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Linking the global and the local in educational research:
some insights from dynamic systems theory
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Furlong’s (2004) recent discussion of ‘the re-erearmp of the paradigm wars’ draws
attention to the remarkable resilience of what MaHammersley (2002) has called ‘two
worlds theories’ in educational research (e.g. myfpoactice; quantitative/ qualitative;
global/local). Although the last thirty years or Bave witnessed a range of analyses and
deconstructions of binary thinking from a variefycatical and postmodern perspectives (see,
for example, Derrida, 1976; Kaufman, 2001; Park€87, Stronach & McLure, 1997), such
thinking appears to be particularly recalcitranthwi educational discourses.

One reaction to this critique appears to be a tecyldor contemporary discourses, for
example, in relation to quantitative and qualitatapproaches, to attempt various types of
theoretical compromise. An example of this is thenmotion of mixed methods (e.g. Gorrard
et al, 2001), which appears to suggest that the diffeepyproaches areomplementary
perspectives, which together provide a fuller, ntotended, picture. In this view, a case study
often appears to be seen as providing the detiffitts in a larger scale, more quantitatively-
derived pattern. Such moves, however, side-stepesftamly fundamental questions; for
example, if a case study is simply the detail ¢tdrger-scale pattern, why does a large scale
generalisation tend to have little or ‘no applidiépin the individual case’ (Guba & Lincoln,
1998:198)? In reverse, why is there such troublesimg the insights derived from local,
context-specific investigations in situations whitle beyond the original context of
investigation? Whilst researchers working with pustlern perspectives may feel confident
about their analysis and interpretations only beibtg to engage with ‘local narratives’ and
‘situated truths’ (Sumaraet al, 2001), the perceived pressure to re late the teesfilsmall-
scale, local types of study to other, differentyaiions within a wider context still creates
theoretical tensions for many researchers.

This paper will examine these tensions by attengptoncreate a ‘departure’ from the usual
'discipinary orbits' associated with educationadesrch (Derrida, 1976, in Stronach &
McLure, 1997:3). Whilst postmodern and feminist gperctives attempt to challenge the
assumptions of traditional sociology and psycholbgyusing literary theory, or the visual
and performing arts, the discussion here will usmmexity theory, a perspective from the
theoretical sciences, as its interpretative fraBwstmodernist and feminist approaches focus
on discourse, text and power, and embody an imentdo destabilize and complicate.
Complexity and dynamic systems theories, on therdtland, have nothing particularly to say
about text, language, or power, and might be sggmobtmodernists as an attempt at a new
kind of metanarrative. It will be argued here, hgam that this perspective offers a new way
of examining educational research slightly difféhgfrom within, rather than from without,
some of its traditional assumptions. Rather thgmdr to ignore, resolve or transcend the
binary of qualitative and quantitative, this anaywill deliberately use a binary summary of
these different positions in order to complicatd dnaw attention to the relationships which
such polarities involve.
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A binary to explorebinaries

The suspicion with which many researchers now @megtkind of binary conceptualisation is
arguably in danger of reducing the possibilitiestfmught, rather than, as originally intended,
expanding such possibilities. Moran (2000) suggésas the current tendency to reject all
oppositions is a misunderstanding of Derrida’sntitsn, which was to force a questioning of
the way that oppositions are valorised, rather tharattempt to overturn thert could be
argued that, at least in Anglophone cultures, lyiramcepts perform a crucial function in
defining and delimiting an area to be discusseth thie extremes of opposed polar positions
provide a starting point for dialogue. It is onsthoasis that the analysis here will begin by
creating a working, binary definition of tendenciegthin different types of educational
research.

For the purposes of this discussion, (‘grand’) tiyeand quantitative research will be taken to
be connected in the sense that both try to prodeceral principles that will apply beyond
specific contexts. Similarly, practice and qualatresearch will be taken as connected in the
sense that both attempt to deal with the compksivhich arise in more localised, specific
contexts. These general distinctions will be reféro as large and small scale approaches to
research. It must be stressed that this is a teanpaonceptual creation, which collapses a
great of subtlety and potential argument. Furtheeneven within these parameters, it has to
be recognised that researchers concerned with locaéised, small (or medium) scale types
of research are often also interested in creahegry, and, of course, that ‘research is itself
also a form of practice’ (Hammersley, 2002:65). Share some of the problematic issues
that the paper sets out to explore.

The relationship between large and small scalestgbaesearch is rarely examined in detail.
Hammersley's discussion of macro and micro-levedoties (1984; Hammersley and
Atkinson, 1995), for example, refers to ‘a dimemnsadong which the scale of the phenomena
under study varies’. This suggests a continuumdbes not say anything about the nature of
each, in relation to the other. Hammersley and istlin’s discussion of attempts to integrate
these two levels ‘to show that there is only onelenot two’ {bid.) suggests that they are
seen as separate; a position which Hammersleysstatee clearly in his more recent
discussion of these issues(2092In the earlier paper (1984), however, the sutigeghat
micro level investigations can test macro levelotigeimplies that both are, in the end,
operating within the same ontological and epistegichl world. From this perspective,
whatever it is that is being researched, identifed tested, at the two different levels,
appears to be seen as ontologically consistent.

This assumption of ontological consistency also empiths the way that data are most
commonly analysed, despite the sometimes veryrdiftephilosophical positions which large
and small scale approaches may be aligned to. &nlles study is longitudinal, or
biographical (and often even then), both quanta#ind qualitative data tends to be analysed
cross-sectionally. This way of creating categori@s ‘things held in common’ (eg.
correlations, concepts, typologies, hierarchiesydasfundamental to research in the social
sciences (Llewlyn, 2003) that it is rarely commenigpon in conventional educational
research discourses (despite the fact that postmoaled feminist analyses continue to
question this approach from a variety of perspeslivThe conventional approach could be
seen as distancing form of abstraction, in the sense that it assuthasthe pattern that can
be seen as the researcher becomes ‘disentangiedefkamples of the particular will be more
useful for creating knowledge that any patterng thay exist at the level of the individual.



The assumptions which underpin much cross-sectianalysis could be summarised as
follows:

» Firstly, research can only be donedigtracting from specific examples

» Secondly, processes of abstraction self-evidergtyuire the creation of
distance from the particular

« Thirdly, distancing is required because this is tmy way to perceive
meaningful connections. Meaningful connections here are patterns of
similarity

* Finally, connections, when assumed to exist, aen 9 beconsistent
across all levels, from macro to micro (ie. a csisely will provide detail
within a larger study)

Feminist and postmodern researchers have atteniptemnfound these assumptions by
coming at them from unexpected angles, attemptindisturb and topple them through the
use of perspectives from radically different disiogs. The analysis | am offering here,
however, is far less ambitious, asking questionkast initially, from within the same frame
of reference. Even from within, however, potentiatonsistencies and confusions soon
appear. Though highly productive, this approachsdus, for example, provide any account
of what happens to the information which such comafity-seeking approaches have to
discard; nor does it allow for the idea that wisatliscarded by the research may nonetheless
be exerting an effect on whatever it is that ismgeinvestigated (Fogedt al, 1997:19). In
addition, there are questions about issues sutieasature of the ‘structural pattern’ which a
large-scale research study might be seen to ateul social science researcher might see
such patterns as being representative of a dynaspect of social structure, such as gender
relations, for example. The ‘findings' of some ¢asgale educational research projects,
however, can appear to suggest that a large-sedierp which has been identified by the
research refers not to dynamic social patterns,tbunore fundamental, 'deep’ structural
mechanisms which are understood to underlie thareppvariety of different cases.

Such problems are arguably connected to a lackaoitycabout how the patterns created at
different levels of scale (small and large) reladeeach other. Both ‘dynamic social’ and
‘generative deep’ structure understandings of tkammng of an aggregate pattern can appear
to suggest that smaller-scale, individual or Iquatterns are able to provide more in-depth or
detailed information about the pattern created darger scale, implying, as has been
discussed above, an ontological coherence andstensy which transcends matters of scale.
It could be argued, however, that the kinds ofgratt which are visible from a distance are in
fact quitedistinct from the kinds of patterns that exist at the Ideakl (Guba & Lincoln,
1998), in a way that is not simply the differenavieen what can be measured empirically,
and what such a measurement may mean to an indhadtor (Smeyers, 2001). This appears
to be what underlies the commonly expressed idaagineralisations ‘have no applicability
in the individual case’ (Guba & Lincoln, 1998:198)hat exactly is a global pattern, if it
fragments when it comes into contact with spediigations?

Even when attempts are made to address the redhtpibetween the large and the small,
analysis as distancing often appears to be se#measnly option. Hammersley & Atkinson
(1995), for example, discuss ‘four types of theanytelation to both macro and micro levels.
The most specific of the four types, referred tdragro-substantive research on particular
types of organisation or situation’ (238) gives cthy patient interaction’ and ‘police



encounters with juveniles’ as examples. Even is thost local level of theory, it is still a
general principle that is sought. It appears tsibgly taken for granted that all theory must,
by definition, involve distancing from the partiaul(Flyvberg, 2001).

This situation seems somewhat incongruous whendomnsidered in relation to many current
ideas in educational theorising. Though generadksatatistically-based models of individual
behaviour and cognitive traits remain popular iggh®logy, for example, these have been
joined by newer perspectives which stress the itapoe of interaction, context, and the need
to understand issues of particularity and diffeeeimclocal situations. Generalised categories
such as self, style, type and stage are incregsbeghg challenged by new interactional and
social perspectives such as those of dynamic sgstkeory (Bosma & Kunnen, 2001), or
critical and community psychology (e.g. Burman, 4p®iscussions of learning in areas such
as adult education, often reflecting the influenédeminist and postmodern critiques, have
also broadened to out from a reliance on atomistanded categories such as ‘adult learner’,
‘developmental stage’, ‘learning style’ or ‘speciaked’, towards a recognition of the
complexities of difference, and the context-speaifature of such difference (Edwards, et. al.,
1996).

These moves could be seen as implying the neeahftapistemology of the close-up’; a way
of accounting for, and of speaking about, the diéifiee and specificity which become
apparent at a smaller scale. In terms of the gathef research data, however, the dominant
epistemology is still largely based upon a deliteeretreat from particularity, and upon the
production of categories based on similaritieshimbcesses which are likely to obscure and
silence the ways in which things might be differebtirrent habits of categorising at both
levels also have a tendency to produce static tgpeoncept, rather than concepts which
represent the fluidity and change involved in pescand interaction (Stehr & Grundmann,
2001)

An epistemology of the close-up?

Johnson (2001) suggests, following Weaver (1948)ahnson, 2001) that there are three
types of scientific enquiry. The first deals wittoplems involving very limited numbers of
variables, and concerns issues such as the movemheéhe planets around the sun (the
approach underpinning Newtonian mechanics). Therse@pproach deals with problems
with are characterised by ‘millions or billions wdriables that can only be approached by the
use of statistical mechanics and probability the¢2901:46), which he calls ‘disorganised
complexity’. This perhaps could be seen as a fagcdption of the approach taken in much
Social Science research. He suggests, however,thlat is a field between these two
approaches which deals with a still substantial imemof variables, but with one crucial
difference:

much more important than the mere number of vaggld the fact that these

variables are all interrelated... these problems, castrasted with the

disorganised situations with which statisticiana cape,show the essential

feature of organisation. We will therefore refer to this group of problens a

those oforganised complexity.

Weaver, 1948, in Johnson, 2001: 47 (italics inioad

Much large-scale educational research can perhaphceptualised as attempting to deal
with ‘disorganised complexity’. The standing backolved in attempts to uncover general
principles entails deliberately discounting relashipswithin individual systems (people,



cultures, classes, schools), as the interconneessdaf the elements within these types of
units are seen to be too specific to be usefuthferpurpose of extracting a general principle.
By contrast, dynamic systems theories (Fogehl, 1997; Richardson, 2000; Valsiner, 1998)
whether conceived of as versions of complexity theg€illiers, 1998; Byrne, 1998), or as
theories ofemergence (Johnson, 2001), concern themselvesseheavith the interactions
and relationships that occur within specific (opgygtems.

A dynamic system is seen to consist of a large rumob components which are interacting
dynamically, with the interactions being confinedthe local level (Cilliers, 1998). These
multiple interactions are non-linear, and invohamplex feedback loops which continually
adjust and modify the both the ‘parts’ of the sgstand the system itself. As the system is an
open one, the interactions can also affect the danims of the system itself, and indeed have
effects beyond the system.

If there is a sufficient number of these interaasioand if they take place over a sufficiently
long period of time, specific forms of order, oganisation, will periodically emerge from
within the system:

(Dynamic systems) solve problems by drawing on emss relatively stupid
elements, rather than a single, intelligent’ ‘exee branch’.... In these
systems agents residing on one scale start praglimhaviour that lies one
scale above them: ants create colonies; urbangasecneighbourhoods; simple
pattern-recognition software learns how to reconunesw books

Johnson, 2001:18

Two examples discussed by Johnson describe tmsone detail. The behaviour of ants, for
example, is believed to come about not as a restifte directions of a queen, but as a result
of simple forms of chemical communication betwesthvidual ants, which relay information
about local conditions. The sheer size of the nunalbenteractions, and the fact that these
take place over time, result in emergent behavaiuhe level of the colony (moving away
from danger, for example, or towards food). Sintylaneighbourhoods within cities organise
themselves along lines of social class, and citiesselves continually change and adapt in
ways that have not been planned.

Discussion of the unpredictability of emergencethis kind of description of dynamic
processes is often misunderstood to imply randosyredsos or indeterminism. Non-linear
systems, however, are in fact seen to be operafingally, though this causality is not of the
deterministic, linear kind. What distinguishes iibrh more linear types of deterministic
process is the fact that it is impossible, duehtodpeed and number of interacting variables,
for many of the deterministic processes which aoéng on to be tracked or observed
(Goldstein, 2000). For this reason, the resultthefinteractions cannot always be predicted,
because it is not possible to know in advance wiilhinteract with what, or indeed, what has
interacted with what up to that point, and what masulted from previous unknown
interactions. In this sense the history of theratgons both within and beyond the system is
crucial in determining the form of future emergenc&urthermore, this is seen to be a
completelydecentralised process, in that the order whichiadyced is seen to emerge solely
from the multiple interactions. There is no keyiahle, no centrally-guiding programme or
brain, and no one principle factor which makes wéng happen. This does not, however,
imply that anything at all can emerge, as emergascgtimately constrained by certain



features of the system itself, and by its intemactivith factors and systems beyond its own
boundaries (Foget. al. 1997).

The implications of this conceptual framework hang yet been investigated very much in
relation to approaches to educational researchip dhe study of learning (see, however,
Fenwick, 2003; Osberg & Biesta, 2003). In terms aifempting to find alternative
epistemologies of difference, specificity and cahtéowever, these ideas are interesting in
that they privilege the importance of local intérags, and the interconnectedness of
multiple, different elements in a local situatiohhe stress on dynamic interactions, for
example, provides the potential for talking abde&rners’ and ‘context’ as different kinds of
interwoven process which are continually createwgg being created, by each other, rather
than as static objects, manifesting characterissiegounded by an environment and affected
by teachers. This perspective, however, does nhare simply highlight processes of change
and flow; it suggests that in fact thereonly change and flow, in the sense thaits the
interactions themselves which are the system (a person, from this perspective, is entirely
‘composed’ of interactions)The fact that the interactions produce changingh$oof order
does not necessarily imply something static, ondseunded. A sense of ‘self’ may emerge
from the interactions of brain and environment, &ntttion to order consciousness, but this
does not have to imply that such a sense of selthgr static or essential.

Theories of emergence and educational research

A dynamic systems approach could not be used toahbut many kinds of population
research, when a ‘population’ refers to an abstcatégory which has deliberately been
created in order to track statistical patternseilatron to a large number dffferent systems
(e.g. different schools, different students). Tkisd of population, does, of course, exist
within a number of larger connected systems; Brigsciety, for example, ‘working class
culture’, or ‘the English university system’. Theonceptualisation of the larger system,
however, is not necessarily part of the framingpopulation-based research, which may be
more likely to focus on a population as a categanich contains a range of examples of the
variation presented by many different, smaller simithin the larger system. For example,
‘Scottish dyslexic students’ are likely to be intigated in relation to their individual
psychologies, rather than the way that in whichhgogychologies might exist in relation to
certain cultural/systemic interactions within atmgadar social group. Similarly, a dynamic
systems approach could not be used to talk aboemdh across data from different
interviews, as a theme is an abstract categoryhwhas been extracted from the different
systems (and systems of meaning) which the indalicthierview texts represent.

A dynamic systems perspective draws attention eoirtiportance of the interactiomgthin
open systems. Research mechanisms which deliberatel across systems cannot, by
definition, track the ways in which different elemt® within a system react together to create
certain types of outcome. Views from outside sel@dystems can track what can be seen to
emerge from the different systems, but not the gsses which led to these types of
emergence. This reverses Silverman’s (2001) noti@at qualitative research can only
describe the ‘what’ and ‘how’, with quantitativesearch providing the answer to ‘why’; here
it is the study of a particular set of systemi@rattions which would provide clues as to the
‘why’ of specific forms of emergence.

These ideas could offer a new perspective on thbl@ms outlined above in relation to the

connection between macro and micro levels of rebeactivity. Research results and/or
theory are usually aggregated abstractions, whighrnonetheless expected will be ‘applied’
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to specific situations in a way that is meaningéuthat specific situation. Though researchers
are often blamed for the difficulties or failuresolved in these attempts at connection, such
failure could be because the logic/pattern whiclstexat the abstract level is simply not
echoed further down the line. Patterns which eaisthe level of the situated, particular
example are arguably quite different from largeggragate patterns, because they are
produced in a different way. From a dynamic systperspective, patterns at the local level
are the emergent properties of the multiply intengcvariables which make up the open
system which is the focus of attention. These esm@rgroperties argpecific to the system
being investigated (although this does not preclude the possibilitgttsimilar properties
might emerge from the interactions of a differdnit similar open system). By contrast, an
abstraction (e.g. a research model, or a policypvaton) is created by aggregating the
similarities that can be seen when a number of nmected open systems are viewed from a
distance. What can be seen from a distance, howmsveot an ‘underlying’ principle which
unites the different cases, but simply a particldard of shape. Selective qualitative
investigations carried out within large scale stgdtannot, from this perspective, ‘illuminate’
‘or ‘flesh out’ the pattern of connections that sixpetween different systems, because such
patterns onlyexist at a distance. Individual cases, on the other haredpperating in relation
to their own sets of variable interactions, whibh tlistance pattern, by definition, has had to
filter out of view.

Interacting multipleworlds: distinct, but interwoven

For some early attempts to use this approach imniad¢ysis of data, see Haggis, (2004a) and
Haggis, (2004b). These papers report on two diffea@alyses of the same set of interviews
with a small group of mature students talking ablearning in higher education. In both
papers the results of a normal, distancing typanaflysis are compared to a second, more
‘indeterminate’ type of analysis, which exploreg thatterns which begin to emerge when
multiple factors in an individual case are consédein detail, without looking for causalities
or even correlations. What emerges from this, paldrly when contrasted with the dominant
models of learning in higher education, is an argoithat an understanding of difference
could be as important in understanding learningrasinderstanding of commonalities. The
analysis explores how patterns of meaning begenterge within individual accounts, when
using this approach, in ways that are quite diffefeom the type of pattern which might
emerge from a cross-sectional analysis. What thmegeers argue for is not necessarily
different from what many qualitative researchers already doing in biographical and life
history types of analysis. Dynamic systems/compyesieory, however, may be able to
provide a different kind of language for talkingoalb what it is that non-generalising studies
attempt to do.

A dynamic systems perspective appears to reversg afidhe assumptions outlined in the
first part of this paper. Abstraction which opegat®/ creating distance from the particular
could be seen, rather than as potentially enabliegsolation of ‘key principles’ (in relation
to different individual systems), instead as adjivdestroying the very interactions and
connections which constitute such systems. If ihe @ the research is to understand the
functioning of individual systems, this perspectsgems to suggest that it is necessary to
study such systems ‘close-up’, in relation to thewn interaction histories. Distancing
approaches, by contrast, compare emergenoesghe interactions of a given system (often at
a given moment in time) with the emergences frorent different systems. In some
situations it would simply require a conceptualftsto begin to move from one type of
analysis to the other, in the sense that distaneipstractions carried out in relation to



separate, unconnected systems could become ‘cpsabatractions if the different systems
being investigated were instead conceptualisedeasghbinterrelated features of the larger
systems that contain them.

The perspective outlined here begins to providaréionulation of why generalisations cannot
be applied to particular cases, or why a case stadgiot simply provide the detail of a larger
scale pattern. The interactions within a systemcarestrained both from within the system
itself (in relation to its initial conditions andrcumstances), and by its interaction with other,
different systems which simultaneously exist botthiw and beyond its own boundaries (eg.
culturally enacted discourses of gender, class). @tbe history of the interactions within any
given system, however, and what this interacti@tony produces in terms of emergence, is
always particular to the individual case. A crogstem pattern which has been created
through comparing the external features of (or g@eces from) a number of different
systems is thus ontologically distinct from the tpats of interaction which could be
described at the level of a particular system. Beeasome of the interactions within smaller
systems are also interactions within larger systémaever, an abstraction created in relation
to different systems within a population (eg. ‘dmweristics of dyslexic students’) might also
represent some of the interactions of the largstesy pattern as well (‘effects of British
societal attitudes to expressions of dyslexia’).

The interrelatedness of distinct systems createspdradoxical situation of an ontological
distinction between the ‘two worlds’ which (perhdpsarrely, for the western mind) is at the
same time non-dualistic. The worlds are separal@sinbeing at the same time completely
enmeshed. What connects them, however, is not ¢tmemon underpinning of a deep
structural unity, which becomes ever more securéhasscale at which the pattern can be
shown to persist becomes larger. From a dynamitemsys perspective the worlds instead
make up a multidimensional ‘space of flows’ (Cdstel996); an interconnected system of
interwoven larger and smaller systems, which ateracting dynamically in relation to
boundaries and constraints which are themselvestaoity undergoing modification.
Although each set of systemic patterns is deterthinethe individual makeup and history of
that particular system, systems are themselvedypeonstituted by ‘elements’ of other
systems (though these consist of interactionsgeratman entities), and are thus constantly
interacting with aspects of themselves which aréhesame time, beyond them.

Conclusion

Dynamic systems theories appear to offer a new efdgoking at things which previously
could not easily be seen. The focus on phenomeppers systems composed of interactions,
rather than objects; the impossibility of trackingultiple causalities which nonetheless
produce patterns of order and meaning; and theriiapce of time, history and specificity, all
appear to offer something new in relation to thei@mt divisions implied by dualities such as
theory and practice, large and small, and quaivit@nd qualitative forms of research.

Dynamic systems thinking could hold out theoretipedmise for researchers who may be
trying to find ways of illuminating complex, humaspects of learning which tend to be
reduced or left out of many current research fraorks: It does this in a number of ways.

Firstly, it provides an acknowledgement of the ctaxipy of phenomena, rather than

attempting to reduce complexity to simplified abstions. Secondly, it provides a rationale
for a focus on the ways that things are intercotateaather than demanding various forms of
separating out from context. In this sense, itrgff@ way of engaging with the often rather



general idea of ‘context’ in quite specific waysdhir@ly, it offers a way of thinking about
process and change, rather than modelling stgfee’‘and condition. A possible application
of this in education could be to change the distanpabstracted question of ‘what works?’
into a specific, process question such as ‘whaappening when something is working'?

Finally, this type of thinking articulates a diféat vision of causality and determinism.
Processes of interaction and emergence, althougielya untrackable, are seen to be
generated in a way that is logical and consistetit the interactions between different parts
of (and beyond) the (open) system. It may be imptes$o track the pathways that lead to the
emergence of schizophrenia, a meaningful senseeofvorld, or motivation to learn, but the
appearance of these conditions and orientations) &t dynamic systems perspective, is an
outcome which is likely to be consistent with theeracting factors involved. This idea offers
the potential of a different way of thinking abowhy emergences can be difficult to
understand when they are viewed from a perspebtyend the system that generated them,
and when they are compared with emergences froar,different systems. It is only when a
system is observed from a vantage point whiabuiside of that system that things appear to
be ‘messy’, contradictory or unexplainable; in tiela to the internal dynamics of the system,
what emerges is seen to be a direct result of #®ws interactions involved, even though
these cannot be precisely measured or anticipated.

This suggests, perhaps surprisingly, a position #ppears to be congruent with a more
‘natural science’ view of phenomena as being basad principles of ordering and
consistency. Naturally occurring systems do prodtlz@nging forms of order, in the sense
that, if they did not, there would be no systenivesge groups, cultures). Such order, however,
may not exist in the form of ‘underlying principleghich can be identified and then applied
to multiple occurrences of different phenomena. Xgpyeeted patterns of natural order may in
fact exist more obviously in the very places wheme might least expect to find them; in the
local, the situated, rather than being visible fiitve perspective of a ‘god’s eye view'.

! Hammersley (2002) does also discuss problemsthiidea of separated worlds, but he approattesiea
of what the worlds might have in common from aetié&nt perspective to that being discussed here.
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