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Abstract

This research project aims to study the Methodology and Body of Knowledge
Related to Humans and Culture by 12 senior academics in the humanities and social
sciences and the trends of change in academic circles in the humanities from ¢ 1977 to

¢ 2007.

The research found that the conceptual basis of academics had profound
implications for the methodology and body of knowledge which they created. Many
academics had a humanist ideology. Many gave importance to morality. One group of
academics gave importance to studying the distinctive characteristics of humans and
culture; another group had a view that emphasized globalism. Some academics
created knowledge completely under a nationalist ideology but others rejected official
nationalism and yet others even created knowledge to oppose, refute or struggle
against official nationalism. However the perspectives and analyses under these
concepts differ according to the background, ideology and objectives in creating
knowledge of each academic. The methodologies and bodies of knowledge related to

humans and culture therefore contain many differences.

Even if academics have a conceptual basis that is similar in some points, the
knowledge in the subjects in which each person has been instructed and the different
objectives in creating knowledge make them choose different methodologies and create
different bodies of knowledge. It will be seen that academics who practice the official
nationalist ideology have continually tried to assess artistic values to affirm a high
degree of accomplishment of Thai literature and other branches of the arts at a level that

equals or exceeds that of the west, or emphasizes the complete integration of western
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or eastern and Thai art, while diminishing the strength of new ideologies and
methodologies that will influence the values of Thai arts and culture, and have created a
theory from the motherland.  Meanwhile another group of academics created
knowledge to propose “truths” in a dimension that they themselves saw as important,
and yet another group created knowledge so that people in society could be aware of
the political fight within the boundaries of culture and the power relations that infiltrate
the assignment of meaning to people in different groups in terms of class, ethnicity and
gender and the assignment of meaning to sites of conflict, negotiation, defiance or
opposition. This is expressed by disputing different meanings and showing overlapping
inconsistencies to diminish the power of these mainstream issues or basic ideology of

society.

For academic circles in the humanities in general, the rejection of modern
paradigms and the use of postmodern methodologies is a trend that occurred in the
decade after 1987 together with the use of deconstructionist methodologies, post-
colonial theories and intertextuality theories. The use of these theories requires
academics to rely on interdisciplinary knowledge. In future, academic circles in the
humanities will tend to adapt by using more knowledge from the social sciences and
sciences. Clear examples can be seen from dissertations in history and the work of
academics in literature. Also the trend in cultural studies to understand humans and
culture from new perspectives is an important alternative for humanities academics

at present and in the future.



