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audience’s warrant rests on the speaker’s warrant. Particularly in narrative research, these theoretical
positions emphasize the close and strongly connected relationship between researcher and participant.
To assure that the testimony provided is truly meaningful, then both sides ought to trust one another
and be justified in providing and accepting the testimony provided. Several other developments, which
will be described later, discuss contemporary conceptions which consider the role of both the hearer
and speaker with regards to justification of testimony.

Although | will go into these and other concepts more in-depth in the literature review, a brief
mention of them here will help. Additionally, these are just a few of the topics and developments of
epistemology of testimony that are discussed in this dissertation. Importantly, these developments take
into consideration the classical positions provided centuries ago. For this study, | am largely focused on
developments in epistemology and social epistemology of testimony in evaluating the epistemology of
testimony in narrative educational research. Therefore, while there will be some discussion to the
origins of these positions, most of my discussion and evaluation will emanate from more contemporary

theoretical approaches.

Methodology

This study utilized multiple-methods: qualitative and philosophical. The intention behind using
this methodology involved using a narrative design to partially provide a foundation for the
epistemological evaluation. Specifically, the themes that were generated from the narrative analysis of
the data were examined by epistemological evaluation. While a pure philosophical discussion would
have been an option, having multiple methods helps to expand the reach of the evaluation by engaging
in an actual narrative design. With regards to identifying a research problem, qualitative researchers
either explore a topic in which there is scant information regarding a problem, or provide a detailed
understanding of a phenomenon. Furthermore, in qualitative research, the purpose of the research

involves being general and broad, as well as seeking to understand participant experiences. Finally, data
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analysis consists of text analysis, a development of themes and interpretation consists of stating larger

meanings of findings (Creswell, 2008). Because of the way narrative research is conducted, providing a

narrative thematic analysis seemed appropriate with regards to providing themes that could be used as
a foundation for the epistemological evaluation (Riessman, 2008).

The design of the qualitative component of the study was to seek researchers who had either
conducted a study with narrative design, written an article or chapter about narrative research or had
written a book on narrative research methodology. It was my intention to include participants who
could be perceived of as experts. Furthermore, | wanted to look at researcher claims of the
epistemological quality of participant testimony as well as their own from their perspective. This
seemed to be an appropriate way to address the research questions with the context of the testimony
provided in educational research being of primary importance. Participants were contacted and
interviews were conducted. Transcription of each interview followed the completion of each of the
interviews. After conducting initial stages of coding (Strauss, 1987), | conducted thematic analysis
(Riessman, 2008). This involved looking over each of the participant replies for each of the questions in
their entirety and assessing common themes across participants for each question. Following this, |
included additional narrative analysis by discussing the themes and placing the analysis within extant
literature.

The remainder of the dissertation involved philosophical argument. The intention of the
argument was to provide an epistemological evaluation to the merits/pitfalls of the testimony of
narrative educational research. | wanted to base my epistemological evaluation on three different
sources of information. First, | wanted to consider my evaluation based on the themes that emerged
from the thematic analysis. Second, | wanted to consider theoretical work already done on
epistemology of testimony. Finally, | wanted to consider work done in other fields, largely educational
research and psychology, which have addressed directly or indirectly epistemological claims. In so
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doing, my methodology primarily was designed to provide for an assessment of the methodological rigor

of narrative research within the framework of epistemological quality. Following the evaluation, |

provided recommendations to directly address perceived weaknesses to allow for greater

epistemological sophistication while keeping and maintaining the strengths of the narrative design.
Limitations

No research project is without limitations. Because of the interdisciplinary nature of this study,
it can be difficult to provide a viable analysis for each domain, philosophy and educational research.

First, philosophy is neither qualitative nor quantitative research, as this is understood in the
social sciences, such as in education. Because of this, while it is fascinating to discuss philosophical
issues within education, it is recognized that classical areas of interest in philosophy do not nicely fit into
any specific research paradigm used by educational researchers. This is supported by the need for a
pilot study to make sure that the interview questions could be interpreted appropriately by the
participants to allow for analysis. Because the questions asked refer directly to philosophical issues,
they are likely known, but also likely not used on a daily basis by educational researchers. Philosophical
discussion and analysis is often done for its own sake, to acquire greater depth of understanding of a
topic. This contrasts with educational research which is often conducted to advance a particular
interest, solve a problem, or make greater sense of issues/problems in the educational domain.
Philosophy of education is an attempt to bridge the gap between the two broad domains.

Second, educational research is often conducted to identify, make sense of, fix or analyze
problems in the educational domain. Because of this, classical philosophical discussion may be an
outlier. Educational research is oftentimes more applicational in nature, while philosophical discussion
is oftentimes more theoretical and conceptual. Because educational research is grounded in
philosophical positions, worldviews, and frameworks, it is vital to understand the philosophical

foundation that various educational research builds on. Understanding what motivates a researcher to
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pick a design, how they view truth, the nature of reality, knowledge, etc. can shape what they choose to
pursue and why they make that pursuit in terms of research methodology and design. While philosophy
of education has been created to allow for both broad domains of knowledge to be shared across
disciplines, it is not always the easiest task to accomplish. | view this project as step one of several steps
towards providing greater integration of philosophical discussion into educational modes of inquiry.

Third, having both individual and focus group interviews could have added to the information
gathered from and between the narrative researchers and myself. A possibility to have both types of
interviews, with the group discussions allowing for researchers to share and potentially extend their
own discussions based upon directly what other researchers provide, could have strengthened the
design. However, after much thought and reflection on the discussion with the committee members, |
decided against a focus group. First, | believed that in a group, researchers are more likely to engage in
impression formation management. This is especially the case given the obvious close-knit group that
narrative researchers seem to be a part of. | noticed the same work being referenced in several
different research types. Second, | felt that one-on-one interviews allowed for a greater assurance to
stay on topic. |thought that having a group will likely lead to off-topic discussions. Third, narrative
research is often conducted as single case or individual interviews integrated for analysis. | believed that
to stay true to the ideals of narrative research, | preferred to carry on this approach, by conducting
individual one-on-one interviews and then integrating information during my evaluation as described
above. This may or may not be considered a limitation, but | feel providing a rationale as to why |
decided to move away from focus-group interviews is merited in this section.

Fourth, the recruitment process for the pilot study revealed several issues that were not
foreseen heading into the pilot study. First, the actual recruitment of faculty is not a smooth process.
After struggling to acquire any participants, | started to wonder if any would choose to participate.

Although the pilot study included one participant, and ultimately four for the main study, it was not
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what | desired. This forced a change in the direction of my dissertation. | decided to focus on the
merits/pitfalls of the current approach in narrative educational research by linking what | learned in the
interviews to the epistemological and narrative educational research literatures. Second, although |
acquired some acceptances for participation, continual follow-up e-mails were met with silence. This
showed to me the difficulty in recruiting faculty as participants. | realized that due to their work
schedules, for many, what | considered a quick/no hassle activity became seen as impossible to
complete. | will take what | learn in this experience and temper expectations of participants in future
studies. This also means that in the future, | will need to consider some logistical adjustments to secure
greater amount of time for recruitment and participation, e.g. while a professor; working on this topic as
a secondary project; when | have tenure, where recruitment can occur over a manner of years, etc.
Finally, it is not entirely clear whether | garnered enough respondents to provide a thorough
analysis. Due to recruitment issues outlined in the fourth limitation, | was able to successfully acquire
four participants. However, as this is an initial study into asking narrative researchers about their
epistemological perspectives, it may be possible that the four respondents were not sufficient to
provide enough data for a thorough analysis. One way to remedy this limitation could be expanding the
research domain to include researchers of additional qualitative research designs, e.g. case studies,
phenomenological studies, ethnographic studies, historical studies, to name a few. By including
researchers who have conducted studies with other qualitative methods, it would still be possible to
assess epistemological considerations in a similar fashion. This would, however, lead to a change in the
rationale for the study, since the intention would be to assess qualitative researcher epistemological
considerations as opposed to those strictly of narrative educational researchers. However, in addition
to increasing the population of potential participants, it would also be a way to address issues that affect

qualitative research methodologies as a whole which could expand the significance of the study. As this
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type of study has never been conducted, there is not sufficient empirical information which would

document whether four participants are sufficient.

Terms
Because of the interdisciplinary nature of my dissertation, | need to provide brief definitions of
specific terms. | go into these terms more in depth in my discussion.
Analysis:- Process of breaking down complex information into smaller, meaningful parts to assist in
understanding. Study of content for interpretation.
Evaluation:- Systematic determination of merit/value of information based upon standards. Used to
arrive at conclusions regarding the quality of information.
Testimony:- Any effort to convey putative verbal/written information. Any communication ostensibly
designed to convey information.
A priori: = Justification that is independent of sense experience or introspection.
A posteriori: - Justification that is based on sense experience or introspection.
Epistemology: - Study of knowledge and justified belief.

Narrative Research: - An eclectic methodology within the interpretive qualitative domain. lItis

comprised of researchers capturing the testimony from participants. The testimony is largely based
upon a narrative of the life of the individual, how the past influences their present lives.

Qualitative Research: - Paradigm which focuses on the ways in which individuals make sense of their

experiences. A variety of empirical methods are often utilized including: case study, personal study,
introspection, interview, observation. Historical materials can be used or accessed in qualitative
research, but the historical methodologies are distinct.

Post-Positivism: - A philosophical position that theories, knowledge and values influence whatever

phenomenon is studied. While results are not viewed as absolute and unchangeable, the pursuit of

objectivity is emphasized.
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Interpretive: - Qualitative inquiry in which the focus is on the ways in which individuals interpret and
make sense of the world they are in.??

Constructivist:- An approach which maintains that individuals construct their own understanding and
knowledge of the world. This construction occurs through experiencing and reflecting on those
experiences.

Fallibilism:- A conception that absolute certainty of knowledge is impossible, or, previously accepted
justified belief may have been in error.

Reliabilism:- Particularly process reliabilism for justification. The idea is that if a belief of an individual is
formed via a reliable, or set of reliable, belief-forming processes then the belief is justified.!?

Reliable Belief-forming Process:- Roughly, a process that would yield a true belief, or would if inputs are

true, more often than not.

Epistemic Authority:- Authority with respect to subject matter if knowledgeable in that domain.

Prima facie:- Something that is, or should be, accepted until proven that it should not be.
Ontology:- The nature of being, existence, reality. In educational/social science research, this may be
considered by how researchers view reality and the role of participants and researchers in capturing
that reality.
Paradigm:- A model by which to organize or conceptualize. A belief system which guides the way
research is done.
Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 served to introduce the study and provide background information, primary topic of

interest, the rationale, purpose, research questions, significance, overview, theoretical framework,

12 Qualitative research and interpretive information comes from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Qualitative
Research Guidelines Project. The address for the information is: http://www.qualres.org/HomeWhat-3513.html
13 A more formal philosophical definition was provided by Goldman (1979) in his article “What is Justified Belief?”
If S’s believing p at t results from a reliable cognitive belief-forming process (or set of processes), then S’s belief in
p at tis justified.
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methodology, limitations and key terms. Chapter 2 provides the literature review, where | provide a
review of the existing literature in narrative research, philosophy of narrative education research, and
epistemology to provide a foundation and critical evaluation of the works that link to the research topic
and problem. Chapter 3 outlines the methodology, the procedures for collection and analysis and
evaluation. Chapter 4 presents findings from the main study, organized by theme. Chapter 5 includes
drawing conclusions by returning to the research questions, discussing limitations and providing

recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of the literature to cover the background that
leads into this study. The literature review is broken down into three major sections, with subsections
that help to organize and push the narrative forward. Section one includes a broad overview of the
conceptual, methodological and empirical literature in narrative research. The primary focus for this
literature will be in education, or more broadly the social sciences. In the second section, the
epistemology of narrative research will be covered. Primary focus will be on the conceptual work that
exists in the field. Following this, there will be epistemological issues that are not specifically addressed,
or insufficiently so, in narrative research. The final section covers the primary theoretical background of
epistemology of testimony. The intention over the course of the literature review is to cover the
background literature, convey the relationship of each area to others, provide interpretation of major
findings, address gaps in the literature, and point towards the need of additional research, namely this

study.
Narrative Research Overview: Conceptual, Methodological and Empirical Consideration

Conceptual

Narrative research does not involve any one specific methodological approach. This is due to
the free-flowing nature of participant testimony and evaluation. “Narrative descriptions exhibit human
activity as purposeful engagement in the world. Narrative is the type of discourse that draws together
diverse events, happenings and actions of human lives” (Polkinghorne, 1995, p. 5). Thus, a narrative
provides the means in which individuals express their understanding of what they are thinking about,
how they interpret phenomena they have experienced, etc. Within narrative educational research,
emphasis is that humans are story-tellers, and that the study of narrative is a study of the ways in which

humans experience the world around them (Connelly & Clandinin, 1990).
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More than just mere story-telling, a narrative conveys the way in which individuals make sense
of a myriad of concepts internal and external to that individual. Thus, a narrative provides a way to
communicate more than just what is said; it provides context, and meaning, and reveals what makes
people tick (Hendry, 2007). Rather than capture how individuals feel about concepts, theories and
phenomena on pre-structured questionnaires, narrative researchers capture the literal word-for-word
testimony of their participants. Within educational research, such testimony often considers the ways in
which teachers teach, what ethics guide the way that they teach, how their past has influenced and
contributed to lead them to teach the way that they teach, etc.

Narrative research is closely aligned with the methodology of oral history, with a difference in
the time-focus of what is captured. When a researcher conducts in-depth interviews to provide greater
understanding of a phenomenon, experience or perspective in the past, it is often captured as an oral
history. In contrast, when a similar method is present-centered, it is regarded as a narrative study of
lives (Mertens, 2005). This contrast marks a key distinction between oral history and narrative research.
For instance, an oral historian may ask an individual to recollect their experiences from the past, and
how those experiences, influences and interpretations in the contexts of the past occurred. In contrast,
a narrative researcher may ask an individual to recollect on their past influences and experiences. This
recollection is to reveal to others what influences and experiences that individual, the one providing the
testimony, believe have contributed to teach how they do. Therefore, an oral history may be described
as a remembrance of the past while a narrative design may be a life-course influence of the present, and
even the future.

Narrative research is a methodological approach that focuses on individual experiences. Unlike
other qualitative approaches that may focus on groups, narrative researchers typically focus on one
individual at a time, or a few individual experiences collected and recorded individually (Creswell, 2008).

The narrative researcher looks for rich detail that can be informed by the testimony of their participants.
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Additionally, they provide rich and elaborate description in their interpretation and evaluation. The
richer the detail provided in either of these categories, the stronger the narrative research is considered.
Therefore, there is a tradeoff between explanatory power and generalizability. While some designs (see
McCarthey, 1994) may capture more than one individual, it is often common for these to be single-
subject designs. Because of this, narrative research should be evaluated as a method that can provide
information that can be of assistance for individuals reading what is provided.

Contemporary narrative research is largely derived from two parallel academic movements. The
first academic movement, which occurred post World War Il, was the rise of humanist approaches in
sociology and psychology in western cultures (Andrews, Squire & Tamboukou, 2013). This was seen a
rejection of introspective psychology in favor of behaviorism. Considering a chain of events, stimulus,
intervening mental processes and reaction, we can consider how an introspectionist and a behaviorist
would choose to focus methodologically.

The true out-and-out introspectionist should, by the definition of his point of view, be interested solely
in the stimulation and mental processes part of the chain. On the other hand, the ideal behaviorist
wishes to drop the middle term of the intervening mental processes entirely and should be interested
solely in the two ends — stimulus and reaction.

Fernberger, 1922, p. 410
An introspective psychologist, for example, may consider what initial events and experiences triggered a
response and the internal mental processes (e.g. cognition) that went into considering how to think
about that initial stimulus. Contrastingly, a behaviorist would believe solely that it is the extrinsic
behavior which we can observe and therefore intervening mental processes are irrelevant to
understanding behavior. It is this move away from internal mental processes, and the rise of humanistic
social sciences that contributes towards considering human behavior based upon what is noticed and
less upon things internal within the individual.

The narrative researcher is not strictly introspectionist nor purely a behaviorist. A pure
introspectionist would focus primarily on the mental processes in explaining behavior (Costall, 2006).
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For instance, an introspectionist would focus on how someone makes sense of teaching experiences and
how they think about and make sense of those experiences. A behaviorist, as described above, would
focus purely on stimulus and reaction, they would be less interested in how someone received and
interpreted the experiences. Rather, it is purely observable behavior that is of interest. The narrative
researcher, given the rise of humanist approaches, is in the middle of these differences. For example,
the narrative researcher would ask how a teacher makes sense of experiences and influences in their
life, and delve deeply into unearthing how these experiences are interpreted by their participant
(Cardwell, 2002). They would also look into observing behavior, they would look into how their
participant responds to challenges and events in their practice as well as ask them to reflect on and
make sense of those experiences (Akin, 2002). This presents part of an initial movement away from
pure introspection towards behaviorism with elements of both domains.

The second academic movement included several parallel approaches focused on in the
humanities. Russian structuralistic and French poststructuralist (Culler, 2002; Genette, 1983; Todorov,
1990); postmodern (Foucault, 1972; Lyotard, 1984); psychoanalytic (Lacan, 1977); and deconstructionist
(Derrida, 1977). While each of these approaches had some differences (see papers for specifics), there
were common themes. Such methodology focused on such concepts as narrative fluidity and
contradiction, conscious/unconscious meanings, power relations, social formations that shape language,
etc. (Andrews et al. 2013). These latter movements focused on social, rather than singular, influences in
the shaping of language and narrative. Therefore, the stories that individuals provide in their life
histories and explanations of experiences reveals an understanding that individuals exist and are
influenced by the groups/society which they are a part of. Whether someone favors
individualism/collectivism, capitalism/socialism, individual responsibility/public assistance etc., and the
manner in which individuals ascribe positive or negative characteristics to such classifications in the

narratives they provide is influenced by society and not just individual sense-making.
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Although there are some concepts and ideas which guide narrative research, there is a lack of
organization regarding how to classify narrative research. While often viewed within the interpretive
domain of qualitative research, narrative research is not always classified as such. For example, in the
1994 and 2005 editions of the Handbook of Qualitative Research edited by Denzin and Lincoln, narrative
research is not captured as one of the nonpositivist paradigms. In both editions, narrative research is
not viewed as a paradigm or an approach, merely a method within qualitative research. Alternatively,
the 2005 edition of Research and Evaluation in Education and Psychology edited by Mertens places
narrative research as a time-focused parallel to oral history, where oral history focuses on the past and
narrative study looks at how the past influences the present. Narrative research has even been
described as merely a sub-type of qualitative inquiry (Chase, 2005). What these issues reveal is that
precise classification on what narrative research is not currently available. While this could present a
potential burden for the researcher, what this does allow is for different narrative researchers to define,
and therefore guide, their research study based upon whatever schemes they feel appropriate
(Goodson, 1991, 1997; Nias, 1985, 1993).

The research paradigm enables classification of key concepts, methods, epistemology and
ontology. In constructing a narrative paradigm, the inter-relatedness of the above topics is conveyed,
demonstrating the importance of deciding how to address conceptual, methodological and philosophical
concerns when conducting narrative research. Narrative research has been provided with several
paradigm classifications within the qualitative domain (Creswell, 2008; Gay et al., 2006). Yet, despite
such classifications, narrative research is still seen as a domain that is still developing (Chase, 2011).
Part of this is due to a lack of a clear paradigm classification. One such paradigm classification that
seems beneficial in classifying narrative research is captured by Spector-Mersel (2010).

According to Spector-Mersel (2010), the narrative paradigm includes six dimensions which

strictly identifies it as a unique paradigm. Ontologically, narrative research extends from a constructivist
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paradigm in which social reality is constructed, fluid and multifaceted (p. 211). Most poignantly, reality
is a narrative reality and is therefore best experienced through narrative and interpretation of narrative.
Epistemologically, narrative falls within a constructivist paradigm in which understanding of self and
world occurs in an interpretive process that is both subjective and rooted within one’s culture.
Unsurprisingly, in narrative research, ontology and epistemology are intertwined. Coming to know
through narrative provides understanding of the social reality (Bruner, 1986). Methodology provides
further classification of the narrative paradigm according to Spector-Mersel (2010). While there are two
approaches often used methodologically, stories collected through observation or stories collected
through interview, the latter is more common and is the one utilized for this study. Though there may
be many ways for stories to be interpreted, two approaches place it within the narrative paradigm
(Riessman, 2008). First, one may treat the story as object for examination and not merely as a value-
free way to conduct knowledge that is “out there” (Spector-Mersel, 2010, p. 214). Second, analysis is
based on holistic strategy. This strategy can be accomplished in various ways: 1) via a
multidimensional/interdisciplinary lens; 2) viewing and conceiving as the story as a whole unit and not
material to divide and analyze in fragments; 3) regard for form or content; and 4) attention to context.
These considerations help to avoid concerns reducing narrative to other qualitative approaches, e.g.
grounded theory, that look to take information and dissect it for analysis rather than look at the stories
in the entirety for interpretation and analysis (Atkinson & Delamont, 2006). Unlike in grounded theory,
in narrative research, an emphasis is placed on analyzing entire responses, e.g. entire testimony for a
given question as a whole unit. By focusing on the entire response in acquiring and assessing narrative,
narrative coherence is more readily demonstrated (Baerger & McAdams, 1999; Linde, 1993; Ricoeur,
1981; White, 1987).

The aims of inquiry provide an individual and social/cultural lens through which narrative

research focus on in the narrative paradigm (Spector-Mersel, 2010). The aim of inquiry ranges from the
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psychological (e.g. internal, emotional, cognitive processes), sociological and anthropological as well as
interpersonal processes. The psychological aims can be seen in research which has looked at links
between narrative and dispositional features of personality (McAdams, Anyidoho, Brown, Huang, Kaplan
& Machado, 2004). Broader sociological aims have been captured by Spector-Mersel (2008) who looked
at understanding cultural meanings of Israeli old age. Due to the holistic nature of narratives, much of
the work aims to blend both. McAdams (2008) articulated six principles in narrative study. 1) the self is
storied; 2) stories integrate lives; 3) stories are told in social relationships; 4) stories change over time; 5)
stories are cultural texts; and 6) some stories are better than others. The 4™ principle will be addressed
later with regards to issues with memory, trust and truth.

Inquirer posture and participant/narrator posture completes classifying of a narrative research
paradigm (Spector-Mersel, 2010). Unlike the positivist paradigm, where differentiation between known
and knower, between reality as it is and the researcher analyzing it, narrative research is approached
with the view that the researchers and the phenomena studied are inseparable (p. 216). This is
showcased by the conception that the researcher is looking to make sense or provide meaning of the
experiences of their participants, in educational research often teachers or students. The best way this
can be achieved is to become “engrossed” with the phenomena. It is acknowledged that the researcher
reads and interprets the stories through their own values, images, stereotypes, inclinations and
personality traits (p. 216-217). Finally, the participant/narrator posture is one of joint effort. It is not
unsurprising for the researcher and participant to work on the final product. Two common modes
where this posture is revealed are the inductive mode and the demonstration mode (Connelly et al.
1990). In the inductive mode, investigators base reports on participant stories. Alternatively, in the
demonstration mode researchers contribute their own voice to place participant narratives in social,

cultural or psychological contexts (Spector-Mersel, 2010). These modes reveal the intersubjective mode
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of knowledge production, which accentuates the social construction of knowledge which is at the fabric
of narrative epistemology (Hendry, 2007; Munro, 1993).
Methodological

Narrative research, or more specifically narrative inquiry, often is approached by one or more
specific analytic lenses. First, narrative researchers treat narrative as a distinct form of discourse.
“Narrative is a way of understanding one’s own and others’ actions, of organizing events and objects
into a meaningful whole, and of connecting and seeing the consequences of actions and events over
time...” (Chase, 2005, p. 656). The precise analytic approaches which are used within narrative research
dictate the role that the researcher will take in capturing and interpreting the participant responses (Bal,
2009; Connelly et al. 1990; Elliot, 2005; Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998). Although there are
several methodologies, they primarily fall within one of two different predominant approaches in
narrative research, either from Connelly and Clandinin or Riessman (Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin &
Connelly, 2000; Connelly & Clandinin 1986, Connelly et al. 1990; Holstein & Gubrium, 2012; Riessman,
1993, 2008).

For the remainder of this subsection, | will discuss the methodological approaches of Connelly
and Clandinin and Riessman, offering insight into strengths and weaknesses for each approach. In so
doing, | will convey the intention to rely on a specific narrative analytic approach from Riessman (2008),
narrative thematic analysis. In the next subsection, | provide empirical studies that have been
conducted from both major approaches. In so doing, | will provide insight and convey why the Riessman
approach is a preferred approach. The purpose of these two subsections, therefore, is to provide a
foundation, established within the literature, to convey the narrative methodology chosen for this
study.

The first major methodological approach within narrative research was established by Connelly

and Clandinin. A central methodological position of inquiry within this approach involves professional
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knowledge landscapes (Clandinin & Connelly, 1996; 2000; 2004; Clandinin, Connelly & Craig, 1995;
Connelly, Clandinin & He, 1997). For Clandinin and Connelly, a teachers’ professional knowledge is
situated at the interface between theory and practice in teacher’s lives. Within this approach, narrative
researchers carry out their study from a position that understanding teacher professional knowledge
must be established between theories of pedagogy and the ways in which teachers engage their craft in
the classroom. Establishing the link between professional and practical knowledge is built from
considering what is known about effective teaching; what do teachers know; what knowledge is critical
for teaching; and, who produces knowledge about teaching (Fenstermacher, 1994). Within the Connelly
and Clandinin approach, researchers take these broad criteria of inquiry to guide their research studies.
As part of the landscape, it is recognized that teachers spend time both within the classroom, in which
they interact with students, and outside of the classroom, which include professional and communal
places (Clandinin et al. 1995, 1996).

In considering professional knowledge landscapes, narrative researchers recognize that teacher
knowledge of their practices are not strictly limited to classroom experiences. This provides an
importance of understanding the entire context, both personally and professionally, in articulating what
teachers know of their content areas and curriculum as well as teacher beliefs about the ways in which
they practice their craft. Knowledge creation, or the contribution of research findings/interpretations to
a body of knowledge, is a goal of educational research broadly, and narrative research specifically (Pring,
2000). Gudmundsdottir (1995) discussed one example that conveys such a contribution. In The
Narrative Nature of Pedagogical Content Knowledge, Gudmundsdottir discusses how this type of
knowledge, PCK, suggests a narrative way of knowing. PCK, “is a practical way of knowing the subject
matter. It is learned mostly on the job from trying things out and observing, talking, and working with
other teachers.” (Gudmundsdottir, 1995, p. 30). In drawing a connection between PCK and narrative,

Gudmundsdottir suggests teachers live in stories as a way to convey to students what they know.
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Because they directly experience the job, the ways in which teachers carry out their narrative reveals a
great deal in how teachers know how to teach and understand how to integrate their knowing of
teaching (the pedagogy) with the source material (the content) seamlessly, which conveys their PCK.
The more that teachers share their PCK in narrative, the greater the knowledge base of PCK becomes.
Within the Connelly and Clandinin approach, a teacher’s PCK would be contextualized as knowledge
within the classroom, with recognition that this professional knowledge is influenced by personal and
professional experiences outside of the classroom.

A second methodological position of inquiry within the Connelly and Clandinin approach
involves a consideration of dimensions of inquiry. Within this approach, there are three dimensions of
inquiry which provide the broad conceptual framework which guides narrative research (Clandinin et al.
2000; Clandinin & Huber, 2002; Clandinin, Huber, Steeves & Li, 2011; Ollerenshaw & Cresswell, 2002).
Within this framework, known as three-dimensional narrative inquiry space, narrative researchers focus
on three broad domains, or dimensions, simultaneously: temporality to past, present and future;
sociality to the relationship between the inner(personal) and outer(social); and place to the physical
location of a place whereby experiences are lived out and conveyed to others (Connelly & Clandinin,
2006). Understanding these three interlocking dimensions, narrative researchers recognize that time,
the interaction between the personal and interpersonal, and the places where experiences occur and
are conveyed to others provide the full context from which participants situate their testimony. By
considering these three dimensions simultaneously, narrative researchers are likely to feel confident
that they can acquire meaningful testimony from their participants.

Analytically, narrative researchers in education in the Connelly and Clandinin approach narrative
research from various foundational perspectives with similar analytic approaches. These perspectives
range from conducting narrative inquiry in archival work, linking psychoanalysis with narrative
interviewing, within autobiographies, or considering a study of teacher’s lives and experiences (Elbaz-

34



Luwisch, 2007; Freeman, 2007; Goodson, 2013; Morgan-Fleming, Riegle & Fryer, 2007; Rogers, 2007). A
strength of the methodology, is that the analytic approach is fairly universal based upon common
positioning. For instance, regardless of the domain of inquiry, or the focus of the research, narrative
research in this approach tends to follow similar patterns. The information is conducted and interpreted
(analyzed) with the above methodological positions in consideration. Specifically, in narrative
educational research that includes teachers as participants, a focus on the professional knowledge
landscape and the appreciation of the three dimensions of inquiry is often part of the study
methodology.

In contrast to Connelly and Clandinin, Riessman provides for a different methodological
approach, with emphasis more on specific analytic tools over positioning, and a framework for analysis
based on levels of analysis. Emphasis is placed in considering the ways in which a speaker or writer
assembles a sequence of events and uses language to communicate meaning (Riessman, 2008). The
narrative researcher ought to consider such questions such as Who elicits the story? For What purpose?
How does the audience affect what is told? What cannot be spoken? For Riessman, like Connelly and
Clandinin, context is critical to understanding what testimony is provided by participants, and the
meaning that attaches to context.

Riessman approaches narrative from the perspective of Mishler’s conception of interview as
discourse. Research interviewing is viewed as a discourse, or conversation, over a standard protocol,
where participants are able to develop narrative accounts (Mishler, 1991; Shuman, 2012). This means
that responses are expected to be quite long to generate narrative for interpretation (Riessman, 2008).
The narrative researcher focuses on the stage of transcription to set up interpretation, in which the
responses are captured and interpreted in narrative form. This contrasts with the Connelly and
Clandinin approach, in which narrative researchers go into a study, and therefore guide the direction of
the study, within their conceptual positioning and framework (Clandinin et al. 2000). Unlike Connelly

35



and Clandinin, there is no specific conceptual framework to guide the researcher. Instead, an analytic
framework, and rigor in the tools of analysis are emphasized over conceptual positioning (Riessman,
1993).

Riessman’s approach includes three levels of analysis that pervade narrative research
(Riessman, 2008). First, stories told by research participants, i.e. narrative. In this level, the testimony
provided by the research participants is captured word-for-word. In published papers, the literal
testimony of the research participants is printed for all to read and consider. Second, interpretative
accounts by the investigator, i.e. narrative of narrative. At this level, the investigator (researcher)
interprets the testimony provided by the participants in level one. Within narrative research, this
interpretation is captured in rich detail as researchers provide a detailed description, in narrative form,
of how they make sense of the initial testimony. Third, reader’s reconstruction, i.e. narrative of
narrative of narrative. This last form is not specifically presented in the research article. Rather, it is
more akin to what scholars largely do when reading other research papers, they are evaluating and
interpreting what the researchers have stated. A third level of interpretation and evaluation is provided
by someone external to the entire research process, but who evaluates and interprets either or both
levels of testimony (narrative) in the narrative research. Within narrative research, particularly in the
social sciences, epistemological consideration within levels can be achieved (Baena, 2012; Cajigal &
Tippins, 2013; Costa, 2005; Espino, 2012; Stalker, 2009)

Interpretation of narrative is largely carried forth by one of four different analytical approaches
(Riessman, 2008). These analytic approaches include: 1) Thematic analysis — greater focus on the
content is made and less on the way in which the narrative is spoken or written. 2) Structural analysis —
the narrative form is considered, with an attempt to understand meaning in the manner in which things
are communicated. 3) Dialogic/performance analysis — stories are seen as social artefacts which reveal

not only information about that person/individual but also society and cultural values/influences. 4)
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Visual narrative analysis — words and images (photos, paintings, etc.) are integrated in the examination
of how individual and collective/group identities are expressed visually. Each of these approaches have
been utilized in narrative research (Ahmed, 2013; Luttrell, 2003; Moate, 2014; Oswick, Anthony, Keenoy,
Mangham & Grant, 2000; Tamboukou, 2003; Williams, 1984).

Narrative thematic analysis provides a specific analytic approach that can be utilized for taking
long participant responses and breaking down into specific components for ease of interpretation and
discussion. The components of a thematic analysis include: the definition of narrative; how represented
(with attention to form and language); the unit of analysis/focus; and, attention to contexts (Riessman,
2008). The definition of narrative includes the style in which the narrative is conveyed. For example,
one definition includes a bounded segment of interview text about resistance to legal authority, while
another definition includes the life story of the writer about drinking (Cain, 1991; Ewick & Silbey, 2003).
For the first study, the definition of narrative involves taking a specific subset of an entire interview as
the basis for what narrative is. For the second study, the writer presents their narrative about their life
history with the phenomenon, starting with the initial experiences and progressing chronologically to
the most recent experiences. For any specific narrative thematic study, the definition of narrative
provides the reader with an understanding of what the author specifically means by narrative, which can
vary across studies.

The second component within narrative thematic analysis includes how the narrative is
represented, specifically with regards to form and language. For Ewick et al. (2003), the narrative was
represented as a brief interview excerpt, with the speech ‘cleaned up’ so that the focus is on what is
provided in the narrative rather than the way it is conveyed. This allows the reader to make sense of the
content, recognizing that specific speech utterances (e.g. um, so, you know, etc.) are removed. For the
Cain (1991) study, the narrative was represented as reconstructed documents from memory as well as

summaries of interviews from tapes. This conveys two sources from which the researcher captured the
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narrative. With concerns in narrative research with issues of validity, one possible way to address such
concerns involves triangulating sources or people involved in the research process (Johnson et al. 2012;
Polkinghorne, 2007). This can serve as a ‘check’ for accuracy in information provided by comparing
information from one source with that of another.

A third component within narrative thematic analysis includes the unit of analysis, or the focus,
of the study. For the Ewick et al. (2003) study, the unit of analysis included acts of resistance reported in
the personal narratives. Given the topic of the study, a focus that includes the ways in which the
participants resisted authority allows the reader to draw attention to the primary intent of the author.
For the Cain (1991) study, the unit of analysis included recurrent episodes across narratives primarily, as
well as interpretation of the narrator secondarily. This second study, in particular, draws attention to
levels of analysis outlined by Riessman (2008). For the study, primary focus was on the first level of
analysis, the testimony provided by the participants, with secondary focus on the interpretation of that
testimony, the second level of analysis.

The final component of narrative thematic analysis involves attention to contexts. For the Ewick
et al. (2003) study, the local context was minimal while the societal context was considerable.
Contextualizing experience of resistance to legal authority within a broader context of institutionalized
power, resistance to such power involves a common accumulation of sociocultural resources — symbolic,
linguistic, organizational and material. This study represented the narrative researcher’s conveyance in
the importance of societal factors in influencing common senses of resistance. This is a way to suggest
that for the intentions of this study, the researchers believed that individual narrative experiences were
not isolated experiences but part of a common societal fabric. For the Cain (1991) study, the local
context was also minimalized while the societal context was emphasized. For this study, understanding
the narratives was placed simultaneously in multiple organizational levels. First, the context included

personal narratives represented within the frame of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA). Second, the life story
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was structured with the scheme of family story, drinking story and career story. This was effective in
placing an understanding beyond the participant’s immediate experiences in AA, recognizing that
alcoholic behavior can be influenced by factors personally and professionally.

The next subsection includes representative empirical studies from both the Connelly and
Clandinin and Riessman approaches. The intention here is to provide insight into the strengths of the
thematic analytic approach and draw attention to gaps in the narrative research education literature
which will be addressed in this study. The first four studies are based on Connelly and Clandinin’s
approach, while the final four are based on Riessman’s approach, specifically thematic analysis.
Although Connelly and Clandinin represents the dominant approach within narrative research in
education, and Riessman represents the major alternative approach for narrative research across all
domains of the human/social sciences, because of the focus of this study, all empirical studies are based
within education (Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin et al. 2000; Riessman, 2008).

Empirical

Lessard, Caine and Clandinin (2015) conducted a narrative inquiry in which they assessed family
and school curriculum making for Aboriginal youth and their families. The researchers conducted a
narrative inquiry where they utilized multiple methods: conversations; field notes; artifacts; memory
box items; documents (official school documents); and artwork to assess educational and school worlds
of experience for two Aboriginal youth in a Canadian junior high school. The study was based on
Lugones’ (1987) concept of world, in which a world is a construction of a portion of a society. This study
was framed within a larger study by Huber, Murphy and Clandinin (2011), in which they conceptualized
two worlds of curriculum making, familial curriculum-making and school curriculum-making. Familial
curriculum making is situated in contexts outside of school, mainly within the family and places of
significance for the community. The researchers concluded that for these Aboriginal youth, the familial

curriculum making process is personal, deep and meaningful for the Aborigines. Being taught by Elders
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the medicine wheel, teaching about the seasons, plants and animals, the connection of these concepts
to the youth, language, protocol and culture represent significant familial based curriculum making that
exists outside of the school world.

The conceptual positioning of Lessard et al. (2015), based on the professional knowledge
landscape was conveyed within the study. For the Aborigines, the Elders functioned as teachers, with
keen awareness of the knowledge base established within the classroom being distinct from the
knowledge base established outside of the school environment, mainly the family and community. It
was recognized by the researchers that for the Aboriginal youth, this knowledge base is special and of
personal meaning. Most critically, the Elders were the only ones qualified enough, based on an
understanding of the cultural values, beliefs and understanding of one’s place within the family,
community and society, that only the Elders could teach of these topics appropriately based on an
established professional knowledge landscape.

The conceptual positioning of Lessard et al. (2015), based on the three dimensions of inquiry,
were also conveyed with the study. The temporality was expressed by assessing recollections of the
past, based on memory, the present, based on living alongside and conversing, observing and taking
field notes of the youth and in the future by looking forward to consider other possible curriculum
making worlds. Sociality was covered by providing interpretation of the observations and conversations
for the youth and the recognition that the two youths understood internally the importance of taking
care of an Elder through relationship with them. Place was also conveyed by understanding the
importance of specific places with the home and the community, such as the arts club, in conveying
specific teaching experiences.

This study effectively conveyed a linking of teaching and family/community for Aboriginal youth.
However, as is common in narrative research, findings based on memory were not independently
verified nor assessed for accuracy or truth (Clandinin et al. 2000). This study reveals powerful meaning
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and significance captured within narrative, but is methodologically lacking in a conveyance of historical
truth and accuracy (Spence, 1982). Instead, information is taken as providing meaningful experiences
and explanations of the participants framed within their familial and community based world.

Harfitt (2015) conducted a narrative inquiry in which he assessed reasons as to why teachers
early in their profession leave and then decide to return to the teaching profession. For the study,
Harfitt assessed two teachers in a Hong Kong school who had left after completing only one year, and
decided to return after two years. In the study, Harfitt found that the two beginning teachers’
experiences within their school combined with personal stories that shaped their professional identity
as teacher. The researcher conceptualized the study as part of teacher attrition, particularly early
teacher attrition, that is felt at a global level (Guarino, Santibanez & Daley, 2006; Schaefer, 2013;
Schaefer & Clandinin, 2011). The researchers used a semi-structured methodology in which: oral
histories, captured through interviews, were acquired; monthly journal reflections from the teachers in
which they recollected on their teaching experiences for the year in which they taught; and,
conversations between the teachers and the researcher were conducted to allow for further
connections and rich narratives to be created.

The conceptual positioning of Harfitt (2015), based on the personal and professional knowledge
landscape, was conveyed within the study. From the personal knowledge landscape, Harfitt considered
the reflections from the teachers of their lives captured through oral histories. These reflections include
personal stories in which the teachers conveyed their ideas, interpretations and beliefs about the ways
in which they taught, what they gained from various experiences, to name a few topics. Harfitt
recognized that these personal practices were critical in expressing teacher knowledge. From the
personal practical knowledge landscape, journals in which the teachers reflected on decisions whether
to stay or leave, captured in the journals, reflect an intermixing of the personal and professional
knowledge landscapes.
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The resultant findings generated three themes: 1) the imagined life of a teacher (professional);
2) the teacher’s personal landscape (personal practical); and, 3) factors in the decision to stay or leave
(personal and professional). For instance, responses from the teachers ranged from: the life of the
teacher not being what the person thought it would be (professional); the process was not as smooth as
the person thought (personal practical); missing the students (personal and professional); feeling
overwhelmed for the tasks (professional); it was necessary to leave (personal practical); and, the school
desired to have one person teach because they were good at a specific subject (personal and
professional). Approaching the study with both of these landscapes in mind enabled Harfitt to
understand the relation between the personal and professional knowledge landscapes for the teachers.

The conceptual positioning of Harfitt (2015), based on the three dimensions of inquiry, was also
carried forth within the crafting of the study. Temporality was considered in assessing reflections from
the past captured in the oral histories, and in the present focus by the reflective journals. Sociality was
conveyed in the high level of interconnection between the researcher and the participants. As noted by
Harfitt, “Narrative inquiry is relational inquiry, so | asked Carmen and Alice to review these texts, and
both were invited to make additions, amendments and clarifications” (Harfitt, 2015, p. 26). Additionally,
as stated above, one of the sources of data included conversations between the researcher and the
participants which allowed both to become more familiar and acquainted with one another. Thisis a
central tenet of narrative research methodology in the Connelly and Clandinin (Candinin et al. 2000)
approach, in which a close relationship is necessary to enable trust and authentic sharing of information
to occur (Caine, Estefan & Clandinin, 2013; Clandinin, 2006; Clandinin, Huber, Murphy & Orr, 2009).
Place was expressed in understanding that there were likely specific reasons why the teachers decided
to leave and return. For example, a desire to return based on missing the students meant that there

was a pull to return to the specific location for a reason of emotional affective connection. Alternatively,
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a need to leave for health reasons meant that the place was perceived as caustic, essentially damaging
to the health of the teacher and a need for escape was necessary.

Data analysis in the Harfitt (2015) study was more developed than the Lessard et al. (2015)
paper, but still lacking in methodological rigor, which extend to epistemological concerns. While Harfitt
did include analysis and interpretation based on three distinct stages of field texts outlined above, which
ultimately resulted in themes, it is not specifically outlined the ways in which these themes were
generated. Rather, what is provided is that analysis of the field texts took place with ‘careful analysis of
the transcripts and reflections’ (p. 26). While it was acknowledged that participants worked with the
researcher to assure of the authenticity of the transcripts, the precise manner in which this occurred is
not explicitly discussed. It is not clearly outlined the ways in which the respondents agreed or disagreed
with the information captured. The additions, amendments and clarifications that were stated as
occurring, for example, were not explicitly and clearly articulated on. Therefore, there is no way of
knowing what information was adjusted compared to what is provided. From an epistemological
perspective, this casts doubt to knowledge claims that what is captured and interpreted can be
considered as justified. Such concerns are not addressed within this approach of narrative research
(Clandinin et al. 1996, 2000). The centrality of relying on the past, in conjunction with the present,
brings up additional concerns about accuracy in recall, and the importance of social context and
objectives in retelling versus recall, which Harfitt (2015) did not explicitly address (Brewer, 1996; Loftus,
1997, 2002, 2003; Marsh, 2007).

Casey and Schaefer (2016) conducted a narrative inquiry that considered the experience of
adapting dominant stories in physical education. The researchers generated their study around three
distinct conceptual frameworks: 1) Dewey’s pragmatic ontology (1938/2007); Clandinin et al.’s (1995)
narrative experience as living, telling, re-telling and re-living; and, 3) Connelly & Clandinin’s (1999b)
conception of identity as stories to live by, essentially the interface between personal practical
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knowledge and professional knowledge landscapes. Within Dewey’s (1938/2007) pragmatic ontology is
an articulation that experience includes continuity and interaction. Specifically, there is continuity in
experience because whatever is experienced in the past will influence the present and the future for
that individual. Additionally, interaction entails an importance of situational context with experience,
experiences take place in specific situations. The stories analyzed for the study were based on both
researchers inquiring into their experiences of analyzing of the researcher’s, Ashley’s, 18 narratives as
field texts. To accomplish this, they engaged in conversations, which were recorded over multiple, 90
minutes to two-hour conversations.

The four major conceptions involved in the narrative inquiry convey different aspects of
understanding experiences through narrative (Casey et al. 2016). Living involves recognizing we live in
personal stories, institutional stories, and cultural stories that influence how we live. Telling involves
recognizing we tell stories of ourselves and the institutions we work, and the cultures we live. Re-telling
involves thinking deeply about the complexity of the stories that shape our experiences. Finally, Re-
living involves the recognition that re-telling is centered on the three dimensions of inquiry space
mentioned earlier, temporality, sociality and place, which influence who we are and shift future stories
around the professional knowledge landscape.

The findings of the Casey et al. (2016) study focused on the re-telling and re-living of the stories
to live by. The re-telling of the stories were situated within the conceptual framework of the three-
dimensional narrative inquiry space, which revealed tensions and shifting identities. The tensions
included students recognizing physical education teachers as dominant, aggressive and lacking savvy.
Shifting stories revealed that students were perceived by Ashley as being unteachable, as well as a
shifting blame of failing to the students away from Ashley, which represents a way teachers may fail to
recognize their role in student failure. These tensions and shifting identities were conceptualized as
moments of autobiographical revision (Carr, 1986). Essentially, these issues represented a struggle for
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narrative coherence, whereby there is difficulty in constructing a coherent life within the professional
knowledge landscape that provides meaning for each individual. The connection between re-telling and
re-living is revealed as a desire for narrative coherence. Focus within this domain considered the fact
that physical education teachers may be pedagogically sound, but knowledge in what is necessary to
negotiate the dominant story is missing (Rossi, Christensen & Macdonald, 2015). For example, a shifting
away from a focus on the present situation towards a transformative pedagogy, where the current
situation is combined with an imagined story of what may come to fruition, is a way to generate this
narrative coherence.

Concern about the merit in attempting to seek narrative coherence presents a major conceptual
flaw within the Casey et al. (2016) study. One major limitation within narrative research, for example,
involves whether there is an ability to take what is captured within the research process and present the
information in a narrative coherent manner. Regardless of the level of interaction and closeness
between researcher and participant, there is no way to ensure that everything that is captured provides
for a complete recollection of the past experiences. Hendry (2007) argued that narrative research as
constructed does not appropriately capture the life story. This limitation occurs because researchers try
and dissect the narratives and put them in order in a linear fashion. Wolcott (2002), building off
Bourdieu’s concept of biographical illusion (Bourdieu, 2000), revealed this particular limitation in trying
to compartmentalize to capture testimony and represent it in a coherent narrative manner.
Unfortunately, while there were three interlocking conceptual positions within the conceptual
framework, there were no considerations to the merit of an attempt to capture narrative coherence or
specific detail that outlined how narrative coherence could be validated. A narrative study that
attempts to provide for such coherence, established firmly within the Clandinin and Connelly tradition,
presents a concern for verifying the information captured and how meaningful that information is
interpreted, regardless of the conceptual framework.
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An additional conceptual limitation in clarity in how the three dimensions of narrative space
relate at the interface between re-telling and re-living was not clear. Although the authors mentioned
that the study is situated in part within the conceptual framework of the three dimensions of narrative
inquiry, it is not clear based on the level of detail the manner in which this conceptual framework is
expressed. For example, when they presented the three dimensions, they provided a link where
thinking deeply about experiences related to the three dimensions. They later stated, “Using these
dimensions, (i.e. sociality, temporality and place) we find ways to inquire into Ashley’s lived experiences,
and our own experiences...” (Casey et al. 2016, p. 119). They also include a notion of keeping the
dimensions in mind, that they were able to see shifting stories within the grand narrative.

Although this is not a specific weakness of the Clandinin and Connelly approach (Clandinin et al.
2000), based upon other studies, narrative research in education does not require any validating or
support of claims made. This is likely because there is not an incentive to generalize beyond the study,
but, it also gainsays the ability to generate knowledge, a key goal in educational research (Pring, 2000).
The authors acknowledge this epistemic limitation when they acknowledge that narrative research is
perceived as not having clearly outlined ontological and epistemological positioning (Clandinin, 2013).
While acknowledging philosophical weaknesses is admirable, the authors proceed to not provide clearly
outlined and elaborated ontological and epistemological positioning, which extends to the
methodological issues discussed above (Casey et al. 2016). This is one rationale to the need for a
rigorous analytic strategy within narrative research, as represented in the Riessman approach (1993,
2008).

Parker and Draves (2017) conducted a narrative inquiry into two preservice music teachers who
had visual impairments. For the study, the researchers conveyed the participant experiences across the
three dimensions of inquiry, temporality, sociality and place. The researchers utilized multiple sources
of field texts which included: interviews, journals, emails and casual conversations. The findings of the
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inquiry were that three issues were highlighted within the narratives of both participants: 1) accessible
music; 2) reliance on other people; and, 3) attitudes of the participants. For the study, a transformative
paradigm was utilized, whereby universal human rights are emphasized (Mertens, 2009; Mertens,
Holmes & Harris, 2009). This is represented in the focus on generating a narrative inquiry into
preservice music teachers with visual impairments. Additionally, the researchers crafted their paradigm
with regards to perceiving reality as a social construction. Individuals within a society are positioned in
one of two broad categories, those who are perceived as able, and therefore hold more power, and
those who are disabled, who do not wield power. This disability as social construction is commonly
referred to as the social model, which differs strikingly from the medical model, or personal deficit
model. With the medical model, a real difference exists medically, in other words, is innate (Oliver &
Barnes, 2012). The key difference is that the medical model is centered on a deficit within the person,
whereas the social model states that the disability represents power dynamics in society, and therefore
the main issue is in how people are perceived differently, rather than something missing, or insufficient
internally (Mertens, Sullivan & Stace, 2011).

The conceptual positioning of Parker et al. (2017), based on the three dimensions of inquiry, was
well established within all stages of the study, crafting and methods. The authors re-storied the
teaching experiences of the two teachers in their study, dubbed Antoine and Lindsey. The major
methodological approach involved having each teacher reflect on their teaching stories through
interviews over the course of one year, prior to student teaching through summer following student
teaching. There were also other sources, such as reflective journals and observation, which added to
crafting and interpretation of the story. Based on the method of relational inquiry (Clandinin et al.
2000), they established the three dimensions of inquiry as a framework in which they analyzed the data
and structured the completed narrative. In so doing, they combined all field text sources and
synthesized the information to craft their story. Importantly, they coded data individually, in other
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words created codes for both teachers and then compared the data. This is a way of triangulating
sources, critical for methodological rigor and in addressing validity (Johnson et al. 2012). Following
coding, each researcher had developed a webbed map of their experiences using codes and the three
dimensions. They then categorized the data based on each dimension, resulting in processing feedback
for temporarily, anxiety and musical skills for sociality, and transportation and routines for place.

This study represents a major advancement in methodological sophistication within a Connelly
and Clandinin narrative approach. Unlike the other studies, an intentioned use of rigorous analysis
provides for greater assurance that the data can be taken and analyzed to allow for the possibility of
replication. However, as is common in narrative research in education, there is no data table of codes,
categories of web maps, as discussed, presented anywhere (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke, 2006).
While coding in thematic analysis is common in other domains, such as psychology, the dominant
approach within narrative research in education often does not include such level of analytic
refinement. It is also unclear the effectiveness that analyzing individually and then coming together for
confirmation of findings would have when there is no way to assess the information from each
researcher. Such issues of uncertainty in judgments and validity do not just exist in education.
Qualitative assessments even in the medical domain are often plagued by an incomplete understanding
in how judgments were formed and in how to appraise the rigor in the judgments that ultimately are
made (Cook, Kuper, Hatala, Ginsburg, 2016). Similar issues exist in qualitative research in education
(Gay et al. 2006; Griffin, 2004). For example, there is no mention of what tools or software were utilized
by the researchers, how the information was coded and categorized and in what way they interpreted
the information to derive their maps. Rather, as is common in narrative, the information is presented
within the narrative which reveals to the reader the final product for interpretation. While the study
represented an improvement in the stated methodological rigor, most particularly with an inclusion of
coding not often seen in narrative research in education, without explicit detail in assuring of the quality
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of the analysis, the study still presented issues with validity and quality that plague narrative research,
most specifically within the Connelly and Clandinin approach.

The next four empirical studies utilized narrative thematic analysis in the Riessman (2008)
tradition.

Hum (2015) conducted a narrative case study in which workplace learning during a science
doctorate was assessed for six science doctoral students at a research and teaching institution in
Canada. The study was framed within the study of case narratives from a workplace learning
perspective (Billett, 2001, 2004, 2006). Within this approach, consideration to both the individual and
contextual elements that factor into participant narratives is acquired for interpretation. The three
primary questions which guided the study were: 1) how and why do doctoral students choose to learn
certain research practices and/or knowledge?; 2) what, and how do, contextual affordances influence
doctoral workplace learning?; and, 3) how do individual intentions and context interact? These
guestions were addressed by several sources of data: two activity logs, captured every two months,
which included perceptions and experiences of what the participants did; a pre-interview questionnaire
and semi-structured interview were conducted to garner responses from the data acquired over the
academic year, as well as open up additional questions from the participants. The intention of the
interviews was to provide insight that could, hopefully, expand upon the responses provided by the
participants.

Unlike the studies cited earlier that relied on the conceptual positioning of the Clandinin and
Connelly approach (2000), Hum'’s (2015) study placed prime focus on the analytic approach. The
definition of narrative was explicitly provided as socially constructed accounts that provide meaning of,
and causality between, events as understood by the participant. The narrative was represented as
condensed interviews with extensive use of quotes and preservation of the temporal order of the
responses. The unit of analysis/focus consisted of interview summaries, logs and biographic pre-
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interview questions. The study conveyed considerable attention to the local context from two levels,
individual (based on person’s background and perspective), and within the work context.

A major strength of the Hum (2015) study is provided in the level of rigor and quality in the
analytic approach. First, summaries and logs were independently coded by 2 coders across several steps
of coding. For each level, coded segments and new codes that were proposed were compared and
discussed until there was 100% agreement in the codes. Additionally, the coders created a codebook as
reference. Initially, summaries recorded two broad categories of workplace learning,
individual/personal, and workplace/context. Following this, coded segments were assessed as to
whether they were facilitative or a challenge to workplace learning participation or learning. Coded
segments were then further read and analyzed to form emergent themes within the individual (e.g.
prior learning, goals) and the workplace context (e.g. supervisor, colleagues, equipment). A final
analytic phase involved examining themes within cases and between cases. Similarities were then
categorized into case pairs. These case pairs fell into three broad categories: Positive-Professional,
Positive-Academic, and Challenging-Uncertain. The emergent themes, which contributed to the pairs,
included a focus on the research the participants were engaged in, and, what affordances were provided
(e.g. a positive work and learning environment).

Hum’s (2015) study addresses a concern within narrative studies, a consideration of
methodological rigor and quality (Loh, 2013). Lincoln et al.’s (1985) discussion about trustworthiness
criteria and techniques to achieve them directly address such concerns. In considering credibility, Hum
(2015) utilized both triangulation of sources and investigators as well as referential adequacy. With the
criteria of transferability, Hum provided a thick and rich description of the methods as well as data. For
dependability, Hum triangulated the methods, which led to the case pairings. Finally, confirmability was
likely demonstrated in the constant progression of steps for analysis, interpretation and validation of
codes. Although the themes were not the final product for the study, rather the emergent themes led
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into the case pairings, the narrative thematic approach provides for a methodologically rigorous level of
analysis. The ability to work on trustworthiness reveals to the reader of the study that the researcher’s
information can be taken with higher levels of assuredness, that what is provided can be warranted.
This also reveals an important connection for the participant(s). The participants for this study were
likely to have warranted levels of trustworthiness that the information provided would be thoroughly
captured, analyzed and interpreted.

Wirawati and Kurniawan (2015) conducted a narrative study in which they considered how good
teachers become good at their teaching pedagogy. Importantly, the authors situate the study within the
conflicting literature about what makes for a good teacher. For example, one position is that a good
teacher has 12 very specific qualities!* (Cheng Low & Ang, 2011). Alternatively, an entirely different
perspective is that a good teacher has five specific skills*® (Oliva & Henson, 1980). However, an entirely
alternative approach is that a good teacher accommodates student involvement in discussion and builds
relationship with their students (Kutnick & Jules, 1993). Part of the intention of the study included
finding out, from the perspective of some teachers, what factors (themes) convey their perceptions on
what makes for a good teacher. The participants for the study included two primary (elementary)
school teachers in a school in Indonesia. The participants told their stories which were captured by the
researchers. The narrative provided is therefore an interpretation by the researchers of the discussion
provided by the participants, their testimony. The researchers utilized a systematic analytic approach,
adapted from Braun et al. (2006). The analysis for the study proceeded in several steps/phases: 1)
familiarization with the data; 2) the generating of codes; 3) searching for themes; 4) a review of the

themes; 5) coming up with the names of the themes; and, 6) producing the final report (including

1 They are prepared, having integrity, being discipline, being a willing teacher, being selfless and caring, learning
more than students, widening knowledge, being role model, motivating and persuasive, being credible helps,
applying various ways of teaching.
15 These include: technical skills, intrapersonal skills, basic knowledge, administrative skills, and communication
skills.
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interpretation by the researchers). The resultant themes that emerged included teachers learning from
their experience, and thus adjusting to challenges and problems faced in a beneficial manner for all
parties; and, having a good relationship with the students and their parents, which provided greater
understanding and appreciation for the students in what challenges and needs in the learning process
they faced.

The analytic framework used by Wirawati et al. (2015) conveys additional examples of rigor to
the Hum (2015) study. First, unlike any known study utilizing the Connelly and Clandinin approach, this
study was a replication in a study conducted in Aberdeen, Scotland in 2012. Therefore, the reliance on
specific analytic tools in a different context could allow for greater justification in the claims made. The
focus of the study was on assessing teacher conceptions on what makes for good teachers. Step one,
familiarization, occurred by the researchers reading the verbatim (complete) transcript of the responses.
This provided the definition of the narrative as well as how the narrative was represented for the study.
Step two, generating codes, involved highlighting key areas, and writing interpretations in the margins
where appropriate. Step three, searching for themes, involved writing comments in the margins of
interpretation. Step four, reviewing the themes, involved identifying the important parts from the
highlighted segments. Step five, naming the themes, occurred by first identifying shared themes
between both participants and, second, linking these shared themes to the literature. The participants
initiated step six, producing the report, by highlighting the themes that emerged over the entire
transcript and preparing the interpretation of those themes. While the authors stated that a focus on
context is not common within thematic analysis, this is not an accurate assertion. Understanding the
relevance of the parents’ feedback towards addressing challenges with student learning, for instance,
reveals a consideration into the family context in appreciating that the student’s life experiences and

challenges they face are not completely captured by the teacher in the classroom.
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Unlike the Hum (2015) study, the Wirawati et al. (2015) study did not fully consider all criteria
for trustworthiness and quality (Lincoln et al. 1985; Loh, 2013). Credibility, for example, was not
explicitly addressed with any proscribed technique. Transferability was represented with a thick
description into the methods of analysis, and in the narrative interpretation of the researchers.
Dependability was addressed with the technique of a dependability audit, namely, how data was
collected, kept and the accuracy of the data. Finally, confirmability was demonstrated by making sure
that the findings and interpretations were situated both with the participant testimony as well as the
literature. While this may seem as a major drawback, by including a rigorous analytic approach, this
study reveals a replication of the findings of a previous study set in an entirely different context. This
demonstrates a quality that has not been established with any study relying on the Connelly and
Clandinin approach. By providing a replication, it can be suggested that a rigorous analytic approach can
apply to several studies to enhance the validity of findings and interpretations even if there is not a well-
established conceptual framework (Polit & Beck, 2010; Thorne, Armstrong, Harris, Hislop, Kim-Sing,
Oglov et al. 2009; Tracy, 2010).

McGuire, Casanova and Davis Il (2016) conducted a narrative study in which they assessed
marginalities of a black, Muslim woman on a college campus that is predominantly white and Christian.
The predominant theoretical framework for the study was based on Collins’ (2002) matrix of domination
to consider the intersectionality of the participant’s background and how this intersectionality interacts
across several communities on campus as well as strategies utilized to navigate various educational
locations. Within Collins’ (2002) framework, rather than additive approaches to considering how
specific people are oppressed, empowerment and self-determination of minorities conceptualizes
power for individuals. The McGuire et al. (2016) study was subsection of a larger study of a selective,
predominantly White private institution in the Northeast. The participant chosen for this study, Yasmin,
a student, was selected due to her unique background as being a black, Muslim, woman in a
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predominantly white, Christian institution. The inclusion of Yasmin’s narrative represents a unique case
based on her religious affiliation and immigrant status (Yin, 2003). The resultant findings/themes
included: 1) An emphasis on the Other, both in terms of religious and ethnic identity, as well as within
the context of gender; 2) contemporary and historical macro-level processes and policies are placed
onto marginalized people; and, 3) calculated, strategic negotiations are required for students who
occupy multiple marginalized positions.

The methodology of McGuire et al. (2016), specifically in the research design and data analysis
reveal a major strength of the study (Mishler, 1986; Riessman, 2008). Thematic narrative analysis, and
intersectionality analysis, were conducted on responses based on 6 semi-structured, member-checked
interviews collected in 6 transcripts. For the interview, the researchers focused on evaluating Yasmin’s
spiritual and religious identity within her autobiographical history. The research questions which guided
the analysis were: 1) How did religion, race, and gender influence Yasmin’s lived experiences; and, 2)
How did Yasmin negotiate responses to her religious, racial and gendered identities? The first stage of
analysis included reading through each transcript of responses to the interview and providing sense-
making of the information. Phrases were then transferred to an Excel spreadsheet which allowed the
researchers to reflect on the sense-making notes. The second phase included the lead author looking
over the Excel data and coming up with codes that would lead to emergent themes. The interpersonal
analysis, which combined with the thematic analysis, factored in how context, e.g. immediate, local and
global, affected narrative responses by Yasmin. The third and final stage included listening to the audio
interviews of each interview while simultaneously reading the transcripts to consider the affective
quality of Yasmin’s narrative. This design and data analytic approach were specifically outlined and
included a logical methodological design that can be replicated by additional researchers independent of

the design.
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Trustworthiness and quality insurance were specifically addressed in the McGuire et al. (2016)
study. Member checking and peer-debriefing teams were designed to increase trustworthiness and
convey quality of the study (Patton, 2002). Yasmin received a transcribed and coded interview with
code book. Yasmin could then edit the narrative study, including coming up with a pseudonym,
challenging the codes derived from the authors. Additionally, Yasmin was able to review the findings
and analysis from the authors. Two peer-debriefing teams with expertise in student development,
spirituality and qualitative research were provided the research questions and multiple transcripts,
including Yasmine’s narrative (the narrative that the authors generated). The lead researcher then
facilitated feedback over an on-line video medium (Google Hangout). These efforts all reveal the
intentions of the authors to address trustworthiness and quality issues that plague much of qualitative
research broadly, and narrative research in particular, particularly those based on the Connelly and
Clandinin approach (Cresswell, 2014; Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Kvale & Brinkman, 2009; Loh, 2013;
Polkinghorne, 2007; Torrance, 2013; Yin, 2011).

Fincham & Fellner (2016) conducted a narrative study in which they evaluated the day-to-day
experiences of teachers and children during children’s transitions to new classrooms in an early
childhood center in NYC. For this study, transitions include movements from one classroom to a higher-
level classroom. Common reasons for transitions to new class levels are often based on a so-called
‘factory model’ where once someone is deemed ready they are shipped out to the next class. Common
reasons for transitions include birthdays representing advancement in year, and the development of a
new skill such as learning to walk (Cryer, Hurwitz & Wolery, 2001). Developmentalists have argued that
abrupt classroom changes inhibit the ability of teachers and children to build strong relationships
(Howes & Hamilton, 1993; Raikes, 1993); and, licensing dictates such requirements as establishing
specific adult child-ratios which may seem too stringent. Based on a desire to question the transition
process, and acquiescence of utilizing the transition method at the center, the researchers wanted to
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conduct a narrative study. The study was centered on a postdevelopmental position, in which a
challenge of assumptions of truth and certainty combine with considering alternative discourse around
transitions, which provided the focus of the study by the researchers (Blaise, 2005; Edwards, Blaise &
Hammer, 2009).

The research design employed in the Fincham et al. (2016) study convey a rigorous approach
with attention to quality standards in the research design. The participants included a total of 5
teachers at the center, including the two authors of the study. The center included three classrooms
which were essentially divided by age; an infant room (6 weeks — 2 years), a toddler room (18 months to
3.5 years) and a preschool age room (2.5 to 5 years). The overlapping ages per room convey the fact
that not all transitions are strictly done by birthday but a combination of age and demonstrating certain
skills. All 5 participants kept a reflective journal whereby they tracked their experiences and their
interpretations of the experiences of the children. With the study, the definition of narrative was the
content of constructed narratives, represented in reflected journals, and with strong attention to local
context, most specifically, reactions of the participants and interpretations of reflections of the children
within the classroom.

Three distinct rounds of data analysis provided for consideration of quality in design (Loh, 2013).
During the first stage, each of the two authors read the journals, comparing notes and reflections, with
the hope of deriving initial themes. Themes were based on a collaboration of interpretation and
findings based on discussion. The second stage involved individually color-coding and then comparing
the coding decisions together. It was here where inconsistency between the first stage and second
stage occurred, which resulted in deriving new themes based upon further discussion and
interpretation. Units of data were organized with contextualized experiences in a chart relating
experiences to themes. The final phase of analysis had each author individually read the chart, in which
they identified reflections and interpretations for each theme. The step by step procedure of analysis
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conveys credibility through triangulation of investigators; transferability through thick description;
dependability through a dependability audit; and, confirmability by conducting a confirmability audit
(Lincoln et al. 1985). Based upon the rich analytic approach, the themes which emerged were
substantiated (Fincham et al. 2016). Four themes emerged: construction of children’s school identities;
teacher’s emotional involvement; ways of supporting children; and, notions of readiness and success.
As is common in research, space limitations required the authors to focus on just two of these themes,
construction of children’s school identities, and teacher’s emotional involvement.

The above 8 empirical studies reveal stark differences between the Connelly and Clandinin
approach and that of Riessman. For this study, | intend to provide an analysis of the testimony provided
by the participants based on an interview. Particularly in looking to address issues with
trustworthiness, quality and validity, an approach which clearly articulates methods of analysis, that
provide for a rich and rigorous analytic strategy, can lead to greater justification for claims made within
the study. As each of the four represented Riessman articles demonstrate, there is not any one specific
way to conduct a thematic narrative analysis. One commonality includes clearly outlining stages of the
analysis, including coming up with codes that lead to emergent themes. Including all four criteria of
criteria of trustworthiness, and therefore quality, including a reflexive journal which captures all four
criteria, will provide justification for claims made based on the methods of analysis (Lincoln et al. 1985;
Polkinghorne, 2007). This concludes the broad overview of the concepts, methods and representative
empirical studies of narrative research.

In the next section, | discuss the epistemology of narrative research in education by primarily
addressing the Caduri (2013) philosophical inquiry into the topic. This study represents an extension of
the Caduri paper by expanding upon the methods utilized, with an inclusion of a qualitative component
with narrative analysis, and with the depth of the theory utilized, based upon expanded epistemological

consideration for evaluation that will be discussed in the final major section.
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Epistemology of Narrative Educational Research

Philosophical inquiry into the epistemology of testimony in narrative research is a recent
development. Caduri (2013) initiated discussion by drawing upon a distinction between justification and
entitlement. By relying on Burge’s (1993) distinction between the two concepts, Caduri maintains that
while one may not be justified to accept narrative researcher claims, they may be entitled to accept
them. According to Caduri, entitlement reveals justification or warrant. But, rather than providing
justification in a causal way, entitlement allows for warrant in a teleological way.!® A rational person can
believe in something stated even if the justification isn’t strong. Admittedly, because of the inability to
assure of truth in narrative claims, any interpretations or conclusions derived from the narrative
researcher must be considered tentative and not absolute.'’

The key focus of Caduri’s argument rests on the inclusion of professional knowledge provided by
the teacher testimony. Following the Connelly and Clandinin tradition (Connelly et al. 1999b), a link
between personal and practical knowledge is appropriate for warrant for knowledge claims by narrative
researchers. Practical knowledge includes the actual ways that the teacher teaches. Two types of
practical knowledge exist. One, personal practical knowledge, consists of the life stories of teachers,
their memories, past experiences, etc. Two, professional practical knowledge includes what the
teachers are able to do in classrooms, and the degree of merit or proficiency they have in doing that
practice. By looking to draw a connection between the two, the Connelly and Clandinin tradition is built
upon the belief that by providing a link between the life story of the teacher, and the way that they
teach, narrative researchers are warranted in their knowledge claims. Such claims include knowledge
they gather from the testimony provided by participants, as well as the interpretation/analysis they

bring forth on that testimony.

16 As a reason or explanation based in function of its end, purpose or goal.
17 Like Burge some people have this distinction between having a justified belief and a belief to which one is
entitled whether one can provide reason to believe or not.
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Contrary to traditional epistemology, Caduri (2013) argued that the link between personal and
practical knowledge is teleological rather than causal. Comte is regarded as the father of positivism, a
position that knowledge is to be based on the directly observable rather than unobserved entities,
forces or causes that cannot be directly observed or inquired on (Comte, 1896). A post-positivistiic
position, contrarily, provides for scientific and every day/common sense reasoning and thinking to be
compatible (Phillips & Burbules, 2000). A key difference between the two positions involves positioner
stance, such that a positivist maintains that what is researched and the researcher are independent of
each other while a post-positivist position is that whatever background, theories, ideas, knowledge or
values we have can influence the ways in which we perceive the objective world (Robson & McCartan,
2016). Commonly, the causal link would be provided by a positivist or post-positivist approach. This is
achieved by the common epistemic standard of justified, truth, most particularly truth as
correspondence (Caduri, 2013; Hanna & Harrison, 2004). Specifically, truth as correspondence entails
that statements are considered true to the degree to which they relate to, or correspond with, the state
of the world as it actually is.

Caduri (2103) argued, alternatively, that because of the nature of narrative research, where
truth is not necessarily expressed, and where explanations are interpretative, the warrant for
knowledge claims of narrative researchers are based on purpose rather than causal. The teleological
link, Caduri argues, is conveyed with the three following conditions being met: 1) the meeting of
hermeneutic standards such as plausibility, adequacy and persuasion, 2) the inclusion of teacher stories
about their pedagogical practice, and 3) the meeting of ethical criteria that connect the way a teacher
acts to a vision of the good (Alexander, 2006, 2014). For Caduri, the hermeneutic criterion relates to
practical knowledge, the practical criterion relates to professional knowledge, “...i.e. what teachers are

actually able to do in the classroom and with what degree of merit or proficiency.” (Caduri, 2013, p. 48).
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Finally, the ethical criterion relates to both conceptions of practical knowledge. By the meeting of these
standards, can we be warranted (‘entitled’) to accept narrative researcher knowledge claims.

Caduri’s (2013) main argument rested on Burge’s (1993) distinction between justification and
entitlement. Based on Burge’s (1993) position, Caduri (2013) maintained that justification is based on
causal explanations, i.e. truth as correspondence. Alternatively, entitlement derives from teleological
explanations, which tend to be interpretive.'® Justification requires a posteriori warrant, reliance on the
truthfulness or epistemic reliability of other epistemic sources such as sense data, perception, memory.
In epistemology of testimony, this is regarded as the reductionist position established by Hume
(1748/1977). Entitlement, in contrast, requires a priori warrant, in other words, no positive empirical
reasons are necessary to accept such claims. Burge (1993) in epistemology of testimony is considered as
arguing from a nonreductionist position. Because in narrative research in education, established in the
Connelly and Clandinin tradition, truth as correspondence cannot be satisfied, rather than having
justification for knowledge claims, Caduri argued we can be entitled to accept them (Clandinin & Rosiek,
2007; Connelly et al. 1999a; Elbaz-Luwisch, 2007; Olson et al. 2001; Xu & Connelly 2009).

Caduri’s three criteria to warrant entitlement to knowledge claims in narrative research were
established based on the epistemology of Burge (1993), a principle of practical knowledge within
Clandinin et al. (1995), and the ethics of Dewey (1938/2007) and Alexander (2006, 2014). Hermeneutics
is the theory/method of interpretation of philosophical texts. “In the hermeneutic method one uses an
interpretation of a given piece of a “text...to help understand the whole of which it is a part.” (Bredo,
2006). While alternative approaches don’t require absolute certainty, a necessity to assure of truth in

justification, over entitlement, conveys a weaker epistemological standard. The second criterion is

18t is not clear to me why the meeting or not meeting of the correspondence theory of truth provides a distinction
between entitlement and justification. It is also not clear to me whether Burge himself provides such a distinction
between entitlement and justification. However, for the sake of discussing Caduri’s work, | rely on this distinction
in my discussion.
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based on the conceptual position of professional knowledge landscapes, in which understanding the
ways teachers practice their craft is explained by theories of pedagogy and actual praxis (Clandinin et al.
1995). Finally, three conditions of ethical discourse establish what is considered good teacher practice:
people are intelligent, free, and fallible (Alexander, 2014; Cooke, 2006). Because we experience the
world as a whole and develop our knowledge through experience, we keep in mind these assumptions
of people to learn, grow and develop teaching effectiveness (Dewey, 1910/2012, 1938/2007).

While the Caduri (2013) discussion does provide merit as an attempt to bridge the gap between
educational research and epistemology, further epistemological considerations are necessary. First,
Caduri solely focused on entitlement, of narrative participant claims. This is likely derived from focusing
discussion based on Connelly and Clandinin (Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin et al. 2000; Connelly et al. 2006).
Because of a noted distinction between historical and narrative “truth”*°, a consideration of entitlement
over justification is understandable, though quite telling about the epistemic quality of narrative
research in education. As discussed by Riessman (2008), there are multiple levels of analysis one can
take on warrant (justification) for knowledge claims, the testimony of the participants themselves, the
testimony of the narrative researchers, and any claims from those who read the entire narrative
research product. Second, Caduri separated entitlement and justification. As discussed, justification, in
several forms, plays a critical and important role within epistemology in general and epistemology of
testimony specifically. Third, Caduri separated justification as solely being a posteriori and entitlement
as being a priori. As shown, there can be a priori justification, as well as hybrid approaches that consider
both a priori and a posteriori justification for claims.

Although Caduri (2013) provided for an initial foray into a consideration of epistemology of

narrative research in education, epistemic consideration of validity, trust, memory and further

1% The distinction ought to be between true and false rather than historical and narrative conceptions of truth.
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discussion on truth are necessary to address other epistemological concerns of narrative research in

education not considered.

Epistemological Issues in Narrative Research - Validity

Narrative research, as a type of qualitative research design, has issues with generalization,
interpretation and, in general, how accurately the information captures what it is supposed to capture.
Within social science research, which education is a part of, the relation between validity and knowledge
is considered by educational researchers (Polkinghorne, 2007). Over the last several decades,
knowledge development from research has divided into two camps, conventional researchers and
reformist researchers. Narrative research is positioned in the reformist camp, in which classical
considerations of the value of meaning claims deriving from quantitative, strongly controlled
experiments, is rejected. Validity is inextricably connected to epistemology. Validity can be established
within educational narrative research with strong evidence, or justification for claims, that is provided by
the participants or the narrative researcher. Because validity is a consideration of how sound the design
and methods of research for a study are, a link between methodology and epistemology can be
established if the quality of the methods and design contribute towards justification for acceptance of
the interpretation of participant testimony provided by researchers.

The validity of knowledge claims is also linked with truth, another traditional component within
epistemology. “Storied evidence is gathered not to determine if events actually happened but about the
meaning experienced by people whether or not the events are accurately described” (Polkinghorne,
2007, p. 479). This acknowledgement between a “narrative” truth and “historical” truth is a critical one
that may extend to issues of validity and knowledge claims in narrative research. Spence (1982)
concurred with these claims, insisting narrative truth consists of continuity, closure, aesthetic finality
and conviction. Itis not truth that is required, merely plausibility. This was directly considered by

Caduri (2013) in suggesting that the testimony provided by participants, and therefore the
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interpretations of the meaning behind that testimony, does not require truth to be warranted, merely
plausibly acceptable. Something that is plausible may contain elements that side with true accounts,
but it does not assure of truth. When an individual, whether a participant, the researcher, or some
other entity, provides narrative testimony, it is based upon the claims provided by those individuals.
This means that any individual, no matter how much of an expert, or knowledgeable of the subject they
are, is very unlikely to be conveying information precisely as it actually happened, with 100% certainty.
Researchers, and readers of narrative research, must consider these issues when reading and
interpreting testimony. Unless this is achieved, the meaning that is sought in narrative research is
incomplete, or perhaps even more strongly stated, unsubstantiated (Bruner, 1986, 1990).

Even if there is an historical truth that ideally is sought, the narrative provided by any individual
is very unlikely to capture that historical truth. This means that whatever truth can be realized cannot
be attained with certainty or complete assurance. In other words, it is better conceived as strongly held
belief or narrative belief rather than a narrative form of truth. Narrative research within the Clandinin
and Connelly approach distinguishes between historical truth and narrative “truth” for this very reason
(Clandinin et al. 1995, 1996, 2000; Connelly et al. 1986, 1990). This explains why Caduri’s (2013) criteria
for entitlement, while noteworthy, encourages this focus on “truth” instead of epistemically evaluating
the quality of the testimony provided in narrative research more stringently. This does not mean that
statements made are false. The truth that is provided is based upon the individual’s interpretation and
sense-making of the information. Therefore, the “truth” is revealed from the perspective of that
individual. Better than stating narrative “truth”, it is strongly held belief by the participant that is
captured and conveyed. No matter how detailed or specific the testimony provided, we should not
think that we get certainty or outright assurance or confidence of the truth in the testimony.
Furthermore, we should not treat the information as infallible, and should be open to revising our

beliefs.
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The issue of what truth is, particularly within narrative research, presents an area of concern
from an epistemological position. This can be captured by a conception on what makes for “good”
narrative. Good narrative leads to ‘good stories, gripping drama, believable (though not necessarily
‘true’ historical accounts)” (Bruner, 1986, p. 13). Bruner extended this differentiation between so-called
good narrative and true narrative, by stating an application of falsifiability to a story for a measurement
of how good it is, would be misplaced verification (p. 14). If a good narrative is portrayed by how
believable, but not necessarily true it is, then would it be fair to assess whether information provided in
a narrative, e.g. the testimony, is true? Truth, in this sense, would be represented by events as they
actually occurred and that which can be proven as having occurred as described (Phillips, 1994). Within
narrative research in education, primarily based on the Connelly and Clandinin conceptual framework, it
is sufficient that the person providing the testimony believes it to be true. But, whether that is
something that is acceptable epistemologically should be an area of concern to be addressed. Without
assurance to the epistemic quality of the statements provided, validity cannot be established. One
possible way to increase the accuracy, and therefore validity, of what is provided is through
triangulation. One way that triangulation can occur is through triangulating of sources, which can be a
way to increase the credibility and trustworthiness of a research finding (Lincoln et al. 1985; Loh, 2013;
Johnson et al. 2012). While this does occur in some studies based on Connelly and Clandinin, this is
quite common in narrative research that is based on Riessman’s approach (1993, 2008), particularly
thematic narrative analysis, as described earlier in the empirical studies. In addition to triangulating
methods, another way to triangulate is with multiple analysts. For example, an individual may choose to
triangulate statements by verifying from multiple sources. In the case of testimony provided by
participants, triangulation could occur by having the researcher, or someone non-affiliated with the

project (i.e. a principal) verify the statements made for their truth. This may be a viable way to increase
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the accuracy of what is provided. Additionally, it can be a way to assure that what is interpreted by the
narrative researcher is more accurate.

The extent to which a narrative researcher may view such triangulation as necessary is up to
further inquiry. Given the origins of narrative inquiry, narrative researchers may utilize a scientific
approach which deviates from the objective of interpretive, narrative inquiry. Alternatively, some
researchers may feel that increasing the credibility and trustworthiness of what is provided can be of
greater assistance toward understanding the deeper meaning provided in the testimony. Therefore, any

consideration of triangulation may be met with mixed approval.

Epistemological Issues of Trust — Misplaced Trust, the Role of Memory and Truth

When hearing and interpreting the testimony of participants, narrative researchers extend trust
to the information provided. This trust emerges out of a general expectation within the research
paradigm to trust in the testimony provided. This trust enables participants to feel that their
information is meaningful to them and is therefore important not only for the participant and the
researcher. It is not trust that defeats justification for accepting the claims made by the participants or
researchers, rather it is misplaced trust, an affordance of too much trustworthiness by the researcher to
the participant that presents this potential defeater.

Misplaced trust and unreliability in recalling from memory can act as potential defeaters in the
acceptance of testimony. Perhaps many people are inclined to be overtly trusting of others, including in
narrative educational research. Because of the nature of the design, with a close relationship that
develops between the researcher and the research participants, pressures for both the researcher and
the participant may encourage these inclinations. Possible reasons for the inclination likely include the
faultiness of memory, and concerns about the extension of trust in an inappropriate degree. These
reasons provide potential defeaters for justified reliance on testimony. Two key issues that can defeat

justification and knowledge claims are lack of reliability and a lack of concern for capturing truth. Itis
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these concepts which provide epistemological concern for justification of knowledge claims in narrative
educational research.

One issue with trust in narrative educational research involves the reliability of the testimony
provided. A major issue with regards to reliability of testimony involves reliance on memory to provide
the testimony. Psychologists have studied this phenomenon for decades (Baddelley, 1976; Brewer,
1996; Brown, 1958; Dong, Han, Li, Bai, Wang, Tu, Peng et al. 2015; Reitman, 1974). Ayer (1956) noted
limits with recollective memory, e.g. specifics in a conversation. For example, we may recollect the
general content within a conversation, but the precise word-for-word conversation itself is not likely to
be recollected. This means that, especially for recalling past events and experiences, we may be able to
recollect with general accuracy, but more precise accuracy is unlikely to be conveyed. This presents a
potential defeater in accepting the testimony of participants who recollect on their past when referring
to the ways in which they teach, or their past influences/experiences. Additionally, this also reveals the
importance of the fact that stories change over time (McAdams, 2008). If asked several times for the
same influences, experiences and perspectives, individuals who provide testimony may retain main
aspects of the testimony. But, with each telling and re-telling, information is lost or altered. This is
particularly concerning in narrative research in education in which telling and re-telling are established
within the methodological framework (see Casey et al. 2016 for an exemplar). Whether knowingly or
unknowingly, intentionally or unintentionally, stories change.

Inconsistency in reliability of testimony reveals concern for justification of acceptance of
testimony to occur. Testimony of certain types may be seen as either reliable or unreliable. While there
are philosophers who can say that testimony is reliable (Van Cleve, 2006), testimony that draws upon
memory to discuss life events and experiences may lose this reliability each and every time it is told.
This is substantiated by the fact that testimony in narrative research is captured in narrative form,

whereby participants provide their responses reflecting upon their life experiences. Despite this,
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narrative researchers in education, particularly when adopting the Connelly and Clandinin approach, do
not seem focused on reliability of testimony. A consistent theme of meaning, instead, is considered
tantamount to capturing and interpreting the testimony (Bruner, 1986, 1990). This focus on meaning
extends to the area of trust, most specifically offered by the researcher to the participant or their
testimony.

Although prima facie an invitation of trust when participants are revealing personal testimony
seems appropriate, whether something is meaningful to the participant does not mean that if asked
again that the testimony would be said in the same fashion. Invitation to trust on both sides, the model
considered by Zagzebski (2012), prima facie seems appropriate. But, trust by the researcher and for the
participant lacks justification for acceptance of testimony. While trusting in each other is beneficial in
establishing general levels of comfort, extending trust to the other side, whether it is trust in the
individual or trust in the testimony, has to be earned and not merely given as a default. Because
testimony provided about the life story changes over time, an invitation of trust or an extension of trust
requires further evidence or justification. Such consideration was provided by Faulkner’s (2011) trust
theory, in which both sides of a testimonial exchange must be warranted in accepting the statements
provided and extending trust to the other side. This would extend epistemological validity of claims
made in narrative educational research. The documented lack of reliability of the details provided in
recalling past events and experiences presents a potential defeater to reliance on the testimony
provided. This is one reason to consider additional epistemological perspectives, in which justification
and trust are at the center of the epistemological position.

A second issue with trust in narrative educational research involves assuring the truthfulness of
testimony. It could be argued that an expectation that the researcher should extend trust to the
participant is appropriate. Even with this assumption as being warranted, a potential defeater which
could deny even this generous assumption to be acceptable is the fact that the testimony itself may not
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convey truth. While it is true that it may be ‘true’ to them, testimony could in fact be false, intentionally
or unintentionally. This could be substantiated by a concept called impression formation.

Vonk (1999) addressed this in the article “Impression Formation and Impression Management:
Motives, Traits, and Likeability Inferred from Self-Promoting and Self-Deprecating Behavior” (1999). In
the paper, Vonk addressed the reality that individuals may present favorable impressions of themselves,
ingratiating (offering help) when they otherwise wouldn’t, or behave in a dependent manner so as to
convey a need for working with others in a harmonious, team-oriented way. Even with the assumption
that teachers are likely to be individuals guided by a belief to educate and nurture children, it seems
unlikely, that teachers only have positive experiences, beliefs or actions in the classroom. Despite this,
narrative research is generally not conceptualized with assuring truth is conveyed. A lack of truth being
assured within testimony provides a potential epistemological defeater to the acceptance of the
testimony. Although it has been argued there are situations where false testimony can still yield
knowledge (Goldberg, 2001), and that testimony presents a unique type of knowledge (Goldberg, 2006),
reasons to think that testimony is false, or unreliable, can defeat the acceptance of the testimony. This
acceptance is defeated by not being justified (because the testimony is not truthful). Although it seems
truthful to that person and is therefore meaningful for that person from an epistemological framework
which values truth from a historical sense, | argue that truth is not necessarily conveyed, but ought to
be.

The above discussion regarding the study by Caduri (2013) as well as epistemological issues not
considered in the Caduri study provided a rationale to include a more rigorous epistemological
approach, established firmly within the epistemology of testimony literature. For the final major section
of this literature review, | will describe concepts and theoretical positions that look to address the issues
described above, most critically trust, truth and justification. |include several theoretical positions,

some more encompassing than others, that demonstrate an alternative theoretical consideration of
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assessing the epistemological quality of narrative research in education not considered by Caduri (2013).
In so doing, | looked to provide epistemic evaluation that provides for greater clarity in the merits and

pitfalls of narrative research in education.

Theoretical Foundation - Epistemology and Social Epistemology
Because of the path of discussion in this section of the chapter, | believe that providing some
guides and transitions will help in the presentation and understanding of why | discuss the topics in the
order presented. First, | discuss the classical epistemology of testimony from within the philosophical
literature. | start by presenting conceptions of knowledge and justification. | provide some initial
definitions of testimony to ground the reader in what testimony is epistemologically. | finish this section
with a discussion on transmission versus generation, stating how | approach this distinction within the
thesis.
Epistemology
Epistemology is regarded as the theory, or study, of knowledge or justified belief (Steup,

2005/2014). Such questions considered in epistemology include, but are certainly not limited to: What
is necessary and sufficient for knowledge? What are the sources of knowledge? How can we
understand justification? Is that justification internal or external to the individual? How can we be
assured that a belief, no matter how justified, constitutes knowledge? These questions reveal the
critical focus of epistemology; how can we be certain that what is expressed is knowledge? An
epistemologist won’t just assume that information provided in texts, no matter the source, are
guaranteed to convey knowledge.

The components traditionally considered to comprise knowledge are justified true belief. In
the Analysis of Knowledge article found in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Ichikawa & Steup,
2012/2014), the classical conception, known as the tripartite analysis of knowledge, is as follows.

i. Pis true
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ii. S believes that p
iii. S is justified in believing that p?°
Under the above conception, also known as the traditional analysis of knowledge, knowledge is thus
characterized as justified, true, belief (Feldman, 2003). Take, for example, the following scenario. |
mention that there is a clock on the top of the filing cabinet. | convey that the clock reveals a specific
time that is displayed. First, it is true, there is a clock on the top of the filing cabinet and there is a time
that is displayed on the clock. Second, | believe that there is a clock on the top of the filing cabinet
which reveals a specific time. Third, | am justified in believing that there is a clock on the top of the filing
cabinet which displays a specific time because | see the clock and Richard directs my attention to the
clock. Therefore, since all three conditions are satisfied, then | have knowledge.

While the traditional conception for knowledge, as JTB, has been around since the time of Plato,
JTB was challenged by Gettier as constituting knowledge. Gettier, in his classic article “Is Justified True
Belief Knowledge?” (1963) challenged that the tripartite conception of knowledge is correct. In the
paper, Gettier proposed what are termed Gettier cases, where JTB is necessary but not sufficient for
knowledge. In other words, for there to be knowledge, something must be justified, true and believed.
However, Gettier came up with cases where all three components were present, but, intuitively, the
case does not count as one of knowledge. This seems to be because belief happens to be true merely
due to luck.

An example of the first Gettier case conveys that justified true belief is not sufficient for
knowledge.
Suppose that Smith and Jones have applied for a certain job. And suppose that Smith has strong
evidence for the following conjunctive proposition: (d) Jones is the man who will get the job, and Jones
has ten coins in his pocket. Smith's evidence for (d) might be that the president of the company assured
him that Jones would in the end be selected, and that he, Smith, had counted the coins in Jones's pocket

ten minutes ago. Proposition (d) entails: (e) The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket. Let
us suppose that Smith sees the entailment from (d) to (e), and accepts (e) on the grounds of (d), for

20 p stands for proposition or premise; S stands for subject, or the person involved.
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which he has strong evidence. In this case, Smith is clearly justified in believing that (e) is true. But
imagine, further, that unknown to Smith, he himself, not Jones, will get the job. And, also, unknown to
Smith, he himself has ten coins in his pocket. Proposition (e) is then true, though proposition (d), from
which Smith inferred (e), is false. In our example, then, all of the following are true: (i) (e) is true, (ii)
Smith believes that (e) is true, and (iii) Smith is justified in believing that (e) is true. But it is equally clear
that Smith does not KNOW that (e) is true; for (e) is true in virtue of the number of coins in Smith's
pocket, while Smith does not know how many coins are in Smith's pocket, and bases his belief in (e) on a
count of the coins in Jones's pocket, whom he falsely believes to be the man who will get the job.
Gettier, 1963, p. 122
Ginet, as cited in Goldman (1976), provided another counter-example known as the barn facade. While
driving down a road, a man named Henry notices what he believes to be barns. Only one is a true barn,
all the rest are, in fact, facades. Henry, by luck, happened to be looking at the one actual barn. Henry is
justified because he reasoned that he saw a barn. It is assumed that one can get justified belief based
on vision. It is true that Henry was looking at the barn when making his assertion. Therefore, Henry
demonstrated JTB, but he happened to be lucky in his assertion that there was a barn there.

Within epistemology, perception, memory, reason, and testimony are regarded by some
philosophers as sources of knowledge and justification. Memory is a source of knowledge and
justification that is of particular interest when discussing testimony. Memory is considered as the
mental capacity to retain, recall and retrieve facts, events, impressions, recalling or recognizing previous
experiences (Dictionary dot com). The ability to remember a past event, or to draw facts about oneself
or one’s experience is a part of memory.

Reasoning is also a source of knowledge and justification that is of interest when discussing
testimony. There are two types of justification in this source: a priori and a posteriori. A priori
justification refers to justification that is independent of any sense experience or introspection; it is
sometimes characterized positively as the sort of justification that depends purely on reason or
understanding (Steup, 2005/2014). On the other hand, a posteriori justification is based upon sense
experience or introspection. Memory is regarded as a type of a posteriori knowledge because it

depends on apparent memories of past experiences, not on pure reason. Something that may be
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considered justified or knowledge a priori may be that all triangles have three sides. Something that
may be considered justified or knowledge a posteriori may be interaction with students is a better
teaching method than merely lecturing.

Testimony, as another source of knowledge and justification, has different qualities that
distinguish it as a source from the others described. A formal definition of testimony provided by Lackey
(20063, p. 3):

T: S testifies that p by making an act of communication a if and only if (in part) in virtue of a’s
communicable content, (1) S reasonably intends to convey the information that p, or (2) a is reasonably
taken as conveying the information that p.%

A simpler and more direct definition of testimony is as follows: S testifies that p if and only if S asserts
that p by some act of communication. This assertion can be any form of communication, whether
verbal, written, or even involving only physical gestures. Testimony is unique to the other sources in
that the communication is intended for another individual to receive the information provided.

Considerations of epistemological success must be made by an individual who may be
evaluating information epistemically. An example of an epistemological success involves maximizing a
person’s true beliefs while minimizing their false beliefs (Feldman, 2002). Whether this involves one’s
personal beliefs or in assessment of another’s beliefs is not specific. What is specific, in this case, is that
epistemically, information conveyed may be viewed as successful if truth is secured. Another example
of a consideration of epistemological success involves the attainment of knowledge. What exactly is
meant by knowledge, and the way in which it can be achieved is a matter of discussion and
consideration which is made in this dissertation. Critically, the epistemological goal involves finding a
way to assure these epistemological successes. Throughout the dissertation, | will provide information

that covers epistemology of testimony. Epistemological success is defined by the examples mentioned.

21| am not necessarily endorsing what Lackey and Sosa are saying with regards to reasonable intention to convey
the information.
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A distinction between whether knowledge is generated or transmitted in testimony is a matter
of some debate among epistemologists. Discussion about the nature of testimony may suggest the
belief that knowledge is transmitted is at our very core, i.e. knowledge is often pursued cooperatively
(Welbourne, 1979). Forinstance, if a receiver of testimony hears that Justin was in his office typing this
sentence at 4:16 P.M., knowledge may be being transmitted between the speaker and hearer of the
testimony. Yet, there is evidence, mentioned above, whereby knowledge through testimony can be
generated rather than transmitted. An educational example could be a creationist teacher who is asked
to teach on the concept of evolution, a scientifically supported and consistent theory which the
originator of the testimony may not believe. In this sense, knowledge cannot be transmitted, because
the person providing the testimony does not believe in what he/she is saying, but can be perceived as
being generated in the receiver, e.g. a student. While these differences are fascinating for theoretical
discourse and analysis, they are external to the aims of this study. For a sample of this discussion, |
direct the readers of this study to the following papers (Carter & Nickel, 2014; Graham, 2006; Greco,
2015; and Lackey, 2007).

My intention in this dissertation is not to engage in these differences. Rather, because my
intention is to evaluate, | wish to discuss issues having to do with testimony that individuals who rely on
either conception are likely to agree. In other words, both epistemologists who rely on a transmission
or generation conceptions of testimony would likely agree that we rely on testimony for much of what
we know, and that defeaters can undermine one’s justification or reliance on testimony.

In the next section, | discuss classical conceptions from within social epistemology. | start by
discussing the way in which testimony as a source of knowledge and justification bridges into the social
epistemological discourse. | include several exemplars of theoretical discussions that are based in social
epistemological discussion. | then discuss the foundational social epistemological considerations from
Hume and Reid and extend to contemporary positions that extend from those classical positions. |
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conclude this sub-section by discussing learning from the testimony of experts. These topics lay the
foundation for the recent developments section in which | discuss theoretical conceptions that build
from much of these key ideas.

Social Epistemology

Testimony, as an epistemic source, bridges into social epistemology (Audi, 1997). This bridge
occurs because testimony is provided by the original communicator, their sense-making, reasoning and
perception of experiences, influences and events, as well as a communication and transmission of
information for an intended audience. We rely on testimony to provide our understanding of history,
geography, science and human behavior (Sosa, 1994). Because of the myriad of examples where people
rely on testimony from others to acquire belief and, potentially justified belief or knowledge, testimony
is not seen as a source akin to other basic, individual sources (e.g. memory, perception, introspection,
etc.) The fact that information is first received by the person providing the testimony, communicated to
hearers of the testimony, and received by the hearers, it is critical to understand precisely what this
chain conveys. Testimony is something provided by an individual, whereby they make sense of their
own thoughts, ideas and expectations, conveyed to other individuals. Therefore, how the testimony is
received and inferred becomes a manner of social epistemology.

A key concept with regards to the social epistemology of testimony involves trust. Intriguingly,
although there is much speculation regarding what knowledge is and how it can be achieved, trust is
often replaced by evidence as being an important component in considering whether something is
knowledge and justified belief (Hardwig, 1991). It is not so much that trust is not expected or sought
after; rather, it is blind where knowledge is certainty. Yet, although trust may not always be explicitly
stated as a component of knowledge, it is assumed by various conceptions of social epistemological
considerations of testimony (Adler, 1994). This extends to whether testimony is another source

comparable to memory, reason, perception, etc. or whether its justificational strength relies upon such
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sources. Regardless of which conception is utilized, it is accepted that knowledge gained from trusting
testimony is second-hand knowledge (Fricker, 2006). It is discovered that the role that trust plays will
vary depending on these conceptions.

While the definition of testimony provided by Lackey (2006a) conveys much information
suitable to capture testimony, an alternative conception which extends the reach of testimony would
provide for a strengthening on what testimony is and what it can be used for. Graham (1997, p. 227)
offers an argument which extends the reach of testimony by considering credentials of the speaker to
convey truth and an inclusion of a belief that when something is unresolved or disputed requires
testimony.

G1. S’s stating that p is offered as evidence that p G2. S intends that his audience believe that he has the
relevant competence, authority or credentials to state truly that p G3. S’s statement that p is believed by
S to be relevant to some question that he believes is disputed or unresolved (which may or may not be
p) that is directed at those whom he believes to be in need of evidence on the matter.

While Lackey’s definition of testimony does a good job in explaining how testimony can be
communicated, a difference between reasonable intent to convey information and credentials or
authority to convey truth are not the same. Truth, in this sense, may be taken as fact, whereby what is
stated happened or occurred in the precise way it was stated. Second, the offering of testimony,
whether in a formal legal sense, a common everyday sense, or simply in any capacity to transfer
information from sender to receiver seems beneficial when it is done to address an issue or concern.
Graham follows the transmission approach to testimony, where the originator has knowledge of, or at
least believes the testimony to be true and knowledge is literally transmitted from sender to receiver
(Graham, 2000a, 2000b; Keren, 2007). Lackey’s conception is more generative, where the originator

does not have to have knowledge or accept as true the testimony provided for knowledge to be

generated in the receiver (Lackey, 1999, 2003, 2008).
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It can be argued that testimonially based knowledge can occur from false testimony (Goldberg,
2001). Although the testimony provided is false, testimonially based knowledge occurs because the
difference does not affect the result. Goldberg’s articulation on how this can still count as knowledge is
satisfied by first assuring five conditions are met: semantic, epistemic-ground, acquisition, truth and
warrant. For the semantic condition, the hearer’s belief is acquired from testimony presented-as-true
with the same content as that of the belief the hearer acquired from the testimony. For the epistemic-
ground condition, the epistemic status of the hearer’s belief must turn to the testifier’s trustworthiness
and authority to speak on the subject. For the acquisition condition, the hearer’s belief must be
acquired from some conception of testimony. The truth condition simply states that the belief is true.

Finally, for the warrant condition, belief must be epistemically warranted in concert with the
epistemic ground condition. Goldberg’s (2001) main thesis is that one can acquire testimonially based

22 While satisfaction of the above conditions assures ipso

knowledge even if the testifier doesn’t know.
facto? that it is a case of testimonially based knowledge, it is not the only way. For example, an
individual testifies that they won an election by 300 votes on Saturday morning. In reality, the individual
won the election by 301 votes on Saturday morning. If a hearer forms a belief that the testifier won in
this capacity, it was presented as true the same content that the hearer formed their belief on. If the
hearer finds out that the testifier in fact won by 301, testimonially based knowledge, according to

Goldberg, is still assured despite coming from false testimony. This can occur if after hearing the

testimony, the hearer takes it that “the testifier won by around 300 votes”.

22 The discussion provided by Goldberg is beyond the scope of this thesis. However, simply stated from Goldberg,
an individual can still count as knowing that someone wore a pink shirt at a party even if falsely testifies that a
specific person was when that person was not at the party. To do this, the testifier relies on faulty memory, initially
‘recalling’ that a specific person, who was not at the party, was not only at the party but wore the pink shirt. Once
told that the person was not at the party, but that someone there had a pink shirt, the testifier would then correct
the ‘recall’ from a specific person to someone. The testifier thus knows that someone had a pink shirt and some
conveys testimonially based knowledge despite it occurring from false testimony.
23 by the fact
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Although there is merit in this discussion, caution must be demonstrated. It is understood that
these conditions, if met, can lead to testimonially based knowledge even from false testimony.
However, it is not to suggest that false testimony should allow for the justification or acceptance of
knowledge claims made in narrative educational research. Even if each of these conditions are met,
knowledge from potentially false testimony should still be scrutinized. This is most critically the case
because of the epistemic-ground condition. While participants may be perceived as trustworthy, it
should not be assumed as a given, at least not when there are reasonable worries about the
trustworthiness of the testimony. Rather, efforts to assure of that trustworthiness, as well as their
authority to speak on their subject, should be made. This is true regardless of whether the testimony is
true or false. However, it should be even more greatly assured when it is known that the testimony is
false. Goldberg (2001) suggests that his ideas are not definitive but rather theoretical. Particularly given
the fact that testimony may not be true, in the historical or narrative sense, his theoretical position
allows for knowledge claims that accounts for human error to not detract from knowledge generation.
Extending to narrative research, the recognition that testimony may be false from a historical
standpoint, in other words events or experiences are likely not to be remembered with 100 percent
accuracy and truth, means that the perception that someone providing testimony is trustworthy should
be tempered by the researcher. As discussed above, particularly in the approach dominant in
education, this is not likely the case.

The philosopher Hume, in Of Miracles, argued for this distinction between testimony and other
sources (Hume, 1748/1977). We can be entitled to trust what is provided to us by other individuals, this
entitlement is based upon what we gather from other, basic, sources. An individual is thus entitled to
accept and trust in the testimony of someone else provided only if we can be assured of their evidence,
their memory ability, their ability to perceive accurately — only if, in other words, we have good reasons
to take their testimony to be reliable. A more moderate view is provided by Zagzebski in “Epistemic
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Authority: A Theory of Trust, Authority, and Autonomy in Belief” (2012). In her Principle of Epistemic
Trust in Others:
In any case in which, by believing in a way | trust in myself, | am led to believe that others have the same
property | trust in myself (to the same degree as | have myself), | have a prima facie reason to trust them
as much as | trust myself.
Zagzebski, 2012, p. 68
This view would have us more likely to trust in others because we trust in ourselves. Someone having a
belief gives us prima facie reason to also believe in what they believe in. If | conscientiously believe that
someone who is conscientious has that belief that provides strong prima facie reason to believe in the
same thing. This trust provides prima facie reason to accept what that person states that falls within
that domain.
Testimony, as an epistemic source, may also be conceived as a basic source like any other. 2*

This position was favored by Reid (Reid, 1983). In such a view, we can be epistemically entitled to
accept the testimony of another individual based on the testimony itself. This places testimony as a
basic source akin to other epistemic sources, despite the unique difference in the transmission of
information that is provided in testimony. This position places a higher level of trust in the originator of
the testimony. This position does not require an individual to be perceived as trustworthy, or to be
perceived to have appropriate evidence, memory, or perception, for in some circumstances, one may
have good reasons to doubt this.

Reid’s position, that of what is called anti-reductionist, differs with regards to Hume’s position
regarding evidence, but is comparable in statements or propositions that defeat acceptance of the
claims. For Reid, any assertion is creditworthy until shown that the assertion ought not to be accepted.

In contrast, Hume's position is that specific evidence for the reliability of the testimony is necessary for

statements provided in testimony to be justified (Stevenson, 1993). Because of his faith in God, Reid

24 Not all philosophers agree on the fact that these “other sources of information” are basic.
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relied on the principles of veracity and credulity in his position. Humans, he maintained, have a
propensity to speak the truth, and because of a disposition to confide in that veracity, we believe what
others tell us (Reid, 1983).%°

Extending from the anti-reductionist position, contemporary epistemologists have provided
greater strength to the extreme position held by Reid. Such contemporary anti-reductionists include
Burge (1993), Coady (1992) and Foley (1994). One major strength in the contemporary development of
the nonreductionist position includes the allowance of defeaters. Burge argued for an acceptance
principle. With this principle, a person is entitled to accept something as true unless that are stronger
reasons not to have this acceptance (Burge, 1993). Such strong reasons that could gainsay to
automatically accept testimony from others is a defeater, or set of defeaters. For example, someone
may accept the testimony provided by a teacher. However, a strong defeater that may arise could be
that the teacher was recently found to be untrustworthy (Holcombe, Jennings & Koretz, 2013). Such a
defeater allows even the anti-reductionist to say that in such cases, testimony should no longer be
accepted. Both the reductionists and anti-reductionists would agree that defeaters can destroy, or
weaken, one’s justification to trust another’s testimony. Because of the centrality of trust as a
potentially major defeater that | present within my epistemological evaluation, it is understandable that
| can include, rather seamlessly, discussion from developments in reductionist and anti-reductionist
positions.

While reductionism and anti-reductionism enjoy historical precedence, there are views that look
to move away from either position. In both positions, the testimony conveyed provides evidence for the
truth of whatever is stated. Moving beyond this view of evidence, some philosophers advocate for the

assurance or interpersonal view of testimony (Faulkner, 2007; Fricker, 2012; Hinchman, 2005; Moran,

25 As a strong believer in God, | hope for these principles to be realized. | have learned, however, that both
principles are necessary, though not sufficient, to the human condition.
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2006; Ross, 1986). The justification for testimonial claims is not (or not only) due to the evidence
provided, but because testimony is assurance. This is because testimony invites trust. However, a key
distinction from previous discussion on trust involves the direction. In the assurance view, it is not the
speaker that is perceived as trustworthy. Rather, it is the hearer (or reader) of testimony that takes
responsibility and provides an outlet of trustworthiness from the provider of testimony (Moran, 2006).
The assurance view provides for an extension of trust beyond just the originator of testimony, which
provides for an enhancement in considerations for justification. This enhancement is derived from
recognition of the transmission of testimony, where testimony is not just uni-dimensionally expressed.
While the assurance view does provide for greater trust between both the speaker and the
hearer, information asymmetry is likely to deny the reason for acceptance as epistemic. Such a position
was brought forth by Lackey (2008). In a scenario discussed by her, an individual informs one co-worker
of their boss being promiscuous. One person only told one co-worker, while another co-worker was
merely eavesdropping in on the conversation. However, under the assurance view both hearers of the
testimony will have different epistemic reasons for accepting the testimony. This is because one of the
co-workers invited the provider to trust them while the other individual did not extend that invitation.
According to Lackey, because of the same information, regardless of how received or how much trust
the hearer extended, both hearers will be equally epistemically justified in accepting the testimony.
Because of equal epistemic justification without equal offering of trust, this presents a potential
limitation of the assurance view. If trust is not necessary for equivalent epistemic justification, then one
side in a testimonial transmission does not require to be perceived as trustworthy or in any way
demonstrate that they are trustworthy. This presents a dilemma because by eavesdropping, the other
hearer already reveals a character flaw. This flaw likely could extend to how they interpret the
testimony provided. Therefore, there is uncertainty that equivalent epistemic justification occurs simply

by both hearers being privy to the testimony. However, it does provide a valuable contribution by
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placing the focus on trust not solely on that of the receiver of testimony. This is especially critical given
the importance of communication within testimony, as communication involves a sender and a receiver.

One aspect of epistemology of testimony relevant to this discussion involves learning from the
testimony of experts. It is not uncommon to have an individual who is an expert at a craft, e.g. a
medical doctor, an athlete, a judge, offer testimony in their area of expertise. Thisis a common
occurrence in trials in which some type of expert, e.g. a psychologist, offers testimony that can provide
support for one side or the other (Blau, 1998; Cramer, Parrott, Gardner, Stroud, Boccaccini & Griffin,
2014; Newman, 1991).2% In such cases, expectations of confidence, trustworthiness and knowledge are
often considered valuable and a strength of the expert. It could be considered plausible that a teacher is
seen as an expert in the testimony that they provide about their pedagogical experiences and influences
that guide them to teach the way that they do. Additionally, a teacher who provides such testimony in
narrative research may be considered valuable because of such expectations, i.e. that they are
trustworthy and can convey knowledge for others to read and learn from.

Issues between expert and non-expert can cause erosion of expectations between expert and
non-expert. For example, while teachers may read and understand the testimony of another teacher
based upon similar training, context and experiences, not everyone reading such material will have
these histories. This is especially true if the non-expert receives conflicting advice in the testimony.
Goldman (2001) refers to this as the novice/two experts problem. For example, suppose that Teacher A
provides testimony that speaks to the importance of standing tall behind a podium, making sure to look
at your students in their eyes, and sticking as much as possible to what is covered in the lecture
notes/books. Now, assume that Teacher B provides testimony that the best way to get students
engaged is to move from behind a closed-off area, to have several activities including lecture, small

group discussion, quizzes, and informs the listener that it is best to call on people by their names instead

26 |In such situations, it is important to establish the credentials of the expert.
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of just looking at them. Is it possible for a non-expert, i.e. a reader of the narrative research that is not a
current or former teacher, to be able to appropriately ascertain which advice is more credible (Wilson,
Cordry, Notar & Friery, 2004)?
Developments in the Epistemology of Testimony

There have been recent developments away from the classical distinctions between reductionist
and nonreductionist view in the epistemology of testimony. | first start by discussing Faulkner’s (2000)
hybrid theory which presents a combined internalist/externalist structure for testimony. | then discuss
various exemplar theoretical conceptions which extend from the classical reductionist/nonreductionist
positions. Because of the sophistication and development of his theory, | return to Faulkner (2011) later
in presenting and discussing his trust theory of testimony. This presents one of the major theories
which | eventually rely on in the recommendation and therefore view it as a sophisticated and
encompassing (though not solely as | show later) theoretical development.
The hybrid theory of testimony, combines an internalist and externalist/social*’ claim to testimony
(Faulkner, 2000). According to this theory:
A) An audience is warranted in forming a testimonial belief if and only if he is justified in accepting the
speaker’s testimony.
B) If the audience is warranted in forming a testimonial belief, then whatever warrant in fact supports a
speaker’s testimony continues to support the proposition the audience believes.

Faulkner, 2000, p. 591

Importantly, Faulkner’s use of the word “warrant” requires some explanation. According to Faulkner,

“The warrant of a testimonial belief cannot be equated with the warrant that is possessed for the

associated judgment of credibility.” (Faulkner, 2000, p. 594). Faulkner, in his theory, utilizes warrant as

27 There will not be much discussion on internalism/externalism for this study. It suffices to show that an
internalist perspective considers the role of a justification argument that delineates how the audience came to
believe the testimony. Contrastingly, the externalist position extends from warrant that does not extend to the
justification the intended audience has. In other words, it is a consideration of internal or external to the
justification of the acceptance of a testimony within an audience that determines this distinction, per Faulkner (p.
591).
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encompassing an internalist justification and primarily an externalist entitlement. For Faulkner,
justifications are cognitively accessible by the person receiving the testimony while entitlements come
from characteristics of the epistemic source in question (Gelfert, 2014). Condition A, essentially, states
that for a hearer to be warranted in forming a testimonially-based belief, he/she must have cognitively
accessible reasons for trusting the speaker’s testimony. Condition B suggests that once the first,
internalist, perspective is satisfied, the hearer/receiver “inherits” the warrant the speaker had for
his/her belief.

This hybrid theory presents a fascinating extension in the development in the epistemology of
testimony due to an inclusion of the speaker and hearer of the testimony as well as internalist and
externalist perspectives that are both met in the acceptance of testimonially-based-belief. Put
differently, in his theory, Faulkner recognizes that if much of what we hold comes from the testimony of
others, then it is that connection which extends to all elements of the testimony, e.g. the speaking of
the testimony, the reception of hearing the testimony, warrant provided by the speaker, and warrant
extended to the hearer. Importantly, Faulkner is not espousing that knowledge, classified in any way, is
necessarily assured in the process. Rather, it considers how warrant for the formation and credible
acceptance of testimonially-based-belief occurs.

Lehrer, in “Testimony and Trustworthiness” argued that testimonial knowledge requires
trustworthiness for both the speaker and hearer (Lehrer, 2006). This was done by arguing against the
transmission theories of testimonial knowledge. Lehrer contended that such theories fall victim to
opacity objection, a subject is not entirely aware of whether a belief held is worthy of trust, making
them incapable of defending or justifying their belief. Lehrer believes that the speaker’s trustworthiness
must be truth-connected, and, the hearer (or receiver) ought to be accurate in evaluation of that
trustworthiness. This view is neither reductionist nor nonreductionist since there is a “loop” necessary

in the justification of accepting testimony of others; both sides of the testimonial transmission have an
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active role in the conversion of testimonial belief from acceptance to knowledge. He argued that what
converts acceptance into knowledge involves undefeated justified acceptance of the testimony. For
undefeated justified acceptance to occur, therefore, both sides play an active role in the conversion of
acceptance into knowledge. This is the so-called loop Lehrer describes in his argument. This
contribution adds trustworthiness on both sides of communication and lends more credence that truth
is conveyed, a critical piece to any conception of knowledge.

Comparatively, a move away from reductionism and nonreductionism has been offered by
Lackey (2006b). In a chapter titled “It Takes Two to Tango: Beyond Reductionism and Non-Reductionism
in the Epistemology of Testimony”, Lackey provided a similar move to Lehrer. She contended that too
much emphasis has been placed on either the speaker or the hearer. Reductionists focus on the hearer
(or reader) in the testimonial exchange while nonreductionists focus too greatly on the speaker of the
testimony. No matter how great a hearer’s reasons are for accepting testimony, the speaker’s
testimony may be unreliable. Likewise, no matter how strong a speaker’s testimony, this does not make
it acceptable rationally for a hearer (or reader) to accept the testimony. In response, Lackey argues for a
dualism in the epistemology of testimony. The emphasis on epistemic justification requires work by
both sides of the testimonial exchange. In so doing, she argued that testimonial justification is neither
reducible to, nor completely independent from, perception, memory, nor introspection. This view acts
to further move away from the strict dichotomy between reductionism and nonreductionism. This
contributes positively to the epistemology of testimony by recognizing the unique qualities of testimony
that the other sources do not have. However, it does not deny that because they still reside within the
individual, testimony as an epistemic source is not entirely free from the influence or impact of other
epistemic sources.

The move away from traditional conceptions for epistemology of testimony extends to
knowledge claims as well as justification. Goldberg (2006), in his chapter “Reductionism and the
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Distinctiveness of Testimonial Knowledge”, argues for the uniqueness that testimonial knowledge
provides in a manner that should be acceptable to both reductionists and nonreductionists. This move
is made, according to Goldberg, because testimonial knowledge is a unique type of knowledge,
regardless of the presence of epistemic principles unique to testimony. Because an individual relies on
the epistemic authority of another individual in testimony, the hearer (or reader) has a right to pass the
epistemic buck after their own justificatory processes have been exhausted.?® Goldberg (2015), argued
that a hearer has an epistemic right to pass the buck to the speaker in cases where the hearer exhausts
all reasons for finding the speaker’s testimony as trustworthy. In this case, the hearer represents the
speaker as having more in the way of support for the truth of whatever statements are provided. This
places greater emphasis on testimonial knowledge as knowledge that is expressed even if there isn’t
anything more than can provide justification because there must be more that the person providing
testimony knows even if they do not bring it forth. There is strong merit in such a position as
recognizing that whatever testimony provided does not exhaust all reasons or knowledge provided by
the speaker. It also extends from his earlier articulation that the burden merely be passed to the
testifier without any requirements from the hearer to justify the claims made in testimony (Goldberg,
2001).

A reinterpretation of Hume’s work places his view more in the nonreductionist camp than the
reductionist camp. Traiger (2010) maintained that it is only due to a very narrow reading of Hume’s
work does one place him in the reductionist side of epistemology of testimony. In contrast, Traiger
argued that Hume appeals to shared experience where we develop norms of belief that are
nonreductionist. This is largely accomplished because of Hume’s discussion on what is currently social

epistemology, and not the more individualistic traditional epistemology. He accomplishes this by

28 Goldberg provides a great example of epistemic buck-passing in Assertion: On the Philosophical Significance of
Assertoric Speech. Oxford England, Oxford University Press, 2015.
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making three steps. First, by going over Hume’s work in Treatise and the first Enquiry, he showed that
Hume’s work is anti-reductionist. Second, he provided a ‘diagnosis’ of misinterpretation of Hume's
ideas, based strongly on a limited and individualistic interpretation of Hume’s theories and ideas.
Finally, he challenged the individualistic accounts by focusing on Hume’s discussion about external
objects is, in fact, more akin to social epistemology. According to Traiger, Hume, contrary to what has
been interpreted, draws from the social domain to theorize about processes of imagination that provide
belief. Hume is, in fact, someone who shared an understanding that our beliefs are result of testimony
and that evidential support cannot be reduced to experience that is without testimony. Hume,
according to Traiger, was particularly interested in the social dynamics of misguided belief, the sources
of error in causal reasoning. Many of the principles are couched in terms of one’s epistemic position
relative to other people, as opposed to internally (Traiger, 2010).%

Such a reinterpretation is of value when considering issues with understanding and interpreting
conflicting testimony, or a myriad of testimony without a proper frame of reference or context. Take,
for example, a teacher who attests to the positives of being strict and authoritarian with children, that
fear and intimidation are the ways to get children to respond appropriately (Baloglu, 2009).
Contrastingly, using such a reinterpretation, one can challenge the belief that members of under-
represented teaching populations don’t just ‘teach the course material’ but use their background to
prepare their students for the reality of the society in which they are a part of (Johnson, Nyamekye,
Chazan & Rosenthal, 2013). Critically, an understanding of the reality of experiences, both historical and
contemporary, for such individuals as blacks in education provides greater understanding in
interpretation of such narrative testimony. Misguided belief, i.e. that there is equal opportunity and

equal resources, would need to be removed in place of such understanding. Understanding how such

2 This is a very radical view of Hume’s work. It is not my intention to argue the merits for or against such a view.
Rather, | will use such a conception to provide a new approach and use for epistemology of testimony in narrative
research. Such an interpretation provided by Traiger is, for lack of anything else, interesting.
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misguided beliefs are formed and act to deny the power of such testimony is crucial. A reinterpretation
of Hume's work, taking such social epistemological considerations, provides for a richer epistemological
approach.

Trust in authenticity of testimony being required by both the sender and receiver is a further
move away from classical reductionist/nonreductionist epistemological approaches. Similar to Moran’s
assurance model, Zagzebski (2012) argued that to accept testimony, we are required to not only have
trust on the side of the person giving the testimony, but also the person receiving. In her words, this
requires responsibility on both sides of the transmission, to be a conscientious sender and receiver of
the testimony). This provides for three important epistemological advancements. First, it is understood
that what is provided is not necessarily the truth. Even if the person providing the testimony does
everything he/she can to assure in the veracity of what is provided, it does not guarantee that what is
provided is entirely the truth. Two, testimony given is not all-or-nothing. False, or inaccurate, testimony
can be retracted. This does not suggest that the epistemic authority of that individual is damaged or
denied in future testimony. But, it does mean that for that immediate testimony provided, there is
enough evidence provided which disproves the veracity of what was provided. Three, testimony is
perceived as a contract, and like any contract, it is expected and appropriate for the objectives to be
fulfilled in an appropriate manner. Even if the individual providing the testimony has the best of
intentions, it is up to them to provide the appropriate testimony. Likewise, it is up to the receiver to
open-up their minds to what is considered to fulfill the objectives of the contract.

Faulkner’s (2011) theoretical conception on testimony developed into the trust theory of
testimony. Because of some unique terminology, it is important to describe the theses before displaying
them for discussion. Premise A is called the principle of reasonable uptake, where an uptake principle
allows for an audience to be warranted in acquiring a belief through means of accepting a testimony.
Premise B is called the transmission principle of warrant, which identifies the warrant the audience has
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for believing in testimonially as specifically testimonial in nature. This is most specifically a transmission
premise in that previous knowledge, or warrant for belief, has been established by the sender of the
testimony. Finally, premise Cis referred to as the evidential explanation of transmission. Testimonial
knowledge and warrant are conceived in evidential purposes, the belief is based on evidence does not
yet possess, and is therefore an extended body of warrant from the sender to the receiver of the
transmission. These theses then combine to form Faulkner’s trust theory of testimony:

A) Confronted by testimony to p an audience A is warranted in testimonial uptake if and only if A’s
other attitudes make it reasonable for A to believe that p.

B) Where A believes that p through uptake of testimony to p, A is testimonially warranted in
believing that p only if a prior speaker was warranted in believing that p.

Q) If A’s uptake of testimony to p is warranted and a prior speaker was warranted in believing that
p, then the extended body of warrant that supports the proposition that p comes to support A’s belief
that p.

Faulkner’s trust theory of testimony presents a venerable position which identifies the importance of
trust, knowledge and warrant by both the audience and the speaker. Most critically, for premise A, an
audience is warranted in accepting testimony if their other attitudes (e.g. affective trust) provide reason
for the audience to accept the testimony. For premise B, it is necessary that the individual doing the
speaking was warranted in their believing in the testimony provided for the audience to be testimonially
warranted in accepting the testimony. This provides a stronger connection whereby both the speaker
and the audience should be warranted, but most importantly, the audience’s warrant for acceptance of
testimony depends upon the speaker’s warrant. This places the primary emphasis on the side of the
speaker when conveying testimony. Finally, premise Cis significant in that it is unlikely that the
audience will have direct access to all information provided. This is representative of what Williams
termed purely position disadvantage (Williams, 2002). Human beings are not omnipresent and can only

be in one location at a time. Therefore, while evidence may be acquired, if done through testimony a

mechanism to allow for the warranted acceptance of that evidence is necessary.
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Extending Faulkner’s trust theory of testimony to narrative educational research provides a
critical step. Warrant (or justification) of testimonial knowledge depends upon both the speaker and
the audience. The order in which warrant is necessary to be established is also important. For example,
while it is important that the researcher is warranted in believing a proposition, it is first necessary to
establish that warrant of the belief from the participants. This means extending trust by the researcher
to the participant, or the participant’s testimony, is not warranted initially. An emphasis on the warrant
being required first by the participant extends to the researcher then coming to believe in the testimony
provided. Only when both occur can we be warranted in believing in the testimony provided.
Therefore, trust is not given it is earned, by both the researcher and the participant. And this
requirement to earn trust provides greater substantial weight in coming to believe that the testimony
conveyed is appropriate to conveying knowledge.

Critically, it is important to convey that these epistemological considerations do not involve
simply the transmission of knowledge by telling. Millar (2010) outlined such situations in his chapter
“Knowing from Being Told”. In what he termed as straight-forward cases of testimony, Millar outlined
situations where knowledge can be acquired without making any effort to judge the trustworthiness of
the person providing the testimony. Take, for example, a case of a son calling his father at school saying
that he forgot his textbook on the table and needs it for class. In such a straightforward case,
knowledge may be transmitted without the father making any effort to assess the trustworthiness of his
child providing the testimony. The key action that is required by the father, in this scenario, is to be able
to gauge the significance of an indicator to assure that knowledge is acquired. For this specific example,
an indicator may be that the son has a habit of leaving his textbook on the table when he has an
exam/test or project and is doing last-minute studying or preparation. According to Millar, the ability to
successfully gauge the indicator, without needing to intentionally assure of the trustworthiness of the

person providing the testimony, is one which can be honed-in and improved based upon experience.
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For this study, | am not interested in so-called straight-forward cases of testimony. Rather, | am
interested in the researchers’ epistemological considerations by recalling how, and in what way, they
consider epistemological considerations of the testimony provided by the participants within their
narrative projects. This is beyond just a straightforward-case of testimony for it draws upon deeply held
epistemological considerations and refer to the manner in which the narrative research is analyzed in
their research.

Conclusion

The Connelly and Clandinin approach is the dominant methodological approach within narrative
research in education. Caduri (2013) provided an epistemological evaluation on narrative research in
education based on this approach. While Caduri’s paper provides an initial epistemological evaluation,
there are limits to the paper which were not specifically addressed. While relying on Burge’s (1993)
distinction between justification and entitlement to provide warrant for acceptance of knowledge claims
in narrative educational research, this is certainly not the only epistemological theoretical position
which can be used for such purposes. Additionally, in relying specifically on the work established within
Connelly and Clandinin’s approach, Caduri (2013) focused on the conceptual framework and
methodology established by this particular approach.

The above literature review has revealed where there is limitation in this combination, both
epistemologically and methodologically. First, Burge (1993) provides one theoretical position within the
nonreductionist position. Second, the Connelly and Clandinin approach is conceptually situated but
lacks in methodological rigor and sophistication. This is particularly a problem when the validity of the
justification for the acceptance of the information provided within such an approach is questionable.
Third, neither Caduri (2013) nor narrative research that relies on Connelly and Clandinin place much
empbhasis on trust, both for the hearer (the researcher) and provider (participant) of testimony, accuracy

in memory and truth in what is provided in narrative research. For the interpretation by the researcher
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for the testimony by the participant to be justified, such epistemological considerations ought to be
addressed, both within the methods utilized, as well as the epistemological evaluation of the
methodology.

Questions and concerns about the epistemological quality of narrative educational research
have been considered by philosophers of education and educational researchers alike, as discussed in
the literature review. It is here where a more rigorous analytic approach can address the concerns
brought up in much of narrative educational research. For this study, | utilized Riessman’s (2008)
thematic narrative analysis to provide for a systematic, highly detailed and rigorous approach that can
provide greater justification for the acceptance of the information provided in narrative research in
education. While Riessman’s approach is more representative in other domains of the social and human
sciences over education, it is time to consider such an approach within narrative research in education
to assess, and assure, of epistemological and by extension methodological rigor of justification in the
acceptance of testimony and knowledge claims, provided in narrative research in education. For the
analysis portion of this study, | utilized Riessman’s (2008) thematic analysis for this very reason.

The theoretical framework is provided by epistemology of testimony. While Burge’s (1993)
distinction between justification and entitlement provides one approach, it is not the only approach one
can utilize to epistemically evaluate testimony. Most specifically, theoretical positions which extend
from the classic reductionist/nonreductionist positions, with the provision of trust and justification on
both sides of the testimonial exchange, provide for considerations not traditionally made in narrative
research, trust and justification and the consideration of the truth of the testimony provided.
Developments by Faulkner (2000, 2011); Lehrer (2006); Lackey (2006b); Goldberg (2006); and, Zagzebski
(2012) provide the theoretical positions in which these considerations are made. A re-interpretation of
Hume by Traiger (2010) can provide additional epistemological insight not considered by Caduri (2013).

The research questions which guided this study were:

91



1. To what extent is epistemology considered by narrative educational researchers?
2. What issues do narrative educational researchers perceive when capturing participant
testimony?
3. What procedures do narrative educational researchers carry out which assure of methodological
rigor?
4, What additional procedures, either before, during or after a study, can narrative educational
researchers carry forth to assure that the research is the most meaningful for the researcher, the
participant and anyone else who reads the research study?

Summary

In this chapter, | provided an overview of narrative research. In so doing, | discussed the
conceptual, methodological and provided representative empirical studies within the domain of
narrative research in education. Within the methodological subsection, | discussed the two dominant
approaches in narrative research, Connelly & Clandinin and Riessman, and demonstrated strengths and
weaknesses for each methodological approach. | then provided representative empirical studies within
each major approach to justify the assertions about the strengths and limitations, conveying where one
approach addresses concerns that are not rectified with the dominant approach in educational narrative
research. Within the discussion, | provided the foundation for the motivation to utilize Riessman’s
narrative thematic analytic approach over the Connelly and Clandinin approach, which is dominant in
narrative research in education.

The next discussion revolved around the work that has been conducted on the epistemology of
narrative research, specifically work done by Caduri (2013). In so doing, | provided the philosophical
discussion and conveyed what gaps in the literature as present, focusing specifically on a specific
methodological approach and epistemological consideration that has been made and where these

considerations are insufficient in addressing the epistemological, and by extension methodological,
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limitations in narrative research in education. | discussed topics in the extant literature that have not
been focused on, or properly addressed either by the philosophical study of narrative research, or by
narrative researchers in education. These topics include validity, trust, accuracy in memory, and truth.

Extending from these broad domains, | ended by providing the theoretical framework for the
study that would provide the foundation for the epistemological evaluation. Placed within the
epistemology of testimony literature, | discussed origins of the reductionist/nonreductionist positions of
Hume and Reid, and the theoretical positions/developments that have occurred in the epistemology of
testimony that extend from these classic positions. In providing the epistemological developments, |
provided the theoretic positions which provide for a more rigorous and systematic epistemological
evaluation than considered by Caduri.

In the next chapter, | discuss my methodology, including how | conducted the narrative portion

of the study and carried forth the epistemological evaluation.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction

After reviewing the literature, | learned that there was one article which considered directly the
epistemology of narrative educational research. To discover the gaps in the literature, | searched
articles via Google Scholar and EBSCOhost through the University of lowa Libraries database®. Key
terms included: narrative research; narrative research in education; philosophy of narrative research;
philosophy of narrative research in education; epistemology of narrative research; and, epistemology of
narrative research in education. The resultant searches generated one relevant article. Because of the
scant amount of research that directly relates to the topic, | viewed this as an exploratory study. In
looking over the article (Caduri, 2013), | learned of the foundation of narrative educational research as
well as the origins of an epistemological approach. Most critically, | learned how testimony, in a
narrative educational sense, may be conceptualized and evaluated philosophically. While it did present
a foundation of information, both within narrative research as well as philosophically, | knew it was but
one of several epistemological approaches to narrative educational research that could be conducted.
As is standard within philosophy of education, the approach used was more akin to an epistemic
evaluation rather than analysis. This means that theoretical conceptions and approaches are used to
evaluate the quality of another domain, in this case narrative educational research. It was this approach
as a philosopher of education that | am most familiar with.

While reading the material found in the narrative and epistemological literature, | forged my
research questions. Based upon the research questions, | wanted to consider how best to approach
them. During the initial proposal presentation with my committee, that approach became finalized.

While initially | had considered a conceptual discussion of narrative educational research with an

30 https://www.lib.uiowa.edu/
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epistemological evaluation, a change in method was suggested. This change allowed for a multiple-
methods design, one that included both a qualitative part that was narrative in design as well as a
philosophical part that was epistemological in conception. Following the pilot study, it became clear
that this approach allowed for great depth to understanding and evaluating narrative educational
research. It also enabled me to gain practical experience conducting a narrative study, if even in part,
which enhanced my own understanding of the area and enabled me to provide a deeper evaluation than

otherwise.

Rationale of the Study

The rationale of this study grew out of general concern for the perceived rigor and quality of
qualitative research. As cited by Cho and Trent (2006), there is a general focus on what is perceived to
be reliable and valid knowledge. While | can recognize the benefits of quantitative research, most
noticeably in generalizability and validity (Johnson et al. 2012), efforts to address and/or increase the
generalizability, validity and reliability of qualitative research have been considered (Bush, 2007;
Golafshani, 2003; Merriam, 1995; Schofield, 2002). Finding specific issues within narrative research
extended a desire to focus more specifically on narrative educational research (Polkinghorne, 2007).
The epistemological work by Caduri (2013) revealed a primary motivation towards considering this
perceived rigor and quality. Based on the work by Caduri, while we cannot be justified in accepting the
testimony provided by participants, we can be entitled to accept them. This epistemological premise
extends from Burge’s (1993) distinction between justification and entitlement.3* Burge’s position of
entitlement falls within the nonreductionist tradition on the epistemology of testimony. Within this
approach, testimony is accepted as true until a proposition, statement, assertion presents defeat for

such acceptance. Alternatively, Hume’s (1748/1977) reductionist position, which in Caduri’s (2013)

31t is not entirely clear what this distinction is about. For the purposes of this dissertation, what | will be
considering is that if one (i.e. a researcher) wants something to be true more likely than not if believed.
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discussion would be classified as justification rather than entitlement, the reliability of other sources,
e.g. memory, perception, introspection provides the justification for acceptance of testimony provided.
Because we cannot be assured of the truth of statements, based on the Clandinin and Connelly
(Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin et al. 2000; Connelly et al. 1986, 1999b), we can be entitled to accept the
claims made as knowledge. While Caduri’s (2013) approach provided one way to epistemologically
evaluate narrative research in education, it did not address several areas of concern in narrative
research in education.

Caduri’s (2013) paper introduced the state of the literature of narrative research in education.
With the Connelly and Clandinin approach as the dominant methodology, with an emphasis on
conceptually strong, but analytically weaker methodology, it became clear that an alternative approach
ought to be considered (Clandinin, 2007; Clandinin et al. 2000). It is here where my desire to utilize
Riessman’s (2008) analytic approach emerged. While the approach of Connelly and Clandinin includes a
conceptually rich methodology (e.g. three-dimensions of inquiry and professional knowledge
landscapes), specificity in analysis is usually not a necessity. It is here where Riessman’s (2008)
approach has a distinct advantage, where the methodology is analytically more rigorous, e.g. specifics in
coding, detailed step-by-step procedure clearly outlined, verification of data analysis, etc. Because the
Connelly and Clandinin approach is the dominant methodology in education, with such stated
weaknesses, | saw a need to provide an alternative approach that would be more methodologically
rigorous.

Missing in the philosophy of narrative research literature is alternative epistemological
perspectives. Developments in the epistemology of testimony that build from the classic
reductionist/nonreductionist positions provide alternative perspectives and requirements for
justification and knowledge (Faulkner, 2000, 2011; Goldman, 2001; Goldberg, 2015; Lackey, 2006b;
Lehrer, 2006; Moran, 2006; Traiger, 2010; Zagzebski, 2012). Such developments include understanding
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both sides of the testimonial exchange, the hearer and receiver, as well as increases in requirements for
justification. This is most particularly noteworthy in the concept of trust. Various perspectives differ
with regards to the direction of trustworthiness (speaker/hearer/both/the testimony itself). Educators
stand to benefit from an in-depth capturing, understanding and analyzing of the testimony of their
teaching practices and beliefs. Empirical studies reveal the central nature of capturing meaning from
the participant’s or researcher’s perspective (Cardwell, 2002; De la Garza et al. 2014; LaBoskey, 2002;
Milner, 2007; Rose, 1999). Considering additional ways to epistemologically assess testimony in
narrative research could allow researchers to adapt their narrative studies to make sure that what is
provided in the research can be justified, or knowledge, rather than just belief about what works and

why teaching is conducted the way that it is.

Research Design

The design of the study included multiple-methods to appropriately capture, analyze and
evaluate the testimony of narrative educational research. While not strictly a mixed-methods design,
where a study combines quantitative and qualitative approaches, part of the intention to include
different methods is to provide the best way to approach a research question (Gay et al. 2006). A
rationale for the utilization of multiple methods is provided by a desire to be creative in combining
elements of methods that align with intentions of the study (Krathwohl, 1998). Because the intention of
the study is to evaluate the epistemological quality of testimony in narrative educational research, a
design which addresses these characteristics is conceived as being best at addressing the study. While
the original intention was to focus purely conceptually/theoretically, it became clear that one way to
provide greater support for the epistemological evaluation was to, in part, conduct a narrative study. It
was here where the decision for including a qualitative component in concert with a philosophical one
was deemed appropriate. While initially the qualitative component was strictly going to be a qualitative

interview, it was suggested by the committee that the qualitative component ought to be narrative.
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This seemed reasonable and ideal in addressing narrative research methodology to, in part, conduct a
narrative study. The next question in the design process became what my research questions were and
what type of narrative design to consider.

After reading Riessman’s (2008) book on narrative research methods, the method for analysis
became quite clear. The focus was on what Riessman referred to as narrative of narrative. At this level,
the researcher interprets the testimony of the participant. Within narrative inquiry, it is here where the
researcher looks to make meaning of the testimony provided (Bruner, 1990). At this level, a
consideration of what the testimony provided means to the participant and how the researcher can
capture/interpret or otherwise make sense of that meaning is achieved. Because the intention was to
capture epistemological quality in narrative educational research, given the level of analysis | wanted to
focus on, the research questions were crafted in a way to capture knowledge claims, researcher
interpretation and initial testimony.

The next stage of the research design involved how to design the study in its entirety. | wished
to start by conducting a narrative analysis. In deciding what way to conduct that narrative analysis, |
considered the role that the qualitative narrative design would have in the full study. Because the focus
was on my own epistemological evaluation of the testimony of narrative educational research, |
considered the analysis from the narrative design as informing, and being used in support, of my
epistemological evaluation. Following Riessman (2008), narrative thematic analysis, where themes that
emerge from entire responses provide a way for meaning to be captured, provided a logical choice of
analysis. In conjunction with the empirical studies cited earlier which utilized narrative thematic
analysis, codes for individual participant testimonial replies were first captured (Strauss, 1987).
Following the coding stages, commonalities between testimonial replies (the codes) would lead to
themes. In following the suggestions by Phoenix (2013), | considered the ways in which key narratives

were personal, canonical and evaluative. This provided the incentive to consider what research had
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been conducted previously. It was here, based on the work of Caduri (2013) that one approach to
provide an epistemological evaluation had been conducted. But, it certainly was not the only way to
approach the evaluation. Relying on my interest in classical philosophical inquiry, | looked to focus on
epistemological arguments and positions from within classical philosophical discussion and analysis to
evaluate narrative educational research.

The intention of this study was to epistemologically evaluate the testimony of narrative
educational research. Therefore, following the narrative thematic analysis, the next stage of the design
included the epistemological evaluation. This evaluation was based on developments of epistemology
of testimony that have occurred in recent years. These developments emerged out of classical
reductionist/nonreductionist epistemological discussion and analysis. Therefore, the next stage would
involve taking the themes following the thematic analysis and epistemologically evaluating those
themes and the interpretation of those themes that took place. This provided incentive to use the
themes as support of my narrative research discussion provided within the literature review. This was
best accomplished by using the information provided in classical epistemological discussion and analysis
to evaluate the merits/pitfalls of narrative educational research by focusing on testimony. Following the
formal evaluation with each of the themes, | concluded my evaluation with a recommendation. The
recommendation focused on my consideration as to how best to address epistemological weaknesses in
educational narrative research.

After gaining IRB approval, (see Appendix C) the prospectus was presented.

Based upon feedback provided by my dissertation committee, a pilot study was conducted. This
largely stemmed from wanting to make sure that educators had a solid understanding and use of
epistemological terminology to allow for analysis to occur. While the pilot study showed that | would
conduct a narrative thematic analysis, evaluate it epistemologically, and then repeat the pattern, for the

full study, | wanted to make sure to provide a full narrative thematic analysis before beginning my
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epistemological evaluation. Therefore, the only difference in the design between the pilot and the full
study involved a change in the order of the information provided. In every other capacity, the design for
the full study was similar, with the realization that the epistemological evaluation was a primary focus
for the main study while the preliminary evaluation provided within the pilot was merely to convey what
the epistemological component for the full study would look like.
Participants

The decision on how to acquire the participants for the narrative component of the study
involves what type of participants | wanted to address my question. Because my focus was on narrative
educational research and epistemological considerations, participants who were familiar, at least in
some capacity, with epistemological considerations were necessary. Therefore, | chose to focus on
research/teaching faculty in institutions. This provided the population, or universe, of all possible
participants (Gay et al. 2006; McMillan et al. 2001). Given the focus on interpretation and an
information-rich study design, | chose purposeful sampling as my technique (Best & Kahn, 2006;
Mertens, 2005). Because of specific criteria, the type of purposeful sampling was criterion. This
technique has an advantage in that the type of participants sought would match that criterion which
would allow for detailed responses that could be used to derive themes. Research faculty then came
from various institutions.
Pilot Study

An invitation to participate was sent to all prospective participants (see Appendix B).
Recruitment for the pilot study was a learning process. After the initial seven participants, | contacted
declined to participate, | started to wonder to the feasibility of the study. Finally, one participant agreed
and | scheduled an interview time. This participant, as well as another, however never replied back to
inform me when they would be able to participate. The second interested participant, in fact, stated

that they were ill and would be able to reply by the end of February of 2016. However, after sending
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several follow-up e-mails to these two individuals with no reply back, | decided to halt any additional
follow-up e-mails out of respect for their schedules and privacy. All throughout this process | was
contacting other potential participants, receiving responses that they must decline or not receiving any
responses at all. One additional participant agreed to participate and was sent a survey, but did not
complete it. A final interested participant stated that they were too busy at the time | sent the invite,
but would be able to participate in June of 2016. This participant, like the others, did not get back to me
and complete the study. For the full pilot study, | contacted a total of 32 participants.

Because the pilot study only garnered one participant, to allow for preservation of data, only
preliminary analysis and evaluation were conducted. This enabled me, with the agreement by my
committee, to allow that participant to be included in the full study with the recognition that analysis
and evaluation would therefore be expanded in concert with other participants. Those participants who
accepted participation then were provided an exempt form (similar to informed consent without a
specific need for a signature — see Appendix C). While some participants who agreed to participate did
not follow through, other participants accepted. Following scheduling contact, an interview for each
participant was conducted.

Main Study

Recruitment for the main study resulted in a total of 4 participants from 58 contacted. These 58
people represented nearly the entire population within the United States and Canada. Efforts to contact
faculty in other countries was met with limited success. However, since the first participant was
contacted and utilized in the pilot study as well as the main study, recruitment resulted in three new
participants from fifty-seven faculty contacted. Like in the pilot study, two faculty members had stated
that they were interested. However, neither responded after follow-up e-mails and were removed from
consideration. Once participants agreed to participate, | sent an e-mail with the Informed Consent

(Appendix C) inquiring when they would like to participate in the study. Those who sent back availability
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then were selected into the sample. Ultimately, four participants agreed to participate, set up a time to
have the interview and completed the interview.

Discussion about how my sample compares with the population / universe of possible narrative
researchers can help to provide greater context. All four of my participants were female. In
comparison, 41 of the 58 contacted potential participants from the population were female. The
majority of faculty in narrative research are women, which could suggest that the methodological
approach may be more appealing for women, in which emphasis on the closeness of relationship
between researcher and participant is paramount. Institutionally, 3 of the 4 participants in my study
came from R1 institutions based on the Carnegie Classifications.3? The fourth participant belonged to an
R2 institution. Comparatively, 28 of the total number of participants contacted, the population, were at
American institutions with 22 working at R1 institutions and 3 working at R2. The remaining potential
participants worked at various institutions including large public universities with masters focus and
small universities with masters focus (M1 and M3 respectively). While not falling under the Carnegie
classification system, 9 of the potential participants who worked in Canada work at institutions that
would classify as R1. While it would have been nice to include a male for the study, the fact that the
participants in the study were all female is not viewed as a main issue. This is largely due to the extent
to which narrative researchers in education heavily rely on the Connelly and Clandinin approach.
Enough similarities and differences emerged in the responses that | feel confident that the sample was
fairly representative of the population as a whole, particularly that of the U.S. and Canada.

To preserve the identity of participants, pseudonyms are provided. Each faculty member who
participated works in the United States as a faculty member. Each participant brought a different and

unique background and perspective. While this in no way provides for generalization, capturing the

32 For easy look-up http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/index.php
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responses and using them to come up with themes provided an expanded range of consideration
because of these eclectic backgrounds.

Sandy is a Professor of Curriculum and Instruction at a private institution in the southwest.
Sandy’s primary interests include teacher lore and teacher research, media literacy, graphic novels, and
diverse curriculum issues.®

Martha holds a Doctorate in Educational Leadership from the University of North Carolina at
Greensboro. Her research interests include narrative inquiry, inclusive leadership practice with a social
justice focus and mentoring theory and practice. Previously, Martha held a faculty position at South
Dakota State University.

Agatha is a Professor of Music Education at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. Research
interests include: preservice and in-service music teacher education, beginning music teachers,
mentoring, and instrumental music education.3*

Evelyn is an Associate Professor at a religiously affiliated institution in the mountain west.
Evelyn’s research interests are focused on self-study and teacher education. She does narrative work
that focuses on relational ontology.

Data Collection

To collect the data, | first had to conduct the interviews. This involved calling the participants,
putting them on speaker, and utilizing the webcam microphone (a Logitech HD Webcam C270) for my
personal computer at my home. Because each interview was conducted at my home, putting the

participants on speaker was non-intrusive. | also wished to provide an environment which would allow

33 Taken from the faculty profile website. After asking for a summary that | could use, | did not receive a reply.
Therefore, | will only provide information publicly available. To preserve the identity | will not include any more
specific information.
34 Martha and Agatha, upon request, provided summaries for me to include for the study. Because of this, and to
protect their identity, | did not include their names. Based upon feedback, | decided to restrict the amount of
information provided that could be used to reveal identity of the participants.
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the participants to feel comfortable, particularly given that the contact would be through e-mail and
phone throughout the entire process. While conducting each interview, | would start with question 1
and hear their responses. The intention was to conduct a semi-structured interview, which has the
advantage of having pre-set questions in place with the allowance of questions and discussions to
emerge based upon the flow of the interview (Gay et al. 2006). Following the interviews, all participants
received a thank you e-mail (Appendix D).

Perhaps due to the strong desire to engage in trust and meaning-making, participants varied
with regards to their level of involvement at the end of the interview. Some wished to receive
preliminary results. Others wished to receive a copy of the transcript to verify the information. Finally,
others provided references, articles and book chapters which they felt could contribute to my
dissertation study. | found each of these to be quite informative and recognized them as part of the
narrative process where participants and researchers collaborate in various forms (Chase, 2005). While
there is no strict sense how this cooperation occurs, it is fully expected that cooperation and
collaboration of some type occurs to engage in deeper, more meaningful interaction.

Ethical Concerns

No study is removed from the burden of ethical concerns. To provide consideration to these
ethical considerations, | wanted to make sure participants remained anonymous. This motivated me in
my desire to utilize participant number identification with each participant. Although | ultimately
decided to go with pseudonyms, anonymity is still assured. Second, all information was stored at my
home, on a privately accessible computer (a Cybertron 5150 Unleashed desktop). Documents that
needed to be printed out were stored in a key-locked filing cabinet. Any digital documents/files were
stored on protected documents on my computer and flashdrive (DataTraveler G4 16GB). All efforts
were done to ensure of the confidentiality and anonymity of respondent responses. While

confidentiality means that the privacy of the participants is protected, anonymity is assured when no
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uniquely identifiable information is attached to the data (Mertens, 2005). Because of the care taken to
ensure of these things, only |, the P.l. had access to any of these documents/files. Confidentiality was
assured due to access and protection of the documents/files. Anonymity was assured due to no specific
details, e.g. name, gender, ethnicity, rank or research were provided in the description or analysis of

narrative researcher testimony in this study. These steps are critical to any valid research design.

Interviews

Interviews are a very common methodological approach within narrative research (Riessman,
2008). They provide a way for the researcher and participant to engage in rapport to capture the
testimony and provide meaning of that testimony. This provided the primary means by which | would
conduct my narrative component of this study.
Pilot Study

After agreement to participate, we set up a time to have the interview conducted. | was
informed that the participant put a DND sign and sent an initial e-mail to inform me that they would be
ready at the agreed upon time. After calling and exchanging initial pleasantries, | informed the
participant that they would be coded as P01% and that the interview will be recorded on my personal
computer. Sandy agreed and the interview was under way. One particular advantage of the phone
interview was that as a result of answers provided, | was able to ask follow-up questions. Usually these
were in the ‘could you elaborate’ category. The end of the interview included a fantastic book
recommendation which was added to my future reading list.3® Sandy added that she would be
interested to learn of any findings. | received this very positively, as an indication that my research topic

is of interest to the educational researcher.

35 Although it was originally designated | would refer to the participants as P01, P02, etc., it was suggested in

feedback from the committee that pseudonyms be used. Much in the narrative style, | updated the participants

with this information to make sure it was acceptable.

36 Full reference provided in Bibliography. It is the Learning and Teaching book edited by Elliot Eisner (1985).
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Following completion of the interview, | transcribed the entire interview. This transcription
included responses from myself (coded as P.l.) and any special conversational breaks (e.g. laughs,
hmmmm, uhhhh, etc.). | then smoothed out the conversational breaks and removed the portions of the
replies that were off-topic for ease of analysis. | then stored the files as stated. To begin the analysis, |
made a decision to the extent of my analysis and evaluation | wanted to provide for this pilot study.
Because of the wealth of information provided, and the scant number of participants, | decided to
provide initial analysis and evaluation to demonstrate the process. | proposed that for the final
dissertation, the entire analysis and evaluation for Sandy would be included. This included all
information that was provided in the pilot study as well as all new information. | had expected to have
at least one additional participant, if not a few more, and therefore the information provided in the pilot
study from Sandy was very likely to adapt to that new information. However, if | had not been able to
acquire any additional participants, | believed that a more complete analysis would provide a wealth of
information that can contribute towards my desired goals outlined in this proposal. Therefore, | started
my analysis by coming up with these decisions for this proposal as well as my full dissertation project.
For the pilot study, | decided to come up with two broad themes with some preliminary evaluation.
Main Study

For all participants in the study conducted, there were individual one-on-one interviews over
the phone. The webcam simultaneously served as a microphone as well as a video file of the interview
to allow for later transcription. Following initial greetings and salutations, | utilized a semi-structured
format for each interview. While for the most part interviews stayed in direct sequence as the interview
(Appendix A), there were moments where an interesting and engaging response pushed me to ask for
clarification or to inquire more deeply what they meant with a response. This is in alignment with one
of the researcher skills for conducting a good interview outlined by Yin (1998). That researcher skill, an

inquiring mind, is one which | feel is necessary to establish deeper understanding of a participant’s
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perspective. Furthermore, an inquiring mind is one that | maintain all scholars need to think deeper
about scholarly issues and conceptions in general. Therefore, to do justice to my analysis and ultimately
my evaluation, it felt natural to allow each interview to diverge, where appropriate, from the structured
script. Following approaches outlined by Mertens, the interview did not include any yes/no questions
and concluded with an open-ended question (Mertens, 2005).

A sense of closeness emerged between myself and each of my participants over the course of
the interview. Perhaps due to the nature of narrative educational research and how the researchers are
trained, or, possibly due to the way we naturally communicated, the interviews felt less formal and
more like a conversation. Throughout the interviews, and certainly by the end of each interview, | felt a
closeness and intimacy with the participants. | think that this helped in providing rich responses,
particularly from Martha and Evelyn, who went into rich detail, revealing so much about their own
participants and what their interactions mean to them (the researchers). There were moments of real
connection between myself and the participants, where | could tell they enjoyed sharing the information
and providing rich testimony to their own experiences as well as their understanding of how
epistemological concerns factor into their methodological approaches. While it is not clear precisely
why this came about, it helped in providing interpretation of the testimony provided as well as in
providing a thorough analysis with rich detail.

All responses were stored on the P.1.’s personal computer as well as private e-mail. All
interviews were transcribed and stored on private documents on the computer and flashdrive of the P.I.
These transcriptions included all responses as well as any thoughts/feelings or moments of chatter (e.g.
a laugh or an acknowledgment). This was done to remind myself how | felt/responded to various points
within the interview. Following each interview’s completion, data analysis occurred by means of

narrative thematic analysis.
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Data Analysis

Following each interview, | transcribed the entire interview for all participants divided by
guestion. To smooth the data for analysis, | kept entire responses, removing utterances and pauses (e.g.
ummmm, uhhhh, and so, you know), and removing portions of replies that were conversational, off-
topic or otherwise not relevant to the question asked. As is recommended in interviews, | used this as a
journal to reflect on verbal and non-verbal reactions that occurred during the interview (Halcomb &
Davidson, 2006). All transcribed interviews were stored on my individual Microsoft Word document. In
writing the transcription, | labeled my testimony with P.I. and each participant as P##, although later
changed to pseudonyms, e.g. Sandy, Martha, etc. Any tangential information not specific to the
interview were put into italics. Examples of this included commentary about one’s family, an agreement
to send the themes once they were computed, etc.

As is common in narrative thematic analysis, | chose to manually derive themes instead of
relying on a qualitative data analysis software such as NVivo. “Data are interpreted in light of thematics
developed by the investigator (influenced by prior and emergent theory, the concrete purpose of an
investigation, the data themselves, political commitments and other factors).” (Riessman, 2008, p. 54).
For this study, | felt that relying upon prior or emergent theory would bias the themes that | came up
with. Rather, initial coding would provide for concepts to emerge based on participant replies to
specific questions (Strauss, 1987). Then, using the codes, | looked at total responses, including the
contexts of the researcher or their participants, and common codes between participant replies, in
deriving and interpreting the themes that emerged from the testimony provided. As an example, even
when two participants provided responses that fit into a theme, the discussion | provided diverged

partially with their contexts and backgrounds which | maintain provided meaning for their responses.
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Coding

Coding is a way of marking and segmenting data by categorically referencing units of text (e.g.
words, sentences, paragraphs, quotations) to reveal patterns and meaning (Gay et al. 2006; McMillan et
al. 2001). Coding is particularly beneficial in narrative research, in which long replies full of information
that is meaningful for the participant is provided. The primary difference between coding and themes
within narrative research involves the unit of analysis (Riessman, 2008). While codes are designed to
capture meaningful units within specific replies, themes emerge across larger domains, such as among
common codes captured between participant responses. As stated previously, within narrative
thematic analysis, entire replies are analyzed as a collective unit, instead of breaking down into smaller
units such as individual words of phrases. This necessitates the accumulation of codes within individual
participant testimony for each interview question into broader themes. To satisfy the expectations
found in narrative thematic analysis, open coding was conducted. Open coding is the process of sorting
data into categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

Prior to analyzing responses, | read and re-read the transcripts for each of the four participant
replies. Because | wanted to generate codes based on entire responses for each question, it was
necessary to read the replies divided by question to ease the coding process. To provide for the codes, |
looked at each reply divided by question and participant, and looked for key words, phrases or
sentences that conveyed a meaningful unit. These differed based on the participant replies and the
questions asked, Evelyn, for example, had consistently longer replies and therefore the units of analysis
for coding were based on longer text. A separate document with codes was created divided by
participant and question.

To conduct open coding, Strauss (1987) provided four recommendations. First, it is necessary to
apply specific and consistent questions to the data. Second, analysis of the data must be meticulous,

which incidentally aligns with Riessman’s (1993, 2008) approach. Third, periodic breaks in coding to
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write theoretical memos helps to categorize and organize the data. Fourth, it is important to avoid
analytic pertinence of a traditional variable, unless the data reveal the variable to be important. | took
each of these four strategies into consideration when open coding the data.

First, based on Strauss’s (1987) first recommendation, when reviewing the data, | considered

the research questions which guided the study. Most specifically, | looked into how the replies fit in

within:

1. To what extent is epistemology considered by narrative educational researchers?

2. What issues do narrative educational researchers perceive when capturing participant
testimony?

3. What procedures do narrative educational researchers carry out which assure of methodological
rigor?

4, What additional procedures, either before, during or after a study, can narrative educational

researchers carry forth to assure that the research is the most meaningful for the researcher, the
participant and anyone else who reads the research study?

Second, based on Strauss’s (1987) second recommendation, | made sure to look at every word,
sentence, paragraph within every reply for each participant divided by question. Even though it is
acknowledged that within narrative thematic analysis, entire replies are considered for analysis, a
meticulous approach involves considering how the part fit within the whole. For instance, when reading
entire paragraphs, when | found words or phrases that provided meaning for coding, | would then
continue reading the entire paragraph to gain a full perspective. This assisted in being meticulous for
coding while staying true to the narrative thematic analytic approach.

Third, based on Strauss’s (1987) third recommendation, when necessary, | stopped and provided
links to epistemological theory. This has the benefit of drawing connections between the narrative
analysis and the epistemology of testimony that would be used for the evaluation.
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Fourth, based on Strauss’s (1987) fourth recommendation, it was necessary not to show
preference to any variable traditionally seen as being relevant unless the data revealed that relevance.
For this study, one variable which could have presented trouble with coding was belief in the
precedence of the method utilized. Specifically, particularly within narrative research in education, if a
participant viewed the Connelly and Clandinin approach as being the only correct way to conduct
narrative research, this could have confounded the findings since the questions asked in the interview
were based on epistemological and methodological considerations not focused on within this approach.
A second potentially troubling variable could have been based on epistemology itself. Specifically,
whether epistemology, or specific topics within epistemology (e.g. justification, truth) were important
for the participants, and if so, in what ways. Understanding these two variables, which traditionally
have been presented in narrative research in education, posed potential problems with coding and
ultimately analysis.

To initiate open coding, | read and re-read through every reply by each participant to every
interview question. | focused on units of data for analysis, ultimately considering each reply for each
question as a collective unit. In so doing, | looked into what meaning emerged from the data. This
meaning was presented by what the participant was discussing, how much emphasis they placed on
what they were discussing, and a perception of how meaningful or significant those ideas were for the
participant. Initial codes are provided in Appendix E. Because the first round of coding was preliminary,
| divided the data for each participant by question. The intention here was to gain familiarity with the
data and look for concepts that emerged based on the organization of each question. Following coding,
| had an independent investigator verify that the codes provided were agreeable. When there was 100%
agreement, | proceeded with the second round of coding.

The intentions of the second round of open coding included gaining further familiarity with the
data, looking to combine codes into categories, and providing further classification by organizing the
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results by research question, interview question, categories and codes for each participant (see Table 2).

In gaining further familiarity, it assisted in providing categories in which all the codes fell into. By

organizing the results of the second round of coding in the manner given, it conveys the ways in which

the research questions, interview questions, categories and codes all relate to each other. Specifically,

with the research and interview questions, the research questions presented broader questions that

were to be answered in the study, and that guided the objectives/plan of the study. The interview

guestions were then specific questions that included relevant topics within the broader research

qguestion. Following the second round of open coding, the intention was to provide comparison across

participants for the emergence of themes. This provided the justification for dividing the codes by

participant as opposed to by category (Lincoln et al. 1985). Instead, in providing categories, it helped to

organize the codes so that themes could emerge more effortlessly.

Table 2 Second Round of Coding

Research Questions

Interview Questions

Categories

Codes/Concepts

To what extent is
epistemology
considered by
narrative educational
researchers?

What role do you think
the participants’
history has on the
testimony they provide
in narrative research?

History, Narrative
Research

Sandy:

Significant History
Personal History
Different Past
Experiences

Martha:

Narrative Inquiry
Clandinin and Connelly
Foreign-Born Teachers
Pedagogy

Past, Present, Future
Recollections

History

Agatha:

Narrative Researchers
History

Testimony

Meaning
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Evelyn:

Participant Background
Interpretation

Way They See
Problems

What do you think
when you hear the
word knowledge?

Purpose of Knowledge

Sandy:

Types of Knowledge
Philosophers
Arguing

Martha:

Meaning Making
Creating Stories and
Meaning
Leadership
Implications

Policy Implications
Experiences

Lives

Agatha:

Sequence Knowledge
Owner of Knowledge
Qualitative Design

Evelyn:
Knowledge or Belief

Do you feel that the
testimony provided by
participants can be
considered knowledge?
Why/why not?

Narrative Truth,
Narrative Knowledge

Sandy:
Testimony
Knowledge
Believe
True

Martha:

Narrative Aspect
Testimony Problematic
Meaning of
Temporalities
Knowledge Informs
Policy, Practice, Body
of Work
Epistemological Lens

Agatha:
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Constructed
Knowledge
Perception of
Knowledge
Narrative Accuracy
Narrative Truth

Evelyn:

Their Data

Modernist
Epistemology
Clandinin

Teacher vs. Researcher
Knowledge

Verify Interpretation
Long and Deep Talk

What issues do
narrative educational
researchers perceive
when capturing
participant testimony?

Do you believe that
subjects are completely
accurate in their
testimony?

Why/why not?

Narrative Accuracy,
Researcher Actions

Sandy:

Meaning (Intention)
Memory Unreliable
Unintentional
Inaccuracy vs Absolute
Accuracy

Martha:

Truth

Narrative Accuracy
Participant
Interpretation
Tensions

Ideology, Politics,
Culture

Participant Meaning

Agatha:

Histories
Accuracy in Mind
Inaccurate

Focus of Narrative
Research

Evelyn:

Participant Worldview
Accuracy
Indeterminate
Researcher-Participant
Relationship
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Honesty
Construction of Data
Seek Evidence

Do you think that
recollecting from past
influences/experiences,
i.e. recalling from
memory, can affect the
accuracy in what is
provided in testimony?
If so, in what way?

Narrative Recollecting,
Narrative Research

Sandy:
Unreliability of
Memory

Not Just Facts and
Events

Processed in Brain
Important to Us
Kind of Memory
Accuracy Matters
People’s Beliefs

Martha:

Narrative Inquirer
Experienced
Multiple Complex
Ways

Accurate Over Years
Knowledge Gained
Informed by Context
Framework

Time Informs Meaning
Context Informs
Meaning

My Memory

Agatha:

Recollecting

Where Came From
Gains

Personal Responses
Intentional Thing
Beginning vs Tenth vs
Twentieth Year
Development
Memory vs Reality

Evelyn:

Interpretive Lens
Analytic Strategy
Clandinin and Connelly
Three-Dimensional
Narrative Space

Mieke Bal
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Experience of Story
Their Experience
Bakhtin

Zone of Maximal
Contact

Past vs Present

What procedures do
narrative educational
researchers carry out
which assure of
methodological rigor?

If you want to assure of
the accuracy, how do
you triangulate what
subjects say?

Narrative
Methodology,
Narrative Accuracy,
Internal Access

Sandy:

Multiple Accounts
Exact Accuracy
Unimportant
Meaning
Understanding
Accuracy Depends

Martha:

Master Transcripts
Read Voices
Structural Framework
Clandinin

Past, Present, Future
Temporarily, Sociality,
Place

Relationships
Triangulation
Tensions — Context
Problematic

External — Principal
Internal - Teacher

Agatha:

Design Choice
Narrative Inquiry
Accuracy

Case Studies

Hear and Compare
Stories

Data Collection

Evelyn:

Gut Feeling

Longer Relationship
Call into Question
Gather Data
Teacher Practice
Accuracy
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Demeaning
Fact-Check
Qualitative Research
Relational

Not True Stories
Intrusive Questions
Smooth Story

Deeper
What do you do to Research Design, Sandy:
interpret the testimony | Research Goals, Bracket Bias Apart
provided by the Professional/Academic | Researcher
teachers? What role, if | peacisions Interpretation of
any, do you believe Stories

your own personal
biases or beliefs play
with regards to your
analysis?

Triangulation
Accurate and Truthful
Interpretations
Philosophical Kind of
Study

Martha:

Conceptual Frame
Impose My Story
Transitional Identities
and Patterns
Implications for
Leadership and
Mentoring

Listen, Recreate, Re-
tell

Co-Construct Meaning
Together

Explicit Subjectivity
Internationally Born
Person

Agatha:

Design
Phenomenon
Philosophy and
Philosophy of
Education
Research Question
Bracket Out Bias
Deeper
Epistemological Bent
Music Education
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Journal Lengths

Evelyn:

My Research
Self-Study

Nth Level

Stories are Sacred
Shared Their Soul
Clandinin

Narrative Research
Understand Experience
Participant Perspective
Familiarity of
Experience

Tools
Three-Dimensional
Narrative Space
Deeper Shared
Understanding

Rom Haare
Positioning Theory
Analysis of a Text
Teacher-Student
Relationship
Parents-Teacher-
Student Relationship
Mieke Bal

Literary Theorist
Actor-Character-
Narrator

Frames - Context

What additional
procedures, either
before, during or after
a study, can narrative
educational
researchers carry forth
to assure that the
research is the most
meaningful for the
researcher, the
participant and
anyone else who
reads the research
study?

Do you see value in
having researchers in
the field who had
conducted studies
designed to
independently verify
testimonial reports by
teachers? If so, in
which ways?

Research Obijectives,
Narrative Researcher
Role

Sandy:

Research
Replicate
Different Place or
Results

Verify

Martha:

Narrative Inquirer
Problematic
Relationship with
Participants
Stories Vary in
Difference
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Send Someone to
Verify

Frame Narrative
Meaning Depends on
Relationships

Agatha:

True for Them

Policy

Use Verification
Power Verifies Version
of Story

Professional
Development
Individual Story
Understand and Draw
Meaning

Evelyn:

Thing You Could Do
Do you see value in Researcher-Participant | Sandy:
having someone Relationship, External | Wouldn’t Use the
independent of the Trust, Triangulation Principal
research design, i.e. a Doesn’t Work at
principal, to School

independently verify
the testimonial reports
by teachers? If so, in
which ways?

Another Researcher
Not Involved with
Whole Project
Graduate Students
Analysis — Same
Codings and Themes
Triangulate

Martha:

Someone to Read My
Work

Data Collection
Narrative Inquirer
Conceptual Frame
Recreating
Relationships
Verify Stories
Problematic
Relationally
Dinner
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Another Eye

Agatha:

Research Question
Information from
Principal

First Year Teacher
Triangulations

Evelyn:

Trust Principal’s
Account Much Less
Trust Teacher’s
Account

Some Type of
Questions

Best Teachers Don’t
Become Principals
Modernist Approach
Don't Trust
Continual Examination
Teacher-Child
Interaction
Narrative Inquiry
Don’t Need
Independent
Verification

Deep Experience,
Relationship

N/A

Is there anything else
you feel that has not
been
covered/discussed that
can be relevant or of

value of teacher or
researcher testimony?

Truth, Educational
Research

Sandy:

Truth

Can’t Prove

Schools and Teachers
Qualitative Kinds of
Research

Doesn’t Mean Not
True

Agatha:

Decisions Made by
Researchers
Educational Research
Inconsistency - Joy in
Scholarship
Philosophy is
Confusing
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Thematic Analysis

Following Riessman (2008), | conducted narrative thematic analysis. Thematic analysis was
utilized to assess the testimony provided by the research participants in this study. The definition of
narrative was the entire reply provided by each participant for each interview question. The narrative
was represented as interview excerpts, smoothed out to remove pauses in language (e.g. you know,
ummmm, hmmm, etc.) and off-topic commentary. The precise unit of analysis/focus was consideration
of researcher epistemological considerations involving their participants as well as their own
epistemological considerations. Finally, both local and societal contexts were considered to provide for
rich understanding of the testimony. This meant focusing on the researcher or participant background,
the tools utilized were considered to provide understanding for comparison and contrast of
interpretation and discussion within a theme.

After transcribing word for word all testimony provided by my participants, | considered each
response in its entirety, as is common in thematic analysis. To provide the foundation for analysis, |
used the results of the second round of coding, as represented in Table 2, to conduct the thematic
analysis. Themes emerged where participants provided similar replies (as conveyed in the codes). The
analysis would involve conveying the ways in which participant testimony fell within each theme. As an
example, on the interview question in which researchers were asked about participant history, based
upon a full reading of each reply, organized by codes and categories, the theme of Embedded History
emerged. In the analysis, which is provided in the next chapter, | discuss the ways in which participant
replies fell within each theme. This provides for richness of discussion based upon a rigorous analytic
approach. | maintained that a great sense of objectivity can be provided by letting the themes emerge

rather than framing them from a theoretical perspective, which is the method conducted in grounded
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theory as opposed to thematic analysis (Riessman, 2008). Such a move, framing from a theoretical

perspective, in my view, biases interpretation of analysis of the testimony. Rather, the broad theoretical

foundation of epistemology/social epistemology was sufficient for the epistemological evaluation that

included evaluation of those themes.

| then organized the data similarly to the second round of coding to show the ways in which the

research questions, interview questions, themes and participants related to each other. This provided

the framework for the narrative analysis described in chapter 4. Table 3, which shows this organization,

is represented here.

Table 3 Main Study Narrative Thematic Analysis

word knowledge?

Research Questions Interview Questions Themes Participants

To what extent is What role do you think | Embedded History Sandy, Martha, Agatha,

epistemology the participants’ Evelyn

considered by history has on the

narrative educational | testimony they provide

researchers? in narrative research?
What do you think The Purpose of Sandy, Martha, Agatha,
when you hear the Knowledge Evelyn

Do you feel that the
testimony provided by
participants can be
considered knowledge?
Why/why not?

Narrative Perceived
Knowledge

Sandy, Martha, Agatha,
Evelyn

What issues do
narrative educational
researchers perceive
when capturing
participant testimony?

Do you believe that
subjects are completely
accurate in their
testimony?

Why/why not?

Qualified Narrative
Accuracy

Sandy, Martha, Evelyn

Researcher Role

Martha, Evelyn

Do you think that
recollecting from past
influences/experiences,
i.e. recalling from
memory, can affect the
accuracy in what is
provided in testimony?
If so, in what way?

Contextual Role of
Narrative Recollecting

Sandy, Martha, Agatha,
Evelyn
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What procedures do
narrative educational
researchers carry out
which assure of
methodological rigor?

If you want to assure of
the accuracy, how do
you triangulate what
subjects say?

Methodological
Narrative Accuracy

Sandy, Martha, Agatha,
Evelyn

Internal Privilege

Martha, Evelyn

What do you do to
interpret the testimony
provided by the
teachers? What role, if
any, do you believe
your own personal
biases or beliefs play
with regards to your
analysis?

Design and Intention

Sandy, Martha, Agatha,
Evelyn

Professional Martha, Agatha
Considerations
What additional Do you see value in Goal of Study Sandy, Agatha, Evelyn
procedures, either having researchers in
before, during or after | the field who had
a study, can narrative | conducted studies
educational designed to
researchers carry forth | independently verify
to assure that the testimonial reports by
research is the most teachers? If so, in
meaningful for the which ways?
researcher, the
participant and
anyone else who reads
the research study?
Do you see value in Personalized Sandy, Martha
having someone Professional
independent of the Consideration
research design, i.e. a
principal, to
independently verify
the testimonial reports
by teachers? If so, in
which ways?
Professional Agatha, Evelyn
Consideration

Because the final, open-ended question did not yield any themes, that information was dropped for

analysis.
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After the themes were generated, | provide narrative analysis. This involved first, where
necessary, explaining the themes provided in a general sense. This was necessary because some themes
may have been vague or ambiguous (e.g. Embedded History). Following any necessary explanation, |
provided a discussion, often broken down by participants, in how their reply fit into a theme. Itis here
where a fuller representation of how the researcher’s background influenced their responses and
perspectives to various questions. For example, Martha’s work with foreign teachers provided a unique
perspective that was revealed in Martha’s testimony. Because each researcher differed across many
domains, e.g. their own background, their research area, what approaches within narrative research
they advocated, explanation into how their responses fit into a theme helped to reveal how these
differences reveal a level of commonality. Given the general nature of narrative research, where a close
relationship between researcher and participant is expected, it was not surprising that the participants
revealed much of their background, perspectives, influences within their testimony during the interview
process.

The data provided will answer the research questions posed in this study. Asa reminder, | am

including the research questions here for ease of access.

1. To what extent is epistemology considered by narrative educational researchers?

2. What issues do narrative educational researchers perceive when capturing participant
testimony?

3. What procedures do narrative educational researchers carry out which assure of methodological
rigor?

4, What additional procedures, either before, during or after a study, can narrative educational

researchers carry forth to assure that the research is the most meaningful for the researcher, the

participant and anyone else who reads the research study?
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With the first research question, the expectation was that narrative researchers would be able
to provide their understanding into how much epistemological issues are considered when they conduct
narrative research. These epistemological issues focus on the history of the testimony (which relies on
memory), what they think of specifically about knowledge, and whether they maintain that the
testimony provided is considered knowledge. The expectation was that in providing their own
testimony to these issues, the research participants would provide the epistemological foundation in
which they approach narrative studies. It was also hoped that a link between epistemology and
narrative educational research could be conveyed by revealing the ways these epistemological issues
are considered.

With the second research question, | hoped to address methodological concerns which |
discussed linked to epistemological concerns. The topics covered in looking to address this research
guestion included to what extent narrative researchers consider the accuracy of the testimony and
whether recollecting from memory is perceived as an issue given the unreliability of recollecting from
memory. The expectation was that the data would provide consideration into how some narrative
educational researchers consider these topics as being issues that ought to be addressed, or, whether
they do not perceive them as issues given narrative research methodology, particularly within the
Connelly and Clandinin approach.

The third research question considered procedures carried out by narrative researchers to
assure methodological rigor. The expectation was to reveal a link between methodological rigor and
epistemological quality. This expectation is revealed by the topics of triangulation, assurance of
accuracy, how the researchers interpret the testimony and the ways in which they believe their bias
affects analysis. These have been revealed as methodological ways to assure of the quality of
qualitative research, by showing methodological rigor and revealing the trustworthiness of their
interpretations and conclusions.
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The fourth research question asked about additional procedures that can assure that the
testimony provided, and the interpreted by the researchers, is truly meaningful for analysis. In so doing,
topics addressed included having other researchers independently verify the testimony, or other
individuals such as principals, who were completely independent of the research design, to
independently verify the information. The answers to this question could provide a further link between
methodology and epistemology. Specifically, the assurance of trust between researcher and participant
would epistemically provide for greater justification of the interpretation provided by the researchers.
This is likely to occur because narrative researchers would look for ways to ensure that their
interpretations come from consistent and reliable initial data captured. However, not seeing the need
for either of these sources would reveal a focus on the researcher-participant relationship as being
especially crucial within narrative research and therefore only specific types of independent verification

are warranted.

Four Criteria of Trustworthiness

The four criteria of trustworthiness were addressed in this study (Lincoln et al. 1985). This
enables the worth of the study to be evaluated. To establish credibility, confidence in the truth of the
findings, | utilized triangulation, referential adequacy and member-checking. For triangulation, |
included methods triangulation and analyst triangulation (Denzin, 1978; Patton, 1999). Methods
triangulation, which considers assessing the consistency of findings provided by different data
collections, was carried out by means of utilizing narrative analysis on the interview questions and then
using the themes generated in the analysis to provide a proper epistemological evaluation, where |
connected the findings and conclusions back to narrative research in education. Analyst triangulation,
which involves using multiple analysts to review the findings, was assured by including an independent
reviewer, with knowledge of the use of narrative and analysis of narrative, to verify the findings.

Referential adequacy involves analyzing data to be archived but not specifically analyzed (Lincoln et al.
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1985). This was done by taking the information provided by the participants, removing
conversational/off-topic portions of replies, and focusing analysis specifically on the replies that directly
related to the themes, which is consistent with other empirical studies utilizing Riessman’s narrative
thematic analysis (Riessman, 2008). | conducted member checks by sending the themes generated and,
when requested, the transcripts of the interviews to assure that the information captured was accurate
and the themes provided made sense.

The remaining three criteria of trustworthiness were also addressed in this study (Lincoln et al.
1985). Transferability, the degree to which the results can be transferred to other contexts/settings,
was carried forth by means of thick description. With thick description, | explained the phenomenon
being described in full detail, this included a rich discussion that captured reflections and interpretations
throughout the replies, conveying how the background/perspective of the researcher, or their
participants, can influence their replies and philosophical worldview. This enables conclusions drawn to
extend to similar settings or researchers who bring with them similar methodological and
epistemological approaches or conduct narrative research with similar populations. | was able to assure
of dependability, which is concerned with replicability or repeatability, by means of an external audit
which is the typical method utilized to demonstrate dependability. In an external audit, a researcher not
involved in the process examines the process and product of the research study (Miles, Huberman &
Saldana, 2013). To address dependability, | included a table of codes generated for individual replies
which is not included in published narrative studies, and a table which connects how the interview
questions related to the codes and themes. In this capacity, committee members, and anyone else who
reads the study, can take an earlier stage of the analysis and conduct an analysis to consider whether
dependability can be carried out more fully. Confirmability, which is a consideration of findings being
shaped by the participants and not based on researcher bias, motivation or interest, were addressed by
means of triangulation and reflexivity (Barry, Britten, Barbar, Bradley & Stevenson, 1999; Koch &
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Harrington, 1998). Triangulation was described previously. For reflexivity, | included a reflexive journal,
recording methodological decisions, logistics of the study and reflection on the process based on my
biases, values and perspectives.

Personal Bias

A reflection that considers researcher bias must be addressed to provide a complete
representation of my position and allow for the narrative to be more meaningfully analyzed and
evaluated. Itis difficult for me to consider an educational research methodology which looks to
differentiate between historical and narrative conceptions of truth. Although philosophically there are
several conceptions of truth (e.g. correspondence, pragmatic, coherence), truth is something which is
ideally sought in research. This is driven by a belief that the main goal of the development and use of
research methodology is to acquire knowledge. My own belief is that while truth may or may not be
represented in research, truth must be demonstrated to justify knowledge claims in any research
methodology. This positions any research design over mere speculation or even well-positioned opinion
(e.g. blog from a credible source).

Because of this connection with truth, | am fascinated by a design whose advocates admit that
truth is much less important but that instead it is the meaning for an individual that is more powerful. |
agree that meaning is important, particularly when gathering personal information and reflecting upon
one’s life experiences and influences. To open oneself up to a researcher, with the acknowledgement
that such information will be placed in published form, conveys the importance of meaning for an
individual. Yet, that is also where my own personal biases may come into effect. For in addition to
truth, trust is an important concept, both epistemologically and within narrative research. And yet,
while trust is important, blind trust or the extension of trust to an individual or their testimony to allow
for a more complete testimony may or may not be warranted. It could be conceived that because of

impression tactics, individuals, particularly when referring to their own life, may wish to only focus on
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their positive attributes, or downplay the trivial influences and experiences that are negative, both to
them and to those which they choose to teach. As perceived sources of epistemic authority, teachers
and researchers are afforded much weight with regards to extensions of trustworthiness. After all, we
entrust these individuals to teach our future, to transmit (or generate) knowledge in them with the goals
of helping them to achieve more and to become productive members of our society.

To control for my own biases against how narrative educational research is conducted, or the
philosophical framework which guides much of narrative educational research, | asked questions which
would allow for narrative researchers to reveal their own ideas, beliefs and understanding of
methodological, epistemological (and in some cases ontological) perspectives to narrative research. |
acknowledge that | do not approach any research with the desire for supreme certainty or assuredness,
otherwise there would be no reason to develop new approaches, return to antiquated perspectives, or
demonstrate where old conceptions of ‘knowledge’ and ‘truth’ were inadequately conveyed in research.
In other words, | do not expect complete certainty in knowing and understanding fully what is provided
by research, e.g. understanding fully and completely all contexts, ideas, conceptions, meaning provided
in testimony. However, | do maintain that some level of understanding is necessary to appropriately
capture and interpret the testimony provided. For information to convey knowledge, there must be
some level of justification of the information. Therefore, my epistemological evaluation was conducted
with the intention to provide both the merits and perceived deficits, epistemologically, of narrative
educational research, rather than focus on perceived weaknesses due to bias.

Following the narrative analysis, | conducted an epistemological evaluation based on the
method of the philosophical argument. | first present initial discussion into the methodology of the
philosophical argument. | then discuss how | use this methodology within the epistemological

evaluation provided.
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Philosophical Argument

The ways in which philosophers approach any issue is through argument. “The goal of an
argument is not to attack your opponent, or impress your audience. The goal of an argument is to offer
good reasons in support of your conclusion, reasons that all parties in your dispute can [should] accept.”
(Pryor, 2006). Despite common opinion, philosophers do not seek to obfuscate or otherwise confuse
individuals with lofty sounding words, nor do they seek to diminish the credibility of an individual on the
other end of a position. While such tactics may be used by politicians, car salesman, or divorce lawyers,
they are not representative of sound philosophical methodology.

The components of an argument include premises and a conclusion. The premises are claims or
statements intended to provide support for the conclusion. In other words, an argument is designed to
convince a target audience that a particular conclusion is true, because it follows from, or is supported
by premises that are themselves true, premises that provide reasons that, ideally, all parties can accept.
It should not be assumed that all arguments are intended to provide certainty that the conclusion is
true; some arguments may provide strong, but defeasible, not absolute support for the conclusion. This
would be beyond the scope of an expectation of an argument.

The following shows an argument that is well structured and supported, and in which the
conclusion follows from the premises.

(P1) Everyone who is a human has five arms.

(P2) Immanuel is a human.

Therefore,

C) Immanuel has five arms.

Importantly, | can have a valid argument, one in which the conclusion follows from the premises, but it

does not mean that one should accept those premises or the conclusion drawn from those premises.
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Would a rational person accept the premises and would a rational person accept the conclusion from
those premises?

A sound argument is a valid argument in which the premises are true. The following argument
is an example of a sound argument:
P1) Jessica is the science teacher at Rosewood Elementary.
P2) Jessica teaches fourth grade science.
Therefore,
C) Jessica is the fourth-grade science teacher at Rosewood Elementary.
Unlike the first argument above which is valid but has a false premise, the second argument is valid and
has true premises, and so supports the truth of the conclusion.

While valid and sound arguments are viable alternatives, an alternative argument type which
allows for flexibility in the truth of the conclusion is an inductive argument. Unlike the above
arguments, whereby conclusions follow necessarily from the premises, in an inductive argument, the
conclusions drawn ought to be made probable by the reasons, premises provided (Matteson & Metivier,
2017). In an inductively strong argument, if the premises are true, then the conclusion is highly likely to
be true. More specifically, a cogent argument is an inductively strong argument that has true premises.
A cogent argument, therefore, would be like a sound argument, with the possibility that the conclusion
is highly likely, rather than necessarily, true. The following argument is an example of a cogent
argument:

P1) | heard thunder this morning, and my driveway is wet.

Therefore,

C) It has rained.

An educational example of a cogent argument will further show the similarities and differences between
a sound argument and a cogent argument.
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P1) Jessica teaches upper-level science classes at Rosewood Elementary.
Therefore,
C) Jessica is likely to be a fifth-grade science teacher at Rosewood Elementary.

Following the narrative analysis, | conducted an epistemological evaluation on the merits and
pitfalls of narrative educational research. To accomplish this, | first started by considering the literatures
from epistemology and education/psychology. The responses garnered from the narrative thematic
analysis were used to inform my epistemological evaluation. Because of the number of participants, my
goal was to evaluate the merits and pitfalls of narrative educational research and not necessarily derive
my own epistemology of narrative educational research. Although | provide general suggestions on
ways to make narrative educational research more valid and epistemologically sound, the intention is
simply evaluation.

One key difference between the pilot study and the full study involved the ordering of narrative
and epistemological discussion. Because the intention of the pilot study was to provide assurance that
the epistemological questions could garner viable responses to address the research question, the
intention was not to provide thematic analysis in its entirety and then provide a philosophical
discussion. The major study, therefore, has a complete narrative thematic analysis. Then, following the
thematic analysis, | provided an epistemological evaluation. Within the evaluation, | included my
primary potential epistemological defeater, misplaced trust, which provided the major challenge to the
acceptance of knowledge claims in narrative research. Additional and related issues with assuring the
accuracy in recollection and truth in testimony presented additional defeat to the justification and
claims of knowledge presented in narrative research in education.

To provide a thorough evaluation, | decided to organize my evaluation by theme. Much like the
pilot, | referred to epistemological theory and ideas in addressing the themes provided. Within the
philosophical discussion, | included, where appropriate, the defeater to provide the major challenge to
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epistemological quality of narrative research. Trust, both by the researcher to the participant as well as
in the accuracy of the testimony provided, provided a major challenge to the acceptance of knowledge
claims in narrative research. | concluded the epistemological evaluation by providing a
recommendation in how to address the issues brought forth. These issues primarily involve issues with
trust that is justified on both sides of the testimonial exchange, accuracy in recollecting from the past,
and a lack of concern for truth over meaning. With the recommendation, | primarily relied on the
epistemological positions brought forth by Faulkner (2000, 2011) and Zagzebski (2012) that would
provide for the strongest epistemological quality. By extension, greater methodological rigor can
address the epistemological issues discovered, strengthening the narrative research methodology while

maintaining the strengths of the research methodology.

Summary

In this chapter, | provided discussion about the methodology for my entire study. | conveyed
the approach that | made to derive my research question. | offered the rationale for the study, situating
it within broad concerns of the validity, rigor and scientific strength of qualitative research, which
narrative educational research is a part of. | also addressed the philosophical study done by Caduri
(2013) and how my study addressed areas not considered in the paper. | discussed my research design,
including the process which led to my choosing narrative thematic analysis, a full discussion of my
participants, including the recruitment process, broken down by pilot study and main study, and
backgrounds. | discussed data collection procedures, including how the information would be captured
and stored and how | would do so with ethical considerations made. | discussed the interview process,
with a description of the interview process for the pilot study and how all four interviews were
conducted, and how data was stored and analyzed. | included a thorough description of the coding
process, describing both rounds of open coding. | then spoke of the process of how | would utilize

thematic analysis. For both the second round of coding and the themes, | provided tables which situate
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the data found in the codes/themes with the interview questions and the research questions. | also
discussed how the data would address the four research questions for the study. |included discussion
about how | satisfy the four criteria of trustworthiness, and by extension quality, in this study. |
concluded the narrative portion by discussing my own personal biases that could impact how |
approached the interviews and interpreting of the testimony provided by participants. | then moved to
the philosophical section, where | discussed the types of argument utilized in philosophy, presenting the
type of argument | would include for the epistemological evaluation. In so doing, | showed how the
information provided in the thematic analysis would be utilized within the epistemological evaluation. |
discussed how my evaluation would end with a recommendation to address epistemological issues
within narrative educational research found in the narrative analysis educational literature.

In the next chapter, | will discuss my narrative analysis and epistemological evaluation in depth.
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CHAPTER 4: NARRATIVE ANALYSIS AND THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL EVALUATION

Main Study — Narrative Thematic Analysis

The main study was conducted in two distinct stages. The first stage involved conducting a
narrative thematic analysis. This thematic analysis was based on the themes that emerged from the
initial analysis of the data, as presented in chapter 3. In this chapter, | present a detailed thematic
analysis in which | discuss the themes that emerged and place the discussion within the educational and
psychological literatures. This has the effect of showing where the analysis fits in with the established
literature, and places this study within the extant scholarship. | presented the analysis based upon the
organizational scheme presented in Table 3 in chapter 3. | provided the broad research question and
interview question first. Then, | provided the theme that emerged. | included a brief description, where
appropriate, of what | meant by each theme. | then provide the testimony for each relevant participant,
including the narrative analysis and discussion to carry out the detailed and systematic thematic
analysis. As presented, both the research and interview questions will be in bold, while the themes will
be initalics. To ensure that the information is presented in a way that can lead to smooth reading of the
analysis, | provide quotation marks around the interview questions and isolate the participant testimony
in blocks of text. As a reminder, to be considered as a theme, commonalities in responses for at least
two participants were necessary. Commonality was established based upon the entire text, as captured
in the codes and categories.

The first research question considers the extent to which narrative educational researchers are
concerned by epistemological issues. This provides a foundation by which to provide a link between
educational research and philosophical concerns.

To what extent is epistemology considered by narrative educational researchers?
“What role do you think the participants’ history has on the testimony they provide in narrative

research?”
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Embedded History

Much like in the pilot study, in coming up with a theme, | wanted to look over to the totality of the
responses. This time, | made sure to look across all participant responses for any potential theme that
could emerge. The theme that emerged from the responses was Embedded History. By this, | mean that
whatever life experiences individuals have, it is embedded within their culture and environment or within
the culture and environment of their participants. Therefore, an understanding of the context with which
a researcher and/or the participants are coming from is necessary to provide meaning of the testimony
provided. This also means that the testimony which reveals their current approaches towards objectives
are centered in the past. One cannot change who they are, or where they come from. Therefore,
understanding how the past contributes towards the present ways of being enables the narrative
researcher to provide greater appreciation of the experiences mentioned in the testimony.

Sandy

Oh, good question. Their history has to be very significant...their stories are going to be...so, framed,
inspired, perhaps narrowed by whatever their personal histories are. | mean, that’s what we all have to
speak out of when we are asked to tell our stories. So, that’s an important...that’s a good thing, now that
you mention it, a good thing to remember when we’re talking to participants because they may have,
indeed, very different kinds of past experiences.

Sandy acknowledged the role of personal history in shaping the testimony. Importantly, Sandy
acknowledged that stories are framed, or inspired by their personal histories. This suggests that for
Sandy, it is not only the fact that participants have different stories, but because each and every story is
different, understanding how to capture these differences provide for greater understanding of
participant beliefs.

Martha
Ok, let me first say that | look at my work as narrative inquiry which is... people are very nitpicky

about that, research analysis, inquiry. And, I’'m not sure that you...whether you differentiate
those...I'm going to speak from a narrative inquiry perspective rather than broadly narrative
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research.’” That’s my body of work, narrative inquiry, not just narrative research! And what |
have found, because | specifically use Jean Clandinin’s work, and Michael Connelly and, in the
framework that they use is particular to how the story relates to the past, the present, and the
future. And, as a sense of...they’re telling the story at this current moment.t...it has a lot of
recollections about the past. So, what | found with my, specifically my participants who are
foreign-born teachers teaching in the U.S., | mean, there was a time of history that was inclined
in their habits. So, there was no way of looking at their current teacher practices, or their
current teaching identities without thinking about their history....because, teachers are not, you
can’t look at a teacher today as regards to, and | don’t mean to do that all the time.
Martha first brought up a distinction between narrative research. This provided an important clue into
Martha’s research perspective as narrative research in the Connelly and Clandinin approach is often
called narrative inquiry. Later discussion of reliance on this approach confirmed this belief. Because this
is the dominant approach in narrative educational research, this was not surprising, but it did provide a
basis from which to consider the testimony provided. In conveying the participants utilized, Martha
revealed who she studies, framing cultural/societal context into understanding the historical
background and, implicitly, the interpretation of the testimony.
Agatha
Ok, now so in my mind for narrative researchers the history that the participant brings is unusual.
Especially since what you’re documenting is their story as told based on where they’ve been up until this
point. So it’s hard to separate, in my mind, the history of the participant from what you’re calling
testimony. They’re kind of, one in the same in my mind.

Once again, Agatha replied that the history is unusual, which is similar to previous commentary.
An important link between the history of the participant and testimony was also made by Agatha. This
suggested to me that for Agatha, the information presented by the participants is their history. It was
not specifically clear as of this time whether it was based on a perception of the history, or the actual

history. But, what was clear was that a direct relation between the testimony provided and history was

provided, which suggested that what is captured describes the history of the participant.

37 It is not clear to me why Martha provided a distinction between narrative inquiry and narrative research. It could
be that for her, narrative inquiry has specific methodological/conceptual underpinnings to it, likely specified within
the Connelly and Clandinin tradition. Alternatively, Martha could perceive research to have more of a scientific
tone and wanted to provide a distinction between narrative and scientific domains, i.e. inquiry.
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