 24(3),
369-387.

Warner, W. L. (1941). Yankee city. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Wax, R. (1971). Doing fieldwork: Warnings and advice. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Whyte, W. F. (1955). Street corner society: The social structure of an Italian
slum. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. (Original work published
1943)

Whyte, W. F., Greenwood, D. J., & Lazes, P. (1989). Participatory action
research: Through practice to science in social research. American
Behavioral Scientist, 32(5), 513-551.

Willis, P. (1977). Learning to labour: How working class kids get working
class jobs. Westemead, UK: Saxon House.

Wirth, L. (1928). The ghetto. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Worth, S., & Adair, J. (1972). Through Navaho eyes: An exploration of film
communication and anthropology. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Young, F. (1996). Small town in mass society revisited. Rural Sociology,
61(4), 630-648.

Young, M. (1979). The ethnography of Malinowski: The Trobriand Islands
1915-18. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

140



Zorbaugh, H. (1929). The gold coast and the slum: A sociological study of
Chicago’s Near North Side. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

141



Ethics and Politics in Qualitative Research

Clifford G. Christians

The Enlightenment produced the ethics of rationalism. Presuming the subject-
object dualism, the Enlightenment tradition built an ethics of absolutes as one
of its grandest achievements. Ethical principles were identified as syllogisms
and prescriptivist in character. Given this context, getting straight on ethics in
qualitative research is not an internal matter only. Putting ethics and politics
together is the right move conceptually, but it engages a major agenda beyond
adjustments in qualitative theory and methods. The overall issue is the
Enlightenment mind and its progeny.

The Enlightenment’s dichotomy between freedom and morality fostered a
tradition of value-free social science and, out of this tradition, a means-ends
utilitarianism. Unless this intellectual history is understood, contemporary
ethics will define itself in modernist terms, accepting the demise of absolutes
and finding relativism the only alternative.

Qualitative research has made an interpretive turn away from scientific
modernity, and an ethics of being qualifies as a legitimate alternative to an
Enlightenment ethics of rationalism. In the ethics of being, research is not a
description of a functional social order but the disclosure of human
communities as a normative ideal. Justice as the moral axis of human
existence is grounded in the intrinsic worthiness of Homo sapiens and not
first of all in legal mechanisms of conferral. Only when the Enlightenment’s
epistemology is contradicted will there be conceptual space for a moral-
political order that is gender inclusive, pluralistic, and multicultural.

Ethics of Rationalism

The Enlightenment mind clustered around an extraordinary dichotomy.
Intellectual historians usually summarize this split in terms of subject-object,
fact-value, or material-spiritual dualisms. All three of these are legitimate
interpretations of the cosmology inherited from Galileo Galilei, René
Descartes, and Isaac Newton. None of them puts the Enlightenment into its
sharpest focus, however. Its deepest root was a pervasive autonomy. The cult
of human personality prevailed in all its freedom. Human beings were
declared a law unto themselves, set loose from every faith that claimed their
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allegiance. Proudly self-conscious of human autonomy, the 18th-century
mind saw nature as an arena of limitless possibilities in which human
sovereignty is master over the natural order. Release from nature spawned
autonomous individuals, who considered themselves independent of any
authority. The freedom motif was the deepest driving force, first released by
the Renaissance and achieving maturity during the Enlightenment.

Obviously, one can reach autonomy by starting with the subject-object
dualism. In constructing the Enlightenment worldview, the prestige of natural
science played a key role in setting people free. Achievements in
mathematics, physics, and astronomy allowed humans to dominate nature,
which formerly had dominated them. Science provided unmistakable
evidence that by applying reason to nature and human beings in fairly obvious
ways, people could live progressively happier lives. Crime and insanity, for
example, no longer needed repressive theological explanations but were
deemed capable of mundane empirical solutions.

Likewise, one can get to the autonomous self by casting the question in terms
of a radical discontinuity between hard facts and subjective values. The
Enlightenment pushed values to the fringe through its disjunction between
knowledge of what is and what ought to be. And Enlightenment materialism
in all its forms isolated reason from faith, knowledge from belief. As Robert
Hooke insisted three centuries ago, when he helped found London’s Royal
Society, “This Society will eschew any discussion of religion, rhetoric,
morals, and politics.” With factuality gaining a stranglehold on the
Enlightenment mind, those regions of human interest that implied oughts,
constraints, and imperatives ceased to appear. Certainly those who see the
Enlightenment as separating facts and values have identified a cardinal
difficulty. Likewise, the realm of the spirit can easily dissolve into mystery
and intuition. If the spiritual world contains no binding force, it is surrendered
to speculation by the divines, many of whom accepted the Enlightenment
belief that their pursuit was ephemeral.

But the Enlightenment’s autonomy doctrine created the greatest mischief.
Individual self-determination stands as the centerpiece, bequeathing to us the
universal problem of integrating human freedom with moral order. In
struggling with the complexities and conundrums of this relationship, the
Enlightenment, in effect, refused to sacrifice personal freedom. Even though
the problem had a particular urgency in the 18th century, Enlightenment
thinkers did not resolve it but categorically insisted on autonomy. Given the
despotic political regimes and oppressive ecclesiastical systems of the period,
such an uncompromising stance for freedom at this juncture is
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understandable. The Enlightenment began and ended with the assumption that
human liberty ought to be cut away from the moral order, never integrated
meaningfully with it (cf. Taylor, 2007, chap. 10).

Jean-Jacques Rousseau was the most outspoken advocate of this radical
freedom. He gave intellectual substance to free self-determination of the
human personality as the highest good. Rousseau is a complicated figure. He
refused to be co-opted by Descartes’s rationalism, Newton’s mechanistic
cosmology, or John Locke’s egoistic selves. He was not content merely to
isolate and sacralize freedom either, at least not in his Discourse on Inequality
or in the Social Contract, where he answered Thomas Hobbes.

Rousseau represented the romantic wing of the Enlightenment, revolting
against its rationalism. He won a wide following well into the 19th century
for advocating immanent and emergent values rather than transcendent and
given ones. While admitting that humans were finite and limited, he
nonetheless promoted a freedom of breathtaking scope—not just
disengagement from God or the church but freedom from culture and from
any authority. Autonomy became the core of the human being and the center
of the universe. Rousseau’s understanding of equality, social systems,
axiology, and language was anchored in it. He recognized the consequences
more astutely than those comfortable with a shrunken negative freedom. The
only solution that he found tolerable was a noble human nature that enjoyed
freedom beneficently and therefore, one could presume, lived compatibly in
some vague sense with a moral order.

Subjective Experimentalism

Typically, debates over the character of the social sciences revolve around the
theory and methodology of the natural sciences. However, the argument here
is not how they resemble natural science but their inscription into the
dominant Enlightenment worldview. In political theory, the liberal state as it
developed in 17th- and 18th-century Europe left citizens free to lead their
own lives without obeisance to the church or the feudal order. Psychology,
sociology, and economics—known as the human or moral sciences in the
18th and 19th centuries—were conceived as “liberal arts” that opened minds
and freed the imagination. As the social sciences and liberal state emerged
and overlapped historically, Enlightenment thinkers in Europe advocated the
“facts, skills, and techniques” of experimental reasoning to support the state
and citizenry (Root, 1993, pp. 14-15).

Consistent with the presumed priority of individual liberty over the moral

144



order, the basic institutions of society were designed to ensure “neutrality
between different conceptions of the good” (Root, 1993, p. 12). The state was
prohibited “from requiring or even encouraging citizens to subscribe to one
religious tradition, form of family life, or manner of personal or artistic
expression over another” (Root, 1993, p. 12). Given the historical
circumstances in which shared conceptions of the good were no longer broad
and deeply entrenched, taking sides on moral issues and insisting on social
ideals were considered counterproductive. Value neutrality appeared to be the
logical alternative “for a society whose members practiced many religions,
pursued many different occupations, and identified with many different
customs and traditions” (Root, 1993, p. 11). The theory and practice of
mainstream social science reflect liberal Enlightenment philosophy, as do
education, science, and politics. Only a reintegration of autonomy and the
moral order provides an alternative paradigm for the social sciences today.

Mill’s Philosophy of Social Science

In John Stuart Mill, the supremacy of autonomous subjectivity is the
foundational principle. On this principle, Mill established the foundations of
inductive inquiry for social science and with Locke the rationale for the
liberal state. Mill’s subject-object dichotomy becomes for him a dualism of
means and ends: “Neutrality is necessary in order to promote autonomy.... A
person cannot be forced to be good, and the state should not dictate the kind
of life a citizen should lead; it would be better for citizens to choose badly
than for them to be forced by the state to choose well” (Root, 1993, pp. 12—
13). Planning our lives according to our own ideas and purposes is sine qua
non for autonomous beings in Mill’s On Liberty (1859/1978): “The free
development of individuality is one of the principal ingredients of human
happiness, and quite the chief ingredient of individual and social progress” (p.
50; see also Copleston, 1966, p. 303, note 32). This neutrality, based on the
supremacy of individual autonomy, is also the axis of Mill’s Utilitarianism
(1861/1957) and of his A System of Logic (1843/1893). For Mill, “the
principle of utility demands that the individual should enjoy full liberty,
except the liberty to harm others” (Copleston, 1966, p. 54). In addition to
bringing classical utilitarianism to its maximum development and establishing
with Locke the liberal state, Mill delineated the logic of inductive inquiry as
social scientific method. In terms of the principles of empiricism, he perfected
the inductive techniques of Francis Bacon as a problem-solving strategy to
replace Aristotelian deductive logic.

According to Mill, syllogisms contribute nothing new to human knowledge. If
we conclude that because “all men are mortal,” the Duke of Wellington is
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mortal because he is a man, then the conclusion and the premise are
equivalent and nothing new is learned (see Mill, 1843/1893, 11.3.2, p. 140).
The crucial issue is not reordering the conceptual world but discriminating
genuine knowledge from superstition. In the pursuit of truth, generalizing and
synthesizing are necessary to advance inductively from the known to the
unknown. Mill seeks to establish this function of logic as inference from the
known, rather than certifying the rules for formal consistency in reasoning
(Mill, 1843/1893, III). Scientific certitude can be approximated when
induction is followed rigorously, with propositions empirically derived and
the material of all our knowledge provided by experience.1 For the physical
sciences, Mill establishes four modes of experimental inquiry: agreement,
disagreement, residues, and the principle of concomitant variations (Mill,
1843/1893, I11.8, pp. 278-288). He considers them the only possible methods
of proof for experimentation, as long as one presumes the realist position that
nature is structured by uniformities.2

In Book 6 of A System of Logic, “On the Logic of the Moral Sciences,” Mill
(1843/1893) develops an inductive experimentalism as the scientific method
for studying “the various phenomena which constitute social life” (VI.6.1, p.
606). Although he conceived of social science as explaining human behavior
in terms of causal laws, he warned against the fatalism of a determinist
predictability. “Social laws are hypothetical, and statistically-based
generalizations that by their very nature admit of exceptions” (Copleston,
1966, p. 101; see also Mill, 1843/1893, V1.5.1, p. 596). Empirically
confirmed instrumental knowledge about human behavior has greater
predictive power when it deals with collective masses than when it concerns
individual agents.

Mill’s positivism is obvious in all phases of his work on experimental
inquiry.3 He defined matter as the “permanent possibility of sensation” (Mill,
1865b, p. 198) as Auguste Comte did in his Cours de Philosophie Positive
(1830). In these terms, Mill believed that nothing else can be said about the
metaphysical.4 Social research is amoral, speaking to questions of means
only. Ends are outside its purview. Through explicit methods of induction and
verification, Mill established a theory of knowledge in empirical terms. Truth
is not something in itself but “depends on the past history and habits of our
own minds” (Mill, 1843/1893, II, Vol. 6, p. 181). Methods for investigating
society must be rigorously limited to the benefits of various courses of action.
With David Hume and Comte, Mill insisted that metaphysical substances are
not real; only the facts of sense phenomena exist. There are no essences or
ultimate reality behind sensations; therefore, Mill (1865a, 1865b) and Comte
(1848/1910) contended that social science should be limited to factual data as

146



the source of public policy and social practice. For both, this is the only kind
of knowledge that yields practical benefits (Mill, 1865b, p. 242); as a matter
of fact, society’s beneficence is contingent on such scientific knowledge (p.
241).5

Like his consequentialist ethics, Mill’s philosophy of social science is built on
a dualism of means and ends. Citizens and politicians are responsible for
articulating ends in a free society and science for providing the know-how to
achieve them. Science is amoral, speaking to questions of means but with no
wherewithal or authority to dictate ends. Methods in the social sciences must
be disinterested regarding substance and content. Protocols for practicing
liberal science “should be prescriptive, but not morally or politically
prescriptive and should direct against bad science but not bad conduct” (Root,
1993, p. 129). Research cannot be judged right or wrong, only true or false.
“Science is political only in its applications” (Root, 1993, p. 213). Given his
democratic liberalism, Mill advocates neutrality “out of concern for the
autonomy of the individuals or groups” social science seeks to serve. It should
“treat them as thinking, willing, active beings who bear responsibility for their
choices and are free to choose” their own conception of the good life by
majority rule (Root, 1993, p. 19).

Value Neutrality in Max Weber

Max Weber’s value-freedom/value-relevance distinction produces a social
science that unconditionally separates empirical facts from politics. He
appeals to the rationality of scientific evidence and interpretive logic for
knowledge that is morally neutral. Autonomous subjectivity enables us to
exclude value judgments from research, short of positivism but attractive to
21st-century social science. When 21st-century mainstream social scientists
contend that ethics is not their business, they typically invoke Max Weber’s
essays written between 1904 and 1917. Given Weber’s importance
methodologically and theoretically for sociology and economics, his
distinction between political judgments and scientific neutrality is given
canonical status.

Weber distinguishes between value freedom and value relevance. He
recognizes that in the discovery phase, “personal, cultural, moral, or political
values cannot be eliminated; ... what social scientists choose to investigate ...
they choose on the basis of the values” they expect their research to advance
(Root, 1993, p. 33). But he insists that social science be value free in the
presentation phase. Findings ought not to express any judgments of a moral or
political character. Professors should hang up their values along with their
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coats as they enter their lecture halls.

“An attitude of moral indifference,” Weber (1904/1949) writes, “has no
connection with scientific objectivity” (p. 60). His meaning is clear from the
value-freedom/value-relevance distinction. For the social sciences to be
purposeful and rational, they must serve the “values of relevance.”

The problems of the social sciences are selected by the value relevance
of the phenomena treated.... The expression “relevance to values” refers
simply to the philosophical interpretation of that specifically scientific
“interest” which determines the selection of a given subject matter and
problems of empirical analysis. (Weber, 1917/1949, pp. 21-22)

In the social sciences the stimulus to the posing of scientific problems is
in actuality always given by practical “questions.” Hence, the very
recognition of the existence of a scientific problem coincides personally
with the possession of specifically oriented motives and values....

Without the investigator’s evaluative ideas, there would be no principle
of selection of subject matter and no meaningful knowledge of the
concrete reality. Without the investigator’s conviction regarding the
significance of particular cultural facts, every attempt to analyze
concrete reality is absolutely meaningless. (Weber, 1904/1949, pp. 61,
82)

Whereas the natural sciences, in Weber’s (1904/1949, p. 72) view, seek
general laws that govern all empirical phenomena, the social sciences study
those realities that our values consider significant. While the natural world
itself indicates what reality to investigate, the infinite possibilities of the
social world are ordered in terms of “the cultural values with which we
approach reality” (1904/1949, p. 78).6 However, even though value relevance
directs the social sciences, as with the natural sciences, Weber considers the
former value free. The subject matter in natural science makes value
judgments unnecessary, and social scientists by a conscious decision can
exclude judgments of “desirability or undesirability” from their publications
and lectures (Weber, 1904/1949, p. 52). “What is really at issue is the
intrinsically simple demand that the investigator and teacher should keep
unconditionally separate the establishment of empirical facts ... and his own
political evaluations” (Weber, 1917/1949, p. 11).

Weber’s opposition to value judgments in the social sciences was driven by
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practical circumstances (Brunn, 2007). Academic freedom for the universities
of Prussia was more likely if professors limited their professional work to
scientific know-how. With university hiring controlled by political officials,
only if the faculty refrained from policy commitments and criticism would
officials relinquish their control.

Few of the offices in government or industry in Germany were held by
people who were well trained to solve questions of means. Weber
thought that the best way to increase the power and economic prosperity
of Germany was to train a new managerial class learned about means
and silent about ends. The mission of the university, on Weber’s view,
should be to offer such training.7 (Root, 1993, p. 41; see also Weber,
1973, pp. 4-8)

Weber’s practical argument for value freedom and his apparent limitation of it
to the reporting phase have made his version of value neutrality attractive to
21st-century social science. He is not a positivist like Comte or a
thoroughgoing empiricist in the tradition of Mill. He disavowed the
positivist’s overwrought disjunction between discovery and justification and
developed no systematic epistemology comparable to Mill’s. His nationalism
was partisan compared to Mill’s liberal political philosophy. Nevertheless,
Weber’s value neutrality reflects Enlightenment autonomy in a fundamentally
similar fashion. In the process of maintaining his distinction between value
relevance and value freedom, he separates facts from values and means from
ends. He appeals to empirical evidence and logical reasoning rooted in human
rationality. “The validity of a practical imperative as a norm,” he writes, “and
the truth-value of an empirical proposition are absolutely heterogeneous in
character” (Weber, 1904/1949, p. 52). “A systematically correct scientific
proof in the social sciences” may not be completely attainable, but that is
most likely “due to faulty data,” not because it is conceptually impossible
(1904/1949, p. 58). For Weber, like Mill, empirical science deals with
questions of means, and his warning against inculcating political and moral
values presumes a means-ends dichotomy (see Weber, 1917/1949, pp. 18-19;
1904/1949, p. 52; cf. Lassman, 2004).

As Michael Root (1993) concludes, “John Stuart Mill’s call for neutrality in
the social sciences is based on his belief” that the language of science “takes
cognizance of a phenomenon and endeavors to discover its laws.” Max Weber
likewise “takes it for granted that there can be a language of science—a
collection of truths—that excludes all value-judgments, rules, or directions for
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conduct” (p. 205). In both cases, scientific knowledge exists for its own sake
as morally neutral. For both, neutrality is desirable “because questions of
value are not rationally resolvable” and neutrality in the social sciences is
presumed to contribute “to political and personal autonomy” (p. 229). In
Weber’s argument for value relevance in social science, he did not contradict
the larger Enlightenment ideal of scientific neutrality between competing
conceptions of the good.

Modernity’s Subject-Object Dichotomy

As the progeny of the Enlightenment mind, modernity has dominated the
Western worldview. In modernity’s neoliberal form, it organizes the globe
North and South, developed world and developing, with industrial nation-
states preeminent.

Ethical rationalism has been the prevailing paradigm in Western
communication ethics. This is the unilateral model carried forward by Rene
Descartes (1596-1690), the architect of Enlightenment thought. Descartes
insisted on the noncontingency of starting points, with their context
considered irrelevant. His Meditations II (1641/1993) presumed clear and
distinct ideas, objective and neutral. Imagine the conditions under which
Meditations II was written. The Thirty Years War in Europe brought social
chaos everywhere. The Spanish were ravaging the French provinces and even
threatening Paris. But Descartes was in a room in Belgium on a respite,
isolated literally from actual events. His behavior reflects his thinking. His
Discourse on Method (1637/1960) elaborates this objectivist notion in more
detail. Genuine knowledge is built up in linear fashion, with pure mathematics
the least touched by circumstances. The equation two plus two equals four is
lucid and testable, and all other forms of knowledge are ephemeral. The split
between facts and values that characterizes instrumentalism was bequeathed
to the Western mind as science gained a stranglehold on truth.

The deontological rationalism of Immanuel Kant is a notable form of such
absolutism. As the 18th century heated up around Cartesian rationality,
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was schooled in Descartes, mathematics, and
Newtonian science. In his early years as lecturer in Konigsberg, he taught
logic, physics, and mathematics. In 1755, his first major book, Universal
Natural History and Theory of Heaven, explained the structure of the universe
exclusively in terms of Newtonian cosmology. What is called the Kant-
Laplace theory of the origin of the universe is based on it. Newton’s
cosmology meant that absolutes were unquestioned.
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In the Critique of Pure Reason (1788/1997) and Groundwork of the
Metaphysic of Morals (1785/1998), Kant assimilated ethics into this Cartesian
logic. Moral absolutes are identified in the rational way syllogisms are
divided into valid and invalid. He demanded that moral laws be universally
applicable and free from inner contradiction. Society was presumed to have a
fundamental moral structure embedded in human nature as basic as atoms in
physics, with the moral law the analog of the unchanging laws of gravity. The
truth of all legitimate claims about moral obligations is settled by formally
examining their logical structure. Moral understanding is prescriptivist and
absolutist. In this context-free rationality, moral principles are derived from
the essential structure of disembodied reason. In this mathematical version of
universals, linear abstractions are laid out like the arcs of longitude and
latitude over the globe. The moral being of this tradition is not a universal
person as it supposed but a rational individual defined by a particular time and
place. Nietzsche opposed moral absolutism of this secular kind, based as it is
on the rationality inherent in human beings and on the structure of the
universe itself.

The absolutist ethics of modernism is rooted in Kant’s categorical imperatives
and Cartesian essentialism, both of which are sustained by the constitutive
rationality of Enlightenment subjectivism. Moral obligations are considered
identical for all thinking subjects, every nation, all epochs, and every culture.
Moral absolutism is a normative ethical theory that certain actions are
absolutely right or wrong, regardless of the context or consequences or
intentions behind them. There are principles that ought never to be violated.
Lying, for instance, is immoral even if its purpose is a social good.

Crisis of Modernity

The Enlightenment produced modernity’s formidable juggernaut of politics,
economics, and culture, but modernity is now in turmoil, falling into historic
disrepute. The heart and soul of modernity is Mill’s autonomous self,
essentially purposeless and detached from the social context. Multimillions
now seek a more satisfying worldview. Modernity’s self-possessed and self-
sufficient subjects as their own ends leave moral issues strident and
unresolved, with moral debate in politics reduced to a rhetorical persuasion of
indignation and protest. Discussion is interminable. Modernist culture of
individual rights, consumer culture, and empire politics are now considered
oppressive around the globe and increasingly in its modernist homelands too.
Muslims search for an alternative modern identity to counter the uprootedness
and emptiness of Western modernity. The world influence of modernity’s
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icon nation, the United States, is in transparent decline and its Eurocentric
originators static.

Modernity is an industrial and scientific world rather than agrarian, the home
of free-market capitalism. Bureaucratic mentality is a characteristic feature—
impersonal hierarchies and division of labor marked by regular method and
machinic culture. An ethos enamored of tools and satisfied with means rather
than ends. Modernity is defined by neutrality and reason. Modernity since
Descartes’s revolutionary doubt transformed the concept of certainty from
God to subjective thought. Religious belief is antiquated. Modernity’s crisis is
best understood as the disenchantment of the world. Kierkegaard’s irony,
alienation, and meaninglessness are one precise version of it and Hannah
Arendt’s amorality of bureaucratic reason a second. Modernity—secularism,
scientific experimentalism instead of divine revelation. Modernist culture:
individual rights, utilitarian ethics, and hedonism. With no generally agreed-
upon definitions of human dignity, the value of human life is debatable rather
than stable. As with the British Empire before it, modernity in seeking to rule
the globe is now falling short, losing both its inspiration and its honor.

Philosophical Relativism

In ethics, philosophical relativism has destroyed the intellectual credibility of
the modernist paradigm. Moral principles are presumed to have no objective
application independent of the societies in which they are constituted. To get
our thinking straight on it for global media ethics, we need to work out of its
intellectual history. David Hume in the 18th century and Friedrich Nietzsche
in the 19th century established the conceptual categories that continue to
dominate our thinking.8

The Enlightenment idea of a common morality known to all rational beings
had its detractors. For example, David Hume, as a British empiricist, insisted
that humans know only what they experience directly. In opposition to
rationalist ethics, he argued that desire rather than cognition governed human
behavior, and morality is therefore based on emotion rather than abstract
principles. Moral rules are rooted in feelings of approval and disapproval.
Such sentiments as praise and blame are motivating, but cold abstractions are
not (Hume, 1751/1975). From his ethical writings in Book 3 of his Treatise of
Human Nature (“Of Morals™) (1739/2000) and Book 2 (“Of the Passions”) of
his Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals (1748/1998), this typical
quotation shows how Hume limits the role of reason in morality: “Morals
excite passions and produce or prevent actions. Reason itself is utterly
impotent to this particular. The rules of morality, therefore, are not
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conclusions of our reason” (1739/2000, 3.1, 1.6). Hume limited reason’s
territory. Facts are needed in concrete situations and the social impact of our
behavior needs to be calculated, but reason cannot judge whether something
is virtuous or malevolent.

While Hume initiated in modern terms the longstanding philosophical
struggle over ethical relativism, Friedrich Nietzsche (1844—1900) made it
inescapable. Nietzsche advocated a total rejection of moral values. Since there
is no answer beyond natural reality to the “why” of human existence, we face
the demise of moral interpretation altogether. In his first book, The Birth of
Tragedy, Nietzsche insisted that “only as aesthetic phenomena are life and the
world justified” (1872/1967, pp. 5, 24). He announced a philosophy outside
the traditional categories of good and evil, one that considers morality to be a
world of deception, that is, a nomenclature of “semblance, delusion, error,
interpretation” (1872/1967, pp. 22—-23; see also Nietzsche, 1887/1967,
1886/1966). In a world where God has died and everything lacks meaning,
morality is a fool’s paradise (Taylor, 2007, chap. 11).

In contrast to the traditional belief that ethics was essential for social order,
Nietzsche argued that moral values had become useless. His Will to Power
presented a nihilism that means “the end of the moral interpretation of the
world” (1880/1967, pp. 1-2). Nietzsche put ethics permanently on the
defensive. In questioning God’s existence and with it the validity of moral
commands, Nietzsche turned to aesthetic values that needed no supernatural
sanction. “One can speak of beauty without implying that anything ought to
be beautiful or that anybody ought to create the beautiful” (Nietzsche, 1883—
1885/1968, p. 130).

One hundred years later, in summarizing the postmodern argument against
ethics, Zygmunt Bauman explicitly uses Nietzsche’s perspective: Ethics in
postmodern times has been replaced by aesthetics (1993, pp. 178-179). In
more general terms, today’s understanding of ethical relativism lives in the
Nietzschean tradition. The right and valid are only known in local space and
in native languages. Judgments of right and wrong are defined by the internal
criteria of their adherents. Moral propositions are considered to have no
validity outside their indigenous home. Defending an abstract good is no
longer considered beneficent but seen as imperialism over the moral
judgments of diverse communities. The concept of norms itself has eroded.
The Enlightenment’s metaphysical certitude has been replaced by
philosophical relativism. In contrast to the traditional belief that ethics was
essential for social order, Nietzsche announced a philosophy beyond good and
evil where moral values had become useless. His Will to Power presented a

153



nihilism that means “the end of the moral interpretation of the world.”9

Antirealist Naturalism

The naturalism that has emerged in modernity is fundamentally at odds with
the political ethics of being. The rationalism and individual accountability of
modernism have produced an ethics of rules and prescriptions. The ethics of
modernity is voluntaristic in that the moral life becomes a reality only by
virtue of the decision and will of individual agents. Naturalism turns away
from modernity’s systematic ethics to emotions, intuition, desires, and
preferences. Ethics is considered a natural activity of humans, explained and
justified by natural concepts, phenomena, and causes. For naturalism, why
should we consider facts different from values? Ethics needs an empirical
foundation rather than the speculation of theology and philosophy.

For more than a century, since G. E. Moore, it has been considered a fallacy
to derive ought from is. Naturalism claims to eliminate that fallacy by
denying the distinction. Some versions of naturalism are compatible with
moral realism (cf. Nussbaum, 1993). But for the antirealist options, what
might be thought of as extrinsic moral imperatives guiding human action are
best understood in terms of vital human needs for safety, security, a sense of
belonging, friendship, and reciprocity (cf. Christians & Ward, 2014). Humans
desire, interpret situations, and formulate courses of action in given
circumstances, all of which are involved in what we typically call moral
reasoning.

In its scientific version, naturalism understands itself in terms of Werner
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle. Scientific knowledge is precise, but that
precision is confined within a toleration of uncertainty. Heisenberg’s insight
is that the electron as a particle yields only limited information; its speed and
position are confined by Max Planck’s quantum, the basic element of matter.
Pursuing knowledge means accepting uncertainty. Human knowledge is an
unending adventure at the edge of uncertainty. Insisting on finality leads to
arrogance and dogma based on ignorance. If the human condition is defined
by limitedness, we can be agnostic about the moral order.

Antirealist naturalism is philosophical relativism in its extremity. In
relativism, moral principles have no objective meaning independent of the
cultures in which they are constituted, with Nietzsche’s version contradicting
modernity. Naturalism of the antirealist sort lives on the Nietzschean tradition
in questioning God’s existence and with it the validity of moral commands.
But in addition, such naturalism denies the validity of modernity’s intellectual
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apparatus. It speaks against both the metaphysical order and the scientific
order. In a world weary of conflict and supremacy, removing the contentious
language of morality is seen as healing to the nations (cf. Boylan, 2014).

Ethics of Being

This intellectual history makes it obvious that we need a totally different
ethics for interpretive studies today instead of the ethics of individuated
reason, which has been incorporated into the social sciences. Even though the
history of ideas clarified the weaknesses and error of the ethics of reason,
applied ethics in the 21st century often invokes its features. We tend to use
uncritically components of the ethics of reason when dealing with
complicated situations—claiming that virtue and consequences and humane
prescriptions continue to be relevant. We are typically trapped in the
relativism of modernity, concluding from the realist-antirealist debate that
moral realism is antiquated (cf. Christians & Ward, 2014). Values
clarification is routinely adopted because modernity has isolated values into
the descriptive, nonnormative domain. While eschewing absolute, we usually
reduce ethics to a proceduralist and formalist enterprise.

Utilitarianism is modernity’s representative ethics. Utilitarian theory replaces
metaphysical distinctions with the calculation of empirical quantities,
reflecting the inductive processes Mill delineated in his System of Logic.
Utilitarianism favors specific actions or policies based on evidence. It follows
the procedural demand that if “the happiness of each agent counts for one ...
the right course of action should be what satisfies all, or the largest number
possible” (Taylor, 1982, p. 131). Autonomous reason is the arbiter of moral
disputes. Utilitarianism appealingly offers “the prospect of exact calculation
of policy through rational choice theory” (Taylor, 1982, p. 143). “It portrays
all moral issues as discrete problems amenable to largely technical solutions”
(Euben, 1981, p. 117). However, in light of the criticism of modernity
outlined above, this kind of exactness represents “a semblance of validity” by
leaving out whatever cannot be calculated (Taylor, 1982, p. 143). “Ethical and
political thinking in consequentialist terms legislate[s] intrinsic valuing out of
existence” (Taylor, 1982, p. 144). The exteriority of ethics is seen to
guarantee the value neutrality of experimental procedures.

In modernist social science, codes of ethics for professional and academic
associations are the conventional format for moral principles. Institutional
review boards (IRBs) embody the utilitarian agenda in terms of scope,
assumptions, and procedural guidelines. Organized in scientistic terms, codes
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of ethics and IRBs represent a version of Alfred North Whitehead’s fallacy of
misplaced concreteness. The moral domain becomes equivalent to the
epistemological. The unspecified abstract is said to have existence in the
rigorous concrete. Sets of methodological operations become normative, and
this confusion of categories is both illogical and banal. In IRBs, what is
considered value-neutral science is accountable to ethical standards through
rational procedures controlled by value-neutral academic institutions in the
service of an impartial government (see National Research Council, 2014).
Ongoing refinements of regulatory processes ostensibly protect human
subjects in this era of “dramatic alterations in the research landscape”;
however, given the interlocking functions of social science, the academy, and
the state that Mill first identified and promoted, IRBs are homogeneous
closed systems that protect their institutional home rather than their research
population.10

Underneath the pros and cons of administering a responsible social science,
the structural deficiencies in its epistemology have become transparent
(Mantzavinos, 2009). Defending neutral codifications is now rightly critiqued
as intellectual imperialism over the moral judgments of diverse communities.
We need another kind of ethical principle. Instead of a commitment to
essentialist sanctums of discrete individuals as morality’s home, we ought to
construct a research ethics on totally different grounds. And the retheorizing
of theory must be done henceforth without the luxury of a noncontingent
foundation from which to begin. Following the legacy of existentialism since
Heidegger, ethical principles are to be historically embedded rather than
formulated as objectivist absolutes. The ethics of being situates normed
phenomena within culture and history (cf. Doris & Stitch, 2005). The new
theory of research ethics developed here turns the ethics of rationalism on its
head. It contradicts the absolutist foundations on which the Western canon is
based. Moral values are situated in human existence rather than anchored in a
Newtonian cosmology.

This is a substantive ethics in which the central questions are simultaneously
sociopolitical and moral in nature. If research ethics is to be done on a grander
scale than heretofore, it must be grounded in a body of stimulating concepts
by which to orient the discourse. Given the inadequacies of the individualist
utilitarianism that has dominated applied ethics historically and its
weaknesses as guidelines for research in complicated situations, it is
imperative that we start over conceptually. Instead of an ethics of rationality
rooted in the Enlightenment’s understanding of humans as rational beings,
there is an anti- or non-Enlightenment tradition called the ethics of being.
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The ethics of being is ontological in contrast to modernity’s morality
constrained within epistemology. Ontology, the situated being, denies the
subject-object dualism, although it is fundamentally anthrocentric. The ethics
of being is committed to the ontological-linguistic definition of the human
species. It draws its ideas from this tradition rather than from the categories
and concepts of the Enlightenment mind. Human beings are the one living
species constituted by language. The symbolic realm is intrinsic to the human
species and opens up for it a dimension of reality not accessible to other
species (Cassirer, 1953—1955, 1996). Humans are dialogic agents within a
language community.

In Hans-Georg Gadamer’s (1989) terms, language is the medium of our
historical existence. Our lingual orientation is a primordial givenness that we
cannot reduce to anything simpler or more immediate. Theory is embedded in
life and is borne along by it. In this alternative, our theorizing seeks to
disclose the fundamental conditions of our mode of existence. He calls this
broad inquiry “ontological,” or it could be called “the ethics of being.” Rather
than reducing human beings to thinking machines or a biological mass,
language situates our beingness in a world already meaningful upon our
entering it. Communicative bonds convey value judgments about social well-
being. Therefore, morality must be seen in communal terms. The rational
calculation and impartial reflection of the Enlightenment mind are replaced
with an account of human interactions that teach us the good in everyday life.

Community as a Normative Ideal

The referent in the ethics of being are human communities as a normative
ideal. By contrast, in modernity, the fact-value and individual-society
dualisms are embedded in the subject-object dichotomy, and therefore
functional social orders constitute the research domain.

In this counter-Enlightenment ontology, personhood is not fashioned in a
vacuum. People are born into a sociocultural universe where values and
meaning are either presumed or negotiated. Social systems precede their
human occupants and endure after them. Therefore, morally appropriate
action intends community. Contrary to a Lockean dualism between
individuals and society, people know themselves primarily as beings-in-
relation. Rather than merely acknowledging the social nature of the self while
presuming a dualism of two orders, the ethics of being interlocks personal
autonomy with communal well-being. Morally appropriate action intends
community. Common moral values are intrinsic to a community’s ongoing
existence and identity. Moral agents need a context of social commitments
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and communal values for assessing what is valuable. What is worth
preserving as a good cannot be determined in isolation; it can only be
ascertained within specific social situations where human identity is nurtured.
The public sphere is conceived as a mosaic of particular communities, a
pluralism of ethnic identities and worldviews intersecting to form a social
bond. The substantive understandings of the good that drive the problems
reflect the conceptions of the community rather than the expertise of
researchers.11

At its roots, community is what Daniel Bell (2010) calls a “normative ideal.”
People’s lives are bound up with the good of the community in which their
identity is established. This excludes such contingent attachments as credit
card memberships that do not define and condition one’s well-being Habits of
the Heart (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swindler, & Tipton, 1985, p. 335).
Communities understood as “those attachments one values” is a global idea,
applicable to people groups worldwide where communal forms of human life
are seen as multiplying diversity.

The research ethics of being is rooted in “community, shared governance ...
and neighborliness.” Given its cooperative mutuality, it serves “the
community in which it is carried out, rather than the community of knowledge
producers and policymakers” (Lincoln, 1995, pp. 280-287). It finds its genius
in the maxim that “persons are arbitrators of their own presence in the world”
(Denzin, 1989, p. 81; cf. Denzin, 2014). Researchers and subjects are
understood to be “co-participants in a common moral project.” Ethnographic
inquiry is “characterized by shared ownership of the research project,
community-based analyses, an emancipatory, dialectical, and transformative
commitment” to social action (Denzin, 2009, p. 158; cf. Denzin, 1997, 2014).
This collaborative research model “makes the researcher responsible not to a
removed discipline (or institution), but to those he or she studies.” It aligns
the ethics of research “with a politics of resistance, hope and freedom”
(Denzin, 2003, p. 258).

Community as a moral good is ontologically distinct from the atomism of the
Enlightenment and provides the axis around which the ethics of being
revolves. The various concepts, histories, and problematics of communitas are
only dialects of the same language—pluralities that feed from and into one
another, held together by a body of similar ideas contra utilitarian
functionalism. Communitas as a philosophical concept yields an ethics and
politics of research that is centered on restorative justice and stretches across
the continents. In this formulation, research ethics is accountable to the
widely shared common good that orients the civil society in which they
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operate and by which they are given meaning. In the words of Martin Luther
King Jr., “The moral arc of the universe is long and it bends toward justice.”

Restorative Justice

Justice means giving everyone their appropriate due. The justified as the right
and proper is a substantive common good. The concept of justice-as-intrinsic-
worthiness that anchors the ethics of being is a radical alternative to the right-
order justice of modernity. Justice as right order has dominated modernity
from Locke to Rawls’s Theory of Justice and his The Law of Peoples and
Habermas’s The Postnational Constellations and also his Moralbewusstsein
und Handeln. Retributive and distributive justice is the framework of
modernists’ democratic liberalism. Justice as right order is typically
procedural, justice considered done when members of a society receive from
its institutions the goods to which they have a right (cf. Christians, 2015b).

For the ethics of being, justice is restorative. Receiving one’s due arises from
our intrinsic worthiness; it is not a privilege for which one has gratitude. Just
practices are not conferred and maintained as entities of a particular sort but
are inherent. Our worth as humans is sufficient for the rights we are owed.
The universal generalization that the torture of innocent humans is unjust
arises from humanity’s intrinsic value, not because right order has been
established in criminal law (Wolterstorff, 2008, p. 37). Intrinsic worth as the
core of the common good is ontologically prior to mechanisms of conferral.
And this idea of inherent worthiness of all human beings can best be called
restorative justice. Human worthiness is recognized as nonnegotiable, and
where it has been violated or lost, we are under moral obligation to restore it.
The ethics of being contributes a substantive common good, centered on
restorative justice. Naturalism, by contrast, has no concept of the common
good, other than a thin proceduralism said to free humans from arbitrary
externs. The empty freedom of sheer choice without the intervention of
authority is considered humanity’s distinctiveness. Qualitative research ought
to base its rationale and mission on this alternative understanding, that is, on
restorative justice. Restorative justice reintegrates ethics and politics by
making justice as inherent worth the defining norm.

The Western intellectual tradition has been preoccupied with the conception
of justice as right order. Justice is understood to be present when a society’s
members receive from their institutions the goods to which they have a right.
For example, Plato’s version of justice, developed principally in the Republic,
is a right-order account. Plato delineated a social order that is “founded and
built up on the right lines, and is good in the complete sense of the word”
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(Wolterstorff, 2008, p. 27). He considers it obvious that such a social order
will exhibit justice. In a just society, there will be rights conferred on
members of the social order by the legislation, the social practices, and the
speech acts of human beings. For the right-order theorist, every right is
conferred by institutions. This juristic understanding of rights became “part of
the medieval jus commune, the common law of Europe that would in turn
inform the polemical works of William of Ockham and the writings of the
early modern philosophers and theologians—figures as diverse and seminal in
their own right as John Locke and John Calvin” (qtd. in Wolterstorff, 2008, p.
52). Procedural justice requires due process and by definition concerns the
fairness of decisions of administrative mechanics. Principles and procedures
for justice are the outcome of rational choice. When rights and resources are
distributed and appropriate actions are taken to rectify wrongs, justice is done.

Rawls’s Theory of Justice has dominated the formal terms and categories of
procedural justice in Western democracies since its publication in 1971. What
constitutes a just outcome is the procedure itself. For the principles of justice
to be fair, they must be developed in a situation that is itself fair. Rawls
articulates principles of justice without asserting goals or making justice
dependent on those goals. For Rawls’s democratic liberalism, humans are
presumed to be free, rational, and equal. Michael Sandel (1998) challenges
the individualistic biases of Rawls’s theory. He disputes Rawls’s theory of
justice as depending on a notion of the choosing self that is unsubstantiated.
In Sandel’s critique, Rawls’s limited view of the self does not account for
important aspects of community life and self-knowledge. Habermas’s (1990)
Moralbewusstsein und kommunikatives Handeln also develops a procedural
model of public discourse, presenting with Rawls a right-order theory of
justice.

In his essay The Law of Peoples (2001), Rawls argues for mutual respect and
“common sympathies” for human rights, just war principles, and economic
assistance to burdened nations. But these transnational conceptions are to be
organized around territorial states (cf. Nussbaum, 2006, chap. 1). Habermas,
like Rawls, insists that rights are meaningless apart from their constitutional
venues. While recognizing that nationalism has played a positive role in
struggles for liberation and democracy, Habermas concludes that a
preoccupation with nationality has typically justified illiberal forms of
nationalism that suppress dissident minority groups and other subnationalities.
While advocating the idea that nations represent stable units of collective
agency, he concedes that this stability is being discredited by the multicultural
migrations set in motion by globalization. Despite these complexities,
Habermas views international justice as an extension of domestic justice; in

160



his view, relationships of mutual dependency presume something like a basic
structure that needs the rectification of distributive justice.

Justice as right order is the standard formulation in the social sciences, and it
defines the character of professional codes of ethics and IRBs. However, a
different definition is necessary for working out a credible global justice as
the norm for qualitative research internationally. Theories of the right-order
kind have generally centered on advanced, industrial societies. Working on
justice in terms that include young and developing democracies, and
authoritarian systems also, moves us away from the right-order formulation
(cf. Rioba, 2012, chaps. 1-7). When the ethics of being is understood in
radical terms, social science theory and methodology are freed from debates
over the wrong issues and distractions along the margin. The ethics of being
establishes an agenda for the ethics and politics of qualitative research around
the fundamental issue of social justice.

Conclusion

As Guba and Lincoln (1994) argue, the issues in social science ultimately
must be engaged at the worldview level. “Questions of method are secondary
to questions of paradigm, which we define as the basic belief system or
worldview that guides the investigator, not only in choices of method but in
ontologically and epistemologically fundamental ways” (p. 105). The
conventional view, with its extrinsic ethics, gives us a truncated and
unsophisticated paradigm that needs to be ontologically transformed. This
historical overview of theory and practice points to the need for an entirely
new model of research ethics in which human action and conceptions of the
good are interactive.

When rooted in a positivist or postpositivist worldview, explanations of social
life are considered incompatible with the renderings offered by the
participants themselves. In problematics, lingual form, and content, research
production presumes greater mastery and clearer illumination than the
nonexperts who are the targeted beneficiaries.12 Protecting and promoting
individual autonomy has been the philosophical rationale for value neutrality
since its origins in Mill. But the incoherence in that view of social science is
now transparent. By limiting the active involvement of rational beings or
judging their self-understanding to be false, empiricist models contradict the
ideal of rational beings who “choose between competing conceptions of the
good” and make choices “deserving of respect” (Root, 1993, p. 198). The
verification standards of an instrumentalist system “take away what neutrality
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aims to protect: a community of free and equal rational beings legislating
their own principles of conduct” (Root, 1993, p. 198). The social ontology of
the ethics of being escapes this contradiction by reintegrating human life with
the moral order.

Freed from neutrality and a superficial instrumentalism, the ethics of being
participates in the revolutionary social science advocated by Cannella and
Lincoln (2009):

Research conceptualizations, purposes, and practices would be grounded
in critical ethical challenges to social (therefore science) systems,
supports for egalitarian struggle, and revolutionary ethical awareness and
activism from within the context of community. Research would be
relational (often as related to community) and grounded within critique
of systems, egalitarian struggle, and revolutionary ethics. (p. 68)

In this form, the positivist paradigm is turned upside down intellectually, and
qualitative research advances social justice and is grounded in hope (Denzin
& Giardina, 2009, pp. 41-42).

Notes

1. Although committed to what he called “the logic of the moral sciences” in
delineating the canons or methods for induction, Mill shared with natural
science a belief in the uniformity of nature and the presumption that all
phenomena are subject to cause-and-effect relationships. His five principles
of induction reflect a Newtonian cosmology.

2. Utilitarianism in John Stuart Mill was essentially an amalgamation of
Jeremy Bentham’s greatest happiness principle, David Hume’s empirical
philosophy and concept of utility as a moral good, and Comte’s positivist
tenets that things-in-themselves cannot be known and knowledge is restricted
to sensations. In his influential A System of Logic, Mill (1843/1893) is
typically characterized as combining the principles of French positivism (as
developed by Comte) and British empiricism into a single system.

3. For an elaboration of the complexities in positivism—including reference
to its Millian connections—see Lincoln and Guba (1985, pp. 19-28).

4. Mill’s realism is most explicitly developed in his Examination of Sir
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William Hamilton’s Philosophy (1865b). Our belief in a common external
world, in his view, is rooted in the fact that our sensations of physical reality
“belong as much to other human or sentient beings as to ourselves” (p. 196;
see also Copleston, 1966, p. 306, note 97).

5. Mill (1873/1969) specifically credits Comte for his use of the inverse
deductive or historical method: “This was an idea entirely new to me when I
found it in Comte; and but for him I might not soon (if ever) have arrived at
it” (p. 126). Mill explicitly follows Comte in distinguishing social statics and
social dynamics. He published two essays on Comte’s influence in the
Westminster Review, which were reprinted as Auguste Comte and Positivism
(Mill, 1865a; see also Mill, 1873/1969, p. 165).

6. Emile Durkheim is more explicit and direct about causality in both the
natural and the social worlds. While he argues for sociological over
psychological causes of behavior and did not believe intention could cause
action, he unequivocally sees the task of social science as discovering the
causal links between social facts and personal behavior (see, e.g., Durkheim,
1966, pp. 44, 297-306).

7. As one example of the abuse Weber resisted, Root (1993, pp. 41-42) refers
to the appointment of Ludwig Bernhard to a professorship of economics at the
University of Berlin. Although he had no academic credentials, the Ministry
of Education gave Bernhard this position without a faculty vote (see Weber,
1973, pp. 4-30). In Shils’s (1949) terms, “A mass of particular, concrete
concerns underlies [his 1917] essay—his recurrent effort to penetrate to the
postulates of economic theory, his ethical passion for academic freedom, his
fervent nationalist political convictions, and his own perpetual demand for
intellectual integrity” (p. v).

8. For a review and analysis of the literature on philosophical relativism, see
Christians (2013).

9. My summary of moral relativism’s challenge to media ethics ought to be
elaborated in the insightful terms of Cook’s (1999) Morality and Cultural
Differences.

10. See Christians (2011) for an elaboration of utilitarian ethics as
commensurate with modernist social science, as well as utilitarianism’s
foundation for codes of ethics and the National Research Council’s IRBs.

11. The intellectual history of the communitarian concept and its relevance
for the social sciences are elaborated in Christians (2015a). The theory and
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practice of feminist communitarianism, developed into a feminist
communitarian research model, is outlined in Christians (2011).

12. Given the nature of positivist inquiry, Jennings and Callahan (1983)
conclude that only a short list of ethical questions is considered, and these
questions “tend to merge with the canons of professional scientific
methodology.... Intellectual honesty, the suppression of personal bias, careful
collection and accurate reporting of data, and candid admission of the limits
of the scientific reliability of empirical studies—these were essentially the
only questions that could arise. And, since these ethical responsibilities are
not particularly controversial (at least in principle), it is not surprising that
during this period [the 1960s] neither those concerned with ethics nor social
scientists devoted much time to analyzing or discussing them” (p. 6).
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Ethics, Research Regulations, and Critical
Social Science

Gaile S. Cannella and Yvonna S. Lincoln

The social, intellectual, and even political positions from which the notion of
research ethics can be defined have certainly emanated from diverse
knowledges and ways of experiencing the world, as well as from a range of
historical locations. The regulation of research ethics (especially legislated
regulation) has, however, most often been influenced by traditional,
postpositivist orientations. Clifford G. Christians (2007) discusses the
histories of research ethics from a value-free scientific neutrality that
constructs science as “political only in its application” (Mill, 1859/1978;
Root, 1993, p. 129; Weber, 1904/1949) to communitarian perspectives that
challenge researchers to join with communities in new forms of moral
articulation (Benhabib, 1992; Denzin, 1997, 2003).

In 2007, in a special issue of Qualitative Inquiry dedicated to research ethics
and regulation, we discussed these multiple locations as well as contemporary
power orientations from which diverse perspectives emanate. We focused on
legislation imposed on researchers regarding the ethical conduct of research;
ethical perspectives practiced, taught, or denied by those who teach and
perform research methods; contemporary concerns that research is legitimated
through market philosophies; and voices of the marginalized, created as the
Other by or through research practices. Intertwined throughout our discussion
was the recognition that regulation in its multiple forms results in an illusion
of ethical practice and that any universalist ethic would be “catastrophic”
(Foucault, 1985, p. 12). Furthermore, diversity of theoretical positions and
perspectives within the field of qualitative inquiry has already generated rich
and profound possibilities for reflexive ethics. From within these diverse
perspectives, authors in the special issue reconceptualized research ethics as
particularized, infused throughout inquiry, and requiring a continued moral
dialogue—as calling for the development of a critical consciousness that
would challenge the contemporary predatory ethical policies facilitated
through neoliberalism (Christians, 2007; Clark & Sharf, 2007).

We who identify ourselves as critical in some form (whether hybrid—other—

subject—feminist—scholar) have attempted to engage with the multiplicities
embedded within notions of ethical scholarship. Being critical requires a
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radical ethics, an ethics that is always/already concerned about power and
oppression even as it avoids constructing “power” as a new truth. The
intersection of power, oppression, and privilege with issues of human
suffering, equity, social justice, and radical democracy results in a critical
ethical foundation. Furthermore, ethical orientations are believed to be played
out within the personal core of the researcher as she or he examines and
makes decisions about the conceptualization and conduct of research as either
oppressive or emancipatory practice.

A conceptualization of what some have called a critical social science
incorporates the range of feminist, postcolonial, and even postmodern
challenges to oppressive power, as well as the various interpretations of
critical theory and critical pedagogies that are radically democratic,
multilogical, and publicly, centrally concerned with human suffering and
oppression. Traditional social science tends to address research ethics as
following particular methodological rules in practices that are designed in
advance and would reveal universalist results identified as ethical from within
an imperative that would generalize to “save” humankind. For criticalists,
however, this “will to save” is an imperialist imperative. Rather, critical
radical ethics is relational and collaborative; 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 “aligns the ethics
of research with a politics of the oppressed, with a politics of resistance, hope,
and freedom” (p. 35).

A critical social science 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 inquiry. The ethics of critical social science
require that scholars “take up moral projects that decolonize, honor, and
reclaim indigenous cultural practices” (Denzin & Giardina, 2007, p. 35), as
well as engage with research that mobilizes collective actions that result in “a
radical politics of possibility, of hope, of love, care, and equality for all
humanity” (p. 35).1 Researcher actions must avoid the perpetuation or
maintenance of inquirer-oriented power (as savior, decolonizer, or one that
would empower).

A critical social science reconceptualizes everything, from the embeddedness
of ethics (and what that means) to the role of ethics in constructing research
questions, methodologies, and possibilities for transformation. The major
focus of this chapter is to examine the complexities of creating an ethical

173



critical social science within our contemporary sociopolitical condition, a
condition that has reinvigorated the privilege of empire through 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 neoliberal purposes. We have previously discussed the positions
from which research ethics tend to have been drawn, ranging from
government regulation to voices of peoples who have not benefited and have
often been damaged by research (Cannella & Lincoln, 2007; Cannella &
Manuelito, 2008; Viruru & Cannella, 2006). In this chapter, we use these
various standpoints to further explore a radical ethics as necessary for critical
social science. We focus on constructing dialogic critical foundations (that we
hope are anticolonial and even countercolonial) as well as reconceptualizing
inquiry and forms of research (and researcher) regulation. Critical
perspectives are located in the continuous alliance (and attempts at solidarity)
with countercolonial positions and bodies and with the always/already
historical acknowledgment of intersecting forms of privilege/oppression
within contemporary contexts.

Furthermore, an evolving critical pedagogy (Kincheloe, 2007, 2008) is
employed as a lens from which to generate forms of critical ethics that would
transform academic (and public) spaces. This evolving criticality reconfigures
the purposes of inquiry to focus on the dynamics and intersections of power
relations between competing interests. Inquiry becomes the examination of
contemporary forms of domination, as well as studies of what “could be”—of
equitable and socially just futures. In addition, governmentality is addressed
as produced by and producing forms of regulation interwoven with individual
technologies of desire and accepted institutional practices. Finally, research
regulation as an ethical construct is rethought as reconfigured through the
voices of those who have been traditionally marginalized as well as through
the deployment of a critical social science whose purposes are to “join with,”
rather than “know and save.”

Constructing Critical Ways of Being

Although not without conflicting beliefs, the range of critical perspectives
(whether feminisms, poststructuralist work, queer theories, postcolonial
critique, or other forms of knowledge that would address power) tends to
recognize the ways that particular groups of people have historically and
continually been denied access to sites of power and have been systematically
disenfranchised. These critical viewpoints have increasingly identified with
marginalized peoples and have recognized the need to avoid forms of
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representation that maintain power in traditional locations. Furthermore,
critical perspectives have called for the formation of alliances and attempts to
join the struggle for solidarity with those who have been oppressed and
inequitably treated. Patriarchal, racist, and colonializing forms of power are
understood as historically grounded and recognized as 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 cognizant
of the historical grounding and dominant power structures within the present.

Ethics and countercolonial alliance

An ethical perspective that would always address human suffering and life
conditions, align with politics of the oppressed, and move to reclaim multiple
knowledges and ways of being certainly involves complexity, openness to
uncertainty, fluidity, and continued reflexive insight. Diverse
conceptualizations of critical social science have reintroduced multiple
knowledges, logics, ways of being in the world, and ethical orientations that
have been historically marginalized and brutally discredited, facing violent
attempts at erasure. As examples, Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999) proposes four
research processes that represent Ma ori collective ethics—decolonization,
healing, transformation, and mobilization. Lester-Irabinna Rigney (1999)
recommends that research methods privilege indigenous voices, resistance,
and political integrity. Sandy Grande (2007) puts forward Red pedagogy, an
indigenous methodology that requires critique of democracy and indigenous
sovereignty, functions as a pedagogy of hope that is contingent with the past,
cultivates collective agency, is concerned with the dehumanizing effects of
colonization on both the colonized and the colonizer, and is boldly and
unabashedly political. Using Emmanuel Levinas’s (1988) focus on the
primacy of the well-being of the Other, Jenny Ritchie and Cheryl Rau (2010)
construct a countercolonial ethics, labeled an ethics of alterity, which would
shift the focus from “us” or “them” to “a collective reconfiguring of who ‘we’
are” (p. 364). Corrine Glesne (2007) even suggests that the purpose of
research should be solidarity: “If you want to research us, you can go home. If
you have come to accompany us, if you think our struggle is also your
struggle, we have plenty of things to talk about” (p. 171). Critical pedagogues
focus on the underpinnings of power in whatever context they find themselves
and the ways that power performs or is performed to create injustice.

These are just a few of the ethical locations from which a critical social
science has been proposed, introducing multiplicities, complexities, and
ambiguities that would be part of any moral conceptualization and practice of
research focusing on human suffering and oppression, radical democracy, and
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the struggle for equity and social justice. Furthermore, those of us who have
been privileged through our connection with the dominant (e.g., education,
economic level, race, gender) and may at least appear as the face of the
oppressor must always avoid actions or interpretations that appropriate. We
must struggle to “join with” and “learn from” rather than “speak for” or
“intervene into.” Voices from the margins demonstrate the range of
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 Viruru (Viruru & Cannella, 2006) the
critique of the construction of the ethnographic subject and the examination of
privilege created by language in research practices, and with Manuelito
(Cannella & Manuelito, 2008) in proposing that social science be constructed
in ways that are egalitarian, anticolonial, and ethically embedded within the
nonviolent revolutionary consciousness proposed by hooks (1990).
Recognizing that ethics as a construct is always and already essentializing, we
have suggested that a revolutionary ethical conscience would be anticolonial
and ask questions such as, How are groups being used politically to
perpetuate power within systems? How can we enlarge the research
imaginary (e.g., regarding gender, race, childhood) to reveal the possibilities
that our preoccupations have obscured? Can we cultivate ourselves as those
who can desire and inhabit unthought spaces regarding research (about
childhood, diverse views of the world) (Lincoln & Cannella, 2007)? Can we
critique our own privilege? Can we join the struggle for social justice in ways
that support multiple knowledges and multiple logics? These diverse
perspectives and the underlying moral foundations from which they are
generated are basic to the construction 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 self-examination.

Furthermore, using the scholarship of Michel Foucault, Frantz Fanon, Judith
Butler, and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, Anthony C. Alessandrini (2009)
calls for an ethics without subjects that is a new concept of ethical
relationships, a responsible ethics that can be considered “after” humanism (p.
78). This postcolonial ethics would not be between people; rather, in its
future-oriented construction, an ethical relationship would occur with “would-
be subjects that have not yet come into existence” (p. 78). The ethical
relations would address contemporary political and power orientations by
recognizing that the investigator and investigated (whether people,
institutions, or systems) are subjects of the presence or aftermath of
colonialism (Spivak, 1987). The tautology of humanist piety that would
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“save” others through science, religion, or politics would be avoided (Fanon,
1967; Foucault, 1984a). Yet, the Enlightenment blackmail that insists on a
declaration of acceptance or rejection would be circumvented, while at the
same time a critical flexibility is maintained (Butler, 2002; Foucault, 1984b).
Ethics would involve being responsive and responsible to, while both trusting
and avoiding construction of the Other. Ethical responsibility would be to a
future, which can be accepted as unknowable (Attridge, 1994).

Drawing from Ritchie and Rau (2010), we would also support a critical
research ethics that would counter colonialism. This critical ethics would
value and recognize the need to

e Expose the diversity of realities

e Engage with the webs of interaction that construct problems in ways that
lead to power/privilege for particular groups

e Reposition problems and decisions toward social justice

¢ Join in solidarity with the traditionally oppressed to create new ways of
functioning

The magnitude and history of contemporary power

The ethics of a critical social science cannot avoid involvement with
contemporary, everyday life and dominant societal discourses influencing that
life. Research that would challenge oppression and foster social justice must
acknowledge the gravity of context and the history of power within that
context.

In the 21st century, this life has been constructed by the “Imperial Court of
Corporate Greed and Knowledge Control” (Kincheloe, 2008, p. 15).
Interpretations of knowledge and literally all human activity have been judged
as valid and reliable if they fit the entrepreneurial imperative, if they foster
privatization, competition, corporatization, and profiteering. In recent years,
many of us have expressed outrage regarding this hypercapitalist influence,
the free market illusion, over everything from definitions of public and higher
education as benchmarked and measureable, to privatization of services for
the public good, to war mongering as a vehicle for corporatization, to
technologies that produce human desires that value self and others only as
economic, measured, and entrepreneurial performers (Cannella & Miller,
2008; Cannella & Viruru, 2004; Chomsky, 1999; Horwitz, 1992).

Many of us would hope that a different administration in Washington, D.C.,
combined with the current financial crisis around the world, would result in
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confrontation with and transformation of capitalist imperialism. However,
contemporary corporate fundamentalism is so foundational to dominant
discourses that questioning failing corporations is not at all synonymous with
contesting corporate forms of intellectual colonization. Examples abound in
the early 21st century, like the discourse that labeled AIG as “too big” to fail,
attempts to convince European governments to create stimulus packages, or
presidential admonitions regarding “raising standards” in public schools
(rather than the recognition of structural inequities in the system and taking
actions to broaden definitions of public education as related to critical
democracy and social justice).

Actually, the economic crisis may have created a new urgency within which
critical scholars and others must take action. Living within a context in which
“corporate-produced images” (Kincheloe, 2007, p. 30) have created new
ideological templates for both affect and intellect, the need to accept
corporate constructs 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 construction of elitist public
schools, which had been previously denied as not equitable or benefiting the
common good (e.g., by Lusher [Klein, 2007] and others) immediately
following Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans. This illustrates what Klein
(2007) has identified as “disaster capitalism.” In the current economic crisis,
even as big business is criticized, an unquestioned language of
hypercapitalism (e.g., competition, free market, choice) results in further
depoliticization of corporate colonization of the mind (both the mind of
society and the mind of the individual) and of societal institutions (e.g.,
acceptance of privatized public services, education, even the armed forces).
The Obama administration’s unquestioned implementation of the Bush
administration’s charter school agenda for public education in the United
States is an excellent example. The charter school concept has been used to
reawaken the “free-market” notion of public school choice (which was
originally rejected when put forward as vouchers) and reinvigorate the power
of the business roundtable, corporate turnaround models, 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
progress that all should embrace, whether tied to the Christian religion or
Cartesian science), in all conditions a risky circumstance for those who do not
produce that knowledge. However, the politics of knowledge is even more
dangerous when embedded within hypercapitalism and the power generated
by capital and those that control resources. The acceptance of corporate
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perspectives that would invoke capitalist accountability constructs such as
evidence-based research or scores on particular achievement tests (created by
multinational companies) decontextualizes and further subjectifies and
objectifies students and children, their teachers, and their families. Human
beings are treated as if their bodies (defined as achievement test scores) were
the measure of “what works” within a particular discourse, just as financial
success is used as the measure of a supposedly free-market, competitive,
successful enterprise. Definitions are not questioned because the measured
and measurement language and discourses of neoliberalism are accepted as
correct, efficient, indisputable, universal, and even just. This contemporary
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) hypercapitalism is very difficult but absolutely
necessary.

The ethics of a critical social science requires the cultivation of a
consciousness that is aware of both the sociopolitical condition of the times
and one’s own self-productive reactions to dominant disciplinary and
regulatory technologies. This awareness involves engaging with the
complexities of power and how it operates in the social order. Critical ethics
would recognize the dominant (in our contemporary condition economics) but
would never accept the truth of a superstructure (like economics) as always
dictating human existence. Finally, a critical immanence would be necessary
to move beyond ethnocentrism or egocentrism and construct new, previously
unthought-of relationships and societal possibilities (Kincheloe, 2007).

Ethics, Critical Social Science, and Institutionalized
Forms of Governmentality

In recent years, research ethics have been most often tied to one of the
following:

¢ An ethics of entitlement (Glesne, 2007) that legitimizes engagement in
research and the right to “know” the other

¢ (Qualitative research methods, which require and employ ethical
considerations such as reflexive ethics (Guilleman & Gillam, 2004)

e Communitarian ethics through which values and moral commitments are
negotiated socially (Christians, 2007; Denzin, 1997, 2003)

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

All are embedded within the notion of governmentality, either the
construction of technologies that govern by producing control of populations
(regulatory power) 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 (Foucault, 1978). The reader can
consider govern as the action and mentality as the way people think about
accepting control, the internalization of beliefs that allow regulation (Dean,
1999).

Research regulation that is legislated is most often recognized (and critiqued)
as an institutionalized form of governmentality, a technology of power that
constructs, produces, and limits and is thus tied to the generation of
intersecting oppressions. However, Foucault (1986) also discusses the
construction of self-governance, “political technologies of individuals” (p. 87)
that are entirely internalized. There is a range of examples of this individual
governmentality, from technologies of the “free citizen” (Rose, 1999), to the
“well-educated person,” to the “good teacher,” even to the “transformative
activist” or the “dialogically engaged researcher.” We believe that our
discussion of ethics within critical social science can be interpreted as a form
of governmentality; most likely, any construction of ethics (however flexible)
represents a form of governance. To construct a critical ethics regarding
research is to address mentality. Any belief structure, however emergent or
flexible, certainly serves as discipline and regulation of the self.

Since research has traditionally been a predominantly individual project and
research regulation is legislated practice, both forms of governmentality (self
and researcher population) must be considered in constructing an ethical
critical social science. 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 research, and the
contemporary regulatory context within which research is practiced cannot be
denied as themselves forms of governmentality.

Individual desire and forms of governmentality

Critical and qualitative researchers have critiqued for some time the power
orientations of research methods, discussed practices that facilitate a reflexive
ethical orientation throughout the research process, and certainly rethought
the purposes of research as construct. As examples, Walkerdine (1997) warns
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against the “voyeuristic thrill” of observation that constructs researcher as
expert in what people are “really like” (p. 67). Feminists, poststructuralists,
constructivists, and other scholars associated with postmodern concerns with
oppression and power have engaged in principled struggles concerning the
conceptualization of research itself, from the purposes of research, to forms of
representation (Fine, Weis, Weseen, & Wong, 2000; Tedlock, 2005), to the
role of the researcher. Questions like the following have been asked: “How
are forms of exclusion being produced? Is transformative and liberatory
research possible that also examines its own will to emancipate? ... How does
the practice of research reinscribe our own privilege?” (Cannella & Lincoln,
2007, p. 321). These ethical positions and concerns are certainly being
incorporated into constructions of research projects and publications, as well
as in new forms of education and coursework for graduate students. These
positions are critical forms of governmentality.

However, the interconnected structures that characterize the dominant
(noncritical) research community and the institutions that support research are
not critical and tend to support modernist forms of governmentality. Ethics
are likely to be legislated or constructed by individual researchers from within
value structures that maintain that science can solve all problems, therefore
legitimating intervention into the lives of others in the name of science, or
that free-market capitalism will improve life conditions for all, also used as
the ethical justification for research choices and actions. These
conceptualizations of ethics (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 economics generally). These structures are
interconnected (Collins, 2000) and invasive, have a long history, and will
likely dominate into the foreseeable future.

Even though we support a critical social science that would be relational,
collaborative, and less individualistically oriented, the contemporary context
continues to be oriented toward power for the individual researcher.
Therefore, while we would continually critique the privileging of the
individual as construct, we also believe that perspectives that avoid
universalist ethical codes yet address individual ethical frameworks are
necessary. We hope that from the perspective of an ethical critical social
science, individual governmentality as construct can always be challenged.
However, we would also avoid the Enlightenment blackmail (Butler, 2002;
Foucault, 1984b) that either accepts or rejects individualism and would
submit that the individual is conceptually a useful master’s tool (Lorde, 1984)
as well as a critical agent. We would, therefore, propose the development of
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the desire to be critical, of a form of doubled individual governmentality
through which the researcher is both instrument in the critique of power and
collaborative agent in joining with traditionally marginalized communities.

The work of Foucault (1985), which challenges the individual to counter his
or her own fascist orientations that would yield to the love of power and
domination, is an illustration of this doubled conceptualization, even a
doubled identity. An ethical framework is proposed that avoids the inscription
of universalist moral codes but rather constructs “an intensification of the
relation to oneself by which one 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 suggest a critical framework through which self-
absorption could be avoided, as the researcher conducts a continuous
genealogy of the self along the axes of truth, power, and ethics (Foucault,
1985; Rabinow, 1994). Our 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. Four components are included within the
ethical axis of self: (1) ethical substance, (2) mode of subjectification, (3)
ethical work, and (4) telos or disassembly of oneself. These components can
be pondered from an individualistic rationalist perspective that also attempts
to incorporate critical pedagogies and postcolonial critique.

Ethical substance is the way in which the researcher legitimates self morally.
This substance is not a given but is constituted as relational to the self as a
creative agent. To some extent, we can describe ethical substance as that
which is important to the researcher, as that which facilitates or disallows
self-deception and is the grounding for ethics. The ethical substance is “that
which enables one to get free from oneself” (Foucault, 1985, p. 9), and it
varies for everyone. As examples, the unification of pleasure and desire
served as the ethical substance for many in ancient Greece; for some,
collective existence and communal decision making is ethical substance
(Ritchie & Rau, 2010); for some, addressing equity and social justice in
solidarity with those who have most likely been oppressed may be the ethical
substance. Foucault (1985) suggests genealogical questions to determine the
substance of the self that we believe can be applied to the researcher, focusing
on circumstances in which research is constituted as a moral activity—
whether circumstances related to research as construct, interpretation of the
meaning of research, or circumstances under which the researcher defines his
or her scholarship as a moral or ethical act.

We propose (and we are not the first) that the belief in critical social science
that would address oppression and construct alliances and solidarity with

182



those who have traditionally been excluded constitutes ethical substance.
Recognizing that governmentality and technologies of the self are more often
subconscious (but acknowledging conscious possibilities), we would further
suggest that those who choose such critical mentalities join in the broader
reconceptualizations that are literally creating a new ethical substance for
research. An example of this is the work of critical pedagogues. In describing
the “ever-evolving conceptual matrix” of criticality, Joe Kincheloe (2007, p.
21) provides us with content for both ethical substance and the further
creation of domains of critical social science that can be the content of ethical
substance. These critical domains can even construct the foundations for
research. They include

1. Analysis of the dynamics of competing power interests
2. Exposure of forces that inhibit the ability of individuals and groups to
determine the direction of their own lives
Research into the intersection of various forms of domination
4. Analysis of contemporary forms of technical rationality and the impact
on diverse forms of knowledge and ways of being
5. Examination of forms of self-governmentality, always recognizing the
sociopolitical and sociocultural context
6. Inquiry into what “could be,” into ways of constructing a critical
immanence that moves toward new, more equitable relationships
between diverse peoples (yet always avoids utopian, humanist
rationalities)
7. Exploration of the continually emerging, complex exercise of power, as
hegemonic, ideological, or discursive
8. Examination of the role of culture in the contested production and
transmission of knowledge(s)
9. Studies of interpretation, perception, and diverse vantage points from
which meaning is constructed
10. Analysis of the role of cultural pedagogy as education, as producing
hegemonic forms of interpretation

w

As ethical substance, this critical content can lead to specific inquiry such as
historical problematizations (of the present) that refuse to either blame or
endorse; examinations of policy discourses, networks, or resources; or
research that exposes power while refusing to co-opt the knowledge(s), skills,
and resources of the other.

The mode of subjectification is probably the ethical component most
illustrative of governmentality. The notion that the individual submits the self
to particular rules and obligations is included; the rules are constructed and
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accepted dependent on the ethical substance. For example, Immanuel Kant
(whose ethical substance focused on intention as embedded within reason)
valued the obligation to know and the use 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 to issues of oppression. As Glesne
(2007) implies, this critical mode of subjectification would most likely reject
the sense of entitlement that would “know” others and would further
recognize the alienation created when one is placed under the observational
gaze of the researcher. A criticalist’s ethical rules might be more likely to
accept communal decision making rather than rationalist forms of negotiation.

From within the ethical axis, researchers can ask questions of themselves
related to the rules that are constructed within particular constructions of
ethical substance and used to determine the existence of moral activity. “How
are these rules acted on in research activities to conceptualize/legitimate and
implement moral obligations” (e.g., for an individual researcher in choice of
study, in choice of population, in collaborations with others, as I educate other
researchers) (Cannella & Lincoln, 2007, p. 325)?

Ethical work is the method used to transform self into the form that one
defines as ethical. Foucault (1994) proposes that this work requires a self-
criticism that historically examines the constitution of the self. The work is
expected to reveal the conditions under which one questions the self, invents
new ways of forming relationships, and constructs new ways of being. This
form of self-governance involves examination of the ways one can change
oneself (as person and/or as researcher). An evolving critical pedagogy can be
used to illustrate the ethics of an ontological transformation that goes beyond
Western constructions of the self. Kincheloe (2007) illustrates the central
critical features that can be related to ethical identity development. These
features include constructs such as socioindividual imagination, challenges to
the boundaries of abstract individualism, socioindividual analysis of power,
alternatives to the alienation of the individual, mobilizing desire, and critical
consciousness that acknowledges self-production. To illustrate,
socioindividual imagination is the ability to conceptualize new forms of
collaboration, rethinking subjectivities and acknowledging that the
professional and personal are critical social projects; institutions such as
education are thus constructed as emphasizing social justice and democratic
community as the facilitator of human development. Another example,
mobilizing desire, is constructed as a radical democratization, joining
continued efforts of the excluded to gain access and input into civic life.
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Finally, telos is the willingness to disassemble self, to deconstruct one’s world
(and one’s research practices if a researcher) in ways that demonstrate
commitment to an ethical practice that would avoid the construction of power
over any individual or group of others (even unpredictable, yet to be
determined others located in the future). Telos is a form of self-bricolage,
slowly elaborating and establishing a self that is committed to think
differently, that welcomes the unknown and can function flexibly (Foucault,
1994). As critical pedagogy again suggests, alternatives to alienation of the
individual are created, forms of domination that construct isolation are
rejected, and unthought-of ways to be with and for others are constructed
(Kincheloe, 2007). Furthermore, telos can construct new pathways through
which individual researchers, as well as groups of scholars, can consider
notions such as an ethics without subjects that combines critical and
postcolonial perspectives that are committed to the future and to avoiding the
continued colonialist construction of the Other (Alessandrini, 2009).

Although certainly consistent with modernist approaches to individual
rationality, the examination of an individual ethical axis demonstrates the
ways that even the master’s tools can be used for critique and transformation.

Currently, researchers must both engage in their own individual ethical
decisions regarding research and function within institutional forms of
regulation. From a range of critical locations, we are continuously reminded
that different disciplinary strategies are enacted by institutions dependent on
the historical moment and context (Foucault, 1977). Certainly, individual
critically ethical selves (in our modernist academic community, which
privileges the scientific individual) will be more prepared to engage with the
conflicting ethical messages within institutions, whether academic
expectations or legislated regulation, and to take hold of our own existence as
researchers, to transform academic spaces, and to redefine discourses (Denzin
& Giardina, 2007).

Transforming Regulations: Redefining the
Technologies That Govern Us

Qualitative and critical qualitative researchers have continued to “take hold”
of their academic spaces as they have clashed with legislated research
regulation (especially, for example, as practiced by particular institutional
review boards in the United States). This conflict has been much discussed
and will not end any time soon. This work has demonstrated not only that
legislated attempts to regulate research ethics are an illusion but that
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regulation is culturally grounded and can even lead to ways of functioning
that are damaging to research participants and collaborators. As examples,
Marzano (2007) demonstrates the ways that following Anglo-Saxon ethical
research regulation in an Italian setting with medical patients involved in
qualitative research can be detrimental to the participant patients. Susan Tilley
and Louise Gormley (2007) illustrate the ways that the construction of
confidentiality represents challenges to understandings of individual integrity
in a Mexican setting. Furthermore, a range of scholarship demonstrates that
research ethics is particularized, must be infused throughout the process, and
requires a continued dialogue with self (Christians, 2007; Clark & Sharf,
2007). Legislated forms of governmentality can certainly not address these
particulars.

If researchers accompany communities, rather than “test/know/judge” them,
perhaps community members will want to address review boards and
legislators themselves concerning collaborative practices. In describing the
Mi’kmaw Ethics Watch, Marie Battiste and James (Sa’ke’j) Youngblood
Henderson (2000; Battiste, 2008) demonstrate just such a practice, as
Mi’kmaw people have constructed research guidelines in which research is
always to be an equal partnership in which the Mi’kmaw people are the
guardians and interpreters of their intellectual and cultural property and
review research conclusions for accuracy and sensitivity.

Aligned with the ethics of the traditionally marginalized, which could
ultimately reconceptualize the questions and practices of research, a critical
social science would no longer accept the notion that one group of people can
“know” and define (or even represent) “others.” This perspective would
certainly change the research purposes and designs that are submitted for
human subjects review, perhaps even eliminating the need for “human
subjects” in many cases. This change could result in research questions and
forms of data collection that do not require researchers to interpret the
meaning making or constructions of participants. Rather, research questions
could address the intersections of power across systems, institutions, and
societal practices. As examples, assumptions underlying the
conceptualizations of public policy, dominant knowledges, and dominant
ideologies (in particular areas); actions that would protect and celebrate
diverse knowledges; and analyses of forms of representation privileged by
those in power can all become research purposes without constructing human
subjects as objects of data collection. If societal structures, institutions, and
oppressions become the subjects of our research (rather than human beings),
perhaps we can avoid further creation and subjectification of the Other.
Denzin (2009) even suggests that we “abandon the dirty word called
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research” and take up a “critical, interpretive approach to the world” (p. 298),
a practice that could benefit us all and would require major forms of activism
within our academic settings.

This section on the legislated regulation of research is noticeably and
purposely brief. We would suggest that, first, critical qualitative researchers
make all efforts to move to the center the reconceptualized, broad-based
critical social science that addresses institutionalized, policy-based,
intersecting forms of power. This critical social science can even include
studies of regulation from an ethics-without-subjects perspective. And, it
would undoubtedly include alliances with countercolonial positions, as well
as critical historical recognitions of context and ethical examinations of the
researcher self. Until this critical social science is accepted as an important
form of practice (perhaps even vital enough to be threatening to the
mainstream), modernist research regulation will most likely change very little.
We will simply (although it is not at all simple, or any less important)
continue our attempts to educate those who have not learned about qualitative
research as a field or the methods associated with it. However, if a critical
social science aligns with the oppressed, demonstrating solidarity with the
traditionally marginalized and constructing research that addresses power, 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.2

Notes

1. Recognizing that we could be accused of assuming that postpositivist
science has no ethical base, we must absolutely acknowledge that we
understand that researchers from a range of philosophical perspectives believe
that their research questions and practices are grounded in the ethical attempt
to improve life for everyone, and following an Enlightenment, rational
science orientation, we would agree. However, very often, these postpositivist
forms of legitimation and scientific intentions do not acknowledge
embeddedness within the Euro-American “error” (Jaimes, 1992). This error is
the unquestioned belief in modernist, progressive (both U.S. liberal and
conservative) views of the world that would “unveil” universalist
interpretations of all human experience; it assumes the omnipotent ability
(and right) to “know” and interpret “others.” Unfortunately, these ethical
good intentions have most often denied the multiple knowledges, logics, and
ways of being in the world that have characterized a large number of human
beings. Furthermore, focusing on the individual and the discovery of theories
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and universals has masked societal, institutional, and structural practices that
perpetuate injustices. Finally, an ethics that would help others “be like us” has
created power for “us.” This ethics of good intentions has tended to support
power for those who construct the research and the furthering of oppressive
conditions for the subjects of that research.

2. Contemporary critical inquiry acknowledges the privileging of the human
and is beginning to engage with the anthropocentrism that embeds social
science research by using feminist new materialisms and perspectives labeled
posthuman and even more-than-human. This work is introducing justice and
equity in relation to the environment, nonhuman animals, diverse forms of
life, the nonliving, and even the earth itself. These perspectives introduce
unthought issues and conceptualizations of “ethics.” As Rosi Braidotti (2011)
discusses in “The Ethics of Becoming Imperceptible,” “We need also to
rethink the knowing subject in terms of affectivity, inter-relationality,
territories, eco-philosophical resources and forces” (p. 133). We absolutely
agree and know that attention to issues such as ecological justice and the
more-than-human (as examples) involves an even more diverse and nomadic
conceptualization of ethics. We are, ourselves, beginning to engage with these
ethical struggles and what they might mean for our own research and would
refer the reader to the work of scholars such as Jacques Derrida, Donna
Haraway, Karen Barad, Rosi Braidotti, and Cary Wolfe. However, we also
believe that traditional critical social science research as practiced through
qualitative inquiry (and especially qualitative methods that dominate most
institutionalized and mixed-methods practices) still involves great concern
with the complexities of social science research that has discredited/privileged
or harmed/benefited particular ways of living/existing/thinking across groups
of human beings. For this reason, we also believe that the issues addressed in
this chapter will continue to require attention within critical qualitative social
science research.

References

Alessandrini, A. C. (2009). The humanism effect: Fanon, Foucault, and ethics
without subjects. Foucault Studies, 7, 64—80.

Attridge, D. (1994). Trusting the other: Ethics and politics in J. M. Coetzee’s
Age of Iron. South Atlantic Quarterly, 93, 70-71.

Battiste, M. (2008). Research ethics for protecting indigenous knowledge and
heritage: Institutional and researcher responsibilities. In N. K. Denzin, Y.

188



S. Lincoln, & L. T. Smith (Eds.), Handbook of critical indigenous
methodologies (pp. 600—625). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Battiste, M., & Youngblood Henderson, J. (Sa’ke’j). (2000). Protecting
indigenous knowledge and heritage. Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, Canada:
Purich.

Benhabib, S. (1992). Situating the self: Gender, community, and
postmodernism in contemporary ethics. Cambridge, UK: Polity.

Braidotti, R. (2006). The ethics of becoming imperceptible. In C. Boundas
(Ed.), Deleuze and philosophy (pp. 133-149). Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh
University Press.

Butler, J. (2002). What is critique? An essay on Foucault’s virtue. In D.
Ingram (Ed.), The political (pp. 212-227). Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Cannella, G. S., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2007). Predatory vs. dialogic ethics:
Constructing an illusion or ethical practice as the core of research methods.
Qualitative Inquiry, 13(3), 315-335.

Cannella, G. S., & Manuelito, K. (2008). Feminisms from unthought
locations: Indigenous worldviews, marginalized feminisms, and revisioning
an anticolonial social science. In N. K. Denzin, Y. S. Lincoln, & L. T.
Smith (Eds.), Handbook of critical and indigenous methodologies (pp.
45-59). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cannella, G. S., & Miller, L. L. (2008). Constructing corporatist science:
Reconstituting the soul of American higher education. Cultural Studies <=>
Critical Methodologies, 8(1), 24-38.

Cannella, G. S., & Viruru, R. (2004). Childhood and postcolonization: Power,
education, and contemporary practice. New York: RoutledgeFalmer.

Chomsky, N. (1999). Profit over people: Neoliberalism and global order. New

189



York: Seven Stories Press.

Christians, C. G. (2007). Cultural continuity as an ethical imperative.
Qualitative Inquiry, 13(3), 437—444.

Clark, M. C., & Sharf, B. F. (2007). The dark side of truth(s): Ethical
dilemmas in researching the personal. Qualitative Inquiry, 13(3), 399-416.

Collins, P. H. (2000). Black feminist thought: Knowledge, consciousness, and
the politics of empowerment. New York: Routledge.

Dean, M. (1999). Governmentality: Power and rule in modern society.
London: Sage.

Denzin, N. K. (1997). Interpretive ethnography: Ethnographic practices for
the 21st century. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. K. (2003). Performance ethnography: Critical pedagogy and the
politics of culture. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Denzin, N. K. (2009). Qualitative inquiry under fire: Toward a new paradigm
dialogue. Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Denzin, N. K., & Giardina, M. D. (2007). Introduction: Ethical futures in
qualitative research. In N. K. Denzin & M. D. Giardina (Eds.), Ethical
futures in qualitative research: Decolonizing the politics of knowledge (pp.
9-44). Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Fanon, F. (1967). Black skin, white masks (C. L. Markmann, Trans.). New
York: Grove.

Fine, M., Weis, L., Weseen, S., & Wong, L. (2000). For whom? Qualitative
research, representation, and social responsibilities. In N. K. Denzin & Y.
S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed., pp.

190



107-131). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison. London:
Allen Lane.

Foucault, M. (1978). Governmentality. In B. Burchell, C. Gordon, & P. Miller
(Eds.), The Foucault effect: Studies in governmentality (pp. 87—-104).
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Foucault, M. (1984a). Nietzsche, genealogy, history (D. F. Bouchard & S.
Simon, Trans.). In P. Rabinow (Ed.), The Foucault reader (pp. 76—-100).
New York: Vintage.

Foucault, M. (1984b). What is enlightenment? (C. Porter, Trans.). In P.
Rabinow (Ed.), The Foucault reader (pp. 32-50). New York: Vintage.

Foucault, M. (1985). History of sexuality: Vol. 2. The use of pleasure (R.
Hurley, Trans.). New York: Pantheon.

Foucault, M. (1986). History of sexuality: Vol. 3. The care of the self (R.
Hurley, Trans.). New York: Pantheon.

Foucault, M. (1994). On the genealogy of ethics: An overview of work in
progress. In P. Rabinow (Ed.), Michel Foucault: Ethics, subjectivity, and
truth, 1954-1984 (Vol. 1, pp. 253-280). New York: New York Press.

Glesne, C. (2007). Research as solidarity. In N. K. Denzin & M. D. Giardina
(Eds.), Ethical futures in qualitative research: Decolonizing the politics of
knowledge (pp. 169—178). Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Grande, S. (2007). Red pedagogy: Indigenizing inquiry or the un-
methodology. In N. K. Denzin & M. D. Giardina (Eds.), Ethical futures in
qualitative research: Decolonizing the politics of knowledge (pp. 133—144).
Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

191



Guilleman, M., & Gillam, L. (2004). Ethics, reflexivity, and “ethically
important moments” in research. Qualitative Inquiry, 10(2), 261-280.

hooks, b. (1990). Yearning: Race, gender, and cultural politics. Boston: South
End Press.

Horwitz, M. (1992). The transformation of American law, 1870-1960.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Jaimes, M. A. (1992). La raza and indigenism: Alternatives to autogenocide
in North America. Global Justice, 3(2-3), 4-19.

Kincheloe, J. L. (2007). Critical pedagogy in the twenty-first century. In P.
McLaren & J. L. Kincheloe (Eds.), Critical pedagogy: Where are we now?
(pp. 9-42). New York: Peter Lang.

Kincheloe, J. L. (2008). Critical pedagogy and the knowledge wars of the
twenty-first century. International Journal of Critical Pedagogy, 1(1), 1-22.

Klein, N. (2007). The shock doctrine: The rise of disaster capitalism. New
York: Metropolitan Books.

Levinas, E. (1988). Useless suffering. In R. Bernasconi & D. Wood (Eds.),
The provocation of Levinas: Rethinking the Other (pp. 156-167). London:
Routledge.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Cannella, G. S. (2007). Ethics and the broader
rethinking/reconceptualization of research as construct. In N. K. Denzin &
M. D. Giardina (Eds.), Ethical futures in qualitative research: Decolonizing
the politics of knowledge (pp. 67—84). Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Tierney, W. G. (2004). Qualitative research and institutional
review boards. Qualitative Inquiry, 10, 219-234.

192



Lorde, A. (1984). Sister outsider. Langhorne, PA: Crossing Press.

Marzano, M. (2007). Informed consent, deception, and research freedom in
qualitative research: A cross-cultural comparison. Qualitative Inquiry,
12(3), 417-436.

Mill, J. S. (1978). On liberty. Indianapolis, IN: Hackett. (Original work
published 1859)

Rabinow, P. (1994). Michel Foucault: Ethics, subjectivity, and truth, 1954—
1984 (Vol. 1). New York: New York Press.

Rigney, L.-1. (1999). Internationalization of an indigenous anticolonial
cultural critique of research methodologies. Wicazo Sa Review, 14(2),
109-121.

Ritchie, J., & Rau, C. (2010). Kia mau ki te wairuatanga: Counter narratives
of early childhood education in Aotearoa. In G. S. Cannella & L. D. Soto
(Eds.), Childhoods: A handbook (pp. 355-373). New York: Peter Lang.

Root, M. (1993). Philosophy of social science: The methods, ideals, and
politics of social inquiry. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Rose, N. (1999). Powers of freedom: Reframing political thought. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Smith, L. T. (1999). Decolonizing methodologies: Research and indigenous
peoples. London: Zed.

Spivak, G. C. (1987). In other worlds: Essays in cultural politics. New York:
Routledge.

Tedlock, B. (2005). The observation of participation and the emergence of
public ethnography. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE

193



handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed., pp. 467-482). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Tilley, S., & Gormley, L. (2007). Canadian university ethics review: Cultural
complications translating principles into practice. Qualitative Inquiry,
13(3), 368-387.

Virury, R., & Cannella, G. S. (2006). A postcolonial critique of the
ethnographic interview: Research analyzes research. In N. K. Denzin & M.
D. Giardina (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry and the conservative challenge (pp.
175-192). Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press.

Walkerdine, V. (1997). Daddy’s girl: Young girls and popular culture.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Weber, M. (1949). Objectivity in social science and social policy. In E. A.
Shils & H. A. Finch (Eds. & Trans.), The methodology of the social
sciences (pp. 50—112). New York: Free Press. (Original work published
1904)

194



Paradigms and Perspectives in
Contention

In Chapter 1, following Egon G. Guba (1990, p. 17), we defined a paradigm
as a basic set of beliefs that guide action. Paradigms deal with first principles
or ultimates. They are human constructions. They define the worldview of the
researcher-as-interpretive bricoleur. These beliefs can never be established in
terms of their ultimate truthfulness. Perspectives, in contrast, are not as
solidified or as well unified as paradigms, although a perspective may share
many elements with a paradigm, for example, a common set of
methodological assumptions or a particular epistemology.

A paradigm encompasses four terms: ethics (axiology), epistemology,
ontology, and methodology. Ethics asks, “How will I be as a moral person in
the world?” Epistemology asks, “How do I know the world?” “What is the
relationship between the inquirer and the known?” Every epistemology, as
Christians (Chapter 3, this volume) indicates, implies an ethical-moral stance
toward the world and the self of the researcher. Ontology raises basic
questions about the nature of reality and the nature of the human being in the
world. Methodology focuses on the best means for gaining knowledge about
the world.

Part IT of the Handbook examines the major paradigms and perspectives that
now structure and organize qualitative research. These paradigms and
perspectives are positivism, postpositivism, critical theory, constructivism,
and participatory action frameworks. (These paradigms parallel Kamberelis,
Dimitriadis, and Welker’s five-figured space model discussed in Chapter 1.)
Alongside these paradigms are the perspectives of feminism (in its multiple
forms), critical race theory, critical pedagogy, cultural studies, queer theory,
Asian epistemologies, disability theories, and transformative, indigenous, and
social justice paradigms. Additional perspectives include new versions of
standpoint theory, as well as posthumanist, materialist discourses. Each of
these perspectives has developed its own criteria, assumptions, and
methodological practices. These practices are then applied to disciplined
inquiry within that framework. The tables in Chapter 5 by Egon Guba,
Yvonna Lincoln, and Susan A. Lynham outline the major differences between
the positivist, postpositivist, critical theory (feminism + race), constructivism,
and participatory (+ postmodern) paradigms.
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We provided a brief discussion of each paradigm and perspective in Chapter
1; here we elaborate them in somewhat more detail. However, before turning
to this discussion, it is important to note three interconnected events. Within
the past decade, the borders and boundary lines between these paradigms and
perspectives have begun to blur. As Lincoln and Guba (2000; see also Guba,
Lincoln, and Lynham, Chapter 5, this volume) observe, the “pedigrees” of
various paradigms are themselves beginning to “interbreed.” However,
although the borders have blurred, perceptions of differences between
perspectives have hardened. Even as this occurs, the discourses of
neoliberalism and methodological conservatism, discussed in our Preface and
in Chapter 1, threaten to narrow the range and effectiveness of qualitative
research practices. Hence, the title of this part, Paradigms and Perspectives in
Contention.

Major Issues Confronting All Paradigms

In Chapter 5, Guba, Lincoln, and Lynham suggest that all paradigms must
confront seven basic, critical issues. These issues involve (1) axiology (ethics
and values), (2) accommodation and commensurability (can paradigms be
fitted into one another), (3) action (what the researcher does in the world), (4)
control (who initiates inquiry, who asks questions), (5) foundations of truth
(foundationalism vs. anti- and nonfoundationalism), (6) validity (traditional
positivist models vs. poststructural-constructionist criteria), and (7) voice,
reflexivity, and postmodern representation (single vs. multivoiced).

Each paradigm takes a different stance on these topics. Of course, the
positivist and postpositivist paradigms provide the backdrop against which
these other paradigms and perspectives operate. They analyze these two
traditions in considerable detail, including their reliance on naive realism,
their dualistic epistemologies, their verificational approach to inquiry, and
their emphasis on reliability, validity, prediction, control, and a building block
approach to knowledge. Guba, Lincoln, and Lynham discuss the inability of
these paradigms to address adequately issues surrounding voice,
empowerment, and praxis. They also allude to the failure to satisfactorily
address the theory- and value-laden nature of facts, the interactive nature of
inquiry, and the fact that the same set of “facts” can support more than one
theory.

Constructivism

According to Guba, Lincoln and Lynham, constructivism adopts a relativist
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ontology (relativism), a transactional epistemology, and a hermeneutic,
dialectical methodology. Users of this paradigm are oriented to the production
of reconstructed understandings of the social world. The traditional positivist
criteria of internal and external validity are replaced by such terms as
trustworthiness and authenticity. Constructivists value transactional
knowledge. Constructivism connects action to praxis and builds on
antifoundational arguments, while encouraging experimental and multivoiced
texts. (There are important parallels with the critical participatory action
research discussed in Chapter 22 by Torre, Stoudt, Manoff, and Fine.)

In the third edition of the Handbook, Douglas Foley and Angela Valenzuela
(2005) offered a history and analysis of critical ethnography, giving special
attention to critical ethnographers who study applied policy and also involve
themselves in political movements. Foley and Valenzuela observe that post-
1960s critical ethnographers began advocating cultural critiques of modern
society. These scholars revolted against positivism and sought to pursue a
politically progressive agenda using multiple standpoint epistemologies.
Various approaches were taken up in this time period, including action
anthropology; global, neo-Marxist, Marxist feminist, and critical
ethnography; and participatory action research. Critical ethnography owes a
debt to feminist theory.

Feminism in the Millennium’s First Decade

In Chapter 6 (this volume), Virginia Olesen observes that feminist qualitative
research, at the dawn of the second decade of this new century, is a highly
diversified and contested site. Already we see multiple articulations of gender
(and race and class) and their enactment in the soon to be post-Obama era.
Competing models blur together on a global scale. But beneath the fray and
the debate, there is agreement that feminist inquiry in the new millennium is
committed to action in the world. Feminists insist that a social justice agenda
address the needs of men and women of color because gender, class, and race
are intimately interconnected. Olesen’s is an impassioned feminism. “Rage is
not enough,” she exclaims. We need “incisive scholarship to frame, direct,
and harness passion in the interests of redressing grievous problems in the
many areas of women’s health” (Olesen, Chapter 6, this volume).

Olesen (Chapter 6, this volume) identified three major strands of feminist
inquiry (standpoint epistemology, empiricist, postmodernism-cultural
studies). A decade later, these strands continued to multiply. Today, separate
feminisms are associated with specific disciplines and with the writings of
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women of color; intersectional feminisms, including the intersection of
racism, sexism, homophobia, transphobia, ableism, xenophobia, and classism;
women problematizing Whiteness; postcolonial, transnational discourse;
decolonizing arguments of indigenous women; lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer and/or questioning (LGBTQ); disabled women;
standpoint theory; and postmaterialist, postmodern, and deconstructive
theory.

Two critical trends emerge from these developments: (1) endarkening,
decolonizing, indigenizing inquiry and (2) an expanding and maturing
intersectionality as a critical approach. This complexity has made the
researcher-participant relationship more complicated. It has destablized the
insider-outsider model of inquiry. Within indigenous spaces, it has produced a
call for the decolonization of the academy. This is linked to a deconstruction
of such traditional terms as experience, difference, and gender.

A gendered decolonizing discourse focuses on the concepts of experience,
difference, bias and objectivity, validity and trustworthiness, voice,
performance, and feminist ethics. On this last point, Olesen’s masterful
chapter elaborates the frameworks presented by Cannella and Lincoln
(Chapter 4) and Christians (Chapter 3) in Part I.

Feminism in the Millennium’s Second Decade

As Marjorie DeVault (Chapter 7, this volume) notes, Virginia Olesen’s
thorough survey of feminist qualitative research at the turn of the millennium
(preceding chapter) masterfully illustrates the highly diversified, contentious,
dynamic, and challenging fields of feminist research practices. For Olesen
feminism’s strength lies in its transformative effective on knowledge: Whose
knowledges? Where and how is knowledge obtained, by whom, from whom,
and for what purposes? DeVault moves Olesen’s history into the
millennium’s second decade. She argues that it is clear that feminist critiques
have been influential throughout the wide field of qualitative research; those
critiques provide a foundation for analyses (within and beyond feminist
scholarship) that are reflexive, attentive to diversity, engaged (often
passionately so), open to feeling and other elements of human experience
often repressed in scholarly work, and presented strategically to effect
change.

Her discussion extends Olesen’s discussion of these “transformative”
developments, focusing on four strands of current feminist work: visual
methodologies in the service of feminist projects, online/digital topics and
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methods, institutional ethnography, and feminist disability studies. The
millennium’s second decade has brought new possibilities and challenges,
both inside and outside of the academy. Despite questions about the value of
liberal arts education, budget cuts, and management regimes that subject both
professors and students to new accountability practices, access to higher
education has in other ways continued to widen. More first-generation
students are entering colleges and universities, people with disabilities are
insisting on their rights to access and appropriate accommodations, and
student bodies and faculties are increasingly international.

Feminist researchers have contributed in very significant ways to the
development of this more inclusive academic world. Academics are also
increasingly interested in the possibilities of “public scholarship”; feminist
scholars, like others, have sought ways of addressing wider audiences, and
they continue to explore modes of scholarship that can be put to use in
projects of feminist activism (Olesen, Chapter 6, this volume). Outside the
academy, there are new possibilities for communication (and surveillance) in
the rapid development of digital technologies, and there is a new emphasis, in
the STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) fields, on
developing the talents of girls and women. Both within and outside the
academy, the growing acceptance of transgender people has opened new
possibilities for gender identification and expression and raised important
questions about feminist community and inclusion in feminist projects.1

Women throughout the world also face deepening crises related to health and
social welfare, militarization and armed conflicts, and the urgent matter of
global climate change. And women throughout the world continue to organize
to meet those challenges, in local communities and transnationally.

Feminist qualitative researchers pursue their work within these contexts,
drawing on established methods and core feminist insights and also reaching
for creative responses to new challenges. As is evident throughout this
volume, they continue to innovate, not only in the ways DeVault has
discussed but also through lines of work developed through allied critical
traditions in postcolonial and critical race studies, new queer methodologies,
and performance ethnography. Each of these strands of feminist research is
growing and developing at least in part because of new topics and
possibilities opened by emergent technologies that are reshaping the social
world and the contexts for our work.

DeVault argues that whether those hopes are realized will depend not only on
the scholars who are closest to those realities but also on whether and how
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Western feminist scholars can usefully critique and revise their critical
traditions.

Critical Race Theory

As Jamel Donnor and Gloria Ladson-Billings (Chapter 8, this volume) note,
critical race theory (CRT) appeared in legal journals and texts more than 20
years ago. Its genealogy is one of both scholarship and activism. CRT is
committed to social justice and a revolutionary habitus. CRT is a set of
theories—not one unified theory. These theories rely on intersectionality (i.e.,
the nexus of race, gender, class, etc.), a critique of liberalism, the use of
critical social science, a combination of structural and poststructural analysis,
the denial of neutrality in scholarship, and the incorporation of storytelling or,
more precisely, “counternarratives” to speak back against dominant
discourses. They use this last tenet—counternarratives—as a qualitative
research strategy in this era, which they term “the postracial imaginary.”

They focus their analysis on the meaning of the “call,” those epiphanic
moments when people of color are reminded that they are locked into a
hierarchical racial structure. Critical race theorists experiment with multiple
interpretive strategies, ranging from storytelling to autoethnography, case
studies, textual and narrative analyses, traditional fieldwork, and, most
important, collaborative, action-based inquiries and studies of race, gender,
law, education, and racial oppression in daily life. Inquiry for social justice is
the goal.

CRT scholars take observations (of classrooms, of interactions, of
communities, etc.) and close readings (of journals, of letters, of official
documents, etc.) and provide muted and missing voices that ask questions and
propose alternative explanations. The use of a CRT lens is not meant to twist
or distort reality. Rather, CRT is meant to bring an alternative perspective to
racialized subjects so that voices on the social margins are amplified. Critical
race theory is not about special pleadings or race baiting, as some may argue.
It is also not the “hot,” “new,” or “sexy” paradigm that makes a scholar seem
more cutting edge or avant-garde. It is about the serious business of
permanent and systemic racism that ultimately diminishes the democratic
project. It is about dispelling notions of color-blindness and postracial
imaginings so that we can better understand and remedy the disparities that
are prevalent in our society. It is one of the tools we can use to assert that race
still matters.

For justice to happen, the academy must change; it must embrace the
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principles of decolonization. A reconstructed university will become a home
for racialized others, a place where indigenous, liberating empowering
pedagogies have become commonplace.

In their chapter on “The Sacred and Spiritual Nature of Endarkened
Transnational Feminist Praxis in Qualitative Research” in the fourth edition
of the Handbook, Cynthia B. Dillard and Chinwe Okpalaoka (2011) radically
extended the spaces of CRT. They opened up a paradigm that embodies
cultural and spiritual understandings. Their endarkened framework
foregrounds spirituality, with links to Africa and the African diaspora. An
endarkened feminist epistemology intersects with the historical and
contemporary contexts of oppression for African ascendant woman. Under
this model, research is a moral responsibility. It honors the wisdom,
spirituality, and critical interventions of transnational Black women. These
are powerful recipes for action.

Indigenous Methodologies and Decolonizing
Research

In the third edition of this Handbook, Linda Tuhiwai Smith (2005), a Ma ori
scholar, discussed research in and on indigenous communities, the assembly
of those who have witnessed, been excluded from, and have survived
modernity and imperialism. She analyzed how indigenous peoples, the native
Other, have been historically vulnerable to neocolonial research. Recently, as
part of the decolonization process, indigenous communities have begun to
resist hegemonic research and to reinvent new research methodologies.

Ma ori scholars have developed a research approach known as Kaupapa

Ma ori. In the third edition, Smith (2005) and Bishop (2005) outlined this
approach, which makes research a highly political activity.

In indigenous communities, research ethics involve establishing and
maintaining nurturing reciprocal and respectful relationships. This ethical
framework is very much at odds with the Western, institutional review board
apparatus, with its informed consent forms. Indigenous research activity
offers genuine utopian hope for creating and living in a more just and humane
social world.

For Russell Bishop, Kaupapa Ma ori creates the conditions for self-
determination. It emphasizes five issues of power that become criteria for
evaluating research. These criteria involve initiation, benefits, representation,
legitimation, and accountability. Indigenous researchers should initiate, not be
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the subject of someone else’s research. The community should benefit from
the research, which should represent the voices of indigenous peoples. The
indigenous community should have the power to legitimate and produce the
research texts that are written and to hold researchers accountable for what is
written. When these five criteria are answered in the affirmative, empowering
knowledge is created, allowing indigenous persons to free themselves from
neocolonial domination.

Margaret Kovach’s chapter on indigenous methodologies (Chapter 9, this
volume) is written in the form of a letter to a research class. Her story and
chapter embody the principles outlined by Smith and Bishop. She begins,

Dear Reader,

I write to you from my office in Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, Canada. It is
a winter day and I can see the snow falling lightly outside my window.
At —12 Celsius, it is warm, if overcast, for January in Saskatoon. I am an
Indigenous faculty member at the University of Saskatchewan, and my
family and I make our home in Saskatoon. It is a city nestled along the
banks of the Saskatchewan River and sits upon the Indigenous lands
within Treaty Six territories and the Métis homeland. I give my
acknowledgment to the original people of this land from where I write
these thoughts to you. I am a person of Cree and Saulteaux descent from
southern Saskatchewan. My ancestors were signatories to Treaty Four.
The Indigenous peoples of Saskatchewan include the Cree, Saulteaux,
the Dene, the Dakota, the Lakota, and the Métis. My name is Margaret
Kovach. My Cree name is Sakawew pisim iskwew.

I am an Indigenous academic who teaches a graduate course on
Indigenous research. The research course I teach, ERES 810.3
“Indigenous Research, Epistemology, and Methods,” has finished for last
semester, and I sit contemplating what I have learned from my students.

She asks, “What exactly does Indigenous research mean?” “How do you do
Indigenous methodologies?” “Can Indigenous methodologies exist in a
Western academy?” She notes that while the academic landscape may seem
more receptive to indigenous knowledges and research in the 2016 Canadian
context, a lingering colonizing desire creates risky terrain for indigenous
knowledges and research within Western institutions of higher learning.

She ends her letter by encouraging her students to think deeply about tribal
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knowledges, to be respectful about knowing in general, and about how
knowledge is reproduced within a cultural embeddedness. She urges her
reader to travel back on the epistemological roadway to clarify the
presumptions that frame their research practices. She emphasizes that it is
necessary to value one’s own story. They need to be capable and confident in
their comprehension of indigeneity. They need to demonstrate a decolonizing
consciousness that is mindful of the colonial gaze.

She closes,

No doubt, choosing tribal ways will invite encounters with blurred edges
and trickster energy, but I am not worried; I know you are up to the task.
I leave it there for now ... ekosi.

With deep gratitude and respect, Maggie

Critical Pedagogy

Multiple critical theories and Marxist or neo-Marxist models now circulate
within the discourses of qualitative research. In Guba, Lincoln, and Lynham’s
framework, this paradigm, in its many formulations, articulates an ontology
based on historical realism, an epistemology that is transactional and a
methodology that is both dialogic and dialectical. In Chapter 10, the late Joe
L. Kincheloe, Peter McLaren, Shirley Steinberg, and Lilia D. Monz¢ trace the
history of critical research (and Marxist theory) from the Frankfurt school
through more recent transformations in poststructural, postmodern, feminist,
critical pedagogy, and cultural studies theory. In an answer to this confusion,
they observe that the question of what constitutes critical theory, critical
pedagogy, and critical research is one that today has become more difficult
than ever to answer. They offer an ever-evolving criticality that “engages the
current crisis of humanity, all life forms, and the Earth that sustains us.” This
is a criticality that, through its various theories and research approaches,
maintains its focus on a critique for social justice.

Critical theorists critique normalized notions of democracy, freedom,
opportunity structures, and social justice. They denounce systems of power
and domination, including the transnational capitalist class and the political
structures that support them. Critical theorists pursue questions of racism,
sexism, heteronormativity, gender oppression, religious intolerance, and other
systems of oppression.
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They outline a critical theory, a bricolage, which they call critical humility, an
evolving criticality for the new millennium, beginning with the assumption
that the societies of the West are not unproblematically democratic and free.
They offer a critical pedagogy for social research. After Paolo Freire, it turns
teachers and students into critical researchers. Their version of critical theory
rejects economic determinism and focuses on the media, culture, language,
power, desire, critical enlightenment, and critical emancipation. Their
framework embraces a critical hermeneutics.

They read instrumental rationality as one of the most repressive features of
contemporary society. Building on Paulo Freire, Karl Marx, Max Weber,
Mikhail Bakhtin, and Jiirgen Habermas, they present a critical, pragmatic
approach to texts and their relationships to lived experience. This leads to a
“resistance” version of critical theory, a version connected to critical
ethnography and partisan, critical inquiry committed to social criticism and
the empowerment of individuals. As bricoleurs, critical theorists seek to
produce practical, pragmatic knowledge, a bricolage that is cultural and
structural, judged by its degree of historical situatedness and its ability to
produce praxis or action.

Within the context of multiple critical theories and multiple critical
pedagogies, a critical research bricolage serves to create an equitable research
field. Like Olesen’s Chapter 6, this chapter is a call to arms. Getting mad is
no longer enough. We must learn how to act in the world in ways that allow

us to expose the workings of an invisible empire that leaves even more
children behind.

Methodologies for Cultural Studies in an Age of
New Technologies

Cultural studies cannot be contained within a single framework. There are
multiple cultural studies projects, including those connected to the
Birmingham school and the work of Stuart Hall and his associates (see
Grossberg, 2010; Hall, 1996). Cultural studies research is historically self-
reflective, critical, interdisciplinary, conversant with high theory, and focused
on the global and the local; it takes into account historical, political,
economic, cultural, and everyday discourses. It focuses on “questions of
community, identity, agency, and change” (Grossberg & Pollock, 1998).

In its generic form, cultural studies involves an examination of how the
history people live is produced by structures that have been handed down
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from the past. Each version of cultural studies is joined by a threefold concern
with cultural texts, lived experience, and the articulated relationship between
texts and everyday life. Within the cultural text tradition, some scholars
examine the mass media and popular culture as sites where history, ideology,
and subjective experiences come together. These scholars produce critical
ethnographies of the audience in relation to particular historical moments.
Other scholars read texts as sites where hegemonic meanings are produced,
distributed, and consumed. Within the ethnographic tradition, there is a
postmodern concern for the social text and its production.

The disciplinary boundaries that define cultural studies keep shifting, and
there is no agreed upon standard genealogy of its emergence as a serious
academic discipline. Nonetheless, there are certain prevailing tendencies,
including feminist understandings of the politics of the everyday and the
personal; disputes between proponents of textualism, ethnography, and
autoethnography; and continued debates surrounding the dreams of modern
citizenship.

The open-ended nature of the cultural studies project leads to a perpetual
resistance against attempts to impose a single definition over the entire
project. There are critical-Marxist, constructionist, and postpositivist
paradigmatic strands within the formation, as well as emergent feminist and
ethnic models. Scholars within the cultural studies project are drawn to
historical realism and relativism as their ontology, to transactional
epistemologies and dialogic methodologies, while remaining committed to a
historical and structural framework that is action oriented.

In their 2011 chapter on cultural studies in this Handbook, Michael D.
Giardina and Josh L. Newman outlined a performative, embodied,
poststructural, contextualist, and globalized cultural studies project. They
located the bodies of cultural studies within a post-9/11 militarization of
culture, a destabilized Middle East, and endless wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.
Cultural studies’ bodies are under duress, assailed by heteronormative logics
of consumption, racism, and gender oppression. Drawing on their own
research, Giardina and Newman outlined a methodological program for a
radically embodied cultural studies that is defined by its interest in lived,
discursive, and contextual dimensions of reality, weaving back and forth
between culturalist and realist agendas.

Theirs is a historically embodied, physical cultural studies. It works outward
from the politically located body, locating that body in those historical
structures that overdetermine meaning, identity, and opportunity. They seek a
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performative cultural studies that makes the world visible in ways that
implement the goals of social justice and radical, progressive democracy.
Thus, they move back and forth between the local and the global, the cultural
and the real, the personal and the political, the embodied and the
performative.

In Chapter 11 (this volume), Paula Saukko returns to and extends the themes
that defined her chapter on cultural studies in the third edition of the
Handbook. She argued that the distinctive feature of cultural studies was the
way in which it combined a hermeneutic interest in lived experiences; a
poststructuralist analysis of discourses, which mediate our experiences; and a
conjunctural/realist investigation of historical, social, and political structures
of power (Grossberg, 2010; Saukko, 2005). She continues to think that the
focus on the interaction between the lived, the discursive, and the
conjunctural is important for any critical cultural and social study.

However, times have changed in the past decade. Today new technologies,
scarcely imagined a decade ago, mediate everyday lives, the global economy,
and research itself. The most obvious of such new technologies are digital
media, but they also include new medical technologies, ranging from online,
commercial genetic tests to new reproductive technologies, which are argued
to transform “life itself.”

She shows how the legacy of cultural studies (CS) helps to critically analyze
social life in the age of new technologies. The new technologies push CS in
new methodological directions, or areas: Individuals not only interpret texts
but also create meanings and practices themselves through digital devices and
platforms designed by (mainly) commercial companies. This new situation
directs attention to analyzing discourses embodied in the often taken-for-
granted design of, for example, digital platforms guiding meanings and
actions. This methodological focus on material infrastructures and artifacts,
which shape our lives, research, and economies, articulates the “materialistic,
“ontological,” and “affective” turns in cultural and social studies. The task
then becomes to map the different elements that come together to “configure”
or “enact” a specific experience of, for example, illness or a virtual world.

The CS principle of analyzing any topic in relation to “conjuncture” (i.e., the
historical, political formation of the times) accounts for the critical edge of the
paradigm. The challenge when studying new technologies is that the current
conjuncture, described by terms, such as network society or lifeworld, is
facilitated or underpinned by technologies.
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For Saukko (and we agree), the contribution of cultural studies and science
and technology studies (STS) for general social methods is a sharp focus on
how methods and associated validities and technologies configure realities.
STS is strong in examining how the nuts and bolts of technologies and
politics shape realities. Cultural studies is at its best in reflecting on the broad
political and epistemic agendas that underpin methods. However, both
paradigms help to abandon the positivist pretense that methods accurately or
validly represent the reality. By examining how methods and associated
validities configure realities, CS and STS highlight their contradictions and
hidden agendas and, following Donna Haraway’s classic agenda (Haraway,
1988), pave the way for responsible research, which asks what kind of
realities our work helps to create and for whom.

Critical Humanism and Queer/Quare Theory

Critical race theory brought race and the concept of a complex racial subject
squarely into qualitative inquiry. It remained for queer theory to do the same
—namely, to question and deconstruct the concept of a unified sexual (and
racialized) subject. In his 2005 chapter in the Handbook, Ken Plummer took
queer theory in a somewhat new direction. He wrote from his own biography,
a postgay humanist, a sort of feminist, a little queer, a critical humanist who
wants to move on. He contended that in the postmodern moment, certain
terms, like family, and much of our research methodology language are
obsolete. He calls them zombie categories. They are no longer needed. They
are dead.

With the arrival of queer theory, the social sciences are in a new space. This is
the age of postmodern fragmentation, globalization, and posthumanism,
postmaterialist realities. This is a time for new research styles, styles that take
up the reflexive queer, polyphonic, narrative, ethical turn. Plummer’s critical
humanism, with its emphasis on symbolic interactionism, pragmatism,
democratic thinking, storytelling, moral progress, and social justice, enters
this space. It is committed to reducing human suffering, to an ethics of care
and compassion, a politics of respect, and the importance of trust.

His queer theory is radical. It encourages the postmodernization of sexual and
gender studies. It deconstructs all conventional categories of sexuality and
gender. It is transgressive, gothic, and romantic. It challenges the
heterosexual/homosexual binary; the deviance paradigm is abandoned. His
queer methodology takes the textual turn seriously and endorses subversive
ethnographies, scavenger methodologies, ethnographic performances, and
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queered case studies.

By troubling the place of the homo-heterosexual binary in everyday life,
queer theory has created spaces for multiple discourses on gay, bisexual,
transgendered, and lesbian subjects. This means researchers must examine
how any social arena is structured, in part, by this homo-hetero dichotomy.
They must ask how the epistemology of the closet is central to the sexual and
material practices of everyday life. Queer theory challenges this
epistemology, just as it deconstructs the notion of unified subjects. Queerness
becomes a topic and a resource for investigating the way group boundaries
are created, negotiated, and changed. Institutional and historical analyses are
central to this project, for they shed light on how the self and its identities are
embedded in institutional and cultural practices.

In a short postscript to his 2005 chapter, Plummer asked, in this current
moment, “Is a global critical humanism possible—Is it possible to generate a
transnational queer studies?” And, if so, what would it look like? He calls for
a cosmopolitan methodology, a methodological open mindedness, a respect,
and a willingness to listen, learn, and dialogue across the spaces of intimate
citizenship.

This is the space Bryant Alexander steps into. In Chapter 12 (this volume), he
offers a series of terms: queer-worldmaking, queer of color critique analysis,
quare studies, politics of disidentification, critical performative praxis of
queer worldmaking, indigenous queers, and queer diaspora. Consider how he
opens his chapter:

My partner and I have been together for over 18 years.

He struggles with the word queer—as do I at times....

But queer is a term that we both resist.

I even resist the term as I write about in/as queer theory.

I resist the word queer even as I now recognize;

queer as a term of resistance,

queer as a term of subversion,
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queer as a term of appropriation,
queer as a term of recuperation,
queer as a term of denaturalizing, and

queer as a term of indeterminacy.

I resist the term queer because the hatefulness of its use in my childhood,
as with my partner, a usage that still resonates with us—still ringing in
our ears, sizzling beneath the surface of our skin, and sutured to those
deep places and conditions under which we came to know ourselves in
relation to family, culture, and society. So I engage in writing about
queer theory from a quare critical perspective, not queer as a reference
to my sexuality but queer in a race-informed place and critical in that
way in which I believe queer theory belongs to critical social theory.

This view allows Alexander to think of queer theory as a critical methodology
of engagements, but after Plummer, he wants to playfully queer that presumed
truism to write the following: Research—Ilike life—is queer, a messy affair.
Queer theory remaps the terrains of race, gender, identity, and cultural
studies.

E. Patrick Johnson (2001) uses the word quare (after his grandmother) to
denote something or someone who is odd, irregular, or slight off kilter—
definitions in keeping with traditional understandings and uses of queer. He
offers a quare of color critique as an embodied praxis, in theories of flesh.

Bryant ends with these comments: To claim membership in a queer
community is to embrace the particularity of desire while being critical of all
the social and historical factors that might seek to regulate and suppress that
desire. At the end of each workday, he and his partner go home to a house
that blends and bleeds the borders of time and space built on a queer love, in
Black and White, always striving to engage empathic dialogues of difference.
Here is a space defined by Plumer’s critical humanism, the spaces of intimate
citizenship, love, and community.

Conclusions

The researcher-as-interpretive bricoleur cannot afford to be a stranger to any
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of the paradigms and perspectives discussed in Part II of the Handbook. The
researcher must understand the basic ethical, ontological, epistemological,
and methodological assumptions of each and be able to engage them in
dialogue. The differences between paradigms and perspectives have
significant and important implications at the practical, material, everyday
level. The blurring of paradigm differences is likely to continue, as long as
proponents continue to come together to discuss their differences, while
seeking to build on those areas where they are in agreement.

It is also clear that there is no single “truth.” All truths are partial and
incomplete. There will be no single conventional paradigm, as Lincoln and
Guba (2000) argue, to which all social scientists might ascribe. We occupy a
historical moment marked by multivocality, contested meanings,
paradigmatic controversies, and new textual forms. This is an age of
emancipation, freedom from the confines of a single regime of truth,
emancipation from seeing the world in one color.

Note

1. For discussion and further resources, see http://bcrw.barnard.edu/feminism-
gender-justice-and-trans-inclusion-web-resources/.
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Paradigmatic Controversies,
Contradictions, and Emerging
Confluences, Revisited

Yvonna S. Lincoln, Susan A. Lynham, and Egon G. Guba

In our chapter for the first edition of the Handbook of Qualitative Research
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994), we focused on the contention among various
research paradigms for legitimacy and intellectual and paradigmatic
hegemony. The postmodern paradigms that we discussed (postmodernist,
critical theory, and constructivism)1 were in contention with the received
positivist and postpositivist paradigms for legitimacy and with one another for
intellectual legitimacy. In the 15 years that have elapsed since that chapter
was published, substantial changes have occurred in the landscape of social
scientific inquiry. On the matter of legitimacy, we observe that readers
familiar with the literature on methods and paradigms reflect a high interest in
ontologies and epistemologies that differ sharply from those undergirding
conventional social science, including, but not limited to, feminist theories,
critical race and ethnic studies, queer theory, border theories, postcolonial
ontologies and epistemologies, and poststructural and postmodern work.
Second, even those established professionals trained in quantitative social
science (including the two of us) want to learn more about qualitative
approaches because new professionals being mentored in graduate schools are
asking serious questions about and looking for guidance in qualitatively
oriented studies and dissertations. Third, the number of qualitative texts,
research papers, workshops, and training materials has exploded. Indeed, it
would be difficult to miss the distinct turn of the social sciences toward more
interpretive, postmodern, and critical practices and theorizing (Bloland, 1989,
1995). This nonpositivist orientation has created a context (surround) in
which virtually no study can go unchallenged by proponents of contending
paradigms. Furthermore, it is obvious that the number of practitioners of new
paradigm inquiry is growing daily. The legitimacy of postpositivist and
postmodern paradigms is well established and at least equal to the legitimacy
of received and conventional paradigms (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994).

On the matter of hegemony, or supremacy, among postmodern paradigms, it
is clear that Clifford Geertz’s (1988, 1993) prophecy about the “blurring of
genres” is rapidly being fulfilled. Inquiry methodology can no longer be
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treated as a set of universally applicable rules or abstractions.

Methodology is inevitably interwoven with and emerges from the nature of
particular disciplines (such as sociology and psychology) and particular
perspectives (such as Marxism, feminist theory, and queer theory). So, for
instance, we can read feminist critical theorists such as Virginia Olesen
(2000; Chapter 7, this volume) and Patricia Lather (2007) or queer theorists
such as Joshua Gamson (2000), or we can follow arguments about teachers as
researchers (Kincheloe, 1991) while we understand the secondary text to be
teacher empowerment and democratization of schooling practices. Indeed, the
various paradigms are beginning to “interbreed” such that two theorists
previously thought to be in irreconcilable conflict may now appear, under a
different theoretical rubric, to be informing one another’s arguments. A
personal example is our own work, which has been heavily influenced by
action research practitioners and postmodern and poststructural critical
theorists. Consequently, to argue that it is paradigms that are in contention is
probably less useful than to probe where and how paradigms exhibit
confluence and where and how they exhibit differences, controversies, and
contradictions. As the field or fields of qualitative research mature and
continue to add both methodological and epistemological as well as political
sophistication, new linkages will, we believe, be found, and emerging
similarities in interpretive power and focus will be discovered.

Major Issues Confronting All Paradigms

In our chapter in the first edition of this Handbook, we presented two tables
that summarized our positions, first, on the axiomatic nature of paradigms
(the paradigms we considered at that time were positivism, postpositivism,
critical theory, and constructivism; Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 109, Table 6.1);
and second, on the issues we believed were most fundamental to
differentiating the four paradigms (p. 112, Table 6.2). These tables are
reproduced here in slightly different form as a way of reminding our readers
of our previous statements. The axioms defined the ontological,
epistemological, and methodological bases for both established and emergent
paradigms; these are shown here in Table 5.1. The issues most often in
contention were inquiry aim, nature of knowledge, the way knowledge is
accumulated, goodness (rigor and validity) or quality criteria, values, ethics,
voice, training (the nature of preparatory work that goes into preparing a
researcher to engage in responsible and reflective fieldwork),
accommodation, and hegemony; these are shown in Table 5.2. An
examination of these two tables will reacquaint the reader with our original
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Handbook treatment; more detailed information is, of course, available in our
original chapter. Readers will notice that in the interim, Susan Lynham has
joined us in creating a new and more substantial version of one of the tables,
one that takes into account both our own increasing understandings and her
work with us and students in enlarging the frames of reference for new
paradigm work.

Since publication of that chapter, at least one set of authors, John Heron and
Peter Reason, has elaborated on our tables to include the
participatory/cooperative paradigm (Heron, 1996; Heron & Reason, 1997,
pp. 289-290). Thus, in addition to the paradigms of positivism,
postpositivism, critical theory, and constructivism, we add the participatory
paradigm in the present chapter (this is an excellent example, we might add,
of the hermeneutic elaboration so embedded in our own view, constructivism;
see, e.g., Guba 1990, 1996). Our aim here is to extend the analysis further by
building on Heron and Reason’s additions and by rearranging the issues to
reflect current thought. The issues we have chosen include our original
formulations and the additions, revisions, and amplifications made by Heron
and Reason (1997) as well as by Lynham, and we have also chosen what we
believe to be the issues most important today. We should note that important
means several things to us. An important topic may be one that is widely
debated (or even hotly contested)—validity is one such issue. An important
issue may be one that bespeaks a new awareness (an issue such as recognition
of the role of values). An important issue may be one that illustrates the
influence of one paradigm on another (such as the influence of feminist,
action research, critical theory, and participatory models on researcher
conceptions of action within and with the community in which research is
carried out). Or issues may be important because new or extended theoretical
or field-oriented treatments for them are newly available—voice and
reflexivity are two such issues. Important may also indicate that new or
emerging treatments contradict earlier formulations in such a way that debates
about method, paradigms, or ethics take the forefront once again, resulting in
rich and fruitful conversations about what it means to do qualitative work.
Important sometimes foregrounds larger social movements that undermine
qualitative research in the name of science or that declare there is only one
form of science that deserves the name (National Research Council, 2002).
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4- Entries in this column are based on Heron and Reason (1997).

Table 5.3 reprises the original Table 8.3 but adds the axioms of the
participatory paradigm proposed by Heron and Reason (1997). Table 5.4
deals with seven issues and represents an update of selected issues first
presented in the old Table 8.4. Voice in the 1994 version of Table 5.2 has
been renamed inquirer posture, and we have inserted a redefined voice in the

current table.
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4 Entries in this column are based on Heron and Reason (1997), except
for “ethics” and “values.”

In all cases except inquirer posture, the entries for the participatory paradigm
are those proposed by Heron and Reason; in the one case not covered by
them, we have added a notation that we believe captures their intention. We
make no attempt here to reprise the material well discussed in our earlier
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handbook chapter. Instead, we focus primarily on the issues in Table 5.4:
axiology; accommodation and commensurability; action; control; foundations
of truth and knowledge; validity; and voice, reflexivity, and postmodern
textual representation. In addition, we take up the issues of cumulation and
mixed methods since both prompt some controversy and friendly debate
within the qualitative camp. We believe these issues to be the most important
at this time. While we believe these issues to be the most contentious, we also
believe they create the intellectual, theoretical, and practical space for
dialogue, consensus, and confluence to occur. There is great potential for
interweaving of viewpoints, for the incorporation of multiple perspectives,
and for borrowing, or bricolage, where borrowing seems useful, richness-
enhancing, or theoretically heuristic. For instance, even though we are
ourselves social constructivists or constructionists, our call to action
embedded in the authenticity criteria we elaborated in Fourth Generation
Evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1989) reflects strongly the bent to action
embodied in critical theorists’ and participatory action research perspectives
well outlined in the earlier editions (Kemmis & McTaggart, 2000; Kincheloe
& McLaren, 2000). And although Heron and Reason have elaborated a model
they call the cooperative paradigm, careful reading of their proposal reveals a
form of inquiry that is postpostpositive, postmodern, and criticalist in
orientation.

As a result, the reader familiar with several theoretical and paradigmatic
strands of research will find that echoes of many streams of thought come
together in the extended table. What this means is that the categories, as
Laurel Richardson (personal communication, September 12, 1998) has
pointed out, “are fluid, indeed what should be a category keeps altering,
enlarging.” She notes that “even as [we] write, the boundaries between the
paradigms are shifting.” This is the paradigmatic equivalent of the Geertzian
“blurring of genres” to which we referred earlier, and we regard this blurring
and shifting as emblematic of a dynamism that is critical if we are to see
qualitative research begin to have an impact on policy formulation or on the
redress of social ills.

Our own position is that of the constructionist camp, loosely defined. We do
not believe that criteria for judging either “reality” or validity are absolutist
(Bradley & Schaefer, 1998); rather, they are derived from community
consensus regarding what is “real”: what is useful and what has meaning
(especially meaning for action and further steps) within that community, as
well as for that particular piece of research (Lather, 2007; Lather & Smithies,
1997). We believe that a goodly portion of social phenomena consists of the
meaning-making activities of groups and individuals around those
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phenomena. The meaning-making activities themselves are of central interest
to social constructionists and constructivists simply because it is the meaning-
making, sense-making, attributional activities that shape action (or inaction).
The meaning-making activities themselves can be changed when they are
found to be incomplete, faulty (e.g., discriminatory, oppressive, or
nonliberatory), or malformed (created from data that can be shown to be
false). We have tried, however, to incorporate perspectives from other major
nonpositivist paradigms. This is not a complete summation; space constraints
prevent that. What we hope to do in this chapter is to acquaint readers with
the larger currents, arguments, dialogues, and provocative writings and
theorizing, the better to see perhaps what we ourselves do not even yet see:
where and when confluence is possible, where constructive rapprochement
might be negotiated, where voices are beginning to achieve some harmony.
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