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INTRODUCTION

Itlstorlcal Overvlew

Although qualitative oethodologles ln Ehe western sclentific sense

have been around slnce the 19th century, the prominence of positlvlst

theories and quantitatlve rnethode has overshadowed then almost to excluslon

untll the 1960rs (Bogdan and Taylor, 1975, pp. 3-4)' Qualltatlve eval-

uatlon was essentially the doBain of the few who rejected the nalnstrean

research approach of Western emplrlcal sclence. The renewed lnterest ln

qualltatlve nethodologles durlng the past 20 years uray be vlewed as a

swel1lng of these heretlcal ranks brought about largely because of a dlssa-

tlsfacElon with the results produced by methodologLes derlved fron the

natural sclences. In speaklng of these dissenters, chrlstians and Carey

say:

. . . there are soEe rrho think Amerlcan social sclentlsts have con-
fused words uith deeds, lntentlons rrith reallzatlons, hopes with
achleveEents, the fish story wlth the flsh. As Anthony Glddes has
recently trriEten, ton the avallable results, the socLal sclences are
clearly,a failure.l Moreoverl sucb fallure ls not beeause tbe soclal-
gclences stlll awalt thel.r Neston' It ls ah lncreaslngly uldespread
vLew, partlcularly in Europe, that the subject metter of the socLal
sciences 1s dlstlnctlvely different froo the natural sciences' thug
creatlng a set of phllosophlcal and methodol-ogical problens of a
radlcally pecullar klnd. There 1s conslderable dlsagreement, of
course, as to Just l,hat thls distinctivenesa entalls but all roads
lead to a co8mon conclualon: there ls no [arranr for bellevlng thar
the soclal sciences should lmlEate the natural scl.ences in form or
nethod or even that they w111 ever achleve the sane tyPes of succeas.

(Chrlstlans

starting polnt

and Carey, 1981, p. 2)
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already been done (Christlans and Carey, 1981; Bogdan and Taylor, 1975;

Stake, 1978; Pllarzyk and BharadwaJ, L979), wlth a rejectlon of posltlvLsn

underlylng almost all approaches to qualltatlve evaluatlon. However,

Scrlven identlfies a very real problem when he 6ays that '. . . dustbonl

emplrlclsm and radlcal behavi.orism had thelr day, but the task for us nor

is prlncipally to realize how rquch darage ihey have left behind that we

have not yet notlced or reconstruca:d . . . (Scriven, 1972, p.97).' 'The

maJor reason for the choice of toplc for thls paper is the vlew that the

nost serlous danage done by Western sclence has prlmarlly been at the

epistemologlcal level. that ls, all nethodologles currently accepted by

the Western scho larly/scient lf lc comnunlty are stil1 based upon the

enslavlng bellef of sclence fhaE sclence ltse1f ls 'the standard for all

valld knowledge, Lrlth a1l other forus of human knowing strlctly evaluated

in terns of thelr approxlmation to natural science (Christians and Carey,

1981, p. 7).' Therefore, a major contentlon of this paper ls that what has

passed for qualltatlve Eethods 10 Western scholarshlp ls not slgnlflcaDtty - --

different fron posltlvlsm to be credlted wtth 'antl-posltlvls t " orlglns,

but ls rather sooethlng that would be better called neo-posltlvlso. As

long as proponents of qualltatlve evaluatlon contlnue to share an eplstemo-

logtcal basls rrlth the posltivlsta, they rl11 not gaLn substanttally dif-

ferent resultB.

General Objectives

The innediate purpose of thls paper la to present an eplstemological

basls for qualltatlve evaluation. In the process of dolng thls, sone

general obJectlves assoclated wlth qualltatlve methodologlcal researeh wl11

also hopefully be accompllshed. Speclflcally, the types of problems that
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are best solved by qualltative eyaluatlon rr111 be generally outllned lrlth

some speciflc examples glven. The meanlng of the term "qualltatlve

evaluatlon' should become clear when one understands the epLstenological

basls of the speaker, so Ehe connectlon between knowlng, evaluatlng, and

meaning, regardless of context, should become apparent.

The presentatlon of a systenatlc nethod of evaluatlon orls t be pre-

eeded by the forDuLatlon of an lnternally consLstent way of knowing.

Although thLs ls an attempt at epistenologlcal theory buLldlng, lt w111

often be lll,ustrated by concrete, practlcal problems of evaluatlon.

Therefore, the llnk beElreen theory and practlce should always be apparent,

although a detalled presentatlon of a systematlc method of evaluatlon based

upoo the eplstemologl-ca1 foundatlons to be presenEed is beyond the scope of

this paper. Flnally, the product of thls thesls should be vlewed as one

episteEologlcal alternattve lllustrating nerely that there are ways of

viewing the world, slgnlflcantly dlfferent frou that of Weat.ern aclence,

that have meanlng and value Ln teros of practlcal' consequencea.

Speclflc 0bJectlves

The speclflc objectlves of thls paper are trsofold: (1) the Presen-

tatlon of a sound and internalLy conslstent eplstemologLcal basls for

qualltatlve evaluatlon, and (2) the l11ustrat1on of the tlde-ranglng effectg

and consequences of varyi.ng oners way of knowlng (sPeclflcally ln thls case

vLa a comparlsoo between what ls seen as the common eplstenological basis

of Western scholarshlp and the alternatlve to be presented). The node of

presentatlon rrtll be an anal,ysis of Polnt8 that are seen as fundeoental to

epistemologlcal theory bulldlng; some background to these Polnts now

fo1lows.


