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INTRODUCTION

This article clarifies and discusses the researeihoadology inspired by Basil Bernstein that has
guided the extensive studies carried out by the A&Boup (Sociological Studies of the
Classroom) at the University of Lisbon. We disdus# we have used Bernstein’s theory (1990,
2000) to develop this methodology and we highlighe characteristics of a “mixed
methodology”, which is applicable to various comgeaf educational research. We will start by
presenting the epistemological positioning of teeearch and show the contribution of the
methodology to knowledge production in the fieldé lmoth education and research
methodologies. We will refer to philosophical andcislogical aspects of knowledge

construction and to the validity and reliabilityteria we have used in our research methodology.

We discuss the way we have used Bernstein’s thieodeveloping the research through a
conceptual structure that explains the relationsdum the construction of models and
instruments of analysis of texts and contexts. \@&dbe the paths we have followed in that
construction and explicate the theoretical asswonptand the methodological procedures that
have guided their conception. Finally, we presenhe exemplary cases to illustrate our

procedures.

Since the article discusses earlier research irestetail 1, it may be of more interest to those
acquainted with that research. However, we beliga the text may appeal to a larger

audience.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL POSITIONING OF THE RESEARCH

Quantitative and qualitative paradigms

The two forms of inquiry — quantitative and qudlita - are often viewed as distinct and
incompatible paradigms in educational researchf{&h& Serlin, 2004). However, it has also
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been recognized that distinct methods of analysesuseful for addressing distinct types of
questions. For that reason, both techniques are oftemm used simultaneously. For example,
Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) refer to studies whrantitative and qualitative techniques are
used in the same or distinct stages of the santy stnd assume an equal or different status
when research questions are defined. These resesarekplain how quantitative analysis can
help in identifying subjects for a qualitative spuchow qualitative interviews can provide
additional elements to quantitative analysis, hasaligative analysis can generate hypotheses for
quantitative studies and how quantitative and tpitale data can be obtained simultaneously. As

Shaffer and Serlin (2004) state:

Qualitative and quantitative methods are bothmately, methods to warrant presentation of a fane.
They are both attempts to project from a finitecféhformation to some larger population: a pogiolaof

like individuals in the case of typical quantitaiinquiry, or a collection of like observationsgualitative
analysis. [...] The goal in any analysis is to rhatchnique to inference, claim to warrant. Thestjoas
facing a researcher are always: What questionwarta asking in this situation? What data will shiggtht

on those questions? And what analytical methodswdlrant data-based claims about those questions?
Answering these questions is a task that necegsaviblves a thorough understanding of the stremgtid
weaknesses of a range of quantitative and quaktatichniques. (p. 23)

Similarly, Flyvbjerg (2001) problematizes the ditbrmies created by the two approaches:

If not meaningless, it is counterproductive to miegro speak of ‘the victory of signs over diffecef or

of rules over the particular. [].To amputate one side in these pairs of phenorimeaa dualistic ‘either-

or' is to amputate our understanding. Rather thmen‘¢ither-or’, we should develop a non-dualisticl a

pluralistic ‘both-and’. Hence, we should not ciiitie rules, logic, signs, and rationality in themssl We

should criticize only the dominance of these phesmato the exclusion of others in modern societyian

social science. Conversely, it should be equallypfmatic if rules, logic, signs, and rationalityene

marginalized by the concrete, by difference, andhieyparticular. [...] (p.49)
In our research we have assumed that the two faimsquiry are not incompatible and
therefore can be used sequentially or simultangpuw#pending on the kind of research
guestions we want to address and the data we waniitain. Our research thus departs from the
dichotomy between naturalistic approaches (qualgaior ethnographic) and rationalistic
approaches (quantitative or experimental) andctflan epistemological positioning that rejects,
in particular, the strongly contextualised and sgwcratic character of qualitative

methodologies, guided by postmodernist perspectiveducational research.

Theresearch in the framework of research methodologies

As we have explained (Morais & Neves, 2001; Mor2i302), our research methodology has
used an external language of description derivedhfan internal language of description,

whereby the theoretical and empirical are viewededtically. We reject both the analysis of the
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empirical without an underlying theoretical basm aises of theory which do not allow for its
transformation on the basis of the empirical. Thesdconcepts in the areas of epistemology (e.g.
Popper, 1968; Ziman, 1984), psychology (Bruner, 319Yygotsky, 1978) and sociology
(Bernstein, 1990, 2000) have constituted our maiernal languages of description, with
particular emphasis on Bernstein’s theory of pedagdiscourse. On the basis of this theory, we
have constructed an external language of desamiptiorder to originate models and instruments

to guide the research.

The research methodology may be viewed as a mixattadology, which does not integrate the
two forms of inquiry but, on the contrary, uses releteristics associated with each of them.
Figure 1 presents aspects of quantitative and tqtisé approaches present in the

methodological procedures of our research.

FORMS OF INQUIRY
- . Methodological - _
— Rationalist ~—  Orientation Naturalistic
v . v
QUANTITATIVE Closed Data __ Interviews QUALITATIVE
APPROACH questionnaires Collection Observations APPROACH
r N r s
| Statistical Data Interpretative
procedures Treatment content analysis
METHODOLOGICAL

PROCEDURES

Figure 1 - Epistemological positioning of the resda

The methodological orientationhas a fundamentally rationalist basis (a charatier of
quantitative approaches) when, for example, we tcactsmodels for data analysis on the basis
of previous theoretical frameworks. This orientatias allowed us to explore hypotheses on the
basis of the guiding theory (experimental hypotegsdHowever, we have also used a
methodological orientation of a naturalistic chéeada characteristic of qualitative approaches)
when, for example, the indicators and descript@eduin the instruments derived from the
models are fundamentally obtained from direct oleéyn of the contexts under study. This
more naturalistic approach has allowed the fornadf hypotheses on the basis of empirical

data (explanatory hypotheses).



With regard to data collection, we have also usethodological procedures associated with the
two forms of inquiry. In fact, for example, togetiveith closed questionnaires (a characteristic of
quantitative approaches) we have used more operesnofl questioning as in the case of
interviews and observations (a characteristic @litative approaches). Also at the level of data
analysis, we have used quantitative methods (Stafisorocedures) and qualitative methods
(interpretative content analyses).

If we consider other positionings distinct from ttweo traditional paradigms of educational
research, the typology of educational inquiry pnéseé by Constas (1998) can also be useful to
situate the research methodology that we have desdl According to this typology,
constructed on the basis of the interaction ofdhdgnensions -political, methodologicaland
representational- it is possible to consider a number of resegrobtotypes. Thepolitical
dimension of inquiry is present when political issuare investigated and incorporated (as
givens) into a particular study and when the effeat power relations may have in the research
is analysed and challenged. Tinethodologicadimension of inquiry refers to strategies related
to the procedures of data collection (in the cdsampirically based educational research) and to
argumentation techniques (in the case of theoibtidsased educational research). The
representationatlimension refers to the nature of academic diseo(wsiting style, lexicon and

discourse organization).

If we take Constas’s typology as the reference,care say that our research departs from
narrative and post-modernist research prototypég;hnare methodologically idiosyncratic and
representationally unbounded. The research we #dewveloped corresponds, to a certain extent,
to the research prototype that Constais neo-Marxist inquiry and that is characterized by
being politically decentered methodologicallynormative and representationallgounded In
fact, when we use methodological approaches thatcancerned with criteria of validity,
reliability and generalization and a writing styleat intends to be objective, the research we
have developed is clearly normative and boundedlslb represents a politically decentering
variety of educational research because, althoughresearch includes aspects of an inquiry
guided by psychological assumptions, it carrieg@ng sociological basis where power relations
are taken as a fundamental component. From anptiet of view, we may consider that our
research has some relation to the research pretdhgt Constas callgost-positivist inquiry
which differs from the former in that it correspentb a non-political (centering) variety of

educational research. To chose one or other posd&Epends on taking for granted power
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relations, without making them enter in the anady@@s in the case pbst-positivist inquiry;, or
considering them as fundamental factors in probteng the study (as in the case éo-

Marxist inquiry).

The research and knowledge production

Another fundamental aspect of our research is itisadim is the production of educational
knowledge that, although being part of the aresoafal sciences, is embedded in the knowledge
of the area of experimental sciences. In fact, mb#te research is centred on science education
and, therefore, its object of study is th@w of learning (seen in terms of the social relatithve
characterize various pedagogic contexts) of a kadgé that is part of the experimental sciences
(the whatof learning). This means interrelating scienticas with distinct or even opposed

structures of knowledge. As Morais (2001) says:

Experimental sciences are hierarchical structufeBnowledge. Theories of instruction are horizontal
structures of knowledge. That is to say thatwhmatto be taught in science classes is quite distimatsi
structure from théaowto be taught. (p. 32)
Our research methodology has permitted us to rélecthe apparently irreconcilable, which has
been possible because Bernstein’s sociologicalryhéo which our research is fundamentally
based, has “a very strong conceptual structurelwbigces it [...] within the horizontal structures
of knowledge of strong grammars and even, [..fhamy aspects, within a hierarchical structure
of knowledge” (Morais, 2001, p. 33).

From a philosophical point of view, the research haed a fundamentally rationalist approach
and, therefore, departs from the research thaacteizes the construction of a substantial part
of knowledge in the area of social sciences, wkeéctils to be based on descriptive and narrative
methodologies by following naturalistic and ethraqgric approaches. In our research we have
tried to produce educational knowledge characteigea strong grammar rather than by a weak
grammar. That is, the new knowledge is progresginere conceptualized and broader instead
of being added to previous knowledge. This concdization has also occurred in the

production of knowledge at the level of the reskearethodology itself. Thus, our research has
led to the production of two types of knowledgeueational knowledge (research product) and

knowledge in the area of the research methodoldgegsgarch process).



When we consider the research not only with reg@ardthe philosophical dimension of
knowledge production, but also to its internal amternal sociological dimensién some issues
can be raised related to the legitimation of id&alsoth the levels of research methodology and
the knowledge obtained.

The research has blurred the boundaries betwedds fief educational knowledge that
traditionally have been strongly classified, agha case of sociology of education and science
education. For this reason it has introduced iratteemic community an unusual perspective in
both the area of science education and the aresablogy of education. This raises issues
related to the internal sociological dimension abwledge production. We refer to the status
that the academic community can accord to the relseend, consequently, the use (or not) of
our research methodology to promote the developrmakan external language of description
and, even, to some extent, of the internal languagéich the former is grounded.

Although our research has gained some acceptarnbe iarea of sociology of education, it has
been less accepted by the academic community iardeeof science education. The fact that the
educational knowledge we have constructed is maldged in the area of science education,
together with the fact that the research methodotmgresponds to an approach closer to that
followed in the experimental sciences (when conygbdcethe social sciences), has led us to
believe that the lesser acceptance of the resdsr¢he science education community may be
related to the low status that it accords to sogichl knowledge rather than to our type of
research methodology. In the case of the sociolafggducation community, that community
may be inclined to accept our research more wilirgpcause it represents one more approach
(another language) in a field characterized by rzbotal structure of knowledge with multiple
languages of description. However, another kingroblem arises here, which is related to the

research methodology we have followed.

In terms of the external sociological dimension; msearch seeks to consider the more general
social contexts of education and the way in whishrésearch findings may be used in the field
of educational policy, thus establishing a relatisith the world outside the academic
community. However, there is still a long way to gten this dimension of research is
considered. An investment is needed to make thaltsesf the research and the knowledge
constructed on the basis of those results avaitabpeople outside of the academic community,

specifically in the area in which we have been wagkThe success of this type of dissemination
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requires entering a space that is dependent ost#ites that is given by society to this type of
research and to the respective researchers. Tagorebetween the academic community and
society, which is part of the external sociologidahension of the construction of knowledge,
may exert some pressure on educational policymdieralso accord more status to the research
and as a consequence facilitate access to newesoafcfunding. To ignore or minimize the
importance of the internal and external socioldgidamensions of the construction of
knowledge, in any of its expressions/manifestationgy constitute an obstacle to the

development of research whose fundamental objeidtithee advancement of knowledge.

As Flyvbjerg says,

[...] we must effectively communicate the result®or research to fellow citizens. If we do this way
successfully transform social science from whafaist becoming a sterile academic activity, which is
undertaken mostly for its own sake and in incregassolation from a society on which it has littifeet

and from which it gets little appreciation. We negnsform social science to an activity done inljguiior

the public, sometimes to clarify, sometimes to rve@e, sometimes to generate new perspectives, and
always to serve as eyes and ears in our ongoing®fit understanding the present and deliberatogit

the future. We may, in short, arrive at a socia@se that matters. (2001, p. 166)

These epistemological considerations about oulareBanvolve aspects that seem to be related

to what Moore and Maton (2001) refer to as thetepig relation and the social relation of

knowledge. As presented by these researchers,

The epistemic relation [of knowledge] is the ralatibetween knowledge and that part of the world of
which knowledge is claimed (its proclaimed objeétstudy). The social relation [of knowledge] is
between knowledge and its author, the subject ngatkia claim to knowledge. Languages of legitimation
are conceptualised in terms of the strength of Hatias around (classification) and control ovear{fing)
what knowledge may be claimed and how (epistemitiom), and who may claim knowledge (social
relation). (2001, p. 165)
The knowledge we have produced in the area of ¢idncanamely in science education, derives
from conceptual models that are applicable to deesituations/contexts: teacher education,
classroom practices, family practices, scientiarhing, curriculum texts. These models have

guided the construction of instruments, accordongéethodological procedures described below.

Validity and reliability criteria of the research

When discussing the epistemological positioning eésearch study, it is important to consider
validity and reliability criteria. As we have memried, our investigative approach, although

having a rationalist basis, follows a methodolobgttintegrates qualitative features. We will



now demonstrate what we have done to ensure walahid reliability in the qualitative
dimension of the research.

The systematic dialectic between the theoretical i@ empirical that has characterized our
research methodology has allowed us to guarantegiarof both internal validity and external
validity. The fact that the research is sustaingdliheoretical framework of great rigour and
explanatory power is fundamental to guarantee natevalidity. Internal validity has also been
achieved by: (a) consistency between the objectiwdbe research and data collection; (b) the
successive reformulations of the models and ingnimmwe have used, in order to increase the
adjustment of the relation between the objectiviedh® research and the data to be obtained; (c)
the use of a long period of observation; (d) cardlrpersonal interaction between the researcher
and the subjects; (e) the comparison of data oddaifnom various sources (triangulation),
including data from similar studies. External vaiichas been achieved by the transfer of results
to other contexts and by making analytical geneasibns when we formulate working
hypotheses that will be transferred to similar eatd.

With regard to reliability, the presence of a thetmal framework to guide the research has
allowed observations to be conducted in a way ithabnsistent to the theoretical aspects of the
research. To reinforce reliability, data have baaalysed by multiple researchers, all familiar
with the theoretical framework. Also we have usedrious techniques to obtain data
(triangulation). In order to guarantee one of tinedamental criteria of reliability in a qualitative
approach, constancy in the application of pringple.g., standardization of rules of analysis,
treatment and interpretation of data) has beenredsto the extent possible, by the explication
of the various stages of the research.

MODELSAND INSTRUMENTS

Following this research methodology, we have coiesdd models and instruments for various
contexts and levels of pedagogic analysis andvetgion and we have focused on various
objects of study. These models and instruments haea used: (a) to analyse the relations that
characterise pedagogic practices in school andlyaoointexts and the modalities of teacher
education (e.g., Morais & Neves, 2001; Neves, Mog&aAfonso, 2004; Neves & Morais, 2005);
(b) to evaluate students’ specific coding orieotatand positioning, in general and specific

learning contexts, and to evaluate teachers’ spewmiiding orientation in contexts of pedagogic
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intervention (e.g., Morais & Neves, 2001; Moraiguds & Afonso 2005); (c) to appreciate the
ideological and pedagogical messages and theimtexialisation at the various levels of

curriculum development (e.g., Neves & Morais, 2001)

In order to explicate the theoretical assumptiarns the methodological procedures that we have
adopted in the conception and application of thel@sand instruments used in the research, we
will now show how those assumptions and procedugfsct the epistemological positioning of
the research. To illustrate these aspects we &firto models related to texts and contexts that
have been the object of analysis in our researadn@iongic text/closed text, dialogic text/open

text, and contextual performance).

Theoretical assumptions and methodological procedures

As mentioned earlier, the general framework of r@search follows a methodological approach,
fundamentally supported by a sociological matrisdzhon Bernstein’s theory. For that reason,
the concepts and ideas suggested by the theory duasied the selection and construction of
categories of analysis. Furthermore, the reseaashbeen guided by theory and/or results of
previous studies, which have suggested hypothesbs tested. However, our research is also
part of a qualitative paradigm, for reasons notyaelated to the small size of most of our
samples but also by the contextual nature of mbgcts of study. In addition, the fact that we
have selected and constructed indicators and aasdmased on previous readings (the case of
monologic texts) and observations (the case obdialtexts and contextual performances) of the
texts and contexts under study, introduces a methgital dimension characterized by content
analysis, more associated with qualitative appreschiowever, since the system of categories
and indicators of analysis is a result of an alditon between the theoretical and the empirical,
those content analyses present a less subjectaaatbr, more distanced from a process of
inductive research. In summary, models and instnisn@re constructed on the basis of a
methodological orientation that combines aspecttheftwo research paradigms (quantitative
and qualitative), through the development of armdl language of description that is the result
of a constant dialectic between the concepts peavidy the theory (internal language of

description) and the empirical data ‘observabldghi@a contexts under analysis.



Figure 2 shows the relations considered in thetcoctson of the instruments of analysis of text

and contexts.

Pedagogic Theoretical Specific coding
code propositions orientation
Relation between subjects Categories Recognition
Relation between discourses ————— of —_— Passive realization
Relation between spaces analysis Active realization

Instruments

Indicators
Descriptives — of — Descriptives
analysis
Modality T -
of —_— Empirical S;JbJECt s
pedagogic pratice observation periormance
data
(CONTEXT) (TEXT)

Figure 2 — Relations used in the construction sfrumments of analysis of texts and contexts

In the case of the instruments of analysis of mtdalof pedagogic practice, the categories of
analysis derive from theoretical propositions basedhe concept of pedagogic code. According
to this concept, we considered, as categories alysis, the relations between subjects, the
relations between discourses, and the relationsdeet spaces. Within these categories, we
constructed subcategories of analysis. For examyptljn the relations between subjects, we
have taken as subcategories of analysis the digeunsles of selection, sequence, pacing and
evaluation criteria. These categories and subcet=gare operationalized through descriptors of

the interactional contexts wunder study (instruclonand regulative practices in

schools/classrooms, family and teacher educaiion)

Instruments of analysis of subjects’ performancentaractional contexts have been constructed
by using categories of analysis derived from thicak propositions based on the concept of

specific coding orientation. Based on this coneephave analysed the categoriesemfognition
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rules and realization rules active and passive and their subcategories. For example, within
recognition rules, we have taken as subcategofiesalysis the recognition of the scientific
content and the recognition of competences involmdtie micro-contexts of scientific learning.
Each of the categories and subcategories is opesaditied, in the instruments, through
descriptors of the text produced by the subjecta igiven context — for example, students’

performance in the micro contexts of scientificsocial learning, teachers’ performance in the

contexts of initial and in-service educatfan

In both cases — analysis of modalities of pedagqgiactice and analysis of subjects’
performances — descriptors are constructed by dernisg both the indicators of analysis that
derive from the data from empirical observation #mel categories of analysis suggested by the
theory; they vary according to the texts and castexder study. They describe the modalities of
pedagogic practice or specify the performance mmgeof the theoretical framework that
supports the analysis, making visible the invisidae explaining and exploring the meaning of

the invisible through the visible.

The central part of the model of Figure 2 represe¢he conceptual structure of our research
methodology. It may be used in other researchietyarovided the analyses of that research are

guided by theory.

Exemplary cases

To illustrate the procedures used in the conswuaabf instruments, we provide a case related to
the analysis of the modality of pedagogic practecel another related to the analysis of a
subject’'s performance. The example of the modalitpedagogic practice relates to the school
context in the classroom situation and the exanopléhe subject’s performance relates to a
teacher’s performance in the context of in-seradacation. We also present a case that relates
to the analysis of monologic texts (curriculum gxt

Modality of pedagogic practice in the school cohtex
In order to construct the instruments of analydighe modalities of pedagogic practice that
characterize the interactions taking place in thretext of school/classroom, family and teacher
education, we constructed the model seen in Figure
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Coding orientation
(OFR)

—> MEANINGS

g

e *___' Pedagogic ___‘{ ________ |
code

Discursive and transmission levels

CONTEXTUAL REALIZATION
OF MEANINGS

Power and control relations
(C£F3)

OE/R— Elaborated and restricted orientation ID — Instructional discourse

C - Classification RD — Regulative discourse

F - Framing IP - Instructional pratice
RP — Regulative pratice

Figure 3 — Model of analysis of modalities of peaigig practice

The model is based on Bernstein’s idea that anygagic interaction (as with the case of

school, family and teacher education contexts)haracterized by power and control relations

which institutionalize elaborated or restricted iogdorientations (C%) and which can be
analysed, respectively, in terms of the conceptsladsification and framing. In this way, the
pedagogic code present in a given context of peglagateraction is defined by the coding
orientation and the power and control relationg tdtearacterize the contextual realization of
meanings. The pedagogic code expresses itselfghrhe instructional (ID) and regulative (RD)
discourses and through the instructional (IP) agllative (RP) practices, therefore translating

the discursive and transmission levels of the angonal context.

Using classification and framing as conceptualruments of analysis of power and control
relations that characterize the modalities of peday practice in the school context, and
specifying these relations in terms of the multiplpects that constitute the relations among
subjects, discourses and spaces, we constructede drasis of the model, a set of categories and

subcategories to guide the analysis of these oektiThe discursive rules of selection, sequence,
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pacing and evaluation criteria and the hierarchigkls may be seen as subcategories that define
the teacher-student relation, within the categ@hations between subjects. Interdisciplinary,
intradisciplinary and academic and non-academioM@age are subcategories that define the
category relations between discourses. The reldieiween teacher's space and student space
and the relation between the spaces of the vastudents are subcategories that define the
category relations between spaces. The instruncentgtructed for the analysis of the modalities
of the pedagogic practice refer to each of thesegoaies. For the analysis to take into account
the specificities of the contexts under study, itidicators which are part of those instruments
were created on the basis of real situations obsgenv these contexts. The descriptors used to
specify each of the degrees of the classificatiot fiaming scales, regarding each indicator,

were also constructed on the basis of situatioatsatuld occur in the interactions under study.

Let us consider, an instrument used in the anabfdise pedagogic practices implemented in the
primary school, which is centred on the discursivée evaluation criteria (one of the
subcategories of analysis which refer to the catedcelations between subjects: teacher-
student”). On the basis of data from empirical obston, we defined the following indicators to
guide the analysisExploring themes/problems under studjoing tasks/activities making
synthesesdiscussing tasks/activities; asking questjonaking records on workshegstudents’
incorrect utterancesThe three first indicators refer to situationsrendirectly related to general
aspects of the instructional context of the pedagpractice (macro level of analysis); the other
indicators refer to situations more directly retate specific aspects of that context (micro level
of analysis). The instrument of analysis contafos,each indicator, descriptors constructed on
the basis of a scale of four degrees of framing @éscriptors that refer to each degree of the
scale were the result of a dialectic between déataimed from observation of classroom real
situations (for each indicator) and the theoretmapositions about the meaning of evaluation

criteria in terms of framing.

To illustrate the various components of analysitained in the instrument, we are showing, for
one category of analysis, and for one indicatar,déscriptors that refer to the various degrees of

the scale of framing.

CATEGORY OF ANALYSIS —Evaluation criteria
INDICATOR — Students’ incorrect utterances
DESCRIPTORS

. Student’s statement is reformulated/corrected/cetaglin detail (F).
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. Student’s statement is reformulated/corrected/detag, but completed only in general term¥.(F
. The incorrect statement is pointed out to theesttidbut no reformulation is made F
. Student’s statement is neither corrected nor neditated (F ).

Teachers performance in the context of in-serweeher education
Figure 4 shows the conceptual model we used fardhalysis, which was developed to guide
the construction of instruments to collect and gsmldata about the specific coding orientation

of subjects (teacher, student) in contexts of auion (teacher educator — teachers, teacher —

students}.

Classification | CONTEXT | _— Framing
Recognition szc;ific Realization rules
rules < - coding —>
orientation / \
Passive Active

TEXT

Figure 4 — Model of the analysis of the specifiding orientation as the regulator of the production

the text in context

According to this model, the subjects’ possessibthe specific coding orientation to a given
context, needed to produce the text appropriatthéd context, involves the possession of
recognition rules and realization rules, passiw a&stive. Recognition rules allow recognition of
the context while realization rules allow selectiohthe meanings (passive realization) and
production of the text appropriate to the conteattiye realization). Recognition relates to
classification because to distinguish one contesitnfother contexts means to recognize its
degree of insulation. Realization relates to fragridecause to select the meanings and produce a

text appropriate to a context means communicati@gaate to specific social relations.

On the basis of this model we constructed instrumtar the analysis of teachers’ performance
in the context of in-service teacher educationt ihasemi-structured interviews and instruments

for classroom observation. Following this conceptuadel, we obtained data about teachers’
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specific coding orientations to implement a givesdggogic practice in the classroom. The
interviews were constructed to obtain data aboabgeition and passive realization to the
various characteristics of the pedagogic practWe. wanted to know the extent to which the
teacher valued each of the characteristics (retioghi We also wanted to know the teacher’s
principles underlying such valuing and how s(he)uldoact to put the characteristics into
practice in the classroom (passive realizationk Fstruments were constructed to obtain data
about active realization, that is, how the teadn@plemented the pedagogic practice in its

various characteristics.

Let us take as an example the section of an imervelated to the recognition and passive
realization rules, when these rules were analysgld weference to the characteristic of the
pedagogic practicevaluation criteria The teacher was asked/hen children have to do and
present some work, do you think that the teacheulshexplicate to them what they have to do
and how it should be done, or should this be tefthildren’s own criteria? Justify. How would
you act in the classroomThe teacher's answers, not only to these questiutsalso to
questions related to the various characteristicsthef pedagogic practice, allowed the
construction of the following analytical indicatorgaluing of the characteristic of the practice
under analysis (in the case of recognition rulésg principles that grounded the valued
characteristic and the ways of acting to put imacpce the valued characteristic (in the case of
passive realization rules). The descriptors indidhe nature of the answer (text) given by the
teacher to each of the indicators and allow thduawi@n of that text, in terms of the category

under analysis (recognition or passive realization)

To illustrate the various components of analysi® show the indicator and respective
descriptors for the recognition rules related te ttharacteristic of the pedagogic practice

evaluation criteria

CATEGORY OF ANALYSIS - Recognition rules

INDICATOR — Valuing given to the explicating of the evaloaticriteria

DESCRIPTORS

. The teacher gives a high valuing to the clear eapilig of the evaluation criteria, that is, s(hajues a pedagogic
practice with strong framing regarding this chagsistic.

. The teacher gives a low valuing to the explicatoighe evaluation criteria, that is, s(he) valuepealagogic
practice with weak framing regarding this charastir.
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These descriptors reflect two extreme situationssgmted in the interview questions. The
situations were established on the basis of datrea from observing teachers’ practice in the
classroom. Taking as the reference research rebaltfave indicated evaluation criteria of very
strong framing as a characteristic favourable tolesits’ learning, the first descriptor shows the
possession of recognition rules and the second shabksence of those rules, for that
characteristic of the pedagogic practice.

Pedagogic message in curriculum texts

The relations shown in Figure 2, which were expédafor the case of the analysis of subjects’
performance in specific contexts and the analysisiadalities of pedagogic practice, may be

applied to the case of the analysis of curriculexts (monologic texts). We used the model of
analysis of modalities of pedagogic practice (Fég8), as it is possible and desirable to apply to
the analysis of monologic texts a conceptualizaparallel to the analysis of dialogic texts. It is

possible because the conceptual and transfereneer g the internal language of description

that characterizes Bernstein’s thebrgllows the application of the concepts derivedrirthe
theory to various levels of educational analysid aarious analytical contexts. It is desirable
because the use of a same model allows compatsiween texts produced at various levels of

the educational system to acquire a greater conakahd methodological rigour.

The instruments constructed on the basis of thidehto analyse curriculum texts, therefore,
contained categories of analysis similar to thegaties used in the analysis of the pedagogic
practice in the classroom: (a) intradisciplinaryd aimterdisciplinary relations and relations
between academic and non-academic knowledge; griggbher-students relations in terms of
the theory of instruction. In this case, the ingtemts were used to analyse the message of
curriculum texts in terms of the modality of thedpgogic practice valued by those texts.
However, considering the specificity of the congext which the texts under study (syllabuses,
textbooks) are produced, the instruments have ialdaded, as categories of analyses of the
relation between subjects, the relation betweerathibors of curriculum texts and the users of
those texts such as, for example, the relation émtvthe Ministry of Education, as the author of
syllabuses, and the textbooks’ authors and thdioeldbetween them and the teachers. In this
case, the instruments have been used to analyséettst authors explicate both the pedagogic
message contained in the texts and the foundatipmatiples of this message. Through this

analysis, it has been possible to infer the spd@mnomy that is allowed to textbook authors
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and to teachers to reproduce/recontextualize tresage present in the curriculum texts under

study.

Let us take, as an example, an instrument usdteianalysis of the syllabi of natural science for
middle school; this analysis is centredintmadisciplinary relations According to the discursive
components present in the syllabus (that in thee canstitute the data of empirical observation),
we defined as indicators to guide the analysis riest representative components of the
discourse of the syllabu&knowledge aims methodological guidelinesand evaluation The
instrument of analysis contained these indicatoid far each indicator descriptors for a four-
degree scale of classification, taking as the valtielassification the degree of insulation
between the various knowledges of the disciplirtee dlescriptors that refer to each degree of the
scale were the result, in this analysis, of thdedigcal relation between the data obtained
through the reading of the text of the syllabughwegard to each indicator, and the theoretical

propositions about the meaning of intradisciplinahations in terms of classification.

To illustrate the various components of analysist@med in the instrument, we are specifying to
the category of analysis under study, and to odeator, the descriptors that refer to the various

degrees of the scale of classification.

CATEGORY OF ANALYSIS —Intra-disciplinary relations
INDICATOR — Methodological orientation
DESCRIPTORS

. The strategies/methodologies suggested includesthton between content knowledge of a simpleec?rd/vithin
the same themer the absence in the strategies/methodologies stgggetthe scientific knowledge necessary to
the understanding of the relation between knowledgéhin the same theme (G

. The strategies/methodologies suggested includerdlagion between content knowledge of a simple woiafe
distinct theme®r the absence in the strategies/methodologies steghjebthe scientific knowledge necessary to
the understanding of the relation between knowlsdgelistinct themes (¢

. The strategies/methodologies suggested includeelation between content knowledge of a comple>eogrdor
between this and content knowledge of a simplerpidi¢hin the same theme (C

. The strategies/methodologies suggested includeefagon between content knowledge of a compleeigror
between this and the content knowledge of a simler, of distinct themes (§
To reiterate, the possibility given by Bernsteitheory of constructing distinct instruments of
analysis on the basis of the same concepts allonwsimparisons between messages produced at
distinct levels of the educational system. Takirgythe object of study, for example, the
pedagogic discourse present in the various fidddsdonstitute the pedagogic device, the models
and instruments, constructed according to the ndellbgical procedures we referred to earlier,
has allowed the development of comparative studnesyding the relation between the family
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and the school. Figure 5 summarizes the relatiosishtave been the object of research, when we
consider the recontextualization that can occuhénwhole educational system.

STATE FIELD

Constitutions/Basic laws
GRD

Recontextualizing Recontextualizing

OFFICIAL RECONTEXTUALIZING FIELD

Syllabuses
OPD

Recontextualizing
PEDAGOGIC RECONTEXTUALIZING FIELD

Textbooks
PDR

Recontextualizing

Recontextualizing

Pedagogic practices
PDR

GRD - General Regulative Discourse
OPD - Official Pedagogic Discourse
PDR - Pedagogic Discourse of Reproduction

Figure 5 — Recontextualization of pedagogic disseuat various levels of the educational system

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

We have discussed the research methodology udeé studies carried out by the ESSA Group
and described the theoretical assumptions and mhefihgical procedures that have guided the
construction of models and instruments of analysise used in various contexts of educational
research. The aim of this chapter was to make svithe extent to which Bernstein’s theory has

inspired the progressive development of our re$eamnd consequent construction of knowledge.

The research methodology is a mixed methodology dkeparts from the dichotomy between
naturalistic and rationalist approaches while usingracteristics associated with both qualitative
and quantitative forms of inquiry. The rationalegpproach in the conception of models of
analysis is the consequence of a methodologicabopbtf research that we believe, may
contribute to according greater consistency to rdsults obtained and therefore to allow the

emergence of new knowledge. The use of qualitgireeedures has improved the depth of the
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analyses, which is crucial to the advancement a@wkedge. The qualitative character of the
research associated with a general methodologigahtation of a rationalist character has
permitted the construction of a theoretical-empiriramework to guide our research. This
methodology is possible given the conceptual rigaod transference power of the theory in
which it is grounded. Bernstein’s theory contaiharacteristics that make it closer to theories of
discursive areas characterized by strong gramrhaviéng perhaps some aspects of a hierarchical
structure of knowledge. We believe that if researncthe area of education is to advance in the

production of knowledge it must be based on a gtammceptualization.

These aspects are related to the philosophical ndilme of the construction of educational
knowledge. But it is also important to consider sleiological dimension, both internal (relative
to the research community) and external (relativestations with the external society). In fact,
for a progressive increase of conceptualizatiomatiness and degree of transference of
educational knowledge to occur, new knowledge aethadology must be made available and
accepted by the academic community, in order tbat research paths are followed. The status
accorded to research and knowledge by the academmenunity is therefore important. The
acceptance of progressively more conceptualizedatdunal knowledge, instead of a sum of
facts and ideas, depends greatly on a change oggsemological positioning within the
community of educational researchers. In fact,tteed within this community has been mostly
marked by descriptive and narrative studies whiole believe, have not promoted a

conceptualized evolution of educational knowledge.

If we now consider the possible acceptance of rebeeesults by society, that acceptance
depends greatly on the status that is given to adutal researchers and their visibility at
various levels, especially to the media. It is @lthat the research results are made visible and
that intervention in institutions external to theademic community take place. This principle
means the need to disseminate the research, noinotntexts related to the field of knowledge
production (e.g., in academic conferences), but iml€ontexts related to the fields of knowledge
recontextualization and reproduction. Researchlteestay then be used to justify decisions in
educational policy. Another important aspect of teeternal sociological dimension of
knowledge construction is related to the finansigbport given by funding institutions, which
can only be justified if the research leads to kieolge advancement and to educational

improvement.
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One characteristic of our research is related ® ithplementation of a methodology which
departs from the positioning that has mainly guideel academic community in the field of
educational research and which represents a charigaradigm’. This raises questions related
to the number of research groups that can shauttgesithin the same research ‘paradigm’, a
factor that may limit the advancement of knowledgéhe area we have been working. Also the
small investment we have made in making publich®® tcommunity external to the academic
community the results obtained and the researchhadetogy developed may limit the

advancement of knowledge.

However, we believe that because we have develapedearch methodology with a structure
that can be applied and extended to research lmaséukeories other than Bernstein’s, we may
make a contribution to the construction of knowkedy the area of research methodologies. We
also believe that by making the structure of tlesearch methodology explicit we can open up

possibilities of a greater interaction of ideas anhdlies among researchers in the area.

This paper may provide the basis of reflection alibe potentialities and limitations of the

research methodology that has guided the empiniogk carried out by the ESSA Group and, as
a consequence, about the objectivity and valuéefrésults. It may also contribute to a debate
about methodological questions of interest to neteas doing empirical work on the basis of
Bernstein’s theory. The interaction of ideas instliiebate may open up new paths to the
development and improvement of external languadedescription and, as pointed out by

Bernstein, this progressive development itself maytribute to the development of the internal

language of description.

NOTES

1 See for example Morais & Neves (2001).

2 Ziman (1984) considers various dimensions in tbestruction of science: philosophical, related tetimds;
psychological, related to the social relationshi@ scientific community; external sociological ateld to relations
between science and other parts of society.

3 See for example Morais & Neves (2001) and Nevesrald & Afonso (2004) for extracts of instruments o
analysis of modalities of pedagogic practice.

4 See description of instruments of analysis of ettisi performance in contexts of interaction in kier& Neves
(2001); Morais, Neves & Afonso (2005) and Morai\&ves (2006).

5 See Morais, Neves & Afonso (2005) and Morais & &&(2006) for the application of this model in domtext of
teacher education, and Morais & Neves (2001) ferabntexts of scientific learning.
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6 Intermediate descriptors are possible.

7 See Morais & Neves (2001) for the sociologicaleersh model of methodology that illustrates theatieh
between the internal and external languages ofriggisn, by highlighting the characteristics of Bstein’s
theory.

8 Content knowledge of a simple order refers to gaized facts or to concrete concepts which, adogrtb Cantu
and Herron (1978), “are ones that have definingpaties and examples that are observable” (p. 135).

9 Content knowledge of a complex order refers tdrabsconcepts which, according to Cantu and He(l®78),
are concepts “that do not have perceptible insgocdave relevant or defining attributes thatreoeperceptible”
(p. 135).
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