Concepts, Theories,

Hypotheses and Models

Chapter Summary

e The nature of the research questions, and the choice of researﬁh Str?t:i};e%r
strategies, will determine how concepts are used, whether hypotheses ar ,
bl
and the role of theory and models. . .
e Four traditions represent the ways cOncepts are used. in social res;arc:h.e .
o Omntological tradition — concepts identify the basic features of som
phenomenon and the relationships between them.. s by devisin
o Operational tradition — concepts are translated into variables by devising
ways to measure them. U
o Sensitizing tradition — concepts provide initial ideas
chese ideas will be refined as the research proceeds. tencribe and
o Hermeneutic tradition — concepts that a res'earcher uses to descri d
understand any social phenomenon are derived from everyday concep

of what to look for, and

and meanings. ' ] i
o The adaptive alternative seeks concepts that integrate agency and structure,

as well as micro and macro-analysis, and social and sociological conceptions,

_ with general theory. o
e The four research strategies tend to use concepts 1 different ways.

e Theory can be regarded as being of two main types — t.heoreticijans fanr:l1
researchers’ — and as existing at different levels of abstraction, ranging ros
classificatory schemes, through conceptual frameworks to theo‘rencal sy.stemo.f

e The place of theory in social research has been described in a variety

S. ‘ - - .
Zvafzis occupying the space between empirical generalizations and grand theory,
theories of the middle-range (Merton). o
o As producing an understanding of personal trQubles an.d public issues by
focusing on the intersection of biography and history (Mllls);:1 | heor
o As occupying various levels of abstraction between data and genera

retical ideas (Turner). . ' . .
o As being both inputs and outputs in ongoing cycles of induction and dedu

tion (Wallace).
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o As being generated from data (Glaser and Strauss).
o As being the outcome of a dialogue between research data and unfolding
conceptualizations and theoretical reflections (Layder).

o Hypotheses play a limited role in social research, only being relevant to the
answering of ‘why’ research questions with the Deductive research strategy.

* Various types of models are used in social research. They are:

abstract descriptions;

synonym for theory;

conceptual models;

theoretical models;

analogue for mechanisms;

diagrammatic representations; and

o

O O O O O o

Introduction

The social science literature is replete with ideas about the role of concepts, theo-
ries, hypotheses and models in social research. Some of these ideas have come to
be accepted uncritically. For example, many textbooks on social research methods
regard the core of social research as being the definition and measurement of con-
cepts, with theories stating relationships between concepts and models consisting
of networks of such relationships. Hypotheses are regarded as potential relation-
ships between concepts that can be tested by measuring the key concepts in them
and analysing the data so produced. This view is attractive because of its simplic-
ity. However, while it is very common, it is only relevant to two of the research
strategies, the Inductive and Deductive, and then it is used differently in each one.
Other views also need to be considered.
This chapter examines:

views on how concepts are used in social research;
ideas on the nature and use of theory; -

classical and contemporary views on the relationship between theory and
research; - ) ‘

the role of hypotheses and their connection with theory;
* types of models and their uses; and

the role of concepts, theories, hypotheses and models in the four research strat-
egies (see figure 5.1).

The Role of Concepts

Aconcept is an idea that is expressed in words or as a symbol. Technical concepts
1 any discipline form the language by means of which it deals with its subject-
Matter. They range in generality from the very specific to the highly abstract, and
from the simple to the complex. Concepts are regarded as the building blocks
of social theories. Theories, in turn, specify the relationships between concepts

mathematical representations. —.—... - _— —




112 Concepts, Theories, Hypotheses and Models

RESEARCH
STRATEGIES

A 4

RESEARCH
PARADIGMS

A

v

Concepts, theories,
hypotheses and
models

Data types,
forms and sources

Figure 5.1 Concepts, theories, hypotheses and models

and why these relationships exist. Good theories are supposed to represent what

happens in the social world. ; ‘ . .
allzxpcommonly held view of the role of concepts in social resea.trch, and their pla61;e

in social theory, is embodied in the Positivist research paradigm. Blumer (1969)

describes this view as follows.

Theory is of value in empirical science only to the extent to Which1 it connectfsef;iltt):
fully with the empirical world. Concepts are the means, and the only ryéanls o Feoab
lishing such connection, for it is the concept that points to the emplrlci in o

about which a theoretical proposal is made. If the concept is clear as to wl al’t it re f:f )
then sure identification of the empirical instances may be made. With-their 1?ept1d <f:a;
tion, they can be studied carefully, used to test theoretical proposa1§ axlrld exp 01:;.5 : ;)n
suggestions as to new proposals. Thus, with clf:ar cor'lcepts ‘cheor‘e?lca1 statle;n?BIumer
be brought into close and self-correcting relations with the empirical world.

1969: 143)

In addition to this role of establishing some kind of hn}( with the soclialhwtoifig
Blumer saw concepts as being important in thg theoretical framewo; tha i
a context for the research, as being invo.lved in the statement of 11::h e re‘:;?H o
problem, as determining the data that will be collected and how they v

The Role of Concepts

categorized, and as being essential in describing the findings (1969: 26). However,
he proceeded to scrutinize this view, in particular, to question whether concepts
used in this paradigm actually match the empirical world to which they are sup-
posed to refer (1969: 28). His solution was to use sensitizing rather than definitive
concepts, a distinction to be discussed shortly.

It is differences in views about the sources of concepts and their definitions that
distinguish the research strategies. For example, in the Inductive and Deductive
research strategies, it is the researcher’s responsibility to select the relevant
concepts and to define them before the research commences. However, in the
Abductive research strategy, the concepts and their definitions may be derived
initially from those used by social actors in the context of the topic under inves-
tigation. Technical concepts are derived from these lay concepts by a process of
abstraction during the course of the research. Because of these different usages, we
cannot set out with just a single view of the role of concepts in social research.

In the Inductive and Deductive research strategies, concepts and their defini-
tions have various origins. For example, they may come from:

* a theoretical perspective or research paradigm that is dominant within a disci-
pline or social scientific community (e.g. conflict theory or Interpretivism);

* a specific research programme (e.g. social mobility);

¢ commonly used theoretical concepts that are given a new definition (e.g. social
class); or

¢ everyday concepts that are given precise meanings.

All of these sources involve the researcher in deciding what concepts and defini-
tions are the most appropriate. ‘

To explore these differences, five traditions in the use of concepts in the social
sciences are discussed: the ontological, the operationalizing, the sensitizing, the
hermeneutic and the adaptive. The ontological tradition is concerned with estab-
lishing the main features of social reality, the operationalizing tradition with
specifying and measuring concepts to produce variables for a particular research
project, the sensitizing tradition with refining an initial flexible concept in the
course of the research, the hermeneutic tradition with deriving technical concepts
from lay language, and the adaptive alternative with using both technical and lay
concepts to link structure and agency. ’ '

The Ontological Tradition

The ontological tradition .is concerned with establishing a set of concepts
that identifies the basic features of the social world, and that are essential for
understanding societies, major social institutions or, perhaps, small-scale social
situations. Elements of the ontological tradition can be found in the work of
classical and modern social theorists. Classical theorists, such as Marx, Weber
and Durkheim, each developed a battery of key concepts that provided a view
of reality and were used in their theorizing. However, it was a modern theorist,
Talcott Parsons, who turned the ontological analysis of concepts into a major
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Figure 5.2 Parsons’s theory of the system of action (Source: Waters 1994: 145)

ificati ’ cheme will serve
preoccupation. A modification of part of Parsons’s conceptual s

i i i iti figure 5.2).
as an illustration of this tradition (§ee : nd
More recent attempts at theoretical synthesis, such as those by Habermas

Giddens, also include a strong ontological emphasis. ‘Giddens, for examgle;hlﬁz
reorgani,zed and redefined some of the basic conceptsd uﬁed by Paucs(ciug1 arrrll aj;)ound
i 1 instituti ranged the

.e. society,social system, institution, stru;ture), and has ar ‘ .

Slf ccs)(r)lcceg of ‘structuration’. The foundation concep;s in his scherfnetaret arietrilgz

’ i ds to the process of structu :

d “structure’, and the interplay of these lea: : 5

%glhﬂ: ii is not possible to elaborate Structuration Theory here (see G1dd§ns 13;4;
1984 as well as: Cohen 1989; Bryant and Jary 1991; Craib 1992; Layaer
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Figure 5.3 Key concepts in structuration theory

Scott 1995; Blaikie 2007), figure 5.3 is my attempt at setting out the relationships
between Giddens’s basic concepts.

The Operationalizing Tradition

The operationalizing tradition is concerned with turning concepts into variables,
with identifying the key concepts to be used in a particylar study, and then defin-
ing them and developing ways of measuring them.

From Durkheim on, it has been argued that as concepts are the basic building
blocks of theory, they must be defined precisely and consistently. The imprecision
of ordinary language must be superseded by a technical use of concepts. This has
led to the view that science has two languages (see e.g. Blalock 1968; Sedlack
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and Stanley 1992; Babbie 2004; Neuman 2006): one is the language of éonceptu-

alization and the other is the language of operationalization used in quantitative

measurement and testing of theories.

The language of conceptualization is the language that social scientists use to
communicate their theoretical ideas and research findings to each other; it is the
language of both abstract theoretical notions and a means of identifying observ-
able phenomena. In the context of a research project, this language is used to
identify key concepts and to state relationships between these concepts; to state
research questions and hypotheses. Thus, some authors refer to this language as
‘theory’. For example: ‘Theories are built from concepts [and] . . . concepts are
constructed from definitions’ (Turner 1991: 5).

Researchers are required to define these concepts precisely in terms of how they
will be used in a particular research project. The aim is to maintain a consistent
theoretical language, although this is unlikely to be achieved. Turner has certainly
adopted an optimistic view on this.

Hence the verbal symbols used to develop a concept must be defined as precisely
as possible in order that they point to the same phenomenon for all investigators.
Although perfect consensus may never be obtained with conventional language, a
body of theory rests on the premise that scholars will do their best to define concepts
ambiguously. (Turner 1991: 5)

These meanings are usually referred to as formal definitions.

The second language, operationalization, is used to transform theoretical
language into empirical concepts. This is done by specifying the procedures by
which the ‘theoretical’ concept will be measured, by indicating what will count
as an example of, or what will have to change to produce different values for, the
theoretical concept, i.e. the indicators that will be used to measure the concept to
produce data related to it. These are commonly called operational definitions.

The concept of ‘social class’ is an example of such an abstract concept. Social
class might be defined as ‘a category of individuals who occupy a similar position
in a structure resulting from the distribution of economic resources’. While there
are other meanings, this is what social class could mean in a particular research
project. Thus defined, the concept might then be measured in terms of the income
a person receives from wages or salary. This operationalization relates to only
one part of the total economic resources to which an individual may have access,
such as interest on savings, dividends from shares, rental income from property,
capital gains from property or other assets, a pension or superannuation. To
faithfully measure the concept as defined, these and maybe other data would
be required. However, the researcher might decide that some sources of income
(e.g. capital gains) are too difficult to measure reliably, or that individuals in the
study may have little or no idea how much of such income they receive. Hence,
operationalization may be kept to something that is readily measured (although
experienced researchers will know that obtaining accurate information about 2
person’s annual wages or salary can be far from straightforward).

When a concept can have a number of values, the measurement of it produces
a variable. A variable is ‘a concept which can have various values, and which i
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deﬁr}ed in sgch a way that one can tell by means of observations which value i
has ina particular occurrence’ (Stinchcombe 1968: 28-9). In research that st s
the importance of operationalism, variables are the focus of research activsi o
A great deal pf attention has been given to the problems of'o eration tly
some of the major concepts in social science. Debates about deﬁnIi)n and opern
tionalizing concepts have sometimes been regarded as a theoreticalictivitop?a-
ex%rnpl,e, some time ago, discussions on the appropriate meaning of the coyr;ceoi
?f ro’le kept many writers busy. The purpose seems to have been to arrive at t}I:
right df.:ﬁnm.on and to somehow persuade others to use it (see Biddle 1979) )
A major.d1fﬁculty encountered in defining and operationalizing conc ts i
that they dlffer in their level of abstractness. Some concepts relat% to coerf et
phenomena in specific times and places (e.g. the suicide rate). Other conc(::(:eie
deal Wlth phenomena that span time and place, that are very general (e devip ?:
behaviour). These latter concepts may be difficult to operationalize ugl }e:n-
are trgnslated into more specific concepts. e ne
This tradition of two languages also identifies a particular relationship betw.
theory and research. "I;heoretical activity is essentially about identif inpthe st
useful concepts and finding the right formal meanings for them Wh?le fese m}? s
?bout selecting the best method of operationalizing a concept ;nd then oce cis
ing to collect appropriate data and analyse them. As C. Wright Mills o'prtocclee :
many years ago, this is a very restricted view of both theory and resealicin s

‘Th 3 - ! . . .
j te,ory b¢comes tbe variables useful in interpreting statistical findings; ‘empirical
ata’ . . . are restricted to such statistically determined facts and relations as are

numerot i
erous, repeatable, measurable. . . . There are no philosophical grounds, and cer
T X -

tainly no grounds in the k : : i
1959: 66) work of social science -+ 8O 1O restrict these terms. (Mills

The relationship betw ) )
chapter. p een theory and research will be taken up later in this

tiol?lh;}rlrllle: was a major critic of the operational tradition. He depicted the tradi-
-

‘Operational procedure’ rests on the idea that a theoretical asserti

: d, - ) rtion or a concept can
be given both empirical reference and validation by developing a specific, regularized
procedure for approaching the empirical world. The given procedure (’)r og ear‘i"ze
fnay‘be the use of a test, a’scale, a measuring instrument, or standardized 21;3 101}
inquiry. The_procedure ‘operationalizes’ the theoretical proposition or concept Ifet}?e
flvez Operation meets tests of reliability the operation is taken as a sound instr;lment
or disengaging specific empirical data. In turn, these data are thought to be valid

‘empirical referents of th iti i ionali
ey e concept or proposition that is operationalized. (Blumer

He . .3 . )
o tg:]eclted to the idea of measuring concepts by selecting only a limited aspect
relevant phenomenon and assuming that it reflected all aspects. Take the

mEaSUICI nent Of l.IlteHl. €1ce ror exaIIlple- IIl €ver ; da} llfe? nte ]'h ence m
g f a :llf eSts
g

17



118  Concepts, Theories, Hypotheses and Models.

. present in such varied things as the skilful military planning of an army general,
the ingenious exploitation of a market situation by a business entrepreneur, effec- -
tive methods of survival by a disadvantaged stum dweller, the clever meeting of the
problems of his world by a peasant or a primitive [sic] tribesman, the cunning of
low-grade delinquent-girl morons in a detention home, and the construction of telling
verse by a poet. It should be immediately clear how ridiculous and unwarranted it
is to believe that the operationalizing of intelligence through a given intelligence test
yields a satisfactory picture of intelligence. To form an empirically satisfactory picture
of intelligence, a picture that may be taken’as having empirical validation, it is neces-
sary to catch and study intelligence as it is in play in actual empirical life instead of
relying on a specialized and usually arbitrary selection of one area of its presumed
manifestation. (Blumer 1969: 31)

As a symbolic interactionist, Blumer argued that an adequate understanding of
social life requires recognition of the fact that individuals and groups find their
way about by defining and interpreting objects, events and situations that they
encounter. The operational tradition either ignores this or takes it for granted
as not needing to be considered (Blumer 1969: 133). However, Blumer was
not completely against the operational tradition as long as it was only used “for
those areas of social life and formation that are not mediated by an interpretive
process’ (Blumer 1969: 139). He was also prepared to accept that in areas where
interpretation is involved, variable analysis might unearth patterns that cannot be
detected by the direct study of people as is required in the interpretive approach
to social enquiry. These patterns can then be investigated for the interpretations

that lie behind them.

The Sensitizing Tradition

Blumer’s major solution to the deficiencies of the operational tradition was to
suggest the use of sensitizing concepts.! He argued that in getting close to the
social world we discover what social phenomena have in common. However,
these similarities are usually expressed in a distinctive manner, with individual
and group variations. Therefore, concepts need to be sensitizing rather than
definitive in order for a researcher to be able to explore the nature of what is
common.

Sensitizing concepts provide clues and suggestions about what to look for. The
task is to reshape the concept to identify the nature of common aspects within the
diversity of other features. Until this is done, it is premature to impose predefined
(definitive) concepts on the phenomenon. A researcher sets out with one or a few
rather general and vaguely defined concepts that are needed to provide an orienta-
tion to the research problem. Initially, their meaning will be established by expo-
sition rather than by definition. However, as the research proceeds, the meaning
of the concepts will be refined to make them more relevant for their purpose.

In their exposition of grounded theory, Glaser and Strauss (1967) referred
to theoretical sensitivity as the continual development of theory from data.
Grounded theory combines ‘concepts and hypotheses that have emerged from

The Role of Concepts

the <':1§ta_1 wl'th some existing ones that are clearly useful. . . . Potential theoretical
sens%tfiwty is Iostl when the sociologist commits himself [sic] exclusively to one
, .
speec1 c preco}rllcelved tfheory (1967: 48). The notion of sensitivity here refers to
openness on the part of a researcher to different idea ’ i i
ss on th s, to a process of in
theoretical insights and data. ’ ’ rerrelating
5 Drgwlllng on the ideas of Glaser and Strauss (1967) about grounded theory
- . - ?

enmg ]:.S taker{ the. mlddlie ground with regard to sensitizing concepts. He has
argued that within his version of symbolic interactionism, the use of sensitizing
conce'pts1 pr‘ecedes QPeFatlonallzatlon. In fact, he defined sensitizing concepts
pegatldv.e y: By sensitizing concepts I refer to concepts that are not transformed
1mm](3h1ately'u:'1t.o operational definitions through an attitude scale or check list
. . . The sensitizing approach merely delays the poi i ionalization

] point at which operation

occurs’ (Denzin 1970: 14). S : i onalizacion

Tv&io points peed to be noted here. First, Denzin included the meanings that
social actfors.glve to the concept being investigated in order to arrive at his
ineamng dor 1t:.hSecond(i the subsequent operationalizing of the concept may be
ooser and much more diverse that would normally b i i
lo 11 ethecaseint -
izing tradition. ’ fe operationa|

Thg c;lleﬁmng characteristic of the sensitizing tradition is that a researcher sets
01f1t }\lmt a loosely df:ﬁned concept and then refines its meaning during the course
oh the f;search. While some .help might be obtained from the people involved in
the stt:i y, the concept remains the researcher’s. Even if another concept is sub-
stituted, the concept gnd its ultimate meaning are based on the researcher’s deci-
sions. The hermeneutic tradition presents a radical alternative to this view.

The Hermeneutic Tradition

The hermeneutic tradition differs from the sensitizing tradition in that concepts
the researcher uses to describe and understand any social phenomenon (i.e tefh-
nical c‘oncepts) have their origin in the everyday language of the sociai .actor
under investigation, not in the language of the discipline. i
Advoca.tes of this tradition argue that, initially, accounts of social life need
to be derived from the accounts that social actors give of their activities; the
language 1:1§ed by the social scientist must be derived from everyday langlia e
This requires a hermeneutic process in which the researcher tries to gras tie
meaning qf everyday language by becoming immersed in the relevant sEctor
of the socuitl world (Giddens 1976). As the process advances, the researcher
has to me.dlate between the particular everyday language and ;ome version of
th¢ technical language of social science in order to produce concepts that are
Jrflelev.ant to .the research topic. The process of mediation is akin to the herme-
( él:(:il; r;e;d;r;gg 9o)f a text; it is a matter of interpretation rather than translation
WaWhlle ; researcher may need sensitiz.ing concepts at the outset, these must give
hy to the everyday concepts that social actors use to discuss and relate to this
fh enomenon. For example,. if the topic for investigation is the ‘care of the éged’,
en a researcher has to discover what language old people, their families and
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.
professionals use to discuss the problem of what should be done about old people
who have lost the capacity to care for themselves. A range of concepts might be
used by different actors in different contexts, and none of these may correspond
to the ones a researcher has derived from the literature. The researcher’s task is to
make sense of this diversity of language by producing a typology, a set of catego-
ries (types) that capture the different concepts and their meanings. The labels for
such types may be invented or borrowed from the literature, but their meaning
will be generalized from those used by the social actors (see Stacy 1983; Blaikie
and Stacy 1982, 1984; Blaikie 2007: 97-9).

Hence, the hermeneutic tradition also differs from the operational tradition in
terms of the source of concepts. The operational tradition works ‘top down’ in
the sense that it imposes a researcher’s concepts on everyday life, the assumption
being that the researcher is in a position to judge what concepts will be relevant
because of the theoretical model or perspective that has been adopted. In the
bermeneutic tradition, researchers work ‘bottom up’ by adopting the position of
learner rather than expert. Social actors have to teach the researcher how they
understand their world, i.e. what everyday concepts and interpretations (lay theo-
ries) they use to make sense of it. By a complex process, researchers can use these
lay concepts and methods of understanding as the ingredients for their accounts.
From lay concepts technical concepts can be generated. This may require the
invention of new concepts, the adaptation of existing technical concepts, or the
borrowing of the latter. In the process, a more general and abstract account than
the individual accounts of social actors is produced. '

To use concepts as advocated by this tradition is to be reflexive: to allow con-
cepts to evolve through a process of re-examination and reflection. The meaning
of a concept does not remain static; it changes as the concept evolves from the
data and is applied to them. Whether concepts developed in this way can be
applied in other contexts is a matter for investigation. Of course, a researcher has
to stop somewhere and freeze the meaning of a concept for a while. The aim of
all this is to generate concepts that fit the problem at hand and work to provide
useful description and understanding.

The Adaptive Alternative

Later in the chapter we will encounter an approach to the relationship between
theory and research proposed by Layder (1998). As part of this proposal, he dis-
cussed the types of concepts that he considers enter into social research.

His primary concern was to establish a link between theoretical concepts and
ideas, and empirical materials (data and information), a link that did not give
preference or priority to one or the other. The ontological tradition is clearly on
the theoretical side while the operational tradition leans towards the empirical
side. In their own ways, the sensitizing and hermeneutic traditions try to establish
bridges between the theoretical and the empirical. However, Layder wanted t0
go much further by establishing concepts that bridge aspects of individual social
agency and reproduce social relations and practices. In other words, he wanted
concepts that integrate agency and structure as well as the micro and macro levels

The Role of Concepts

of social analysis. At the same time, he wanted to blend social actors’ conceptions
with sociological conceptions. ’

He saw these concepts as merging ‘the subjectively experienced world of
research subjects with the analytic and conceptual predilections and directives of
the researcher.” These concepts ‘are not simply grounded in data of lived expe-
riences or local narratives, but are also anchored to a chain of reasoning alz'ld
an anglytlc_ advantage point which gives their conceptual representation of the
behav1ouJF in focus a rather different basis’ (Layder 1998: 82).

To achieve this, Layder identified four types of concepts: behavioural, systemic
or structural, bridging or mediating, and general or theoretician’s. Be’haw'ouml
concepts are concerned with individual social agency and with describing the
everydgy Wor}d from an ‘insider’ point of view. They include types of social
actors in parncular types of social activities or social.settings, types of interper-
sgnal relationships in such settings, and the meanings and interpretations people
give to sqch activities, settings and relationships. ‘The point about behavioural
concepts {s.that they directly describe some aspect of a participant’s behaviour
pred}sposmon or .attitude/ and include some reference to his or her identity or thé
cll;;léfyg?)l.d meaning of the relationships in which he or she is involved” (Layder

Layder is willing to allow behavioural concepts to be either member-defined or
obser.ver-deﬁned. However, if the latter, they need to be ‘subjectively adequate’
(Schiitz 1963b; Bruyn 1966), ‘retain the integrity of the phenomenon’ (Douglas
1971) or b? relevant to the people involved (Glaser and Strauss 1967). This means
tkﬁt Eeh;vmureﬁ conceﬁts ‘nl;ust be recognizable, make sense and be understand-
able to those who are the subjects o i i
e e as s j f the study (even if not routinely employed by

Systemic or structural concepts refer to the reproduced social relations that
confront social actors as an external reality. They represent

the historically emergent standing conditions of an ongoing society. To say that they
are standing conditions does not mean that they are static and unchanging or that
Fhey are somehow beyond the reach and influence of human agents. Such things as
institutions, language, culture’and various forms of knowledge are all suscepfible
to the transformative powers of individuals and social groups, but they nonetheless
confront particular individuals and groups as the products of previous generations.

{Layder 1998: 88)

At jchis point, Layder draws on Giddens’s notion of ‘duality of structure’, that
spc1al structures are both constituted by human agents and provide the c’ondi~
tions for s:-ocial life. They provide the rules and resources that people draw on in
their routine social activities, and such activities contribute to the reproduction
of these structures through time and space. They are the settings and conditions
thaF constitute the social environment in which social life takes place. Therefore

while 'the systemic or structural aspects of society are intimately linked with thé
behawoural aspects, they constitute a second area of attention for the theorist and
social researcher. ‘

Layder goes on to argue that a third category of concepts is required as bridging
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or mediating concepts between the behavioural and systemic. He referred to these
concepts as typifications. This notion is derived from Schiitz (1963a), although
Schiitz regarded typifications as being both social (social actors’ everyday con-
cepts) and sociological (theorists’ and researchers’ technical concepts). Layder
has confined his use to sociological concepts.? He wanted these concepts to be an
amalgam, and to have an equal measure of agency and structure, or behavioural
and systemic aspects. Because bridging concepts are not defined entirely in terms
of everyday social activities, they may not be recognizable to social actors without
their sociological meaning being explained.

Layder has proposed that bridging concepts indicate and focus on three broad
kinds of phenomena. The first is the linkage between subjective and objective
phenomena. Some concepts refer both to subjective behaviour and the objective
social conditions in which it takes place. He used the concepts of ‘career’ and
‘emotional labour’ as examples. The second kind of concept indicates that certain
social actors occupy strategic positions of control and can therefore mediate the
effects of systemic aspects on the behaviour of others. Examples are managers
and professionals. Third, some concepts characterize the nature of social relations
that are influenced by systemic features and also express people’s involvements
and motivations. Concepts such as ‘calculative’ or ‘alienative’ involvement in
organizations are examples (Etzioni 1961).

The fourth type of concept is those produced by general theorists. Shortly we
shall encounter a distinction between theoretician’s and researcher’s theories.
This fourth type fits in the theoretician’s category. We only have to turn to the
many books on social and sociological theory to find examples of concepts
that have been invented by both classical and contemporary social theorists
and that are embedded in their theories of society and social life. The illustra-
tions of the ontological conceptual tradition discussed in this chapter provide
examples. :

Layder lamented the fact that researchers tend to neglect these general con-
cepts, perhaps because they are seen to be unconnected with the ‘real’ empirical
world. He rejected this notion. ‘In my view, all general theory is connected with
the empirical world in some way. However, . . . general theories differ in terms
of their degree of abstraction . . . as well as in relation to the question of how
they may be tested or adjudicated’ (Layder 1998: 95). He acknowledged that the
notion of ‘subjective adequacy’ has little relevance to general concepts, as they
are not meant to be social actors’ concepts. Instead, their value has to be judged
on the basis of, “first, the broader context of reasoning in which they are embed-
ded and secondly, their relation to other competing or complementary concepts
or theories’ (Layder 1998: 95). He argued that researchers need to move beyond
the immediate substantive concerns in research and pay attention to the ontologl-
cal features of social life. This is where theoreticians’ concepts and theories come
into play. ‘

The research paradigms that were identified in chapter 4, along with the vast
body of work of social theorists, provide ontological assumptions and general
concepts that social researchers can use to locate their research in existing ways
of understanding social life. Just which research paradigms or social theories 2
researcher chooses to draw on, and how they are used, are the critical issues.

Concepts and Research Strategies

Concepts and Research Strategies

"I.’here‘are some connections worth noting between the research strategies out-
11.ned in c'hapter 4 and these five conceptual traditions. The ontological tradi-
tion prov1§les a background to all research, although it is less relevant to, and
may be' r?}ected by, researchers who use the Abductive research strategy V’Vhile
Deduct{V{sts may find conceptual schemes very useful as a source of va.riables
Abductivists may resist the imposition of such ‘top down’ schemes and prefer tc;
generate their own concepts in a hermeneutic, ‘bottom up’ manner. d
It is in the Inductive and Deductive research strategies that the operationalizin,
tradition has been most evident.? In the Inductive strategy, concepts need to bi
selected, defined and operationalized. In the Deductive strategy, hypotheses are
deduced from a theory, and concepts. in a hypothesis are measx,lred in order to
test whether or not a hypothesized relationship exists. While it is possible to test
hypothese§ using other methods, this research strategy has been dominated b
the operationalizing tradition. It is worth noting that the sensitizing tradition caZ
also be used in these two research strategies, for example, in an exploratory phase
when relevant Foncepts and their definitions are being sc:ught. vE
TI}&; connection between the Retroductive research strategy and the conceptual
trgdmons is rather complex. Strictly speaking, concepts are not operationalized in
this research strategy. Rather, structures and mechanisms are hypothesized and dis-
coyered by.direct and indirect observations and experiments. Of course, to hypoth-
esize the existence of a structure or mechanism requires the use of langua;;é' youphave
to have some idea of what you are looking for. This may involve adopting,or adapt-
ing an existing concept, or inventing a new one, to identify it. In this regard, it would
be interesting to know how concepts such as ‘atom’ and ‘virus’ came to be ,used
Thfese comments on the Retroductive strategy apply particularly to the st.ruc-
tuml.zst.ve.rsmn. The situation is rather different in the comstructionist version
and is similar to that in the Abductive research strategy. It is in this latter strate ,
that both the sensitizing and hermeneutic traditions are used, but in differei};
bran‘ches. Nevertheless, it is the hermeneutic tradition that is mo;t appropriate for
genuine Abductive research. This is because the generation of technical concept
from lay concepts is a herméneutic process. o
. Aspects of the ‘adaptive alternative’ provide the possibility for a more sophis-
ticated use of concepts in all traditions of research but, particularly Wherllj the
Ded}lc_:nve and Abductive research strategies are used. I:inking the h:armeneutic
tradition and the use of the Abductive research strategy with structural and
general concepts can lead to more productive theory generation. In addition, the
Incorporation of both bebavioural and structural concepts, and the Vbridgin’ of
soc;al actors’ and sociological concepts in the context of general theory, can fnl
lead to more productive theories to test using the Deductive strategy ’ 7
Clearly, these five views of the role of concepts in social research :etre very dif-
ferer'lt'. As a result, researchers have to make choices about which traditign or
traditions to use, and, in the process, to make sure that their use is consistent with
g'thf':r research design decisions. While the choice of research strategy will have a
) }E Illnilrlll:z;z on the way concepts are used, a researcher may use concepts in more
y in a particular research project.
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The Role of Theory

One of the most vexed problems for novice researchers is how to use theory in
research. Atheoretical research is usually condemned; good research is supposed
to involve the use of theory in some way. However, there are many views, and
much confusion, about where and how theory should enter into the research
process. No doubt, part of the reason for this uncertainty is the fact that the
concept ‘theory’ itself refers to a variety of activities and products. ’

Like so many words that are bandied about, the word theory threatens to become
meaningless. Because its referents are so diverse — including everything from minor
working hypotheses, through comprehensive but vague and unordered speculations,
to axiomatic systems of thought — use of the word often obscures rather than creates
understanding. (Merton 1967: 39)

The problem is what kind of theory to use, and for what purpose. The situation
is further complicated by the existence of a diversity of perspectives in social
theory, and differences in the ways in which theory is used in the four research

strategies.

Some Definitions of Theory

In order to examine the role of theory in research, we must first be clear about
what constitutes social or sociological theory. While the answer to this question
may appear to be self-evident, an examination of the literature indicates that there
are numerous uses of the concept.

At a general level, theory has been described as ‘a heuristic device for organizing
what we know, or think we know, at a particular time about some more or less
explicitly posed question or issue’ (Inkeles 1964: 28), or as ‘a “story” about how
and why events in the universe occur’ (Turner 1991: 1). More specifically, theories
‘attempt to answer why and how questions’ by ‘relating the subject of interest (e.g.
riots) to some other phenomena (e.g. heat and crowding)’ (Bailey 1994: 41).

Some definitions of theory are even more specific. ‘A theory is a set of concepts
plus the interrelationships that are assumed to exist among these concepts’ (Seltiz
et al. 1976: 16). “Sociological theory refers to logically interconnected sets of
propositions from which empirical uniformities can be derived’ (Merton 1967:
39). ‘A theory highlights and explains something that one would otherwise not
see, or would find puzzling’ (Gilbert 2008: 2.5).

Therefore, theories provide:

e explanations
e of some aspects of human experience
e that form non-random patterns.

In other words, social theories are explanations of recurrent patterns or 1egw
larities in social life. They are answers to questions ot puzzles about why people

The Role of Theory

behav'e in 'the way they do in particular social contexts, and why social life is
orgar‘nzedjm the way it is. In the context of research design, a theory is an answer
to a ‘why’ question; it is an explanation of a pattern or regularity that has been
observed, the cause or reason for which needs to be understood.

Types of Theory

Out of this array of definitions of theory it is possible to identify two types in
terms of the activities engaged in by practitioners: theoreticians’ theory and
researchers’ theory (Menzies 1982). This distinction helps us to understand the
common cor}rlplaint that there is a gap between theory and research in the social
sciences. This gap refers to the lack-of connection-between what theoreticians
and resgarchers do, between the ideas discussed in books on social theory and the
theoret.l,cal ideas that are used in research. Some researchers try to bridgg this ga

by setting their research within a theoretical perspective. However, the conne£
tion is often very tenuous; a perspective may be reviewed in a theor}: chapter of a
thesis and then largely ignored as the research proceeds. Alternatively, an attempt
may be rpad; at the end of the research to interpret the results within :; theoreticzl
perspective in the hope of staving off accusations of the research being atheoreti-
cal. While theory is commonly used in this way, some writers have argued that

post hoc theorizing is an unsatisfactory use of th.
1967: 147-9). v eory (see, for example, Merton

Theoreticians’ theory

Theoreticians’ theory is that produced by writers whose aim is to develop an
unde;standing of social life in terms of basic concepts and ideas. Such conci ts
and ideas are neither derived from social research, nor are they systerriaticarl)l
tested by means of research. Their status may be so abstract that they constitutz
a broad perspective on social life rather than explanétory accounts of it. The
ontological conceptual tradition discussed earlier in this chapter is an exe;m le
of theoreticians’ theory, as is most of the work usually discussed as classical aid
modern social/sociological theory. ‘

Theoreticians’ theory can be both at the macro and micro; it can deal with both
large-scale and small-scale social phenomena. Theoreticians feed off each other in
the sense that much of theif work attempts to synthesize and/or build on earli
theorizing. v o

Theoreticians’ theory can be examined from a number of points of view.

. Tbe history. of social thought: developments in the undefstanding of social
life apd soclety (e.g. Barnes and Becker 1938; Bogardus 1940; Barnes 1948;
Martindale 1960; Becker and Barnes 1961). ’ ’

* The work of great theorists: original works, plus reviews and commentaries
(e.g. Argn 1965, 1968; Raison 1969; Coser 1971; Giddens 1971; Beilharz
1991; Ritzer 2003; Craib 1997; Appelrouth and Edles 2008). T

* Theoretical schools or perspectives: clustering of classical and contemporary
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theorists into schools based on common ontological assumptions (e.g- Cuff and
Payne 1979; Ritzer 1980, 2005; Jones 1985; Giddens and Turner 1987; Turner
1991; Craib 1992; Scott 1995; Wallace and Wolf 2006; Cuff et al. 2006; Ritzer
and Goodman 2007a, 2007b)

e Theorizing strategies: the establishment of broad categories of theorizing in
terms of both ontological and epistemological assumptions (e.g. Johnson et al.
1984; Waters 1994; Blaikie 2007).

As the most relevant aspect of theoreticians’ theory in the present context is theo-
retical perspectives, only these will be discussed here.

Theoretical perspectives provide a way of looking at the social world; they
highlight certain aspects while at the same time making other aspects less visible.
A shift in theoretical perspective changes the shape of the social world. They
provide a particular language, a conceptual framework, or a collection of ‘theo-
retical’ concepts and related propositions, within which society and social life
can be described and explained. Some perspectives attempt to establish a set of
principles that provide the ultimate foundation for social life and a basis for its
explanation. In general, theoretical perspectives provide images of society or
social life (ontologies), but they do not provide rigorously developed and logically
organized theoretical statements (Turner 1991: 29-30). -,

Classical and contemporary theorists who share similar ontological assump-
tions and ways of understanding social life are grouped together, and the
common elements of their theories abstracted. The concept of theoretical per-
spective is equivalent to the notions of ‘general theoretical orientation’ (Merton
1967), ‘general model’ (Willer 1967), ‘meta-theory’ (Turner 1991), ‘foundation-
alist theory’ or ‘formal theory’ (Waters 1994), and even ‘paradigm’ (Kuhn 1970;
Freidrichs 1970; Krausz and Miller 1974). ,

Theoretical perspectives are sometimes regarded as paradigms because they
include ontological and epistemological assumptions and associated practices for
the pursuit of social knowledge (Kuhn 1970; Friedrichs 1970). The advocates of
these perspectives differ in the kinds of ‘stories’ that they tell about social life.
They tend to disagree on: '

e what topics should be studied (subject matter);

e what the social world looks like and how it works (ontological assumptions);

e what kind of knowledge about human interaction and social organization is
possible (ultimate purpose);

e what kinds of questions can be asked;

e what logic of enquiry should be used and how knowledge can be developed

(epistemological assumptions); and
o what this knowledge should be used for (objectives) (Wallace and Wolf 2006:

3-13).

Ontological assumptions, which are invariably implicit, include:

e the basic components of social life, including individuals, social processes Ot
. social structures;
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e how these components relate to each other;

. What human nature is like, i.e. whether human behaviour is essentially deter-
mined and therefore predictable, or whether human beings are relativel
augonomous and create their own social life, thus making prediction difﬁcult}:
an

e whether human beings are motivated essentially by interests or by values.

A ample set of major theoretical perspectives has been arrived at by using two
ove;lgppmg dichotomies, structural vs. interpretive and consensus vs. conflict
This is mainly a British way of viewing social theories and has been used in intro:
ductory texts on sociology and social theory (e.g. Cuff and Payne 1979; Jones
1985; van Krieken et al. 2005; Haralambos and Holborn 2004; Cuff et al ’2006 )
Three perspectives are commonly identified in these texts: ’ ’ .
e structural-consensus (Functionalism);

e structural-conflict (Marxism);
* interpretive (Interpretivism).

Theoret%cal perspectives have been categorized in other ways. A common set
of categories can be found in texts from the United States on soéial/sociological
theory (e:g. Turner 1991; Wallace and Wolf 2006; Ritzer and Goodman 20072
2007b), in more recent British texts (e.g. Craib 1992; Scott 1995), and in the’

North Atlantic collaboration by Giddens and Turner (1987). These classifications
include categories such as:

. functiona{ism (Durkheim, Malinowski, Radcliffe-Brown, Parsons, Merton);

. neo-f?mctzonalism (Luhmann, Alexander); o ,

. corfﬂzct theow.y (Marx, Weber, Dahrendorf, Coser, Collins, Rex);

* rational choice and exchange theory (Frazer, Malinowski, Mauss, Weber
Homans, Blau, Elster); ’ ’ ’

* phenomenology (Husserl, Schiitz, Tiryakian, Bruyn, B -
i ¥ , Bruyn, érger, Luckmann,

* ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, Cicourel, Sacks, Schegloff, Zimmerman);

* symbolic interactionism (Mead, Dewey, Cooley, Thomas, Blumer, Strauss
Becker, Denzin); ’ ’

* dramaturgy (Goffman);

structuralism af?d post-structuralism (Saussure, Lévi-Strauss, Foucault, Lacan
Althusser, Derrida); ’ ’

critical theory (Adorno, Horkheimer, Marcuse, Habermas, Fay);
structuration theory (Giddens); ’
feminist %‘heory (Barnard, Smith, Harding); and :
complexity theory (Reed and Harvey, Cillers, Bryne, Capra, Urry).

I am sure you will have noticed an overlap between some of these categories
and thg research paradigms discussed in chapter 4. The emphasis here is on their
thepretlcal idea whereas the research paradigms concentrate on their methodo-
logical contributions, particularly reference to logics of enquiry and ontological

127




128

Concepts, Theories, Hypotheses and Models

and epistemological assumptions.-While this distinction between theory and

‘methodology is not always clear-cut, I selected the set of research paradigms from

those in which the methodological considerations are particularly strong.

The Role of Theoreticians’ Theory in Research

In spite of the division of labour between theoreticians’ theory and researchers’
theory, the former, and, particularly theoretical perspectives, have much to offer
the researcher. They can provide:

e a way of viewing the social world, including ontological and epistemological
assumptions;

o a language with which to describe and explain aspects of the social world;

o general theoretical ideas to set the context and direction for research; and

e possible explanations or tentative hypotheses.

The first contribution overlaps with a key element of research paradigms.
Social reality may be viewed as either ‘material’ or ‘ideal’ (Johnson et al. 1984),
or as either ‘subjective’ or ‘objective’ (Waters 1994; Ritzer and Goodman 2007b).
People’s actions may be regarded as the result of either choice or constraint
(humanistic vs. deterministic assumptions), and their relationships based either
on agreement about norms and values or on different interests (consensus vs.
conflict assumptions). Perspectives also include different epistemological assump-
tions about how the social world can be known. Social reality can be approached
from a nominalist or realist epistemology (Johnson ez al. 1984), or explained in
individualistic or holistic terms (Waters 1994). However, such ontological com-
mitments are not always fully recognized or made explicit.

The second role of theoreticians’ theory in research, to provide a language,
facilitates the statement of research questions and answers to them. Like everyday
language, theoretical language provides a vocabulary and meanings for concepts.
While the meanings may be more precise than in everyday language, they are still
subject to multiple definitions and disputes within and between paradigms. There
are fashions in theoretical perspectives, and, therefore, in theoretical language.
Such language both facilitates dialogue between adherents to a perspective and
excludes the outsider. While the relationship between a theoretical language and
everyday language is regarded as the most fundamental methodological issue
in the social sciences (Bhaskar 1979; Blaikie 2007), it is also a highly contested
one.

The third role of theory is an extension of the second. It provides a context
of ideas, or a theoretical framework, which is the source of the focus and direc-
tion for the research. The review of a theorist’s ideas on an issue, such as Marx’s
discussion of ‘alienation’, can set the scene for the collection of particular types
of data from particular sources, for example, from factory workers who were
formerly rural peasants in a developing country. While the theoretical ideas may
not suggest specific hypotheses, they provide the inspiration to pursue research in
a particular way. .

The final role of theory concerns the source of hypotheses. Theory can be used

-~

The Role of Theory

either to provide general explanatory ideas to guide research, or, more specificall
to provide possible answers to “why’ questions, i.e. as a source <;f hypotheses to Iz’é
tested. The Deductive research strategy has taken the latter to the limit by requir-
ing that hypotheses be logically deduced from a set of theoretical propositions. In
this case, a hypothesis is the conclusion to a theoretical argument that providf;s a
tentative answer to a ‘why’ question. Of course, hypotheses can come from other
sources, including previous research.
It is clear that researchers rely on theoreticians’ theory in a number of ways

However, the extent to which theoreticians use the results of research is much less.
clear. Certainly, there would appear to be few explicit connections in the litera-

ture. The exceptions are the rare cases where a researcher is also a theoretician
(e.g. Bourdieu). '

Researchers’ Theory

Researchers theory is either theory that produces specific hypotheses to be tested,
or theory Fhat is generated in the course of the research. It is possible to construct
a composite definition of researchers’ theory as consisting of:

* arelated set of statements

about relationships between concepts

with a certain level of generality

which are empirically testable; and which,
when tested, have a certain level of validity.

These theories provide explanations of regularities in social life at a level that is
directly relevant to research. '

.]j:ach of the research strategies gives a particular interpretation of this defi-
nition. In the Inductive strategy, general statements are related in networks
Whlle in the Deductive strategy, these statements are related logically and havé
d1ffe1.:ent levels of generality. Although the Retroductive research strétegy only
requires a description of the generative structure or mechanism, it may require
discursive support for their operation. This may take the form of a theoretical
argument, but less formalized than in the Deductive strategy. In the Abductive
researc]:} strategy, theory may take many forms, from tight logical arguments to
loose discussions. However, in the end, theories in all four research strategies
need to be reduced to statements of relationships between concepts. We will
return to these differences between the research strategies towards the end of
the chapter.

An important issue for a researcher is where to get a suitable theory. In the
absence of a good existing theory, Stinchcombe has argued that you should make
Ehern up yourself, a task that he regarded as being manageable even for students:
A student who has difficulty thinking of at least three sensible explanations for
any correlation that he [sic] is really interested in should probably choose another
profession’ (Stinchcombe 1968: 13).
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Levels of Theory-

i iversity i ical activity is to view thedry
Another way of approaching the diversity in theoretica ]
as occupying different levels. Denzin (1970), for example, ha§ slightly elaborated
the scheme developed by Parsons and Shils (1951) by proposing five levels:

ad hoc classificatory systems;
categorical systems or taxonomies;
conceptual frameworks;
theoretical systems; and
empirical-theoretical systems.

These five levels are intended to move from ‘mere’ description, through pat;erns
of relationships, to explanatory schemes, and then to empirical testing of the
ical ideas.
thj)c];eZoc classificatory systems are used to summgrize data. The clgsses ?r cat-
egories are more or less arbitrary and no attempt s made to estabhsh re a(tilon-
ships between them. They are just labels for particular observations or hatlj,
and are normally not derived from any theory. For exa:mple, ’students mig t ei
classified as ‘very bright’, ‘serious’, ‘average’, ‘lazy’ anc.i dumb’, as well as o}ci)er
and ‘younger’, and ‘female’ and ‘rr;ftle’. S:uC]:ll clismﬁcatlons are not theoretical but
ater be incorporated into a theoretical scheme. o
maz 1c:ategoric:al sr;stem or taxonomy moves beyond afl {ooc class1ﬁcfat1<})1n,
although it is still tied closely to a particular context or 11m1Fed range odp e-
nomena. Now the relationships between the classes or categories are stated. For
example, the classification of students into their level of ablhtyl and attitude to
their work (a mixed classification that Woulfl need to be refined into at l‘ea;lst tgvo
separate dimensions) could be related to their age or gepder. Re§earch might tl er;
match the relationships with some data, but the activity remains at the level o
tion. o
des(jcf)lrfceptual schemes take us to a higher level by presenting a systematic 1rnlage
of the world (as in the ontological tradition). Thesg schemes lend themse vecs1
to the development of propositions about relat1pnsh1ps between concepts? an
are intended to apply to a wide range of situations. Some conceptual schemii
claim to represent society and its constituent parts (see ﬁgures 5 2 artd 5 .ci%). :
more limited example might deal with concepts involved m‘pred1ct’1n§g aca e{nlc
performance’: ‘level of ability’, ‘attitudes to stud.y’, .‘age,’, gender’, ‘social ¢ allscsi
background’, ‘type of schooling’ and ‘calzreer aspirations’. These concepts cgu :
be developed into a scheme of relationships, including some assumptions abou
onnections. .

Cal"}ssiocretical schemes bring together combinations of taxonomies and concep-
tual schemes into a theoretical argument. Now explangtlon is the aim. However(i
these schemes are likely to be rather abstract and not in a form that can b§ }Jsel—
directly in research. This requires another step, the e'stabhshment of empirica -
theoretical schemes that are formulated precisely anq. in such a way that they c'ac
be tested. Hence, only these last two levels in the 11§t can be regarded as being
truly theoretical, and only the last connects theory with research.

The Role of Theory

Another basis for differentiating between levels of theory is to consider their
scope. Again, Denzin (1970) has proposed four main levels: grand theories, mid-
dle-range theories, substantive theories and formal theories. Grand theories, or
system theories, present a master conceptual scheme that is intended to represent
the important features of a total society. These are often referred to as macro-

theories because they apply to large-scale social phenomena. Merton referred to
these as ‘general sociological orientations’ that

involve broad postulates which indicate #ypes of variables which are somehow to
be taken into account rather than specifying determinate relationships between par-
ticular variables. . . . The chief function of these orientations is to provide a general

context for inquiry; they facilitate the process of arriving at determinate hypotheses.
(Merton 1967: 142)

Middle-range theories, a notion coined by Merton, lie between grand theories
and empirical generalizations.

[M]iddle range theories have not been logically derived from a single all-embracing
theory of social systems, though once developed they may be consistent with one.
Furthermore, each theory is more than a mere empirical generalization — an isolated
proposition summarizing observed uniformities of relationships between two or more

variables. A theory comprises a set of assumptions from which empirical generaliza-
tions have themselves been derived. (Merton 1967: 41) :

Nevertheless, these theories (e.g. a theory of reference groups — Merton’s example)
are intended to apply to a variety of contexts and research problems. I shall elabo-
rate Merton’s ideas on middle-range theories in the next section of this chapter.

The third level referred to by Denzin, substantive theories, does apply to spe-
cific problem areas such as race relations and juvenile delinquency. Both middle-
range theories and substantive theories are stated at a level that a researcher can
use. They can also be combined, for example, by using reference group theory as
part of a theory of race relations. ' )

Finally, the development of formal theory is based on the now contested idea
that universal explanations of social life can be developed. While the content
may be different in different contexts, the form of these theories will be the same.
Simmel, Goffman and Homans were all committed to the idea that the develop-
ment of formal theory is’possible. Homans, for example, claimed that social
behaviour could be explained in terms of a few psychological principles. One of
his principles was: “For all actions taken by persons, the more often a particular

action is rewarded, the more likely the person is to perform that action’ (Homans
1974: 16).

Relationship between Theory and Research

The relationship between theory and research was a topic of considerable inter-
est in the United States during the 1950s and the 1960s, largely as a result of the

/

131




