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Expected learning outcome of part 1 ‘Introduction to qualitative research’

Participants should be able:

· to define qualitative research;

· to distinguish the philosophical background and practical features of qualitative research from quantitative research;

· to list an overview of qualitative research methods in various subject disciplines;

· to explain why qualitative research is essential in policy.
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1.1 Explanation of training objectives

The overall learning outcome of the proposed training is: IPSARD staff will have understanding and practical skills in qualitative research focused on policy development relevant to their work.  The training will familiarize participants with qualitative research methods and understand the challenges of the policy research planning, the design process and the field work.

Relevant to their work means that IPSARD staff is able to recommend and carry out qualitative analysis and evaluation of current policies on agriculture and rural development. The critical question to be answered in this 4-days training is: How can qualitative methods be useful for achievement this task? One cannot mention advantages without discussing the limitations of qualitative methods for policies formulation and evaluation as well.

 

IPSARD has the mandate to provide inputs for policies formulation on agriculture and rural development in Vietnam. Therefore researchers should have good command over qualitative methods to produce high quality research results in order to make sound recommendations. 

We should be modest with our expectations as well. Four days of lecturing, discussion and exercises in a class room will not assure effective application of qualitative methods! All instruction books of qualitative methods insist that going out to the field and learning by doing is the only way of mastering the methods. So applying qualitative methods is not a matter of just applying the lectures contents and copying cases. 

· By the end of this day you will understand why this is not the way to go.  The difficulty is best explained by comparing qualitative research with constructing an airplane. If the participants only know how to build the individual airplane parts; a wing, the cockpit and tail, and the fuselage then you will still not be able to build own airplane for the VN domestic transport market. More holistic knowledge is needed behind the aerodynamics, gravity, traveler’s behavior future forecasts etc.       

· Specific learning outcome of the training qualitative methods for policy analysis. 
Part 1 (Tuesday): Introduction to Qualitative Research. 

· Participants should be able:

· to define of qualitative research;

· to distinguish the philosophical background and practical features of qualitative research from quantitative research;

· to list an overview of qualitative research methods in various subject disciplines;

· to explain why qualitative research is essential in policy.

Part 2 (Tuesday/Wednesday): Qualitative Research Approach and Methods. 

Participants should be able:

· to demonstrate their understanding of the qualitative research approach and processes, the importance of the research question;

· to list and explain specific qualitative research methods for qualitative data collection and applications relevant for agriculture and rural development policy.

Part 3 (Wednesday): Analyzing Qualitative Data

· Participants should be able:

· to name the principles and procedures for analyzing qualitative data;

· to explain the connection with developing theory; 

· to consider quality and ethical issues of qualitative research.

Part 4 (Thursday): Qualitative Research for Policy. 

Participants should be able:

· to share a common understanding of the policy process with special reference to agriculture and rural development;

· to reflect on principles and critical issues of evidence-based policy formulation;

· to understand procedures of policy formulation and evaluation through qualitative methods;

· to list advantages combining qualitative and quantitative research methods.

Part 5 (Friday): Qualitative Research Practice. 

Participants should be able:

· to design a qualitative research proposal rural development/agriculture policy formulation or evaluation;  
· to list the considerations and preparations for field work and data collection;

· to show basic ability in analyzing and interpreting qualitative data for rural development/agriculture policy.

1.2 Definition of qualitative research 

1.2.1 Definitions

Let’s first explore the definition of qualitative research.

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia: ‘Qualitative research is one of the two major approaches to research methodology in social sciences. Qualitative research involves an indepth understanding of human behaviour and the reasons that govern human behaviour. Unlike quantitative research, qualitative research relies on reasons behind various aspects of behaviour. Simply put, it investigates the why and how of decision making, as compared to what, where, and when of quantitative research. Hence, the need is for smaller but focused samples rather than large random samples. From which, qualitative research categorizes data into patterns as the primary basis for organizing and reporting results’

Handbook of Qualitative Research (Denzin Lincoln 1994). ‘Qualitative research is multi method in focus, involving an interpretive, naturalistic approach to its subject matter. This means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural setting, attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them. Qualitative research involves the studied use and collection of a variety of empirical materials – case study, personal experience, introspective, life story, interview, observational, historical, interactional and visual texts – that describe routine and problematic moments and meanings in individuals’ lives. Accordingly, qualitative researchers deploy a wide range of interconnected methods, hoping always to get a better fix on the subject matter’.  

One way of differentiating qualitative research from quantitative research is that largely qualitative research is exploratory, while quantitative research is conclusive. Quantitative data are measurable while qualitative data can not be graphed or displayed as a mathematical term.

Qualitative research is not the same as participatory research. I will come back later to that.

1.2.2 Characteristics of qualitative research 

Getting back to the definition of Denzin & Lincoln: ‘multimethod in focus, involving an interpretive, naturalistic approach to its subject matter’. If you feel that this is too vague, it is probably because what this term means is too various. To illustrate this concept, three key characteristics of qualitative research are described below. Because many authors have pointed out many different characteristics, and because it is not possible to summarise them all right away, let’s first discuss only three that are regarded as important, especially for policy making in agriculture and rural development. 

Meanings from the inside: Qualitative researchers attempt to understand meanings that people give to their deeds or to social phenomena. In other words, researchers see people from the inside. For example, when you conduct interviews with farmers in the red river delta about diversification of production, you will have pictures of how they feel about introducing new crops. How do they think of the introduction process? What sort of limitations do they notice? How do they deal with conflicts with other agricultural activities or even other famers (competition)? What tacit rules cover the human relations within the village? 

Direct contacts: Quantitative researchers may be able to do surveys without direct contact with research objects: they can collect data by using hired and trained interviewers or by mailing out questionnaires. Qualitative researchers, on the other hand, often enter into the natural fields of people whom they study, and have face-to-face interviews with them. Because of this, qualitative research is sometimes called "fieldwork." Although this direct connectedness with people and their lives attracts social workers, it also gives rise to several ethical problems, which quantitative researchers may not face. These ethical problems will be dealt with in day 2 of the training (see section 2.5). 

Analytic Induction
: Analytic induction is a major logic of qualitative research. The rule is: take one case, and develop a working hypothesis to explain it (we found a first  working hypothesis from the observation is ‘Xi May’ commune: farmer are not excited about introducing new crops).  After that, you take another case, and examine whether the hypothesis can explain the new case (we found in village “Tam Mai” that the villages are excited about it). If it fails, you should revise the hypothesis to explain both of the cases (there is a problem wit infrastructure in Xi May’). Then, take the third, and repeat the same process of examining and revising the hypothesis. When you do not need to revise the hypothesis further, and you expect that the hypothesis will fit any new cases you might take, you will have refined the hypothesis enough. As you may have noticed, your choice of cases to be examined has an important bearing on the trustworthiness of analytic induction and is related to the sampling procedures of qualitative research mentioned below. This approach has been developed most fully by Strauss and Corbin (1998). Not all qualitative research follows this approach, but the inductive approach to design, fieldwork and analysis is one of the most influential characteristics of qualitative inquiry. 

Example of agriculture policy formulation ‘Introduction of new crops”

	Quantitative
	Qualitative


	Measure land area

Determine fertility

Calculate investment

Estimate yield production
	Do farmers see the need?

Are they motivated?

Why didn’t they apply it earlier?



1.3 The difference (complementary character) of quantitative and qualitative research 

Qualitative researchers ignore representative sampling, with their finding based on a single or few cases. Some qualitative researchers reject statistical and other quantitative methods as completely misleading information. They believe that understanding cultural values and social behaviour required interviewing and intensive field observation, with these the only method of data collection sensitive enough to capture the nuances of human living.

Definition quantitative research (From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia): ‘Quantitative research is the systematic scientific investigation of quantitative properties and phenomena and their relationships. Quantitative research is widely used in both the natural and social sciences, from physics and biology to sociology and journalism. The objective of quantitative research is to develop and employ mathematical models, theories and hypotheses pertaining to natural phenomena. The process of measurement is central to quantitative research because it provides the fundamental connection between empirical observation and mathematical expression of quantitative relationships. The term quantitative research is most often used in the social sciences in contrast to qualitative research.’
Qualitative data in the form of words rather than data. With qualitative data one can preserve the chronological flow, see precisely which events led to which consequences and derive fruitful explanation

Qualitative research is based on a number of distinctive underlying principles.  However qualitative methods are more usefully seen not as a discrete set of tools and techniques, but as complementary methods which can be adapted along a continuum of overlap with quantitative and participatory methods. Qualitative methods are different to quantitative methods in a number of important respects, for example

· holistic ie development is seen as an interconnected process with many different dimensions.  A key focus of investigation is not on the different dimensions in isolation e.g. separating out economic and social impacts, but understanding the interlinkages and tensions between them.  Whereas quantitative methods seek to separate and simplify indicators and processes in order to measure them, qualitative methods seek to understand the complexity as a more accurate reflection of reality. 
· based on recognition of multiple realities where reality is seen as inherently subjective.  The focus is on understanding different perceptions, aspirations and interests and how these influence accounts of ' facts ' and events rather than attempting to reduce them to one version of reality.  For example women and men may have different accounts of levels of income and/or roles in household decision-making. Different stakeholders may have different perceptions of power relations within organizations. Qualitative methods treat these differences as interesting in themselves as indicators of relative power and as possible explanatory factors in differential impacts of development interventions.  

· heuristic, interpretative and inductive ie qualitative research evolves rather than restricts itself to predetermined questions or hypotheses.  Any assessment starts with an intensive familiarisation with the context, institutions and policies to be assessed and progressively builds up a comprehensive understanding of the processes involved. Because of the emphasis on understanding complexity the scope and focus of the research are continually redefined as understanding of different parts of the process increases and new issues arise.  

· requires in-depth face-to-face field work. Because of the need to relate all these different dimensions together in the cumulative understanding of a particular context, it is more difficult to delegate or divide up different parts of the qualitative investigation between different people.  Skilled (and hence more expensive) researchers typically spend long periods in the field rather than delegating field research and questionnaires to less-skilled enumerators, although in the field they may closely supervise local researchers to collect less difficult information. 

· Qualitative methods are generally associated with evaluation of the social dimensions of development programmes, particularly programmes which have explicit social development aims. 

· central role of the outside researcher in design, research and analysis.  Although there is the focus on multiple realities, the ways in which these are investigated and the analysis of their significance lies largely with the researcher rather than being an open-ended process to be determined by participants.

· there is a focus on information from individuals: although qualitative methods may be used to compile case studies or observe groups and communities, there is much more of an emphasis on individual information. This makes it possible to ask much more sensitive probing questions which people would not like to answer in a public forum.  

· the investigation records what is happening rather than seeking to influence events: a key difference between qualitative and participatory methods is that qualitative methods seek to understand current events rather than intervening to change future events.  Although recording individual accounts may aim to empower people and influence policy through making them more visible, there is no attempt to integrate qualitative research with empowerment and policy development. This may make the data more reliable in some respects as people are less liable to manipulate information in expectation of beneficial outcomes or fear of unwanted consequences.  
At the same time the very strengths and contributions of qualitative methods can conversely be weaknesses if they are used badly for superficial analysis as indicated in Box 2. Qualitative research is frequently dismissed as ‘unscientific’ and ‘anecdotal’ by researchers used to quantitative analysis. As discussed in more detail in what follows, in some cases the potential challenges can be overcome through careful use of qualitative methods themselves and in other cases they require triangulation with other methods.
	
	Advantages
	Challenges
	Ways forward


	holistic
	a more accurate reflection of complex reality
	investigation can be so all-encompassing that it is difficult to focus
	continual refinement of hypotheses to focus investigation


	recognition of multiple realities
	more balanced representation of different stakeholders
	may be difficult to reconcile differences and assess how representative they are 
	careful targeting


	heuristic, interpretative and inductive
	a better understanding of processes
	again investigation can be so all-encompassing that it is difficult to focus
	continual refinement of hypotheses

skilled and focused probing
systematic use of computer analysis


	requires in-depth face-to-face field work
	better rapport with respondents and more continuous contact leading to more accurate information 
	requires skilled investigators 


	training and close supervision of field assistants


	central importance of outside researcher 
	external understanding may enable a more balanced understanding than that of insiders
	investigation may be overly influenced by the subjective views of the researcher 
	continually reflecting on own biases and prejudices

detailed recording 


	focus on information from individuals as well as groups 
	Better understanding of difference and ability to get sensitive information
	may be difficult to reconcile differences and assess how representative they are 

the close relationship may give greater scope for manipulation and false application by informants

raises ethical issues of confidentiality
	Detailed recording

Triangulation

Developing good levels of rapport 
Adherence to ethical code


	record what is happening rather than influencing events 
	Information may be more reliable if the investigation is not influenced by expectations or fear of consequences.
	The assessment process is extractive and may not make a contribution to program or policy development 
	Attention to methods of dissemination





The word qualitative implies an emphasis on processes and meanings that are not rigorously examined, or measured (if measured at all), in term of quantity, amount, intensity or frequency. Qualitative researchers stress the socially constructed nature of reality, the relationship between the researcher and what is studied and the situational constraints that shape inquiry. Qualitative research seek answers to questions that stress how social experience is created and meaning is given. In contrast, quantitative studies emphasis the measurement and analysis of causal relations ships between variables. Inquirey is in a value-free framework. 

Some more differences

	Quantitative research 
	Qualitative research

	Test hypothesis that the researcher begins with

Concepts are in the form of distinct variables

Measures are systematically created before data collection and are standardized

Data are in the form of numbers from precise measurement

Theory is largely causal and is deductive

procedures are standard and replication is assumed

Analysis proceeds by using statistics, tables or charts and discussing how what they show relates to hypotheses


	Capture and discover meaning once the researcher becomes immersed in the data

Concepts are in the form of themes, motifs, generalizations and taxonomies

Measures are created in an ad hoc manner and are often specific to the individual setting or researchers

Data are in the form of words and images from documents, observations and transcripts

Theory can be causal or non-causal and is often inductive

Research procedures are particular and replication is very rare

Analysis proceeds by extracting themes or generalizations from evidence and organizing data to present a coherent consistent picture.  


Explaining the differences from the Internet article (‘A Fine Mess’ see http://jan.ucc.nau.edu/~mid/edr610/class/research/data/lesson1-2-1.html): Different data collection and analysis procedures for different research purposes
	
	Quantitative
	Qualitative

	A.

B.

C.

D.

E.
	Breadth

Precision and focus

Testing existing theories or models

Large number of subjects

Smaller amount of information collected from each subject
	Depth

Richness and context

Emerging new theories or models (grounded theory)

Small number of subjects

Larger amounts of information collected from each subject


A. Breadth (quantitative) vs. Depth (qualitative). 

This one might best be depicted via the metaphor of "the fox vs. the hedgehog" (please see the diagram below): 
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Quantitative analysis is like the fox. Its paws quickly skim the surface as it travels fast and covers a lot of ground. This would be like taking a single quantitative outcome such as "average rice production per household" and projecting the sample value across the Mekong river delta with a given p-value of confidence. Covers a lot of ground (like our ability to generalize with 95% confidence) but you 'trade off depth' That is: it's a single, perhaps rather limited numerical outcome.

  

Qualitative analysis is like the hedgehog. It stays in a single spot - e.g., a limited circle of ground. So maybe, as the fox is dashing past the hedgehog, the fox feels superior (and thinks I can run faster). But hedgehog thinks - I can burrow down deep - . It can have a rich, varied close-up view of the different plants, roots, stems, earthworms, bugs, pebbles, and other stuff down deep. In essence: the hegdehog gets a better and wider look at that single spot - and the fox misses all that entirely as it is running across the ground.

A qualitative researcher may need, or want, to only deeply understand a single spot. This could be a village, commune, school, a vocational technical training program, and so forth. He/she may have no need or desire to generalize his/her particular research findings with 95% confidence to 1,000's of other villages, schools, vocational training programs. This is the idea of breadth vs. depth. 

· Breadth -- ability/need to generalize or project a limited (set of) quantitative result(s) across "large" numbers of cases or subjects. From our statistics courses, this would be akin to "generalizing a sample statistic with, say, 95% confidence" to a wider, predefined target population from which that sample was randomly drawn. Or, equivalently, it could be "bounding" that sample statistic "with 95% confidence" so that we can be sure that 95% of samples of subjects drawn randomly from within that population would have sample values that fall within the upper and lower bounds of that confidence interval.

· Depth -- ability/need to "deeply understand" a more limited setting or number of subjects. No desire to generalize, necessarily, to other subjects or settings at the present time. Thus, a greater need to "delve more deeply" into the limited setting(s), subject(s), or program(s) -- e.g., collect lots more information on them to enrich this desired understanding. 

B.  Precision and Focus (quantitative) vs. Richness and Context (qualitative). 

The relative strength of quantitative analytic procedures is their precision and focus. Such inferential statistical procedures as estimation and hypothesis testing (at predetermined confidence levels, e.g., 95% certainty) allow us to attain desired precision and focus of our target quantitative variables. For instance, it gives the researcher considerable "generalizing power" if he or she can do the calculations and say, Therefore, I can be 95% confident that for all VAC farmers from which my study sample was drawn, the average income generated from of aquaculture would be expected to be between 1,000,000 and 1,500,000 VND per month. This is a strong statement. 

Such precision and focus of results may be what you are after in terms of why you did your study. That is: you may need such 'near certainty' for government agencies funding agencies, budget departments, and so forth. This would be an ideal reason to plan to collect and inferentially analyze (at least some) quantitative data to answer the research questions.
The relative strength of qualitative procedures is their richness and context. As pointed out in the "fox vs. hedgehog" comparison, you may not need or want to construct numeric (95%) confidence intervals and project your findings to large numbers of subjects, schools, clinics, etc. Your focus may be a single setting, one commune, one cluster of SMEs, a group of farmers that abandon their land.  

But then, in order to really get into this single setting(s), subject(s), etc., you've got to get closer up (like our burrowing friend the hedgehog) and get lots more information about ithem. That's another way of saying, I guess, that your list of target or outcome variables will be greatly expanded. Anything and everything could be (and should be) useful: the subject's own demographics, feelings, attitudes; historical records and documents; your own (and/or colleagues') field notes of your perceptions of behaviors, attitudes, and so forth; perhaps interviews held with significant others in that person's life who are in a position to 'fill in some gaps' regarding his/her attitudes, emotions, feelings and behaviors. The list could be virtually endless.

 

C. Testing existing theories or models (quantitative) vs. Emerging new theories or models (qualitative). 

In a nutshell, I guess we can define this one as follows. The more we already know (through prior research work, scientific laws of nature, and so forth) about what causes what, the easier it will generally be to quantify these relationships. Existing theories that have been extensively "road-tested" or validated are more amenable to such quantification. Another way of saying, it is easier to be more precise in our measurement (go quantitative), the more we already know about some phenomenon (theory). For example, there are a number of well-validated, established theories on human motivation, satisfaction, stages of learning, and the like. This is what we mean when we say extent of understanding of a given phenomenon. And testing and refinement of such theoretically specified relationships seem to also go hand in hand with our classic experimental design model. The typical scenario is this: If I change Variable X by N units and try to control (hold constant or randomize on) all other variables, how will Variable Y change? and by how much? will Y then 'behave' as my model predicts? or will it be different - in which case we might need to modify this theoretical model of X and Y?" 

On the other hand, the opposite extreme -- purely exploratory research - is a natural fit for qualitative research. For example I have no idea, or only very rough ideas, why rural labourers choose to find work in the city, or why farmers abandon their land. So - rather than having a preconceived model to 'test,' I'm going to go to talk to rural laborers and farmers, spend some time observing and interviewing them, and then see which key factors 'emerge' from these observational and interview data!" 

There, too, we sometimes carry around hidden biases that such exploratory research is not real science. That it is never useful: it's way too vague. We need to have a far more precise understanding of what we studying for it to be 'real' research. Another way to look at it is to think where else do those fancy and precise theoretical models start? From exactly such rough stages of understanding.

And so it is with qualitative research. We may go in to answer an exploratory research question: "What are the key factors that motivate rural laborers to go to Hanoi to find work?" and either start off with very rough, primitive models -- or even none at all. 

The ‘no prior ideas -- let the parts of the theory, or the answers to my research question, emerge entirely from the study results’ is what is known as grounded theory. This is a critical concept in qualitative research, for it forms much of the rationale. In order to build from scratch, you will indeed need to rely on lots of variables or observations, as well as the 'rich, thick' description that is the hallmark of qualitative research. A rating scale simply won't let you get at the heart of beginning to build a theory, or model, of how and why something happens -- especially if you have little or no prior research work to guide you in the understanding of this phenomenon that you are trying to study. 

D. Large(r) numbers of subjects (quantitative) vs. Small(er) numbers of subjects (qualitative). 


You may recall statistics in quantitative research that in order to apply certain inferential or analytic statistics, the researcher/statistician needs certain minimum sample sizes -- to really get a good fix on the value of that statistic. So, generally, quantitative studies imply larger numbers of subjects than do qualitative. And the researcher may only need or want to focus on a single (or very "limited") number of subjects or settings for his/her particular investigation. This is perfectly OK and would imply that qualitative data ought to be at least a part of the answer.


E. Smaller amounts of information collected from each subject (quantitative) vs. Larger amounts of information collected from each subject (qualitative). 

This, too, kind of "goes along with" the desired focus of our studies, as well as Point 4, above. Now, those of you who've been shall-we-say "imposed upon" by getting those lengthy survey questionnaires in the mail may disagree with me when I characterize quantitative (or quantifiable) data as "limited" in scope! True, a multi-page, Likert-scaled survey may be time-consuming and seem like "a lot" of information to provide! Yet, comparatively speaking, qualitative data collection traditionally yields greater quantities of information. Most of this is due to that "rich, thick description" that is part and parcel of, say, individual or group interviewing. You'd be surprised how much "paper" you'll come out with even if you're doing a couple of one-hour in-depth interview sessions with one subject! And so, that's why, with the richness, context, and so forth, you simply tend to "get more volume" with qualitative data than with quantitative.

***

In this section we looked how qualitative research differs from quantitative research. As we'll talk about when we compare and contrast the differences of quantitative vs. qualitative approaches -- we'll struggle with the fact that in lots of people's minds, this really meant "better than/worse than." In other words, there can be a very subtle bias that we carry around: "Quantitative procedures are good/better than qualitative procedures." Much of this comes from the way we've been taught and, in particular, what we've been taught about quantitative research procedures. So is there a need to readjust our thinking and be aware of differences?

There are times when quantitative approaches will be superior to qualitative; and vice versa. Actually, there will probably be even more times when it makes sense to "have the best of both worlds" and use a combination of some quantitative and some qualitative approaches in order to more credibly address our research questions! (This is called multimethod research design and procedures – see paragraph 3.4)
· Discussion question: 

· What do you think is better research? Qualitative or quantitative research?

1.4 Underlying principles/justification and knowledge claims

· Discussion question: 

· What means science? (you as senior researchers should know what science is?) 

· Are sociology and related social sciences (applying qualitative methods) real science? (real science = natural sciences such as physics, chemistry, biology)

The key issue is how to study human beings (for agriculture and rural development policy)? They are qualitatively different from the objects of study in the natural sciences (stars, rocks, plants). Humans think, learn, have an awareness of themselves and their past, and possess motives and reasons. These unique human characteristics mean that a special science is needed to study the social life of people.    

Is qualitative research the answer to study human beings?


Why? Get back to the example of constructing an airplane. Only knowing how to build a wing, a cockpit and other component will nog make you an airplane constructor. Understanding the principles of the aerodynamics, gravity, how the plane will be used. Even understanding history and know how the Wright brother, Fokker and others struggled to get their airplane flying is necessary knowledge for aircraft builders. 

So what are the philosophical backgrounds of qualitative research?

It is essential for qualitative researchers to be aware of the influence of philosophy on strategies of research, because without knowledge of related philosophy, they are apt to be confused when analyzing qualitative data. (What we mean by philosophy is views about how to recognize things that are to be researched.) Much has been written regarding the ways in which philosophical positions feed through to influence approaches to qualitative research. In this section, philosophical paradigms have been identified. They include positivism, postpositivism, critical theory, and constructivism (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

Positivism: Positivism is rarely evident in a fully developed form in contemporary research, but is most usually identified with quantitative research (Rotheray, 1993; Thyer, 1989). According to positivism, the "objective" world exists independently of any perspectives of the researchers. Therefore, researchers must disclose the "objective" facts. The distinguishing feature of positivism is the absence of any distinction between reality (as things that exist) and knowledge of reality (as things that are recognised). This paradigm is present in a diluted form in some qualitative research: research = objective.

Postpositivism: Postpositivism is a modified form of positivism that appeared after the end of World War II. It admits that human beings cannot perfectly understand reality, whereas with rigorous data collection and analysis, researchers can approach the truth. Postpositivist covers a range of positions so wide that it scarcely earns the name of a paradigm. It is widely influential within qualitative research and covers positions as different as the grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1998), Herbert Blumer's brand of symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969), recent developments under the heading of scientific realism, and the detailed ways of analysing qualitative data devised by Miles and Huberman (1994).

Critical theory: Critical theory under a narrow definition originated in the Frankfurt School, which was founded in Germany, during the pre-war years. In this document, however, we would use such a wide definition of Critical Theory that it would include the basic paradigms of any qualitative research directed at generating empowering or emancipatory social change directly through research (Harvey, 1990, Popkewitz, 1990). In Japan, a well-known one based on this paradigm is probably feminist research. Critical ethnography and participatory action research are also related to this. Reality cannot be grasped without researcher bias that is caused by historical, political, societal, ethnic, or gender conditions. Research should be very much related to social values, while the realisation of social values is the purpose of research. 

Constructivism: As with post-positivist, contructivism includes a wide span of positions, from those indistinguishable from post-positivist approaches to relativist positions. Lincoln and Guba are perhaps the best known advocates of constructivism, and they are well towards the relativist end of the continuum. Their critique of conventional inquiry positions has become well known. As Lincoln summarises it in her personal account of her journey to constructivism: Egon and I rejected conventional inquiry on three basic grounds: its posture on reality; its stance on the knower-known relationship, and its stance on the possibility of generalisation. (Lincoln, 1990, p. 68) 

On reality, they came to advocate multiple, socially constructed realities which, "when known more fully, tend to produce diverging inquiry" (Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 75). Realities cannot be studies "in pieces" (for example, as variables) but only holistically and in context. The traditional image of the relationship between knower and known, researcher and subject, was rejected. "Knower and known not only could not remain distanced and separated in the process of evaluation, but probably should not" (Lincoln, 1990, p. 68). Hence, "the relationship, when properly established [in the process of research], is one of respectful negotiation, joint control, and reciprocal learning" (Lincoln & Guba, 1986, p. 75). Finally, because there are no enduring, context-free truth statements, and all human behaviour is time and context bound, "we [those who support this paradigm] began to doubt seriously the possibility of generalisation from one site to the next" (Lincoln, 1990, p. 68). 

	Alternative Knowledge claims

	

	· Post-positivism

· determination

· reduction

· empirical observation/measurement

· theory verification


	· Constructivism

· understanding

· multiple participant meanings

· social and historical construction

· theory generation


	· Critical theory

· political 

· empowerment issue oriented

· collaborative

· change oriented


	Pragmatism

· consequences of actions

· problem centered

· mixed methods Q2
·  real-world practice oriented




Adapted from Creswell (2003), ‘Research Design, Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods Approaches’, Sage Publications  

Choosing a paradigm? 

Is it the case that to be consistent, researchers must choose one paradigm/position? Is there an

 inherent inconsistency in subscribing to the worldview of one approach but employing the methods of the other? Lincoln answers in the affirmative: The adoption of a paradigm literally permeates every act even tangentially associated with inquiry, such that any consideration even remotely attached to inquiry processes demands rethinking to bring decisions into line with the worldview embodied in the paradigm itself. (Lincoln, 1990, p. 81) 

Our position is that there is a real but imperfect link between paradigm and method. We are likely to make a trade-off between ideas of research rigour and the relevance of our work to the social work community. This means that if we make the research more relevant to social work fields, the rigor of the research is likely to be decreased, and that if the ways of conducting research are too rigor, the research is apt to be less relevant. Becker's reminder is also salutary. He would have us give up " preaching about how things [related to research] should be done and settling for seeing how they are in fact done" (1996, p. 54). Purist attitudes toward paradigms are not appropriate in qualitative researchers. 

A typical conflict: Positivism versus post-positivism

There was academic resistance to qualitative research: qualitative researchers are call journalists, or soft scientitists. Their work is termed unscientific, or only exploratory, or entirely personal an full of bias.

Positive sciences (physics, chemistry, economics, pyshology) etc. are often seen as the achievement of western academic tradition and in theory and practices it is assumed that truth can transcend opinion and personal bias. The opposition to positive science by the post positivists and the post structuralists is seen as an attack on reason and truth. At the same time, the positive science attack on qualitative research is regarded as an attempt to legislate one version of truth over another. So, qualitative research is many things to many people. Its essence is 2-fold: a commitment to some version of the naturalistic, interpretive approach to its subject matter, and an ongoing critique of the politics and methods of positivism.  

Positivist researchers prefer precise quantitative data and often use experiments, surveys and statistics. They seel rigourous, exact measures and ‘objective research, and they test hypotheses by carefully analyzing numbers from the measures. (Social Research Methods (Neuman, 2003).  

1. For those who are interested in history of qualitative research. Dezin distinguishes 5 periods:

2. Traditional (1900 – 1950): positivist foundational paradigm

3. Modernist/golden age (1950 – 1970): post-positivist, hermeneutics, structuralism, phenomenology, cultural studies, feminism

4. Blurred genres (1970 – 1986): critical interpretive theory, bricoleur

5. Crisis of representation (1986 – 1990): how to locate/position as researcher

6. Post-modern/experimental (1990 – 1995): new ethnographies, literary/rhetorical tropes, moving away from the foundational criteria 

7. Post-experimental inquiry (1995 – 2000)

8. Pragmatism, mixed methods (2000 - 

· Qualitative research approaches began to gain recognition in the 1970s. The phrase 'qualitative research' was until then marginalized as a discipline of anthropology or sociology, and terms like ethnography, fieldwork, participant observation and Chicago school (sociology) were used instead. During the 1970s and 1980s qualitative research began to be used in other disciplines, and became a dominant - or at least significant - type of research in the fields of women's studies, disability studies, education studies, social work studies, information studies, management studies, nursing service studies, human service studies and others. In the late 1980s and 1990s after a spate of criticisms from the quantitative side, new methods of qualitative research have been designed, to address the problems with reliability and imprecise modes of data analysis. 

Discussin questions:

· Within your work at IPSARD, do you believe more in an absolute realities or a social constructed realities? 

· Could you give and example to illustrate your believe? 

1.5 Quick overview of the qualitative research methods (multiple methods)

‘It is a great strength of qualitative research that it cannot be neatly pigeon holed and reduced to a simple and prescriptive set of principles, and I think it is exciting that so many researchers from so many different traditions and disciplines are interested in doing research which is, in some way or another, qualitative in nature.’ (Qualitative Researching, Mason 2002).
Qualitative research certainly is not a unified set of techniques or philosophies, and indeed has grown out of a wide range of intellectual and disciplinary traditions. These different traditions have some kind of interest in qualitative research that doesnot dovetail neatly into one uniform philosophy or set of methodological principles. 

Anthropology – ethnography

Linguistics – discourse analysis

Psychology – discourse and content analysis, psycho analysis

Human geography and education – case studies

History – oral and life histories

Media and cultural studies – health studies, women studies (feminism)

· Data collection methods

· Direct observation, including participant and non-participant observation, ethnographic diaries, and more recently photography and video

· Ethnography

· case study, combining different methods to compile a holistic understanding of eg individuals, households, communities, markets or institutions

· semi strucuctured interviews which can range from semi-structured questionnaires to open-ended ad hoc conversations

· Focus groups

· Documentary studies

· Data analys methods

· Grounded theory

The application of methods

The essence of qualitative research is flexibility. In fact, qualitative researchers are called "bricoleur" (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994, p. 2) because they promote research by using whatever is immediately available. The multiple methodologies of qualitative research may be viewed as bricolage, and the researcher as bricoleur. The bricoleur produces a pieced together, close knit of practices (= a construction) that provide solutions to a problem in a concrete situation. The qualitative researchers uses tools of his/her methodological menu, deploying whatever strategies, methods, or empirical materials as are at hand. If new tools have to be invented then the researcher will do this. The choice of research practices depends upon the questions that are asked, and the questions depend on their context, what os available in the context and what a researcher can do in that setting. So qualitative research is inherently multimethod in focus. (Qualitative Researching, Mason 2002).
Qualitative research, as a set of interpretive practices, privileges no single methodology over any other. Nor does qualitative research have a distinct set of methods that are entiry its own. All of these research practices can provide important insights and knowledge. No specific method or practice can be privileged over any other.
1.6 Conclusion

In this section we looked how qualitative research differs from quantitative research. As we'll talk about when we compare and contrast the differences of quantitative vs. qualitative approaches -- we'll struggle with the fact that in lots of people's minds, this really meant "better than/worse than." In other words, there can be a very subtle bias that we carry around: "Quantitative procedures are good/better than qualitative procedures." Much of this comes from the way we've been taught and, in particular, what we've been taught about quantitative research procedures. So is there a need to readjust our thinking and be aware of differences?

There are times when quantitative approaches will be superior to qualitative; and vice versa. Actually, there will probably be even more times when it makes sense to "have the best of both worlds" and use a combination of some quantitative and some qualitative approaches in order to more credibly address our research questions! (This is called multimethod research design and procedures - and we'll revisit this issue too!) 

Grounded in a philosophical position, which is broadly ‘interpretivist’ in the sense that it is concerned with how the social world is interpreted, understood, experienced, produced or constituted. While different version of qualitative research might understand or approach these elements in different ways (for example focusing on social meanings, or interpretations, or practices, or discourses or processes or constructions), all will see at least some of these as meaningful elements in a complex – possibly multi-layered and textured – social world. 

Based on methods of data generation which are both flexible and sensitive to the social context in which data are produced (rather than rigidly standardized or structured, or entirely abstracted from ‘real life’ contexts)

Based on methods of analysis, explanation and argument building which involve understanding of complexity, detail and context. Qualitative research aims to produce rounded and contextual understandings on the basis of rich, nuanced and detailed data. There is more emphasis on ‘holistic’ forms of analysis and explanation in this sense, than on charting surface patterns, trends and correlations. Qualitative research often does use some form of quantification, but statistical forms of analysis are not seen as central.

· Discussion questions: 

· Can you list 5 key principles of qualitative research?

· What claims exist re qualitative and quantitative research relating to a value free framework?   

· Should research be free of bias and subjectivity? Is postmodernism and post structuralism an attack on reason and truth? 

· Why did qualitative research emerge? 

· What research challenges could not be addressed with conventional research methods?

· What is the difference between qualitative research and participatory research? Some say ‘qualitative analysis is unsystematic, undisciplined, and purely subjective’. What is your opinion?
� Induction: it is essentially a process of reasoning in which a general principle is inferred through observation. Contrary to a deductive argument in which the conclusion follows from the premises, in an inductive argument the conclusion generally follows from the initial observation. A system of logic where specific facts are used to draw a general conclusion.


� Epistemology or theory of knowledge is the branch of philosophy that studies the nature and scope of knowledge and belief. Much of the debate in this field has focused on analyzing the nature of knowledge and how it relates to similar notions such as truth, belief, and justification. It also deals with the means of production of knowledge, as well as skepticism about different knowledge claims. In other words, epistemology primarily addresses the following questions: "What is knowledge?", "How is knowledge acquired?", and "What do people know?".


� What primarily distinguishes observation from ethnography is the relative duration and extent of immersion of the researcher in the situation being studied. There are no hard-and-fast rules; it is a judgment call
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