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"o I really see something different each time, or do I only
interpret what I see in a different way? I am inclined to say
the former. But why? To interpret is to think, to do

something; seeing is a state'.

Ludwig Wittgenstein, 'Philosophical Investigations', p.200

'To translate a theory or worldview into one's own language is
not to make it one's own. For that one must go native,
discover that one is thinking in, not merely translating out

of, a language that was previously foreign'.

Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions

(Postscript), p.204
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Summary

The thesis examines Kuhn's (1962, 1970) concept of paradigm, assesses how
it is employed for mepping intellectual terrain in the social sciences,
and evaluates it's use in research based on multiple theory positions. In
so doing it rejects both the theses of total paradigm 'incommensurability'
(Kuhn, 1962), and also of liberal 'translation' (Popper, 1970), in favour
of a middle ground through the 'language-game of everyday life'
(Wittgenstein, 1953). The thesis ultimately argues for the possibility of
being 'trained-into' new paradigms, given the premise that 'unorganised
experience cannot order perception' (Phillips, 1977). In conducting
multiple paradigm research the analysis uses the Burrell and Morgan (1979)
model for examining the work organisation of a large provincial Fire
Service. This analysis accounts for: firstly, a 'functionalist'
assessment of work design, demonstrating inter alia the decrease in
reported motivation with length of service; secondly, an ‘interpretive'
portrayal of the daily accomplishment of task routines, highlighting the
discretionary and negotiated nature of the day's events; thirdly, a
'radical humanist' analysis of workplace ideology, demonstrating the
hegemonic role of officer training practices; and finally, a 'radical
structuralist' description of the lsbour process, focusing on the
establishment of a 'normal working day'. Although the argument is made
for the possibility of conducting multiple paradigm research, the
conclusion stresses the many institutional pressures serving to offset
development.
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Introduction

This thesis examines Thomas Kuhn's (1962, 1970) concept of scientific
paradigm by way of, firstly, an assesment of it's applicability to the
social sciences, and then secondly, an empirical exploration of pr;scribed
paradigm positions in organisational analysis. It finally evaluates the
potential for using multiple paradigm research in organisational
behaviour. For the empirical work the host organisation has been the West

Midlands County Fire Service (W.M.F.S.), and it is their work practices

that are the focus for research.

The initial impetus was a desire to examine the research opportunities
arising from the Burrell and Morgan (1979) model of paradigm terrain, and
especially in terms of the richness of data accruing from alternative
paradigm studies. As such, the main aim has subsequently been that of
conducting an organisational analysis using the model's various paradigm
positions. In realising the studies, the work has explored the theory and
methodology of firstly, a mainstream innovation in organisational
development (i.e., the Job Characteristic Approach to work redesign:
Chapter 3), but followed this by addressing what some would consider the
more esoteric orientations of 'alternatives' to the systems/functionalist
'orthodoxy' (i.e., phenomenology, Critical Theory, Marxian Structuralism).
The research has attempted to assimilate positions representative of these
paradigms by firstly, accepting the metaphysical models they invoke to
explain the subject matter, and then secondly, by immersion into
literature generated by community members. In sum, the latter paradigms
have analysed: 1) the daily accomplishment of work routines (Chapter 4);
2) the role of workplace ideology in officer training (Chapter 5); and a

3) history of the labour process (Chapter 6).

xi



However, while the empirical work seeks to display the variety of insight
offered by multiple paradigm strategies, the thesis also considers two
logical problems raised by Kuhn's thesis. In arguing that science is
characterised by revolutionary changes in which one form of activity gives
way to another of an essentially incompatible nature, Kuhn's thesis seems
to deny any objective choice between paradigms, and subsequently any real

communication. As such, his incommensurability thesis seems not only to

deny the possibility of conscious paradigm movement, but suggests that
even if this were possible the enterprise would still be open to the
charge of relativism. Therefore, before the empirical work is documcnted
an argument is developed for overcoming the incommensurability problem and
subsequently for deflecting the charge of relativism (Chapter 1). Here,
following é brief overview of the 'Structure and Scientific Revolutions'
(1962) thesis, a return to Kuhn is qualified by reference to the 'later’
Wittgenstein in developing an argument for logically experiencing the

cultures of various paradigm domains.

West Midlands County Fire Service

In terms of the host organisation itself, W.M.F.S. was formed in 1974 by
the amalgamation of the existing brigades of Birmingham, Coventry, Dudley,
Solihull, Walsall, Warley, West Bromwich and Wolverhampton. Also added to
the new body were certain stations from adjacent 'shire' county brigades,
i.e., Sutton Coldfield from Warwickshire, Aldridge from Staffordshire, and

Stourbridge and Halesowen from Worcestershire.

In its present status W.M.F.S. is the largest fire authority outside
London providing fire cover for almost three million inhabitants over an
area of 902 square kilometres. The fire cover is provided by 41 stations

of which 40 are 'whole-time', the exception being the 'retained' station

at Sedgley midway between Wolverhampton and Dudley.
5 B



DIVISION METROPOLITAN BOROUGH NUMBER OF STATIONS

'A' Division Birmingham (Part) and

Sutton Coldfield 7
'B' Division  Birmingham (Part), :
Solihull and Coventry 7 X
'C! Division Birmingham (Part) and
Sandwell (Part) 9
'D' Division Sandwell and Dudley 9
'E' Division Wolverhampton and Walsall 9

The organisation is divisionalised geographically having five divisions
each incorporating one or more Metropolitan Boroughs. Operating within a
stable environment the structure is highly centralised and formally
bureaucratic, based on paramilitary lines and using conventional
integration methods (especially hierarchical referral, paper system, set
rules/procedures). The manpower (or 'establishment') is of approximately
2,000 men/officers plus 70 control room staff and 230 administrative
staff. Each of the five divisions is headed by a Divisional Commander
(D.C.) who is assisted by a Deputy Divisional Commander and operational

and Fire Prevention Officers of Divisional Officer rank and below.

The administrative centre of W.M.F.S. is the Service Headquarters at
Central Fire Station, Lancaster Circus, Birmingham. Here are located the
functions of Staffing, Public Relations, Financial Control, Advanced
Training and Fire Prevention, plus Stores, Vehicle Maintenance, Building

Maintenance and the Fire Brigade's Union Regional Office.

For the primary work process, the centralised Fire Control section
receives all emergency calls for the county and co-ordinates all movement
of appliances. At present the call-out rate is approaching 40,000 per
annum of which around 20% ere termed 'malicious' false alarms. Finally,
in terﬁs of firefighting equipment, W.M.F.S. has 86 'pumps' (i.e., basic

xiii



fire engines), 8 hydraulic platforms, 4 turntable ladders and 14 'special'
appliances (e.g., emergency tenders, mobile control units, foam tenders,

etc.).

xiv



CHAPTER ONE: KUHNIAN THEORY AND THE

PROBLEM OF INCOMMENSURABILITY




1.1 Kuhnian Theory: An Overview

"the competition between paradigms is not the sort of battle that can be
resolved by proofs"

Kuhn, 1962, p.147
The widespread reputation of Kuhn's (1962, 1970) 'Structure of Scientific
Revolutions' has resulted from the claim that traditional wisdom in the
philosophy of science does not equate with the historical evidence.
Kuhn's well known suggestion is that dominant theories of scientific
practice - whether inductivist or falsificationist - are incompatible with
the facts of how science has actually progressed. Thus,
falsificationists, however 'sophisticated' (Lakatos, 1970), are
methodologists whose ideals are never met; scientific practice is never
realised in Popperian terms, and as such, "no process yet discovered by
the historical study of scientific development at all resembles the
methodological stereotype of falsification by direct comparison with
nature" (1962, p.77). As the main debates in the present thesis relate to
Kuhn's S.5.R. analysis, we will overview Kuhnian theory in order to draw

out the central points for the study of organisations.

The essence of Kuhn's thesis is that the everyday reality of science is
more akin to to the life cycle of the political community than to the
dictates of formal logic. Here theories portraying science as the linear
accretion of verified hypotheses are completely rejected, as Kuhn instead

speaks of discontinuous periods of normative and revolutionary activity.

Kuhn's analysis centres on the claim that the history of science has
consistently witnessed upheavals in which accepted wisdom is replaced by a
new way of seeing, the process serving to fundamentally change the basis

of a science's reality concept. Indeed, the degree of change is such that



the standards, concepts and procedures of the post-revolutionary approach
are held to be totally incompatible‘with those of the pre-revolutionary
consensus. For scientists, the experience is essentially akin to the
appreciation of a new gestalt, the process being similar to religious
conversion. In sum, when science changes, a new approach emerges based
upon the fresh dictates of an alternative community structure, the new

tradition, like the old, being what Kuhn terms a 'paradigm'l.

If we examine the thesis in terms of scientific development we find that
everyday, or 'normal', science is both perpetuated through, and justified
by, this unique domain of paradigmz. Here, while initially it is the
classic experiment that determines the community's problems (and methods
and solutions), in time socialization promotes consolidation, and as such,
prevents scientists having to begin every new investigation from scratch -
as principles, methods and language are already laid down by paradigm
activity (e.g., textbook laws, published results, standardised methods).
Thus, young scientists, because of paradigm training, are unaware of

displaying paradigm-committed behaviour, as their learned way of doing

science is the way3.

The reality of science is in fact only questioned when 'crisis' comes to
the paradigm. Although the negation of isolated criticism is a
characteristic of normal science, over time an ageing paradigm is
threatened by the presence of certain 'anomolies' which eventually
question the fundamentals on which the paradigm is built. At first such
instances are treated like other problems as being merely aberrant
occurrences requiring solution. As such, unexpected findings do not act
as catalysts to spark the revolution, but represent new challenges to the

community. Indeed, it is only the persistent anomoly that gains



attention, with, in time, a proliferation of ad hoc suggestions being made
to account for this increasingly central issue for the community.

However, although normal science becomes more ill-defined when a crucial
anomaly consumes the paradigm, the paradigm remains intact as no firm

alternative has yet presented itself.

For Kuhn, true scientific change can only occur with the formulation of a
new alternative paradigm capable of comprehending and accounting for major
anomalies. The evolution of such a challenging paradigm must thus occur
contemporaneous to the atrophy of the existing one; it being at such a
point that while for the majority of scientists there is the recourse to
fundamentals (and thus to philosophy), there is for an important minority
a reexamination of the paradigms basic scientific tenets. It is this
minority to whom the development of the new paradigm is owed, these
scientists tending to be amongst younger members of the community whose
professional education, on including the centrality of major anomalies,
has avoided rigid training in the traditional paradigm. The emerging
paradigm has, then, begun to ask qualitatively differing questions
employing differing and incomparable standards. For Kuhn this is the
sense in which scientists of competing paradigms hold differing world

views.

The pedestrian nature of normal science comes to a sudden end with the
commencement of 'revolutionary science' and the open challenge of the
alternative paradigm. The actual changing of allegience by individual
scientists is, as noted above, like religious conversion or the instant
transformation of the gestalt-switch. As Kuhn states, "scientists do not
see something as something else; instead, they simply see it" (Kuhn 1970,

p.85). What is noticeable here, however, is that the change of paradigm



allegience is not based on open debate. For Kuhn there are no logical
arguments which demonstrate the superiority of one paradigm over another.
As the new.paradigm is incommensurable with the old, there is no recourse
to a mediating third party. Thus, there can be no logical demarcation of
the supremacy of one paradigm over another, for the advocates of differing
paradigms hold fast to separate sets of standards and metaphysical
assumptions. As advocates of different paradigms will not concede to the
other's basic foundations, they will not, similarly, accept the other's
arguments or findings. For Kuhn, "when paradigms enter, as they must,
into a debate about paradigm choice, their role is necessarily circular.
Each group uses its own paradigm to argue in that paradigm's defence"

(1970, p.94).

At the time of crisis there is no other choice than to either remain true
to traditional beliefs, or to throw in one's lot with the new pretenders.
Only two frames of reference are possible and 'proof' is inaccessible.
Rival paradigms cut up the world with different standards, different
assumptions - different language. Thus,"the normal-scientific tradition
that emerges from a scientific revolution is not only incompatible but
often actually incommensurable with that which has gone before" (1970,

p.103).

1.2 The Paradigm Concept

From Kuhnian theory three problems emerge for multi-paradigm research in
the social sciences. Firstly, the paradigm concept seems to remain, as
Giddens (1976) has said, 'notoriously elusive', leaving the question of
operational definition moot. Secondly, as paradigms seem incommensurable,
Kuhn appears to deny recourse to poly-paradigm understanding: this not

only questioning the (logical) possibility of doing multiple paradigm



research, but also leaving Kuhnian approaches open to the charge of
relativism. Thirdly, there is the problem of actually identifying
paradigm structures in the social sciences, especially as Kuhn has said
that the social sciences may be 'immature', and thus pre-paradigmatic,
disciplines. Firét, let us examine the elusive concept of paradigm before
relating this to questions of the incommensurability of scientific

communities.

Kuhn's position on the definition of paradigm has tended to oscillate and
remain ambiguousa. Indeed, the vagueness of S.S5.R. had made it difficult
to identify what is, and what is not, a paradigm. While at the beginning
of the first edition of S.S.R. (i.e. 1962) Kuhn defines paradigms as
'universally recognised scientific achievements', throughout the remainder

of the work the concept is used multifariously, albeit frequently to imply

a community structure sharing certain metaphysical beliefs.

The closest professional scrutiny placed upon Kuhn's thesis remains the
1965 International Colloquium in the Philosophy of Science (see Lakatos
and Musgrave, 1970). Of the several papers criticising the paradigm
concept the paper by Masterman was signal in noting how "on my counting he
uses 'paradigm' in not less than twenty-one different senses" (1970,
p.ﬁl)s. Here, on being faced with such serious charges of conceptual
confusion, Kuhn was forced to redeem his position by reworking the
paradigm concept. The initiel stages of this reconstruction bejin in
'Reflections on my Criticis' (1970b), and are then later developed in the
Postscript to the second edition of S.S.R. (1970), and a subsequent paper

aptly entitled 'Second Thoughts on Paradigms' (1974).



In Reflections Kuhn seeks to explicate the relationship between the
paradigm concept and the scientific community in order to overcome the
circuarity wherebf, "a paradigm is what the members of a scientific
community share, and conversely, a scientific community consists of men
who share a paradigm" (1976, p.176, emphasis in original). In attempting
this he initially considers abandoning the paradigm rubric altogether, and
instead proposing that, "I should now like some other phrase, perhaps
'disciplinary matrix's disciplinary because it is common to the
practitioners of a specified discipline; 'matrix' because it consists of
ordered events which require individual specification" (1970b, p.271).
However, the essence of the concept is not to be totally displaced
because, "all of the objects of commitment described in my book (S.S.R.)
as paradiéms, parts of péradigms, or paradigmatic would find a place in
the disciplinary matrix, but they would not be lumped together as

paradigms, individually or collectively" (1970b, p.271).

The constituents of the new disciplinary matrix are expanded upon in all
the 'later' works, and serve as templates for the main aspects of paradigm
structure. Here, Kuhn attempts to outline the ingredients of both the
'community structure' and 'classic theory' emphases in S.S.R., but without
recourse to the conflation evident in the original thesis. The elements
are most clearly explained in Postscript where Kuhn describes the four
main factors — symbolic generalizations, metaphysical models, shared

values, and exemplars.

At their most basic the components can be understood as follows. The

first element 'symbolic generalizations' refers to expressions or symbols

which are employed unquestioningly by group members, these generalizations

often taking on the appearance of common sense laws of nature (e.g. in



physics, 'f =maor I = V/R'. 1970, p.183). The second component reflects

shared commitments to belief in metaphysical models, such models being

what Kuhn.nriginally meant by 'metaphysical paradigms' (or metaphysical
parts of paradigm) whose major function is to supply the community with
adequate analogies for determining what will be accepted as puzzle
solutions (e.g., "heat is the kinetic energy of the constituent parts of
bodies; all perceptible phenomena are due to the interaction of
qualitatively neutral atoms in the void, or, alternatively, to matter and
force, or to fields" 1970, p.18a)6. The third component refers to the

'shared values' which "provide a sense of community to natural scientists

as a whole" (1970, p.184), these values, Kuhn notes, being of particular
importance during periods of crisis, and especially in the latter stages
when members must choose between incompatible ways of practicing to
discipline7. The final element refers to 'exemplars', or the 'concrete
problem solutions' for which Kuhn suggests the term 'paradigm' is
'entirely appropriate' (1970, p.186), this being the aspect of a

community's shared commitment which apparently first led Kuhn to coin the

term.

While these elements are all developed upon within the 'later' (1970,
1970b, 1974) works, there nevertheless remains ambiguity over both the
final taxonomy that will represent the matrix, and the handling of
paradigm generally. For example, whereas in Postscript Kuhn relates each
of the matrix elements to the paradigm concept, in Second thoughts the
role of 'shared values' is omitted. Also, while in Reflections and Second
Thoughts Kuhn admits to having lost hold of the concept - and suggests we
refrain from using it - in Postscript he talks freely of paradigms inter

alia. Here, phrases such as 'having lost control of the word' (1970b,



p.272) or, ‘'less confusion will result if I replace it with' (1974, p.463)
fail to clarify whether the concept is being discarded or merely
substituted. Indeed, this equivocality can lead to several forms of
interpretation: e.g., that we must relinquish paradigm as an overall
concept in favour of using the specific elements of the discplinary
matrix; or that we can invoke the term but only to refer to concrete
problem-solutions (exemplars); or even that we can retain a basic
conception of overarching paradigm but only along the guidelines of the
sociological elements of the matrix (i.e., symbolic generalizations,
metaphysical models, shared values)e. If we wish to retain a use for the
term it would seem that while the second interpretation offers the
possibility of empirical clerity, a more encompassing sociological sense
such as the latter - although more elusive - appears to reflect a more
powerful heuristic, e.g., indicating implicit consensus, hidden agendas,

shared values.

As it is this overarching sociological use that is regularly invoked by
community analysts, then in the debates below, we adhere to Kuhn's
definition in terms of shared "beliefs values (and) techniques" (1970,
p.175), i.e., his initial classification of 'disciplinary matrix' in which
he separates the sociological components from that of exemplar. Likewise,
while our empirical work is based largely on the proposals of one scheme
(Burrell and Morgan, 1979), our use of paradigm draws upon the 'shared
values' and 'metaphysical models' invoked by this model in specifying
analogies for solving community 'puzzles'. Although we speculate as to
certain paradigm exemplars (e.g., Marx' Capital: Radical Structuralist
paradigm) these are only hypothetical and sociological imperitives are

stressed throughout. This approach is in fact not without support for, as



Musgrave (1971) notes, if Kuhn had been willing to settle for the more
limited use in terms of exemplars then his work would not havé raised half
the interest it subsequently generated. Indeed, as Musgrave (1971),
Shapere (1971) and Chalmers (1978) suggest, for the concept to retain its
more far reaching (sociological) emphasis we may have to accept that, "it
is of the nature of a paradigm to belie precise definition" (Chalmers,

1978, p.87)°.

Critics such as Musgrave and Shapere feel that in seeking to distentangle
the concept Kuhn has only weakened the argument. Although Kuhn never
explicitly classified how sociological uses are related to concrete
exemplars, and in turn how the ruling paradigm determines the course of
research programmes, nevertheless, it was this very positing of the
hegemonic unseen unity and controlling status of paradigm that provided
the challenging appeal, i.e., that there exists an overarching
disciplinary Zeitgist that specifies the manner by which community
scientists view the world, and determines what will count as acceptable
problems and solutions. Despite the sociological implications of the
disciplinary matrix Shapere accuses that instead of a cohesive and
integrated 'paradigm' network, the new divisionalised proposals represent
"a loosely associated assemblage, each of who's components has its own
separate and separable function" (p.707). Kuhn's attempts at
clarification are seen as muting the controlling status of the paradigm,
and as such, "abandon(ing) what was, however obscure, one of the most
provocative and influential aspects of his earlier view" (p.707). For
Musgrave (1971) similarly, the 'retreats' visible in Kuhn's later works

make him "but a pale reflection of the old revolutionary Kuhn" (p.296).



However, despite being 'loosely associated' the components of the matrix
are still of course linked in their concern with the social dimension of
science. ‘Shapere is perhsps too harsh in his critique, for the later Kuhn
has still advocated "the need to study the community structure of
science", and especially in that, "scientific knowledge, like language, is
intrinsically the common property of a group or else nothing at all"
(1970, ;n210)lu. While the matrix, in being subject to separate
classifications, seems to detract from the image of the overarching

Weltanschauung, its constituent parts still highlight the role of

metaphysical properties in shaping programme agendas and puzzle solutions.

Therefore, in the present thesis we emphasise these metaphysical
properties, and especially those of metaphysical theory (or 'metatheory'),
in appreciating the shared scientific images at the root of paradigm
commitment!l, Thus, we hold as our starting point the implicit
sociological values held by a theory community rather than a search for
its concrete exemplars. The emphasis here is on paradigm hegemony rather
than isolating classic laws or the formal kinship ties of 'invisible'(?)
colleges. In the debates analysed below, and in the empirical research
later - to borrow Masterman's (1970) typology - we seek to understand the
'metaphysical' paradigm to then understand the 'sociological' and the
'‘artifact' - the 'ways of seeing' underlying the 'achievements' and the

"instrumentation'.

In Chapter 2, we will examine some of the differing images of the subject
matter held by social scientists today. However, before this, let us turn
to the second of our problems - incommensurability and relativism -

concepts acting as barriers to inter-paradigm journeys.
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1.3 Incommensurability and Relativism: Kuhn and Popper

Kuhn's original position in attacking the proposition of theory-
independent 'facts', seems to deny the possibility of objective chpipe
between paradigms. There can be no 'good reasons' for preference of a new
paradigm as such reasons will always be paradigm-dependent. For Kuhn,
"the competition between paradigms is not the sort of battle that can be
resolved by proofs" (1962, p.147). Therefore, in Kuhnian theory the two
traditional pillars of science - 'objectivity' and 'progress' - are
seemingly lost. Not only are we bereft of means of rationally evaluating
competing paradigms, we appear to be deprived of any way of comparing them
at all - we see alternative worlds through whichever paradigm we are
situated. This position, then, appears a relativist one, as it seems that
while scientific theories change, such change cannot signal 'progress'lz.
As Kuhn has said, "like the choice between competing political
institutions, that between competing paradigms proves to be a choice

between incompatible modes of community life" (1970, p.94).

These problems of relativism, which stem from the incommensurability
thesis, are central to the I.C.P.S. (1965) contributions collected by
Lakatos and Musgrave (see Popper, Watkins, Lakatos, Toulmin, Pierce-
Williams, Feyerabend; all 1970), or the literature forming what has come

to be popularly known as the 'Kuhn-Popper debate' (Pierce-Williams, 1970).

Communication Problems in Kuhn and Popper

The origin of the Kuhn-Popper debate stems from Popper's attack on Kuhn's
use of irrationalist symbols in outlining science history, and especially
regarding the latter's descriptions of dogmatic activity. Here while

Popper's (1968) well known suggestion (in 'Logic of Scientific Discovery')

is that there is a 'mnecessary' place for dogma - in that we must not
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reject theories too easily or their power will never be realised - the
essence of the Kuhn-Popper debate is that Popper, later (Popper, 1970),
argues that this is a totally different conception of the role of dogma
from that in S.S.R. In Kuhn the scientific endeavour is seen as
characterised by the proliferation of a ruling dogma which exercises
hegemonic control for lengthy periods. Thus, in periods of so-called
'normal' science the (Popperian) tenets of real debate are inaccessible.
Here Popper argues that Kuhn's image of 'puzzle' discussions within a
common framework, while appealing, does not match up with fundamental,
rational principles, and thus, conversely that "the relativistic thesis
that the framework cannot be critically discussed is a thesis which can be
critically discussed" (Popper 1970, p.56, emphasis in original). Kuhn's
restrictiveness is seen as fundamentally misplaced as alternative
frameworks are not inonceivable. In Popper's famous statement, "I do
admit that at any moment we are prisoners caught in the framework of our
theories; our expectations; our past experiences; our language. But we
are prisoners in a Pickwickian sense; if we try we can break out of our
framework at any time. Admittedly, we shall find ourselves again in a
framework, but it will be a better and roomier one; and we can at any
moment break out of it again" (1970, p.86). Therefore, a comparison of
frameworks, and thus critical discussion, always remains possible. What
in Kuhn is regarded as an impossibility should better be regarded as a

difficultyl?.

As its most basic here lies a variant of the theory neutrality/dependence
of observation language debate, i.e., the argument that if successive

theories are to be compared, we must ask whether a language is available
into which the empirical consequences of both can be translated: an ideal

\
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primitive vocabulary of pure sense-datum terms? (See Keat and Urry, 1976;

Chalmers, ‘1978 for introductionsl4.)

However, the problems of theory=-
neutrality/dependence are well known to, and well documented by, both Kuhn
and Popper. Indeed, for the Kuhn-Popper debate it is not simply a debate

as to the possible recourse to pure translation, but instead to the

degrees of translatability -~ ultimately degrees of understanding.

The major watershedding in this debéte is in the realisation that the Kuhn
of Reflections seems no longer heppy with the incommensurability thesis
(as similarly he is not keen to be termed an out and out relativist) and
indeed begins to talk of the possibility of communication. This is most
blatant when, on seeking to distance himself from Feyerabend (1970), he
insists, "where he (Feyerabend) palks of incommensurability tout court, I

have regularly spoken also of partial communication" (1970b, p.232)l5.

From Kuhn's remarks it seems that he finds it increasingly difficult to
hold onto the incommensurability thesis especially when he chooses tu talk
of communication - no matter how partiallG. Whereas Popper has vigorously
argued (see especially 1970) that even the most incongruous languages have
been made translatable, Kuhn (as with his handling of paradigm) has become
increasingly ambivalous. Kuhn finally arrives at the position where he
suggests that it is not simply a question of our learning a 'foreign'
language (which we can presumably achieve), but that ultimately there are
differences in meaning which are inevitably inaccessible. The last line
of defence reads that even the most bi-lingual of individuals can only
translate up to a certain point before he or she is forced to compromise
between incompatible objectives. As Kuhn notes, "Translation ... always
involves compromises which alter communication" (1970b, p.268). The final

point of retreat is reached when he maintains", what the existence of

13



translation suggests is that recourse is available to scientists who hold
incommensurable theories. That recourse need not, however, be to a full
statement in a neutral language of even the theories consequences. The
problem of theory comparison remains (1970b, p.268). Therefore, wé now
witness a position that is in fact poles asunder from the exclusivist
incommensurable 'instant-paradigm' thesis, originally outlined in S.S.R.
(1962), albeit that this displaced analysis represents one which many

neo-Kuhnians have invoked wholesale even after Kuhn's concessions.

In concert with his reflections on incommensurability, Kuhn's defence
against relativism also witnesses a retreat from his original (S.S.R.)
thesis. However, this retreat in some respects offers tentative
analytical openings for achieving a rationale for multiple paradigm

research.

In his defence against relativism Kuhn now seems to argue that there is an
objective sense in which a new paradigm can be seen as better than the one
it replaces. This is through arguments regarding the original conception
of puzzle-solving ability (or what now appears more to resemble 'problem-
solving' ability). The crucial factor here is the role Kuhn finds for
nature. While Kuhn originally documented how, for example, Einstein's
paradigm replaced Newtons because it was able to solve any problem equally
as well or better, he also maintained that this paradigm change did not
signal a closer approximation to reality - i.e., to truth. This led to
cries of relativism as the whole question of progress was brought into
question. In Reflections, however, Kuhn attempts to remedy this situation
by suggesting that, for the linear paradigm changes witnessed in the
natural sciences, scientific problems are not exclusively determined by

paradigm forces, but that nature exerts a seemingly paradigm-independent
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factual world, bringing forth (progressive?) problems for solution. Kuhn
thus argues that, "no part of my argument ... implies that scientists may
choose any theory they like so long as they agree in their choice pnd
thereafter enforce it. Most of the puzzles of normal science are directly
presented by nature, and all involve nature indirectly. Though different
solutions have been received as valid at different times, nature cannot be
forced into an arbitary set of conceptual boxes" (1970b, p.263).

Although it seems that nature can supply the odd good reason or so, and at
first sight that we may have been wrong about Kuhn all along, in the final
analysis Kuhn is, of course, more guarded, with the position actually
suggesting that, "later scientific theories are better than earlier ones
for solving puzzles in the often quite different environments to which

they are applied" (1970, p.206).

However, despite being rather tenuous, this position is also very much at
odds with the essence of S.S.R. (1962) where he took linear incrementalist
explanations to task. Indeed, these later reversals signal, as Shapere
has noted, "for better or for worse, a long step toward a more
conventional position in the philosophy of science" (1971, p.708).
Shapere (1964, 1971) has in fact located several inconsistencies with
Kuhn's restatements; but ironically, these in many ways pointing to, "a
viewpoint as relativistic, as antirationalistic as possible"17. Kuhn is
caught in this quandary of seeking to mend his ways while still hoping to
hold on to many of his old postulates. While Kuhn seeks to claim that his
view does not imply, "either that there are no good reasons for being
persuaded [in favour of a new paradigm] or that those reasons are not
ultimately divisive for the group" (1970, p.199), he nevertheless

maintains, "what it should suggest, however, is that such reasons function
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as values and that they can thus be differentially applied, individually
and collectively, by men who concur in honoring them" (1970, p.199,
emphasis added). This is a puzzling position to argue on the one hand
that there are no constraints on what one can purport in the name of
values, and on the other that there still remain good reasons (in such
circumstances) for paradigm selection. It is a similar paradox to that
(necessarily) generated in defence of the charge that his (1962)
incommensurability thesis implies the impossibility of communication.
Here again one is left unclear about the actual degree to which paradigms
are involved in specifying meanings and judgements of nature, such
ambiguity finally making it difficult to ascertain to what extent meanings
produced in one paradigm can be related'in the (foreign) vocabulary of

another.

As we have noted Kuhn's later articles herald a notable volte face over
the question of incommensurability. Here, instead of arguing for complete
paradigm-determination of meanings, he later advocates, not only the
seemingly progressive influence of nature, but more concretely, certain
overlaps of paradigm meaning (i.e. 'shared everyday vocabularies', 1970,
p.202) which serve to isolate 'areas of difficulty in scientific
communication' (p.202), and subsequently assist in discovering "what the
other would see and say when presented with a stimulus to which his own
verbal response would be different" (p.202). Indeed, this process
eventually leads to a position whereby competing scientists, "may in time
become very good predictors of each other's behaviour. Each will have
learned to translate the other's theory and it's consequences into his own
language and simultaneously to describe in his language the world to which

. that theory applies" (p.202).
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For our present purposes, however, this fails to demonstrate adequately
how we may retain the essence of incommensurability while at the same time
allowing for some inter-paradigm understanding and movement. Indeed,
while in his later works Kuhn erects defences which seek to accommodate
'partial communication', there is unacceptable equivocality in the
process, here moving back and forth in emphasis from 'persuasion' to
'conversion', from 'translation' to 'isolation'. In fact, Kuhn's later
assertions, although attempting to retain the power of theory-dependence,
are in danger of running towards a more traditional position by accepting
an almost straightforward translation method as the basis for eventual

discourse.

It could be argued then, that the power of the paradigm concept, in the
socioloyical sense, can only be retained by a more sophisticated
alternative; one which could retain the rich quality of paradigm specific
language but overcome hermetic tendencies through allowing a dissected
world to be explored, i.e. retaining 'relativity without relativism'
(Giddens, 1976). Such a position may act as an heuristic for the
theoretical exploration of disciplines holding multiple paradigm
formations. As many commentators, including Kuhn (see below), hold the
social sciences to be 'poly-paredigmatic' (Lemmers, 1974), the securing of
such a position would serve as a theoretical justification for the, albeit

separate, task of empirical exploration.

1.4 VWittgenstein

In seeking such a position we turn to the 'later' Wittgenstein and
especially the concept of 'language-games'. This concept is in many ways
equational with 'metephysical parndigm'lﬂ. The 'later' Wittgenstein is

commonly regarded as one of the seminal influences not only for the so-
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called 'conventionalist' philosophy of, for example, Kuhn, Hanson and
Feyerabend, but also for the interpretive sociology (especially linguistic
ethnomethodology) of Garfinkel, Blum and McHugh, and Sacks and Schegloff.
His work is also seen as having considerable convergence with social
philosophers influenced by hermeneutics, such as Gadamer, Apel and
Ricoeur. Indeed, as Giddens (1976) notes, it is remarkable how 'language
games' has important parallels with conceptions developed iﬁ schools with
little or no direct connection to the 'Philosophical Investigations'
(1953): e.g. Schutz's 'multiple realities', Casterada's 'alternative
realities', Whorf's 'language structures', or Althusser's 'problematics'.
However, Kuhn's concept of paradigm, in being developed with the concept

of 'game' in mind (see 5.5.R., 1970, p.44-5), is perhaps less indirect.

While the above have very basic differences, especially in terms of the
problems they address, nevertheless, all manifest a movement away from the
abstracted empiricism and positivist emphases of logical atomism and
Vienna Circle philosophies, and towards a position emphasising discrete
and bounded meaning structures. They all, similarly, come face to face
with the vicious circle of relativism. The central problem remains of,
"how the rules governing one form of life are to be connected to, or
expressed in terms of, those governing other forms of life", while still
seeking "to sustain a principle of relativity while rejecting relativism"
(Giddens, 1976, pp.l7 and 18). We have seen how Kuhn's sttempts to
diffuse relativism have proven disappointing. Nonetheless, in seeking to
posit nature as the foundation for good reasons Kuhn was approaching a
dialectic of promise. The elucidation of such a dialectic is what the
later Wittgenstein sought in order to solve the threats of relativism

facing the rule structures of language games, with several writers
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following Wittgenstein in his endeavour. While Winch's (1958, 1964) work
has remained signal other writers have expressed similar views such as
Anscombe, 1963; Kenny, 1963; and Melden, 1961. However, of more
importance for us is the fact that some recent writers have linkea Kuﬁrﬂs

work to the debate (e.g., Disco, 1976; Giddens, 1976; Phillips, 1977).

Winch's (1964) article on Zande culture employed Wittgenstein's analysis
of games to argue (contrary to Evans-Pritchard) that central forces in
Zande culture, such as witchcraft and magic, in being so intrinsic to
culture have to be understood through a logic quite different from beliefs
in our own culture. Therefore, such 'strange' forces can only be deemed
'irrational' or 'mistaken' within the context of our own culturé, as to
attempt to comprehend such practices using Western logic is to make a
mistake similar to attempting to understand the rules of one game using
assumptions based on the rules of another. To overcome the obvious
relativistic implications Winch sought to employ what he termed certain
'limiting notions' such as birth, death, sexuality etc. which are simply
pre-supposed by human life, in being "inescapably involved in the life of
all known human societies in a way which gives us a clue where to look, if
we are pﬁizled about the point of an alien system of institutions"

(p.322).

Although critiques of Winch are well established (e.g., Giddens, 1976;
Louch 1963; Wilson, 1970) the importance here is Winch's advocacy of
constraints beyond justification. While critics have claimed this to be a
rather makeshift defence, the conception of such a bedrock ('biological
universals'), like Kuhn's proposals regarding the non-arbitariness of

nature, are nevertheless illustrative of an argument worth developing,
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i.e., Wittgenstein's positing of a language game that is similarly beyond

justification - the language game of everyday lifel?,

Giddens (1976) however feels that a position seeking recall to such a
bedrock is untenable. He suggests that the ideas relating to the bedrock
could themselves be seen to be "imprisoned within the same language-game"
(p.50). This may, however, risk the very slide into the relativist's
corner that Giddens would wish to avoid. While Giddens condemns
approaches such as Winch's because they leave the origin of conventions
'shrouded in mystery' and 'necessarily inexplicable', he also chastises
because of the absence of human agency, i.e., "they do not appear as
'negotiated', as themselves the product of human action" (p.51). Perhaps
this is the whole point. For the later Wittgenstein such origins are like
life itself, just there (here). These are forces prior to 'negotiation',
and prior to conventionj but, in being nature, are inextricable - the

given.

For Giddens the problems of relativism and incommensurability are faced
both by Kuhn's paradigms and Wittgenstein's discrete language-games, and
should be resolved by recourse to hermeneutics. He feels that a major
stumbling block to rescuing relativity (from relativism) lies in the
exaggeration of the internal unity of paradigms and language games
(especially, for the latter, in Winch's work), with as a result such
'frames of meaning' tending to be treated as closed systems. Of course,
we realise that such incommensurability, especially for Watkin's (1970)
reading of Kuhn, seems to suggest the impossibility of getting from one
enclosed universe, or one meaning-frame, to another. Giddens however
offers another avenue. He suggests that such problems arise because of

the very premise of the question thus posed - essentially an
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insurmountable one. For Giddens it is a matter of reformulating the
queétion. Therefore although "frames of meaning appear as discrete, thus:
( ) ( ) ( ) Inlieu of this, we must substitute, as a

starting point, that all paradigms (read 'language games' etc.)

are mediated by others. This is so both on the level of the successive

development of paradigms within science, and of the actor's learning to

'find his way about' within a paradigm" (p.l44 emphasis in original).

Giddens offers a solution by suggesting mediation through negation. As
day is meaningless without night, so "the process of learning a paradigm
or language game as the expression of a form of life is also a process of
learning what the paradigm is not: that is, to say, learning to mediate it
with other, rejected, alternatives , by contrast to which the claims of
the paradigm in question are classified", (p.l44) If we accept such a

reasoning then, "there is no logical difficulty presented by relativism on

the level of meaning, that is to say, that form of relativism, tending to

derive from an overemphasis upon the 'closed' character of frames of
meaning, in which the translation of meaning from one frame to another

appears as logically impossible" (p.144, emphasis in original)

Here Giddens separates relativism on the 'level of meaning' from
'judgemental' relvatism, which thus tends to play down the role of
meaning-frames as hard distinct 'realities' each of which is logically
equivalent, and therefore incomparable, to another. However, both forms
can lead espistemologically to vicious circularity, unless, for Giddens,

we seek to transcend judgemental relativism through hermeneutics. The

sine qua non is respect for the 'authenticity' of mediated forces of

meaning, that is, for generating authentic descriptions of forms of life
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to be made available to those who have not participated. Therefore in
order to generate adequate descriptions of the social conduct demonstrated
by meaning-frames, there must be "the immersion of the observer in a form
of life, whereby the hermeneutic mediation of language-games can be

accomplished" (p.149).

However, while mediation is advocated to help our escape from
incommensurability end relativism, we are still left unsure of how such
mediations shall be accomplished, i.e. how such accounts will be made
adequate to others outside of the paradigm. Giddens suggests that one of
the (two) primary tasks for sociological analysis is "the hermeneutic
explication and mediation of different forms of life within descriptive
metalanguages of social science" (p.162). Here, in the actual process of
finding ones way about such alien communities he suggests that the
practice of mediating the descriptions is having them "transformed into
categories of social-science discourse" (p.161). This is surely an
unfortunate phase as it seems to raise again the'spectre of thaory
neutrality, i.e. categories, somehow justified as social science. What
would be the justification for such categorisation? One might assume that
the strength of hermeneutic method was in experiential understanding, and
that if we were to truly move between differing meaning-frames that this
would never be directed towards some formal transformation into
categories. Therefore let us instead seek another hermereutic course and
return to the 'bedrock', 'shrouded in mystery', that both Kuhn and Winch
have seemed drawn towards; the bedrock central to the linguistic
philosophy of the later Wittengenstein - that of nature and its dialectic

with language.
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1.5 Language-Game of Everday Life

Kuhn's (1962) attack on traditional positions in the philosophy of science
stressed the failure of positivist propositions to recognize that what we
choose to regard as knowledge is essentially inseparable from the time and
culture within which such decisions are made. Kuhn arqued that such
positivist positions are erroneous in that they fail to grasp their own
relativity and dependence on cultural values. The point is not that a
particular position such as positivism is sociological, but that each
gains its separate existence through learning of its own language, or, put
simply, the means by which it beholds the 'world', as we call it. As in
Stuart Hampshire's (1956) famous phase, "we cannot step outside the
language which we use, and judge it from some ulterior and superior
vantage point" (p.192); so for Kuhn, "the proponents of different theories
are like members of different language-culture communities" (Postscript,

p.205).

For Kuhn then, as for the later Wittgenstein, there is a considerable
recognition of ways that language can cut up the world, and thus of the
Wittgensteinian notion that the meaning of words is dependent upon the
given 'form of life'. In Kuhnian theory the scientific community is
largely bound by the presuppositions it holds, such premises, in turn,
providing the rules discerning the perceptual limits of problems and
solutions etc. Language, therefore, erects the boundary encircling what
scientists think and therefore do. Although such a position may seem
deterministic, Wittgenstein's position is essentially less so; indeed it
approaches a middle ground, between the extremes of relativism and
absolutism, which may alleviale some of the difficulties arising from a

full blown acceptance of the incommensurability thesis.
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As Kenny (1973) notes, a fundamental tenet of Wittgenstein's later work is
the very impossibility of separating language from the human milieu of its
location. Indeed, as we noted above, Wittgenstein's later work is{ for
many, levelled against his Tractatus thesis that words in an utterance are
in some way mutually related with the objects for which they stand. In
the 'later' works language is a social activity expressive of human needs,

a means of communication within the world and not merely a reflection of

the order of the world. Thus, as Wittgenstein suggests, "the term
'language game' is meant to bring into prominence the fact that the
speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of life" (1953,

p.23).

The concepts of 'language game' and 'form of life' are, however, like
paradigm, rather elusive. In the 'Blue and Brown' books, Wittgenstein
states, "I shall in the future again and again draw your attention to what
I call language games. These are ways of using signs simpler than those
in which we use the signs of our highly complicated everyday language.
Language games are forms of language with which a child begins to make use
of words. The study of language games is the study of primitive forms of
language or primitive languages" (1958, p.17). Word language then is an
activity and not, merely a static and abstracted sign structure. As Disco
(1976) succinctly puts it: "when language is spoken there is a speaker
and, usually, a listener ... here we have a language game, language in
use, the production of meaning". As such, any other conception of
language, "must accede to the charge that it has de—ﬁontextualised the
symbol system. It has removed from the semiotic structure the behaviour
in which it is, ab_origine, embedded" (Disco, 1976, p.270, emphasis in

original).
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The middle ground we mentioned is forged through Wittgenstein's thesis
that language is both a product of human activity, but also a producer of
meaning; and thus of new forms of human action (Phillips, 1977). Here we
witness an essential dialectic between language as a producer of new
meanings, and as itself dependent on conditional 'facts of nature'. Thus,
Wittgenstein does not wish to propose that facts of nature wholly
prescribe language, nor, on the other hand, advocate that 'facts of.
nature' are entirely the products of our language. Instead, as Phillips
(1977) notes, "while he (L.W.) gives many examples of imaginary peoples
with different forms of life different from our own, and therefore, with
such basically different conceptions of the way things are that they can
be said to live in a 'different world'; this is not the case in the world
in which we live. Of course, there are different language-games among us,
but there are certain facts of nature which have a priority to all
language games. In other words, nature has something to say, although it

does not determine what we can say" (p.84, emphasis in original).

The relationship of form of life to facts of nature is basically as
follows. Our form of life is essentially the set of behaviours, based on
organic properties, through which the organism expresses its being alive.
For humans through millions of years of evolution such a form of life has
come to include linguistic communication, abstraction and complex social
inter-relationships. In the work of the later Wittgenstein, human
existence unlike other forms of animal existence, is then, "neither pure
spirit, language having flown ;ree of its behavioural fetters, nor pure
Nature, non-symbolic sequences of instrumental stimulus-response, but a

set of inseparable amalgams of sign and instrumental behaviour, language

games, based on the possibilities of our form of life" (Disco, p.270
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emphasis in original). Wittgenstein then.seeks to infer an infrastructure
of species-specific possibilities delimiting the conceptions that can
emerge, a form of life expressing both the grounds for language and the
limits of such possibilities. Nature itself, however, is not limited to
our form of life, for there remains another domain of elements with which
we interact and which, in so doing, delimit our language i.e., the
unanalysed ways in which 'the world is', or within which forms of life
move and become part of. Here, such a world is made sensible because the
language within which such thought is cast offers no grounds to question
it's material basis. Any such rejection of the basis of language would be

a recourse to a solipsist position.

By analogy this analysis can be linked to the questions of paradigm
incummensurabilitf and relativism. It is through £his dialectical
relationship between language and nature that Wittgenstein seeks to
undermine deterministic explanations whereby either one causes us to act.
By illuminating such a continuous tension Wittgenstein avoids adherence to
the relativism evideni in Kuhn's work and, we could argue, much of the

sociology of knowledge.

The central feature in this dialectical game relationship is
Wittgenstein's chief functioning distinction - in the field of language
game - between what he terms the 'everyday language game' and other
technical and special language games. The everyday language game is our
basic natural language. It is the first language we accommodate; our
first years of life being characterized by the quest for assimilating the
natural structures of the everyday language game. We learn to speak, to
ask questions, to discriminate between weking and dreaming. Thus, such an

elementary framework forms the bedrock for our later linguistic
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acquisition and for the later accommodation of special language games; it
is then the basis for language, and thus of what we can possibly think
(Disco, 1976).

As the everyday language game is the very basis of thought then if needs
no justification, it is beyond justification - justification is but a
special language game, although Wittgenstein gives caution in that, "what
we have rather to do is to accept the everyday language game; and to note
false accounts of the matter as false. The primitive language game which
children are taught needs no justification, attempts at justification need
to be rejected" (1953, p.200, emphasis in original). Thus, as Phillips
(1977) notes, "the everyday language-game constitutes the very rock Lottom
of our knowledge and experience. It would simply make no sense to ask
whether it is true (or false), for there is no transcedental criterion -
which, would have to stand beyond or outside language = by which such a
judgement could be made" (p.88). From this argument, therefore, we are
left with a position in which, "the everyday language game has ... an
epistemological and ontological primacy. It interpenetrates and shapes as
well as contextualising all other language games played in a society"

(Disco, p.277).

It is this interpenetration of the everyday language game into all other
language games that is important for us. Technical language games can be
seen as discrete and bounded but for differing ﬁﬁrpuses. While we have a
language-game of science, we also have other language-games cutting up
science; like physics, biology, psychology etc; with further
interpretations from language-games such as theorising, calculating,
testing etc. None of the latter language-games are discipline specific.

On the contrary they overlap with many other technical language-games in
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seeking to make sense of some bounded portion of everyday life, thereby
constructing a language game efficacious for such an endeavour (Phillips,

1977).

Although such special languages can develop there is always interpretation
with the bedrock, i.e. a necessary recourse to the language-game of
everyday life = which holds primacy. The language game of everyday life
is the foundation for all special language and as such we can only learn
language games of psychology or sociology (or functionalism,
phenomenology, humanism, structuralism) though the use of our ordinary
language which is beyond justification (albeit what we say within special
language game is not ). As we noted the everyday language game is not

based on 'grounds', it is like our life - just 'there' (here).

While metaphysical paradigms, especially the 'shared models' of the
disiplinary matrix, can be viewed as equational with community bound
language-games, we have also noted how other language games such as
calculating and testing, while themselves bounded, nevertheless overlap
with other technical language games in making sense of the world; notably,
here, the 'scientific' world. Such games, however, are always dependent
upon the language game of everyday-life for establishing the limits of
their possibilities. Thus, while the language of 'truth' may be ascribed
through intra-paradigm and intersubjective consensus, the language games
employed in such justification do not necessarily exist in such a -
relativist vacuum. Language is, after all, employed by humens while
partly dependent on certain 'facts of nature', and as such rest on
constraints which are prior to the 'conventions' of Kuhn, Hanson and

Feyerabend.
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Such an account can perhaps be removed from charges of pure relativism.
It may also suggest passages of reason by which to undermine
incommensurability through a similar recourse to the 'bedrock' of nature
and the everyday language game. Therefore, it may offer a more adequate

argument for retaining relativity while rejecting relativism.

1.6 Implications and Conclusions

The above analysis of the interpenetration and overlapping of technical
language-games helps confront Kuhn's emphasis on incommunsurability. We
have noted how technical language games have ultimate recourse to the
meta-language which underlies them - the everyday language game. This
everyday language-game establishes not only the possibilities of what we
can think, but, with regard to perception, similarly to what we can see.
Here the difference between 'seeing' and 'interpretation' is central. The
quotation from Wittgenstein which fronts the thesis denotes such a
difference. While many philosophies of science argue (with regard to the
theory-dependence of observation debate) that observation is merely seeing
plus an interpretation, this, in fact, implies that there exists a
'knowable' absolute. Thus, while a geometric shape may be interpreted as
this, then this, then something else, there is nevertheless a pure
knowable absolute object. What 'seeing' seems, for Wittgenstein, to
imply, is an experiential state from which we can never know the absolute
object of what we see. However, what we see is only what we have so far
learnt to see through the language-games in which we have been
developmentally trained. Although the limits of what we can see are set
according to the meta-language of our form of life, within such bounds

there may be an almost infinite set of possibilities - the natural limits.
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Such a liné of analysis underlies the solutions to paradigm communication
advocated by Phillips (1977) end also Maruyama (1974), who both reject the
grand isolation of Kuhn and Feyerabend, while similarly objecting to
arguments such as Popper's (1970) for 'break(ing) out of our frameworks at

any time'.

Such a reading of Wittgenstein argues that as our perceptual limitations
are in this way empirically established, so the rules and conventions of
our 'meta language in use' allow us to deal not only with the present
language-game, but also with to explain a new language-game into which we
may be trained. Here the emphasis is not on a sudden gestalt switch
occurring and allowing us to see the light, but rather, as Watkins (1970)
would support, of the perceptual arrangements being previously established
allowing for such a transfer of allegience. Phillips (1977) cites
Kohler's faces and goblet drawing to explain the impossibility of
appreciating the goblet if one only has knowledge of faces. As Phillips

notes, "unorganized experience cannot organize perception" (p.111).

It is, therefore, perhaps mistaken to talk of switches of 'allegience' as
such, and indeedrPhillips has argued for a concept of 'seeing as' - the
ability to reflect between seeing 'this' and seeing 'that' - as an
intermediate step, and foil, for the incommensurability thesis. The Kohler
drawing is often cited in support of theory-dependence of observation;
notably in Hanson's work (when his conventionalism is often catalogued
along with Kuhn and Feyerabend: see Keat and Urry, 1976). However, as
Phillips stresses, the Kohler drawing is not so much an argument for
incommensurability as such, but represents, instead, an excellent example
of how two language-games or paradigms can be straddled at once. The

learning of what faces or goblets are, allows not simply a transference
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from goblet to faces, but also vice versa. One can see faces, see the
goblet, or even see the Kohler drawing - all are experiential states; all

transferable and all capable of reflection.

For Kuhn (1962) a scientist working under one particular paradigm cannot
entertain another until the conversion experience that changes his whole
world view. Watkins (1970) Shapere (1971) and now Phillips (1977),
however, have questioned the logic of this 'instant-paradigm' thesis, in
that unorganized experience is incapable of organizing perception. If we
can be trained so as to comfortably straddle two language-games, then,
a_la Giddens, 1976, it should not be too difficult to apply the logic to
paradigms, especially as scientists sharing a paradigm are, as Kuhn (1962)
states, sharing 'language'. As the rules and conventions of 'meta-language
in use' serve to explain each special language-game, then in turn the
interpenetration of language-games such as theorising and testing can be
used as the basis for explaining and teaching other special languages.
Practitioners in differing paradigms not only share ordinary language, but
are subject to the overlap of intersecting technical languages. Although
this is far from complete, it is the basis for training into future
possibilities and realising 'seeing as'; that is the understanding of two
language-games or two paradigms. This is not, however, through any
theory-neutral observation language, but by recourse to the everyday
language game holding ontological and epistemological primacy - the

dialectic of nature and language.
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5.

Here the activity that characterises science is not the systematic
theory~testing of falsificationism, but rather the solving of
'puzzles' (not 'problems') which are the product of the newly
established scientific approach. This process represents, "research
firmly based upon one or more past scientific achievements ... that
some particular scientific community acknowledges ... as supplying

the foundation for its further practice" (1962, p.10).

The dynamic of normal science is that the paradigm-reality fit is
never seen as complete the discrepancy offering the puzzles for
solution. Paradigm commitment assures scientists that if they are
resourceful enough the solution will, eventually, be forthcoming. If
the pieces will not fit it is the solver who is discredited, The
normal scientist needs to be uncritical of the paradigm so as to be

able to concentrate on the detailed work of probing the paradigm.

See also Polanyi (1958) for a similar discussion of the tacit nature

of scientists' knowledge.

The problem arises from Kuhn's own insistence that the paradigm can

never be expressed (Shapere, 1971).

Such uses are not, however, all mutually exclusive. Masterman
categorises the twenty-one into three main groupings: first, what she

calls 'metaphysical paradigms' or 'meta paradigms', referring to a

'metaphysical notion or entity rather than a scientific one' = such
as accepted 'myths', 'new ways of seeing' and 'metaphysical

speculation'; second, 'sociological paradigms' including 'concrete

scientific achievements', 'universally recognised scientific

achievements' or a 'set of political institutions'; and thirdly,
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7.

8.

‘artifact paradigms' or 'construct paradigms' incorporating aspects

such as 'an actual textbook or classic work', 'an actual

instrumentation', 'an analogy', and a 'gestalt' amongst others.

More relevant to the present thesis is the shared commitment to
relatively heuristic models, e.g., "the electric circuit may be
regarded as a steady-state hydrodynamic system; the molecules of a
gas behave like tiny elastic billiard balls in random motion" (1970,

p.184).

Values are of central concern to questions of methodology and
prediction (e.g, 'qdqntitative predictions are preferable to
qualitative ones', 1970, p.184); to theory judgement (e.g, 'they
[theories] must ... permit puzzle formulation and solution ... [be]
compatible ... with other theories currently deployed', 1970, p.185);
and, to the nature of science itself (e.g., 'science should [or need

not] be socially useful', 1970, p.185).

In seeking some continuity, Kuhn demonstrated (in Postscript) the
linkage between the paradigm concept in S.S5.R. and the new
explanation via elements in the disciplinary matrix. Kuhn noted that
in S5.5.R. (1962), "on the one hand, it stands for the entire
constellation of beliefs, values techniques and so on shared by the
members of a given community. On the other, it denotes one sort of
element in that constellation, the concrete puzzle-solutions which,
employed as models or examples, can replace explicit rules as a basis
for the remaining puzzles of normal science. The first sense of the
term ... (is the) ... sociological ... (the second) is devoted to

paradigms as exemplary past achievements" (1970, p.175).
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

This position is reflected in that analysts commonly rely on an
accepted sociological understanding of the concept's implications,
rather than seek to explicate what is in fact an essence. For
example Giddens (1976, p.l42 ff) accepts that the concept, while
powerful, is nevertheless elusive, and interchanges it with five
other concepts equational with his own 'frames of reference'. A
recent book entirely devoted to Kuhn only considers the question as a
side issue: Barnes (1981) notes how 'difficulties remain' in that
the concept is not 'clear and consistent', with his work addressing
'paradigm' only in a short 'authors note' (see Barnes, 1981, p.xiv).
Also a recent article by Harvey (1981) which "examines how
sociologists have used the term 'paradigm' in a loose and
inconsistent manner" (p.85), itself fails to define the concept,

offering only an overview of Kuhnian theory.

Although this remains an important task, rather narrow empirical
investigations have been undertaken in its wake, e.g., seeking to
obtain overall community images of a disparate discipline by

analysing the contents of one journal (i.e., Wells and Picou, 1981).

For paradigms, however, we may even be able to speculate upon some of
the main transformational rules used, in that we can infer the
working metatheoretical assumptions (or in the social sciences the

essential images of the subject) being held.

Albeit that to the paradigm community such progress is taken for

granted as to deny it would be to negate the community's purpose.

Kuhn's reply here appears to contain one of his strongest

observations. He points out the paradox by which some philosophers
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14.

15.

(i.e., especially Popper, 1970) seem to argue that while neither of
an historical pair is true, that nevertheless, there is a sense in

which the latter holds a closer epproximation to the truth. For

Kuhn, the question remains, of how phrases like 'more like' the truth
(Popper, 1970) can be applied in an ontological sense as, "comparison
of historical theories gives no sense that their ontologies are
approaching a limit: in some fundamental ways Einstein's general
relativity resembles Aristotle's more than Newtons" (1970b, p.265).
However, this argument is, in spirit at least, inconsistent with
other statements in his later works, where he suggests that, although
not approaching a limit, subsequent theories esre still capable of

accounting for greater empirical content.

Although such debates have largely been abandoned during the 1970's,
in the Lakatos and Musgrave readings Kuhn (1970a, 1970b) accuses
Popper of still assuming that theories can be compared by recourse to
a language; "consisting entirely of words which are attached in
nature in ways that are unproblematic and to that extent necessary,

independent of theory" (1970b, p.266).

Although this retreat is conspicuous it is not altogether surprising,
especially in light of Watkins (1970) trenchant attack on the logic
of the incommensurability thesis, in which he questioned the very
possibility of such a new and exclusive paradigm emerging at the end
of a period of normal science. In analysing Kuhn's main theses of
paradigm change ('paradigm-monopoly'; 'no-interregnum’;
'incompatability'; 'gestalt-switch') he illustrated how the 'instant
paradigm' argument fails by way of a critique characterised by his

simple suggestion that, "since it takes time - a matter of years
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16.

17.

18.

19.

rathéf than hours to develop a potential new paradigm to the point
where it may challenge an entrenched paradigm, heretical thinking
must have been going on for a lonQ time before paradigm-change can
occur. This means that it is not true that a reigning paradigm
exercises such a monopolizing sway over scientist's minds that they
are unable to consider it critically, or to try with alternatives to
it. It means that the scientific community is not, after all, a
closed society whose chief characteristic is 'the abadonment of

discourse'" (1970, p.37).
Note the use of 'also' in the last question.

Shapere (1971) shows Kuhn's inconsistency regarding the question of
'stimuli' and their relation to meanings and knowledge. One is left
unclear whether stimuli are neutral and paradigm-independent or in
fact paradigm-relevant, for in Postscript Kuhn both reads: "people do
not see stimuli; our knowledge of them is highly theoretical and
abstract" (p.192), while later; in trying to face the problem of
incommensurability, that, "the stimuli that impinge upon [the

adherents of the different paradigms] are the same" (p.201).

The concept of language-game is central to Wittgenstein's 'later'
works, and especially 'Philosophical Investigations' (1953), with

useful introductions being provided by Kenny (1973) and Pears (1975).

In Wittgenstein's famous phrase, "What has to be accepted, the given,

is so one could say - forms of life".
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CHAPTER TWO

THE STATUS AND COMPOSITION OF SOCIAL SCIENCE PARADIGMS




2.1 Introduction

"The 1970's is a decade in which sociology is characterized by attempts to
define its paradigmatic status."
Ritzer, 1978, p.l

Let us now turn to questions of the status and composition of 'paradigms'

in social science, and especially sociology and organisational behaviour.

Kuhn's thesis has been used widely in the social sciences as a method for
assessing the developmental status of constituent disciplines. Nowhere
has such interest been as excited as in the 'sociology of sociology' where
numerous writers have attempted to plot paradigm schemes. Nevertheless,
although Kuhn's work has been so widely embraced, the degree of
sophistication with which his central tenets have been handled has proven
problematic. Often writers have engaged in discussion of paradigmatic
structure, whilst meking only passing reference to Kuhn's central concept.
As such, the paradigm concept has often tended to deteriorate into a mere
catch-all, used indiscriminately to refer to a discipline, theory, school,
or perspective. Indeed, writers such as Van Strien (1978), who discusses
a 'practical paradigm' but does not wish to "bore the audience with
abstract observations about the philosophy of epplied science" (p.291), or
Parkes et al. (1976) who talk of an 'individual's paradigm', offer easy
targets for critics such as Mintzberg (1978), Eckburg and Hill (1979), and
Harvey (1982). Although many analysts have attempted to apply Kuhnian
theory diligently, (cf Friedrichs, 1970; Ritzer, 1975) considerable
ambiguity has still occurred, with articles such as Lammers (1974)
reflecting uncertainty over even the basic question of whether sociology

is 'mono or poly-paradigmatic'.
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This uncertainty is, however, not altogether surprising, for Kuhn's own
proposals on the developmental status of the social sciences are
ambiguous. Bryant (1975) in particular has noted Kuhn's vacillation and
identified three main positions. Here, although Kuhn has consistently
advocated that the social sciences (and especially sociology) are
immature, he offers differing reasons at different times. Firstly, in
S.S.R., 1962, he feels that sociology is 'pre-paradigmatic' and therefore
'immature'; secondly, in Postscript, 1970, that sociology is 'multi-
paradigmatic', but also immature because its paradigms lack exemplars;
while thirdly, in Reflections, 1972, that sociology is multiparadigmatic
with each paradigm holding its own exemplars, but immature because no one

paradigm is shared by all the discipline's members.

Such inconsistency has, in turn, spread to the works of those wishing to
apply the thesis and again three main positions are identifiable.

Firstly, that sociology is pre-paradigmatic and at best holds only
'partial’ .paradigms (e.g. Wells and Picou, 1981; Denisoff et.al., 1974;
Effrat, 1973); secondly, that sociology is presently and has always been
multi-paradigmatic (e.g. Ritzer, 1975; Bottomore, 1975), while thirdly,
that although sociology is presently multiparadigmatic, it has in the past
witnessed full paradigmatic development (e.g. Friedrichs, 1970; also

consider Gouldner, 1970; and Atkinson, 1972).

Let us, therefore, try to meke some sense of this confusion by, firstly,
examining details of the various proposals on offer; secondly, by noting
similarities and differences between the various paradigm schemes; and
then finally, by reflecting upon the linkages - strong or otherwise -
between themes within this literature and the proposals of Burrell and

Morgan (1979) used in our empirical work.
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2.2 Social Science Paradigms

"There are almost as many views of the paradigmatic status of sociology as
there are sociologists attempting such analyses".

Eckburg and Hill, 1979, p.925
Friedrichs (1970) represents the first major attempt to define paradigms
in social science. Here, he adopts a position supported by other
commentators (cf. Kuklick, 1972; Bottomore, 1975; Gouldner, 1970;
Eisenstadt, 1974) in noting the post-W.W.2 dominance of structural-
functionalism together with it's relative decline from the mid-1960's;
American sociology of the late 1960's being seen as in 'crisis' following
a period of post-war 'normal' science. Indeed Friedrichs holds this
1950's/early 1960's functionalist dominance to be a. full Kuhnian mono-
paradigm development, its exemplar being Parsons 'social systems' theory;
the position being similar to that argued by Gouldner (1970) although

without, in the latter, recourse to such an explicit Kuhnian thesis.

Friedrichs' work is similar to Gouldners (and also Bottomore, 1975) in
noting how the political activism of the 1960's illustrated severe weak-
nesses in the consensus/equilibrium systems approach. This heralded an
upsurge of interest (particularly in the U.S.A.) in 'radical' approaches,
and especially in the earlier 'humanistic' works of Marx, this activity
exposing the failure of the system paradigm to account for social change
ang conflict. As such, the failure of the system paradigm to respond to
such critiques hastened the development of a Kuhnian 'anomoly', with
conflict theory emerging as the main paradigm contender. Thus, Friedrichs
suggests that by the early/mid 1960's the conflict paradigm was as
important as the system paradigm, with thereafter the discipline being

involved in a revolutionary struggle between these theory communities.
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In documenting this struggle Friedrichs invokes two paradigm levels -
first order paradigms (i.e. the images social scientists hold of
themselves as academics/scientists) and second order paradigms (i.e. the
image of the subject matter held by social scientists). From this
Friedrichs elaborates two forms of first order paradigms to which
sociologists subscribe -~ the priestly and the prophetic. The 'sociologist
as priest' is committed to value-free analysis of social phenomena,
whereas the 'prophet' views his or herself as a social critic and agent of
social change. For the former the objective is the scientific development
of the discipline, while for the latter the resolution of social problems.
Both paradigms, Freidrichs argues, have dominated the disclipline, with
sociology's second order shifts dependiné upon which self image is in
preponderance. Friedrichs suggests that while the prophetic mode was
dominant prior to W.W.2, it still remained pre-paradigmatic at the second
order level. However, after W.W.2 the priestly paradigm began tu-emerge,
with thereafter sociology being seen as achieving paradigmétic status on

the second order level with the 'system paradigm'.

Thus, the brief paradigm history of sociology is depicfed as: 1) pre
W.W.I1 = pre-paradigmatic; 2) c.1946 - 1963 = dominance of system paradigm
i.e. sociology's first dominant paradigm; 3) 1964 - 1970 = first period of
revolutionary science - with the conflict paradigm being the strongest

paradigm candidate.

As noted, Goulder's (1970) 'Coming Crisis in Western Sociology' similarly
documents the post W.W.II dominance of structural-functionalism and it's
subsequent decline. As a result of this regress a plethora of new
American theories are seen to emerge, the most notable being, Goffman's

dramaturgy, Garfinkel's ethnomethodology, and Homan's and Blau's exchange
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theory; with Marxism remaining strong in Europe. Atkinson (1972) also
specifies 'alternatives' to the 'orthodox consensus' of which Parsons work
is the dominant post-war element. Here Atkinson rejects the 'determinism'
evident in Parsons, Weber and the mature Marx in which man is seen as
"socialized ... as infinitely manipugble, as being and as playing a role"
(p.141). Although Atkinson differs from Gouldner in suggesting that the
sociology of the late 1960's/ early 1970's is not so much polarized as
convergent, his 'alternatives' are found in much the same literature.
Atkinson stresses the need for a more adequate theory of the subject
(actor), offering as gquidelines the work of, "Gouldner, Garfinkel,
Douglas, Laing, Gross, Goffman, Matza and others" (p.287). However, this
'micro' approach (emphasising subjectivity and situational analysis)
should, he suggests, be complemented with an alternative 'macro' approach,
Atkinson offering concepts such as 'action classes' and 'social
kaleidoscopes' instead of social structure. In sum, Atkinson suggests
that his 'radical alternative' will develop from a dynamic form of

humanistic symbolic interactionism.

The importance of Parsonianism is, therefore, well documentéd, although
the question of whether it ever held full paradigm status remains moot.
Similarly, while the timing of its decline at around 1963 is well
attested, the list of paradigm candidates is less unanimous. Thus, while
both Friedrichs (1970) and Lehmann and Young (1974) suggest that in
Parsonian functionalism post-war sociology witnessed a full Kuhnian
paradigm, other commentators have remained with Kuhn's S.S.R. (1962)
proposals in advocating sociology as pre-paradigmatic; thereby offering a
welter of paradigm contenders in explanation (cf. Denisoff et al., 1974;

Effrat, 1972).
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Here, Denisoff et al. argue that while sociology has not yet held a
paradigm, nevertheless, there are 'paradigmatic assumptions' that underlie
the sociological enterprise. Through advocating a broad paradigm
definition - in terms of a belief matrix - they offer five paradigm
candidates, with apart from functionalism and conflict theory, there being
challenges from micro-sociology, nominalism/voluntarism and social

evolutionism.

Effrat (1973) also suggests that sociology is pre-paradigmatic, here
presentﬁg a rather complex argument especially in that he interchanges
'theory', 'perspective' and 'paradigm' at will. Although offering an
initial discussion of Kuhnian theory, Effrat finally decides to employ a
'looser and more generous use of the criteria' suggesting that we 'go
beyond' Kuhn's thesis as it is 'still too rational, his revolutions still
too bloodless' (p.l1). Effrat develops a typology of paradiyms by the
intersection of two dimensions; firstly, the level of analysis ('micro-
macro level paradigms'), and, secondly, the 'substantive component
emphasized' (i.e. the substantive factors that the paradigm treats as the
principal independent variables or explanatory agents - 'materisal,
affective, interactional, and ideal/symbolic'). Effrat thus devises eight
paradigms for sociology - 1) Marxists (macro-material); 2) Exchange
Theorists, Utilitarians (macro-material); 3) Culture and Personality
School (macro-affective); 4) Freudians (micro-affective); 5) Durkheimians
or French Social Collectivists (macro-interactional; 6) Symbolic
Interactionists, Activities Theory (micro-interactional); 7) Weberians and
German Idealists, Parsonians, Cyberneticists (macro-idealist/symbolist);

8) Phenomenologists, Ethnomethodologists (micro-idealist/symbolist).
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Despite this list, Effrat maintains that there are other paradigms he has

not yet analysed.

More conservative is the scheme of Bottomore (1975), which like Friedrichs
offers an historical approach. He similarly cites the relative dominance
of functionalism in the post-W.W.2 period, and also its relative decline
from the mid-1960's; albeit suggesting that we should not exaggerate the
significance of such trends, as the history of sociology shows that it has
always been a 'multiple-paradigm science'. Indeed, Bottomore insists
that crises such as that of the early 1970's can be witnessed as far back
as the 19th century. Bottomore stresses that although functionalism was
the domin;nt creed of American sociology of the 1950's, its influence was
never matched either in Western or Eastern Europe. However, increased
international communication has left a situation whereby from the mid-
1960's a number of, "well articulated and established paradigms have

emerged or been reformulated" (p.192).

Like Friedrichs and Gouldner, Bottomore attributes the relative decline of
the functionalist paradigm to an overconcentration upon 'the static
aspects of society and upon social equilibrium', which served to posit an
'‘unreal degree of functional unity' and to display indifference to
'historical processes and historical explanations' (p.193). This, in
part, accounts for the revival of historical sociology, and especially the
works of the early humanistic Marx and an emphasis on 'consciousness'.
Notable in the revival has been the works of Lukacs, Gramsci and the
'Critical Theory' of the Frankfurt School. Bottomore notes that in its
assault upon positivism Critical Theory holds much affinity with the
modern philosophy of language and with phenomenology. Similarly, Critical

Theory in being attributed as an attempt to develop a 'radical sociology'
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has certain affinities with Marxian proponents of structuralism; although
structuralism can be accused of being essentially ‘'ahistorical'. The main
link here is the effect of structuralism on Marxist thought through the
work of Althusser, although for Bottomore (like Burrell and Morgan, 1979,
later) there is a clear opposition between 'historical' and |
'structuralist' accounts in Marxist thought. Bottomores fourth paradigm
refers to phenomenalogical sociology, here citing the Weberian method of
verstehen, and the importance of Schutz application of Husserl's ideas.

He concludes by outlining the emergence of ethnomethodology from
phenomenology. Bottomore's paradigms have perhaps the closest single
similarity with the Burrell and Morgan model employed later, with his four
paradigms - functionalist, phenomenological, historical and structuralist
- sharing much common ground with the four Burrell and Morgan paradigms -

functionalist, interpretive, radical humanist and radical structuralist.

While a major theme in works above is the relative post-war dominance of

functionalism, the thesis by Ritzer (1975) offers a different assessment.
Ritzer argues that sociology has never been dominated, either completely

or relatively, by any single theory community, but has rather, since the

1940's, been characterized by three competing community images = the

'social facts', 'social definition' and 'social behaviour' paradigms.

Ritzer outlines these paradigms by reference to four main paradigm
components: 1) fundamental image of the sﬁbject matter; 2) exemplars; 3)
theories; 4) methods?. Thus, for the social facts paradigm three theories
- structural-functionalism, conflict theory and systems analysis -
primarily utilise questionnaire and interview methodologies, view the

subject matter in terms of macroscopic social structure, and share an

exemplar in the work of Durkheim. For the social definitionist paradigm

Ay
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the theories of symbolic interactionism, action theory, and phenomenclogy
utilise observation methods (particularly participant observation), hold
an image of the subject matter in terms of micro-level intra- and inter-
subjective phenomena, and have an exemplar in Weber's work on social
action and verstehen. Finally, for the 'social behaviour' paradigm, the
theories of behaviourism and exchange theory employ field and laboratory
experiments, while holding an image of human behaviour in terms of
responses controlled by exterpal stimuli or reinforcement. The paradigm

exemplar is the work of the psychologist Skinner.

Although Ritzer feels that a dominant paradigm is unlikely to emerge in
the short term, he does, towards the end of his analysis, point to the
possibility of 'efforts at paradigm reconciliation' and discusses certain
'paradigm bridgers'. Ritzer argues that, "all of the great sociological
theorists were able to bridge paradigms. They were capable of moving ...
between the two or more paradigms discussed" (pp.212-13). Although
Durkheim, Weber and Marx are cited in this respect only Parsons is
accredited with reconciling all three paradigms. As a parting shot,
Ritzer mentions the possibility that the increasing popularity of the
works of the Frankfurt School, under the rubric of Critical Theory, may

herald the possibility of a new paradigm.

Ritzer's analysis is, however, in meny ways puzzling. Most striking is
the rather odd subsumption - under the social facts paradigm - of
consensus oriented structural functionalism with an approach often listed
as its 'alternative', i.e., conflict theory (see friedrichs above). Also,
the adoption of Skinnerian behaviourism, as an exemplar in sociological
theory is, at face value anyway, rather strange. Further, where Ritzer's

paradigms have been subject to empirical examination, such as by Snizek
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(1976) and Freidheim (1979), the results have not verified Ritzer's
differentiation. Far from Ritzer's paradigms being empirically distinct,
Freidheim notes, "Factists, behaviouralists and definitionists merge with
each other; individual theorists often bear more resemblance to theorists
from outside their group than to fellow perspective members" (p.64).
Similarly, for Ritzers two central paradigm components, Snizek reports,
"there appears to be little in the way of empirical support for each of
the intra paradigm linkages proposed ... with respect to the 'images of
the subject matter' and 'methods'' (p.219). Wells and Picou (198l) also
suggest that Ritzer inadequately addressed the problem of paradigm
'evolution', never extrapolating the relationship betweenl(his) paradigms
and normal science, and thus leaving the impression that they are all at
the same stage of development. Thus, the question of whether 'a multiple

paradigm field is paradigmatic' (p.74) is left open.

Organisational Behaviour

Despite such problems, Ritzer's framework has been used to define
paradigma“in organizational behaviour by Pondy and Boje (1981). Here
Pondy and Boje teke Ritzer's classification and fit in names from 0.B.,
although as a result there are some uneasy compromises. It is suggested
that although the social behaviouralist, and social factist paradigms have
dominated this area, that the third paradigm (social definitionist) could
provide 'fresh insight' and should be developed to 'parity with the two
reigning paradigms' (p.84). Such an assertion is naturally
methodologically based, for Pondy and Boje argue that what is required is
research based on 'multiple paradigms'. They suggest that if we reject a
'truth-value' function of theory, where only one theory can be most nearly

true, and accept the efficacy of multiple embedding paradigms; then under
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such multiple paradigm research; "the function of theory shifts from that
of truth proving to insight seeking" (p.B4). Therefore, when theories are
no longer seen to be struggling for the single prize of being most nearly
true, the acceptance of several incompatible theories no longer remains
problematic. What matters then is, "how much insight and understanding
can be extracted from the entire constellation of theories generated from

the several paradigms in use" (p.84).

In terms of composition, their social facts paradigm, finds work on
'structural differentiation, contingency theory, organizational role sets,
interorganizational relations, socio-technical systems, power structures
and organizational design'. Social factists include Perrow, Richard Hall,
Etzioni, post-exchange theory Blau, Pugh and the Aston School, Lawrence
and Lorsch, Woodward, Aiken and Hage and more recently Schonherr,

Pfeffer, and Aldrich. The social behaviour paradigm is supposed to
characterize industrial and organisational psychology more than sociology,
the major research areas being 'management or leadership style, job
design, group pressures, incentive schemes and organizational climate"
(p.86). Prominent figures here are Vroom, Lawler, Porter, Fiedler, Hulin
and Hackman. Finally, for the less developed social definition paradigm,
theorists and researchers are much thinner on the ground end only three
works are cited. They offer as an exemplar March and Simon's (1958)
'Organizations', also listing Weick's (1969, 1974) 'processes' of

organizing and Silverman's (1971) treatment of action theory.

Their proposals are, however, like Ritzer's, questionable. This is
especially so when it comes to 'populating' the paradigms with Pondy and
Boje admitting that they may have, "of fend(ed) people by omission or

improper classification" (p.86)2. The classifications are, in fact,
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problematic in respect to each of the four paradigm factors they cite. For
example in terms of 'method', one of the leading 'factists' conducted his
most notable research via methodology characteristic of the
'behaviouralist' paradigm: the 'sociological' Aston Studies employed
methods from the psychology of personality structure, with the factor
analytic epproach being employed due to Pugh's prior training as a
psychologist. Similarly many leading 'behaviouralists' have commonly
conducted research by the main tool of the 'factists', i.e. the
questionnaire. For the second component - 'theories' - proponents of
'contingenpy' approaches are cited in-both major paradigms (cf. Fiedler,
Lawrence and Lorsch, Woodward and others), while similarly systems theory
is abundent in the research literature of both paradigms (cf.
sociotechnical systems, interorganizational relations, management and
leadership style etc.). For the third component, 'exemplars', March and
Simon's 'Organizations' has commonly been held as a modified form of
behaviourism. While March and Simon do allow for an element of subjective
rationality arising from an individual's personal frame of reference,
human behaviour in general is seen to be shaped by stimuli in the
environment. Such stimuli provide the influences to which humans respond
in the somewhat mechanistic manner of 'administrative man'; adapted by
March anthimoh from the earlier work of Simon (1957). Finally, reéarding
'basic world views' of the scientific community, there seem as many
fundamental similarities as differences. Both factists and
behaviouralistslreflect an objectivist/positivist orientation to the study
of organisations. As such. both reflect the 'priestly' approach of value-
neutrality, instead of the conflict orientation of the prophets. Also,
while many commentators point to the rise from the mid-1960's of a

conflict paradigm, no such position is acknowledged by Pondy and Boje;
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even though Ritzer, somewhat speciously, subsumed conflict theory within

the factist paradigm3.

Pondy and Boje, however, are not alone in either positing multiple
paradigms for organisational behaviour, or advocating multiple paradigm
research (cf. Evered and Louis, 1981, Driggers, 1977)., Although they
suggest developing 'insight' via three paradigms, more typically
proponents have advocated 'alternatives' through variations on the

methodological 'qualitative versus quantitative' debate.

In organisational behaviour a typical example of this methodological
dictotomy approach is a paper by Evered and Louis (1981). They adopt
Kuhn's 'disciplinary matrix' in arguing for two research 'paradigms' - -
'inquiry from the outside' and ‘'inquiry from the inside' - the purpose
being to "increase the ... understanding and appreciation of
epistemological issues in organizational inquiry" (p.386). 'Inquiry from
the outside' is the 'orthodox' positivist approach.. As such, it calls for,
"detachment on the part of the researcher" who "gathers data according to
a priori analytical categories" in aiming to "uncover knowledge that can
be generalized to many situations" (p.385). The alternative paradigm,
'inquiry from the inside', involves "the experiential inveolvement of the
researcher, the absence of a priori analytical categories, and an intent
to understand a particﬁlar situation" (p.385). Systematic methods fur the

latter are 'ethnomethodology, anthropology and clinical methods'.

However, having erected their 'insider' alternative and illustrated it's
advantages, Evered and Louis finally downgrade the paradigm by implying
that it is less expedient than its positivistic counterpart. Insider

strategies are (presently) only considered optimal for the experiential
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exploration of early research projects, such inquiry being, "useful for
generating tentative categories ... (which) ... may subsequently be used
as the a ériori categories guiding the more deductive hypotheses-testing
from the outside" (p.390). Although three possibilities exist for
combining the paradigms only the above is deemed feasible, because:
firstly, developing a new science ("human action science") capable of
synthesizing the paradigms seems distant; and secondly, the aggregation of
paradigm results within a research report runs up against publication
problems, i.e., "the strong bias toward inquiry from the outside" (p.392).
Indeed, inquiry from the inside, "may appear to be so foggy that its
findings often have dubious precision, rigour or credibility", albeit
that, "these shortcomings can be overcome by inquiry from the outside"

(p.392).

Finally, we must note that while epistemological dichotomies such as the
latter have been widely proposed as bases for alternating paradigm
research (see Martin, 198l; Sanders, 1982), rarely have what one might
term the political/ideological frameworks in the Burrell and Morgan model
been so invoked; alternative paradigms such as the 'priestly-prophetic!
(Friedrichs, 1970) or 'consensus-conflict' (Lehmann and Young, 1974)
having been largely overlooked as bases for research programmes. - Where
papers have displayed these images of the subject matter, this has

generally been through interpretations of some existing practice, and not

in terms of alternative empirical investigations. Two examples here are
Braendgaards (1978) 'Two differing interpretations of recent efforts in
work humanization', and Nords (1974) analysis of the 'Modern Human

Resources Paradigm', both erecting a priestly/consensus (managerialist)
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interpretation and then displaying the superiority of a prophetic/conflict

(Marxian) orientation.

2.3 Paradigm Themes

In the above, we note how most analysts of paradigm status advocaée the
social sciences to currently possess a multiplicity of 'paradigms' (or
'sub-paradigms' or 'partial' paradigms). Typically such analyses have
described paradigm developments in terms of major theory positions,
assuming them to reflect competitive and antagonistic research
communities. While our review notes how these schemes are in many ﬁays
disparate, there nevertheless, emerge some themes which are not only
visible in the Burrell and Morgan model but, moreover, unite many of the
analyses on offer. This is most notable with regard to chronologies of

theoretical developments.

Firstly, there is the relative dominance of (especially American) sociology
by Parsonian functionalism until the early/mid 1960's, this representing
the closest approximation to a full Kuhnian paradigm (Bottomore,
Friedrichs, Gouldner, Kuklick). Although from the mid-1960's there are
seen to emerge a number of influential counter paradigms, the systems
metaphor has continued to be influential; taking a notable hold on the
sub-field of organisational behaviour. For many, however, despite this
hold on North American sociology, the influence of functionalism has not
been so embracing in post-war Europe where Marxism has remained a major

force (Atkinson, 1972; Bottomore, 1975; Gouldner, 1970).

Secondly, many commentators outline the development of alternatives to the
functionalist 'orthodoxy' from around 1964. The main challenges are seen

as 'alternative paradigms' in that they address and accommodate
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problematics beyond the grasp of functionalist puzzle solving. These
alternatives develop in the wake of two linked critiques which claim that
- despite Coser's conflict functionalism and Parson's 'subjectivist-
idealist' (Rocher, 1974) work on social action - functionalism is both a
'static' and 'consensus' theory, and as such is incapable of accounting
for processes of change and conflict. The 'crisis' in Western sociology
is, therefore, seen as promoting theoretical positions accounting for
conflict and action - both separately and in concert. For the former we
witness a revival (during the 1960's) of 'prophetic' theorising
(Friedrichs, 1970), notable here being the resurgence of interest in the
'humanistic' works of Marx, and the impact of structuralism upon Marxist
thought: especially through the works of Althusser and his followers
(Atkinson, 1972; Bottomore, 1975). Ffor the latter, the advance of
phenomenological sociology is the most notable force in the existential
concern for the subject (actor) from the mid-1960's onwards. The most
influential elements to emerge here ~ in what is essentially the wake of
interest in Schutz' (1962, 1964, 1966) works - are methodological
developments concentrating on the role of implicit assumptions in everydqy
experience, and in particular the prominence of Garfinkel's ethno-

methodology (Bottomore, Douglas, Lehmann and Young, Walsh)®.

Therefore, one of the main strengths of the Burrell and Morgaﬁ model is
that it offers an epistemological map accounting for the theoretical and
methodological dichotomies frequently invoked to'account for such
developments. (e.g., outsider-insider, hard-soft, qualitative-
quantitative, thick-thin, objective-subjective, positivist-anti
positivist; and conflict-consensus, order-conflict, priestly-prophetic,

class-orgnisation). For multiple paradigm research, however, of greater
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importance is that they offer guidelines for understanding some of the

" metatheoretical assumptions which are at the base of these theoretical and
methodological images held by differing communities. Here, such a
grounding in (many of) the metatheoretical beliéfs held by alternative
paradigms aids clarification of how differing theory positions are:

essentially associable or separable.

Let us next, then, outline the model and illustrate the opportunities it

offers for multiple paradigm research.

2.4 Burrell and Morgan

Burrell and Morgan identify four paradigms in social science -
functionalist, interpretive, radical humanist, radical structuralist.
These are developed through intersecting 'subject-object' debates about
the 'nature of social science' and 'consensus — conflict' debates on the
'theory of society'. Here, they argue for charting paradigm locations in
organisational analysis by use of a framework which also locates major
theoretical positions in sociology, social psychology and even areas of
experimental psychology. As such the model has been widely adopted as a
graduate and undergraduate guide as it illustrates the breadth and
location of competing theoretical approaches. In terms of academic
response it has been handsomely praised (Salaman, 1981; Clegg, 1983),
closely questionned (Pinder and Bourgeoise, 1981), and also harshly

attacked (Cox, 1979).

Burrell and Morgan dissect social science notably by reference to the
philosophers toolkit of ontology and epistemology. They concentrate upon
the meta-theoretical assumptions made by differing schools, and in

identifying such assumptions, seek to plot various theoretical positions
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on their four-paradigm model. As noted, the model is produced by
intersecting debates regarding meta-theoretical assumptions about both the
'nature of social science' and the 'nature of society', with the
antinomies of the former representing a horizontal axis, while those of

the latter forming the vertical.

For assumptions about the nature of social science it is useful, the
authors argue, to "conceptualise social science in terms of four sets of
assumptions related to ontology, epistemology, human nature, and
methodology" (p.1). They argue that all social scientists, implicitly or
explicitly, approach their discipline via assumptions about the nature of
the social world and how it should be researched. Here assumptions are
made concerning: 'the very essence of the phenomena under investigation
(ontology), 'the grouﬁds of knowledge' (epistemology), ‘'the relationship -
between human beings' (human nature) and finally 'the way in which one
attempts to investigate and obtain 'knowledge' about the real world'
(methodology). These sets of assumptions, the authors suggest, provide an
'extremely powerful tool' with which to analyse social theory. ?igure 1

outlines these four debates.

For assumptions about the 'nature of society' Burrellland Morgan invoke
the attempts by social theorists (e.g. Dahrendorf, 1959; Lockwood, 1956)
to distinguish between "those approaches to sociology which concentrate
upon explaining the nature of social order and equilibrium ... and those

... concerned with the problems of change, conflict and coercion" (p.l0).
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FIGURE 1

A SCHEME FOR ANALYSING ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT THE NATURE
OF SOCIAL SCIENCE (BURRELL AND MORGAN, 1979)

Aston University

ustration removed for copyright restrictions

FIGURE 2

FOUR PARADIGM MODEL OF SOCIAL THEORY (BURRELL AND
MORGAN, 1979)

Aston University

Hlustration removed for copyright restrictions
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However, instead of the more usual nomenclature of 'order-conflict' or
'consensus-conflict', they talk of the 'sociology of regulation' and the
'sociology- of radical change'. By this method four paradigms are produced

(Figure 2).

Through the polarisation of consensus and conflict assumptions, the
'conservative' functionalist and interpretive paradigms are contrasted
with the conflict based 'radical' humanist and structuralist paradigms.
Conversely, with regard to the nature of social science, radicql
structuralist and functionalist theories, which accept an objectivist
'scientific' stance towards the study of social realty, are contrasted

with the more subjectivist emphasis of phenomenological or

existentialist/humanist theory. Thus, Burrell and Morgan feel that their
paradigms should be viewed as "contiguous but separate - contiguous
because of the shared characteristics, but separate because the
differentiation is ... of sufficient importance to warrant treatment of
the paradigms as four distinct entities" (p.23). As such the four
paradigms "define fundamentally different perépectives for the analysis of
social phenomena. They approach this endeavour from contrasting
standpoints and generate quite different concepts and analytical tools"

(p.23).

In sum, the functionalist paradigm rests largely upon the premise that
society has a real concrete existence and a systematic character, and is
directed to the production of order and regulation. The social science
enterprise is believed to be, as far as possible, objective and value-free
in which the scientist is distanced from the objects of study through the

rigour of the scientific method. The paradigm thus possesses a pragmatic
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orientation concerned with understanding society in a way which produces

useful usable knowledge.

In the interpretive paradigm the social world is seen as having a-
'precarious ontological status' it being suggested that social reality
should not be accorded the status of external concrete existence, but
rather be considered the product of intersubjective experience.
Therefore, instead of the social world being comprehended from the
standpoint of the observer, it is understood from the position of the
participant in action. Here the social theorist seeks to understand the
processes through which multiple shared realities are created, sustained
and changed. The interpretive paradigm shares with the functionalist the
assumption of an underlying regulation and order in human affairs, albeit

in contrast holding that purely 'objective' social science is specious.

The radical humanist paradigm shares the assumption with the interpretive
that reality is socially created and sustained, although for the radical
humanist this assumption is tied to the 'pathology of consciousness'
whereby actors are seen as prisoners of the reality they create. Thus,
the critique points to the alienating forces of the modes of thought that
characterise life in modern industrisl societies. Capitalism is
particularly subject to attack in the humanist's concern to link thought

and action as a means of transcending alienation.

The final paradigm, the radical structuralist, also develops a radical
critique of society, but one at odds with the humanist in being tied to a
materialist conception of the social world. Here, reality exists
independently of the way in which it is perceived and reaffirmed. For the

radical structuralist the social world is characterised by intrinsic
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tensions und contradictions which eventually result in radical change in

the system as a whole.

In terms of social theory Figure 3 illustrates paradigm affiliations. The
basic model is also used to accommodate theories in organizational
analysis, and Figure 4 outlines the theoretical approaches therein. In
trying to fit theories of organization into the framework some of the
paradigms are, however, sparcely populated. Conflict or anti-positivist
communities have been slow to develop in organisational behaviour and this
is vividly illustrated by the scarcity of work outside the 'orthodoxy' of

functionalist theory.

There are, however, certain features of the Burrell and Morgan model that
require discussion. First, and most obvious, is the use of the term
'paradigm'. The work is more in the spirit of a Kuhnian analysis that an
explicit exposition; although as the paradigms are held to represent,
"the frame of reference, mode of theorising and modus operendi of the
social theorists who operate within them" (p.23); they do equate, albeit
loosely, with Masterman's 'metaphsyical paradigms', and Kuhn's 'shared
models' of the disciplinary matrix. However, discussion of the central
concept is lacking, with instead 'paradigm' being used to represent the

quadrants produced from the debates invoked?.

Secondly, as the four paradigms are self exclusive then such a position
raises the questions of incommensurability and relativism discussed
earlier. Unfortunately, as with Ritzer and friedrichs, we are given no
firm testament as to how interparadigm movement can take place, other than
through pointing to possible epistemological bresks by, for example, Marx

and Silverman. In fact, references to inter-paradigm movement,
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FIGURE 3
FOUR SOCIOLOGICAL PARADIGMS (BURRELL AND MORGAN (1979)

Aston University

llustration removed for copyright restrictions

FIGURE 4

THE MAIN SCHOOLS OF ORGANISATIONAL ANALYSIS (BURRELL AND MORGAN, 1979)

Aston University

Hlustration removed for copyright restrictions
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understanding and debate are rather confusing. While initially there is a
firm assertion that "the four paradigms are mutually exclusive ... they
offer different ways of seeing" (p.25), later there is some oscillation,
this starting with Giddens (1976) view that "some inter-paradigm debate is
also possible" (p.36, emphasis in original), but finally moving to the
equivocal statement that "relations between paradigms are perhaps better
described in terms of 'disinterested hostility' rather than 'debate'
(p.36). This position perhaps invites Friedheim's accusation that Ritzer
was, "arguing for paradigm blindness and paradigm bridgers at the same

time (1979, p.60).

With regard to the debates upon which the model is based Pinder and
Bourgeoise (1981) suggest that Burrell and Morgan's application of
ontology is misplaced. In a paper on the effectiveness of cross-discpline
borrowing, they cite Burrell and Morgan as scientists in the 'borrowing
field' (i.e. 0.B. borrowing from philosophy) who may, "not be capable of
detecting any shortcomings or misinterpretations in what is imported", the
net value of the transaction being "negative rather than positive" (p.12).
They suggest that Burrell and Morgan have adopted the 'mon-standard' use
of ontology that has been increasingly popular during the last twenty
years; this referring to the set of 'existential presuppositions' of a
theory (i.e. the set of assumptions about existence that must be made if
one is to accept a certain theory). Although such a useage has become
widespread, Pinder and Bourgeoise feel that this has only succeeded in
making an accurate use of the term difficult - even for philosophers6. As
such, if we wish to talk of the 'ontology of organization theory', we
would be better advised instead to use the phrase 'existential

presuppositions' of organization theory.
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A further issue is whether intra-paradigm schools realistically adhere to
the same fundamental image of the subject matter, and thus hold similar
belief systems or world views. Like Ritzer's combination of conflict
theory and structural functionalism, one may feel that placing th; action
frame of reference in the same paradigm as Skinnerian behaviourism makes
for very unlikely bed fellows. The former, one may feel, would be far
more acceptable within an interpretive paradigm, despite the arguments the
authors raise for its assumptions being "Eharacteristic of the

subjectivist region of the (functionalist) paradigm" (p.190).

Finally, whereas Burrell and florgan essentially separate radical humanism
and radical structuralism by way of Alhussers 'epistemological break', the
latter thesis is by no means unproblematic as for many there is an
underlying unity in Marx's work and not a gestalt-switch from idealism to

materialism.

2.5 Research Implications

The first two chapters have attempted to lay the foundations for the
empirical work of the thesis. Here three important elements for
conducting a multiple paradigm research journey have been sought; first,
an understanding of the 'elusive' paradigm concept; second, a theoretical
argument for unlocking paradigm incommensurability; and, thirdly a
detailing of major paradigms in sociology and organizational behaviour.
In the above we have arqued that; firstly, the essence and power of the
paradigm concept lies not in the narrow sense of 'exemplar', but in the
more overarching notion of 'metaphysical models' (Kuhn) or 'metaphysical
paradigms' (Masterman); secondly, that we can overcome the paradigm
exclusivity of the incommensurability thesis by a recourse to

Wittgenstein's 'language game of everyday life', and in so doing sustain
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relativity while rejecting relativism; and thirdly, while social science
paradigm typologies are in many ways disparate, nevertheless many themes
recur notably in theory development. Here variants of the regula?ion -
radical change and subject-object dimensions employed by Burrell and
Morgan have been regular organising principles in the sociology of
sociology, while the major paradigm positions Burrell and Morgan produce -
especially functionalism, phenomenology, critical theory and Marxian

structuralism - have similarly been widely cited.

The empirical work of the following chapters rests on four separate
investigations into aspects of the work organisation of the British Fire
Service, and especially of the West Midlands County Brigade. Here
positions characteristic of the four Burrell and Morgan paradigms are used
to illustrate the richness of data produced from adopting alternative
metaphysical assumptions as the basis for research. The studies adopt the
meta-theoretical guidelines of the model as initial instructions for
becoming familiarised with the culture of a paradigm. As such the
approach to paradigm assimilation is one whereby metaphysical assumptions
are engaged as initial bases for immersion into the literature of a theory
community. Familiarisation with a new paradigm is accomplished by seeking
to phenomenologically 'bracket' the assumptions of the learned paradigm
and then develop those of the next paradigm through this immersion.
Essentially what is adopted is a social anthropological method, the object
being to produce 'authentic' paradigm research accounts. It is, thus, an

experiential hermereutic 'process', an exercise in verstehen (Abel, 1948).

The thesis projects the adoption of three major positions cited as
alternatives to the functionalist systems 'orthodoxy': phenomenology,

critical theory and Marxian structuralism. The research investigations
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commence with a traditional functionalist investigation (a questionnaire
survey) and then continue with investigations consistent with the latter
paradigms (see introduction). In terms of the Burrell and Morgan scheme
the investigations start in the functionalist paradigm and then afe

conducted in a clockwise direction.

The functionalist starting point was adopted for two main reasons. First
and foremost because at time of commencement the researcher had just
completed a M.Sc. course in industrial psychology and statistics and,
thus, was working out of the 'orthodox' paradigm. The second reason was
that in submitting a research proposal to the host organisation it was
felt more politic to highlight issues associated with traditional
organisational research (e.g. job design, satisfaction, motivation), than
to advocate a 'phenomenological', 'existential' or 'Marxist'

investigation.

The final step in preparation for empirical work was the actual choice of
research topics. From initial consultations with colleagues, two
possibilities were presented, i.e. to either: a) analyse one specific
aspect from the four paradigm perspectives; or b) analyse differing
aspects with each paradigm focusing on a specific issue. While the former
proposal seemed to have merit in allowing easier paradigm comparability,
it also raised the problem that what may be admissable in one logic may
not be so in another. For example, while organisational psychologists
traditionally work happily with the concept of motivation, for other
paradigms such a concept may be unnecessary for individuals who are

7

'thrown into the world alive and kicking'’. A more pragmatic objection,

however, was that such a plan simply did not cover much research ground.
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While as a research exercise it would be methodologically interesting
(i.e., in éovering the same topic four times), the results would offer
only marginal insight into the organisation as a whole. It was decided,
therefore, that a compromise would be to invoke a general thesis ;ubric of
'work organisation' - essentially a more paradigm neutral term - and then
permit the individual studies to employ their own language in describing
work activity (e.g. 'task accomplishment' - interpretive paradigm; 'labour

process' -radical structuralist paradigm).

In sum, the following aspects of the work organisation have been
researched: job motivation and satisfaction (functionalist); daily work
routines (interpretive); promotion and training (radical humanist);

development of the labour process (radical structuralist).

Let us now turn to the first paradigm study - job motivation, satisfaction

and design.
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2.

Unlike Kuhn, however, Ritzer does not propose that exemplar is the
main organizing component, but that paradigms in sociology tend
primarily to be organized around methodology and image of the

sub ject matter.

Discussion of the paradigm concept is left to a footnote. Pondy
and Boje simply offer: "the term "paradigm" is used, following
Thomas Kuhn, to refer to the methods, theories, exemplars and basic

world views of a particular scientific community" (p.83).

Friedrichs and Lehmann and Young highlight a neo-Marxian conflict
theory as the alternative paradigm challenger to the consensus
theorising of functionalism in the same vein as Dawe (1970) spoke
of the 'two sociologies'; the above implying that consensus and
conflict based theories represent differing belief systems, hold
incompatible images of the subject matter and have differing

paradigms affiliations to one another.

This is especially so in the wake of attempts by the Iowa school of
symbolic interactionism to operationalise their approach and move
to a position more characteristic of standard American behavioural
sociology, and thus to adopt a stance more clearly aligned with
sociological positivism (see Meltzer et al., 1975). Norman Denzin,
however, has argued that Chicago style symbolic interactionism is
largely phenomenologically based, and thus is presently, and has
always been, concerned with how individuals encounter describe and
explain the world. This is in similar vein to the material of the

ethnomethodologists. Denzin thus suggests that a synthesis with
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ethnomethodology is totally possible (see Douglas 1970 for Denzin's

debate with Zimmerman and Weider).

Although Kuhn is only mentioned twice, the authors still feel that
their work is 'in keeping' (p.24) with S.S.R. especially as
'interparadigmatic journeys seem rare' - this supporting the

'gestalt switch' thesis.

They argue that for the past three centuries ontology has a
relatively stable meaning in being, "the study of qua being, i.e.
the study of existence in general, independent of any particular
exjsting things". So therefore in the 'strictest' sense of the
term, "it is not a question of ontology to ask whether
organizations exist ... whether organizations exist is a matter for
science to deal with because it concerns the existence of
particular things, not the nature of existence" (p.13, emphasis

original).

As the researcher wished to make job motivation and job design
ma jor inputs into the thesis, problems of inter-paradigm

admissability were apparent.
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CHAPTER THREE: WORK DIAGNOSIS AND

JOB CHARACTERISTICS




3.1 Introduction

This chapter analyses attitudes to work from a theoretical and
methodological perspective consistent with the paradigm of functionalist
organisation theory. The main object is to assess levels of job )
motivation for firemen with differing lengths of service, here ranging
from probationers to men with twenty-five years experience. This

attitudinal analysis forms a backcloth for the observational research of

chapters 4 and 5.

For this functionalist study the writer wished to focus on the job
motivation, satisfaction and design interface, as this area had
traditionally dominated the literature in 'orthodox' organisational
behaviour. Here, a review of the recent literature found variations on
the job characteristics approach to be the most prominent developments in
the job motivation/job design fieldl. Most notable here was work by
Hackman and Oldham (1975, 1976) on the Job Diagnostic Survey. The job
characteristics approach was subsequently chosen as the theoretical base
for the study, with the Job Diagnostic Survey employed as the chief
research instrument. This instrument seemed to offer a well documented
diagnostic technique, backed up by the dominant work motivation theory

available.

Access to the organisation was obtained after submitting a request to
W.M.F.S. to analyse levels of motivation through a questionnaire survey.
Permission for the study was granted, but with a reciprocal agreement that
- in return for access - the research would involve analysis of subject

groups of interest to the host organisation.
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3.2 Job Characteristics Approach

The job characteristics model as developed by Hackman and Oldham (1975,
1976) is the theoretical basis for the main research instrument used in

this chapter. Figure 5 outlines the basic structure of the model.

The central thesis is that; "five "core" job dimensions are seen as
prompting three psychological states which, in turn, lead to a number of

beneficial personal and work outcomes" (1976, p.255).

If we first examine the three psychological states, we find the elements of
this 'casual core' defined as:

1. Experienced Meaningfulness of the Work

The degree to which the employee experiences the job as one which is
generally meaningul, valuable and worthwhile.

2. Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes

The degree to which the employee feels personally accountable and
responsible for the results of his work.

3. Knowledge of Results

The degree to which the employee knows and understands how

effectively he performs the job.

Hackman and Oldham outline the relation between these psychological states
as follows: "the model postulates that an individual experiences positive
affect to the extent that he learns (knowledge of results) that he
personally (experienced responsibility) has performed well on a task he

cares about (experienced meaningfulness)" (pp.255-6, emphasis in

original). The authors suggest that this 'positive affect' has a
reinforcing influence upon the employee which acts as an incentive for

increased future performance. It follows logically that poor performance
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denies the reinforcement of intrinsic rewards. However, Hackman and
Oldham feel that the job incumbent may well decide to try to regain such
intrinsic benefits by future increased performance, this fostering as a
result, "a self perpetuating cycle of positive work motivation powered by
self generated rewards, that is predicted to continue until one or more of

the three psychological states is no longer present" (p.256).

As noted earlier, five 'core job dimensions' foster the emergence of the
psychological states. The first critical psychological state, that of
‘experienced meaningfulness', is anticipated by the three core dimensions

of 'skill variety', 'task identity', and 'task significance’.

The first dimension, skill variety, is defined by Hackman and Oldham as "the
degree to which a job requires a variety of different activities in
carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number of different
skills and talents of the employee" (p.257). Here we have an amalgamation
of Turner and Lawrence's (1965) 'variety' and 'knowledge and skill'
requisite task attributes, the former being regarded as an activity while
the latter a mental state. In a recent manual on work design, Hackman and
Oldham (1980) suggest that the link between skill variety end experienced
meaningfulness can be regarded as "wired in", noting how Kagan (1972), and
White (1959), have shown that at all development stages people search for
opportunities to 'explore and manipulate' their environments and test

their skills.

The second core dimension, that of 'task identity', is defined as "the
degree to which the job requires completion of a "whole" and identifiable
piece of work; that is, doing a job from beginning to end with a visable

outcome" (p.257). This dimension is again a descendent from Turner and
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Lawrence who regarded this as an associated task attribute. The
rationale, which stems back to the earlier experimental work of Osviankina
(1928) and Zeigarnik (1927), is that employees care more about what they
are doing, when they are allowed to complete a 'whole' job. Thus, an
employee is more likely to feel that a job is meaningful if he is

providing a full unit of service instead of a fragmented part.

The final core dimension linked to 'experienced meaningfulness', is that
of 'task significance', or; "the degree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people, whether in the immediate
organizatinn or in the external environment" (p.257). Here it is proposed
that if a job is seen as being crucial to the lives of others, then the
employee will experience greater meaningfulness in the job. Hackman and
Oldham (1980) give the example that a worker tightening the nuts on a
decorative mirror will not experience as much task significance as a
worker tightening the nuts on an aircraft engine, as with the latter lives

may be at stake.

The second psychological state of 'experienced responsibility' is fostered
by the core dimension of 'autonomy', defined by Hackman and Oldham (1976)
as, "the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom,
independence, and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and
in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out" (p.258).
Thus, if a job is to be high on autonomy the results of the job must
depend essentially upon the efforts of the job incumbent. The rationale
is that greater autonomy gives the employee a greater feeling of personal

responsibility with the employee becoming more personally accountable.
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The final psychological state is linked to the core dimension of 'job
feedback', i.e. "the degree to which carrying out the work activities
required by the job provides the individual with direct and clear
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance" (p.258).
Hackman and 0ldham refer to two forms of 'feedback'. The above 'job
feedback' refers to that gained 'directly from the job', i.e., a form that
can be designed into a job. A second form, that of 'feedback from
agents', refers to feedback from, e.g., a supervisor who first may collect

data before informing the employee of his performance.

Before analysing the 'outcomes' section of. the model it is important to
note that the five core job dimensions are combined to give the 'overall
"motivational potential" of a job'. The result is a calculated score to
show if the job is one containing highly motivating characteristics. Two
methods have been devised to arrive at the 'Motivational Potential Score'
(M.P.S.), one multiplicative the other additive. The two methods are as

follows:

1. Multiplicative M.P.S.

M.P.S. = Skill + Task + Task x Autonomy x Feedback
Variety Identity Significance
3

2. Additive M.P.S.

M.P.S. = Skill + Task + Task + Autonomy + Feedback
Variety Identity Significance

Although the multiplicative method has been the most widely employed, and
forms the basis for the American norms, there has been increasing

speculation regarding its validity.
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The rationale of M.P.S. is that if a job incumbent reports a high score
for the five job dimensions, then a number of positive personal and work
outcomes will ensue. These outcomes are listed as; 'high internal work
motivation', 'high quality work performance', 'high satisfaction with the

work', and 'low absenteeism and turnover'.

There is, however, a fourth section to the model. This is an input
influenced both by 'individual differences' psychology, and previous
findings by Turner and Lawrence (1961) and Hulin and Blood (1968) on
subcultural differences in work orientations - the argument that not all
employees want enriched jobs. Hackman and Oldham, therefore, include a
variable for 'individual growth need strength' to account for such
differences, suggesting that, "some people have strong needs for personal
accomplishment, for learning, and for developing themselves beyond where
they are now. These people are said to have strong "growth needs" and are
predicted to develop high internal motivation when working on a complex
challenging job" (1980, p.B5). It is proposed that "growth need strength"
can affect an employee's reactions to his job at two levels of the model.
Firstly, it can intervene at the link between core job dimensions and
critical psychological states, while secondly between the psychological
states and personal and work outcomes. The model stresses that employees
with strong growth needs will react positively to enriched work, while
those with low growth needs may not value such opportunities, or even

perceive their existence.

3.3 Job Diagnostic Survey

Hackman and Oldham (1975) have derived an instrument for measuring job
redesign needs of based on the job characteristics model - the 'Job

Diagnostic Survey' (J.D.S.) (See Appendix 1).
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The J.D.S. takes the form of an 11 page questionnaire used to gain
measures of individual responses in terms of the differing variables
presented in the theory. The questionnaire takes a measure of each
variable in at least two of its seven sections. Each section uses a
differing response layout in order to improve reliasbility, while in
essence seven poiat scales are used throughout, the one exception being
converted to seven points on analysis. Varisbles are measured from
responses given to at least three questions, the score for analysis being
that of the mean of these responses. The problem of 'response sets' is

of fset by some -questions being scored in reverse scale order.

3.4 Method

3.4.1 Subjects

A total of 110 J.D.S. questionnaires were distributed to subjects chosen
from four categories: trainees, probationers, 5-7 years service, 15-25
years service. Whereas trainees have no divisional membership, the other
sample groups were chosen from 'A', 'C', 'D' and 'E' Divisions of the West
Midlands Fire Service. For reasons unknown to the writer, 'B' Division
decided not to participate in the study. Table 1 represents the sample
distribution in terms of target grouping and Fire Service Division: For
each 'cell' three figures are presented. The first figure represents the
total number of guestionnaires given to a particular sample group in a
particular division. The second figure (in parantheses) is the number of
questionnaires returned, while the third figure represents the number of

completed questionaires as a percentage of those distributed.

Sample categories were devised through discussion with W.M.F.S. officers.
In the research agreement it was concurred that length of service would be

the main independent variable, and that the investigation would highlight
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TABLE 1:

J.D.S. SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION

Sample Group

Trainees Probationers 5-7 Years 15-25 Years
Training
School 10 (10) 100% N/A N/A N/A
A N/A 8 (6) 75% 21 (17) 81% 13 (11) 85%
B N/A 2 (2) 100% 11 (10) 913 9 (7) 78%
C N/A 2 (2) 100% 10 (10) 100% 10 (9) 90%
E N/A 2 (1) 50% 6 (4) 67% 6 (4) 67%
TABLE 2: RESPONSE RATES
A) DIVISIONAL
Division Questionnaire Response Rate
Issued Returned
Training School 10 10 100%
A 42 34 81%
C 22 19 86%
D 22 21 95%
E 14 9 64%
B) SAMPLE GROUP
Sample Group Questionnaire Response Rate
Issued Returned
Trainees 10 10 100%
Probationers 14 11 79%
5~7 Years 48 41 85%
15=25 Years 38 31 82%
C) TOTAL RESPONSE RATE
Total Sample Questionnaires Response Rate
Returned
110 93 B5%
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the response of two groups of firemen in particular. These were samples
of men with 'medium' and 'long' term service records; the groups of
specific interest (to W.M.F.S.) being: 1) firemen with 5-7 years service;
2) firemen with 15-25 years service. To balance the design it was decided
to include firemen with 'short' service records, i.e. probationers (from 3
months to 2 years). At the request of W.M.F.S. Training School a sample

of trainees (recruits) also completed the J.D.S.

Respondents subsequently comprised 10 trainees, 11 probationers, 41
firemen with between 5-7 years service, and 31 firemen with between 15-25
years service. In the case of trainees and the 15-25 years range, the
subjects represent almost total populations in the W.M.F.S Divisions.
The samples of probationers and the 5-7 years group were selected at

random.

3.4.2 Pilot Study

As the J.D.S is an 'off the shelf' instrument, no initial questionnaire
development was necessary. However, to assess the instrument's

suitability for use with firemen, a pilot study was conducted.

The questionnaire was piloted with 15 firemen from A.I. Central
(Birminghém) Fire Station. Subjects were told to complete the J.D.S. and
then remark on any difficulties or problems, or on any sections they
considered inapplicable to their job. Respondents almost invariably
reported no trouble in comprehending and completing the instrument.
Indeed, only two points of substance emerged. One respondent noted that
the J.D.5 was suitable except for question 6, section 1. He stated that
the use of the term 'manager' gave the feeling that it was a 'factory!

questionnaire, and thus that the J.D.S5. was 'not really for the fireman'.
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The writer pointed out that the term 'supervisor' was used in in every
other instance, and asked if this was also incongruent. This latter term
was felt to be fairly neutral, and so following discussion it was decided
to replace 'manager' in question 6, section 1, with the term 'suéervisorh
Another respondent noted that some of the terms, such as 'autonomy', were
not words used in the everyday vocabulary of firemen. Although it was
acknowledged that an explanation of such terms was given after their use,

the writer nevertheless decided to highlight the inclusion of such clauses

in a frontspiece later attached to the instrument.

3.4.3 Data Collection

Data was collected differently for the trainees than for the other three
sample groups. For the trainees the writer visited the 10 men then
engaged on the Recruits Intitial Training Course at B.3 Fire Station,
Coventry, one month after their acceptance into the Service. The writer

sat with the trainees as they filled-in the questionnaire.

For the remaining three groups, the writer was not able to be with the men
as they completed the instrument, due to subjects working at stations all
over the West Midlands. The questionnaires were instead given to four
supervising Officers (one from each division), who after being briefed on
the instrument, directed the distribution, collection, and the answering

of queries. The writer later collected the questionnaires for analysis.

3.5 Results

3.5.1 Data Analysis

J.D.S. scores were calculated by use of the Hackman and 0ldham (1980)

scoring key. An 'additive' M.P.S. score, was also calculated. The scores
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for each scale were obtained by producing the mean average for

respondents.

Analysis of J.D.S. data creates certain problems with regard to
statistical assumptions. While the instrument itself can be regafded as a
split-plot repeated measures design, the data collected cannot be regarded
as anything better than ordinal. Problems therefore arise regarding the

use of either parametric or non-parametric statistical significance tests.

There are basically three assumptions that underlie the use of parametric
techniques: firstly, that the population distribution is normal; secondly,
that there is homogeneity of variance, and thirdly, that the data is at
least interval. Frequently research carried out using the J.D.S.
(especially by Hackman and Oldham), in employing parametric techniques,
has violated one or more of these assumptions. Although the issue of
violation of assumptions is a controversial one (see Boneau, 1960; Norton,
1953) if one wishes to be secure the possession of ordinal data

necessitates the use of a non-parametric test of significance.

The J.D.S. is essentially a repeated measures design and in the present
research gives data involving two factors - sample groups, and J.D.S.
dimensions. Therefore a non-parametric 2-way Analysis of Variance is
required, availably only in the form of the Friedman test. Friedman
provides a 2-way Anova for equal cell sizes. As the condition of equal
cell sizes could not be met as an alternative method, a set of Kruskal=-
Wallis l-way Analyses of Variance were computed, one test being carried
out for each J.D.S. dimension. The Kruskal-Wallis test is analogous to a

parametric one-way analysis of variance but for ranked data. The formula
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for assessing the differences between groups is straightforward using the
H statistic:

12 (EXi)2

= L - 3(N + 1) . -
N(N + 1) n, :

Here, N is the total number of ranks; n, the number of ranks in one group;
and R, the sum of the ranks in any one column. If a large number of tied
ranks occur, H may be corrected by dividing it by 1 - T/(N3 - N), where T
equals (t3 - t) and t is the number of observations tied at a given rank.
This correction gives the effect of increasing the value of |, and the

effect is negligible unless the number of ties is very great.

The significance tests themselves were not computed by hand, but, as with
the later Pearson and Spearman correlations, were completed on the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie et al., 1970). llowever,
the internal consistency reliasbilities produced later were computed
manually by the researcher. For the Kruskal-Wallis A.0.V.'s, S5.P.5.5.
gives both the primary significance figures and those corrected for Lies.
Sample frequency data in the form of means and standard deviations were
also computed for the J.D.S. dimensions. Table 3 illustrates means and
standard deviations, Tables 4-11 and Appendix 2 a) - 1) give details of
the Kruskal-Wallis l-way Anovas, and Figure 6-15 profiles for J.D.S.

dimensions.

For Figures 7, 9, 11, 13 and 15, the writer acknowledges that the 'U.5, -
All Jobs' and U.S. - Service Industries', categories may be question-

begging in two respects. Firstly, U.S. - All Jobs norms are not of course

strictly comparable to British jobs. Secondly, the job of firemen may not

equate with Hackman and Oldham's service industry category, this normative
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category being too indistinct for purposes of analysis. However, with no
British norms being available the writer has included these categories as
simply thé best alternatives on offer. One point in their favour is their
extensiveness, the overall data being obtained from 6930 employee; on 876
jobs in 56 organizations (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). For present
analysis only groups of 'operational' firemen are compared, i.e.

Probationers, 5-7 years and 15-25 years categoriesz.

3.5.2 Core Job Dimensions

Results for core dimensions can be seen in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6 and 12,
Figures 6 and 7, and Appendix 2, a, b, and c. Significant results were
‘found for four of the seven dimensions these being Task Identity,

Autonomy, Feedback from Job, and Feedback from Agents.

TABLE 4: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: TASK IDENTITY

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31
Mean Rank 50.8 46.1 53.9

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
6.4829 0.3991 6.5624 - .0376

For Task Identity a Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way Anova gave a significance figure
of .0376. Table 4 illustrates a large difference in Mean Rank scores for
the 15-25 years group (33.5), and the other two groups of Probationers
(50.8), and 5-7 years (46.1).
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TABLE 5: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: AUTONOMY

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31
Mean Rank 37.5 48.5 35.0

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
5.9983 .0498 6.0592 .0483

Significance, again at the .05 level, occurred for the Autonomy dimension.
Table 5 shows difference occurring between the Mean Rank score of 48.5 (5- ~
7 years), and the lower scores of 37.5 and 35.0 for Probationers and 15-25

years respectively.

TABLE 6: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: FEEDBACK FROM JOB

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31
Mean Rank 37.5 48.5 35.0

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
15.9057 0.004 16.0485 .0003

The most significant results from the research occurred on the Feedback
from Job dimension (Table 6). Here the 15-25 years group (29.4) scored
far below the 5-7 years (46.9) and Probationer (59.4) groups, the

significance figure being .0003.

TABLE 7: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: FEEDBACK FROM AGENTS

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31
Mean Rank 52.5 47.0 31.7

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
9.4926 .0087 9.5478 .0084
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The other feedback dimension that for 'Agents' also proved significant,
this time at the .0l level. Table 7 shows again that the 15-25 years
group (31.7) scored substantially below the Probationers (52.5) and the 5-

7 years group (47.0).

Figure 6 outlines the trend of results for the dimensions combining to
make the Motivation Potential Score. The first noticeable feature is the
overall relationship between the groups on the differing job dimensions.
Although differing in magnitude, the overall 'W' pattern is the same.
While research has found (see Figure 7) that the 'W' pattern is normative,

the trend for the Fire Groups was to greatly exaggerate this profile.

Motivational Potential Scores (M.P.S.) reflected the trend of the 15-25
years group to conéistently score lower than other groups. While the
multiplicative M.P.S. scores of the Probationers (128), and the 5-7 years
group (123), were in the former exactly the same, and in the latter close
to, the Hackman and Oldham (1980) all jobs norm of 128; the 15-25 years

group averaged an extremely low 84.

Table 3 shows how the 15-25 years group scored lower than Probationers and

the 5-7 years group on all core job dimensions.

Figure 7 illustrates that Fire Groups came out higher on Skill Variety and
Task Significance, but lower on Task Identity, Autonomy and Feedback from
Job, when compared with U.S. norms for 'All Jobs' and the Hackman and
Oldham (1980) comparison category of 'Service Industries'. Moreover,
while U.S. - Service Industries averaged a multiplacative M.P.S. norm of
152, and the U.S. = All Jobs M.P.S. norm was 128, the M.P.S. norm for the

sample of 93 Firemen was only 109.
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3.5.3 Critical Psychological Statee=

Results for Critical Psychological States can be seen in Tables 3, 8 and

12, Figures 8 and 9, and Appendix 2 d and e.

TABLE 8: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: EXPERIENCED MEANINGFULNESS

Group Probationers >-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31
Mean Rank 58.4 42.8 32.2

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
7.5819 0.2226 7.6488 .0218

A significant difference was found for Experienced Meaningfulness. Table

8 shows a l-way Anova significance figure of .0218. The Mean Rank scores

again show the Probationers with a relatively high average of 58.4, the 5-
7 years group with the middle score of 42.8, and the 15-25 years group

with the lowest score of 35.2.

Figure 8 shows the profile analysis, with the trend for the Probationers

to score highest while the 15-25 years group lowest being continued.

The normative profile in Figure 9 shows an inverse pattern for the Fire
Groups in comparison with the two U.S. norm scores. Here the Fire Groups
scored highest on Experienced Meaningfulness and Knowledge of Results,

while lowest on Experienced Responsibility.

3.5.4 Affective QOutcomes

Results for Affective Outcomes can be seen in Tables 3, 9 and 12, Figures

10, and 11, and Appendix 2 f and q.
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TABLE 9: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: GROWTH SATISFACTION

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years

Number 11 41 31

Mean Rank 57.2 42.4 36.0 -
Corrected for ties

Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance

6.2666 0436 6.3511 .0418

Of these categories a significant difference between groups was found for
Growth Satisfaction, where the Analysis of Variance produced a significant
result at the .05 level. Table 9 shows how the Probationers produced a
high Mean Rank score of 57.2 as compared with the relatively low 36.0
scored by the 15-25 years group. The 5-7 years group occupied the middle

ground with a Mean Rank score of 42.4.

The profiie analysis in Figure 10 outlines how the 15-25 years group were
again the lowest scorers on each factor. Although the Probationers
averaged the highest score for Growth Satisfaction and Internal Work
Motivation, they yielded the highest average on General Satisfaction to
the 5-7 years group. For the normative profile presented in Figure 11,

the Fire Groups averaged higher than the U.S. norms on every factor.

3.5.5 Context Satisfactions

Results for Context Satisfactions are presented in Tables 3, 10 and 12,

Figures 12 and 13, and Appendix 2 h, i, and j.

TABLE 10: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: PAY SATISFACTION

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31 .
Mean Rank 59.2 37.4 41.9

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-~Square Significance
7.0950 .0288 7.3251 0257

89



SCALE SCORES

J.D.S.

FIGURE 10: AFFECTIVE OUTCOMES PROFILES FOR PROBATIONERS,
5-7 YEARS, 15-25 YEARS

6.0

5.0-

4.0

3.0°

- O= PROBATIONERS
A= 5-7 YEARS

@= 15-25 YEARS
2.0

1.0"

General Growth Internal Work
Satisfaction . Satisfaction Motivation

AFFECTIVE OUTCOMES

90



J.D.S. SCALE SCORES

"ol

FIGURE 11: AFFECTIVE OUTCOMES NORM PROFILES FOR.FIRE GROUPS, U.S.
SERVICE INDUSTRIES, U.S. ALL JOBS

7.0
600'
0".-.!....'
5.0-
———"
p G—
4.0 -
300-
- O= FIRE GROUPS NORM
A= U.S. NORM - SERVICE INDUSTRIES
®= U.S. NORM - ALL JODS
200'
1'0_
¥ | 1
General Growth Internal Work
Satisfaction Satisfaction Motivation

AFFECTIVE OUTCOMES

T
0
—



" Table 12 shows that of the four Context Satisfactions only that of Pay
Satisfactions showed a significant group difference, with a significance
figure of .0257 (Table 10). On examination of the Mean Rank scores,
Probationers (59.9) reported a substantially higher mark than either the

5-7 years group t37.4) or the 15-25 years group (41.9).

The profile in Figure 12 shows the Probationers recording the highest -
average scores for Pay, Social, and Supervisory satisfactions, but the

lowest for Job Security.

For the norm profiles Figure 13 illustrtes that Fire Groups scored higher
than the U.S. Norms on every factor, and substantially so for Job

Security,-SGCial Satisfaction and Supervisory Satisfaction.

3.5.6 Growth Need Strength

Results for Growth Need Strength are presented in Tables 3, 11 and 12,

Figures 14 and 15, and Appendix 2 k and 1.

TABLE 11: KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANOVA: 'J0OB CHOICE' G.N.S.

Group Probationers 5-7 years 15-25 years
Number 11 41 31
Mean Rank 41.9 49.5 32.3

Corrected for ties
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
9.0791 0107 9.1516 0104

0f the thrée 1-Way Anovas, a significant group difference was found for
Job Choice G.N.S. (Table 11). Here a large Mean Rank difference between
the 5-7 years group (49.5) and the 15-25 yearslgroup (32.2), resulted in a
significance figure of .0104. Unlike previous profiles where the

Probationer group had scored consistently the highest, Figure 14 portrays

the 5-7 years group as having the greatest Growth Need Strength. Figure
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15 shows that Fire Groups scored consistently lower than the norms for
U.S. - All Jobs and U.S. - Service Industries, this being especially so

for 'Job Choice' G.N.S.

3.5.7 J.D.S. Scale Intercorrelations

Intercorrelations were computed using both Pearson Product Moment and
Spearman Rank Order correlation methods. The product moment correlation
coefficients are presented in Table 13 at the lower left hand side of the
matrix. In the upper part of the matrix are presented the coefficients
obtained by Oldham, Hackman and Stepina (1978) from a sample of 6930
employees in various occupations. Table 14 presenfs non-parametric

Spearman correlations, which in general seem less positive than the

Pearson parametric correlations.

In terms of relationships between the core job dimensions and their
corresponding critical psychological states, no substantial correlation
differences were discovered between the present research and those of
Oldham et al. However, certain points can be noted. The coefficients
from this research proved encouraging in terms of the relationships
between Skill Variety, Task Identity and their corresponding psychological
state of Experienced Meaningfulness. Correlations proved more positive in
the present study albeit that the Oldham et al. coefficient for Task

Identity - Experienced Meaningfulness is not itself terribly substantial.

In contrast the relationships between the other two psychological states
(i.e. Experienced Responsibility, Knowledge of Results) and their
corresponding core job dimensions (i.e. Autonomy, Feedback from Job) were
less favourable this being more noticable in the Job Feedback - K.R.

relationship.
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TABLE 12: SUMMARY OF KRUSKAL-WALLIS 1-WAY ANALYSES OF VARIANCE

Skill variety

Task Identity

Task Significance

Autonomy

Feedback from Job

Feedback from Agents
Dealing with Others
Experienced Meaningfulness
Experienced Responsibility
Knowledge of Results
General Satisfaction
Growth Satisfaction
Internal Motivation

Pay Satisfaction

Security Satisfaction
Social Satisfaction
Supervisory Satisfaction
'would Like' G.N.S.

Job Choice G.N.S.

Total G.N.S.

3.0358

6.5624

3.0697

6.0592

16.0485

9.5478

2.5247

7.6488

.4880

«3233

3.2342

6.3511

1.0706

7.3251

.7283

1.8747

1.3281

2.3855

9.1316

5.9648
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SIGNIFICANCE

FIGURE

.2192

.0376

.2155

.0483

.0003

.0084

.2830

.0218

.7835

.8507

.1985

.0418

.5855

.0257

.6948

.3917

.5148

.3034

.0104

.0507

SIGNIFICANCE
LEVEL

.05
.001

.01



Certain unhypothesised relationships emerged, such as Skill Variety having
a stronger correlation with Experienced Responsibility than it's own core
job dimension, Autonomy. Indeed, Autonomy had a stronger correla%}on with
both Experienced Meaningfulness and Knowledge of Results, than it's own
psychological state of Experienced Responsibility. This was perhaps the

most striking of the correlational results.

If we turn to the intercorrelations between the five core job dimensions
we find moderate relationships, essentially consistent with the results of
Oldham et al. (1978), Dunham (1976), Hackman and Lawler (1971), and
Hackman and Oldham (1974). The two non-M.P.S. job dimensions of Feedback
From Agents and Dealing with Others gave results consistent with Oldham
et al. in showing generally lower correlations with other J.D.S. scales,
while giving moderate correlations with Skill Variety and Task

Significance.

Growth Need Strength correlations were seen to be independent of core job
dimension measures, critical psychological states, and personal work
outomes, although modest correlations emerged for Internal Motivation and

Skill Variety.

3.5.8 Internal Consistency Reliabilities

Teble 15 lists the internal consistency relisbilities for all J.D.S.

dimensions. The results range from a high of .82 to a low of .l1Z.

Of the core job dimensions only Skill Variety (.52) has a substantial
internal consistency measure (cf. Task Identity, .20; Task Significanée,
.243 Autonomy, .21). For the non-M.P.S. job dimensions, Dealing with
Others has an extremely low internal consistency score of .16. For the

critical psychological states, while Knowledge of Results obtained a
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