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In this paper, I attempt to reconceptualize validity within the context of openly
ideological research.! The usefulness of this reconceptualization is tested by apply-
ing it to examples from three explicitly value-based research programs: feminist
research, neo-Marxist critical ethnography, and Freirian *‘empowering’’ research.?
Finally, validity issues within research committed to a more equitable social order
are discussed.

The Context From Which I Speak

The attempt to produce value-neutral social science is increasingly being aban-
doned as at best unrealizable, and at worst self-deceptive, and is being replaced by
social sciences based on explicit ideologies.

Mary Hesse (1980)

To say that positivism remains the orthodox approach to doing empirical research in
the human sciences is not to deny that we are in a postpositivist era.? Thomas Kuhn
wrote that “‘rather than a single group conversion, what occurs [with a paradigm
shift] is an increasing shift in the distribution of professional allegiances’ as prac-
titioners of the new paradigm “‘improve it, explore its possibilities, and show what it
would be like to belong to the community guided by it™ (1962, pp. 157-158).

The foundation of postpositivism is the cumulative, trenchant, and increasingly
definitive critique of the inadequacies of positivist assumptions in the face of the
complexities of human experience (Oppenheimer, 1956; Kaplan, 1964; Cronbach,
1975; Bernstein, 1976; Mishler, 1979; Giroux, 1981: Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Fein-
berg, 1983; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). As the orthodox paradigm for inquiry in the
human sciences proves obsolete, new visions are required (Rose, 1979; Schwartz &
Ogilvy, 1979; Hesse, 1980; Reason & Rowan, 1981). The result is a rich ferment in
contemporary discourse regarding empirical research in the human sciences—a
discourse spanning epistemological, theoretical, and to a much lesser degree,
methodological issues.*

This paper is rooted in that rich ferment and has two basic premises. The first is
that *'since interest-free knowledge is logically impossible, we should feel free to
substitute explicit interests for implicit ones'" (Reinharz, 1985, p. 17). As the phrase
“openly ideological research'’ implies, I take issue with the claims of positivism

g1 o



Lo

3

Ay )

o

Y

regarding objectivity and neutrality. Feminist research, neo-Marxist critical ethno-
graphy, and Freirian ‘‘empowering’” research all stand in opposition to prevailing
scientific norms through their '‘transformative agendas™ and their concern with
research as praxis {Rose, 1979). Each argues that scientific ‘*neutrality” and
‘‘objectivity’” serve to mystify the inherently ideological nature of research in the
human sciences and to legitimate privilege based on class, race, and gender.
Within this frame of reference, research which is openly valued based is neither
more nor less ideological than is mainstream positivist research. Rather, those
commilted to the development of research approaches that challenge the status quo
and contribute to a more egalitarian social order have made an_*'epistemological
break’* from the_positivist_insistence_upon researcher neutrality and_objectivity
(Hesse, 1980, p. 196). )
The second premise in this paper is that for those exploring the possibilities of a
postpositivist paradigm, the central challenge is to formulate approaches to empini-
cal research which advance emancipatory theory-building through the de velopment

of interactive and action-inspiring rcscarc_h designs. There is a pioneering dimension
to this lask. Since the formation of the Frankfurt School, critical theorists have been
calling for such resecarch while spinning obtuse webs of abstract *‘grand theory"
(Mills, 1959; Kellner, 1975, p. 149; Stanley & Wise, 1983, p. 100}.

Fifty years ago, the Italian neo-Marxist Antonio Gramsci urged intellectuals to
adhere to_a *'praxis of the present’* by aiding developing progressive groups in their
effort to become increasingly conscious of their own actions and situations in the

world (Salamini,- 1981, p. 73). What are the implications of this ad vice from Gramsci
for those secking empirical approaches which can change, rather than merely
describe. the world? The task of this paper is to cxplmn the
effort to formulate an approach 1o empirical research which both advances eman-
cipatory theory-building and empowers the researched,

Of the three openly value-based research programs discussed in this paper,
neo-Maruxist critical ethnography (Foley, 1979; Ogbu, 1981; Maseman, 1982) is the
most advanced in terms of developing empirical approaches for the building of
emancipatory social theory. All empirical work within this research program at-
tempts to problematize what goes on in schools in terms of the reproduction of
social inequality and the potential for social transformation. Such theoretical em-
phasis, however, brings to the fore the danger of conceptual overdeterminism:
circular reinforcement of theory by experience conditioned by theory. .

The recent empirical emphasis in neo-Marxism has been primarily interested in
the creation of an empirically informed Marxism to meet the criticisms of those such
as Bottomore (1978) and E. P. Thompson (1978) who argue that too much of
neo-Marxist social theory is '‘an immaculate conception which requires no gross
empirical impregnation’ (Thompson, 1978, p. 13; see also, Kellner, 1975, p. 149;
Wright, 1978, p. 10;-Krueger, 1981, p. 59; Comstock, 1982, p. 371). Theoretically
guided empirical work exploring the mirror-image relationship between schools and
the needs of corporate capitalism was the first to be produced (Bowles & Gintis,
1976; Apple, 1979b). More recently, given the extensive critique of an over
socialized conceplion of human nature as empirically inaccurate and politically
suicidal (Apple, 1979a, 1980-81; Wrong, 1961; Giroux, 1981, 1983; Willis, 1977),
empirical studies of human resistance 10 hegemonic forces are burgeoning {se¢, for
example, Willis, 1977: McRobbie 1978; Everhart, 1983; Miller, 1983; Anyon, 1983)-

\ Such rese_arch is a beginning, but the lack of clear strategies for finking theory
» and research is pervasive. Althqqu_so_@erauenlion is beginning 10 be focussed on

the need. for-an approach to research which advances egalitarian transformation

“‘.p.wﬁy' 1977, Comstock, "1982), the_methodological implications of
crili eory are relatively unexplored {Bredo & Feinberg, 1982, p. 281). There is

also a lack of self-refleXivity in the empirical work that exists within critical inquiry
Sabia am_i Walll.llis point out that, 100 often, critical self-awareness comes to mcar;
“a negative attitude toward competing approaches instead of its own self-critical
perspective’ (1983, p. 26).

Research within a postpositivist context mandates a self-corrective element to
prcvcnl';?h::nomena from being forced into preconceived interpretive schemes.
Postpositivism has cleared methodology of prescribed rules and boundaries and has
crcat_cd a cons.tructivc turmoil as a result of successful challenges by philosophers
of science during the past several decades (Polkinghorne, 1983, pp. 4-5). Because
we are not able 19 assume anything, we must take a self-critical stance regarding the
?ssumpuons we incorporate into our empirical approaches. No longer does follow-
ing the correct method guarantee “true’* results: **Method does not give truth; it
corrects gues:scs" @olking_hornc, 1983, p. 249). If critical theory is to change l.he
xg;:::::lglss;'lcprrc;(;)sh conceived of and practised, it must become genuinely reflexive

While the development of empowering approaches to empirical research is at
the heart of Freinan research and, increasingly, of feminist research they, too, b
and Iz.u-ge suffer from a lack of self-reflexivity. My central argumer'u is t'hat I:IC\z
paradigm 'rcscarchcrs must begin to be more systematic about establishing the
trustworthiness of data. Reducing the ambiguity of what we do does not mean we
h?vc t_o deny the essential indeterminanéy of human experience, ‘‘the irreducible
dlspz_mty between the being of the world and the knowledge we ;night have of it*"
(White, 1973), But if we want illuminating and resonant theory grounded in trust-
;(cjgit)i'liga:f" we dmust fgrmulatc self-corrective techniques that will check the

our data and minimi i i i
logic of oty Kool ;;t;lt)hc distorting effect of personal bias upon the
thos: g:_fcr lh; following r?conceptu_a]izaliop of validity in the hope that it will aid
i cncruiz w ohwork within open'ly ldeologlca_l r'e.scarch programs to focus more of
rcScarchgc J‘s on | ow best to establish data Fl'cdlblllly. Our task is to create a body of
Nk rc::rr:p ahrr:i'| thatbwﬂl sland.as _testlmony Io_the vigor that comes, not from
cense o poss:.gic]:ity.cnl, ut from viewing the move into the postpositivist era with a

Between a Rock and a Soft Place
(”(’vance without rigor is no better than H'gOI' without relevance.

Egon Guba (1981’;

fzc,,z/ .

To - . .

wonr:;ast a familiar metaphor, the *‘rock” is the unquestionable need for trust-

placcnn-css in da!a~ g.cncra}ed by alternative paradigms (Guba, 1981) and the **soft
Is the positivist ¢claim to neutrality and objectivity (Campbell. 1981 $ Wirkin

11



**pointless precision’ (Kaplan, 1964) has proven to be the bane of the conventional
paradigm, the rampant subjectivity inherent in the more phenomenologically based
paradigms will prove to be the nemesis of new paradigm research.

Feminist Research

The overt ideological goal of feminist research is to correct both the invisibiliry and
the distortion of female experience in ways relevant to ending women's unequal
social position. This entails the substantive task of making gender a fundamental
category for our understanding of the social order, ‘*to see the world from women’s
place in it"" {Callaway, 1981, p. 460). The methodological task becomes that of
generating and refining interactive, contextualized methods which search for pat-
tern and meaning rather than for prediction and controf (Reinharz, 1983). While the
first wave of feminist research operated largely within the conventional paradigm
{Westkott, 1979), the second wave is more self-consciously methodologically in-
novative (Eichler, 1980; Reinharz, 1983; Stanley & Wise, 1983; Bowles & Duelli-
Klein, 1983).

A few examples will illustrate how such an unabashedly ideological perspective
works to frame research approaches and questions. Mies (1984) field-tested seven
methodological guidelines for doing feminist research in an action-research project
in Cologne, Germany, designed to respond to violence against women in the family.
Highly visible street action drew people who were then interviewed regarding their
views on wife beating. The resulting publicity led to the creation of Women's House
to aid victims of domestic abuse. Principles of action and egalitarian participation,
developed through life histories, guided consciousness-raising regarding the
sociological and historical roots of male violence in the home. The purpose was to
empower the oppressed to come to understand and change their own oppressive
realities. Oakley (1981) studied the effects of motherhood on women’s lives over an
extended period of time through a series of interviews that focussed on “'interactive
self-disclosure,” a collaborative dialogue seeking for greater clarity. Carol Gil-
ligan's work on female moral development (1977, 1982) and the highly contradictory
body of work on female achievement motivation (Horner, 1969; Sassen, 1980) serve
1o counter interpretations that view women as deviants from male-established
norms. Such work asks, ""How do male-based constructs need to be reformulated
from the vantage point of female experience?''®

Gilligan's work clarifies the distortion of Kohlberg's androcentric conception of
moral development which values autonomy at the expense of interrelatedness. Her
research suggests that the female conception of a moral problem may come from
conflicting responsibilitics rather than from competing rights and that resotution
requires contextual thinking rather than formal abstraction. For women, morality
seems defined in terms of interpersonal responsibilities rather than individualistic
rights. Gilligan's findings challenge the assumed centrality of male experience in
theories of development and expose the all-male samples underlying purportedly
“universal theories.”" Hence, her work is an oft-cited exemplar in feminist research.

Gray (1982) writes that Gilligan’'s initial concern was the shakiness of constru_cl
validity based on hypothetical rather than real-life moral dilemmas. During the Viet
Nam War, she intended to interview young men making draft-resistance choices,

and she got an all-female sample quite by accident when the war ended (p. 52)-

Abortion had recently been legalized, and Gilligan soon recognized the moral
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dilemma of whether 1o carry a child to full term as a real-life situation with great
potential for expanding the methodology of moral development research beyond
hypothetical situations.

Twenty-nine women, diverse in age, race, and social class, were referred by
abortion and pregnancy counselling services and interviewed. Three of Kohlberg's
standardized hypothetical moral dilemmas were administered during the second
half of the interview. By allowing categories to arise out of the language of re-
spondents, Gilligan discovered a central tension in women's lives between selfish-
ness and responsibility to seif as well as others. In a culture that on the one hand
equates feminine goodness with self-sacrifice and on the other hand equates adult-
hood with separation, individuation, and detachment, women were caught in a
classic “‘double bind."

By structuring the research to focus first on the contextual particularity of a
pressing real-life moral dilemma, Gilligan discovered that respondents refused to
formulate an ethics abstracted from conte xtual complications, Their response 1o the
hypothetical dilemmas was, *“The wrong questions are being asked,” and they
insisted on information regarding the lives of the characters. This led Gilligan to
surmise that decontextualized hypothetical dilemmas deny the central female ex-
perience of contextualized interrelationship and, hence, create Kohlberg’s
“objective principies of justice’ a5 a research artifacr.

This is all very interesting as a critique of Kohlberg, but what corrective
mechanisms did Gilligan use so that her interview data become scientific research
rather than impressionistic journalism?

Trianguiarion of methods is apparent in the inclusion of both interview data and Kohl-
berg’s standardized hypothetical moral dilemmas, but convergence seems lo be
sought rather than disconfirmation. Criteria for including/excluding data are not
given, and there is no indication of a conscious search for couater-patterns. The
triangulation of different data sources is not strong; especially at risk is the small
(n=29) all-female characteristics of the sample. How can one argue for gender-
specific patterns based on a sinple-sex sample and a gender-specific situation? The
triangulation of different rheories is strong. Gilligan worked witk Kohlberg for
several years. Her work is, in essence, a critique and revision of his theory-building.
The theoretical vitality of what she is doing comes largely out of her strong
grounding in Kohlberg’s notably different theoretical constructs: the universal,
Invariant sequence claims, the hierarchical nature of his theory with it relegation of
relational concerns to a second-class status, and the assumption that valid data can
be evoked on the basis of standardized, hypothetical moral dilemmas.

ical and literary sources with the research data and the comparison of Kohlberg's
Categories with categories arising out of the language of respondents. Some degree
of self-reflexivity can be ascertained from the development of theoretical insights,
but this is by no means systematized.

Construct validiry is premised on the convergence of Gilligan's review of psycholog-

Caralyiic validiry undergoes an interesting development. As respondents began o
€xamine their own thinking, a pattern developed whereby they moved from a
COnVCr!lional feminine construction of the moral problem {equating feminine good-
Ness with self-sacrifice) to a recognition of the conflict hetween the denendancs and
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them®* (p. 171}. Theory guided the interpretation that while the cuIluraI'freedoms of

capitalism are essentially used for self-damnation, permanent struggle is the deeper

reality. ) b i
Within research so theoretically top-heavy, what self-corrective mechanisms di

Willis use?

T.--.?BiEEEEiJn of methods is strong, especially the combinalion_.o_f_;nle;;\ge\ylnggapd

participant observation. The triangulation of different _data_sources is_also quite

strong. The comparative case studies are built into the research design, and the -

search for counter-patterns as wgll_q_s_c_o_nyprggqcciis_docun}ented. The wide array
of subjects observed and interviewed over the cours? of_' this exlen.ded lhreel-)l"ceixr
study is notable. The triangulation of different theories is prcsent‘m that Willis's
theoretical advances are premised on reformulations of bol!? the liberal theory of
schooling with its espousal of equal opportunity through meritocracy and the over-
determinism of orthodox Marxism.

Construct validiry.is sirengthened by collecting data at wprk and al home as \»_vell as at
school. Especially powerful in establishing the mcamngless::ncss of workmg-f:lass
Jobs is the interview data with fathers and shopfloor supervisors. But there is no
systematic vselFFéﬂgmiT:Given the centrality pf theory, it seems of ;Jar_amoru:t
importance to document how researcher perspectives were altered by the ogic of the
data. With no account of this, one is left viewing the role of theory as nondialectical,
‘ahr-l-ia‘i;eclional. an a priori imposition that subsumes counter-patterns.

Caalytic validity comes through in the following interview transcript:

i ave been done with us, 1 mean there was so much talent lhc're that it
32:‘;;”:5;53[&1;“_ ... We've just been thrust into society too soon, we've been
brought up to be too selfish ... we couldnt care less, you see on the tele sc:, :jn;:);
people fuckin® affluent, you just want to try and do that, make it, get money, yo
care about others, the working class. (pp. 195-198)

But this was in no way an intended aspect of the research and the lads’ conunuled
sense of cultural election in the face of meaningless work comes through clearly,
indicating that the catalytic validity was minimal.

Face validiry was consciously built into the rescarc.h design, bul only at lhe’end. “;:Ll:
brought the lads to the university al the concluslon'?fthe research to dlsc:Jss;hem
they saw his role as researcher and what the “rcsylls' ofthe research mearlu 0 e .
Marxism has long been infamous for its alienating Jargon. The mel‘hodo‘og:f xr:
pendix makesclear that the lads had no inkling of what Willis was getting atin histe d
“The bits about us were simple enough. ... It’s the bits in between. . .. Well, I starte
toread it ... then I just packed it in™ (p. 195).

Overall, this is a stellar exemplar of theoretically guided Clhﬂqg'r-_apljly. The cx(;t.:ndfi
time spent in using a wide variet; cthods and the gr‘wuanon'pé ]I§Ei%a1
firmation—througli"The use Qﬂf_gqgnp_q;_a_l_iyeﬂcase.slud|cs are its melhq o:[%‘-re—
strengths. Notable weaﬁﬁé}_s_cs are twofold. One is the !as::k of syslernallﬁ Slatlcr.
flexivity; the other is the Tack of atféniion to catalytic validity. Regarding the fateer
while Willis acknowledges the general responsibility of the researcher to t e
searched, he views it in terms of enlightening those with the cultural authori !:rol
redirect nolicy rather than helnine respondents gain understanding of and con
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over their own lives: "‘The progfessive use and mobilization of the research on a
wider political and pedagogic pldce must be the main form of return and repayment
[to the researched)" {p. 221). Phere is a failure 10 use the research process itself to
empower the researched.

Freirian “Empowering'' Research

The last of the counter-research programs rooled in the search for a science “derived
from the radical needs of the oppressed’’ (Rose, 1979, p. 280) is modelled after Paulo
Freire's Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1973). The openly ideological goal is to blur the
distinctions between research, learning, and action by providing conditions under
which participants self-dctem*ﬁ‘cnhanced in the struggle toward social
justice {Hall, 1975, p. 30: Heron, 1981, p. 35). The substantive 1ask is to delineate
collective identification of and solutions to local problems jn ways that link this
process Lo larger structural issues (Hall, 1981). The methodological task is to proceed
in a reciprocal, dialogic manner, empowering subjects by turning them into co-re-
searchers. Ideally, such fesearch involves participants in the planning, execution,
and dissemination of social research (Rowan, 1981, p. 97). :

Historically, this research program is a descendent of Lewin’s action research.

But Lewin's goal was self-management within a society assumed to operaté from a
consensual value base (Sanford, 1981, p. 178), whereas Freirian research focusses on
promoting liberation and growth within a society assumed to be class divided and,
hence, inequitable. Two concepls characterize this body of research.

The first is the efTort 1o democralize knowledge and power through the research
process (Hall, 1981). Freire's concept of cultural imposition becomes a critique of
methods which impose a substantive focus and alienating methods on research
subjects. Sucha **cul ofexpertise’ is part of the unequal relationships inherent in an
oppressive social order. Mainstream researchers *'live patronizingly in a delusion of
relevance’ (Maruyama, 1974). The researcher's role as a privileged possessor of
expert knowledge must be reconceptualized as that of g calalyst who works with
local participants to understand and solve local problems. The researched become
as important as the researcher in formulating the problem, discussing solutions, and
interpreting findings (Hall, 1975).

The second concept characterizing Freirian research is designed to have “‘an
arousal effect,’ to reorient participants’ perceplions of issues in ways that influence
subsequent attitudes and behaviors (Brown & Tandom, 1978). The “vivification" of
“ideas that open beyond themselves' (Torbent, 1981, p. 148) can energize the desire

50 that they can take charge of improving their own siluations.

Much of the empirical work within this research program is conducted with adult
Populations in Third World countries. Literacy work is where Freire began to
formulate his pedagogical ideas. Others have used local participant<onducted sur-
Yeys lo guide development priorities in Africa (Swantz, 1975); to train inmates 1o
study violence (Maruyama, 1969); to assist Norwegian bank employees to assess
!he effects of the installation of computer terminals (Elden, 1979): and to help
'Mpoverished farmers in India improve local agricultural practices (Tandom, 1981).

Whllc lherc are no oft-cited exemnlars in thig reserarch nrnoram Swanta'c warls
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education have a shot at piercing through the theory and the jargon and arriving at
greater understanding of social forces.

Neo-Marxist empirical inquiry is too often characterized by an attitude captured
in the words of one research team: **We would not e xpect the teachers interviewed to
either agree with or necessarily understand the inferences which were made from
their responses’ (Bullough, Goldstein & Holt, 1982, p. 133). Given the all-male
research team and the largely female teacher subjects, one could make much of the
gender politics involved in such a statement. What are at issue here, however, are
the implications of such a stance for the purposes of emancipatory theory-building,®
And what becomes apparent is that the neo-Marxist agenda for equalizing social
power is stymied by tendencies to elitism and alienation engendered by its own
research methods.

In contrast, participatory research and, increasingly, feminist research stress the
use of the research process to empower partictpants through emphasis on both face
and catalytic validity. Yel neo-Marxist theory makes it clear that establishing validity
inthe eves of respondents is not enough to make data credible. Neo-Marxist assump.
tions regarding false consciousness and ideological mystification argue cogently that
phenomenological, astructural, ahistorical perspectives stymie the development of
emancipatory social theory. Given the reciprocally confirming nature of hegemony,
analysis should not be limited to the actors’ perceptions of their situation. Qur
common-sense ways of looking at the world are permeated with meanings that
sustain our powerlessness. There are, hence, limits on the degree to which **member
checks™ {Guba & Lincoln, 1981) can help establish data validity. Perhaps, like
reliability within positivism, building catalytic and face validity into our research
designs is a necessary but not sufficient technique for establishing data credibility.

Must We Choose Between Conceptual Vigor and Methodological Rigor?

I am not the first to note that leftists are better at criticizing existent research than at
creating an empirically informed Marxism (Karabel & Halsey, 1977, p. 55; Dickens,
1983, p. 155). But if the ultimate goa! of our work is transformative social praxis,
theory is needed which explains lived experience. Such theory can only evolve
through empirical grounding. Because of the tack of self-reflexivity in neo-Marxist
empirical work, there is no way of assessing the degree to which this happens. On the
contrary, one is left with the impression that the research conducted provides
empirical specificities for more general, a priori theories.

Critical ethnography is an important perspective in the development of a humn

science that contributes to social change. But praxis is a two-way sireet produced in

the interaction between theory and practice. While there may indeed be no theory-in-

dependent facts (Hesse, 1980, p. 172), moving beyond predisposition requires
systematizing procedures for minimizin
investigator's values enter inlo researc
stance regarding the inadequacies of ouk pet
interpretations. In cautioning that concep .
Michael Apple (1980-81) continues to not see the validity problems inherent In lh_‘
largely undialectical role that theory plays in critical ethnography. Empirical eVl

dence must begin o be viewed as a mediator for constant self- and theorttlé;Ie
interrogation if neo-Marxisl theory is to prove any more useful in the st .

against privilege than has bourgeois liberalism.

Ioe me 2

i

=

o

sndfor Understanding the ways that the &
. Empirical Jvalidation requires a critical
ries and an openness Lo counter- *
validity precedes empirical accuracys -

Mitroff and Kilman (1978) argue that what makes theary provocative is how
interesting il is, now how rrue it is. Truth becomes indeterminant at the theoreti-
cal level; theory exists precisely because of the need to take credible leaps into the
unknown. But the issue is not theoretical vigor versus methodological rigor. The
vitality of postpositivist research programs necessitates the development of credibil-
ity checks that can be built into the design of openly ideological (and
phenomenologically based) research. Both our thcéry and our empirical work will be
the better for the increased attention to the trustworthiness of our data.

I grant that few appropriate mechanisms exist. This is new territory. Though
unassailable answers to questions of rigor are the illusion of naive empiricists, making
out data and analyses as public and as credible as possible is essential. The present
turmoil in the human sciences creates the freedom to construct new designs based on
alternative tenets and epistemological commitments. As Polkinghorne notes:

What is needed most is for practitioners (o experiment with the new designs and to
submit their attempts and results 1o examination by other participants in the debate.
The new historians of science have made it clear that methodological questions are
decided in the practice of research by those committed to developing the best possible
answers 1o their questions, not by armchair philosophers of research. (1983, p. xi)

The task is to get on with it.

What Minimal Standards Might We Begin 10 Move Toward?
What T have found over and over again in the methodological literature of openly
value-based research is a fizziness on the need for data credibility checks. Reason
and Rowan argue for the researcher’s seif-actualization through engagement in
personal and interpersonai development (1981, p. 246}. Lacey (1977) and Rose
(1979, p. 14) argue that an appeal to‘the reader's own experiences is at the base of
pe_rceplions of truth in research. Sharp and Green (1975, p. 228), Willis (1977), and
Mles (1984) argue that the validity of emancipatory empirical work can be judged by
its effects on social policy. What rises to the fore in this literature is that researchers
fecast the issue as the failure of mainstream research in its insistence upon neutral-
ity and scientific objectivity. But to recognize the pervasiveness of ideology in the
human sciences and 1o acknowledge personal bias are not sufficient to foster a body
of empirical work suitable for our theory-building. Haphazard considerations of the
need for trustworthy data are not enough if openly ideological research is to be
a':r:cpled as data rather than as metaphor by those who do not share its value
premises,
Whether we can do research that appears valid from multiple points of view or
!hgr Heron is correct that truth in research is a function of shared values (1981,
P- 33) is presently a moot issue. Given the primitive state of validity issues within
ODIE’EEIY value-based research (Feinberg, 1983; Reason & Rowan, 1981: White, 1973
of reflf"§..l93'3,, p. 151; Moop, 1983, p. 171}, we need to recognize that the “spectre
oy mmsntn may be our inevitable companion as we reshape science and move
ay from its positivist incarnation (White, 1973, p. 170). We also need to recognize
tios glronbach's point tr-ml “to_call for value-frec standards of validity is a contradic-
B lerms_. a nostalgic longing for a world that never was' (1980, p. 105).
Y arguing for a more systematic approach to triangulation and reflexivity, a

whe
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sl v:l‘?’di‘:mphasm for face validity, and inclusion of the new concern of catalytic
T y,

I stand opposed to those who hold that empirical accountability is either
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* self-aware.

newly  -rging patterns of inquiry, approaches to validity must reach beyond the
obfuscating claims of objectivity used by positivism to skirt the role played by
researcher values in the human sciences.

Specific techniques of validity are tied to paradigmatic assumptions (Guba &
Lincoln. 1981; Morgan, 1983). Positivists formulate tidy, quantifiable procedures
based on *‘the first positivist assumption” that natural science methods are appro-
priate for the study of human beings (Westkott, 1977). The classic psychometric
approach to establishing data trustworthiness focusses on the measurable. In spite
of “*validity coefficients’ and **multitrait-multimethod matrices,” however, validity
remains elusive. Basic construct validity, so central to theory construction (Cron-
bach & Meehl, 1955), continues to defy quantification. Error-of-estimate formulae
and multiple-regression equationsare substituted for the much slipperier process of
searching out and establishing independent, external validity criteria.

Within conventional, positivist research, the quantifiable concepis of discri-
minant and concurrent validity rise to the fore; factor analysis carries the weight of
construct validity; and face validity, so inherently impressionistic, is defined as
rapport and public relations and relegated to a distinctly second-class concern
(Kidder, 1982). Statistical manipulations replace the logical grounding of constructs.
Reliability, for example, while held to be necessary but not sufficient in establishing
validity, often stands alone in experimental and quasi-experimental research—mute
testimony to the lack of attention paid to construct validity. At best, this leads to
consistent subjectivity. At worst, it results in the reification of constructs that are
the projections of social biases, masculinity-femininity being but one prime exam-
ple (Constantinople, 1973; Lewin, 1984).

With the present epistemological and methodological ferment in the human
sciences, however, paradigmatic uncertainty is leading to the reconceptualization of
validity. Efforts to set subjective, tacit knowledge apart from the “‘context of
verification’” are seen as **naive empiricism.'* The process of inquiry is increasingly
viewed as a tapestry in which tacit knowledge is the “*warp” and propositional
knowledge the “‘wool" (Heron, 1981, p. 32). With no ready-made formulae to
guarantee valid social knowledge, **we must operate simultaneously at epistemolog-

ical, theoretical and empirical levels with self-awareness™ (Sharp & Green, 1975,

p. 234). What we are faced with is a lack of workable procedures or specific rules for
analyzing and verifying data (Huberman & Miles, 1983, p. 282). Our best shot at
present is to construct research designs that push us toward becoming vigorously

" Going beyond predisposition in our empirical efforts requires techniques that
will give confidence in the trustworthiness of data. Reason (1981) wants
“objectively subjective™ inquiry (p. xiii). Guba and Lincoln (1981) argue, more
systematically, for analogues to the major criteria of rigor within the orthodox
paradigm. Guba (1981) states that the least we should expect in establishing trust-
worthy data in new paradigm research is triangulation, reflexivity, and q‘l_emb‘r
checks. Reason and Rowan (1981) advis€ borrowing concepls of validity Trom
traditional research but refining and expanding them in ways appropriate (0 “an
interactive, dialogic logic™ (p. 240). Building on all of this, what follows is 2
reconceptualization of validity appropriate for research openly committed to 2 more

just social order. o
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Reconceptualizing Validity /\\V M X7
R " i
The job of validation is not to support an interpretation, but 1o find out what might
be wrong uufh it. A proposition deserves some degree of trust only when it has
survived serious attempts to falsify it

Lee Cronbach (1980)

Once we recognize that just as there is no neutral education there is no neutral
research, we no longer need apologize for unabashedly ideological research and its
open commitment to using research o criticize and change the status quo. The
development of data credibility checks 1o protect our research and theory construc-
lion.from our enthusiasms, however, is essential in our efforts to create a self-re-
ne.;uve human science. To guard against researcher biases distorting the logic of
evidence within openly ideological rescarch, the following guidelines are offered.

.Tn'nngularion: expanded beyond the psychometric definition o ultiple measures (b
include multiple dara sources, methods, and theoretical schemes, is cnucal T esmabhsh-

ing data trustworthiness. It is essential that the research design scek counterpat-
terns as well as convergences if data are to be credible.

Construct -vaIidiry must be dealt with in ways that recognize its roots in theory
construction (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Emancipatory social theory requires a
ccase_less confrontation with the experiences of people in their daily lives in order to
slxmle the tendency to theoretical ‘imposition Wwhich is inherent in lhebrelicélly
gundlcd .cmpirical work. A systematized reflexivity, which gives some indication of how
a priori t_heory has been changed by the logic of the data, becomes essential in
f‘.stabhshmg construct validity in ways hal will contribute to the growth of illuminat-
ing and change-enhancing social theory,

Face validity needs to be seen as much more integral to_the- ishi
data _credibility. u a‘a‘ﬁd‘t‘mcoln—(-lQSL)nfe:-& T“Em:mb<3[:lt¢t-:)‘[‘?:zslcs%‘f e\it}:lzl}:sg:zs
consider to be “‘the backbone of satisfying the truth-valué—fﬁfc_rgn” (p. 11O)
Reason and Rowan (1981) argue that such member checks (recycling analysis bacI;
lhg)_ug!l_al least a subsample of respondents) need to become a standard part of
¢mancipatory research designs: ~ Good research at the non-alienating end of the
SPtC!rum ... goes back to the subject with the tentative results, and refines them in
the light of the subjects’ reactions'’ (p. 248). ,

f:éa‘ijync validiry (Beason & Rowan, 1981, p. 240; Brown & Tandom, 1978) refers to
Iicipat:]%rc'c lohwhmh.the rescarch pr.c‘)ccss r‘c-oﬁenls, focusses, and energizes par-
beti [:;:: \;_v at Erelre (1973) .tcrrTls conscientization,”’ knowing reality in order to
thodan o :i;loﬂl;n 1:‘].. of :hc‘ guidelines proposed he!'e. this_ is by far the most unor-
neutea es directly in lhe_face of the essential positivist tenet of researcher
neutrality. My argument is premised not only on a recognition of the reality-altering

| .
l._n;ll': ag_l of the research process itself, but also on the need to consciously channel
S impact so that respondents gain self-understanding and, ideally, self-deter-

-+ Mination through research participation.

M . .
Y concern is that efforts to produce social knowledge that is helpful in the struggle

ora i i
5. more equitable world pursue rigor as well as relevance. Otherwise, just as

Gl¢ nn



self-sac of femininity and the choice_ and existential r'esp;)nmblhtzn%fc::isullt(;
hood. Hence, the research process prov:de_d an op'portuml’glf_h.or ::?-ﬁs e Lo
grow through thoughtful assessment of their expcnencesr; is s o e
unexpecled and relatively unnoted aspect of the res_earchi oweverffon ovas o no
way consciously invited through the res.earch c.iesngn. A;o, In(_) es s made (o
triangulate this growth in seIf-understandlpg. This Icaves_t ec am; of %esear(:her‘s
open to both the limitations of self-reporting and.lhc projection o

aspirations for respondents onto the data analysis.

i i ing. The research design called for
idirv is perhaps the mosl seriously Iaclung: . ‘
f:cei:‘:;,f\:?:ews papprgxirnalely one year apart. Neither categories nor conclusions
: oe recycled l;ack through respondents. This would have? been relatively easy, and
:;,rpayoffin both construct and catalytic validity would likely have been worth the
effort.

 The intellectual power of Gilligan's work is such that concern about eSIabl;]shlr!g_lhc
' trustworthiness of her dala is subsumed by the provocativeness of her theorizing.

. i f her Ph.D. students worked
~ \\""\Bu( issues of data trustworthiness concern her—one o

~
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. accounts. Critical ethnographers hold that by limitin

gearciless
: ies and phenomenalogical TS 45
/2)1 tions of their_situations aphi etionalist

ion of funct '
reify_interpretive procedures and reduce researchftlo a Coni('::l?&ess e deolof- 03
' \ alse consci nd 195~
subjective accounts that obscure the workings o icis gf

on a coding system that allows reliable data aggregation ac;]oss |ntir;;c;v; ;:"?
i is; or -
x differences hypothesis; another w :
sample selected to refure a se h : wol
consF:ruclcd moral dilemmas that focus on the interaction between justice and caring

> inaneffort to deepen construct validity; Gilligan moved into Opell':-intemevﬁ.:l(;ljh\?c;:}
K adolescent females around self-identity and self-defined moral dilemmas.

e
ally, Gilligan and her students work as a team to stress reflexivity.® As she ansc:r:zl:
slud’enls move from exploratory, hypothesis-generating work 1o lheou;).fdf:loni!;SU':s
tion and validation within a long-lerm, ongoing research program, validity

grow increasingly important. That Gilligan is fully cognizant of this speaks hope-

fully for the continuing importance of her work.

" xist Critical Ethnography . N . N
\\Q\) '%:’:: gi(::rr:hzdeologjcal goal of neo-Marxist critical ethnography is to expose

i ioni ale less
/ contradictions and detusions of liberal democ_ra.llc educauonlm ?;g;islcl)-cl{ZynoldS.
exploitative social and economic relations (Willis, 1977; Apple, ;

s

i i hooling in the
1980-81). The substantive task is the portrayal of the role of sc rand

g b
sof B p. -

i ificity, i diction
reproduction of inequality in all of its content andhspcuﬁcr:fz, 23;(;:;3: of pan
iti ical task is the ethnographic r
complexities. The methodologic : ‘ Pl
'\ants'pviews of reality, where these views come from, and the social conseq

ithi -buildt overriding 803]-%% i
/.\ such views, all situated within a context of theory-building. The culluﬁj;' i

- - f

Y then, is to produce “‘an adequate theory of schoollmgI I:;l""li:g:;i:lol?str
y rati is to make cle !

i atives' (Ogbu, 1981, p.9). The theory.ls : e
::I;;:li;omalion necessary to honor commitments to human rights and J
T (Pinar, 1981, p. 439). o .

: (sz\lr‘rlilhin lh?s theoretically guided search for data, Wthh- is lheicir}?;:ane

% teristic of critical ethnography, reality is held to be something mo

stice’

A e
W ical mystification (Faley, 1979). They argue that Marxism’'s profound scep

_.
X N

uclumf_g

. );'

-

charac-eche >
sotse” ‘s s-ur-fac? of ethnography infto] a more interpretive mode”” (p. 119) to transcend the
g analysis lo the actors’ PC“:‘P? EY

k. MONey versus the 100-late recog

inds. 3 leveal ¢y
Ly lors wp,

both appearances and common sense produces a more valid analysis than does
phenomenological research. Such scepticism, however, is tempered by an oppusi-
tion to reductive forms of determinism as the central theoretical inadequacy of
orthodox Marxism: the economistic reduction of humanity 10 pawns in the great
chessgame of capitalism (Apple, 1982; Giroux, 1981; Willis, 1977). Willis writes:
Capital requires it, therefore schools do it! Humans become dummies, dupes, zom-

bies. ... This will not do theoretically. It will certainly not do politically. Pessimism

reigns supreme in this, the most spectacular of secular relations of predeterminism.
(1977, p. 205)

The following examples illustrate how this research program frames its ques-
tions. Do progressive, liberal primary schools focus more on liberation than on
social control (Sharp & Green, 1975: Apple, 1979b)? How do young working-class
males deal with their entrapment in the lower rungs of (he hierarchical work worldJ
(Willis, 1977)? How do working-class females deal with the school’s efforts to
prepare them for their primary roles as wife, mother, and reserve labor force
{McRobbie, 1978)? Where do teachers’ “‘common-sense™ views of student differ-
ences come from and how do these views affect kids’ life chances (Carlson, 1980)?

How do students react to curricular offerings sanitized of any sense of struggle and
oppression (McNeil, 1981)?

Paul Willis’s Learning 10 Labor: How Working Cluss Kids Get Working Class Jobs

(1977} is the standard work in the critical ethnography of schooling (Apple, 1979a). A
three-year participant observation study of 12 *‘disaffected" male teenages in a
working-class British industrial area, it focusses on the transition from school to work
inorder to shed light on the willing acceplance of restricted work opportunities on the
partof working-class youth. Using informal interviewing, regular and recorded group
discussion, diaries, and participant observation in and out of school, Willis collected
datathroughout *'the Jads® ** lasttwo years ofschoolingand into the first six months of
work. Parents, teac hers, and work supervisors were included in the interviews,
Participant observation included attendingclassesas astudent and working alongside
the lads at their jobs. The research design included comparative case studies selected
to be similar in sex, patterns of friendship grouping, and likelihoud of leaving schoo!
at age 16,
Theory guided the search for oppositional, counter-schoo! group members as the
main research sample used Lo substantiate the concepl of working-class resistance to
official authority. Theory guided the search for contradictions: that belween
‘_faf-hers' expressed goal of enabling working-class students to transcend their class-
r"mled lives versus teachers’ efforts to stymie the “'self-disqualification’” of disaf-
¢

. £Cled students from the meritocratic merryground (p. 148); that between the lads’

elt sense of cultural election’* as they moved into the adult world of work and

2 nition of the determinants that settled a major life
€Cision to their disadvantage (p. 107). Theory guided the “‘plunge beneath the

«"Mitations of the "‘ethnography of visible forms"" (p. 121) whichis as likely to conceal
ural dynamics. Theory guided the view of humans as active appropria-
tion 0 reprc:uduce cxislir_ug str‘uclures of inequality only through struggle, contesla-
'Ccor'.oanfi partial penctration: “‘Just because there are what we call structural and
. omic determman[s, it does not mean that pcople will unnroblematically nhaw

..ola_,
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(1981) is

al. Working through the University of N(_Jr_way and the go*;lerr:g?:glt ?f
in. Swaniz's team conducted a four-year participalory researc proj 0
e e, oIchange inrural villages. Researchers lived in the village and took
stqtjy -lh;-'rljrps_':lisfi(ies in order to become famitiar with the context of acute .problcms,
partin yﬁ:rs' role was to probe and stimulate the villagers’ formlflauor:l and 1o
s r(::St?mcolulions to their perceived problems. Theory was used dlalec'u(.:ally o
e ort';e the contradictions underlying daily difficulties so .lhat policies and
problemn I 1d be formulated that would create long-lterm so}uuons (p. ?.86_).
e TIOU day-1o-day informal participant observation, vanou&semmars.u}volv.
in zﬁls :-("eu"ﬂi“;“);;m were_taped and reports were distributed |.o ?llu;laam:;;:;:[s
o mention was made of how literacy rates affected lhi_s), vil agg.#___. re
gallhough_ n(:he design of surveys; task groups worked on such projects as collecting
O e and storytelling; viilagers helped design and conduct training programs
Ifocal nji::lz:fural veterinary, and health care officers. All phases of the research were
ciraig::leﬁzzd l:'iy a coutinuing rr}ulual feedback process.
The self-corrective mechanisms were:

i : ive time in the field included participant
Tﬁangulafl'orl 0){0':2{3:;555:;2?;; T:I?::::\:s Data sources were c;flremely varied
g:) ﬁ:hat:ﬁzlliial and national level. Theory triangulzlxltion is escfema:llyass‘l’li'(r);?(.ml:
ivi ment that reflected villager needs an s,
?t::;::ﬁczl! :o;::rilecl:t;vii:::'?:ngulaled from four so.urces: (.l) cont':rczt;'. cl:lz::e [I\::lde?::-
and the incorporation of the villagcrs'_ own thinking on.:ssu:‘:[sgo(d“ive -
idelines for national development policies; (3} the commi mt:i e rotact:
o uld directly benefit the villagers’ own micro-level develop! . cess
Wa(:’::;lzl “:zarf loosely neo-Marxist theoretical con§trucls sucl;‘as. stsmr:;:css ‘
zgntradicfions inherent in social slratiﬁcalion.. What |sdnolew:r<tjez 11:‘1 ! m:nner e
how concrete situations influenced lheory-bplldmg an progst:and T 1o fn
fostered the participants’ awareness of their own resourc
Auence decisions concerning themselves.

i i iori villagers'
Construct validity was grounded in the dialectic betweefl a priori lht'iqryl. hl:e rOdugﬁvc
own ways of thinking, and the researchers’ long-term involvement in the p
work of the village.

i tectedin
Catalytic validity was consciously built into the research design z':nd :;rilctﬁadrtltyein it
the activism of pastoral women over the course of the researc h p e avir
owinginsistence that they be given literacy §kl_lls.(p. 286), anc:\t 'c:i hlgto o et of
g‘ the pastoralists as a group reflected in their insistence on their Ng
local decision-making (p. 291).

i i i al ways.
Face validiry permeated the research process in both systemz:!lr::ua;;c; 1:1:2;::'6(1 ok
Analytical categories and emerging conclusions wert;,] .con; s obe
through the respondents. As this was areport of researchin pr_ugl;'e a:; o a55ess
seen what form the final report will take and whether ;_ht;]re ::search
validity through participant reaction 1o the resuits of the .

ing the
ion in celebrating
A reading of Swantz's earlier work (1975} recommﬂ}g: cau“otr)‘ell[\‘veen intent an
empowering dimensions of participatory research. ‘:iog:gcﬁneale her
practice is noted, but subtle coercion and external impos! later work scems mor¢
ost villaorts 1n rerform a self-studv of local resources. Her later

Lk

efforts10

"_;People to talk the way they do” (Browning,

authentically participatory, and one can surmise that important lessons . _.e learned
regarding the involvement of participants as co-researchers.

Given this caveal, the strengths of Swantz's research regarding validity are the
continuous feedback system and the dialectical development of theory which
strengthen construct validity and the changed behavior of villagers which bespeaks
the high quality of the study’s face and catalytic validity. Its central weakness is the
lack of systematized self-reflexivity, but, given the dialectical approach to theory
construction, such a lack is by no means as critical in this research program as it is in
the theory-laden empirical work of critical ethnography. Additionally, this was a

team effort so one can assume a degree of reflexivity, although Reason and Rowan
warn against *‘consensus collusion'” (1981, p. 244).

Beyond Predisposition

The struciures and procedures of lemancipatory) research are open 10 many
questions and uncertainiies; but it seems that social scientists concerned with the
analysis of the societally shaped consciousness and subjectiviry of various groups
should engage in i1 experimentally, that is, with an open mind. Further exploration
of the theoretical and methodological possibilities . . . should be ... on the agenda.

Marlis Krueper (1981)

. These case studies of the treatment of validity in openly ideological research were

chosen both for their typicality and in the case of Gilligan and Willis for their
exemplary status. By looking at how the best examples of a research program deal
with establishing data credibility, potential strengths and troublesome weaknesses
become most evident. While by no means exhaustive, the following issues seem of
pressing importance for openly ideological researchers.

Is the Method the Message?

The effort to create an emancipatory social science must confront the need for
methods that are at least nonalienating, at best empowering. The classic quandry of
ends over means can be seen most starkly in comparing the role of the researcher in
Freirian and neo-Marxist research. The former works intentionally at thwarting the
cult of expertise that has fostered what Reinharz terms the *‘rape model” of research:
career advancement of social scientists built on alienating and exploitative methods
(1979, p. 95). Within Freirian research, the inquiry process itself is committed to

enhancing the personal power of participants. The neo-Marxist researcher, in con-
Irast, is seen as “interpreter of the world, " exposer of false consciousness (Reynolds,
1980-81, p. 87).

This nondialectical perception of the role of the researcher confounds the intent
to demystify the world for the dispossessed. Respondents become objects, targets of
fesearch, rather than subjects who have been empowered to understand and change

. their situations. While there is at last some needed revision of the tendency to dismiss
. Tesistance to Marxist interpretations as *‘false consciousness” (Apple, 1980-81,
. P- 81; Fay, 1977), empirical and theoretical insights continue to be aimed at other

'ntellectuals. Building a more just social order becomes a matter of ‘‘getting more

1983, p. 55). Only those with advanced

bic
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impossit achieve or able to be side-stepped i|_1 new paradigm resc'arch. At

minimum, 1 argue that we must build the following into our research designs:
—triangulation of methods, data sources, and theories .
—reflexive subjectivity (some documentation of how the researcher’s assump-
lions have been affected by the logic of the data)

—catalytic validily (some documentation that the research process has led 1o
insigﬁT and, ideally, activism on the part of the respondents)

—

Conclusion

As the shakiness of validity within the positivist p?radigm and the pervasiveness of
ideology within the human sciences are increasingly acknowledged (Fay, 1975;
Bernstein, 1976; Mishler, 1979; Nowotny & Rose, l9_79‘. Hesse‘, 1980), we see lh.a[
what is at first impression the **hard place’” of validity coel"ﬁcmnts and mulu.tran-
multimethod matrices is, in fact, a soft spot. The *‘rock™ is ngl the unassallabl.e
validity of positivist research findings but rather the ne_cd to estabhsr! the lru;twprt.h!:
ness of data which are *qualitative, fleeting, and, at times, frankly impressionistic
(Reason, 1981, p. 185). For new paradigm researchers, the task t.>ccomes the con-
frontation of issues of empirical accountability in our mctho_do_log:cal formula'mons,
the need to offer grounds for accepting a researchcr’§ c!cscnpnon and analysis, and
the search for novel, workable ways of gathering validity data. .

Ignoring data credibility within openly value-based research programs will not
improve the chances for the increased legitimacy.(?f the k{l(-)WICdge .lhey pr(:)duc;.
Agreed-upon procedures are needed to make g.mplnc‘al decision-making public and,
hence, subject to crilicism. Most importantly, |fwe. fail to develop these pn})c:?dure.sli
we will fail to protect our work from our own passions, and our theory-building wi
SUHelg;zason and Rowan’s call for **a new rigor ol'soﬂntf.ss“. ('1955'1. p- 4?9), a" vaild:Y
of knowledge in process’ (p. 250), an "‘objective subjectivity’’ (p. xiii) may be the
best that we can do. But let us begin to move toward that.

Noles

. he 1
. - i i he need to explore ¢ % ¢
1. 1use “ideology’ in the expanded neo-Marxist sense of including t otion s %

social genesis, limitations, and transformative possibilities of points of view. This 0

. . . . . rotcc, "..
opposed to orthodox Marxist usage which sees ideology as a distortion of reality, P :
live of existing power arrangements. . . Fihe £

Apple’s recent formulation of ideology reflects the revised neo-Marxist usage © ;

term based on Gramsci and Althusser. Gramsci t_heoyizes that ideology cc_)st 1ndplfe8(;::lic
as well as oppressive forms and Althusser dislnngplshcs between practica a:
ideologies. The former posits ideology as the material and common-sense asgelermi
rather than merely ideas. People inhabir ideologies which speak to both Cchler.
creative/antonomous qualities of culture (Apple, 1982, p. 112. See also
Glror;;nlzi?re of the argument that, for analytic usefulness, the term must bdcﬁniliono ‘
Barrett (1980). for example, argues both against an **unacceptedly expansionist L oth

P R d in b
ideology"’ (p. 253) and for a recognition that the concept is inadequately theorize

sive -
ts of daily Bt
nant anc .o

e bOUndcd' A

Marxist and feminist theory (p. 84). While thoroughly agreeing with the latter,  suld argue
aginst the former if Marxism and feminism themselves are 1o be viewed as the social
constructions that they inherently are. To do otherwise is lo become dogmatic, thereby
crippling the thrust toward a critical social theory.

2. While it is tempting o use the phrase *‘openly ideological research paradigms,” I agree
with Guba and Lincoln that paradigm should be reserved for **axiomatic systems character-
ized essentially by their differing sets of assumptions abow the phenomena into which they
are designed to inquire’* (1981}, Neo-Marxism with its theory-generated search for data
and its assumptions of a singular material reality of dominance and oppression and the
historical inevitability of a more just social order (Ullrich calls this the '‘docirine of
eventual salvation’ [1979, p. 132)) qualifies it as an inquiry paradigm. But Freirian research,
although grounded in a dialectical, loose neo-Marxism, shares the assumptions of the
naturalistic, interpretive paradigm (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). And feminist research operates
out of both the conventional and naturalistic paradigms. Additionally, with the develop-
ment of Marxist-feminist theory, there is a growing body of feminist empirical work that

shares the assumptions of the inquiry paradigm of neo-Marxism (e.g., McRobbie, 1978;
Sacks, 1984).

3. In an appendix to his Merhodology for the Human Sciences {1983), Polkinghorne traces the
history of the term **human science.”” He argues that “'behavioral sciences” refain the
spectre of behaviorism and the prohibition against consciousness asa part of scientific study.
**Social science’ carries connotations of natural science in its nomothetic or law-seeking
mode of inquiry. **Human science,"" he argues, is more inclusive, using multiple systems of
inquiry, “*a science which approaches questions about the human realm with an openness to

its special characteristics and a willingness to let the questions inform which methods are
appropriate™ (p. 289).

4. Exceptionsto this Jack of attention to the methodological implications of the postpostivist
eraare: Guba and Lincoln, 1981; Reason and Rowan, 1981; Comstock, 1982; Reinharz, 1983;
Polkinghorne, 1983; Lincoln and Guba, 1985).

5. Brofenbrenner originally recast the metaphor in terms of rigor vs. relevance (quoted in
Guba, 1980, p. 13).

6. An encouraging example of the impact of feminist criticism on more mainstream be-
havioral researchers is David McClellan's Power: The fnner Experience (Irving Press, 1975).
Unlike his earlier work on achievement motivation, McClellan looked at both sexes and
discovered thal power works differently for men and women: *' Power motivation apparently
helps women develop into higher stages of malurity, just as it hinders men™ (p. 96).

A far less encouraging example is Elizabeth Dodson Gray's discussion of Kohlberg's
recent The Philosophy of Moral Development (Harper & Row, 1981), with its **Six Universal
S_Iages." Gilligan's work is consigned to one paragraph and dismissed: ** The gender implica-
tions of her work are never acknowledged, and the limitations they imply for the *universal
Stages are never even raised! ... How long will male scholars in patriarchy ... refuse to
=ICk.nowledge the relativity of their own gender standing point? How long can they ignore the
Sociology of their own knowledge?™ (Gray, 1982, p. 56).

1. For expanded critiques of Gilligan, see Social Research, 50(3), 1983, entire issue.

8. T{llk delivered by Carol Gilligan at the American Educational Researchers® Association
2Pecial Interest Group/Research on Women in Education, mid-year conference, Philadel-
Phia, November, 1982.

9. Lexplore the methodological implications of critical theory, especially the need to create

- Tesearch designs that empower Lhe researched, in Lather (1986).
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