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In this article we examine the nature, scope, and significance of basic philo
sophical issues in the preparation of researchers. Following a brief review 
of the history of educational research and a discussion of the philosophy of 
science supporting much of this research, we present and discuss two central 
assertions in the context of the growing prominence of paradigmatic and 
methodological pluralism in education and the human sciences. The first 
assertion is that the curriculum for preparing researchers in education con
tinues to be dominated by the epistemology of logical empiricism, the philos
ophy of science undergirding the quantitative research tradition. The second 
assertion is that research education tends to place a disproportionate empha
sis on technical methods and procedures, with little attention given to the 
philosophical, moral, and political values that underpin procedural practices 
and that frame, however tacitly, the context for knowledge production. We 
argue that the hegemony of quantitative science and the narrow preoccupa
tion with methodological rigor as the singular yardstick for judging good 
science are serious problems requiring immediate attention in research edu
cation programs. We present a case for expanding the research education 
curriculum to include a strong and broad foundation in the history, philoso
phy, sociology, and ethics of inquiry. To illustrate how this can be achieved, 
we propose two features of an intellectual culture that may be developed: 
(a) course work on philosophical issues in inquiry, which doctoral students 
should be required to take in preparation for—or as a supplement to— 
technical courses on statistical methods and research design; and (b) an 
atmosphere of interdisciplinary and multiparadigmatic collaborative research 
that provides an informal context for students to experience and practice the 
values fostered by such course work. 

KEYWORDS: collaborative research, educational research, graduate research 
training, methodological pluralism, paradigmatic pluralism, philosophy of science. 

A healthy science is one that allows for the productive survival of diverse con
ceptions of mind and nature, and of correspondingly diverse strategies. In my 
vision of science, it is not the taming of nature that is sought, but the taming 
of hegemony. . . . To know the history of science is to recognize the mortality 
of any claim to universal truth. Every past vision of scientific truth, every 
model of natural phenomena, has proved in time to be more limited than its 
adherents claimed. The survival of productive difference in science requires 
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that we put all claims for intellectual hegemony in their proper place—that we 
understand that such claims are, by their very nature, political rather than 
scientific. (Keller, 1985, pp. 178–179) 

Educational research developed early in the 20th century as a measurement sci
ence, aiming to substitute empirical facts for opinions (Lagemann, 1997). With the 
publication in 1904 of Thorndike’s An Introduction to the Theory of Mental and 
Social Measurements, a textbook that was adopted in educational research courses 
in universities across the country, “statistical analysis quickly displaced history as 
the method of choice. Reflecting the ubiquitous reverence for numbers that was 
warp and woof of the era’s faith in empirical science, quantitative measurement 
became a mark of validity in education research” (Lagemann, 1997, p. 7). Although, 
as Lagemann points out, the educational research community has gone through sev
eral stages of development, the focus on quantitative research has continued. How
ever, notwithstanding the major gains in educational research in the last three 
decades, including new developments in theories of measurement and design as 
well as the extraordinary advances made possible by computer-aided technologies 
for data analysis, the hegemony of quantitative research philosophy has weakened. 

An avalanche of books and articles has challenged the epistemology of logical 
empiricism, which provides the foundational logic and rubrics for most educational 
research. The discourse centers primarily on the paradigm shift in science, a con
cept made popular by Thomas Kuhn (1962), a historian of science. The concept 
has become a cultural cliché with many meanings, including the several meanings 
of the word “paradigm” as used by Kuhn in his original publication (Masterman, 
1970). The technical discourse has been incoherent in scholarly educational liter
ature because of the different uses of the term and the different levels of sophisti
cation in its application. 

The perceived nature and meaning of the changes in philosophies of science and 
their relevance to educational research vary, depending on the orientations of indi
viduals and the depth of knowledge about the changes. For some, the arguments 
supporting the changing paradigm of science have little merit. The arguments are 
viewed as metaphysical and as belonging, if anywhere, in the humanities, not in the 
social sciences. The paradigm shift, in this view, is like a fad or a misplaced argu
ment, not to be taken seriously by social scientists. For others, the discussion of a 
paradigm shift is more of a consciousness-raising and, at best, an in-flight correc
tion for the prevailing philosophy of science. The arguments about a new science 
are viewed as possibly useful in helping us better define the nature and limits of our 
research. The new science is seen as a good thing if the alternatives are defensible 
with respect to normative notions such as rigor. The core logics of empiricist sci
ence, however, are unaffected. Still others view the paradigm shift as an intellectual 
disruption—or eruption—of substantial proportions and, analogous to a volcano, 
wreaking havoc on the academic and political terrain of educational research. 

What is at issue in these arguments is good science versus bad science. The stan
dards for “good science” are said to be the traditional standards for a logical empiri
cist epistemology. All of these responses to the arguments about a paradigm shift 
in science take the epistemology and Weltanschauung of traditional empiricist 
social science as the normative point of departure. 

For more than two decades, voices in the social sciences and humanities have 
argued that the challenges to the epistemology of the social sciences are much more 
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basic than an intellectual dialectic to improve the traditional philosophy of science, 
or than the emergence of new methodologies. These voices assert that the para
digm shift is a valid challenge to the foundations of science, more like a shifting 
of tectonic plates of seismic proportions than a volcano. It is not about a counter-
force; it is more about the collapse of the intellectual framework of empiricist sci
ence. The issue is the normative understandings that guide the work of social 
scientists. The “new science” is not an add-on but rather a change in the way we think 
about, conduct, share, and defend research. 

Many factors contribute to the position taken by any one researcher or, in some 
instances, by a group of researchers in an institute or academic department. These 
include the nature of an individual’s training, the tradition of a department or 
research unit, the reflective predisposition of an individual or unit, the perceived 
efficacy of procedures and rubrics currently employed, the practical utilities asso
ciated with business as usual, and the level of sophistication about the epistemo-
logical issues involved. Strong feelings in support of basic changes or in defense 
of prevailing norms are often reflected in the conversations about changing our 
understandings about knowledge and inquiry. Faculties in education are becoming 
more epistemologically diverse research communities, with an increasing number 
of faculty members committed to qualitative approaches to research. 

The purpose of the present article is to acknowledge the nature, scope, and sig
nificance of arguments both challenging and defending the traditional empiricism 
in educational research and to consider the implications of the arguments for the 
education and training of researchers. It is not our purpose here either to defend the 
traditional canons or to attack them. Rather, our focus will be on the nature and 
complexity of some of the issues and the implications for educating and training 
researchers in education. Our discussion is divided into three parts: (a) a discus
sion of some of the substantive issues that are now central to the debates about 
knowledge and inquiry in education; (b) an analysis of what we consider to be some 
of the salient academic, cultural, and ethical issues impacting decisions about the 
standards for educational research; and (c) a description of what we have found to 
be useful in addressing current issues in the philosophy of inquiry during the grad
uate preparation of educational researchers. 

Substantive Debates About the Nature of Knowledge and Inquiry 

Historical and Political Perspectives 

One of the fundamental issues facing researchers is the challenge of under
standing the nature of the professional knowledge guiding practice. Although there 
is no fixed event that marks a change in attitude about the epistemological foun
dations of education science, it seems reasonable to argue that the innocence of 
uncritical and often unacknowledged assumptions about the methods guiding edu
cational research was lost more than two decades ago. During this period there 
have been vigorous debates about the limitations of quantitative inquiry in asking 
and seeking answers to questions relevant to practice and, conversely, about the 
lack of rigor in qualitative methods. The rhetorical battles between those defend
ing the traditional objective methods and procedures of quantitative research in 
education and those arguing for interpretive methods that better fit the epistemo-
logical requirements of the human sciences were fierce in the late 1980s. A great 
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deal was at stake, including, among other things, the status of research in educa
tion, control of the editorial boards of research journals, policies guiding funding 
for educational research, and power in colleges of education with respect to the 
curriculum for research education and training and influence on doctoral disserta
tion committees. 

The paradigm debates in the 1990s were somewhat reminiscent of the debates 
about quantitative versus qualitative research in the 1980s. Stark contrasts were 
drawn and the incompatibility of assumptions of different views was emphasized. 
The most recent debates of objectivist versus subjectivist epistemologies have been 
framed as postmodern challenges to the philosophical remnants of the Enlighten
ment project, or modernity. Attempts have been made to lessen the contrasts and 
to articulate views that, while not reconciling the differences, constitute more in
clusive arguments (Garrison, 1994; Howe, 1998; Howe & Eisenhart, 1990; Martin 
& Sugarman, 2000). 

Thus during the ebb and flow of the debates, the tide appears to have changed in 
the direction of accommodating various paradigms of inquiry. Important changes 
have occurred in the practices, culture, and politics of educational research. An in
creasing number of educational sociologists and educational anthropologists have 
been added to foundation faculties in education and now teach courses in qualita
tive research methods and supervise doctoral dissertations. The Qualitative Re
search Special Interest Group began meeting at the American Educational Research 
Association (AERA) in 1977 and has grown rapidly. A debate between Elliot Eisner 
and Howard Gardner at the AERA annual meeting in 1996 on whether a novel 
should be accepted as a dissertation filled to overflowing one of the large ballrooms 
at the conference hotel. The debate was a significant symbolic event in that two 
respected leaders in education were able to articulate such different perspectives on 
research and, in particular, on what passes for legitimate research for a dissertation. 
Scores of articles and books on the central arguments about the epistemology of 
educational research have been written. Howe’s “Two Dogmas of Educational 
Research” (1985) and Guba’s Paradigm Dialog (1990) were among the more use
ful works in clarifying the issues and helping to bring some coherence to the de
bates. Eisner’s The Enlightened Eye (1998) and many publications by Teachers 
College Press and by Sage Publications in particular during the past decade have 
provided an intellectually compelling body of work on the philosophy and practice 
of qualitative, interpretive, and critical inquiry. The hegemony of quantitative re
search philosophy may still be in place in many research training programs and 
research publications, but the innocence in the educational research community 
about the epistemological, moral, and political nature and meaning of educational 
research is gone. The debate, joined with zeal by scholars during the 1980s and 
1990s, appears to have moved to higher intellectual ground. Page (2000, 2001) has 
articulated the view that the argument with quantitative research philosophy is no 
longer compelling. Rather, the proliferation of research methods in qualitative 
inquiry, or the “inward turn,” is more interesting and useful. 

Part of the difficulty in generating a coherent debate about knowledge in the 
educational research community is the tendency to focus on issues without pro
viding adequate contexts to establish shared meanings for participants. Popkewitz 
(1990) has argued that the debates about objectivity versus subjectivity, rigor ver
sus relevance, and discovery versus verification often obscure more than they clar-
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ify. Debates about research methods and truth, he suggests, must be placed in social 
and historical context. 

In the past decade, important struggles about the production of knowledge 
have taken place in history, the social sciences, and education. These strug
gles involve more than the “knowledge interests” that Habermas pointed to 
in the 1970s; instead, they point to important epistemological ruptures in the 
doctrines of “reason” that have dominated social and political debates since 
the late 19th century. This questioning reaches into the presuppositions of 
progress and power underlying intellectual work. (p. 18) 

Lagemann’s (1997) analysis of the history of educational research is useful in 
considering the changes that have occurred in the philosophy of educational re
search. She discusses the stages of development of educational research, beginning 
in the early part of the 20th century when researchers had a service focus in doing 
surveys for school districts, developing tests, and otherwise contributing to cur
riculum development and reforms. Those researchers were not generally respected 
by faculty in the disciplines, and it was not until after the World War II that lead
ers in the disciplines became involved in research in education. 

As interest in educational reform grew in the 1950s, Lagemann observes, aca
demic and political leaders took note of the fact that national and state curriculum 
reform committees were populated by educationists with no leadership from the 
disciplines. Additional funding was made available and faculties in the disciplines 
became more involved, with the end result that educational research became 
discipline-based with high hopes for improving education. A plethora of curricula 
was developed, and studies of those curricula in science and mathematics, for 
example, were conducted. The interest of those engaged in the discipline-based 
research, Lagemann notes, was not in service to schools but to the disciplines. 
Teachers and school administrators were not very interested in discipline-based 
research, and in a decade it began to wane. 

In the mid-1960s, with a growing disenchantment with public institutions, includ
ing schools, and a political emphasis on accountability, another wave of educational 
research emerged, focusing on evaluation and policy studies. It included substantial 
funding for research and development centers, most of which were located in re
search universities. According to Lagemann, this wave lasted well into the 1980s and 
resulted in a rather large database on what was interpreted as the failures of schools 
and, by implication, of the educational research that had informed educational prac
tice. In the early 1980s the data were used to help ignite the flame of the current 
reform of public education, usually associated with the publication of A Nation at 
Risk (1983). Lagemann points out that in the several subsequent phases of reform, 
emphasis has been placed on the need to change and improve the curriculum, school 
structure, and instruction. The methods of the traditional paradigm of educational 
research were perceived by many to be inadequate to meet those needs. The message 
of many publications in the late 1980s and beyond was that, although traditional 
methods were relevant, they were not adequate to develop all the knowledge needed 
for practice. The changing attitudes of the educational research community continue 
to be influenced by the changing social conditions and contexts of schools and the 
political concerns about education. A consequence of the reform, Lagemann asserts, 
is that educational researchers have become more service oriented, much as they 
were in the period between World War I and World War II. 
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Lagemann suggests that professionalization has been a barrier to knowledge and 
action in education. She argues that, even in the presence of a need for specialized 
knowledge, the defensiveness and jurisdictional claims of educationists with re
spect to what they perceive to be the nature of knowledge have been defeating. 
These and other forces that have impeded the collaboration among disciplinary 
scholars and practitioners of education have limited the possibilities for develop
ing a relevant knowledge base. 

She makes a strong plea for collaboration and respect among groups involved 
in educational research. “Education requires scholarship that erodes boundaries 
between research, development, and evaluation as well as between policy and 
practice” (p. 15). More collegiality and collaboration and more democratic, cross-
profession, cross-discipline, and cross-gender social relationships are needed as 
“an indispensable precondition to effective knowledge-based reform in educa
tion” (p. 15). 

Researchers are becoming more involved with problems in schools and attempt
ing to be relevant to the development of a knowledge base that is useful for prac
tice. Consistent with Lagemann’s and Popkewitz’s arguments, it is no accident that 
during the period in which the views of educational research have been changing, 
there has been a growing emphasis on collaboration with teachers, on teachers as 
researchers, and on professional development schools. The elitism that character
ized the early days of educational research and the lack of commitment to schools 
that characterized the discipline-based period have given way to more commitment 
to schools and more interdisciplinary research activities. 

Changing Philosophy of Science 

In addition to the political and cultural forces shaping the development of edu
cational research, fundamental changes in the philosophy of science have had a 
substantial impact on the social sciences and education. The logical empiricist 
philosophy of science that underpinned the epistemology of the natural and 
social sciences in 20th-century America has deep roots in Newtonian physics, 
British empiricism in the tradition of Locke, and logical positivism with origins 
in Austria and Germany. In addition to these epistemological theories, which were 
part of a larger cultural heritage rooted in the Enlightenment, pragmatism—a 
uniquely American philosophy—had a profound impact on educational philosophy 
and practice. 

Dewey, James, and Peirce provided much of the intellectual leadership for the 
development of pragmatism early in the 20th century. Peirce, who initially devel
oped pragmatism into a philosophical theory (Honderich, 1995), saw it as “a theory 
of meaning with the meaning of any concept that has application in the real world 
inhering in the relations that link experiential conditions of application with observ
able results” (p. 709). Peirce saw pragmatism as an approach to objective standards, 
to what works impersonally. He was interested in prediction and control over nature. 
For James, on the other hand, pragmatism was more personalized and subjective, 
focusing on the idiosyncratic and personal ideas of efficacy and success. The ten-
ability of a thesis, according to James, was determined by its experiential conse
quences (i.e., its affective consequences) in more than an observational sense. 
Dewey held a view similar to Peirce’s, seeing inquiry as a self-corrective process 
with procedures and norms that were subject to evaluation and revision in the light 

530 

 at SAGE Publications on March 10, 2009 http://rer.aera.netDownloaded from 

http://rer.sagepub.com


Philosophical Foundations of Inquiry 

of subsequent experience (Honderich, 1995). Dewey, however, saw this correction 
as a social and communal process guided by values rooted in the “psychic dis
position of ordinary people,” including moral and aesthetic dimensions, and not, 
as Peirce had argued, by the experimental methods of science (Honderich, 1995). 
Peirce’s pragmatism was viewed as scientifically elitist, James’s as psychologically 
personalistic, and Dewey’s as democratically populist (Honderich, 1995). 

The strong pragmatic roots in educational philosophy in the first half of the 
20th century, especially in the Deweyan tradition, have not died. However, with 
the exception of philosophy of education, they did lose vitality and force after 
mid-century, with the persistent emergence of behaviorism, the continued growth 
of analytic philosophy in education, and the narrow epistemology of logical em
piricism in educational research. Dewey, who straddled the fence between the 
Peircian pragmatism of the Right—with followers such as Rudolf Carnap of the 
Vienna Circle—and the Jamesian pragmatism of the Left—with followers such as 
Richard Rorty—has become a source of guidance for both quantitative and inter
pretive epistemological perspectives (Honderich, 1995). In the present environ
ment, where methods of inquiry are debated and the epistemological foundations 
of familiar approaches to research are challenged, it is not surprising that many 
educators find guidance in an old and familiar philosophy. Pragmatism has been 
seen either as “a validation of objectively cogent standards or as a subverter of 
them” (Honderich, 1995, p. 712). 

The pervasive changes in philosophy of science of the past half century are best 
known as paradigm shifts, a concept popularized by Thomas Kuhn (1962). The par
adigm shift occurred in part as a result of the revolution in physics when quantum 
mechanics replaced Newtonian physics. Howe (1985) points out that the change also 
occurred in philosophy of science when W. V. O. Quine undermined the philosophy 
of logical positivism with the publication of “Two Dogmas of Empiricism” in 1951 
(reprinted in Quine, 1961). Howe notes that, in addition to Quine and Kuhn, the 
work of Stephen Toulmin, Michael Scriven, and Paul Feyerabend also contributed 
to the dismantling of the positivistic philosophy of science. Howe (1985) argued 
that the two dogmas of educational research—the rigid quantitative-qualitative 
distinction and the fact-value distinction—are held over from logical positivism 
and that the demise of logical positivism had little impact on the epistemology of 
educational research (see Popper, 1974, on the death of logical positivism and 
Phillips, 1987, 1992, for excellent discussions on what of “positivism” has died). 
Howe (1985) commented, 

Although it often makes sense to emphasize quantitative methods to the 
exclusion of qualitative methods or vice versa, there are no mechanical rules 
for making these decisions and . . . no good reasons for avoiding combina
tions of methods. The only generally applicable criterion is whether, all things 
considered, there are good reasons to doubt what the researcher claims to 
have found. Criticisms that the researcher failed to randomize or failed to cap
ture the insider’s perspective have no force when divorced from particular 
studies. (p. 17) 

Similarly, value issues cannot be ignored, or bracketed, in the name of the fact-
value dogma. Value judgments must be justified rationally, whether they have to 
do with moral considerations internal to the research, such as obtaining informed 
consent, or external to the research, such as the value of the knowledge obtained. 
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Recognizing the reality of quantitative-qualitative and fact-value distinctions, Howe 
argued that the differences are 

no more epistemologically fundamental than the positivists’ distinction be
tween theory and observation. The perception of a forced choice between 
value-laden, qualitative methods and descriptive, quantitative methods results 
from uncritical acceptance of positivistic epistemology. The two dogmas of 
empiricism choked and then died; the two dogmas of educational research 
should suffer the same fate. (p. 17) 

Guba (1990) provided one of the most useful analyses of alternative paradigms 
and their relevance to education. In an edited collection of papers presented at a con
ference on the paradigm dialog, Guba distinguished among paradigms of posi
tivism, postpositivism, constructivism, and critical theory. He and his colleagues, 
who contributed papers, analyzed the paradigms along three dimensions: ontolog-
ical, epistemological, and methodological. They also considered the ethical mean
ing and implications of various paradigmatic orientations. This and other works 
addressing the larger paradigm issues in research offer two overarching messages 
for educators. The first is that paradigms differ in their assumptions about what is 
real, the nature of the relationship between the one who knows and what is known, 
and how the knower goes about discovering or constructing knowledge. The sec
ond is that paradigms shape, constrain, and enable all aspects of educational inquiry. 

The old debate about “good science,” usually meaning science done in the log
ical empiricist tradition respecting the canons of rigor, and “bad science,” usually 
meaning science that was not rigorous, has changed. Research done poorly in either 
a quantitative or a qualitative tradition is fairly judged as “bad science.” Research
ers must adhere to the standards of the genre in which the research is conducted. 
Consensus does not exist for a single set of standards for all forms of inquiry. 
Although recent progress has been made in advancing common general standards 
(Howe & Eisenhart, 1990), some criteria for the appraisal of research are idiosyn
cratic to the genre. 

The vocabularies associated with different genres of inquiry have grown and 
become increasingly complex. One must have some philosophical as well as tech
nical knowledge about the genres to understand and interpret the language and the 
research. Different terms are used to refer to research that is considered quantita
tive or empirical, terms generally associated with methods such as experimental 
research, quasi-experimental research, and surveys. Because researchers in edu
cation are familiar with the basic rubrics of quantitative research, there is relatively 
little confusion. This is not the case, however, with qualitative research, where 
many terms are sometimes used interchangeably to indicate various forms of 
inquiry. Qualitative research may be described, for example, as naturalistic, inter
pretive, or hermeneutic or classified as narrative, ethnography, autoethnography, 
oral history, ethnomethodology, symbolic interaction, phenomenology, critical 
theory, or cultural studies. 

Lindlof (1995), who makes clear distinctions among naturalistic inquiry, ethnog
raphy, and qualitative research, points out that all of these approaches reflect inter
est in human understanding and share basic characteristics of “a logic of discovery 
and attention to the diverse forms and details of social life” (p. 21). The different 
approaches converge, Lindlof argues, “on issues of how humans articulate and 
interpret their social and personal interests” (p. 21). 
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Qualitative researchers have contributed a rich literature to various areas of edu
cation. Interested in authentic accounts of culture and of individual and group 
social life that provide rich textures and “webs of meaning” (Geertz, 1983), they 
have written illuminating narratives on life in the classroom (Noblit, 1993) and on 
the experiences of teaching (Ayers, 1993), of being labeled mentally retarded 
(Angrosino, 1998), of being gifted and institutionalized as a person with develop
mental disabilities (Webb-Mitchell, 1993), and of growing up and going to school 
identified as emotionally disturbed (Danforth, 1995). All of this research has con
tributed to our understanding of the challenges and opportunities for all who face 
school life. Eisner (1990) comments that “the aim of educational scholarship is not 
disinterested knowledge—even if there were such a creature—but the improve
ment of schooling” (p. 88). 

Quantitative research is more focused on discovering principles of learning, of 
instruction, or of leadership, for example, that can increase our base of generaliz-
able knowledge to improve education and schools. Quantitative researchers are no 
less interested in relevance than qualitative researchers; they are interested in 
empirically validating interventions and evaluating programs that can be imple
mented in other settings. Their most basic assumptions about the nature of reality, 
however, are different from the assumptions made by qualitative researchers. Many 
qualitative researchers, although certainly not all, tend to be relativists, believing 
that reality exists in multiple mental constructions that are “socially and experien-
tially based, local and specific, dependent for their form and content on the persons 
who hold them” (Guba, 1990, p. 27); quantitative researchers, in contrast, tend to 
be what Guba called “critical realists.” That is, they accept the existence of a law
ful external reality and believe it can be understood, even if imperfectly. The log
ics and rubrics are different. The language of quantitative social science is precise, 
terms are operationally defined, empirical variables are specified in advance, de
limitations are clearly drawn, a research design accounts for competing hypotheses, 
empirical questions are asked, or hypotheses are tested. The aim is to describe or dis
cover what is true. This aim is not as narrowly understood now as it was during the 
first half of the 20th century. For example, postpositivists recognize the value of 
qualitative research to address some questions that are not appropriate for quanti
tative methods. Qualitative methods are viewed as especially appropriate for gen
erating better informed hypotheses and for helping to explain findings. It must be 
noted, however, that this apparently inclusive view is considered by interpretivists 
to be a dismissive gesture, qualitative data being of value only in service of the 
more basic quantitative analysis. 

Indeed, the value of hermeneutic research, “where investigators must take account 
of the meanings and preunderstandings . . . of the social actors being studied” 
(Phillips, 1992), has been acclaimed by some postpositivists as an important part of 
social science and educational research. While recognizing the value of hermeneu-
tics (which he equates with interpretivism), Phillips (1992) resists what he consid
ers to be an exaggerated claim that the social sciences should be more closely allied 
with the humanities than with the natural sciences. He believes, however, that the 
claim has served a useful purpose in forcing traditional social scientists to “broaden 
their view of the nature of persons—instead of treating people on a par with inani
mate objects they have been forced to regard persons as actors located within social 
and historical webs of meaning. And this constitutes a watershed” (p. 19). 
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The logics of science change; and the nature and rationality of that change is a 
major topic of interest to philosophers of science, a fact often missed by critics of 
the quantitative tradition. Popper observed, 

I assert that continued growth is essential to the rational and empirical char
acter of scientific knowledge; that if science ceases to grow it must lose that 
character. It is the way of its growth which makes science rational and empir
ical; the way, that is, in which scientists discriminate between available theo
ries and choose the better one. (Popper, 1968, p. 215; quoted in Phillips, 1990) 

Acknowledging the potential hazard of overdrawing distinctions where the rea
soned analysis of critical pragmatists, for example, may blur the lines, we have 
suggested that understanding the epistemological differences reflected in an 
increasingly diverse discourse on educational research is a necessary condition for 
the growth of educational science. It is also an important issue in the professional 
preparation of educational researchers. 

Implications for Research Education 

The task of rethinking and reorienting research preparation programs in educa
tion to produce future researchers who are capable of meaningful inquiry with 
direct relevance for the complex human and organizational issues facing children, 
families, schools, and communities in contemporary society is by no means sim
ple. However, the perspectives we have presented so far are clearly suggestive of 
the critical first steps that need to be taken in this direction. The research prepara
tion curriculum in education should not be driven solely by an emphasis on tech
niques of design and data analysis. It must be broadened to emphasize education 
about the nature of knowledge and the central philosophical arguments that shape 
various paradigms of inquiry. Of equal importance is attention to the ethics and 
historical and social contexts of research and the various forces that shape research 
goals and practices. 

The recommendations that we present in this article respond to, and are consis
tent with, recent admonitions by Cizek (1995) and Schoenfeld (1999). Cizek has 
called for “a renewed conviction about the value of, and a reintegration of the study 
of, the philosophy of science into the preparation of methodologists of either 
stripe . . . (qualitative or quantitative),” noting that “attention to epistemological 
questions should be introduced as a beginning concern in educational research” 
and that “attention to clarity in discourse should be an enduring concern” (Cizek, 
1995, p. 28). Commenting on the challenges that the field of education faces in the 
preparation of new generations of researchers, Schoenfeld (1999) has stressed the 
importance of helping future researchers to “develop a broad view and an appre
ciation of multiple perspectives on education issues” and has called for education 
that prepares researchers “to think deeply about the nature of the claims that can 
be made in education research and the warrants that constitute valid support for 
such claims” (p. 201). Later in the discussion, we return to these core issues and 
offer specific suggestions regarding the nature and content of such a curriculum for 
research education. To place our recommendations in the context of current prac
tice in advanced graduate research preparation, we will first present a brief over
view of our own perspectives on the nature and status of research education in 
colleges of education. 
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Research Preparation in Colleges of Education 

In thinking about research education, it is useful to distinguish between two 
groups of students. The first group includes those whose major specialization is edu
cational research and measurement. For these students the core specialization cur
riculum focuses on training in methodology, design, evaluation, and statistical 
analysis. These students tend to be prepared in academic departments of educational 
research or in self-contained programs in measurement and evaluation housed 
within other academic departments. The second group, by far the larger of the 
two, consists of students whose major specialization is in one of a large number of 
content-area subfields—among them elementary education, school psychology, 
counselor education, educational foundations, special education, secondary edu
cation, educational leadership, vocational and adult education, and instructional 
technology. For this group, the core specialization curriculum focuses on content 
pertaining to knowledge bases and their applications within a subfield of education. 

The distinction is important because, although the core issues that we raise in 
this article apply similarly across the two groups, examination of the research edu
cation curriculum for content-area specialists reveals additional challenges that call 
for special attention, especially given that content-area specialists contribute per
haps the larger proportion of the research in education. Two problems receive par
ticular attention here. First, in addition to being predominantly quantitative in 
nature, the course work component of research training in the content areas tends 
to be woefully terse, typically consisting of no more than three or four courses in 
statistical methods and design in educational research. Second, the research edu
cation process itself tends to be divorced from knowledge acquisition and exper
tise development in the substantive academic content area of specialization. 
Shaped by a host of academic and nonacademic factors—tradition, the compart-
mentalization of disciplinary knowledge within academic units, and fiscal policies 
regarding budgetary allocation across academic departments—the advanced grad
uate education curriculum in many colleges of education manifests a bifurcated 
model of scholarly development in which research training (offered by specialized 
research faculty outside the student’s content area of specialization) and content-
area education occur as parallel activities. 

The tradition of delegating responsibility for research training to faculty outside 
the student’s substantive area of specialization has created a conundrum with pro
found consequences for the professional competence of individual graduates and 
for the quality of educational research as a whole. One unfortunate consequence of 
the schism created between content knowledge and research expertise, as a result of 
the absolution of content-area faculty from more active participation in the research 
training of their own students, is that significant numbers of succeeding generations 
of content-area faculty—themselves the products of delegated, out-of-context re
search training—lack sufficient competence and confidence to provide research 
mentorship to their own students. 

Illustrative of this consequence, it is not uncommon to find in colleges of edu
cation that educational research and measurement faculty are overextended in their 
service on dissertation committees. Programs in the content areas have come to 
depend almost exclusively on educational research and measurement faculty to 
handle the methodological and data analysis needs of their doctoral students. 
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Indeed, in some contexts, doctoral students in measurement and statistics are used, 
as part of their own hands-on training, to provide data management and analysis 
services to fellow students from the content areas—a spoon-feeding practice that 
effectively makes it possible for a good number of students to obtain their doctoral 
degrees without ever having to manage and analyze their own data. 

In addition, because the methodology faculty to whom content-area faculty 
defer for their students’ research training are not necessarily conversant with the 
theoretical and applied issues in the content areas that drive needed and relevant 
research at any given time, the research education process may fail to develop the 
research leadership needed in the content areas to bridge the gap between theory 
and practice. Thus the problem of relevance in educational research is rooted, in 
part, in the nature of the research training offered in colleges of education. 

To return to the bigger picture, we noted earlier that until recently logical em
piricism was the dominant epistemology undergirding much of educational re
search. It has shaped the preparation of researchers in education over the past half 
century. Driven by the ubiquitous regard for objectivity, quantitative research has 
tended to underscore the assumption that science is best served by “the detail given 
to the development and use of rigorous procedures,” with the result that “science 
is taught as procedures of data collection/analysis” (Popkewitz, 1984, p. 20). 
Whether one considers the extensive and thorough preparation of technical experts 
in educational measurement and statistics or the strikingly limited research educa
tion received by content-area specialists, the limitations associated with the dom
inance of the quantitative tradition are clear. Following the tradition of the natural 
sciences, graduate research courses in education tend to emphasize techniques of 
inquiry rather than the logic, values, and ethics underpinning inquiry. 

One of the immediate problems posed by the preponderant emphasis on meth
ods and procedures is that only those questions and problems that fit into or con
form to the established methods and procedures of inquiry receive the attention of 
researchers. The history of the development of psychology as an independent dis
cipline at the turn of the 20th century illustrates this point rather poignantly. The 
vision, on the part of some of the field’s pioneers, of attaining the status of science 
for psychology was not universally shared. Robinson (1985) summarized, quite 
aptly, some of the doubts expressed by prominent scholars about the possibility of 
a science of psychology, even well before the era of its official founding as an inde
pendent discipline: 

The widespread sentiment, shared by philosophers of otherwise diverging 
views, was that the determinants of psychological processes and outcomes 
were simply too varied and numerous to admit of systematic experimental 
manipulation; that the social, moral, and uniquely personal dimensions of 
human life were unfit for the sorts of analyses expected of a developed 
science. (p. 61) 

How, then, could psychology have come to be acknowledged as a science by the 
early 1900s, in view of the widespread misgivings, some of which were grounded 
in philosophical arguments made much earlier, for example, by Kant and J. Stuart 
Mill? Robinson (1985) offers an explanation that illustrates the point we want to 
make here about the dangers of allowing techniques and procedures to drive in
quiry. Robinson notes that the scholars who expressed doubts about the scien-
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tific disciplinary status of psychology had not necessarily been shown to be 
wrong. Rather, 

what happened is that psychologists . . . jettisoned the very problems and 
issues that had traditionally excluded psychology from the pantheon of sci
ences, while at the same time embracing a different class of problems suited 
to the methods of the developed sciences. The strategy—some might call it a 
ploy—takes this form. One discovers that the issues bequeathed by history 
are simply intractable when approached with the tools of experimental sci
ence. But having adopted just these tools, one then proceeds to locate any 
number of subsidiary problems (or nonproblems) tailored to the now official 
methods. Then after years of success solving these, one declares that the orig
inal problems were not problems at all, for if they were the official methods 
would have solved them too! (p. 62) 

The pivotal role that behaviorism played in psychology’s emergence as a sci
ence is generally understood to stem from the reality that behaviorism offered the 
new discipline a methodology consistent with the epistemology of the natural sci
ences. In particular, it fit the influential normative prescriptions of logical empiri
cism (Ayers, 1993) and the empiricist view of some of the leading pragmatists, 
including Peirce. By making behavior, rather than consciousness, the central de
pendent variable in psychological research, behaviorism promoted the application 
of the natural science methodology and, thereby, paved the way for psychology to 
gain legitimacy as a science (see discussions by Giorgi, 1970, 1985; Kendler, 1985; 
Toulmin & Leary, 1985). Unlike the natural sciences, however, neither psychol
ogy in particular nor the behavioral sciences in general attended adequately to the 
important role that philosophical considerations should play in developing meth
ods of inquiry to fit the specific problems being investigated. 

It is clear that under the banner of behaviorism, psychological research for many 
years neglected many topics that are today considered to belong legitimately to the 
realm of psychological inquiry. Even the study of cognitive processes suffered sig
nificant decline until the late 1960s. The history of educational research reveals, 
similarly, that the subjects that have received the greatest attention of researchers 
are those that lend themselves very easily to empirical analysis using quantitative 
methods. To the extent that there are many critical educational issues that do not 
require quantitative analysis for their illumination or resolution, the continued 
hegemonic status of this form of inquiry within the research education curriculum 
of advanced graduate programs is a challenge that must be addressed. 

In doing so, it is important to avoid poorly conceived solutions that minimize 
the value, power, and utilities of quantitative philosophy. Graduate research fac
ulty need to place the research education reform process within the context not only 
of the philosophical zeitgeist engendering the paradigm dialogue but also of the 
diverse intellectual, cultural, sociopolitical, and practical realities driving research 
faculty toward specific responses to the problem. For example, although the need 
to extend the research education curriculum to include multiple research genres has 
become increasingly recognized within colleges of education in recent years, it is 
not always clear which values and principles are driving such efforts. Unless the 
curriculum reform process is framed around the core ontological, epistemological, 
and ethical perspectives underpinning alternative traditions of inquiry, both stu
dents and faculty are likely to find themselves mired in simplistic conceptions and 
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choices of methodological preferences, informed, at best, by the same tradition that 
has perpetuated the inquiry-as-technique mindset in quantitative research. 

To underscore the importance of the last point, let us consider three illustrative 
concerns. The first of these can perhaps be seen as an indication of the growing 
prominence of alternative methods of inquiry, but one that should, nevertheless, 
be a matter of deep concern to us all. We find in our experience that increasing 
numbers of students pursuing doctoral degrees in education are deciding on meth
odological preferences for their dissertation research long before they have posed 
their specific questions—and often with little or no conceptual grounding in the 
core philosophical assumptions behind the chosen methodologies. This situation 
may itself be a consequence of the condition responsible for our second concern: 
At a time when the field is deemed to be awakening to multiple paradigms of 
inquiry, we find, rather paradoxically, that a great deal of the dialogue within col
leges of education is characterized by a simplistic either-or mentality. This mental
ity pits quantitative and qualitative research against each other without informed 
exploration of the substantive historical and intellectual traditions behind the meth
odological frameworks, focusing instead on straw men erected to dramatize the 
shortcomings of the opposing methodology. The debate often becomes a shallow 
one in which those defending traditional quantitative methods argue issues of 
rigor, validity, and generalizability, while those defending qualitative methods argue 
issues of meaningfulness, relevance, and sensitivity to individuals and contexts. 
Indeed, it is not uncommon to encounter debates that are more like rhetorical 
demolition derbies than scholarly discourse. The impression created is that the 
much-touted paradigm shift in educational inquiry is about replacing one hege
mony with another rather than giving legitimacy to the proposition that the purview 
of educational inquiry should be broadened to include alternative paradigms. 

The third and most serious of our concerns pertains to the proliferation of osten
sibly serious scholarship that, by focusing on the relatively superficial dimensions 
of the quantitative-qualitative research debate, succeeds in misinforming rather 
than educating students about the nature of inquiry in different traditions. This 
occurs on both sides of the debate. In an effort to erode the edifice of the quantita
tive research hegemony, some scholars in the qualitative tradition have tended to 
exaggerate, if not to misrepresent completely, core assumptions and features of 
quantitative inquiry. Conversely, in defense of the hegemony of their own genre of 
research, some quantitative critics of qualitative inquiry have tended to ignore alto
gether the philosophical assumptions underlying the latter, attacking it solely on 
the basis of its subjective methods. As mentioned earlier, there are also scholars 
who seek a rapprochement between the two traditions (Howe, 1985). Some schol
ars tend not only to highlight points of commonality between the two traditions but 
also to promote the combined use of quantitative and qualitative methods within 
the same research program. However, in some instances, such scholars end by sub
jugating qualitative strategies to quantitative methods (e.g., King, Keohane, and 
Verba, 1994). Finding a voice that is genuinely sympathetic to the epistemological 
and ethical foundations of both traditions is difficult for the seasoned scholar, let 
alone the novice embarking on doctoral study with very little background in the 
histories of knowledge and the politics of method. We believe that formal course 
work on the nature of inquiry that emphasizes the history and philosophy of knowl
edge will help to prepare future research leaders. Understanding philosophies of 
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inquiry and valuing different approaches to research are essential qualities of 
researchers who will meet the future knowledge needs of the profession. 

Our concern about the kind of effort at rapprochement that in fact privileges one 
paradigm of knowledge is well illustrated by King, Keohane, and Verba (1994) in 
their book Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research. 
The authors declare that their goal is “to connect the traditions of what are conven
tionally denoted ‘quantitative’ and ‘qualitative’ research by applying a unified logic 
of inference to both” (p. 3; emphasis ours). They argue forcefully that although the 
two traditions appear to be very different and “sometimes seem to be at war,”1 

the apparent differences are “ones of style and specific technique” because “the 
same underlying logic provides the framework for each research approach” (p. 3). 
After stating the premise that “all good research . . . is best understood to derive 
from the same underlying logic of inference,” the authors conclude that “both 
quantitative and qualitative research can be systematic and scientific” (pp. 4–5). 

There are several points to note about this work. First, and perhaps most impor
tant in the context of this article, the authors are able to carry out an extensive dis
cussion of quantitative and qualitative research in which they sidestep issues in 
the philosophy of science—and, indeed, acknowledge doing so consciously. To 
the student preparing to become a researcher, there is a high intellectual cost to this 
manner of setting aside the core philosophical, ethical, and sociocultural issues that 
are key ingredients in any scholarly assessment of the adequacy and legitimacy of 
traditions that underpinned educational research throughout most of the 20th cen
tury. One reading of King, Keohane, and Verba (1994) might suggest that the 
epistemological issues embedded in the distinction between positivist and con-
structivist thought are of no practical value. One might conclude that concern with 
the paradigm guiding one’s work is an issue for abstract intellectual debates, fod
der for philosophical discussions but of little consequence in the practical world of 
designing research. What difference does it make that an individual may graduate 
from a research education program and have no intellectual interest in the debates 
about knowledge and the extensive literature that these debates have generated dur
ing the past decade? One clear and significant difference is that the individual will 
not be prepared to engage in substantive critique of different approaches to re
search. More important, the individual will be limited in his or her ability to engage 
in serious multi-method research. 

Second, although the authors note that “neither quantitative nor qualitative 
research is superior to the other, regardless of the research problem being ad
dressed” (p. xx), as they explicate their position, every appearance of equal status 
between the two traditions is obliterated. Throughout the introductory chapter, the 
authors make comparative statements that clearly privilege quantitative methods. 
For example, it is proclaimed at the outset that the one logic of inference that the 
authors view as underlying both traditions of research tends to be explicated and 
formalized more clearly within quantitative research. Later, the authors argue that 
“nonstatistical research will produce more reliable results if researchers pay atten
tion to the rules of scientific inference—rules that are sometimes more clearly 
stated in the style of quantitative research” (p. 6). 

Finally, while claiming that the differences between the two traditions “are only 
stylistic” and “are methodologically and substantively unimportant” (p. 4), the 
authors present positions about quantitative and qualitative research that constitute 
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major contradictions from a philosophical standpoint. We surmise that the only 
reason these contradictions are not obvious to the authors is that they have side
stepped discussions of the underlying philosophical presuppositions. The authors 
present the following four characteristics of scientific research: (a) the goal is infer
ence; (b) the procedures are public; (c) the conclusions are uncertain; and (d) the 
content is method. Constructivist researchers see neither the goal of research as 
inference nor the content of research as method. Indeed, as we implied earlier, the 
elevation of method to a position of greater significance than that of content in 
applications of the scientific method in the human sciences is a central concern in 
qualitative or constructivist inquiry. 

The position articulated by King, Keohane, and Verba (1994) is shared by other 
scholars, although the logic leading to the position may be different. For example, 
Firestone (1987) makes the argument that a large part of the apparent incompati
bility of qualitative and quantitative research is rhetorical. For Firestone the rhetor
ical differences can be overcome and the results of the two approaches can be 
complementary. However, in our view this position is not consistent with current 
scholarship on the substantive differences between the two traditions. Smith (1983) 
presents one perspective on the fundamental differences between qualitative and 
quantitative research, focusing his analysis on (a) the relationship of the investi
gator to what is investigated, (b) the relationship between facts and values in the 
study, and (c) the goal of the investigation. He points out that the two approaches 
have different procedures and different epistemological implications. Specifically, 
Smith observes that (a) the quantitative approach takes a subject-object position, 
whereas the qualitative approach takes a subject-subject position; (b) the quantita
tive approach separates facts and values, whereas the qualitative approach views 
them as inseparable; and (c) the quantitative approach searches for laws, whereas 
the qualitative approach seeks understanding. Refraining from stating that the two 
approaches would never be reconciled, Smith concludes that they “do not seem to 
be compatible” (p. 12). He goes on to argue that 

if these two approaches are felt to constitute distinct, yet equally appropriate 
perspectives, then different standards are needed . . . (to distinguish between 
“good” and “bad” research) . . . and it is unfair to judge qualitative efforts 
from a quantitative perspective and vice versa. . . . Rather than obscure the 
issue with polemics and name-calling or accept the unfounded assumption 
that the methods are complementary, we must insure that the problem is the 
subject of serious and extended debate. (p. 13; italics added) 

We have used the King, Keohane, and Verba (1994) text to make the case that 
students of educational research need the tools of analysis that will enable them to 
appraise critically, and develop informed positions on, the body of existing and 
emerging scholarship on the paradigm debate. 

Strengthening the Philosophical Foundations of Research Preparation 

Our discussion so far has underscored two central positions. First, educational 
inquiry should be expanded to embrace multiple paradigms of knowledge; hence 
our call for a more balanced research education curriculum. Second, it is not suf
ficient to attain balance by merely including qualitative course offerings and expe
riences in the research education curriculum. Research preparation—whether it 
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takes place solely in quantitative research, qualitative research, or both—must 
include comprehensive explorations of the philosophical and intellectual traditions 
giving birth to and sustaining particular research genres and of the social, cultural, 
and political conditions wherein specific lines of inquiry are pursued. 

In this section we propose two strategies that may help to strengthen the research 
preparation of doctoral students in colleges of education. First, we propose course 
work that will address philosophical issues in inquiry. Second, we propose culti
vating a culture of interdisciplinary and collaborative research designed to under
score and nurture values regarding the benefits of collaboration across disciplines 
and genres, and to ensure that the research we conduct is informed by a deep under
standing of the intricate relationship between the way we think about knowledge 
and the methods we use to discover or create and disseminate knowledge. 

Course Work on Philosophical Foundations of Inquiry 

We propose that course experiences be offered at the beginning of the doctoral 
curriculum to stimulate and nurture an informed, thoughtful, and reflective orien
tation about inquiry in an environment where different epistemological traditions 
are recognized, understood, and valued. Course work of this nature would be 
designed to accomplish the following objectives, among others: 

• Provide students with knowledge needed to understand and interpret debates 
about different genres of inquiry, such as post-positivism, constructivism, and 
critical theory. 

• Provide students with an informed basis for making decisions about the epis-
temological curriculum that they wish to pursue. 

• Encourage students to be more sensitive to and respectful of traditions dif
ferent from the one(s) in which they choose to conduct their work. 

• Facilitate the development of a deeper grasp of the philosophical issues 
involved in research methods to be employed in future work and challenge 
students to be mindful of the limits and possibilities of their own research 
orientation. 

• Prepare students to participate in the discourse among educational researchers 
on the nature of inquiry. 

• Prepare students for meaningful and effective participation in collaborative 
and interdisciplinary research through exposure to alternative paradigms and 
methodologies. 

The core course content may focus on selected readings and discussions of 
Western and non-Western philosophies of knowledge, the history of knowledge, 
and the scientific revolution. These general discussions should be followed by 
comprehensive studies of specific paradigmatic frameworks that have shaped the 
nature of inquiry in the humanities, social sciences, and education. We consider 
the framework provided by Guba (1990) to be useful in the initial study of research 
paradigms. This framework has three explicit dimensions along which to analyze 
paradigmatic traditions individually and comparatively: ontology, epistemology, 
and methodology. The ontological dimension deals with the question of what is 
knowable, or the nature of reality. The epistemological dimension deals with the 
nature of knowledge and the relationship between the knower and the known. 
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Finally, the methodological aspect deals with the methods for discovering or cre
ating knowledge. 

The comparative analysis of paradigms should provide a foundation for consid
ering the nature and origins of the demarcation that has come to characterize the 
recent debates about research. Within the core content, substantial time should be 
devoted to considering non-Western perspectives on knowledge, especially Eastern 
and African epistemologies. A global orientation will be helpful in highlighting our 
largely uncritical acceptance of the ontological and epistemological perspectives of 
Western philosophy, science, and ethics. 

In addition to this core, the course content should include discussions of a range 
of topics that may vary from semester to semester. For example, in one semester a 
special topic for exploration may be the nature of the self and its role in inquiry. In 
another semester, the special topic may be postmodernism in education. In the core 
as well as secondary content, the emphasis must remain on the philosophical under
pinnings of traditions of inquiry and the historical and political contexts that have 
nurtured particular orientations to inquiry. Research design, procedures of data 
gathering, and tools of analysis should not be the focus of such course work. 

Course readings should be both extensive and carefully selected to introduce 
students to basic, and in some instances classic, literature associated with the dif
ferent traditions. Students may be required to write critiques of readings which, in 
turn, may be used as the basis for class discussions. In addition to critical reviews 
of individual readings, students may be expected to write a major paper on the his
tory of a research problem and the kinds of epistemological and ethical issues that 
affect how researchers think about the problem, or a comprehensive critique 
(epistemological, political, ethical) of a genre of studies. 

Collaborative Research Culture 

One way to increase awareness of the different approaches to research is to cre
ate a context in which researchers with different epistemological perspectives work 
together in collaborative research groups. This may be somewhat awkward because 
researchers usually work alone or with those who can make technical and substan
tive contributions to the research in which they themselves are engaged. Bringing 
together researchers who do not share a common paradigmatic stance can be diffi
cult and even disastrous, if not approached carefully and with a clear purpose. 

We have found that three considerations motivate researchers to come together. 
One is intellectual curiosity—that is, the wish to know more about the logics and 
contributions of other perspectives. The second is the need for assistance in con
ducting research that extends beyond the methodological boundaries of one’s own 
research. The third is interest in the education and training of doctoral students. 
Although some researchers believe that one cannot conduct research in more than 
one paradigm (Lincoln, 1990), multidisciplinary and multiparadigmatic collabo
rative research groups have proved useful as contexts for doctoral education. Cer
tainly, an investment in the process, which involves a regular commitment of time, 
and a collegial spirit among the group members are essential. All who participate 
in the process must see themselves as learners, willing to share what they know 
and, at the same time, open to knowledge that can change their own understandings. 
Power issues—status hierarchies—are always present and must be negotiated. A 
critical reflective discourse in a multidisciplinary collaborative research group is 
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hard work, as we have described in some detail elsewhere (see, e.g., Paul, Marfo, 
& Anderson, 1996; Kromrey, Hines, Paul, & Rosselli, 1996). 

Conclusions 

In this article we have attempted to address two central challenges to the prepa
ration of educational researchers. The first is that research education has historically 
been driven by one dominant paradigm—that of logical empiricism—although dur
ing the past two decades we have witnessed the emergence of alternative paradigms 
of inquiry. The second is that the core emphasis of the research education curricu
lum has been on methods and procedural techniques, with little attention to the phi
losophy of science supporting the methodological approach. As alternative views 
of knowledge have gained wider acceptance, the sole emphasis on methods and pro
cedures has become increasingly problematic. If knowledge claims are presumed 
to be warranted primarily, if not entirely, by compliance with the technical require
ments of the method—as is the case in traditional courses on statistics and research 
design—there is no foundation for examining other claims. However, as we have 
argued, other practices with different warrants have emerged as part of what Eisner 
(1997) calls a general movement embracing “pluralism in method and diversity in 
conceptions of knowledge” (p. 271). Vigorous debates about the dominance of the 
quantitative tradition in educational research have substantially opened up the con
versation regarding what constitutes legitimate research. The debates have taken the 
discourse about research to a deeper level where topics range from technical issues 
of representation to the moral force of voice. 

It is in this context that we have made the case for expanding the research edu
cation curriculum to include an emphasis on the nature of inquiry, including the 
epistemological, moral, and aesthetic foundations of knowledge and knowing. The 
narrow focus on methods in traditional research education programs does not pre
pare researchers for critical understandings of their own research orientation. Fur
thermore, the continued socialization of students in the view that good science is 
necessarily quantitative science leaves these future researchers ill-prepared to par
ticipate in informed critique or collaborative inquiry with other researchers who 
work within different paradigms of knowledge. 

We have proposed that course work addressing philosophical issues in inquiry 
be required for all doctoral students. Also, in the tradition of Reason (1994, 1998) 
and others (e.g., Page, 2001), we have suggested the need to develop a collabora
tive research culture within which multiparadigmatic perspectives are valued and 
practiced. The intent is to assist students in developing philosophical and histori
cal understandings about the nature and conduct of research that will, we believe, 
serve them well as researchers and contributing members of a diverse research 
community. Embedded in these understandings are specific values and perspec
tives such as the following: 

• The researcher’s fidelity to principles of inquiry is more important than alle
giance to procedural mechanics. 

• Research should be judged by the quality and soundness of its conception, 
implementation, and description, not by the genre within which it is con
ducted. 

• Researchers should respect the canons of research within genres but not defer 
to arguments that rest on precedent alone. 
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• Researchers should know both the technical and phenomenological complexi
ties of subjectivity and objectivity, the ethical meanings of the value-ladenness 
of facts, and the epistemological implications of the theory-ladenness of data. 

• Research should be driven by interests and imagination and a willingness to find 
credible avenues for investigation, not merely by readily available methods. 

• Researchers should be neither intimidated by a political hegemony nor re
cruited only by passionate commitment to a particular paradigm of inquiry. 

• Research in education is a human science with all of the challenges of a phi
losophy of inquiry that obviates the equation of persons with inanimate 
objects. 

• Researchers should be sensitive to both the poetics and the politics of knowl
edge, as well as to the institutionalized gate-keeping arrangements that pre
serve traditions of belief and practice. 

• Researchers should appreciate the aesthetics and the moral force of language, 
including the moralities of discourse. 

These understandings should be embedded as goals in the course work on philo
sophical issues in inquiry and in a collaborative research culture. The norms of the 
research culture should be dynamic, changing as members of the community learn 
and become invested in the process. The collegiality of a multiparadigmatic col
laborative research community does not reduce the need for standards for inquiry; 
rather, it complexifies them by insisting on a critical understanding of assumptions 
about the processes of conceiving, conducting, and sharing research. Further, the 
development of a multiparadigmatic culture is complex, with political and ethical 
implications that range from issues of standards for promotion and tenure to the 
risks that young faculty take in investing time and effort in a collegial venture that 
usually leads to joint publications. 

In addition, researchers’ beliefs about scholarship cannot be separated from 
beliefs about themselves and their colleagues as scholars. Researchers’ values and 
the nature of their work create the community in which they live. Pluralistic views 
of knowledge, interests in construction and narrative, beliefs that unexamined tacit 
understandings privilege and shape behavioral norms in an academic culture, and 
a conviction that all uncritical discourse about inquiry may be considered morally 
suspect, will incline researchers to focus on themselves as members of an academic 
learning community. 

In conclusion, education about knowledge as a context for education about 
research is of critical importance for the preparation of researchers in the 21st cen
tury. In retrospect, we see that our own work would have been different if we had 
been part of a multiparadigmatic collaborative research culture during our own 
doctoral education. The recognition of and facility in multiple perspectives about 
the epistemological warrants and the ethics of knowledge claims would likely have 
altered our decisions regarding the focus and methods of our own earlier inquires. 
In the present environment, we believe there is little justification for not attending 
to philosophical issues of research in the preparation of educational researchers. 
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Note 
1 The war metaphor is often used to characterize the quantitative-qualitative debate. 

This war was declared to be over by the “Science Directorate” of the APA Monitor 
(November 1993). The resolution—that both approaches are useful—was declared 
with no serious attention to the substantive epistemological differences. 
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