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Paradigm Reflection Memo
	I have a realist perspective on ontology.  I believe that there is a reality that exists which includes and goes beyond human existence. There are essences or noumena which can also be only known to the mind.  This reality also includes existence that is not limited to the material, but indeed is also metaphysical. There is a Creator who has imbued all that is created with directive norms for actions and behavior.   There are laws of nature “…the order which governs the activities of the material universe” (Fox, 1910, ¶ 1), as well as the natural law of humankind, “the rule of conduct which is prescribed to us by the Creator in the constitution of the nature with which He has endowed us” (Fox, 1910,¶ 1). The nature of humankind is characterized particularly by the use of reason and free will. Humankind can choose to act and alter behavior, according to desire and governed by reason, unlike other material things (Fox, 1910).  
	I have a sense realist perspective on epistemology.  Human beings make sense of reality using their intellect and senses.  Because they are limited beings, their knowledge is always partial and limited, as well.  I differentiate my perspective from a constructivist one because I don’t regard human beings as “constructing” knowledge of reality; rather I view them as “uncovering” or “discovering” what is real.  Indeed, this is done interactively, but reality is not constructed.  The use of our intellects fine tunes the lenses through which we uncover what is real.  To better illustrate, I can use the Blind Men and the Elephant analogy.   The elephant exists in reality, and the concept of “elephantness”, its essence or noumena, can be known by the mind. I agree that elephants can be known by our minds, but I’m skeptical about “essences.” Each person experiences a different part of the elephant through the senses, and the intellect begins to make sense of this experience.  Their experiences are limited and partial.  As they share their partial knowledge, their combined and interactive intellects can potentially uncover more of what an elephant is because the lens is better fine-tuned through which to see, or grasp the concept of “elephant”. I would say “better understand the reality that we conceptualize as an “elephant.” I choose not to use the term “constructivist” to describe this interactive process, because what is partially known as “elephant” in this process, which might not fully correspond with the complete and real elephant which is only partially being experienced, does not either replace the elephant which is being experienced, or the “elephantness” which exists to be discovered.  
	I have come by these views as Catholic intellectual who majored in philosophy in college why could I have guessed this? , and has been married to a Catholic philosopher for 33 years.  The realist paradigm best incorporates both the ontological and epistemological perspectives that I have come to embrace through the journey of both my faith and intellect.  It can assume that reality exists beyond the perceived? material world and is purposeful and orderly.  There can also be an assumption that human beings have free will, and therefore can choose their actions and behavior. Another assumption which it can contain is that there is objective morality; what is morally good is acting in accordance with the natural laws that characterize our beings, and what is immoral is acting against those natural laws.  Epistemologically, it can assume that humans come to know what is real through the use of their senses and their intellects.  This is a process which is always limited but can be best described as a discovery rather than a construction. There therefore is an objective, not relative truth which can be partially discovered subjectively/intersubjectively.  There is also an assumption that human actions are not just a result of behavioral or physical responses, but can be intentional, caused by the purpose and meaning imbued.  This is a terrific explanation of your “mental model.”
	My realistic perspective corresponds very well with Greene’s presentation which is based on her understanding of Maxwell’s description.  The theoretical concepts that are “actual features and properties of the real world…”(Greene, 2007, p. 85) are what I term the noumena or essences that can be discovered by the mind.  Likewise, my perspective asserts epistemologically that knowledge is not complete and objective, but rather is partial and context-dependent, for it is obtained through the subjective/intersubjective process of limited human perception and intellect.  It also asserts that not only emotions, beliefs, and values can be part of reality and causal explanations for observed phenomena, but that orderly purpose is real and can be discovered as well.  I therefore agree with Greene and Maxwell that both practically and philosophical both quantitative and qualitative methods can be used together by realist researchers for inquiry. 
	 Both James’ “inside-out” perspective and Maxwell’s elucidation of the variance vs. process perspective have helped me understand more clearly how qualitative and quantitative methodologies help us discover what is “real” in different ways.  Fricke’s chapter further illuminated the methodologies unique contributions to the discovery process. Qualitative inquiry can help uncover meaning, can capture what is unique contextually, or can unveil what would be hidden from a quantitative perspective.  However, quantitative data can also unveil aspects of reality that qualitative methodology would miss. Both methods can work together to help us uncover what is real.  So, for example, we might need to qualitatively investigate the perceptions of each blind man in order to begin to uncover the elements of what constitutes this new creature, but quantitatively gather the qualitative data from many blind men in order to begin to discover the essence of “elephant”.
	The realist paradigm perspective allows me to choose the methodology which will best uncover the aspect of reality I am investigating.  Like the Blind Men and the Elephant example I used above, there indeed can be a interactive dialogue between the data uncovered by both methodologies.  Quantitative methods can certainly be used to help further define what the “essences” are that can then be generalized, but they also can be used to come up with the beginnings of new definitions or concepts.  Qualitative methods can be used to not only uncover meanings, but can also be used to uncover data which is contextually unique.  The realist paradigm requires that the researcher acknowledges that all inquiry results, whether quantitative or qualitative, uncover only part of what is real.  There is always a limited and subjective perspective, regardless of the methodology.  This, of course leads to the validity threats of bias, and subjectivity, but these threats are acknowledged by the realist, and therefore accounted for dealt with? No validity threat can be absolutely ruled out when using whatever method is the researcher finds most suitable.  
	The realist mixed method researcher, therefore, will not present data that is either qualitatively or quantitatively obtained as if it is objective and complete truth.  Neither will this researcher choose a method because it is pragmatically more persuasive, but will continue to gather and investigate reality via a dialogue between methods that will best uncover what is real. Grounded upon what is known, and in search of what still needs to be uncovered, this researcher will choose the methods that best help answer the burning question.  The realist researcher, however, will understand that no matter how scrupulously the studies are constructed and presented, answered questions will only produce more questions, and reality uncovered will only be partial.

Kim:
This is an excellent reflection on your paradigm views, and I think your stance will be very conducive to mixed method research. The only place where I differ significantly is the idea of “essences.” See my paper on Diversity and methodology.

Grade: A
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