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ABSTRACT

method, which is quantitative. however, qualitative research is seen
by some as a better way to study rural education. Advocates of the
quantitative viewpoint claim that it is the only way to develop
cumulative knowledge. Advocates of the qualitative method reject the
"gscientific® viev as not being enough and as needing subjective
understandings. Popp (1975) identifies two types of educational
inquiry, epistemic (concerning understanding of phenomena and dealiny
with questions of what is) and prescriptive (involving gquestions of
action). Bpistemic inquiry is rewarded, recognizeid, and encouraged
among the acadesics, while prescriptive inquiry serves the

practitioners. Progress will come vhen multiple approaches are used.

Additional approaches which hold promise for research on raral

field method, and policy research. Of all the methods aentioned
above, policy research is the most desirable and could have the most
impact, for it chooses from among conflicting means for tha public
good. Dealing directly with the issues confronting the decision
makers and supplying timely, appropriate information, gearad to
various alternatives, appears to be the best approach for researcha on

rural education. (AM)
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PHILOSOPH:! . AND METHODOLOGICAL CONCERNS R

INTRODUCTION

What T°m apout to say will not be popular with very
many of yo.. = years we all have been "tauc t” that the
*ecientifi-’, ‘==rective’, and ‘experzmental’ -a@ruaches were
the ’only weas — +1y’>. Hogwash! We nave Eaéén «0ld a bill of
goods that ras rae: litt e relevarce ™™= the “re 1~ agendas of
those actiw=iv .mvolverc in rural educatior and rssearch on
rural educztzor.. While this is & bit of an
oversimpli-:—atzan, I*» trying to o= your at- -~tzon. In
this presenr==gpa., I hope to shou - sOome 0+ ~he falacious
thinking tha& =as been 3Joing on. triefly rev: - some of the
philosopt=ca: “sents of oro- arG arct‘gmzs:ts, ad suggest
some alteerst . -- wmethmsologies.

Tefor-> w: ZOrcasmn Me as argther one o* those

w:.fhy-wagﬂ ~~xn-—5, ler me print—out that ! ews a product of
a very t -*"';qnam e<tremely Drthrdox —esee-cr training

program. 1 i. medrch mr ctatist:cal, m —esearch,
design, = cowsrser procr=mming Skills agaxrsi +hose of Jjust

about an  °ru-—o—the-w- educze=iona. researchmer on the

scene toaav 1n s west —at 1 @ergett g a it wmcomfortable
with my "par “i¢ ' i@ad ~ofmn, (59%) .

PHILOSOPHYET

Azvex 2w ever hac the *pseasure’ of doimg some sort of

research aéet ttoen being asked by = ’practitioner” to tell them
what it ms=samg. o how to use the findings? Or better yet,
have you o~ Zmen asked to ondact some researn proJect to
meet the newms=s gf some organization? Have you mxticed the
tremendous @wr Yrtween these e worlds? I womicd maintain
that this gam— =S due, in large esssure, to philosophical

di fferences.

On ::e cne hand, the lagical positivist researcher

seeks to commrod all possxﬂe _;abls. Many times this

means (if yom §0ilow curremt rexmmeesdations) to randomize out
or otherwise crxrirol as murl waiability as you can humanly
accomplish. Im addition, we Jessn very early that only those
things that we cam operatiosalzae (and quantify!) are worthy
of researchimz. On the other mamd, the practitioner leans
heavily on persemal experiermce @=ither his/her own or that of

fellow practz=xomers), and theemmlitical °realities’ of the

situation. &= researchers, wemsave known for a long. time that
carpeting in the classrocun oftwrs all kinds of advantages,
some of whick are better lexormg environments, and lower

capital and ssxrvtenance costs. The practitioners, however,

)
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have known the political ramr‘xzzhons ef installing that
’luxurious carpet’ .

Randomazimg out all of —xose ’confounding’ variables
makes experimantal msense — but =% makes absolutely no sense

when tiwse variebles are part eawt parcel of the *true’
enviromment. I maistsin that s distimction is probably
more = '=ar when the issuss are re-evaluared in terms of
acadewz.= versus policy research. We all know what acceptable
academic research entatls: advamzing the +rontiers of
knowlksedges making ab umjustifed —laims; Saving narrow goals

and ‘ttn:ﬂs, and realuzb:.hty. What abmmt podlicy research?

Here wee find curselves in the axest of uncertaanty, under the
gun t:'.-ua-esu. sort of m'm, and sorety 1at:k1ng 7
suppe-- «we dtts, Wb ~wonder =he practitioser looks down on the
aAcadess -~ —EaEIRTCher.

LOGTDA.. POSIFIVIE™

Bv far the sost mlsnt pos1t1c-==. log.z:al

pos1t1vn:—zm “aB=r KROWH as u:ngncal empirirsm, or scientific

empirici== masa r‘elatnnlv Sxpre tradice o educational

research. Zheor:t ac it has been. wowever. =< remains ’the’ wawy
to view Tt em¥id. ACCording tX wramwell [YF78), the view =
similar tc t== sHysic.st’s: mEre=sin an smyExtive view of —he
world; repi.ate experiments; =wmyeect resxi™s to public
scrutiny: use .aredtliy defined terms: anc. rmmrcally argue
frem ‘cause’® To “e¥Flect” .

ket 1 (15735) descraxpes four waws o knowing of
which the setaod oF science (lagzcal positiviss is arguad as

being the betler way. Swapes 2I%574) argues thas “...we need

deep-rur'ung ‘.:naori.s ot the e that have dr‘ven alchemists

ocut of chemis™Yy and asstrologer= out of astronomy. (p.o).

The uﬂntitcﬁivﬂ modelx being advocatec here are
generallv agra=d ts hawe been ™wranslated" fros the natural
sciences. A=Praling te Rist (2F76):

In smort. efferis are predicated upon a belief in
the correctnese of the scientific methad as it is
practicesi o= e nataral sciences. (p-9).

Much of the a&.u:at:.onal research publxsned in our
learned journals <am, stthoat too much argument, be classified
as basic. Here, I am using =bel’s (1967) definition of basic
research:

...the activity wsese immediate aim is the quant1tat1ve
formulation o* wrz«hable general laws, and whose
ultimate aim =a sseablishment of a system of concepts
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and relations...in which all speci@ic propositions are
deducible from a few general principles. (p. 81.)

Further, Ebel argues that basic research findings offer little
to the future 1mprovement of educational practice. Three
reasons are given:

- -Its record of past performance is very poor

-The justifiable explanations of that pbor performance
call attention to serious basic difficulties that are
unlikely to be overcome in the foreseeable future

-The process of education is not a natural phenomenaon
of the kind that has sometimes rewarded scientific
study in astronomy, physics, chemistry, geology, and
biology. (pp.81-2;.

QUALITATIVE APPROACHES

ée@ore trying to resolve what appears to be a basitc
problem with the current “correct” view of research, I need to
address a different perspective on educational research. This

perspactive 1s that pfithe humanist (and other non
quantitative or qualitative approaches). In speaking to a
group of social scientists (sociologists), Schlesinger (1962)

stated:

««.as an ‘aid to the understanding of society and men,
quantitative social research is admirable and indis—
pensible. As a guide to the significance of prob-—
lems, it is misleading when it exudes the assump—
tion that only problems suscept1bfe to guantitative
solutions are important. (pp.770-1)

Another movement in de—quant1fy1ng educational
research has rFc..t that of the phenomenolog1sts. Basic to this
orientation is Lie reJectzon,(or at least a tempering) of an
external humar. reseity. Reality, according to Turn=r (1978),
and based on tt. earlier works of Husserl and Schutz, is
subjective.

Dnly by observ1ng people in interaction, rather than
in radical abstraction, can the processes whereby
actors come to share the same world be discovered.

(p. 399).

This is quite similar to Rist’s (1974) discussion of
the qualitative approach to research methodology wherein the
researcherss:

. .seek validify tﬁrough personalized, intimate under-—
standings of the social phenomenon stressing “close
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in" observations to achieve "factual, reliable, a-@
confirmable" data. '(p.17).

Nh11e ethnomethodolngv is viewed by many as a sTange
veh1c1e for understand1ng, it does offer some promise. =or
now, suffice it to quote Turner (1978):

Whil= not all ethnomethodologists would gz this $+ar,
it = a reasonable conclusion that "“order* is nrt
maintained by some society "out there", but by
peaples’ capacity to convince each other —hat
society i1s out there. (p.421)

A BRIEF SUMMARY AND A PHILOSOFPHICAL CONCLUSION

So far,; I have presented (in somewhat overstater
terms) two primary philaosophical viewpoints regarding resageerc
methodology. One, the quantitative, has been depicted es
being derived from the natural sciences. Its advocates tlais
that it’s the only way to develop cummul ative knowledge =
other, the qualitative, rejects the ’scientific’ view as 410t
being enough, and needing understandings based on the
subjective.

. Obviously, there are deep and serious differencas
between these two positions. Not only are they differsr~: -
respect to underlying assumptions, they derrive from te
different views of truth, knowledge, and reality.
Unfortunately, conversations between advocates of these
positions rarely accomplish anything except getting ea:r g
upset. In many respects, dialogue between the two is 3 - ¥
“talking through each other" (Kuhn, 1974, p. 109.).

While buying into one position or the other may - a -
very logical outcome of paradigm selection (conscious or
unconscious), such an action has the undesirable (from
viewpoint) outcome of excluding consideration of other
positions. Loyalty also indicates a belief in only the.
position as the source of all truth. Whatever camp ap—== +to
you, it is severely limited if it considers itself com =2,

THE PURFOSES OF RESEARCH

Earlier in this paper, I hinted at twaz primary
functzons or purposes of research. Popp (1973 identi+ias two
types of educational inquiry: epistemic, and prescriptive.

The first, epistemic, is concerned with our umderstanding »>f
phenomena, and deals with questions of what is. Second,
prescriptive inquiry involves questions of action. Both
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im.3lve a pa<xz=mn.  Epistemiz inquiry is that which seems to
be -=swarderi. ~=xrognized, and smcour aged among the academics.
Pr-es:t'nxt.v-a_ nouiry is that wrich serve= the practitioners.

Pepr ~wrtmee -Im—rfies the distinction:

& =+ opl principal whose concluszans —pntinually
praricad new and wider oractical prziems would be
corraspmed as incompetent while his == entific
emnrwrpart would be heralded. Swowmssful ~acti-
e *©cational inquiry produces <ewer aroclams

tt=ebs making further sractical —Quir~ " ses anc

o= wWEESSsary. Practz=al 1nqu1rv Sim8 3 clos:tng

o ey 3 ;w-acg:ggal inguirs in any particuls -context,

wiwereoas @pistemic inquiry seeks wider hor —ms in
wr T ™ operate. (p.33).

Acz~rTes of both types of ingquiry fani® -he other for
“ailzrny tc ° —omplish what they are not desime= to do. While
=any ©F ucs Yee have (and probably will contims= to; pursued
=pister.c =search, it is my opinion that th® r=al zmpact will
De T lhe s—ex. of prescriptive (practical) ressarch. It is
with *#his —~otzon that I now move into the nes= section.

METHOIDE _J5== FOR RESEARCH ON RURAL EDUCATID:-

uun.e I have indicated my personal dissatisfaction
with —1»S|_EC‘_'= of the log1cal posxtxv:tsm pos.t1on. 1 want to
emphesize h»ere that it is not my intention to pursuade its
tots: stancomment. For one thing, that weeaald be sl1ght1y
presusmotious @f me to think I could have =ach an impact.
Secormr, it s my firm belief that progress will come about
«~h=2n sultiple approaches are used.

Some additional approaches which ‘tegid promise for
~esearch on rural education include:

—ethnomethodology (as previously mscussed.)
~anthropological field method

—case studies
-pplicy research

I"ve become somewhat 1ntr1gued with :ne last category,
<= at the risk of ignoring the others, I worilet like to
oxrcentrate on policy research. . First of all. what is policy
research? It is a form of ingquiry for purpeses of
intentionally choosing from among conflictinrc means to pub11c
gooms. That’s a mouthful! Non—choices don™t count nor do
cha::és involving non—publxc concerns. Acadssmic research
isn”t much help when it comes to p011cy choires. The policy
maker must make choices under considerable wmmcertainty, time



constraints, and oalitical realities.

Sreen (157&) maintains that the methods Qf.pn&icy
researcth "...are afwmost invariably-one is tempted o =avy
’necessarily’—crm.. (p.lé.). Hm also states:

Fuarthermore. whereas the academic researcher —an
afford tie= time necessar to refine his inwessrigation
the polic»waker can almost never dc that. =% is
better for tme policy-make=r to have some inamma-
tion, howsser. crude, at the time he needs =—. than

+p have ===elidmt information too late. {(p__&».

What kind of I=formation? well as much as its .
el ahie, technita® mata - census, h15tor1cal accoemts, even

e omn C research reslts. In add1t1on, since the a—t of

e ~77tho1ce is generally performed in a p011t1cal

=" vx-undent, i nforma=zon regard1ng the polgt1cal sett1rg
=iz ate?) may be crxitiral. By definition, policy choice
nvc ves alternativwes. Each of these alternat1ves requires a
-or=.ast of probabl=owtcome. Typically, these forecasts are
aat= = the basis of the best information available. Some
—ime=. this can incl-sde outcomes of sophisticated simulations
{(milztary war games -“or example). Other times, "“crude" data
and cuesses have tc ~uffice.

In this view of policy résearch, choices (or decisions
¥ v prefer) are mot always made on a rational bas1s. The
-ole of the researcher, however, can be instrumental in
-urn1sh1ng technical information, even if the choice is (in
Sreen’s words) "..-setermined by the moral, emotional, and
srudential character of men set loose to advocate the1r views
in a political setting.” (p. 17.).

CONCLUSION

It seems to me that research on rural education (as

well as ’other * education) is bound to have a greater impact
if that research is p011cy research. Deal1ngrd'rect1y with
the issues confronting our decision (or choice) makers, and
supplying t1mely, appropriate information, geared to the
various alternatives, appears to be a better approach. Keep
in mind that policy research doesn’t preclude the positivist’s
technolagy, but, hopefully, I°ve caonvinced you that we need to
develop a tolerance for other orientations as well.
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