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Martyn Hamnerstey: The Paradigmatic Mentality: A Di&@nds}s
¢
The initial impression one hias in reading through
the tItoraturc in and about the social disciplines
-during th(' past d(wadc or so is that of shHeef
chaos. &vcrythlpg ‘appears to be "up for q%abs.
"There i little or no consensus - cxccpt by
members ol” the same school or subbchooi - about
what are the wc]l cstablished results; the propvx
rescarch procoduer; the Jmportdnt problems, or
even the most promising. theoreticatl approacth to
the study of society and politics. There are
claqu dnd counterclaims, u virtual babble of
voices demanding our attention.

(Bernstein, ib?9; ﬁg&ii)'

There is little doubt that ... the level of
theoretlgal sophlstlcatIOﬁ has risen out of

all recognltlon in the«contemporary sociology \
of the last decade: But sociologists'
contrlbutlons to the- understandlng of the world
outside their study have; on the other hand, ~

been remarkable for pauc1ty, not to say poverty;

‘These two situations are mnot juét accidental .3

or paradoxical conjunctures: they are
irrterconnected. They reflact, that is,

itte socialisation of the youlg into a
piurallstlc soc1olog1cal unlverSE,VIn which

they are systematically, as never before,

exposed lo several varletles of theor151ng.
The usual claim ... is that this is a

liberating experience, and it cam be; But

it can also be quite demoralising:. The
{British) Sociological universe once resembled

the more thinly- populated reaches of outer
space, with Fabian empiricism, ﬁflmltlve
Marxism; and structural functionalism as
the only visible heaventy bodies of theory.

Today, there is a coruscating explosion of

~1

new and glltterqu stars struc turalism
and Marxism in various forms and combinations,
symbollc rnLeracLlonlsm, and now phénomenology,

espec1alty in its ethnomelhodologlcal variants...
The rdLe of change of théorétical fashion

is oW such, indeed, that whereds it took

a decade or so before the demolition of -

" tuncticonalism ... became &a ri tual parl of amy
selt-respecting. curriculum, theories are -
iowadays demolished before the ink of thelr

manifestos has dried.

(Worstey, 197%) |
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There ig a rather old joke which tells of someone travelling

abroad asking one of the locals for directioms to a nearby

. town. The reply comes back: 'If I were going fﬁéfé’t
‘ o - N o ; . . story S B .
wouldu't start from here'. That / provides an analogy

1'or .the phenomenon I want. to discuss: the idea that
, ) A
whete you start from determines where you can get to.

Over thirty yvears ago Robert Merton berated his fellow

shctologiéts for their ﬁrémétufé parsuit of aii:émbracing;

und 1@ Quciqio’gicai theory. He traced the impulse to
| : '

S éons fruct '¢rand theory' ba~k to the beginnings of the
diSCLpilné,suggesting that it had been inherited from the

syslém=builiding which dominated philosophy in the nineteenth

cénlury. e goes on to remark that:

Wi.iiix this context, almost all the pioneers

in sociology tried to fashion his owrr system.

Fhe multiplicity of Systems,; each claiming to .

¢ ibe genuine sociology, led naturally enough to
iiie tormatlion of schools, each with its cluster of -
masiers, disciples and epigoui: Socioloygy not

ouly becapé ditferentiated from other disciplines,
pui it became internally differentiated. This i
ditierentiation, however, was not in terms of
specialization, as in the sciences, but rather,

‘as -in philosophy, in terms of total systems, ‘
typrcally held to be muatually exclusive and.
lareelyal odds.

~

o~

| (Merton 19%7, p 46)

(Oiie ot Merton's main targets in his critique of ' grand
theory' was of course the work of Parsons. Twenty years

1ate)y Parsons' influence is mich less than it was. However,
. 2 5iAa of ithe Atlantic at least, the pursuit of
"trcat systems of sociological theory' is if-anything
C e . . . : o S . _ 2 1 < .
evenr more teverish, and the fragmentation of  the discipline
O
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that
into djfferent schools to which / leads has grown apace.

Ihis process has been particularly far-reaching in the

sociology of €ducation . over the last decade.

g wiany i e in. the sociology of education, and- in

\

sociology generally, the late 1960s and early 1970s were
L excitieg time of new horizons and possibilities. The

.14 zuniciogy was to be swept away and replaced by more
: L o to .. A
celevant zlternatives, truer /what we took to be the real

natursz 9f humanity and society. One of the, guiding
lights liere was: Dawe's (iQ?b)h&iscuééiéh of order and

control docirines; the one legitimatling oppfeéSion’the other
) . . R
irrspiring Liberation.
 Today we are in a good position to look back and assess
S

edqucatior , and that in one sense is

S (his 'new 3ocivlogy of

what I sliall be doimg in this paper (for other assessments

§

see Whittwv 107hy Pring 19735; Bernbaum 1977 ; Karabel and
Halzey 1977). However, wmy motive ‘is far from being a matter

i

N f more 1ostalgia or anliquarian interest. It seems to
-
e {hial oar work today still owes much to that 'new

- 3):{1'::-?&.1,;1&’ i ithe 19708.

S Uimes been elaimed that the new sociology of cducati
load o tin »aliwing effect on teachers exposed to it (Simon
)

.. tac early yeurs this new approach was of'ten

ke o mply ‘that any attempt on the part of teachers

Lo shapc¢ what pupils learned repréSéntéé a suppressiomn of
pupils' culturally given abilities and a denial of their

. e - S v
. . rights. Later, the complaint was hé%fd that teachers could
(S ] i . If‘ ) -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




bngfn;gith fb; COhéiﬁding from o&r-wdrk~that their plight
was hopeless since whatev;r they did th1d~iéad to the
fépiéddétkon of capitaiiém,and the persistence of all those
ilis c¢ustomarily ascribed to that fyp; of -socitety by

sociologists. These accusations have some justification.
but I belicve that the new sociology of -education has

had . evern moré.damaging effect on sociologists of education

has ever hoen.

decade or 30 15 6ﬁé of éisapﬁointmént and frustration. It
seeins to me {Bé{ we "have a lot less to show for our efforts

thai we exrected to h?ve and 1ndeed than we could have

e

heer gustified in bxpertlng, .I am not talklng here of the

gz ol political change, tﬁﬁughgthat was certainlty where many

ol our thaéJiay. Ratlier, I refer to the limited ééntfibutioé
R , )

have made (o tﬁé'ﬁﬁdéfétéﬁ&ihg 0f educationel structures

mtd processes: We have produced plénty of theoretical: ideas
and many descripltive studies. DBut what is lacking, I Suggést,
is any significant CumuiéLiVé HéVéiopmént of knbwiedge.

t.c. tar: we have few powerful Lheorles which would

[ S B

aljow u& Lo explain those aspects of educatlonal phénomena
which are of:concern to us. I shall suggest that one major
reasol Jcw this is that there is a central element of

the mew sn.ciology of edurafxon that was; éﬁd indeed still
. N 7 :
is, antithetiecal to any such theorwticalk development.’

-

»

0f course, | am not denying Lhe benefits which the new

sociotogy ofi education brought. It constituted an important

i

Q 6
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corrective to the narrow theoretical and methodological

orientation of the earlier political arithmetic tradition.

[t'apenéd up whole new areas of investigation ana‘

réiqtrodhCed iﬁporfant theoretical and methodological

ideas. Nevertheless, I Sﬁéii.Cléiﬁ that one of its

.centrai elements was mot bnly‘fuhdamentally mistakén but

, . it

alsc seriously detrimental to the development of the

discipline. Tndeed, T wduld go so far as to,suggest that, to
, seme degraé at }éast,vthé discipline's current political

dif?iéditiés, such as right wing attacks on left wiag

bias, arise from it and are thus to an

extent selfiinflicted.

The'Pafadigm Arguménf
What I want to challenge is a set of ideas which. trades
under many different names. By friend and foe ifii%
oftern identified w;{ﬁ the sociology’of knowiedg;, though-
ii;by no means é;ﬁ%ﬁéééfhb; is necessary to fhat'diSciplige.
T shall calil it the ﬁéf?digm angmenﬁf; éurgéntiy,bthis

dgétriﬁé pervades .sociology; and increasingly, it seems,
it is to be found in other social sciences toe.
Né{é?theiéég, £he.efééc;§ of the acceptance of this
aféﬂﬁéﬂf:éfé.ﬁ@é{:dbvidus within éocioiogy and especially

within the sociology of education:

The basic premise of the paradigm argument is that all
knowledge i3 founded upom epistemological, theoretical

_ Y I ol I N - N
and fpol“'ia' figal assumpftions which are not open to

s
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_test, so that any knowledge must be régérdéd as framed

-

wi thin, and thus telative to, a baftituiér paradigm:

‘Paradigms not only indicate what is reléevant and important,

fLow to go about investigating if, and what can be taken’
for granted, they also fay down the eriteria for de termining
what is true and'faié;, real and unreal. On the basis

(1 ihi§ idea it is argued, or implied,; that sociology;

nd other aoaialiééiénéesi are necessariii>édmﬁbSed of

. o - L o S
ceveral incommensurable if not mutualily antagonistic

T e S ) S e b
aaradligms, porspectives or problematics founded upon

competing political interests.
e rarely Cinds this argument clearly and fully expressed,

/' . P - - — = - - -
Ceira by L e tmprictts Here, though, are two of the more

explicat déclarations?: - : -

Through its focus on the link between social
structural interests and the production of ideas;
sociology is putting forward an overtly political
view of knowiedge. ™ 1t would be consistgnt with
this position to *irguc that 'no knowledge is ;
neutral', and that criteria 6f truth, rationality

and plausibility arc sinlilarly related to the PN
siicic i interests underlying them.

(Esland, 1977:11)

Once the social dimension of knowledge production.

is recognised and emphasised, the role and the extent
of Spcjal,prabticé and social interests in the very
production of knowledge emerge clearly as ceéntral
Sssucs in evaluating the ‘theoretic product (or
knowledge). an evaluating ‘{;}r;nro'ificé; interprectations
oF knowledge, it becomes both relevant and necessary
to consider which particular interests are being

served in th;;produatibﬁ_and;pramﬁigitiaﬁ_a£ any
particular theory, in what ways particular social
interests are being served in any process of

< production, and how the various intorests concerned
.are interrelated (and, if hecessary, disguised).
These considerations arc¢ iiot merely nccessary for
ovaluating knowledge or theory; they are crucial:

-

i




for, given the social dlmen51on to the ﬁrodﬁotioh
Lot khowledge, the key questlon that we fand

embcdded ig and arising from the particular

mdLLIJdllbt framework under consideration is -

'What functions do particular theoretic products

serve in particular societies?' This question : ;
(and 1t does not preclude answers being given in.

terms of dlscdvcrlng or producing the real world)

at onde becomes both the focus of epistemological
lHVCﬂngdtlon, while @lso providing a means

whereby we can make viable Judgments of critical .

preference between competlng 1nterpretat10ns, . . y

theories and research programmes.
 (Harris, 1979:60)
The origins of this argﬁméht are many %ﬁd i;riedr The w ork
.t Kuhn (i“62).was a m&jor,resoﬁrée, not ‘least in providing '_?

4 concept of oaré&iéﬁ which could be -used in this way.
Kuhfi; Lakatos (1978) and Peycrbend (1975) and other contrlbutors
Vo post—éMbiriéiét philosophy challenged the conventionel.
pnéffi?ist accounts of §ciencé_which treated tbe aSSessmenﬁf
ol theorieg-against;fécts as the feature which distiﬁgu%éﬁea
science from non-science (Néwton;Smith; i?ﬁi; Tuaor; i9éé);
These authors éwbﬁééiié the theory-laden charaoter of éti
fubser;dtju“$ aﬂdzp%int to.other criteria than empirical
© | testing a& neécessary and legitimate grounds for the accep-

tance and tejéction of thesries. Also influential has been

v

the revival or importation into Anéio-ﬁﬁerié&h sociology of
& whole Varlety of, alternatives to posrt1v1sm£§ymbollc

_lnt(’rd(_t_lg)“.l.bﬂl ph"e"nomenology, fhﬁc.‘rur'ou\nsm am;q Fmrtkau’f‘ f"larx-zsm« oz_“

;&e_ S steess The actige- ¢ QT«CFQ'P of- Wnavledq P_'%"lléﬁi)c. ron as @j&mﬁ

cist ideac ﬂu‘l- ‘o.now eo‘.at arises M _ 1mpres.ﬁor\ Ma
1t’htn socnolégji versions of the paradlgm argument were 63 ﬁfwfy-?rs

[
devetoped.by a number of wrlter5, notably Goulaner (1970)

Seciology has increasingly come to ?oe taught, in higher -

cducation and iﬁ échools, in terms of multiple perspectives.




rhetorical device in arguments forand against différent kinds
’ . . .
ot socioldgical work.
\
i

The Paradigmatic Mentality and its Conscquences

ééﬁff_éi: _{6 the new 'suc"i_(i'.l(‘)gy‘ of dducation wzis’ a ciiaiiérIS};(; Tb\
the &‘liiﬁﬁé of conventional: Q()‘ci().i(igists to be engaged in the
vaiue—free pur'Si_iii;: of ObJeCthe kiiowledge. That so'éio'.].ogy

\ ' » . - a
'ﬁ&d"ﬁé'tnjbeéh' and could ,noIf: be value-free was treated as a

foregone conclusion, on the basis of arguments such as thosc
of Gouldner (1962). But what made the new sociology of

cducation particularly stgnificant was its denial of the

ciaim that socislogists (or indeed anyone else) can produce.

objective khewledge about the world, '

Bernbaum (1977:59) highlights this difference beiween the

new and’ the old Socidlegy:

In both kinds of Sociclegy of education ... -
jdeological e¢lements are to be found. There
is, however, an important difference. The old
ssciolegy of 'education contained; also; a

committment en the part of its practitioners
to, the possibility of arriving at truth ...

Within the new sociology‘bf education and -

particularly the general sociclogical stand—
points from which it develops, it is very
difficult to make the distinction between ’ {
‘ideology' and ‘science’. . ,
The new Seciologiskts argued that diEferent cultures have
differént criteria of truth and falsity, indeed different
logics (Keadia 1973), and that, for example; positivist .
sociolegy simply represented a vehicle for tHe imposition

of western, white, middle class values and beliefs on other
truth eriteria, is foundad on.  fundamental ‘ Lot
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as=sumptions and political interests, the argument ran, il

can only be godeed in terms of the interests which motivate
o the tunctions which Lt serves. It was claimed that,
givin  a commitment to human liberation ('I'o’uﬁg 1973) 3

whit! 15 recduired in a sociely chdracterized by dominat ion

and dliennatiorn its 4o challenge the assumpiiorgs Lubtlodnto
soctal in=titutions,, including sociology Ltself. Onily by

the rejectionn of such assumptions; il was believed, conld

people take control of society rather than being dominated

by 1t (Dawe 1970).
The new socisology of educatiom was never a coherant amd
velllintegrated sel of ideas and il,was not long before it
hegan to split into compeling appr‘naci{és whose p'r:op'onenls
boeoame .incr(-:n:iing’iy at odds with one ansther. (The. mﬁjér
division whic¢h arosc w;i:%"ﬁé{wu@n those corncernod: with ;
3 " :

macro-theory and those-engaged in micro-focusced rescarch
iv')n schools. Jut this was by no means the only division,
turther fragmentation ()'cc'iii"r'(:d within both macro and micro
camps . 1t i.'\'.'ns ‘in this context \th;it‘:\'vhait I Shall call thé

paradigmatic mentality, a set of attitudes to sociological o

work deriving from the paradigm argument, {lourished. One

Y
.

aspect of this mentality conceras our attitudes to the ideasz

ossociated with other paradiegms. Al first sight jt might be

tolerance.

assumed that the paradigm argument would encourage
. t

One ol its implications is that disagrecmeiit among social
scientists is dnevitable, given the existence of multiple-

paradigms groiiided in vonfilicting assumplions and interestsg

Al Since paradigms are wvilid in thglt own terms; 1t might
. : .

be® concluded:  that one should simply accept tﬁdt'dtﬁéf§ think *

i

[y
Jd |




drtterent Iy,

~—

In practice, hewever, the paradigm argument encourages

intelérance. This is most obvieusly true n the case of

altitudes towards tlhose who et v=e lo o avcept thi paa a1 e
R ! . K Lo - . . N ’ B .
abgument itsell; claiming thiat thivie Knowledge ot toa=td

approximates to the truth. They have Celt the full toant

F“e“’?)

ot attack, being .ukllwwl(op op‘t‘,1ng qa. 1o£ty oS ol bhoer
L} N ', "7'77 R R -
abiove the battle’y “ﬁl(‘il‘ viows aro dismissod as o arrosoant
and cmpitviciste dowever, the pavadiem arcument. has e oo ed

fiLttle 1olerance everr towards=s othoers who al=so aoeey 1L,

..' . -
Nueh .2 Webar argued that people coulid not tolerte the

- P . : . y - - PadP i . : B - . -
Strain of tryving to live ftheir lives on the basis ot -1 ot
Calvinist beliets, =o 1t scems that 1t ix dittreult teo bhoo o

Sociologist while vet accepting that any sowlologreal vies
i< ns= good as any other. Fiom this peFspective “ocidloeical
n ~

work soems pointless. I priactice; paradigegm memher= toend o
: ¢
freat their own assumptions as true and to reject those of

other paradigms as neces=arily Fad se.  And, o compse. gaven
the paradigm areument, other paradizms cannot be ~irbs peec
] .

ritional critici=m. Rather, they can onty bedismi==ed ridde
. N 2’

te b to

(et on the gronnds that they draw on assmptions difterent

to those built into one's own patadiem,

.

There arce many examples ot this. l'ur Hstincoe; - Ln advocat ing

} o . ’EQS' QS -Fonotus.
A Woberian peispective, Ronald King nM—J—fP—&—W*‘#*ﬁ"

Cetivergonce o bidheein Masiai sm anc _"#+f11rhm1+>'f'~r‘r'n —ttertict }

apal yrdere ek comnoiy s

o One ot the rorms of M:arxism Lo be l()und i the -
Foeconl sociology of cducation is tire ~txlxgtiii‘;ili<i, P

o viricty of A_i_tiiii:i:ik‘r .uul o Bowloes and_Gintis

pRIC L TR I e e
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which draws upon the political economy of the .
"maturce! Marx (another of the emanationist theorices
dismissed by Weber)s: This shows an futeresting
convergence with the structural functional analysis

ot cducation ;.. ) '

s

Weber consideroed that rational actions were in the
ascendencv in the modern world, but, as Eldridge
points out, Weber was reflerring to the subjective
intentions of individuals directed to. means
regarded as correct for a given end. Classical
{(¢cconomic) rationality,; and where the behaviour of
people is at variance with their imputed 'true.
intercests! they are suffering from false conscious-
ness=. Having carried out lengthy 'probing' inter-
Vviews with threce teachers and the headteacher of a :
primary school, Sharp and Green virtually dismiss.

their accounils ot their actions (made; for the most 1y
part, at o high level of abstraction remote from
¢clas=room cvents) in pursuit of 'progressive'

rdeals, and; by the application of a Marxist

perspective, conclude that such education

contributes to the preservation of the existing

s~ocial order. There is little to choosSe botween

bheing the cultural dope of functionalism _or ) .
<suffering from the false consciousness of Marxism.

(King, 1980:10)

Hiere the argument against Marxism is two-pronged:
\.
Farstlyv, King points to its similarities with

tancttonalism, (rading on the ritual rejection of

e tionalism by membérs -of other paradigms, including

. . _ [
Nl Ssts, The seconad element. ot the argument; hardly

drsputatile though ot as clear-cutl as King suggests;
1o ithat Marx's mode of explanation is different from

Wb U But the guestiomn of which approach is

ot 1. o1 most useful, is treated as self-evidentji even

;
et wophc ticated arguments have been deployed on the
Coer =1de (1 example Lukes 197h). -

o -l 3
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Ay [}P mich the same maﬁﬁéf; Sharp (i9§f§ criticiiég a iong
‘siream of authors in the sociology of éciy}catiérx from Durkhelm
to Michael I'.D. Yortg o1l Lhe grounds Lhai they do not
con form o her Ln l,er"{)i:el.élti()n of I\lai*Xinil; sShe makes little
at temp t; however, L5 dewmonstrate that her perspective is the
nmost fruitlful one: Tﬂét is an assumption from which she

B

starts and which she expects her readers to accept on faith:

y ;
ay E?he eftect of the éafadigm argument ; then; is to reditce .8
gither o debilitating unce;féiﬁty about tﬁé‘jgétffic5tihn
for our work or to ﬁdlitical and theoretical dogmatism.
The paradigm afghhentinot onty divides sociological work up
- into difrerent i321i4a(lig|1is it aiso threatens the very \)iissi,l')‘ij ity

i rational debale among fépréééntatiVés of the difflerent
approaches. One simply must accept one or ano tiier sel ot
assumptions about the nature of thhe social world as a matter

of commitment or faith: Othgr paradigms can only be

s

rpjécted o1 thé grounds tﬁai they are other ﬁé}adigms, though
rhétorical torce can e added to such rejections by exﬁtéinin;
away alteynative views in terms of interests or functions
claimed to nnderly them. The concept of rideology' which

has of course become very popuYar among soéibldgiéfs of
education in recent years is iﬁé;lly suited to such a

task (Hammersley 1981).

4

O
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o [?uch time is thus expended i1 fruiliess polemic in which
A~ -

ERIC———

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the concepts employed are progreSSIveiy dralned of

cognitive meaning; 'The all-purpose insuilts 'positiﬁist';
. N .

vempifiéisiv and 'liberal' are only the most obvious
examples. We can get some sense of how empty such

Lerms have become by comparing how they are used by
representafives of aifferCnﬁ'paradigmé. fﬁus: Sharp ’

(1982:50) ctaims that , ~

... despite lts self concept as embodylng a
methoﬁo@oq;cal procedure which overcomes the
blindness of positivism with 115 empiricist
fetishization of_ the 'ob jective' fact,
- ethnography's own me thod s equaiiy emp1r1c1st

S I place of ‘the facts' as objectified in a

computer printout; appear the facts.of the raw

data of conscrousness,'of the motivations,

purposes and creative projects of active : .
IntendIhg mlnds in interaction with other mlnde, 7
and of events and happenlngs as these are '

subJectlvely constructed and mediated through

everyday enco..aters and relationships. Ethnography
follows a classic empiricist inductivist ‘
method: observable phenomena are_recorded,

ordered, and classified; thsfcollat;ng process

gives rise to empirical generalizations and
hypotheses. Evidence is then sdéught to further
substantiate siich empirical gerieralizations

which arée then used deductively in explanation

to produce plausible interpretations.-

.

From a very different perspective, that of etlmomethodology,
Hitchcock (1983: 21) also charges ethmography with failing

to break with positivism. He cites Riet's (1973:241) |
#laim to have found 'an ihleflbéking battern'df institutional
arramngements descending from the macro-level of the city-wideé

schoonl system ... to the various stratification techniques
I 4
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cuip loyed by individiial teachers. in their ctassrooms' as an
cexample. Yot he ¢laims that Ristts approach 1is pOSi tivist
. ‘ ’

precisely because the latter doces not do what Sharp sces as

characteristic of positivism?
. : " a

we arc lett in the dark about éiaétly,how Rist
wais able to manage deductiomns about the relation-

ships between phenomena at different levels, about
how he came to his conclusions-: - .

e wo bavé arguments about practical methodology dressed up
. N N

as chstomoLogIcul i s=ues through loosc talk of ‘'postivism!'
. . ; . ~
o

and 'empiricism'. This is a &idésprcud phenomenon.
o~ o o . - o o .
n( LgvenAwhére the arguments of each side address subsﬁantjve
issues, theories deriving from different ﬁé‘féd}gmé
are often regarded as mutually incompatible, on mno
styong evidence. For example, Collins (1972 and 1979) treats
as competitors func tionalist and conflict explanations for
the increasingblévéis of iualifications demanded by North
Américarn employvers, and seeks on the basis of inadequate

evidence to demolishi the former in order to make way for
o 7 o tlrtecries . -
ihe latter. Yet the two Aare certainly not‘logicaily

incbﬁﬁatibié, and it may well be that each provides

a ﬁartiai explanation for the ﬁhenoﬁénon‘wiﬁﬁ which ~

¢ollins is concerned. :
ot S o D et . ,
. The defects ol particular theorics as studics are ot'tdén
WV
treated as symptons of the generak worthlessness of the!
paradigm from which theywetrk deriveg, rather than as an
; opportunity for furthér rescarch. For exampte, on the
rrrrrrrrrr et e T Yy - P Lo
. grounds thuat some versions of structural ffunctionalism
Q . J
_ ave beei less Lhan cotivincing an tticir cxplanations ffor ‘6
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o
social chuange, functionalism is often assumed to be incapable

ot explaining change and is dismisscd as conservative.
Similarty, becausce interactionists have sometimes neglected
X .

to investigate the material constraints which operate on

dctors; this is taken as conclusive cvidence that interac-

tiowism is idealist and thus simply liberal ideology-
only rarely do the critics try to develop tHe theorics
S attecbotc o
they critize to discover whether thé/faulté are intrinsic

or contingent; and thus whether they can be overcomc.
Gemneraity,; it is assumed that the thcories are incapable

~

of such development.

[égrt and parcel of this is the assurp%ion that political
agsUmptions are iogicaiiy tied to parfiquiér thépréticai
views and perhaps even to certain empiriCai claims aboﬁt
the world. For example, it is often assumed that :

‘innteractionists necéssariiy view western societies §7 -7
characterized by 'democratic piurgiism' and Lthat they
1ook on this featdre favourably: Conversely, both
fﬁﬁﬁtidnéliéh and 'deterministic' forms of Marxism are

accused of? failing 'to treat people seriously' and thus by

implication oX being linked to repressive forms o.f

LTl iait I S L <.
politics (Hargrteaves 1978: 73).
e 2‘{\(' course; ihe -most common response Lo work in °
")

o [ - . . L R . . - .
other paradigms which the paradigm argument induces
.is sheer neglect. Huge.lracts of the sociological

literature are ignoréd. One éign,of:ﬁhié is that those

17
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who study the gsame area fyrom the point of view of different
R R B

paxadx gms draw on completely di fterent Iiteratures

had occasion to compare the ihdéxééipf

Some years ago 1
{wo books appearing at the same time both dealing with,
what we migﬁt call trébellious youth': Willis's Learning
Lo lLabour and Marsh; Rosser ard Hlarré's The Rules of
P Lne Beess -
Disorder. The entries listed in their indexes under 'A’
- / .

and 'B' are by no means untypical: .
: accounts, 15,17, 21-0 1170w Atienation 143
wlso "I“‘lh:xﬂ tann, . Althusser: Lo 137183
cchoa!childien tecounts oot P 1-6
dctions socud: 1 Td-1,. 212, Apderson. L. LA
RSN T SR R SRR DA B Ashton, DUNC 1
rale-governed, IS0 i%. 29,121 Anld, R 856
acts, socal, 180 21 25-07 29 Autonoraous wai K proups 179 1=3
121 '

apgression, 27 a0 TINC 1A

rituahived, 24, Co-N 01 S
Balibar. . 137

128813101 1'~-+ ssocial,
TR msLunLnl R AR I Barthes, RO 1A
RE o Bennett,” 193

apgro. LN 12t o3, Bourdiéu, P 12 o142 |
1°33 -8 (‘lellum ERIR ; . .
Braveroan, !l 14 SIS0 183

leades, OR=T0.73, 77 9, 82,
97 110 pathit, see dross Brghiton 1 abou ||()LL\\(1H‘H[‘ ta2

sammals hehivionr, 12708 Q\—U\\\“ ,\z\’(—( )

\rdru *Rabert, 1290

Becker, Howard, 10-11

Bernsteim, Basii, 6,19

lnnlnum' tactors, 27 K104, \
Lin, 129 m

Blackpool FC,

pallshiens. (\.\ Y124

Burrell, Joanna. S

QM‘\HK I;Q_L:SSC ’ \'l_i'”{ \"—'9)

&

Despite their similar tocus these books show virtually

no overlap in the references they cite. Each appeals
to a quite different 1iterature and probably, of@®

coﬁfse, io a quite different audience . 3

o # B 18
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[Eptn now 1 have considered the external relatgons of

"y
( paradigms, how we deal with work which we take to
represent other paradigms than our own. Equaiiy damaging,
. though; are the aititudes which the’ﬁéradigm‘argumenf
encourages us to take t%yafds the ideas which make
‘up our own paradigm. Given that thére is no raiihnai

basis in terms of which thosé ideas can be doubted,

ihey have to be treatéd as true a priori. Moreover,

{his is reinforced by the éffects of the foreign

L ~ _As already implied; . o
policies of paradigms. /Thése tend to reduce the audience
for any piece of work to those who view it as deriving

from their own paradigm. The result is that as Wriférsjnbf
only are we rarcly requited to try to justify our paradigm

assumptions, often we do not even have to think about

tliem, they becomé second nature.

I'n any eveéit, to question these assumptions is, of course,
{o threaten one's identity as.a paraaigm member and to
opéen oneself up to the attribulions of ulterior motive

and ideology deployed against representatives of other

paradigms. This comes out cléarly in_the following

exiract from a Feview of Willis's Leairming to Eabour

Ly Michael Apple. Having poiinted oul that reproduction

theory is '& bit incorrect', Apple goes on Lo remark:
. ; _ ]
Before my colleagues on the Tefl grow
uhcofifortable; et me clarify what I riean.
There is no lalk of evidence to support the
claiim that Schools act as agents in the
econemic and cultural reproduction of an
“unequal society. Nor is-fhére any lack of
O - N 9
ERiC‘ . ¢
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r
ev1déhbe about the power of Lhe hldden €
currlculum In schools in teachjing “orms
and values to students Lhat are related
to this uggqul sociéty. ' What I mean Lo
contest liere is a particular assumptlon -
that of pa551v1ty -~ one which tends to
ovexlook the fact that both students and
. workers are_creatlvely actitg In ways whl(h
r often contradici these eXpeLted norms
! and dispositions which pervade the school
and workplace. :

-

(Apple 1979 : 101-2)
ilere Apple clearly finds it necessary to guard ééainst
the possibilily that he might be ithought to be casting

Aoubt on the Gasic’premiséé of the neo—MariiéL paradigm.
e hastity reassures his f;a&eré that”tﬁéfé is»no lack ;f
evidence' for these,; that he is only modifying one of the
minor premises. |

]

[Ehe trealment of certain political and theoretical assumptions

as articles of faith has a number of éffet%é. One is the.

r . . 'h
encouragement of Sﬁéculation and the neglect of systematic
checking of theofiéé‘and facts. nCter pointing out (e
‘gimilarities belween order and control tﬁeoriéé of schooling,
Edwards (1980: 67) rnotes thedir common weakness:  'the prSCtice
of constructing a dé5crip{idn_of how Lﬁingé Vareﬁ fyom a

Lheoretlcal analySLS of how thnqs "mqu be'" to maintain
. \

the soc1al system, thereby avoiding the chore of observatlon'.

And 1lat (p 71) he notes that tgome of thé,bleakest accounts
kof scho: seem to foiidw the American Bécifrafiéh of
Idepende: in pfésenting their ®truths" to be self-evidént'.

2U



Ny [;nlike King, Edwards does not claim, however, that

Lhis feature is intrinsic to these paradigms.r And indeed in

my view it stems rather from the paradigm argument ¢

(évﬂ et ' *

in general, not from the -mi—bﬁre— of partlcular paradlng- Evidence
‘for {ﬁis comes from the fact that; despite the fréquent

criticisms of interactiomism as 'empiricist?, this ¢
’ s + ,.; — L ~ - - . . -
perspective rarely leads to the igorous assessment of

- - - - A - - - - - - - - - - - -
empirical claims. While interactionist ethnographers

show no reluctance to employ data, their treatment of

thls data is often ulghly bpeculatlve relylng not on ~;. Lok iR
S\jk“(l\'\’\lt( hedhi g ghreeks—ot

s of
interpretations but on a gceneral appeal to be in

touch with reality Eﬁréﬁéﬁ naturalistic research methods
(ﬁamhersiey éﬁd Atkinson i9éj); And those whb(most

strongly insist upon the b;}édigﬁatic puri ty of interactionism

often reject those few methodological procedures built into
ethnography which are designed to test éccOuﬂtS;éUch as
triangutation and analytic induction (Williams 1976).

: .
, ?As a result ef the way in which the paradigm argument
A F ‘ Q,
' discourages empirical checks on theories, other criteria

come to bé used for choosing amoiig theovretical ideas:
— ey : T T
Thus, for exanmple, the assumed poiitical implications
. - . . : ; N
of ¢xplanations may become an overriding consideratibtn

(Hargreaves, 1982). ‘Giroux (1981:3) provides an oxampleoe:

In Stressing  the primacy ul vLthr Lhc state -
or political ecomnomy_in oducatlonal theory

and practice; radical theorlcs of reproduc=~
tion have played a significant role in expos1nq
the ]i“W)loglCdl as <ﬂnnptxuns ‘nuJ processoes
bohind the rhétoric ol ndéutrality and Socinl

v
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mnbllxty chdracterlstlc of . both conservatlve
and Iiberal views® of schoollnﬁ. Yet while

such theories roprcsbnt an 1mportant break

trom idealist and functionalist paradlgms in
vducational theory, they still remaint

situated within a probtomatlc that ultimately
sUpportb rather than challenges the loglc of
the existing order.- The ;)01111; here is that
thiere are some sorious deticicencies in existing
thieorics of reproductlon, the most meortdnt ol
which is the retusal to posit a forfm of critiquc-
that demonstratcs the thcorotlcal and practical
importancao« of vounter- hegemotiic struggles both
within and. outSJde of the sphere of’ schooling.

) ¥
The comprehenblvcneqs of a thcory is atso sometimes given:
creat WCight. For example; .1 it is sometimes claimed that a

{lieory is Superior if it can not only expléi; the phenomena
jundéf study. but 4iso why others might addpf different
' Qkﬁléhétions (Sharp, 1980), Within intcracfiéﬁish, the
tyichmess' of data; and the extent to which findings
contradictl conveiitional Or;- official views, have come to

be major ctitéria for judging ethnographic accounls.

[}n this section [ have outlined what I see as the major

featires of the paradlgmatlc mentallty. Wﬁét I have

pfésentéd—is very much an’ 1deal type. I am not clalmlng
that this set of attLtudes totally dominates the

sdcioiogy of education.' We are not alt locked into

meémbership of closed, séif;interaéﬁiﬁé paradigms.
Vevertheless l think ihe paradlgm argument in one form

or another, has been extremely 1nfluent1al and that

as a result the paradlgmatlc merni Latity has to a con51derable

extent become 1nst1tutlonallzed inn our 1nteliécfuai “

.y : j
and social relations. Moreover ;- in my Vview this has had-

a disastrous effect on the development of our discipline.

O
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N ! ' ' 5
Lt is one of the major reasons why the sociology of
; 2 R

' . N

7 education has shown Verxfiittié cumulative development of

B - ] ) .

kmowledge over the last tén years or so, why we do mot have
Vet o
a body of knowledge on which much reliance an be placed in

formulating pOiicy;;efthér at the national or the classroom

Not only doés the paradigm argument undercut attempts

) - o 7 7 o o T /

Lo develop ob jective knowledge "through the systematic development

level.,

and testing of theory, the mentality to which il leads’

sabotages this process through secondary effects: for |
"example the dismissal of much of the existing literature as

worthless and the encouragement of speculation presented ,
L )

as fact. S

_ <
Y\ - S S
L‘ne lmportant consequence of our failure to !'produce the.gonods

is that it opens the 5001ology of edueatlon up to economic
and political attack, as we have récently diéCovered.
, . : - , R ,
But the paradigmatic mentalitly leaves us vulnerable to such
P Ay -

~

—

attacks in another way too. If we claim Lhat»our fihdiﬁgé .

stom from the polltlcal and theorethal assumpt[ons built

LnLo our paradlgms, ‘we can hardly plead 1nnecence to charges

of pOlltlcal bias. Nbr can we legItImately complain when //
LhoSé hoiding different polItlcai comm[tments refuse tc ] /
finance our work. Presumably, were the roles reversed, we
.wouid do the same. The éé;{s ot the paradigmatic mentality .

have been high. gria they could rise-stili further.

23 f-
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The Paradii. ‘rgument Assessed

Now, if the paradigm argument were valid, . we might simpis
have to live with its consequences., Fortiunately, there

are good grounds for thinking that it-is not. The ®

paradigm argument is founded upon relativism, and relativism

is logically iﬁéoherén{. If it were true that the validity
- S dSc

ot @ll -knowledge (lalms is relatIve thls would‘gpp]y to the

argument for félutiviSm itself: But this leads to the
- s
paradO\JCdJ conclugion that fﬁéie are, after all; somc

- ., - )
knowlodgo claims which are not relative. In other words,

_ relativism undércuts its own claim to truth:
Tfuth says thc cultural r011LJVth is

ultuxe -bound. But if it were then hc,
within_his own culture, ought to sece his

: own culture- bound truth as absolute. tie .
annot proclalm cuttural relativism without
’ 1151ng above it, and he cannot rise above

At without glVlng it up..

(Quine, 19%5:327-8)56

.t

—- kY

T . - . o o o T oo
- [%ejectlng the paradigm argument as iricoherent does not torce
n ‘ ' 5

Le to deny that all knowledge is subject to valuge biases and
‘ that all facts arc dependént on the validity of theoricss

But these dre 1ot the novel claims that they are of ton
’ - - - R
presented as belng hy(;roponcnts of the paradigm argumernt.

RN : { :
Weber was perfectly Wéll aware of the first when he argucd for

soc1ology to be valLe—neutral le di¢ ol claim, as seems

- {

to be wi/dely assumed, thaL cne conltd produce socloloq cal ~
knowledge unaffected by values. Rather, he was arguing

"tHat we should try to mininiize the erffect of practical
g > o S B , - )
values (i.e. tliose other than the search for truth) on

- the execul ion of our research procedures (Keat anud

ERjkj f;:: :{ - .* : 224 7 _ ’
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ce , (1973)

Urry iO?j ¢ch 9). By contrast, Gouldne1/51mpl' hnp‘&S

that since Rnnwléage can mnever be unaftecisd by values, (here

is no point in trying Lo conlroi their effects. Bul this

iz ta-lreat a matter of degree as if it were all or nothing.
DN . Y

//

T'ec implication is that all ideals should be abandoned

. N o~ o T )
since,; by their very nature, they are” unattainable.

”

N\
‘[ﬁs the Marxist historian Eugene Genovese (1968: 4) points out

'the inevitability of idedlogical bias goes not free
us from the respbnéibility o é{ruggié for ma;;mua
objeétifity'; Morédver,‘tﬁé jﬁs{ificati;n he provides
for this is very miich the same as Weger'Sr objective

-

.ﬁféﬁlédéé aids principled and effective political action

oth 4nid

g?chlucﬁtér~i’VTq ) :

In fact what we (socialist hlsLorlans) s tand

for is the reatization that all historical

writing and teaching - all cultural work =

is unavoidably political intervention, but that

ideologically motivated history is bad hlstorw

and uwltimately reactionary politics ... In

each case the demand for ideological history

for 'class truth', for ﬁartlsanshlp in science’,

has ended in the service of ::. a NEW oppressor.

(Genovese 1968: 5-16)67
z -

ﬂ( zﬁorcoVef, if one 1ooks at the rctntlonahxps bofwuon political

standpoints and theoretical assumptions, one inds that (hese

a
are weak at hbest.  For example; neithoer sido of the arevument
about whlvther the editcation system is o velatively antonomous
trom the economy is logically tied to any general po'litical
viewpoint. «Its political implications depend critically
upoir how the cconomy is conceptualtizad: While relative
e ( ,,,,,,

, aulonomy has bocconie o ratchword for Marxists- wnshlng to

- i .

% | : 25
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avoid tha jiiii itical pessimism indiicaed i)y direct reproduction
theorics (Hargreaves 1982), the latter neoed noﬁ Be perssimi=t 1
item a socialist point of view nor dooes relative autonomy
necesgarily ofter hope regarding ol lective socialist inter
ventionsa: 1t the mode Ol; ;ur()kixxc{.i_(jli i X‘i‘g‘iil'(i('(l am o1 tse
shot through with contradictions and conflict, according to
reproduction theory thoso woluld be reflected within the
cduciation system. Under thégu conditions relative aulonomy
would not be nceded to allow for the possibility that worhits
i the oducation system might mak o poiiticdirhbudwuy. ki,
in this casc relative autonomy might well diminish the orfects
ot cconomic ébntr‘éidictidiis;f.on' schools; and thus reduce the

possibility of significant educational change.

HHowever, eveun in the absence of contradictions within the mode

of produgtion relative autonomy does not mecessarily imply

~

'radical’ -
Lhat,(::ocxai change, in wnatever direction, 1s easier ot

more likely than it would be if direct reproduc tion theor es
weie correct. This is because while r-éiativé autonoumy
implies that change within the limits set by forces ontside
{16 education system is easier, the obverse of this is

that any change lying beyond these limits is tikely to

be moré dAifficult to bring about s’iiicé it requires change

in other relatively autonomous sectors. Whereas, in a
tichtly integrated system, change in one area tends to

léad to change tiﬁ;dugilout. in a system where the parts

én.joy relative autonomy, chang{ in one sec tor gnay have

26 —,
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Prttle effect elsewhere in Lhe system., There is mo longer
@ single point of leverage by which, given appropriate
circumstances, social change can bLe Lrought about. The
Lat tlée has lo be fought onm many different fronts each
no o doutt réquiring very different sﬁrateg;éé. The task
Gt bringing about change may thus be more difficull in
(i svstem characterized by relative autonomy than in one in
which Airect reproduction 6btéiﬁé.f;

3 S ) ) 7 ) -

A?hb paradigmn argument leads us to neglect such -possibilities -
tt hitches yp sels of theoretical and political assumpiions and
préééngﬁkfﬁgm as though they mnecessarily belong together. Yet

quiteé clearly they do not. Marxist theories are otten
! Semetimes

Furie t i,(snaiigt (Cohén'i()?l?)j Giddens 1979);)\&if%éring from
Structural funclionalism in little more than the evaluattons
made of the processés described and explained. Equailv: tiwe
Webe rian character of much récent Marxist theorizing has been
note  Hargreaves 1983) and there have even Leen claims that
Marxosm atid interactionisn shatre mit:h-in commor (Gof‘f 1980:
West; this volume): Quit‘(: clearly, l.héré: is strong evidence
<1 the claim that we have iriternially consistent and
v tlly exclusive paradigms in sociology.

o

Zil‘hb taltacy of ireating matters of degree as though they
were all or nothing altermatives al=o underlies the
poaradiem arrument ts trcatment ol tlie retationshiip betwioon

theory and cevidence: 1t often scems to be assumed that
because all facts are theory-dependent the empirical

cesting of theory is impossible:  Ong simply has to take
paradigmatic :iéSi@;j%ﬁiS 7k.)'n trust

ERIC
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The theory-ladenness of investigation gives rise to a large

number of methodological issues and_problems, and it is hardly
our purpose to discuss these here. On the other hand, it is our
purpose to undertake an investigation, and this we shall do by, .

following_the broad features of 4 methodological device outlined
by lmre Lakates; that is; by casting our investigation into the
context of a résearch programme (or problematic) wherein certain

basic or 'hard core' hypotheses and propositions are accepted as

being secure and inviolable for the purpose of operating or

working with the reSearch programme.

(Il;xrr'i s, 1983: 29)

it the theory-laden character of facts does not rule out ‘
{hieir usc i1 assessing the validity of thcories, ;f gimply

means that such assessments can never be absolutely conclus=ive.

Morcover, while there may be no tpure facts' one can nevertheless

range statements along a theorctical-empirical continuum

- : i o , RN o
(Kaplan, 1906%4; Newton—-Smith, 1981; Quing 1981) .

We are not faced with a choice botween naive eémpiricism on
the one hand and the paradigm argument on the other. There
have been many attempts by philosophers to resolve the

5ﬁistem010gical»ié§uos which surround the rélationship between
theory and evidence: Their work no more suggests that the
paradigm argumeyt 1s the Solution thet it reconmmends nalive
cmpiricism. Few philosophers have adopted either of the=o

78

positions, and ffor good reasonss -

But the strongest argument ot all against accepting the

pz\r:\digm ;ixigunlcrl£ is that; like all forms of relativie=m,

it denies the very \possi':iij lity of knowledge. (Nowton-sui th,

198.1): Of course, it may be that our c&éfyday expericuce of
N ;

1 ooz \;— . R T . " : 3Tl - .- s
the world is wholly an idlusion,; but wec have no way of

judging that claim nor is it clear that it would make amy

¢ ' « 7 B 28 | )



difterence to our cveryday judgements about what is and is
& ,
fot (rie il it were the casce.  Certainly, the ract that

rolativism undercuts claims to truth has not prevented thosc
: , o ' : o e
who i1se the paradigm argument from making =trong claims about

the world. v
(am;loitc&
if -

Evern/ the effects of the paradigm argument on the

sociology of education have been damaging and it is
“a1so false, the question of what the alternativé_is
remains to béranswered; There have, of ‘course, been marmy
critics of paégdigm divisions,;, and especially of that
separatinig macro and micro research’ (Bérnstein 1575:
Banks 1978, Hargreaves i978). The remady recommended has

often been that the pafadigmé be put together in

some kind of synthesis.

\
P \\ -
fn many ways this is an appeaixng idea. It ééémé to

involve an even- ~handed approach in which the stgknqths

and weaknesses of each perspective are récogniz;d an:
treated aS.COmpiemeﬁ{éf§; The paradigm ;rgument

is side-stepped through the construction of a single,
all-embracing paradigm. Tﬁis strategy combines the

omo tional satisfaction of visiting a -plague on both
houses with a more constiuctive process of reconciling

differences and méking_péace.

lowever . in my view the search for synthesis is mi=diirected.
In many ways it compounds tLhe damaging effects of the

paradigmatic mentality. 7Two or more sets of pérédigm
,’

L

.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

;

assumptipns QDOuf the nature of the social world are puf

ioguthor; but- since these are of uncertaiﬁ vaiidify in the

first piace, combininé them carriecs fow advunfagcs; Muroovor;
‘ ) : § -

the task of fOrmuiafing revisions to these nSsumpfions to

make them mutUaiiy consistent comes to consume’

all our energies, al the expense of efforts to develop

and test theories. Comprehensdiveness remains a key
criterion in judging theoretical ideas and because.

the paradigm argument has not been directly c¢hallenged.,
attempts to éfoduée emﬁrically valid findingé are still
discouraged.

N

Mi trying to find a way out of this cul-de-sac, we can
do worse than return to Kuhn. Tt ié_curioUé that one
of the major sources of_the §aradigmatic mentaiity
should have beén a étudy of the hatural scie es; given
that ano ther influential source was the rejeclion of
these as a model by such {he(;réi;}ééi traditTons as

interpretive sociology and Critical Theory. But it seems

clear that despite his protestations to the contrary, Kuhn's
accourtt of the incommensurability of paradigms does

lapse into relativism. And his conception of 'paradigm'’

is notoriously vague and COntrédictory Stiii, most of

mi

his -account of science can be préeserved whilé réjecting
relativism (Masterman 1810 : Newlon=Smith 4§\ ).
Furthermore, the core meaning of 'paradigm' has become much

cléarér in his responses to critics thaun it was in the

315t edition of The Structure of Sciaertiftic Revotutions

('Kuhn’ 1968; 1970aand 1970k). Of course, eveu in that ﬂnﬁf&ﬁhem

30U
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ook Kuhn made clear his view that the social scierices g

b

&é;é bfé—paradigmétici Font i%ié becomes even more obyious
once the rgét meaning of 'paradigm' is idgnfified as an
:éxenplar? a pérticuiar study or set of sfuaies which
est;biiShéé.thé importance of a problem and demonstrates how
that problem, and others like it, can be effectively

solved. (Barnes 1982).

Lgne aspect of this conception of paradigm which it is par{ieuih;iy
important to note is that it treats the sciénces as
organizéd principally around résearch pgobiéms and not
around confiicting worid-yiews. ironicaiiy, the. :

pre—pérédigmétic character of éOcibiogy (in Kuhn's . terms)

mayv stem in large part from the. fact that it has typicaiiy:
been organizéd around paradigmé (in the sense of confiicfing
political philosophies). f |

E;?he paradigmatic mentality represenls an unhealthy "

l’\f;

exacgeration of traits to be found in normal science: Our
knowledge is alway: founded “upon assumption's and open to the
mfluence of our values: As a result it is never abseclutely

certain. UBut we should not draw the conclusion £vom this
thal any 'knowledge' is as valid as any other, and that prier

~.

commitment is the only basis on ‘which selection among theories
_ s S . - b ’
can be made. The factl that we can never attain absolute

R . R . _ . . 7 R .
certainty in thé Sociology of educatlion doas not mean

that we cannot come to rational conclusions aboul the
validity of oiur déScriptions and tHeorids on %hé basis ol
empirical evidence. And indeed, unless we areé prepared to

?
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"accept defeat; to call what we o '‘social studies' rather
than 'social Science', and to ook for work elsewhere,
we must rejeéect the paradigm argumeni. Quine (1978: 34) ncatly

sums up the alternmative I am redommending :

We make do withh what we have and 1mprove it when
we see how: We are always tlalking Wi thin oar
going bvstem when we attribute truth; we

cannot "tatk otherwise. ‘Our system changes,

yes. When it does,; we do not say that trutb
chanqes with Lt; we say that we had wronglj

supposed <omethlng true and have learned better.
Fattrbilism is the watchword, nbf relativism.

o
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NOTES

O

1

3

&g

6

&

This claim is rarely prescented in clcear fform, f{or obvious
- /
reasons.¢ Thus, for example, in the extract from Harris
- .I :
(1979) quoted ecartier he retains the possibility that
whethcr theories discover or produce the recal world
<

might be used as a criterion; for choosing between thom.
Yet in his attack on empiricism and his adoption of

Althusser's distinction botweeén théoretic and roeal
objécfé Hé iindércuts any poééibiiify of making claims

about tho \Jor‘ici -

Particularly instructive as regards Sharp's critique
of empiricism is Hudelson's (1982) cogent argument

that Marx himself was an émp1r1c1bt

1S endence of This . Mt owmwa&feﬁr

HRNMerS\Qq 1480 atv.i qMMQr q ¢ un\g\- (qgc 7
For an account of external relatlons among paradigms in

another arca of sociology which identifies a similar

range of attitudes see Bradley and Wilkic, 1980.

In fact the cvidence he citos is very noagroe. For the
most part it consists of other studices coxpressing a
commi ttment to but proﬁjding Little cmpirical gﬁﬁﬁé;f

ffor r(‘.pi;()di,ié'ﬁ fon theoory:

For further discussion of relativism; see Trigg 1973;
Meiland and Krausv, 1982; Hollis and Lukoes, 19&2;
Mackinnon 1976 assess the relativistic arguments oé
the new sociology of  éducation.

A\LEA

Mackinnon, 1977 and Kéntiyrovidd useiul discu ions ot

Al
Al

: : - : ¥
the fact-value issue.s

One of theé most peérsuasive tircatments of the preblem

is that of Charles bcircp (koiiiy,‘IQfH, Rescher, 1978

and Almeder, 1980). Scr—al:=s
Ve - °
- Y
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