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Christina Bratt’ Paulston

.

“ Then how long will it last, this Tove? [in jest]

I don't know.
Three weeks, thfee years, three decades...?
N "You. are like all the others...trying to shorten
etenity with numbers, spoken qu1et]y, but with
intense fee11ng |

° (Lawrence 'Gurreﬂ, Jmune) ° /
Most reseatich on bi!ingua1'educat$on has dealt with quantitative

variables within a stﬁuctural-funétionaT approach. Singe many of the

: eonceqns‘yotivafing the research oh bilingual education are inherently

those of a conflict theory approach; it is not=su¥prising to find an in-

creasing dissatisfaction with the traditional quantificational mode of,

research. This paper will discuss some of these issues now attracting

attention in the United States. This presentation is not a scholarly

paper, but rather reflections and reportage, drawing on National Institute

af,Education proposals and planning papers, unpublished papers, and dig-
cussions with‘cdﬁleagues, To say that this is not 3 scho?ar?y paper is
A

not to be11ttle the importance of the topic, rather it is an apoTogua for‘f

as yet unclearly formed new thoughts. The direction toward qualitat1ve re-

search on bilingual education is the st 1mportant development seen during
_' e . - _

the last ten years. 2

-

*Thws paper was presented at the Nord1ska Tva -sprakighetssymposiet, "Scan-
dinavian Conference on Bilingualism," Umed Unxvers1ty, Sweden, June, 1980
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Kuhn {1971) posits the notion of paradig‘m shift. By "paradigms,"
Kuhn means the way a sc1ent1f1c communwty views a f1e]d of study, identifies
appropriate problems for study, and specifies Tegitimate concepts and methods.
The literature and research that quest:ons«the equusxv1ty of quant1tat1ve
methodo1og1es in educatxona?%reseanch frequently draws on Kuhn far‘key con-~’

cepts, and it is useful to exam1ne tive at times contradictory findings on‘

‘bilingual education. R. Paulston (1976), dréw1ng on the literature of soc1a1
and e&u;ational change, posits two major. paradigms: the functioﬁal or "equili-

brium" paradigm and the conflict'para&jgm. ,THénries (that admitted}y‘cross '

and overlaﬁ) falling within the equilibrium paradigm are evo?utionary, neo-
i . ;

evolut1onary, structura] funct1ona1, ‘and system analys1s. Basrcal1y, they
are all concerned w1th maintaining society S equx11br1um through the har-

monious relationship of the soc1a{ camponents, with an emphasis on smooth,
cumulative change. The kej ccncepf for,education‘prograég is edéiéiency; |

and it is through arguments of 1ncreased effitxency that bilingual educatwon
is advocaQed evaluated, and defended. , R
Theoretical approacgzs that fall within the conflict paradigm are:

group confTiét theory, cultural revitalization theory, and an 'anarchistic-

utopian approach. These theories emphasize the inherent instability of - /

socxal systems and the consequent conflzct over values resources, and

power The definition of ihe probiem of bilingual educat1on from a conflwct
perspect1ve is no Ionger ‘the functionalist "unequa1 opportunxty“ but rather *
one of structured inequity, of "pers1stence of poverty; 1ntractab111t§ of
inequality of incomes and inequality of economxc and social opportunity”
(Bow?es et aﬁ , 1976). Unequal opportunity, whose existence is certainly

not dgnied, tends to be seen as a result of a condition of inequity rathér
than as a cause of school failure. Consequently, in COnflictJQriented

i

sigdies,‘the solutions to educational problems are rarely sought in terms

. .
< Do .

&
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of technocratic, efficxency, the emphasis is on equcty This leads to disa-

) greement over the eva1uation of b$11ngua1 edacat1on programs (For a de-

tailed discussion, see C. B. Paulston, 1980.) . . - ‘ | \

The bias of this writer-tends t:i;?d é'warld view of the conflict ,
paradigm, but this is not to say thata conflict perspective is the most
fruxtful approach to all questions %n lexnguaT educatxon Clearly, what
is needed is c‘dialectxc, working out those questxons within the f1e1d of
.b111ngua?ygducation that are most fruxtfu]ly approached from a structurai-
functioﬁéé&apprpach and those best gpproached from a conf11ct perSpective
Somet1mes'the same proplem can be apprgpched from both perspectxyes. Oh
the issue of teacher qu$11ficatiens, Englxsh as a Second Language (ESL)

proponents argue for Ang?o teachers, i.e., nattfe speakers of Engl1sh, to

3 promote efficient teaching, whiYe bilingual education proponents argue %or

‘

. ' .
minority teacdg;s to promote ethific group be1éngingness. Such diverse answers
can be.seen to clarify not only the questions and the under?ying,éssumptions
but also to identify additional variables to cpnsider in the research design.

The evaluation researgh on the Canadzan immersion programs typ1ca}}y‘pever

~ considers teacher eth?ﬂc*&t)g a variable--and that is in itself important

information--if one happens- to notice this.

ParaIIeI to these dxscussicps of the literature on theoretical approaches
on social and educattonal change, an increasingly concerned debate on quan-
titative versus quaTiEative‘approaches to"educational research has been

conducted. One.of the best introductory sources is Cook and Reichardt's "

Qualitative and Qugif

¢ Methods in Evaluation Research {1979) with its

many excellent referef They'&éfine quantitative methods as "techniques

og randomized expér1ments§ quas1 experiments, paper and penc11 cbgectxve

LN

tests, multivariate statxst1ca} analyses, sample*surveys, and the like" in

contrast to qualrtatxue ‘methods, whith include “"ethnography, case studies,

y

/ ‘ ¥
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n-depth interviews, and participant—observatioo“ (p. 7). As Rist (1977)

) points out, "quantitative research is the dominant methodology in educational’

. research" (p. 42). Many cite Campbeil and Stanlef (1963): "“the only avoi}—*

able route to cumulative progress” (p. 3) and their view on experimentalt
.design as "the only means for settling disputes regard1ng edueationa?
pract1ce, the onTy way of verify1ng educational improvements, and the only
way of establishing a cumulative trad1tion in which 1Tprovoments can be in-
troduced without the‘dahger of a faddioh discard of old wisdom«in favor of
inferior novelties" (Pe 2). This methodology ié seen as derived~%rom the
natura?fécienoes: h |
 Human events are assumed to be lawful; man and his
creations are part of the natural World. The+de- L
velopment, elaboration, and verification of general- .
~izations about the natural world become the first '
~ task of the researcher. (Rist, 1977, p. 42)

~And this is, of course,lfhe problem. Human behavior is not always lawful.
The argument against standard quantitatxve methodology is that it 1s not
enough to know, one must also undenaiand the inner perspect1ve of human
behaviore the difference betweeo}uuAéen and, verstehen. Rist (1977) states:
“Qualitative research is predicated upon the assdéption that this method 
of fihher ynderstanding' enables a comprehension of human behavior in greater
depth than is possible from the study of surface behavior, the focus of
quant%tative methodologies” (p. 44). .

The basic difference between the two methoos is that the quantitative
approach beoins with ﬁbde?s and Lypotheses and predetermined Qariables"
while the "qualitative methodo?ogy allows the researcher 'to get close to -
the ggta,' theroﬁ?nooveiopxng the analytical, conceptuq?, and categorical
component§ of explanation from the data itself" (Filstead, 1970, p. 6).

~

An -example comes from this writer's fieldwork on Catalan language

maintenance, a proposal to investigate the continued use of Catalan in Spain

} ¥ /
¢ * \
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as a function df’ethnic-grobp boundary maintenance (Barth, 1969). It was.

<

a neat proposal, oﬁ}y it was wrong. Halfway through, during snﬁg‘interviews,

- I discovered that Catalunya is a matter of nationalism, not ethnicity. This
) d————N ’ "

o discovery invalidated the use of the theoretical framework and attémpted

N

explqnatians: i could easily haqe;missed such datas nothing short.of living

in Bgrte]pna, partieipfnt-observaZion, or getting close fo.the data could

have allowed me thi§ insight and shown pe the.necessitY‘;ofreconceptualize o .
. my categories. ‘It is.a typical pro-qualjtative methodology argument.

Filstead {1979) sums up the comparison betugen the two approaches,

A

cast, as are many of the discussions, in Kuhn's (1971) terwis of a}cgdigms

and paradigm clash:! | | ..
'\j ~ . . ] .

In sum, the .quantitative paradigm employs a lock- .

-step model logicodeductive reasoning from ‘theory

to propositions, concept formation, operational

definition, measurement of the operational de-

finitions, data collection, hypothesis testing,

and analysis. The qualitative paradigm is a’ ¢

dynamic interchange between' theory, concepts, v

and data with constant feedback and modifica-

Nons of theory and concepts based on the data -

collected. This emeyrging, refined "explanation ca

framework" gives direction to where additional ,

data need to be collected. It is marked by a v :

concern with the discovery of theory rather than

» the vgrification of theory. (Filstead, 1979, p. n
38) A ‘
It is interesting that virtually.all strudturai~functional research on "

. ‘ 2 ' ‘
bilingual education is quantitatdﬂéﬁ Within the conflict theory perspec-

tive there are exceptions?'sucﬁ‘és Toukomaa's quantitative work, which is

2

/ Y

clearly neo-marxist, in value orientation; but al] qualitative research

-

* p
11 do not believe myself that research methodology is of” the samg‘category
as theoretical paradigms, and hence.find<the methodological controversy

not to be paradigmatic. But that need not worry us heré.

‘ / v
zMarxism.has\never'gained the legitimate academic status in America that
it has in Europe, and American social scientists tend to prefer the term
"group conflict theory" in lieu of "neo-marxism.”

&
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on bi?ingua1 educatfon or applxcable to b111ngua7 educat1on, can be ¢lassi-

fied as belonging to a conflict perspectxve. There is no satxsﬁactory expla-

_ nation for this. As R. G Paulston (1979) points out "The relationships °
\
between a choice of theoreticai framework and choice of appropr1ate (
- methodology is a11 too 11ttle studied" (p. 27). At this point, one can’
9. ‘ .

only speculate 8 - R T -
Mos? research on b11ingua1 education is evaluation research Such
: research claims to draw on all available "disciplines but in fact draws
ﬁ. primarily on the’behavioral scienpes'yiih an occasional sortie into
sociology. These fie]dsftypica??y deal with research on predetermined '
a variab]es that are operationa]ized and. heaspred In bilingual education, -
3 read1ng scores, VocabUTary tests, and re]ated matters of Tanguage prof1c1ency
‘also easily lend thewse]ves to qdent1ficatwon3 and research designs with
o treatment variables. The standard quantitat1ve research design is easily
app11oab1e . < N -

Recent]y, however, there has been an emphasis not on?y on two lan-
guages in the cTassrpom but also on the cu}tures in contact; in the Un1ted
States b111ngua1 educat1on is often referred to as btl}nguaT/bxcu1turaI '

O educatwon Ethnography does not deal with predetermxned varxables, and
key concepts in the study of cu?ture cuIture conf?xct, and assimilation :
do not eas;1y lend themselves to quantification. Althoogh the IiteQEture
‘ .on the dichotomy of quahf?tative and qualitative methods in evaTuation re-
search avoids any e;planatory meht1on of the d1sc1p31nés and their preferred

. mode of 1nvest1gat1on, it seems undeniable that there is a close link be-

tween research questxons, method of investjgation, and the résearcher’sf

.

e 3For some of the d1ff1cu¥t1es in measuring other aspects of language
' proficiency, such as pronunciation, fluent and approprtate speaknng,

'see Canale and Swain (1980) and Swain (1978).

'x
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- young children.” The undlerlying rationalé was that Black children fail in R
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particular discip?iﬁe. This is all to the good in our concern with research LY

methods. While choice of ﬁueStidn'is clearly tied ta paradigm and world view,

methods need not be,'except‘by historical accident of training and.expértise.
- st " v .

Give a'small boy a hammer\and everything he encounfers needs hmnnering,'in~ )

Kaplan's words. We often conduct research the‘wéy'wegwere trained, wjghout. .

any sense of moral commitment. We are more willing to Taérn new ways of
data_co??eétiqn and analysis than we are of changiﬁg\gd(?x?rlé Vigw.

. ) Tq\il}ustraté: During_my tenfire on a regearch griggé committee, I en-
countered ;'prcposaX that posited a research design whose treatment consisted

of a program to instruct Black mothers inh "proper interaction" with their

.

-school due to faulty 1angpage because their mothers don't know how to inter-

~act with them. From my standpoint as a linguist, I know‘that Black chi1dreh =
haVe-énthjng but f&q?ty language, and I rejected the prob1em formulation. a )
From my personal standpointy I found ludicrous the idea that mothers wouldn't )
know how to interact with their children. Most of all, I was indignant over

the gind'of value formulation that would lead to this kind of formalized ..

attempt at cultural interference and pressﬁﬁe*for assimilation into the way§

of the superardinate group (vocabulary marked for a conflict perspective,

_in;identa??y). The methodology of, the proposal was fmpeccable and I had *

ne .technical objections. Interestingly enough, I think-it was my moral’
indignation rather than technical linguistic objections that was most effec-
five in convincing the committee. that the proposal did not merit funding.
Reseérch methodology in iﬁs Narrow gense is not nearly as political and mcga7~
as the way we look at the world and the questions, we ask.

" The two, world view and methodology, are confused in the literature on

bilingual education, where one is ardued in terms of the other, The 1980

¢

U]
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issues of Invandrare och Minoriteten (Scandéﬁmuian-Migdazien and Ethndic |
Mlnority Review) (Ekstrand 1980 Hanson, 1980, Skutnabb Kangas, 198Q) give
us a representative examp?e in the Ekstrand/Hanson/Skutnabb Kangas debate § B
Ekstrand (1980) argues from a classical structura1-functiona? perspectzve

on the bas1ssof quantitat1ve data for‘hIS po1nt on natxve !anguage classes

and transxt‘bnal mddels; prxmarily it seems to prove Cwnn1ns wrong and him- -

se]f right Much of whéG he says is common sense if you believe that the

~ funct:on of bilingual educatxon is eff1c1ent teaching of the superordxnate

-
language ' and a mechanism for rapid assim1iatxon of ethnic groups. From our+e

viewpoint, the }nteresting th1ng is that he dismisses contrad1ctory data-with

claims upon the canons of quantitatxve methodeTogy "It is evén unlikely

g .

that so small a database could give any tenable basis for conclusions”
ﬂEkstrand, 1980, p. 20). Ekstrand appears to be defending his own world

view, using issues of research methodology. This is cohven1ent as it assures
J

that dat s choosing are not acceptabled

nson (1980) refuses the bait and instead rejects Ekstrand's (1980)

world Kjews: “Mother4tongue classes do not aim directly for biTingualism. 
They aim brimarily at giving the children a sense of secqsf%y in-thei} schoo]

work. When thildren feel secure, they can work in school. They can then

among other things learn two }angeages“ (Hanson, 1980, p. 8). No canons of

research methodology can refute Hanson's view of the objectives of bilingual
v ’ v
education; at most one can question whether it coincides with the legal

Swedish position. Nhether it does or not will not change Hanson's view; we

do not need data and evidence from research to reject someone's world view.

-~

€

L L

o

4Sweden has a large fmm1grant and }efugee pocpulation, estimated variously

to as much as one million in a country of some eight million 1nhab1tqnts
The debate concerns bilingual education. - ¢

10
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It fs not coincidentdl that Hanson's key point of twgghet fseturity?l'?'

is difficult to operationalize~and measure on a paper and pencil ohjectives «:-

test thhout tr1via11zing the concept Does that make it any less meortant?

-

A key obgection to(exclus1ve1y quantitat1ve research is that if yhu can L

l' ‘v :

. measure a concept it doesn’ t ex1st Incmdenta]ly, Xelf cqncept 15 margznally

re?ated to xnygghez and in the»&merlean studies. chwidren’ffscores on seTﬁ ‘?*'.

' concept increased in the bi11ngual prngram, nct only for the Hﬂspanwc ch]?—
‘ | dren but aTso for the An§1o and BTack ch11dren Withou% add1tiona? qua11- g

: tatvve data the reason for th1s cannot he exp}a1ned Peﬁhaps the chx]dren'_ E

-t
~ ‘-

felt secure. . = ;o Lo

. ~ . - . -
‘ + . .

-

Hanson doee not deal. with-data; he bases his argupent on,judgment;end_ -
s1mp¥y appeals to the reader to choose the ﬁoundest argument fThie'Ws whet

) a??/&esearch quantttatlve and qua?1tat1ve, eventua?ly comes to. Skutnabb-

‘A

Kangas (1980) does give us data, beaut1ful qua11tat1ve data in the form' of
‘ essays and poems written by 1mm1grants Tﬁey ire introduced by a peragraph

‘that_exempIxfies the dichotonly between the qyalilatiVe and quantitative '_ -

" methods:

Lars Henric Ekstrand claims ‘that J1m:Cumm1ns
"must spécify what makes the mother tongue 50
special.” (Ekstrand, 1980, p. 20)"

This is a quest1en which only monollnguaT _
stupidity can make. He who only has one - /
language, he who has never seriously-felt co
‘his Tanguage threatened, he has perhaps such ' e
‘an un-thought out and unconscious-relation- ' -
ship to the meaning of her/his language.

- ‘1 shall again cite an immigrant. Skutnabb-
Kangas, 1980, p. 11) . -

No one ‘can question of validity of Javala's feelings in the moving
. paragraphs thet.fo11ow. What is questioned in the literature is the
reliability of qualitative data, i,e\, how representative is Javala's ex-

perience of the other~Finnishlim&igrants or, to take an American example,

v
.t
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-den. I would like to think, that such debates demonstrate to those in charge

other ways of thinking about dats. This has been the case 1n\€5§ United  —

vsﬁor a United States examp?e, see the Baker and deKanter report (1981) and

10

-
-
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»
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; how representative‘is Rodriguez (1982) of the Chicano population?

I have digréssed at this length to i1lustrate how differences in ways

ofioefining problems in bi}iﬂgual education.research' often based onvpo1itica1

'iand morel va1ues then become covertly discussed in terms of research method-
: ology Sﬁnce it is unT:keTy that ejther Ekstrand (1980) or Skutnabb-Kangas

.(1980).w11} swey eech other from their posxcions by their arguments, one

wonders Jf this sort of debate creates anyfhfng except hard fee?inbs

He who pays the pxper, ca?ls the tune. Much evaluation researcq on

-

bil1ngua? ‘educationtis funded by outs1de souyrces, here as we11 as 1n}§ae-

‘e

P :
oF eﬁigoeting funds for, research that you can be very subjective with quan~

‘,; titat1ve research and.that there are aIternat1ve questions to be e§‘ed and

States.. S1nce the Bcﬂ&nguaﬁ Educat&on Act. of 1968, 1ncreasingly }arge

amount of federal monies have been spent on b111ngual ehucatwon, to the sum
of 150 m1111on do11ars in fisca] year 1979 Congress mandated a large- sta1e T
nesearch study that formad the basis for a report tg' Congress in 1981 when

L]

the case for bxlingua? educatxon was reevaluated (Natxona] Instxtute of Educa-

t1on 19803)5 sze mfllxon chi}dren is,. after a}}, a. sizable number of chil- .

dren about whqch to be concerned (Nat1ona1 Instttute of Educatxon 1980b).

' ."The basxc arguments for the origipal 1egxslatwon were those of - efflcxency

- Non=English prof1c1ent children would }earn Eng1wsh be;ter 1n b111nguel pro-

grams than.in the tradwtwone? Eng}1sh monollngual programs Now; more than

ten years later, there is very thtle hard evxdence to SUpport such a claim:

-

P

e . ’

the dwscussxon about it.

6Publ1c education in the United States is funded by the individual states

with the.exception of a few special programs, such as bilingual ‘education. ° Rk .

o
¢ s ‘
- '.'4 -
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“Furthermore, the reported results have been mostly négative or neutral®

LS

Al‘ “ ' a ° . . ‘ ’
~ (Goodrich, 1980, p. 2). Evéryone concerned abou§_pi1ingﬂal education- wonders

. o~

FY

at this point what the future will hold.

- e

Filstead (1979) writes: <~ % .. T

- The quantitétive model was Tooked‘@pbn as the only ,
way to defi{nitigely know the (already.assumed) ) S

: . positive impact of such,programs. . ‘ o

Given this climate, it is 1ittle-wonder that so -
.much allegiance was given this approach to pro-
gramevaiuation. Consequently, where the out-

comes of these evaluations were ambiguous{or,

worse, negatdve, and the mode and style of feed-

back difficult and.at times impossible to compre- -
‘hend, a sense of disenchantment with these ‘

€ approaches started to develop....With the résults - e,

of many social’interventions yieldirng unclear or
negative impacts, bureaucrats began to distrust

such evaluation approaches because they did not

-have potential benefit to _their organizations.
Furthermore, uhderlying tﬂgse concerns was a

growing bedief that" thesd types of quantitative
evaluations really did pot capture the “experience"
or the "essence” of the. intervention program )
‘under study. That is to say, program administra--
tors-often felt the evalugtion effort'achieved ‘
only an incomptete comprehension of the social
intervention. (p. 40) w o

From the’putSdif, jﬁ’ig'ﬁifficuit to ascribe motives to the MIE, which was -
. -‘ i F N ’

asked to coordinate the Congress-mandated study. Whatever the reasons,

however, in the Request for Proposal, NIEispecff3caTIy asked'for “an

examination of. ways to\me%§e~qua1itative and quantitative information"

(Goodrich, 1980, p. 21). He writes: "It seems essential to avoid the ‘large

scale reéearch study that, because of its exclusive reliance on the quanti-

-

tative paradigm, is 1ike?y to miss the positive effects. of bilingual educa-

]

tion" (p.jz). It would appear that most proponents/researches assumé that

"1l

-~

evidence for bilingual education, which is real, deep, of inner understanding,

. ¢ .
and posi%ﬁve, is mog¥ 1ikely to be reached through qua?ftgtive means. Good- -

) < . - : . e
rich (1980) charts the attributes of qualitative and quantitative approaches

}
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(see"Table 1), which he also perceives to be at the paradigmatic level, and

7

. * discusses these issues. 7 h .
. In. particular, I want to cite Goedriﬁh's.(1980),discussion of the Bar-
~liner and Tikunoff study (1975)765 it gives}an idea of the proposed lines
- of resgarﬁh. They attempted in the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study
® : | .-
- (BTES) to: = o . , |
) A -..combine quantitative and qualitatd#ve method- 7
ologies. They wished to identify variables '
; ¢ ) agépss which more and less effective classrooms
® ' vary without constraining the inyestigafion -

'by using any of the traditionally oriented
observation instruments. To do this they
developed a 1ist of instructional dimensions X .
by ethnographic means. Ten more and ten less . -
effective teachers were identified by examining |
gain scores of tests addressed directly- to two "
“week Experimental .Teaching Units (ETU's).
N . Ethnographers observed these classes (without
. knowledge of which were effective and which )
- not) and prepared prose ethnographic proto-- -
. 4+ - cols describing classroom behadiors. The
® ) , protocols.were paired (more versus less effec-
" tive) and analyzed for variablés, concepts, or
dimensions that described inter-classroom
variations. The very large initial 1ist was
pared to 61 mostly non-overlapping variables.
‘ . These were then instrumented via rating
e . scales, validated by reexamination of the
o / ortginal protocols. This technique combines
phenomenological and logical-positivist '
approaches effectively. It begins with &n

i - open, atheoretical, observation that excludes
: Tittle, and proceeds to scales that can be
® used in quantitative analyses.

The BTES approach is a particular example of
using phenomeanogipal approaches as a basis
for development of quantitative instruments.
. Variations of this method can and should be '

° ' used in-bilingual education instructional

: features studies, but the development of -

. scales should also include verification of
N generalizability and predictive validity.
(Goodrich, 1980, pp. 23-24) |

¢ Also of interest is the sfudy by Cazden et af. (1980), which explores

ways of quantffying ethnographic information through videotaping classroom

14
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Table 1

ATTRIBUTES OF THEAQUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE PARAbIGMS*

pe

. Qualitative Paradigm

"Quantitative Paradigm

Advocates “the use of qualitative '
methods. - »

. Phenomenologism; “concerned with

understanding human behavior from.
- the actor's own frame of ‘reference.

-~

Naturalistic and uncontrolled
observation. Assumes a dynamic
reality.

Subjective.
‘Close to the data, the "1nsider“

pérspective; _valid; "real," "rich "
and "deep" data.

Grounded, ' discover-oriented ex-
ploratory, expansionist, descrip-"
tive, and inductive.
Process-oriented.

Valid; "real,” "rich," and "deep"
datﬁ. } ‘ - -~

UngeneraT1zat10n small samples
or 51ngle case studies.

A

plicable data.

Advocates the use of quan-
titative methods.

Logical-positivism; "seeks
the {acts or causes of so-
cial phenomena with little
regard for the subijective
states.of individuals."”

Obtrusive and controlled

measurement. Assumes a
stable reality..

R

Objective.

'Removed from the data) the

"outsider" perspective;
reliable; "hard" and re-

‘

Ungrounded, verification-
oriented, confirmatory,

reductionist, - inferential,
and hypothetico-deductive.

- Qutcome-oriented.

‘Reliable; "hard” and re-

plicable data.

Generafizab?e; large
samples.

This table is adapted from Cook and Reichardt (1979).

Some attributes

have been combined and others discarded in an attempt to reduce over-

lapping’ (Goodrich, 1980, p. 22).

15
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7 : ( : ‘ C |
events. The pbint made in this study is that®the culture of the classroom,

monolingual or bilingual, must initially be approached through ethnograpbic.‘
procedures simply because the;oigni?{tanée of ehents, e.g., a boy -erasing |
'a blackboard, must emerge emicalTy from the oontext The boy may erase the
blackboard as punxshment, as a.favor for his teacher, or because he was

the last person to write on fhe board (Rudes et al., 19805 Until the re- ‘
searcher understands this action from its !hntext the evémt can‘o}feven be
counted as data- since the category would be unclear. The report by\hudes o

a

et al. (1980) is intended to be a conceptual and methodologwcal resource for .

’ _ S
those designing bi?xngual educat%on research to take p?ace in cTassroom S
seﬁitngs, and a synthesis of the state-of—the-art.xn that field (p. 2).'

The~report deals with technica7Q§$sues’of data collection, teSpnical aids 'K | ‘t\

. Y
“equipment such as videotaping, protocols, cod1pg frameworks, etc., all within

an ethnographwc approach to research. There is considerab@e concern, at the .

technical level, with avoiding some of the "sloppiness" of ethnography and

with inoreasing rater/observer re]1abi}1ty. There is concern for quantifi-
Sy - :

Rudes et af. (1980} reaffirm that qua?itati?ezquantitaaiﬁe’studies are

not'eithgr-or arrangementé and that both types stand to profit from each

qem—, . ~ * §

other. Quantitative studies gain from "rich descriptions" and qualifative
. -
studies can benefit from quantitative.concerns. for réliability and validity.

They cite the Cross Cultural Resource Center in Sacramento, Caleornway ' -

P : \

which is currenéq; using qualxtatlve and quadtitative methods, to study

symbolic interaction (see Table 2): ’ *

Three interrelated (and perhaps concentric) con-
. ¥ texts, the community, school and bitingual pro-
“ 9 gram are being studied by using a series of qual-
e itative approaches which each supply information
on different facets of the context. The same
“is true of the qudntitative techniques being
used, wh1ch supply data on .factual, attitudinal, -

%
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-7 6. Micro-Ethnographic

o 7. Projective quﬁques

¢ \ *
‘ - Table 2 | .
e . ta FRAMEWORK FOR RESEARCH .
® v - {Symbolic Interaction)
P , ETHNOGRAPHIC STUDY -
Study of . o : Study of B11ingual
. g e .
S ~ ‘ . Methods ,
- . S . . N
. - + .
: , ' Qualitative . -, Quantitative
' - ™ 1. Participant Qbsefvation . ‘1. Census
" ‘ ) ) B . . . .
| 2. Bvent Analysis ; 2. Survey Questionnaires
‘. , ’”‘- 3. 'Life Histefy A\ 3, Archival and Document
' - ‘Search S
‘4. Comparative Interviewing 4. Content and Frequency -
) ' Analysis of Record
PN 7«4 5. Ethnographic Fﬂming‘ 5. Economic, Emp1oyn;’ent
. . _ . .. Political Trend
; Analysis
/ -

LeQe] 1 - Deséri

A

(first 12 months) .

, Ethnogra :
° Level 2 - Trend Analysis (second 12 months)”
Level 3 - Theory.Building V(Foiiow-up to study)
and Hypothesis ’
Testing R
® i

 (Rudes et af., 1980, p. 47)
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and statistical variables.” Three levels of the
study exist, with the first, and the basis for
~ the other ‘two levels, being déscriptive ethno- -
graphy, which lasts one year. (Rudes et al., :
' 1980, p. 46)
Rudes et af. (1980) conclude with discussing the joint application of
ethnographic and quarititative aggtpaéhes. First, an ethnographic study -
can serve as a prelude to a quantitative study in which variables ‘and ' .

hythheseS are first identified in thé former and then "more rigorously”
tésted through the latter aﬁproach. Second, the two maethods can be'used

concurrently in the same study, with a methodOIOQica] separation of the

two: approaches. Here t?éy see the quantitative method as the tool of

ethnography. Third) ethnograph{c and quantitatiye methods may be merged

and used concurrently in 1nvestxgat1ng the same research questions. This
latter approach they hold likely tc be unproductive for reasons "that the

two methods basically have paradxgms which are antagonxstlc to each other’
(Rudes et alf., 1980, p. 70). - This reagoning is far from cTear,-especiaily
as thé dichotomy does not seem to be at the paradigmatic Tevel. It is fike}y
that such a position is representative of our ignorance of such approaches

rather than of any inherent 1mpossibi?ity The next decade will. probably

see considerable advance in_resear;h techniques exactly in this approach

'of a concurrent merging ofequalitative and quantitative methods. Rudes

et at. (1980) conclude: "It shoUld\nét be forgotten th@@ both methodologies
have a firm place in the study of behavior and interaction in biiingua?..‘
education settings" €p. 73). '

Some of .the is§ues recently surfacing in/the discussipns'of }eéearch o
on bilingual. education in the Unite? States have been touched upon in this
paper. It is a Ssignificant new directiﬁn that we should take sériousiy.

The‘re2at$onship between theoretical paradigm and research methodology is

still far from clear.
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