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INTRODUCTION

Yo v -

There is growing interest in the use of anthropological * (also called qualitative,

’

phenomenological, or-ethnographic) techniques in educational research, The backgrounds

P

of many traditional educational researchers, however, contain no training in or experience

with this kind of research. Because ethnographic methodology differssignificantly from the

research approaches more commonly used in ation, those who are unfamiliar with it may

misunderstand its rationale, its data €ollection pocesses, and the nature of its findings w

Conséquentl‘y, they might not be able fo use it where appropriate or to make judgements
about the quality of research plans or reports. The ways ethnographic approaches differ

K from other approaches are essential to understand because they represent fundamentally

e

different claims about the nature of human behavior and the best ways of comin ,tg)k
_ <
differences befy/een this kind

stand it. We propose, therefore, in this article to review t
G

f research and the techniques more fcmlllor to educat@{;seorcherygy explolnmg the
[

PR A

1_?\,

ationale behind its us%and by discussing some of !he processes by 3
conducted. : /

"Ethnographic" fchniqugs may sound more appropriate for studies of foreign lands or
exotic tribes than fcf our owh ,schog‘s, U;ﬁﬁ »recv:e'nfl.y‘, in fact, ‘most of these kinds of studies

were conducted owfide American society or within minority subcultures. As the next section

: \ -

. that are quite fanfiliar to educational researchers. In the context of these appeals, however,
" anthropological’l usually metins some variety of participant observation, long considered
basic to anthropélogical research. In this paper we use the term anthropological research
to mean participapt observation. C

* x Anthropoldgists, of caurse, use a variéty of research techniques including those 1
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" —. explains, however, this kind of approach can provide data just as valuable for mainstream

American schools os for those in other cultures.

o

There are indications that the use of ethnographic techniques for studying American

The National Instit:te of %ducaﬁon (NIE, 1973) is encouraging this
kind of appfoach, and many reseorchers: involved in the evaluation of educational progfurm
and ;n/the processes of innovation are finding these approaches useful,(CNS, 1972; CNS,

,&4 c; Smjth, 1974; and Nelson, Lundin, & Gianof;a, 1974), S.everal gener;:l studies of
sc.hpolsf have been completed or are in progress: Cuiﬂsick (1974) on student life in a high
( sc \ |7 CNS (1974 b) on student—teacher relations in altemative schools; Jackson (1968) on
: life lementary classrooms; lanni et al (1973) on c&)parisons; among various ki-nds of high

~ schooly; Smith & Geoffrey (1969) on life in an immer city classroom; Smith & Keith (1971) ;n

_ | the events surrounding the establishment of an innovative elementary school; Wolcott (1973)

|
;
!
|
|
J
)
|
i
|
|
:
-

on thie day to day realities of an administrator; and Wilson (1972) on the culture of an alter- ’
nd’}i\_/‘g;high school without walls,
Qur purpose here-is not to report on the substantive findings of rthesevl;inds of studies.

4" For that the reader is urged to consult other sources (for example, Sindell, 1969; lanni & .

Storey, 1973; Spindler, 1963; Wax, Geariné, & Diamond, 1973; and the Council on Anthro-

_— .
pology and Education [CAE] Quarterly). Our purpose is fo present as clearly as possible,

-

in terms understandable to non-anthropologists, a review of the mbtho&ology as it relates to

educational resSarch, ot
\ - . A3

&

-
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;o . . RATIONALE- ‘ A g

. Ethnographic techniques are part of a research tfadit'ion that h\as been' aeveloped over

many years by anthropologists and?ommunitx-study- sociologists, These researchers have s
- found these methods useful for gailhe‘ﬁng ce;'fuin important kinds of data, and some haw'e :

.~ " even claimed that these anthropological techniques may gather infomc;tiqn that is. impossible
to obtain b;/ other methods, Social Scignfists w%hm o’ll traditions, however, tan benefi't'
from understanding the raﬂor;ale underlying this méthodology, It is bc?sed on two sef$ of
hypotheses about human behavior — 1) the nafuralistic-ecologicol hypothesis and 2) tl';é
qucﬂntohve-phinomenologncol hypothesns These two fundamental hypotheses accepted to-

gether provide a strong rationale for pomcupant observohg Esea:c)( We proceed by

reviewing several independent strands of re‘seorch and theory that have given rise to eocl-\
[} . ,

~-

_of these hypotheses.

Naturalistic-Ecological Perspective

. ’
K
~ s - \

Many ‘social séientists believe that human behavior is significantly influenced by the

settings in'which it occurs. They, therefore, believe that is is essential to study.psychological

3¢

;avenfs in natural settings,} and they claim that settings generate régylorities in behavior that
\ often transcend differences‘o.mong‘ ‘i'n’dividuals. glﬁer the years, extensive research Bos been
conducted which: dqmd@trggté;.trl‘me importance of the irifluence of the setting and the often
dzv;a.rgen’t fir;dlngs which result'when the same phenomenon is studié:i in the |abomtory and

and"in the field, (For a fuller discussion of this research and nahonole see Burker, 1968 and

/Wullems and Rousc\h 1969.) Ecological psychologists claim thaf' |f one hopes to generuhze

/ RE

. research findings to the everyday world where most human eyenh occur, then the rch .

we H
e B} ’ |

L:«JH A R

~ ) - ' | . -' ',y‘ . . ) !
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. " must be conducted in settings similar 16 thosé the researchers hope to generalize abéut,

where those same forces that will one day act are not interru'pted. The ethologists (for P

*

example Hess, 1962) have noted similar problems with much research on animals. The typical

4

L laboratory or zoo distorts animal’s behavior into pattems that have little to do with how they

»

behave in natural settings.

How does the setting influence pedple in it? Barker writes of forces generc#ed both. by

e
.t
- -
-

the ph'ysical‘arrongements of the settings and by imfémalized notions in people's minds about

what i{s expected and allow;ed. .S-ignif;contly, a second truditio;1 of social science has ar:ived g
' in;iependenﬂ? the sofpe point of em.phasizing t,.he importance of the intemalized notion;
genergfod in settings. Sociologists sh;d‘(r;gfr;onizofions assert the importance of the t:udin
tions, roles, voh;es, and noms that are part of life in orgdnization:s.‘ Much behavior in
orggnizations is |n‘&q‘nced By the participants’ awareness of fhese mental stafes and by .
pressures gener;:ted by others influenced by these states (see March, 1965), Thoug.h’organi-
zational theorists might not necessarily claim that research must be cc;nducted in the ?ield,

~ 1

they do cognizezmony o}/fﬁgforces that the ecological psychologists see as important, - ~

. .

Schools are organizations and hence exert many powerful forces on participant behavior.

’

For example, for a discussioh of teacher roles and traditions, see Lortie, 1973; for a dis= — -

P

“ |

cussion_of norms,, ST Dreeban, 1968; for a discussion of other pressures in these settings, see

Jackson, 1968 and I.‘»orason, 1971, Realizing that these pressures exist, the ecological
psychologist would wam that one wants ultimately to generalize research findings Is,

‘_“_rq—__-"‘-—_‘_.i . . L L] N t
=~ then he best conduct his research within school settings where alttt es are intdct

The ingbility of classical leaming theories to say very much that is-megningful about every-

déy classroom leaming can'be explained in part by the absence of these school/ofga izhitional,

¥

forces in the rch laboratories where the thecries weg-developed . ’ Cos

]

4




— The same kind of re',aliz‘arion about the importance of context for research has arrived
! . /

-

at in a third independent tradition of research. Social psychologéts realized that their”
. - > / —

experiements were often picking up influences other than what they were focusing on. They

then duscovered that the expenmenfal situation — for example the questlonnalre the inter-

vuew, the Iaboratory — was a unique setting of 1fs owh with its own dynarmcs and mflueV

‘
3

on behavior. Rosenthal and Rosnow in Artifact in Behavioral Research‘)(~1969) review the

findings of ‘extensive research undertaken to determine the nature of these influences. For

usual behavior in real, complex settings. One area in which this sho

‘and in interviews hgve ngt provided ﬁdequafe infofmation about fheir observed g
g (Deutscher, 1965) /

'Several reactions are

ssible to these realizatio/ns about artifact 3/reasearch The .
- ' v ™

researchers who wrote the dif rent chapters in the ffosenthal and Rosnaw volume have ,

aﬂempted to find w ys to mom or and control these. mfluences in their research Cook &

’

) — e

Sellhz (1964) in theik multiple indicator approach provnde another way to attempt to monitor

" extraneous forces. most common method used to overcome these dlff‘culhes of artifact

|s studymg the nofnenon natura/uf{all\\wd unobtruswely (see Webb et al., 1966),

¢




. . " -

" Under the ‘conditions of naturalistic observation the behayigr-studied is subject to the influences ) "
. .- v I3 v

»

" of the natyral setting rather than the specialized influences of research settings.

& » — a 4
.. Many researchers will have no trouble acgépting the preceding rationale: Obsérva .
. H 4 .
.- . v 8& ! o s ‘
— =. isdeeply ingrained in the rican educatignal reseo}ﬂ( tradition, and’the only defand that & . L
: : T ‘ . s . '

the ecologi cal h,ypothé/sis.mokes is that behavior be studied in the'field. The rest o/ stapdard , T

tecHnique(i? le_ft infact - for exomple, deriving explicif a priori hypotheses, defining opelp-

tional cafeg_omes of observahon developmg objective methods of data gofhermg, and con= - *

»

duchng appropriate sta tical analy,

1,
4.,

ion discusses a-part of the ’honqle B ’

B

d human behavid[ witbout‘ vhder~ /

+ standing the%ewo\:k within which t‘he’subjecfs interpret their thoughts, féeﬁngs and actions,
. ﬁ\, g . . EE

. ..They point out that- the noj’ural science approaeh%fO“obfecfivif); requires the researché

-

//
o -

s
¢

hves of the sub;qctso (See KocHemoss 1967 Ban\‘ock 1965; and Broodbeck

/
e O,

‘The rami ohons of this posmon are far mngmg: The tradiff nal s’rcmcé of objective

-

LR

outsider so favpred by soclal scientists and the $hual research procedures are deemed |m:de?quatt;—‘m‘w:>

5 e,
4

for gathering information whuch fakés these porhcupcmf perspechv s mto account,” Moreover, ™

. b

the custp;nary deductiye activities of framing hypotheses and defining categories a priori and
Y - S }
ERIC - N e
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of' aﬂblyz{hg wnhm prespecified frameworks are seen as moppr fiate. Bécause these notions

. \ Ve T
g may’Be difficult to undersfand, we will exﬁzlain them in more fdetafil, L
- J/ ~ ! ’ . /
X< ’ ] t ’
/}v/\'/ h Typucally, researchets try to fmd sfrafegles whuch m|n|mlze the rolg of sub|echwfy.
, . an

, L Tbey 1’fy to stondorduze the mterprefohons whuch they {(or anyone e]se) ‘attribute to dafo pef-
| .c,,e_lved by HAe]r sgn;es — for iristance, by deriving a scheme for coding behaviors observed
- . ina clos;room.' 'i'hg,drefically, a codiné scheme and a framework for interpreting dbserved:

, e . ’
, behaviors 'cah%:il)e developed aﬁjd communicated such that anyone with exposure to the scheme

. ~ [

.~ and some training will-interpret the behaviors in approximately the same way. This method *

. - t

N _ -
X ¢ ~
i ’ is seen as guaranteeing objectivity. B : . “
e S The phenomenologist points out that the adoption of this particular framework for inter-

préﬁng and cod/ing behavior is arbitrary. Any number of meaning systems could be selected.
{ . ' .
o fact, the most irr;poﬁant fromewo&s to understand might be those of-the subjects) rather
} ,y':;:“ * , \

- , than the mseane social scientist in standardizing the intefpretation may
d ) :
y, o have destroyed some of the most valuable data he had. Severyn Bruyn has expressed this view:
ey - ) — 2 -
) ~ The traditional empiricist considers himself (as a scienﬁst) |

.- tobe the primary source of knowledge, and trusts his own . . -
. own senses and logic more than he would trust that of his
» sub ects, The participant observer, on the other hand’, con-

- /siders.the interpretations of -his subjects tohave first im= ’
/\por‘t:rbe\.,\.".‘ By tgking the role of his subjects he re-creates,
R " in his own imayination and experience the thoughts and :

-

feelmgs which are in the minds of those he studies. (1966, p. 12)

f ' < - ‘ ‘yl#l
Ll . Lo ! 4
*

4 : } - 4

- To know merely the fact that feelings, fhébéhts, or actions exist is not enough,without
T i , b

. * . i .
also knowing the framework within which these’ behaviors fit,” The social scientist must come

-

y to understand how all those who are involved interpret behavior in addition to the way he as.

L ? »
- - , s / o

scientist interprets it from his “objective outside” perspective, ,I\’Aoreéve.r, since the subjects

: ot . . ‘ . .
cannot.afways’ articuldre their.perspectives, the researcher must fimd ways to ¢ultivate aware- ;
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. o
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. .

“

# o Va ’
. , ~
ness of the'latent meanings without becommg oversocnéhzed and unaware gs most participants
/. -

)

may be 'He must develo/pa/dynamlc tension béfween his 5ub|echve role of participant and

/

hls Tole of observer ﬁ{hot he is neither one emxrely,,

.* . < - . ' 7

The necessity of abandoning traditional deduchve procaoes such as a priori hypothesis

~ ; . . .

"generation follows as a consequence to this general approach to understanding human behavior.

Be?:ouse*'rhe‘qmntifctive reseorche.r is restricted within his own pers ctive, he risks bein
perspe 9

¢oncemed about irrelevant vonobles. Glaser and Strauss (1967) describe a careful method

+
A » M

by whlch socml scientists can ground their theory and research in the reality they'ne studymg.

They use the tension between participant data dnd observer onalys:s to constuntly refine their P
* - - »

theory, ‘kodmp ol reseqrch onalysu framed without this on-gomg awareness can seem forced )

; {
R s
to.fit the thé\ory undlﬁg the-research. Formol theory should enter only ofter the reseorcher L.
has become. conw{ncea of its relevance. Glaser and Sfrauss descrube the udvanfoges of their . . /
s . M/ b e , N N o L .
open approach over a pre—sfrucfured study, - e ’ / ’,
IS " o : i ' s . . ! . . R L/
- \ - / of '
I The consequence (Af the rodmor@pprooch) is often a forcmg ' / ,
s _ of"lata as well as a neglect of relevant cohcepts ‘and hypofhesns L : A
= 7 that may emerge.... Our approach, allowing substonhbﬁ con- .
cepts and hypotheses to emerge first, on their own, enables, the i ]
. A analyst to ascertain which, if any, existing formal tHeory may / . ' /T
k help him generate his substantive theories, He can then be more . a
. objective and less theoreticdlly blased (1967, p. 34) /S ./ 5
No one, of course enfers a muohon as a frue tobulo rasa. Langdage is itself o Iimiting/
. ! v . . - [ ._ ‘
.- . o %,
factor which provides one set of conceptual tools and screens out otfers. Similarly, the *,
' : . r . Lt e
previous experiences of the scientist influence his observation-and'thought. In fact, traditional = %

[ »

°

o . o -

/There is room in fhe realms of research, ho&ever for othe more mduchve approaches where "
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/ 5 i
. . v N . ) ' .

“ / / —9-

. . . ,

% the rdle of’t;he,preformed hypothesis and/“circumscribed data ‘gathering techniques are

/
’ ~ / - ) t
reduced to a minimum, . / . S — )
. ) - R . . N "', . R 2 « s * .o
Those who work within the anthropological tradition cultivate the skill of suspending .

!
. ., B -

(the- phenomenologists call it "bracketing") their areeonceptions. They study prior research:

) - ' = o
- and theory as much as the tradltlonal researcher, but they then purposety suspend this know- Lo
2 - . N
| ledge until fhe'ir experience with the research setting suggests its relevance. \
° ' T ‘ gl - -

4

An example quI perhap; iHlustrate this somewhat eluslve concept of meaning-and .

¢ -

perspectwe whlch the qualitative approaches see a;@mt;_’@jjs assume, for the

., ‘

\ * sake of this |||ustrat|on, that a traditional researcher is. mterested |n studying tnter-stytdent

I aggre55|on in the classroom -- perhaps to determine the re‘latnon of its oc;currenCe to/orre
’ ¢
-~ . .3

aspects ‘of- teacher activities or son‘g‘set of student characterlstlcs. To deterniine frequency
.7 . .

fod -

The researcher.;*irr}ul_taneously'

/ N ; '
. finds ways to record and measure-other varigbles of intérest. s . o
' \ ) ‘ ’ . oS . - “
A . i i ,
- -Let Us assume that "student hits other stident" .is one of t&ese ct:rteg'd?zres of aggresslon.
- / » .
vt Those who have\been observer/coders in the classrooms are _aware |ntumve|y that met every
- ° ’ ' - ) /'/ ) \\/ N * / . . ’
< /- student hits other/student" event ls comménsurate. The' ob,ec;(ve tradmon and traumng e
/ . / i S
. . . /- 7. ’
/eads a person to.pyt these resegvations aside (or to make limited inferences) and report,f e ’
N . H . T b ° . & P /
the "facts". ! - o ' L
( oot ¢ S — \
- ) ' - The’ partncnpant observer is not willing | ta sacrifice a|| this mformatlon about the: - W
| . ) . IS o a* s ;. -, ~/
s subtle d/?ferences hetween snmllar hlttmg evente/ ln fact, he feeWs thd‘t understandmg o

v ’ - N

theSe differences is érucial ahd mich of hus rasearc‘h is spec:flcully armed at garmng ’

° ' ¢ . . .
rd '/ b v L . oo ° ; '

j R th_rs information s Moreover, the danger:exists even in quar]tita(tive systemafic obsegvation

-




. er -10- , . e
- - .

- . . » - ) .

. . i | ) ~ .‘ '\~ ;
that the foiture to undersfam:f the m'eonihgs of hitfing eVents may res't}'ff in miscoding, urider

» . ’5

or over eshmcnon of reiahonshlps, or totol neglecr of powerful corfcepts ond hypothdtis
+ 7 ° - . N
reloted to thq reseorcher s interests, . .

- C o < . ) -

: . - The‘pcr'ficipgnt observer systematicolly w:;rks to be awore of fh:é meonings :f events, )

% For. exomple, in rel?hon:}o e hmmg exﬂmple Q0ve “he wo.uld be‘owore of fhe following “ ,
;:omcmdnt perspecffves th:ch were relevont in fhe s‘tfuonon he wo sfudymg

e - How dc; ;Bg vonous porncnponts (the hmer person._ beTn; ‘ I

e N .

hit, anlookers, teacher), percgive, the évent? > . AN .
pe i .

Do they even see itos ‘aggression? e i C

Do the hitter ond person'-bemg hit concu; ¥n the meonmg% BN

‘¢ . N o ' : , :

1t could for exomple, not be on act f dggression: . ™~ f . A

\-;———/ - - -

* It cdyld be on act of offectioh as in Jgome of exchopge. . P
ft could be part of subculturol.norms, (in'some block ! .

subcultures, pge-odolescént ond odolescent males hit  , ' : ) .

eoch other on the orm ond the shoulder os p}oyfut ; .

demonstr ion &f.strength rather than os o s;?ec1f:c B . IS

<

-t

[o]

2

Y
%

<. or to disrupt clgss order rather thon being oimed ot . ° S .
sthe bersen bex i ) : ‘
‘\7:_ e Even nf it.is-aggression, there are mﬁcnhcol d:fferences omcmg evjtts that it is. /- ‘
- umporfar;t to understond. L \ _ . . WS S,
The event tould be of initiotory first oct.or it could -
0 . “» beo refnbuhon for prévious Bcts' of aggression not . . _—
T ‘ necessanfy linked\immediately in ' space, time, or I ‘ . \(
3 - / .o kmd K\ . - < -

® - The event could be part of o personol relohonshlp . ] .
between the two students involved or it could be , o .
part of o lorger interpersonal network of relohons ‘ o ) e
> : ~~ for excmple, intergroup hostijty. : o

' .
.
o " \ Py . .
- B * ‘ - ' ~- )
R . . . .- [ R .
. - - - T
. . t
1

LN

) THere ore criﬁéal cspects of human beh.ovior tdgersfond - The omhsopologtsf _
* - ' -
|eorm of some of these perspechves by heormg porﬁc}ponts express fhem in the flow of . S

events. To wlgam of others, he must ask the portic:panfs queshqns ond become ocquamted / -,

. &

t"

wc?h “en-nc -(oc?or-relevonf) ccrregones whuch ore roreiy expressed Some ~of what we ore ~ .

. '- ) . . 13“ ' _-,', - :lf:
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collmg perspecnves ogmecmlngs, however moy not even be conscious for the portuc;pants

»

and'no porhcupontcouid sponfoneously orhcufofe them, - The porflmpcnf observer s doy-
'to- doy observcmon of fhe (UH range of achvmeg and Fns sfofus of oufsnder insider put him .
©t \

i n a unique pos:f\on to understard these Forces on behokur and to articulate fhem,

s

Tbns" brief dlscussmn has gerfomﬁl/fﬂ' exhausted all the possible meoning§ of this

-t

particular action. Any sefhng where human beings éct is full of behcvnours whuch have -

-
.

®- #herr similarig ruch sefs of possuble meanings. H’hough it is impossible for arry individuol P2

to comprehend all of meanings in any semng, o researcher- usmg cnrhropolpg?col ?echmques

- N hd

can be aware of hao;f oF them and be able to use them in understanding ard expfommg human

. - - ~ I
\ ) behowour. . )

4 A4
.

Y (e;\dve briefly explained, then, the fwo sets of hypotheses Underfyinvg the rationale

T for participant observation research. |. Human behdvl‘or is complex|y influenced by the
., . N t - ¥ . .
3 context in which- curs Any res;orcb plon which takes the oc}ors out of the: naturalistic

: .~ . )4 ? * * .
/ semng‘ mcy.r)egofe fhde forces a

2nce obscure its own updersfcnding. 2. Human behoviqr
offen has more meaning than fs observoble "Focfs . A reseorcher seeking fo understond

“

)

behcvnor must find woys to leorn fhe manifest ond lofenf meanings for the pcrhcupcnfs o T

T~ .

N 3
. o

¥ w\e‘ﬂﬂsu\nderstandl\?he behowor from-the ob;ecflve oufside perspective.’

A d \\

\.\‘ “Because these*hypofheses taken together fun?bmenfg.”y chollenge fhe woy that much

-
. . .

. raditi iongl researchis conducfed they will undoubfedly raise many questions -

L] . .

»

. - and protests. Such debate ca?! onfy be beneficial if if leods reseorchers'of all persuosnons

. * -~ -
:

.. -

~.




o - . .

- ¥ * - v

KR - " M. RESEARGH PROCESS

.. »-t , ) . . . ' - .

Undesstanding the; actual processes invoﬁ/‘ed in this kind of research is an important

‘as undersrondfrig.fhe'rofionaie. Ethnographic resé®rch-is much like quantitative research

‘ . c . ) . ) L] . .
‘i that it has @ fong tradition within which inve.sfigclfors have been working to refine and

- .

“develép effective and appropriate research me—féhods. it is important that'the non-ethno-

graphic reseqrcher unde\rsfond fhe mefhods that have evolved out of this tradition., .
. - . . © s /
Educohonal reseo‘rchers who’bre u‘nfomlhar wtfh ?he onfhropologlcal research fradmon

- e

[y

-~
often see this klnd of research as synonymou{w:fh ”|6urna||sf|e repomgg and "anecdotal”

or “impressionistic" story telling. Their ex| cfoﬁon is fhaf someone enters a setting, looks -
P 2 rY g pe ! ev g,

&

oround for a hme, talks to some people, and writes up “his i |mpre55|ons They speculate that -
any person in the seffing could produce. fhevsome insightk, by writing up their recoue\cf/io'ns. T

N , N . . - , “— . . ‘ ! .
. They don't see this as real research gnd fear a lack of objectivity. Thjs section will attempt

to bridge the serious gap between ethnographic and non-efhnographic r'eseorchers by
» .
familiarizing those who have had little experience with this kind of:reseorch_wifh the actual .’

. research procedures-ianIved. ‘ p,n'

. . ' . .
As explairfed in the section descrlbmg the rationale, fhe underlymg grmcnple gu;dmg ’

-
K' i

! .
fhls kind of reseorch 5 the asiumption that mdxvnduols have meaning sfrucrures which determine

‘

: A
mueh of their behovior. The research seéks to discover w}ﬁf these meoning sh’ucfures are,

-~

how fhey develop, ond how tbey influence behovnour, in as comprehenswe and ob|ecfwe

ible. For the sake of analysis, the efhnographac reseoroh process. /be

fa
divided up-ingb a séxies of issues; (A) Entry and establishment of reseorcber role; (B ‘
’ Ve ' *
Data collection procedures: (C) Objectivity; and (D) Analysis of data .

. . . ’ s o ‘ o
- N .o a - “” / . . 4
|
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T:EffrTGHd Estgb!_iéhmenf of Role . ‘_ ‘ ‘ '

N "~ As eiploined in the rationtle, efhnbgraphy is based on ‘the assumption fhat \}vhof
L <
/
. people say and do is conscrously and unconsc«ously shaped by fhe socml situation .. The

. , c .
ethnographer is sensmve to fhe way he enters a seffmg and carefully establishes le

’ ]

that facilitates collection. of informo’fion. He must._ make decisions obouf how involved he
will become in community activities (Gold, 1958) because he knaws his activities will

influence the ways people react, to him. He monitors the way his entry into the community )
. 3
o . is initiated both officially and unofficially because he knows thisawill influence how people

ee him. (Vidich, 1955; Geer., |964° Kghn & Mann, ]952) He fi{es not to be

| identified with any porfctulor grqup in the se’mng More0ver, “f'hroughouf the study he ’

v

monitors the views participants thve of him -- for instance, by hofmg carefully the differ-
;- .
ence between what people say and do with each other (either in his presence or as reported

L ° . to him) and what they say onﬂ?o when alone with him (Becker, 1961}, Most importantly,
' \ 5L
the*participants must come to trust and value the ohserver enough that they are willing to

share ‘intimate thoughts with him and-answer his endless questions (Bruyn, 1966, The outsider

‘occasionally coming in and talking to people does not have this opportunity to systematically

cultivate and monitor a role that facilitates collection of all kinds and dewels of information.

. To offer a.concrete exomple, we will briefly consfder how a participant observer might

¢
have gone about ‘cultivating hss role in fhe study of sfudenf oggressnon and the hmmg episode

: Ve
;zonsndgared previously. The T r would be coreful o,bout fhemf(f;d the

afion and came to-be perceived - for exonppie, ‘he wouAld work methodically to avoid being
. / <

indentified as the membér of any particular subgroup: Did the .teaéhers consider him someone

Pl

the principal had sent? Did fhey feel he would be sympothetié toward the teacher point of -

-

\
vtew'> 1f there were fcchons of feocﬁrs, did fhe observer get identified with any one of them?
v, ' ~ 2/ ’\.

Similarly, d|d the student consider htm to be a teacher~like person? Did particular groups of .

' 16 | s Lo T K
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Y- students see him as an ingrouper or outgrouper? The group jdenﬁfytqf the observer is

»

> important not only because the participants might consciously without informationfrom

_—

someone with the wrong identification (for example, students npt tolking about plans

for 'getting” ‘certoin classmates in front of o teocher-like person), but also because the

T~

) "/
participants might ynconsciously color what they said ond did (for example, students not

i v
.

O talking about hitting gomes in front of a teacher-like person who they felt would consider

them silly). / ~ - -

In every ethnographic study we have conducted in high schools, students hove . 3

¥

. expressed their concern about the researcher's identity. In one altemnative school, an

b
assembly was held to introduce the observer and to onswer questions about the research.

A

One student osked from the audience, "Are you a tedcher or a studefit?" Later events

«, Y .
demonstroted that this was on importont concern, The observer jried to~exploin his.

14

unique stotus of bel "to no one group, This explanotion wos not fully accepted or

understood at thot time. During the next several weeks, the observer spent much energy

4

establishing this role ond finally wos occepted as being in neither group as il lustroted by
- student willingness to discuss issues that were toboo in front of teochers.

-

B. Data Collection .

€

. Also key in understonding ethnographic fesearch is a reolizotion of what constitutes
. \ - ’ . : }
dofa and what are fhe cusfomary methods of obfoining it. This kind of onfhropok)giccl

. A
-

inquiry s(eeks to d»scover the meoning structures of the participants in whofever forms they

'Xreexpressed Hem:/ this reseorch is mulfimoda! and, ol| of the followmg ore rel‘évont kinds

» ~ .t ' ' . .

fdata: -
Odai}'/ NN
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B ~ - A s - ‘
fﬁs . Form and content of verbal intetaction between
- b "+ participants ) . i
’ A
v . 2. Form.and content of verbal interaction with
the researcher .
3. Non-verbal behaviour
. 4. Patterns of action and non-action
' ) // 5. Traces, archival records, artifacts, documents
. . \\V\“ ) '
The essential tasks for the anthropological researcher are learning what data will '
. 'be necessary to answer his questions and getting accéss to that information. The previous
section illustrated how the researcher works on interpersonal access by becoming someone
e » ~
with. whom participants are willing and eager to share information and reactions. Evenas . -

these.problems are being solved, however, the ethnographer must constantly make decisions
ST T — I
about where to be, what kind of data to collect, and whom to talk to. fUnlike prestructured

% =

reseorc\w designs, the information that is gathered and the theories' that emferg§ must be used

4‘4 -

to direct subsequent datq collection. ' L.

* become part bf the various communication networks that daily orjent participants about
- - ’ L
where.and when significant events are likely to occur, The ;esearcheg develops sampling

IS
1

procedures that\reflect the research goals. When in these situations, the résearcher makes /T J

_calculated decisions about what kind of data to collect and whether or not he should enggge L.

)
-

in active field interviewing (probing rather than relying on naturalistic obsérvation).

" Also important is the choice of whom to talk to. The researcher bécomes_ aware of various -
pél:sons' roles in the community and th_e-persona| matrix throughmicl% they filter ;'n‘fqtmof‘ion.
: . h i ‘ < ) s

. . ‘ " 18\ : r.é ) ’ T ‘
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The mefhodologicol |‘iferoture (Dean, Ei,chpr‘n, Dean, 1967; Dean & White, 1958;
‘Argy'ris, 1952) is rich .with' discussions ;f the Base?ifo: making these :kci;ions about )Nho :
vis.on appropriate respondent or informant for various purposes. Again, decisions about "
who is talked to are made in ferms of emerging theory and previously gqthered information.
Much pf:fhe information gotht-ared by pgrticiponf observation gs similar to that w;ﬁ‘c‘h -
can be gathered by other methods -- for instance, systefnatic observation and structured . H
interviewing. The participant obs;erver has more lattitude in that he is not limited to pre~
: spe?figd/p@ and times. Ae can’interview and observe in many situations not usually -

~ available to other researchers. He also has an advantage in"his ability to monitor the

rapport he has built with interviewees and to gain access to confidential information.

various methods together in @ way that is nearly impossible with other apprbaches, and he

g

has access to some unique kinds of information. For instance, he compares the following:
(1) what a subject says in. response to his question; (2) what the' person §oy§ to other
people; (3) what the person says in various situations; (43 what he says at various times;

(5) what he actually does; (6),various no;w-vé?bal signals about the matter (fc;r example,
body ' postures); and (7) what those who are significant to the pe?son feel, say, om; do about

. ) AR /
the matter. Furthermore, the participant observer in inferviewing knows much about the

persons or incidents referfed to in the .answers to his questions. Finally, the participant
ha 13 N s ..""
observer cultivates on. empathetic understanding with the participants that is nearly imposstble,
I ‘. L .

‘

with other quantitative methods. The.researcher shares the daily life with participants and |
: . L. . i
systematically works to understand their feelings and reactions. (It is importdnt to note that B
there afe also di%dvantages in the use of par}icipant ob%ervétidhs, - for instance, the diffi- |
) |

culty of obfoi{aing a picture of the complete distribution of aftitudes in a large community

\‘ » R - - reo, ‘

. . - - . ‘

. * ;

b ) . o - * t 4
A, ic
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A full discussion of these relative merits however, is out of place in this article and more

. information is available in other places - for instance, CNS, 1974).
# -
Ethnographic inquiry is a systematic resedrch process just like the quantitative S

.

approaches more familiar to educational researchers. Anthropologists do not just sit around

and talk to people as some mistaken views suggest. As this brief section has demonstrated, .
they methodically plan the f_orr:ns of data tHey will coNect, the settings in wh:ich they will
gather the data, the porﬁ‘cipants‘ywith whom they will interact’, and the questi;)ns they will
ask. :bmthropologists'qlso try to take advantage of serendipity by being open to new informa-

tion, but they do’so in a calculated fashion -~ for instance, seeking out places that. are
. < \

. / ’-
likely to present this new information: - -

\

To illustrate, we will describe the data collection®that would be part of the study of ~ .
the hitting event discussed previously. The participant ’ob%yer would use his flexibility
Lo f
- I
and his special acceptance by the community to discover where he would find relevant . 1‘
1

. -

information. He might make all the following moves: .

L3 -

. He would be present when these events were likely to occur.
He would note verbal*and non-verbal behaviour related

. . . /
the event. (For instanceé, the reactions of the st being e |
hit, the teacher, and bystander studenta‘L ' ) |

- ¢ 'He would discover where and when'students were likely to |
«discuss the event and he would be present. (For instance, . o j

in the halls or at recess.) -

He would be present where and when teachers 'discussed
the event. (For instance, in the teachers' lounge.) .

He would work to become the kind of person the parti-
cipants wanted to share their feactions with. (For
instance, the tedcher volunteering her reaction to

SN the rese@rcher.

- ‘ \ ) X . )

~To inform emergent theory, he would ask people

- questions which would help him refine and develop
the theory. : A

20°
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s He would build yp the history of involvement that would ' .
) enable him to relate any new bit of infggmation. fo pre~
o viously gathered information. (For ins’;ﬁn:, he would
consider a teacher's comment about the Iﬁﬁmg event in
terms of the fo.llowmg the teacher's relaffoship to the
~ people bemg*l'alked to,, previous commenis affyone in :
this group_had made. abebt similar events, the event as :
. actually witnessed by the oMerver, similar events ob-

. served previously, simildr situdMons where_these events

. did not occur, and student thoughts about the event.)

These and similar strategieshelp the researcher to accumulate the understandingpf ~

~ LI

human action thdt is sought by ethnography .

C. Objectivity . ‘ .

Because the qualitative researcher does not use familar quantitative methods of
el » PR—

standardizing subje?&fs' expression or researchers’ observations, those not acquainted with >
P
parhcnpanf dbiervation fear that the data wn|| be poHuted with the observers' subjective

4

- research. .To explain this assertion, we must refer back to thé‘!ﬁjalitative-phenomenological
L —

hypothesns about human behavior discussed previously. Human actions have more meaning than

Pr

-

|usf the concrete facts of who, what, where, and when. that an outsider can observe; they

have more meanings than even the.responses subjects could give when being infrospective

-

. -

(for instance, in an interview or attitude scale marking): The ethnographer strives to uny .

’

these.meanings.

! y - / : -
He uses the fech{iques ave described fo be in touch with a wide range of parti= - —

e

cipant experiences. He makes sure his sampling:is representative (Bruyn, 1966) and that data

is ifr}ferp;e/fed in terms of the situation where it was gathered (Becker, 1958). In order to

v

undersfand these hidden or unexpressed meanings, ‘fhe researcher must learn to-systematically -
<

, empathize with the participants. He must gynthesize the various exgeriences of participants

.

to comprehend the subtlegles of their actions, thoughts, and feelings. Sometimes he uses his



9wn\w, which heboséul'tiv%] undergoing the same experiences as porticiponts, ’
_— e 4
to understand the reactions of those he is smﬁﬁwg Use of these techniques moy/leod other
<

———_—

/
them requires involvement in the participants' perspectives, calls for such techniques, as
. : , i

empathy and non—- standardized observation. There are, however, important Id\ifferences -

* N

between the subjectivity of the participants and that of the researcher who is careful never
ool - ‘ *

to abandon himself to these perspectives. The discipline of the research tradition calls for

him to.constantly monitor and test his reactions. In addition to systemotico>ly taking the

: : —
perspective of the subjects, he also views actions from the perspective of the outsider. Also,

i
P

all the participants in g setting rarely share a monolithic perspective. B); systematically

-_—

o .
-

seeking to understand |¢ q\hons from the different perspechves of various groups of pomcnponfs,

the researcher avoids getfing caught in any one“ouﬂook (Vidich, |955; Wilson, 1972). He

- - ‘ : ‘ :
is able to view behavio s;multoneously from all perspechves. These fen5|ons in ponnt of

‘View == befween/y_tsid

: _ resgarcher fg

.,

d insider and between groups of insiders -~ keep the careful B

~

ito the feared subjectivity.
. , \ . -

objectivity. The participant observe} yould understand the same act fro/m/the‘ perspectives

of all involved: ’ . ' L

IR Teacher: ~ (For example, he would comprehend futly the

‘ teacher's anger at these students, the fear of losing—
_ “control, and the determmohon to change their

- future behaviour. ) .

‘m

-~

Students Involved: (For example, he might understand their
- perceptions of the hitting event as a game, their

i .
lack df. iritention @ the class, and their
sache'r's reaction.)

- - confuion about

\ .

/clenfusfs to fear suwa L <.
//e,assnﬁpf/lon about human behovuous, that these meanings exist and rhot understanding /

/




P

~ indeed be expected to gather similar dofg{{*

C/ . . o
, :
/ ~ - the hitting as-a garme

-20-

Bysfander Students: —(He would- h students saw
which saw. it as a ‘
, and wh:ch saw - /

for instance, as a

challenge to the tea
“Some ofher way -

<.
operational defln/t.:on of "objectivity" %:ience is the asserﬁon’f’ﬁot any .independenf

'

scigntists Vi vigw ng the same recrhty wnfh the same fechnlques would gathe? similar data,

- /

Theetme claim cg ideefade about parh’cipanf observation if an importont quqﬂﬁ:caﬁon

is e |n diseussing the quollfoflve hypofhesns, we have explained that "any" observer

7

v/uld not be expected to arrive at fhe/same data because not every observer would know

the various participant pers ecfives. If, however, the phrase "any independent scientist
participant persp \ P y indep

using the same techniques" was interpreted to mean that each scientist took the pains we N

—
4

have described to become acquainted with the pa;h‘é%panf meanings, then “objectivity"
could be claimed. Each scientist who oppligJ/fhis disciplined research method might

4 .
2

4
4

»

D. Analysis of Data

14

A final area that it is important to understand is how e‘ﬁnographers analyze their
- -

+ data and develop theory. Some ethnographic research is very similar to traditional

educational research in its deductive use and development of theory. Other kinds of "

¢
¢

RS

ethfiographic research, however, are much more inductive.

* This view of objectivity,” of coursg, represents an ideal. Wfopologisfs
are currently debating’at ohffective participant obseryers can be
even within the rige ; The danger exlsts that, dés in quanti-
tative research, se same
Redfield"s’ bookTepotela aplf Os¢ar Lewis' book ‘Life in a Mexucon Village:

arious interpretations ot life in the same

vﬂTage. Porhmpant observation,” however, is no less mtrlnstcally objective
than Bther reseafch methods.
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The anthropologist seeks to-understand the meanings of the participants-and hence

.seeks to be careful not to have his interpretations prematurely- over-structured by theory
> g $ “ : X

or previous reseagch. Furthermore, he is perhaps more ready than other kinds of researchers .

= - A . A

to accept the possible uniquenéss of the various settings, groups, pfgoniiations, ehi., that .

5 - -
& ~

he studies. ‘ ) : - -

“
o

’

Seeking theory groynded in the reality of participants does not mean adisregard for

L

prgvious work.  In fact, the researcher must become thoroughly acquainted with related

rqsear;\:h and theory so that he can use it whenever it is helpful for explaining events.

Sivnilorly, "he contributes to deve‘lopm\enf of knowledge by pointing out corroboration and

. N\
contradiction of his findings.with the findings'of other researchers. Moreover, he uses

previous research and theory to select the setting he is studying and to inform the initial

) ¢ : - . T 5 \\'\L_—/
focus of his information gathering. “? . .
~ - R

The development of grounded theory is not haphazard. The researcher constantly
14 i

tests his emerging hypotheses against the realty hé is observing qo'ily'.' Unlike the usual

. Prestructured research designs, participant observation includes a constant necessity for

- f

testing theory against real data. For more description of this constant comparative ethod,

the reader. is urged to consult Glaser & Strauss {1967). Becker (1961) pbinrs out that the

' -
search for negative evidence”is another way that participant observers refine and test their .

- - .

theories. Because of his awareness of the setting, the researcher knows what situations are . /

- !

likely, to provide discordant information.—He enters these situations to confront this possibly
negative evidence, probes to find out why the theory cannot account for what is observed, -

N +

and graduﬁlly develops his theory. It makes sense, then, to think of participant observation

as a series of studies which follow each other daily and build on each other in a cybernetic

¢

.fashion. - . d ’ ‘ ' ; :

’
7
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: We hg, A briefly descnbe the efhnogrophlc rohonole and resgarch process and we/ v/ ///

is necessary for nqnefhnogra&h;e/r/Jorchers to be able b !
to fhmk about fhese kmds of sfudles. More" elaborate consnderohoms of fhls methodol ) %
are ovqlloble in the follownng sources.‘ Adams & Prless, 1960; Bruyn l966 Fllsfeod /l9 0; /’/'“

Glaser & Sfrouss, 1967; McCoH & Summons, |969 . Naroll & Cohen 4]969 Scoff/)%S

Schatzman & Sfrauss, |973 / ' ' o Ty . . ' . K

. ’ s 4 g v .
/‘ The efhnogrophlc researcher works sysfemaflcally to gafher data ond}évelop theory - . - .- /

N [$ Y e \

7

N |usf as other edycational reseorchers do. His methodology is rigoroUs ond /becfwe, not .

- casual and mpressuonusflc. This arflcle/ meant ?O}rvd as an m‘froduc)/on to.a vnable
e - \d
tradition which has remouﬁed ahen to educoflonol reseorchers for oo long.” . T // ‘
o . A . ‘ . M / g
' Undersfondmg the basic facts obouf ethnographic researc dlscussed in this artic el

v - O
\ R

“should serve to remove an area of non-~ cYmmumcohon twe reseorchers in eoch of

/ 4

0 o ) i
. these frodihons. When non-efhnogrophlc researchers are confronted wufh work within o+ . S /

/ . pt,r

-

the anfhropologlcol fradmon, fhey often balk ond wonf defouled descrlpflons of bosuc Q
7. R B

resegrch ochvuhes. This kind of request cﬁé be® unfg/r dnd unreohshc. L. ‘ 2 -

3’ . { , ..

The quanflfoflve reseurcher is. nof osked cus,fomonly to descnbe the ‘bOSlC defmls RS .

u‘( "x’~ - \“ . " “ '/

of his research procedures. For mstance, someone saylng fhof he is gomg fo use d forced-

. * L
LI . ’A v v -

‘choice attitude scale mefhodology is nof asked ta spell out each hme ‘what is |nvqlved in

Al £

developn‘ng that klnd 'of scale, in odmmrsfermg it, in punching computer corjz* m~reodmg

i

- v/ -
pnnfoufh in oppl—ymg a cerfam sfo:?ol analysus etc! His statement fhaf he is going to ‘2
use fhaf pqrhculor mefhodolog ort hand for the fact that he is goinfg,fo»'go fhrough fhe ]
. ’ . : . ] : 4 1‘

. ' ’ . .
. . . ‘ . . ; . . %

accepted fechmquesb’ Slmtlarly, an anthropologically onenl:/ed researcher saying that he | ' \

: C . . Lo
is going fo, use participant observation has made a shogt hand statement about commonly

.
R H

. \ <

1 / h Y - N A . Yo T - !
s N + \ L .
- e
A - .
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‘agcepted technlques he ig go;ng/to usl-:- "The qua.lrtatlve researcher has the rnght“tti“ekpectp

"th/m/ather researchers wrll re/sPect hls;'lntegrlty aré that they will make themselves \foi‘lrar s
/

-

-
. .
| * )

with tly’baslcs of h|s me/thodology ST / : s, Coef T
- . . 1 » -
/There are certcunly queshans thlat can he,lri*ed about the variations in the'quality , T

l « v [
fpaytrclpant observat:on studies |ust}as there are vahahons in studues using quantltatlve

»
A )

methodologles. Detolled descrrptlonl of research actlvmes, however, are not whdt Is T
: - \t ' oy, 7 . *’ .
needed;; e

" ”
-
- 1

The questions that are appropriate to ask ‘are not.egsily answered within a journal -

oo : ¥ LS »

article format. A complete history of the research project would almost be rraruired -- kY
: . s

o

. an undertakmg that \q[ould necessj ate as muoh space as the o(cusslon of the substantlve

<

flndrngs.. We wnll |llu51/(:te, wever; some |mportant consnderatlons by brlefly outllnrng

o “a

the questuons ethnographers may asl< about each other's work
; N

-

‘ I3
+

/- The qualltatwe research entel;pnse depends on the ability of the researcher to make

- . e

hlrﬁself'cr’se/nsmve research mstrument by transcendlng his own perspectlve and becomrng

e » A ? .

acqualnted wrl:h the perspectives of those he is studying. lma fundameptval way it is ~

” - i " /

impossible to know to what degree this was accompllshed in any particular study wrthout

‘3 ¥ -~ .

; ;
belng in the/fleld The qnsyVers to the followrng l<mds of queshons, hc>wever, glve the °

a i

fellow scientist some- basls on which to judge the worl< Our list of qoestnons is adopted .

a ”

&

_from tl(ose used by Naroll (1967) in |udg|ng’cross-cultural studies, - .
1/ The first set o/ questlons probes the researcher s abrlcty to move beyond his own ‘

perspectives. A r.evieWer thus needs to know what were the researcher's original points:
' . 7 . . o . . 3 ! '
of view#! (Unfortunately, he must relffanmarrly on researcher s self reports.)
/' Lt 1 ; -
' What was the reseorcher s role m,«bhe Settrng? .
", (eg., teacher, admmustrator, researcher?) o
*. What was his trarnmg and background? . .
What was his previous ﬁenence in the field?. R ;oo S ‘
" What were ‘his theoreti oner‘mwns about o -

relevant issues? .. 5 ) : .

~ 26 T 7




D

- . 3

O,

A » oy -24- )
h] : \‘ ’ . M . o
. e What were his personal f&{mgs about the fopuc" L
L What was the purpose of,the fle{d study ? _ R Co
Who supported the study?- -~ S e

. Why was the p utar setting chosen
To what. extent did hé'become o,

- g \\ el o ) Y =
' There dare ,mporfont quolrhes to m Their answers provnde

; i only Mu:delwﬁich to judge the researcFr’mfber thon firm bases. For

4nstance, a resea\?her S prewio

» r:‘

1‘ - L= AR 8 . ,
is time ? . =7 . .
of his time? - o S -
E “How well did he understand the longuoge'
.. fhe porfnc:punfs" -
: ’ How was he percefved by various groups of - o
= participants? T T~ -
“:\3‘* Which members of the commumfyM hrs— . -\>
) - informants.? - o
s Was there systematic variance in his under~ . \\\\‘ Lt
ST e . *  standing of the perspechves of various groups? . e s
. . What were fhe differences”. -n ‘infetmation ggfhered . \\
by voruous methods?  ° i .-
. What were the levels of confidence the researcher
S placed in various conc'gusmns" =y ' _ e
. * *What wds some of the negcmve evidence? e '

Ve - v - . -

—— .

itis nrnporfonf fo reollze that a full discussion of fRese issues is nmposs'ble wrfhm
|

ii fhe lengfh hmufohons of the usual ‘vehicles” o\ comnxmcohon. Within monogrophs and

Ko&s efhnogrophers do usuaHy discuss” fhese issues. in appenduces. Whaf is cusfomonly

N - . , - S 1 . 2® L »

. N . . .
* of the research invojvement, a discussion of some of the major isstes in conducting the

r - : ‘,_‘)7 : ) ‘_f.‘
- EKC : : et f“ C, . . ¢ ~

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC : . . . .

A .

*done’ inshorter formofs,wé, is a comprormse. The researcher offers"a briéf'lﬂsfor){ B




- integrate their approaches,

-25-

N .
{ reseorch a dlscuszr of 3 xcularly probl atic concluslons, and an ottempt to provide

-

traditionfthat for various hlstonool reasons has remomed outside the mainstream of educa-

. . 'y - —

r . - -

h'c?ﬁol research. Similerly, it is not a stafic tradition and resear ers are constantly working

. ¢ -

- - 3 ) ' . . . . c ‘. - - -
to refine the methods. For instcnce‘, mveshgofcrs are examining woys in which qualitative

and quonhfohve approoches can supplement each other CNS f974) the ways teams of
’ ~ L

qualltohve researchers can be used to guararrtee mulhﬂe perspechves, and the ways |

-

~,

qualufahve wpproaches can be used in evaluative research (CNS forthcoming). Educational

* N
. "

research will be considerobly enri_ched as qualitative and quantitative researchers learn to

P

v

-t
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