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The academic publication process, through authors, reviewers, and editors, has legitimized

scholarship that obfuscates the role of racism in determining health and health care. This

renders racism less visible and thus less accessible as a preventable etiology of inequity.
—Boyd et al. (2020)

Like many around the world, at the Journal of Mixed Methods Research (JMMR) we and our
colleagues have been dismayed by continued acts of violence and police brutality committed
against Black people and people of color. For many non-Black people, the highly publicized
deaths of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Elijah McClain, and Sandra Bland, among many oth-
ers (Cable News Network, 2020; National Public Radio, 2020), was a jarring wake-up to the
fact that structural racism is deeply entrenched in the fabric of U.S. society. The case of French
Malian Adama Traoré, a Black man who died in police custody (The Guardian, 2020), the case
of Joao Alberto Silveira Freitas, a Black man killed by White security guards in Brazil (BBC
News, 2020), and the systematic problems of disproportionate incarceration and structural vio-
lence affecting indigenous populations in Canada, Australia, and New Zealand (Maddison,
2013) among others underscore how racism is a global issue. In the summer of 2020, a swelling
of support for the Black Lives Matter movement swept across both the United States and the
world following George Floyd’s ominous words ‘‘I can’t breathe’’ in the last moments of his
life, suffocating under the knee of a police officer in Minneapolis, Minnesota. The incident
sparked racial justice protests in locations across the United States (D. B. Taylor, 2020) and
around the world in locations including Amsterdam, Edinburgh, France, Kenya, London,
Mexico, Osaka, Oxford, Pretoria, Seoul, and Sydney (A. Taylor, 2020).

While millions embraced these demonstrations of solidarity—for Black people, Indigenous
people, and other people of color—this public awakening to systemic racism is long overdue
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and, for many, raised skepticism about hollow promises for change. These concerns were war-
ranted. Since the summer, polls in the United States have shown that enthusiasm for the Black
Lives Matter movement has dropped, particularly among White adults, while support among
Black and Asian adults has held steady (Horowitz & Thomas, 2020). At the same time, the dis-
proportionate loss of Black lives to COVID-19 further exposed the cumulative burden of sys-
temic racism on the health and health outcomes of generations of Black, Latino, and Native
communities (Egede & Walker, 2020) particularly among those who are incarcerated given
their high rates of incarceration (Wang, Western, & Berwick 2020).

Blaise Simqu, President and CEO, SAGE Publishing, credits social and behavioral sciences
researchers and educators for helping lead the charge of recognizing and mitigating structural
racism (Simqu, 2020). Additionally, SAGE Publishing has created an online collection of
research by social and behavioral scientists on structural racism and police violence (Structural
racism and police violence, 2020), as well as podcasts and archived webinars (Social Science
Space, 2020). The American Psychological Association encourages unmuting by channeling
anger into advocacy and activism, and the organization similarly has consolidated research and
resources for easy access (American Psychological Association, 2020). Some journals have
issued calls for special issues on the Black Lives Matter movement such as the call by the
International Journal of Multiple Research Approaches (Onwuegbuzie & Hitchcock, 2020).
Leaders and racial justice leaders alike in the movement to eradicate structural racism in the
health sciences field have encouraged researchers to enlist the support of social and behavioral
scientists to collaborate in the effort to confront structural racism, and promote structural com-
petency (Metzl & Roberts, 2014). As acknowledged by Simqu, many researchers in the social
sciences have been on the forefront of exposing and offering strategies for mitigation. That
said, we believe social and behavioral scientists must also take a moment to reflect about struc-
tural racism within their own fields, their research, and their teaching.

In our discussions with colleagues of diverse backgrounds, many have expressed uncertainty
about how to respond to structural racism fearing that they will ““get it wrong’’ or ‘‘make the
problem worse” and have sought ‘““more concrete guidance.”” A robust and rich scholarship
exists on a variety of aspects of racism and how to respond. While a comprehensive review is
well beyond the scope of this editorial, we do wish to share a few resources we find informa-
tive. Ford and Airhihenbuwa (2010) advocate for the application of critical race theory to docu-
ment the mechanistic effects of racism on health, engage in disciplinary critique to safeguard
against perpetuating inequities, and leverage racial equity approaches in the research process.
Love (2010) has urged developing a “‘liberatory self-consciousness,”” which requires develop-
ing awareness of the systems of oppression in society, analyzing the root of the problem, look-
ing for accountability, and then taking action with allyship. Jones (2018) proposed an agenda
for antiracism that starts with naming racism, asking ‘‘how is racism operating here?’’ and then
organizing and strategizing for action. Metzl and Hansen (2014) presented ‘‘structural compe-
tency’’ as a new paradigm for medical education, which shifts the focus away from individual-
level interactions and toward scrutiny of the role of social structures, policies, and institutions
in creating and perpetuating health inequities (Metzl & Hansen, 2014). Boyd et al. (2020) issued
a call for a ““new standard’’ for publishing on racial health inequities that should denounce
assertions of biologic race and, instead, recognize race as a social construct. They advised that
researchers should specify the reason for including race in the experimental design, name and
identify racism when it is discovered, refrain from genetic interpretations of race, solicit partici-
pant input, describe the health policy stakes of research, and cite the experts, in particular, scho-
lars of color (Boyd et al., 2020). Ten journals of family medicine in North America have put
together an extensive bibliography on structural racism and issued a joint statement calling out
the consequences of structural racism in health care, and the extent race is a sociopolitical
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construct that underlies and perpetuates inequity among Black, Latinx, Indigenous, and other
people of color (Sexton et al., 2021).

Our overall purpose here is to call for further awakening in the behavioral, social, business, health,
and other fields of the JMMR research community. Although as authors we represent diverse identi-
ties and life experiences, we collectively identify as non-Black allies of anti-racist movements and
humbly acknowledge that we are not experts in scientific racism or anti-racist scholarship. While
recognizing the need for systemic transformations as advocated for in critical race frameworks, we
have chosen a narrow focus as our current goal is a very modest proposal to contribute to the antira-
cist efforts. Our proposal calls for examining and acting upon the problem of racializing research
rhetoric. We define racializing research rhetoric as written and spoken language of research commu-
nities that reifies or perpetuates racism and racist systems of power or obscures the role of racism in
shaping health and social inequities. We believe this focus is a natural and accessible launching point
for the research community because the act of writing is central to research and scholarship. Writing
is how the researchers create, disseminate, and preserve collective knowledge. As racism infiltrates
everyday life, so too are the words that codify racist practices and beliefs. Specifically, we seek to
raise awareness of the presence of racialized research rhetoric in manuscripts, commentaries, editor-
ials, public communications, and conversations with colleagues and audiences. Our approach is to
apply Barbara Love’s Liberatory Consciousness Framework (Love, 2010), and we illustrate its direct
application (Table 1). We provide examples illustrating the process of recognizing such language,
actions taken, and outcomes attained. We examine fallacies about resolving racializing research
rhetoric, and end with an invitation to use the JMMR commentary function as a venue for “‘calling
in”” the community of research to recognize, react, and remove racializing research rhetoric to pro-
mote change.

Table |. Application of Love’s Liberatory Consciousness Framework for Researchers to Take on
Racializing Research Rhetoric (Love, 2010).

Interpretation

Awareness Read and self-educate oneself about racism and antiracism. Be conscious, mindful,
and alert to racializing research rhetoric in scientific thinking, inquiry, and
presentations, both oral and written formats.

Analysis Scrutinize and evaluate the identified language and its nuances, and to what extent
it creates, perpetuates, or codifies racism.
Accountability Identify which institutions and keepers of knowledge are responsible for the

racializing research rhetoric, and request a dialogue. Hold oneself accountable
to the same standards. Share standards for writing and publishing with students,
colleagues, and the public.

Action/Allyship Confront those who are accountable and to seek support from others to remove
racializing research rhetoric. Suggest viable alternatives to be part of a solution.
It may require patience but being steadfast and persistent is critical.

Love’s Liberatory Consciousness Framework

As a conceptual model to guide thinking about racism in research, we find Love’s Liberatory
Consciousness Framework to be particularly salient and relevant. She describes a “‘liberatory
self-consciousness’ as a ‘“‘“framework used to maintain an awareness of the dynamics of oppres-
sion and characterizing society without giving in to despair and hopelessness about that condition
and enabling us to practice intentionality about changing systems of oppression” (Love, 2010).

The application of Love’s Liberatory Consciousness Framework adapted for the research
community is illustrated in Table 1.
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Examples of Racializing Research Rhetoric

In the following, we turn attention to several examples of racializing research rhetoric.

Example 1. The Removal of “Blacklists” and “Whitelists” in the World of Publishing

During a research methods workshop in July 2016, one of us (MDF) was presenting on strategies
for publishing a mixed methods paper and how to select destination journals. As the number of
pay-to-publish open access online journals was proliferating, he introduced the concept of preda-
tory publishing developed by then associate professor and librarian Jeffrey Beall (Nicholson,
2017). Beall had created four lists about predatory publishers, predatory journals, misleading
metrics companies, and hijacked journals. Beall identified his view of non-predatory (legitimate)
journals on a ““whitelist” and predatory (non-legitimate) journals on a “‘blacklist’ (Vence, 2017).

Thus, with the intent of helping workshop attendees avoid ‘‘predatory journals’’, he (MDF)
introduced Beall’s online resource of blacklists and whitelists to distinguish between the preda-
tory and non-predatory journals. One workshop participant courageously noted how the desig-
nations of ““white’” for good and ‘“‘black™ for bad was offensive to her as a person of color.
Moved by her bravery to ““call out” the problem and in an attempt to redress the problematic
language, he sent an email to the Beall’s list contact with an explanation of how the categoriza-
tion of predatory journals as black and non-predatory as white constituted a racially offensive
typology. He received a response indicating there was no such offensive intent, and that there
were no plans in place for changing the language.

Beall suddenly closed the website in January 2017 (Nicholson, 2017). While Beall’s work to
expose predatory practices is highly laudable, his work generated controversy in a number of
ways. The controversy associated with Beall and Beall’s list are beyond the scope of the editor-
ial, but importantly, the language of blacklists and whitelists was widely adopted and persisted.
Shortly after the closing of Beall’s online resource, the language of blacklists for predatory and
whitelists for non-predatory journals was adopted and used by Cabells (Nicholson, 2017).
Cabells is a proprietary service that provides information about journals, evaluation metrics,
and submission details (Cabells, n.d.). Between 2017 and November 2019, information scien-
tists continued to use the language of ‘‘whitelists’” and ‘‘blacklists’ (Oren, 2017; Vence, 2017;
Wareham, 2019). As recently as November 2019, Cabells Scholarly Analytics reported having
reached a milestone of 12,000 journals on the ‘‘blacklist”” (Wareham, 2019). Fortunately,
Cabells has now recognized how the ““whitelist’ and ‘“blacklist’ language indeed was proble-
matic. On June 8, 2020, Mike Bisaccio of Cabells in a blog stated,

Since late last year, Cabells has been working on developing new branding for our products that bet-
ter embody our ideals of integrity and equality in academic publishing and society as a whole. . . . In
support of, and in solidarity with, the fight against systemic racism that our country is facing, Cabells
is implementing brand-wide language changes, effective immediately. (Bisaccio, 2020)

Cabells now uses the language of ‘‘Journalytics’ as an alternative to ‘‘whitelist” and ‘‘preda-
tory reports’’ in place of “‘blacklist’ (Bisaccio, 2020). Beall’s original lists have been reposted
but only with updates to the original list and without “‘blacklist’” to label predatory journals
(Beall’s List, 2020).

Example 2. A “Segregated” Mixed Methods Design

One of us (MDF) is collaborating on a mixed methods systematic review paper with an interna-
tional graduate student. In the planning stages, he received the research prospectus for the
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study. The research design was titled, a ““Convergent Segregated Mixed Methods Systematic
Review.”” The word ‘‘segregated”” immediately caused discomfort and unease. ‘‘Segregation”
harkens imagery of the Jim Crow laws era when states and local laws in the United States lega-
lized racial segregation and systematically barred Black Americans from accessing services
(restrooms, buses), public institutions (schools), public spaces (water fountains, restrooms), and
exercising civil rights (voting, employment opportunities) reserved for white people.

He (MDF) inquired about the source of this design and she indicated she had confirmed the
accuracy and appropriateness on the highly esteemed Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) website of
Adelaide University in Australia. On its website, the JBI is described as

an international research organization based in the Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences at the
University of Adelaide, South Australia. JBI develops and delivers unique evidence-based informa-
tion, software, education and training designed to improve healthcare practice and health outcomes.
(Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences, 2020)

Concerned by this language, on July 29, 2020, he emailed JBI noting the problem of structural
racism in the world, the problematic nuances of ‘‘segregated” and its racial overtones, potential
alternatives, and requested a change of the terminology. The Global Relations manager responded
to the note on August 3, 2020, indicating that the inquiry had been sent to the Chair and Convenors
of JBI’s Mixed Methods Methodology Group for consideration and that a response would be forth-
coming. On October 5, 2020, the following response was received via email.

Thank you for your email requesting a change in language, specifically the use of the term “‘segre-
gated”” as a descriptor for the methods/processes used in mixed methods syntheses. Your request
was referred to the authors of the methodology chapter and discussed among academic members of
staff within our organisation and, rest assured, generated considerable debate. JBI is an international
organisation that works across 42 countries and as such, frequently struggles with identifying glob-
ally relevant and appropriate terminology. We always work closely with global representatives, as
we did in this case, to determine the best way forward. I am responding on behalf of both the JBI
Mixed Methods Group and organization.

We fully acknowledge the sentiments articulated in your correspondence, which resonated with
many of the academics who were aware of the sociopolitical climate and context you described.
However, our consensus was that this is not aligned with the clinical or methodological context in
which we use the term in the publications in question.

You are correct that our choice of terminology is based on the available literature in the field of
mixed methods research and reviews. As you are no doubt aware, words have multiple meanings,
and in our view, the use of the word “‘segregated”” more directly and accurately describes the pro-
cess of handling data in mixed methods reviews than any of the alternative terms you have sug-
gested, or any of the other alternatives we debated in the discussions prompted by your
correspondence. Given that the use of the term in this instance relates directly to processing find-
ings of healthcare research rather than “‘structural racism in society’”” we hope you understand our
rationale not to change it at this time. We absolutely respect your view regarding the use of the term
given your expertise and the research context within which you work.

At least at the time of this writing, the organization has elected to retain the term under ques-
tion. This response is telling for several reasons. First, there is a clear sense that there were oth-
ers in the organization’s hierarchy of power who similarly recognized the racializing nuance of
“‘segregated.”’” Second, the response suggests that “‘in the interest of science’’ use of the term
should be continued since it is a part of the literature (Lafleur et al., 2007). In the interest of
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science can lead to ethically suspect and treacherous views as such justifications have been
used in harmful ways. Third, there is argumentation that there is no better alternative for the
language. Surely, a suggested alternative such as ‘partitioned’” could have been chosen, or per-
haps a greater effort could have been expended to identify an alternative. Fourth, the response
suggests there is insufficient need for concern as its application is in a different academic and
socio-political context. The statement, ‘‘Given that the use of the term in this instance relates
directly to processing findings of healthcare research rather than ‘structural racism in society’
.. .77 suggests that health care research occurs in a vacuum separate from any larger social con-
text and is therefore sheltered from political bias. Fifth, the response also indicated that the
response of the authors of the chapter in question had refuted changing the use of segregated in
the design name. Authors may naturally feel defensive about being ‘called out’’ for racializing
language for fear it is critique that they themselves are racist. We believe it critical to note that
one’s use of racializing language does not necessarily implicate one as a racist, but we implore
those who receive such inquiry to explore the position intentionally and exhaustively.

Example 3. Racializing Research Rhetoric of “Human Subjects” and “Target Populations”

Set into organizational mantra, at least in part, and perpetuated by the National Institutes of
Health in the United States, is the use of the language of ‘‘human subjects’” and “‘target popula-
tion.”” We argue that these two terms are problematic.

On Human Subjects. Reviewing entries of ‘‘subject’ in a variety of online dictionaries, the
noun, adjective, and verb forms of ‘‘subject’ overwhelmingly convey highly negative nuances
through the lens of structural racism and concerns held in many communities about abuses in
human research. For example, ‘‘subject’ as a noun in the Merriam-Webster online dictionary
includes such nuances as vassal, substratum, and even dead body for dissection (Merriam-
Webster, n.d.-a). As an adjective its nuances include owing obedience/allegiance to a power or
dominion, and suffering to an exposure. As a transitive verb it has nuances of subjugating, mak-
ing oneself amenable to a superior’s control, forcing to endure something unpleasant.

These meanings stand in stark contrast and contradict the widely recognized and compelling
need for informed consent and respect for persons as codified in the Nuremburg Code (Shuster,
1997), the World Medical Association Declaration of Helsinki (World Medical Association,
2018), and Belmont Report (Office for Human Research Protections, 1979). Atrocious and
egregious historical examples of subjecting humans to experimentation have been well docu-
mented (Lafleur et al., 2007). The nuances contradict the voluntary nature required and codified
by the National Institutes of Health for obtaining informed consent from participants (National
Institute of Justice, 2007). A very reasonable and ethically preferrable alternative to human sub-
jects is the term ‘‘human participants” as the latter has nuances of a volitional or voluntary
nature rather than the passive submission nuances of human subjects. Other options could be
enrollee or human enrollees.

On Target Population. In the current social context, another potentially racializing term is ‘‘target
population.” Reviewing entries of “‘target’ in a variety of online dictionaries, the noun and verb
meanings of ‘‘target’” may convey violent images and intent when viewed through the lens of
structural racism (Merriam-Webster, n.d.-b). The word target conjures an object or person to
shoot. Also in Merriam Webster entries include ‘‘a mark to shoot at,”“‘a target marked by shots
fired at it,”” ““something or someone fired at or marked for attack,”“‘an object of ridicule or criti-
cism,” and in the context of U.S. law, a person against whom a federal prosecutor has evidence
of involvement in criminal activity. Especially in countries with widespread access to firearms
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such as the United States, targets are objects that are shot at with a gun. In many of the police
homicides of Black Americans, for example, Breonna Taylor, a Black person indeed was the
target and was shot. Reasonable alternatives to ‘‘target population’’ could be ‘“‘intended popula-
tion”” or ‘‘population of focus’” or ‘‘population of interest.”

Fortunately, positive steps are being taken. In the APA Publication Manual, 7th edition,
Chapter 5 is focused on reducing bias in research writing. The guidelines suggest more specifi-
city and provides guidance for helping to avoid biased language, for example, ‘“when writing
about people who took part in research, terms that indicate the context of the research (e.g.,
patients, participants, clients) are more specific than general terms (e.g., people, children,
women) (p. 133) But it does go on to say further: ““...more general terms, ‘participants’ and
‘subjects’ are acceptable’ (p. 141).

Reflecting on the Examples Based on Love’s Liberatory
Consciousness Framework

Cumulatively, these examples can be seen as illustrating to various degrees the applicability of
Love’s Liberatory Consciousness Framework. Regarding awareness, one of us getting “‘called
out” by a workshop participant of the racializing nature of blacklists as bad, and whitelists as
good, was a lesson that racializing rhetoric can be easily missed and perpetuated without any
such intent, if not wary and reflective. In daily work, it is very easy to become accustomed and
adopt without questioning the language coined by the research giants of the past. All members
of the research community need to be vigilant for such language can appear insidiously and is
easily perpetuated. As relates to analysis, reflecting about the identified language extrapolating
how the language of blacklists, segregated, target population, and subject could be — specifi-
cally, racializing — is a required process, requiring deep thought and reflection. Analysis does
not have to be done alone. In fact, asking others for help to examine the context of the language
can increase one’s confidence in the trustworthiness of the process. As for accountability, these
examples illustrate the attempts made at bringing the problem to the attention of keepers of
knowledge, such as the JBI (see above), an internationally recognized authority on scholarship.
For action/allyship, these examples illustrate seizing the moment and indignation to spur action
based on the reflection. As illustrated by the several years required for Cabells to eliminate
blacklists shows, it may require a long haul. Strength comes from the voices of many. Still to
be achieved are reaching the institutions that perpetuate standardized language of target popula-
tion and human subjects. We advocate for organizations to seriously consider inquiries from
others such as the brave student in the workshop to call out structural racism, and to take seri-
ously the concerns raised when notified.

Table 2. Fallacies That Perpetuate Racializing Research Rhetoric.

There is no better alternative language

Science is race neutral

The language reflects the literature

Racializing rhetoric in other fields doesn’t apply in my own

Fallacies That Perpetuate Racializing Research Rhetoric

In reviewing these examples and responses, they illustrate several fallacies (Table 2) that may
be used to rationalize the continued use of racialized research rhetoric.
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There Is No Better Alternative Language

This fallacy suggests that the lack of a better or equivalent term justifies continued use.
Language is created by humans and it is constantly adapting and changing. New words evolve
and are defined by those who use them. To suggest there is no alternative underestimates the
ability of humans to create, innovate, adapt, and evolve.

Science Is Race Neutral

This fallacy perpetuates a view that the human sciences are value free. Racism has transformed
human history for centuries and there is no facet of modern society that has not been shaped by
racist systems of power. Science is no exception. The forces that shape the field of science reflect
the forces that shape the larger society. It is thus unrealistic to expect that the scientific norms
and conventions are impermeable to structural racism. Science has a track record of legitimizing
racism and has been itself used to legitimize racism. It is further unrealistic to expect that any lan-
guage including the language of science is immune to racial forces. As explained by Garrod,
““scientific racism” is the use of biology ‘‘not only to prove the existence of race, but also, to
maintain existing social hierarchies” (Garrod, 2005, p. 54). Indeed, 18th-century scientists,
including Carl Linnaeus, developed a taxonomy to divide humans into biologically distinct
groups and advance European White superiority (Kendi, 2019). These examples reinforce the
dangers of perpetuating the belief that science is ‘‘race neutral.”” Just as claims to be ‘‘color-
blind” ignore the central role of skin color in the lives of Black people, assertions that science
and scientific language are objective negate the lingering effects of scientific racism. Fortunately,
scientists have called for reconsideration of race-based algorithms to inform clinical decisions
(Vyas et al., 2020). In a 2020 New England Journal of Medicine article, Vyas and colleagues
warn that the use of race—a social construct—as a proxy for biologic differences can lead to
inequitable access to medical resources and procedures (e.g., treatment for heart failure, osteo-
porosis, cancer treatment) for Black patients and broadly patients of color (Vyas et al., 2020).

The Language Reflects the Literature

The argument that racialized terminology is indelible because it has already been used and rep-
resents the current thinking does not justify continued use. Assertions that the language has
long been used or reflects the current state of the field are unacceptable. The removal and
demolition of statues of racist leaders and researchers in the United States and the United
Kingdom (Tharoor, 2020) provide a stark reality check that a growing number of individuals
feel that racist symbols from the past must tumble. The removal of these symbols helps reject
the racist views the symbols represented and propagate into modern society.

Racializing Rhetoric in Other Fields Doesn’t Apply in Mine

This view falsely implies there are walls between fields of inquiry and that meanings do not
cross those walls. Alternatively, that the language is just being ‘‘taken out of context.”” Or it
implies there is no racializing research rhetoric. Researchers do not work in a vacuum, and those
in the field and read the literature of the field cannot avoid being affected by racializing research
rhetoric. Racist language harms.
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Discussion

We would like to believe that racializing research rhetoric found in the wide range of research
communities was not consciously developed with nefarious intentions. We believe the central
challenge is passive acceptance and its accompanying risk of maintaining the status quo. The
choice of terminology in the evolution of research highlights that new terminology is developed,
it may be transient for various periods of time, it can take on additional nuances, and new terms
may go into exile or exit as historical relics. The social and behavioral sciences have an abun-
dance of terms that have been added and then dropped. In the health sciences, a plethora of dis-
ease states and syndromes have been added and replaced as new evidence accumulated about
the underlying problem.

Structural racism has been used to maintain systems of power for centuries, and hence, many
still remain unaware of its impact on people’s daily lives and the lives of Black people and peo-
ple of color. We argue that researchers in all communities must become or stay aware and
recognize that they are not working in a social vacuum. The use of ““black’ as bad and “‘white”’
as good perpetuates racist stereotypes already deeply rooted in society. ‘‘Segregated’ is a
reminder of systematic denial of civil rights to Black people, ‘“human subjects” conjures
thoughts of being subjected to experiments upon against one’s will, and ‘‘target population”
can trigger fear of violence and harm from a weapon.

We are optimistic that calling out racism can have an impact in advancing antiracism in sci-
ence. We believe when the call is loud enough, organizations can and will be responsive and
find solutions even if initial responses are inaction. Recognizing that extracting racializing
research rhetoric can take time, it is prudent to remember it is a process. We are optimistic that
action will eventually lead to change.

JMMR Call for Calling Out Racializing Research Rhetoric That
Perpetuate Structural Racism

At JMMR, we believe in the power of the mixed methods research community. We remind
readers of Mertens’ editorial on using mixed methods research to address the wicked problems
of our time as related to many of the most difficult social problems including structural racism
(Mertens, 2015). We encourage the readership to utilize mixed methods research to build a bet-
ter world without the egregious consequences of structural racism (Molina-Azorin & Fetters,
2019). In addition to previously described criteria for divesting of terminology in the field of
mixed methods research that is confusing, outdated or problematic, here we assert that racializ-
ing research rhetoric must be added to the criteria for divesting of terminology from the lan-
guage of science. (Fetters & Molina-Azorin, 2017). To be part of the evolution of science calls
for being attentive and alert to calling out structural racism in daily work. If as a reader you are
moved or concerned about the use of ‘‘segregated convergent mixed methods research design,”
““target population,” or ‘‘human subjects,”” we encourage you to bring the problematic nature
to the attention of curators, stakeholders, and keepers of the terminology (Woods & Ruscher,
2020).

While admittedly only one small effort in the broader reforms needed to mitigate structural
racism, JMMR seeks to serve as a platform for addressing racializing research rhetoric. While
only a very modest step, JMMR encourages commentaries to this editorial that call upon the
research community to change racializing research rhetoric. In such commentaries, we encour-
age contributors to use Love’s Liberatory Framework (Love, 2010) and to provide the terminol-
ogy of concern and the particular context and experiences or insights to illustrate why the
terminology is troublesome. We seek suggestions for possible alternatives, discussion of any
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steps taken in the attempt to call for change, responses received, and potential next steps.
Words matter.

No doubt, eliminating racializing research rhetoric will be a process and may take time to
achieve an impact. Nonetheless, we agree with Vince who states, ““The time is now” (Vince,
2020). The rhetoric of research unequivocally has terminology that contributes to and perpetu-
ates the real harm of racism. Racializing research rhetoric must be removed and left to the
archives of the past. This is our call to the community of research to work together to identify,
and through the development of alternatives, render such racializing research rhetoric to the lit-
erature of the past. By the power of their stories and the power of their numbers, researchers
across the globe can help make our world a greater whole.
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