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i The nature of inquiry - Setting the field

Introduction

This chapter explores the conrext of educational
research. It sets out several foundations on
which different kinds of empirical rescarch are
constructed:

« scientific and positivistic methodologies

o naturalistic and interpretive methodologies
« mcthodologies from critical theory

o feminist educational research.

Our  analysis  takes  an notion
from Hitchcock and Hughes (1995: 21) who sug-

important

gest that ontolopical assumptions give rise o
epistemological assumptions; these, in rum, give
rise to methodological considerations; and chese,
I Lurn, give rise 1o issues of insrrumentation and
data collectiun. This view maves us hoyond regard-
ingresearch methods assimply a technical exercise
and as concermed with understanding the world;
this s infornied by how we view our world(s), whar
we Lake understanding ro be, and whar we see s
the purposes of understunding. The chapier ajse
aclnowledges that educational rescarch, politics
and decision-making are imexrricably inerrwined,
and it draws arcention 1o the poliues of eduen
nonal vescarel und dic mphicaoons that this hoe
[ llll(]('l‘l;»I]Clllg rescane b [ the move fowards
applicd and evaluative tesearch and away fram
Purz’ rescarcht Finally we add o ovene alow

methodaology.

The search for truth

]\ti(qjlfz v ]u]\g heen coneered Lo cotme 1O
orips with their environment and 1o underaeand
the narure of the phenomena 1 presenta 1o

then wenses. The means by which ey se

out to achieve these ends may be classified
into three broad categories: experience, reasoning
and research (Mouly 1978). Far from heing
independent and murtually exclusive, however,
these caregories must be seen as complementary
and averlapping, features most readily in evidence
where solutions to complex modern problems are
sought.

In our endeavours to come to terms with the
problems of day-to-day living, we are heavily
dependent upon experience and authority. It
must be remembered that as tools for uncovering
ultimare truth they have decided limications. The
limitations of personal experience in the form of
common-sense knowing, for instance, can quickly
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scientific approach to problem-solving. Consider,
for example, the suiking differences in the way
it which theories are used. Laypeaple hase then
on haphazard cvents and use them in a loose
und uncritical manner. When they are required to
rest them, they do so in a selecrive fashion, ofren
choosing only thar evidence thar is consistenr wirh
their hunches and ignoring that whicls i counter
o them, Sciernisis, by comtrast, consiruct thesn

Whatewver

hypotheses they formulute have v he resred

theories carcfully and systematically

)
b
i

ernprrically soochor cher eaphy HVC R T

basis i fact And there is the concept ol comuol
isnmewmshimg the dayperson’s wned i soene
arritude to expenence. Laypeople gemerally niake
noarrempr o conirol any exrmneous sources of
influence when irymg ro cuplain an occurrence
Scientisis, on the otwr land, only too conscious of
the mudtiphcivy of causes for o viven aceurrence,
resort to definite techmigues and procedures 1o
sotate and test the effect of one or more of the
alleged causes. Finally, there 1s the difference of
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atricude to the relationships among phenomena.
Laypeople's concerns with such relationships are
lavse, unsystematic and uncontrolled. The chance
occurrence of twa events in close proximity is
sufficient reason to predicare a causal link berween
them. Scientists, however, display a much more
serious professional concern with relationships
and only as a result of rigorous experimentation
will they postulate 2 relationship berween two
phenomena.

People attempt to comprehend the world
around them by using three rypes of reasoning:
dﬂwmw%éasonmg and the
combined inductive-deductive approach. Deductive
reasoning is based on the syllogism which was
Aristotle’'s great contribution to formal logic
In its simplest form the syllogism consists of «
major premise based on an a priori or self-evident
proposition, a minor premise providing a particular
instance, and a conclusion. Thus:

All planets orbit the sun.
The carch is a planet

Therefore the carth orhics the sun

can be deduced from @ valid premise. los chief
Lmitation is that i1 can handle only certain

kinds of statement. The syllogism formed the

hasis of systematic rcasoning from the tme of
its inceprion unt! the Renaissance. Thereafter
its effectiveness was diminished because it wos
no Jonger relar

to Ghservation and experience

and hecaiii

exercise. One of the

erely o men
consequences of this was Thar empirical evidence

s the hasis of proot was superseded by anthoriey
and the more authorities one could quote, the
srronger one's position became. Narurally, with
such ahuse of 1ts prinapal wol, sacence hecame
srerile.

The hstory of rensomng was 1o andergo
dramanie change in the 1600s when Franes Bacon
hegan to ly inereasing seress on the observational ’
hasis of science. Bemg cricical of the model of
deducrnive reasoning on the grounds that it majo

premises were often preconceived notons which

inevitably bias the conclusions, he proposed in its
place the method of inductive reasoning by means
of which the study of a number of individual
cases would lead to an hypothesis and eventually
to a generalization. Mouly (1978) explains it
by suggesting that Bacon's basic premise was
thar, with sufficient data, even if one does not
have a preconceived idea of their significance or
meaning, nevertheless important relationships and
laws would be discovered by the alert ohserver
Bacon's major contriburion to science was thus
that he was able to rescue it from the death-
orip of the deductive method whose abuse had
brought scientific progress to a standstill. He
thus directed the arrention of scientists to nature
for solutions to people’s problems, demanding
WMion. Logic and
autharity in themselves were no longer regarded
as conclusive means of proof and instead became
sources of hypotheses about the world and its
phenomiena. ‘
Bacon's inductive method was eventually”
followed by the inductive-deductive approach
which combines
Baconian

Aristotelian
inducrion.

involved in a hack

deduction
Here the

with
researcher is

-forth process of |

-
(from observation to hypothesis)

(from hypothesis ro implications) (Mouly 1978).
Hypotheses are tested rigorously and, if necessary,
revised.

Although boath deduction and induction have

their wesknesses, their contributions to the
development of science are enormous and fall

into three catevories:

o the sugeestion of hypotheses

®

the Togical development of these hypotheses
the clarification and interprecarion of scientific
findings and their synthesis into a conceptua!
frameworle

A furcher means by which we set our to discover
truth is vesearch. Thishas heen deined by Kerlinger
(1970} us the systematic, controlled, cmpirical and
criveal investigation of hypatherical propositions
abour the presumed relanons omong  natural

phenomena, Rescarch has three characreristics in

Y and deduction /-
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particular which distinguish it from the first means
of problem-solving identified earlier, namely,
experience. First, whereas experience deals with
events occurting in a haphazard manner, research
is systemartic and controlled, basing its operations
on the inductive-deductive model outlined above.
Second, research is empirical. The scientist curns
to experience for validation. As Kerlinger (1970)
puts it, subjective, personal belief has to have
a reality check against objective, empirical facts
and tests. And third, research is self-correcting.
Nor only does the scientific method have built-in
mechanisms to protect scientists from error as far
as is humanly possible, but also their procedures
and results are apen to public scrutiny by fellow
professionals. Incorrect results in time will be
found and either revised or discarded (Mouly
1978). Research is a combination of botch
experience and reasoning and must be regarded
as the most successful approach to the discovery
of truth, particularly as far as the natural sciences
are concerned (Borg 1963).

Educational research has absorbed several com-
peting views of the social sciences - the es-
tablished, traditional view and an interprertive
view, and several others that we explore in this
chapiter — critical theary, feminist theary and com-
plexity theory. The established, traditional view
holds that the social sciences are essentialiy the
same as the natural sciences and are therefore
concerned with discovering natural and universal
laws regulating and determining individual und
social behaviour; the interpretive view, however,
while sharing the rigour of the natural sciences
and the same concermn of traditional social science
10 describe and explain human hehaviour, em-
phasizes how people differ [rom inanimate natural
These
conrending views — and also their corresponding

phenomena and, indeed, from cach other.
reflectons in educational rescarch —stem 1 the
first instance from different conceptions of social
reality and of individual and social hehaviour. Tt
will help our understanding of the issues to he
developed subsequently if we examine these in o
little more detail (see herp://www.routledge.com/
texthaoks/9780415368780 — Chaprer 1, file 1))
ppt)

TWO CONCEPTIONS OF SOCIAL REALITY

Two conceptions of social reality

The views of social science that we have just
identified represent strikingly different ways of
looking at social reality and are constructed on
correspondingly different ways of interpreting it.
We can perhaps most profitably approach these
conceptions of the social world by examining the
explicit and implicit assumptions underpinning
them. QOur analysis is based on the work of Burrell
and Morgan (1979), who identified four sets of
such assumprions.

First, there are assumptions of an ontological
kind - assumptions which concern the very nature
or essence of the social phenomena being
investizated. Thus, the authors aslk, is social
reality external to individuals ~ imposing itself on
their consciousness from without — ot is it the
product of individual consciousness? 1s realiry of
an objective nature, or the result of individual
cognition? Is it a given ‘out there' in the world, or
is it created by one's own mind? These questions
spring directly from what philosophy terms the
nominalist—realist debate. The former view holds
that objects” of thought are merely words and
that thcre is no mdt.pund(_ntly accessible thing

1o the meaning of a waord, The realist
position, howcvu comqwdﬂ thar object
independent existence and are not dependent for

s have an

it on the knower,
The second set of identified
(1979) are of an

cpistemological kind. These concern the very

assumptions
hy  Burrell and Morgan
hases of knowledge — its nature and f{orms, how
it can be acquired, and how communicated

other human heings, How one aligns oncesell in
this particular debate profoundly affects how ane
will go about uncovering knowledge of social
The view that knowledge s hard,
objecrive and tangible will demand of rescarchers

hehaviour.

an observer role, together with an allegiance o the
methods of natural science: to see knowledee as
personal, subjective and unigue, however, impases
on rescarchers an involvement with their subjecrs
and a rejection of the ways of the narural scientist.
To suhscrihe to the former is to he posirivist: o
the latter,

anti-positvIsT

e
1 LK
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The third set of assumprions concern human
nature and, in particular, the relationship between
human beings and their environment. Since the
human being is both its subject and object of study,
the consequences for social science of assumptions
of this kind are indeed far-reaching. Two images of
human beings emerge from such assumptions - the
one portrays them as responding mechanically
and deterministically to their environment, i.e.
as products of the environment, controlled like
puppets; the other, as initiators of their own
actions with free will and crearivity, producing
their own environments. The difference is berween
determinism and woluntarism respectively (Burrell
and Morgan 1979).

It would follow from what we have said so far
that the three sets of assumptions identified above
have direct implications for the methodological
concerns of researchers, since the contrasting
ontologies, epistemologies and models of human
beings will in turn demand different research
methods. Investigators adopting an objectivist
(or positivist) approach to the social world
and who treat it like the world of natural
phenomena as being hard, real and external to the

-individual will choose frai a tange of traditional

oplions —surveys, experiments, and the like.
Orthers favouring the more subjectivist (or anti-
positivist) approach and who view the social world
as being of a much softer, personal and humanly
created kind will select from a comparable range
of recent and emerging techniques - accounts,
participant observation and personal construess,
for example.

Where one subscribes to the view that treats
the social world like the natural world - as
if it were a hard, external and objective
reality — then  seientific  investigation will he
directed ar analysing the relationships and
regularities berween selected factors in that
world. It will be predominantly quantitative
and will he concerned with identifying and
defining elements and discovering ways in which
their relationships can he expressed. Hence,
they argue, methodological issues, of fundamenctal
importance, are thus the concepts themselves,
their measurement and the identification of

underlying themes in a search for universal laws
that explain and govern that which is being
observed (Burrelland Morgan 1979). Anapproach
characterized by procedures and methods designed
to discover general laws may be referred to as
nomothetic.

However, if one favours the alternative view
of social reality which stresses the importance of
the subjective experience of individuals in the
creation of the social world, then the search
for understanding focuses upon different issues
and approaches them in different ways. The
principal concern is with an understanding of
the way in which the individual creates, modifies
and interprets the world in which he or she
finds himself or herself. The approach now rakes
on a qualitative as well as quantitative aspect.
As Burrell and Morgan (1979) and Kirk and Miller
(1986: 14) observe, emphasis here is placed on
explanation and understanding of the unique and
the particular individual case rather than the
general and the universal; the interest is in a
subjective, relativistic social world rather than
an absolurist, external reality. In its emphasis
on the particular and individual this approach
to understanding individual behaviour may be
termed idiographic.

In this review of Burrell and Morgan's analysis
of the ontological, epistemological, human and
methodological assumptions underlying two ways
of conceiving social reality, we have laid the
foundations for a more extended study of the
two contrasting perspectives evident in the
practices of researchers investigating human
hehaviour and, by adoption, educational problems.
Box 1.1 summarizes these assumptions along a
subjective~objective dimension. 1t identifies the
four sets of assumptions by using terms we have
adopted in the text and by which they are known
in the literature of social philosaphy.

Each of the two perspectives on the study of
human behaviour outlined above has profound
implications for research in classrooms and
schools. The choice of problem, the formularion of
questions to be answered, the characterization of
pupils and teachers, methodological concerns, the
kinds of data sought and their mode of treatment,




Box 1.1
The subjective—objective dimension

POSITIVISM

l

|
| A scheme for analysing assumptions about the nature of social science

The subjectivist
approach to
social science

{ Nominalism ) =——— ontology ———+ {Realism J
==t = —_— =
[, Anti-positivism | =———— epistemology ————+ [ Positivism )

e A :

The objecrivist
approach to
social science

[ Voluntarism ) <«———— human nature ——— [ Determinism b
- : |
{ Idiographic ) — methodology ————— [ Nomothetic ) :
|

Source: Burrell and Morgan 1979

all are influenced by the viewpoint held. Some
idea of the considerable practical implications of
rhe contrasting views can be gained hy eXAmining
Box 1.2 which compares them with respect to =
number of critical issues within a broadly socieral
and organizational frameworl:. Implications of the
two perspectives for research into classrooms and
schools will unfold in the course of the rext.

Because of it significance for the epistemolag-
cal hasis of social science and its consequences for

al racane e et maied e
Ddi TERCHrCn, we d(.vu'CL mMuch JisCuss

m this chapter ta the positivist and AnN-pOSILIvViSt
debate.

Pasitivism

Although  posiivism  has heen u recurrent
rheme in the history of wesiern thought from
the Ancient Greeks o the present day, i
in storically wssociated wich the nmercents-
century French philosopher,  Auguste Comie,
who was the first thinker o use the word
ek 1979). His

positivism turns to observation and reason

for a philosophical position (B

means of understanding hehaviour; explanarion

procecds by way of scientific description. in

his study of the history of the philosophy and
methodology of science, Oldroyd (1986) says:

It was Comre who consciously 'invented’ the new
science of society and pave it the name to which we
are accustomed . ... For social phenomena were to he

. v
viewed In

PP
Ly

P U U RS
he light of physiological {or hiolog
Jaws und theories and investigated empirically, jusl
Iike physical phenomena.

(Oldrovd 1986)

Comre's position was o lead 10 a general
doctrine of posicivism which held dhat s11 genume
knowledge is based on sense experience and can
be advanced only by means of observavon o

amperiment. Following viothe enopiricet voadiion,

n hited inguiry and heliel o what cann L fnimly
established and i thus abandoning meaphvsical
and speculanve arrempre 1o g knowledee by

reason alone, the movemenr developed what Ja

heen deseribed as a ‘rough-minded orentanion o

imces and nawral phenomena’ (Becl 19703
Although the 1erm positvism s used by

philosophers and  social scientists, 2 residual

Medning i spresent and this derives fron

acceptance of natural science ns the paradigm of

human knowledee (Duncan 19683, This incluce-
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Box |.2

Alternative bases for interpreting social reality

Dimensions of comparison
Philosophical basis

The role of social science

Basic units of social reality

Methods of understanding

Theory

Research

Methodology

Society

Organizatons

Crgamzavonal pathologies

Prescripuion for change

Concepions of social reality
Objecuvist
Realism: the world exists and is knowable
as 1 really is. Grganizations are real
entities with a life of their own

Discovering the universal faws of society
and human conduct within it.

The collectivity: society or organizations

ldentifying conditions or relationships
which permit the collecuvity to exist
Conceiving what these conditions and
relationships are,

A rauonal edifice built by scienusts to
explain human behaviour

Experimental or quasi-experimental
validation of theory,

Abstraction of reality, especially through
mathematical models and quantitative
analysis

Ordered, Governed by a uniform set of
values and made possible only by those
values

Goal oriented, Independent of peopla
Instruments of order in society serving
both society and the individual

Organizationz get out of kilter with social
vilues and individual needs

Change the structure of the organization

o meet socal values and individual needs

Suwice: adapred iran, Barr Greenfield 1975

the dollownng connesiod

(1a75)

I Chiddens

procelores ol nataral seence mav he direcely
applied oo the sociad sciences
mphies oo poricudar stmce concernime the social

SO e an cheerver ol social reniine Seeomnd,

e endeproelns aof

supPosons, denuned
First, the

Ivestention. by

methadolovicnl

Poattivisng here

[

i \Clill

those of notnrl scicncy
amslvses ninst B cxpressed me lnwes o

o )L‘]'ilil::ll Jonas o l]l('

Fosinaan here mvolve
SCICT S

Subjectivist

Ideaiism: the world exists but different
people construe itin very different ways
Ovrganizations are invented social reality

Discovering how different people
interprec the world in which they live

Individuals acting singly or together

Interpreration of the subjective meanings
which individuals place upon their action.
Discovering the subjective rules for such
action.

Sets of meanings which people use to
malke sense of thewr warld and behaviour
within it.

The search for meaningful relationships
and the discovery of their consequences
for acuon.

The representation of reality for purposes
of comparison. Analysis of language and
meaning

Conflicted. Governed by the values of
people with access to power,

Dependent upon people and their poals
Inszruments of power which some people
conuol and can use to atamn ends whicl
seem good to them

Given diverse human ends. there is always
conflict among peopie acting to pursue
them

Find out what vilues are embodicd
organizatonal acuors and whose they are
Change the people or change cher valug:
il you can

cane b tormudiced moverms ol

ihlishied e relavion wo nacaral phienomena

anabesto orimterprerers of thear ol

T :

This reons i then
o bl

N |-'.H'1(] fh}\l }i:l"( |'|“C]I

VoS- - . N ’l
LTSS e ol sy
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matter, Positivism claims that science provides us
with the clearest possible ideal of knowledge.
Where positivism is less successful, however,
is in its application to the study of human
behaviour where the immense complexity of
human nature and the elusive and inrangible
quality of social phenomena contrast strikingly
with the order and regularity of the narural
world. This point is nowhere more apparent
than in the contexts of classroom and school
where the problems of teaching, learmning and
human interaction

present the positivistic

researcher with 2 mammoth challenge  (see
htep://www.routledge.com/texthooks/
9780415368780 — Chaprer 1, file 1.2. ppt).

For further information on positvism within
the history of the philosophy and methodology of
science, see Oldroyd (1986). We now look more
closely at some of its features.

The assumptions and nature of science

We begin with an examination of the tenets of
scientific faith: the kinds of assumptions held
by scientists, often--implicitly, as they oo abour
their daily work. First, there is the assumprion
of deierminism. This means simply that evenrs
have causes, that events are derermined by ather
circurnstances; and science proceeds on the belief
that these causal links can eventually be uncovered
and understood, that the events are explicable in
rermis of their antecedents. Moreover, not only are
events in the natural world derermined hy ather
circumstances, hut alse there is regularicy nbout
the way they are determined: the universe dies
not behave capriciously. [t s the ulimate aim
ol scienusts to formulare laws w accoum Jor the
happenings in the world. thus giving them o firm
hagie (or prediction and conusl

The second assumption is that of empiricism. We
hove already touched upan this viewpoing, whocl
holds chat certain kinds of reliahle knowledoe
can only derive fron evperience  in

this means scientifically that the tenabilicy of 4
theory or hyparhesis depends on e natwe of the
empirical evidence for s support. Empirical here
means rhar which is verifiable by observation and

e

THE ASSUMPTIONS AND MNATURE OF SCIENCE

direct experience (Barratt 1971); and evidence,
am\strong confirmarion, in
probability terms, of a theory or hypothesis in
a research setting,

Mouly (1978) idencifies five steps in the process

of empirical science:

1 experience: the starting point of scientific
endeavour at the most elementary leve!

2 classification: the formal systematization of
otherwise incomprehensible masses of dara

3 quantificaion: a more sophisticated stage
where precision allows
more adequate analysis of phenomena by
mathemartical means

4 discovery of relationships: the idenrification
and classification of funcrional relationships

of measurement

among phenomena
5 approximation to the ruth: science proceeds by
gradual approximation to the truth.

The third assumption underlying the work of the
scientist is the principle of parsimony. The basic
idea is that phenomena should be explained in
the most economical way possible, as Finsiein
known o remaik — one should make matters
as simple as possible, but no simpler! The first
historical statement of the principle wus hy
William of Occam when he said that explamatory
principles (enuties) should nor he rneedlessly

Was

multiplied. It may, of course, be interpreted in
various ways: that it is preferable to account {or «
phenomenon by rwo concepts rather than three:

that o simple theory is to he preferred o a compl

e,

The final assumption, thar of genevalivy, played
deductive
and mducrive methods of reasonine.

an mportant part M horh e
Indeed,
hisrorically spealing, 110 was the problensone
relationship berween rhe concrete particular and
the abstract general that was 10 resolt m 1wo
competng theores o Enowiedoe — the ol
and the

empircal. Beginning with observations of
thie particular, scientiste set our 1o generalize they
irdings w the world ar Taroe. This s s leenuu
they are concerned ultimately with expianarion
I courss, the concept of generality presents much

fess of a prablem o rarural scienusts working

N
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chiefly with inanimate marrer than to human  Box 1.3

scientists who, of necessiry having to deal with  The functions of science
samples of larger human populations, have to
EXercise great caution when generalizing thejr ‘ I

Its problem-sesking, guestion-asking,

ﬁndings to the particular parent populations. . huncn—encml;ragmg_, hypot'hesas-producmg Tunction. i
, : 7 . 2 s testing, ehecking, certifying functon; |t Lrying out i
We come now to the core question: Whar s e i . g
. N . in th and testing of hypetheses: i repetition and 7
science! Kerlinger (1970) points our thar in the checking of experiments; s piiing up of faccs, i
scientific world itself two broad views of science | 3 It organizing, theorizing, SEUCTUring funcron; ics
may be found: the staric and the dynamic. The staric search for larger and larger generalizations. [ ;
view, which has particular appeal for laypeople, 4 Ius hiscory-callecting, scholarly function. ]
. . . o . 5 Its technological side; Instruments, i
is that science is an activity that contributes ; . i
; . . methods, techniques, f
systematized information to the world, The work 6 lts administracive, executive and organizational side, |
of the scientist is to uncover new facts and add 7 Its publicizing and educational funcrisns. [
them to the existing corpus of knowledge. Science 8 Its applications to humin use. |
is thus seen as an accumulared body of findings, ? IIB as’ﬂ-‘“elc’at'°”' enjoyment, celebrarion and
' ‘ - . (] oriiication.
the emphasis being chiefly on the present state of &
¥ " 7 1 . .
knowledge and adding to it.? The dynamic view,
by contrast, conceives SCIence more as an activity, Source: Maslow 1954

as something thar scientists do. According to this
conception it is important to have an accurnulated
body of knowledge of course, but what really matcer

Clearly there are several different types of the.
most are the discoveries thar scientists make. The ory, and each type of theory defines its own kinds .
emphasis here, then, is more on the heuristic of ‘proof’. For example, Maorrison (]9953) idernti- 4
nature of science, hes empirical theories, ‘grand’ theories and ‘critical’ il
Contrasting views exist on the functions of theory. Empirical theories and critical theories are w
science. We give a composite summary of.these in discussed belai: ‘Grand thedry'is a metanarrative,
s © Box 1.3. For the professional sclentists; however, defining an area of study, heing speculative, clar. .
science s seen as a way of comprehending ifying conceprual structures and frameworks, and 4
the world; as a means of explanation and creatively enlarging the way we consider behawviour i
understanding, of prediction and control. For them and organizations (Layder 1994). It uses funda-
the ultimate aim of science is theory. mental onrological and epistemological pastulages i
Theory has been defined by Kerlinger as ‘a set which serve to define o field of inquiry (Hughes
of interrelated constructs [concepts], definitions, 1976). Here empirical material tends to be used
and propositions that Presents a systematic view by way of illusrration rather than ‘proof. This
of phenomena hy specifying relarions among is the stwff of some saciological theories, for '
variables, with tle purpose of expluining and example Marxism, consensus theory and func- 7
predicting the phenomens’ (Kerlinger 1970). In tionalism. While sociologists may be excited hy '
a sense, theory gathers together all the isalated the totalizing and all-encompassing narure of such i
bits of empirical data inta a coherent concepryal theories, they have been subject to considerable
framewark of wider applicability. More than this, undermining, For example, Merton (19499, Coer b
however, theory is itself g potential source of  ,pd Rosenberg (1969) Doll (1993) and Layder |
further information and discoveries. It is in this (1994) conrend thar while they might possess thie
way a source of new hypotheses and hithereo atcraction of large philosophical systems of consid-
unasked questions; it identifies critical areas for  erable — Byzantine - architectonic splendour and i
further investigation; it discloses gaps in our logical consistency, nevertheless they are scientif- i
lnowledge; and enables a researcher to postulate ically sterile, irrelevant and out of touch with a

the existence of previously unknown phenomena, world that is characterized by openness, fluidiry,
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heterogeneity and fragmentation. This book does
nnt endeavour to refer to chis type of theory.

The status of theory varies quite considerably
according o the discipline or area of knowledae
in question. Some theories, as in the natural
sciences, are characterized by a high degree of
elegance and sophistication; others, perhaps lik
educational theory, are only at the early stages of
formutation and are thus characterized by great un-
evenness. Popper (1968), Lakatos (1970),” Mouly
(1978), Laudan (1990) and Rasmussen (1990)
identify the following characteristics of an effec-
tive empirical theory:

« A theoretical system must permit deductions
and generate  laws that can be tested
empirically; that is, it must provide the means
for its confirmation or rejection. One  can
rest the validicy of a theory only through the
validity of the propositions (hypotheses) thar
can be derived from it I repeated attempes
to disconfirm its various hypotheses fail, then
greater confidence can he placed in s validiry.
This can go on indefinitely, untl possibly
some hypothesis proves unrenable. This would

constinite indirea evidence of the

e inadeoney
nadeguacy
of the theory and could lead to its rejecrion
{ar more commonly 1o ivs replcement by o

more adequate theory thit can incorpurte the

« Theory must he  compatible wirli bhaily
obscrvation ind previously vilidued theories,
Temust be grounded m empirical dara that have
Decn veriied arnd must rest on sound postulanes
;|1|J |1‘)r|n|l_]|c,‘1t‘.‘. T]'ll_' ]\(.‘llt"l 1|||_ l]l(:ui’\", |||r‘
mereadequaredy e car cap Lo die plienomon
undder consideration, and the more facrs
Sanamcarparare intoo g mennmetul siroe o
ol ever-greaer pencralizabibioy. There should
e mrernal consistency hotween these et

[eshoudd Carify the precme venns e wlhach o

s o cxplong predicn and venerhize ahons
empirical phenomena

o Theorics muost be staced o ample terme,
theory 1o hest thar explimes the most a0 the
simplest way Tine s the Jaw ol paramon

A heare mnsr cspbon the dan ey
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and yet must not be so comprehensive as
to be unwieldy. On the other hand, it must
not overlook variables simply because they are
difficult o explain.

A theory should have considerable explanarory
and predictive potential,

A theory should he able to respond to observed
anomalies.

A theory should spawn a research enterprise
(echoing Siegel’s (1987) comment that one of
the characreristics of an effective theory is 1ts
fercility).

A theory should demonstrate precision and
universality, and set the grounds for its own
falsification and verification, identifying the
narure and operation of a 'severe test’ (Popper
1968). An effective empirical theory 1s 1ested
in conrexts which are differenc from those tha
gave rise o the theory, i.e. they should move
bevond simply corroboration and  induction
and rowards ‘resting’ (Loudan 1090), 11 should
identify the type of evidence whicly is required
o confirm or refute the theory

A theory must he operationalizable precisely.
A test of the theory must be rephcahle

o v 1 [N T B S Ao
SONICOMES e word model 1§ useda instond o, o

interchangenbly with, theomy. Both miay he secn s

cxplamarory devices or schemes hivime o broadis

conceprual framewaork, though models are ofeen

characrerized by the use of analogies ro mive wmore

graphic or visual representation of o particuln

phienomenon, Providimg they e siccnre o do

not nusrepresent the facts, modele cam be of grea

helpom achieving claniy and Tocusme an Fey e

M e mature of pienamer

Fhirchooeh and Floghes 019950 diawe oocrtne
the armamds of the diseussaon so e wleen ade
e rihe o theory thus

>] I\’.’_fkl]"\v' 1% we'ch o 'HLZH)_',_' IERINLIE |'|\L".‘ '\"\"||ii \il‘

developmment of Wi s onainc o ol | nowde

ol lil(‘ sowal owon bl o \‘HIH‘_' e theon '.'Ili!\l‘l”

the use ol CODC U, SYSTCIN S, le.)(l(;‘i!, strocror

Dchiel ond i, hiypothe o tiheanie s e cnder o
Ml st nee o particular ropees Ol ciem
SO 0TI s i Lo T e e ol T
Canre cnnseeete o ated pree ee T g g esnlin

I3

j 403deyd




|4

THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

events in ways which are consistent with a particular
philosophical rationale or, for example, a particular
sociological or psychological perspective. Theories
therefore aim to both propose and analyze sets of
relations existing berween a number of variables
when certain regularities and continuities can be
demonstrated via empirical enquiry.

(Hitchcock and Hughes 1995: 20-1)

Scientific theories must, by their very nature, be
provisional. A theory can never be complete in the
sense that it encompasses all that can be known
or understood about the given phenomenon.
As Mouly (1978) argues, one scientific theory is
replaced by a superior, more sophisticated theory,
as new knowledge is acquired.

In referring to theory and models, we have begun
to touch upon the tools used by scientists in their
work. We look now in more derail at rwo such
tools which play a crucial role in science — the
concept and the hypothesis.

The tools of science

Concepts express generalizations from particu-
lars — anger, achicvement, alicnation, velocity, in-
telligence, democracy. Examining these examples
more closely, we see that each is o word repre-
sentine an idea: mare accurately, & concept is the
relationship between the word (or symbol) und an
idea or conception, Whoever we arc and whatever
we do, we all make-use of conceprs. Naturally, some
are shared and used by all proups of people wichin
the same culture — child, Jove, justice, for example;
athers, however, have a restricted curreney and are

used only hy certin groups., speciahists, or members

of professions - idionlossin, retroactive inhihition,
anricipatory socialization.

Concepts cnable us o impose some sort of
meaning on the world; through them reality s
given sense, order and coherence, They are the
means by which we are able to come o rerms
with our experience. How we pereeive the world,
then, s highly dependent on the reperiome ol
comcepts we can commiand, The more wo have,
the more sense data we can pick up and the sures

will he our perceprual (and coomitive) grasp of

whatever is ‘out there’. If our perceptions of the
world are determined by the concepts available
to us, it follows that people with differing sets of
concepts will tend to view the 'same’ objective
reality differently — a doctor diagnosing an iliness
will draw upon a vastly different range of concepts
from, say, the restricted and simplistic notions of
the layperson in that context.

So, you may ask, where is all this leading?
Simply to this: that social scientists have likewise
developed, or appropriated by giving precise
meaning to, a set of concepts which enable them
to shape their perceptions of the world in a
particular way, to represent that slice of realiry
which is their special study. And collectively,
these conceprs form part of their wider meaning
system which permits them to give accounts of that
reality, accounts which are rooted and validared
in the direct experience of everyday life. These
points may be exemplified by the concept of social
class. Hughes (1976) says that it offers

a rule, a grid, even though vague ar times, to use in
rulking abour certain sorts of experience thar have
to do with economic position, life-style, life-chances,
and so on. It serves 10 idenrify aspects of experience,
and hy relaring the eoncept to other conceprs we
are able to construct theories ahout experience in o
particulir order or sphere

(Hughes 1976: 35

There are two important points to stress when
considering scientific conceprs. The first s that
they do not exist independently of us: they are
indeed our invenoons cnabling us 1o acguire
some understanding at least of the apparent chaos
of nature. The second s that they are limited
m number and in this wav contrast with the
mfinite number of phenomena they are required
to explam

A second ool of great importance o the

[t s from this that
much research proceeds, especially where cause-

scientist s rhe  hypothesis

and-cffect or concomirant relationships are heing
investigared, The hypothesis has heen dehned
i berlineer (1970) a: o conjectural statement
of the relations harween two or more vanahies

or ‘an educared ouess’, though it s unlike

s Sl

i
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aneducated puess in thar o 15 often  the
result of considerable study, reflectjve thinking
and ohservation. Mediwar (1972) writes of the
hypothesis and s funcrion thyg:

All advances of scientific understanding, ar every
level, begin with a speculative adventure, an
Imagmative preconception of wha might be pue - o
preconception which always, und necessarily, soes o
lede veay (sometimes - ling way) beyond anything
which we huve lauical or facrual authiurity 1o heljeve
. U s the invention of 4 possible world, o of
o tiny fraction of that world The conjecrure s
then exposed to criticism 1o ind out whether o
not that imagined world s anything like the real
one. Scientific reasoning s thercfore ar uil Jevels
an interaction hetween rwi episodes of though - |
dinlogue berween rwo voices, the one imaginarve
and the other ernical: o dialogue, il you like, berween
the possible and the aciual, belween propasal aiid
dispagal, conjeciure and crincism, hetween wha
might be true and what js 1 fact the case

(Meduwar Ju FS)

Kerlinger (1970) has identified (wo criteria [y
uood” hypothies

s. The frst is rha hyporheses

e statenients ahout the  relations herwe

]

viriahles; and second,  tha hypotheses CHTTY
clenrimphentions for testny the siated relarion:
To dhese he adds rwo ancillary criteria: o

disclose con

hypathes

Aubiity with curren

chowledpe; ond tha they are expressed o
reomomically e possilile. Thos 1f we conjece
that social el hackground determyine AISINIRITIN
achicvement, we have o redanonsbip fenweon
aveenmables ocinl il another, aciden

| " 1 ' ! !
BTN )y i iy oty can "L’ ICHnig !

the PRy crireria speciived by Loerlmons ¢ .
met Nesher do ey e (], ancilliie Ginon
N ipasid hy Foerlinger tave e Pos 14y

Fle mirther ident e foue ey e
Hportinme of ]l_\’]”nili‘)uw_" SAe Lol il lv:hL';_H'\’ll

Firs, they orearnze the offor ol e by

The reltionslip cxpressed the Fyyvpathie -
tlicoten wing thev should g The cnnhi,
them 1o understnd ), problone vl s
Sl nd provide hem wirh e frnnewor] [
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Box I .4
The hypothasis

‘H—___—‘_'—_‘_—————-_.____—— —

Dnce ang has a hypathesis to work on, the seents: |

| §= L}

| can move forwird; the hypothiess will guide the
researcher on the selaction af some obhoervatians

rather than others and will SUBBESE experiments,
Scientists soon |egrn by experience the charmcien

of a peod hypothesic. A hypothesis that is o looys
| e accolmmodate any phenomenon talis s precisaly |
| nothing; the mare phenomena it pranibivs, the mers
| informative 1t is
A pood hypothests must alse nave logical immediaey, |
L& it must provids an explanation of whatever it - |
‘ thiat needs to be sxplainzd and nocarn explanaton of
orher shsnomdng, Logical immed acy g hypotliasis
freans that i can be tesyed by comparatively direct 310
‘ pricucable means, A larze part of the o f the soluhfe
15 the art of devising hypatheses thar can ba tosted by (
|‘ pricticable exporiments. |

—_— ]

Source: adapted from Medawar 1981

Second, they e, m Kerlinuer's words, the wark ing

mstruments of theory. They can lye deduced from
theory or from other hypotheses. Third, they

n he !

1N
o LeSTed, CTnpnically o experimentally, (e

resulting in confirmation o rejection: and 1lere
in alwiys the sathility thar o Biypothe

RS
supported and - established, may hecome 3 o
Fourth, hypotheses nre powerlul roals for e
advamcermen of knowledue hecause, . Ferhngy
(1970 explaing, they enahle U Lo oer oo
()l”-:\cl\/'ﬁh, I“i)-',')l)lllt:.‘;c.q ;l]l(_l (_’.)“L{,_‘Pl.“v IJ]H'\' HASEIT l-'-']
Partan the soeniiine medhod and rotoha s ho

W DOW LU G e o,

The scientific method

o mow dustinet e feiure o

RUSUS STATARNNT
e s'lll)‘\II’lL:l} TRIVITENY (RSN I MR o o
:’lill':l( LeTig teit sebonl r‘x':lllv i

sl e anly Diow I e Been e |

procedune

o bt e sulliciently caenr o |L‘HH\’\-'<‘1CIL,‘H|I-I"

oy reneat Iln'm. by i -.,Il!.m] |‘f|('|lv outowih

e wime o onhe materale angd gl

sl A Cgfe gl v (IR e g

!

1 '
A }![“I\I()ill.jll NDeCesinve l‘”"*."n"'- o HI'J‘I“.E

} ] 1l
A o e e 1oy VLT byt 1y I:Ilia\ll‘l 1




THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

warrant” of its findings, showing the match or
fit berween its statements and what is happening
or has happened in the world' (Cuff and Payne
1979: 4). These standards and procedures we
will call for convenience 'the scientific method’,
though this can bhe somewhat misleading for
the following reason: the combination of the
definite article, adjective and ‘singular moun
conjures up in the minds of some people a
single invariant approach to problem-solving, an’
approach frequently involving atoms or rats, and
taking place within the confines of a laboratory.
Yer there is much more to it than this. The
term in fact cloaks a number of methods which
vary in their degree of sophistication depending
on their function and the particular stage of
development a science has reached. Box 1.5 sets
out the sequence of stages through which a science
normally passes in its development or, perhaps
more realistically, that are constantly present in
its progress and on which scientists may draw
depending on the kind of information they seek
or the kind of problem confronting them. Of
particular interest in our efforts to elucidate the
term ‘scientific method' are stages 2, 3 and 4.

|
Stage 7 is a relatively uncomplicated point at

which the roe
WHICH the e

record facts and possibly arrive at some system
A

of classification. Much research in the ficld of
educarion, especially at classroom and school

level, is conducted in this way, e.g.-surveys and

case studies. Stage 3 intraduces a note of added
sophistication as attempts are made to establish
relationships herween vartables within o loose
framework of inchoate theory. Stave 4 is the
mnost sophisticated srage and often the one that
nany people equate exclusively with the scienufic
method, In order to arrive at causabiry, as distine!
from miere measures of association, rescarchers here
design experimental situations in which variahles
arc manipulated to test their chosen hyporheses.
This process moves from carly, inchoare ideas,
o more nigorous hypotheses, ro empirical testing
of those hypotheses, thence o confirmation or
modification of the hypotheses (Kerlinger 19709,

Wieh staces 3 and 4 of Box 1.5 o mind,

we may sty that the scienviic method beging

Box I.5
Stages in the development of a science

|
| Definition of the science and identification of the
phenomena that are to be subsumed under it.

2 Observational stage at which the relevant factors,
variables or items are identfied and labelled, and at
which categories and taxonomies are developed.

3 Correlational research in which variables and
paramerters are related to one another and
information is systematically integrated as theories
begin to develop.

4 The systematic and controlled manipulation of
variables to see if experiments will produce
expected results, thus moving from correlation to
causality

S The firm establishment of a body of theory as the
outcomes of the earlier stages are accumulared
Depending on the nature of the phenomena under
scrutiny, laws may be formulated and systemartized. |

6 The use of the established body of theory in the
resolution of problems or as a source of further

| hypotheses,

consciously and deliberately by selecting from the
total number of elements in a given situation, More
recently Hitchcock and Hughes (1995: 23) suggest
an eight-stage model of the scientific method chat
echoes Kerlinger. This is represented in Box 1.0
The elements the rescarchers fasren on 1o will
naturally be suitable for scientific formulation; this
means simply that they will possess quantivative

Box |.6

An eight-stage model of the scientific method
¢ |
Stage |1 Hypotheses, hunches and guessey i
Stage 2. Experiment designed; samples taken: i
variables isolated :
Stage 3:  Correlations observed: patterns idenrified |
Stage 4 Hypotheses formed to explin regularities |
Stage 5¢  Explanations and predictions tested: |
falsifiabiliry |
Stage 6:  Laws developed or disconfirmation !
{hypothesis rejected) |
Stage 7 Generalizations made l
Stage 8:  INew theories
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CRITICISMS OF POSITIVISM AND THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD

aspects. Their principal working tool will be the
hypothesis which, as we have seen, is a statement
indicating a relationship (or its absence) between
rwo or more of the chaosen elements and stated in
such a way as to carry clear implications for testing
Researchers then choose the most appropriace
method and put their hypotheses to the test.

Criticisms of positivism and the scientific
method

In spite of the scientific enterprise’s proven success
using positivism — especially in the field of narural
science — its ontological and epistemological bases
have been the focus of sustained and sometimes
vehement criticism from some quarters, Beginning
in the second half -of the nineceenth century,
the revolt against positivism occurred on a hroad
front, attracting some of the best intellecruals in
Europe ~ philosophers, scientists, social critics and
creative artises, Essentially, it has been a reaction
against the world picture projected by science
which, it is contended, undermines life and mind
The precise tareet of the anti-positivists’ attack
has beer sCielce s TECHITSte and reduction st
view_ of namre_which, by denmition, Uefines
< DA AR,
life in measurable terms rather than

inner

i soeoxperience, and  excludes notions of choice,

freedom, individuality, and moral responsihility,
regarding the universe as a living organism rather
than as a machine (e,0. Nesfield-Cookson 19877,

Another challenge to the claims of posicivism
come from Seren Fierkegnard, the Danish philo-
.wphcl, ane of the orginmors of existentihsm
Fierkegaurd wios concerned with individuals nnd
rheir need ra fulfil themselves 100 the highest
level of development. This realizaion of
persor’s potential was for Rim the meaminge
ol existence which he saw as C“concrere and
individual, unigue and irreducible, not amenahle
o conaeptbizavion” (Beck 1979 Churacreristic
feanures ol rhe ave in which we live — democracy's
trust i the crowd menvalivy, the ascendancy o
renson, scientific and rechnological progress - all
nnhivie agmnst the achievement of 1his ernd
and conrribure to the dehumanizion of the

mdividual In s desire 10 free people Trom

their illusions, the illusion Kierkegaard was maost
concerned about was that of objectivity. By this
he meant the imposition of rules of behaviour
and thought, and the making of a person into an
abserver set on discovering general laws governing
human behaviour. The capacity for subjectivity,
he argued, should be regained. This he regarded
as the ability to consider one'’s own relationship
to whatever constitutes the focus of inquiry
The contrast he made berween abjecrivity and
subjectivity is brought out in the following passuge:

When the question of truth is raised 1n an objecrive
manner, reflection is directed objectively to the truth
as an abject to which the knower is related. Reflection
is not focused on the relationship, however, bur upon
the question of whether it is the truth tw which
the knower is related. If only the objecr to which
he is related is the rruth, the subjecr is accounied
t he in the tuth. When the question of truch s
raised subjecrively, reflection is divecied subjecrively
to the nature of the individual's relationship; if only
the mode of this relationship is in the cruth, the
individual is in the truth, even if hie should happen
to he thus relared ro whar 15 not true
(Nierleegaard 1974: 178)
For Kierkegaard, 'subjecrivity and concrerenoss
of truth are rogether the light. Anvone wha
is cammitted to science, or to rule-soverned
morality, is henighted, and necds 10 he rescud
fram his state of darkness’ (Warnoclk 19709,
Also concerned with the dehumanizine e
While

acknowledeing that they can ke much cred

of the social sciences s Jons (1977)

for throwing light i dark comners, he evpresoe
serious concert at the way in which quantihearim,
and computanon, assisted by statistical theory and
merhod, are wsed. He areues thar quancificaton
o form of collectivism, but thar iz runs
the risle ol Jepersonalizaron, His abyeenon s
not doected  at quanubcation per se. hot o
quantification when it hecomes an cnd 1 itself -
hranch of mathemances rather than o homene
study secking o explore and cluadare the orrm

crcumstunces of  the human condiion' (lon

19771 This echoes Horkbhenners (1977 poweriu

| taadeun
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critique of positivism as the mathemarization of
concepts about nature.

Another forceful critic of the objective
consciousness has been Roszak (1970; 1972), who
argues that science, in its pursuit of objecriviry,
is a form of alienarion from our true selves and
from nature. The justification for any intellecrual
activity lies in the effect it has on increasing
our awareness and degree of consciousness. This
increase, some claim, has been retarded in
our time by the excessive influence thar the
positivist paradigm has exerted on areas of our
intellectual life. Holbrook (1977), fo example,
affording consciousness a central position
human existence and deeply concerned with what
happens to it, condermns positivism and empiricism
for their bankruptey of che inner world, marality
and subjectiviry.

Hampden-Turner (1970) concludes that the
social science view of human beings is biased
in that it is conservarive and ignores important
qualities. This restricred image of humuns, he
contends, comes about because social scienrists
concentrate on the repetitive, predictable and
invariant aspects of the person: on ‘visible
externalities’ to the exclusion of the subjective
world; and on the parts of rhe person in thei
endeavours ro understand the whole.

Habermas (1972), in keeping with the Frank ure
School of critical theory (crirical theory s
discussed below), provides a corrosive critique of
positivism, arguing that the scientific mentality
has been clevared to an almost unassailahle
pasition — almost to the Jevel of religion
(scientism) ~ us being the only epistemology of
the west. In this view all Enowledoe hacomos
equated with scientific knowledge. This neglects
hermeneuric, acstheric, crivical, maral, creative
and other forms of knowledge. Tr reduces hehaviour
to technicism

Postrivism's concern for conerol and, thereby,
its appeal to the passivity of behaviounsn and
for instrumental reason is o serious danger to the
more open-ended. creative, humanisinan aspeers
of social hehaviour. Hahermas (1977 1974) arel
Horkchermer (1972) urgue that seientism silences
an important dehare ghou volues, informed

opinion, moral judgements and beliefs. Scientific
explanation seems to be the only means of
explaining behaviour, and, for them, this seriously
dimiriishes the very characteristics thar make
humans human. It makes for a society without
conscience. Positivism is unable to answer
many interesting or important areas of life
(Habermas 1972: 300). Indeed this is an echo
of Wittgenstein's (1974) famous comment thar
when all possible scientific questions have been
addressed they have left untouched the main
problems of life.

Other criticisms are commonly levelled ar
positivistic social science from within is own
ranks. One is that it fails to take account of
our unique ability to interpret our experiences
and represent them to ourselves. We can and do
construct theories about ourselves and our world;
moreover, we act on these theories. In failing to
recognize this, positivistic social science is said o
ignore the profound differences herween itself and
the natural sciences. Social science, unlike narural
science, stands in a subject—subject rather than a
subject—ohjecr relation to its field of study, and
works in a pre-interpreted world in the sense tha
the meanings rhat subjects hold are part of their
wruction of the word {(Giddens 167

The difficulty in which  positivism  finds
irsell is chat it regards human  hehaviour as
passive, essentially determined and controlled,
therehy ignoring intention, individualism and
freedom. This approach suffers from the samc
difficulties that inhere in hehaviourism, which
has scarcely recovered from Chomsky's (1959
withering criticism where he writes that o sinculio
problem of hehaviourism is our mability o infer
ciuses from hehaviour, o iden Gty che stimulus thi
has hrought ahout the response — the wenkmess
of  Skinner's  stimulus—response  theory.  This
prohlem with positivism also reheurses the familiar
problem in social theory, namely the rension
between agency and structure (Lavder 1904):
humans exeicise ugency ~ individusl choree and
intention - not necessarily in Crrcumstances ol
their own choosine, hut nevertheless they do

not - hehave  simply “or  determinstcally ik

puppEts




ALTERNATIVES TO POSITIVISTIC SOCIAL SCIENCE: NATURALISTIC APPROACHES

Finally, the indings of positivistic social science
are often said to be so banal and erivial that they
are of little consequence to those for whom they
are intended, namely, teachers, social workers,
counsellors, personnel managers, and the like. The
more effort, it seems, that researchers put into their
scientific experimentation in the laboratory by
restricting, simplifying and controlling variables,
the more likely they are to end up with a 'pruned,
synthetic version of the whole, a constructed play
of puppets in a restricted environment.”

These are formidable criticisms; but what
alternatives are proposed by the detractors of
positivistic social science?

Alternatives to positivistic social science:
naturalistic approaches

Although the opponents of positivism within so-
cial science itself subscribe to a variety of schools
of thought each with its own subtly different epis-
temological viewpoint, they are united by their
common rejection of the belief that human be-
haviour is governed by general, universal laws
and characterized by underlying regularities. More-
over, they would agree rhat the sacial world can
he understood only from the standpoint of the
individuals who arc part of the ongoing action
heing investigated and that their model of a per-
son is an autonomous one, not the plastic version
favoured by positivist researchers. In rejecting the
viewpoint of the detached, ohjective obscrver — o
mandatory feature of traditional research — anti-
positivists would argue that individuals’ hehaviour
can only be understood by the researcher shar-
ing their frame of reference: understanding of
individuals' interpretations of the world around
them has to come from the inside, not the out-
side. Social science is thus seen as a subjective

. rather than an objective undertaking, as 2 means

of dealing with the direcr experience of people
in specific contexts, and where social scientiscs
understand, explain and demystify social realiey
through the eyes of different participants; the par-
ticipants themselves define the social reality (Beck
1979) (see http://\\.'\v\\uroutiedge.com/[e.‘:t}‘\(ml-:s/
9780415368780 ~ Chaprer 1, file 1.3, ppu).

The anti-positivist movement has influenced
those constituent areas of social science of most
concern to us, namely, psychology, social psvchol-
ogy and sociology. In the case of psychology, for
instance, a school of humanistic psychology has
emerged alongside the coexisting behaviouristic
and psychoanalytic schools. Arising as a response
to the challenge to combat the growing feelings
of dehumanizartion which characterize many social
and cultural milieux, it sets our 1o study and un-
derstand the person as a whole (Buhler and Allen
1972). Humanistic psychologists present a mode!
of people that is positive, active and purposive, and
at the same time stresses their own involvement
with the life experience itself. They do not stand
apart, introspective, hypothesizing. Their interest
is direcred at the intentional and creative aspects
of the human being. The perspective adopted by
humanistic psychologists is naturally reflected in
their methodology. They are dedicated to study-
ing the individual in preference to the group,
and consequently prefer idiographic approaches to
nomothetic ones. The implications of the move-
ment's philosophy for the education of the human
being have been drawn by Carl Rogers.”

Comparahle  developmenrs  wirhin - socinl
psychology may be perceived in the ‘science of
persons’ movement. It is arpued here chat we must
use oursclves as a key w our understanding of
others and conversely, our understanding of arth-
ers as a way of finding out about oursclves, an
anthropomorphic model of people. Since anthro-
pomorphism means, literally, the armribution o
human form and persomality, the implied crivicism
is that social psychology as rradivionally conceived
has singularly failed, so far, o model people s
they really are. As some wry commentators have
pleaded, ‘For scientific purposes, treat peaple as if
they were human beings' (Harré and Secord 1972),
which enrails treatng them as capable of moni-
toring and arranging their own actions, exercising
their agency.

Social psychology's task is to understand peaple
in the light of this anthropomorphic model. Dro-
ponents of this ‘science of persons’ approach place
areat store on the systemaric and painstakine anal-

ysis of social episodes, i.e behaviour in conrex

I -_lartﬁleu:n_
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THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

In Box 1.7 we give an example of such an cpisade
taken from a classroom study. Note how the par-
ticular incident would appear on an interacrion
annlysic coding sheet of a researcher emplaving a

positivistic approach. Nore, too, how this slice of

classroom life cn be undersrood only by knowl-
edge of the specihc organizational hackground and
context in which it is emhedded.

The approach w analysing social  episades
in terms of the ‘actors’ themselves is known
as the 'ethogenic method'.® Unlike positivistic
sacial psychology, which ignores or presumes its
subjects’ interpretations of situations, cthogenic
social psvchology, concentrates upon the ways
in which persons construe their social world
By prohing ar their nccounts of their actions,
it endeavours to come up with an understanding
of whar those persons were doing in the particular
episode.

As analiernative 1o positivist appronches,

naturalistic, qualitative, interpretive approaches

Box 1.7
A classroom episode

of various hue possess particular distincuishing
features:

e Deople are  deliberare  and  creative  in
therr actions, they wct intentionally  and
make meanings  in o and

activities (Blumer 1969),

through  their

o People uctively construct cheir social world -

they are not the 'cultural dopes’ or passive dolls
of positivism (Carfinkel, 1967; Pecker 197Q)
o Siruationy are  fluid and

rather
than fixed and staric; events and hehaviour
evolve over time and are richly affecred hy
context — they are ‘siruared acrivities'

changing

¢ Events and individuals are unique and large

non-generalizuble
o A

studied  In s

view that the social world should e
without  the
intervention of, or - manipulation by, the

narural state,

researcher (Fammersley and A dkinson 1983)

Walkier and Adelman dazcribe an mciden

in one lesson the teacher was fistening o the boys read through shor assays thar thoy had wrteen for homework an the

| subject of "Prisong’, After one bay, Wilson, had finished reading out his rather abviously siamped prece of waorl, the teacher

sighed and said, rather crossly:

T: Wilson, we'll have to put you away if you don’t change your ways. and do your homework is that all you ve done?

P: Serawberries, strawberries. (Laughter)

WIILe down

7 teaacher crmaizes) {ollowed by g
R sk quasuion foliowed by i
.q

P {pupil wrricauoni and finafly o

10" isiience or confusion) to aeseribe the laughte

o5

lunny. Humar comosity mal:

enow Lo Valicer and Adeirman (1976:, asicard subsequently why ‘strawberrie: vz

Mow at first glance tius e meanmgless An observer coding withy Flanders Interacuon Analy:

Such a string of codings. however reliable and valid, would not help anyone e understand why such an mterruption was

us want 1o boow why everyone laugis -

- Cavepories (FYAZ) would

and 5o, | would orgus. the socin! scienust needs e

2 sumuius to laughtet and wers toid

that the tencher irequently sard the pupils” worl: veas "hice strawberries - pood as far as « goes. but 1t doesn't last nearly iong

enougl Here a casual comimant maoe i the past has become an integral part of tive siiares meaning systent of e

i be comprehended onlv by seemg the relavonsiup u. develonms over ume |

Source adapred from Delamar- 1974
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A QUESTION OF TERMINOLOGY: THE NORMATIVE AND INTERPRETIVE PARADIGMS

o Fidelity to the phenomena being studied is
fundamental.

o Deople interpret events, contexts and situa-
rions, and act on the hases of those cvents
(echoing Thomas's (1928) famous dictum that
if people define their situations as real then
they are real in cheir consequences— if
helieve there is a mouse under the table, 1 will
act as though there is a mouse under the table,
whether there is or not (Morrison 1998)).

e There are multiple interpretations of, and
perspectives on, single events and situations.

« Reality is multilayered and complex.

« Many events are not reducible to simplistic in-
rerprecation, hence ‘thick descriptions’ (Geerez
1973h) are essential rather than reductionism,
that is to say thick descriptions representing
the complexity of situations are preferable to
simplistic ones,

o We need to examine situations through the
eyes of participants rather than the researcher.

The anti-positivist movement in sociology
i» represented by three schools of thought -
phenomenology, ethnomethodology and symbolic
mreractionism. - A common  thread  running
through the three schools 15 a concern with
phenomena,  that is, the things we directly
llpl‘)]'L"l]C“d [hl‘r,)u;_[l) QU senses a8 we pgo L‘Jh()l]f
our daily lives, together with a conseguent
emphasis on qualitative as opposed o quantitative
methodology. The differences herween them and
the siaificant roles each phenomenaon plivs
rescarch in classrooms and schoals are such as 10
warrant o mote exrended consideranion of theni

l‘l! ‘Jl.‘%k (VEITRI B ]1(.‘lt JASN

A question of terminology: the normative
and interpretive paradigms

Sofme o we have imroduced and used o varieny
ol terme to deseribe the numeraus branches and
wohoole of l]wuglll cimbraced lw\; e POsTUIVAE
ardd anteposirivist viewpoints, As o marter of
cotrventence and as an md o commuicanon
we o climby av thas ponme mweo genenc tere

conventionatly used o deseribe theswe rae

perspectives and the categories subsumed under
cach, particularly as they refer to social psychology
and sociology. The terms in question are
‘normative’ and ‘interpretive’. The normative
paradigm (or model) contains ctwo major orienting
ideas (Douglas 1973): first, that human behaviour
is essenrially rule-governed, and second, thar it
should be investigated by the merthods of nacural
science. The interpretive paradigm, in contrast to
its normative counterpart, is characterized hy a
concern for the individual. Whereas normative
studies are positivist, all theories construcred
within the context of the interpretive paradigm
tend to be anti-positivist. As we have seen,
the central endeavour in the context of the
interpretive  paradigm is to understand  the
subjective world of human experience. To retan
the incegrity of the phenomena being investigated,
cfforts are made to get inside the person and
ro understand from within. The imposition of
external form and strucrure is resisted, since this
reflecrs the viewpoint of the observer as opposed
to that of the actor directly involved.

Twa further differences hetween the  rwa
paradiems may he identified at this stage: the
first concerns the concepts of ‘hehaviour' and
“ction’s the second, the different conceprions of
‘theory'. A key concept within the normarive
paradigm, hehaviour refers to responses cither o
external environmental seimuli (anocher person,
or the demands of society, for mmstance) or o
internal stimuli (hunger, or the need o achieve, for
example), Inerther case, the cause of the helinviow
hes in the pasie Interpretive appronches, on the
other hand, focus on acrion. This may be though
ol as hehaviour-wich-meanme; it s mirentional
Belviowr and ay such, Tutre onenved, Acton:
are meaninglul o us ondy noso far oo we are
],

their experiences. A large number of our cvery

able o ascertain the mtennons of aoror. oy

AT

miteractions with one another rely onosuch shared
CXPCTICNEES,

Ac reaards theory, normanive researchers mm .
dovise ceneral theories of human helavionr
tocvabidare them throueh the use of inereasimgly
comples rescanels methodologe s awhich sonm

Feelieve, push them turther and further from the
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THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

experience and understanding of the everyday
world and info a world of abstraction. For them,
the basic reality is the collectiviry; it is external to
the actor and manifest in society, its institutions
and its organizations. The role of theory is o
say how reality hangs together in these forms
or how it might be changed so as ro be more
effective. The researcher's ultimate aim is
establish a comprehensive 'racional edifice’, a
universal theory, to account for human and social
hehaviour

But what of the inrerpretive researchers?
They begin with individuals and set our o
understand their interpretations of the world
around them. Theory is emergent and must arise
from particular situations; it should he ‘grounded’
in data generated by the rescarch acr (Glaser
and Strauss 1967). Theory should not precede
research but follow it. Investigators work directly
with experience and understanding to build their
theory on them. The data thus yielded will include
the meanings and purposes of those people who
aré their source, Further, the theory so generated
must make sense to those to whom it applies. The
aim of scientific investigation for the interpretive
researcher is to understand how this plossing of

el
HRLS

compare it with what gocs on in different times
and places. Thus theory hecomes sets of meanings
which yield insight and undersanding of people’s
hehaviour. These theories are likely to he as diverse
as the sets of humarweanings and understandings
that they are to explain. From an interprerive
perspective the hope of a universa! theory which
characterizes the normutive outlook vives wiy
1o multifacered images of human hehaviour as
varied as the situations and contexts supporting
thiem

Phenomenology, ethnomethodology and
symboiic interactionism

Thereare many varinnes of qualititive, naturalistic
approaches (Jacob 1987 Hirchencl and Huoulhes
1995). Here we focus on three sionificant ‘oradi-
nons e this sryle of research - phenomaenology.

ethnomerhiodolom wnd svmbolic imcerastiomisn.,

In 15 broadest meaning, phenomenalogy is a theo-
retical point of view that advocares the scudy of
direct experience taken at fuce value; and one
which sees hehaviour as derermined by the phe-
nomena of experience rather than hy external,
objective and physically described reality (English
and English 1958). Although phenomenaologists
differ among themselves on particular issues, thers
is faitly general agreement on the following points
identified by Curtis (1978) which can be rken
as distinguishing fearures of their philosophical
viewpoint:

» a belief in the importance, and in a sense the

primacy, of subjective consciousness

¢ an understanding of consciousness as active, as
meaning bestowing

o a claim that there are certain essential
structures to consciousness of which we gain
directknowledge by a cerrain kind of reflection:
exactly what these structures are is a point
about which phenomenologists have differed

Various strands of development may he traced
in the phenomenological movement: we shall
briefly examine two of them — the trunscendental

phenomenalogy - of  Husserl,  and  exiscential
Wl o kel Calon
Jrrelritinnirt EERTAEEL N AR Y B G | RS LR O} "Llllrlllb LIiC

MOST ChATACIETISTIC Tepresentative.

Husserl, reourded by many as the founder of
phenomenology, wis concerned with investigaring
the source of the foundation of science and
with guestioning the commonsense, ‘tuken-for-
wranted’ assumptions of everyday life (see Burrell
and Morgan 1979). To do this, he ser ahout
apening up g new direcerion m the analysis of
consciousness. His catch-phrase was Bacl: 1o the
things!" which for hon meant timdime our how
chimgs appear dircetly o us rather than through
the media of cultural and symbolic strucrures. In
other words, we are asked to look heyond the
derils of cvervday tfe to che essences underlving
thens To do rhis, Huosserl exhorts us 1o 'pur the
world in hrackets” or free ourselves from our usual
witysof perceiving the world. What s et over ivom
this reducnon is our conscionsness of whicl ther

are three elements = the ' who thimks, the mental

; . . v . 4
acts of this thinkine subject, and the inenuona
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PHENOMENOLOGY, ETHNOMETHODOLOGY AND SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONISM

ohjects of these mental acts. The aim, then, of
this method of epoché, as Husserl called it, is the
dismembering of the constitution of objects in
such a way as ta free us from all preconceptions
ahout the world (see Warnock 1970).

Schutz was concerned with relating Husserl's
ideas to the issues of sociology and to the scientific
study of social behaviour. Of central concern
to him was the problem of understanding the
meaning scrucrure of the world of everyday life,
The origins of meaning he thus sought in the
‘stream of consciousness' — basically an unbroken
stream of lived experiences which have no
meaning in themselves. One can impute meaning
to them only retrospectively, by the process of
turning back on oneself and looking at whart
has been going on. In other words, meaning can
he accounted for in this way hy the concepr of
reflexivity. For Schutz, the atoribution of meaning
reflexively is dependent on the people identifying
the purpose or goal they seck (see Burrell and
Morgan 1979),

According to Schutz, the way we understand
the hehaviour of others is dependent on 4
process of typification by means of which the
ohserver makes use of concepts resenibling ‘ideal
types’ to make sense of whar people do. These
concepts are derived from our expericnce  of
evervday life and it s through them, claims
Schutz, that we classify and organize our everyday
warld. As Burrell and Morgan (1979) observe, we
lenrn these typificacions through our hiographical
tocations and social conrexts. Onr knowledve of
the everyday world inheres in social order ond Ui
world itself is socially ordered

The fund of everyday knowledge by means
ol which we are able o rypity ather people's
hehaviour and come ro rerms wirh social realicy
varies fronsicuation o situation. We thus hve
world of multiple realities, and sociol actors move
within and herween these with cnse (Burre!l
Margan 1979), abiding by the rules of the oune
for cach of these worlds

Like  phenomenoloay, erthnomethodology s
concerned with the world of evervday life 11
the words of it proponent. Harold Garfinke!, it

SCrR o

to treat pracrical activiries, practical circumstances,
and practical sociological reasonings as  topics
of empirical study, and by paying to the most
commonplace activities of daily life the atrention
usually accorded exrraordinary events, secks to leam
about them as phenomena in their own right.
(Garfinkel 1967)

He mainrains that students of the social world
must doubt the reality of that world: and that in
failing to view human behaviour more sceptically,
sociologists have created am ordered sacial reality
that bears lirtle relationship to the real thing, He
thereby challenges the hasic sociological concept
ol order,

Ethnomethodo"logy, then, is concerned with
how people make sense of their evervday world.
More especially, it is directed ac the mechanisme by
which participants achieve and sustain interacrion
in asocial encounter - the assumptions they make,
the conventions they utilize and the practives
they adopt. Ethnomethodology thus secks to
understand social accomplishments in their own
terms; it is concerned to understand them from
within {sce Burrell and Moroan 1979).

In identifying the tiken-for-granted assump-
tions characterizing any social situation and the

ways in which the people involved make heir
activities rarionally accounrable, ethnomethodol -
ogists use notions like ‘indexicality' and reflexiv-
iy’ Indexicaliry refers to the ways in which actions
and statements are related 1o the social contexrs
producmg them; and o the way their meanimgs
are shared by the particans bur nor necessarily
stared explicithv. Indexicnl expressions are thus the
designavions impured 1o a particular socal oeen.
sion by the participants m order ro locate the even
iti the sphere of realiey. Reflexivity, on the other
hand, refers 1o the way in which all accounts of
soctal sertings — descriptions, analysea, critiosine,
ere - and the social serrimies acchsionn et e
mutially mcerdependent

Foos converent to distingwsh herween two
Imewmsie and
sitvarional. The dincuisue ethrnomethodolioe s

types of ethnomethodoloaars:

focus upon the use of Tanvuace und  the wie

o owhich  canversations evervday  lile  are

33

[ 4oadeun




THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

srructured. Their analvses make much use of
the unstated taken-for-pranted meanings, the use
of mndexical expressions and the way in which
conversarions convey much more than s acrually
said. The sitvational ethnomethodologists cast
their view aver a wider range of socinl activiry
and seck to understand the ways in which
people negorivte the social comrexrs in which
they tnd chemselves. They are concerned 16
underseind how people make sense of and order
their cnvironment. As part of their empirical
method, cehinomerhodologists may  consciously
and deliberately disrupt or question the ordered
taken-for-granred elements in everyday situations
i arder to reveal the underlying processes nt work,
The substunce of ethnomethodology  thus
largely comprises o set of specinc techniques and
approaches to be used in studying whan Garhnkel
(1967) has descrihed as the fiwesome indexicality’
ol everyday life, 1tis peared o empirical study, and
the stress which its pracritioners place upon the
uniqueness of the situation encountered, projects
ity essentially reliurivist standpoint. A commimment
1o the developmerit of methodology and fieldwork
has oceupicd st place in the interests of it
adherents, soo e relined dssues of ontology,
epistemoloay and the nature of haman hemes have
recerved less artenuion than perlinps vhey deserve
E,\N’.'IHH\H‘\’. ||l’.'_' obem |\|- .‘\V]Ili\llllk mlet
acriomism derives fron the work of Mead (19347
Althoueh subseguently o he associted with suclh
noted researchiers as Blomer, Hoghes, Becker and
Cioffnn, the rerm dacs ot cepresent o untted
perspeciive g e does nor embsae e comnnon
set of assupuons and concepts accepred by all
whorsihecriie o the appraach For our puirpose
Deveever 10 0 posabie o pdevngy three s
|\\J:~2|U|.I|L.':~. These Teive been ot onn Ty W ad,
CLO79% s follows, Fresis human bemos aon vowrd
things on e Basee of the mesmangs thes o
fon then, Hamans mbabe nweddierens workl:
lll’. =]ll!|||]';!! \‘.-“\]'!LII \v‘-.!'l\,'r'\'ll'; |il"‘. MR I A N R KA R
af drees and mEomer and where e carermn
warld csiste mdependentiy of them and e
wnd woar b here b s e de b
e etiahlea o o sice msnnie T oot

INTRNIE
Thie arirthotiore ol mesomnne -t mnerpretme -

what makes them distincrively human and social.
Interactionists thererore fuocus on the world of
suhjective meanings and the symbols by which
they are produced and vepresented. This means
not making any prioy assumptions aboue wha s

voing on i insricuton, and taking seriously,

indeed piving priovity to, Nmates” own accounts
Thus, il pupils nppear preoccupied for toa mneh of
the rime - 'heing hored’, ‘mucking ahout', "having
a lueh', ere. the intersctionist is keen to explore
the properries and dimensions of these processes

Second, this artriborion of meaning o objecis
through symibols is @ continuous process, Acrion
is not simply a consequence of psycholomeal
arrributes such os drives, acticudes or personalines,
or determined by exrernal social facts such ns
social structure o roles, bur results from w
continunus process of meaning artribution which
is always emerging inastte of lux and subject
1o chimge. The individual constructs, modities,
picces rogerher, weighs up the pros and cons and
reains

Third, this process okes place nw sacial
context. Individunls ahon theiy aenons o those
of athers. They do this by taking the role of rhe
ather', hy making mdications to rhomseives abo
the Hlely responses of ‘athers They constrac o
vrhiers wish ar might ner in certinm circnmstanos
and howe they thomselves nmohin aer Thew

vy 1o manage’ the mapressions others hinee oo

RO EERRE IITIOE

fhent, put om s performinee’ T
cithers' "Jefmition of vhe snuniion’
Fnstead of focusmo on the mderavad dhen and
s or her persons e chamaerersirc o on b a el
social srcture o soctal smnaon cansen md oo
Belviour svibode rercnonr < diree o e
Aoy o) Chre e b mperac oy e e
Achiv e vk ]‘:!ilLl_'ilL'l\«\.-’L‘f\'ll ||L‘ll;'li‘\' I dow wany
o the anterachon nsell s o wn ol sy
e symhalie st wnal craae ool e
s ol the o o e rereor te e
o e poserve deternmed vy i ioe

ITCTACT woavietie e nande nps ok imernstine

il sl ar AU i ,
mehrerdunds Poople are conammnel andereomn
i TR TSI R R T TR PR U RO TR S ENS N
Phrooh nerachl Batonact o e Do
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CRITICISMS OF THE NATURALISTIC AND INTERPRETIVE APPROACHES

each other inta account, acting, perceiving,
interpreting, acting again. Hence, a more dynamic
and active human being emerges rather than an
actor merely responding to others. Woods (1983:
15-16) summarizes key emphases of symbolic
interncrion thus:

o individuals as constructors of their own actions

e the various components of the self and how
they interact; the indications made to self,
meanings attributed, interpretive mechanisms,
definitions of the situation; in short, the world
of subjective meanings, and the symbols by
which they are produced and represented

o the process of negotiation, by which meanings
are continually being constructed

¢ the social context in which they occur and
whence they derive

« by taking the ‘role of the other' -~ a dynamic
concept involving the construction of how
others wish to or might act in o cerwin
circumstance, and how individuals themselves
might act - individuals align their actions
those of others.

A characteristic common to the phenomenoloo-
ical, ethnomethodological and symholic internc-
tionist perspectives, which makes them singularly
arwracrive to the would-he educacional rescarcher,
i the way they it naturally to Uie kind of con-
centrated action found in classrooms and schools,

Yot anather shared characienstic is the manner

i which they are able to preserve the integriry
ol the siiuation where they are employed. Fere
the influence of the rescarcher m scrueriring,
analysing and interpreting the snuation 15 present
tose much smaller dearee e would he (e
tose with o more tradhiionally arienved resenrch

approach

Criticisms of the naturaiistic and
interpretive approaches

Crnes have wasted iecle time e pomnme o

what they regard as weaknesses my these newer

quahrative perspeceves. They areue thar while 1t
roundernable that our undersianding of the accion-
of ourrellow-hemes nece

sarily reguires Inowledoe

of their intentions, this, surely, cannot be said to
comprise the purpose of a social science. As Rex

(1974) has observed:

While patterns of sotial reactions and institunions
may be the product of the acrors’ definitions of the
situations there is also the possibility that those acrors
might be falsely conscious and thar sociolagists have
an obligation to seek an ohjective perspective which
is not necessarily that of any of the participating
acrors art all.... We need not he confined purely
and simply to chat...social reality which is made
availahle ro us by participant actors themselves

(Rex 1974)

While these more recent perspectives have
presented models of people that are more in
keeping with common experience, some argue that
anti-positivists have gone too far in abandoning
scientific procedures of verification and in giving
up hope of discovering useful peneralizations ahout
behaviour (see Mead 1934). Are there not dangers
in rejecting the approach of physics in favour
of methods more akin to literarure, hiography
and journalism? Some specific criticisms of the
methodologies are well direcred

~a

pl

for exam

p

pl
Argyle (1978) questions whether, if carefully
controlled interviews such as those used n social
surveys are inaccurate, then the less controlled
meeriews culty even greater risks of inaccuracy
Indeed Bernstein (1974) suggests that subjective
reports may be incomplete and misleading.
Dernstein's eriticism is direcred at the averriding
concern of phenomenologists and cchinamethodol-
agists with the meanings of situations and the ways
m which these meanimes are nevotinred by the
actors mvolved, What s avertooked ubout such
necovated meanmes, observes Bomsiein (1074,
is thar the very process wherchy one inrerpres,
and defines o situnton is nsell g product of the
circumstances mowhich one is placed. One im-

(hat must he
considered is the power of athers to impose then

portant facror in such circumstans

own dehmimoms of sinimions upon particpant..,
Daocrors” consulting rooms and headrenchers” stad

ch megualities i power e

jesare lacarions in wiii

regularty rmposed upon unegual porcicipants, Tl

ahtlity of certam indrerdunds, aroups, Classes und
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THE NATURE OF INOQUIRY

authorities o persuade athers roaceept their def-
ininons of sicuations demonserates that while - s
cthnomethodologists insist = social structure is o
consequence of the wavs in which we percerve
social relations, it is clearly more than this. Con-
ceiving of social structure as exrermal to ourselves
helps us tike i self-evident effeces upon ou
Jaily lives into our understanding of the social
behaviour soing on ahout us. Here is rehearsed the
tension between agency and structure of socinl the-
orists (Layder 1994); the danper of interactionise
and inrerprenive approaches s their relarive ne-
ulect of the power of external = scrucrural = forces
tw shape behaviour and events. There is a rigk
i interprerive approaches chat rthey hecome
hermetically sealed from the world ouwside the
participants’ theatre of activiry — they pur artifi-
cial boundaries around suhjects’ behaviour. Just
as positivistic theories can he criticized for their
macro-sociological persuasion, so interpretive and
qualitative theories can be eriticized for their nar-
rowly micro-sociological perspectives

Critical theory and critical educational
research

Posiovist snd mierprerive paradioms wre essen-
ciidly comcernied with undersumdime phenaniena
through vwe dificrent Tenses. Dosimvism strve
for ohjeerivity, mensuzabiliny, predicrabilivg, con
rrollabilicy, parrermime, the conseruction of Lws
and rales of hehaviou, and the aseription of
causalig, T incerpretive paradivins sirive 1o
understmd e nverpret the world o e o
e actorn i the former ohserved phionameni are
rnportant e the Tarrer mcaning. and merpret
P 10,

o are parnamonnt nbermn s 010

cohaine Chddens (1U7000 deseribes this T

doublehermencunie!, where people sirve tomrer

-‘-\_\_“1\ . . 1
pretand operne i alrendy uerprered waorl
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aarly work of Habermas and, w0 o lesser ¢
rent, his predecessors e the Frankiun School,
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erately political = the emancipation of individ-
uals and groups inan egolicrian sociery  (see
hrep:/fwww.routledee.com/frexthooles/
Q780415308780 — Chaprer 1, file 1.4, ppo),

Critical theory is explicitly preseriptive and nor-
mative, entaiting a view of whar behaviour in g so-
cial democracy should entail (Fay 1987; Morrison
1995a). Its intention is not murely to give an ac-
count of sociery and hehaviour but to realize o
saciery that is hased on equality and democracy
for all ies members. Tes purpose is non merely 1o
understand  situarions and  phenomena bur 1o
change them. In particular it seeks ro cnancipaie
the disempowered, o redress inequality and o
promote individual freedoms wicthin o democrnic
society
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CRITICAL THEORY AND CRITICAL EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH

in which individual and collective freedoms are
practised, and to eradicare the exercise and effects
of illegitimate power. The pedigree of critical
theory in Marxism, thus, is not difficult to
discern. For critical theorists, researchers can no
Jonger claim neutrality and ideological or political
innocence.

Critical educational
research, then, have their substantive agenda — for

theory and critical
example examining and interrogating: the re-
lationships between school and society — how
schools perpetuare or reduce inequality; the so-
cial construction of knowledge and curricula, who
defines worthwhile knowledge, what ideclogical
interests this serves, and how this reproduces in-
equality in society; how power is produced and
reproduced through education; whose interests are
served by educarion and how legitimate these are
(e.g: the rich, white, middle-class males rather
than poor, non-white females).

The significance of critical theory for research is
immense, for it suggests that much social research
is comparatively trivial in that it accepts rather than
questions given agendas for research, compounded
by the funding for research, which underiines

Ve o i 1: PR - e
[‘l‘lC POITTICAL dlinension Ul[ L

5 sponsoTship
(discussed later) (Norris 1990). Critical theorists
would argue that the positivist and interpretive
paradigms are essentially technicist, seeking to
understand and render more efficient an existing

Sy
Cdicll

situation, rather than to question or transform it.

Hahermas (1972) offers » useful tripartite con-
ceprualization of interests that catches the three
paradigms of research in this chaprer. He sug-
pgests thar knowledge — and hence rescarch knowl-
edoe — serves different intercsrs. Inrerests, he ar-
cues, are socially construcred, and arce 'knowledge-
constitutve', because they shape and determine
what counts as the ohjects and rypes of knowledge.
Interests have an ideological function (Morrison
1995a), for example a ‘techmical mterest’ (dis-
cussed below) can have the effect of keeping the
empowered in therr empowered position and the
disecmpowered in their powerlessness — e, rein-
forcing and perpetuating the status guo. An 'eman-
cipatory interest’ {discussed below) threatens the
status quo. In this view knowledee -~ and rescarch

knowledge — is not neutral (see also Mannheim
1936). What counts as worthwhile knowledge is
derermined by the social and positional power
of the advocates of that knowledge. The link
here berween objects of study and communi-
ties of scholars echoes Kuhn's (1962) nortions
of paradigms and paradigm shifts, where the
field of knowledge or paradigm is seen to be
only as good as the evidence and the respect
in which it is held by ‘authorities’. Knowledge
and definitions of knowledge reflect the inter-
ests of the community of scholars who operate
in particular paradigms. Habermas (1972) con-
structs the definition of worthwhile knowledge and
modes of understanding around three cognitive in-
terests (see htrp:/fwww.routledge.com/rexthooks/

9780415368780 — Chapter 1, file 1.5, ppt):

« predicrion and control
» understanding and interpretation
e emancipation and freedom.

He names these the ‘technical’, ‘practical' and
‘emancipatory’ interests respectively. The techni-
cal inrerest characterizes the scientific, positivist
method outlined earlier, with its emphasis on laws,
rules, predicrion and control of bchaviour, witl
passive research objects — instrumental knowl-
edge. The ‘practical’ interest, an attenuation of the
positivism of the scientific method, is exemplified

in the hermeneuric, interpretive methodologies
outlined in the qualitative approaches carlier (e.g,
symhalic interactionism). Here rescarch method-
olopies seek to clarify, understand and interpret the
communications of ‘speaking and acring subjects’
(Habermas 1974 8).

Hermeneutics  focuses  on  internction  and
languape; it seeks to understand sicuations through
the eyes of the participants, echoing the versichen
approaches of Weber and premised on the view
that reality is socially constructed (Berger and
Luckmann 1967). Indeed Habermas (1988: 12)
suggests that sociology must understand  social
facts in cher colwural significance and as socially
determined. Hermeneutics involves recapruring
the meanings of interacting others, recovering and
reconstructing the imtentons of the uther scrors i

situation. Such an enterprise invaolves the analvsis

w
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THE NATURE OF INOUIRY

of meaning in a social context (Held 1980). Gadamer
(1975: 273) argues that the hermeneuric sciences
(e.g. qualicative approaches) involve the fusion
of horizons berween participants. Meanings rather
than phenomena take on significance here.

The emancipatory interest subsumes the pre-
vious two paradigms: it requires them but goes
beyond them (Habermas 1972: 711}, It is con-
cemned with praxis - action that is informed by
reflection with the aim ro emancipate (Kincheloe
1991:177). The twin intentions of this interest are
to expose the operation of power and to bring about
social justice as dominarion and repression act to
prevent the full existenrial realizarion of individual
and social freedoms (Habermas 1979: 14). The task
of this knowledge-coristiturive interest, indeed of
critical theory itself, is to Testore to consciousness
those suppressed, repressed and submerged derer-
minants of unfree behaviour with a view to their
dissolution (Habermas 1984: 194-5).

What we have in effect, then, in Habermas's
early work is an attempt to conceptualize three
research styles: the scientific, positivist seyle; the
interpretive sryle; and the emancipatory, ideg)-
ogy critical style. Not only does critical theory
have its own research agenda, but also it has irs
own research methodologies, in particular ideol-
ogy critique and action research, With regard to
ideology critique, a particulur reading of iderlogy
is being adopted here, as the suppressionof generaliz-
able inteveses (Habermas 1976:113), where systems,
groups and individuals operate in rationally inde-
fensible ways because their power 1o act relies on
the disempowering of other groups, i.e. that their
principles of behaviour cannot he generalized.

ldeology - the values and practices emanat-
ing from particular dominant groups — is  the
means by which powerfyl Broups promore and
legitimize their particylar - sectoral - interests ar
the expense of disempowered groups. ldeology
critique exposes the operation of ideology in
many spheres of education, the working out of
vested interests under the mantle of the gen-
eral good. The task of ideology critique is o
uncover the vested interests ar work which may
be occurring consciously or subliminally, reveal.
g to participants how they may be acting to

berpetuate a system which keeps them either
empowered or disempowered (Geuss 1981), i.e.
which suppresses a generalizable interest. Expla-
nations for situations might he other than those
‘natural', taken for granted, explanations thar
the participants might offer or accept. Situarions
are not natural but problematic (Carr and Kem:
mis 1986). They are the outcomes OT processes
wherein interests and powers are prorected and
suppressed, and one tagk of ideology critique i
to expose this (Grundy 1987). The interests at
work are uncovered by ideology critique, which,
iself, is premised on reflective practice (Morrison
1995a; 1995h; 1996a), Habermas (1972. 230)
suggests that ideology critique through reflective
practice can be addressed in four stages:

* Swgel: a description and interpretation of
the existing situarion — a hermeneutic exercise
that identifies and areempts to make sense of
the current situation (echoing the verstehen
approaches of the interpretive paradigm) (see
http://www.routledge.com/textbooks/
9780415368780 — Chapter 1, file 1.6. ppt),

o Stage2: a penetration. of the reasons that
brought the existing situation to the form
thar it rakes - the caus

leg couses and puposes of
a situation and an evaluation of their
legitimacy, involving an analysis of interests
and ideologies at work in a situation, their
power and legitimacy (both in micra- and
macro-sociological terms), Habermas's (1972)
early work likens this 1o psychoanalysis as
a means for bringing into the consciousness
of ‘patients’ those repressed, distorted and
Oppressive conditions, experiences and factors
that have prevented them from a full, complere
and accurare understanding of their conditions,
situations and behaviour, and that, on such
exposure and examination, will be liberatory
and emancipatory. Critique here reveals o
individuals and groups how their views and
practices might be ideological distortions tha,
in their effects, perpetuate a social order or
situarion that worls against their democratic
freedoms, interests and eIMpoOwerment  (see
also Carr and Kemmis 1986 136-9)
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e Stame 3:an agenda for altering the situation — in
order for maves to an egalitarian society to be
furthered.

e Swmge 4: an evaluation of the achievement of
the situation in pracrice.

In the world of education Habermas's stages are
paralleled by Smyth (1989) who, too, denotes a
four-stage process:

« description (what am | doing?)

o information (what does it mean?)

o confronuation (how did 1 come to be like this?)

o recomstruction  (how might [ do things
differently?)

It can be seen that ideology critique here has both
a reflective, theoretical and a pracrical side to it;
without reflection it is hollow and without practice
1T is empty.

As ideology is not mere theory but impacts
directly on practice (Eagleton 1991) there is
a strongly practical methodology implied by
critical theory, which articulates with action
research (Callawaert 1999)
(discussed in Chaprer 14), as its name suggests,
is about research that impacts on, and focuses on,
practice. In ire espousal of practitioner rescarch,
for example  teachers in schools, participant
and curriculum

ohservers acrion

rescirch recognizes the significance of contexts

developers,

for practice - locarional, ideological, historical,
managerial, social. Furthermore it accords power to
rhose who are aperating in those canrexrs, for they
are hath the engines of rescarch and of practice. 1n
that sense the claim is made that action rescarch
is srrongly empowering and emancipatory in that
it gives pracritioners g ‘voice' (Carr and Kemmis
1986; Grundy 1987), participation in decision-
making, and control over their environment and
professional lives. Whether the streneth of the
cliims for empowerment are s strong as their
proponents: would hold s another mateer, for
acrion research might he relatively powerless in
the face of mandared changes in education. Here
Action research michr be more concerned wirh
the intervening in existing practice to ensure

CRITICISMS OF APPROACHES FROM CRITICAL THEORY

that mandated change is addressed efficiently and
effectively.

Morrison (1995a) suggests that critical theory,
because it has a pracrical intent to transform and
empower, can —and should —be examined and
perhaps tested empirically. For example, critical
theory claims to be empowering; that is a testable
proposition. Indeed, in a departure from some of his
earlier writing, in some of his later work Habermas
(1990) acknowledges this; he argues for the need
to find ‘counter examples’ (p. 6), to ‘critical
testing’ (p. 7) and empirical verification (p. 117)
He acknowledges that his views have only
‘hypothetical status' (p. 32) that need to he
checked against specific cases (p. 9). One could
suggest, for instance, that the effectiveness of his
critical theory can be examined by charting the
extent to which equality, freedom, democracy,
emancipation, empowerment have been realized
by dint of his theory; the extent to which
rransformative practices have been addressed or
occurred as a result of his theory; the extent o
which subscribers to his theory have been able to
assert their agency; the extent to which his theories
have broken down the barriers of instrumencal
rationality. The operationalization and testing (or
empirical investigation) of his theories clearly is
a major undertaking, and one which Habermas
has not done. In rhis respect critical rheory, »
theory that strives o improve practical living,
runs the risk of becoming merely: contemplative
(see hrep/fwww.routledge.com/textbooks/

9730415368780 - Chapter 1, file 1.7. ppt)

Criticisms of approaches from critical
theory

There are several criticisms that have been voiced
(19954)
SCPRTATION
between Haohermas's three interests — rhey are

against critical approaches. Mormson

sugwests thar there s an artificial

drawn far more sharply (Hesse 1982; Bernstem
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their own status. Further, the link herween
ideology critique and emancipation is neither clear
nor proven, nor a logical necessity (Morrison
1995a: 67) - whether a person or sociery can
become emancipated simply by the exercise
of ideology critique or action research is an
empirical rather than a logical matter (Morrison
1995a; Wardekker and Miedama 1997). Indeed
one can become emancipared by means other than
ideology critigue; emancipated societies do not
necessarily demonstrate or require an awareness
of idealogy critique, Moreover, it could he arcued
that the rationalistic appeal of ideology critique
actually obstructs action designed to bring ahout
emancipation. Roderick (1986: 65), for example,
questions whether the espousal of ideology critique
is itself as ideological as the approaches thar it
proscribes. Habermas, in his allegiance to the view
of the social construction of knowledge through
‘interests’, is inviting the charge of relativism.

While the claim to there being three forms of
knowledge has the epistemological atcraction of
simpliciry, one has to question this very simplicity
(e.g. Keat 1981: 67); there are a multitude of
interests und ways of understanding the world and
it is simply artificial to reduce these to three,
indeed 1t 1s unclear whether Habermas, in his
three knowledge-constiturive interests, is dealing
with a conceprual model, o polivical unalysis, o ser
of generalities, a set of transhistorical principles, a
set of temporally specific ohservations, or o ser of
loosely defined slogans (Morrison 19950 71) that
survive only by dint of their ambiguity (Kolukowsi
1978). Lakomski (1999: 179-52) questions the
accentahility of the consensus theory of truth on
which Hohermus's work is premised; she arpues
that Hahermass wark s silent on social chande,
and is Tittle more than specularion, o view echoced
by Fendler's (1999) cnticism of critical theory
as madequarely problemanzing sulveeivity and
ahistoriciry,

Moare fundamental 1o a erivigue of this approach
18 the view that crirical theory has o deliberare
poliienl agenda. and thar the task of the researcher
= ot oo be oandeolovue or e have  an
avenda, bt he dispassionare. dismrereseed i
oirective Oviorrison 199301 O course, critical

thearists would areue thar the call for researchers
to be ideologically neutral is itself ideologically
saturated with luissez-faire values which allow the
status quo to be reproduced, e, that the call
for researchers to be neutral and disinterested is
just as value laden as is the call for them o
intrude their own perspectives. The rights of the
researcher to move beyond disinterestedness are
clearly contentious, though the safecuard here is
that the researcher's is only one voice in the
community of scholars (Kemmis 1982). Crirical
theorists as rescarchers have been hoisted hy their
own petard, for if they are to become more than
merely negative Jeremiahs and sceptics, herating
a particulur social order that is dominated by
scientism and instrumental rationality (Eagleton
1991 Wardekker and Miedama 1997), then they

have 1o gencrare a positive agenda, but in s ditng

they are wviolating the traditional ohjectivity of
researchers. Because their focus is on an ideological
agenda, they themselves cannot avoid acting
ideologically (Maorrison 19954).

Claims have been mude for the power of acrion
research to empower participants as rescarchers
(e.g. Carr and Kemmis [986; Grundy 1987). This
might he aver-optimistic in a world in which power
is often through stature; the reality of polivical
power seldom extends to reachers. That reachers
might be able 1o exercise some power 11 schoals
hut that this has licde effect on the workings
of sociery at large wns caught in Demsiein's
(1970) famous comment that ‘education cunnon
compensate for sociery’. Giving nction rescarchers
a small degree of power (10 rescarch their own
sitwations) has licle effect on the red locus
of power and decision-muking, which olten lies

outside the comurol of acoon researchers s action
research penuinely and full-bloodedly empowerine
and emanciparory? Where is the cvidence:

Critical theory and curriculum research

For research methods, the venets of erivicnl theory
suggest their own suhstantve fields of enquiry
and their own mothods te o, ideolog eringue and

: [T R S . P .
action rescarch) Bevond that die contribution ro

this text on empirizal resenrch merhods i« perhips
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limited by the fact that the agenda of critical
theory is highly particularistic, prescriptive and,
as has been seen, problematical. Though it is
an influential paradigm, it is influential in certain
fields racher than in others. For example, its impact
on curriculum research has been far-reaching.

It has been argued for many years that the
most satisfactory account of the curriculum is
given by a modemist, positivist reading of the
development of education and society. This has its
curricular expression in Tyler's (1949) famous and
influential rationale for the curriculum in terms of
four questions:

1 What educational purposes should the school
seek to attain?

2 What educational cxperiences can be
provided that are likely w attain these
purposes’

3 How can these educational experiences be
effectively organized?

4 How can we determine whether these
purposes are being artained?

Underlying this rationale is a view thar the cur-

is ¢ ( ollable), ordered,
predetermined, uniform, predicrable and largely

(e
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riculum is
hehaviourist in outcome — all elements of the
positivist mentality thar critical theory eschews.
Tyler's ratiorle resnnares sympathetically with
a modernist, scientific, managerialist mentalicy
of sociery and educarion thar regards ideology
and power as unproblemaric, indeed it claims
rhe putarive nolitical neutrality and ohjectivicy
of positivism (Doll T993): i1 jonores the

vances
m psychology and psychopedagoey made by con-
SLPUCTIVISTI.

Fowever, this view has been crriciz d dor

precisely these sympathies. Dioll (1993) Argues

thar 1 represents a closed sysrem of anning
and practice thar sus uncomfortably with the

PIOUd T oif et

SAUIOTL HS S0 ARSI PrOcess and
witl the view ol posen ol e s ety as Qe and
diverse;, muludimensonal, Tuid aind with jrawer
tess mormolithic und mme problensatical. This view
takes serivusly the ifnpact of chaos and complenicy
theory and derves from them some INPOFTINT

features for contemporary curnicula. These are

CRITICAL THEORY AND CURRICULUM RESEARCH

incorporated into a view of curricula as being rich,
reladonal, recursive and rigorous (Doll 1993) wich
an emphasis on emergence, process epis temology and
constructivist psychology.

Not all knowledge can be included in the cur- |
riculum; the curriculum is a selection of what is I

deemed to be worthwhile knowledge. The justi-

fication for that selection reveals the ideologies
and power in decision-making in society and
through the curriculum. Curriculum is an ideologi-
cal selection from a range of possible Enowladpe.
This reso'ml—_t-é;_\;i—t'mﬁﬁﬁg?[“] 972) view thar
knowledge and its selection is neither neutral nor
innocent.

Ideologies can be treared unpejoratively  ag
sets of heliefs or, more sharply, as sers of
beliefs emanarting from powerful groups in sociery,
designed ta protect the interests of the dominant.
If curricula are value-hased then why is it that
some values hold more sway than others? The Jink
between values and power is strong. This theme
asks not only what knowledge is important but also
whose knowledge is important in curricula, what
and whose mterests such knowled ge serves, and how
the curriculum and pedagogy scrve (or do noc
serve) differing interests. Knowledge is not neurral
(us was the tacit view in modernist curricula). The
curriculum is ideologically conresrahle rerrain

The study of the sociology of knowledue
pawer through curticula and how knowledge und
power are legitimized in curriculy. The study
of the sociology of knowledge suggests that 1he
curriculum should be hoth subject 1o idenlagy
critique and Jrself promors ilealopy I )
students. A research agenda for critical OIS
thern, i how the curncuium perpetuates the
suctetal status quo and how can 1 tand should
1) promote equality in sociery.

The notion of ideology crivique enpages the
carly writings of Habermas (19721 prarticulan i
theory of three knowledoe-comsticutive interese,
His wechnical muerest (in control and prediciabilivy)
resomares wirh Tyler's (1949 vodel o the
curticulum - and  reveals  rwelf iR technicis,
mstrumentalist and scienustic views of currieyly
that are to be 'delivered 10 passive rec iprencs — he
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THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

curriculum is simply another commodity in a
consumer sociery in which differential cultural
capital is inevitable. Huhermas's  hermencutic

meerest (in understanding  others’ Lripectives

and  views) resonates with a prucess  view
of the curriculum.  His emancipatory  interest
(in promoting sucial emancipation, equaliry,

democracy, freedoms and individual and collective

empowerment) requires an  exposure of the

ideological interests at work in curricula in order

that teachers and students can take conrrol of

their own lives for the collective, egalitarian good.
Habermus's emancipatory interest denotes an
inescapably political reading of the curriculum and
the purposes of education — the movement away
from authoritarianism and
social democracy.

elitism and towards

Habermas's work underpins and informs much
contemporary  and  recent curriculum  theary
(e.g. Grundy 1987; Apple 1990; UNESCO 1996)
and is a useful heuristic device fur understand ding
the motives hehind the heayy prescription of
curriculum content in, for example, the Unired
Kingdom, New Zeuland, H long Kong and France.
For instance, one can argue that the National
Curriculum of England nnd Wales is he: avy on the
rechnical and hermenenric interesre hut ey Lok

ut very light
on the emuncipatory interest (Morrison 1 9~).)',-|)
and that this (either deliberately or in its effecrs)
supparts -~ i nat contributes w - the reproduction
of social inequality.  As Bernstein (1977
argues: ‘how a sociery selects, classifies, diseribuges,
rransmitsand evaluares the educntional knowlede
it considers 1o he reflects
distribution of power and the principles of social
conerol’

puhlic,

Several writers on curmiculum theary (e ¢

MeLoren 1995 Lasiyna eral. [9vn) muue tha

power is o central, detinimg COMCEPL N matrers

of the curriculum Here considerahle IMIpartance
soaiccorded o the political agendn of  the
curnculum. and the empowerment of individuls
nnd soceties s o meseapahle considerition
the curriculum, Cipe imenns of developimg scadenr

and socictal cmpowerment finds e CNpression

s Hihermas's C19720 ciancipaton ivieresr and
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In the field of critical pedagogy the areument
is advanced that educators must work with , and
on, the lived experience that studencs bring to
the pedagogical encounter rather than tposing
a dominatary curnculun thar reproduces sucial
inequality. In this enterprise teachers are to trans.
form the experience of domination in stydents
and empower them to hecome ‘emunciparted’ in

a full democracy. Students’ evervday experiences
of oppression, of being 'silenced’, of havi ring their
cultures and 'voices’ excluded from curricula and
decision-making nre to he examined for the idec-
logical messages that are contained in such scts.
Raising awareness of such inequalities is an im-
portant step to overcoming them. Teachers and
students together move forward in the progress
tmmrds ‘individual autonomy within a just soci-
ety (Masschelein 1991: 97). In place of cenrra lly
prescribed and culturally biased curricula that seu-
dents simply receive, crirical pedagoay regards che
curriculum as a form of cultural politics in which
participants in (rather than recipients of) curriculs
question the culryral and dominacory messages
contained in curricula and replace them with o
Tanguage of possibiliry' and cmpowering, often
communiry-related curricula. In this way curricula
surve the 'sociatly critical’ rather than the cultur-
ally and ideologically passive school,

One can discern o wopian and  pencraliza
tenor in some of this work, and applying critical
theory o educarion can be eriticized for irs
Indeed Mieduma

and Wardekker (1999: 68) g0 so far s o suggest

limited comments on practice.

thar critical pedagosy has had irs diy, and tha
owns aseillhorn child and dvar eritical theory
is o philosophy of scicnce withous
(e 79)!
for n
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Box [.8

THE EMERGING PARADIGM OF COMPLEXITY THEORY

Differing approaches to the study of behaviour

Normative

Sociery and the social system
Medium/large-scale research
impersonal, anonymous forces
regulating behaviour

Model of natural sciences
‘Objectivity’

Research conducted 'from the
outside’

Generalizing from the specific
Explaining behaviour/seeking causes
Assuming the taken-for-granted
Macro-concepts: society,
institutions, norms, positions, roles,
expectations

Scructuralists

| Technical interest

Interpretive

The individual

Small-scale research

Human actions continuously
recreating social life
Non-statistical

‘Subjectivity'

Personal involvement of the
researcher

Interpreting the specific
Understanding actions/meanings
rather than causes

Investigating the taken-for-granted
Micro-concepts: individual
perspective, personal constructs,
negotiated meanings, definitions of
situations

Critical

Societies, groups and individuals
Small-scale research

Political, ideological factors, power
and interests shaping behaviour
Ideology critique and action research
Collectivity

Participant researchers, researchers
and facilitators

Critiquing the specific

Understanding, interrogating,
critiquing, transforming actions and
Interests

Interrogating and critiquing the
taken for granted

Macro- and micro-concepts: political
and ideological interests, operartions

Pracrical interest

Phenomenologists, symbolic
interactionists, ethnomethodologists

of power

Critical theorists, action researchers,
practitioner researchers
Emancipatory interest

The emerging paradigm of complexity
theory ST

An emerging fourth paradigm in educational
research is that of complexity theory (Morrison
2002a). Complexity theory looks ar the world in
ways which break with simple cause-and-effect
maodels, linear predictability, and a dissection
approach to understanding phenomena, replacing
with non-linear and holistic
approaches (Santonus 1998: 3) in which relacions

them organic,
within inwerconnected nerworks are the order
of the day Youngblood 1997: 27, Wheatley
1990.  10). {eedbacl:,
recursion, emergence, connectedness and  self-

Here key terms are
organization, Out go the simplistic views of
Fnear causalicy, the ahiliry to predicr, conerol and
mantpulate, and 10 corme uncertainty, nerworks
und connecuon, self-organizarion, emergence over
time through feedback and the relationships of
the intemal and external environments, and
survival and development through adapration and
change

Chaos and complexity theories argue against
the linear, deterministic, patterned, universal-
izable, stabie, aromized, modernistic, objective,
mechanist, controlled, closed systems of law-like
behaviour which may be operating in the labora-
tory but which do not operate in the social world
of education. These features of chaws and com-
plexity theories seriously undermine the value of
experiments and positivist research in educarion
(e.g. Gleick 1987; Waldrop 1992; Lewin 1993).

Complexity theory suggests that phenomena
must  be looked at holisueally; 1o atomize
phenomena into a restricred number of variahles
and then to focus only on certsin facrors s
to miss the necessury dynamic interaction of
several parts. More fundamentally, complexity
theory suggests thar the conventiona) units of
analysis in educational rescarch (as in other
helds) should move away from, for example,
individuals, institubons, communities and systems
(cf Lemke 2001) should

These merge,  so

that  the unir
or ecosystern (Capra 199a: 301), focused on,

of analysis hecomes a2 weh
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34 THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

and arising from, a specific topic or centre
of interest (a 'strange attractor'). Individuals,
families, students, classes, schools, communities
and societies exist in symbiosis; complexity theory
tells us thar their relationships are necessary,
not contingent, and analytic, not synthetic.
This is a challenging prospect for educational
research, and complexity theory, a comparartively
new perspective in educational research, offers
considerable leverage into understanding socieral,
comrmuniry, individual, and insritutional change;
it provides the nexus between macro- and
micro-research in understanding and promorting
change.

In addressing holism, complexity theory suggests
the need for case stdy methodology, action
research, and participatory forms of research,
premised in many ways On interactionist,
qualitative accounts, i.e. looking at situarions
through the eyes of as many participants or
stakeholders as possible. This enables multiple
causality, multiple perspectives and multiple
effects to be charted. Self-organization, a
key feature of complexity theory, argues for
participatory, collaborative and multi-perspectival
approaches to educational research. This is not ta
deny ‘outsider’ research; it is to suggest that, if it
is conducted, outsider research has to take in as
many perspectives as possible.

In educational research terms, complexity
theory stands against simple linear methodologiss
based on linear views of causality, arpuing for
multiple causality and multidirectional causes and
effects, as organisms (however defined: individuals,
groups, commnunities) are nerworked and relate at
a host of different levels and in a range of diverse
ways. No longer can one be certain thar g simple
cause brings a simple or single effect, or that a
single effect is the result of a single cause, or that
the location of causes will be in single fields only,
or that the location of effects will be in a limited
number of fields.

Complexity theory not only questions the val-
ues of positivist research and experimentation, but
also underlines the importance of educational re-
search to catch the deliberate, intentional, agentic
actions of participants and to adopt interactionist

and constructivist perspectives. Addressine com-
plexity theory's argument for self-organization,
the call is for the teacher-as-researcher move.
ment to be celebrated, and complexity theory
suggests that research in education could concern
itself with the symbiosis of intemal and exter-
nal researchers and research partnerships. Just as
complexity theory suggests that there are mul-
tiple views of reality, so this accords not only
with the need for several perspectives on a situ-
ation (using multi-methods), but resonates with
those tenets of critical research that argue for
different voices and views to be heard. Herero-
geneity is the watchword. Complexity theory not
only provides a powerful challenge to conven-
tional approaches to educational research, but
also suggests both a substantive agenda and a set
of methodologies. It provides an BMErging new
paradigm for research (see horp://www.routledge.
com/texthooks/97804 15368780 — Chaprer 1, file
1.1.doc).

Feminist research

It is perhaps no mere coincidence that feminist
research should surface as a serious issue at the same

i EITIE 107 :t:;.-d:e:‘.,h',
they are closely connecred. Usher (1994 124),
although criticizing Habermas for his faith i
family life as a haven from a heartless, exploitative
world, nevertheless sets out several principles of

T =g
it paradl

feminist research that resonate wich the ideclogy
critique of the Frarikfurt School:

o acknowledging the pervasive influence of
gender as a category of analysis  and
organization '

» deconstructing traditional commitments to
truth, objectivity and neutrality

« adopting an approach to knowledge creation
which recognizes that all
perspectival

o using a multipliciry of research methods

» acknowledging the interdisciplinary nature of
feminist research

theories  are

e involving the researcher and the people being
researched
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o deconstructing the theory—practice relation-
ship.

Her suggestions build on earlier recognition of
the significance of addressing the ‘power issue’ in
research (‘whose research’, ‘research for whom',
‘research in whose interests’) and the need to ad-
dress the emancipatory element of educational
research — that research should be empowering
to all participants. The paradigm of critical
theory questioned the purtative objective, neu-
tral, value-free, positivist, ‘scientific’ paradigm for
the splitting of theory and practice and for its
reproduction of asymmetries of power (reproduc-
ing power differentials in the research community
and for treating participants/respondents instru-
mentally - as objects).

Robson (1993: 64) suggests seven sources of
sexism in research:

« androcentricity: seeing the world through male
eyes and applying male research paradigms o
females

« overgeneralization: when a study peneralizes

from males to femnales

o gender insensiiviry: ignoring sex as a possible
variahle

o double standards: using male criteria, measures
and standards to judpe the behaviour of women
and vice versa (e.g. in terms of social starus)

« sex appropriaténess: e.g. that child-rearing is
women's responsibiliry '

e familism: teating the family, rather than the
individual, as the unit of analysis

» sexualdichotomism: treating the sexes asdistine,
social groups when, in fact, they may share
characteristics.

Feminist research, too, challenges the legitimacy
of research that does not empower appressed and
otherwise invisible groups - women. Ezzy (2002:
20V writes of the need to replace 2 traditional
masculine picture of science with an emancipatory

commitment to knowledge that stems from a
feminist perspective, since, ‘if women's experience
s analysed using only thearies and observations

from the standpoint of men, the resulting theories

FEMINIST RESEARCH

oppress women’ (p. 23). Gender, as Ezzy (2002
43) writes, is ‘a category of experience’.

Positivist research served a given set of power
relations, typically empowering the white, male-
dominated research community ar the expense of
other groups whose voices were silenced. Feminist
tesearch seeks to demolish and replace this with
a different substantive agenda - of empowerment,
voice, emancipation, equality and representation
for oppressed groups. In doing so, it recognizes
the necessity for foregrounding issues of power,
silencing and voicing, ideclogy critique and a
questioning of the legitimacy of research that does
not emancipate hitherto disempowered groups.
In feminist research, women's consciousness of
oppression, exploitation and disempowerment
becomes a focus for research — the paradigm of
ideology critique.

Far from treating educational research as
objective and value-free, feminists atgue that
this is merely a smokescreen thar serves the
existing, disempowering status quo, and that the
subject and value-laden nature of research must
be surfaced, exposed and engaged (Haig 1999:
213). Supposedly value-free, neutral research
perpetuates power differentials. Indeed Jayararne
and Stewart (1991) question the traditional,
exploitative nature of much research in which
the researchers receive all the rewards while
the participants remain  in  their — typically
powerless — situation, ie. in which the status
quo of oppression, under-privilege and inequaliry
remain undisturbed. As Scotr (1985: 80) writes:
‘we may simply use other women's experiences o
further our own aims and carcers’. Cresswel] (1995;
83), too, suggests that feminist research serives
to establish collaborative and non-exploitative
relationships. Indeed Scart (1985) questions how
ethical it is for o woman researcher to interview
those who are less privileged and more exploed
than she herself is.

Changing this situation entails taling seriously
issues of reflexivity, the effects of the research
on the researched and the researchers, the
breakdown of the positivist paradigm. and the
raising of consciousness of the purposes and
effects of the research Ezzy (2002 153) writes
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that 'the personal experience of the researcher
is an integral part of the research process’ and
reinforces the point that objectivity is a false claim
by researchers.

Ribbens and Edwards (1997) suggest that it
is important to ask how researchers can produce
work with reference to theorerical perspectives
and formal traditions and requirements of public,
academic knowledge while still remaining faithful
to the experiences and accounts of research
participants. Denzin (1989), Mies (1993), Haig
(1999} and De Laine (2000) argue for several
principles in feminist research:

o The asymmerry of gender relations and
representation must be studied reflexively as
constituting a fundamental aspect of social life
(which includes educational research).

o  Women's issues, their history, biography and
biology, feature as a substantive agenda/focus
in research — moving beyond mere perspecti-
val/methodological issues to setting a research
agenda.

o The raising of consciousness of oppression,
exploitation, empowerment, equality, voice
and representation is a merhodological
tool.

¢ The acceptability and notion of objectivity and
objective research must be challenged.

e The substantive, value-laden dimensions
and purposes of feminist research must be
paramount.

s Research must empower women.

» Research need not be undertaken only by
academic experts.

+ Collective research is necessary: women need
to collectivize their own individual histories
if they are to appropriate these histories for
emancilpation

o There is a commitment to

core processes and

women's oppression.

revealing

recurring  features of

e There is an insistence on the inseparability of
theory and pracrice.

o There is an insistence on the connections
between the private and the public. herween
the domestic and the political.

e« There is a concern with the construction
and reproduction of gender and sexual
difference.

o Narrow disciplinary boundaries are rejected.

o The arcificial subject/rescarcher dualism is
rejected.

o Positivism and objectivity as male mythology
are rejected.

o There is an increased use of qualitative,
introspective biographical research techniques.

o The gendered nature of social research and the
development of anti-sexist research strategies
are recognized.

e There is a review of the research process as
consciousness and awareness raising and as
fundamentally participatory.

o The primacy of women's personal subjective
experience is recognized.

o Hierarchies in social research are rejecred.

o The wvertical, hierarchical relationships of
researchers, research community and research
objects, in which the research itself can
become an instrument of domination and
the reproduction and legitimation of power
elites, have to be replaced by research that
promotes the interests of dominarted, oppressed,
exploited groups.

o The equal status and reciprocal relationships
between subjects and researchers are recog-
nized.

» There is a need to change the status quo, not
merely to understand or interpret it.

e The research must be a process of conscientiza-
tion, not research solely by experts for experts,
but to empower oppressed participants.

Indeed Webh et al. (2004) set out six principles
for a feminist pedagogy in the teaching of research
methodology:

o reformulating the professor—student relation-
ship (from hierarchy to equality and sharing)

« ensuring empowerment (for a participatory
democracy)

» huilding community (through collaborative
learning)

« privileging the individual voice (not only the
lecturer's)
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+ respecting diversity of personal experience
(roorted, for example, in gender, race, ethnicity,
class, sexual preference)

o challenging traditional views (e.g. the socio-
logy of knowledge).

Gender shapes research agendas, the choice of
topics and foci, the choice of dara collection
techniques and the relationships between re-
searchers and researched. Several methodologi-
cal principles flow from a ‘rationale’ for fem-
inist  research (Denzin  1989; Mies 1993; Haig
1997, 1999; De Laine 2000):

o Thereplacement of quantitative, positivist, ob-
jective research with qualitarive, Interpretive,
ethnographic reflexive rescarch, as objectivity
in quantitative research is a smokescreen for
masculine interests and apendas.

« Collahorative, collectivist research underraken
by collectives — often of women - combining
researchers and  rescarched in  order 1o
break subject—ohject and hierarchical, non-
reciprocal relationships.

s Theappenl to alleged value-free, neutrad, indif-
ferent and impartial research has to be replaced
by conscious, deliberate partiality - through
researchers identifying wich participants.

e The use of ideology-critical approaches and
paradipms for rescarch.

e The spectator theary or contemplative theory
of knowledge in which researchers research
from ivory towers has 1o be replaced Dy
o partcipatory  appraach - peraps aovon
rescarch - which all participante Gnelidine
researchers) engage in che strugele for women's

emandcipation — 2 “],‘:(‘.‘}'IJFOT‘)’ m ctl'x\:)dol\:"g\f.

< The need 1o change the stnus quo s the

: | .
SsLrung pomt ior social research - i we wang

toknow something we change it (Mies (1993)

ei the Chimese saving that i vou wang 1o

lnow a pear then vou must chew ji!)

¢ Theextended use of triangutacion and muluple

methods (including visual techniques snch s
video, photagraph and film).

¢ The we of hnguistic techmiques snch  as
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FEMINIST RESEARCH

o The use of textual analysis such as deconstruc-
tion of documents and texts ahout women.

o The use of meta-analysis to synthesize findings
from individual studies (see Chapter 13).

o A move away from numerical surveys and a
critical evaluation of them, including a critique
of question wording.

Edwards and Mauthner (2002: 15, 27) characterize
feminist research as that which concerns a
critique of dominatory and value-free research,
the surfacing and rejection of exploitative power
hierarchies berween the researcher and the
participants, and the espousal of close —even
intimate — relationships berween the rescarcher
and the researched. Positivist research is rejecred as
per se oppressive (Gillies and Alldred 2002: 34) and
inherently unable to abide by its own principle of
objectiviry; it is a flawed epistemology. Research,
and its underpinning epistemologies, are rooted
in, and inseparable from interests (Habermus
1972).

The move is towards ‘participatory action re-
search' in which empowerment and emancipation
are promoted and which is an involved and col-
laborative process (e.p. De Laine 2000: 100 )
Participation recognizes ‘power imbalunces and
the need 1o engage oppressed people as agents of
their own change' (Ezzy 2002: 44y, while acrion
rescarch recognizes the value of ‘using researcl,
findings to inform intervention decisions’ (p 44).
As De Laine (2000: 16) writes: the call is “o;
more participation and less observavion, of he
g weh and Jor the othier, not booking @', widh
relations of reciprocity and cquality racher tha
impersonality, exploitarion and powerfsoig. Jif
ferentials hetween rescarcher and participant

The relavonship berween rhe researcher and
participant, De Laine orgues, must hreal o
conventional patriarchy. The cmphasis is on
partnerships berween 1esearchers and parti ipany,
to the extent thar rescarchers are Lhemselves
participants  rather  than  outsiders  and  che
participants shape the rescaorch process ap oo
rescarchers (De Lame 20000 107), defimine the
problem, the methods, the dara collection and
analvsis, interpretarion and dissemimanion The
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relationship between researchers and participants
is one of equality, and outsider, objective, distant,
positivist research relations are off the agenda;
researchers are inextricably bound up in the
lives of those they research. That this may bring
difficulties in participant and researcher reactiviry
is a matter to be engaged rather than built out of
the research.

Thapar-Bjorkert and Henry (2004) argue that
the conventional, one-sided and unidirectional
view of the researcher as powerful and the research
participants as less powerful, with the researcher
exploiting and manipulating the researched, could
be a construction by western white researchers.
They report research that indicates that power
is exercised by the researched as well as the
researchers, and is a much more fluid, shifting and
negotiated matter than conventionally suggested,
being dispersed through both the researcher and
the researched. Indeed they show how the research
participants can, and do, exercise considerable
power over the researchers both before, during
and after the research process. They provide a
fascinating example of interviewing women in
their homes in India, where far from the home
bemg 2 location of oppression, it was a site of their

With regard to methods of data collection,
Oakley (1981) suggests that ‘interviewing women'
in the standardized, impersonal style which
expects a response to a prescribed agenda and
set of questions may be a ‘contradiction in
terms’, as it implies an exploitative relationship.
Rather, the subject—objecr relationship should be
replaced by a guided dialogue. She criticizes the
conventional notion of 'rapport’ in conducting
interviews (Oakley 1981: 35), arguing thart they are
instrumental, non-reciprocal and hierarchical, all
of which are masculine traits. Rapport in this sense,
she argues, is not genuine in that the researcher
is using it for scientific rather than human ends
(Oakley 1981: 55). Here researchers are ‘faking
friendship’ for their own ends (Duncombe and
Jessop 2002: 108), equating 'doing rapport’ with
trust, and, thereby, operating a very ‘detached’
form of friendship (p. 110). Similarly Thapar-
Bjorkert and Henry (2004) suggest that attempts

at friendship between researchers and participants
are disingenuous, with ‘purported solidariry’ being
a fraud perpetrated by well-intentioned feminists.

Duncombe and Jessop (2002: 111) ask a
very searching guestion when they question
whether, if interviewees are persuaded to take
part in an interview by virtue of the researcher’s
demonstration of empathy and ‘rapport’, this
is really giving informed consent. They suggest
that informed consent, particularly in exploratory
interviews, has to be continually renegotiated and
care has to be taken by the interviewer not to be
too intrusive. Personal testimonies, oral narratives
and long interviews also figure highly in feminist
approaches (De Laine 2000: 110; Thapar-Bjérkert
and Henry 2004), not least in those that touch
on sensitive issues. These, it is argued (Ezzy 2002:
45), enable women's voices to be heard, to be
close to lived experiences, and avoid unwarranted
assumptions about people’s experiences.

The drive towards collective, egalirarian and
emancipatory qualitative research is seen as neces-
sary if women are to avoid colluding in their own
oppression by undertaking positivist, uninvolved,
dispassionate, objective research. Mies (1993: 67)
argucs that for women to undertake this lacter form
of research puts them into a schizophrenic position
of having to adopt methods which contribute to
their own subjugation and repression by ignoring
their experience (however vicarious) of oppres-
sion and by forcing them to abide by the ‘rules
of the game' of the competitive, male-dominated
academic world. In this view, argue Roman and
Apple (1990: 59), it is not enough for women sim-
ply to embrace ethnographic forms of research, as
this does not necessarily challenge the existing and
constituting forces of oppression or asymmertries of
power. Ethnographic research, they argue, has to
be accompanied by ideclogy critique; indeed they
argue thart the transformative, empowering, cman-
cipatory potential of research is a critical stdndard
for evaluating that piece of research.

This latcer point resonates with the call
by Lather (1991) for researchers to be concerned
with the political consequences of their research
(e.q. consequential validity), not only the
conduct of the research and data analvsis itself.
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Rescarch must lead to change and improvement,
particularly, in this context, for women (Gillies
and Alldred 2002: 32). Research is a political
activity wicth a political agenda (Gillies and
Alldred 2002: 33; see also Lather 1991). Research
and action ~ praxis — must combine ‘knowledge
for' as well as ‘knowledge what’ (Ezy 2002
47). As Marx rteminds us in his Theses on
Feuerhach: ‘the philosophers have only interprered
the world, in various ways; the point, however,
is to change it Gillies and Alldred (2002: 45),
however, point out that ‘many feminists have
agonized over whether politicizing parricipants
is necessarily helpful’, as it raises awareness of
constraints on their actions without being able
to offer solutions or to challenge their strucrural
causes. Research, thus pohtlcr'ed but unable to
change conditions, may actually be disempowering
and, indeed, patronizing in its simplistic call
for enlightenment and emancipation. lt could
render women more vulnerable than before
Emancipation is a struggle.

Several of these views of feminist research
and methodolog y are cnmcsl(‘d by ather ferninist
an ;'u., dvdmrne (1993: 1U&.4)
argues fcn ’ﬁmus for purpose’, suggesting that
exclusive focus on qualitative methodologies
might not he appropriate either for the research
purposes or, indeed, for advancing L'hc ferninist
agenda (see also Score 1985: 82-3). Jayaratne
refutes the aroument thar quantirative merhods
are unsuitable for feminists because they neglect
the emotions of the people under study. Indeed she

argues for beating quantitative rescarch on s own
grounds (Jayarame 1093127 suggesting the need

o

for lemunist quantitarive data and mellmdr.u]mg;w:s;

moarder v counter sexst quantitative dita in
the social scicnces. She sugoests Uil femimise
rescarchers can ;1(.‘(,:<1rn]")|is:h this withour ‘selling
out’ to the positivist, male-dominated neademic
research communiry. Oukley (1998) suneeses tha
the scparation of women  from  gusnuative
methodology may have the uninwended effect of
perpetuating woniury as the ‘other', and, therely,
discrimmacing agarist then

De Luame (2000: 112) arcues that shifting from
duantitauve Lo qualitative techmaues may non

FEMINIST RESEARTH
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solve many ethical problems in research, as these
are endemic in any form of fieldworl. She argues
that some feminist researchers may not wish to
seek either less participation or more detachment,
and that more detachment and less participation
are not solutions to ethical dilemmas and ‘morally
responsible fieldwork’ as these, too, bring their
own ethical dilemmas, e.g. the risk of threat. She
reports work (p. 113) that suggests that close
relationships between researchers and participants
may be construed as just as exploitative, if more
disguised, as conventional researcher roles, and
thar they may bring considerable problems if data
that were revealed in an intimate account between
friends (researcher and participant) are then used
in public research. The researcher is caught in a
dilemma: if she is a true friend then this imposes
constraints on the researcher, and vyet if she is
only pretending 1o be a friend, or limiting thac
friendship, rhen this provoles questions of honesey
and persanal integrivy, Are

rescarcl (riendships
real, ephemeral, or IMPression managsement used
to gather data?

De Laine (2000: 115) suggests thart it may e
rmisguided (o privilege qualitative rescarch for it
claim o non-exploitative relarionships. While she
acknowledges that quanritative approaches may
perpetuate power differentials and exploitation,
there is no guarantee thar qualitative research

will nor do I']'IF‘ same, rm'w m a more

a more disguised
way, Qualitative dpl’)](ld(_]](.% too, she suggests, can
create and perpetuare unequal relatioms, not Jeast
simply because the researcher is in the feld ua
researcher rather than a friend; if it were nor for
rhe rescarch then the rescarcher would o e
present. Stacey (1988) sugoeasts thar e Nty
advocated for feminisr et]‘u*»ogr;,-lphv may rendes
exploitative relanionships mere rarher than e
likely. We refer readers 1o Chaprer 5 on sensimve
educational research for o further discussion o
these 1ssues

Gillies and Alldred (2002. 43.4) suggest rha
acnon research, an arca strongly supported in
some quarters of feminist researchers, is, el
problemanc. It ris

s heing an inrervervion in
people’s lives (i.e. a potential abuse of power), and
the researcher typically plavs a sionificant, if nes
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central, role in initiating, facilitaring, crystalli’ing
and developing the meanings involved in, or
stemming from, the research, i.e. the researcher
is the one exercising power and influence.

Ezzy (2002: 44) reports that, just as there is
no single feminist methodology, both quantirative
and qualitative methods are entirely legitimare.
Indeed, Kelly (1978) argues that a feminist
commitment should enter research ar the stages of
formulating the research ropic and interprecing the
results, but it should be left out during the stages
of data collection and conduct of the research,

Thapar-Bjérkert and Henry (2004) indicate
that the researcher being an outsider might bring
more advantages than if she were an insider. For
example, being 2 white female rcsear;hmg nor-
white females may not be a handicap, as many
non-white women might disclose information ro
whire women that they would not disclose to a
non-white person. Similarly, having interviewers
and interviewees of the same racial and ethnic
background does not mean that non-hierarchical
relationships will still not be present. They also
report that the categories of ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’
were much more fuzzy than exclusive. Researchers
are “both-“subject’-and ‘ohject’sand

e

thase
researched are both 'observed’ and ‘observers'.

De Laine (2000: 110) suggests that there
is a division among feminists hetween those
who advocate closeness in relationships herween
researchers and subjects—a human research-
ing fellow humans~and those who advocate
‘respectful distance’ between researchers and those
being studied. Close relationships may turn into
quasi-therapeutic situations rather than rescarch
(Duncombe and Jessop 2002: 111), ver ir mavy
be important o establish closensss in reaching
deeper issues. Furcher, gne has o question how far

close relationships lead to reciprocal and mutual
disclosure (p. 120). The debate is open: should the
researcher share, be close and be prepared for more
intimate social relations — a ‘feminist ethic of care’
(p. 111) —or keep those cool, outsider relations
which might objectify those heing researched? It
is a moral as well as a methodological matrer.

The issue runs deep: the suggestion is that
emotions and feelings are integral to the research,

being ™

rather than to be built out of the research
in the interests of objectivity (Edwards and
Mauthner 2002: 19). Emotions should not be
seen as distuptive of research or as irrelevant
(De Laime 2000: 151-2), bur central 1o it,
just as they are central to human life. Indeed
emotional responses are essential in establishine
the veracity of inquiries and data, and the
‘feminist communitarian model’ which De Laine
(2000: 212-13) outlines values connecredness
at several levels: emotions, emotionality and
ersonal expressiveriess, empathy. The egalitarian
fermmsm that De Laine (2000: 108) and others
advacate suggests a community of insiders in the
same culture, in which empathy, reciprocity and
egalitarianism are hallmarks.

Swantz (1996: 134) argues thar there may be
some self-deception by the researcher in adopting
a dual role as a researchier and one wha shares
the situation and interests of the participants
She questions the extent to which the researcher
may be able to be genuinely involved with the
participants in other than a peripheral way and
whether, simply because the researcher may have
‘superior knowledge', a covert power differential
‘may exist. De Laine (2000: 114) suggests that such
superior knowledge may stem from the researcher's
own background in anthropology or ethnography,
or simply more education. The primary purpose
of the researcher is research, and that is differant
from the primary purpose of the participants.

Further, the researcher’s desire for idenrification
and sohdamy with her research subjects may he
pious but unrealistic optimism, not least because
she may not share the same race, ethnicity,
background,

life chances, experiences or colour
Indeed Gilligs and

Alldred (2002: 39-40) raise the question of how
far rescarchers can, or should, try to represent
groups to which they themselves do not belong,
not least those groups without power or voice,
as this, itself,

as those being researched.

is a form of colonization and

oppression. Affinity, they argue (p. 40), is no
authoritative basis for representarive research.
Even the notion of affinity becomes suspect when
it overlooks, or underplays, the significance of
difference, thereby homogenizing groups and their



pm‘ticulzlr experiences, In response to this, some
ferninist researchers (p. 40) suggest that researchers
only have the warrant to confine themselves to
their own immediare communities, though this is
a contentious issue. There is value in speaking for
others, not least for those who are silenced and
marginalized, and in not speaking for others for
féar of oppression and colonization. One has to
question the acceprability and appropriateness of,
and fidelity o, the feminist ethic, if one represents
and uses others’ stories (p. 41).

An example of a feminist approach to research
is the Girls Into Science and Technology (GIST)
action research project. This took place over three
years, involving 2,000 students and their teachers
in ten coeducational, comprehensive schools in
one arca of the United Kingdom, eight schools
serving as the bases of the 'action’, the remaining
two acting as ‘controls’. Several publications have

documented the methodologies and findings of

the GIST study (Kelly 1986; 1989a; 1989b; Kelly
and Smail 1986; Whyte 1986), described by
its co-director as 'simultaneous-integrated action
rescarch’ (Kelly 1987) (i.e. integrating action
and research). Kelly is open about the feminist
orientation of the GIST project team, sceking
deliberately to change girls' option choices and
career aspirations, because the researchers saw
that girls were disadvantaged hy traditional sex-
stereotypes. The researchers’ actions, she suggests,
were a small attempt to ameliorate women's
subordinate social position (Kelly 1987)

Research and evaluation

The preceding discussion has suggested  that
escirch and  politics are inextricahly  hound
together. This can he taken further, as rescarchers
in cducation will he advised to pay serious
consideration to the politics of their research
enterprise and the ways in which politics can
steer research. For example, one can detect
a tend in educational research towards more
evaluative rescarch, where, for example, a
researcher's task is to evaluate the effectiveness
(often of the implementation) of given policies
and projects. This is particularly tue in the

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

case of 'categorically funded’ and commissioned
research — research which is funded by policy-
malkers (e.g. governments, fund-awarding bodies)
under any number of different headings that
those policy-makers devise (Burgess 1993). On
the one hand, this is laudable, for it rargers
research directly towards policy; on the other
hand, it is dangerous in that it enables others
to set the research agenda. Research ceases to
become open-ended, pure research, and, instead,
becomes the evaluarion of given iniriatives. Less
politically charged, much research is evaluativé,
and indeed there are many similarities berween
research and evaluation. The two overlap but

possess important differences. The problem of -

rrying to idencify differences berween evaluation
and research is compounded because not only do
they share several of the same methodological
characteristics but also one branch of research is
called evaluative research or applied research. This
is often kept separate from ‘blue skies’ research
in that the latter is open-ended, exploratory,
contributes something original to the substantive
field and extends the frontiers of know]edge and
theory whereas in the former the theory is given
rather than interrogated or resced, One can detecr
many similarities between the two in that they
both use methodologies and methods of social
science research generally, covering, for example
(sce heep:/fwww.routledge.com/texthoaks/

9780415368780 — Chapter 1, file 1.9, ppt), the

following:

o the need to clarify the purposes of e
mvestigation

« the need w operationalize purposcs and arcas of
investization

« the need to address principles of rescarch design
that include:
. formulating operaonal questoms
« deciding appropriare methodoloygrics
« deciding which imsmoments 1o use Tor daa

collection

« deciding on the sample for the investiention
« addressing reliabilicy and walidiey i the

investigation and mstrumentation

41 |
3!
3.
NL,J
*]
EI N
Y

'\-ILy)




42

THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

o addressing cthical issues in conducting the
investigation

. deciding on data analysis techniques

» decidingon reporting and merpreting resulrs.

Indeed Norris  (1090) argues  that  evaluarion
applies research methods to shed licht on
problem of action (Norris 1990: 97); he SULEEsTs
that evaluation can he viewed as an extension of
research, because it shares its methodologies and
methods, and because evaluaturs and researchers
possess similar skills in conducting Investigations
(see hrtp://w\-v\\-'.|'ourle.dge.com/l:cxtbn)ol\'s/
9780415368780 - Chapter 1, file 1.10. ppt). In
many senses the eight features outlined ahove
embrace many elements of the scientific method,
which Smith and Glass (1987) set out in seven
steps:

I A theory ahout the phenomenon exists,
LA vesearch problem within the theory s
detecred and a research question is devised.

A research hypothesis is deduced (often ahout
the relationship between construces).

4 A research design is developed, operationalizing

[X]

the research question and stating the mudl

hapothests.

The research is conducted.

. 1 1 . .

6 The null hypothesis is tested based on the
Jin garhered

¢ The origingl theory iy revised or supparied
hased on the resules of the hypothesis resring

Indecd, it steps | and 7 were removed then there
would be nothing ro chistinguish herween researcls
and evaluacion. Both rescarchiers eviluaron,
puse questions and hypatheses, seloc somiples,
marpulate and measure varinhles, COMIPULC ST -
e and daa, and stare conetusione, Never-
theless there are important differences hetween
evaluirion and rescarch thas are nat always ok
vious sinply by fookimg ar publications, Publien.
tons Joomat always make clear 1y Mok orouned
cvents thar pive rise 1 he IMYCSIIRation, ol
docthey alwavs ke clear the uses of the mn-
versal that they report, nor do thew alwavs il
clearwhatthe disseminaion richi. {Sanday 19975
are e who Lodde chens, sevep,

COMNICT LT S

set out some of the differences between eval.
uation and research. For cample Smith and
Glass (1987) offer eight main differences (see
hrtp://’\\r\.vw.mutledgelcom/tcxthooks/
9780415368780 — Chupter 1, file 1.17. pptl:

o The iuents and purposes of the investigation: the
researcher wants ro advance the frontiers of
knowledge of phenomena, o contribute to
theory und to he able to make generalizations:
the evaluator is less interested in conrributing
to theory or the weneral hody of knowledgpe
Evaluation is wore parochial than universal
(Smith and Glass 1987: 33-4).

o The scope of the nvestigation: evaluation studies

tend to be more comprehensive than research
in the number and variery of aspects of g
programme that are being scudied (p. 34),

e Vulues in the investigarion: research aspires ro
value neutrality, evaluations must represent
multiple sets of values and include dacs on
these values,

e« The origins of the studvy: research hus its origing
and motivation m the researcher's curiosiry
and desire to know (p. 34). The rescarcher is
answerable to colleagues and scientists (i.e the
resenrch conmunity) wherens the evaluator
is answerable 1o the ‘client’. The reses cher
Soauianomous whereas the  evaluar s
answernble 1o clients und stakeholders The

researcher is morivared by w scarch for

knowledwe, the evaluator is motivated by (he
need rasalve problems, alloeate resources i
nike deasions, Rescarch studies re puhliz,
evaluitions are [or  restreled audienc

e The wses of the siudy: 1he rescarch s used 1o
furcher knowledue, evalunrione e used 1o
infornn decisions

o The umelmess af the ste: cvaluanoms nis e
timely, research need not ke Evaluator rime
sciles are given, rescarchers 1ime seies ned
Nt be e

e Calenia for judeimg the sty evaluntions are
udged by the ererin of utilicy ond aredibading,
research iy judecd methodolowiealiyv amd by the
contriburion thar 1t makes 1o ke fiedd (e

iemal and exiermal vadiding)
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. The agendas of the study: an evaluator's agenda
is eiven, a researcher’s agenda is his or her own.

Norris  (1990) reports an  earlier piece of
work hy Glass and Worthen (1971) in which
they identified eleven main differences between
evaluntion and research:

o The moartivation of the mguirer: research is
pursued largely to satisfy curiosity, evaluation
is undertaken to contribute to the solution of
a prohlem.

o The objectives of the research: research and
evaluartion seek different ends. Research seeks
conclusions, evaluation leads to decisions.

o Laws versus description: research is the quest for
laws (nomothetic), evaluation merely seels to
describe a particular thing (idiographic).

e The role of explanation: proper and useful evalu-
ation can be conducted without producing an
explanation of why the product or project is
eood or bad or of how it operates to produce its
effects.

s The auomomy of the mmquiry: evaluation is
undertaken at the behest of a client, while
researchers set their own problems.

e Properties of the phenomena that are assessed:
evaluation seeks to assess.social utiliry directly,
rescarch may yield evidence of social utility buy
often only indirectly.

o Universaliy  of  the
rescarchers work with constructs having a

phenomena  studied:
currency and scope of application thar make
the objects of evaluation seem parochial by
COMPATISON.

o Salienceof the value question: in evaluation vatue
guestions are central and usuatly deternumne
what informarion is sought.

« Invesugative techniques: while there may he
legitimate differences berween research and
cvaluation methods, there are  far more
similarities than differences with regard 1o
techniques and procedures for udging validiry

e Criteria for assessing the activity: the twa maos:
important criteria for judeing rhe adequacy of
rescarch are internal and external vatidine, for
cvaluation they are utility and credihitity

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

« Disciplimary base: the researcher can afford to
pursue inquiry within one discipline and the
evaluator cannot.

A clue to some of the differences berween
evaluation and research can be seen in the
definition of evaluation. Most

evaluation reference to

definitions of
include several key

features:

e answering specific, given questions

e gathering information

« making judgements

o taking decisions

¢ addressing the politics of a situation (Morrison

1993: 2).

(See hrp//www.routledge.com/rextboolks/
9780415368780 ~ Chapter 1, file 1.12. ppt.) Mor-
rison (1993: 2) provides one definition of evalu-
ation as: the provision of information about specified
Issues upon which judgements ave based and from
which decisions for action are waken. This view
echoes MacDonald (1987) in his comments that
the evaluator

is faced with compering interest groups, with diver-

gent definitions of the yiruation and conflicring mfor-

v
[}

mational needs . ... e s to decide which decision-
makers he will serve, what information will be of most
use, wher 1t is needed and how it can be obtained | ..

The resolution of these issues commits the evaluator
to a political stance, an attitude to the government of
educarion. Nosuch commitment is required of the re-
scarcher. He stands ourside the political process, and
values his detachment fram it Fortumi che production
ol new knowledae and 1ts social use are separared, The
evaluarar s embroited mche acuon, huilt o s potn

ical process which concerns the distriburion of power,
i.e. the allocation of resources and the devermmarion
of goals, roles and wisks .. When evaluntion do
mfluences power relationships the evalustor s com-
pelled o werghr carefully the consequences of his task
specification The rescarcher s iree toacleat -
questions, and ro seek answers to then, The evalas-
tor, on the other hiand, must never fall inco the erron
of answering questions winch no one bur he s asking

475
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THE NATURE OF INQUIRY

MacDonald (1987) argues thar evaluarion 15 an
inherently political enterprise. His rmuch-used
threefold -\,fpthcatmn of evaluations as autoeratic,
bureaucratic and democratic is pn:!"maeu un a
political reading of evaluation (see also Chelinsky
and mu]hduscr (1993: 54) who refer ta ‘the

inescapability  of polities' in the world  aof
i } i

eva]uation) MacDonald (1087 101), noting that

'educational research is becoming more evalyative
in character', argues for research to be lkepr out
of politics and far evaluation to square up to the
political issues at srale:

The danger therefure of concepualizing evaluation as
abranch of research is that evaluators become trapped
in the restrictive tentacles of research respectabilicy.

Purity may be substitured for urility, trivial proofs (o
clumisy ALLemPLs (o grasp complex signiftcance, How
much more productive it would be to define research
as a hranch of evaluation, a branch whose task it is
to solve the rechnological problems encountered hy

the evaluator.
(MacDonald 1987. 43)

However, the truth of the matter is far mure
blurred than these distincrions SUZEest, [ wi
prinzipal - couses

;'uf' this blurring lie in the

T Ja £ 1 }
funding and e of hath evaluation and

rj

research. For exam ]‘|“. the view ol research as

uncontamunated by everydoy fife is naive and
simplistic; Norris (1990: 99) argues that such an
anuiseptic view of rzsedrch ignores the soeial
context of educational rescarch, some of which
18 located in the hierarchies of universities urid
rescarch communities and (he .umm:L suppor
pravided for some research prosects hut noe 4l
by oovernments. His noirt has o pedigree thar
teaches hack to Kuhn (19620, and is cormnienciye
vt the polities of reseirch funding and rescarcly
vtilization, Sinee the early 19808 one can derae

0 huge rise in ‘catesorical’ fundinp of Trojects,
Le. defined, given projeces (ofier hy government

a7 resedrch sponsors) Tor whye

he pliced. Ths MY seem unsurprisine i o

hids have 10

I '.Jl.u..lll s IL_‘f.L'rll'..l'! Oratts |"'\J BUVEENINET

|

hodies, which are deliberarely pohicv-arenie

though one cim alyo detecr m projects th

t have

beer eranted by non-sovenimentl Greanizations

et

{e.g. the UK Economic and Social Reseurch
Council) 2 mave rtowards sponsoring policy-
oriented projects rather than the ‘blue-skiay
research mentioned earlier. Indeed B Durgess (1003,
1) argues that ‘researchers are licle more than

Iy ieid ="=k1‘t';-_';1;'=,r_',|,’:_-';|l1_,¢' gei ety

contract warkers. . .research in educarion Miust
hecome policy relevant . . . research MUSt come
closer o the requirement of practitioners’

This view is reinforced by several chaprers ir
the collection edited by Anderson and RIJ"“"
(1991) which show that research and pohities go
together uncomfortahly because rescarchers Rave
different agendas and longer time scales than
paliticians and try to address the complexiry of
situations, whereas politicians, anxious for short-
term survival wane telescoped time scales, simple
remedies and research thar will be consonant with
their political ugendas. Indeed James (1993) yrpues
that

the power of rescarch-based evaluaticn te provide
evidence on which rarional decisic Ons can be expected

1 be made s guite limired. Policy-makers wil|
a'n-.ruys hnd reasons to ignore, or be highly salecrive
of, eviluativn findings if the nformation dees not
suppart the particular pohucal agenda operuting ut
the time when decisions have 1o be made.

{(James 1903: [35)

The politicization of rescarch has resulied i
funding  hodies awarding  research granes for
cateporical research cha specify time scales and
the rerms of reference. Burgess’s (1993) view also
'|"il?|]—1t‘: Lr ].II" COMSLTarLs |.|'|[dLT Wi h]Lh I‘SLJFK]I
s undertaken; if it is por concerned witk palicy

ssues then ressarch tends nor to b funded. e

could suppor Burgess's view, thar research TIst

hirve sone impact on prehey-mila g,

IQHl II!I]\' 8] 1._.-”’11_“ |‘t‘C|J]Ir"|l" A ]"lll 1tical ISHUIE,

hur also this extends w the use heing nuade

evdluavon studies. [t was arousd » hewve thim evalgs.

L1ons #re f'|f-'.'w'!“r- ot provide useful urar 1o infrm
decision-mal ing. Flowever, as evaluaticn has

come more politcized so jos uses (or non- Uges lmc I
become more politicized. |ndecd WNorris (1990) i
shows how polities frequently overrides evaly- T
ation or rescarch evidence. I\J(mh (1990 135)

writes that the announcement of the ¢

|
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1993:
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to extend the TVEI project was made with-
out any evaluation reports having been received
from cvaluation teams in Leeds or the National
Foundartion for Educational Research. (The Tech-
nical and Vacational Education Initiative (TVEI)
was a 1980s UK government-funded project fre-
quently targered to lower-attaining students.) This
echoes James (1993) where she writes:

The classic definition of the role of evaluation as
providing information for decision-makers.. .is 2
ficion if this is taken to mean that policy-makers
who commission evaluations are expected to make
rational decisions based on the best (valid and
reliable) information available to them.

(James 1993: 119)

Where evaluations are commissioned and
have heavily political implications, Stronach and
Morris (1994) argue that the response to this is
that evaluations become more ‘conformative’ (see
heep://www.routledge.com/rexthbooks/
0780415368780 — Chapter 1, file

possessing several characteristics:

1.13. ppt),

ting project goals as given
and supportmg their realization

 lgnoringthe evaluation of longer-term learning
autcomes, or anticipated economic or social
consequences of the programme

o Giving undue weight to the perceptions of
programme participants who are responsible
for the successful development and implemen-
tation of the programme; as a result, rending to
‘over-report’ change.

e Neglecting and 'under-reporting’ the views of
classroom practitioners, and programme crirics

o Adopting an atheoretical approach, and
senerally regarding the aggregation of opinion
as the derermination of overall sipnificance.

e Involving a tight contractual relationship with
the programme sponsors that either dishars
public reparting, or encourages seli-censorship
in arder ta protect future funding prospects

e Undertaking various forms of implicir advocacy
for the programme in its reporting style.

« Creating and

reinforcing  a  professional

schizophrenia in the research and evaluation

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

community, whereby individuals come to
hold divergent public and private opinions,
or offer criticisms in general ratcher than
in particular, or quietly develop ‘academic’
critiques which are at variance with their
contractual evaluation activities, alternating
berween ‘critical’ and ‘conformative' selves.

The argument so far has been confined to
large-scale projects that are influenced by and
may or may not influence polirical decision-
making. However, the argument need not remain
there. Morrison (1993), for example, indicates
how evaluations might influence the ‘micro-
politics of the school’. Hoyle (1986), for example,
asks whether evaluation data are used to bring
resources into, or take resources out of, s
department or faculry. The issue does nor relare
only to evaluations, for school-based research, far
from the emancipatory claims for it made by action
researchers (e.g. Carr and Kemmis 1986; Grundy
1987), is often concerned more with finding out
the most successful ways of organization, planning,
teaching and assessment of a given agenda ratcher
than setcing agendas and following one's own
research ny:udax. This is-pr ohlem-solving . rather
than problem-setting. That evaluation and research
are being drawn together by politics at both macro-
level and micro-level is evidence of a growing
incerventionism by politics into education, thus
reinforcing the hegemony of the government in
power. Several points have heen made here:

considerable herween

evaluation and research,

s There s overlap

e There are some concepiual differences berween
evaluation snd rescarch, though, in practice,
there is considerable hlurring of the edpes of
the differences berween the two,

rescarch  and

research agendas reflect the persuvasions of

political decision-malcers

e The funding and control of

o Evaluative research has increased in response
to categorical funding of rescarch projects

o Theatrention heing given to, and utilization of,
evaluation varies accurding to the consonance

between the findings and their

polirical
attractiveness to political decision-makers
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In this seénse the wviews expressed  earlier
hy MacDonald (1987) are now lirtle more than an
historical relic; there is very considerable blurring
of the edges herween evaluation and research
hecause of the political intrusion into, und use
of, these two rypes of study. One response to
this can be seen in Burgess's (1993) view thar a
researcher needs to be able to mieer the sponsor's
requirements for evaluacion while also generating
research data (engaging the issues of the need ro
negottate ownership of the data and intellectual
property righcs),

Research, politics and policy-making

The preceding discussion has suggested that
there is an mescapable political dimension to
educational research, both in the macro- and
micro-political senses. 1n the macro-political sense
this manifests itself in funding arrangements,
where awards are made provided that the research
is ‘palicy-related’ (Burgess 1993) - guiding poticy
decisions, improving quality in areas of concern
identified by pulicy-makers, facilitating the
implementation of policy decisions, evaluating
the effects of the implementation  of policy.
Burgess notes a shift here from o situation where
the rescarcher specifies the ropic of research
and rowards the Sponsor specifying the focus of
rescarch. The issue of sponsoring rescarch reaches
heyimd simply commissioning rescarch towards
the dissemination (or not) of rescarch — whao will
receive or have access to the tindings and how
the findings will be used und reported. This, in
turn, rises the fundamental sssue of whe WIS
and controls data, and who controls the release
of rescarch Andinges. Unfavourable repores mioh
he withheld for o rime, suppressed or selecrively
released! Research can b brought into the service
of wider edueational purposes — the politics of a
locul educariar authuority, or indeed the politics of
FOVETNIMENT noencies

Thourh  research and  politics inren wine,
the relationships herween educational resenrch,
politics and policy-making are complex because
rescarch  designs serive o address a comples
social reality (Anderson i) Biddle 10971y,

piece of research does not feed simplistically
or directly intw a specific piece of policy.
making. Rather, research QENerates o runge
of different types of imm\']eclgc—cunc':ptsl
propositions, explanations, theorjes, stritegies,
evidence, methodologies (Caplan 10975, These
feed subtly and often indirectly intg  the
decision-making process, prewviding, for example,
direct inpurs, general guidance, 2 scientific
oloss, orienting perspectives, generalizations and
new insights. Basic and upplied research have
significant parts to play in this process.

The degree of influence exerted by research
depends on carefyl disseminarion; oo lirrle and
ILs message is ignored, too much and data
overload confounds decision-makers and makes
them cynical - the syndrome  of the boy who
cried wolf (Knart and Wildavsky 1097). Henes
researchers must give care to utilization by polizy-
makers (Weiss 19914), reduce jargon, provide
summaries, and improve linles between the rwe
cultures of researchers and policy-makers (Coolk
1991) and, further, to the educarional community.
Researchers must culrivate ways of influencing

policy, particularly when policy-maleers can

stmply ignore” research findings, commission
rheir own resenrch (Cohen and Gurer 199715 or
underfund research into sociu] problems (Coleman
1991, Thomas 1997), Rescarchers muyst recopnize
thetr links wich the power eraups who decide
policy. Research utilizatjon al

A

miany forms
depending on ey location in the process of
policy-making, e.g. in rescarch and development,
problem solving, interactive and ractical maodels
(Weiss 19911), Rescarchors will Fave (o Judge
the mose appropriate forms of utilizirjon of ther
rescarch (Alkin eral 1997

The impact of research on policy-making

depends on s depree of consonance with the
political apendas of governments (Thomas 1997 )
and pohcy-makers anxious for their own palineal

survival (Cook 1997) and the promotion of cheir

social programimes. Research s used iF g0 s
politically ncceprable. Thar the IMPaet of research
on policy s intensely and mescapnhly policcal
Isoaouism (Morowit: and  Rae- 1997 Kamin
TOUT: Selleck 1997 Winehure 1997 I Reswarch
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simpliscically
of policy-
es a range
- concepts,
.-;.- strategies,
391). These
5\. into  the
ar example,
~ scientific
raat[om and
.carcn have

oo easily becomes simply an ‘afirmarory text’
which 'exonerates the system’ (Wineburg 1991)
and is used by those who seek to hear in it only
echoes of their own voices and wishes (Kogan and
Atkin 1991).

There is a significant tension berween
researchers and policy-makers. The two parries
have different, and often conflicting, interests,
agendas, audiences, time scales, rerminology,
and concern for topicality (Levin 1991). These
have huge implications for research styles.
Policy-makers anxious for the quick fix of
superficial facts, short-term solutions and simple
remedies for complex and generalized social
problems (Cartwright 1991; Cook 1991) — the
Simple Impact model (Biddle and Anderson
1991, Weiss 1991a; 1991b) - find positivist
methodologies attractive, often debasing the
data through illegitimate summary. Moreover,
policy-makers find much research uncertain in
its effects (Cohen and Garet 1991, Kerlinger
1991), dealing in a Welanschauung racher
than specifics, and being too complex in
its designs and of limited app licability (Finn
1991). This, reply the researchers, misrepresents
the nature of their work  (Shavelson  and
Berliner 1991) and belies the complex reality
which they are trying ro investigate (Blalock
1991). Capturing social complexity and serving
political urility can run counter to  cach
other.

The issue of the connection hetween rescurch
and  politics — power  and decision-maling - is
complex. Uin another dimension, the nation that
research is inherently a political act hecause it is
part of the palitical processes of society has nol
been lost on resesrehers. Usher and Seatt {1996:
176) argue that positivist research has allowed 2
traditional conception of society to be preserved
relatively unchallenged — the white, male, middle-
class researcher - 1o the relative exclusion of
‘others' as legitimare knowers. That this reaches
mto epistemological debate is evidenced in the
issues of wha defines the ‘traditions of knowled o’
and the disciplines of knowledge; the socinl
construction of knowledge has ta take inte account
the differential power of groups ra define whar is

METHODS AND METHODOLOGY

worthwhile research knowledge, whar constitures
acceptable focuses and methodologies of research
and how the findings will be used.

Methods and methodology

We return to our principal concern, methods and
methodology in educational research. By methods,
we mean that range of approaches used in educa.
tional research to garher data which are to be
used as 2 basis for inference and interpreration,
for explanation and prediction. Traditionally, the
waord refers to those techniques associated wich the
positivistic model - eliciting responses to prede-
termined questions, recording measurements, de-
scribing phenomena and performing experiments.
For our purposes, we will extend the meaning to
include not only the methods of normative re-
search but also those associated with Interpretive
paradigms — participant observation, rr_1]':-]3.;1y:r~._g,
non-directive interviewing, episodes and accaurics.
Although methods may also be taken to include
the more specific features of the scientific enter-
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prise- such—as—forming concepts and hypothesss;

building models and theories, and sampling proi-
cedures, we will limit ourselves principally to the
more general techniques which researchers use.

If methods refer to techniques and procedures
used in the process of data-gathering, the aim of
merhodaology then is to describe approaches to,
kinds and paradipms of research (Kaplan 1973),
Kaplan suppests thar the aim of methodology is
to help us ro understand, in the broadest possible
terms, nat the produces of scienrific mauiry hbut
the process itself, !

We, for our part, will acempt 10 present
normative and interpretive perspectives i o
complementary light and will try to Jessen the
tension that is sometimes generated herween
them. Merton and Kendull (19467 express the
same sentiment:

Social scientists have come ta ahandeon the spurious
choice herween qualitative and quantitative daia:
they are concerned rather with that combimarion of

both which males use of the mose valuable fearpres

of cach The problem hecornes one of determnute a
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which points they should adopt the one, and at which
the other, approach.

(Merton and Kendall 1946)

The term research itself may take on a range of
meanings and thereby be legitimately applied to a
variety of contexts from, say, an investigation
into the techniques of Durch painters of the
seventeenth century to the problem of finding
more efficient means of improving traffic flow in
major city centres. For our purposes, however,
we will restrict its usages to those activities
and underrakings aimed at developing a science
of behaviour, the word science itself implying
both normative and interpretive perspectives.
Accordingly, when we speak of social research,

we have in mind the systematic and scholarly
application of the principles of a science of
behaviour to the problems of people within
their social contexts and when we use the
term educational research, we likewise have in
mind the application of these same principles
to the problems of teaching and learning within
the formal educational framework and to the
clarification of issues having direct or indirect
bearing on these concepts.

The particular value of scientific research in
education is that it will enable educators to
develop the kind of sound knowledge base that
characterizes other professions and disciplines; and
one that will ensure education a maturity and sense
of progression it at present lacks.







