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This exploratory essay considers how and why bumanities research is excluded, co-opted, or othered in
methods courses and methods course offerings for education research at an R1 institution. While not
generalizable (ironically?), concerns have also been raised by philosophers of education that philosophy is not
tanght or is rarely taught as a research method in colleges of education (Norris, 2021). As though there are
only two kinds of research—quantitative and qualitative—rthis paper asks why bumanities methods are
rare in an R1 education research core. The short answer miight point to numbers: there simply are not that
many graduate students in bhistory and philosophy of education. The longer answer, however, arguably involyes
scholarly turf wars waged within the politics of inquiry. This paper provides a brief overview of the bistory
and politics of the methods wars, an explanation of a research core and the conrses constituting it at Georgia
State University, and a view from the outside looking in: peering over the gual and quant gate to see that
philosophy is already there, but denied credibility, acknowledgement, and understanding.

When Yvonna Lincoln and Egon Guba published Naturalistic Inquiry, they formalized the effort to
challenge the stranglehold quantitative methods had on education research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). They
were not the first to complain about the marginalization of qualitative methods, nor were they the first
to advance the fundamental arguments behind their work, but they ushered in an era of exponential
growth for qualitative inquiry. The battles over method have ebbed and flowed in the years since. The
expansion of qualitative research was met by hostility from those in places like the Institute for Education
Sciences (IES) such that the landmark publication Scientific Research in Education (SRE) was a flashpoint in
the early 2000s (National Research Council, 2002). For research to be considered research at all, so this
logic went, there must be measurability, replication, generalizability, etc. If you wanted grant money, you
tailored your research method to meet these expectations.

SRE faced serious backlash at places like AERA. Scholars denounced what they viewed as a
monolithic restriction on inquiry (Howe, 2009). They were correct. Curiously, however, those who wailed
the loudest at being marginalized are now some of the same people doing the marginalizing. This
exploratory essay considers how and why humanities research is excluded, co-opted, or othered in
methods courses and methods course offerings for education research at an R1 institution. R1 institutions
are the highest designation in the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education in the
United States. R1 is one of three designations for doctoral degree-granting institutions, and means that
the university must have US$50 million in total research and development spending and 70 doctoral
research degrees. An R2 designation indicates that an institution has at least 20 doctoral research degrees
and at least US$5 million in total research expenditures.
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While not generalizable (ironically?), concerns have also been raised by philosophers of education
that philosophy is not taught or is rarely taught as a research method in colleges of education (Norris,
2021; Norris, 2024, in this issue). As though there are only two kinds of research—quantitative and
qualitative—this paper asks why humanities methods are so rare in an R1 education research core. The
short answer might point to numbers: there simply are not that many graduate students in history and
philosophy of education. The longer answer, however, arguably involves scholarly turf wars waged within
the politics of inquiry. This paper proceeds in three parts: (1) brief overview of the history and politics
of the methods wars; (2) explanation of a research core and the courses constituting it at Georgia State
University; and (3) the view from the outside looking in: peering over the qual and quant gate to see that
philosophy is already there, but denied credibility, acknowledgment, and/or understanding.

In its conclusion, the essay argues that erstwhile allies in qualitative (and quantitative) research
should re-visit the value of philosophy—free-standing (i.e., #of appropriated by, for, or within qualitative
or other methods)—and validate it as a legitimate and important research method, itself (American
Philosophical Association, 1996). Legitimizing philosophical methods specifically, and humanities
research more broadly, would add to the options for doctoral students in the social foundations of
education (and beyond) and would better integrate philosophy in education research writ large.

Brief Historical Overview

The concern with whether education research is scientific is not new. Ellen Lagemann (1997) points out
that the formal study of education did not begin until the turn of the twentieth century, with the
establishment of university schools and departments of education and the institutionalization within them
of an aspiration to create a “science of education” (pp. 5-17). Federal attempts in the US to define
education research as scientific first appeared in the Reading Excellence Actin 1998 (REA), providing funds
for “scientifically based reading research,” which

(A) means the application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedutes to obtain valid
knowledge relevant to reading development, reading instruction, and reading difficulties; and (B)
shall include research that (i) employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on obsetrvation
or experiment; (i) involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses
and justify the general conclusions drawn; (iii) relies on measurements or observational methods
that provide valid data across evaluators and observers and across multiple measurements and
observations; and (iv) has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel of
independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review. (pp. 105—
106

REA requires grantees to develop, select, or implement reading programs grounded in its
definition of “the best science” (Eisenhart & Towne, p. 32). What this legislation defines as the best
science is one based on narrow theories of experimentalism, quantifiability, and generalization—that is,
scientism. Yet it is important to note that, while George W. Bush’s administration intensified these efforts
at establishing a science of education, REA was passed under Bill Clinton’s presidency. The movement
toward scientism transcends political ideology.

After REA, draft legislation was introduced in the summer of 2000 by U.S. Representative Mike
Castle (R-Del) that pertained to the reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (OERI). The proposed “Castle Bill” sought to improve education research by requiring
that federal dollars be spent on “scientifically valid research” and proposed standards for “scientifically
based quantitative” and “scientifically based qualitative” research (Eisenhart & Towne, pp. 32-33). The
bill as such never came to fruition, but it sparked a great deal of debate about scientific education research
and arguably led to the establishment of the National Research Council committee that drafted SRE.
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The National Research Council (NRC) is the operating arm of the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS), which was established by Abraham Lincoln in 1863 and is now an honorific society of
distinguished scholars engaged in scientific and engineering research and, according to its self-
proclamations, is “dedicated to the furtherance of science and technology and to their use for the general
welfare” (“National Academy of Sciences,” n.d.). The NAS eventually expanded to include the NRC in
1916, the National Academy of Engineering in 1964, and the Institute of Medicine in 1970. The NRC
was commissioned by the United States Department of Education (DOE) to write SRE. In the fall of
2000, at the invitation of the DOE’s National Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board, the NRC
assembled the Committee on Scientific Principles for Education Research to address the question of
what constitutes scientific research in education. The committee’s mandate was to review and synthesize
recent literature on the “science and practice of scientific research in education and consider how to
support high quality science in a federal research agency” (National Research Council, 2002, p. 22). The
committee then translated this mandate into three questions that organized its study: (1) What are the
principles of scientific quality in education research? (2) How can a federal research agency promote and
protect scientific quality in the education research it supports? and (3) How can such research-based
knowledge in education accumulate? (National Research Council, 2002, pp. 22-24).

It was, however, the passing of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 INCLB) that brought the issue
of scientific education research to a head. NCLB contains more than one hundred references to
“scientifically based research,” which it defines, similarly to REA, as “research that involves the
application of rigorous, systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge
relevant to education activities and programs” (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001, p. 1). As with REA,
NCLB privileges scientism over scientific inquiry, establishing that experimental methods provide the
best evidence of educational effectiveness. This legislation begat more legislation that explicitly sought to
recreate education research within its narrow scientism, specifically the Education Sciences Reform Act of
2002 (ESRA).

ESRA similarly defines “scientifically based research standards” as those that: “(1) apply rigorous,
systematic, and objective methodology to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education
activities and programs; and (2) present findings and make claims that are appropriate to and supported
by the methods that have been employed” (Education Sciences Reform Act, 2002, p. 5). ESRA is
important for a number of reasons. Firstly, it defines scientific research narrowly as experimental in
nature. Secondly, it was the first explicit attempt to establish a science for education research, unlike REA
and NCLB, which arguably were concerned with larger educational issues. Thirdly, ESRA replaced OERI
with the Institute of Education Sciences (IES), which is in charge of funding education research, and it
determines funding based on a narrow vision of science.

Unsurprisingly, qualitative researchers were up in arms about such reifications of scientism.
Jeremiads proliferated from figures ranging from Thomas Popkewitz (2008) to Elizabeth St. Pierre (2006)
to Patti Lather (2010), among many others. One of the reasons for the fraught lamentations was the
concern that SRE was part of an attempt to define education research in scientifically narrow ways, which
would not only dictate what would be funded but also normalize and homogenize the broader field of
education, arguably in terms of scientism. Consequences of this shift entail revising the language we use
to talk about teaching and learning, and possibly teachers and students (Baez & Boyles, 2009). I also
argue, however, that much of the criticism misses two central points: (a) professionalization and
expertism exacerbating turf wars in higher education; and (b) implications for philosophy in research core
course offerings.

As Steven Brint (1994) points out, those who claim knowledge-based or data-based authority
increasingly eschew any claims to representing vital social or public interests, so that now expertise is a
resource sold to the highest bidder in the market for skilled labor. In the case of emerging social scientists,
the need for increased resources opened them to cooptation by those who control the resources, and the
latter will almost always support experts who deliver something of value to them (Silva & Slaughter,
1980). Such expertise only enhances the “technical skills” logic of elites or of the social-control structures



Deron Boyles 221

of society (Rossides, 1998). This logic is apparent in the arguments put forward by those who claim that
making education research scientific in the ways the federal government deems legitimate is important
because it holds the purse strings (Eisenhart, 2005; Eisenhart & DeHaan, 2005). This logic is also part of
the discourse around what counts, or should count, in the doctoral research core at issue in this paper.
Said differently, even those who may be sympathetic to humanities research hegemonically reinforce
privilege, wittingly or not, while lamenting privilege. There are structural factors, too, that reify the kind
of formalism that precludes legitimizing humanities scholarship. Whether it be credit hours, enrollment
data, or course proposal requirements that favor positivist mindsets, making space for humanities
research is a grinding and messy slog.

Research Core Courses at Georgia State University’s College of Education and
Human Development

At this point, I am shifting from the general, and 1 think generally agreed, narrative of the research
methods wars toward the particulars of an R1 university. Specifically, I sketch the outlines of the research
core at Georgia State University’s (GSU) College of Education and Human Development (CEHD) to
indicate the historical expansion of, and tensions around, what constitutes a research core, whether a
“core” should exist at the graduate level at all, and what, if any, representation or inclusion of humanities
methods is warranted or desired.

What is now the CEHD at GSU began as a school in 1965 (Georgia State University, 2024). At
the time, “foundations of education” was a widely understood, if not fully appreciated, moniker for
departments that offered courses in history, philosophy, sociology, psychology, and so on. At GSU, the
department known as FED (Foundations of Education) eventually included three units: educational
psychology (EPY), social foundations (SF), and research, measurement, and statistics (RMS). Similar
variations existed across the country, so there is nothing particularly special about FED at GSU. As the
university grew, originally as the business school of the Georgia Institute of Technology to R2 and then
R1 status, more attention was paid to issues like rigor and rankings. At least partially as a result, the
research core had its origins in the late 1980s and took more formal shape in the 1990s. The general claim
was that research methodologists would improve the quality of dissertations. Given that the core
developed just after Lincoln and Guba’s Naturalistic Inquiry is notable. My point is the role of
normalization. Significant attention was originally paid to the five-chapter dissertation format: Chapter 1
lays out the problem (including research questions, rationale, significance, limitations, etc.), Chapter 2 is
a literature review, Chapter 3 is the methodology, Chapter 4 is the narrative about/detailed explanation
of the study, and Chapter 5 includes the findings of the study and implications for further research.
Accordingly, the “five-chapter format” reifies an approach to dissertations that, while arguably useful,
also risks formalizing exclusion. That is, qualitative research elbowed its way in by, to some extent,
adopting (if not also adapting) the five-chapter format. Further, those of us in the humanities who may
not write five-chapter dissertations are faced with the constancy of alternative justification. We must
repeatedly explain why there is no separate literature review and why an entire chapter devoted to
methodology is unnecessary. This burden, whether defensive, explanatory, or something else, is a
necessary consequence of normalization—and adds to the burden of continually justifying why we exist,
and why we should.

Eatly tensions were evident when faculty from the Social Foundations unit pointed out that
historical and philosophical dissertations do not typically follow the five-chapter format. Further tensions
appeared when counseling psychologists offered a two-chapter format; essentially the first part of the
dissertation was a traditional outline and the second part was a published article. As qualitative research
increased in the college, tensions further mounted regarding the research core offerings, which had largely
been research, measurement, and statistics courses: think Stat I, Stat II, and so on. Through much
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discussion, and some gnashing of teeth, the core was changed to include an overview course that detailed
multiple research methods. This initiative resulted in an arguably novel experiment whereby six
professors taught the course together, each representing their specialty and enlivening debates about the
methods and the politics of inquiry. What is important here is that the “survey” of research methods
included many different methods, thus exposing students to the fact that there are multiple approaches
in research, including humanities research. That course was short-lived but prefaced a two-track core:
qualitative and quantitative. The core was originally nine hours, growing to fifteen hours, or five courses.
Setting aside the personalities involved in the various meetings about what does or does not constitute
research core courses, at least two issues continue to plague the core: expertise and flexibility.

Here is the crux of the problem: How does the core maintain rigor and credibility while also
adapting to the changing landscape of research methodology? One line of reasoning supporting expertise
is to continue to have the RMS unit teach the core courses. Faculty are trained as qualitative and
quantitative (and mixed methods) methodologists and they sit on numerous doctoral committees as the
dissertation’s formal methodologist. 1 support this position, not least because the RMS unit is in my
department, the Department of Educational Policy Studies (EPS). What I mean is that EPS offers mostly
core courses. Our “bread and butter,” as it were, is teaching core courses. Those familiar with the politics
of teaching core courses will know that there is usually a trade-off. Those of us who teach core courses
agree to teach larger sections and a greater diversity of students in exchange for the guarantee that there
are core courses to teach. It is also important to note that core courses are valuable because they bring
students from different majors into conversation with each other around topics they might not otherwise
explore. Without this diversity of class constitution, students become siloed in the echo chambers of their
sub-specialties and are not structurally required to grapple (i.e., via required courses) with other students,
other ideas, and, perhaps most importantly, specifically those ideas that challenge their worldview
(research and research methods included). Beyond the institutional, fiscal, and theoretical justifications, 1
also support the research core because I know my colleagues in RMS are experts. They research research
methods, to turn an awkward phrase.

An irony of expertise is stealth appointments. While my colleagues’ methodological expertise has
historically rarely been questioned, it is far more commonplace in 2024 to have faculty in other
departments claim expertise in, say, ethnography, mixed-methods, or qualitative research more generally.
This means that other departments are emboldened to offer #heir own methods classes and continually
challenge to have #beir courses count toward the core. The issues of expertise and flexibility recur.!

And this brings me to the uncomfortable reality that those of us who do historical and
philosophical research must face. As close colleagues with those in RMS, SF is continually marginalized
or overlooked altogether by the very colleagues we support. When, as frequently happens, my RMS
colleagues are questioned about where history and philosophy fall in the qualitative—quantitative binary,
we are told that the qualitative course Qual I references those methods, but that nobody in the qualitative
strand of RMS is an expert in history or philosophy, so there is little to no examination of them. For this
essay, I am setting aside the question of whether historical and philosophical research are qualitative. They
are not. In the GSU context, qualitative methodologists and SF scholars have nonetheless historically been
more aligned—hence the title of this paper: “With Friends Like These...”

To clarify the fifteen hours of the research core: Students take either Qual I or Quant I (see
Appendix A). After that course, they take a two-course sequence in research methods and two courses
in advanced research methods. At the present time, there are two advanced research methods courses in

1 A different double-edged sword: It is also notable that social foundations still have at least some turf to defend,
but given that stealth appointments of philosophers of education in early childhood, middle grades education, and
so on means jobs for philosophy of education graduates, it also adds to the muddying of the waters concerning
who teaches what courses and who takes those courses. Having philosophers of education hired in eatly childhood,
secondary education, leadership, etc. is good for the field. Is it hypocrisy to suggest that having qualitative
researchers hired in those areas is not good if they contest the core?
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humanities: Historical Methods in Education Research and Philosophical Analysis and Method. For SF
students writing history, strictly speaking, they must take four of their five courses outside their research
(method) focus. The same applies to students in philosophy of education. Relatedly, because Qual I and
Quant I do not explore historical and philosophical methods, most students are unaware that they are
options for dissertation research at all, thus limiting the number of students who might be interested in
advanced historical and philosophical methods courses (thus risking the courses not making at all—an
irony I’ll return to shortly). The only available solution is to develop more historical and philosophical
methods courses, but with the increased risk that the more of these courses offered, the fewer students
there will be to take each of them, since Qual I and Quant I do not legitimize them as research method
options in the first place. The structural preclusion should be clear: by not providing expert exposure to,
or validation of, humanities methods, students are left unaware of the existence and legitimacy of such
methods, thereby limiting the number who might take courses on them and thus providing a built-in
justification for not offering such courses, which is to say low enrollment. The vicious cycle continues.

The View From the Outside Looking In: Peering Over the Qual and Quant Gate

I have spent over thirty years making the point (certainly not original to me) that philosophy is already
latent in every dissertation. To the degree that dissertations contribute new knowledge to their fields, they
are at the very least epistemological enterprises and necessarily philosophical.? I also demonstrate how
any topic in any department benefits from conceptual analysis and cogent reasoning. Research questions
are illustrative. Logical flaws (e.g., question begging, hasty conclusions, overgeneralization, etc.) tend to
be plentiful and if I had more time, I would attempt the demonstration I repeatedly gave to the doctoral
fellows’ association on campus. There I would invite any student to state their topic and would
dialectically tease out the importance of terminological and conceptual clarity, logical consistency,
structurally sound arguments, legitimacy of sources, and so on. Suffice to say that those of us in
philosophy would do well to craft a meticulous justification of and for humanities and philosophical
research—both as a stand-alone project and one that is already integrated in dissertations and theses
(American Educational Research Association, 2006).

Symbolic of the problem at GSU is the following recent example. 1 proposed a new methods
course in the humanities (see Appendix C). The goal was to offer SF students doing humanities research
another option in the second set of required courses before they are eligible to take advanced research
methods in history and philosophy. There are confusing elements that I do not have space to share in
detail regarding internal course offerings versus core course offerings, the timeline for proposals, the turf-
language tensions on forms, and more, but the upshot is that the proposal was essentially denied by a
committee that included no humanities scholars.

Nonetheless, their review is helpful to show the problems I noted above. I include it in detail
below, and then highlight selected issues relevant to my concerns.

The EPS Academic Affairs Committee has reviewed the proposal. We are requesting revisions
before moving the proposal forward for a full faculty vote.

Here are the committee’s comments:

2 On this narrow point, I also want to credit and thank my colleagues in RMS for requiring SF courses for research
certificates. In our case, a course titled “Epistemology and Learning” is required for anyone secking a certificate in
cither qualitative or quantitative methods. This is a structural adaptation that supports faculty and advances SF, but
while it does require qualitative and quantitative doctoral students to take SF, it does little for SF students seeking
research methods conducive to their mode of inquiry.
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1. The focus of the course seems narrow, and the course description is not clear whether this
is intended to be a research methods course or a social foundations course. The course
description does not describe [a clear research]| method and the syllabus does not indicate clearly
the development of ... a research method.

2. The course title includes “Research Methods”, but the course description and the selected
readings do not clearly reflect a research methods course. ...

3. ... Research methods are covered in the qualitative methods three-course sequence as well
as in some of the other qualitative methods courses like Case Studies. ... What is the course
offering that is unique and not covered in other courses in the EPS department? We recommend
delineating in the proposal where the other courses fall short, especially the existing history and
philosophy courses in the department.

4. Will there be an adequate demand to warrant such a course? Will it be able to be filled
regularly?

5. The requirement of seven textbooks may appear to be excessive to students. Is that a typical
reading load for this type of course?

If you would like to submit a revised proposal, please respond to the committee’s comments. I
also recommend using track changes in the proposal document to help facilitate a quicker review
of the revised proposal. I suggest submitting the revised proposal as soon as possible because I
believe the last day the committee can send an approved proposal for a faculty vote is September
23rd,

Where to begin? Let me start with the legitimate critique offered by the committee. There is one.
Only. Whether the course should be a research methods course or a SF course highlights the point above
about whether it will be in the core or count toward the core. The former requires a college committee
vote of a particular sort; namely, the sort that would risk undermining the core, providing another
opportunity for positivist chest-pounding by iniquitous grant-seekers, and legitimizing those in the
college who want to substitute “their own” courses for core courses. That point is granted.

Conceptually, however, the “feedback” is internally contradictory and, frankly, offensive. Either
the course is too broad and must be more specific (#2) or it is too narrow and unworkable (#1). In
addition, (#3) the committee appears to know what humanities research elements already exist in
qualitative courses, but only to the degree that they are “covered.” There is no acknowledgment that
history and philosophy extant are central to qualitative methods courses. The review also sets up a kind
of Meno’s paradox: either there are already “enough” humanities research methods in qualitative courses
(so we don’t need a new course) or to substantiate a stand-alone course it must be demonstrated that
what is “covered” is not already “enough” (so we can’t know what we need to know in terms of
humanities research in the first place).

Indicating the structural bias noted above, the fourth criticism also assumes low enrollment. What
makes this structurally biased and hegemonically circular is that without the required qualitative and
quantitative courses validating humanities scholarship as legitimate, they preclude students from engaging
in such work, ensuring the very low numbers the committee now uses as a cudgel against offering a
humanities research course. They do not ask, “If we acknowledged and legitimized humanities research,
could we have an ‘area of growth’ in the department?” The final point of structural bias is symbolized in
number 5: “The requirement of seven textbooks may appear to be excessive to students.” That the
committee is not made up of any humanities scholars is painfully obvious in calling the required readings
“textbooks.” While not limited to humanities coutses, it is not uncommon for such coutses to have
multiple books—primary sources, not “textbooks”—and students eager and willing to devour them.

Overall, then, the feedback is illustrative of much if not most of the problem: social scientists and
qualitative researchers “framing” the conversation and expectations in ways that overlook or marginalize
humanities thinking, broadly construed. The only element missing that would make the point glaringly
obvious is if the committee were to suggest including a “rubric” for “assessments.” Nowhere in the
commentary is there language supportive of or for humanities research. In fact, the language used is
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deficit language applied to humanities courses, not RMS courses. Of the many frustrations I note, none
is more concerning than the structural exclusion of philosophical inquiry. It is as though the
dismissiveness, nay, mockery of philosophy as a field is a calculated strategy to keep questions at bay and
secure the “turf” constitutive of quantitative and qualitative methods courses. In a cruel irony indicative
of such calculation, it should be noted that after the SF proposal was rejected, another proposal—from
qualitative research faculty in RMS—was accepted. The course? “Narrative Inquiry.” Coopting the
biographical inquiry course is as opportunistic as it is insulting.

So where does this leave the central problem of this essay? Unchanged, regrettably. Doctoral
students approaching education research from the humanities are structurally denied content that would
make their inquiries stronger and more meaningful. More broadly, methods courses in the humanities are
limited to two, and the required introductory courses in Qual I or Quant I do little beyond gesturing to
history and philosophy as existing, much less as viable and worthy areas of study that doctoral students
should pursue. As indicated by the feedback from the departmental committee that rejected the proposed
course, humanities scholars also face being misunderstood, at least, or parodied, mocked, and
marginalized, at worst. Within the superstructure of the core, this state of affairs is regrettable but also
understandable. Without a core, any faculty member in any department can appoint themselves an expert
and teach whatever they want, thus setting up a quagmire between academic freedom, intellectual
competence, and practical viability.

In sum, philosophers are a diverse and fickle lot. We rarely agree with one another, even within
the small spheres of similar interests we might share. Accordingly, a clear danger in what I am offering is
that I might be committing some of the same sins as my departmental colleagues: casting the net too
broadly and essentializing humanities research, if not qualitative and quantitative research, too. On second
thought, this last point is not a danger in my department, as humanities research is not acknowledged
enough to be essentialized in the first place. Still, I think philosophers of education should give more
attention to such matters as indicated in this paper and I urge us to insert and expand philosophical
research methods as central to higher education.
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Appendix A:
Research Core

The Core Area consists of 15 semester hours of research coursework and 3 semester hours of Social
Foundation of Education and Psychology of Learning coursework.

Research Core (15 Hours)

Choose one course (3):
e EPRS 8500 - Qualitative/Interpretive Research in Education I 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 8530 - Quantitative Methods and Analysis in Education I 3 Credit Hours

Required (12 Hours)

e A two-course sequence (6 hours) in research methodology (see below for specific
tracks/courses)

e Two courses (6 hours) in advanced research methods as identified by the Doctoral Advisory
Committee

Quantitative Methodology

e EPRS 8540 - Quantitative Methods and Analysis in Education II 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 8550 - Quantitative Methods and Analysis in Education III 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 8600 - Computer Use in Educational Research 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8820 - Program Evaluation and Institutional Research 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8830 - Survey Research, Sampling Principles and Questionnaire Design 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 8840 - Meta-Analysis 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8660 - Bayesian Statistics 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9550 - Multivariate Analysis 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9560 - Structural Equation Modeling 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9570 - Hierarchical Linear Modeling I 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9571 - Hierarchical Linear Modeling 11 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9900 - Research Design 3 Credit Hours

Qualitative Methodology

e ANTH 8010 - Qualitative Methods in Anthropology 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8510 - Qualitative Research in Education 11 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8520 - Qualitative Research in Education 111 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8640 - Case Study Methods 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 8700 - Visual Research Methods 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9120 - Poststructural Inquiry 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9400 - Writing Qualitative Research Manuscripts 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 9820 - Advanced Qualitative Data Analysis 3 Credit Hours

Single-Case Methodology
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e EPY 8850 - Introduction to Single-Case Methodology 3 Credit Hours
e EPY 88060 - Applications of Single-Case Methodology 3 Credit Hours

Historical/Philosophical Methodology

e EPSF 9850 - Historical Research in American Education 3 Credit Hours
e EPSF 9930 - Philosophical Analysis and Method 3 Credit Hours

Measurement Methodology

e EPRS 7920 - Classroom Testing, Grading, and Assessment 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 8920 - Educational Measurement 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9350 - Introduction to Item Response Theory 3 Credit Hours

e EPRS 9360 - Advanced Item Response Theory 3 Credit Hours

Mixed Methodology

e EPRS 8850 - Introduction to Mixed Methods Research 3 Credit Hours
e EPRS 8860 - Advanced Mixed Methods Research 3 Credit Houtrs
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Appendix B:
Syllabus for an Already Approved Course That Arguably Would Not Pass the Review
Committee

EPSF 9930: PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS AND METHOD
Department of Educational Policy Studies
XX University
Spring 2023

Statement of Purpose

This course examines major approaches to doing philosophical research (natures, methods, and limits)
and investigates what it means to use conceptual analysis in education research. This course will
highlight logical and normative analysis as the primary means through which to do philosophical
research. Philosophical inquiry will be used to raise critical questions about knowledge, truth claims,
and ways of researching,

Goals of the Course

After completing EPSF 9930, students should:

1. Understand and describe fallacious ». cogent reasoning.
Thoughtfully and imaginatively develop arguments which demonstrate cogent
analytical and/or normative philosophy applied to education/educational issues.
3. Finalize a research paper, journal article, draft of prospectus, etc.

Texts

Plato, Gorgias (London: Penguin, 2004). ISBN: 978-0140449044

Wayne C. Booth, Gregory G. Colomb, and Joseph M. Williams, The Craft of Research, 4™ edition
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2016). ISBN: 9780226239736

Anthony Weston, A Rulebook for Arguments, 5 ed. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2009). ISBN: 978-0-87220-
954-1

David Bridges and Richard Smith, eds., Philosophy, Methodology, and Educational Research (London:
Blackwell, 2007). ISBN: 978-4051-4513-8

John Bengson, Terence Cuneo, and Russ Shafer-Landau, Philosophical Methodology: From Data to Theory
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022). ISBN: 978-0192862471

Grading:
Cogent Reasoning Assignments

Research Paper
Presentation

Written assignments will be evaluated not only for clarity, strength of content, and logical consistency,
but also for grammar, organization, style, and general writing quality. Students at the doctoral level must
demonstrate writing abilities which surpass all other levels of study. Students in EPSF 9930 should be
aware of this expectation.

Chicago Manual of Style (14th edition [Footnotes]) is required. Submissions to particular journals may
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require a change in style, but all work should initially follow Turabian. Students are also encouraged to
review the catalog information regarding plagiarism, double-credit work, and ethical comportment
regarding research.

OVERAILL

This course focuses on reading and writing philosophically-minded work. We will begin the course by
reading Plato’s Gorgias and exploring rhetoric and argument. We will then discuss cogent . fallacious
reasoning; proceed to key aspects of Weston, Booth, et al., etc. In addition to reading philosophical
method and understanding cogent reasoning, the purpose of the course is three-fold: (1) understand
philosophy as method; 2) improve the writing of dissertations and scholarly papers; and (3) BE
philosophical.

COGENT REASONING ASSIGNMENTS

This assignment is sort of a game. Fach student will draft two 2-4 page articulations of each student’s
research topic/argument/claim/purpose/significance (i.e., possible dissertation) and share a draft with
the class prior to our scheduled meeting. Each iteration will include examples of cogent reasoning and
at least one example of fallacious reasoning. The class will read each other’s work and identify the
fallacious reasoning (and any cogent reasoning as well). Note: Each student will submit a copy of their
paper to the professor with the fallacious veasoning highlighted; the papers shared with the rest of the
class should have no indication of the fallacy. Specific fallacies (e.g., non sequitur, appeal to authority, ad
hominem, appeal to ignorance, etc.) will be assigned by the professor. This assignment is malleable and is
intended (1) to have students demonstrate a positive degree of comfort putting their arguments forward
for scrutiny and (2) at the same time include cogent reasoning and the “game” element of fallacious
reasoning in order that everyone is attentive to each other’s work. Students will highlight or underline
or otherwise clearly indicate the reasoning (both cogent and fallacious) they use in the copy of the
paper they submit to the professor.

RESEARCH PAPER

For the research paper, students will develop a topic they used in the cogent reasoning assignment and
begin a philosophical investigation of the topic. While the topics are of interest to each student, the
research must demonstrate cogent reasoning and conceptual clarity. Ideas, drafts of papers, etc., will
yield cursory readings and directive comments from the professor and such interaction will indicate the
methods and means necessary to improve the effort. Those at or near the prospectus stage in their
program will find this process especially useful. Note: the research need not be “strictly” philosophical.
The assumption here is that any project has an element of philosophy in it and that the entire project
(“strict” philosophy or not) will benefit from cogent reasoning.

PRESENTATION

The Research Paper will be presented to the class for experience and critique and will be analyzed for
possible submission to the appropriate, reputable journals, or to advance as a prospectus draft, etc. In
the past, faculty subject specialists have joined the class for the final presentation. As logistics allow, we
may wish to continue this tradition.

Calendar for Readings: To Be Read For--




Week 1
Week 2
Week 3
Week 4
Week 5
Week 6
Week 7
Week 8
Week 9
Week 10
Week 11
Week 12
Week 13
Week 14
Week 15
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Introduction and Overview

Plato

Plato; Cogent Reasoning Paper #1

Weston, Booth (first half), details on footnotes

Booth (second half);

Bridges and Smith (Chapters 1-5)

Bridges and Smith (Chapters 6-10); Cogent Reasoning Paper #2
Bridges and Smith (Chapters 13-19)

Bengson, Cuneo, and Shafer-Landau (Chapters 1-3)

No Class

AERA Standards; handouts (Howe, Meens, etc.); Fraudulent (i.e. Predatory) Journals
Bengson, Cuneo, and Shafer-Landau (Chapters 4-6)
Workshopping Research Papers

Presentations

Final Research Papers Due

Style Guidelines link:

https://www.philosophvofeducation.org/resources/Documents /PES%20Manuscript%20Formatting
%20Guidelines%20for%20Authors.pdf

"The course syllabus provides a general plan for the course; deviations may be necessary. See the Policy on Academic Honesty. "Your
constructive assessment of this course plays an indispensable role in shaping education at XX. Upon completing the course, please take the
time to fill out the online course evaluation." "Students who wish to request accommodation for a disability may do so by registering with the
Access and Accommodation Center. Students may only be accommodated upon issuance by the Access and Accommodation Center of a
signed Accommodation Plan and are responsible for providing a copy of that plan to instructors of all classes in which accommodations are

sought."
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Appendix C:
Syllabus for Proposed New Humanities Methods Course

EPSF 9870: BIOGRAPHICAL RESEARCH METHODS IN EDUCATION
Department of Educational Policy Studies
XX University

Statement of Purpose

Biography persists as one of the most popular methods of non-fiction writing. Many biographers work
to bridge the gap between writing for popular consumption and creating rigorous historical and
philosophical research. Is biography literature? Is it history? Is it a socio-cultural exploration of a life?
EPSF 9870 posits that biographical research combines archival research, oral histories, genealogy, the
histories of ideas, and life writing to craft accounts that illuminate historical, sociological,
anthropological, philosophical, and cultural trends in education. The investigation into the life of an
historical or contemporary subject presumes doctoral-level responsibility on the part of the student and
will require reading of deepest level and writing of the highest quality.

Goals of the Course

After completing EPSF 9870, students should be able to:

1. Identify what biography is and what it is not.

2. Understand, describe, and logically evaluate the epistemological implications of biographical accounts.
3. Create a draft of a biographical chapter on a subject of their choice.

4. Thoughtfully and imaginatively apply the methodologies learned to contemporary education.

Required Texts
Lloyd E. Ambrosius, Writing Biography: Historians and Their Craft (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,

2004).
Hermione Lee, Biography: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009).
Stephen B. Oates, Biography as High Adventure (Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts Press, 1986).
Stephen B. Oates, Biography as History (Waco, TX: Mankham Press, 1991).
Nigel Hamilton, How to do Biography: A Nove/ (Cambridge and London: Harvard University Press, 2008).
Jo Burr Margadant, ed., The New Biography: Performing Femininity in Nineteenth-Century France (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2000).
Craig Kridel, Writing Educational Biography: Explorations in Qualitative Research (New York: Garland, 1998).

Suggested Texts
Alexis De Veaux, Warrior Poet: A Biography of Audre Lorde New York: Norton, 2000).

Maria De Los Reyes Castillo Bueno, Daisy Rubiera Castillo, and Anne McLean, Reyiza: The Life of a
BlacCuban Woman in the Twentieth Century (Durham: Duke University Press, 2000).

Benjamin J.B. Lipscomb, The Women are Up to Something: How Elizabeth Anscombe, Philippa Foot, Mary
Midgley, and Iris Murdoch Revolutionized Ethics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022).

Carlos Kevin Blanton, George 1. Sanchez: The Long Fight for Mexican American Integration New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2014)

David Mikics, Who Was Jacques Derrida? (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009)

Hayden White, The Content of the Form: Narrative Disconrse and Historical Representation (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1987).

Matthew G. Specter, Habermas: An Intellectnal Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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Robert Zaretsky, Catherine & Diderot: The Empress, the Philosopher, and the Fate of the Enlightenment
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2019).

Preparation and Class Participation

I'm reminded of Robert Fulgham’s book Everything I Ever Needed to Know I Learned in Kindergarten: listen
to others, be on time, don’t hog the floor but contribute with enthusiasm, say “please” and “thank you”
and “excuse me” when appropriate, etc. When everyone reads the required assignments, we’ll have a
great time. When reading isn’t done, 2 hours feel like 20 and 14 weeks feel like 42. Please read
everything. By now, given the pandemic, we are fully aware of the problems with Zoom, internet
connections, muting, “emojis,” etc. Nonetheless, you are expected to participate fully and with your
video on during the entire class.

Grading:
Discussion Facilitation =20
Prospectus Draft Presentation =25
Final Paper =35
Participation =20

Written assignments will be evaluated not only for clarity, strength of content, and logical consistency,
but also for grammar, organization, style, and general writing quality. Students at the doctoral level must
demonstrate exceptional writing and students in EPSF 9870 should be aware of this expectation.

DISCUSSION FACILITATION

Each week, we will investigate biographical methods and examples of biographical research. Students
will select a week in which they will facilitate the discussion of the assigned book for that week.
Students should not merely summarize the reading for the rest of the class but should be prepared to
lead the discussion for that week. Leading the discussion means engaging the rest of the class in a
dialogue about the text. The facilitator should compile a one-page handout containing key concepts,
ideas, method used by the author, insights, and thoughtful discussion questions. The student may work
with a partner or in small groups depending on class size. Duration of facilitation depends on class size
as well.

PROSPECTUS DRAFT PRESENTATION

Students will investigate a biographical subject of their choice. Once students have chosen their topic,
they will share that topic with the professor and other students during week three. Once the topic is
approved, the student should prepare an 8—10-minute presentation in which they outline and explain
their research topic and share the specific method within biographical methodology they plan to utilize
(intellectual biography, critical biography, narrative biography, etc.). Students should be prepared to
answer questions about their potential research topic and are expected to provide collective feedback at
the end of each presentation to aid one another as they begin their final paper.

FINAL RESEARCH PAPER

Students will complete a 15-25-page paper in which they investigate a biographical subject of their
choice, employing a specific method within biographical methodology introduced in the course. The
page range is intentionally wide and is subject to modification depending on the topic. Students should
create a product worthy of journal submission to 17ae Scholasticae. The expectation is rigorous research
which includes a wide variety of primary source materials, careful attention to detail, high quality
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writing, and novel contributions to the respective fields of interest. Written assignments will be
evaluated not only for clarity, strength of content, and logical consistency, but also for grammar,
organization, style, and general writing quality. Students at the doctoral level must demonstrate
exceptional writing and students in EPSF 9870 should be aware of this expectation.

COURSE SCHEDULE
Week 1 Introductions and Overview
Week 2 Lee
Week 3 Final paper topic due; Hamilton (Method)
Week 4 Hamilton
Week 5 Ambrosius
Week 6 Margadant; archives discussion
Week 7 Margadant
Week 8 Oates, Biiography as High Adventure
Week 9 Oates, Biiggraphy as History
Week 10 Prospectus Presentations
Week 11 Prospectus Presentations
Week 12 Thanksgiving Break
Week 13 Kridel
Week 14 Final Papers Due

This schedule may be amended at the discretion of the professor. Recording is not allowed.

ATTENDANCE POLICY
Attendance will comprise part of the participation grade. Each absence will result in a deduction of
your participation grade.

MAKE-UP WORK POLICY
As there are few assignments in this course, deadlines are expected to be met. If an extension is
required, the student must contact the instructor ahead of time to make necessary arrangements.

ACADEMIC HONESTY and OTHER POLICY STATEMENTS

As members of the academic community, students are expected to recognize and uphold standards of intellectual and
academic integrity. The university assumes as a basic and minimum standard of conduct in academic matters that students be
honest and that they submit for credit only the products of their own efforts. Both the ideals of scholarship and the need for
fairness require that all dishonest work be rejected as a basis for academic credit. They also require that students refrain from
any and all forms of dishonorable or unethical conduct related to their academic work. (University Senate, 1994) Additional
statements appear in the General Catalog. The course syllabus provides a general plan for the course; deviations may be necessary.
Your constructive assessment of this course plays an indispensable role in shaping education at XX. Upon completing the
course, please take the time to fill out the online course evaluation. Students who wish to request accommodation for a
disability may do so by registering with the Access and Accommodation Center. Students may only be accommodated upon
issuance by the Access and Accommodation Center of a signed Accommodation Plan and are responsible for providing a
copy of that plan to instructors of all classes in which accommodations are sought.




