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Methodology in educational studies 
– the disciplinary status 
and the social conditions

for discussion
Jacek Piekarski

Introduction

Any statement of the disciplinary status of methodology in the educa-
tional studies is branded with the risk of rudimentary, theoretical prej-
udice, historical relativity and specifi c particularism resulting from one’s 

own research experience. Regardless of the above, choosing to signal selected 
problems of methodology in educational studies, we were guided mainly by the 
character of the meeting which poses the problem of theoretical nature of edu-
cational studies in a much wider context of the formation of the area of research 
and of education in European standards. Th is has inspired us to discuss the is-
sue of distinctiveness of traditions, schools and sets of opinions concerning ed-
ucation and educational studies, in the way which enables the identifi cation of 
at least some selected problems from the perspective of possibility to compare 
and contrast them as well as of their further development. Th erefore, we will 
dedicate our further comments to the main question that could be phrased as 
follows – which conditions for methodological discussion, existing within the ac-
quired perspective, are worth considering as the basis for initiating a debate and its 
development in the research practice? Th is pronouncement may suggest that in 
the statement we have included a rather introductory themetization of these is-
sues, possibly in the case of stimulating a debate, not discussing them exhaus-
tively, a little more broadly introduced in other studies.1

1 Based on articles published earlier, dealing with the above issues, in particular: Kryteria waloryza-
cji praktyki badawczej – między inhibicją a permisywnym tolerantyzmem (Piekarski, 2009a); O 
wybranych warunkach zmiany w tworzeniu i przekazie wiedzy – odniesienia do praktyki kształce-
nia nauczycieli (Piekarski, 2009b); Estetyzacja praktyki akademickiej – uwagi na temat pespekty-
wy uczestniczącej (Piekarski, 2009c).
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In the fi rst part, the most general prerequisites of the presentation and res-
ervations related to these are mentioned. Furthermore, the methodological 
and theoretical problems present in the current methodological discussion 
in Poland are signalled, perceptible from the social and historic perspective. 
In their complementation, some social conditions are also presented for the 
creation of knowledge and its properties, which may seem worth considering 
in the situation of the tendency towards building a universal area of research 
being displayed.

Such structure of statement enables us to present in the conclusion the 
basic elements of the acknowledged theoretically methodological perspective, 
and to show the problems of methodology as broadly conceived research and 
educational practice seen from this perspective.

Reservations related to terminology
Th e study has been based on the wide understanding of methodology. 

It is seen as a discipline dealing with the rank of science in the system of hu-
man knowledge, the results of scientifi c concept and the research process-
es by means of which these results are achieved. A more narrowly defi ned 
scope of methodology; limited solely to the analysis of research processes 
– the method of scientifi c cognition – remains specifi c for each discipline 
of knowledge.2 In the discipline dealing with education, its description re-
mains naturally highly problematic; similarly to the relationship between 
methodology and the character of the whole of the knowledge created in 
these disciplines, therefore, it is worth pointing out both the factors consti-
tuting the understanding of disciplinary specifi city and the understanding 
of knowledge included in the present study. Th eir concept has been based on 
three prerequisites.3

A. Th e fi eld of educational studies is regarded as an element of cul-
tural transfer, which means that disciplinarily defi ned educational 
knowledge is seen as an element of culture, creating specifi c practice 
and including the products of this practice. Th e image of disciplinary 
knowledge has also been treated as being unceasing in the process of 
formation, demanding interpretative refl ection4 in which we should 
also allow for social conditioning.

2 Following Marek Sikora (1997).
3 As prerequisites for the analysis of the situation of methodology in social pedagogics, I have 

presented them more fully in the study: U postaw pedagogiki społecznej. Zagadnienia teore-
tyczno metodologiczne, (2007). 

4 As Hans-Georg Gadamer claims “Gaining awareness of certain situation is still in each case a 
task of specifi c diffi  culty. Defi nition of the situation means we are not outside it, therefore, we 
cannot have any objective knowledge of it [...] Elucidation of this situation is impossible to be 
done completely.” H.-G. Gadamer (1993: 286).
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B. In the assumed perspective, what is important is the conviction of 
communicative character of all educational phenomena and consequent-
ly, the thesis that the process of communication lies at the basis of 
transformations occurring within the discipline as well. Th e creation 
of knowledge is also referred to communicative practice and seen as an 
interpretative task rather than as an established element of theoretical 
equipment of the discipline, which is not to be questioned. When con-
sidering education as a practice motivated by sense and realizing its po-
tential in the discipline, this kind of interpretative practice grows out of 
personal engagement as well.
C. Th e formative aspect of the knowledge submitted and its hypothetical 
character as re-constructional practice is exposed in it.5 Owing to such 
expression, we could ask ourselves how the content of historic transfer, 
in socially determined conditions, shapes the horizon of contemporane-
ity, providing application to the specifi c situation of the interpreters.6

Knowledge is also understood not so much as a content of individual 
awareness, but rather as a shared set of (cultural) contents regarded due to their 
social functioning. It reveals itself in the meaning of “the social activities con-
nected with pursuing, storing, and sharing diff erent kinds of knowledge”.7 
Such an expression attracts our attention to the social foundation of the trans-
formations occurring in the meaning of these activities, specifi ed in diff er-
ent concepts and methodological orientations, fi nding completion in social 
practice. Th e guidelines found in this practice could be related to the fi eld of 
research work constituting also certain kind of social practice in which the sense 
of an activity is defi ned more precisely in terms of the very guidelines signifi cant 
for the quality of the knowledge created. As Zdzisław Krasnodębski states, fol-
lowing Wolfgang Welsch, “the condition of ascribing a sensible action, a be-
haviour at the basis of which there is a reason to a person, is, in the fi rst place, 
the existence of an appropriate social context, a system of rules and secondly, 
demonstrating certain knowledge of the context by the person acting”.8 Th e 
process of research activities, decisions concerning the method of their spec-
ifi cation and directing them, could also fi nd a more precise defi nition in the 
description of accompanying conditions and social phenomena.

5 To re-constructional-explanatory work, our refl ection usually attaches its own project, as it is 
a production of certain subject, it occurs in historically defi ned form of culture, the type of 
educational formation of the interpreter and experience related to it.

6 Cf.: comments by Gadamer on this subject. H.-G. Gadamer (1993: 290–291).
7 J. Szacki (1984: XVII).
8 Z. Krasnodębski (1986: 227–228). “All behaviour which is sensible (i.e. all behaviour specifi c 

for humans) is ipso facto guided by a rule. Rules ex defi nitione are intersubjective: without a 
context we could not decide, whether a person acts in accordance with a certain rule, or not” 
(226–227).
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Th e present situation – main problems
Th e reservations mentioned above may suggest the need to distinguish 

in the description, theoretically methodological diversifi cation of two prin-
cipal dimensions - the diversifi cation established socially (institutionally), 
whose expression is the diff erentiation of institutional models of conduct-
ing research and institutional specialization. Th is kind of diversifi cation is 
displayed, among other things, in an amazing variety of rules for knowledge 
creation and the conditions for acceptance of the products of the research 
work. Among its results, beside the theoretical – scientifi c treatise or an em-
pirical study, there is probably room for an essay, a gloze, a report, a descrip-
tion, a project and a performance.

Diversifi cation in the fi eld of theory and methodology that is warrant-
ed by diverse concepts of social functions comprising of the understanding of 
the research process and the interpretative practice possible in the context. It 
encourages institutional diversifi cation, particularly in the situation of the 
clear demonstration of relativistic attitude to knowledge creation, which is 
specifi c for the phase referred to as the time aft er the turning point – the cri-
sis of representation and legitimacy. Th ere is a consolidation of the existential 
and theoretically methodological belief that there is no method that could 
guarantee access to the truth, and “both ordinary people and researchers are 
mortals living in the era of relativism” (Smith and Hodkinson, 2009: 403). 
Having credible results in mind, we turn our attention to identifying the 
sense of every research activity. Writing, reading, speaking, joining in com-
munity, building relationships – the activities which, until recently, have not 
given us any reasons for methodological worry – aft er being recognized ful-
ly, they prove a source of numerous problems. As a result of the recognition, 
they also gain a relatively self-dependent theoretical status – they become 
relatively independent theoretical complexes, which require specifi c and di-
verse interpretative rules. 

Both dimensions of diversifi cation appear signifi cant for the discus-
sion on the disciplinary status of methodology in educational studies.

A comment on historic transformation
Th e present discussion on the condition of disciplinary – education-

al – knowledge highlights its signifi cant transformation. It is also occurring 
in the fi eld of methodology of other disciplines – provided, the distinctions 
preserved in this area are still of much importance nowadays (the debates of 
humanistic orientation in educational studies lost their disciplinary identity 
long ago – problems arising in this area display the unity rather than disci-
plinary boundaries). Assuming that what is given to us, in the research of hu-
man practice, is the transformation, it is reasonable to ask how it is marked in 
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the awareness of the researchers themselves – how it reveals itself in the criti-
cal debates on transformations and the condition of educational knowledge.

In the description of these transformations, we share a belief that the 
general tendency, their direction in the fi eld of theory and methodology de-
pends on abandoning the phase of their orthodoxy, exceeding the phase of 
heteronomy towards the state of heterogeneity – the acceptance of diversity 
in which “being heterogeneous” generates a specifi c transformation-making 
potential and views to positive creation (T. Hejniocka-Bezwińska). Th e his-
toric transformation described in such a way underlines the metamorphosis 
for which, what is symptomatic, is the decline of the canon obligatory in prac-
ticing scientifi c knowledge, which indicates numerous problems.9 Th e men-
tioned tendency for change does not determine the character of the transfor-
mation in respect to its contents and quality,10 suggesting rather an arrival of 
a new problem – “a problem with heterogeneity”.

Th ere are, however, attempts to characterize the canon of practicing ed-
ucation studies, obligatory in the past, suffi  ciently confi rmed in the contents 
of methodological handbooks (the fi rst papers of this kind were published in 
Poland in the 1960’s). Th e solutions reached in them were contained in the 
broadly conceived positivistic mainstream, particularly popularized in the 
fi eld of educational studies which were the main point of reference to them 
developing empirical pedagogics. Th e humanistic approach, corresponding 
with the German thought (of W. Dilthey, Max Weber), or with social prag-
matism (based on the idea of anti-naturalism, interactionism, subjectivity, 
the demand to understand and treat social knowledge as the source of self-
knowledge) (Szacki, 1981: 494–496) was left  aside the mainstream research. 
Pedagogics was directed towards introducing innovations, notably ascribing 
to it research tasks of diagnostic-exploratory-distinctive intention (Radzie-
wicz-Winnicki, 2004: 146–147). 

Such a situation is also of certain importance for the present day meth-
odological discussion in pedagogics. Its current state is characterized by a 
largely neglected institutional diversifi cation and thematic dispersion, com-
bined with a massive transfer of various concepts created nowadays in dif-
ferent cultural circles and academic centres, which raises the question of 
the ability of the reception of popularized ideas and the scope of their possi-
ble applications in research practice. Th e question cannot be answered whol-
ly, though we should observe that the methodological discussion in peda-

9 Th e conviction of existence of a canon of knowledge does not necessarily mean its complex 
reception, or, what is more, homogeneous consideration for it.

10 From this perspective, we could express our doubts concerning the reasonableness of histo-
ric periodization referring to the condition of methodological debate. Cf. N.K Denzin, Y. S. 
Lincoln (2009: 22–23).
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gogics, vastly infl uenced by social sciences, was, to a lesser degree, open to 
the achievements of the studies of culture, language, literature (history, eth-
nography, ethnology, or anthropology). Th is encouraged the consolidation 
of utilitarian and methodological attitude to methodology that seemed to con-
tinue. Th e adoption of model solutions, borrowed from social studies does 
not always rest on critical refl ection of concurrent arguments and solutions. 
Th e question of the theoretical status of the methodological solutions designed 
and recommended for practice, just as their establishment in certain con-
cepts of science fr equently plays a secondary role. Th e specialist refl ection on 
the status of knowledge – methodology of science11 – appears in methodo-
logical debate much in the same marginal way. Moreover, the discussion of 
the theoretically methodological status of pedagogics reaches a low level of 
institutionalization.

Th e statement that arises aft er the initial historic comments, that we 
were all positivists (referred, for example, to the generation educated in peda-
gogics in the 1970’s and 1980’s), seems highly ambiguous. How well the pos-
itivistic canon is established, how much it is admired and the scope of its cre-
ative applications are diffi  cult to estimate – yet, the passing of this canon does 
not have to equal deliberate abandonment, rational questioning, all the more 
methodological and theoretical conversion.

Th e general condition of disciplinary self-knowledge in the scope dis-
cussed, could also be generally defi ned as “a problem with diversity”. It is well 
refl ected in the subject matter of the V Pedagogical Congress in which the 
problems arising in connection with it were clearly manifested – the vague-
ness of epistemic fi eld, the sense of chaos in the fi eld of theory, linguistic disper-
sion – blockage of disciplinary communication (Tower of Babel).12 Overcom-
ing the problems in all these aspects is not conducted by attempts to order 
the condition of the discipline, made for formal and organizational reasons 
which many a time contribute to the increase of ambiguity (whether ped-
agogics belongs to the discipline of social or to humanistic studies) which, 
among the representatives of the discipline, additionally seems to strength-
en the conviction of conventionality of all – particularly administrative – in-
stitutional orders. 

Against this background, all the more, it is worth pointing out some 
problem areas that still remain the areas of major disputes around which a 
methodological debate could also be organized.

11 Dealing, for example, with diff erent types of science and their methodological diversity. Cf. 
A. Grobler, (2006: 209–251). 

12 More in: M. Malewski (2005).
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Selected methodological problems
We have a problem with the truth. Th e symbolic and expert systems 

that manifest themselves in human knowledge, sometimes remain auton-
omous from practices and needs of everyday life (Giddens, 2001: 23–26). 
However, the problem of truth combines the practice of everyday life with 
the quality of research conducted and the specialist refl ections in the fi eld of 
methodology of science (in everyday life, the truth is for us necessary as the 
air, though we can easily leave dealing with it to others – the specialists). Th e 
problem of truth is far from reaching a unanimous, mutually agreed solu-
tion, only its concepts appear deeply rooted in various theoretically – meth-
odological trends and are signifi cantly diff erent (from Arthur Fine’s defl a-
tionary concept of the “absence of truth”, through the concepts of truth as 
representation, understanding it as the ideal state of science, to seeing truth 
as a disguised form of defi ning the eff ectiveness of resources to manage in 
the world.13 When concentrating on the institutional – social thread, what 
is worth noticing, is the subject of truth included directly in the discipline 
of the social phenomena (the truth is sometimes perceived as a social rela-
tionship – Zygmunt Bauman). Th eoretical doubts also have their references to 
the institutional mechanics and rules (and instances) established within them, 
concerning the qualifi cation of beliefs in terms of veracity. Th e awareness of the 
absence of an unambiguously highlighted institutional agenda – also the in-
dividual location – which could provide a deeply satisfying cognitive per-
spective in this area, manifests itself also in the attitude of the institutionally 
accepted knowledge engaged in in the research processes14 which is marked 
by a characteristic stamp of doubt. Within institutional practice, it is some-
times easier to become convinced rather than to persist to doubt the veraci-
ty of collective convictions. It creates a problem of politization of truth – its 
total identifi cation with the recognized state of agreement in the sphere of opin-
ions, values or beliefs, reached and shared in a certain, local fr ame of social ref-
erence. Th e reference to truth is an important political category, which does 
not have to mean that the political character is the only point of reference 
for truth.

It is worth adding that the range of contexts in which the category of truth 
is used is vastly expanding (it seems to be the subject of diverse contextualizing 
– the truth revealed, biographical, meeting standards of authenticity, histor-

13 Detailed discussion of this subject matter - A. Grobler, op. cit. (R. Rotry’s concept of truth, 
2006: 299).

14 Knowledge, as K.O. Hondrich (also scientifi c thesis) claims, is adopted and accepted not only 
because it has been confi rmed by the means of methodologically – empirically for instance – 
defi ned strategy, but it lasts as long as it corresponds with the collective, existential feeling. S. Krzychała 
(2007: 69). 
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ical compatibility, aesthetic truth, or the truth of fi ction) (Lalak, 2010: 301–
307). Th us, not settling the main problems arising in connection with the 
question about truth, it is worth observing that despite the noticeable dis-
tance towards using this category, it is still of signifi cance for most methodo-
logical analysis. A radical parting with truth could be considered irrational, 
at least in the meaning of depriving the rule of doubt, which seems to consti-
tute the rule of all practice showing research inclination of regulatory sense. 
It does not alter the conviction that, although, through their practice, a re-
searcher promises to tell the truth, they do not have to express the only truth, 
it could also be a culturally possible truth. 

We have a problem with universality of knowledge and its binding 
force. Th e problem is particularly serious in connection with the increas-
ing conviction of the historic changeability of conditions of knowledge crea-
tion as well as the locality of its establishment in a social-cultural space. Th e 
concept in which the order of actions is considered not a context, but a fun-
damental basis for knowledge creation, shows considerable dynamics in this 
respect. An example of this could be provided in the short history of assess-
ment research in which the early solutions, relying on recognizing large sam-
ple tests, based on diff erent versions of experimental procedures (Campbell, 
1963) have created arguments supporting the theory of programs (Chen 
and Rossi, 1987) which has the character of consciously, politically engaged 
change-evoking practice. In the research, what proved crucial was the axiolog-
ical orientation (references to the concept of social justice) (House, 2009: 
604–607 and 603–621) and at the same time, earlier solutions – the rule of 
causality (changing concepts into a concept of local credibility), or the axio-
logical neutrality of knowledge – being subject to criticism.

Th e assumption that the knowledge created as a consequence of nation-
al research projects, planned on a large scale, could justify actions designed on 
equally large scale has also been proved. It has rather demonstrated that such 
research is unable to generate a general, shared, social theory, which would have 
enough explanatory power in relation to such projects. More localized knowledge 
proves more accurate, particularly in the fi eld of exposing causations, put in a 
precisely defi ned local context (House, 2009: 604–607), the area of actions 
or institutions in which social actions are generated and executed. However, 
the problem of making generalizations, which could provide a basis for theo-
retically accurate universalization and make decisions that hold a value bind-
ing also beyond local dimensions, has not been solved satisfactorily.

We have a problem with the credibility of research – the reliability of 
judgment. Th e problem of the credibility of research could refer both to the 
question what is an accurate research and to the means applied to measure the 
accuracy of its results. In answer to the question of what is considered accurate 
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research, a constant betterment of the criteria for the evaluation of theory 
takes place, also within the already fi xed research orientations. Kathy Char-
maz, for instance, suggests that in the evaluation of the studies comprising 
the result of developing grounded theory - criteria such as credibility, origi-
nality, signifi cance, utility should be applied, at the same time indicating the 
fact that even traditional solutions, adopted in this concept (i.e. using the 
category of saturation) still call for extending development.15 Th is could il-
lustrate theoretical specializing of scientifi c approaches in the case of adopt-
ing them in a specifi c discipline, and a certain type of issue, which pose spe-
cifi c problems and produce solutions to them.

Th e process of construction of validity itself is included in the scope of is-
sues concerning studies of validation, which assume the character of a so-
cial process described as social construction of validity.16 In addition, highly 
developed types of practice are employed to test the validity of knowledge. 
Among them, we can distinguish between the numerous forms of verifi ca-
tion of the validity of conclusions: for instance a) descriptive validity (the ne-
cessity to verify the reliability of accounts of the study), b) interpretive valid-
ity (the accuracy of the account in relation to the description by participants 
of the study), c) theoretical validity – concerning conceptual categories used 
in the description, and the explanations built by the means of these catego-
ries, d) generalizability - the ability to extend them to people not directly 
studied (internal) and the anticipation of how the phenomena studied could 
occur in diff erent conditions (external), e) evaluative validity, demanding 
the criticism of the evaluative judgments (Maxwell, 1997: 175–176). Th ere 
is also the concept of emancipatory validity, which demands evaluation of 
how far the research has contributed to improving the situation of the par-
ticipants of the study. Beside a) triangulation validity (measurement) and 
b) construct validity (the appropriacy of the concepts to the experience of 
the participants of the study), the studies also require estimating the c) testi-
monial validity (the agreement between the researcher’s interpretation and 
the opinions of the participants of the study), and d) catalytic validity which 
demands the evaluation of the change in consciousness of the participants, 
and their self-regulation. As the study is supposed to serve not only to create 
new knowledge, but to contribute to solving problems by for the participants 
themselves as well (Szkudlarek, 1997: 176–177).

15 K. Charmaz (2009: 737–739). Th e extension of the category of saturation is suggested by 
applying the criterion of “interpretative suffi  ciency” (Christians and Denzin ).

16 Th e problem of “social construct validity” in the qualitative research has been discussed more 
widely by Steinar Kvale in a publication available on the Polish publishing market. He raises 
three ways of this type of validating knowledge, referring to: a) the quality of the craft sman-
ship of research, its b) communicative validity, and c) pragmatic validity. Cf. S. Kvale (2004: 
232–255). 
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Th e criterion of validity can also be applied to the text analysis and its signif-
icance in social practice. Th e possibility to accomplish it is based on situa-
tional validity (a kind of voice externalized in the text – immaterial vs. per-
sonifi ed, emotional, reactive), rhizomatic (multiplicity of voices defi ning the 
situation), ironic (a kind of invitation to further interpretation), or refl exive 
(the readiness to question the validity claim).17

Th e problem of research validity – as we can see, approached from var-
ious ways – defi nitely appears relevant also for the estimate of trust which 
could be developed upon the results achieved, the authors of research work 
and the institutions they represent. Th e convictions expressed in the studies, 
not only refl ect, but also shape the social practice – to have an opinion of a 
thing means to know how to react to it. Th e above-mentioned rule refers to 
both accurate and inaccurate observations.

We have a problem with the role of the researcher – with the status 
of scientifi c knowledge as unengaged knowledge. Th e validity of judgment 
could also be something diff erent for those who want to be in the right and 
for those who want to promote positive transformations in social practice. 
Th e awareness of entanglement of research work in various kinds of prac-
tice makes maintaining the image of “ impartiality of knowledge” at least as 
troublesome as enumerating the kinds of its engagement, partiality or self-in-
terest. Th e quality of this engagement seems to be becoming the centre of 
methodology and attention. Within the range of methodological issues, we 
can nowadays fi nd the studies of strategies aimed at successfully soliciting 
funds (Cheek, 2009: 549–622) and also analysis showing political entan-
glement of the research qualifi cation criteria constructing process (Smith, 
2009: 391–417) (which also suggests the fundamental confl ict arising be-
tween the openness of research to an unexpected result, and the necessity to 
preliminarily specify such expectations). Th e scientists themselves, as John 
K. Smith and Phil Hodkinson show, become engaged in actions aimed at 
“such reform of research to make it more rigorous and serviceable for politics” 
(Smith, 2009: 409). Th e criterial concepts of the valorisation of knowledge 
are becoming a fi eld of dispute reaching beyond theoretically methodologi-
cal reasons, yet clearly articulating the interests of specifi c types of research 
– resulting from specifi c theoretical attitude and specifi c political practice. 

Th e research practice seems to be more and more aware of its engage-
ment in political and bureaucratic mechanisms and the interests arising in 
them. It does not change the fact that it can be easily suited in an image of 
an audit society and culture. Th e problem is not only limited to the ques-
tion how the political process in which we are participating practically, and 

17 In this perspective, a precise statement of validity is suggested by P. Lather - cited in: 
H.Čerwinkowa, B.D. Gołębniak, (2010: 149). 
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therefore morally, is taking place (Smith, 2009: 413). Its signifi cance also de-
pends on how we identify the tension between defi ning politics as a means 
of achieving a common good and treating it only as an instrument for gain-
ing infl uence upon the distribution of a limited quota of goods.

In the above-mentioned historical monopoly of one, the defi nite (posi-
tivistic) concept of science, the problem was a syndrome of methodological in-
hibition.18 Nowadays, as the partiality of knowledge and the qualifi cations of 
its various kinds can be observed, the problem is posed by the quality of criti-
cism and the opportunity to express it, clearly related to the kind of practical en-
gagement observed. Th e fact that the philosophy of science cannot be criti-
cised is no longer a problem connected with the understanding of the rule that 
“all scientifi c thesis could be questioned critically”. It can become an attribute 
of interpretative practice, restricted by its own engagement and susceptible to 
the elements of “dictatorial strategy” it contains.19 In such practice, being non-
criticisable acquires a status of a standard, while the very postulate of criticism 
may become institutionally, environmentally, and politically – relative.

We have a problem with participation in methodological transforma-
tion. Th e locality of the knowledge created, the diversity of its products, the 
multiplicity of its engagement in various types of practice, the diff erentiation 
of intellectual traditions and methodological concepts, makes the search for 
a “community of problems” remain an important factor in shaping the re-
search practice – despite the particular solutions adopted in it. Th e problems 
in the question cannot be easily ignored either, apparently in any responsi-
ble research work. Th ey motivate the search, however hard it is, to persist in 
any conclusive or at least shared position. Furthermore, it is also worth see-
ing the social conditioning, accompanying the initiation of methodological 
discussions. Th ey gain signifi cance particularly in the situation of intensifi ed 
transfer of various kinds of knowledge and methodological inspirations. Th e 
quality of their reception, even more of the applications, is probably in con-
nection with the quality of social and research practice, they may be referred 
to. Th e practice is consolidated and maintained by the means of varied so-
cial factors and community mechanisms. Th eir signifi cance was expressed by 
Ludwik Fleck in a lapidary statement: “We look through our own eyes, but we 
see with the eyes of the community” (the 1930’s, 20th cent.).

18 Th e category of methodological inhibition was introduced by Charles Wright Mills, who, by 
its means, characterized the problems of formation of knowledge in the neopositivist period. 
Comp. J. Szacki (1981: 766). 

19 Dictatorial strategy (term proposed by J. Giedymin) reproached to pan-critical rationalism, 
in which the premise of “the openness to all criticism” cannot be subjected to eff ective criti-
cism, since if such criticism has been expressed, it would confi rm the premise. Paradoxically, 
the attitude presented here (the concept of W.W.Bartley III) acquires the authoritarian and 
dogmatic features. Cf. R. Kleszcz (1998: 155–158). 
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Social conditions for the methodological discussion
Th e perception of social determinants of discussions in the fi eld of 

methodology has signifi cant importance not only due to the ways of for-
mulating problems - methodological problems. Th ese conditions also ap-
pear important to explain the mechanisms for the formation of disciplinary 
knowledge and valorising its products. In the case of accepting a variety of 
ways to create knowledge, theoretical and methodological refl ection also dis-
suades from easy acceptance of any form of fundamentalism.20 It seems to 
exhibit rather a new problem - a minimum of science (or a minimum of ra-
tionality), necessary to allow for the continuation of scientifi c creativity and 
its role in preserving the culture of academic science. Defending the princi-
ple of the rationality of science, this “minimum” contains linguistic accu-
racy, compliance with the rules of logic, criticism and problems solvabili-
ty (Kleszcz, 1998: 109 –125). It should be noted, however, that compliance 
with this minimum raises very stringent requirements for research practice.

Th e rules for creating pedagogical knowledge
and their conditions 
What may also be sought is the exploration of shared knowledge cre-

ation rules that would constitute a common reference – a specifi c consent 
space within which one can additionally fi nd a place for a variety of method-
ological research. Clarifi cation of such rules, even the most general and ob-
vious however shows how far they are involved in a social context and cul-
tural change.

Knowledge can be considered from the perspective of rules defi ning its 
continuity. Although it can be perceived as a problem, instead it appears to be 
an important element of knowledge regardless of whether we want to refer it 
to the historical, institutional, cultural or biographical dimension. Th e con-
tinuity is a mechanism for change in which the earlier achievements under-
go a specifi c transformation, not so much as a result of simple addition, but 
precisely as a result of a signifi cant transformation and modifi cation. Th ese 
changes are easily visible from the viewpoint of the history of science and 
they both have institutional and personal dimension. A widely understood 
idea of continuity of knowledge is probably the underlying formulation of 
any statements that are created, aft er all, with the obvious hope to take them 

20 Cognition may be reached through various methods, which dissuades both methodological 
beliefs associated with fundamentalism, and its institutional and sociological variety, based on the 
belief that there are institutions that have undisputable knowledge in their range of metho-
dological knowledge. Variations of technological fundamentalism, based on the belief that the 
realization of methodological recommendations on the basis of a provision in a particular 
model of research will ensure the achievement of signifi cant cognitive outcomes is not sub-
stantially justifi ed either.
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up and continue. Th e continuity of the narrative is also a reference to the bi-
ographically recognized processes of knowledge creation, irrespective of how 
complex they are. 

Continuity of knowledge, its presence (in change), how to problema-
tize the past and refer to tradition, may also be explained by the emergence of 
broader communications support mechanisms with the past. Th is problem 
appears particularly clear today in connection with the issue of detradition-
alization - the disappearance or death of tradition. As a consequence, both 
the scope and quality of communication about cultural assets, interpretative 
schemas of understanding the world, patterns and values, and symbolic re-
sources of relevant experience for the formation of individual and collective 
identity are weakened. What is also radically changed is the status of tradi-
tion, understood as a tool for building self-knowledge of theory enabling to 
obtain a fuller knowledge of diff erent types of historical narrative, as well as 
modern varieties of thinking about education. In this context, when talking 
about “abandonment” of earlier theoretical orientation, it is always worth 
asking about how they were taken.

Knowledge may be seen from the perspective of consistency rules (rules 
of coherence) by which their diff erent variants can be distinguished from each 
other and treated as a relatively homogeneous whole. Using the formulation 
of the rules of coherence, as does Janusz Gnitecki, what is exposed is an un-
derstanding of the consistency with which it turns out to be a constitutive 
factor in clarifying and disclosure of diff erences, not just a static attribute of 
the type of knowledge or methodological variations of its creation. Th e rules 
according to which certain methodological ideas acquire the status of diff er-
ences are obviously very diff erent; they represent a majority of the content of 
methodological textbooks. Th ey regulate both methodologies of proceedings 
in research (rules of research activities), the rules of creation of scientifi c ex-
pression - building the theory, methods of reasoning and critical conditions of 
created knowledge. Th ey contribute not only to the creation of a reasonably 
isolated whole variety of knowledge, but also to its continuity and its possi-
ble transmission. 

Th e diversity of these rules produces a discussion about the quality 
criteria of scientifi c knowledge in which both the option of denying and 
the possibility of defi ning appear ,21 and stringent crite rion attempts to 
distinguish it from other varieties of knowledge.22 Th is problem is also re-

21 One of the statements quoted by M. Hammmersley. Quoted aft er. M. Nowak (2006: 160).
22 T. Sozański indicates the following criteria of scientifi c knowledge. 1. Intersubjective com-

municativeness 2. Methodical research activities, 3. Systematization of terms and statements 
4. Consistency 5. Intersubjective justifi ability and testability of theories 6. Confi dence 
expressed in the high-level reasoning 7. Versatility 8. Generality 9. 10.High information con-
tent, 11. Economy and simplicity, 12. Abstractness 13. Conditionality 14. Cumulative nature 
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fl ected in the discussion of social, institutional conditions to ensure consist-
ency of knowledge and clarifying its social functions. Th is suggests a corre-
lation between institutional processes and the capacity to create valuable 
learning theory which depends, inter alia, on whether the professional sci-
entifi c organizations are able to move the laymen away from the impact 
of knowledge creation, to compete with other scientifi c institutions in or-
der to gain control over resources and the legitimacy of certain lines of 
research in order to produce a centralized dependency reducing the un-
certainty involving the performance of research tasks and standardise cog-
nitive orientations as well as the criteria for defi ning the intellectual prob-
lems (Sozański, 1998: 7–8). Th ose words show very clearly how you can 
recognize the link between institutional rules with the possibilities of cre-
ating a specifi c type of knowledge. Consistency of knowledge, understood 
as a social and cultural formation, is also connected with the institutionali-
zation of the social processes, which constitute both a consolidation of the 
norms and the rules of its formation, as well as their diff erentiation. It is 
also revealed in the institutional specialization - dispersion - in which cer-
tain varieties of thinking and speaking (language) teaching staff  acquire 
the status of autonomy.

Th e boundaries between the disciplines of knowledge however are 
exceeded, which leads to highlighting the next group of rules - the rules of 
translation. Th ey are related to methodological issues of disciplinary borders, 
which are sometimes interpreted in numerous ways (Kwiecinski Witkowski, 
1990; Pluta, 1997: 49-78; Piekarski, 1997: 252–302). Th ese rules may also 
be referred to as an extensive practice in which various types of knowledge 
(concepts, narratives) are cross-referenced, while being subject to change, au-
thorizing their presence around giving a distinguished institutional context. 
Methodological recommendations associated with this practice are very di-
verse and include a defi nition, introducing new concepts, terminology conven-
tions, expanding the theoretical base for new statements, etc. Seeking fun-
damental concepts unity, even paradigmatically diff erent approaches may be 
combined, which is sometimes emphasized also in contemporary interpre-
tations of the theory of science (e.g. the concept of Th omas Kuhn).23 What 
turns out to be very important is also linguistic affi  nity of diff erent varieties 
of knowledge, formed by a variety of practices. Th eir most elementary vari-
ation, allowing for expansion of understanding of language is certainly one 
of terminology borrowings, leading sometimes to the similarity of the state-

- a rigorous model, because the underlying values in the case of any omissions deprive the 
right to use the concept of theoretical sociology of science as normal science (1998: 24).

23 Problems with translation of Kuhn‘s opinion usually relate only to certain concepts and cate-
gories, which are referred to as »local incommensurability.” Cf. M. Sikora (1997: 29).
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ments, which also appear in various disciplines of knowledge. Distinct types 
of interdisciplinary convergence are general assumptions analogies, which de-
termine the conditions for understanding the sets of expressions. Th e latter 
are the basis for deep analogies that are sometimes possible to reveal, express-
ing the similarity of structures, putting various strands of thinking in order. 
Although the methods to establish mutual linguistic repertoire in the hu-
manities disciplines are sometimes diffi  cult to identify in a clear way, their 
disclosure usually creates a new context of knowledge, grounded in the cul-
tural circle, or a particular philosophical tradition. Th ey form the basis for 
knowledge transformation and are important factors in their cognitive perspec-
tive convergence. 

Th e last group of rules – the rules of knowledge use - seems to be im-
portant in the disciplines dealing with education because it determines the 
social meaning of practices created by those rules. Th e applicability, use-
fulness, or even eff ectiveness is also regulated by numerous methodologi-
cal principles related to linking knowledge with practice activities. Rules 
for knowledge use a) allow the identifi cation of the area of operation (pro-
fessional) as an area of sovereign activity, independent of other areas of 
practice, b) allow the valorisation of the tasks and the course of profession-
al activities, and c) entitle the particular way of constructing relationships 
with other people in the range of a particular type of interaction. In each 
of these cases, they refer to diff erent problems and diff erent methodolog-
ical exploration.

Th e identifi cation of activity areas involves the question of “ limits of 
development” considered objectively, as an area of relatively autonomous set 
of applications of specifi c theories. Th ese limits have, of course, institution-
al location; they divide both the knowledge exploitation areas and scientifi c 
disciplines, leading sometimes to a kind of cognitive self-restraint.24 Valoris-
ing their own institutional practices as well as the formation of knowledge 
also happens in relationships with others. Is it not solely a cognitive proc-
ess either – it is equally a process of interaction which is expressed in the so-
cial elaboration of new forms and possibilities for actions (Urbaniak-Zając, 
2003: 286). It remains, therefore, under the infl uence of social mechanisms 
of institutional specialization and professionalization of teaching activities. 
Obtaining new knowledge and the ability to act constituting the practice of 
interfering in the social sphere is also a “professional interest” and is subject to 
professional control regulation. 

24 Attention to this is drawn by Andrzej Radziewicz-Winnicki, indicating that the source of 
such constraints are oft en habits of researchers not going beyond these areas of research whi-
ch, in popular belief, are related to another scientifi c fi eld A. Radziewicz-Winnicki, A. Roter 
(2004: 195). 
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Properties - quality of knowledge and their selected 
conditions
Postulating certain “minimum rules” on the basis of which you can 

thematize methodological discussion remains largely a formal procedure. 
Seeking such rules in the body and mechanisms of knowledge creation may 
be naturally considered as reasonable, however, the way these rules are met 
in methodological solutions remains highly diverse and conditioned by nu-
merous social and cultural factors. Th ese factors seem to determine not only 
the nature of the theory or methodology practiced, but also the relation-
ship to cognitive performance results. Th e question of the quality of knowl-
edge that arises against this background is not only a question of method-
ology, but also the important problem of scientifi c institutions (Śliwerski, 
2011: 21–30).

Th e dispute over the quality of knowledge is sometimes dismissed in 
certain positions, in others – previously mentioned – solved on the basis of 
criteria-referenced assessment. It also happens to be the subject of heated de-
bate, as the on-going controversy surrounding the issue of the quality of re-
search in social engagement - the political practice (the dispute about the 
quality of qualitative research). Th erefore, it is even more tempting to distin-
guish between the attributes of knowledge, which the dispute appears to re-
late to and display them on the background of some factors of socio-cultur-
al change, which have already been partially mentioned.

Table 1: Properties of knowledge and cultural and social contexts of the 
process of its creation.

Properties of 
knowledge (Refer-
ences to the content 
of activities)

Type of process Implications for the 
course of activities

Th e sphere of rela-
tions - personal in-
dividuality vs. col-
lective socialization

Truth

Versatility

Specialization 

Institutional dispersion 

Dispersion of objec-
tivity

Politicization of truth

Institutional

Verifi ability

Certainty

Professionalization

Expertization

Exclusivity of trust

 

Limiting

(minimization) of 
the risk
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Properties of 
knowledge (Refer-
ences to the content 
of activities)

Type of process Implications for the 
course of activities

Th e sphere of rela-
tions - personal in-
dividuality vs. col-
lective socialization

Utility

 Creativity

Bureaucratization of 
knowledge manage-
ment

 

 

 

 

Standardization

Formalization of rules 

(criteria) of knowledge 

creation

 

Standard unifi cation - 

ritualization of proce-

dures for knowledge 

creation

Organizational

Communicativeness

 Language grounding

Mediatisation

 Detraditionalization

Iconicity - change of 
the language commu-
nication brevity
 
 Post-memory instead 
of tradition – reduc-
tion of the knowledge 
continuity

Cultural

Link with the good

 

 

 

Ethicality

Mercantilization

 

 

 

Privatization of ideo-
logical beliefs

Instrumentalization of 
activities - commercial-
ization of knowledge

 

Aestheticization of 
ethical sphere

Th e Community

In a limited – out of necessity - commentary25 on the table, it is worth 
noting that the attributes of knowledge included there may be related to var-
ious products of research. However, they remain important regardless of 
how various and detailed the methodological problems are brought by their 
fulfi lment. Th e list of processes involved in changes in the organizational, 
institutional, cultural and community sphere indicated in the table (much 
as the consequences for the quality of research practices that were previous-
ly mentioned) is likely to remain in a clear relationship with these proper-
ties of knowledge. Th e way in which these interdependencies are defi ned is, 
of course, debatable. Th e range of elements of socio-cultural changes that 
may be seen today and highlighted in the table, however, is worthy of ar-
ticulation, as it indicates both the possible reasons for the diff erentiation of 
the knowledge products and the practices surrounding its creation.As from 

25 I refer here to the characterization of knowledge which I discuss more in the development of 
knowledge in practice (biography) of teachers (Piekarski, 2007: 15–22).
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the completion of the previously reported observations, it can be noted that 
the processes of change and diff erentiation are clearly marked at the institu-
tional level. Th ey are expressed in specialization and institutional diff erenti-
ation of research practices. Institutional fragmentation and diversity is also 
expressed in the wealth of knowledge assessment and its legitimacy acceptance 
rules (reliability and security). Two phenomena may be marked here - profes-
sionalization and expertization. Th ey result in the diff erentiation of fi elds of 
social activity in which various areas of activity gain social autonomy – they 
require a special process of professional socialization, they are becoming so-
cially exclusive, they produce a peculiar form of a common culture, perma-
nent facilities for knowledge exchange, codes of ethics, etc.26 Professional-
ization, by specifying the rules of competence development (professional) 
resulting from the extensive improvement process, substantially direct the 
public trust that may be bestowed both upon a person and institutions rep-
resented by them. 

Professionalization is also accompanied by the formation of the expert 
roles - expertization. Th e scope of competence of the experts includes the so-
lutions related to the implementation of knowledge with a high level of com-
plexity, specifi city and specialized social importance for the image of the pro-
fession. It contributes to reducing the uncertainty of decision-making – it 
weakens the sense of risk associated with inappropriateness of the knowledge 
possessed or uncertainty of the implications of its use. Expertization may, how-
ever, be accompanied by - what Anthony Giddens points out - the process of 
“unlearning the skills”, which happens, among other things, because of “ap-
propriation” of everyday life knowledge by the experts” (Giddens, 2001: 31). 
Confi dence in the existing institutions is also clearly associated with eradi-
cating results of their operation - detachment of social life from traditional 
patterns and practices.27

Communication conditions of knowledge creation and its language base 
are also changing. Expertise - never entirely assimilated by the layman – obvi-
ously makes only sense with the option of referring it to the community ex-
perience (Podgórecki, 2004: 25) which takes place in complex communica-
tion mechanisms. Th e aforementioned detraditionalization changes not only 
the nature of these processes but also transforms their symbolic resources. Th ey 

26  I mention only some of the characteristics of the profession - oft en regarded as its institutio-
nal diff erentiators.

27 Post-memory as described by Katarzyna Kaniowska in reference to the concept of Marianne 
Hirsch, is »knowledge about the past, but built on empathic recreation of someone‘s expe-
rience […]”,is »the memory of the second generation that, not having lived reality captured 
by memory is doomed to build its own identity on the basis of non-personal experience of 
the past” K. Kaniowska, „Memoria” i „postpamięć” a antropologiczne budowanie wspólnoty 
(2004: 20).
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also vary in relation to the progressive bureaucratization, creating formal cri-
teria of knowledge valorisation, regardless of local traditions and the ways 
of conducting scientifi c work. Th rough bureaucratic regulations, the proce-
dures in light of which such criteria can be considered as fulfi lled are spec-
ifi ed, which results in standardization unifying both the creation practice 
and the transmission of knowledge (at least in the area in which the fulfi l-
ment of formal rules is now provided to initiate research practice). 

Transmission and the creation of knowledge is inextricably linked 
with the community and the ethical context (knowledge is good), its at-
tributes are also worth confronting with the processes of cultural change. 
Two important phenomena are disclosed in it - mercantilization (marketiza-
tion of social relations) and the progressive privatization of beliefs. Th ey fa-
vour a certain type of good - market good - and the peculiar atmosphere of 
socialization to knowledge – the climate of indiff erent impartiality. Due to 
them, knowledge is not so much valorised in relation to meaning, unique-
ness or importance, but mainly to market inter-changeability. It also fosters 
self-treatment as a commodity, which additionally has the eff ect that the ex-
change value majorizes other values, limiting their use in relation to knowl-
edge as an important evaluation criterion and even eliminating the making 
of such valorisation.28 

Pluralization and privatization of beliefs in the context of the changing 
level of confi dence in knowledge, the formation of its personalized, local (in-
stitutional) varieties, possibly remains in relation to changes in the cultur-
al medium of research and its ethical foundations. (Th e weaknesses of such 
grounding appear to lie at the basis of, inter alia, the sphere of ethical aesthet-
ics (appearing in the absence of what is ethical and common, is authentic to the 
individual”) (Dehnel, 2001: 49–72)). Th ey open the way to the diverse indi-
vidual scientifi c creativity, but also for promoting ethical and methodologi-
cal29 tolerance,30 in which the very desire to seek knowledge loses the value of 
authenticity and meaningful, communally-shared bonds.

Summary attempt 
Organizing the theoretical and methodological discussion in its com-

prehensive, practical dimension seems to be extremely diffi  cult. An attempt 
was made to clarify certain conditions to diff erentiate the methodological 

28 Th is also applies to the category of theoretical pedagogy, very oft en valorized in a »market« - 
a good economic approach - not just in terms of meaning and validity, interpretation specifi c 
to the humanities. (Contracts, tenders, market education, services, capital, etc.).

29 Th e consequence of this methodological problem is discussed more in the aforementioned 
article. Kryteria waloryzacji praktyki…, op. cit., 162–173.

30 Ethical tolerantism abolishes commitment, as well as a sense of duty concerning at least parti-
al promotion and dissemination of their beliefs and behavior. Cf. H. Eilstein (1994: 142–172).
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discussion as referred to in the three main approaches - the defi nition of 
problems pool, references to the shared rules of knowledge creation and the 
search for common areas of its quality valorisation. Each of these attempts 
inevitably reveals, however, albeit in a slightly diff erent way, a similar prob-
lem - both theoretical and methodological diff erentiation of disciplines 
dealing with education and their socio-cultural grounding. Th e illustration 
of the problem does not, of course, present any of its solutions, however as a 
summary, some generalizations may be risked. 

Th e concept of education science as a “common area of research prac-
tice” has a very contractual status. What seems to be expressed is the in-
tention and a postulate serving joint action directing. Reliance on these ac-
tivities upon a clearly defi ned initial pool of these arrangements seems to 
be diffi  cult to achieve. It is rather worth developing the existing research per-
spectives including the list of problems that may be reasonably well specifi ed on 
the basis of the perceived concerns relating to the rationality of the knowledge 
created and its quality. Th e summary is also supposed to indicate the mini-
mum set of theoretical and methodological terms, thus adding the perspec-
tive mentioned at the beginning. It may be described as “participatory-inter-
pretive” and based on four fundamental methodological postulates. 

It is based on the decentering perspective, which demands you treat your-
self as a participant in the events, while maintaining the ability to control the 
experience of practice in which we participate. Th is path may disclose both the 
individual and the shared rules of knowledge creation, which are the result of 
constant reference to your own experiences. Th e need to maintain a decen-
tralized position and making the related reconstruction is particularly clear-
ly articulated in the modern, constructivist paradigm - the logic of knowl-
edge creation cannot be translated into explicit, formalized algorithm since 
it is based on the practices demanding their own reconstruction.31 Stand-
ards of research practice should also be referenced back to those very - own 
– reconstructions (Krzychała, 2004: 10), which enable dismissal or aban-
donment of a single, privileged position or perspective. Practical engagement 
model included in the decentering postulate may a situation of cognitive de-
centering, is based not only on keeping track of our own experiences as they 
may aff ect others, but also confronting meaning and expression of their own 
experience. Th e distance that is formed in such a way may be helpful in, at 
least, partial comprehension of an occurring change. Th is means, therefore, 
that you are able to establish the boundary between your own role (of an in-
vestigator) and the play with reality, which gives a cognitive sense of knowl-

31 Cf. S. Krzychała’s comments to the concept of Ralf Bohnsack S. Krzychała, Wprowadzenia 
(2004: 10).



J. Piekarski, Methodology in educational studies – the disciplinary 
status and the social conditions for discussion

53

edge, the possibility of its creation and fi nal expression.32 Involvement of this 
kind is subject to refl ective study, in which both methodological awareness 
and research practice - a game that the researchers plays in imparting cogni-
tive sense to the researcher’s own search are subject to change. Th e actual 
process of knowledge never ends, remaining just as it was at the beginning.

It is also a perspective based on the postulate of criticism. It applies both 
to its cognitive tools – it assumes a constant willingness to challenge each of 
the accepted points of view - as well as their possible sources. Doubt on their le-
gitimacy, their willingness to abandon them in favour of fi ner explanations 
of encountered surprises, also opens the possibility of seeking even the most 
unusual, critically ground breaking solutions. Th eir source is not only their 
own ideas, but, in equal measure, the perspective identifi ed in others - crit-
icism denotes openness and willingness to remain in dialogue with others. 

Ultimately, it is also an involved prospect - formed in relationships 
with others and engaging all the dimensions of these relationships. It touch-
es the sphere of intimacy and personal beliefs as well as the way in which 
they are maintained and constructed in the perceived oppositions - „intima-
cy - public sphere,” „I - others”, „we - they” - and the temporal order of experi-
ence. Th us it accepted not only the distant view into the self-activity, but also 
a kind of experimenting with your own experience, through which the knowl-
edge created is given both personal reinforcement and social credibility.

Th e proposed theoretical-methodological perspective obviously does 
not solve methodological problems that were indicated in the fi rst part of 
the presentation. It specifi es, however, the set of conditions of knowledge 
creation, which may contribute to solving them in a way that respects the di-
versity of certain interpretation approaches and some traditions existing in 
this respect. It may also be helpful in developing common methodological 
discussions and research practices.

An outline of the abovementioned prospect constitutes also a possible 
answer to the historically observable process, which refr ains fr om the trans-
mission model of homogeneous vision of knowledge, grounded in one scientif-
ic canon. In the case of an extensive transfer of a range of varieties of this 
knowledge, the complexity of the conditions of its reception and the applica-
tion of particular importance, the problem with the quality of research prac-
tices associated with the development of responsible prospects of knowledge 
constructing gains special signifi cance. Th ey are extremely diverse now, both 
because of the scientifi c specialization and numerous socio-cultural factors 
mentioned in this presentation. 

32 It is worth noting that the »game« can also obtain the primacy over consciousness, which is 
clearly exhibited in the hermeneutic interpretations. Cf. A. Rostecka (2006: 273–285).
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Th e role of the methodologist and the methodology itself remains semi-inde-
pendent, a separate element of the whole process of knowledge creation, a sep-
arate segment of the educational process, which, in its content, remains essen-
tially detached from the emerging problems and experiences of those doing the 
research. As a social role, it is also marked by signifi cant ambivalence – a meth-
odologist is treated as an “expert in diffi  cult situations” – occasionally sum-
moned, when it comes to solving the problem materialized in a specifi c type 
of research approach - either as an “harmless outsider” (fascinated by an issue 
which is “abstract” to others - how do you know what we know and is it cer-
tain). Th e very concept of methodology and its position in the research and ed-
ucational practice demands perhaps a separate look and a discussion on possi-
ble solutions in this area.33 Recognizing the role of methodology in building a 
cognitive perspective and its importance for the quality of knowledge can cer-
tainly help to build communication space and create the common research 
practice in it. Th e problems of theory and methodology are not substantial 
enough to be simply discussed - the methodology should be jointly practiced. 
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Stanislav Južnič

Edukacijske vede jezuitov in frančiškanov osemnajstega 
stoletja na Slovenskem in Poljskem v luči tedanjih 
znanstvenih konceptov
Številni frančiškani so bili pomembni pedagogi, če izpostavimo le Ma-

rina Mersenna (* 1588; OFMConv 1611; † 1648). Tako je skrajni čas, da nji-
hovim zgornjim modernim profesorjem pripišemo slavo, ki si jo zaslužijo. 
Frančiškanski provincial Škerpin je kupil številne sodobne in starejše teh-
niško zasnovane učne knjige za svojo ljubljansko knjižnico. Filozofi ja je nje-
ga dni še vedno vsebovala tehnologijo, matematiko, fi ziko in biološke vede. 
Poglavitno tehniško vprašanje 17. stoletja so bili poskusi z vakuumom, ki 
so Škerpina še vedno zanimali, tako da je utemeljil pouk tehniških ved na 
Kranjskem po bavarskih frančiškanih Zinsmeisterju in Hieberju poldrugo 
stoletje po Škerpinovi smrti.

Škerpin je svoje obiske Španije opisal v danes izgubljenem potopisu in 
pri tem nabavil mnogo tehniško naravnanih učbenikov španskih frančiška-
nov, ki so jih v Ljubljani radi uporabljali. Jezuit Gruber in laični profesor 
Hacquet sta v Ljubljani drug ob drugem razvijala nekoliko nasprotujoči si 
Boškovićevi pedagogiki in ateistično šolstvo. Čeprav sta bila po letu 1775 so-
vražna, sta oba svoj način poučevanja zanesla med Poljake, Gruber pa je svo-
je pedagoške ideje razširil celo v prekomorske kraje.

Ključne besede: frančiškani, Ljubljana, Poljska, zgodovina izobraže-
vanja, Žiga Škerpin, Baltasar Hacquet, Gabrijel Gruber, Carlo Benvenuti, 
Rudjer Bošković.

Jacek Piekarski

Methodology in the sciences of education - disciplinary 
status and practice of education
Th e methodological and theoretical problems present in the cur-

rent methodological discussion in Poland are perceptible from the social 
and historic perspective. Some of the social conditions for the creation of 
knowledge and its properties, which may seem worth considering in the sit-
uation of the tendency towards building a universal area of research, are pre-
sented. Th e role of the methodologist and the methodology itself remains 
semi-independent, that is to say a separate element of the whole process of 
knowledge creation, a separate segment of the educational process, which, 
in its content, remains essentially detached from the emerging problems 
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and experiences of those conducting the research. Recognizing the role of 
methodology in building a cognitive perspective and its importance for the 
quality of knowledge can certainly help to build communication space and 
create the common research practice within it.

Key words: methodology, knowledge, education, society, quality

Jacek Piekarski

Metodologija v vzgojnoizobraževalnih študijah
— disciplinarni status in družbeni pogoji za razpravo
Metodološki in teoretični problemi, ki so prisotni v trenutni metodo-

loški razpravi na Poljskem, so zaznavni z družbenega in zgodovinskega vidi-
ka. V predstavitvi teh vidikov prikažemo tudi nekatere družbene razmere za 
ustvarjanje znanja in njegovih lastnosti, ki se jih lahko zdi vredno premisliti 
v položaju, ko je zaznavna težnja k vzpostavitvi univerzalnega področja raz-
iskav. Vloga metodologa in same metodologije ostaja še vedno napol neod-
visni, samostojni del celotnega procesa ustvarjanja znanja, ločen segment iz-
obraževalnega procesa, ki po svoji vsebini v bistvu ostaja še vedno ločen od 
nastajajočih problemov in izkušenj tistih, ki opravljajo raziskave. Priznava-
nje vloge metodologije pri gradnji kognitivne perspektive in njenega pome-
na za kakovost znanja lahko zagotovo pomaga k ustvaritvi komunikacijske-
ga prostora in skupne raziskovalne prakse v njem.

Ključne besede: metodologija, znanje, izobraževanje, družba, kakovost

Bojan Žalec

Aff ects and emotions in upbringing and education
Th e article is divided to three parts. In the fi rst part, the author argues 

for the importance of body and bodily relations. On this basis, he argues 
for the importance of living inter-bodily relations between a student and a 
teacher. Successful distant education is not possible. 

In the second part, the author deals with the problems of the modern 
youth and pupils. He argues for the importance of self-consciousness, identi-
ty, recognition and confi rmation for the success and good life of young peo-
ple. Th eir identity is built up through the relationships with their parents 
and teachers (signifi cant others). Th e author points to the fact of the increas-
ing emotional illiteracy of the youth in Europe and the necessity of emo-
tional upbringing. Parents and teachers play the crucial role in it. Alas such 
upbringing is too oft en almost totally absent and this leads to indiff erence, 
apathy, violent acts and other negative phenomena by our youth. Th e crucial 
factor in the development of such phenomena is bad or empty communica-
tion between children or students on one hand and adults, parents or teach-


	2406231
	2406231a



