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ENGL 815: Feminist Communitarian Moral/Ethical Framework

“presumes a researcher who builds a reciprocal, collaborative, trusting, and friendly relations with the persons he or she is studying.” (Denzin, 2003, p. xii)

INTRO: While planning my dissertation project, a narrative examination of the significance of English language and communication in the lives of self-identified queer Japanese, I often considered the difficulties inherent in being a researcher from the outside looking in. In other words, how could I possibly minimize or reduce my own ethnocentric analyses while also accepting the limitations of my own etic perspective? 


Denzin and Linclon write:

In the feminist communitarian model, as with the model of participatory action research
 advocated by Greenwood and Levin, Fine and Weis, Smith, Bishop, and Kemmis and McTaggart, participants have a coequal say in how research should be conducted, what should be studied, which methods should be used, what findings are valid and acceptable, how these findings are to be implemented, and how the consequences of such action are to be assessed. Spaces for disagreement are recognized, and discourse aims for mutual understanding and for the honoring of moral commitments. (2005, p.36)

When asked by colleagues how I planned to analyze data for this project, I suggest that participants would do most of the analysis themselves. As this generally invites puzzled looks I explain that participants will help identify what is, in Denzin and Lincoln’s words, “valuable and acceptable” by discussing their own writing and developing auto-ethnographies as well as providing reflective feedback on fellow participants’ writing. This is one way I can supplement a solely etic analysis with Japanese voices themselves.

The feminist communitarian model is:

1. an approach to research that might be compared to a Hippocratic Oath for a physician, a “first do no harm” mindfulness possessed by the researcher, ever motivated to treat participants with the utmost respect and to create a community with them, rather than view them merely as subjects. 

2. to implement this model is to adopt a way of being, a way of thinking about one’s research and the role of participant and researcher, a way of crafting research so that it meets specific ethical standards, for example: “From the perspective of a feminist communitarian ethics, interpretive discourse is authentically sufficient when it fulfills three conditions: it represents multiple voices, enhances moral discernment, and promotes social transformation” (Christians, 2005, p.152; see also Christians, 2000). 

3. Denzin and Christians, perhaps the most prolific proponents of this model in the literature, explain the concept of multiple voices as recognizing and honoring the need for diversity in research; moral discernment is to offer a new way of examining a topic or showing it to one’s audience; to promote social transformation is to raise the social consciousness of the audience. 

4. I like the above description as it implies opportunity for empowerment, as Finke writes: “Most feminist teachers, when they talk about teaching, speak of a desire to “empower” the learner to tell her own stories, rather than parroting those of the dominant culture. Even more specifically, they seek to give “voice” to those who have been silenced and alienated by traditional pedagogical practices that privilege hierarchy, authority, “rigor,” and exclusivity, and that value abstract and objective knowledge over subjective and experiential knowledge” (1993, p.12). My need to illuminate, reveal, and illustrate ideas as a researcher is enacted via my desire to guide participants to do the same, and such guidance calls on me to also be a teacher, and as such, to enact a critical and feminist communitarian approach.

5. Is this approach commensurate with critical methodologies? Lather writes: “Critical methodology may be defined as scholarship done for explicit political, utopian purposes, a discourse of critique and criticism, a politics of liberation, a reflexive discourse constantly in search of an open-ended, subversive, multi-voiced, participatory epistemology” (2007, pp.x-xi). 
In my own research:  It is from here that I proceed with my research in order to establish a collaborative and communicative relationship with my participants that might not always fulfill my expectations as researcher, but that must be meaningful and valuable exactly as it unfolds (see Ellwood, 2006 for a discussion of reflexivity). One significant influence this model will have on this project is the highly collaborative nature of the participation process. After composing the research narrative, participants are asked to reflect on other participants’ work via the project blog and answer a set of questions. This will allow them to adopt a researcher’s gaze and provide a space for them to write about their experiences and to express their ideas and opinions. Of particular importance is the ability of participants to read and respond to other participants’ work. This allows feedback through a specific cultural filter that I could not possibly perform. It is my hope that adopting such a framework and adjusting my methodological approach accordingly both enhances the experience for participants and enriches the data for discussion.
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QUESTION: Think for a moment of your current research question for your dissertation. In what ways might adopting this framework of care be (in)appropriate for your own project? Jot down some ideas:








QUESTION: What do you think FCMF means? What do the words themselves mean to you? Jot down a few ideas.
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Communitarian
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Framework











� See � HYPERLINK "http://carbon.cudenver.edu/~mryder/itc/act_res.html" ��http://carbon.cudenver.edu/~mryder/itc/act_res.html� and � HYPERLINK "http://web.gc.cuny.edu/che/start.htm" ��http://web.gc.cuny.edu/che/start.htm� for a great list of action research resources and articles: “Interested in social inquiry that documents (in)justice in educational opportunities, sexual and reproductive freedoms, mass incarceration, health disparities, and knowledge production, the work of PAR deliberately inverts who constructs research questions, designs, methods, interpretations and products” (Fine, n.d.)





