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�Abstract

This paper outlines the development of a large-scale research instrument that is sensitive to the particular characteristics of the target audienceósecondary school teachers of English. The instrument took the form of a series of characterisations of different types of teachers from which respondents were asked to nominate the one to which they felt closest. The instrument was validated in two ways. Firstly, each respondent was asked to highlight passages about which they felt particularly strongly, indicating either agreement or disagreement, and the results of this showed that the vast majority of respondents found it easy to identify with a single description. Secondly, interviews were held with the respondents at one school who had previously completed a questionnaire designed to elicit views about the teaching of English, and their attitudes to the two instruments were compared.

�Large-scale research instruments

When the attitudes of a large number of respondents need to be determined, the traditional approach has been to use a questionnaire, which may require open responses (which then need to be coded) or, more often, closed responses, such as the very common agree/disagree metric of the scale developed by Rensis Likert (1931). These responses are then typically converted into numbers and then subject to a variety of statistical manipulations (see, for example, McIver and Carmines, 1981).

Quantitative research methods are associated with positivist forms of enquiry which are concerned with a search for facts. It has been argued by exponents of qualitative methods that quantitative work constitutes a form of methodological imperialism within the social sciences in which scientism ìuses an absurdly restrictive view of science, usually centring around the search for regularities and hypothesis testingî (Sayer 1993 p4). However, despite Sayerís criticisms and the growing importance of feminist and post-modern epistemologies (see, for example, Fonow and Cook, 1991), quantitative approaches still hold sway within academic research, with the survey questionnaire being regarded as the best (and sometimes even the only) method for acquiring objective knowledge. Large scale surveys have traditionally been seen as generating both superior knowledge and a generalisability unobtainable through small scale qualitative research. Part of this conflation stems from the seductions of measurement. For many years the academic orthodoxy in relation to empirical research has been ìWhen you cannot measure it, when you cannot express it in numbers, your knowledge is of a meagre and unsatisfactory kindî (Berelson and Steiner 1964 p14).

As a consequence quantitative research is associated with objectivity while qualitative work is seen to be more subjective and methodologically problematic. Historically, this hierarchy has emanated from disciplinary rankings. Mathematics and the physical sciences have always been viewed as generating purer forms of knowledge with a corresponding higher status than the social sciences. However, what gets lost in the importation of mathematical techniques into the study of issues in the social sciences is both the limits of mathematical applicability and any consideration that ëscientificí methods may also be subjective. Instead, the assumption is made that the relationship between the researcher and subject is an impersonal one and that ëscientificí methods protect against the contamination of findings by subjectivity (Wittig 1985). The ëhardí data generated through surveys is seen to stand free of either subjectivity or prejudice (OíConnell Davidson and Layder 1994). The logic of such methods (and even their language) prescribes both prediction and control (Unger 1983 p11). 

Despite the values of separation, distance and control embodied in traditional quantitative research, we argue that beneath the veneer of objectivity, quantitative research methods such as questionnaire surveys can be just as messy and subjective as qualitative approaches. In fact the main section of this paper discusses a survey research instrument designed specifically to recognise and engage positively with respondent subjectivities (based on Marshall, 1999). However, first we draw on our collective fieldwork experiences to illustrate the ways in which conventional questionnaires engage the subjectivity of respondents. While quantitative researchers rarely feel the need to deal directly with issues of subjectivity, the lack of direct engagement does not obviate the influence of respondent subjectivity which infuses the research process in surveys no less than in face-to-face interviews. Rather, it seems to us that the emotive responses of respondents, the partialities, distortions, misrecognitions and misrepresentations that always permeate the process of filling in a questionnaire evaporate in the space between filling in the form and interpreting the data.

Indeed, there is an almost unquestioned, taken-for-granted assumption that surveys furnish researchers with facts in a fairly straightforward, unproblematic way, but this is brought into question by a number of studies on the effects of questionnaires. For example, in a study of 55 first year university students, Haddock (1988) found that those students who were asked to indicate the number of hours they spent watching TV on a six-point scale with low values  (<0.5, 0.5-1.0, 1.0-1.5, 1.5-2.0, 2.0-2.5, >2.5) had significantly  greater academic expectations than those responding to the same question with a high-value scale (<2.5, 2.5-3.0, 3.0-3.5, 3.5-4.0, 4.0-4.5, >4.5), even though there was no significant difference in the actual amount of TV watched. Further examples can be found in  Coe (1999).

Our research has been a small-scale attempt to question the superiority of survey methods over more qualitative approaches and, in particular, to begin to problematise the orthodoxy that quantitative work is intrinsically more objective than qualitative methods. In the course of undertaking surveys we have also focused on respondentsí responses to completing questionnaires by interviewing some of the individuals in our large samples, either individually or in focus groups, about their experience of completing traditional questionnaires. However, although we talk at length later about respondentsí emotional responses to filling in questionnaires, we also uncovered a significant amount of routine miscategorisation which came to light only when individuals had the space to explain their personal circumstances in depth.

For example, in the course of interviews undertaken by one of us (DR) one male Bangladeshi student revealed that he  had entered both his parents as having degrees because the respondent believed that any other response to the questionnaire ìwould show them up as uneducated and I didnít want any stuck-up academic looking down on themî. Similarly a young white male student described the main earner in his family as being ìan accountantî on the form but in interview revealed that this was his biological parent who had left the household when he was 6 years old and had only later returned to education to train in accountancy. The student actually lived with his mother and step-father, working respectively as a shop assistant and plumber and neither of them has formal academic qualifications. A third studentóa young white male who had followed an ëaccessí routeóhad put down main earner as ëa lawyerí. In interview it transpired that this was his girlfriend of a year and that the two of them lived apart. He was living with his father who was an unemployed builder, and who worked as an untrained youth worker on a community project. Finally, in a predominantly working class school two parents who in terms of their questionnaire responses appeared to be the most highly-credentialled in the sample turned out to be unemployed when interviewed. Oneóa black lectureróhad not worked for six years while the otheróa black actorówas actually resting and working in a sandwich bar. Neither of their daughters had mentioned their fathersí unemployment on the questionnaire forms. These are just four examples that we have selected to illustrate the point being madeóthey are in no sense isolated examples. Indeed, such is the gulf between what individuals put in response to a questionnaire and what they say in an interview that it is our experience that different forms of evidence (eg interviews and questionnaires) are consistent less often than they are not. 

Our research indicates that survey researchers, no less than their qualitative peers, are prey to conformist as well as deviant and transgressive subjectivities. When an adolescent writes that his part-time work is as a rentboy it is fairly evident that he is not answering in good faith. But what about the girl who tells you in a follow up interview that she felt sorry that her parents hadnít got any educational qualifications so gave them some in her questionnaire responses? Annoyance, irritation, mendacity, a desire to please and feelings of shame can all affect questionnaire responses as these extracts from interviews bear out:

ìJust tell me what you want me to put down. I hate filling these things in. I just try and work out what they want me to say and put that down so if you tell me itíll save me the bother of having to figure it outî (Carol, access student HE project).

ìYou know theyíre all lies. People like me just make it all upî (Patricia, access student, HE project).

ìI think theyíre a total pain in the arse. I just try and get it over and done with as soon as possibleî.

While the responses of young children may not employ the strategies used by the adults described above, even the most guileless respondents can produce responses that are likely to lead to invalid interpretations. For example, one young child was telling his mother about a test that he had taken that day at school (a standardised ëabilityí test used by the school for monitoring purposes). When asked how he got on, he said, ìIt was pretty easy really, but I felt sorry for the Bsî. When asked by his mother what he meant by this, he explained that by the time he was about two-thirds of the way through the test, he had noticed that he had marked fewer Bs than other letters on the automated scoring form, so to make it ìfairerî, he made sure that he included lots more Bs in his responses to the remainder of the test!

In an attempt to overcome the difficulties of interpreting traditional questionnaire responses, Ian Stronach and Maggie MacLure write about devising a ëreport and respondí questionnaire which provided respondents with the space for ëemotional colouring-iní (Stronach & MacLure 1997 p108). However, most questionnaires do not provide such space, instead channelling respondents into providing detached, formal responses. Such responses, while neat and easy to convert into statistical data and ëstraightforwardí facts, lack what Stronach and MacLure term ìstruggle and signs of lifeî. The importance of revealing both struggle and signs of life point to a need to breach the formal protocols of conventional questionnaires. They go on to argue such breaches can be seen as indicators of validity rather than deficiency, noting that their own report and response method was intended to encourage dialogue ìas a provocation to both summative and formative commentî (ibid., p105) and that many of the respondents read it in this way. It was also designed to encourage a more ìinformal registerî (ibid., p104) as well as a more ìopenî response (ibid., p105). In this specific example, Stronach and MacLure found that over four-fifths of the respondents (81%) did use the possibility of going beyond the simple agree/disagree part of the rubric. 

Despite this, the report and response method does still contain elements of the questionnaire. Although the questions are presented as statements, they are still numbered and can, therefore, appear as isolated and decontextualised. These statements are fragmented around particular aspects of the programme to which teachers are being asked to respond. No holistic picture of the course is being presented. Similarly, although additional response is encouraged, the rubric does ask for a simple agree/disagree response to the whole statement. Although Stronach and MacLure describe the way in which teachers do play around with the text within these statements, report-and-response can nevertheless be seen as an attempt simply to broaden the scope of a questionnaire. The format did provoke two teachers to add, ìJust putting in a (tick or cross) is too restrictiveî (ibid., p105). 

Researching teachers of English 

This last observation and the type of attitude it denotes was particularly significant when developing a research instrument to capture the philosophies of English teachers and it is to that specific challenge that we now turn. It is not the contention of this paper that English teachers are a uniquely problematic group, but their well-documented hostility to certain forms of what they would describe as atomistic forms of assessment (see for example Wiliam, 1995; Furlong, 1998; Marshall, 1996) has, as we shall see, many parallels with their attitude towards questionnaires. 

It is not uncommon for those researching English teachers to begin by apologising for the inadequacies of the questionnaire as a research instrument before presenting their findings. A good example of this is provided by the influential Versions of English by Dorothy Barnes, Douglas Barnes and Stephen Clarke. At the start of this book they feel moved to comment, ìDirect questions are frequently an inappropriate tool for eliciting the deep seated beliefs and principles which govern our actionsî (Barnes, Barnes and Clarke, 1984, p40). Similarly Andrew Goodwyn (Goodwyn, 1999) looking at the extent to which English teachers views of the subject have altered since the introduction of the English curriculum in 1989, acknowledges that, ìThe weakness of all surveys is the constraints they place on respondents and some teachers remarked on this difficultyî (Goodwyn, 1999).

The principle researcher on the project reported here (BM) had also used a questionnaire (Marshall and Brindley, 1998) to establish teachersí models of English and found not only reluctance to use the form but, often, either an inability to fill in the form correctly or a conscious desire to subvert it. In one sample, not a single respondent completed the questionnaire as intended. Only half responded at all and of those, six filled in the form incorrectly or subverted the questions. In order to ascertain their views of the subject Marshall had asked them to prioritise certain elements of their teaching, first by asking them to rank order them on a scale of 1-4 (with one as highest) and then asked them to place these elements, and any others that they might want to add, along a continuum from most to least important. 

One respondent omitted that page. Two reversed the rank order. One answered only the rank order question and failed to respond to the continuum. Another changed the word ìrankî to ìrateî and then only ticked two of the options (literature and oracy) and yet another wrote ìmeaninglessî beside the rank-ordering question and placed an exclamation mark in the middle of the continuum. When the survey was extended to a much wider sample a similar pattern emerged. From one LEA only the primary sector replied. 

Faced with such responses, the obvious and traditional alternative to the questionnaire has been the interview, but interviews do not allow for the possibility of a large-scale survey (at least within reasonable cost constraints) nor does it allow for comparison to precisely the same stimulus. It was this desire to create a large-scale research instrument, which took account of the target audienceís hostility to questionnaires, from which the Rough Guide to English Teachers was born.

The Rough Guide to English Teachers

The Rough Guide to English Teachers was a small A5 booklet written by Bethan Marshall. It contained within it descriptions of five different types of English teachers (in the text they were called Group A, Group B etc). These descriptions were differentiated both by their content and by the style in which they were written. To this extent it is possible to suggest that what was presented were five different discourses of English teaching. While it is not the purpose of the paper to give a detailed description of how these were derived it is important to give a summary of their construction. 

In part they came from an analysis of the contested history of English as a subject. Without wishing to traduce the complexity of this history, four main traditions were identified that can best be represented as shown in figure 1.

´Figure 1 about hereª

To this background picture was added the more recent battles of the last ten years over the national curriculum for English. Here Marshallís insider knowledge as an English teacher, LEA advisor and lecturer in education at Kingís College London was crucial in that it was possible consider the way in which teachers themselves had reacted to the debates surrounding the changes to the national curriculum for English. This was analysed in the context of commentaries written on the debates along with theories of English teaching such as those written in the 1980s by Stephen Ball. For example Ballís analysis of English teachers (Ball, 1987) was compared to the five views of English teachers found at the beginning of the report of Coxís working party (DES and WO, 1989). 

In addition the work of Chris Davies (1992; 1996) and Griffiths (1992) was considered. Both these writers had already subdivided English teachers into two broad categoriesóliberal humanists and cultural theorists. Through an iterative interplay between experience and theory certain clusters of key concepts and issues emerged around which the descriptions might be constructed. These included:

ï	 the grouping of pupils by ëabilityí;

ï	the management of change within schools;

ï	attitudes towards the teaching of grammar, knowledge about language and standard English;

ï	the teaching of literature (and in particular the canon);

ï	assessment; and

ï	attitudes to the arts, creativity and personal growth.

Marshall placed these within a matrix which she used to explore the different positions that teachers of English might take on each of the issues. Using this framework  five different views of the subject emerged. These were further developed in an initial description of each of the views. 

Three of the eventual philosphies came broadly from a liberal humanist position. The first, which we termed ëOld Grammariansí, were the closest to the liberal arts position found from Matthew Arnold onwards. Although somewhat unsatisfactory, the name derived from a desire to connote the distinctly academic flavour (redolent of the teaching of English in grammar schools) as well as an interest in formal grammar. The second group was termed ëLiberalsí, connecting with the general liberal humanist tradition of personal growth, while at the same time connoting emphases on empathy, personal voice and so on, rather than the arts per se. While these first two have progressive elements, the third group within the liberal humanist tradition, termed Technicians, does not. Its name emphasises a belief in the acquisition of skills, linked to a view of knowledge which is something to be acquired rather than challenged or explored. To a large extent this group represented the traditionalist brand of liberal humanism. 

The other two groups might broadly be categorised as cultural theorists, who also owe something to the progressive tradition. The first was termed Critical Dissenters intended to emphasise the notion of critical literacy while at the same time acknowledging this as a radical and dissenting position. The fifth groupótermed Pragmatistsóshare much in common with the Critical Dissenters in terms of cultural theory but in practice are much less oppositional and more pragmatic in their approach (and in particular are less hostile to the new ëmanagement cultureí of schools).

These broad outlines then had to be translated into descriptions that the teachers themselves would recognise and with which they would identify. At the same time these descriptions had to be sufficiently different to discriminate the variety of views we wanted to capture. To do this Marshall used both the content of the descriptions and the language and form in which the content was presented. In other words key words and phrases were placed into the text which were intended, as far as possible, to resonate with one group while alienating the others. The text for the Pragmatists, for example, was infused with language of school management, that for the Technicians talked of skills, while the description of the Critical Dissenters used the language of opposition and dissent. These were wrapped around a kernel of key issues already identified. The following three paragraphs detail further the considerations made by Marshall in generating the five descriptions.

There was a sense in which emergence of these subject philosophies made them not unlike character studies, even though they were, in another way, archetypes. When writing them I had kept recognisable people in my head. As I tried to disentangle points of view, I had asked myself how so-and-so might react or what such-and-such might say. To this extent they were also like arguments for a position. The drafts were like texts to be discussed. I had in effect literally characterised a philosophy. To this end I decided to produce a final version that allowed my text to be analysed by English teachers in a manner similar to that which they would approach any text to be critiqued.

In order to produce some systematic sense of what I had got right and wrong I used a technique commonly used amongst English teachers to encourage close reading of a text. I asked teachers to select the description with which they most identified and highlight those words and phrases which had helped them make the choice. In a different colour they indicated those elements of the description which they thought were mistaken. They were also told that they could annotate the text at any point.

To an extent the success of the enterprise depended on the teachersí analytical ability, their own ear for the nuances of the language and the nuanced connotations which certain words carried. The idea of building key concepts and key phrases into the text was crucial to the way in which the data was analysed, in that it would allow the positive and negative responses to the characterisation of teachersí philosophies to be counted. It is this that above all allows for the development of a large scale research instrument, because the teachers are all responding to the same elements of the text. Yet crucially, from the point of view of the target audience, these key phrases are not decontextualised. Embedding them into the whole text allows them to be read as part of an overall position and responded to in that manner, rather than as a series of atomised statements. 

The Rough Guide was then piloted in two schools, following which minor amendments were made before extending the survey.

Results

The validation of the Rough Guide depended to a large extent on the ability of teachers to respond to the way in which they had been classified.

While there is much that could be said of the nature of the replies perhaps the most striking is that of the 75 teachers who eventually replied only three were unable to place themselves and only one teacher was hostile to the exercise. The complete classification of the respondents is shown in table 1.

´table 1 about hereª

Furthermore, an analysis of the annotations made by respondents on their chosen descriptions (see Marshall 1999 for further details) showed that the the vast majority of respondents who selected text or made annotations identified strongly with the key concepts and key phrases that had been placed in the descriptions. Only very rarely did any respondents disagree with the key phrases and key concepts for their chosen description.

In order to validate further the ëRough Guideí, we also took advantage of the fact that the English teachers in one of the schools in our sample had recently also completed Andrew Goodwynís questionnaire on teachers responses to the Cox models (Goodwyn 1999). Using a focus group one of us (DR) asked teachers to compare the form of the two research instruments. While the sample is small, their responses do contribute to the debate about the need to consider the audience in developing a research instrument.

Lawrence, the head of the English department comments:

You get fatigue with a questionnaire and youíve got to number 25 (and this particular one goes to 30) and youíve made exactly the same repetitive choices each time whether itís one to five and I think even with the best will in the world itís too much. You really need to fill in five at a time and then leave it.

Lucy, another member of the department added, ìYou donít think about them enoughî while Laura replied, ìYes that it becomes an automatic knee-jerk response.î All their complaints suggest that the form of a questionnaire is in some way inimical to the way in which they operate as English teachers. All viewed them as atomistic, rather than holistic, demanding a response that was closed rather than open. For this group, questionnaires have the reductive ëfeelí of a multiple choice test that encourages superficial reading (Wiliam 1995, Marshall 1997, Furlong, 1998). The decontextualisation of sentences and the reductive nature of multiple choice tests are seen as a bar to encouraging critical readers (Cooper and Davies, 1993). Both these are approaches that they attempt to avoid in their own teaching, and sit uneasily with a broad view of the subject which seeks complexity rather than simple right/wrong responses. 

In contrast, for Lucy, the ideas in the Rough Guide are placed in context in a manner which encourages response to a whole text. She comments, ìIt [the Rough Guide] wasnít asking me questions that I had to tick. It felt as if it had been put together as a coherent set of ideas much more than just a single statement about English teachingî.

The process of reading the Rough Guide made her ìthink carefully and reflect carefullyî. For Laura this reflective activity, which the Guide encouraged, is closer to her classroom practice. Comparing her response to the Guide with that to the questionnaire, she comments, 

It made me think a little bit more. Whereas with the questionnaire, if Iím really pushed for time, I can do it very quickly, and if you want to be bland about it you can tick box three in the middle all the time and not put yourself on any side of the fence. Whereas with that [the Rough Guide] you had to think carefully about what was being said and highlight, and thatís a skill that we are using all the time in the classroom, you know, analysing what is being said. So I felt it was far more relevant to me.

This last comment also gives some insight into the way in which some respondents complete questionnaires which in itself raises questions about their validity. Lauraís assumption that the middle option is always the compromise answer not only shows a misunderstanding of questionnaire design but would completely invalidate any attempt at a meaningful interpretation of her response.

But perhaps the most interesting feature of the responses to questionnaires in this group of teachers is the way in which they see them as impersonal and so in some ways less able to elicit the views of the respondent. Lawrence comments, 

The questionnaire is in some ways quite superficial. You become depersonalised in your answering of it and you think Iíll be in one of these groups and everyone will be ticking or crossing. Whereas with this [the Rough Guide] you engage much more with ... as a profile of a teacher.

He goes on to add,

You might get a statement in here in the questionnaire that was also in the body of this but because of the layout of the questionnaire it seems far less personal. But when you see the same thing in the Guide it appears in this you feel as if youíve been undone in some sort of way. As if what youíd always thought about yourself had actually been found out. Whereas with a questionnaire I never feel that.

The language of his comment shares much in common with the desire of English teachers to encourage an empathetic response to a text, but it also echoes the nineteenth century liberal tradition so dominant in English teaching, which contrasts the mechanistic and the superficial with the personal. Making this point in Culture and Society, Raymond Williams looks to Thomas Carlyle as the definer of such views. He traces the influence of Carlyleís work, in particular ìSigns of the Timesî, to the Coke Town of Dickensí Hard Times and Arnoldís Culture and Anarchy. In the essay ìSigns of the Timesî, first published in the Edinburgh Review in 1829, Carlyle complains that in the ìMechanical Ageî in which he lives, ìNot the external and physical alone is now managed by machinery, but the internal and spiritual also... Men grow mechanical in head and in heart, as well as in handî (cited in Williams, 1961 p86). He adds, ìto the inward world, (if there be any) our only conceivable road is through the outward; that in short, what cannot be investigated and understood mechanically cannot be understood at allî (ibid. p87).

Laura takes the idea one stage further. For her the impersonal nature of questionnaires is almost hostile. ìThereís something quite confrontational about the questionnaire because the statements tend to get your back up as you read themî. Part of her sense of confrontation appears to lie in her dislike of the demand to disagree strongly (recall that it was Laura who wanted to compromise by filling in the middle option in the questionnaire). ìIt almost colours the whole questionnaire I think because itís right there in the middle of the page and you think, ëOh no I donít agree with that at allíî. Part of the appeal of the Rough Guide, according to Lucy, is that you can ìagree with something in every group. The process is very different with the Guide.î

Lucy follows this up by adding, ìWith the questionnaire you immediately read a sentence and then you decide your answer, and so you donít get a whole view that will soften how you feel, you know because you read it all and then you decide.î Again the implication is that the questionnaire demands snap decisions that make the reader feel defensive. Lucy feels that she is being asked to make a judgement without ìa whole viewî. 

Evidently the very layout of the Rough Guide contributed to the way in which these teachers completed it, not simply because it was more familiar, but because it allowed them to feel more in control of the process, less manipulated, and so, in some senses, therefore, taken more seriously. The agenda did not lie elsewhere, but was, in a way, transparent. For Lawrence, ìThe good thing about this is also that it [the Rough Guide] doesnít come with an agenda, as most surveys do,î to which Lucy replies ìYeah we know how to analyse their agendaî. Lawrence extends this comment by adding, 

Yes, whereas this one really does seem to just lay it all out for you, to choose which suits you. I mean we felt weíre asked to fill in lots of questionnaires and really you know they are not interested in the results unless they are clearly what they are angling for.

This brief dialogue betrays much distrust of questionnaires, almost as if they were part of some establishment conspiracyóìtheir agendaî and ìthey are not interested in the results unless they are clearly what they are angling forî. ìAnglingî here connotes both a wheedling manner and a desire to trick the respondent, and that the ìtheyî of the questionnaire are not genuinely engaged with the respondents. ëTheyí are both anonymous and potentially dismissive. Lucyís response, however, has the resonance of a sixties radical fighting the system. The stress of the sentence falls on ìtheir agendaî. The drawled ìyeahî at the beginning gives it an added ring of a antinomian protest. Interestingly, her comment also betrays a belief in the need for some form of critical literacy. Again it is unclear if she is using it as Freire might understand the term, or more possibly as Hoggart (1998) or Leavis and Holbrook (1961, 1964) before him might have applied it. But at one level her sense is clear. Agendas need to be analysed. Yet Lucy and Laurenceís exchange also confirms the power of writing the medium to guide the reading. ëThe layoutí of the Rough Guide invited a different reading (cf. Kress, 1996). 

Discussion

In our discussion of questionnaires, interviews and the Rough Guide, we have stressed the differences between these approaches to the elicitation of evidence, but it is also important to note that they have much in common. No research instrument has the capacity to tap into the ërealityí of what a respondent thinks about a particular issue. Sometimes this is because the stimulus prompts an individual to think about something in a particular way for the first time, but even when the stimulus relates to issues about which the respondent has thought deeply, we believe that the process of responding is best thought of as involving the respondent in a process of negotiation of an identity within a ëfigured worldí (Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner & Cain, 1998). These identities are not static but dynamic and in constant flux so that any stimulus to a respondent is much more an instrument for the creation of knowledge than for its elicitation. This is not a weakness of the instruments themselvesóthe fact that individuals inhabit multiple such figured worlds denies the possibility of any such transcendent reality in the first place.

What matters, then, in building up valid representations of the figured worlds of our respondents is that they have the opportunity to negotiate the meanings of the stimuli to which they are asked to respond, to reflect upon their responses, and also to negotiate and amplify the meaning of those responses. In this respect, we believe that audience-sensitive research instruments such as the Rough Guide have much to offer. In particular, the care with which such an instrument can be assembled may provide the individual with deep insights into their own identities (recall Lawrenceís feeling of being ìundoneî and ìfound outî by the Guide).

Having said this, it is important to note that an instrument such as the Rough Guide gives the researcher access (and only partial access at that) to only one figured world, albeit one that is a significant component of the identities of these individuals. The Guide itself is historically situatedóit relies on individualsí stances with respect to long-standing and current debates, so that such an instrument would need to be constantly updated. However we do not feel that this is a short-coming. Indeed, it seems to us that any instrument that does not need to develop along with its target audience must produced impoverished representations of the issues it purports to address.

In some senses, the Rough Guide is closer to traditional questionnaires than interviews. Because of the way that the Guide is constructed, it, in effect, asks only one question (albeit a complex one, with a complex answer). The theorisation (and in particular the key phrases and key concepts described above) takes place before the instrument is used, and there is little scope for theory building after responses are collected. This is in stark contrast to, for example, interview transcripts, where it is possible to theorise ëin the dataí.

The Guide also gives little indication of the process that have led to individuals making the identifications that they doóinterviews are far more likely to be useful here. Nevertheless, we believe that audience-sensitive research instruments such as the Rough Guide occupy a useful intermediate position between traditional questionnaires and interviews in providing an instrument that can be administered on a larger scale than face-to-face interviews, while at the same time providing greater validity than questionnaires, particularly in sensitive areas.
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Note

��

Figure 1: Influences on English

�

�Old Grammarian�Pragmatist �Liberal�Technician�Critical

Dissenters�Un-decided��Total�11�15�8�19�19�3���Table 1: Classification of teachers in sample
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