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PART 1

Setting the Stage

Part 1, Setting the Stage, consists of but a single chapter. Essentially
this chapter reprises the substantive portion of the original conference
proposal, setting out what, in my opinion, are the parameters of each
of the three paradigms that were considered: postpositivism, critical
theory, and constructivism. In that sense Part I sets the stage for all the
chapters that follow.

The reader will quickly see, however, that my construction of what
constituted the paradigm parameters, and of the emergent issues, was
not necessarily shared by other participants. It is likely that readers of
this volume will not share them either. Nevertheless, this construction
did serve as a common point of reference, and, whether it was rein-
forced or rejected by individual presenters, it served a useful purpose
as a kind of moving target.

I invite the reader to compare my constructions with those devel-
oped by the three keynoters (Part II), because their task, as proponents
of the paradigm each presented, was to flesh out the form and sub-
stance of these three alternatives. In the case of the issue papers
(Part I11), it is interesting to note how the individual speakers differ
among themselves, with the keynoters, and with this Part I construc-
tion. The differences are instructive and form the basis for any contin-
uing dialectic,
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Itis not surprising that most persons asked to define the term paradigm
are unable to offer any clear statement of its meaning. I say it is not
surprising because Thomas Kuhn, the person most responsible for
bringing that concept into our collective awareness, has himself used
the term in no fewer than 21 different ways, if Masterman (1970) can
be believed. Some persons view that lack of clear definition as an
unfortunate state of affairs. But I believe that it is important to leave
the term in such a problematic limbo, because it is then possible to
reshape it as our understanding of its many implications improves.
Having the term not cast in stone is intellectually useful. Thus I will
use the term in this chapter only in its most common or generic sense:
a basic set of beliefs that guides action, whether of the everyday
garden variety or action taken in connection with a disciplined in-
quiry. Refinement of that definition can be made by each reader while
progressing through the book.

In this opening chapter I propose to outline what I take to be the
salient differences between traditional positivism, on the one hand,
and the three paradigms that have emerged to challenge (replace?
parallel?) it on the other. Of course, | have my own preference among
them; it would be remiss of me not to acknowledge that preference at
once. It is constructivism. One immediate consequence is that I recog-
ize that what [ am about to say is my own construction, not necessarily
an objective (whatever that may be) analysis. Indeed, as we shall see,
~istructivists not only abjure objectivity but celebrate subjectivity.

ht’_ reader should not, therefore, read this chapter in the nu?t?ken
fotion that it represents gospel or even a widely agreed to position. :
17
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18 SETTING THE STAGE

offer it as one way to understand the paradigm issue. [ should also
point out that constructivists are relativists (a position that, I contend,
can be well defended; see Guba, 1990); hence it is quite possible for
me to entertain any construction (including, of course, a paradigm)
that is proposed by reasonable and well-intentioned persons. 'I'h.e
reader should never forget that the only alternative to relativism is
absolutism. As a relativist, I will not reject any construction out of

hand.

Generating Inquiry Paradigms

There are many paradigms that we use in guiding our actions: the
adversarial paradigm that guides the legal system, the judgmental
paradigm that guides the selection of Olympic winners, the religious
paradigms that guide spiritual and moral life, and many others. Our
concern here, however, is with those paradigms that guide disciplined
inquiry. Historically there have been many such (Guba & Lincoln,
1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985), but since the time of Descartes (1596-
1650), inquirers have tended to focus on what, in its latter-day version,
came to be known as positivism. Nevertheless, all these past para-
digms, as well as the emergent contenders, can be characterized by
the way their proponents respond to three basic questions, which can
be characterized as the ontological, the epistemological, and the method-
ological questions. The questions are these:

(1) Ontological: What is the nature of the “knowable”? Or, what is the
nature of “reality”?

(2) Epistemological: What is the nature of the relationship between the
knower (the inquirer) and the known (or knowable)?

(3) Methodological: How should the inquirer go about finding out knowl-
edge?

The answers that are given to these questions may be termed, as
sets, the basic belief systems or paradigms that might be adopted. They
are the starting points or givens that determine what inquiry is and
how it is to be practiced. They cannot be proven or disproven in any
foundational sense; if that were possible there would be no doubt
about how to practice inquiry. But all such belief systems or para-
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digms are human constructions, and hence subject to all the errors and
foibles that inevitably accompany human endeavors.

There are certainly many different ways to answer these questions.
Descartes, obsessed with the idea that he might be gulled into beliey-
ing something not true, searched for a sure foundation. (Indeed, his
legendary pronouncement, “I think, therefore I am,” was the only
proposition that he felt that he could propose without himself imme-
diately doubtingit.) His overriding concern for certain knowledge has
come to be called Cartesian anxiety, a dis-ease that is still reflected in
the positivist (and postpositivist) search to find out “how things really
are” and “how things really work.”

The Basic Beliefs of Positivism & L%
!

The phrases “how things really are” and “how things really work”
are ontological creeds. The basic belief system of positivism is rooted
inarealist ontology, that is, the belief that there exists a reality out there,
driven by immutable natural laws. The business of science is to
discover the “true” nature of reality and how it “truly” works. The
ultimate aim of science is to predict and control natural phenomena.

Once committed to a realist ontology, the positivist is constrained
to practice an objectivist epistemology. If there is a real world operating
according to natural laws, then the inquirer must behave in ways that
put questions directly to nature and allow nature to answer back
directly. The inquirer, so to speak, must stand behind a thick wall of
one-way glass, observing nature as “she does her thing.” Objectivity
I the “Archimedean point” (Archimedes is said to have boast at,
given a long enough lever and a place whereon to stand, he could
Move the earth) that permits the inquirer to wrest nature’s secrets
Without altering them in any way.

But how can that be done, given the possibility of inquirer bias, on
the one hand, and nature’s propensity to confound, on the other? The
POsitivis's answer: by the use of a manipulative methodology that
‘ontrols for both, and empirical methods that place the point of
decision with nature rather than with the inquirer. The most appro-
priate methodology is thus empirical experimentalism, or as close an
“PProximation thereto as can be managed. i
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The basic belief system (paradigm) of conventional (positivist)
inquiry can thus be summarized as follows:

Ontology:

Epistemology:

Methodology:

jst—reali ists “out there” and is driven by immut_a}ale
I::atﬁls'tal ll:\:::sl ta):ne?dm::sechanisms. Kx:towledge of thqse entities,
laws, and mechanisms is convennona}ly §ummanzedfmhthe
form of time- and context-free generalizations. Some of these
latter generalizations take the form of cause-effect lalw? b
Dualist [objectivist—it is both posable_ and essentia : or e
inquirer to adopt a distant, noninteractive posture. Values a X
other biasing and confounding factors are thereby automati-
cally excluded from influencing the outcomes.
Experimental/manipulative—questions and/or hypotheses are
stated in advance in propositional form and subjected to
empirical tests (falsification) under carefully controlled condi-
tions.

There are many ways in which this belief system can be.unfier-
mined. Each of the three emergent paradigms raises its own objections

and proposes its own solutions. I will examine each in turn.

e Basic Beliefs of Postpositivism

Postpositivism is best characterized as a modified version of posi-
tivism. Having assessed the damage that positivism has incurred,
postpositivists struggle to limit that damage as well as to adjust to it.
Prediction and control'continue to be the aim. ’

Ontologically, postpositivism moves from what is now recognized

as a “naive”
essence of this position is that, althou
natural causes exists, it is im
with their imperfect senso
Campbell, 1979, p. 29). Ing
precisely because of those human
never be sure that ultimate truth has

realist posture to one often termed critical realism. The
gh a real world driven by real
possible for humans truly to perceive it
ry and intellective mechanisms (Cook &
uirers need to be critical about their work

frailties. But, although one can
been uncovered, there can be no

ducting inqui i

ry. Work in the “hard” sciences has
aptly demonstrated that “findings” e ' tion_
aptly merge f
Inquirer and inquired into, : oy, the Tion - ucruction

the Helsenberg Uncer-
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tainty Principle and the Bohr Complementarity Principle (Hesse, -
gt Zuka, 1979).Toovercomethes problems postpositivist coun:
sela modified objectivity, hewing to objectivity asal“regulatory ideal”) |+
but recognizing that it cannot be achieved in any absolute sense. It can
be achieved reasonably closely, by striving to be as neutral as possible;
by “coming clean” ab.out one’s own predispositions (as did I in the
early paragraphs of this chapter) so that the reader can make whatever
adjustments to the Broffengd ir\‘terpretafions of findings that seem
appropriate; by relying on “critical tradition,” that is, requiring the
rts of any inquiry to be consistent with the existing scholarly
tradition of the field; and by subjecting every inquiry to the judgment
of peers in the “critical community,” that is, the editors and referees
of journals as well as their readers. Of course, the latter two require- |
ments also make it virtually impossible for new paradigms to assert
themselves, an advantage not lost on the power brokers who protect
and defend the (new) hegemony of postpositivism. - Sy

Methodologically, postpositivism provides two responses to emer-
gent challenges. First, in the interest of conforming to the commitment
to critical realism and modified subjectivity, emphasis is placed on
critical multiplism (Cook, 1985), which might most usefully be thought
of as a form of elaborated triangulation (Denzin, 1978). If human
sensory and intellective mechanisms cannot be relied upon, it is
essential that the “findings” of an inquiry be based on as many
sources—of data, investigators, theories, and methods—as possible.
Further, if objectivity can never be entirely attained, relying on many
; lifferent sources makes it less likely that distorted interpretations will

e made,

Second, and perhaps more important, postpositivism recognizes
that many imbalances have been allowed to emerge in the zeal for
achieving realistic, objective inquiry. A major part of the postpositivist
Agenda has been devoted to identifying these imbalances and propos-
"N ways of redressing them. It is believed that, if they can be re-
dressed, positivism, in its new postpositivist clothes, can be made
useful once again. There are four imbalances; of course, not all post-
Positivists would agree that all exist and certainly not that they are
“Qually critical,

. r('l) 1‘hg l"mbalance between rigor and relevance. In more traditiona:

th'(‘; this is the inescapable trade-off between internal and e;‘terl?ca!-

it l"y' The greater the control established to achieve interna_ va_' >
Y, the less the generalizability of the findings, for, in the final analysis,

h«“§m~. = e S AR SIS
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eneralizable onlx to ano ratory. The -
!aborftor)' rceril;ltteii a;; %xcessive emphasis on context-stnpgmg con.
e ing oot iy I T il stings T
:t;l;:rsshould note that the term naturalistic inquiry, often used in the

. ars i tructivist inquiry, is pyop
t, in this book, is called cons quiry, is nop

- t0ldelt‘:)c:etl‘:i’s}.l;aaostpositivist proposal; the terrp n.atura{x#tc 1s iden.
?}i‘gawei?h a paradigm, while the term natural is identified with 5

ing part of a paradigm. R
m(?%gb:}l\:nizl&gtzﬁeen precispion and richnes_s. !’recnsxon 18 critical to
a science that defines its major goal to be prediction and control, That
the press for precision should lead toan pvel'emPha§‘§ On quantitative
methods—that epitome of precision—is not surprising, particularly
in view of the impressive array of mathematical and s.tahsnc.al meth-
ods that are available. This imbalance is redressed by including more
qualitative methods. The reader should again note the confusion
engendered by this use of the term qualitative methods (or, if one
chooses, ethnographic, phenomenological, or case study xpethods).
The term qualitative is a methods-level term, not a paradigm-level

term. The call for qualitative methods is by itself not a call for a
paradigm shift.

(3) The imbalance between elegance and applicability. The press to
predict and control places great emphasis on the statement of formal
theories—and preferably, broadly based, reductionistic (“grand”) the-
ories. The development and testing of these theories characterize
much of scientific activity. But such grand theories, while abetting
generalizability, often are not found to “fit” or “work” (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967) in local contexts. Locality and specificity are incommen-
surable with generalizability. This imbalance is redressed by “ground-
ing” theory in local circumstances, that is, conducting the inquiry so
that theory is the product rather than the precursor of the inquiry. -

(4) The imbalance between discovery and verification. Discovery, that is,
the process by which a priori theories and their implied questions and
hypothescs_ emerge, is not a formal part of the conventional paradigm.

Discovery is merely a precursor rather than an integral part of the

scientific p rocess, whose purpose is solely verification (falsification).
: : to be absurd when one considers
that most of the Important advance
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of science only for verifiers. This imbalance s redressed by definin
a continuum of inquiry, which ranges from “pure” discovery at gne
end to “pure” verification at the other. The reader should note that the
earlier tendency to relegate paradigms other than Postpositivism to
the discovery end/has been replaced with a more ecumenical stance
| that seems to recognize that both processes can go on in aJl paradigms,
“But it should be clear that making this adjustment has nothing to do
with paradigm differences; it simply recognizes that positivism, if not
postpositivism, made an error in its earlier assessment,
We may note then that the basic belief system of postpositivism

differs very little from that of positivism. We may summarize the
stances as follows:

Ontology:  Critical realist—reality exists but can never be fully appre-
hended. It is driven by natural laws that can be only incom-
pletely understood.

Epistemology: - Modified objectivist—objectivity remains a regulatory ideal, but
it can only be approximated, with special emphasis placed on

external guardians such as the critical tradition and the critical
community.

Methodology:  Modified experimental/manipulative—emphasize critical multi-
plism. Redress imbalances by doing inquiry in more natural
settings, using more qualitative methods, depending more on
grounded theory, and reintroducing discovery into the in-
quiry process.

The Basic Beliefs of Critical Theory

The label critical theory is no doubt inadequate to encompass all the
alternatives that can be swept into this category of paradigm. A more
“Ppropriate label would be “ideologically oriented inquiry,” incl\{d-
g neo-Marxism, materialism, feminism, Freireism, parﬁciPatoy n-
iy, and other similar movements as well as critical theory itself.
These Perspectives are properly placed together, however, becaus.e
they converge in rejecting the claim of value freedom x.nade,b)LPQar ‘{
livists (and largely continuing to be made bx.mﬁt—mﬂ".‘ flect

decause they are human constructions, paradigms mevnta.bl)' .
the valyes of their human constructors. They enter into mqul"?' At
Choice Points such as the problem selected for Study’,the pal‘ag;f;
Within which to study it, the instruments and the analytic “_‘Odes del
and the interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations made.

‘V*\me., U ————————
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Nature cannot
through a value

If values do enter into every inquiry,

arises as to what

‘ :nding on the
studies can vary depen
g: a :articular value system tends to empo

persons while d

litical act. |
'hec.".'b)' Tf;?gf,:tzomlaim one might expect critical theorists (ideol-
ven /

' { there is a real state of affairs, |
e m’e::\::;l::b‘l)::::r‘;u[:)trl\;t value positions that inquirers
'h?nh‘: l::t;:»mcould influence it. Moreover, a reql reality };e?t:ixt'c's ::
g:g tive epnstcmological appmach to uncover lt~—ashp:m tiv : : an
’«positivists have claimed all along. But, for whatever reason,

critical theorists

reality—as the phrase commonly use'd _by them, ”fa}llse c?nsgiﬁc:mup
ness,” readily demonstrates (because it implies that there is a “true
consciousness” somewhere “out there,” or, more likely, possessed by
uirer or some better-informed elitc).[The task of inquiry is, by
ition, to raise people (the oppressed) to a level of “true conscious-

the inq

s.” Once they

transform the world. The close parallel between transforming the world
and predicting and controlling it should not be lost,

Thus there appears to be a logical disjunction: a realist (but probably
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be seen as It “really 18" oOF “really works” except

window. | then the questlo‘n immediately

- shall govern, If the findings
ues and whose valt::t;u“ c}?"m’ P e
wer and enfranchise certain

isempowering and disenfranchising others, Inquiry
e

val

(ideologists) have elected to believe in an objective

appreciate how oppressed they are, they can act to

with the postpositivists, a critical realist) ontology coupled with a

subjectivist epistemology—subjectivist because inquiry acts are inti-
mately related to the values of the inquirer. The move to a subjectivist
epistemology no doubt represents a forward step, but, so long as that

epistemology is enlisted in the s2rvice of a realist ontology, it seems
to lose much of its force.

At the methodol
consistent. If the
raising the consci
and facilitated 1o

ward transformation, then somethi
manipulative, interventionist me

gical level, critical theorists (ideologists) seem more
alm of inquiry is to transform the (real) world by
ousness of participants so that they are energized
ng other than a

thodology is required., Critical theo-
approach that seeks to eliminate false
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The Basic Beliefs of Constructivism

It is my belief that proponents of both the postpositivist and the
critical theory (ideological) paradigms feel that there can be anaccom-
modation between their positions and, indeed, with conventional
positivism. Constructivists, on the other hand, feel that the  positivist
\and postpositivist) paradigms are badly flawed and must be entirely
replaced. Among the more telling arguments are these (Guba &
Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985):

(1) The theory ladenness of facts. If empirical tests are to be valid as
arbiters of propositions (hypotheses and questions) put to nature by
essential that theoretical and observational lan-
The “facts” that are collected must be inde-
pendent of the propositional (theoretical) statements. But philosophers
of science now uniformly believe that facts are facts only within some
theoretical framework (Hesse, 1980). Thus the basis for discovering
“how things really are” and “really work” is lost. “Reality” exists only
in the context of a mental framework (construct) for thinking about it.

(3) The underdetermination of theory. No theory can ever be fully
tested because of the problem of induction. Observing one million
white swans does not provide indisputable evidence for the assertion,
“All swans are white.” There are always a large number of theories 1 ;
that can, in pn'nciple’ "explain” a given body of "fCQtQ: Thus no \\'
unequivocal explanation is ever possible. There can be many con-
Structions, and there is no foundational way to choose among them.

R““l“_)’" can be “seen” only through a window of meory,‘whet_h?rj
'mplicit or explicit.
ts concur with the ideo-

l)(3? The value ladenness of facts. Constructivis hth

§ gical argument that inquiry cannot be value free. If "mhnr__c_l}l_b,?

:}Tn only through a theory window, it can equally be seen ONY
rough a value window. Many constructions Eﬁﬁ_ﬁﬂe.

inquirers, then it is ess
guages be independent.
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(4) The interactive nature of the inquirer/inquired-into dyad. Even post.
positivists have conceded that objectivity is not Possxbl.e; tho.?. resultg
of an inquiry are always shaged by the interaction of Inquirer apg
inquired into. There is no Archimedean point. And if there is such an
intimate interconnectedness in the physical sc1e.nc<.es, how much more
likely is it that the results of social i.nquiry are sxmll.ax.'l)f shaped? Th;g
problem of interaction is devastating to both positivism and pogt.
positivism. First, it renders the distinction betweex} o_x.\tgl_ggy and
epistemology obsolete; what can be known and the individual whq
comes to know it are fused into a coherent whole. Further, it makes
the findings of an inquiry not a report of wha!t is ”ogt the.re” but the
residue of a process that literally creates them. Fmall.y,.lt depicts know]-
edge as the outcome or consequence of human activity; knowledge is
a human construction, never certifiable as ultimately true but problem-
atic and ever changing.

Given this critique, it is apparent why constructivists feel that an
entirely new paradigm is needed. Ontologically, if there are always
many interpretations that can be made in any inquiry, and if there is
no foundational process by which the ultimate truth or falsity of these
several constructions can be determined, there is no alternative but to
take a position of relativism. Relativism is the key to openness and the
continuing search for ever more informed and sophisticated construc-
tions. Realities are multiple, and they exist in people’s minds. |

Epistemologically, the constructivist chooses to take a subjectivist
position. Subjectivity is not only forced on us by the human condition
(as the postpositivist might admit) but because it is the only means of
unlocking the constructions held by individuals. If realities exist only
in respondents’ minds, subjective interaction seems to be the only way
to access them,

Methodologically, the constructivist proceeds in ways that aim to
identify the variety of constructions that exist and bring them into as
much consensus as possible. This process has two aspects: hermeneu-
tics and dialectics. The hermeneutic aspect consists in depicting indi-
vidual constructions as accurately as possible, while the dialectic
aspect consists of comparing and contrasting these existing individ-
ual (including the inquirer’s) constructions so that each respondent
must confront the constructions of others and come to terms with
them. The hermeneutic/dialectic methodology aims to produce as
informed and sophisticated a construction (or, more likely, construc-
tions) as possible. Simultaneously the methodology aims to keep
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s of communication open so that information and sophistica-
pe continuously improved. Constructivism thus intends

/i

channel

ion can Z ” ————
“:irt‘her to predict and control the “real” world norto transform it but
neither to Pre ,

,:reconstructfih;"”wQﬂd"r at the .only point at which it exists: in the |
:ijnds of constructors. \{[{S},he mind that is to be transformed, not the -
real” world. ' % ; SN

We may thus summarize the constructivist belief system as follows
(retaining the threefold organization for the sake of contrast despite
having argued that, in constructivism, the ontology/epistemology
distinction is obliterated):

Ontology: Relativist—realities exist in the form of multiple mental con-
structions, socially and experientially based, local and specific,
dependent for their form and content on the persons who hold
them.

Epistemology: Subjectivist—inquirer and inquired into are fused into a single
(monistic) entity. Findings are literally the creation of the
process of interaction between the two.

Methodology: Hermeneutic, dialectic—individual constructions are elicited
and refined hermeneutically, and compared and contrasted
dialectically, with the aim of generating one (or a few) con-
structions on which there is substantial consensus.

What is the Paradigm Dialog About?

[ must stress again that what have been outlined on the preceding
pages are my constructions about the nature of four paradigms—con-
ventional positivism and three contenders for its “crown”: post-
positivism, critical theory (ideology), and constructivism. We are, 2
nationally and internationally, engaged in a major debate about whl{ﬁ =
of these is to be preferred. It is my own position that a struggle for’
primacy is irrelevant. As a constructivist I can confidently assert that
tonie of these four is the paradigm of choice. Each is an alternative that
deserves, on its merits (and I have no doubt that all are meritorious),

0 be considered. The dialog is not to determine which paradigm is,
finally, to win out. Rather, it is to take us to another level at which all
of these paradigms will be replaced by yet another paradigm whose
| Outlines we can see now but dimly, if at all. That new paradigm will
| hotbe a closer approximation to truth; it will simply be more informed

“nd sophisticated than those we are now entertaining. The reader is

'Nvited to enter into that dialog as she or he reads the following pages.

m\\~ v e e AP OSEREY



PART II

Points of View

ints of View, sets the stage for the dialog that follows in the
emainder of the book. Four papers are included: the three keynote
sddresses and the dinner address.

rs described in ways each thought most appropriate

The keynote
e three alternative paradigms that have emerged in recent decades.
t the postpositivist position, electing to deal first

of the current states of affairs that brought positiv-

d following with a discussion of certain “myths”
t misunderstandings of postpositivism. Thomas
h a discussion of certain principles underlying
d follows with six questions that he believes
of that position for inquiry. Yvonna Lincoln
ends the paradigm presentation with a Proustian retrospective of her
intellectual journey through constructivism, pointing out what she
believes are its implications for selected problem areas.

Elliot Eisner’s address did not come at the point a
placed it in this volume, that is, as part of the

to delineating the alternative paradigms. I inse
less, because | believe it is a superlative statement about what it means

to make a paradigm shift, and it creates a splendid context for what

follows.

Part III Po

ism into question, an
that he feels represen
PopkewitZ begins wit
the critical position an
spell out the implications
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Postpositivistic Science
Myths and Realities

DENIS C. PHILLIPS

It is arguable that recent advances in the philosophical understanding
of science have vindicated many of John Dewey’s views on the matter.
Scientific reason is not marked off from other forms of human intel-
lectual endeavor as a sort of model of perfection that these lesser
activities must always strive (unsuccessfully) to mimic. Rather, sci-
ence embodies exactly the same types of fallible reasoning as is found
elsewhere—it is just that scientists do, a little more self-~consciously
and in a more controlled way, what all effective thinkers do. As Dewey
pointed out, he believed strongly that intellectual inquiry,

in spite of the diverse subjects to which it applies, and the consequent
diversity of its special techniques has a common structure or pattern:
that this common structure is applied both in common sense and science.
(Dewey, 1966, p. 101)

Recent work has shown that scientists, like workers in other areas,
are in the business of providing reasonable justifications for their
assertions, but nothing they do can make these assertions absolutely
safe from criticism and potential overthrow. (There are no absolute
Justifications, hence the somewhat misleading name sometimes given
to recent cpistemology——“nonjustificationist." This is misleading be-
tause it suggests that, if there are no absolute justifications, there are
10 justifications at all!) It is salutary to remember that Dewey pre-

e ——

l AUTHOR'S NOTE: Helpful comments have been provided by Harvey Seplane
bby Kerdeman.
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not to use the term truth but., instead, the term Warrgyy,
cfzes:eregbility, and he recognized that dlff;!jen;‘types ?lf assertiong
quired different warrants. Furthermore, this < t?):lge otlanguage hiop
lighted the fact that a warrant is not fog'evel:, ay’s warrant can b,
rescinded tomorrow, following further inquiry. |
None of this means that science B unbeheziable, or tha.t “anything
goes” or “anything may be accepted,” or that “there is no Justificatiq, :
at all for scientific claims,” or that “there are no standards? by which
the truth or adequacy (or both) of a piece.of science can be judged » It
simply means that no longer can it be dalfnec! fhere are any a.bsolu ely
authoritative foundations upon which scientific knowlf_edge is based
(hence the other title often given to contemporary epistemolo
“nonfoundationalistic”). The fact is that many of our beliefs are way.
ranted by rather weighty bodies of evidence and argument, ang
so we are justified in holding them; but they are not absolute
unchallengeable. _
This view of science fits comfortably with what every experienced
action researcher and evaluator of social programs has come to under-
stand about his or her own work; these are, par excellence, fields of
“the believable,” of building the “good case,” but where even the best
of cases can be challenged or reanalyzed or reinterpreted. Nothing is.
more suspicious in the field of evaluation than a report that is pre-
sented with the implication that it has the status of “holy writ.”
Researchers in the “pure” sciences, and in the more laboratory-ori-
ented of the social and human sciences, now have to accept that good
science is a blood brother if not a sibling to what transpires in these
messier and more open-ended fields of endeavor.
What happened in philosophy of science to build this new and
modest view? Or, alternatively, what destroyed the older view?

An Outline of Recent Developments

The new view of science co
foundations of the dominant ol
to be untenable, The role that h
it was both the rock-bottom f
time, the final arbiter of wha
and the relation between scie

uld not get off the ground until the
der view, positivism, had been shown
ad been ascribed to observation—that
oundation of science and, at the same
t could be believed—was reevaluated;
ntific theories and evidence was shown
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Observation

lucit i.e., definable in terms of) observational language is
quixotic. The status of operationalism in the behavioral sciences was
a hot issue in the decade immediately following World War II, and
there were international Symposia on the matter. A consensus was
reached (except, of course, for a few diehards—an old story): If the
positivist/ operationalist view were to be accepted, it would have a
chilling effect on theorizing about unobservable mechanisms such as
the subatomic events that have won Nobel prizes for so many physi-
cists. Carl Hempel, a somewhat “lapsed” logical positivist, drew (in
his postpositivist years) the following enticing picture that makes
absurd the operationalist notion that concepts can each be reduced to
a set of observation statements:

Scientific systematization requires the establishment of diverse confntehc-
tions, by laws or theoretical principles, between.diff.enent aspects ;h e
empirical world, which are characterized by scientific concepts. terur::
the concepts of science are the knots in a network of systemat::e mds.
lationships in which laws and theoretical principles form the tu:l kn;t.
The more threads that converge upon, or issue fr<_>m, a conoeg - ﬂt
the stronger will be its systematizing role, or its systematic 1mpo
(Hempel, 1966, p. 94)

i of
Thus the point was driven home that the. tl.u.eoret-lca(l) mrt,it:ml
science have meanings that transcend definition msciencewould
terms, and it was realized that, if this wex.we not the case;
have trouble in growing and extending into new areas.
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There is another issue about the role of observation. It has often, bee

held that observation is the “neutral court” that adjudicates between
rival scientific claims; together with this has usually gone the beli:f -
that science is actually built upon the foundation of indubitable
observation. (The operationalist thesis discussed before concerneq the
status of theoretical concepts, not their origin. That is, according to the
operationalist view, theoretical concepts had the status of being short.
hand summaries of observation statements, no matter how thege
theoretical concepts happened to have originated.) The crucial wor
that challenged the view that observation is the “theory-neutral” bagig
on which science is erected was that of N. R. Hanson, where Patterng
of Discovery (1958) has become a classic. Hanson was not the first tq
say the things that he said; Wittgenstein used the key illustration that
Hanson used, and even Dewey made much the same point. But it was
Hanson’s work that fired most imaginations.

Hanson’s theories may be stated in one sentence: “The theory,
hypothesis, or background knowledge held by an observer can influ-
ence in a major way what is observed.” Or, as he put it in a nice
aphorism, “There is more to seeing than meets the eyeball” (Hanson,
1958, p. 7). In other words, observation is theory laden—it is not a
theory-neutral foundation. Thus, in a famous psychological experi-
ment, sliders were made from cards selected from a normal deck, and
these were projected for very short periods onto a screen in front of
observers. All were correctly identified, except for a trick slide that
had the color altered (for example, it might be a black four of dia-
monds). Most commonly this slide was seen as a blur or else as a black
suit (spades or clubs). A Hansonian interpretation is that there is an
interaction between the visual stimulus and the observers’ back-
ground knowledge (“diamonds are red”), so the final result is thata
blur is observed.

Subsequent writers have drawn a variety of conclusions from
Hanson’s work; for instance, many have taken it as supporting rela-
tivism—"“there is no such thing as objective truth, for what observers

take to be true depends upon the framework of knowledge and
assumptions they bring with them.” Sometimes an example is given
that comes from Hanson himself: He imagined the astronomers Tycho
Brahe and Kepler watching the dawn together; because they had
different frameworks, one would see the sun moving above th&
horizon, while the other would see the earth rotating away to rev
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the sun! However, a closer reading of
such extravagant relativism, for he ex

astronomers would agree that what ¢

dawn was the sun increasing its mla:?eaml,l\};:gtr"ed during the
eastern horizon (Hanson, 1958, p. 23); but, of ey ve the Earth's
on talking about what they had observed in diéeree);wwld insist
acknowledgment is evidence that Hanson fealivad n term?,. This
ferent frameworks nevertheless ca people with di-

: n have some views—o
some data—in common, and these things can serve as thz c:a!;i? (;ld
further discussion and clarification of their respective positions Thf:;

there is little comfort here for relativists.

A less extreme interpretation then is that, while we must be aware
of the role played by our preconceptions in influencing our observa-
tions, and while we have to abandon the view that observation is
“neutral” or theory free, there is nothing in Hanson that forces us to
the conclusion that we cannot decide between rival claims and cannot
arrive at consensus about which viewpoint (or which observations)

seem to be most trustworthy under the prevailing circumstances.
Israel Scheffler (1967, p. 44) put it well:

There is no evidence for a general incapacity to learn from contrary
observations, no proof of a pre-established harmony between what we
believe and what we see. . . . Our categorizations and expectations guide
by orienting us selectively toward the future; they set us, in particular,
to perceive in certain ways and not in others. Yet they do not blind us to
the unforeseen. They allow us to recognize what fails to match anticipa-
tion.

Theory and Evidence

Over the past few decades, it has become incneasingl.y clear that
scientific theories are “underdetermined” by nature; that is, whatever
evidence is available (or possibly could be available) about nature, it
is never sufficient to rule out the possibility that a much better theotll'y
might be devised to account for the phenomena that our presen o};
accepted theory also explains. Or, to put it another wa)l'; a; v::ett};al-
rival theories or hypotheses can always be constru.cted t ai‘s acu r?;ntly
ly compatible with whatever finite body of evxdencecéln ki
available. (An implication of this, of course, is that we
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certain that the particular theory we have accepted is the co ong
There are several developments that are worthy of brief COmmeny 1
The first point is illustrated by Nelson Goodman’§ Notorioyg exapy
ple of “grue and bleen” (Goodman, 1973), althqugh itshould be p, otey
that Goodman madesslightly different use of this case. A large am
of observational evidence has accumulated over the ages cone
the color of emeralds; all that have been studied have beep foung g
be green. It might be supposed then that this amounts to irrefutapy,
evidence for the hypothesis “all emeraldsare green.” But the very sam,
evidence also supports the hypothesis that “all emeralds

are

(where grue is the name of a property such that an object is green up
to a certain date, for instance, the year 2000, and blue thereafter), The
fanciful nature of this example is beside the point; it nicely illustrageg
the underdetermination of theory by available evidence, for it shows
that a general theory (“emeralds are green,” that is, “always haye
been, and always will be”) necessarily goes beyond the finite evidence
that is available (“the finite number of emeralds observed to date have
been green”), thus leaving open the possibility that some ingenious
scientist will come up with an alternative explanation for the very
same finite set of data.

A related issue concerns what happens when new evidence turns
up necessitating the making of some accommodatory change in what-
ever theory is currently the favored one. Postpositivists now gen
recognize that there is no one specific changethat is necessitated. Different
scientists may change different portions of the theory—they are free
to use their professional judgment and their Creativity. It would be a
mistake to interpret this as indicating that scientific theories are a
matter of mere whim or individual taste; to stress that judgment is
required is not to throw away all standards, Rather, it is to stress that
decisions cannot be made using some mechanical procedure.

This point is often made in terms of the “Duhem-Quine” thesis.
Scientific theories, indeed vast areas of science, are interrelated; the

Image of science as a huge fishnet is a predominant one in much recent
writing. It is this network as a whole, rather than little portions of it,

that has to withstand the test of dealing with whatever evidence is
gathered. It might appear that some piece of recalcitrant data offers a

serious challenge to one Particular section of the net, but the threat
cannot be localized in thi

. $ way—one scientist may react to the data
by altering the “obvious” portion of the net, while others might want

:
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to preserve this piece and so might advocate changing some other

rtion of the net to accommodate the new information. Once again
scientists must use their professional judgment; decisions about how
to modify theories cannot be made mechanically.

It might even be the case that, when some counterevidence turns
up, scientists might decide to make no accommodatory changes at
all—a course of action (or, rather, a course of inaction) that receives
the blessing of the new philosophy of science. For one thing, it might
well be the case that one of the auxiliary assumptions is faulty. Many
such assumptions have to be made in any piece of scientific work. For
example, in doing laboratory work, the auxiliary assumption is often
made that the chemical samples being used were pure, or that there
were no unplanned temperature fluctuations, or that the psychologi-
cal tests being used were reliable, or that an observer was unbiased,
and so on. Scientists can blame one or another of these rather than
accept the counterevidence at face value and thereby be forced to
change their net.

On the other hand, scientists might simply ignore the counterevid-
ence in the hope that “something will eventually turn up to explain
it.” It was a traditional tenet of methodology that a scientist must
abandon a theory, no matter how attractive it might appear, once some
counterevidence became available. It turns out, however, that there
are good reasons to suppose that it can be quite rational to adhere to
the theory even under these adverse conditions. Paul Feyerabend
(1970, pp. 21-22) has been the most forceful writer on this and related
1ssues:

The idea of a method that contains firm, unchanging, and absolutely
binding principles for conducting the business of science gets into con-
siderable difficulty when confronted with the results of historical re-
search. We find, then, that there is not a single rule, however plausible,
and however firmly grounded in epistemology, that is not violated at
some time or other. It becomes evident that such violations are not
accidental events. . . . On the contrary, we see they are necessary for
progress,

Imre Lakatos (1972) devised his “methodology of scientific research
Programs” in an attempt to gauge when changes made in an ongoing
research tradition are progressive or degenerative.
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Scientific Change
us feature of the new Phllosophy of science
Perhaps the most famo ® ymamics. The process of scientific change
hn’s work on sci-

however, is its focuS upon dy cs. The P’
has come under increasing investigation since Ku
populariz

entific revolutions ed the notion of “paradigm clashes,”

static. Theories come and theories go, new data accu-
mulate, and old findings are interpreted in new ways. {nvqued inall
this is the question © ity of char}ge——-what justifies scien-
tists in throwing out old ideas and accepting new ones? T'h'em has
been much debate, but little consensus, among the POStPOSIthists_

per (1968a), Lakatos (1972),

witness the work of Kuhn (1970), Pop
Feyerabend (1970), Toulmin (19702, 1970b), Laudan (1977), and New-

ton-Smith (1981). It will suffice to quote 2 brief passage fr?m Popper
to illustrate this major theme in the new postpositivist philosophy:

essential to the rational and empirical
that if science ceases to grow it must
of its growth which makes science
in which scientists discriminate
he better one. (Popper, 1968a,

[ assert that continued growth is
character of scientific knowledge;
Jose that character. It is the way
rational and empirical; the way, that is,
between available theories and choose t

p- 215)

Questions and Answers

_ There are some who have drawn a dangerous moral from the -
‘developments just outlined. Science has fallen from its pedestal; if no
" knowledge can be totally and unchallengeably justified, then nothing

can l_x'ldnsbam-d. We have embarked on the rocky road' to relativism
But it is possible to retain a hopeful outlook, and even to relish the. ‘
challenge that this new picture of science presents. It is here that we

lc:::) ;))lht;im .sl;ccur tlmm the fields of evaluation an.d action research r

e here do not lose heart, yet they are faced wi i :

:;:)r:«; r.wlut.;-)lclusely pargllels that of Xpune" scientlitsl:: ::::l 2’)::‘1: :S:’te‘

- an‘y ‘;:L]Jtd\:)n: ':‘rtg:\,ttu;; otf ::eir field. Seekers afte;' enlightenment
they critically scrutinize it,a the;);:ea?)' t}:\e){ honestly. seek' evide.n -
they take criticism seriously and t tpe . altem;.mve viewpollt
hunches, they stick to their guns gxt ?hpmflt from it, they play their

, ey also have a sense of when
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it is time to quit. It may be a dirty, hard, and uncertain game, but it is
the only game in town.

Although, to me, this seems a modest, nondoctrinaire, unsurpris-
ing, and eminently reasonable position, there are many who feel
uneasy and who continue to raise questions about it. So it might be
fruitful to grapple with some of these directly.

Question 1. In what sense is the new position, which has been
outlined above, “postpositivistic”? Isn't it merely a weaker form of
positivism in disguise? (The position certainly shares some features
in common with positivism.) It may have come after positivism, and
that is the chief reason for calling it postpositivism.

Answer. In no sense is the new philosophy of science—broad and ill
defined though it is—closely akin to positivism (or, more especially,
to the most notorious form of positivism, logical positivism). Logical
positivism became discredited in the yearsimmediately following the
end of World War II; few if any philosophers these days subscribe to
its core tenet, the “verifiability criterion of meaning,” according to
which a statement is meaningful only if it is verifiable in terms of sense
experience (excepting logico-mathematical propositions).2 As was
pointed out earlier, one of the serious problems associated with the
use of this principle in science was that it made theoretical terms
meaningless. The fact is that many theoretical entities cannot be
verified in terms of sense experience; neither can laws be confirmed
absolutely (for they make universal claims that cannot be verified);
but there are few today who would want to argue positivistically that
the discourse of subatomic particle physicists or of black-hole theo-
rists is meaningless!

A historical note might be helpful here. In the opening sentences of
a paper written in 1956, when positivism was in its death throes, the
major logical positivist Rudolf Carnap said that one of his main topics
was going to be

the problem of a criterion of significance for the theoretical language, i.e.,
exact conditions which terms and sentences of the theoretical language
must fulfill in order to have a positive function for the explanation and
prediction of observable events and thus to be acceptable as empirically
meaningful. (Carnap, 1956, p. 38)

Carnap indicated his optimism (not shared by many others in the
mid-1950s) that he would still be able to draw the line that “separates
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the scientifically meaningful from the meaningless™ (Camap, 195,
p. 40). A few years later, in the same publication series,
Maxwell wrote what must be considerad the majority antiposi

opinion:

That anyone today should seriously contend that the entities referred to
by scientific theories are only convenient fictions, or that talk about such
entities is translatable without remainder into talk about sense contents
or everyday physical objects ... _strike(s) me as so incongruous with the

scientific and rational attitude and practice that [ feel this paper should
turn out to be a demolition of straw men. (Maxwell, 1962, p. 3)

Question 2. Aren’t contemporary postpositivists clinging to an olg
and outmoded realist paradigm?
Answer. The question embodies a serious confusion. The old posi;
ist view was antirealist; as explained in the previous answer, the logic
positivists (on the whole) denied the reality of theoretical entities, ang
indeed claimed that talk of such entities was literally meaningless.
Modern realism is not a carryover from positivism but is a recent
postpositivistic development. Furthermore, there is little cons
within the philosophical community; whether or not realism is vi
is a hotly debated topic—there are many contemporary philosop
for it, but there are many against it.* There is even controversy about
the precise definition of realism; Arthur Fine (1987, p. 359) has writter .

Given the diverse array of philosophical positions that have sought the
“realist” label, it is probably not possible to give a sketch of realism that
will encompass them all. Indeed, it may be hopeless to try, even, to
capture the essential features of realism.

Question 3. Well, old or new, many influential postpositivists
realists. Aren't they overlooking the fact that multiple realities exi
and aren’t they overlooking the well-known fact that each
constructs its own reality? If you accept these two points, you
be a realist! Egon Guba has written that educational researchers (if
all social researchers) are studying phenomena that are

social in nature. There is no need to posit a natural state-of-affairs and 2
natural set of laws for phenomena that are socially invented—I shall say
socially constructed-—in people’s minds. | suggv‘sk ... an ontology that
is relativist in nature. It begins with the premise that all social realities
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are constructed and shared through well-understood socializati
1t is this socialized sharing that gives these constructi::: t‘l,\zr
apparent reality. (Guba, in press)

Answer. There are several important issues here, some of which

were touched upon in the earlier discussion. In the first place, this

uestion seems inspired by an extreme reading of Kuhn—the view
that all of us are trapped within a paradigm and that we cannot
converse rationally with those in other paradigms because our beliefs
are incommensurable. Even the later Kuhn—the Kuhn of The Essential
Tension (1977) or of the “Postscript” to the second edition of The Struc-
ture of Scientific Revolutions (1970)—did not accept this extreme rela-
tivism. Furthermore, such relativism seems contradicted by everyday
experience within science. Freudians do understand—but, of course,
disagree with—Skinnerians, and neo-Marxist social scientists under-
stand colleagues of more conservative bent, and vice versa. The point
is that paradigms (if one accepts this controversial notion”) serve as
Jenses, not as blinders.

Second, there is a confusion here between, on the one hand, the fact
that different people and different societies have different views about
what is real (a fact that seems undeniable) and, on the other hand, the
issue of whether or not we can know which of these views is the
correct one (or, indeed, whether there is a correct one at all). The
relativist is committed to the view that all such differing (and contra-
dictory) views are correct (or could be correct at one time), whereas
the realist is committed to the view that at best only one view can be
right (of course, all views might have portions that are sound or all
might be wrong.)®

To make this a little more precise: Suppose that one social group
believes that “X is the case,” and another group believes that “not X
is the case.” The realist holds that both of these views cannot be correct,

although, of course, some people believe one or the other of these to be
true—it is the case either that X, or that not-X, but not both. (The realist
does not have to believe that we can always settle which of these views,
X or not-X, is true; the issue is whether both or at best only one can be
true.) The relativist has to hold that there are multiple realities—that
reality is (or could be) both X and not-X—for, if the relativist does n.ot
hold this position, then his or her position dissolves into the realist
position. Stated thus boldly, it can be seen that the relativist case here
hinges on obscuring the distinction between “what people believe to
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be true” and “what really is true, whether or not we can dete

this truth at the moment.”®
Third, it is important to

¢
T

note that there are several quite difere
issues concerning realism, which the ngophy{e tends to run togeth, ‘
causing a great deal of confusion. The issue discussed directly abg,
concerns whether, and in what sense, multiple realities exist; ¢
opponents of realists here can be Forrectly la.bele.d as relativistg,
different issue was discussed earlier: The point in contention w
whether or not theoretical entities (such as those postulated in ¢
theories of particle physics, or in Chomskian linguistics, or in theorig
in cognitive psychology) can be said to l?e real; .here th'e opponents
realists are properly labeled as antirealists. It is crucial to note th
these antirealists are in no sense relativists. Thus it is a serious flaw |
scholarship to claim that, because, in contemporary philosophy ¢
science, there is much debate about the viability of realism, relativisr
thereby takes on more respectable status. The current debates ir
philosophy of science are between realists and antirealists, not be
tween realists and relativists (Leplin, 1984; Siegel, 1987). 4
Finally, this third question raises the very important matter of the
social construction of reality. Certainly there is nothing in postpositiv
ism per se that requires denying that societies determine many of the
things that are believed to be real by their members. Thus an “exotic
society may define certain spirits as being real, and the members 0
that society may accept them as real and act accordingly. A simila
thing certainly happens in our own society, and not just with spiri
All a postpositivist would want to insist upon is that these matters
can be open to research: We can inquire into the beliefs of a society,
how they came about, what their effects are, and what the status is of
the evidence that is offered in support of the truth of the beliefs. An
we can get these matters right or wrong—we can describe these beliets
correctly or incorrectly, or we can be right or make mistakes abOt!
::u.u ongins or ”w”. effects. It simply does not follow from the fact ._:_;
e soclal construction of reality that scientific inquiry becomes 1%
s o hat e et become relativists. It does no follow
(l.e., the tl‘m:gsnu)\i-(: }:Mli}mmers for determines its oWn bellSy
thereby have t‘n A (‘r':::]; -rs Of‘that group believe to be real) that :
done our researc pt those bffllefs as true. What is true—if we ha b
e esearch properly—is that we have accurately determiné@
at the members of the tribe do believe i . y that
is a different issue enge in their realities. But thes
sue, which raises no bl . e 11 for
problem of principle at a
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stpositivists. (In a similar vein, it is clear that Freudians believe in
the reality of the id and superego and the rest, and they act as if these
are realities; but their believing in these things does not make them

1)
rea;t is worth noting that, for decades, postpositivists have accepted
this notion of “the social construction of reality.” Thus Sir Karl Popper,
one of the major postpositivists (it is relevant to note that he claimed
to have been the person who killed positivism), stressed that his

hilosophy “assumes a physical world in which we act,” although he
added that we may not know very much about it. But, crucially, he
stressed it was also necessary to “assume a social world, populated
by other people, about whose goals we know something (often not
very much), and, furthermore, social institutions. These social insti-
tutions determine the peculiarly social character of our social environ-
ment” (Popper, 1976, p. 103). Popper includes laws and customs
among “institutions.”

Question 4. Given the acceptance by postpositivists of Hanson’s
thesis concerning the theory ladenness of perception, and given the
general nonfoundationalist tenor that nothing can be considered as
absolutely certain, and so forth, does it not follow that postpositivists
have to abandon the notion of objectivity? Hasn't it been stripped of
any meaning that it might have had?

Answer. Certainly not! The notion of objectivity, like the notion of
truth, is a regulative ideal that underlies all inquiry (Phillips, in press).
If we abandon such notions, it is not sensible to make inquiries at all.
For if a sloppy inquiry is as acceptable as a careful one, and if an
inquiry that is careless about evidence is as acceptable as an inquiry
that has taken pains to be precise and unbiased, then there is no need
to inquire—we might as well accept, without further fuss, any old
view that tickles our fancy.

- Now, it is true that the objectivity of an inquiry does not guarantee
its truth—as was shown earlier, nothing can guarantee that we have
reached the truth. Perhaps an analogy will help to clarify matters:
Consider two firms who manufacture radios; one is proud of its
Workmanship and backs its products with a strong guarantee; the
Other firm is after a quick profit, practices shoddy workmanship, and
does not offer any warranty to the buyer. A consumer would be
unwise to purchase the latter’s product, but nevertheless it is clearly
understood that the first firm’s guarantee does not absolutely mean
that the radio will not break down. The fact that this situation exists
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is not taken by consumers as invalidating the notion of a wapra:
nor is it seen as making each purchase equally wise. And the yq

e situation exists in science. "
sar;he Popperian account of objectivity 15 wx'dely, though not unjy
sally, accepted by postpositivists. The following sentences capture ¢

essence of his approach:

What may be described as scientific objectivity is based solely upon 3
critical tradition which, despite resistance, often makes it possible to
criticize a dominant dogma. To put it another way, the objectivity of
science is not a matter of the individual scientists but rather the social
result of their mutual criticism, of the friendly-hostile division of labour
among scientists, of their co-operation and also of their competition. For
this reason, it depends, in part, upon a number of social and political
circumstances which make criticism possible. (Popper, 1976, p. 95

Conclusion

It can be seen from the foregoing discussion that postpositivism
abroad, complex, and dynamic approach to understanding the naturs
of science. There is little unanimity on important issues among
“adherents” (if people can be said to adhere to so amorphous:
position)—but this is a healthy feature and not a weakness. ¥
Feyerabend (1968, p. 33) wrote, a quarter- century ago, that unanimit
of opinion may be fitting for some church, or for the followers of:

Bas !
the ogical positivigry - | 225 (1980). His grounds
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Notes on Critical Theory and Methodology,
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Critical Theory and Methodology 3
To probe the character of a critical science in education is to brin
the theme of the socially constructed character of knowledge into
questions about methodology. Throughout the discussion, I will con-
sider the rules and standards of educational research as historically
formed and tied to particular social values and political relations that
are often hidden through the rituals and rhetoric of science itself.  will
do this by focusing on two meanings of critical, the role of history and
values in science and, in the last section, the relation of science to the

problem of social improvement and progress.

What Is Critical About a Critical Science?

There are at least two senses to critical that are of importance to this
discussion. First is the internal criticism that comes from analytical
questioning of argument and method. There is a focus upon theoret-
ical reasoning and the proper procedures for selecting, collecting, and
evaluating empirical data. It stresses the logical consistency in argu-
ments, procedures, and language. Continual cross-examinations and
rigorous scrutiny of data are its hallmarks.

But to say that the rules of argument are important does not imply
that rules of argument are always the same in different times and
places. In different intellectual traditions, there are different ways of
constructing ments. We could compare the writing of behavior-
ialism in psychology with the narratives of history and anthropology
to consider different rules that can be applied for defining evidence
and constructing a reasoned argument. The differences in the rules of
writing portray different assumptions about knowledge and truth:
The American Psychological Association emphasizes the cumulative
quality of knowledge through placing references into the text; the _
historical community, in contrast, places greater emphasis upon foot-
notes to locate where information is found and for criticism and
discussion of references to occur (see Bazerman, 1987). b

These differences in presentation are partly explained by the “nature
of the problem and the data that each discipline considers. The
differences are also understood through the social purposes of the
discipline as methods and concepts historically develop. The legacy
of late nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century psycholqu,
such as found in the work of G. Stanley Hall and Edward Thorn'dxk'e,
is related to the importance given to individualization, the belief in
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useful knowledge that is interrelated with institutiona] dev

found in schools, social welfare agencies, and the milita elop
be said about this later. TY- More v
A second meaning of critical can be drawn from these digf, E
reformulate the issue of logic. Logic involves not just a forfnr:l]l:
nization and internal criteria of scrutiny but also particulay o \
reasoning that give focus to skepticism toward social inStitutio .
a conception of reality that ties ideas, thought, and language o ¢ .
and historical conditions. Critical, in this second sense, considerg.
conditions of social regulation, unequal distribution, and power, J;
most visibly articulated in Marx’s concern with the alienation ;
duced with the division of labor in capitalism, Weber’s focus g
rationalization and bureaucratization, and Durkheim’s discussion ¢
the breakdown of the collective organization of culture. Recent soci;
criticism has sought, in various ways, to respond to the constitutiy
questions posed by these nineteenth- and early twentieth-centur
writers. The Frankfurt School’s Critical Theory, the French structurs
ists and literary poststructuralism, the sociology of knowledge,
tural Marxism, and feminist theory are contemporary tribal views thaf
vie for the authority to speak for a critical science.’ As this tradition
is carried into educational research, its purpose has been to explore
the conflict and tensions of schooling as a socially constructed insti-
tution. Let me explore this briefly.
The formation of schooling carried a worldwide hope for the school
to fulfill the ideals of individualism and democracy for all in society
(Boli, 1989; Kaestle, 1983). At the same time, differentiations of race,
gender, class, ethnicity, and religion were brought into the everyday
interactions and pedagogical patterns of schooling. An early twentis
eth-century redesigning of American school mathematics or the cré
ation of new subjects such as “social studies” responded, in the irst
situation, to assumed different destinations of children and, in %19
e Saire o provide education for Blacks and AvetSg
1987, Stanic, 1987), ¢ their conditions more humane (Lybar8
nul:::::‘x and teaching, as well, have social implications that ar=
'an the measurement of achievement or th tery of con”
cepts. Schooling is an instituti ov e masiers

cond - lon whose pedagogy and patterns
uct are continually related to |a . . 1 nroductior
and reproduction.? In this ¢ rger issues of social P |
ontext, pedagogical practice is a form ©

social ion i i i
regulation in which Particular social knowledge is selected ant
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~ast for children to guide t.heir everyday lives; yet the social differen-
tiations in the larger sogety make school knowledge not equally
accessible or equally available for all who come to school. Further, the
construction of school processes and knowledge contain codes of
ethics and notions of civility and discipline that are to govern personal
and public lives.

A critical science is concerned with ways in which social, cultural,
and economic conditions produce a certain selectivity in the processes
of teaching and the organization of curriculum. It involvesa continual
skepticism toward the commonplaces and socially accepted conven-
tions of schooling, realizing that social practices contain contradic-
tions in which there are continually issues of power domination. The
science of schooling is to inquire into the relations of the conditions
and organization of schooling, as continually bound to processes of
production and reproduction in society. The relationships, however,
are not linear in fashion but shaped through debate and struggle as
pedagogical practices are constructed.? Important to the debates in
the critical sciences are different conceptions of power. For some,
priority is given to certain structural relations in the constructions of
schooling, such as class, ethnicity, or gender. A different position
remains sensitive to these concepts but focuses on how power is
circulated through the relation of knowledge to the construction of
identity.

It is in the contradictions of schooling that we can talk about the
work of educational sciences as one of inversion: The construction of
more appropriate social conditions involves making history fragile. A
science of schooling explores the constraints and restraints of school
affairs, thus poking holes in the causality that confronts us in daily life
and that limits our possibilities. Human possibility, it is believed,
occurs through understanding how the boundaries and structures are
formed through struggle rather than as given as an inevitable and
unalterable present.

There s a point of debate within those who practice a critical science
about the relation of researchers to social movements. One strand
argues that the partisan role of science makes it an obligation to
pursue those commitments through active participation in political
movements (see Ginsburg, 1988; Giroux & McLaren, 1986). Ginsburg,
for example, argues that critical is not only an intellectual involvement
in the production of ideas but entails a direct and explicit involvement
in efforts to transform current social relations. A different stance is



: ienti rtisans in the formj
here; social scientists are pa  OTMINg of g
;at(:::ias through the practices of science, but that involvemen isg
n8 rily the same issue as that of praxis and the making of syag,
choices in political contexts (see, e.g., Cherryholmes, 1988). T}..
also a distinction here between Anglo-Saxon and Continenta] gy,

tions of social science that has to be historically considered. (I gjge

this more fully in Popkewitz, 1984, and in the manuscript on whick
am current working.) 1

History and the Study of School Life

The epistemological commitment to a study of schooling is alsg
commitment to a certain self-reflection about the rules and standarg
of the work of science. A critical stance is to reconstruct a science o
education by making history an integral part of the study of method.
ology. Social values, struggles, and interest influence the questions,
concepts, and strategies of educational science. Words of scienti i
standards, such as adequacy, values, or rigor, are not logical artifacts
independent of social affairs but are concepts formed and reformed
in a dynamic world of institutional arrangements, linguistic conven-
tions, and contested priorities. There is no individuality in science
without communal rules. There is no personal knowledge in any
absolute sense or practices that are not bound to the cultural condi-
tions and social circumstances. :

I use the notion of history not as a chronology of events or in mere
deference to context. History is to acknowledge the present as a
heritage not only of physical goods but also of social forms and
knowledge. The analytic procedures of theory development or the
”".’“S"Cél Pff)Cefiunes for data analysis, for example, are a part of more
’3;:::3' '::‘::tf‘(‘:r“(’)':a: gi‘;‘i’elopmgnts that made abstract knowledge a
otk seritstas Thegreaso:‘lgo?(:;lal affairs in the nineteenth and .
relation to its past, © present, therefore, should be seen i

Six themes frame : . . L
in the prdctice: ':)‘; ;hzc?elicc‘;sf)lfo re‘; onSl.dering the me.ani.ng c_’f C’?t 9
conditions and practices of e M ucation: (a) Certain mstl.tutu? .
between methodology, method iy »Sciences make the distinctiort
lems, obscuring the historical bl Procedures into technical P
standards and ry|es of scienc problem of scientific epistemology; (¢
¢ are a form of reasoning that is alwa
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bound in time and space; (c) the d.ichotomy between objective ang
subjective is misleading and obscuring of research practices; (d) the
production of knowledgo is the pr.o'ductlon of values; (e) there are
social interests in the claims for disinterest; and (f) when thinkin

about science as guiding the future, there is the irony that science is
inevitably about the past. The limitation of what science can offer also
sets limits on what should be sold to people in positions of power and

werlessness.

(1) Procedures, methods, and methodology of science. The commonsense
practices of educational research tend to remove social and historical
concerns from problems of the construction of procedures and rules
for research. This separation is found most often in graduate pro-
grams that require students to take particular courses in “methods”
or methodology that are, at root, programs concerned with the proce-
dures of collecting and analyzing data. These courses are typically
concerned with ways of collecting information: constructing survey
instruments, interview procedures, observational techniques, and
coding procedures and, more recently, the use of computer-generated
data analysis. These activities are important to scientific practices, but
it would be in error to understand them in a context devoid of the
problems of study or the concepts that are employed in research. The
history of science has provided strong evidence that the procedures
of statistics, interviews, or observation strategies do not stand alone
but are part of a matrix of curiosities, questions, and social practices
that, in their entirety, constitute the scientific enterprise.

Itis in this matrix of research that methods of study can be properly
discussed. Methods are formed from exemplars, given in science, but
are reworked through the interrelation of questions, concepts, and
Procedures as curiosities are directed to empirical phenomena. In the
Physical sciences, one learns how to use the machinery of the labora-
tory as the part of a whole: The questions at hand, the concepts
brought to bear upon the investigation, and the particular contextual
Variations contain ambiguities and complexities that researchers work
through to shape and fashion their methods of inquiry. There is no
Scientific method, rather methods related to the particularstudy being
undertaken. Methods of science emerge from a complex process in
Which the conduct of study occurs.

Methodology, in this context, is concerned with the relations of the
various parts of study with the production of findings. Methodology
'S concerned with the moral order (the rules, values, and priorities
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iven to social conditions and individual acti.on) presupposed in the
glractics of science. It is the study of what.xs defined as legitimate
knowledge and how that knowledge is oPtamed and ordered. y
Conventional ways of talking about science that conflat? methods
and procedures provide little understanding of the underlying matrix
of assumptions, dispositions, questions, concepts, a.nd procedures
that interrelate in the production of knowledge. It is this sense of
paradigm that is most provocative in the work of Thomas Kuhn

(1970). But to accept Kuhn's notion of science would be to view the

locating the practices o
Lecourt, 1975; Manicas, 1987; Tiles, 1984).
To distinguish among the three layers of scientific practice helpsin
understanding that a strictly logical approach to science makes the
choices seem procedural. To study scientific methods and intellectual |
traditions is to consider the relation of rules in historical conditions.
A philosophy of science is also its history—how various types of
questions are formed in intellectual traditions and institutional condi-
tions, that is, how different sets of questions of study emerge as a part
of an intellectual tradition. Further, there is a need to explore how
questions are determined by, and determine methods in, the produc-
tion of knowledge. What seems logical about inquiry is made so
because of systems of meanings and relations that make “things”
seem reasonable and plausible. The practices of statistics or field
approaches are not independent skills but exist within general sets of
questions and assumptions that provide conditi
A" P ons and purpose to
As an example, consider the turmoil in political sci i
early 1970s. T\yo important studies of the gz)blem Zcflzlo\frign‘;:;gx:
completely different answers about who rules. C. Wright Mills’s

(1956) The Power Elite studied the interrelation of social, business, and

governmental elites, identifying h :
but important ways, Millsf):rgguegwtht:te )t, o ooeca. I AUl
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Some people asked how two such bright le

different conclusions. The answer hac% litfl:o t}; dC:uv}:iit;o::aec;ﬁisuCh
uestions of procedural rigor or bias, for both studies have withs::::
severe scrutiny. One way to think about an answer is to consider the
paradigmatic assumptions by which the studies were conducted. The
way in which concepts of power were defined within intellectual
traditions (Mills worked within the sociology of knowledge and Dahl
from behavioralism) interrelated with the manner in which the tech-
ues of study were brought into and related to the purposes and
conceptions of inquiry. Each tradition of inquiry presupposed certain
dispositions toward the patterns of the world that were “built into”
the methods and concepts of study.
[ can summarize the previous discussion in the following manner:
Powerful institutional practices support and sustain a belief that
educational sciences are only to address procedural problems in
defining strategies of research. The organization of science is sepa-
rated from social movements, historical conditions, or political inter-
ests, except in terms of 2 technical issue to control bias and prejudice.
In contrast, if we “see” these procedures as historical constructions,
the procedural stance is inadequate. A more adequate approach to
purposes and boundaries is explored by considering certain common-

places of educational research: the separation of objective and subjec-
tive in research, the separation of social values from scientific values,
and the perception of scientists as disinterested observers. Proceeding

in this manner, I intend to reformulate the purpose and rules of a
science of schooling related to the critical tradition. g
(2) Redefining the standards and rules of science as @ logic in hxstorfcal
context. | would like to pursue the meaning of logic asa way of moving
closer to the sets of relations and standards that are important to a
critical science. Conventional #wisdom” is that logicis a universally
valid process that continually clarifies and mdeﬁnes'what knowledge
is, introducing science as a cumulative and progressive development.

: : i ner
[ want to argue, instead, that the logic of science changes 1 a manne
e i breaks and ruptures in

that is not necessarily cumulative. It occurs as .
practices and ideas in social transformation. In the fx'fteenl:h i:len}:ut;};
the study of logic was to uncover the rules of the mind thro g

study of grammar and speech, for the lams of thebnu'ct;lgd
' Jaws of the wor given by GO
s different set of meanings. Rules of

1977). Today, logic has a very

niq
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the empirical, rather than to the social, stag,

of the speaker or to the authority of God (Gouldner, 1979). Languae,
is seen as having cross-contextual validity in that its rules transce n
the particular and the idiosyncratic. i

The changing of logic as scientific practice can be explored in th
study of professions. There is no universal concept to assign to the
word profession. Rather, it entails shifting concepts within differen
historical settings. In the early nineteenth century, professions were
implicitly tied to the American schools’ purpose in educating childrer
in the moral precepts of Christianity. Teacher education aimed to have
teachers express their sincerity and empathy with Christian values
Teacher seminars were constructed to enable a “professing” of one’s
religious conviction, to commit to vocations to affirm one’s callin"
Science was the search for methods to introduce moral and religious

values.
Profession in

different sets of concepts and episte

victions of the 1800s are replaced with knowledge that ties the expert

to practices associated with rational planning. In contemporary U.SH
society, profession assumes an ideological quality that provides occu=
pations with social and cultural authority. |

The tying of logic to reason and social history can also be pursued
by noting the various roles of psychology in educational research.
Although historical considerations could be applied to other disci-
plines in education, including the development of critical sciences in
the United States, my purpose in choosing psychology is its central
location in educational research.

Psychology was the only social science to emerge solely within the
university, first as a subdiscipline of philosophy and then as a separate
discipline in the late nineteenth century. The challenge of psychology
was twofold, It was to replace philosophy in a religious crisis about
the mind /body split produced by the materialism of Darwin. Psy-
::‘holqu _washalso t}:ed to the emerging schools, with behaviorism

ominating through its experi i i
which weri soen gs Plausli)lflzn:smg:::; :esfmg, And moasureray
oty P o issues of administering

The invention of behavi
relation to institutional cc:ﬁrdailtir:)i\);d"]‘(::gey negds " be understoodiy
d.eveloped in Leipzig by Wilhelm Wundt V’:Pel‘lmentatlon procedures
bt o, e i ) ere part of the background

merican psychology (O’Donnell,

science give reference to

the reform movement of the past decade has very
mologies. Moral and ethical con-
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1985). Although Wundt's experimentation was to focus on human

urposeand the objective conditions in which the mind is formed, the
American psychologists took a narrower concern with attitudes, attri-
butes, and skills. What Americans saw in the laboratory of Wundt was
the study of psychological processes through individual case descrip-
tions about what people thought. American psychology redefined the

roblem of individualism to consider statistical distributions and

roup experimentation that would identify population characteris-
tics. (lam reminded here of the first American translation of the Soviet
psychologist, Lev Vygotsky. Although Vygotsky sought to develop a
Marxist psychology after the Soviet revolution, the English trans-
lator left out all references to Marx because they were considered
irrelevant.)

The shift in procedures had little to do with the issue of scientific
progress OF knowledge accumulation. The approaches to American
psychology were related to demands for collective data about aggre-
gates of students going to schools. The “audiences” who provided
resources were instrumental to the paths taken as science rather than
to any “inherent” quality in either the knowledge gained or the
scientific approaches used (Danziger, 1987). Historians of psychology
have suggested that the particular methods were more related to the
utilitarian pursuits in the field of education than to a more general
concern with science (Napoli, 1981; O’ Donnell, 1985).

The relation of methods of psychology to institutional conditions
can help us focus upon certain issues raised about research practices.
First, questions about what procedures exist for data collection/anal-
ysis are part of the social field of science. The ordering of data in
psychology had to do with the types of knowledge that were appro-
priate for professional development, legitimacy, and resources. Sec-

ond, ontology and epistemology are undifferentiated in the practical
world of science. What is to be known and the means of knowing are
intertwined and influence each other. Third, what is deemed as ade-
quate knowledge and its development are not necessarily relateo to
what has been previously accumulated through empirical investiga-
tions. I can remember the efforts made in secondary (meta) Staﬁ.f’tl_Cal
analysis of empirical research, which only result in 0 much variation
in the concepts, sampling, and analysis that straightforward compar-
isons were not possible.

From this initial discussion, I want to consider the logic of science
as a problem of a social epistemology. What is accepted as procedures,
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concepts, rules, and investigation is not “natural” or inevitabje ¢
research but is made reasonable within institutional settings an
social interests. A critical science is concerned with how these ryje,
are socially constructed, responding to and a part of the relations ; I
power arrangements in which science is practiced.. 4
(3) If I have nice thoughts, will the world become nicer too? The poverfy
of the dichotomies of subjective and objective. I will contmu.e the theme 0
reason and thought as part of their historical and social context by
will recast it in relation to discussions about objective or subjectiv
knowledge. I interpret a central debate in philosophy and socia
science as concerned with this relation. 4
First, I would accept a modified realist view that there are
objects in the world (see Manicas & Rosenberg, 1985). We do pass
through doorways and can hurt our knees if we fall off a bicycle ang
hit the pavement. Things occupy physical space and time. Yet, onge
that is said, I still have to take a modified view of realism and,
therefore, of objectivity. To say that there are trees is also to recognize
that tree is an arbitrary name that assumes particular and possibly
different meanings as it is placed within symbolic fields. There is a
difference in speaking about trees in a school curriculum between a
scientist concerned with the environmental issues of tropical forests
and ozone layers and a literary description of lovers in a forest. Our
categories and distinctions assume significance because of the ways
in which they are positioned within language and as that language is
made part of the rules and standards of social practice itself. In this
sense, there is no essential or “basic” meaning to a word but continual
processes by which words are given meaning.
~ The arbitrary and situationally derived meaning of words has
important consequences when approaching a central dualism of re-
search, the separation of objective and subjective. These two words are.
made into ppposnhops t.hat [ believe are misleading, obscuring, and
often mystifying. Objective has nothing to do with external laws ora

"@mre" to be discovered or verified. Rather, it is to consider
socially formed patterns that im

tioned and seemingly natural
because these conditions are

struggles, the patterns are dyn

pinge upon our daily life as unqu -.,;:I
bpundaries; and, at the same time,
historically formed through humar
_ . amic and changing. Subiective. i -
trast, directs attention to what is occurring f\ tl%e mix]::lsmz;’ ;neo :

such as the dispositions, sensitiviti
) , Sens ,
have in their daily lives, ltivities, and awarenesses that peog ,
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Once these two words are posed in relation to the phenomena of
the world, it is not easy to tease out what is one’s individuality and
what is formed by unseen and unacknowledged rules that act as
norizons for individual reason. Feminist scholarship, among others,
has explored the interrelation of family structure, economic transfor-
mations, and political forms in defining women, men, and their

articipation in civic and political affairs (see, e.g., Pateman, 1988b;
Weedon, 1987). Although there are reasoned arguments to give value
to caring and nurturing in human relations, feminist scholarship has
made us aware about the problem of “naturalizing” such characteris-
tics by recognizing that these “womanly” traits were part of the social
transformation of the bourgeois home and workplace. Social histori-
ans of schooling help us understand that teachers’ talk about curric-
ulum, methods, or management of classrooms is not merely teachers’
talk but words that express complex social relations that are brought
into the discursive patterns of schooling through historical processes
(see, e.g., Hamilton, 1989). Two collateral issues about research meth-
ods emerge from the consideration of the interplay of object/subject.

One is the distinction of hard and soft data. We often think that
statistics is objective, providing hard data that can be trusted. Soft
data—empathy, open interviews, and introspection—are to be viewed
with suspicion. The use of statistics, however, is no better or worse
than the questions and methods that underlie the research and the
social processes in which the research is used. One needs only to
construct a survey to understand how such surveys contain patterns
of selection, omission, and dispositions toward the social world. The
distinction of hard and soft also has a gendered quality that cannot be
ignored in research and among researchers.

A second collateral issue is the movement to develop field methods
toilluminate the actual words, language, and patterns of interactions.
Here, the real is considered as the situated thoughts, language, and
particular practices of people. The argument is that surveys do not
enable researchers to understand the intent and purpose of people as
they communicate; it considers qualitative methods as providing an
approach that gets to the basic or underlying values, meanings, and
interpretations. This second approach naturalizes the present by as-
Suming that there is an essence or reality to be discovered. The view
that there is a grounded theory has to be rejected. Reasoning is itself
a part of a historical process; the data of perceptions, attituc!es and
belief need to be continually placed in social and cultural horizons.

|
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" i assumes that there is no )

In this §ense,'ahc chgl:;::‘sc;onding sociology and col:\sc};c,zo “

of schooling “;ltl k(i’ng about voice, empowerment, and persong)
history. W"."e o lly potent in contemporary rhetoric, the
tonomy 1S ’@'ffﬁagon of objective conditions and subjectivip,
}:::sxittyra‘;; }t‘lt‘feolr?”:,d and more profound than can be captured
i S. {

language ;;fer‘t;?zt;:;;mmd science among interested social SCientiste
Th?)recjz:tion of a notion of objective as describing the essential pro
ies of a real world also entails a rejection of the behef. that ¢
er.m:ﬁgt is a disinterested observer. The belief in disinterest is re] o
:c?fhe idea that the most appropriate knowledge is “purely” descrig
tive explanations of how things Work. Such knowledge could be sec
by any groups or interests in society as they seek to unc.lersta.nd SOCiz
affairs (see Easton, 1957). Max Weber, the German socnf)loglst., spoke
about a value-free professoriat. He was concerned with university
lecturers and their providing different arguments fpr a problem, F e
did not assert a value-free science. As the German idea was broug hi
to America, it became the idea of disinterest that contained differen|
meanings and purposes from those found in Europe.
The idea of disinterest became part of the social science debates as
the professions were organized during the Progressive era reforms
(1880-1920). Disinterest is a political strategy. u
The notion of disinterest was given definition in relation to institu-
tional issues. Certain economists, political scientists, and sociolo gists
who were to dominate the professional organizations expressed con-
cern about a reformist scholarship tied to Christian social ethics 2 d
soclalist causes. It was feared by university presidents that business
leaders who supported the university would react against social
scientists” involvement in social protests. It was argued that profes-
sional debate should be limited to professional meetings and journals.
Undue publicity would undermine professional claims of expertise
:i;':he igltemql conflicts about purpose and values were brought into
public discussion. An outcome was a professional ethics that

stressed an empiricism without rofessional i : o
agitation, P involvement in po

The notion of dj
BhUghter, 1984), It

On

Ccupational development i
and jobs for the new scientists
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produced by the emerging graduate schools around the nation. The
notion of disinterest was to deny the professoriat legitimacy to act
toward social amelioration except in an expert role.

It is interesting to note that the social scientists emerge as part of
nineteenth-century movements for social amelioration, and that her-
itage continues in today’s educational reform practices. The appear-
ance of disinterest is easy to maintain when values and dispositions
appear to be consensually agreed upon or so dominate that there
seems no reason to scrutinize the concepts and theories that are used.
Many of the early social scientists took for granted dominant social,
cultural, and religious values that they thought should be promul-
gated. Today, much educational research focuses upon functional
relations between teaching and learning and school organizational
characteristics while structuring out of consideration the conflict of
values in schooling. The functualist obscures the relation between
research concepts and strategies and the social .values of reform that
are being maintained (see Popkewitz, 1984).

At best, disinterest can mean a disciplined and systematic approach
to investigation in which one “plays” with different interpretations.
But this play always occurs within boundaries, as there are presup-
positions, paradigmatic assumptions, and social fields in which prac-
tice occurs.® Disinterest cannot mean lack of commitment or ideas that
have no social location or consequences.

To this point, I have pursued assumptions of a critical science by
probing certain beliefs, social values, and interests that are embedded
within the practices of educational sciences. I have proceeded in this
manner to place the methodological categories and distinctions of
educational science in a historical confrontation with those of the
social formation of institutions. At the same time, the discussion has
sought to reconstruct the rules of research as a problem of engaging
in relating history to epistemology. A science of schooling is one that
npvolves complex social, philosophical, political, and historical ques-
tions that are intertwined with the practices of science itself.

(5) The production of knowledge is the production of values. Social
science knowledge is a part of the production, administration, and
deological spheres in society. One way to think about the multiple
values that are continually embedded in inquiry is to focus upon two
roles of social sciences even though they are contradictory.

Oneis a civil service function in planning. Often this relates to state
Practices, such as found in reform movements and evaluations of
Nputs and outputs of school activities. Much of what can be consid-

|-
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the discourse of social
h strategies for reform

ered within positivist research is 2 part
collect information andthrationall);ig:d .

nd, and at the same s . .
critical zci:e of social consciousness. It takes a skeptical attitude
toward the public rhetoric, taken—for-granted Rattems, and.da.lly prac
tices found in schools. In considering these different affiliations and
social purposes, there has been dgbate about whether scxentn.sts are
part of a new technical class in society or wyether they are an impor:
tant stratum in the production/ reproduction of class and cultural
relations.

In whatever role social scientists adopt,
science helps to establish boundaries by whic
and innovation are to occur. The orga izati
tions about society, such as that the worl
equilibrium or in conflict or people as rational or irrational. The
categories of schooling frame and carry assumptions about what isto
be argued;® this can be illustrated by juxtaposing the categories of
learning and work as a lens for studying classroom practices. Each.
word provides a different point of entrance for thinking, seeing,
talking, and feeling about schooling.

The legacy of positivism has dulled our senses to these issues of
values by focusing upon rules and procedures of science, defining the
world as asocial and ahistorical. Taxonomic and hierarchic schemes
are created that assume that the sum of the parts equals the whole.
Change is a sequential and hierarchic arrangement of discrete ele-
ments. A consequence is fragmented notions of causation. The minus-
cule is made important and social life trivialized.” The positivism that
I speak about is not necessarily a philosophical position but one
concerning the folklore, reconstructions, and training in educational
sciences. The development of American behaviorismand R
for example, occurred in ways that were ind and empiricism,
being done by the logi T independent of the work 1

ng y ogical positivist; only late 3
action. y r was them some inter-

Another way to consider va . bia e |
of inquiry. The use of statistics al:\l;s Cals by Cof\Sldenng the procedures
clearly on this issue. se studies can help us focus more



orlds (see e.g., Crutchfield, Farmer, Packard, & Shaw 1986
Ralston, 1986): 1:«'urth<:.lr, tlfer.e '15 a sek.!ctive memory that h;s 1os;
sight of the origin of “statistic” as a science of the state that was to
ide modern governmentsas .they beg.:m to organize social reforms 8
Demographic data provided information about social welfare and
amelioration. : _

But more particular to educational sciences are the social values that
areinits techniques. The situation is not unidirectional. Statistics have
enabled an expansion of phenomena to be examined not previously
available, therefore, enlarging the problems studied. At the same time,
when statistical measures are constructed, they are always embedded
in a system of social values and interests. Let me give two examples.

Factor analysis was derived from factor psychology. It divided the
mind into separate spheres that were thought to exist independently
of the other but that could be correlated. This view of the mind has
long been in disrepute and is no longer given serious thought, yet the
technique is still in use. We can consider as well the work of Karl
Pearson dealing with group tendencies. It is plausible to relate the

direction of his mathematics to his concern with proving the collective
superiority of the White race as Britain expanded its colonial empire.
The development of case studies that define social life as a negoti-
ated order provide another set of values that can be read in contradic-
tory ways. Sociology and anthropology introduced approaches to
consider the dynamic qualities of people’s interactions and language
that are not amenable to behavioral methods. But the “deep” de-
scription of interactions is also related to the problems of the social
management of micro levels in modern states. The methods provide
new methods of supervision, observation, and control of individu-
als as intimate thoughts and feelings are opened to public scrutiny
(Foucault, 1978; Martin, Gutman, & Hutton, 1988).
_ The plausibility of case studies entails a consideration of the Amer-
ican social context in the Depression years of the 1930s and again in
the aftermath of the struggles in the 1960s. When other parts of social
life become more remote and complex, case studies have a symbolic
potency in establishing the importance of one’s immediate encounters
and power in defining situations (see Popkewitz, 1984, chap. 4) As
Symbolic canopies, they provide a linguistic structure that emp!\a-
sizes a negotiated order and participation in a community. In doing
S0, the prior assumptions and historical conditions in which the
Interactions occurred are taken for granted.

social W
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Although we can identify prior assumptions in the Procedures
science, it is not sufficient to talk about values. We have to know he
procedures are used in relation to the methods of study. Earlier [ g
of words as having meaning only as they are established in relat
to other words and in context. The social implications of technj
also entail rational thinking. Statistics can have different implication
They can be used to produce efficiency and effectiveness in adming
trative reforms; they can also provide understanding about differer
tiated cultural dispositions among different class positions and th
unequal distribution of wealth. In a similar manner, we need §
consider ethnographies. Tom James (1986), a historian, has describec
how anthropologists worked with progressive educators in Navah
communities. Their task was to create strategies to produce accep-
tance of federal land use policy during the 1930s. A few of
anthropologists, however, felt moral indignation at the conditions
they found and testified in Congress for reform.

From this brief discussion, we can see that procedures and te
niques are not the only elements of research subjected to values.
Valuesarein all layers of science. The issue is not to rid science of then ,
or to identify bias for purposes of control. Such control is a chimera
that has long been recognized in positivism, hermeneutics, and criti-
cal sciences. The problem is to consider the contradictions that interact
at all levels of the practice of science. It is also to recognize that the
commonsense approach that defines values as distinct and separable
from the procedural concerns of science has its own poverty by
decontextualizing the way choices are made and the priorities formed.

As part of a critical science concerned with educational research,
questions are asked: What social and cultural conditions make plau-
sible the forms of analysis that dominate the educational sciences?
How is it that certain forms and styles have come to dominate

psychology, sociology, and anthropology in education? What social
debates, and by whom, gi |




Critical Theory and Methodology
63

gsectof anguage about whathus happened. Although e
fmnk of our generalizations as about the present, gg:;lrlgh we like to

constrained because they are constructions that occur a&:&zam“s e

There is also a political question when we assume social science ;

sbout the present, educational reform, or future social pro SCle‘r:,ce is
we adopt a belief that knowledge is about prediction andga:;? Vhen
tion, we have left science and its relation to the empirical wl::f: >
move into the realm of ideology and social control. The rituals tof
science become a rhetorical form that is to convince others that wh(a)t
is being done to them is in their own interest.

I say this because I can find no evidence that social science has
anything to say qua science about the future, but it does have methods
for understanding the boundaries that exist in the past. This is not to
say that science cannot help us in the choices we make but that is often
ina negative voice. To borrow partially from Karl Popper, science does
not verify but refutes. Science can help to understand what choices
not to make, such as in eliminating fluorocarbons, controlling the
deforestation in the Amazon, or limiting the use of intelligence testing.
But in the policy arena, the findings of science are part of a public
debate that is rarely that of evidence alone. The determination of
futures is not reserved for particular elites and experts who claim a

sacred knowledge.

Before ending this discussion about past, futures, and science, there
is an important caveat. Science is about the future in an indirect way,
but not because it can predict and control. The categories organize
phenomena in a manner that sensitizes us toward certain possibilities
and, at the same time, filters out others. Implicit in practices then are
ways in which people are to challenge the world and .loca.ite them-
selves in its ongoing relations. This role of science and scientists in the

ongoing construction of the world needs continual attention.

the events,

Some Concluding Thoughts

i . in this
I'he major charge of the conference from which the chaptersin

book have been drawn was not to determine uyho is right ab:lntlc:
science” but to search for differences and distinctions that Ct;!_‘ “15 zlﬁe‘s”
more fruitful practices. In this context, I have considered _ea o ith
and methodology within an epistemological field that 1 assoc!
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“critical.” I have argued that our traditional ways of organizing
work of social science as objective/subjective, rigor/ relevant,
discovery/verification obscures more than it illuminates. |

Central was a placing of debates about methods and truth ina socia]
and historical context. In different ways, I have argued against 5
notion of knowledge accumulation as a reification of the social angq
historical conditions in which knowledge is produced and trans.
formed. Although we need to understand what others have said and
done before us, it is not just a problem of “adding on” knowledge, It
is a complex process of interpretation and analysis that considers how
the social forms, knowledge, and struggles of those before us are a.
part of the present.

- One might raise the question, at the end of this short foray into
paradigms: What does a critical science have to recommend as a
tradition for the study of schooling? I believe that its various strands
- provide the most elaborate theoretical discussions of the problems of
schooling as a socially constructed institution in a world of inequali-
ties. It offers a way to reassert history, value, and ethical choice into
the knowledge that we have about social practice. It enables us to
understand that freedom and autonomy are never absolutes but
always practices within patterns of constraints and restraints, with a
purpose of an educational science to poke holes in the seeming
causality of social life.

The methods of a critical science are also a cross-checking mecha-
nism on the hubris of intellectuals and power relations that underlie
the formation of knowledge itself. For example, much current re-
search accepts the logic and reasoning found in schooling, arguing
that researchers and policymakers need to respect teachers’ talk. Yet,
the style of argument in teaching cannot be taken for granted. It
presupposes the particular cultural competence found in schooling,
with its interpretive stances and cognitive frames. To evoke images of
stages of development, children’s “nature,” or teachers’ reasoning is
to engage in conversations that are organized within particular his-
torical settings that are presupposed in the conversations. The words
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hodology by making them historical issues that tie the pract;

o e o thoseof powerand control insociety. P
One of the questions posed in the formulation of the conference anq
subsequent book is \.fvhether it is possible that the various paradigms
discussed here can find any room for accommodation. I have a prac-
tical and a “theoretical” answer to this question. Practically, there is
accommodation that occurs through the hiring practices in universi-
ties and in the scholarly debates.

If we focus upon_paradigms as social epistemologies, then we
cannot nor do we want to homogenize the distinction and have
accommodation. The importance of the divergence is epitomized in
the papers from this conference. If we read them not only as giving us
information but as ways of expressing relations in the world, we can
understand some of the fundamental issues that underlie the “moder-
nity” of the world in which we live. As Habermas (1971) argued, there
are different human interests in social science, and these contain
different dispositions toward the world and how we challenge it. The
argumentation, debate, and cross-fertilization concerning these inter-
ests have a dual quality, which makes for a more serious debate about
the work and knowledge of science. It also enables a certain humility
as we are continually made aware of the precarious quality of our
knowledge and agendas.

Yet for me, the practice of science in all the paradigms needs to be
reconstructed with a strong sense of its social e_pjstemology, that is,
the interrelation of science with the historical conditions in which it
works. Without this, science becomes procedural, technical, and one-
dimensional, Here, T guess, I leave the pluralism. To include a disci-
plined sense of history into methodology and methods introduces
strong questions about ethics, morality, and politics. It rejects "sgemg”
the discrete events, whether bound to “qualitative” or “quantitative”
techniques, in isolation from the relation of events to historical forma-
tions. In that manner, neopositivism and hermeneutic traditions have
to be reconstructed. History becomes a part of the analysis and logic
ofascience as the researched, research, and researcherare intentlaﬁeds,

Afinal comment about understanding scientific practices. The three
traditions entail a continual debate and struggles about who has the
authority to control the signs of science. In the relations among the
various traditions, there occur changing boundaries and conceptual
relations (see Manicas, 1987; Toulmin, 1972). One cannot adequ.at.el)' §
consider positivism without also focusing upon the debates on cn_txcalQV
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sciences and hermeneutics. At the same time, alternative and oppos;j-

i ithi i of positivism that
tional traditions are defined within 2 hOI'.lmeth 'g‘t)eractions hatj‘
dominates American culture and science. It is in the i : and _‘
boundaries among the competing traditions that “./e can locate the
practices of science and an adequate study of paradigms.

Notes

1. For those who wish to explore some of the nuances among these different
Donald (1985), Bourdieu (1977), Dreyfus and
approaches to study, see Beechey and 1984, 1987), |
Rabinow (1983), Foucault (1980), Giddens (1987), Habermas (1'97'1, ’ , Jay
(1973), Mannheim (1936), Pateman (1988), Weedon (1987), and Williams (1977)

2. Important to the debates in the critical sciences are different conceptions of power
and its implications. For some, priority is given to certain stru‘ctural relat.xc‘ms in the
constructions of schooling, such as class, ethnicity, or gender. A different Pos}uon rejects
the argument about privileged concepts and focuses upon how power is circulated to
produce subjugation.

3. I think that the reader should be aware that my background is pedagogy; my
department is one called “curriculum and instruction.” I might take a different position
here if | were located in a sociology department or educational foundation, such as
British researchers who are interested in similar concerns but housed in sociology
departments.

4. In a recent report, a researcher treated a teacher’s comments about stages of
development and teaching as management as a way of talking about pedagogical
reasoning and action. What is ignored is how that language of stages and management
came into schooling as a form of social regulation of women teachers, how that language
has been incorporated into the “natural” setting of teaching in a manner that makes
issues of control and power invisible.

- 5 Thave begged the issue of change only because that will involve another discus-
sion about structured relations,

6. I discuss this in Popkewitz (1984).

7. While a rpclhodological individualism is contained in the em iricism that domi-
x:::hf;:":js'z and cognitive Esychqlogy and most American soiiology, it has been

U dchn,ywm;l ¢d as an untenable philosophical and methodological position (see

in Britain. In the ancien régime, the F
aspects of society essential to direct t

such information need be quantitative (Clark, 1973, p, 37,
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The Making of a Constructivist
A Remembrance of Transformations Past

YVONNA S. LINCOLN

Ours is a time of crisis and deep ferment—not only politically but intellectually: older school
doctrines and entrenched philosophical positions are crumbling or being swept aside and replaced
by more flexible and unconventional vistas. In the Anglo-American context, the sway of logical
positivism—focused on scientific epistemology—has largely come to an end. (Dallmayr, 1985,
p.411)

As careful readers may have noticed while they perused the history
of science literature, there are vastly different definitions of positiv-
ism, depending on whom one reads and what his or her original
sources might have been (Harre, 1981; Hesse, 1980). L attribute this less
to failure to communicate among the positivists (or historians of
science) than to something that I shall use as a springboard for this
chapter: the highly individual nature of the paradigm-building pro-
cess and the focus on several elements of a paradigm to the exclusion
of others. Since the constructivists have lived with singularly sharp
criticism, it has not always been their luxury to be selective about focal
elements. Nevertheless, the idea that fooling around with a new
paradigm is an intensely personal process, evolving from not only
intellectual but also personal, social, and possibly political transfor-
mation seems a persuasive and compelling path to take.

In part,  wish to focus on the more recent past, although, of course,
the early years were equally important. The early arguments have
been available for criticism, for examination, for comparison, and for
use by others for some time. That the paradigm revolution is here is
a given. Bernstein (1976, p. xii) has observed that

67
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21 § i i ing through the literature in
initial impression one has in reading t . and
;};::lthe slocfal disciplines during the past decade or so is that of sheer

ing appears to be “up for grabs.” There is little or pq
$::ns€x:r—ye?:clegt bgr:!embexs of the same school or subschool—aboyt
what are the well-established results, the proper research procedures,
the important results, the important problems, or even the most prom.
ising theoretical approaches to the study of society and politics. There

are claims and counterclaims.

ve argued Bernstein’s point in many other places (Guba & Lincoln,
i;\;l ,el 9r8g7‘:l 1989; Lincoln, r;(9)85, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). That the
new paradigm’s final shape is not yet fixed is al:w fairly apparent,
although I've been attempting to do my part in the hammering
process. Critics of constructivist (or naturalistic or ethn.o.gr.aphic) -
inquiry have aided and abetted this cause by pointed criticism of
various aspects of the paradigm.
As any good biography begins with the “early years,” I'll begin with
mine, Please consider what follows next as the childhood reminis-

cences.

The Early Years of Naturalism

Itis handy to think of my intellectual development in terms of early
years, an adolescence, and a more mature period. The early years
remind me now of the credo of many small business owners: “If I'd
known what I was in for, I'd never have started this!” Egonand I
rejected conventional inquiry on three basic grounds: its posture on
reality, its stance on the knower-known relationship, and its stance on
the possibility of generalization. This seemed to us most appropriate
w'he'n we considered the special case of evaluation (as one form of
disciplined inquiry). On a regular basis, we confronted endless polit-
ical problems dealing with multiple constructions of the same evalu-
and. It also became clearer and clearer that knower and known not
only could not remain distanced and separated in the process of
:;’;‘““;“hbut probably should not. And, finally, we begaﬁ to doubt

ously the possibility of generalization from one site to the next

because of contextual factors (G i
y uba & L
brought up” to believe that incoln, 1981). We had been
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what is unknown or unusual to us will be explained or accounted for by
natural sciences in general (e.g., physics, chemistry and biology) and by
the methods they employ in particular. This natural scientific approach
makes a number of assumptions, the three most crucial . . . being that:
(a) the phenomenon under study . . . must be observable . . .; (b) the
phenomenon must be measurable. . .; and (c) the phenomenon must be
such that it is possible for more than one observer to agree on its existence
and characteristics. (Valle & King, 1978, p. 4, emphases added)

In this world that we have nearly all inherited,

the priority is given to the measurement perspective, and, in order for
something to be measured, only its tangible aspects can be apprehended,
and thus the indices itself of a phenomenon become more important than the
phenomenon. (Giorgi, 1970, p. 291, emphases added)

From our rejection of conventional assumptions associated with
logical positivism, we derived three axioms, and from them a number
of what we first called “derivative postures” (Guba & Lincoln, 1981)
and later called “implications,” because they were implied by accept-
ing the axioms. They included qualitative rather than quantitative
methods as the preferred (though not exclusive) techniques for data
collection and analysis; relevance rather than rigor as the quality
criterion; grounded rather than a priori theory; changes in the nature
of the causal questions asked and thought possible to answer; expan-
sion of the knowledge types utilizable from propositional to proposi-
tional and tacit; an expansionist rather than reductionist stance toward
the inquiry; a presumption of the human inquirer as the major al-
though not necessarily only form of instrumentation; an emergent
rather than preordinate design strategy; a selection rather than inter-
vention style as focus for the inquiry; a natural, in situ rather than
laboratory context for the research; a variable rather than invariant
“treatment” mode; patterns as opposed to variables as the analytic
unit (Kaplan, 1964); and invited interference—an invitational and
participatory mode—as opposed to control in the exercise of the
research (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 65).

But as soon as our first work went to press, we were disturbed by
things that we had said, or taken for granted. Most particularly, two
things that we had taken for granted began to trouble us and our
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critics: First, we began to understand that traditional and convey,.
tional assumptions regarding causality were axiomatic statemengs
themselves. Should causality not, therefore, also be a parallel axiom
for us? We were, after all, playing the Lobachevskian geometry game.
turning conventional axioms on their heads and trying to determine

talk about a fourth axiom. 1
Second, the question of what role values played in inquiry also

troubled us. Increasingly, we became attuned to a powerful assump--
tion that we had earlier missed, to wit, that inquiry not only could but
should be value free. We began to understand that “science” de-
manded that scientists stand outside of time and context, and, indeed,
outside of themselves as persons, in order to deliver research results

that stood apart from human values. The purpose of such a stance was
clearly, at least for the social sciences, the rendering of judgments

regarding appropriate social strategies for the solution of human ills.
Only if research results were free of human values, and, therefore, free
of bias, prejudice, or individual stakes, could social action be taken

that was neutral with respect to political partisanship. But how could
humans stand outside of themselves, evenin the research process? We

were beginning to understand, especially from the feminists, critical
theorists, and neo-Marxists, that the research process itself was a_
political endeavor, with some groups and research models favored |
over others, with some definitions of problems more acceptable than |
others, with avenues to funding and support clearly discriminatory

(Keller, 1985).
Given our concerns, we finally realized that two items that we had

carlier believed to be merely postures, or implications, of the first three
axioms were themselves axioms. When we understood this, we real-
ized that there were five axioms, at least as we originally constructed

the paradigm.
A Thorny Problem, a Turbulent Summer

At about that time, a challenge arose from a strange source. The
editors of education journals were interested in seeing naturalistic
case studies appear in print, but they were at a loss as to how to judge
the rigor of those studies, and their reviewers were no better off. After
his participation in a conference to deal with these issues, Egon took



S —

The Making of a Constructivist "

up the express intellectual task of tl}e fieyelo;fx?\ent of a set of criteria
for judging the process of naturalistic inquiries. The result of that
self-imposed task was a set of criteria for judging whether or not
any given inquiry was methodologically and analytically sound (Guba,
1981). The criteria, called “trustworthiness” criteria to distinguish
them from the criteria of “rigor” that were applicable to the conven-
tional paradigm, paralleled the standard criteria of internal validity,
external validity, reliability, and objectivity but were framed in a very
different manner. These parallel or trustworthiness criteria, criteria of
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, could
not establish quality with the confidence and assurance that the older
rigor criteria did, Egon said, but were nevertheless useful. Somehow,
over the years, we have continued to make modest claims for those
criteria, never realizing that uncertainty, flux, and transformation,
hallmarks of the paradigm itself, meant that certainty would never be
possible and would always preclude the certitude and presumed
rectitude of conventional rigor criteria. The two of us discussed this
work often, but in retrospect—and this is a retrospective and, there-
fore, reconstructed logic—we were too modest.

We were also only half right.

What Egon had developed was, in fact, a set of criteria that, as our
loyal critic John K. Smith pointed out, were parallel, or foundational,
criteria. That is, they had their foundation in concerns indigenous to
the conventional, or positivist, paradigm. If we did not have the
conventional paradigm, would we not develop criteria indigenous to
naturalism, to phenomenology, or to constructivism?

Of course, John was right. We asked ourselves, can you ever “for-
get” what has gone before you, what you knew—stand outside of
your historical self? Of course not, but it might well be possible to
imagine oneself outside of one’s own history and at least try to think
about the question. The answers took more than two years to develop,
and we're not certain that they’re finished even now. But Egon and I
took two different tacks, finally, and managed to come up with some
interesting answers. This is more or less what happened:

We first thought about what might come out of a naturalistic and
responsive inquiry that would not, or should not, or could not evolve
from a conventional one. These forms of knowing and action we
called “authenticity criteria” to distinguish them from the method-
ological process criteria that we had designated as “trustworthiness”
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“ ing,” icularly for res ol

i . 1.ded “states of being,” particularly Pondents.
cntgqa : T:‘;y:\iilustakeholders, which were .n.ot expe.ctec.i (or
paﬁﬁfé cc;nventional inquiry, and one addxhqnal g'l.tenon, Which
FRtedy the need for such inquiries to exprae.

i d attended to ing 0 express
rrrfx(l)tgi;;zedsoz"all; constructed, and often conflicting realities, The

ed fairness, and judgments were made on th? achieye

,li::: ;:fhtizr;-\iten‘f; in much the same way that !abor negotiatorsanq
mediators determine fairness in bargaining sessions. 1
The “states of being” represented somethlpg much more s ot 3
They related both to (a) levels of und.erstandmg and sophisticat
and to (b) the enhanced ability of participants ax}d stakeholders to take
action during and after an inquiry and to negotiate on behalf of them-
selves and their own interests in the political arena. Those “states of-
being” criteria included ontological authenticity, or the heightened
awareness of one’s own constructions and assumptions, manifest an
unspoken; educative authenticity, or the increased awareness and ap-
preciation (although not necessarily the acceptance) of the co
tions of other stakeholders; catalytic authenticity, a criterion that is
judged by the prompt to action generated by inquiry efforts; and
tactical authenticity, the ability to take action, to engage the political
arena on behalf of oneself or one’s referent stakeholder or participant
group (Lincoln & Guba, 1986a).
In that intuitive way in which some intellectual tasks proceed, it
wasonly later that we realized the powerful implications of designing
::gt ?:noggr‘:,g new criteria for trustworthiness. In particular, the dis "
tional inquimcrt:: f:::?;: l:g C:a’s?: h:Ck us. For instance, the Co,x,w t
erroneous. In conventional i i Cata speak for themselves” we _
strength of the conclusi " ‘nquu.-y, actually, the methods attest to the
ons. And in parallel fashion, in constructivist

St Ce

in the Comprehension of avenues of action. Likewise,

in rese y ,
field n:tr:shla?\fit?hirf !ikewise confirmable, by reference to original
as a form of knowtle.(;eSt okl udding” is increased understanding
to pure results, [ ge. In.conventional inquiry, pure process f_;,
determjning ti\e C(t)'?'sm]chws' inquiry, Process l’s onl e of
Action and unde;::t; l:jy., l’esPOI\Sibility, and fideljt g’fo:;‘e means
regarding the goouy. "8 Were other com y o he Inq
800dness of any given inqui rl;oflents of the judgments.



ﬁ&‘\w\\_

The Making of Constructivist 73

We weren't finished yet, however.

Increasingly, we had come to understand—largely through our
able, curious, and harrying students—that there were other judg-
ments to be made about naturalistic or constructivist inquiries. Baldly
put, could the methodological strategy be good, could the inquirer be
an honest and faithful servant to the inquiry question and still turn
out a product that fell short of the mark? The answer, of course, was
yes. We needed criteria by which we might judge products—most
typically, a case study rather than a conventional scientific, technical
report. We began again, this time taking as our model the study of
fiction as a narrative form, and the work of a student, Nancy Zeller
(1987), who had training in this area and who sought to explore what
judgments about fiction might tell us about compelling narrative.

Building on Zeller’s work, and deriving our own criteria from
judgments made about case studies which students prepared in var-
ious classes for us, we were able to propose a set of criteria which
seemed to us appropriate for naturalistic or constructivist inquiries.
These criteria were, like the authenticity criteria, nonfoundational, be-
cause they rested not on conventional inquiry’s requirements for
research reports but, instead, grew from the concerns of this particular
paradigm. The constructivist paradigm, it should be recalled, had as
its central focus not the abstraction (reduction) or the approximation
(modeling) of a single reality but the presentation of multiple, holistic,
competing, and often conflictual realities of multiple stakeholders and
research participants (including the inquirer’s). Further, in the presen-
tation of those multiple realities (social constructions), a vicarious,
déja vu experience should be created in the reader. This vicarious
experience, in addition to providing certain technical help to other
researchers (e.g., in the presentation of thick description, which en-
ables judgments regarding transferability to be made), should aid the
reader in understanding the nuances and subtleties of conflict and
agreement in this place and at this time. Further, the written report
should demonstrate the passion, the commitment, and the involve-
ment of the inquirer with his or her coparticipants in the inquiry.

Because those things needed to be apparent from the case study, we
developed a set of criteria that were responsive to the paradigm itself
(or, more precisely, to the product of the paradigm). Axiomatic criteria
are those criteria that display resonance with constructivist (natural-
istic) inquiry. Rhetorical criteria are those criteria relating to the “form
and structure, or the presentational characteristics” of the written



" POINTS OF Vigy

document issuing from a naturalistic inquiry .(Lincoln & Guba, 1988,
p.8), and include power and elegance, c_reatllwty, openness and prob-
lematic qualities, independence, the writer’s emotional and intellec.
tual commitment to the case itself, social courage, and egalitarianism,

Action criteria “mean the ability of the case study to evoke and
facilitate action on the part of readers,” or the “power of such an
inquiry to enable those whom it a n : y
action on their circumstances or environments This is essentially an
empowerment criterion (Lincoln & Guba, 1988, p. 19?. The application or
transferability criterion refers to the “extent to which the case study
facilitates the drawing of inferences by the reader that may have
applicability in his or her own context or situation” (Lincoln & Guba,
1988, pp. 20-21). |

Now, nobody—least of all me—would argue that the last word
been written on criteria for adequacy of case studies as reports or o
trustworthiness or authenticity issues. But our critics and students
had clearly pushed us far beyond where we—or ]—ever expected

to go.

The Middle Years:
Experimentation and Excursions

My own observation has been that those careers that can be read as
straight lines reflect a single-mindedness that is more akin to narrow=
ness and parochiality than it is to great determination in purposé.
Some of the more interesting academic lives I've observed tend to be
those that are, in part, committed to explore a line of inquiry and, at
the same time, are open to interesting side-street excursions. I'd like
to think | d been big on side streets, conceptually intriguing tangents,
aqd occasionally gwcwing down “the road less traveled.” Thus, in theé
n:;ddlg of what might be termed systematic development of new-par-
a rl:\;l?l:nqm;,y(',I u)}(:k some side roads. And because they tell the reader
something about how “problems” occur to inqui worth
some discussion here. SAnguires:ihayiare
claTs:L" first tangent occurred when Egon and I were team-teaching 2
cour‘ln lf)mgram eVi!l'uation at the University of Kansas. During the
t n’:tsr;:‘s‘;i‘i ‘?ﬁ“ﬁ?‘on; Egon asserted that, of course, the flowchart
iy, save that?hlry would be the same as that for conventional
ferent. 'i‘hat assertione terma—the Iabels in the boxes—would be difg

was challenged both by me and by the student$.
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in the class, who were determined that such could not be the case, The
group of students fetirefi for two days to figure out how the “flow”
of naturalistic inquiry might be pictorially represented to demonstrate
its difference and distinction from conventional inquiry. What they
udrew” shocked and stunned us into a major intellectual exploration
of methodological, or strategic, differences between conventional and
naturalistic inquiry, and we elaborated on it extensively. A graphics
artist connected with the Center for Public Affairs at the university
drew up a fine set of models for us, and we took it upon ourselves to
work out the question of whether or not inquiry paradigms imply
inquiry methodologies (by which we meant, overall design strategy).

The question was important because a number of our critics had
been charging that procedurally naturalistic inquiry was not different
from conventional inquiry and that the major difference between
paradigms lay in the rather heavier reliance on qualitative methods
demanded by naturalism. We argued, and I think successfully, that
switching paradigms meant switching strategy in rather dramatic
ways, and we provided the “models” to demonstrate how and in what
ways (Guba & Lincoln, 1988a).

It might have been years before we tumbled to that problem with-
out the insistence of my students. Sometimes, problems are presented
fortuitously; the point is, you explore them when and where you find
them, if you find them interesting.

A second side-street incident will show you what I mean. I'd read
a number of classic works in program evaluation and, over the years,
had begun to be troubled by the ongoing reference of evaluation
experts to “evaluation research,” to “policy analysis research,” or,
worse yet, to “policy analysis evaluation research.” My hunch was
that this language and terminology took hold because major avenues
of funding were opening up in evaluation of social action programs
and education, and researchers who went after such money were
feeling pressure to justify such work as “research” on their own
campuses. Evaluation work has never been as highly regarded as
research work, especially with promotion and tenure committees, and
those who undertook the former needed to connect their work direct-
ly to either basic or applied research. But the careless blending of such
terms irritated me.

The more I thought about the problem, the more it occurred to me
that there were different categories of what Cronbach and Suppes
(1969, p. 16) had called “disciplined inquiry,” inquiry that “has a
texture that displays the raw materials entering the argument and the
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ical processes by which they were compressed and rearra

l?\;k‘:lﬂ}:e conclusiz;n credible.” Further, different .forms of l:f
ought to lead to different end‘ products, have different ey
outcomes, address different audiences, and perhaps employ gi. o)
ies in arriving at outcomes.
su?tt?;s not until Igbegan to chart out differences between regear. :
evaluation, and policy analysis that I re.al.xz'ed someone should h, ;
argued much sooner that these three ac.tlvmes were actually differer
forms of disciplined inquiry. Hence it made no sense to refer o
“evaluation research,” save as research on evaluation methods qp
models. Likewise, it made no sense to talk of “policy analysis eval,.
ation” or of “policy analysis research.” Research, evaluation, ; d
policy analysis were different inquiry processes, and sorting them
out—an interesting intellectual and practical problem—was one of
the more fascinating things I've done in the last several years (Lincols
& Guba, 1986b). The important thing about this work, other than its
less-than-apparent centrality to new-paradigm research, is the way in
whichitoccurred: asa nagging irritant, a “something” that was wrong
but that resided, until I began to grapple with it explicitly, in the tacit
domain. :
A third side street will demonstrate another way in which problems
occur to inquirers. Egon and I had been commissioned to put together
an informal workshop with a highly talented group of special educa-
tors at the New England Regional Resource Center (NERRC). We
gathered oceanside in Maine to discuss problems they were having in
providing services to state departments of education throughout New
England. During the course of the conversation, someone asked whether
the gghicul implications of naturalistic inquiry were the same as for
positivist inquiry. I did my usual number when someone asks me
question to which [ haven't a clue: I made it up as [ went along. No, 1

said, the ethical implications of naturalistic inquiry went far beyond
those of conventional

e of positivist inquiry, which are by and large em=
b«)dlfd‘nn our feder'al laws on Privacy, confidentiality, harm to re-
searc h subjects, and informed consent. And I wentonto suggest ways
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was to have a paper accepted that would force us to write on the area
of ethical issues in constructivism. The result of acceptance was 2
paper that not only criticized current law on research ethics (aided
and abetted by criticism from the positivist camp) but that also
outlined special problems with ethics in naturalistic inquiry (Guba &
Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1987, 1989).

By this time, things were starting to be really fun. Our critics were
less and less successful at ruining our days, and we were just begin-
ning to understand that we’d hit on something very, very important,
something that was part and parcel of a changing worldview in
Western society—something that would change the face of research
profoundly over the years. It would have applications throughout the
academic disciplines and the formal structure of knowledge (Lincoln,
1989b) and had already altered the face of the hard sciences (Zukav,
1979). 1 felt profoundly the changes implicit in committing oneself to
a radical critique of social science: the sense of being an outlaw, a
conscientious objector, a civilly disobedient academic.

Clearly, I still didn’t appreciate the extent of the problem.

The Rites of Passage

We began to reformulate the axioms. Rather than stating them as
we had, initially, in five parts, we began to talk about the ontology, the
epistemology, and the methodology of naturalistic, or constructivist,
inquiry. In their new form, they went like this:

(1) The ontological axiom states that reality is a social, and, there-
fore, multiple, construction; that there is no single tangible, fragment-
able reality on to which science can converge; that reality exists rather
as a set of holistic and meaning-bounded constructions that are both
intra- and interpersonally conflictual and dialectic in nature; that,
whereas the positivist construction of reality is realist in orientation,
the constructivist is relativist; that, whereas the aim of positivist
science is to expose and articulate immutable natural laws (for both
the social and the natural world), usually expressed as generaliza-
tions, and usually in the form of cause-and-effect relationships, the
aim of constructivist science is to create idiographic knowledge, usu-
ally expressed in the form of pattern theories, or webs of mutual and
Plausible influence expressed as working hypotheses, or temporary,
time- and place-bound knowledge.
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manner shown in Table 4.1.
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My colleagues Ch{!pters d‘sc“ss the other two traditions more
oxtensively, but I believe this table captures the major domains of
difference between the competing paradigms on axiomatic or philo-
sophical grounds. .

The table has a number of meanings, all of which are important for
the debate surrounding paradigm allegiance.

Implications, Paradigmatic and Personal

The interpretive phenomenon. First and foremost, it means an “inter-
pretive turn” (Bloland, 1989), or what Bernstein (1983, p. 30) called “a
recovery of the hermeneutical dimension, with its thematic emphasis
on understanding and interpretation.” Bernstein (1983, p. 31) notes:

There is, however, a much stronger and much more consequential sense
than Kuhn's notion of a “sensitive reading” in which the hermeneutical
dimension of science has been recovered. In the critique of naive and
even of sophisticated forms of logical positivism and empiricism; in the
questioning of the claims of the primacy of the hypothetical-deductive
model of explanation; in the questioning of the sharp dichotomy that has
been made between observation and theory (or observation and theoret-
ical language); in the insistence on the underdetermination of theory by
fact; and in the exploration of the ways in which all description and
observation are theory-impregnated, we find claims and arguments that
are consonant with those that have been at the very heart hermeneutics,
especially as the discipline has been discussed from the nineteenth
century to the present.

The divorce of science from its contemporary raw empiricist base,
and its realliance with judgment, discernment, understanding, and
interpretation as necessary elements of the scientific process, has been
slowly formalized over the twentieth century. Bernstein calls this “the
shift fiom a model of rationality that searches for determinate rules
which can serve as necessary and sufficient conditions, to a model of
Practical rationality that emphasizes the role of exemplars and judg-
mental interpretation” (Bernstein, 1983, p. 57, emphasis in original).
The significance of this shift is that it presupposes a reliance on tacit
4% well as propositional knowledge (a major implication of construc-
Uvist inquiry) and acknowledges, with feminist critics of science and
Philosophers, that “the teaching of method is nothing other than the
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teaching of a certain kind of I;istary” (Maclntyre, cited in Bernstejp,
% ’?’7}\";? sg:\il: l;ogﬁxu:ﬁx)\g to the hermeneutical tradition, oy,
acknowledges x'ts own social constructiqn, its roots as a histor;
derived and practiced process, not devoid of valugs but con
mitted to the legitimacy and authority of rul.mg scientific interegte
The interpretive tumn in itself has implications for wha
stand and know about the world. The (false) certitud
positivism, its quiet determinism, are being replaced
tain forms of knowing and, therefore,

t we undey
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by less cer
more attendant anx; u
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At the time, I failed to realize just how pervasive, how ineluctable

radigms really were. It was not until challenges began to come E
from the field—challenges on criteria, on more criteria, on ethics, on
values—that 1 xeauzefi that laying out the ontological, epistemol;gi-
cal, a'nd methodological boundaries was just the easy beginning—
there’s more.

The adoption of a paradigm literally permeates every act even
tangentially associated with inquiry, such thatany consideration even
remotely attached to inquiry processes demands rethinking to bring
decisions into line with the worldview embodied in the paradigm
itself.

The immediate realization is that accommodation between para-
digms is impossible. The rules for action, for process, for discourse,
for what is considered knowledge and truth, are so vastly different
that, although procedurally we may appear to be undertaking the
same search, in fact, weare led to vastly diverse, disparate, distinctive,
and typically antithetical ends.

Although accommodation may be possible in terms of what we will
allow to be published and disseminated, accommodation between
and among paradigms on axiomatic grounds is simply not possible.
The socialization processes associated with each paradigm are suffi-
ciently divergent, and the emotional and political commitments S0
high, that a mix-and-match strategy, at either the axiomatic or the
practical level, is likely to produce little more than internal dissonance
in the research process, a form of discursive incoherence that renders
the findings useless for both camps.

The thoroughly universal nature of any paradigm eventually forces
the choice between one view or the other. The intrapsychic need for
coherence, order, and logic demands that an individual behave in
ways that are as congruent and as nonconflicting as possible. Para-
digms are ubiquitous entities, permeating and dictating choices even
when we are unconscious of their influence in that process. Thus we
have to make a commitment as inquirers to one or the other and
behave in a fashion congruent with its dictates until we .ChOOS.e
another system. To do otherwise is not only to commit paradigmatic
perjury, it is to invite psycholo ical disaster. i o j

Subtheoretical implic‘z)zti)(lms. Tfere are other implications just l;egm-
ning to be explored. Those are what I shall call, using the term 6
loosely, subtheoretical implications. By this, I mean whole arenas
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inquiry that are affected by paradigm choice. The arenas of which |
speak form inquiry lines for philosophers and historians of science,
and no discussion here could do them justice. But it turns out, as |
have discovered to my horror, that each arena is profoundly affected
by paradigm, or worldview, or choice, such that rethinking one’s.
paradigm commitment means giving time to thought about these
things also. They include values; ethics; knowledge accumulation, or
models of knowing; scientific discourse; and training issues (i.e., how
do we socialize prospective adherents to a paradigm, particularly one
that is not the dominant paradigm?).

Questions regarding these arenas will likely consume my ma
as a researcher, and so I shall cover what little I know about them
order to provide some sense of the ways in which they affect inqui y,
legitimacy, and hegemony: 4

Values. It is now becoming quite clear that inquiry does not have to
be openly ideological (Lather, 1988a) in order to be value bound. In

fact, some would argue (Beardsley, 1980) that inquiry that purports 0
be value free is probably the most insidious form of inquiry available,
because its inherent but unexamined values influence policy without
ever being scrutinized themselves. Increasingly, however, even trac
tional and conventional scientists are calling for an examination of the
values that undergird inquiry (Bahm, 1971; Baumrind, 1979). Other
more nonconventional scientists—feminists (Bleier, 1986; Keller, 1985)

critical theorists (Popkewitz, 1984), and others (Reason & Rowan,
1981)—have called attention to the role that values, under multiple

Buises and in varied forms, play in inquiry. It seems clear, given

cnuusm. from all quarters, that only the most intransigent or the most
naive scientist still clings to the idea that inquiry can, or should, be

value lm. The tidal wave of criticism of this concept (Bernstein, 1983) 1

places it squarely into the history of science, not in its contemporary.

formulations 3

Ethics. To admit that values play a role in inquiry, to abj the "

:’:‘):‘;:)VJ:);':ZI“:H:‘", lb t(; call into question the enctlirerzystem ():;l;hics

— quiry and researcher-researched relations. In the pro-

thatl ‘omes clear that current regulations, standards, and laws

at govern the research enterprise are helpful but wholly inadequaté

(Lincoln & Guba, 1989). Laws that address inf tec-
tion of human subjects, priva d i or-m.ed conaenoen £ 8

deception, particularl “l,’ €y and confidentiality, and the use o =

Y. were developed in support of the dominant
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paradigm. They rest on assumptions that undergird that paradigm

and, therefore, ill serve emergent-paradigm inquiry.
No paradigm is without ethical problems, but the problems that

lague constructivism are radically different from those that engage
the attention of conventional postpositivist researchers. The emphasis
on face-to-face interaction, on faithfully representing multiple, con-
structed, and often conflicting realities, and on maintaining privacy
and anonymity while utilizing extensive word-for-word, natural lan-
guage quotations in case studies as well as the case studies in general
are all problems typically faced by the emergent-paradigm inquirer
(Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1989).

In addition, questions of process become singularly critical in new-
paradigm inquiry. By questions of process, I mean questions that
direct our attention to just how we behave, both as inquirers and
toward our respondents and coparticipants in the inquiry process.
Heron (1981) makes the argument exceptionally well. He contends
that, if we see ourselves (as scientists) as independent humans who
exercise rights and control over our own lives with direction, dignity,
freedom, and agency, do we have the right to treat others in a lesser
manner? But the granting of rights of dignity, agency, freedom, and
independence to our respondents creates a situation where our own,
often specialized, knowledge is nevertheless only one form of knowledge
that is available. Our education puts us in a privileged position with
respect to formal knowledge, but it does not grant us rights beyond
those that are granted to all free human beings. Thus our demeanor
both toward our work and toward those who provide us the means
to conduct our work—our respondents—must undergo profound
alteration. The invitational aspects of this form of inquiry are often
considered entirely too ideological to have a place within mainstream
science, It’s better, such critics would say, to leave such inquiry to
liberation theologists, Freierian critical theorists, and neo-Marxists. In
fact, however, what we have is not a carbon copy of nonmainstream,
or “ideological,” social science buta mainstream rethinking of therole
the social sciences play in everyday, ordinary life (Baumrind, 19_85)
and the legitimate roles our respondents should be playingin framing

the agendas for social research (Lather, 1988a). Criticism of researcher

roles vis-a-vis respondents comes from traditional science well as

from emergent inquiry almost equally often.
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We have not yet begun to think through an entire ethical system -
that supports constructivist inquiry. But its political implications are
being felt in many places. Soon gone, it is to be hoped, are the days
when a well-known researcher can stand in front of an audience at3
major professional association and assert that determining facts is best
left to scientists and not to research “subjects,” who “don’t know a
fact from a bag of popcorn” (Boruch, 1986). When the “stuff” of science
is constructions of reality, rather than “facts” determined by scientists,
we will have moved to a social science in which respondents have as
strong a voice as the priesthood of science. _
Knowledge accumulation and models of knowledge. The question often
is directed either to me or to Egon: “Well, if all we have is social
constructions of reality, then how do we do what science demands
that we do, and accumulate knowledge about our natural or social
world?” I think the answer to that question is one that I keep giving
but about which I know less than I should (although, please notice, 1
don’t think anyone knows any more about it than I do). ;

Conventionally, we have operated on an accumulation, or aggre-
gationist, model of knowledge: knowledge as hierarchy, taxonomy, or
pyramid. Knowledge is conceived as a series of building blocks, and
we are trying to construct a Tower of Babel, which, when done, will
lead us to heaven. But this pyramid model of knowledge is simply
another construction, and perhaps not the most serviceable one at this
period of time. It is quite possible that knowledge is more circular or
amoebalike, or that knowledge exists in clumps of understanding, with
different kinds of knowledge taking different shapes. We desperately
need new models of knowledge and knowledge accumulation.

We simply do not have the metaphors we need yet for conceiving
of knowledge in any other way but hierarchic, pyramidal, or taxo-
nomic. But we could use images that enlarge and enrich our under-
standing of how we know and how we organize what we know. There
Is no doubt that some of our knowledge may effectively be organized
in the way in which conventional science directs, but it is equally clear
tbat other forms of knowledge may be organized and stored in very
different patterns. And we do not have a language for talking about
those patterns yet.

Ul'lltl:“l‘l‘znt:.[ : he case that', if some forms of knowledge exist in clumps:
rarchic organization, we ought to be talking not about

|

“building blocks of science” but about extended sophistication, Of the
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artistic and expressive process of creatively conjoining elements in
ways thatare fresh and new. We ought to think of bridging, asa means
of linking two bodies of knf)wledge or understanding, or of synthe-
sizing, as a way of combining hitherto uncombined elements, or of
some other linkage processes. As I said, we have no models for
scientific knowledge that account for nonhierarchic learning, and we
may have to borrow from the poet, the artist, the madman, the mystic.
Discourse. Slowly but surely, it has dawned on me—as it has
dawned on others—that the discourse of science supports and rein-
forces a way of looking at the world that is antithetical to naturalistic
or constructivist inquiry. It is also, parenthetically, destructive of
human dignity and agency. The language of science, described by
Firestone (1987) as a “stripped-down, cooled-out,” value-neutral form
of discourse, is itself a model of detachment and presumed objectivity.
It separates the knower from the known and places science squarely
in the domain of distanced disinterestedness. Its very remoteness and
passive voice place a barrier between researcher and researched that
strategies for ensuring validity could not achieve alone. Popkewitz
noted this in the preface to his Paradigm and Ideology in Educational
Research (1984, pp. vii-viii) when he observed that one

social dimension of research . . . is the social and cultural location of our
research activities. We can think of social science as dialects of language
which provide heuristic fictions for supposing the world is this way or that way.
These fictions or theories are made to seem neutral by the conventions of
science which decontextualizes language and makes knowledge seem transcen-
dent, (emphases added)

Popkewitz goes on to observe what linguists and anthropologists
have known for some time, but what we have ignored in studies of
science (particularly social science) as a historical creation: that “to
adopt a language for structuring existence is to give organization to
the ways in which the existence is to be changed. . . . The languages
ofscience contain thought, ideas, and values, as well as ‘mere’ descrip-
tions” (Popkewitz, 1984, pp. 52-53).

[o play the same Lobachevskian game with discourse that we
Played with the earlier axioms of naturalistic inquiry (Lincoln &
C“_ba/ 1985), we can turn the assumptions of discourse upside down
trying to understand what a reversal of rules might mean. For
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instance, leaving behind a language that reflects an intended supjeey.
object dualism, we could search. fora langt.xagg t.hat displays conpe a
edness. Leaving behind a (meaningless) objectivity, we could ajm g,
alanguage that reflects intense interaction and mterfzctzvz.ty. Rather tha :
an uncontested language of “fact,” we could begin using a language
and linguistic forms that reflect the dialectical and WObIemhc nature of
human existence, a language that shows power, persuasion, arenas of
bias, values, conflict, construction, and reconstruction. We could try
to avoid the distancing of conventional sgience by adopting a lan-
guage that demonstrates emotional and social commitment on the par
of the inquirer. We could find a form for our wprk tlTat avoids the
dispassionate tone of traditional, conventional science in favor of
language of energy and passion. We could, in short, §bandon th.e 'role
dispassionate observer in favor of the role of passionate participz
The tone of our inquiries will change radically. Nor should we be,
as | have been, ashamed to be called “passionate” or “polemic” o
“argumentative.” All of those labels, I now understand, reflect the
increasing involvement and passion I find in my work. They should
reflect the involvement with and commitment to inquiry experienced
by other constructivists. We have deluded ourselves that the disco
of constructivism could resemble the discourse of other science, 2
I and others were wrong. To array the arguments of emergent-para-
digm science in the raiments of conventional science is to do new-par-
adigm inquiry an injustice. We cannot just change the forms and
interactions; we have to alter the way in which we discuss those new
forms and relationships. The discourse of constructivist inquiry must
be recontextualized in such a way as to make it apparent that science
and knowledge are not transcendent but, instead, another set of
“heuristic fictions” for meaning-making in our world. :
The language of the “rape model” of research (Reinharz, 1978), or
of force and violence (Easlea, 1986), needs to be replaced with the
!:anguage of trust, sharing, cooperation, teaching, and learning—a
lover model” of research (Reinharz, 1978) or the “neighborly” con-
cept of cummun.ity (Savage, 1988). The moral dimensions of social |
{:;::28 enterprises are of necessity brought to the fore in this
fati(;r[‘)::iphrés'e a contemporary television ad, “This is not your
entific discourse!” But we do need to know more about it.

And we haven’t begun to think aboy
: t
might agree it should look like. such a language or what we
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Training. 1 have often told questioners that research training pro-

ams should be two-tracked, with training in conventiona] ang
emergent-paradigg\ inquiry models, followed by training in quanti-
tative and qualitative methods both, completed with computer appli-
cations for both quantitative and qualitative data.

But with what I have intuitively come to understand about the
pervasiveness of the paradigm we use to conduct inquiry, I now think
that training in multiple paradigms (at least in more than a historical
sense) is training for schizophrenia. If we want to change new re-
searchers’ paradigms, we must do more than legitimate those para-
digms in the inquiry outlets, such as journals. We have to train people
in them, intensively. We probably ought not to be dividing their
attention with other than historical accounts of conventional science.
We probably ought to recognize the profound commitments people
make to worldviews and create centers where such training can go
on, much as there are centers where psychologists can train to be
Freudians, or Jungians, or Adlerians, or places to train conventional
dentists, or Crozat dentists, and the like. Dual training, in retrospect,
only diminishes the attention that is focused on the intent of inquiry.

| once offered such a “parallel” training program model to the critical
conventionalists in my audiences. I wouldn’t do so now.

A Retrospective

S0 where does that leave us now? More specifically, where does that
leave me now? Feeling a bit foolish, I suppose, because I thought 1985
and Naturalistic Inquiry would do it for positivism, naturalism, and
inquiry in general and for good. Clearly, there are areas that have not
even occurred to me or to us yet, and much systematic work and
thinking has yet to be done.

It looks as though both middle and old age will be spent exploring
the questions raised in my mind and the paradigm’s early adulthood.

Note

I With all due respect to Proust, whose madeleines provided such a flood of
memories,



[5n]

The Meaning of Alternative
Paradigms for Practice

ELLIOT W. EISNER

Although it’s nice for academics to chew on epistemological question:
and to debate normative and methodological issues, the aim of sc
arship in education is not disinterested knowledge—even if ther
were such a creature—but the improvement of schooling. It is appro:
priate, therefore, to ask about the practical ramifications of the new
models of mind, method, and knowledge we are so fond of discuss
ing. I intend to do just that. I will address four areas in which the new
paradigms can have significant implications: First, I want to discus
the conceptual implications of alternative paradigms; second, thei
implications for practice; third, their implications for policy; and
fourth, their normative implications. » 3

I know, as you do, that no set of categories, dimensions, aspects, O
features of a world as interactive as schooling can be neatly separat 2C
into the areas | have just enumerated. But you also know, as I do, that
analysis requires separation, even if the parts are part fiction. Com
sider, therefore, the analysis that | am going to provide as analysis—2
way of highlighting different aspects of a complex whole. I address
each aspect separately because language itself is a diachronic, not 2
synchronic, medium. I bracket in order to illuminate and write in pars
because | write rather than paint.

Conceptual Implications

dil.et’f g;n:ligf;a f:{st the conceptual implications of alternative P‘“‘
tve paradigms, 1 refer to those ideational structures
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that portray humans as beings who generate different forms through
which they hope to unders?and and represent the world they inhabit
and who believe that the different forms they use to understand anq |
resent that world should be appraised by criteria appropriate t?...i
the form. Further, these paradigms hold that “truth” is ultimately a
kind of mirage that in principle cannot be achieved because the
worlds we know are those crafted by us and because we cannot
uncouple mind and matter to know the world as it “really” is (Good-
man, 1978). By alternative paradigms, 1 refer to views of mind and

knowledggtw,@,t,t\thm@n!min&gg@}?mol-
ogy and that ¢ WE@L.ﬁpms court that can be

S

appealed to to settle all issues concerning Truth. |
One set of conceptual implications of alternative paradigms is a |
“broader view /gfrkﬂgvl@ge_,_a cultural view of mind (Cole, 1985), a
‘ multig"le\vi'e'w of intelligence (Gardner, 1983), and a constructive view
of cognition. Let’s consider each in its turn. i

By definition, the introduction of alternative paradigms for inquiry |
undermines the tacit but widely held belief that there is only one ‘\
dependable way to know, something vaguely called “the scientific |
method.” Acquiring a critical consciousness of method or knowledge
is unlikely when a particular paradigm is so dominant that it has no
competitors. What is pervasive often goes unexamined. When alter-
natives are suppressed or unavailable, we tend to accept what is
accepted. When this occurs, we are in a poor position to know what
we have. From this perspective, the emergence of alternative para-
digms provides platforms from which to examine unexamined as-
sumptions; in effect, their presence forces us to present our position,
to defend it, and, therefore, to understand it better.

If this were the only contribution that alternative paradigms made
to our conceptual life, it would be of profound importance. Profes-
sionally socialized doctoral students in schools of education are often
unable to question the premises upon which accepted research _meth-
ods rest, We usually do not encourage them to cqnsidqr.a!tel!}éﬁlyes—
or haven't until quite recently. The reasons for this neglect are many,
but things are changing. The growing interest in alternative para-
digms makes problematic the belief that one epistemology fits all or
that nonscientific modes of inquiry are permissible only as reconnais-
sance efforts; if you “really” want to know, you need to condt{ct an
experiment.! One conceptual consequence of alternative para
in education is their salutary effect on the research community. Weare
fow less parochial than we once were.
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The emergence of a broader and pluralistic view of knowleq
also contribute to a less dogmatic view in our schools of what i ﬁf A

“to know.” Cognitive pluralism makes it more likely that students will

understand fhat propositions, a necessary feature of scientific inquiry,

are not by any means the only forms through which we come to

understand the world. Poetry and literature, for example, were in

vented to say what words can never say and, through what they say,

we can come to understand what we cannot state. Science, Dew

reminds us, states meaning (Dewey, 1934). Art expresses it. The mean-

ings we are able to construct are influenced by the culty_;a_lzm
know how to use and the materials upon which we act. With the

emergence of the new pa
curriculum can take on a wider meaning. In the process, we are more

likely to recognize the epistemic functions of fields we now dismiss
as essentially “affective.”?

Another conceptual consequence of alternative paradigms is a
dea that mind itself is a cultural achievement

warming toward the i
(Cole, 1985; Eisner, 1982). Everyone knows what a culture is—it isa

place for growing things, and schools are places for growing minds

(Cole, 1985). The curricu

employ are means for creating_min
curriculum is a mind-altering device (Bernstein, 1971) and the school

a culture for growing minds. As this conception of mind takes root in
our conceptual life, it creates an optimism for education for it empha-
sizes the possibilities of schooling, its capacity to make a difference in
the kind of minds that students can come to own. The kind of culture
we create in schools, the forms of thinking we cultivate, the forms of
representation we make available (Eisner, 1982), the recognition of the
relationship between what we give students an opportunity to learn
and the content of their experience is intimately related to a concep-
tion of inquiry that regards humans as creators of knowledge an
makers of mind. Given this conception, we are more likely to cease
seeking a fixed, measurable mental entity given at birth and seek
instead to do what we can to grow minds as best we can.

Because alternative paradigms engender a pluralistic conception of
knowledge, they share a family resemblance to what Gardner (1983)
calls multiple intelligences. Intelligence is often conceptualized as
something largely uninfluenced by culture, something biologicany
given. After all, what self-respecting psychometrician would choos€
to spend his or her time measuring what is fugitive or fleeting? The

radigms, “coming to know” in the school -

la we offer and the teaching methods we
ds. It is in this sense that the 4
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real task is to get at what is basic,
(Jensen, 1969).

But when one entertains the notions of multiple ways of knowin
and a cultural view of mind, it is not difficult to entertain the idea that
intelligence itself is not one but many, that people cope withimportant
problems in ways that depend on the kind of problem the problem s,
Intelligence is, in this view, related to different kinds of action, which
in turn is related to the kind of problem, task, or material one acts
upon.

In addition to the implications that alternative paradigms have for
our view of knowledge, mind, and intelligence, alternative paradigms
also influence our conception of cognition. Cognition, a term that refers
to the process through which the organism becomes aware (Statt,
1981), has often been identified with linguistically mediated thought.
To cognize is, for many, to think in language. Indeed, some writers
believe no other form of conceptual thought is possible (Schaff, 1973).
Thinking and the use of language, for them, are synonymous. As our
views of knowledge expand and our conceptions of the varieties of
intelligence grow, it becomes increasingly difficult to restrict cognition
to linguistically mediated thought. Thinking and knowing are medi-
ated by any kind of experiential content the senses generate. Lan-
guage, severed from semantics, is without meaning, and a_l@hc@h
images do not accompany every thought carried by language, our
language refers to referents we are able to experience, recall, orimag-..
ine. Whether we are talking about unicorns, quarks, infinity, or 32.235' \
our cognitive life depends upon experience (Eisner, 1988). Cogx}lnop it
5 wider than words, and the forms through which our cognition i
given public status are as diverse as the social forms of representation
we use in culture to convey meaning. As Polanyi (1962) put it, ‘We
know more than we can tell.” Again, once we seek a pluralistic
Universe, we find differences we previously did not cognize; that is,
we re-cognize the world and that world includes cognition itself.

Finally, with respect to the conceptual implications of altefna.the
paradigms, I want to reiterate what I only touched upon earlier; :
"“wlound appreciation of the epistemic functions of the s.ub]e;t ltnt?\ i
ters of schooling, I refer here to our growing understapdmg tha P
'0rms of representation used in fields like art, poetry, hteratu:;odai
”‘f‘dtcr, and history, as well as those used in the natural atntake e
>clences, were invented to convey meaning that would no S ifs
"Mpress of forms other than those employed: Weare able to &XEP

what is enduring, what is fixed




) POINTS OF ypu

in art, for example, what words cannot arti?ulate, and we are apje
describe in words what we cannot exemplify (Goodman, 1978) e
are able to convey through analogy, prosody, innuendo, and metal',
what escapes the precision of literal language (Langer, 1957). Forme
of representation are functionally unique resources. The newfound
appreciation of their contributions to cognition have potentially p.
found implications for curriculum, that mind-altering device | de

scribed earlier.

Implications for Practice

Given the conceptual shifts I have described, what might be th eir
implications for the second of the four areas I wish to address, their
implications for educational practice? One is that there is likely to be
greater parity across the fields students study. By parity, | mean that
literature, the visual arts, music, history, theater, and dance, as well as
mathematics and science, would be recognized as cognitive in r-
acter, requiring intelligence and providing insight, understanding,
and experience worth having. At present, this is clearly not the case,
Some fields—the arts, for example—are marginalized in education.
Some fields are regarded as “more cognitive” than others. Some fields.
are acknowledged by college admissions committees who count the
grades secured by students in these areas when calculating GPA>
Other fields, such as the arts, regardless of the brilliance with which
a student works in them, are simply discounted. As our epistemolog-
ies widen, the potential for rescuing curriculum from a hierarchy that.
'reﬂcds amore or less Platonic conception of knowledge and cognition 3
increases. In short, the privileged place of a limited array of fields of
study in our schools would give way to a more ecumenical and -
bn;adly arrayed set of curricular options. '
o g I o o b depleye3 M
sl our educational priorities—the way Wé

' me to what we teach. Time allocation would reflect both
parity among fields and wh i sy
ities. There would be | what Gardner (1983) calls individual procliv-
eye of the same “eedl:é?t:fg;g?lo putall children through the nan-o?v 3
our notion of what constitutes co ot Mlko r.nanifest themselves 11
to as a kind of culturally refea ol il ?tUdles for all—what I refer
individual students could eleczenc-"d curriculum balance and what

without penalty, a kind of personally |




Aliernative paradigms for Practice 93

ed curriculum balance. The general point here is that changes
i i f mind, knowled d

hat take deep root in our conception of mind, knowledge, an
:nt elligence can have very significant practical implications for what

ch.
wev,t,iaat is taught is only one aspect of the pracfial consequences of
new paradigms for education. How we organize what we teach is

r.
angcdl:ol curricula, particularly at the middle and high school levels,
are organized into what Basil Bernstein (1971) calls a “classification
code.” Subject fields have strongly bounded contours and are insular
and essentially independent of each other. In addition, these subject
fields are taught mainly through text and other propositional forms.
As our understanding and appreciation for multiple ways of knowing
grows, there is greater likelihood that a more synthetic, integrated
curriculum will be developed. Within a curricular form that relates
field to field, the use of multiple forms of representation is more likely.
Toillustrate the point, consider how a unit on slavery prior to the Civil
War might be taught (Epstein, 1989).

Students could, as they do now, rely mainly on textbooks to learn
about the past. Yet, given the assumptions in the new paradigms, the
textbook would be replaced or at least enhanced with films like Roots,
with the music of the slaves, with the reading of their stories, their
“folksay,” with the food they ate; in short, students would encounter
a wide range of curricular resources that serve epistemic ends to help
them understand the life and times of the slaves prior to the Civil War.
Hopefully, what becomes recognized in research circles will get
reflected in curricular practice. The literal text is only one means
through which the lives of others can be understood. Indeed, the novel
may be a more powerful vehicle for transporting adolescents to
Alabama, Mississippi, and Kentucky in the 1850s than a textbook
rendition of the facts of the period.

_Another implication of alternative paradigms for educational prac-
tice pertains to educational research and evaluation, We are already
Seeing in the field several vivid practical consequences of the appear-
ance of the new kid on the block. We are debating issues and exploring
mefh()ds that did not show a glimmer 20 years ago. The sacred cow A
a?fsec l:‘eC()l.ne a bit more profane. There is greater tolerance, even
. (l)o:s 'l some circles, for new ways to study educational practice

558 Its outcomes. We have new journals devoted to alterna-

ti - g
Ve par ad‘gm,‘jmone articles are appearing in learned journals that
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bit further, and conferences like the one on whi.
and like the conference “Qualitative I“quv-vhm..
Id at Stanford in June 1988, are pmv n
have a qualitative special interest grou
e and well but growing.® P

\

push deliberationa
this book is based
Education” that was he
further legitimation. We

AERA that is not only aliv
But beyond these concrete practical manifestations of the new
paradigms, we ,agg_ig.vwenting new ways to conduct research a :‘,

creating new forms and methods with which to do educational ovall
- “whisther it's Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) naturalistic inquiry,

uation.
Parlett and Hamilton’s (1977) illuminative evaluation, Stake’s (1975)

responsive evaluation, or my own (Eisner, 1985) educational connois-
seurship and criticism, efforts are being made to weave a finer and

wider net through which the processes and outcomes of educational

practice can be understood and appraised. To be sure, we do not have
d for conventional ap

the technical logic that has been develope
proaches to research and evaluation. Furthermore, I do not believe we

will ever create the kind of algorithms s that are useful in treating
quantitatively rendered data, but we have learned that there is more
than one way to parse reality, and, with more refined approaches for
describing, interpreting, and appraising jbg,ggggigpgl_vwotl j
care about, greater confidence in methods that elude the security of
rule will, I believe, develop. As the new paradigms really take hold

it will be increasingly recognized that Aristotle was correct when i
said in his Ethics:

Our discussion will be adequate if it has as much clearness as the
subject-matter admits of, for precision is not to be sought for alike in
discussions, any more than in all the products of the crafts . . . for itis th€ =
mark of an educated man to look for precision in each class of things just
50 far as the nature of the subject admits; it is evidently equally foolish
to accept probable reasoning from a mathematician and to deman from
a rhetorician scientific proofs. (McKeon, 1941, p. 936) 3
Although we can argue with Aristotle about the meaning of preci“’
sion—metaphor, for some things, may be more precise than measuré
;m:m the point of his statement is surely on the mark. Di &
:-?\::1 r;:qunm different expectations: Aristotle’s biological interests
e \;l;;‘ well in matters epistemological.
s dithe i i i k
i m}::;‘;zl ::\:agr:n& a more Potent lever for changing th: ]
e evaluative methods we employ-
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we count counts. Wh?t we measure matters. What we test, we t
After all, adaptation 1s a primary form of survival, and our : each,
for assessment requires forms of adaptation in teaching thafp,:;;::
survival possible. That is what it means to be accountable, Teach
and school administrators are expected to provide anaccount in for::
that, for many, miss what they care about the most. The promise of
new paradigms resides in their potential to provide methods and
approaches that are both more equitable and closer to the values
practitioners cherish.

In my experience, very few teachers value the tests they are required
to administer to their students. They resent being held accountable
through methods that they believe neglect what they feel is most
important about their own teaching, With the new epistemology and
new methods, we may be able to affect schools through assessment
procedures that are more congruent with the educational values that
I believe most teachers embrace. Should such consequences occur, it
would be no small victory.

Thus far I have addressed two potential implications of the new
paradigms for practice. One of these was their conceptual implica-
tions—the way they shift our way of thinking about knowledge,
mind, intelligence, and cognition. The other was their implications for
practice itself. Here I spoke of their consequences for curriculum
content, for curricular form, and for the way in which we evaluate
practice and we conduct research. Now I want to move up a notch
and focus on the implications of the new paradigms for educational
policy and then for our educational norms, that is, for what we hope
to achieve in our schools.

Implications for Policy

Policy is a set of ideas reflecting certain values and beliefs that are
created to guide decision making. The policies we form f\bout educal-
tion in general and about its components such as teaching and eval-
uation both constrain and stimulate practice. They constrain pra;thlce
because policies legitimatize particular dim.c,t_.ipj\.f.} and médifé?:
stimulate for the same reasons fhey constrain: Policies tell the g
tional world the direction decisions should take. ForexamPle'az; doy
district policy that expects teachers to prepare a lesson plagoi:\ething
50 that the principal of a school can inspect it tells teachers
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about how teaching is viewed and the importance of intentionalty

their work. Policy that requires teachersto §Pe€‘fy in behavioral tery
the objectives toward which they aim artncu.lates further what “
district” believes competent teachers do. Policy that requires that

teachers be evaluated once a year with an “objective” observati
schedule by three appraisers independently observing a single 4
minute lesson conveys to those evaluated a tacit, if not explic
epistemology and its application to the teaching process. Policy th
publishes in local newspapers the achievement test scores of studen
on standardized tests on a school-by-grade basis reveals a set of valu
about what really counts in that school district and inevitably i
ences what teachers are likely to attend to in their classrooms.
The examples are endless and I do not want to perseverate. Th
point is that educational policy is shaped by beliefs about the kind o
knowledge one can trust and the kinds of methods one can use to ge
such knowledge. 3
: In contrast, consider the ways in which the new paradigms migh
Mmce how we think about policy pertaining to teaching. One
potential consequence of the new paradigms is the way they encour-
age us to consider the sources of action. In conventional paradigr s,
action s idealized as a premeditated, goal-directed, cybernetically
driven system. To act rationally, you have to h d cy e
goals, in turn, determine the means you 0 have specific goals; '
employ are then to be evaluated g’ : ;rgto employ; the means you
Y their effects to determine the

congruence between prespecified .
If the fit is not good enough, a nev%‘;;‘:l:!i\:i:\\; ll::\\av:(e); of students.
ented. :

lWhn; ;r:;‘ have hlere 'S & recursive system, am ‘
rational behavior. Indeed, we have 5 very t;dy :ar;:-ends model of
orld. As new para-

digms have emerged in our educational dis
of the sources of action in teaching tourse, our understanding

of intuition and qualitative think;
as Johnson (1987) puts it, or reflect

or craft, as Tom (1984) regards it IVity, as Sch

- oen (1983 ibeal
1983), have become a part of the Wdrydrtfg,t +as [ think ab()JSteicrg?es it,
industrial model born of Tay| PeOple think it (Eisner,
in new garb in the 1970s ; ydun”'“(LaHahan ]%about teaching. The
‘ st tendency tl AN 19805 hag beco' 2)and implemented
is a greater tendency these days 1 1), ,\ ™€ less atyry g
and clinical supervision (Sergiovanp; |4 ective ve.e..There
ing. Although there is still plenty appetit and co)), Practitioners

e in the rative teach-
108

YW American
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schools for formulaic approaches to the teaching act—the six e
successful teaching—the picture today is more approximately to
plex than it was a few years ago. et

The new paradigms have altered our conception of the sources of
action, and we are recognizing that goals cannot always be spedﬁeg.
some are even difficult to articulate. We are recognizing that intuitior;
is not some mystical process emanating from some Muse but the
immediate grasp of field forces, of being able to read immediately the
structure of the field in which one acts (Armheim, 1985), a feat won-
derfully performed by a Larry Bird, or an Isaiah Thomas, and that the
teacher’s sense of what is needed, what is right here and now, are
critical aspects of skilled teaching. In short, new paradigms that
acknowledge the several ways in which humans think and know have
loosened the corset that a narrow conception of human rationality
imposes upon our conception of competent teaching.

The new paradigms make it more difficult to entertain the desider-
ata of teacher-proof curricula, or the use of a check-off observation
schedule for evaluating teaching, or a Betty Crocker recipe foradvanc-
ing teaching effectiveness. The new paradigms, I believe, contribute
to more generous and more realistic educational policy affecting how
teachers are to function. The longer-term consequences of such a
policy are yet to come, but one place they might emerge is in the
teacher’s role in educational research.

The conventional role for research in education is built upon a
paradigm that assigns to the specialist the job of studying teaching
and learning in order to identify variables that have pmdictable effects
on students. Once these variables are identified, the results of t'he
research are published in journals and shared through in-service
programs for teachers. The idea is that, once teachers learn about these
studies, they will act upon their results in their own cl?ssroomsf that
15, they will use what has been discovered by university researchers
to do “what works” in their schools (U.S. Department of Education,

1986)
Ihis model is itself modeled after research in agﬁcult.ure- Th?
Agronon : i i earch, the agnculmfal
ronomist and the botanist do the basic res farmers imple-
“xtension agent carries the findings to the farmers, thee:;\n;nths later,
ment what the extension agent has provided, and, Se"l know that this

@ larger crop is harvested, all thanks to basic l‘eseamhimow that in its
description is something of a caricature, but I also
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ay we have proceeded. The ¢ test, invented by

essentials it is the w .
William Gosset, was first used to determine the effect of fertilizer o

orientation: Researchers create knowledge and pass it down to teach-
ers. The knowledge that is transmitted is propositional and statistica]
in form. From such material the teacher—at least the really pro og-
sional teacher—is to do things differently, and better.
The new paradigms advance another view. Although there is a
place for conventional approaches, there is a difference between the
kind of knowledge a teacher needs in a particular context and the
abstracted generalizations found in learned journals or provided by
in-service programs for teachers.6 Teachers, some such as John Elliott

(1986) in England and Mike Atkin ( e
need themselves to conduct research. It’s called action research. It’s
important that they do so, they argue, because the kind of knowledge
secured by those on the inside, working in local contexts and needing
to act upon what they know, differs in fundamental ways from the
kind that will get an assent from three referees reviewinga manuscript
submitted for publication to a learned journal. Research, given the
new paradigms, is not likely to be the sole preserve of the university
academic. At the very least, it will be a collaborative effort in which
professors and teachers have parity. ‘
Furthermore, what research yields is not to be regarded as depend-
able prescriptions for action but as analogues to increase the quality
of teachers’ deliberations. As Cronbach (1975) put it, it’s to help
practitioners use their heads. This is a significantly different view of
the use of research. No longer are researchers in the business of
sending to the social world information about cause-and-effect rela-
tions thqt ultimately direct action, instead, they provide ideas that can

b sy shaped by leschery n thei own atuaion. T
because it relieves researcﬁsxt a?d s 3 i .is r.nore modey '
Ll e betrs rom the burden of finding the Holy
rationality in tcaching It ex Cause . mC?gmzes the need for f:rea.tlve ~
rule. In the process 'it coxgz:‘ X teachlpg rather than reducing (g -
Behavioral prescriptions mi s professional status to the teacher
ptions might work for bank tellers and airline atten-

dants but they c
Yy cannot work . A
education. for teachers in schools concerned with
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Alternative Paradigms and
Educational Aims

[ turn now to the fourth anq final consideration on my agenda: the
implications of the new paradigms for what we hope our schools will
achieve. I suspect that the educational values implicit in the features
of the new paradigms that I have described are not especially difficult
to discern, but, to make them explicit, I address them here and now.

When one operates on the belief that there is one way to validate
knowledge, it is not a long step to the belief that students should learn
that knowledge. In other words, the primary mission of the school is
to see to it that the transmission of knowledge occurs and that stu-
dents get it right.

Knowledge transmission also means that knowledge not only can
be discovered, it can be packaged and stored and transported and
tested. In short, it has a life of its own. Furthermore, if there is a
canonized body of knowledge, it seems reasonable that it be specified
and transmitted to all students (except perhaps to those thought to be
incapable of assimilating it; those unfortunates can always work with
their hands). Because the same body of knowledge is to be transmitted
toall, the same standards should beapplied toalland the same criteria
should be used to determine who graduates and who does not. The
aim, whether intended or not, explicit or implicit, is to standardize
curriculum and assessment and to diminish variability among stu-
dents. Everyone is to have an equal (more or less) share in the same
cultural legacy.

It takes no huge imagination to recognize that the recent efforts to
specify the content of cultural literacy (Hirsch, 1987), to develop a
common curriculum, and to apply standardized “quality indicators”
schools participates mightily in the paradigm [ have just described.

Ihe new paradigms, yet again, provide more complex views of
Ul‘hh“"'“n.xl ends and make educational evaluation a much more
daunting enterprise. You will recall that, when I was discussing the
eaning of the new paradigms for practice, particularly for curricu-

Um, I said that there were two kinds of curricular balance, a culturally

:‘:“‘f\'nvcd balance and an individually referenced balance. Culturally
" ’_‘" ¢nced balance encourages a common array of curriculum content
Or all students, 1 do believe that virtually all students ought to have
Mme common program of education. An individually referenced

.
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balance fosters the development of those aptitud&s_, proclivities, angq
interests that individual students wish to pursue; in short, it fostan

ment of multiple intelligences and its recognition of parity acrogs
subject matters, it would be inconsistent to hold that all students
should have nothing but a common educational diet and be assesseq
by the same set of standardized measures. The good school, given the
values that permeate the new paradigms, would aim at increasing
individual differences, not reducing them. The good school would
seek to increase variance in performance, not to attenuate it.” |
Such ambitions are, of course, at odds with prevailing lore about
effective schools. Yet what the new paradigms imply for educational
ends is productive diversity. They acknowledge and value different
ways of learning and diverse forms of thinking. Once schools liberate
themselves from the idea that the course to be run must be the same
for all, and that the goals of that course should be, in the name of
equity, common, schools become free to recognize differences as social
as well as personal virtues. Educational equity should not be confused
with a one-size-fits-all model of practice. _
I said earlier that the problem of assessing such a program is
daunting. It is. Commensurability simplifies life. One set of goals
operationalized within a state or district examination that can be
hermetically sealed and optically scored to yield numbers from which
stanines can be computed really does simplify educational life. I
know, after sitting on admissions committees at Stanford’s School of
Education for over 20 years, how seductively simple it is to focus on
GRE scores and how difficult and time-consuming it is to interpreta
student’s statement of purpose or even transcripts. When we seri-
ously promote individual differences, we will find it difficult to use
the same set of measures to determine what has been achieved. When
we care about the journey and the students’ experience, as well as the
destinations at which they arrive, a fixed multiple-choice test is un-

we - i
are inclined to eschew single outcomes, Statistical comparisons

may be relevant for some out
. comes but s
likely to care about the most, urely not for the ones wa gy
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Resistances to Change
I would like to conclude with the acknowleg ment t s
cations for practice I have described are gment that the impli-

riddled with optim
private hope is that the thought can be Optimism. M

the parent of the deed.
kinds of practices I have described are, on the whole, more a des;;.hpe_
tion of aspiration than a description of fact. So I leave you with

questions—questions that ratchet the problem up to what might
considered a political level. ght be

What are the resistances to the kinds of changes I have described?
What functions are now served by the forms of practice that now
pervade our schools?® What makes it so difficult to diversify our
programs of study, to alter the structure of our schools, and to use the
approaches to research and evaluation in our schools that so many of
us have pioneered? These questions invite us to examine what I have
called the politics of method (Eisner, 1988).

50 let me end with another hope. It is the hope that Egon, maybe
with our encouragement and help, will be willing to organize another
conference next year, one that examines the politics of method and the
possibilities of change in our schools. If he does, I know that , along
with all of you, will be among the first in line for tickets.

Notes

I Insome circles, qualitative research is thought to provide no basis for establishing
causal relationships. Experiments are considered the paradigm procedure for securing
Causal knowledge, and qualitative research is considered an essentially exploratory
activity until one can secure “hard” data.

2 The distinction between feeling and knowing is deeply ingrained in W;:::z
Culture. It is also deeply rooted in our educational culture. Relatively few tm?feeling
dealing with epistemological issues in education underscore t'he imP°“:;‘f (f)fec Hve.”
*% @ source of knowing. The result is a marginalization of subjects deem | am viaw
The arts are the first to be assigned to such residual catelge:;ries. The result, in my view,
# 4 profound misunderstanding of the sources of knowledge.

3. My own institution, Stanfsord University, does not include 8"de;‘tth:::nm::‘f:
fecelve in the fine arts in high school when calculating their grade Pommnder of the
admission to Stanford. This policy is both a symbolic and a P"dk:lh“ still pervades
farginality of the arts and the parochial conception of knowledge
Universities, : : g

i Studies in Education. :
4. See, for example, the International Journal for Qualitative Studies in \/

e T ———
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5. Membership in the qualitative interest group in AERA has more than do n,
since its inception in 1986.

6. In-service programs operateon the assumption that experienced teachers
served by listening to professors of education and others teach them, in settin

removed from the school, how to perform in their own classrooms. This is akin ¢
basketball coach providing advice to a team he has never seen play. : ;
7 Sir Herbert Read, British aesthetician, poet, and critic, wrote in Education Throug
Art (1943) that there were two principles that could guide education. One was to .._‘ ;
children into what they are not. The other was to help children become what they a
He opted for the latter, stating that fascist societies try to do the former. Self-realizatio.
he believed, was a primary educational goal. Furthermore, when individual differenc
are cultivated and fostered, the quality of the society itself is increased because ¢
productive diversity, Given Read’s observation, one that I share, bringing all chi
to the same place would be a liability, not an asset, in education.
8. This question has, of course, been raised by many critics of schooling. See,
example, Michael Apple, Education and Power (1982), and the works of Henry Giroux.
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KNOWLEDGE ACCUMULATION
[18]

Three Views on the Nature and
Role of Knowledge in Social Science

JENNIFER C. GREENE

This chapter examines the perspectives of postpositivism, interpretiv-
ism," and critical theory on issues related to social scientific knowl-
edge accumulation. The discussion is spirited by efforts both to honor
the paradigmatic pluralism of this era and, given my own strong
pragmatic orientation, to question what it all means for the practical
import of our work. For each inquiry framework, in turn, honor is
paid via an introductory sketch, both the form and the substance of
which are intended to be illustrative; a brief review of the paradig-
matic assumptions most germane to knowledge issues; and a focused
discussion of the nature of knowledge and its links to the form and
function of knowledge accumulation. Then, the challenge is offered
Via a critique of the implications of each paradigm’s view of knowl-
¢dge accumulation for the purpose and role of science in our world,
With an emphasis on the interrelationships of theory, research, and
practice,

As a baseline for this discussion, the perspectives of the conven-
tional inquiry framework on these knowledge accumulation issues
4re offered first. Within our long-standing scientific tradition, kno.wl-
edge has been equated with theory, where theory comprises a precise,

. AUTHOR'S NOTE: My sincere thanks to Cathy Campbell, Charles McClintock, Bill

rochim, Deborah Trumbull, and particularly Egon Guba for their constructive com-
ments on this chapter.

227

N T T



328 KNOWLEDGE ACCUMULATION

testable network of universal, lawlike relationships among clearly
defined variables, a network that is determinate, explanatory, predic-
tive, and verifiable. In conventional science, theories are developed,
tested, and refined through empirical research. So, research is inten-
tionally cumulative, and hallmarks of good research studies include
clearly defined hypotheses derived from existing theory and results
that take the form of generalizable theoretical propositions. The task
of the scientist is thus to develop theory. Once developed, scientific
theories can be used to address problems or advance life quality in
the world of practice. In conventional science, that is, there is a
“categorical distinction” between research and practice, between the
development of scientific theory and applications of this theory to
practical problems (Bernstein, 1976, p. 44).

In relationship to this conventional portrayal of knowledge accu-
mulation, three alternative images frame the present discussion. As
the paradigm that represents “old uncertainties unthroned, but not
abolished” (Cook, 1985, p. 37), postpositivism-also.embraces a social
engineering view of the role and purpose of science. Iqﬁgrfreﬁvm
however, seeks not to'adjust’"lﬁ”e"mnventj_gggL“fraﬁ\'ewomL to
replace it. With its grounding in phenomenology, herggpggtxmﬁd
value pluralism, interpretivism’s perspective on ‘the role of social
science in the world is likened to storytelling. :

Critical theory rejects both postpositivism and interpretivism as
stand-alone paradigms because of their silence on issues of politics,
values, and ideology. This critical inquiry framework seeks to make
such issues central to science, thereby intertwining the purpose ©
science with that of political engagement and action.

This chapter then concludes by identifying key issues that cut
across these diverse images in the spirit of what Gareth Morgan cal
“reflective conversation” (Morgan, 1983b, p. 374). In this era of para-
digmatic pluralism, Morgan urges such conversation as a way ©
facilitating more thoughtful research practice, and esPecially_S"eater
responsibility among social scientists, for “their role in making an
remaking social science as we know it today” (Morgan, 1983b, p- 376).

Stances

As one additional set of introductory comments, I believe it :
important to share my own predispositions regarding the three par
digms and the knowledge accumulation issues to be addressed.
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comprise four main themes F?rst, tegarding my own expertise or my

ualifications for this dxsc.ussxon, I can claim .n.wdest mastery of the
foundations and perspectives of both postpositivism and interpretiv-
jsm but consider myself more of a novice with respect to critical
theory. My discussion of this latter inquiry framework should thus be
viewed as more tentative. Second, my paradigmatic loyalties continue
to be troublesomely divided. I have substantially rejected the conven-
tional paradigm that initially shaped my identity as a social scientist
but, as yet, am unwilling to swear allegiance to a single alternative. I
have opinions about various aspects of different paradigms, but, in
the main, I remain a learner, intensely curious and eager to continue
learning about the multiple inquiry frameworks that abound in this
pluralistic era (Lincoln, 1989). Third, T count myself among those
“who believe that science is a remarkably different validity-producing
social system [say, than the arts or religion] and at the same time are
puzzled as to how this can be so” (Campbell, 1988, p. 498). With the
nearly universal recognition that values, ideology, and beliefs perme-
ate the very fabric of social science, what then sets the logic and
validity of science apart from any other human endeavor? Finally,and
perhaps most important, I believe that all of this self-conscious and
often rarified discourse about the assumptional bases and coherence
of our work really does matter. This is reflected primarily in this
chapter’s explicit emphasis on the practical significance of social
science. Miles and Huberman (1984) have argued that epistemological
purity does not get research done. In counterpoint, I would contend
that epistemological integrity does get meaningful research done
ght. The important “evaluation criteria that can be brought to bear
on the nature of knowledge . . . relate [primarily] to the way knowl-
edge serves to guide and shape ourselves as human beings—to the
UNquences of knowledge, in the sense of what knowledge does to
and for humans” (Morgan, 1983b, p. 373).

Postpositiv

SUpPos S’ i i

3 .'} ‘mvnsm. Social Science as
20cial l-.ngineering

Sketch
ThOnlas C00kl

i mple of pog
PProximate ¢

s Postpositivist Critical Multiplism (1985) is a leading
Positivist thought. This approach to inquiry aims to
he ultimately unknowable truth through the use of
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rocesses that critically triangulate from a variety of . ;
SVhat is worth knowing and what is known” (Co)(,)k, {P’esrss'p;cg;)es'l;: ;
multiplism argument is rooted in the classic methodological ideas :.
of multiple operationalism (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and between-
method triangulation (Denzin, 1978; Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & !
Sechrest, 1966). But, in direct response to the philosophical attacks on
conventional science, Cook proposes such additional forms of meth-
odological multiplism as multiple analyses of the same data set. Hea
extends the triangulation argument to theory-related forms of multi-
plism, including, for example, the testing of multiple explanato v
models for a given set of data (rather than assessing the goodness
fit of a single model). Further, to redress the disappointing failure of
social science to contribute meaningfully to the reforms of the Great
Society era, Cook advances forms of multiplism that acknowledgethe -
politics and value pluralism of such policy contexts, for example, the
inclusion of multiple and diverse constituencies in formulating e

research agenda.

The Nature of Postpositivist Knowledge and
Key Underlying Assumptions

Cook’s proposal for critical multiplism, in concert with the nemarlq
on postpositivist “myths and realities” by Denis Phillips (this volume)
in the present forum, provide a view of the nature of knowledge ilt

Y

postpositivist thought. e
Knowledge remains theory in postpositivism, where theory is con-
strued as a “model” (Cook, 1985) or a “huge fishnet” (Phillips, this
volume) of complex, mutually interacting casual relationships among -
specified constructs or variables. That is, postpositivists believe tha
human phenomena can best be explained in terms of causal relation=
ships. But this causality is assumed to be complex, multiplistic, an.‘_!"
interactive. “Human and social relationships are more like pretzels.:_
than single-headed arrows from A to B . . . more like convoluted -
multivariate statistical interactions than simple main effects” (Cook:
1985, p. 25). Moreover, good theories accurately explain and p ?
h‘uman phenomena but may or may not actually correspond to tﬂlt.h-
For, given the realist ontological stance of postpositivism——-the Peh?f
that there is a natural world out there and that our task as scientists 18
to kngw and understand it, in order to explain and predict it—tryt
remains a “regulative ideal” (Phillips, 1987b, in press). Howevel g
because “no longer can it be claimed there are any absolutely authort=
tative foundations upon which scientific knowledge is based” (Phillips,
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this volume; see also Bf:mstein, 1983), truth is acknowledged as
syltimately unknowable” (Cook, 1985). Hence, theory in postpositiv-
ism is more like small theory and knowledge claims are concomitantly
more modest. “Any return to grand theory in human sciences . . .isa
selective and wishful interpretation of social science research” (Over-
man, 1988, p. xvi).

In fact, postpositivist knowledge claims or theoretical propositions
are viewed, from Dewey, as “warranted assertibility” (Phillips, this
volume) or as established regularities or probabilities about human
phenomena rather than as universal laws that govern human behav-
ior. Knowledge claims gain warrant when they are supported by
carefully marshaled, objective evidence and when their argument is
credible, coherent, and consensual, in other words, when they have
survived a critical tradition of evaluative challenges and unsuccessful
refutations (Cook, 1983, 1985; Phillips, in press). This notion of a
critical tradition, derived from Popper, constitutes the essence of
Cook’s multiplism proposal; he advocates multiplism precisely to
invite open criticism from diverse and pluralistic perspectives. “So
long as ultimate truth is not accessible, the process of assigning
validity is social and partly dependent upon a consensus achieved in
debate” (Cook, 1983, p. 89).

Survival of the critical tradition is similarly integral to the post-
positivist conception of objectivity. For all alternative inquiry frame-
works, acceptance of Hanson’s insight that no observations are theory
orvalue neutral (Phillips, 1987b, in press) forces either a reformulation
or a rejection of the conventional view of objectivity as freedom from
bias. Postpositivists have opted for reformulation, arguing for a view
ofobjectivity as “critical intersubjective verifiability across heteroge-
neous perspectives” (Cook, 1983, pp. 83-84; see also Campbell, 1984).
Knowledge claims so verified are more objective and thus more
warranted or more likely to be true. This reconstrual of objectivity also
“hifts its locus from the individual scientist and the context of discov-
‘("'y to the “community of inquirers” and the context of justification

Phillips, in press). “The objectivity of science is not a matter of the
"dividual scientists but rather the social result of their mutual criti-
™ (Popper, quoted in Phillips, in press).

l\ owle . . 28 dwed,
"owledge Accumulation in Postpositivism
With a view of knowledge as small but convoluted, pretzel-like

sory and a belief in truth as a regulative ideal, postpositivism
4Intains as the goal of empirical research the development of

th
m
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generalizable theoretical propositions, yet views such generalizations
as attainable only tentatively and probabilistically. “Most scientifie
results have the character of hypotheses, i.e., sentences for which the.
evidence is inconclusive . . . [and which are] liable to be superse
in the course of scientific progress” (Popper, quoted in Campbell,
1984, p. 4). Further, with a commitment to an open critical tradit "
and a concomitantly muted confidence in methodology, postpositi--
vism'’s empirical quest for knowledge emphasizes replicability across
heterogeneous populations, settings, times, perspectives (see, for ex-
ample, Cronbach, 1982) and deductive, critical refutation. Scientific
generalizations gain warrant only through such replication and criti-
cism. Thus knowledge in postpositivism is accumulated or small
theory developed not via the single definitive study but from pro-
grams or traditions of empirical research, and past research servesless -
as the foundation and more as the catalyst for future inquiry. 4
As Howe (1985) and Phillips (this volume) describe this relation-
ship between research and knowledge growth in postpositivism,
empirical evidence can either provisionally confirm a theoretical hy-
pothesis or prove inconsistent with it. If the latter, and the evidenceis
accepted as credible and thus falsifying, then postpositivists can use
this evidence in a variety of ways. No one specific change, i.e., rejec- -
tion of the given hypothesis, is necessitated (Phillips, this volume).
This is because the empirical test does not apply to this hypothesis
alone but to the entire theory within which it is embedded. So, ‘
different scientists may decide to modify different portions of the -
relevant theory or even to make no theoretical modifications, awaiting
further evidence. That is, decisions about how to modify theories and
thus contribute to knowledge growth require professional judgment;
they cannot be made mechanically (Phillips, this volume). Nonethe- ]
less, while acknowledging the role of professional judgment in scien-
tific growth, postpositivists continue to question how such growth
can be rationally justified. And on this, Phillips asserts, “there has
been much debate, but little consensus” (Phillips, this volume).

S0 Why Do Social Science?
The Postpositivist Response

P T

bt

The ideology of the experimenting society is a method ideol.O.SY: not a
content ideology. That is, it proposes ways of testing and revising theo- 4
ries of optimal political-economic-social organization rather than pro- 1‘
posing a specific political and economic system. (Campbell, 1984, p- e i
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(The social scientist’s job] is.to interpret the world, not to change it; he
[or she] interprets it by offering and testing theoretical explanations, . g
Therefore, he [or she] endorses a categorical distinction between theory
and practice or action. (Bernstein, 1976, p. 44)

These quotes well illustrate the intended political and value neutrali
of postpositivism and its continued separation from the world of
practice. The line demarcating social science from practice is more
permeable in postpositivism than in conventional science. For exam-
ple, Cook argues that social science must interface with the pluralistic
politics and values of applied contexts, especially policy contexts, and
that social scientists must not just “build the restricted set of assump-
tions of the powerful into their research” (Cook, 1985, p. 37). Also
arguing largely within the context of applied social policy, Campbell
(1984, p. 4) quotes Popper as saying, “Practice is not the enemy of
theoretical knowledge, but the most valuable incentive to it.”

Nonetheless, the postpositivist social scientist's main job is to par-
ticipate in the critical community of inquirers whose collective task it
is to develop warranted scientific knowledge. The individual scientist’s
participation is marked by his or her own values, theoretical predis-
positions, and beliefs, thereby generating a critical but not a normative
warrant for the community’s collective product of theory. This theory
then is to be used to enhance or extend the quality of human endeav-
ors in the world of practice. “How people use the theory to guide
practice is not a question of science but of politics” (Popkewitz, 1984,
p- 39). So, practical action is a potentiality of the theory because the
theory contains valued instrumental knowledge about manipulanda
(Cook, 1983), but theory and action remain separate. And so, belying
its claims for neutrality and consistent with the character of social
engineering, postpositivism clearly rests on a value foundation of
utilitarianism, efficiency, and instrumentality.

Interpretivism: Social Science as Storytelling?
oketch and Key Interpretivist Assumptions

I'he constructivist paradigm developed and continuingly nurtured
"Y Yvonna Lincoln and Egon Guba (Lincoln, this volume; see also
‘:uba & Lincoln, 1981, 1987, 1988a: Lincoln, 1988, 1989; Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, 1986a) constitutes a major example of interpretivist
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fluence within contemporary paradigm

thought and a significant in
debates. The following is a brief sketch of this paradigm, drawn

largely from Lincoln’s chapter in this volume, in a form that approx-
imates its own voice. i

The impersonality of the small conference room—its institutional-
beige walls absent any adornment and its hard, uncomfortable bla c
chairs arranged in neat precise rows like soldiers on a parade ground—

only heightened the drama unfolding with the current speaker at the

front of the room. She spoke of a constructivist paradigm for
inquiry, a paradigm erected from the rubble that ensued when

tower of conventional science, besieged by the batterings of the new
philosophy of science, finally toppled. Const s

ructivism, she argued, is
based on an entirely different, synergistic set of assumptions about
the world and the manner in w '

hich we can know it.

One such assumption is that “reality is a social, and, therefore,
multiple, construction” (Lincoln, this volume). As social, this reality
derives from human interactions aimed at meaning making, com-
prises intersubjective meanings that “exist only by social agreemen i
or consensus among participants in a [given] context” (Eisenha
1988, p. 103), and thus is multiplistic as well as ever changing. More-
over, “the ways in whic ‘

h [humans] interpret their own actions and
those of others are not externally related to, but constitutive of, those -
actions” and of human beliefs, practices, an :

d institutions more gen-
erally (Bernstein, 1976, p. 156). Other constructivist assumptions are
that “knower and known are interactive, inseparable” and that “in-
quiry is value-bound” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 37). These rep
the speaker noted, not just acceptance of Hanson's i .
celebration of it “as an opportunity to be exploited” (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 101) as in maximizing the power of the dialectical interaction
between a cooperating respondent and a human inquiry instrument
to generate meaningful understanding, 4

Bgyond these bold strokes of scientific philosophy,
bution to this drama was the speaker’s integration o
with the scientific in her presentation. She spoke of heri
constructivism as an “enlightening, curious, idiographic,and piquant
voyage” (Lincoln, this volume). She shared her struggles to respon
to critics along the way and to make whole and coherent her vision of
soclal inquiry. As we share many value stances, my vision of construc
tivism would be similar. But I can’t help but imagine that there aré

the other contri=

f the personal
mmersion in
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ructivists with different personal values, and then I wonder

onst o i B
: o their visions of constructivism look like?

whatd
The Nature of Interpretivist Knowledge

From Lincoln and others, interpretivist knowledge comprises the
reconstruction of intersubjective meanings, the interpretive under-
standing of the meanings humans construct in a given context and
how these meanings interrelate to form a whole. Any given interpre-
tive reconstruction is idiographic, time- and place-bound; multiple
reconstructions are pluralistic, divergent, even conflictual. Hence,
interpretivist knowledge resembles more context-specific working
hypotheses than generalizable propositions warranting certainty or
even probability. But what is the character, the form and substance, of
these working hypotheses and thus of interpretivist knowledge?

+ Interpretivist knowledge is grounded knowledge (Glaser & Strauss,
1967), not developed from armchair speculations or elegant deductive
reasoning but both discovered and justified from the field-based, induc-
tive methodology (Guba & Lincoln, 1988a) of interpretivist inquiry.

+ Interpretivist knowledge represents emic knowledge or inside under-

standing of the perspectives and meanings of those in the setting being
studied, and it encompasses both propositional and tacit information
(Stake, 1983; though see Phillips, 1987b, pp. 92-94, for a critique of this
claim). That is, the understanding communicated in interpretivist
knowledge comes not only from its words but also from the broadly
shared contexts of natural experience within which it is embedded.
Interpretivist knowledge constitutes not nomothetic models but holis-
tic “pattern theories or webs of mutual and plausible influence” (Lin-
coln, this volume), webs that reflect a hermeneutic intertwinement of
part and whole and a view of knowledge that is more “circular” or
“amoebalike” than hierarchic and pyramidlike (Lincoln, this volume).
[nterpretivist understanding also aims for internal consistency and
coherence. “Correspondence theories identify truth witha relationship
between language and reality; coherence theories identify truth with
mt;:nal consistency among claims within a language” (Howe, 1988,
p. 15).
And interpretivist knowledge is value-bound and hence “conflictual,”
“Problematic and contested . . . locally and politically situated” (Lin-
coln, this volume). Moreover, “from this [interpretivist] perspective,
social inquiry is meaningful only because it does involve values” (.
Smith, 1983, p. 47).

o
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Knowledge Accumulation in Interpretivism

As is evident by this portrayal of interpretivist knowledge, inter-
pretivism denies the possibility of universal social laws and empirica]
generalizations.? If all knowledge is socially constructed, value
bound, and indeterminate, “only time- and context-bound working
hypotheses (idiographic statements) are possible” (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 37). So, interpretivist research generates working hypotheses
that are connected not to a priori theory but to a context-specific, often
emergent inquiry problem, which may or may not be informed by
existing knowledge. i
The evidence generated by interpretive research is much more likelyto
be of an evocative rather than a comprehensive kind, to be sustained,
rejected, or refined through future studies. The conclusions of one study
merely provide a starting point in a continuing cycle of inquiry, which
may [or may not] over time serve to generate persuasive patterns of data
from which further conclusions can be drawn. (Morgan, 1983c, p. 398)

Yet, if all knowledge is context-specific working hypotheses and if
research studies may or may not be connected to one another, how is
knowledge accumulated within this inquiry framework? What is the
meaning of interpretivist scientific progress? Two forms of response
to these questions will be offered. E

First, within interpretivist circles, the challenge of knowledge accu-
mulation has been primarily addressed by the general concept of
transferability. This concept shifts the inquirer’s responsibility from
one of demonstrating generalizability to one of providing sufficient
description of the particular context studied so that others may ade-
quately judge the applicability or fit of the inquiry findings to their
own context. The locus of judgment about transferability thus also
shifts from the inquirer to potential users. (See Cronbach, 1982, for
similar themes presented for evaluative inquiry.)

Robert Stake’s (1983) naturalistic generalization is one version of this
transferability concept. Stake argues that “naturalistic generalizations
develop within a person as a product of experience. They derive from
tacit }mowledge of how things are . . . [and] seldom take the form of
predictions but lead regularly to expectation” (Stake, 1983, p. 282).
Further, the interpretivist case study can provide a basis for such

i
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lizations because it vmmusly.wmnnnﬁateg natural exper;

gﬁ::r; well as tacit ’kmwlgdge "I'he importance of mnnmnng
“vicarious, ‘déj2 V\’ experience” is also emphasized in Lincolys
formulation of criteria for constructivist case studies (Lincoln, 1983,
this volume). And Lincoln and Guba offer transferability (to replace
gen eralizability) as one of their 'four tmstworthmese criteria for the
constructivist inquiry process (me91n, this volume; Lincoln & Guba,
1985, 1986a). Regarding the latter, Lincoln and Guba contend that the
inquirer must provide, at minimum, a thick description of the inquiry
context and of the transactions or processes observed in that context
that are relevant to the inquiry problem (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p-362),
though they also acknowledge that “it is by no means clear how “thick’
a thick description needs to be” (Lincoln & Guba, 1986a, P-77). Then,
“the final judgment [about transferability] . . . is vested in the person
seeking to make the transfer” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 217). Such
persons may be interested readers, other researchers, or practitioners,
lending multiple meanings to the transferability concept. In short,
interpretivistinquirers must provide for the possibility of transferabil-
ity, but its actualization—in the form of scientific knowledge accumu-
lation or enhanced practice—depends on the interests of potential
users,

Scond, Lincoln’s comments in the present forum openly invite
further work on these issues of knowledge accumulation within
constructivism. Arguing that we do not yet have a language for
talking about forms of knowledge that are not hierarchic or taxo-

flomic, neither do we have a language for conceptualizing connec-
tions between nonhierarchic knowledge forms. Maybe, she argues,

we ought to be talking not about “building blocks of science” but about
“xtended sophistication, or the artistic and expressive process of cre-
Atively conpoining elements in ways that are fresh and new. We ought to
think of bridging, . . . or of synthesizing, . . . or of some other linkage
Processes. . . . we have no models for scientific knowledge that account

lor nonhierarchic learning, and we may have to borrow from the poet,
the artist, the madman, the mystic. (Lincoln, this volume)

Ihis Importance of this challenge is underscored by the problematic

; :""‘" ter of the relationship of interpretivist knowledge to the world
" Practice, as discussed next.
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So Why Do Social Science?
The Interpretivist Response

As grounded knowled.ge, inferpretivist knowledge is embedded
within the world of practice. Being value laden, interpretivist knowl-
edge is not neutral or even critically neutral but interested knowledge
embued with the normative pluralism of the world of practice. Beiné
value-laden, interpretivist knowledge is also permeated by the values
and interests of the inquirer. Constructivism does aim to monitor and
minimize the intrusion of inquirer biases into the inquiry process.
When such reflexivity is successful, the inquiry findings represent
primarily the meanings and values of respondents, and the inquirer’s
role becomes one of translator or intermediary among differing com-
munities (Bredo & Feinberg, 1982b, pp. 430-431). Yet, any efforts to
mute inquirer interests can be only partially successful at best. As
Lincoln observed, the “research process itself [is] a political endeavor”
(Lincoln, this volume).

Lincoln’s interests as an inquirer are oriented around those of
inquiry stakeholders and include fairness, action, and empowerment.
She is seeking “a mainstream rethinking of the role the social sciences
play in everyday, ordinary life” (Lincoln, this volume), a role that
includes stakeholders as collaborators in inquiry, that fairly presents
the constructions and values of all stakeholders in a setting, and that
enhances the ability of stakeholders “to take action, to engage the
political arena on behalf of oneself or one’s referent stakeh_older or
participant group” (Lincoln, this volume). I believe these ll}temﬂs
reflect Lincoln’s vital immersions in the domains of social pol}cy and
program evaluation. And, as noted earlier, I share some of this expe-
rience and many of these values. But I believe they are our values as
inquirers and not inherently those of the interpretivist inquiry paradiglm.

Rather, the interpretivist paradigm must be characterized as va :e
relative, Interpretivist knowledge inevitably reflects the valugs oft ;
inquirer, even as it seeks to reconstruct others’ sense of mea'nmg anl—
supporting beliefs. Further, as argued previously, uses of this kno}\:f X
edge depend on the interests of potential users, whether othe
researchers, pulicynmkcm, practitioners, or social progra
aries. So, even though interpretivist knowledge is em edc -
the normative, pluralistic world of practice, interpretiv:st an‘{‘ry e
not directly [or necessarily] concerned with judging, evaluating

8
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ondemning existiI},8 forms of social and political reality, or with
changing the world” but with describing and understanding its con.
tutive meaning (Bemstel.n, 1976, P 169). And so, given its valye
elativity, common goals.of Interpretivist inquiry can only be to enrich
human discourse, “to bring us in touch with the lives of strangers . .
to converse with them” (Geertz, quoted in Rabinow, 1983, p. 66), “to
enlarge the conversation” (J. Smith, 1984, p. 390) with our own under-
standings and our own stories. That is all?

Critical Science: Social Science as
Political Engagement

Sketch

The sketch for the third inquiry framework, critical social science,
is presented as a conversation, illustrating the communication and
dialog essential to critical science. The setting is a community housing
agency that seeks adequate housing for homeless and other low-
income individuals in the community. The participants are Elena, an
agency staff member for the past five years since her graduation from
college, and Bill, a middle-aged, unemployed, temporarily homeless
steel worker who is one of the agency’s more active and outspoken
clients,

Elena:  Hi Bill. You wanted to talk with me as soon as possible. What's up?
Bill. Hi Elena. How’s the bum-and-crazy business these days? Just
kidding. Actually, I wanted to know if you heard Marcia Wilcox's
talk last night at the YWCA about her research on housing in this
town,
Flena: - No, I didn’t go. I'm really sick of researchers and their so-called
facts and figures.

Bill: Well, Marcia was different. She started with history, saying that
since the Depression days in this country, federal policy on low-
income housing has never been more than an empty promise, or at
most a half-hearted one. Oh sure, there have been some g
guys—and gals—and some good intentions in the government all
along. But, these intentions never really had much of chance,
because they were opposed by the development interests of busi-
ness and industry.

.
A
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Elena: Weall know that, that's nothing new. And, besides, these intent 8 ;
you mentioned—they’re not empty or half-hearted at all. ThewB
represent the fundamental ideals and values in this county, K

Bill: Yes, I know, and Marcia agreed, too. She talked about these values
as underlying the intent of federal housing policy over the years,

But, as I was saying, this intent has always been Opposed by the
development interests. And, the way our government is set up
automatically favors these interests over our ideals. She said some-

thing like, the political structure inherently contradicts the values

of social policy intent.
Then, Marcia got local—and here is where you should be inter-

ested. She said that the same thing happens at the local level, and

that in this town, agencies like yours are part of the problem, _

Elena: Part of the problem! I don’t understand! Our whole reason for
being is affordable housing for low-income people. We also havea
good working relationship with the Downtown Business Associa-
tion. And I've always thought that was good political strategy, you
know, like the lamb lying down with the lion.

Bill: Yeah, but by lying down with them, you're doing a whole lot more
than just resting. As Marcia said, you're buying into what they
represent. And you're therefore reinforcing a local political situa-
tion that, just like national politics, favors growth and development
even without trying to do so. These priorities are built into the
whole structure of the political system. So, what's really needed are
some challenges to this structure. Without them, low-income hous-
ing will always remain but a quadrennial campaign promise.

:  Like what kinds of challenges? |

Bill: Marcia gave us some good leads on this. I've made some phone

calls and a group of us are meeting tonight to talk more about her
ideas. Want to join us?

Elena:

On Critical Social Science

This sketch is intended to illustrate three key knowledge-related
attributes of critical social science: its embeddedness in history and
ideology; its own ideology, as revealed in the meaning of critical; and
its dialectical synthesis of historical dualism. (Critiques of these and
other tenets of critical social science are offered by Bredo & Feinberg,
1982a, 1982b; Fay, 1987.)

According to Popkewitz (this volume) the rules, standards, and
logic of science do not have constant meanings, but embody different
concepts that are historically constructed and tied to social agendas
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ks PopkeWitzr. 198?). So, varying views of science, as repre-
cented by alternative inquiry frameworks, reflect different intellectual
traditions that both arise from and embody different interplays of
history and ideology. 'I"h.e assumptions, value dispositions, and meth-
odologies of each tradition coherently interrelate to generate its def-
nition of what counts as legitimate scientific knowledge.

The values explicitly promoted by critical social science are well
Jrticulated by its concept of critical, and Popkewitz (this volume)
offers two senses of what is critical about critical social science: (a) an
analytic posture by which the logical consistency of arguments, pro-
cedures, and language receive continual cross-examination and scru-
tiny (not unlike the critical tradition of postpositivism), and (b) a lens
for this posture that “give[s] focus to skepticism toward social insti-
tutions and . . . considers the conditions of social regulation, unequal
distribution, and power” (Popkewitz, this volume). A critical social
scientist would ask, for example, whether observed patterns of rela-
tionship “reveal invariant regularities of social action” or “express
ideologically frozen relations of dependence” (Bernstein, 1976,
pp. 230-231). Critical science also embodies an action-oriented com-
mitment to the common welfare. It “has a [fundamental] practical
interest in the fate and quality of social and political life .. . in radically
‘improving human existence’” (Bernstein, 1976, pp. 174, 180).

Finally, Popkewitz (this volume) describes critical social science as
a tradition that exposes the ideological bases and thus the poverty of
such dualisms as objectivity and subjectivity, rigor and relevance,
discovery and verification, and even ontology and epistemology. For
example, “[objectivity and] relativity [are] issues only within the
context of foundationalist epistemologies which search for a privi-
leged standpoint as the guarantee of certainty” (Lather, 1988c, p. 10).
Inshort, “phenomenology negates positivism, and philosophies of
praxis [or practical action] are concerned with negating the dualism
thus created” (Morgan, 1983b, p. 372; see also Bernstein, 1983).

(see

The Nature of Critical Knowledge

!-'(,ll(,wing du'ect]y from these attributes, knowledge in critical social
“aence is, substantively, nonfoundational knowledge about the his-
torical, Structural, and value bases of social phenomena as well as
about contradictions and distortions therein. Knowledge in critical
“Aence is also interested knowledge or knowledge that reflects the
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values and priorities of a particular intellectual-cultural-social trad:
tion. In the critical theory of the contemporary Frankfurt Tadi
advanced most notably by Jiirgen Habermas (1971), legitimate i
ests include the technical-instrumental and practical-communi .‘.,{ :
knowledge claims of postpositivism and interpretivism, l'espec:i:; ve
But, in part because neither of these informs us how to tell good n"
bad, their inquiry paradigms are supplemented and Superseded'.‘
critical theory by one that takes a third emancipatory, action-const ;
tutive interest as fundamental (Bredo & Feinberg, 1982a, p. 275), “
empirical statement [or critical knowledge claim] must be judged ‘
its intentions for the good and true life” (Fischer, 1985, p. 251,
Aristotle via Habermas).

So, critical knowledge is also practical, action-oriented knowlec oe
that enlightens and thereby catalyzes political and social cha ge.
Critical knowledge enlightens an audience by revealing the stru al
conditions of their existence, specifically, how these conditions came
about and what distortions or injustices they currently represent. Such
enlightenment carries within itan enabling, motivating force to stin -
ulate action, a catalyst for self-reflection toward greater autonomy and
responsibility and for strategic political action toward emancipation
(Bernstein, 1976). Critical knowledge does not prescribe such action,
for that would be action in its merely technical sense. Rather, critical
knowledge represents “a genuine unity of theory and revolutionary
praxis where the theoretical understanding of the contradictions
inherent in existing society, when appropriated by those who are
exploited, becomes constitutive of their very activity to transform

soclety” (Bernstein, 1976, p. 182). i

s .

Knowledge Accumulation in Critical Social Science

s an interested, emancipatory account

50, how does knowledge—a
omena—-accumulatﬁ 7

of the history and values underlying social phen
in critical social science? As I understa nd this inquiry framework, the

short answer is that it doesn’t. Nor is it intended to. As Popkewitz
(this volume) argues, the belief that scientific knowledgeisa ng:!’i- k

sive development in which evidence continually clarifies a dn
fies what is known is erroneous,

formed and changes in a manner that i
From a critical perspective, knowledge accumula
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ense reifies “the social and historical conditions in which
is produced and trarpformed" (Popkewitz, this volume)

her than respects the ideological and dynamic character of such
rat e'tio“s' with such respect, what counts as knowledge, including
c(’_“.d‘l knowledge, changes with the times. Moreover, kI\OWIedge
.Cntxliﬂ as practical and action oriented, changes the social-political
lf Sed’itions in which it is produced. So, to endeavor to build on prior
:j:rk is to estrange it from its own social-historical context, to deny,
in turn, its impacts on that context and thereby to strip it of meaning.

Popkewitz (this volume) does say that “we need to understand
what others have said and done before us” and that this involves a
complex process of interpretation and analysis. Just what this means,
however, is not entirely clear.

plock 8
knowledge

So Why Do Social Science?
The Critical Science Response

The practical import of critical social science, its role and function
in the world of practice, is entirely clear and, moreover, is vitally
integral to this inquiry framework. Critical social science denies the
distinction between is and ought, between science as theory and
research, and practice as normative, ideologically based action. Crit-
ical science seeks to reclaim the critical function of theory (Bernstein,
1976); to reassert the scientist’s role as an interested observer who
speaks with “a critical voice of social consciousness” (Popkewitz, this
volume); to have a “practical political impact” (Fay, 1987, p. 2); “to
change the world, not to describe it” (Popkewitz, 1984, p. 45).

Critical social science strives to meet these aims via the action-con-

stitutive nature of its knowledge, its “unity of theory and revolution-
Ay praxis” (Bernstein, 1976, p. 182),

:l: :l( ‘.‘ al social science is an attempt to understand in a rationally respon-
51...:( 1""""““" the oppressive features of a society such that this under-
lbe, “l(t}.,'humulntcs its audience to transform their society and thereby
( emselves, (Fay, 1987, p.-4)
( ‘I
'“:11:::\‘51 "‘;"‘0 diS(]uiet here is my difficulty in giving concrete form
action “dge that inherently but nonprescriptively catalyzes political
Just what does such knowledge look like?

SSNNRG ]
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Concluding Comments

This discussion about the nature and role of social scientific knowl-
edge in postpositivism, interpretivism, and critical science has been
with intention minimally comparative and largely descriptive. I en-
deavored primarily to present the arguments of each inquiry frame-
work with some measure of internal integrity rather than in reference
to selected concerns or criteria. I hoped thereby to invite broad partic-
ipation in the identification of important issues for further conversa-
tion. Some people may be most interested, for example, in issues
related to causality, others in questions about subjectivity. My own
nominations of agenda items for further conversation are reflected in
the critiques made of each paradigm’s stance on the role and purpose
of social science in society. In concluding this discussion, I would like
to return to these issues. Their presentation here highlights both the
language and the concepts that differentiate the three inquiry frame-

works and some of their common challenges.

(1) Given the acknowledged, though varied, complexity of and the con-
textual and /or historical boundaries on social knowledge, can it serve
other than local or micro-level interests? Can and should social scien-
tists aspire to serve the common good, or do we need a social scientist
in every community?

(2) Given that all social knowledge is value bound, value laden, or value
based, is all social science fundamentally about human values? Can
and should social scientists seek to “recapture moral discourse”
(Schwandt, 1989b) as our most significant societal role?

(3) As social engineers, as storytellers, or as catalyzers of political action,
what moral and ethical responsibilities do social scientists have for the
consequences of our work?

(4) Even as social scientists from quite different perspectives share a
commitment to the improvement of social life through our work, we
diverge in how this commitment is actualized in the world of practice.
Is relativism justifiable in this context? Whose interests should be
served by social science?

And now, please, let us converse.
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Notes
ughout this chapter, the more generic term interpretivism i bt
theléogtt:"gﬁ“ inquiry framework set forth by Lincoln (this 0 include

vol
aradigm and inquiry framework are used interchangeably. tmeland the terms
> This discussion will focus on tlfe c01}st§'ucﬁvist view of interpreﬁvism, including
imilar and related views, but excluding dissimilar qualitative traditions (see Atkinson
Delamont, & Hammersley, 1988; Jacob, 1987, 1988; M. Smith, 1987). ;
3 Here, there is a sharp break between interpretivism (especially
2nd some other qualitative traditions. Ethnography, for example, does address general
theories of culture and does acknowledge the possibility of generalizable knowledge
(see the references listed in note 2).
4 Bredo and Feinberg (1982b) criticize other inquiry frameworks for not fully
acknowledging or justifying their value positions. Critical theory, they say, at least
attempts to do so, notably, Habermas’s efforts to define the “universal pragmatics” of

a theory of communicative competence (Bredo & Feinberg, 1982b, p. 436).

as constructivism)
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Three Views on the Nature and
Role of Knowledge in Social Science

JENNIFER C. GREENE

This chapter examines the perspectives of postpositivism, interpretiv-
ism," and critical theory on issues related to social scientific knowl-
edge accumulation. The discussion is spirited by efforts both to honor
the paradigmatic pluralism of this era and, given my own strong
pragmatic orientation, to question what it all means for the practical
import of our work. For each inquiry framework, in turn, honor is
paid via an introductory sketch, both the form and the substance of
which are intended to be illustrative; a brief review of the paradig-
matic assumptions most germane to knowledge issues; and a focused
discussion of the nature of knowledge and its links to the form and
function of knowledge accumulation. Then, the challenge is offered
Via a critique of the implications of each paradigm’s view of knowl-
¢dge accumulation for the purpose and role of science in our world,
With an emphasis on the interrelationships of theory, research, and
practice,

As a baseline for this discussion, the perspectives of the conven-
tional inquiry framework on these knowledge accumulation issues
4re offered first. Within our long-standing scientific tradition, kno.wl-
edge has been equated with theory, where theory comprises a precise,

. AUTHOR'S NOTE: My sincere thanks to Cathy Campbell, Charles McClintock, Bill

rochim, Deborah Trumbull, and particularly Egon Guba for their constructive com-
ments on this chapter.
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testable network of universal, lawlike relationships among clearly
defined variables, a network that is determinate, explanatory, predic-
tive, and verifiable. In conventional science, theories are developed,
tested, and refined through empirical research. So, research is inten-
tionally cumulative, and hallmarks of good research studies include
clearly defined hypotheses derived from existing theory and results
that take the form of generalizable theoretical propositions. The task
of the scientist is thus to develop theory. Once developed, scientific
theories can be used to address problems or advance life quality in
the world of practice. In conventional science, that is, there is a
“categorical distinction” between research and practice, between the
development of scientific theory and applications of this theory to
practical problems (Bernstein, 1976, p. 44).

In relationship to this conventional portrayal of knowledge accu-
mulation, three alternative images frame the present discussion. As
the paradigm that represents “old uncertainties unthroned, but not
abolished” (Cook, 1985, p. 37), postpositivism-also.embraces a social
engineering view of the role and purpose of science. Iqﬁgrfreﬁvm
however, seeks not to'adjust’"lﬁ”e"mnventj_gggL“fraﬁ\'ewomL to
replace it. With its grounding in phenomenology, herggpggtxmﬁd
value pluralism, interpretivism’s perspective on ‘the role of social
science in the world is likened to storytelling. :

Critical theory rejects both postpositivism and interpretivism as
stand-alone paradigms because of their silence on issues of politics,
values, and ideology. This critical inquiry framework seeks to make
such issues central to science, thereby intertwining the purpose ©
science with that of political engagement and action.

This chapter then concludes by identifying key issues that cut
across these diverse images in the spirit of what Gareth Morgan cal
“reflective conversation” (Morgan, 1983b, p. 374). In this era of para-
digmatic pluralism, Morgan urges such conversation as a way ©
facilitating more thoughtful research practice, and esPecially_S"eater
responsibility among social scientists, for “their role in making an
remaking social science as we know it today” (Morgan, 1983b, p- 376).

Stances

As one additional set of introductory comments, I believe it :
important to share my own predispositions regarding the three par
digms and the knowledge accumulation issues to be addressed.
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comprise four main themes F?rst, tegarding my own expertise or my

ualifications for this dxsc.ussxon, I can claim .n.wdest mastery of the
foundations and perspectives of both postpositivism and interpretiv-
jsm but consider myself more of a novice with respect to critical
theory. My discussion of this latter inquiry framework should thus be
viewed as more tentative. Second, my paradigmatic loyalties continue
to be troublesomely divided. I have substantially rejected the conven-
tional paradigm that initially shaped my identity as a social scientist
but, as yet, am unwilling to swear allegiance to a single alternative. I
have opinions about various aspects of different paradigms, but, in
the main, I remain a learner, intensely curious and eager to continue
learning about the multiple inquiry frameworks that abound in this
pluralistic era (Lincoln, 1989). Third, T count myself among those
“who believe that science is a remarkably different validity-producing
social system [say, than the arts or religion] and at the same time are
puzzled as to how this can be so” (Campbell, 1988, p. 498). With the
nearly universal recognition that values, ideology, and beliefs perme-
ate the very fabric of social science, what then sets the logic and
validity of science apart from any other human endeavor? Finally,and
perhaps most important, I believe that all of this self-conscious and
often rarified discourse about the assumptional bases and coherence
of our work really does matter. This is reflected primarily in this
chapter’s explicit emphasis on the practical significance of social
science. Miles and Huberman (1984) have argued that epistemological
purity does not get research done. In counterpoint, I would contend
that epistemological integrity does get meaningful research done
ght. The important “evaluation criteria that can be brought to bear
on the nature of knowledge . . . relate [primarily] to the way knowl-
edge serves to guide and shape ourselves as human beings—to the
UNquences of knowledge, in the sense of what knowledge does to
and for humans” (Morgan, 1983b, p. 373).

Postpositiv

SUpPos S’ i i

3 .'} ‘mvnsm. Social Science as
20cial l-.ngineering

Sketch
ThOnlas C00kl

i mple of pog
PProximate ¢

s Postpositivist Critical Multiplism (1985) is a leading
Positivist thought. This approach to inquiry aims to
he ultimately unknowable truth through the use of
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rocesses that critically triangulate from a variety of . ;
SVhat is worth knowing and what is known” (Co)(,)k, {P’esrss'p;cg;)es'l;: ;
multiplism argument is rooted in the classic methodological ideas :.
of multiple operationalism (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and between-
method triangulation (Denzin, 1978; Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & !
Sechrest, 1966). But, in direct response to the philosophical attacks on
conventional science, Cook proposes such additional forms of meth-
odological multiplism as multiple analyses of the same data set. Hea
extends the triangulation argument to theory-related forms of multi-
plism, including, for example, the testing of multiple explanato v
models for a given set of data (rather than assessing the goodness
fit of a single model). Further, to redress the disappointing failure of
social science to contribute meaningfully to the reforms of the Great
Society era, Cook advances forms of multiplism that acknowledgethe -
politics and value pluralism of such policy contexts, for example, the
inclusion of multiple and diverse constituencies in formulating e

research agenda.

The Nature of Postpositivist Knowledge and
Key Underlying Assumptions

Cook’s proposal for critical multiplism, in concert with the nemarlq
on postpositivist “myths and realities” by Denis Phillips (this volume)
in the present forum, provide a view of the nature of knowledge ilt

Y

postpositivist thought. e
Knowledge remains theory in postpositivism, where theory is con-
strued as a “model” (Cook, 1985) or a “huge fishnet” (Phillips, this
volume) of complex, mutually interacting casual relationships among -
specified constructs or variables. That is, postpositivists believe tha
human phenomena can best be explained in terms of causal relation=
ships. But this causality is assumed to be complex, multiplistic, an.‘_!"
interactive. “Human and social relationships are more like pretzels.:_
than single-headed arrows from A to B . . . more like convoluted -
multivariate statistical interactions than simple main effects” (Cook:
1985, p. 25). Moreover, good theories accurately explain and p ?
h‘uman phenomena but may or may not actually correspond to tﬂlt.h-
For, given the realist ontological stance of postpositivism——-the Peh?f
that there is a natural world out there and that our task as scientists 18
to kngw and understand it, in order to explain and predict it—tryt
remains a “regulative ideal” (Phillips, 1987b, in press). Howevel g
because “no longer can it be claimed there are any absolutely authort=
tative foundations upon which scientific knowledge is based” (Phillips,
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this volume; see also Bf:mstein, 1983), truth is acknowledged as
syltimately unknowable” (Cook, 1985). Hence, theory in postpositiv-
ism is more like small theory and knowledge claims are concomitantly
more modest. “Any return to grand theory in human sciences . . .isa
selective and wishful interpretation of social science research” (Over-
man, 1988, p. xvi).

In fact, postpositivist knowledge claims or theoretical propositions
are viewed, from Dewey, as “warranted assertibility” (Phillips, this
volume) or as established regularities or probabilities about human
phenomena rather than as universal laws that govern human behav-
ior. Knowledge claims gain warrant when they are supported by
carefully marshaled, objective evidence and when their argument is
credible, coherent, and consensual, in other words, when they have
survived a critical tradition of evaluative challenges and unsuccessful
refutations (Cook, 1983, 1985; Phillips, in press). This notion of a
critical tradition, derived from Popper, constitutes the essence of
Cook’s multiplism proposal; he advocates multiplism precisely to
invite open criticism from diverse and pluralistic perspectives. “So
long as ultimate truth is not accessible, the process of assigning
validity is social and partly dependent upon a consensus achieved in
debate” (Cook, 1983, p. 89).

Survival of the critical tradition is similarly integral to the post-
positivist conception of objectivity. For all alternative inquiry frame-
works, acceptance of Hanson’s insight that no observations are theory
orvalue neutral (Phillips, 1987b, in press) forces either a reformulation
or a rejection of the conventional view of objectivity as freedom from
bias. Postpositivists have opted for reformulation, arguing for a view
ofobjectivity as “critical intersubjective verifiability across heteroge-
neous perspectives” (Cook, 1983, pp. 83-84; see also Campbell, 1984).
Knowledge claims so verified are more objective and thus more
warranted or more likely to be true. This reconstrual of objectivity also
“hifts its locus from the individual scientist and the context of discov-
‘("'y to the “community of inquirers” and the context of justification

Phillips, in press). “The objectivity of science is not a matter of the
"dividual scientists but rather the social result of their mutual criti-
™ (Popper, quoted in Phillips, in press).

l\ owle . . 28 dwed,
"owledge Accumulation in Postpositivism
With a view of knowledge as small but convoluted, pretzel-like

sory and a belief in truth as a regulative ideal, postpositivism
4Intains as the goal of empirical research the development of

th
m
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generalizable theoretical propositions, yet views such generalizations
as attainable only tentatively and probabilistically. “Most scientifie
results have the character of hypotheses, i.e., sentences for which the.
evidence is inconclusive . . . [and which are] liable to be superse
in the course of scientific progress” (Popper, quoted in Campbell,
1984, p. 4). Further, with a commitment to an open critical tradit "
and a concomitantly muted confidence in methodology, postpositi--
vism'’s empirical quest for knowledge emphasizes replicability across
heterogeneous populations, settings, times, perspectives (see, for ex-
ample, Cronbach, 1982) and deductive, critical refutation. Scientific
generalizations gain warrant only through such replication and criti-
cism. Thus knowledge in postpositivism is accumulated or small
theory developed not via the single definitive study but from pro-
grams or traditions of empirical research, and past research servesless -
as the foundation and more as the catalyst for future inquiry. 4
As Howe (1985) and Phillips (this volume) describe this relation-
ship between research and knowledge growth in postpositivism,
empirical evidence can either provisionally confirm a theoretical hy-
pothesis or prove inconsistent with it. If the latter, and the evidenceis
accepted as credible and thus falsifying, then postpositivists can use
this evidence in a variety of ways. No one specific change, i.e., rejec- -
tion of the given hypothesis, is necessitated (Phillips, this volume).
This is because the empirical test does not apply to this hypothesis
alone but to the entire theory within which it is embedded. So, ‘
different scientists may decide to modify different portions of the -
relevant theory or even to make no theoretical modifications, awaiting
further evidence. That is, decisions about how to modify theories and
thus contribute to knowledge growth require professional judgment;
they cannot be made mechanically (Phillips, this volume). Nonethe- ]
less, while acknowledging the role of professional judgment in scien-
tific growth, postpositivists continue to question how such growth
can be rationally justified. And on this, Phillips asserts, “there has
been much debate, but little consensus” (Phillips, this volume).

S0 Why Do Social Science?
The Postpositivist Response

P T

bt

The ideology of the experimenting society is a method ideol.O.SY: not a
content ideology. That is, it proposes ways of testing and revising theo- 4
ries of optimal political-economic-social organization rather than pro- 1‘
posing a specific political and economic system. (Campbell, 1984, p- e i
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(The social scientist’s job] is.to interpret the world, not to change it; he
[or she] interprets it by offering and testing theoretical explanations, . g
Therefore, he [or she] endorses a categorical distinction between theory
and practice or action. (Bernstein, 1976, p. 44)

These quotes well illustrate the intended political and value neutrali
of postpositivism and its continued separation from the world of
practice. The line demarcating social science from practice is more
permeable in postpositivism than in conventional science. For exam-
ple, Cook argues that social science must interface with the pluralistic
politics and values of applied contexts, especially policy contexts, and
that social scientists must not just “build the restricted set of assump-
tions of the powerful into their research” (Cook, 1985, p. 37). Also
arguing largely within the context of applied social policy, Campbell
(1984, p. 4) quotes Popper as saying, “Practice is not the enemy of
theoretical knowledge, but the most valuable incentive to it.”

Nonetheless, the postpositivist social scientist's main job is to par-
ticipate in the critical community of inquirers whose collective task it
is to develop warranted scientific knowledge. The individual scientist’s
participation is marked by his or her own values, theoretical predis-
positions, and beliefs, thereby generating a critical but not a normative
warrant for the community’s collective product of theory. This theory
then is to be used to enhance or extend the quality of human endeav-
ors in the world of practice. “How people use the theory to guide
practice is not a question of science but of politics” (Popkewitz, 1984,
p- 39). So, practical action is a potentiality of the theory because the
theory contains valued instrumental knowledge about manipulanda
(Cook, 1983), but theory and action remain separate. And so, belying
its claims for neutrality and consistent with the character of social
engineering, postpositivism clearly rests on a value foundation of
utilitarianism, efficiency, and instrumentality.

Interpretivism: Social Science as Storytelling?
oketch and Key Interpretivist Assumptions

I'he constructivist paradigm developed and continuingly nurtured
"Y Yvonna Lincoln and Egon Guba (Lincoln, this volume; see also
‘:uba & Lincoln, 1981, 1987, 1988a: Lincoln, 1988, 1989; Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, 1986a) constitutes a major example of interpretivist
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cant influence within contemporary parad _
g is a brief sketch of this paradigm, drao
chapter in this volume, in a form that approx-

thought and a signifi
debates. The followin
largely from Lincoln’s

imates its own voice.
The impersonality of the small conference room—its institutio

beige walls absent any adornment and its hard, uncomfortable black
chairs arranged in neat precise rows like soldiers on a parade ground—
only heightened the drama unfolding with the current speaker at th
front of the room. She spoke of a constructivist paradigm for sc
inquiry, a paradigm erected from the rubble that ensued when
tower of conventional science, besieged by the batterings of then
philosophy of science, finally toppled. Constructivism, she argued
based on an entirely different, synergistic set of assumptions about
the world and the manner in which we can know it. .‘
One such assumption is that “reality is a social, and, therefore,
multiple, construction” (Lincoln, this volume). As social, this reality
derives from human interactions aimed at meaning making, om-
prises intersubjective meanings that “exist only by social agreement
or consensus among participants in a [given] context” (Eisenhart,
1988, p. 103), and thus is multiplistic as well as ever changing. More-
over, “the ways in which [humans] interpret their own actions @
those of others are not externally related to, but constitutive of,
actions” and of human beliefs, practices, and institutions more gen=
erally (Bernstein, 1976, p. 156). Other constructivist assumptions are
that “knower and known are interactive, inseparable” and that “in-
quiry is value-bound” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 37). These represent,
the speaker noted, not just acceptance of Hanson's insight but actt
celebration of it “as an opportunity to be exploited” (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 101) as in maximizing the power of the dialectical interactiont
between a cooperating respondent and a human inquiry instrument
to generate meaningful understanding, 3
Beyond these bold strokes of scientific philosophy,
bution to this drama was the speaker’s integration of
with the scientific in her presentation. She spoke of her immersion in
constructivism as an “enlightening, curious, idiographic, and piquant
Vquge" (Lincoln, this volume). She shared her struggles to respo
to critics along the way and to make whole and coherent her vision of
’:iocw:‘r:‘ ":3““')'- As we share many value stances, my vision of construc”
ould be similar. But I can’t help but imagine that there aré

the other contri=
the perso
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ConStmdiViSts il o< pex:sonal values, and then | wonder,
what do their visions of constructivism look like? ’

The Nature of Interpretivist Knowledge

From Lincoln and others, interpretivist knowledge comprises the
reconstruction of intersubjective meanings, the interpretive under-
standing of the meanings humans construct in a given context and
how these meanings interrelate to form a whole. Any given interpre-
tive reconstruction is idiographic, time- and place-bound; multiple
reconstructions are pluralistic, divergent, even conflictual. Hence,
interpretivist knowledge resembles more context-specific working
hypotheses than generalizable propositions warranting certainty or
even probability. But what is the character, the form and substance, of
these working hypotheses and thus of interpretivist knowledge?

+ Interpretivist knowledge is grounded knowledge (Glaser & Strauss,
1967), not developed from armchair speculations or elegant deductive
reasoning but both discovered and justified from the field-based, induc-
tive methodology (Guba & Lincoln, 1988a) of interpretivist inquiry.

+ Interpretivist knowledge represents emic knowledge or inside under-

standing of the perspectives and meanings of those in the setting being
studied, and it encompasses both propositional and tacit information
(Stake, 1983; though see Phillips, 1987b, pp. 92-94, for a critique of this
claim). That is, the understanding communicated in interpretivist
knowledge comes not only from its words but also from the broadly
shared contexts of natural experience within which it is embedded.
Interpretivist knowledge constitutes not nomothetic models but holis-
tic “pattern theories or webs of mutual and plausible influence” (Lin-
coln, this volume), webs that reflect a hermeneutic intertwinement of
part and whole and a view of knowledge that is more “circular” or
“amoebalike” than hierarchic and pyramidlike (Lincoln, this volume).
Interpretivist understanding also aims for internal consistency and
coherence, “Correspondence theories identify truth with a relationship
between language and reality; coherence theories identify truth with
lntu;nal consistency among claims within a language” (Howe, 1988,
p. 15),
And interpretivist knowledge is value-bound and hence “conflictual,”
“Problematic and contested . . . locally and politically situated” (Lin-
coln, this volume). Moreover, “from this [interpretivist] perspective,
social inquiry is meaningful only because it does involve values” (.
Smith, 1983, p. 47).

o
&N‘Rxnx._
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Knowledge Accumulation in Interpretivism

As is evident by this portrayal of interpretivist knowledge, inter.
pretivism denies the possibility of universal social laws and empirical
generalizations.3 If all knowledge is socially constructed, value
bound, and indeterminate, “only time- and context-bound working
hypotheses (idiographic statements) are possible” (Lincoln & Guba,
1985, p. 37). So, interpretivist research generates working hypotheses
that are connected not to a priori theory but to a context-specific, often
emergent inquiry problem, which may or may not be informed by
existing knowledge. 3

The evidence generated by interpretive research is much more likelyto
be of an evocative rather than a comprehensive kind, to be sustained,
rejected, or refined through future studies. The conclusions of one study
merely provide a starting point in a continuing cycle of inquiry, which
may [or may not] over time serve to generate persuasive patternsof data
from which further conclusions can be drawn. (Morgan, 1983c, p. 398)

Yet, if all knowledge is context-specific working hypotheses and if
research studies may or may not be connected to one another, how is
knowledge accumulated within this inquiry framework? What is the
meaning of interpretivist scientific progress? Two forms of response
to these questions will be offered. b
First, within interpretivist circles, the challenge of knowledge aceu=
mulation has been primarily addressed by the general concept of
transferability. This concept shifts the inquirer’s responsibility from
one of demonstrating generalizability to one of providing sufficient
description of the particular context studied so that others may ade-
quately judge the applicability or fit of the inquiry findings to their -
own context. The locus of judgment about transferability thus also
shifts from the inquirer to potential users. (See Cronbach, 1982, for
similar themes presented for evaluative inquiry.) 3
Robert Stake’s (1983) naturalistic generalization is one version of this
transferability concept. Stake argues that “naturalistic generalizations
develop within a person as a product of experience. They derive from
tacit knowledge of how things are . . . [and] seldom take the form of
predictions but lead regularly to expectation” (Stake, 1983, p- 282.
Further, the interpretivist case study can provide a basis for such
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lizations because it vmnously.oomnmnicata natural exper;
g:?:r; well as mdt’hwwlgdge ',I'he importance of icati
“icarious, ‘déj2 VU’ experience” is also emphasized in Lincolys
formulation of criteria for constructivist case studies (Lincoln, 1983,
this volume). And Lincoln and Guba offer transferability (to replace
generalizability) as one of their ‘four trustworthmess criteria for the
constructivist inquiry process (Lincoln, this volume; Lincoln & Guba,
1985, 1986a). Regarding the latter, Lincoln and Guba contend that the
inquirer must provide, at minimum, a thick description of the inquiry
context and of the transactions or processes observed in that context
that are relevant to the inquiry problem (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p-362),
though they also acknowledge that “it is by no means clear how ‘thick’
a thick description needs to be” (Lincoln & Guba, 1986a, P-77). Then,
“the final judgment [about transferability] . . . is vested in the
seeking to make the transfer” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p- 217). Such
persons may be interested readers, other researchers, or practitioners,
lending multiple meanings to the transferability concept. In short,
interpretivistinquirers must provide for the possibility of transferabil-
ity, but its actualization—in the form of scientific knowledge accumu-
lztion or enhanced practice—depends on the interests of potential
users,

%cond, Lincoln’s comments in the present forum openly invite
further work on these issues of knowledge accumulation within
constructivism. Arguing that we do not yet have a language for
talking about forms of knowledge that are not hierarchic or taxo-

flomic, neither do we have a language for conceptualizing connec-
tions between nonhierarchic knowledge forms. Maybe, she argues,

we ought to be talking not about “building blocks of science” but about
“xtended sophistication, or the artistic and expressive process of cre-
atively conjoining elements in ways that are fresh and new. We ought to
think of bridging, . . . or of synthesizing, . . . or of some other linkage
Processes. . . . we have no models for scientific knowledge that account

lor nonhierarchic learning, and we may have to borrow from the poet,
the artist, the madman, the mystic. (Lincoln, this volume)

his Importance of this Challenge is underscored by the problematic

: ',""'"“" of the relationship of interpretivist knowledge to the world
" Practice, ag discussed next.
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So Why Do Social Science?
The Interpretivist Response

.As. grounded knowledge, interpretivist knowledge is embedded
within the world of practice. Being value laden, interpretivist knowl-
edge is not neutral or even critically neutral but interested knowledge
embued with the normative pluralism of the world of practice. Beii :
valug-laden, interprjetivi.st knowledge is also permeated by the valueg
and interests of the inquirer. Constructivism does aim to monitor and
minimize the intrusion of inquirer biases into the inquiry process.
When such reflexivity is successful, the inquiry findings represent
primarily the meanings and values of respondents, and the inquirer’s
role becomes one of translator or intermediary among differing com-
munities (Bredo & Feinberg, 1982b, pp. 430-431). Yet, any efforts to
mute inquirer interests can be only partially successful at best. As
Lincoln observed, the “research process itself [is] a political endeavor”
(Lincoln, this volume).

Lincoln’s interests as an inquirer are oriented around those of
inquiry stakeholders and include fairness, action, and empowerment.
She is seeking “a mainstream rethinking of the role the social sciences
play in everyday, ordinary life” (Lincoln, this volume), a role that
includes stakeholders as collaborators in inquiry, that fairly presents
the constructions and values of all stakeholders in a setting, and that
enhances the ability of stakeholders “to take action, to engage the
political arena on behalf of oneself or one’s referent stakehf)lder or
participant group” (Lincoln, this volume). I believe these 1t}terests
reflect Lincoln’s vital immersions in the domains of social pOl.lCY and
program evaluation. And, as noted earlier, | share some of this expe-
rience and many of these values. But | believe they are our values as
inquirers and not inherently those of the interpretivist inquiry paradigm.

Rather, the interpretivist paradigm must be characterized as value
relative, Interpretivist knowledge inevitably reflects the value.s of the
inquirer, even as it seeks to reconstruct others’ sense of meaning al\l
supporting beliefs. Further, as argued previously, uses of this kno‘\:r 5
edge depend on the interests of potential users, whether Otﬁ :il-.
researchers, policymakers, practitioners, Of social program bene hin
aries. So, even though interpretivist knowledge is em fied ‘.‘“t uig
the normative, pluralistic world of practice, interpretivist l“‘l‘{"y ;r
not directly [or necessarily] concerned with judging, evaluating,
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condemning existix},g form.s of socnal and political reality, or with
changing the world” but with describing and understanding its con.
stitutive meaning (Bemstel.n, 1976, P 169). And so, given its valye
relativity, common goals.of Interpretivist inquiry can only be to enrich
human discourse, “to bring us in touch with the lives of strangers . .,
to converse with them” (Geertz, quoted in Rabinow, 1983, p. 66), “to
enlarge the conversation” (J. Smith, 1984, p. 390) with our own under-
standings and our own stories. That is all?

Critical Science: Social Science as
Political Engagement

Sketch

The sketch for the third inquiry framework, critical social science,
is presented as a conversation, illustrating the communication and
dialog essential to critical science. The setting is a community housing
agency that seeks adequate housing for homeless and other low-
income individuals in the community. The participants are Elena, an
agency staff member for the past five years since her graduation from
college, and Bill, a middle-aged, unemployed, temporarily homeless
steel worker who is one of the agency’s more active and outspoken
clients,

Flena:  Hi Bill. You wanted to talk with me as soon as possible. What's up?
Bill: Hi Elena. How’s the bum-and-crazy business these days? Just
kidding. Actually, I wanted to know if you heard Marcia Wilcox's
talk last night at the YWCA about her research on housing in this
town,
Flena: - No, I didn’t go. I'm really sick of researchers and their so-called
facts and figures,

Bill. Well, Marcia was different. She started with history, saying that
since the Depression days in this country, federal policy on low-
income housing has never been more than an empty promise, or at
most a half-hearted one. Oh sure, there have been some good
guys—and gals—and some good intentions in the government all
along. But, these intentions never really had much of chancg,
because they were opposed by the development interests of busi-
ness and industry.

i -
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Elena:

Bilk:

Elena:

Bill:

Elena:
Bill:

On Critical Social Science

This sketch is intended to illustrate three key knowledge-related °
attributes of critical social science: its embeddedness in history and
ideology; its own ideology, as revealed in the meaning of critical;and
its dialectical synthesis of historical dualism. (Critiques of these and
other tenets of critical social science are offered by Bredo & Feinberg, |
1982a, 1982b; Fay, 1987.) Z

According to Popkewitz (this volume) the rules, standards, and
logic of science do not have constant meanings, but embody different
concepts that are historically constructed and tied to social agendas

KNOWLEDGE ACCUMULATIoN

Weall know that, that's nothing new. And, besides, these intentions
you mentioned—they’re not empty or half-hearted at aJ) -
represent the fundamental ideals and values in this county, g
Yes, I know, and Marcia agreed, too. She talked about these valyes.
as underlying the intent of federal housing policy over the years,
But, as I was saying, this intent has always been opposed :
development interests. And, the way our government is set up
automatically favors these interests over our ideals. She said some-
thing like, the political structure inherently contradicts the values
of social policy intent. ‘

Then, Marcia got local—and here is where you should be inter-
ested. She said that the same thing happens at the local level, and
that in this town, agencies like yours are part of the problem.,
Part of the problem! I don’t understand! Our whole reason for
being is affordable housing for low-income people. We also havea
good working relationship with the Downtown Business Associa-
tion. And I've always thought that was good political strategy, you
know, like the lamb lying down with the lion. -
Yeah, but by lying down with them, you're doing a whole lot more
than just resting. As Marcia said, you're buying into what they
represent. And you're therefore reinforcing a local political situa-
tion that, just like national politics, favors growth and development
even without trying to do so. These priorities are built into the
whole structure of the political system. So, what's really needed are
some challenges to this structure. Without them, low-income hous- 3
ing will always remain but a quadrennial campaign promise.
Like what kinds of challenges?
Marcia gave us some good leads on this. I've made some phone

calls and a group of us are meeting tonight to talk more about her 3
ideas. Want to join us?
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Heo PopkeWitz:_ 198«?). So, varying views of science, as repre-
cented by alternative inquiry frameworks, reﬂect. different intellectya]
traditions that both arise from at}d embody different interplays of
history and ideology. 'I:l\_e assumphons,‘ value dispositions, and meth-
odologies of each tradition coherently interrelate to generate its defi-
Hition of what counts as legitimate scientific knowledge.

The values explicitly promoted by critical social science are well
Jrticulated by its concept of critical, and Popkewitz (this volume)
offers two senses of what is critical about critical social science: (a) an
analytic posture by which the logical consistency of arguments, pro-
cedures, and language receive continual cross-examination and scru-
tiny (not unlike the critical tradition of postpositivism), and (b) a lens
for this posture that “give[s] focus to skepticism toward social insti-
tutions and . . . considers the conditions of social regulation, unequal
distribution, and power” (Popkewitz, this volume). A critical social
scientist would ask, for example, whether observed patterns of rela-
tionship “reveal invariant regularities of social action” or “express
ideologically frozen relations of dependence” (Bernstein, 1976,
pp. 230-231). Critical science also embodies an action-oriented com-
mitment to the common welfare. It “has a [fundamental] practical
interest in the fate and quality of social and political life . . . in radically
‘improving human existence’” (Bernstein, 1976, pp. 174, 180).

Finally, Popkewitz (this volume) describes critical social science as
a tradition that exposes the ideological bases and thus the poverty of
such dualisms as objectivity and subjectivity, rigor and relevance,
discovery and verification, and even ontology and epistemology. For
example, “[objectivity and] relativity [are] issues only within the
context of foundationalist epistemologies which search for a privi-
leged standpoint as the guarantee of certainty” (Lather, 1988c, p. 10).
In short, “phenomenology negates positivism, and philosophies of
praxis [or practical action] are concerned with negating the dualism
thus created” (Morgan, 1983b, p. 372; see also Bernstein, 1983).

(see

I'he Nature of Critical Knowledge

Following directly from these attributes, knowledge in critical social
vaence is, substantively, nonfoundational knowledge about the his-
‘orical, structural, and value bases of social phenomena as well as
about contradictions and distortions therein. Knowledge in critical
*ence is also interested knowledge or knowledge that reflects the

Wed
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values and priorities of a particular intellectual-cultural-social
tion. In the critical theory of th '
ry of the contemporary Frankfurt s

advanced most notably by Jiirgen Habermas (1971), legitimate -
ests include the technical-instrumental and practical-communi o
knowledge claims of postpositivism and interpretivism, respecﬁ A
But, in part because neither of these informs us how to tell good f q
bad, their inquiry paradigms are supplemented and _,
critical theory by one that takes a third emancipatory, action-concl
tutive interest as fundamental (Bredo & Feinberg, 1982a, p. 275). P
empirical statement [or critical knowledge claim] must be judg i
its intentions for the good and true life” (Fischer, 1985, p. 251, fron
Aristotle via Habermas). i

So, critical knowledge is also practical, action-oriented knowledge
that enlightens and thereby catalyzes political and social cha ge
Critical knowledge enlightens an audience by revealing the stru
conditions of their existence, specifically, how these conditions came
about and what distortions or injustices they currently represent. Suct
enlightenment carries within it an enabling, motivating force to
ulate action, a catalyst for self-reflection toward greater autonomy nd
responsibility and for strategic political action toward emancipation
(Bernstein, 1976). Critical knowledge does not prescribe such action,
for that would be action in its merely technical sense. Rather, crit cal
knowledge represents “a genuine unity of theory and revolutionary
praxis where the theoretical understanding of the contradictions
inherent in existing society, when appropriated by those who are
exploited, becomes constitutive of their very activity to transform

society” (Bernstein, 1976, p. 182).

g
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Knowledge Accumulation in Critical Social Science

50, how does knowledge—as an interested, ema 3
of the history and values underlying social phenomena-—-accumullt‘_-_
in critical social science? As | understand this inquiry fra

short answer is that it doesn’t. Nor is it intended to. As
(this volume) argues, the belief that scientific knowledge is a progres®

sive development in which evidence continually clarifies a.nd !f\Odl’
fies what is known is erroneous. The logic of science is historically
formed and changes in a manner that is not necessarily cumulative: 1
From a critical perspective, knowledge accumulation in its building”
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k sense reifies “the social and historical conditions in which
biog ledge is pmduced and transformed” (Popkewitz, this volume)
e thgn respects the ideological and dynamic character of such
mthj_’tions. With such respect, what counts as knowledge, including
con ‘l knowledge, changes with the times. Moreover, knowledge
.cnulia as practical and action oriented, changes the social-political
ltsed'itions in which it is produced. So, to endeavor to build on prior
C°:rk is to estrange it from its own social-historical context, to deny,
i‘: turn, its impacts on that context and thereby to strip it of meaning,
Popkewitz (this volume) does say that “we need to understand
what others have said and done before us” and that this involves a
complex process of interpretation and analysis. Just what this means,
however, is not entirely clear.

So Why Do Social Science?
The Critical Science Response

The practical import of critical social science, its role and function
in the world of practice, is entirely clear and, moreover, is vitally
integral to this inquiry framework. Critical social science denies the
distinction between is and ought, between science as theory and
research, and practice as normative, ideologically based action. Crit-
ical science seeks to reclaim the critical function of theory (Bernstein,
1976); to reassert the scientist’s role as an interested observer who
speaks with “a critical voice of social consciousness” (Popkewitz, this
volume); to have a “practical political impact” (Fay, 1987, p. 2); “to
thange the world, not to describe it” (Popkewitz, 1984, p. 45).

Critical social science strives to meet these aims via the action-con-

stitutive nature of its knowledge, its “unity of theory and revolution-
A1y praxis” (Bernstein, 1976, p. 182).

:";)ll'«‘.( al social science is an attempt to understand in a rationally respon-

s 1"“'"“” the oppressive features of a society such that this under-

m...,( "N stimulates its audience to transform their o ko
'“rate themselves, (Fay, 1987, p.-4)

( qusing some

o knuwlcdgc

action, Jyst w

disquiet here is my difficulty in giving concrete form
that inherently but nonprescriptively catalyzes political
hat does such knowledge look like?
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Concluding Comments

This discussion about the nature and role of social scientific knowl-
edge in postpositivism, interpretivism, and critical science has been
with intention minimally comparative and largely descriptive. I en-
deavored primarily to present the arguments of each inquiry frame-
work with some measure of internal integrity rather than in reference
to selected concerns or criteria. I hoped thereby to invite broad partic-
ipation in the identification of important issues for further conversa-
tion. Some people may be most interested, for example, in issues
related to causality, others in questions about subjectivity. My own
nominations of agenda items for further conversation are reflected in
the critiques made of each paradigm’s stance on the role and purpose
of social science in society. In concluding this discussion, I would like
to return to these issues. Their presentation here highlights both the
language and the concepts that differentiate the three inquiry frame-
works and some of their common challenges.

(1) Given the acknowledged, though varied, complexity of and the con-
textual and /or historical boundaries on social knowledge, can it serve
other than local or micro-level interests? Can and should social scien-

tists aspire to serve the common good, or do we need a social scientist
in every community?

(2) Given that all social knowledge is value bound, value laden, or value
based, is all social science fundamentally about human values? Can
and should social scientists seek to “recapture moral discourse”
(Schwandt, 1989b) as our most significant societal role?

(3) As social engineers, as storytellers, or as catalyzers of political action,
what moral and ethical responsibilities do social scientists have for the
consequences of our work?

(4) Even as social scientists from quite different perspectives share a
commitment to the improvement of social life through our work, we
diverge in how this commitment is actualized in the world of practice.
Is relativism justifiable in this context? Whose interests should be
served by social science?

And now, please, let us converse.
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Notes
hout this chapter, the more generic term interpretivism is used to
h I@ngli'%ivisf inquiry framework set forth by Lincoln (this 0 include
the

vol
diem and inquiry framework are used interchangeably. tmeland the terms
pes fh"’l.s discussion will focus on the constructivist view of interpretivism, including
ilar and related views, but excluding dissimilar qualitative traditions (see Atkinson,
;ebmont, & Hammersley, 1988; Jacob, 1987, 1988; M. Smith, 1987),

3 Here, there is a sharp break between interpretivism (especially
2nd some other qualitative traditions. Ethnography, for example, does address general
theories of culture and does acknowledge the possibility of generalizable knowledge
(see the references listed in note 2).

4. Bredo and Feinberg (1982b) criticize other inquiry frameworks for not fully
acknowledging or justifying their value positions. Critical theory, they say, at least
attempts to do so, notably, Habermas's efforts to define the “universal pragmatics” of

a theory of communicative competence (Bredo & Feinberg, 1982b, p. 436).

asconstructivism)
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Emergent Paradigms
How New? How Necessary?

MARGARET D. LeCOMPTE

I begin this response by suggesting that conflict and incompatibility
among paradigms is more at issue in education than it is in the social
sciences generally. Of concern is not so much research in the social
sciences but research in education, and how debates in science and
philosophy do not trickle down into educational practice (Popkewitz,
this volume). My purpose will be to broaden the discourse somewhat
by asking, What are the social sciences? I then shall look at the
definitions given for each of the paradigms under consideration—the
postpositivistic, constructive, and critical theoretical. Finally, I will
talk about what knowledge really is, and the kinds of knowledge that
fnight be additionally sought, given the definitional constraints pos-
ited by the keynote addresses for the conference on which this book
is based.

The enthusiasm of formerly positivistic researchers for alternative
meth'ods. for investigating human problems seems to derive from the
domnpanon of American pedagogical studies by psychology and
especially behavioral psychology, with its attendant commitment t0
“‘lse'('j“&. measurement, and experimental research. This has been cou"
{’hese";’::ear::;y ,:.dmeric_an fascination with efficiency and causality;
o ¢ educational research and practice vulnerable to the

cesses and rigidities of logical positivism.

AUTHOR'S : i
NOTE: lam indebted to Kenneth Howe for his insightful assistance with

interpretation of phil : :
background in sogiol:;o;:“ﬁ?;g;b“es and assertions, and to A. Gary Dworkin for
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paradigms and Intellectual Ethnocentrism

Firestone (this volume) defines paradigms or disciplines as cultures
that constrain the behavior and beliefs of their members, Further,
never having been exposed to alternative ways of doing things leads
one naturally to assume that the way one has been taught is the only
way to think and operate. A corollary to cultural isolation is lack of
awareness of the existence and legitimacy of other cultures—which
can lead to ethnocentrism (Atkinson, Delamont, & Hammersley, 1988).
The converse is what Warshay (1962) calls possessing a breadth of
perspective.

How New, and How Emergent, Are the
“New” Paradigms?

The enthusiasm for new paradigms may simply be the excitement
one feels when immersed in a foreign and unfamiliar culture—before
culture shock sets in. Further, the new paradigms described in this
conference really are not new. Postpositivism (Phillips, this volume)
resembles pragmatism, especially in its approach to methods and
processes of verification. Constructivism, with its emphasis on mul-
tiple constructed realities and emic, or subject, meaning, is a com-
bination of symbolic interactionism, ethnomethodology, and other
phenomenological approaches to inquiry. Critical theory originated
in Europe after World War 1. In fact, the issue of how problematic
conventional science inquiry becomes when empirical realities
change has been of concern for a long time in other social science
disciplines (Eckberg & Hill, 1979; Friedrichs, 1970; Gouldner, 1970).
What is new is the use of these perspectives by pedagogues and
educational researchers.

Some of the contemporary paradigmatic soul-searching in educa-
tion may have resulted because educators bought wholeheartedly
into a model more appropriate for laboratories or hard sciences—
behaviorism and statistical methods adapted from genetics and agri-
cultural economics. It did not fit what they were studying but they
nonetheless clung to it like a religion in order to emulate hard scien-
tists. Consequently, the use of qualitative methods felt like a breath of
fresh air compared with the rigidities of quantification. What I suggest
is that the fresh air had existed all the time—in other social science
disciplines.
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Hence, we may not really need new paradigms; we ma
to use more fully and imaginatively those we alread
especially should not substitute for science the techniques of Jitera
criticism or storytelling—a metaphor for authentic products of inter-
pretive research often ascribed to Geertz (1973, 1988) in what I believe
to be a misreading. An example can be drawn from the clinical work
of the neurologist Oliver Sacks (1986), who used the often poetic
insights and frequently mad alternative realities of his brain-damaged
clients to inform and enhance his scholarly research. While he called
for a new form of science and treatment of the mind that blended
research findings with the “realities of madmen and poets” (see
Lincoln, this volume), Sacks never ceased being a scientist.

Y only need
y have, We

What Are the Social Sciences?

Weber (cited in Berger, 1977, p. 162) used the terms social science,
cultural science, and history synonymously—as, to some extent, does
Popkewitz (this volume). In so doing, he emphasized the human,
contextual, social, and, hence, interactional nature of what the social
sciences investigate, Today, the social sciences usually include sociol-
ogy, psychology, economics, political science, and anthropology. Each
asks its own peculiar questions and has its own mode of inquiry and
ways of looking at the world. But history now is grouped with the
humanities—Iliterature, poetry, languages—and most university ad-
ministrations do not consider it to be a social science. Even the
credentials of anthropology sometimes are questioned; it may be
considered a humanity or lumped with geography. Yet, cultural stud-
ies and history are the foundations of the social sciences. They are
critical to our understanding of educational processes—as are all of
the social sciences.

Paradigmatic monotheism derives from intellectual isolation from
other scientific traditions. Such isolation is dangerous, because it leads
to “intolerance, . . fruitless polemic, [and] hypercriticism. [It also]
leads to the belief that new thoughts are revolutionary and [to] neglect
of relevant scholarship received to be outside the paradigm simply
because it ‘belongs to another tradition’ ” (Atkinson, Delamont, &
Hammersley, 1988, p. 233). Instruction in American colleges of edu-
cation has been typified by this kind of isolation. Textbooks in research
design, which really are texts in experimental design, typically devote
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only a chapter or two to all other models. Until recently, the majority
of colleges of education had no courses in field or qualitative methods;
in most, they are still electives. Few colleges of education teacl;
historiography; none teaches it regularly.

Although I by no means wish to denigrate the great contributions
psychology has made to our understanding of human life and cogni-
tion, the focus of psychology is the isolated individual, decontextu-
alized, and laboratory bound. It provides neither a complete nor in
ideal model for studying social, cultural, and historical men and women.
The “headlock that educational psychology has had on educational
research” (Spindler & Spindler, 1989) has created the so-called con- -
ventional science model, which, indeed, is too narrow. It has led to the
sort of intractable problems of explanation that have long frustrated
educational evaluators struggling with its application to events in the
real world (see Eash, 1985; Guba & Lincoln, 1981; LeCompte, 1972;
Stake, 1985). It also has imposed significant limits upon the question:
What constitutes legitimate knowledge and modes of knowledge
accumulation?

The so-called conventional science paradigm generates and legiti-
mates only a particular kind of knowledge—that which can be quan-
tified and measured. However, other paradigms, appropriate to other
social science disciplines, inform our investigations in education. And
cross-disciplinary approaches not only will help us avoid the danger
of creating new, equally rigid and restrictive canons for critical, post-
positivistic, and constructive investigation but will prevent us from
celebrating the death of an old orthodoxy by creating a new one just

as doctrinaire,

What Is the Nature of Knowledge?

My next concern is with the definition of the nature of knowledge.
Three assumptions about emergent paradigms were implicit in the
conference keynote addresses. First, the paradigms are philosophi-
cally and operationally incompatible. Second, they are based upon
different definitions of reality and, hence, generate substantively
different kinds of knowledge. Third, they lead to different versions of
the truth. To address these assumptions, I feel that we must defix.\e the
term knowledge more carefully and in terms of a broader definition of
the social sciences than that embraced by the conference conveners.
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By definition, the various social science disciplines concern them-
selves with different aspects of human social and cultural life. Eco-
nomics addresses issues of exchange, distribution of resources, and
production. Political science looks at the arrangement of power and
control. Sociology and anthropology examine the structure and dy-
namics of human organization as well as their genesis. Psychology
examines the workings of the individual human psyche. Clearly,
staying within the confines of one discipline restricts the scope of
questions that can be asked, the methods to be used for investigation,
and the explanations that inquiry generates. The result is a serious
problem for accumulation of knowledge: without a cross-disciplinary
perspective, the types of knowledge that can be generated are limited
(Cahnman, 1965).

A second problem is that confusion exists over distinctions among
information, knowledge, and truth. The question at issue is this: How
can we verify the truth of research results we have generated? My
response: Although we can generate and accumulate knowledge in
any scientific tradition, we will have a very hard time generating and
accumulating truth.

Because it must at least be capable of falsification, scientific knowl-
edge refers to information and facts about reality, whether viewed as
context specific or not. Truth, however, has three connotations: (@)
warrantability, practical value, or utility; (b) a universal and perma-
nent definition of reality; and (c) correctness or rectitude in behavior.
The first two clearly involve debate between realists and idealists,
which plays itself out both in philosophical ponderings and in scien-
tific investigation and upon which I hold both a pragmatic and
agnostic position. The third addresses what I feel are cultural issues
governing proper forms of interaction among people. Failure to make
these distinctions creates a confusing logic that begins with science
and ends with religion: “Having now defined what real or trué
knowledge is, and having delineated how one goes about acquiring
It, It s clear (here making the shift from description, or science, to
prescription, or religion) that there is only one right or true way of
carrying out investigation!”
ki:l\s((j);hl(k:(,) Wl"‘(;ig" and.truth dea.l with understanding, but. of differe.nt
Bt 1o a:\‘i«; ? Sf@ and information fall into the realm of science, thle
i '::e (l)\r philosophy and. religion. Knowledge and infor-
i ot b at Weber (1968, cited in Heap, 1977, p. 177) called

nal understanding,” or the sense or identity of acts
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or phenomena. Observational understanding allow :
as what they are and is required to locate andgpercei\snlels p;?t:f-,e:f,tf‘g:s
actions. They also can address explanatory understanding (Wi bee
1968, p. 8), or that which tells us the motive or purpose fgr aneac:'
Explanatory understanding is, however, valid only within a iven
social or cultural context. When what is valid for a given cont%xt is
seen as appropriate for, or mistaken for truth in, all contexts (as has
been the case in American educational research for many decades)
the mischief starts. i
Knowledge then is a representation, or picture, of empirical reality
in the human mind; it is, in fact, an abstraction, because the limitations
of the mind dictate that humans choose to attend to those phenomena
that are value relevantor culturally significant for them (Berger, 1977).
While principles of abstraction, or value relevance, differ, of course,
from group to group, the use of the principle of value relevance tells
us what is important to look for. It permits us to look for two kinds of
information: (a) the ideas that motivate people and (b) the activities
that they carry out because of what motivated them—or, as Popkewitz
(this volume) calls them, the objective and the subjective. This per-
spective facilitates the accumulation of information and knowledge.
It also permits an examination of truth—at least truth as defined by
those who are being studied. It answers the somewhat unanswerable
question, “What is Real?” in terms of the pragmatists’ notion of
warranted assertability. However, it does not resolve the problem of
relativity, upon which Lincoln (this volume) holds an uncompromis-
ing position. Complete relativism, I think, is dangerous. It leads to
complete reductionism; it means that people cannot even talk to one
another and that interaction and meaning become random (Long,
1958). I am uncomfortable with that position on political and cultural

as well as scientific grounds.

umulated in

What Knowledge Can be Acc
Models?

Fach of the Postconventional Science
i t

Greene (this volume) uses three metaphorsto describe the emergen
neers, constructivists are

paradigms. Postpositivists are social engi Sy si-
storytellers, and critical theorists are social activists. For P°st.p?

' rified;
tivists, reality is what works, what can be w.arra_gted or ve
knowledge is small theory; and truthisa regulative 1dea
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accumulation then consists of building ever more complex and com.
plete, if probabilistic, explanations of phenomena at the smaj theo k.
level, facilitating an understanding of specific group mechanics acrace
and within specific, not universal, groups. g
For constructivists, reality is a social and multiple constry

knowledge is derived from understanding and consists of a con
within a given context of individual perceptions, constructions of
meaning, and the values that underlie them. It is acquired in the
investigation of almost dyadic interaction where the knower s nd
the known are inseparable—or “interactive monism” (Lincoln, this
volume). Because individual interpretations are ideographically
bounded by time, place, and persons, and multiple reconstructions
are pluralistic, divergent, and conflictual, knowledge accumulators
become folklorists, devoted to the collection of stories. Truth is co m-
pletely relative to the context. .
Critical theory and constructivism have a great deal in common.
Both view reality as context specific and believe that human activity
is generated by the motivations and interests—or ideologies—und er-
lying them. However, critical theorists place their analysis squarely
on a macro-historical plane, while constructivists appear to be me
concerned with microlevel patterns of interaction. For critical 20~
rists, reality is ideological and dependent upon the interests, values,
and priorities of the particular intellectual-cultural-social tradition of
those who develop it; it becomes “real” to people insofar as the social
permeates the consciousness of individuals. Knowledge then consists.
of histories that are located in society and implicated in shaping the
productive, administrative, and structural dynamics of the given
society (Popkewitz, this volume). For critical theorists, knowledge is
purposive and linked to practice and the promotion of change. It
cannot, therefore, be accumulated, because to do so would make it
“real” when, in fact, it is context dependent. The implication might
seem to be that there is no truth, for it too would have to be dependent
upon its historical context. 1

However, time does stop for critical theorists, because the goal of
tmowledgg Or practice is what is “good,” “right,” “responsible,” and
_empowering for individuals.” These concepts are themselves histor-
;g:lutymbg_“f‘d? they are deeply rooted in western European philosoph- =
itions dating from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 1

Truth then, for the critical theorist, is whatever leads to the achieve-
ment of these conditions.

ction;

B
N ~ ~
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What Knowledge Can We Accumulate?

Thetermaccumulateisan interesting one, with a descriptive valence
allits own. It reminds me of cotton pickers dragging behind them their
tow sacks, which grow increasingly heavier as the day progresses. It
implies a horizontal, rather than hierarchic, accretion, In scientific
terms, this means that, while we may be able to add to our knowledge
base descriptive information about how our world works, we may
not be able to generate causal laws that will hold true regardless of
the context. We may be able to accumulate (a) information about the
ideas that motivate people and groups of people and (b) information
about the activities they carried out because of what motivated them
(Weber, 1968). In this chapter, I will address this form of knowledge
accumulation in each of the three emergent paradigms, accepting for
the moment their own terms and definitions of knowledge, and
without exciting philosophical debates about truth. I will not discuss
postpositivism at length, because, as neopragmatism, it is a familiar
perspective. Knowledge accumulation simply involves constructing
better, if less grand and presumptuous, explanations of phenomena.
I will devote my comments to Greene’s (this volume) discussion of
critical theory and constructivism, beginning with the most trouble-
some for me—the constructivist paradigm.

Knowledge and the Constructivist Paradigm

Greene (this volume) states that the constructivist paradigm defines
knowledge as what people “know” or how they define their situa-
tions; as I understand her formulation, the task of the knowledge
accumulator in the constructivist paradigm is that of the folklorist or
collector of stories. This strikes me as insufficient. Itis an overreaction,
an attempt to be artful in response to the aridness characteristic of
conventional scientific writing. All of a sudden, social scientists have
discovered passion, art, portraiture, and the multiple jabberings of a
peopled reality. They have jumped from the methods of somewhat
reified science to literature. But neither artful portrayal nor thick
description necessarily creates knowledge, though they could pro-
duce an initial data base. The real issue is this: Of what should the data
base consist? Here the lack of sociology in Lincoln’s (this volume)
description of constructivism is most apparent.
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Lincoln’s constructivist model could be subject to the g5 )

leveled at some interpretive, interactionist, and ph oo

. 5 g P enomenol fais
approaches to understanding human behavior: it is decontey Ogica] -
hanging in air. It posits the existence of a cobweb of multip) 3
ated realities but never delineates the interests they mﬂecf :hnegoﬁ. 3
that govern the negotiation of reality, or their historical an;ec:d :
Yet these are the warp and weft of social life—and constitute the -
of culture and society. While human life may be individually jnt realm
ed, it also is socially defined (Ritzer, 1980). It is governed by ide :;‘}:;z.
people develop concerning desirable or obligatory ways in Whicl:
their coexistence should be structured. The ideas, norms, or values are
not automatic or natural, but, while outside of people, they still are
“ ‘artificial’ and man-made; they are called norms and values becayge i
adherence to them is not merely contemplative, but involves the
recognition that the actor who holds them somehow has the duty or
task to attempt their practical implementation” (Berger, 1977, p. 168).

General cultural values are ideas that groups of people have devel-
oped concerning the regulation of their activity. Thus the concepts of
actor, act, role, norm, value, expectation, obligation, and institution
are sociological concepts that constitute the building blocks of human
social life—the carpet that underlies the design (see Sacks, 1986,
p. 176). They also are embedded in the history of the group, not simply
created de novo in every social interaction. If this historical dimension
is not kept clearly in mind, studies of human social life seem to suffer
from a kind of collective Korsakov’s amnesia, wherein the items and
events in the present must constantly be re-created each instant be-
cause no past exists to guide, constrain, and connect them to an
identity.

The constructivist paradigm concentrates on delineating interac-
tion and meaning at the moment; it leaves one with a curious sense of
ephemeralness and impermanence. Missing is the social definition, or
knowledge of the social rules, the framework, that lies outside imme-
diate action. Both—the immediate and particular as well as the con-
stant and universal (for the group)—are needed for an authentic
portrayal of human social life. Thus there are prior conditions, rules,
and sets of circumstances that restrain and guide the identities and
expectations that people have; these in turn structure their negotia-
tions as well as their definition of their own situations. Consideration
of the writings of sociologists like Peter Blau (1964, 1977), George
Homans (1950, 1974), George Herbert Mead (1934/1967), Alfred
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Schutz (1932/ 1967), and others would be helpful. Th

a framework for the constraints that shapepinteraciisoemﬁset out

individual and the group levels, both for researchers and thos: tth&;e
Yy

study.
Knowledge Accumulation and Critical Theory

[ disagree with Greene’s (this volume) statement that critical in-
quiry does not and is not intended to accumulate knowledge. M
reading of critical theory is that, although knowledge does not, it 1);
true, accumulate in the sense that it moves hierarchically toward'ever
more refined and accurate versions of the truth, it can accrue horizon-
tally in time. In other words, the tow sack can be filled, and its contents
can inform our actions. I believe that what the critical theorists are
saying is that knowledge about people’s ideas and their actions can
be collected and accumulated; however, it is a knowledge base suffused
with a specific analytic posture that moves away from a preoccupa-
tion with method, roles, and technique and toward an understanding
of issues of value—the tacit and interest-based assumptions that
structure contemporary life. In this way, our critical senses, once
dulled by overriding concern with procedures, can be awakened toa
context-bound form of knowledge and investigatory methods that
explicitly are not value free or hierarchic.
Rather, they will emphasize accumulating historically based, con-
text-bound description, confronting the values and interests inherent
in both the method and the results of the research. In this way, thedata
basis for continuing, historically informed dialog and analysis can be

established.



