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SUMMARY

The paper aims to shed light on three associated topics:

1. The relationship between practitioner research and mainstream academic social work research.

2. An assessment of the scope for practitioner research to contribute to evidence based practice.

3. Whether research by practitioners has potential for critique of practice and of social science.

McLeod defines practitioner research as ‘research carried out by practitioners for the purpose of advancing their own practice’ (McLeod, 1999: 8). 

There have been several arguments in support of practitioner research in social work, two of the most frequently heard being the professional obligation to be self-evaluating, and the belief that research and practice draw on similar skills. McIvor aptly expresses these twin views when she says,

The starting point…is the twofold belief that practitioners should be encouraged to engage in the evaluation of their own practice and that they possess many of the skills which are necessary to undertake the evaluative task. (McIvor, 1995: 210)

However, practitioner research has been marked by:

· A tendency to treat the nature and application of evidence too straightforwardly. 

· An absence of cross-professional dialogue and development.

· A passive ‘client-donor’ relationship to mainstream social science.

· Often a client-donor relationship to social service agencies.

· Too little attention to ways in which styles of inquiry may perform as models for how practice itself ought to take place. 

· A simple deductive assumption about the relationship between theory and practice.

· The silence of the service user. 

· A too conventional writing ‘voice’.

There is a range of issues and questions if PR is to overcome these difficulties.

1
Limited empirical evidence. 

The Cardiff Practitioner Research in Social Care project will audit projects sufficient in number and diverse enough in character to provide a strong profile and understanding; develop a classification of kinds of practitioner involvement in research and audit; and test the relevance and application of this classification through ‘case studies’ of different kinds of PR study.

We have developed a very preliminary classification of screened PR projects by links to a higher education degree, whether it is practitioner-owned or agency owned, whether formal ethical approval was obtained, the complexity of the data collection. The majority of projects fall into three groups. First, those with a higher education link + single data source + ‘practitioner owned’ accounted for 14 of the 23 studies. These 14 divide into those where formal approval was obtained (6) and those where approval was not obtained (8).

The third main grouping was of those projects where there was no higher education link + the project was agency owned + there was more than one data source (5 projects).

We are working on a preliminary explanation of the variability among the studies, in terms of two general dimensions, viz project ownership and research complexity. ‘Project ownership’ ranges from individual practitioner ownership to multiple ownership. ‘Research complexity' is on a continuum from simple to complex research activities.

2
PR would be enriched through a more developed relationship between PR and humanistic research.

3
Practice and research may mutually benefit from considering how far the perspectives and methods of one provide a template for the other.

4
Capacity building and connections. First, we need an R&D model for practitioner research. Second, social work requires the development of networks of PR projects.

5
Critique and ‘Practical’ social work. Practitioner research tends to be weak at the very point where it seems most strong – its practical usefulness. Its ‘practicality’ limitations include:

· Insufficient reflection on what it means for social workers to be ‘practical’.

· Unduly narrow views about how practitioner research can be useful for practice.

6
Critique and social justice. PR typically lacks a connection with user-led research.

‘Practitioner Research: Evidence or Critique?’

Introduction

I have written this as a discussion paper, drawing on some general thinking about practitioner research. I also refer to some early data and argument from a study
 of practitioner involvement in research in social care
 in the geographical area covered by the research support unit in Cardiff. I hope the paper will shed light on three questions:

1. The relationship between practitioner research and mainstream academic social work research.

2. An assessment of the scope for practitioner research to contribute to evidence based practice.

3. Whether research by practitioners has potential for critique of practice and of social science.

I have intentionally left out much reference to the literature, apart from the final section.
 Some of the literature forms part of the debates as to whether social work is or ought to be scientific, and I am not directly concerned with that general issue here. Another reason for under-referencing parts of this paper is that one of my concerns is with whether practitioner inquiry has its own special characteristics and is a genre in its own right, distinct in one way or another from mainstream research. Quite a lot of the available social work writing does not have much to say on this.

What is Practitioner Research?

Practitioner involvement in research and audit - evaluation, research, development, or more general inquiry that is small-scale, local, grounded, and carried out by professionals who directly deliver those self-same services – is embraced across a wide range of professions as an essential ingredient of good practice. Whether the practice is teaching, nursing, primary health care, public and sustainable health, occupational therapy, pharmacy, counselling, psychotherapy, the various branches of applied psychology, the penal services, medicine or the social services, the desirability of practitioner research (PR) is for the most part unquestioned. 

McLeod defines practitioner research as ‘research carried out by practitioners for the purpose of advancing their own practice’ (McLeod, 1999: 8). This definition has much going for it. First, it includes a statement of purpose, and hence incorporates an implicit criterion for assessing the quality of practitioner research. It is not adequate to define practitioner research simply as research carried out by practitioners, without grounding it on a basis of purpose
. Second, it makes explicit a practice rationale, rather than broader policy or academic rationales for research. Finally, it includes an implicit model of how practitioner research can be useful. McLeod seems to assume a fairly direct relationship between research and practice – or, as we may describe it, an ‘instrumental’ model of information use. 

There have been several arguments in support of practitioner research in social work, two of the most frequently heard being the professional obligation to be self-evaluating, and the belief that research and practice draw on similar skills. McIvor aptly expresses these twin views when she says,

The starting point…is the twofold belief that practitioners should be encouraged to engage in the evaluation of their own practice and that they possess many of the skills which are necessary to undertake the evaluative task. (McIvor, 1995: 210)

Frequent cases occur of practitioners in the social care field being involved in planned research, evaluation or inquiry as part of their primary practitioner role. We started our present study
 with a set of shared characteristics of existing practitioner research drawn from mainstream documents in the public domain. While leaving the decision as to whether their activities counted as PR to their own judgement, we suggested to practitioners that it would be likely to include some, though not necessarily all, of the following characteristics:

· Direct data collection and management, or reflection on, existing data.

· Professionals set its aims and outcomes.

· It has intended practical benefits for professionals, service organisations and/or service users. These hoped-for benefits are usually expected to be immediate and ‘instrumental’.

· Practitioners conduct a substantial proportion of the inquiry. It is in this sense ‘insider’ research.

· It focuses on the professional’s own practice and/or that of their immediate peers.

· It is small scale and short term.

· Usually it will be self-contained, and not part of a larger research programme.

· Data collection and management is typically carried out as a lone activity.

· It is one kind of ‘own account research’.

· The focus is not restricted. While it will commonly be evaluative, it may be descriptive, developmental or analytical.

Problems with Practitioner Research

There are several areas where I believe practitioner social work research has yet to deliver its promise. While I am writing with the UK mainly in mind, I suspect from discussions with colleagues that the issues transfer to other countries.

· It has tended to treat the nature and application of evidence too straightforwardly. 

· There has been an absence of cross-professional dialogue and development.

· It has a passive ‘client-donor’ relationship to mainstream social science research methodology. PR is marked by a limited methodological imagination where methodological choice is typically regarded as a necessary evil.

· It often has a client-donor relationship to social service agencies, and hence a restricted notion of usefulness. This is true even when the research is ‘practitioner-owned’ (see below). More generally, even when free of this relationship it has a too unquestioning insider standpoint.

· It has typically not given much attention to ways in which styles of inquiry may perform as models for how practice itself ought to take place. 

· Its practitioners have tended to adopt a deductive assumption about the relationship between theory and practice.

· The silence of the service user. The severely limited engagement of PR with service users encourages the unspoken assumption that practitioner expertise need not be challenged by the understandings of service users.

· It has a too conventional writing ‘voice’.

Issues and Reflections

This main section of the paper focuses on five issues. I have not listed them in any special sequence, and I have said more about some than others.

1
Empirical evidence

We have little empirical evidence about practitioner research
. The Cardiff ‘Practitioner Research in Social Care’ Project  aims to provide an information base on which characterization of PR suggested  above, and criticisms of it, can be explored, and the wider aims of social work research and practice be served. The project has several overlapping phases:

1. Map and analyse practitioner involvement in research and audit in health/social care in South East Wales that commenced in the period from 1st June 1999. We are not aiming to produce an exhaustive count of all such research, but to audit projects sufficient in number and diverse enough in character to provide a strong profile and understanding. 

2. Develop a classification of kinds of practitioner involvement in research and audit.

3. Test the relevance and application of this classification through eight to ten ‘case studies’ of different kinds of study. These case studies involve about a week’s fieldwork for each ‘case’. 

4. Feed back to partners and steering network members, and agree recommendations for good practice.

Project questions

Some or all of the following questions are receiving attention at each stage of the projects, especially during the case studies. 

· Why do professionals become involved in research? 

· What research governance issues does PR raise? For example, we are collaborating with an England-based project developing guidance on ethical approval processes and resources for ethical approval following a new research governance framework.

· To what extent is it a solitary or collaborative activity?

· What kinds of questions and problems are addressed through practitioner involvement in research?

· What inquiry methods are used in practitioner involvement in research?

· Does practitioner involvement in research have close or more distant links to wider research priorities?

· Does practitioner involvement in research foster or hinder the professional identity of the practitioner?

· What relationship does the active research professional have to her/his employing organisation? Do professionals think that involvement in research relates to career development?

· What assumptions do professionals hold about the kinds of uses that such research may have? This may include general ‘models’ of use as well as specific uses and applications.

· What conditions have to be met if the results of practitioner involvement in research are to be generalized to other professionals/practice/settings?

· How does practitioner involvement in research relate to research that aims to promote patient/service user-involvement?

· How does practitioner involvement in research relate to ‘academic’ research projects and university researchers?

· What ethical questions are raised in the course of practitioner involvement in research?

Kinds of Practitioner Research

We are barely half way through the fieldwork, but have recently developed a preliminary classification of PR, based on the first twenty-three screened PR projects. We are reviewing it in the light of the second twenty or so screened projects, and through the early mini case studies.

The initial screening has pointed us to a range of variables. These include the gender of the lead researcher, the broad inquiry topic, whether the research is carried out by a sole researcher or collaboratively, whether it is linked to a higher education degree, whether it is practitioner-owned or agency owned,
 the agency and service settings for the research, whether it is based in a single or multiple agencies, whether formal ethical approval was obtained, the complexity of the data collection, and whether the results were utilized. 

We have not theorized all of these variables as yet, and this is very much work in progress. However, we have sorted the projects according to the four italicized variables in the above list
. 

Table
Classification of studies on four variables

	
	Practitioner Owned
	Agency Owned

	
	Formal approval
	No formal approval
	Formal approval
	No formal approval

	Higher education link
	Single data type


	8


	8
	0
	0

	
	Multiple data types


	2
	1
	2
	0

	No higher education link
	Single data type


	0
	1
	0
	6

	
	Multiple data types


	0
	0
	4


	2




Almost all of the project topics were about service delivery issues or direct practice. A tiny handful had training links or involved service users. Only one project involved multiple researchers. 

The exercise underlines that we have identified a number of strong analytic variables. However, there are some variables that seem relevant but where we do not have adequate data from the early phases of the research. These include uses of the research and whether it took place in own team/across the agency agency/more than one agency.

The majority of projects fall into four cells:

First, those with a higher education link + single data source + ‘practitioner owned’ accounted for 16 of the 34 studies. These 16 divide equally into those where formal approval was obtained (8 studies) and those where approval was not obtained (8 studies)

The third main grouping was of those projects where there was no higher education link + the project was agency owned + there was more than one data source. There were six such studies, of which four had obtained formal approval.

Fourth, there are six projects which have no Higher Education link + agency owned + single data type + no formal approval. This is a simple form of PR, but different in character from practitioner-owned higher degree linked projects.

We are working on a preliminary explanation of the variability among the studies, in terms of two main general dimensions.

A
Project ownership can be distinguished on a continuum from ‘individual ownership’ to ‘multiple ownership’. 

The extreme end of ‘individual ownership’ would consist of studies that are ‘practitioner-owned’, where there are no plans for wider use of the results beyond the researcher’s own practice; no formal approval; and the data collection is based on the practitioner’s own work only. There may or may not be an HE qualification link.

The extreme end of ‘multiple ownership’ would consist of ‘agency owned’, planned or actual uses; formal approval; carried out across the wider agency or in more than one agency; and service users are core stakeholders.

B
The research task can be distinguished on a continuum from simple to complex research activities.

The extreme end of simple research activities would be indicated by reliance on a single data type; a single researcher; perhaps by absence of formal approval; and probably being carried out on the practitioner’s own practice only.

The extreme end of complex PR would be indicated by a joint research team; having more than one type of data; data from more than one agency; actual utilisation of the results; external ethical approval
. 

I have mentioned some caveats in the endnotes. Also, the typology is a descriptive one, based on what is being done. It says little about, for example, user participation or uses (and hence about the potential of PR for critique). Nor does it say much about collaborative PR, or PR as a research programme. This is because few if any such projects have surfaced in our audit thus far. However, we are trying to go beyond the limitations of a purely descriptive categorisation by looking for extreme cases to include in the case studies – i.e. a form of theoretical sampling.

2
Ends and Means: PR as a Practice template?

At its most general, PR is about the relationship of evidence and knowledge – science – to social work practice and services
. Kirk and Reid (2002) follow a number of previous writers and distinguish between science as a source of knowledge/ evidence, and science as a model of how practice should take place. For example evidence based practice is either (or maybe both) of these - both applying research evidence (eg the results of systematic reviews through bodies like Cochrane and Campbell) and critical thinking. Practitioner Research also has elements of both of these and discussion is confused when we do not recognize this, and much PR proceeds on the conventional assumption of providing evidence that will serve some further end.

But practice and practitioner research may mutually benefit from considering how far the perspectives and methods of one provide a template for the other. For example, is social work akin to research, in the sense that it is marked by ‘the systematic collection of data, the cautious use of inference and the consideration of alternative explanations, the application where possible of research based knowledge, and the discriminating evaluation of the outcomes of one’s efforts’ (Reid, 1995: 2040)? 

The question is far from straightforward. This is an issue more about the character of practice than the character of research.
 The idea that research is just like practice in its methodology is in many ways an enticing one. The dangers lie in drawing a too simple conclusion that the two either are or are not much the same - and in the risk of pushing normative positions about how professional practice (or research) ought to alter its ways. My own view is that these arguments about shared skills and purposes are unduly simple. A determined process of translation is needed if the potential for mutual dialogue is to be realized. A good example is developed by Lang, who explored the differences between the data gathering and data processing strategies of social work and qualitative methodology, and recommends the integration of the latter within social work practice, not only for knowledge building purposes, but also for ‘action-deriving purposes’ (Lang, 1994: 277). She compares the data processing of qualitative researchers and practitioners, and suggests that ‘The practitioner “names” the data through reference to theory; the researcher “names” the data through a conceptualising process that derives from the features of the data’ (p. 271). 

She invites an inductive, theory-building approach to practice, with the paradox that ‘existing theory must have a more provisional status, a less central locus in our practice teaching, in order to open the possibility of theory-building’ (p. 276). Social workers should pull action out of the features of the data rather than turn to existing theory as a first resort. Ruckdeschel and others have begun to develop comparable methods for qualitative case study. He follows Denzin’s idea of ‘behavioural specimens’ as nearly complete descriptions of interactions between individuals within particular time frames, and also accepts that the case study’s task is ‘to give the poor a voice’ (Ruckdeschel et al., 1994: 255)
. 

This neglected approach does not require any one form of methodology, yet I am concerned that there is a tendency for practitioner researchers to rely on a sadly dilute variety of qualitative methods. Unfortunately, much of this comprises knee-jerk semi-structured interviews that form 90% of PR projects, especially those done by masters students
. I think there is a case to explore the relationship between practitioner research and humanistic research. For example, Kirk and Reid offer a mediating position when they suggest ‘There is no inherent reason why specificity, measurements and other requirements of SP cannot be met without violating the fundamentals of humanistic practice’ (Kirk and Reid, 2002: 89). This invites debate, and holders of strong paradigm positions won’t be able to accept this, but will argue for quality standards that challenge the adherents of other paradigm positions (see eg Lincoln and Guba, 1986; Thyer, 1993. Cf Shaw, 1999, Chapter 3 for a critical assessment of these and other paradigm positions in evaluation research)

3
Capacity and connections

I think social work has suffered (here, as elsewhere) through our tendency to rejoice in professional insularity. Given the almost universal presence of ‘own account research’ across the professions it does social work little benefit to develop ideas of PR in isolation
. This will partly entail linked work with colleagues across professional boundaries. I say a little about this as part of the next point. But within social work itself there are at least two major tasks. First, we need to develop an R&D model for practitioner research. Again, I am aware that colleagues in the USA have made serious efforts to utilize R&D models in the development of effective practice intervention, through the work of Rothman, Thomas and others. However, this has been almost 100% absent in UK research and I suspect in other research-active countries (cf Shaw, 2003). 

Countering this is more easily said than done. It would almost certainly require the emergence of at least some PR specialists who multiple PR projects. It will also require agencies and government to incorporate PR capacity building within research funding strategies. Second, social work requires the development of networks of PR projects. This will prove as demanding as the previous point, but there is some encouraging precedent that suggests it may be feasible. For example, Knud Ramian from Denmark is co-ordinating a substantial integrated national programme of practitioner research.

4
Critique and Practical Social Work

In the two final parts of this paper I want to suggest ways in which PR has more-or-less untapped potential to escape the client relationship to social work agencies and researchers, and provide a cutting edge critique. This point is part of a more general argument about development a possibility of critique through PR. PR as critique will involve us in rethinking the ‘practical’ and addressing justice issues. 

The hallmarks of PR that we noted earlier include that most practitioner research is employer-led, ‘applied’, and based on an expectation that it should lead to results that are directly useful. Yet ironically practitioner research tends to be weak at the very point where it seems most strong – its practical usefulness. Its ‘practicality’ limitations include:

1. Insufficient reflection on what it means for social workers to be ‘practical’.

2. Unduly narrow views about how practitioner research can be useful for practice.

The assumption still holds sway that we can neatly distinguish research and evaluation that is applied and usable, such as practitioner research, from research that is more ‘pure’ and perhaps intellectually informative. This is very different from the following view expressed by an anthropologist reflecting on his research in a hostel. 

‘I do not like to think of research as being either ‘academic’ or applied. One can see what is meant by this distinction of course, but all social research, inasmuch as it is about and results from an engagement with the social world, is ‘applied’’. (Hall, 2001: 58)

The drawback of too much practitioner research stems from a tendency to regard ‘practice’ as distinct from theory, and hence to regard being ‘theoretical’ as something that happens in the mind and the ‘practical’ as having an ‘applied’ relationship to ideas. Extensive work on the sociology of knowledge in practice has thrown a large spanner in the works of this conventional thinking about theory/practice relationships. Reflection on the cultural significance of common-sense knowledge, practical knowledge, praxis, tacit knowledge and lay theorising has substantially reconfigured conventional ideas of the relationship between theory and practice, and served to question assumptions behind some conventional forms of inquiry.

For example, tacit knowledge can be defined as knowledge or abilities that can be passed between experts by personal contact but cannot be, or has not been, set out or passed on in formal statements, diagrams, verbal descriptions or instructions for action (Collins, 2000). 

On this view, good practitioner research will reveal tacit knowledge, and ought to give attention to exploring different kinds of tacit knowledge. The significance of personal contact and practical knowledge sharing between social work practitioners will be brought out, and sources of trust and mistrust between social workers made clear. This is a big agenda, and one that social work has only begun to tackle. One consequence is that we cannot hang on to a narrow distinction between practitioner research as being ‘insider’ research and ‘academic’ research as being ‘outsider’ research. In a recent analysis of qualitative social work research, several of the contributors reflect on the broader relationship between inquiry and professional practice. Hall and White record how they held both insider and outsider roles in relation to their research participants. Hall ‘arrived’ as an outsider but became in different ways a partial insider (Hall, 2001). White started as an insider, yet found herself undergoing a fruitful, if potentially hazardous, process of de-familiarisation through which she became in some degree a marginal ‘inside “out”’ member (White, 2001). Scourfield focuses his reflections on the research and practice relationship through his consideration of what it was like to interview expert professional social work interviewers (Scourfield, 2001).

But what do we mean when we refer to ‘practical’ knowledge? There has been a renewed influence of Aristotelian views of theory and practice on writers in diverse fields such as ethnography, constructivism and critical evaluation. The main effects of this have been twofold.  First, it has led to a welcome reinstatement of the ethical dimension of reasoning and practice. Second, it has rescued notions of the practical from its status as second tier, derivative, and derived prescriptively from formal theory. For example, Schwab’s influential paper on understanding curriculum argued for a language of the practical rather than the theoretical. By practical ‘I do not mean...the easily achieved, familiar goals which can be reached by familiar means’ (Schwab, 1969: 1), but rather ‘a complex discipline...concerned with choice and action’ (pp. 1-2). 

Schwandt distinguishes theoretical knowledge (‘knowing that’), craft or skill knowledge (‘knowing how’), and practical-moral knowledge (‘knowing from’). Ethical reasoning takes place through practical wisdom. Schwandt wishes to recast evaluative research within this kind of practical hermeneutics. When we talk about ‘application’, something more is intended than the instrumental sense of practicality, but the more fundamental sense of making something relevant to oneself. This involves a particular kind of knowledge - ‘knowing from within or practical-moral knowledge’, which ‘requires not cleverness in application but understanding’ (Schwandt, 1997: 76). ‘Practical-moral knowledge aims to actually move people, not simply give them good ideas’ (p.81). While Schwandt is talking about evaluation, his approach may well prove fruitful for recasting PR.

5
Critique and social justice

The final area where practitioner research has failed to sharpen its potential as practice critique lies in its lack of connection with justice issues in research. We started from McLeod’s definition of practitioner research as research carried out by practitioners for the purpose of advancing their own practice. Despite the strengths of this definition, it is limited by its individualism and the absence of any participation of service users. There is very little literature in social work on ways in which practitioner research might enable the identification of research questions, prioritising among research topics, or the actual commissioning of research through involvement in the process of reviewing research proposals, through collaborative work with service users. As a consequence, there is a chronic risk that practitioner research will suffer from institutional capture. Mike Fisher has argued that 

Genuine involvement of service users (cannot) be taken forward if the focus remains on the researcher-practitioner relationship. In a sense, the idea that problem formulation is/should be resolved through improving the relationship between practitioner and researcher is part of the problem… Indeed, there is a clear danger that in focusing on the modes of researcher-practitioner collaboration the voice of the service user is less prominent or simply outnumbered. (Fisher, 2002)

There are ways in which practitioner research can develop ‘critical practice’, and social work would be the stronger for engagement across professional boundaries. For example, Carr and Kemmis developed a case for critical educational practice (Carr and Kemmis, 1986), and directed attention to ways in which the relationship between theory and practice may transcend simplistic notions of theory as something that is ‘applied’ to practice in an unproblematic fashion. Miller and her teacher colleagues illustrate the potential for such a model, in their accounts of a collaborative project that endured for at least six years (Miller, 1990). Endeavours have also been made to liberate practitioner research from a personalized model that takes academic research and disciplines as given, and limits practitioner inquiry to applying research to practice (Fahl and Markand, 1999). Fahl and Markand’s project seeks to create an identity for practitioner research as critique rather than individualised application – critique of social science as well as of practice. Their point about psychology will stand for social science in general when they conclude that ‘if existing academic psychology and existing professional psychological practice can only be brought together with difficulty, then this “only” says that this type of psychology needs to be criticized and developed’ (p. 75).

Conclusion

We should avoid being unduly sanguine about the ability of practitioner research – or any research for that matter - to change social work. Hammersley has criticized some professionally driven research approaches on the grounds that they are based on too narrow a concept of research relevance and an overly optimistic faith in the ability of research to influence policy and practice. While he is writing about education, his remarks are relevant to social work. He suggests two grounds for concluding ‘there are good reasons to believe that research cannot routinely solve teachers’ problems’ (Hammersley, 1993: 430). ‘There is no scientific method that guarantees results’ (p. 430) and teacher circumstances are diverse and unlikely to be amenable to action in any routine sense. Rather, ‘sound practice cannot amount to the straightforward application of theoretical knowledge, but is an activity that necessarily involves judgement and draws on experience as much as on…scientific knowledge’ (p. 430). 

Everyday social work discussions of evidence-based practice frequently proceed on a misconception at this point. Practice is not and cannot be ‘based’ on evidence in the straightforward and unproblematic way envisaged by some of its advocates. Practitioner research will contribute to this agenda in direct proportion to the extent to which it yields diverse projects, that take practicality and knowledge utilization seriously, that are supported by capacity and resources to deliver, and that include a central concern with providing a critique of practice and services, harnessed to a social justice agenda for and with service users.
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Notes





� The paper includes some initial data and analysis about ways of understanding and categorising practitioner research. The research findings should not be copied to anyone, or quoted without permission at this stage.





� I cannot locate a phrase that exactly mirrors the scope of ‘social care’ in a USA context. ‘Human services’ does not quite make the distinction. The social care field is much wider than social work. For example, while there are around 2500 social workers in Wales (pop 2.5m) there are estimated to be around 70000 working in the social care field.  





� I have tried to engage the literature at a more general level in previous work (eg Shaw, 1999, Ch 6; Shaw and Gould, 2001, Ch 10).





� By contrast, the literature of the teacher-as-researcher movement has a fair amount to say on this question (cf Hammersley, 1993; Shaw, 1999, Stenhouse, 1993). There is also a considerable interest in clinical audit and ‘own account research’ in the field of health research.





� The boundaries between Pr and practitioners being trained as researchers will remain fuzzy, as will the relationship between PR and, for example, Intervention Research conducted in the USA.





� ‘Practitioner Involvement in Research in Social Care’ 2002-3. Ian Shaw, Alex Faulkner and Simon Keane. Funded by Wales Assembly Government through Wales Office of Research and Development for Health and Social Care.





� There has  ben a fair amount of attenmtion given to research about eg ‘scientfic practice’ in the USA by a wide range of writers, and form time to time hitly contesedt excnahegs regarding the scope, orientation and value of such work. But it remains true that we know little about the kinds of questions set out in the next section of this paper.. 





� A project could be owned by service users or by multiple stakeholders, but in practice this has not occurred n the projects we have screened.





� We continue to audit and screen PR projects in the research catchment area, and no conclusions should be drawn from these figures regarding the prevalence of PR research in social work and social care in the UK.





� Note that the indicators we have used overlap to some extent. Also they are not dichotomous. We may later try applying this in a formal fashion (with or without weighting of the variables), and score studies, but we will only do this, if at all, after the case studies, when we have clearer sense of the meaning of the categories.





� Timms, 1968 Ch 6 has an interesting early British discussion. A recent review is provided by Kirk and Reid, 2002. 





� Not, of course, that this need inherently be so. For example, the methodology of the early Chicago School focused on case studies with a strong emphasis on the kind of life histories and personal documents collected by caseworkers in the course of social work with the marginal groups of the metropolis (Platt, cited in Dingwall, 1997: 54). 





� USA colleagues will know better than most that this is a hotly contested issue.  Padgett, for example, holds that ‘Qualitative research is incompatible with the practice mandate when the practitioner is also the researcher. I can see no satisfactory way to blend the two roles’ (Padgett, 1998: 37). She associates this with her scepticism regarding advocacy roles in research. She laments the ‘erosion of rigour that comes with the loss of critical distance’ (p. 11).





� Masters level degrees in the UK (whether they are linked to qualifying level programmes or post-qualifying), almost always require the completion of a research-based dissertation, typically of about 20000 words.





� Other professions are no less exempt from the charge of isolationism. The health professions are perhaps least guilty, but teachers are at least as insular as social workers.





� I have not dealt with the second of the three ‘practicality’ limitations of PR – that it is usually based on unduly limited conceptions of how it can be useful for practice. I think it is reasonable to regard the main kind of uses of PR as instrumental rather than longer term enlightenment. However, the predominance of simple forms of PR tends to favour its limited application to the researcher’s own work rather than more widely. As a consequence it is unlikely to be seen a challenging the status quo.
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