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only important methodological principles in social research, nor 
do they privilege ethnography over other methods in any 
absolute way. While it is tempting to react against the tendency 
of some methodologists to treat ethnography as outside science 
by constructing an ` alternative paradigm' , which places it at the 
centre and banishes these other methods to the margins, this is a 
misguided response. It claims too much, while yet conceding 
ground to those who seek to identify science exclusively with 
experimentation and quantification. Methods_inustbeselected 
accordingpurp_oses; general claims about the superiy of 
one technique over another have little force. 

In writing this book we have sought to steer a course between 
an abstract, methodological treatise and a practical cookbook' . 
This is because for us methodology and method, like social 
theory and empirical research, feed into one another. Neither 
can be discussed effectively in isolation. In the opening chapter 
we outline some of the different methodological frameworks 
through which ethnography has been viewed, and spell out the 
implications of what we take to be the most important feature of 
sociairesearch: its,refle,Lcit,ty, thefacttkat it is partmf,thesocial 
world it studies. Subsequent chapters focus on more concrete 
asp ects of ethnographic research, advocating and illustrating the 
reflexive point of view. 

In writing this book we have had two rather different 
audiences in mind. On the one hand, there , are practitioners of 
ethnography, of whatever degree of experience, student and 
professional. It is to them that our argument about the fruit-
fulness of thinking about ethnography in terms of reflexivity, 
rather than the more common framework of naturalism, has 
beenprimarily directed. At the same time, we have tried to write 
a book that is accessible to those with little or no knowledge of 
ethnographic techniques, though such readers might be well 
advised to begin at Chapter 2 and read the first chapter later (for 
example after Chapter 9). In this way the methodological ques-
tions tackled in Chapter 1 can be placed in their proper context.

1 
What is ethnography? 

Over the last few years there has been a growth of interest in 
ethnography among researchers in many different fields, both 
theoretical and practical. This stems largely from a dis-
illusionment with the quantitative methods that have for long 
held the dominant position in most of the social sciences. How-
ever, it is in the nature of opposition movements that their cohe-
ion is more negative than positive: everyone agrees, more or 

less, on what must be opposed, but there is less agreement on the 
ature of the alternative. Thus, across the numerous fields in 

which ethnography, or something very like it, has come to be 
proposed, one finds considerable diversity in prescription and 
ractice. There is disagreement as .to whether etb,ouapbT's 

distinctive feature is the 4eTiffialön of cultural knowledge 
Spradley 1980), the detailed investigation of patterns of social 

interaction (Gumperz 1981), or holistic analysis of societies - 
(Lutz 1981). Sometimes ethnography is portrayed as essentially 
descriptive, or perhaps as a form of story.-telling (Walker 1981); 
occasionally, by contrast, great emphasis is laid on the 
development and testing of theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967; 

"enzin 19781.
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As will become clear later, for us ethnography (or participant 
observation, a cognate term) is simply one social research 
methqd, albeit a somewhat unusual one, draTwi"—~ön a ,
wick range of sources of information. The eihr.lographer 
artici ates, overtly or covertly, in_peopleLs_daily_liyes -for an 

extended Period of time, w_a_tclaing what happens, listening to 
what is said, ,a_sking questions; in fact collecting whatever data 
are available to throw light on the issues with which he or she is 
concerned. 

In many respects ethnography is the most basic_form_of_social 
ijesearch. Not only doeå it have a very long_history (Wax 1971), 
but it also bears a close resemblance to the routine ways in which 
people make sense of the world in eyerydaylife. Some commentators regard this as its basic strength, others see it as a 
fundamental weakness. Ethnography has sometimes been 
dismissed as quite inappropriate to social science, on the 
grounds that the data and findings it produces are `subjective', 
mere idiosyncratic impressions that cannot provide a solid 
foundation for rigorous scientific analysis. Others argue that 
only through ethnography can the meanings that give form and 
content to social processes be understood. 'Artificial' methods 
such as experiments and survey_int~ws are rejected on the 
grounds that these are incapable of capturing the meaning of 
everyday human activities. Indeed, the very notion of a science 
of social life explaininghuman behaviour in causal terms maybe rejectel 

All social researchers feel the tension between conceptions of 
science modelled on the practices of natural science on the one 
hand, and ideas about the distinctiveness of the social world and 
the implications of this for how it should be studied on the other. 
Often this tension is presented as a choice between two 
conflicting paradigms (Wilson 1971; Johnson 1975; Schwartz 
and Jacobs 1979). While the names given to these paradigms 
often differ, there is considerable overlap in content among the 
various accounts. Following much precedent we shall call these paradigms 'positivism' and ` naturalism'; the former privileging 
qnantitative methods, the latter promoting ethnography as the cenWifru-it the only legitimate, social research method. 

In our view, statements about paradigms are best viewed as 
attempts to reconstruct the logic-in-use (Kaplan 1964) of social
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research. From this point of view, and especially as regards 
ethnography, neither positivism nor naturalism is -entirely 
satisfactory. Indeed, in our view they share a fundamental 
misconception: they both maintain a sharp distinction between 
social science and its object. We shall try to show that on8e one 
recognizes the reflexive character of social research, that it is 
part of the world it studies, many of the issues thrown up by the 
dispute over positivism become easier to resolve, and the 
specific contribution to be made by ethnography emerges more 
clearly. 

Positivism and naturalism 

We shall begin by examining positivism and naturalism and 
their implications for ethnography. It shouldperhaps be pointed 
out, however, that while the ideas we group together under these 
headings have a certain affinity, we do not pretend that social 
scientists can be divided straightforwardly into two groups on 
this basis. Indeed, even those whose work we cite as 
exemplifying one or another feature of the two perspectives by 
no means always adhere to the perspective iii toto. Rather than 
produce straightforward descriptions of the methodological 
views of particular groups of social scientists, we have sought to 
capture two influential trends in thinking about the nature of 
social science in general, and of ethnography in particular. We 
shall use these throughout the book as benchmarks to fix our 
or2_, 
1/Positivisn) has a long history in philosophy, but it reached its 

apogee in the `logical positivism' of the 1930s and 1940s 
(Kolakowski 1972). This movement had a considerable 
influence upon social scientists, notably in promoting the status 
of experimental and survey research and the quantitative forms 
of analysis associated with them. Where earlier, in both 
sociology and social psychology, qualitative and quantitative 
echniques had generally been used side by side, often by the 

same researcher, there was now a tendency for distinct 
methodological traditions to be formed and for those legitimated 

ositivism to become dominant In these disciplines the 
stmc ion between qualitative and quantitativviethods 

gradually metamorphosed into an epistemological c
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Today, the term 'positivism' is used in a confusing variety of 
ways. Indeed, in the last ten years, amonwcialscientists, it has become little more than a term of fiörlSresent purposes the major tenets of positivism can be outlined as follows (for 
more detailed discussions . see Keat and Urry 1975; Giddens 1979; and Cohen 1980): 
1. Physical science, conceived in temis of the logle of the 

experiment, is the model for social research: While 
positivists do not claim that all the methods of the physical 
sciences are the same, they do argue that these share a 
common logic. This is the logic of the experiment where 
qu.antitatiyelymeasured_yariables are manipulated in order to iCleni-if3; the relationships aniUng thern. This logic, it is 
argued, is the defining feature of science. 

2. Unizersallaws. Positivism has corne to adopt a char-
acteristic conception of explanation, usually termecl„the 
'covering law' model. Here events are explained in ded ncii;e ;•"..4 
fashion by kteal to universal laws that posit regular 
relationships between variables held to obtain across all circumstances. However, it is the statistical version of this 
model, whereby the relationships hav-e- 6My a high prob-akilitzof applying across all circumstances, that has gener-
ally been adopted by social scientists and this has encouraged 
great concern with sampling proceClures, especially in survey 
research. Given this model, a premium is placed on the 
generalizability of findings. 

3. Neutral obseryatIon_language. Pinally, epistemological aii-a7ör-a-ntological priorif'y-W given to phenomena that are 
directly observable; any appeal to intangibles runs the risk 
of being dismissed as metaphysical nonsense. Scientific 
theories must be founded upon - tested by appeal to - 
descriptions that siraply correspond to the state of the world, 
involving no theoretical assumptions and thus being beyond 
doubt. This foundation could be sense_clata, as in traditional 
empiricism, or as with later versions, the realm of the 
`publicly_Qhservahle': the movement of physical objects, 
such as mercury in a thermometer, which can be easily 
agreed upon by all observers. Because observation in the 
social world is rarely as straightforward as reading a thermometer, this concern with a theoretically neutral •
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observation lansuage has led to great emphasis being given to 
the standardization of procedures of observation. This is 
intended to facilitate the achievement of measurements that 
are stable across observers. If measurement is reliable in this 
sense, it is argued, it provides a sound, theoretically neutral 
base upon which to build. 

Central to positivism, then, is a certain conception of 
scientific method, modelled on the natural sciences, and in 
articular on physics (Toulmin 1972). Method here is concerned 

with the testing of theories. A sharp distinction is drawn-, 
between the context of discovery and the context ofjustification 
(Reichenbach 1938 and 1951). It is the procedures employed in 
the latter that are held to mark science off from commonsense, 
he aim being to replace the latter with a body of scientific 

knowledge. 
The most important feature of scientific theories is that they 

are o,pen tod"..1 subjected to, tw: they can be os-nfrriewcf;dr at 
least fafaied. -fhis process of testing involves comparing what 
he theory says should occur under certain circumstances with 

what actually does occur; in short comparing it with `the facts' 
Goode and Hatt 1952). These facts are collected by means of 

methods that, like the facts they collect, are regarded as 
theory-neutral; otherwise, it is assumed, they could not provide 
a test of the theory. In particular, evry attempt is macle to 
eliminate the effects of the observer by developing an explicit, 
standardized set öreiiierimental or interview procedures. This 
allows replication by others so that an assessment of the 
eliability of the findings can be made (Moser and Kalton 1971). 

In survey research, for example, the behaviour of interviewers is 
specified down to the wording of questions and the order in 

hich they are asked. In experiments the behaviour of the 
experimenter and the instructions he or she gives to subjects are 
closely specified. If it can be ensured that each experimental 
ubject or survey respondent in a study and its replications is 
aced with the same set of stimuli, then, it is argued, their 

•esponses will be commensurable. Where such explicit and 
standardized procedures are not employed, as in participant 
observation, then, so the argument goes, it is impossible to 
know how to interpret the responses since one has no idea what 
they are responses to. Such research, it is claimed, can do no
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more than speculate about causal relationships since no basis for testing	 hypotheses is available. 
In reaction against mounting positivist criticism over the last 

forty years, ethnographers have developed an alternative view of 
the proper nature of social research, often termed `naturalism' 
(Blumer 1969; Lofland 1967; Matza 1969; Denzin 1971; 
Schatzman and Strauss 1973; Guba 1978; but see also Williams 1976). 

r(Na---tiu'roposes that, as far as possible, the social world 
should be studied in its 'natural' state, undisturbed by the 
researcher. Hence, `natural', not 'artificial' settings like 
experiments or formal interviews, should be the primary 'source 
of data. Furthermore, the research must be carried out in ways 
that are sensitive to the nature of the setting. A key element of 
naturalism is the demag rthat the social researcher adopt an aaftUCteöf, 'respect' or `,4:prectation'toward the social world. In M-atza's words, naturalisin—fi-rtlie"--131iirosOphicai •View that remains true to the nature of the phenomenon under study' (1964:5). This is counterposed to the positivists' primary and 
prior commitment to a conception of scientific method reconstructed from the experience of natural scientists: 

'Reality exists in the empirical world and not in the methods 
used to study that world; it is to be discovered in the 
examination of that world . . . Methods are mere instruments 
designed to identify and analyze the obdurate character of the 
empirical world, and as such their value exists only in their 
suitability in enabling this task to be done. In this 
fundamental sense the procedures employed in each part of 
the act of scientific inquiry should and must be assessed in 
terms of whether they respect the nature of the empirical 
world under study whether what they signify or imply to be 
the nature of the empirical world is actually the case.' 

(Blumer 1969:27-8)

A first r irgment of social research according to this view,
then, is fidelity to the phenomena under study, not to any 1;,=},-ArY particular set of methodological principles, however strongly • 1,)

supported by	
arguments. Moreover, social phenomena are regarded as quite distinct in character from
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natural phenomena. Here naturalism draws on a wide range of 
philosophical and sociological ideas: symbolic interactionism, 
phenomenology, hermeneutios, linguistic philosophy, and 
ethnomethodology. From very different starting points these 
various traditions argue that the social world cannot be 
understood in terms of causal relationships or by the sub-
sumption of social events under universal laws. This is because 

upon, or infused by, s,o~egniugs: 
mtentions,,motlyes attitudes,..ancLlieliefs. Thus, for examPle, 
at the heart of symbolic ifiteractionism is a rejection of the sti-
mulus-response model of human behaviour which is built into 
he methodological arguments of positivism. In the view of 
nterac&iiikS,- people kvd.rjliåt stimuli, and these interpre-

tations continually under reyisjon,as events unfold, shape their 
actions. The same physical iii can mean different things 
to different people and, indeed, to the same person at different 
imes. 

On this argument, using standardized methods in no way 
ensures the commensurability of the data produced. In fact quite 

e reverse occurs. Interpretations of the same set of experi-
mental instructions or interview questions will undoubtedly 
vary among people and across occasions. According to natural-
sm, in order to understand_people's behaviour we must use an 

approach that gives us -a-Ccess to the meanings_that guide that 
behaviour. Fortunately, the capaciiies we itave--deWlop- ed as 
social actors can give us such access. As particip_mt observers 

e can learn the culture or subculture of thejieople we are 
We can come to interpret the world in the same way as they f?t , 

do.
The need to learn the culture of those we are studying is most 

obvious id-the -case of Societis other than our own. Here, not 
only may we not „kiao,w_Tyllypeople do what they do, often we do 
not even kn 0 domg We are in much the same 
osition as Schutz' s (1964) stranger. Schutz notes that in the 
eeks and mont m s ollowing the immigrant' s arrival in the host 

society, what he or she previously took for granted as knowledge , 
aPout tnat society turns out to be u nreliable if not obviously 
false In addition, areas of ignorance previously of no importance 
come to take on great significance, overcoming them being 
necessary for the pursuit of important goals, perhaps even for the
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In c.shoirtvt, then, naturalism presents ethnography as the 
pre-eminent if notxclusive social research method. This is 
because any dc%unt of human behaviour requires that we 
understand the social meanings that inform it. People interpret 
stirnuli in terms of such meanings, they do notrespond merely 
o the physical environment. Such understanding reouires that 

we learn the culture of those'we are studying.  This cannot be 
standardized procedures; it is a natural 

process analogous to the experience of any stranger learning the 
eulture of	 . 	 e task becomes cu tuta s escription-

ything more is re'ectedosingtheresearcher's	 own

arbitrau anci simplisticries _onacomplex reality. The 
centrality of meaning also has the consequence that people' s 
behaviour can_only be understood in context. For this reason 
'natural' settings muSt be investigated:-W-e-cannot understand 
he social world by studying artificial simulations of it in 
xperiments or interviews. To restrict the investigation of social 

behaviour to such settings is to discover only how people behave 
experimental and interview situations. 
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stranger's very survival in the new environment. In the pro-
cess of learning how to participate in social situations in the 
new society, the stranger4p.dua11y acquires an inside knowl-
edge of it, which sis;P"~lais or her previous 'external' 
knowledge. Schutz argues that by virtue of being forced to 
come to understand the culture of the host society iii this way, 
the stranger acquires a certain objectivity not available to 
culture members. The latter live inside the culture, quite 
unable to see it as anything but a reflection of 'how the world 
is'. They are not conscious of the fundamental assumptions, 
many of which are distinctive to that culture, that shape their 
vision. 

As Schutz points out, the experience of the stranger is not 
restricted to those moving to live in a different society. 
Movement among groups within a single society can produce 
the same effects, though generally in a milder form. Accord-
ing to the naturalist account, the value of ethnography as a 
social research method is founded upon the existence of 

l
such variations-in cultural patterns across and within societies, 
and their significance for understanding social processes. 
Ethnography exploits the capacity that any social actor 
possesses for learningnew cultures, and the objectivity to which 
this process gives rise. Even where he or she is researching a 
familiar group or setting, the participant observer is required to 
treat it as 'ant opologically strapge to Make 
explicit the assumptions he or she takes for granted as a culture 
member. In this way the culture is turned _into an object 
available for study. Through marginalit -Y-, in-perspeCtiVe perhaps also -in social position, _naturalism_proposes that it is 
possible to construct an account of the culture under 
investigation that captures it as external to, and independent of, 
the researcher; in other words, as a natural phenomenon. In fact, the description of cultures,b ecomes theprimarygoal. The search 
for universal laws is rejected in favour of detailecl descriptions of 
the concrete experience of life within a particular culture and of 
the social rules or pattems that constitute it. Attempts to go 
beyond this, to explaiparticular cultural forms, are dis-
couraged. As Denzin (1971:168) notes `the naturalist resists 
schemes or models which over-simplify the complexity of 
everyday life'.

Prohlems with naturalism 

The origins of the contrasting positions on the nature of social 
esearch we have outlined can be traced back as far as differences 

view between Plato and Aristotle (von Wright 1971; Levy 
981). However, it is only in	 the last fifty years that these ideas 

have generated distinct research tr 'a-ditions Wilhin some social 
science disciplines. Nineteenth-century investigators, such as 
Mayhew (1861), LePlay (1879), and Booth (1902-3), treated 
quantitative and qualitative _techniques_as_eornplementary. 
Even the sociologists of the Chicago School, öft-efirepresented as 

oroughly interactionist in outlook and arch-exponents of 
articipant observation, employed both 'case-study' and 

atistical' methods. While there were recurrent det;ates among 
em regarding the relative advantages and uses of the two sorts 

of technique, there was general agreement on the value of both 
Harvey 1982). It was only later, with the rapid developrnent of 
statistical methods and the growing influence of positivist 
philosophy, that survey research came to be regarded by some of 

s practitioners as a self-sufficient methodological tradition. (In
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social psychology the process started rather earlier and the 
experiment became even more dominant.) 

Within sociology, naturalism emerged as a reaction against 
the development of the survey research tradition, the con-
struction of an alternative paradigm designed to protect ethno-
graphy and other qualitative techniques from the positivis 
critique. The pioneer in the 1940s and 1950s was Herbert 
Blumer (Blumer 1969), while in the 1960s the trend was 
strengthened by the renaissance of interpretive sociology. Even 
in anthropology, where ethnography has always been the staple 
research method, a sirailiar, if milder, tendency to the estab-
lishment of distinct research traditions can be found (Pelto and 
Pelto 1978). In social psychology it is only relatively recently 
that the dominance of the experiment has been seriously 
threatened (Harre and Secord 1972; Cronbach 1975; Rosnow 
1981). 

Undoubtedly, many of the naturalists' criticisms of posi-
tivism are well-founded. Indeed, the force of some of them has 
been recognized by experimentalists and survey researchers 
themselves. The serious problems involved in drawing infer-
ences from responses under experimental conditiåns, or from 
what is said in interviews, to what people do in everyday life, 
have come to be listed under the heading of 1 ecological validity' 
(Brunswik 1956; Bracht and Glass 1968). In most of the physical 
sciences the generalizability of findings across time ärid space 
presents few problems. Chemical substances, for example, do 
not usually behave differently inside and outside the walls of 
laboratories. However, this seems to be a serious problem in the 
study of human behaviour. As a little reflection on everyday life 

' raakes clear, people do behave, and are expected to kehave, dif-
Iferently according to context (Deutscher 1973). 

One aspect of the problem of eco»~dity - the effects

of researchers and the procedures they use on the responses of 

the people studied - has been subjected to considerable 

investigation (Orne 1962; Rosenthal 1966; Hyman 1954; 

Sudman 1974; Schuman 1982). Similarly, recognition of the 

difficulties involved iii interpreting the meanin&olpeople's 


led to c;iWfor the extension of pilot work of a 
br-O-a-drY" ethnographic kind in surveys and of '11-nstructured1 

debriefing interviews on experiments. There have even been
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calls for participant observation to be used as a supplement or 
complement to these methods (Crowle 1976). 

Of course, those working in the experimental and survey 
traditions do not usually draw the same conclusiohs from 
naturalist criticisms as would the naturalist. They are 
understandably reluctant to abandon experiments and surveys 
m favour of exclusive reliance on ethnography. Even less are 
they inclined to accept naturalism' s rejection of causal 
explanation, and in our view they are quite correct in this. While 

any of them have yet to realize the full implications of what is 
alid in naturalism, they are certainly wise not to embrace it 
oto. 
Naturalists are right to point to the dangers of drawing 

inferences from what people say and do in research settings to 
what they do in everyday settings, but the problem of egological 
validity is more subde than they suppose. Not only are . .

settings by no means necessarily ecologically 
unrepresentative in relevant respects, but also the results of 
esearch  carried out.inJiaturar settings may be ecologically 

invalid too. Owing to the influence that a participant observer 
may have on the setting studied, and/or the effects of temporal 
cycles within the setting (Ball 1983), the conclusions he or she 
draws from the data are by no means necessarily valid for that 
setting at other times. For similar reasons, findings produced by 
participant observation in one setting may not be trae for other '1 „ settings ot 'tne same type'. 

At a deeper level, the very notion of `natural' and 'artificial' 
ettings is misieading. Even to make this distinction is to taTce 
hepositivists' rhetoric for reality, to treat them as if they really 
ad succeeded in becoming Martians, viewing society from 

outside (Davis 1973). 'Artificial' settings set up by,reseatchers 
are stklpart of society. Indeed, the real force of the naturalist 
critique of experimeMs and survey interviews is precisely that 
they are social occasions subject to all those processes of 
ymbolic interpretation and social interaction to be found 

elsewhere in society, and which threaten constantly to under-
me positivist attempts to manipulate variables. 
This ambivalence on the part of naturalism over the nature of 

artificial' settings is a symptom of a general problem. It reflects 
a conflict between the account of social research it presents,
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bordering on a naive realism, and its view of social actors, 
derived from symbolic interactionism and other forms of inter-
pretive sociology. 

Where P siti m W._eaw.s—laYpothesisz-1 sting, and in par-ticular the role of 'cruciaL x.periments', nattgalism portrays 
research as a process of expioration. There is a strong parallel 
here with the views of some earff natural scientists: 

'In the early days of science, it was believed that the truth lay 
all around us . . . was there for the taking .. . waiting, like a 
crop of corn, only to be harvested and gathered in. The truth 
would make itself known to us if only we would observe nature with that wide-eyed and innocent perceptiveness that 
mankind is thought to have possessed in those Arcadian days 
before the Fall . . . before our senses became dulled by 
prejudice and sin. Thus the truth is there for the taking only if 
we can part the veil of prejudice and preconception and 
observe things as they really are. . .

(Medawar 1979:70) 
Rather than importing methods from the physical sciences, 
naturalism argues, we must adopt an approach that respects the -	 _ nature of the swciaLworld,wlaich allows it torevealits nature to 
tals, This argument sometimes takes on a poiitical dinaen-Siön 
because the objects under investigation in social research are 
people who have their own views about the world, views tha 
through their actions also shape the character of that world. 
Interactionist tlaeory notes how sorne powerful groups are able 

`definitions of reality' on others, and this 
analysis is applied to social research itself, the conclusion bein 
drawn that science should not assist in the oppression of people 
in this way. In response to this the research task comes to be 
defined as understanding the perspectives of social actors, and in 
particular those of 'underdogs' (Becker 1967; Gouldner 1968). 

While forming a useful antidote to positivism's preoccupa-
tion with hypothesis-testing, this inductivist methodology is 
fundamentally misconceived. After all, how can we discover the 
nature of the social world without employing some method? 
Indeed, is not discovering the nature of social phenomena 
precisely the goal of social science? While some methods may be 
more stmctured and selective than others, all research, however
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xploratory, involves selection and interpretation. Even in a 
ery small-scale setting ye_conld not begin to - de-S'Ciirge 

everythini—an-cf-ånir Cfeseription we—do produce'WilneVrtahly 
se&onrnfejences. Thiis, for exanaple, when setting out 

escribe a culture, we operate on the basis of the åssumption that 
ere are such things as cultures, and have some ideas about 

what they are like; and we select out for analysis the aspects of 
what is observed that we judge to be 'cultural' . While there may 
be nothing wrong with such cultural description, the kind of 
empiricist methodology enshrined in naturalism renders the 
theory implicit and thus systematically discourages its develop-
ment and testing. 

One of the most significant assumptions built into naturalism 
s that all perspectives and cultures are rational. Understanding 

culture heComeS-the fir7t'requirement-ånd any attempt to 
lain it in terms of material interests or ideological distortion 

s regarded as incompatible with sn<ch understanding Here the 
uite different issues of inteliigibiity and validity are confused. 

Views do not have to be true to be intelligible, though of neces-
sity we do assume in all science that the truth is 

ere, naturalism takes over the common, but erroneous, view 
hat only false beliefs can be explained sociologically, and in this 

case the outcome is a thoroughgoing relativism. While the usual 
consequence of relativism - the erosion of any possibility of 

owledge - is avoided, the cost is nevertheless very high: 
ocial research is limited to cultural description. Anything more 
ould imply that the cultures un-C-leT-s-fn'Zfawe"Fe false, being the 

roduct of social causation rather than of cultures members 
ctively constructing reality. 
This is a paradoxical conclusion. While culture members 
eely and legitimately engage in checking claims against facts 
d frequently employ causal explanations to account for one 

another' s behaviour, the social scientist is debarred from this on 
e grounds that it would `distort reality' . Naturalism' s escape 
om relativism is secured, then, by applying quite different 
eories to the way in which social researchers on the one hand 

and culture members on the other make sense of the social 
orld. The restriction placed on social research limiting it to 

ultural description serves to keep these two theories apart, to 
event them from coming into collision.



The distinction between science and common-sense, between 
the activities of the researcher and those of the researched, lies at 
the heart of both positivism and naturalism. It is this that leads 
to their joint obsession with eliminating_ the effects ,of the 
researcher on the data. For one, the solution is the standard- 
izafion of research procedures; for the other it is direct expe- 

,	 _ 

nence of the social world, in extreme form the requirement that 
-eihnographers 'surrender' themselves to the cultures they wish 
to study (Wolff 1964; Jules-Rosette 1978). Both positions 
assume that it is possible, in principle at least, to isolate a body 
of data uncontaminated by the researcher, either by turning him 
or her into an automaton or by making hira or her a neutral vessel 
of cultural experience. However, searches for empirical bedrock 
of this kind are futile; all data involve theoretical assumptions -- (Hanson 1958). 

The first and mosf iniportant step towards a resolution of the 
problerns raised by positiviåra and naturalism is to recognize the 
reflexive character of social research: that is, to recognize that 

/.1	 parit_p_f_tbe social world we study (Gouldner~hek 
and Curtis 1975; and Hamraersley 1982b). This is not a matter 
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What we have here, in effect, is the retention of the distinction 
between science_and.coinmonsensethat lies at the heart of 

While naturalism conceptualizes both science and 
commonsense in very different ways and reverses their status 
and power, the distinction nevertheless rernains. It is a distinc-
tion that has little to recommend it, however. It is the social 
scientists' equivalent of that between professional and lay 
knowledge adopted by many occupations. Of course, the ques-
tion of who is judged a professional and who a layperson is rela-
tive to a particular occupation, but the contrast between science 
and comrnonsense, like other devices used by professionals to 
highlight their expertise against a background of lay ignorånce, 
obscures that relativity. Indeed, the distinction between science 
and commonsense, whether used by positivism or naturalism, 
tends to iraply that guiteseparate from_society and 
that scientists, qua scientists, are cliiiTeTdRferent from othe 
people.

iNhat is ethnography? 15 

rnethodological coramitment, it is an existential fact. There 
s no way in which we can escape the soeTaTW-'6Rd in order to 
tudy it; nor, fortunately, is that necessary. We cannot avoid 
elying on 'comrnon-sense' knowledge nor, often, can we avoid 
aving an effect on the social-Phenomena we study. There is, 
ough, as little justification for rejecting all common-sense 

$mowledge out of hand as there is for treating it as all 'valid in its 
own terms': we have no external absolutely conclusive stand- 
ard by which_tp4udge-it Rather, we raust work with what 
knowledge we have, while recognizing that it may be erroneous 
fand subjecting it to systeraatic inquiry where doubt seeras 
ustified Similarly, instead of treating reactivity merely as a 
ource of bias, we can exploit it. How people respond to the f 
esence of the reseårm—ay--Te as informative as how they 

eact to other	 situations. 
However distinctive the purposes of social science may be, the 
ethods it employs are merely refinernents or developments of, 

hose used in everyday life. This is obvious in the case of 
nography, and perhaps also in the historian's use of docu-

ments (Barzun and Graff 1970), but it is equally true of other 
ethods. As a i structured conversation the intenTiew.isly„na...: 
eans unique to sucial_research. While the joumalistic inter-

social work interview, the market research interview, 
snd the social science interview each carry distinctive features, 

ey are clearly overlapping varieties of a single interactional 
ormat. The same applies, if perhaps less obviously, to the 

periment. While few people apart frorn scientists use labo-
tory experiments, the general deVirCe' of experimentation is  
idespread. As Medawar (1979:69) explains, 'in the original 
acoman sense, an experiraent is a contrivec, as opposed to a 

ural experience or happening - is a consequence of "trying 
gs out" ' . Experiraents are questions put to the world: 'what 

ould happen if . . .?' Such experiraentation is common in 
eyeryday life and the `genuine' laboratory experiment is simply 

efineraent of this Furtherraore, experimentation is founded 
on the more basic principle of the testing of hypotheses 
ougn companson of cases predictions that are tested, but 
se nee nd-761-8--s.r-e-iiTeWeTO—future events, let alone to those that 

eppen to manipulation by the researcher. They are predictions 
y in the sense that they antecede the researcher' s knowledge
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of their truth (Refily 1970). 
We are arguing, then, that the t5sting of hypotheses is by 

means restricted to,science. And, indeed, the role of hypothesis 
te—sting has been noted in a variety of areas, including perceptio 
(Gregory 1970) and language learning (Chomsky 1968). It eve 
plays a major role in fhe proC-8.ää-that naturalism places at th 
very• heart of social research: understanding the actions o 
others. In observing people's bel&iair 7e—derive hypothese 
from our cultural knowledge to describe and explain the 
actions, and we test these out against further information. Thus 
for example, if we know something about school classrooms w 
can guess that a pupil raising his or her hand may be indicatin 
that he or she is off ering to answer a teacher's question, volun 
teering to do some chore, or owning up to some misdemeanour 
To find out which of these applies, or whether some other des 
cription is more appropriate, we have to investigate the contex 
in which the action occurs; that is, we have to generatel 
meanmgs from the culture for surrounding or other apparentl 
relevant actions. Having done that, we must then compare th 
possible meanings for each action and decide which forni th 
most plauSible underlying pattern. Thus, to take a simpl 
example, if the teacher has just asked a question, we might con 
clude that the pupil is offering to provide the answer. If, how 
ever, the teacher chooses someone else to answer who success 
fully provides an answer and yet the original pupil keeps his o 
her hand up, we might suspect that the original intention ha 
not been to answer the question but that he or she has somethin 
else to say. However, it maybe that the pupil is dreaming and ha 
not realized the question has been answered, or it may be that h 
or she thinks the answer provided was incorrect or has some 
th ing to add to it. These alternative hypotheses can, of course, b 
tested by further observations and perhaps also by asking th 
pupil involved. 

The moral to be drawn is that all social research takes the form 
-- of participant obseryation: it involves participating in the socia 

world, iii whatever role, and reflecting on the products of tha 
participation. Irrespective of the method employed, it is not fun 
damentally different from other forms of practical everyday 
activity, though of course it is closer in character to some than to 
others. As participants in the social world we are stfil able, a
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east in anticipation or retrospect, to observe our activities 'from 
the outside' as objects in the world. Indeed, it is this capacity 

at allows us to co-ordinate our actions. While there are dif-
erences in purpose and perhaps also in refinement of method, 
ience does not employ wfflaftiveequbnamt of an essentially 

different kind from that available to non-scientists. 
The fact of reflexivity has some important methodolosical 
p 'cajt-tbns, it seems to us. For one thing, it makes 
e keetapts to found social research upon epistemological 

oundätråns . -independent of coramon-sense knowledge. As 
escher (1978:20) notes, the search—for 'absolutely certain, 
defeasible, crystalline truths, totally beyond the possibfiity of 
validation . . . represents one of the great quixotic quests of 
odern philosophy' . This is a view that corresponds closely to 
e 'critical commonsensism' of Peirce (Refily 1970; Almeder 
80). 
The same argument counts against efforts to set up alterna-
e social research paradignis founded upon contrasting epis-

mological_ or ontological assumptions. It leads us to view 
ocial science as sharing much in common with natural science 

ile yet treating both as merely the advance guard of common-
•se knowledge. If paradigms play n-important role inscience, 
eir character is almost certainly(lall-enCirAPaS -shig than 

n and some of those who have taken up his ideas often sug-
est (Keat and Urry 1975). Moreover, differences in view about 
e nature of social research are merely reconstructions of its 

ogie; they are hypotheses subject to evaluation against the evi-
ence currently available and against further evidence that will 
ecome available in the future. 4s hypotheses, they must not be 

ated as matters of ultimate cciniraent even if, for the pur-
ses of practical scientific work, they are taken_astmenntilfur- 
r notice. 

Reflexivity has implications for the practice of social research 
e 

- o. Rather than engaging in futile attempts to eliminate the 
ects of the researcher, we should set about understanding 
ra; a point that Schuman has recently made in relation to 
ial surveys. 

The basic position I will take is simple: artifacts are in the 
ind of the beholder. Barring one or two exceptions, the
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problems that occur in surveys are opportunities for unde 
standing once we take them seriously as facts of life. Let 
distinguish here between the simple survey and the scientifi 
survey. . . . The simple approach to survey research tak 
responses literally, ignores interviewers as sources of influ 
ence, and treats sampling as unproblematic. A person wh 
proceeds in this way is quite likely to trip and fall right on h 
artifact. The scientific survey, on the other hand, trea 
survey research as a search for meaning, and ambiguities 
language and of interviewing, discrepancies between attitud 
and behaviour, even problems of non-response, provide a 
important part of the data, rather than being ignored or simpl 
regarded as obåtacles to efficient research.' 

(Schuman 1982:23 

In short, 'what is an artifact if treated naivelyreflects a fact of lif 
if taken seriously' (1982:24). In order to understand the effects o 
the research and of research procedures, we need to compare dat 
in which the level and direction of reactivity varies. Once w 
abandon the idea that the social character of research can b 
standardized out or avoided by becoming a 'fly on the wall' or 
'full participant', the role of the researcher as active participan 
in the research process becomes clear. He or she is the researc 
instrument=ccellence. The fact that behaviour and attitude 
are often not stable across contexts and that the researcher ma 
play an important part in shaping the context becomes central t 
the analysis. Indeed, it is exploited for all it is worth. Data are no 
taken at face value, but treated as a field of inferences in whic 
hypothetical patterns can be identified and their validity teste 
out. Different research strategies are explored and their effect 
compared with a view to drawing theoretical conclusions. Wha 
is involved here is the adoption of an ex perimentalist mentality 
in the general sense outlined earlier. Theories are made explic 
and full advantage taken of any opportunities to test their lim t 
and to assess alternatives. Such a view contrasts sharply wi 
the image of social research proj ected by naturalism, though it i 
much closer to other models of ethn ographic research such a 
'grounded theorizing' (Glaser and Strauss 1967), 'analyti 
induction' (Cressey 1950; Denzin 1978), and the strategy mode
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be found alongside naturalism in the work of Schatzman and 
auss (1973). 
The third alcQonwe  wish to draw from 
exivity is that the theories we develop to explain the../ 
aviour of the people we study should also, where relevant, be 

plied to our own activities as researchers and should åid the 
evelopment of research strategies. The first step required for 

s the collection of data about the research process - has 
een under Wåy.ii-n--8-8-Whyste added his methodological appendix 
Streetcomer Societyin 1955 (Whyte 1981). Recently, though, 
s trend has become stronger, and a large number of research 

aphies have appeared in the last ten or twelve years. The 
bsequent stage of applying existing theories or developingnew 
es to make sense of this data has, however, hardly begun in a 
stematic way (though "see, for example, Berreman 1962 and 
artin 1981). We shall try to illustrate the potentialities of this 

arious points throughout this book. 
aving argued that social research shares much more in com-

with other kinds of social activity than is customarily 
umed, it is clearly also important for us to say where we think 
distinctiven_essiies. Ä - must ask what the 	  of social


esearch is, or, as G finke 1981:vii) puts it, 'if social science is 
e answer _whatistesuestion?' 

e have seen that positivism and naturalism address this 
ue in very different ways. For positivism it is the discoyery of 
veajjaws, or at least explanations of particufar phenomena 

amed in terms of universal laws, that is the goal. For 
alism, on the other hand, the only legitimate task is 

ural description. 
our vieWthe-Clevelopnient and testing	 of theory is the dis-




ctive function of social theory; it is this that marks it off 
journalism and literature, even though it shares much in 

‘Mmon with these other pursuits (Strong 1982) . Moreover, the 
of relationshi s between variables that, given certain 
tions, hold across all circumstances seems essential to the 
dea of theory (Willer 1967). Quantification, as an aid to 

sion, goes along with this too; though this is not to excuse 
discriminate quantification that positivism has some-

es encouraged. 
evertheless, in several important respects the positivist
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model is misleading and naturalism instructive. For one thing 
we would want to insist that the mere establishment of 
relationship among variables, while providing a basis fo 
prediction, does not constitute a theory. A theory must includ 
reference to mechanisms or processes by which the relationshi 
among the variables identified is generated. Moreover, suc 
reference must be more than mere speculation, the existenc 
and operation of these 'intervening variables' must be describe 
(Keat and Urry 1975). Equally, while formalized theories are th 
goal, we must not allow this to blind us to the value of mor 
infoimal theories, or to regard theorizing as restricted to socia 
scientists. As we noted earlier, there is no clear-cut distinctio 
to be drawn between theory and fact, nor is common-sens 
knowledge limited to one end of the theoretical-empirical con 
tinuum (Kaplan 1964). 

However, it is positivism' s conception of the research pro 
ekkjf how the goal of theory is to be achieved, that is mos 

deficient. Reliance is placed upon the hypothetico-cleductive 
method in which, as we saw, all the emphasis is given to the 
testing of theory. Indeed, where theory comes from, or how it is 
developed, are regarded as unimportant. What is required is that 
its truth or falsity be ascertained in the most rigorous manne 
possible. 

There has been some disagreement over whethertheories can 
beproved valid, and in fact it seems clear that they cannot- there 
is always the possibility that new facts will appear in the future 
that will disprove them. The most elegant attempt to resolve 
this problem is the work of Karl Popper who argues that while 
theories can never be proven true, they can be falsified since only 
one contradictory example is required for this (Popper 1972; 
Magee 1972). On this view the defining feature of science is the 
attempt to falsify theories. Science proceeds, according to 
Popper, through the progressive elimination of error. 

However, this view makes it very difficult to understand how 
natural science has been so successful in furthering our under-
standing of the physical world. As Rescher points out, the idea 
that the elimination of falsehood results in scientific progress 
only holds if we assume that there are a limited number of 
hypotheses to test:
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Once we grant (as Popper time and again insists) that any 
ypotheses we may actually entertain are but a few fish drawn 
om an infinite ocean - are only isolated instances of those 
initely many available hypotheses we have not even 
tertained, none of which are prima facie less meritorious 

han those we have - then the whole idea of seeking truth by 
imination of error becomes pointless. If infinitely many 
stinct roads issue from the present spot, there is no reason to 

hink that, by eliminating one or two (or n) of these, we come 
One jot closer to finding the one that leads to the desired 
estination.'

(Rescher 1978:53-5) 

cher' s argument suggests that we cannot afford to ignore the 
text of discovery, and indeed he goes on to suggest that there 
heuristic procedures available for developing theory. 

‘klowever, the problem is not simply that an infinite number of 
otheses are available for testing. It seems likely that 
ologists do make judgements as to the plausibility of 

ticular hypotheses, but we cannot assume, as Peirce (see 
scher 1978) did in the case of the natural sciences, that these 

be based on well-founded intuition. Much anthropological 
d sociological research has been concerned with the way in 
hich beliefs are structured by social processes. Particular 

mphasis has been placed upon how different groups develop 
`vergent perspectives on the same phenomena and stereotypes 

of one another. And, of course, if social research is itself part of 
e social world, we cannot assume that social scientists escape 

such processes unscathed. Now, there is no implication here 
hat beliefs that are socially produced are necessarily wrong, but 

e sociology of knowledge does show that the origins of our 
eliefs, and the sources of the sense of certainty we attach to 
em, may be different to what we imagine. It also suggests that 
cial scientists must take care not to become straitjacketed by 

he beliefs that are typical of the social circles in which they 
ove. 
The hothetieo-deductive method has also led to the idea 

hat every study must be a test of a hypothesis, as Becker notes in 
s essay, Life-HistorY and the Scientific Mosaic: 

`But perhaps the major reason for the relatively Mfrequent use
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of [the life history] is that it does not produce the kind o 
"findings" that sociologists now expect research to produce 
As sociology increasingly rigidifies and "professionalizes" 
more and more emphasis has come to be placed on what w 
may, for simplicity' s sake, call the single study. I use the ter 
to refer to research projects th-A a—ronceived- of a 
self-sufficient and self-contained, which provide all the 
evidence one needs to accept or reject the conclusions they 
proffer, whose findings are to be used as another brick in the, 
growing wall of science - a metaphor quite different tha 
that of the mosaic.'

(Becker 1970:72 
What positivism neglects, then, is the process by which 

theory is generated and developed, a point made forcefully by 
Glaser and Strauss (1967) in their attack on 'verificationism'. 
They demonstrate the impqrtance of the.deve1opmentof-theory 
and the role of systematic comparison in that process. However, 
in our view, like naturalism, though to a lesser degree, 
`grounded theorizing' represents an over-reaction to positivism. 
At Various points in their argument Glaser and Strauss (1967) 
seem seriously to underrate the importance of testing, some 
times implying that `grounded' theory, once developed, is more 
or less beyond doubt. Of course, they are correct to recognize 
that the emerging theory is usually subj ected to testing, at leas 
of a weak kind, in the process of development. But systematic 
and rigorous testing of the developed theory is nevertheless 
important even though it can never be absolutely conclusive. 

In a similar way, Glaser and Strauss also tend to over-react in 
their rejection of the more descriptive forms of ethnography (see 
particularly Glaser 1978). Like positivists, they tend to overlook 
the variety of different functions that research can serve. Indeed, 
they too seem hooked on the single study model. Description of 
the perspectives of a particular category or group of people, or of 
patterns of interaction within a particular type of setting can 
be extremely valuable, not least because it may open up to 
challenge the preconceptions that social scientists bringÅo 
research. This is made more obvious in the case of 'exotic' 
societies but the argument also applies, in some ways more 
strongly, to the study of our own societies. 

There are many different layers or circles of cultura
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led e within any. society. Indeed, this is particularly true 
odern industrial socieiles with their complex divisions of 

our, multifarious life-styles, ethnic diversity, and deviant 
munities; and the subcultures and perspectives that main-
, and are generated by, these social divisions. This was, of 

urse, one of the major rationales for Chicago School research. 
awing on the analogy of plant and animal ecology, they set out 
document the very different patterns of life to be found in dif-
ent parts of the city of Chicago, from the 'high society' of the 

o-called Gold Coast to slum ghettos such as Little Sicily. Later, 
e same kind of approach came to be applied to the cultures of 
erent occupations and deviant groups, as well as even more 

iffuse social worlds' (Strauss 1978) such as those of art (Becker 
74), surfing (Irwin 1973), or racing (Scott 1968). Describing 

nch 'worlds' tests assumptions and creates theory. 

hoography as method 

nce one begins to recognize the complexity of the scientific 
enterprise, the different functions that research can serve, and 

e failings of the single study model, one is in a better posi-
on to appreciate the contribution that ethnography can make 
o social science. It should be clear that we do not regard 

ethnography as an 'alternative paradigm' to experimental, 
vey, or documentary research. Rather it is simply one 

method with characteristic advantages and disadvantages, 
albeit one whose virtues have been seriously underestimated 
by	 t th infl many social researc _ers_owmg o e	 uenceoposi.- .	 . vism. 

The value of ethnography is perhaps most~s in relation 
o the development of	 theory. Its capacity to deriiiCt the activities -)/1 

and perspectives of actors in ways that challenge the danger-
ously misleading preconceptions that social scientists often 

ing to research has already been mentioned. Much like 
eS-chu;'`,(1964) stranger, it is difficult for an ethno 	 h t 9.1" 

iiiiiin such preconceptions in the faceof extended first-hand 

contact withyeople and settings„concerned. Furtii-e-rmöre-,

while the initial response to such contact may be their replace-




ment by other misconceptions, over time the ethnohas

opportunity to check out_ his or laer, understancting ot tne
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phenomena under study. Equally importantly, though, the 
depiction of perspectives and activities in a setting allows on 
to begin to develop theory in a way that provides much mor 
evidence of the plausibiity of different lines of analysis than 
is available to the 'armchair theorist', or even the survey 
researcher or experimentalist. 

-loormtxtus Also important here is the flexibility of ethnography. Since i 
does not entail extensive pre-fieldwork desi, as social surveys 
and experiments generally do, the strategy and even direction o 
the research can be changed relatively easily, in line with 
changing assessments of what is required by the process o 
theory construction. As a result, ideas can be quickly tried out 
and, if promising, followed up. In this way ethnography allows 
theory development to be pursued in a highly effective and 
economical manner 

However, the contribution of ethnography is not limited to 
the phase of theory development. It can also be used to test 
theour. For example, cases that are crucial for a theory - those 

/ it seems most likely to be provedfalse - may be examined 
through ethnography; though this is not always feasible for 
macro-social theory where the scale of the object under investi-

/ gation often necessitates survey research. While the fact that, 
unlike in the experiment, variables cannot be physically 
manipulated hampers the evaluation of competing hypotheses, 
it does not rule it out. As we noted earlier, experimentation is 
itself founded upon the logic of comparison. Moreover, what is 
lost in terms of the control of variables may be compensated by 
reduced risk of ecological invalidity. Since it investigates social 
processes in everyday settings rather than in those set up for the 
purposes of research, the danger that the findings will apply only 
to the research situation is generally lessened. In addition, 
ethnography's use_of multiple data sources is a great advantage 
here. This avoids the risks that siem from reliance on a single 
kind of data: the possibility that one's findings are method-
dependent. The multi-stranded character of ethnography pro-
vides the basis for triangulation in wl,:irici____Ldata.af-Wexent_kninds 
can be systematically compared (see Chapter 8). In our view this 
is the mosT—efreCH.R7e'-i-riariber in which reactivity and other 
threats to validity can be handled. 

A good example of the way in which ethnography can be used
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est theory is provided by the work of Hargreaves (1967), 
cey (1970), and Ball (1981) on pupil orientations to school. 
ey argue that the way in which schools differentiate pupils on 
demic and behavioural criteria, especially via streaming, 

acking, and banding, polarizes them into pro- and anti-school 
bcultures. These subcultures, in turn, shape pupils' behav-

our inside and outside school and affect their levels of academic 
hievement. This theory is tested in examples of three types of 
condary school: secondary modern (Hargreaves), grammar 
hool (Lacey), and comprehensive school (Ball). Moreover, in 
e case of the grammar school, because the pupils entering the 
hool have been strongly committed to school values at their 

ior schools, a variable at the heart of competing explanations 
the process of polarization - home background - is partially 

ontrolled Similarly, in his study of Beachside Comprehensive, 
all examines the effects of a shift from banding to mixed ability 
ouping, representing a weakening of differentiation, showing 
at polarization is also weakened. Taken together these studies 
e us some confidence that the theory is well founded, though 

ey do not provide absolutely conclusive proof. But then no 
ethod is able to do that. 

nclusion 

e have examined two contrasting reconstructions of the logic 
social research and their implications for ethnoguphy. 

either positivism nor naturalism provides an adequate 
ework for social research. Both neglect its fundamental 

fact that we are part of the sOcial world we study, 
d that there is no escape from reliance on common-sense 
owledge and on common-sense methods of investigation. All 

ocial res earch is founded on the human capacity for participant 
observation. We act in the social world and yet are able to reflect 
upon ourselves and our actions as objects in that world. By 

cluding our own role within the research focus and 
ystematically exploiting our participation in the world under 
tudy as researchers, we can develop and test theory without 
lacing reliance on futile appeals to empiricism, of either 

sitivist or naturalist varieties. 
Reconstructing our understanding of social research in line
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with the imphcations of its reflexivity also throws light on the 
function of ethnography. Certainly there is little justification for 
the view that it represents an altemative paradigm to quantita-
tive research. On the other hand, it has a much more powerful 
contribution to make to social science than positivism allows. 
The remainder of this book is devoted to spelling out the impli-
cations of reflexivity for ethnographic practice.

2 

Research design: 

problems, cases, 

and sampies 

At first blush, the conduct of ethnography is deceptively 
simple: 'anyone can do it', apparently. Indeed, some authors 
have reported being given little more research advice than just 
that before they set out on their fieldwork. Nader, for 
example, relates how at one time this had become a tradition 
among North American anthropologists: 

'Before leavingHarvardIwent to see Kluckhohn. In spite of the 
confidence I had gained from some of my training at Harvard, 
this last session left me frustrated. When I asked Kluckhohn if 
he had any advice, he told the story of a graduate student who 
had asked Kroeber the same question. Inresponse Kroeber was 
said to have taken the largest, fattest ethnography book off his 
shelf, and said, "Go forth and do likewise"

(Nader 1970:98) 

Such non-advice seems to rest on the assumption that the 
conduct of ethnography is unproblematic, and requires little 

eparation ana no special expertise.
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