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Abstract  
This article explores the lasting impact of Michel Foucault's views on power and knowledge in several 

academic fields, specifically in the context of modern research in higher education. By drawing on many sources 
from different time periods, the article argues that Foucault's conceptual framework offers scholars a deep 
perspective to analyse the complex interactions between power, knowledge, and their interconnection. This 
highlights the crucial significance of Foucault's theories as a theoretical framework for understanding the 
intricacies of higher education, where academic institutions are acknowledged as centres of power dynamics and 
the creation of knowledge. The article examines the use of Foucault's power and knowledge framework in higher 
education research while also recognising its influence. The text explores the difficulties, inconsistencies, and 
possible restrictions while also discussing worries regarding the freedom of academia, opposition from established 
authorities, and the risk of knowledge becoming too uniform within specific fields. The critique encompasses the 
marginalised voices in academia, raising doubts about the efficacy of the framework in enhancing the visibility of 
these perspectives. This article seeks to enhance our understanding of power relations in academia by conducting 
a thorough investigation. It promotes research methodologies that prioritise inclusivity, equity, and a diverse 
knowledge landscape, aiming to bring about transformative changes. 
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1 Introduction and background 
Various academic fields find common ground in Michel Foucault's theories of power and knowledge, which 

offer a valuable perspective for analysing the complex interplay between power, knowledge, and their 
interconnectedness (Bowman, 2023; Lifková, 2019; Meynell, 1989). In the complex web of the 21st century and 
modern academic institutions, Foucault's theories continue to have an outsized influence on the way scholars 
think about and participate in knowledge production (Comber, 2018; Enabling Knowledge Sharing Practices for 
Academic and Research in Higher Education Institutions, 2019). It is possible to critically examine Foucault's 
theories, despite the fact that they provide a strong foundation for comprehending the intricacies of knowledge 
formation. Investigating Foucault's power/knowledge paradigm within the framework of research on higher 
education, this article sets out on an extensive examination. This analysis goes beyond a simple theoretical 
dissection to probe the difficulties, paradoxes, and possible constraints that may occur when academics apply 
Foucault's perspective to the complex terrain of academic research. 

It is fundamental to highlight that research into higher education in the Fourth Industrial Revolution (4IR) era 
is complex, but Foucault's theories on knowledge and power provide a theoretical compass (Glueck & Jauch, 
1975). At a time when universities are being seen as hubs of power dynamics and information production, 
Foucault's theory is useful for analysis. In light of Foucault's (1980, 1991, 1994a, 1994b) conception of the power-
knowledge dynamic, academics are encouraged to investigate not just the nature of knowledge but also its 
production, dissemination, and legitimization processes. In modern higher education, Foucault's impact is seen in 
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the examination of disciplinary formations, institutional structures, and the complex relationship between power 
and academic knowledge (Clarence & McKenna, 2017). In order to understand the regulatory mechanisms that 
control knowledge creation in the ivory towers, the intricacies of academic discourse and curriculum design are 
all subject to scrutiny when scholars apply Foucault's concepts. 

A critical discourse, however, emerges as Foucault's ideas spread throughout the field of research on higher 
education (Madan, 2011). The power/knowledge concept presents difficulties for scholars, who investigate its 
possible limits and wonder whether it is applicable. The nuanced, contradictory, and complicated issues that arise 
when Foucault's theories are applied to academic research are the subject of this article's critical examination. 
Academic freedom within the context of the power/knowledge nexus is the primary focus of the critique's initial 
arguments. Academic freedom could be curbed if all knowledge is seen as an expression of power relations, a 
worry voiced by researchers in response to Foucault's critique of the objectivity of knowledge production. By 
navigating this contradiction, the article investigates how redefining concepts of autonomy and intellectual pursuit 
may result from acknowledging power dynamics inside academia. 

Analysis of academic resistance and agency is another component of critique. Resistance becomes less 
effective when power systems are well-entrenched. The lack of a normative foundation for resistance and Charles 
Taylor's doubts about the subject's ability to escape ubiquitous control become significant themes (Anabtawi, 
2005; McAdams & Nadler, 2011). In light of these issues, the article takes a critical look at academic power 
dynamics and the revolutionary force of resistance. The investigation delves into institutional practices and 
disciplinary regimes, wherein Foucault's (1991) focus on the control of information within fields prompts inquiries 
on the possible standardisation of scholarly understanding. The criticism explores the ways in which the 
power/knowledge paradigm affects the legitimacy of academic research by either weakening or strengthening 
disciplinary boundaries. Concerns regarding the erasure of particular perspectives in scholarly discussions are also 
addressed in the article. Although Foucault's paradigm encourages researchers to examine power dynamics, some 
critics (Nnamuchi, 2022; Ghadiri et al., 2023) contend that it fails to offer specific instructions on how to give a 
voice to underrepresented groups or combat structural inequality in research. 

In this light, delving deeply into Foucault's power and knowledge paradigm as it pertains to the research praxis 
of modern higher education is an exciting adventure into the maze of academic life. This article takes a critical look 
at Foucault's theories in an effort to decipher the complexities, difficulties, and possible limits that arise when 
scholars apply his theoretical framework to the study of power dynamics and knowledge construction. Through 
successful navigation of these challenges, researchers can enhance our understanding of academic power 
dynamics and strive for transformative research practices that promote inclusivity, equity, and a more diverse and 
rich body of knowledge. 

   
2 Foucault's Power and Knowledge in Higher Education: An Overview 
Foucault's enigmatic theories are relevant to the 4IR context, particularly his power and knowledge framework, 

serve as a revolutionary compass for scholars navigating the labyrinth of contemporary higher education. At its 
core, Foucault's (1994a) paradigm challenges the very bedrock of traditional perspectives on knowledge 
production. It boldly asserts that power and knowledge are not mere bedfellows; they are inextricably woven into 
the fabric of academic inquiry. Within the hallowed halls of higher education, this revolutionary perspective 
reshapes the understanding of academic knowledge, stripping away the illusion of neutrality and revealing the 
intricate dance between knowledge and the pervasive influence of power relations. (James, 2020; Ahmadi, 2021). 

In the context of modern higher education, Foucault's ideas herald a seismic shift, prompting a re-evaluation 
of foundational assumptions. No longer can knowledge be perceived as an impartial pursuit divorced from the 
power dynamics inherent in institutional structures (Dosi & Marengo, 2014). Foucault's (1994a) lens forces 
scholars to confront the uncomfortable reality that the academic realm is not a neutral space but a terrain sculpted 
by the contours of power relations, where the very act of knowledge production is entangled with the forces that 
govern and shape it. 

Within this complex web of academia, scholars become agents, navigating the terrain of knowledge production 
within the intricate dynamics of power. The power/knowledge framework illuminates the multifaceted nature of 
scholarly endeavours, acknowledging that the production of knowledge is not a sterile and objective process but 
a journey fraught with the influences of institutional structures, disciplinary regimes, and the pervasive forces that 
dictate the contours of academic life (Phan Le Ha, 2023; Clarence & McKenna, 2017). Foucault's (1994a) ideas 
resonate profoundly in the analysis of institutional practices, peeling back the layers that conceal the power 
relations embedded within the very foundations of higher education. In examining these practices, scholars are 
prompted to scrutinise the subtle, and often not-so-subtle, ways in which power permeates decision-making 
processes, shapes academic policies, and influences the direction of scholarly pursuits. The power/knowledge 
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framework becomes a potent tool for unveiling the intricate tapestry of institutional power, offering scholars a 
nuanced perspective on the complex power dynamics inherent in academic institutions (P. T. R. G. P. R. A. S. C. 
2020; Zamani, 2022). 

 Disciplinary formations, another focal point of Foucault's exploration, emerge as critical arenas where power 
and knowledge converge. The power/knowledge framework invites scholars to question the boundaries of 
academic disciplines, challenging the traditional silos that compartmentalise knowledge (Foucault, 1991). In this 
context, disciplinary formations are not seen as neutral containers for knowledge but as active agents in shaping 
and regulating what is deemed legitimate within the academic domain. This perspective sparks a re-evaluation of 
the very nature of academic disciplines, pushing scholars to interrogate the power dynamics that influence the 
creation and perpetuation of disciplinary boundaries. 

Furthermore, the examination of knowledge construction, dissemination, and legitimation within higher 
education reveals the far-reaching implications of Foucault's theories. The academic discourse, often considered 
a bastion of objective inquiry, is laid bare as a terrain where power relations manifest. Foucault's (1994a) lens 
invites scholars to dissect the power dynamics embedded in curricula, challenging the presumed neutrality of 
educational content. The very act of deciding what knowledge is disseminated and legitimised becomes an 
exercise in power, with implications for the shaping of collective understanding and the perpetuation of certain 
perspectives over others. 

Institutional mechanisms governing knowledge production, such as peer review processes and funding 
allocations, emerge as crucial sites of power in the academic landscape (Grenier & Hagmann, 2016). Foucault's 
framework prompts scholars to critically examine these mechanisms, recognising the potential for power 
dynamics to influence which research is deemed worthy of publication, funding, or institutional support. This 
critical lens sheds light on the gatekeeping role of academic journals and funding agencies, unveiling the power 
structures that may inadvertently perpetuate certain paradigms while marginalising others. 

In conclusion, Foucault's power/knowledge framework, when applied to higher education, emerges as a 
transformative paradigm that disrupts traditional views of knowledge production. Scholars operating within this 
framework navigate a complex web of power dynamics, institutional structures, and disciplinary regimes. The 
implications of Foucault's (1991) ideas are profound, urging scholars to critically examine the intricate dance 
between power and knowledge within the academic realm. This exploration serves as an invitation to unravel the 
complexities, question assumptions, and engage in a transformative dialogue that redefines the landscape of 
contemporary higher education research praxis. 

  
3 Knowledge as Power and Its Implications for Academic Freedom 
In Foucault's (1994a) power/knowledge framework, a ground-breaking paradigm arises that questions the 

fundamental principles of conventional perspectives on knowledge creation and, consequently, the esteemed 
notion of academic freedom. The core of this critique rests on the deep claim that knowledge and power are 
inherently interconnected. This perspective provides a new way to analyse the dynamics of academia, but it also 
presents a complicated set of consequences for the important ideal of academic freedom. Academic freedom, as 
traditionally defined, grants scholars the independence to pursue knowledge without being unduly influenced by 
external factors. Autonomy is seen as a protection for the quest for truth, creating an atmosphere where a variety 
of perspectives may be examined and controversial ideas can be highlighted. Nevertheless, in Foucault's 
framework, where knowledge is shaped by power dynamics, the notion of academic independence encounters a 
significant obstacle. 

The consequences arise in a contradictory manner—a subtle interaction between the independence of 
researchers and the widespread impact of power relations. Foucault exposes the fallacy of perceiving knowledge 
as an impartial and unbiased endeavour while also revealing the intricate systems of authority that control the 
generation and distribution of knowledge within academic establishments. This discovery presents a new 
perspective on academic freedom, highlighting it as a complex process where scholars balance their pursuit of 
truth with the influential factors that affect academic research. Foucault's (1994a) claim that power and 
knowledge are inherently connected necessitates a thorough analysis of the independence given to researchers 
in their quest for knowledge. Knowledge is inherently influenced by power dynamics; hence, the process of inquiry 
is inevitably entangled with the power dynamics present in institutional systems. The scholar, previously perceived 
as an independent truth-seeker, is today embedded in an intricate network of power dynamics that impact the 
formulation of inquiries, the choice of study subjects, and the understanding of results. 

The critique encompasses the conventional concept of academic fields as impartial vessels for knowledge. 
Foucault's (1991, 1994a) perspective encourages scholars to critically examine the limits that supposedly define 
objective areas of study. This raises doubts about the independence of scholars within these disciplinary 
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frameworks. The structure of academic disciplines itself serves as a clear demonstration of power, exerting 
influence over what is considered valid knowledge and determining the direction of scholarly endeavours. This 
presents a significant obstacle to the independence that researchers have traditionally enjoyed in their respective 
professions. Furthermore, the criticism is evident in the institutional systems that regulate the creation of 
knowledge. The peer review mechanisms, which are generally praised for safeguarding the academic standard, 
are being closely examined. In a context where information is utilised as a means of exerting power, the function 
of peer review procedures as gatekeepers might be susceptible to possible manipulation. The ability of researchers 
to share their research findings and contribute to academic discussions is influenced by power dynamics that are 
ingrained in the procedures of evaluation and validation. 

The ramifications of academic freedom also encompass the wider academic discussion, where the hierarchical 
dynamics inherent in curriculum are highlighted (Lehman & Anderson, 2023). Foucault's (1994a) paradigm 
redefines the ability of researchers to influence educational curricula. The process of selecting course materials, 
structuring lectures, and designing educational programmes is exposed as a manifestation of authority, exerting 
influence over which knowledge is given priority and recognised within the academic sphere. This questions the 
conventional interpretation of academic freedom as an unrestricted pursuit of knowledge within the domain of 
education.The conflict between knowledge and power is also evident in the distribution of research money, which 
is a crucial element of academic independence (Hooi & Wang, 2019; Arboledas-Lérida, 2023; Langfred & 
Rockmann, 2016). According to Foucault's paradigm, the power dynamics among funding bodies determine which 
research projects are considered deserving of financial support. The freedom of scholars to investigate unorthodox 
or opposing viewpoints is influenced by the underlying, subtle prejudices present in these power dynamics. This 
phenomenon fundamentally alters the academic landscape, questioning the fundamental ideals of independence 
and liberty that form the basis of knowledge exploration. 

This critique urges a reassessment of the conventional understanding of academic freedom, acknowledging 
the intricate interplay between scholars' independence and the significant impact of power dynamics in higher 
education. Scholars are faced with the task of carefully navigating the complex relationship between academic 
freedom and the influences of institutional structures, disciplinary formations, and funding systems (Curnalia & 
Mermer, 2018). Ultimately, the analysis of knowledge as a form of power within Foucault's (1994a) framework 
leads to a deep reassessment of the concept of academic freedom. The revered principle, previously regarded as 
an impregnable stronghold protecting the quest for knowledge, is today embedded within the complex interplay 
of power dynamics. This critique urges researchers to actively explore a sophisticated comprehension of academic 
freedom that acknowledges the intricate balance between independence and the widespread impact of power 
dynamics. This is an invitation for researchers to explore and examine the assumptions in this complicated field. 
It encourages a revolutionary debate that will change the way academic research is conducted, considering the 
relationship between knowledge and power. 

  
4 Resistance and Agency in the Academic Milieu 
Foucault (1994a) asserts that "resistance exists wherever power is present" serves as a guiding principle for 

scholars navigating the complex landscape of academia. The argument implies that scholars have the capacity to 
resist, challenge, and transform within the power systems that control academia. Nevertheless, when this 
statement is applied to the field of higher education research practice, a group of critics arises, questioning the 
transformational capacity of Foucault's framework. This critique examines the fundamental aspects of resistance 
and agency in academia, investigating whether Foucault's ideas offer a fertile foundation for significant 
transformation or restrict researchers to an ongoing interaction with the power structures they aim to contest. In 
the academic realm, resistance manifests in several ways—a complex interplay where researchers question 
established paradigms, amplify marginalised viewpoints, and critique institutional procedures. However, while 
Foucault recognises the presence of resistance, a careful examination exposes certain limitations in his framework 
when it is employed in the context of higher education. Several scholars contend that the theoretical basis for 
comprehending and promoting significant opposition is insufficiently established within the framework of 
Foucault's paradigm. 

Charles Taylor's astute critique penetrates the prevailing optimism about resistance and agency. The 
references cited are Millard & Forsey (2006), Houston (1998), and Quéré (2021). The scholar's incisive inquiries 
compel individuals in academia to directly confront the degree to which they can genuinely disentangle 
themselves from the all-encompassing impact of power systems deeply rooted inside educational establishments. 
According to Taylor's suggestion, resistance is inevitably influenced by the power dynamics it aims to oppose, 
resulting in a contradiction where the potential for transformation through academic research is trapped. The 
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desired liberation from dominant power structures is hindered, resulting in scholars being bound to a system that 
can unintentionally assimilate their attempts to rebel. 

An evident shortcoming in Foucault's theories is the absence of a normative framework. In the academic 
sphere, where ethical considerations define the limits of scholarly conduct, the lack of a distinct ethical framework 
impedes scholars' capacity to express the moral necessity of resistance. In the absence of a normative framework, 
the rationale behind resistance becomes an ambiguous domain, posing a challenge for researchers to articulate 
why they should challenge established power structures and advocate for particular reforms within higher 
education. Critics contend that the ability of resistance to bring about significant change is closely tied to the 
establishment of a standard basis—a collection of moral principles that direct scholars in navigating the intricate 
realm of power within academia (Ethical Considerations in Sentiment Analysis: Navigating the Complex Landscape, 
2023; Cummings, 2016). The lack of such a basis within Foucault's paradigm prompts inquiries regarding the logical 
consistency and long-term viability of resistance endeavours. Resistance, without a clear standard of behaviour, 
runs the risk of becoming a reactionary power that lacks the essential moral foundations required for long-lasting 
and intentional involvement. 

Furthermore, the critique explores the complex interplay between resistance and the perpetuation of power 
institutions. Foucault's paradigm acknowledges the presence of resistance, but it unintentionally restricts it to 
predetermined avenues, thus constraining its capacity to facilitate profound and revolutionary alterations. When 
resistance is assimilated by the power structures it aims to oppose, the effectiveness of academic investigation as 
a catalyst for change relies on the unpredictable actions of the existing authority (Choudhary et al., 2020). This 
critique compels scholars to confront the underlying ambiguity in Foucault's argument. Resistance in the academic 
sphere can be co-opted and assimilated into the existing power structures, causing the boundaries between 
subversion and assimilation to become unclear. Scholars have the challenge of striking a delicate equilibrium as 
they contemplate whether their actions of resistance genuinely foster revolutionary change or simply uphold the 
current system under the guise of dissent (Landa, 2022; Jimenez-Luque, 2020). 

Ultimately, the analysis of resistance and agency in the academic sphere, as conceptualised by Foucault's 
power/knowledge framework, provides a critical examination of the capacity for scholarly pursuits to bring about 
meaningful change. Foucault's argument provides a foundation for conceptualising resistance within academia. 
However, opponents raise significant inquiries regarding the constraints of this framework. The scholarly 
investigations conducted by intellectuals such as Charles Taylor emphasise the intricate interaction between 
opposition and the all-encompassing impact of power systems within educational establishments (Birdsall, 1995; 
Charles Raphael et al., 2018). The lack of a clear set of standards adds complexity to the situation, forcing 
researchers to explain the ethical obligations behind their acts of resistance. As academics analyse these important 
aspects, the discussion about resistance and agency in academia becomes a lively space where the possibility of 
bringing about significant change is considered in relation to the complex interaction with existing power systems. 

 
5 Disciplinary Regimes and Institutional Practices in Foucault's Power/Knowledge Framework 
Foucault's (1980, 1991, 1994a) examination of disciplinary regimes and institutional practices is a fundamental 

aspect of his power/knowledge paradigm. It provides a transformational perspective for researchers to analyse 
the systems that control academic disciplines and validate knowledge. Nevertheless, while considering the current 
state of academic research, it is important to acknowledge that Foucault's ideas are not exempt from criticism. 
This scrutiny reveals both the possible advantages and inherent constraints of utilising his theories in the intricate 
realm of higher education. Scholars are critically examining Foucault's assertion that disciplines are not passive 
receptacles for knowledge but rather active forces that influence what is considered acceptable. This critique is 
discussed by Duma (2010) and Apple (1999). This viewpoint promotes a thorough evaluation of the limits imposed 
by different fields of study, but it also brings up worries about the possibility of knowledge becoming too uniform 
within these bounds. Foucault's (1991, 1994a) paradigm suggests that disciplines acting as active actors might 
unintentionally lead to a reduction in views, restricting the acknowledgment and adoption of varied ideas and 
interdisciplinary methods. 

The notion that disciplines have an active role in producing valid knowledge prompts a reassessment of the 
academic environment. Researchers in higher education are compelled to examine whether the frameworks 
governing academic fields foster a vibrant exchange of ideas or unintentionally establish closed circles that 
perpetuate prevailing paradigms. The challenge comes from finding a balance between maintaining disciplinary 
coherence and promoting intellectual diversity and creativity in academic research. Furthermore, the 
consequences of disciplinary regimes (Foucault, 1991) go beyond intellectual limitations and cover matters of 
inclusiveness and representation in research conducted in higher education. The possibility of knowledge 
becoming uniform across fields prompts inquiries into which voices are amplified and which viewpoints may be 
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marginalised. Disciplines have the authority to determine what is considered valid knowledge, but this can lead to 
the continuation of systemic inequalities if some voices are excluded or not adequately represented within 
disciplinary frameworks (Behari-Leak et al., 2021; Hassan, 2023; Kirchner & Krott, 2022). 

Within the wider scope of institutional practices, Foucault's (1994a) paradigm encourages scholars to closely 
examine the complex systems that regulate the creation of knowledge. An important criticism is how peer review, 
publication norms, and funding systems contribute to maintaining certain power relations in academia. The 
gatekeeping role of academic journals and funding agencies, which is influenced by established conventions and 
preferences, might unintentionally create obstacles that restrict the adoption of research that challenges existing 
paradigms. Peer review, a fundamental aspect of scholarly assessment, is a crucial subject of analysis within 
Foucault's theoretical framework. Although peer review functions as a means of assuring rigour and intellectual 
integrity, it is susceptible to the impact of power dynamics (Resnik & Elmore, 2015). The criticism stems from the 
possibility that peer review methods may strengthen established paradigms, show preference for specific 
methodologies, and suppress dissenting or alternative viewpoints. Scholars may encounter a situation where they 
must conform to established conventions in order to be accepted, which could impede the development of 
innovative ideas. 

The norms governing publication, which are closely connected to the process of peer review, form an integral 
part of the institutional framework that influences the boundaries of academic communication (Raitskaya, 2018). 
Foucault's viewpoint urges scholars to scrutinise the underlying biases ingrained in these standards, such as 
inclinations towards specific research procedures, theoretical frameworks, or themes considered more 
'publishable.' The power/knowledge framework stimulates a critical examination of whether these norms 
unintentionally foster the marginalisation of alternative epistemologies or voices that are marginalised inside the 
academic canon. The impact of funding systems exacerbates the intricate connection between power and 
knowledge in institutional practices (Sengupta & Rossi, 2023). Funding agencies, which control financial resources 
for research projects, may reinforce power imbalances by showing preference for research that aligns with 
established paradigms or addresses specific societal issues (Lagner & Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012). The financial 
allocation criteria are crucial for comprehending how institutional practices influence the direction of academic 
investigation, perhaps guiding it towards paths that are in line with established power structures. 

To summarise, Foucault's (1991, 1994a) examination of disciplinary regimes and institutional practices within 
his power/knowledge framework provides a significant viewpoint for critically analysing the structures that control 
academic disciplines and validate knowledge. However, it is not immune to scrutiny. The possibility of knowledge 
becoming uniform within specific fields raises issues regarding the presence of intellectual diversity and inclusivity. 
An examination of institutional processes, such as peer review, publication criteria, and financing systems, reveals 
the complex power dynamics involved in the acceptance and diffusion of research inside academia. When scholars 
interact with Foucault's framework, they must carefully manage the tension between preserving disciplinary 
consistency and promoting intellectual variety. They also aim to question institutional practices that 
unintentionally strengthen power structures in research within higher education. 

  
6 Marginalisation and Power Dynamics in Research 
Foucault's (1991, 1994a) innovative perspective on power and knowledge introduces a crucial demand into 

academic research, asking scholars to examine the exclusion of voices and perspectives within the complex 
process of knowledge creation. Nevertheless, within the significant capacity for change, a critical examination 
arises—a thought-provoking inquiry into whether Foucault's theory unintentionally sustains prevailing power 
structures and continues to marginalise specific perspectives within the scholarly conversation. Within Foucault's 
power/knowledge paradigm, the explicit call is to analyse the power systems that marginalise certain voices in 
academic research. The lens is intended to reveal the mechanisms through which power functions, uncovering 
both the subtle and obvious ways in which the production of knowledge becomes a place of conflict. Within the 
context of underrepresented voices, this framework offers the possibility of profound change by challenging long-
established models that have historically suppressed different viewpoints. 

Nevertheless, the critique raises a resounding question: Does Foucault's framework, despite its capacity to 
disrupt, offer sufficient instruments and direction to destroy the deeply rooted power systems that sustain 
marginalisation? The demand for examination is evident yet achieving fair research techniques is still difficult 
given the complex relationship between power and knowledge. Critics contend that although Foucault (1980) 
identifies the issue, he does not provide a specific plan for scholars to proactively enhance the voices of 
marginalised individuals and confront the deeply rooted systematic inequities present in research methodologies. 
The power/knowledge framework, despite its intellectual robustness, faces difficulty converting criticism into 
tangible implementation (Held, 2020; 유희복, 2017). The lack of explicit instructions generates inquiries regarding 
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the degree to which academics can traverse the intricacies of power dynamics and actively strive to dismantle the 
very systems that marginalise specific perspectives. In the absence of a defined plan for change, the framework 
could unintentionally support the continuation of current power dynamics, as scholars may struggle with the 
challenging responsibility of tackling structural inequities without specific instructions. 

An aspect of this critique centres on the concept of inclusion in research methodologies. Although Foucault's 
perspective effectively reveals the power dynamics in action, it lacks specific methods for scholars to incorporate 
marginalised perspectives into the dominant academic conversation. The challenge comes from both 
acknowledging the presence of power disparities and providing concrete solutions that enable researchers to 
effectively address and modify these disparities in their research pursuits. In addition, the power/knowledge 
concept faces scepticism over its ability to effectively combat deeply rooted systemic inequities (Kromydas, 2017). 
Critics contend that although Foucault encourages scholars to challenge power structures, a clear vision for 
implementing inclusive and fair research techniques is still not evident. The absence of a well-defined normative 
framework in Foucault's theories may unintentionally deprive researchers of the fundamental principles necessary 
to initiate significant transformation. In the absence of a transformational vision, researchers may find it difficult 
to explain why the amplification of marginalised voices is not only a theoretical necessity but also a moral and 
ethical necessity that fundamentally influences the development of fair knowledge. 

The intricacy intensifies when contemplating the phenomenon of intersectionality – the interconnection of 
diverse social categories such as race, gender, and socioeconomic status. Foucault's (1994a) perspective 
encourages scholars to examine power dynamics, but detractors contend that this framework has difficulty 
acknowledging the complex intersections of many forms of marginalisation. The outcome is a possible 
oversimplification of power relations, as scholars may struggle with addressing the intricate and complex injustices 
encountered by individuals who hold many marginalised identities. In addition, the critique examines how 
institutions contribute to the perpetuation of power disparities in research. Foucault's theory prompts 
examination of institutional structures, although opponents raise doubts about whether this examination leads to 
practical approaches for effecting institutional reform. Institutions, as the guardians of knowledge generation, 
possess significant influence in determining the course of research. In the absence of explicit guidelines for 
scholars to question and modify these institutional systems, the power and knowledge framework can 
unintentionally result in researchers struggling with the continuation of systemic inequities deeply ingrained in 
academic institutions. 

Ultimately, Foucault's (1980, 1994a) power/knowledge paradigm is a powerful tool for understanding the 
power dynamics involved in knowledge production. However, there is a critical discussion over its ability to bring 
about meaningful change for marginalised voices in research methods. The framework's power to highlight the 
issue of marginalisation is unquestionable, but its ability to offer specific tactics and a normative basis for 
transformational action is a subject of debate. The critique poses crucial inquiries regarding the 
interconnectedness of power, the necessity for a revolutionary perspective, and the effectiveness of the 
framework in tackling deeply entrenched structural disparities. As researchers grapple with Foucault's theories, 
the difficulty lies in effectively implementing revolutionary change that goes beyond criticism and actively 
reshapes the landscape of inclusive and fair research procedures in academia. 

           
7 Navigating the Complexities of Power and Knowledge in Higher Education Research 
Applying Foucault's power and knowledge framework to current research practices in higher education is a 

complex exploration of the academic landscape, characterised by difficulties, inconsistencies, and possible 
constraints (Baxter Magolda, 2010; Morley, 2014; Reid et al., 1995). Foucault's (1994a) theories provide a unique 
perspective on power dynamics in knowledge production. However, there are several key concerns within this 
context. These include worries about academic freedom, the effectiveness of resistance, the influence of 
disciplinary regimes and institutional practices, and the potential exclusion of certain voices in research. One of 
the main criticisms is the intricate equilibrium between the power/knowledge framework and the concept of 
academic freedom. Foucault's (1994a) paradigm questions the idea that knowledge production is a neutral and 
objective process and highlights the potential limitations on academic freedom. Scholars are prompted to examine 
the independence of their intellectual endeavours due to the acknowledgment that knowledge is intertwined with 
power dynamics (Contu, 2019).  

Engaging in a critical analysis of power dynamics in academia can result in a paradox. Scholars who are 
conscious of the influence of power structures on their work may find themselves operating within a landscape 
where the pursuit of knowledge is intrinsically constrained by the very forces they aim to investigate. The 
effectiveness of resistance within the academic sphere arises as another important topic of criticism. Foucault 
(1994a) argues that resistance emerges in the presence of power, but sceptics doubt the ability of resistance to 
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bring about significant change in deeply rooted power systems. The lack of a well-defined framework for effective 
opposition, as emphasised by Charles Taylor and other academics, casts doubt on the ability of scholars to 
challenge existing norms and power structures. Without effective methods for resisting, the ability of academic 
research to bring about significant change may be impeded, leaving researchers struggling with the boundaries 
imposed by institutions. (Dolamo, 2018; Clegg, 2010). 

The examination of disciplinary regimes and institutional practices' impact on knowledge production becomes 
a crucial area for investigation. Foucault's (1980, 1991, 1994a) focus on the control of knowledge within academic 
fields pushes scholars to examine the possibility of academic knowledge becoming uniform. The critique explores 
how disciplinary boundaries can unintentionally hinder the inclusion of diverse views in research. The 
power/knowledge framework compels researchers to address the restrictions imposed by disciplinary norms, 
urging them to question and surpass established boundaries that may restrict the depth and scope of academic 
investigation (Rabbi, 2020; Roberts, 2022; Lie, 1997). Foucault's (1994a) paradigm critically examines the 
institutional procedures that regulate the production of knowledge, such as peer review processes and funding 
mechanisms. The gatekeeping function of academic journals and funding agencies is acknowledged as a domain 
where power is exerted, impacting the determination of whether research is considered deserving of 
dissemination and financial backing (Handrigan & Slutsky, 2007; Funding Agencies Must Support Clinical Research, 
1998). The possibility of institutional procedures upholding specific paradigms while excluding others is a matter 
of concern, prompting inquiries regarding equal access to information within the academic field. 

A significant critique of the power/knowledge framework (Syse, 2010) is the possibility of marginalising specific 
voices in the research scene. Foucault's (1980) ideas inspire scholars to examine power dynamics, but detractors 
contend that the framework lacks explicit instructions on how to amplify marginalised viewpoints or confront 
systematic inequalities in research procedures. The explicit focus on power dynamics may unintentionally 
reinforce the continuation of established social structures, resulting in the marginalisation of specific perspectives 
within scholarly discussions (Lehman & Anderson, 2023; Perera, 2020; Basthomi, 2012). Notwithstanding these 
criticisms, Foucault's views remain pertinent and provide a valuable viewpoint for scholars involved in higher 
education research. The power/knowledge framework functions as a catalyst for a thorough analysis of the 
complex power dynamics that influence the creation of knowledge (Wu, 2022; Flood et al., 2022; P. T. R. G. P. R. 
A. S. C., 2020). The focus on reflexivity among researchers is of utmost importance, urging scholars to consistently 
examine their own positions within power systems and the inherent biases present in their research procedures. 

Moreover, Foucault's (1980, 1994a) paradigm promotes the critical examination of existing standards within 
the academic sphere. Through the act of questioning and pushing the limits of academic fields, academics can 
participate in interdisciplinary conversations that go beyond conventional divisions, promoting a comprehensive 
comprehension of intricate phenomena (Smith et al., 2023). This focus on questioning established standards 
extends to the moral aspects of research methodologies. Scholars working under the power/knowledge paradigm 
are encouraged to examine the ethical consequences of their research, acknowledging the capacity for power to 
shape not only the subject matter but also the methods and communication of their studies. 

To summarise, the exploration of the intricacies of power and knowledge in research conducted in higher 
education is a constantly evolving process characterised by both conflicts and opportunities. Although the critique 
acknowledges obstacles such as limitations on academic freedom, opposition, the impact of disciplinary 
boundaries, and the risk of being marginalised, Foucault's theories remain an effective instrument for conducting 
critical analysis. Continuing to explore Foucault's theories encourages scholars to accept the intricacies, challenge 
assumptions, and actively participate in a transformative conversation that alters the field of higher education 
research. 
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