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Expected learning outcome of part 3: 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.
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3.1 Standardization of qualitative research methods?

What is Qualitative Analysis? How can we draw valid meaning from qualitative data?

Definition wikipedio day 1: “qualitative research categorizes data into patterns as the primary basis for organizing and reporting results’

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

First some general features:

· Qualitative modes of data analysis provide ways of discerning, examining, comparing and contrasting, and interpreting meaningful patterns or themes. 

· Meaningfulness is determined by the particular goals and objectives of the project at hand: the same data can be analyzed and synthesized from multiple angles depending on the particular research or evaluation questions being addressed. 

· The varieties of approaches - including ethnography, narrative analysis, discourse analysis
, and textual analysis - correspond to different types of data, disciplinary traditions, objectives, and philosophical orientations. 

· However, all share several common characteristics that distinguish them from quantitative analytic approaches.

In quantitative analysis, numbers and what they stand for are the material of analysis. By contrast, qualitative analysis deals in words and is guided by fewer universal rules and standardized procedures than statistical analysis. 

We have few agreed-on canons for qualitative data analysis, in the sense of shared ground rules for drawing conclusions and verifying their sturdiness (Miles and Huberman, 1984).

There is a lack of standardization of qualitative research methods, which is at once a source of versatility and the focus of considerable misunderstanding. That qualitative analysts will not specify uniform procedures to follow in all cases draws critical fire from researchers who question whether analysis can be truly rigorous in the absence of such universal criteria; in fact, these analysts may have helped to invite this criticism by failing to adequately articulate their standards for assessing qualitative analyses, or even denying that such standards are possible. Their stance has fed a fundamentally mistaken but relatively common idea of qualitative analysis as unsystematic, undisciplined, and "purely subjective." 

Although distinctly different from quantitative statistical analysis both in procedures and goals, good qualitative analysis is both systematic and intensely disciplined. If not "objective" in the strict positivist sense, qualitative analysis is arguably replicable insofar as others can be "walked through" the analyst's thought processes and assumptions. Timing also works quite differently in qualitative evaluation. Quantitative evaluation is more easily divided into discrete stages of instrument development, data collection, data processing, and data analysis. By contrast, in qualitative evaluation, data collection and data analysis are not temporally discrete stages: as soon as the first pieces of data are collected, the evaluator begins the process of making sense of the information. Moreover, the different processes involved in qualitative analysis also overlap in time. Part of what distinguishes qualitative analysis is a loop-like pattern of multiple rounds of revisiting the data as additional questions emerge, new connections are unearthed, and more complex formulations develop along with a deepening understanding of the material. Qualitative analysis is fundamentally an iterative set of processes.

At the simplest level, qualitative analysis involves examining the assembled relevant data to determine how they answer the evaluation question(s) at hand. However, the data are apt to be in formats that are unusual for quantitative evaluators, thereby complicating this task. In quantitative analysis of survey results, for example, frequency distributions of responses to specific items on a questionnaire often structure the discussion and analysis of findings. By contrast, qualitative data most often occur in more embedded and less easily reducible or distillable forms than quantitative data. For example, a relevant "piece" of qualitative data might be interspersed with portions of an interview transcript, multiple excerpts from a set of field notes, or a comment or cluster of comments from a focus group. 

Throughout the course of qualitative analysis, the analyst should be asking and re-asking the following questions:

· What patterns and common themes emerge in responses dealing with specific items? How do these patterns (or lack thereof) help to illuminate the broader study question(s)? 

· Are there any deviations from these patterns? If yes, are there any factors that might explain these atypical responses? 

· What interesting stories emerge from the responses? How can these stories help to illuminate the broader study question(s)? 

· Do any of these patterns or findings suggest that additional data may need to be collected? Do any of the study questions need to be revised? 

· Do the patterns that emerge corroborate the findings of any corresponding qualitative analyses that have been conducted? If not, what might explain these discrepancies? 

 

3.2 Processes in Qualitative Analysis

3.2.1 Data reduction, display and conclusions

Qualitative analysts are justifiably wary of creating an unduly reductionistic or mechanistic picture of an undeniably complex, iterative set of processes. Nonetheless, evaluators have identified a few basic commonalities in the process of making sense of qualitative data. In this chapter we have adopted the framework developed by Miles and Huberman (1994) to describe the major phases of data analysis: 

1. data reduction

2. data display

3. conclusion drawing and verification

 

Data Reduction

First, the mass of data has to be organized and somehow meaningfully reduced or reconfigured. Miles and Huberman (1994) describe this first of their three elements of qualitative data analysis as data reduction. "Data reduction refers to the process of selecting, focusing, simplifying, abstracting, and transforming the data that appear in written up field notes or transcriptions." Not only do the data need to be condensed for the sake of manageability, they also have to be transformed so they can be made intelligible in terms of the issues being addressed.

Data reduction often forces choices about which aspects of the assembled data should be emphasized, minimized, or set aside completely for the purposes of the project at hand. Beginners often fail to understand that even at this stage, the data do not speak for themselves. A common mistake many people make in quantitative as well as qualitative analysis, in a vain effort to remain "perfectly objective," is to present a large volume of unassimilated and uncategorized data for the reader's consumption. 

In qualitative analysis, the analyst decides which data are to be singled out for description according to principles of selectivity. This usually involves some combination of deductive and inductive analysis. While initial categorizations are shaped by pre-established study questions, the qualitative analyst should remain open to inducing new meanings from the data available.

	Box: Deductive and inductive analysis

Deduction: general -> particular the reasoning involved in drawing a conclusion or making a logical judgment on the basis of circumstantial evidence and prior conclusions rather than on the basis of direct observation, reasoning from the general to the particular (or from cause to effect).

Induction: particular -> general: The process of deriving general principles from particular facts or instances. reasoning from detailed facts to general principles
See also: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Falsifiability


In qualitative research, data reduction should be guided primarily by the need to address the salient evaluation question(s). This selective winnowing is difficult, both because qualitative data can be very rich, and because the person who analyzes the data also often played a direct, personal role in collecting them. 

The words that make up qualitative analysis represent real people, places, and events far more concretely than the numbers in quantitative data sets, a reality that can make cutting any of it quite painful. But the acid test has to be the relevance of the particular data for answering particular questions. 

In initiating the process of data reduction, the focus is on distilling what the different respondent groups suggested about the activities used to share knowledge between faculty who participated in the project and those who did not. How does what the participating faculty say compare to what the nonparticipating faculty and the department chair report about knowledge sharing and adoption of new practices? In setting out these differences and similarities, it is important not to so "flatten" or reduce the data that they sound like close-ended survey responses. The tendency to treat qualitative data in this manner is not uncommon among analysts trained in quantitative approaches. Not surprisingly, the result is to make qualitative analysis look like watered down survey research with a tiny sample size. Approaching qualitative analysis in this fashion unfairly and unnecessarily dilutes the richness of the data and, thus, inadvertently undermines one of the greatest strengths of the qualitative approach. 

Answering the question about knowledge sharing in a truly qualitative way should go beyond enumerating a list of knowledge-sharing activities to also probe the respondents' assessments of the relative effectiveness of these activities, as well as their reasons for believing some more effective than others. Apart from exploring the specific content of the respondents' views, it is also a good idea to take note of the relative frequency with which different issues are raised, as well as the intensity with which they are expressed.

 

Exercise: See attached field notes and the research question, now carry a data reduction.  

Data Display 

Data display is the second element or level in Miles and Huberman's (1994) model of qualitative data analysis. Data display goes a step beyond data reduction to provide "an organized, compressed assembly of information that permits conclusion drawing..." A display can be an extended piece of text or a diagram, chart, or matrix that provides a new way of arranging and thinking about the more textually embedded data. Data displays, whether in word or diagrammatic form, allow the analyst to extrapolate from the data enough to begin to discern systematic patterns and interrelationships. At the display stage, additional, higher order categories or themes may emerge from the data that go beyond those first discovered during the initial process of data reduction.

From the perspective of policy research, data display can be extremely helpful in identifying why a system (e.g., a given program or project) is or is not working well and what might be done to change it. The overarching issue of why some policies work better or are more successful than others almost always drives the analytic process in any research.

	
	SME development Policy - option 1
	SME development Policy – option 2
	SME development Policy – option 3

	Perception by farmers


	…
	…
	…

	linking up with other policies


	…
	…
	…

	Fitting in local institutions 


	….
	…
	…

	etc…
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


The qualitative analyst will need to discern patterns of interrelationships to suggest why the policies promoted more change on SME development in rural areas than on others. 

One technique for displaying narrative data is to develop a series of flow charts that map out any critical paths, decision points, and supporting evidence that emerge from establishing the data for a single site. After the first flow chart has been developed, the process can be repeated for all remaining sites. Analysts may (1) use the data from subsequent sites to modify the original flow chart; (2) prepare an independent flow chart for each site; and/or (3) prepare a single flow chart for some events (if most sites adopted a generic approach) and multiple flow charts for others. 

Exhibit 10 presents a data display matrix for analyzing patterns of response concerning What was done to promote SME development in Red River Delta. We have assumed that three respondent units - participating farmers, other rural population, and local authorities - have been asked similar questions. Looking at column (a), it is interesting that the three respondent groups were not in total agreement even on which activities they named. Column (b) shows which activities each group considered most effective as a way of sharing knowledge, in order of perceived importance; column (c) summarizes the respondents' reasons for regarding those particular activities as most effective. 

	Exhibit 10. 
Data matrix for SME policy evaluation A: What was done to promote SME development in Red River Delta

	Respondent group
	(a) 
Activities named
	(b) 
Which most effective
	(c) 
Why

	Farmers
	· Extention TV radio

· Free seminars 

· BDS demonstration  

· Subsidized credit 
	· Free seminars 

· BDS 
	· Concise way of communicating a lot of information 

	Other rural population
	· Social activities 

· Informal interchanges 

· Free seminars 
	· Informal interchanges 


	· Easier to assimilate information in less formal settings 

· Smaller bits of information at a time 

	Local authorities
	· Political meeting
· Law changes 

· Work visits
· study meetings 
	· Study meetings
· Law changes  
	· Highest attendance by authorities 

· Most comments (positive) to chair 


 
Simply knowing what each set of respondents considered most effective, without knowing why, would leave out an important piece of the analytic puzzle. It would rob the qualitative analyst of the chance to probe potentially meaningful variations in underlying conceptions of what defines effectiveness in an educational exchange. 

Several points concerning qualitative analysis emerge from this relatively straightforward and preliminary exercise. First, a pattern of cross-group differences can be discerned even before we analyze the responses concerning the activities regarded as most effective, and why. The open-ended format of the question allowed each group to give its own definition of "effective SME policies ." The point of the analysis is not primarily to determine which activities were used and how often; if that were the major purpose of asking this question, there would be far more efficient ways (e.g., a checklist or rating scale) to find the answer. From an analytic perspective, it is more important to begin to uncover relevant group differences in perceptions.

Differences in reasons for considering one activity more effective than another might also point to different conceptions of the primary goals of the SME promotion activites. Some of these variations might be attributed to the fact that the respondent groups occupy different structural positions in life and different roles in this specific situation. 

Conclusion Drawing and Verification

This activity is the third element of qualitative analysis. Conclusion drawing involves stepping back to consider what the analyzed data mean and to assess their implications for the questions at hand. Verification, integrally linked to conclusion drawing, entails revisiting the data as many times as necessary to cross-check or verify these emergent conclusions. "The meanings emerging from the data have to be tested for their plausibility, their sturdiness, their ‘confirmability’ - that is, their validity" (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p. 11). 

Validity means something different in this context than in quantitative evaluation, where it is a technical term that refers quite specifically to whether a given construct measures what it purports to measure. Here validity encompasses a much broader concern for whether the conclusions being drawn from the data are credible, defensible, warranted, and able to withstand alternative explanations.

For many qualitative researchers, it is above all this third phase that gives qualitative analysis its special appeal. At the same time, it is probably also the facet that quantitative researchers and others steeped in traditional quantitative techniques find most disquieting. Once qualitative analysts begin to move beyond cautious analysis of the factual data, the critics ask, what is to guarantee that they are not engaging in purely speculative flights of fancy? 

Indeed, their concerns are not entirely unfounded. If the unprocessed "data heap" is the result of not taking responsibility for shaping the "story line" of the analysis, the opposite tendency is to take conclusion drawing well beyond what the data reasonably warrant or to prematurely leap to conclusions and draw implications without giving the data proper scrutiny. 

* Example: Policy to standardize quality, enabling SMEs to enter the export market. What happened? The idea was that SME innovated. However, the majority of SMEs could not meet the quality standards so they had to close down. The closed down SMEs did not have any survival change in the first place. Few unemployed owners found jobs in the successful enterprises that innovated and achieved an certain competitive advantage. So, Two conclusion are possible:

· SME promotion policy at first sight might have failed but other innovative activities were launched;

· the policy did not generate the social-economic benefit as planned. 

Taking these findings at face value might lead one to conclude that the project had largely failed in encouraging SME development. 

One factor that can impede conclusion drawing in evaluation studies is that the theoretical or logical assumptions underlying the research are often left unstated. In this example, as discussed above, these are assumptions or expectations about SME development and diffusion of innovative practices from farmers and non-farming population, For the analyst to be in a position to take advantage of conclusion-drawing opportunities, he or she must be able to recognize and address these assumptions, which are often only implicit in the research questions. Toward that end, it may be helpful to explicitly spell out a "logic model" or set of assumptions as to how the policy is expected to achieve its desired outcome(s.) Recognizing these assumptions becomes even more important when there is a need or desire to place the findings from a single research into wider comparative context vis-a-vis other researches.

Once having created an apparently credible explanation for variations in the extent and kind of SME development, how can the analyst verify the validity - or truth value - of this interpretation of the data? Miles and Huberman (1994, pp. 262-277) outline 13 tactics for testing or confirming findings, all of which address the need to build systematic "safeguards against self-delusion" (p. 265) into the process of analysis. 

We will discuss only a few of these, which have particular relevance for the example at hand and emphasize critical contrasts between quantitative and qualitative analytic approaches. However, two points are very important to stress at the outset: several of the most important safeguards on validity - such as using multiple sources and modes of evidence - must be built into the design from the beginning; and the analytic objective is to create a plausible, empirically grounded account that is maximally responsive to the research questions at hand. 

One issue of analytic validity that often arises concerns the need to weigh evidence drawn from multiple sources and based on different data collection modes, such as self-reported interview responses and observational data. Triangulation of data sources and modes is critical (see paragraph 4.4), but the results may not necessarily corroborate one another, and may even conflict. 

For example, another of the summative research questions proposed in the example concerns the extent to which non-farming population adopts new concepts and practices in their business activities. Answering this question relies on a combination of observations, self-reported data from non-farming focus groups, and indepth interviews with local authorities. In this case, there is a possibility that the observational data might be at odds with the self-reported data from one or more of the respondent groups. For example, when interviewed, the vast majority of nonfarming population might say, and really believe, that they are applying project-related innovative principles in their SME. However, the observers may see very little behavioral evidence that these principles are actually influencing business practices. It would be easy to brush off this finding by concluding that the non-farming population are saving face by parroting what they believe they are expected to say about their business. But there are other, more analytically interesting, possibilities. Perhaps the non-farming population have an incomplete understanding of these principles, or they were not adequately trained in how to translate them effectively into business practice. 

The important point is that analyzing across multiple group perspectives and different types of data is not a simple matter of deciding who is right or which data are most accurate. Weighing the evidence is a more subtle and delicate matter of hearing each group's viewpoint, while still recognizing that any single perspective is partial and relative to the respondent's experiences and social position. 

Moreover, as noted above, respondents' perceptions are no more or less real than observations. In fact, discrepancies between self-reported and observational data may reveal profitable topics or areas for further analysis. It is the analyst's job to weave the various voices and sources together in a narrative that responds to the relevant evaluation question(s). The more artfully this is done, the simpler, more natural it appears to the reader. To go to the trouble to collect various types of data and listen to different voices, only to pound the information into a flattened picture, is to do a real disservice to qualitative analysis. However, if there is a reason to believe that some of the data are stronger than others (some of the respondents are highly knowledgeable on the subject, while others are not), it is appropriate to give these responses greater weight in the analysis. 

Qualitative analysts should also be alert to patterns of inter-connection in their data that differ from what might have been expected. Miles and Huberman define these as "following up surprises" (1994, p. 270). One strength of qualitative analysis is its potential to discover and manipulate these kinds of unexpected patterns, which can often be very informative. To do this requires an ability to listen for, and be receptive to, surprises. 

Unlike quantitative researchers, who need to explain away deviant or exceptional cases, qualitative analysts are also usually delighted when they encounter twists in their data that present fresh analytic insights or challenges. Miles and Huberman (1994, pp. 269, 270) talk about "checking the meaning of outliers" and "using extreme cases." 

In qualitative analysis deviant instances or cases that do not appear to fit the pattern or trend are not treated as outliers, as they would be in statistical, probability-based analysis. Rather, deviant or exceptional cases should be taken as a challenge to further elaboration and verification of an evolving conclusion. For example, if the department chair strongly supports the project's aims and goals for all successful projects but one, perhaps another set of factors is fulfilling the same function(s) at the "deviant" site. Identifying those factors will, in turn, help to clarify more precisely what it is about strong leadership and belief in a project that makes a difference. Or, to elaborate on another extended example, suppose at one campus where structural conditions are not conducive to sharing between participating and nonparticipating faculty, such sharing is occurring nonetheless, spearheaded by one very committed participating faculty member. This example might suggest that a highly committed individual who is a natural leader among his faculty peers is able to overcome the structural constraints to sharing. In a sense, this "deviant" case analysis would strengthen the general conclusion by showing that it takes exceptional circumstances to override the constraints of the situation.

Elsewhere in this handbook, we noted that summative and formative evaluations are often linked by the premise that variations in project implementation will, in turn, effect differences in project outcomes. In the hypothetical example presented in this handbook, all participants were exposed to the same activities on the central campus, eliminating the possibility of analyzing the effects of differences in implementation features. However, using a different model and comparing implementation and outcomes at three different universities, with three campuses participating per university, would give some idea of what such an analysis might look like. 

A display matrix for a cross-site evaluation of this type is given in Exhibit 12. The upper portion of the matrix shows how the three campuses varied in key implementation features. The bottom portion summarizes outcomes at each campus. While we would not necessarily expect a one-to-one relationship, the matrix loosely pairs implementation features with outcomes with which they might be associated. For example, workshop staffing and delivery are paired with knowledge-sharing activities, accuracy of workshop content with curricular change. However, there is nothing to preclude looking for a relationship between use of appropriate techniques in the workshops (formative) and curricular changes on the campuses (summative). Use of the matrix would essentially guide the analysis along the same lines as in the examples provided earlier.

	  Exhibit 12. 
Matrix of cross-case analysis linking implementation and outcome factors

	 
	Implementation Features

	Branch campus
	Workshops delivered and staffed as planned?
	Content accurate/
up to date?
	Appropriate techniques used?
	Materials available?
	Suitable presentation?

	Commune  A 
	Yes
	Yes
	For most participants
	Yes, but delayed
	Mostly

	Commune B 
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Very mixed reviews

	Commune C 
	Mostly
	Yes
	For a few participants
	Yes
	Some

	 
	Outcome Features - Participating Campuses

	Branch campus
	Knowledge -sharing with nonparticipants?
	Curricular changes?
	Changes to exams and requirements?
	Expenditures?
	Students more interested/ active in class?

	Campus A 
	High level
	Many
	Some
	No
	Some campuses

	Campus B 
	Low level
	Many
	Many
	Yes
	Mostly participants' students

	Campus C 
	Moderate level
	Only a few
	Few
	Yes
	Only minor improvement


 

In this cross-site analysis, the overarching question would address the similarities and differences across these three sites - in terms of project implementation, outcomes, and the connection between them - and investigate the bases of these differences. Was one of the projects discernibly more successful than others, either overall or in particular areas - and if so, what factors or configurations of factors seem to have contributed to these successes? The analysis would then continue through multiple iterations until a satisfactory resolution is achieved. 

3.2.2 Developing Analytic Patterns and Interpretations

Qualitative analysis is a multi-step and multi-layered process that is completely dependent upon having a large quantity of thickly descriptive data, good organizational skills, interpretive ability, and sufficent time. Qualitative analysis can be a time consuming, detail oriented, and seemingly overwhelming task at times--primarily to the sheer volume of text qualitative data collection generates. The process of analysis can take as much time as the data collection phase, and sometimes much more, depending upon the complexity and wealth of data collected. 

However, qualitative data analysis is not a single discrete step that occurs only after all the data has been collected. Qualitative researchers begin their analysis while still collecting data by making analytic notes to themselves as they write up their field notes, or as they review interview transcripts. Analytic notes are the ideas that occur to you at the time--they can be questions (Why does he leave the building promptly at 2.52 pm each day? or is this about social control?), possible explanations (Sally always gets assigned to the kitchen because she is female--gendered division of labor) or other thoughts (Even when they are behaving, Mr. Smith seems always respond negatively to Joe and Paul). As data collection continues, the researcher will continue to weave together some ideas about what is occuring in the setting or interviews or documents or images.... Many qualitative researchers maintain a research journal to document these thoughts and ideas while doing data collection. These initial steps into analysis can be very helpful to the researcher after data collection, when more focused and directed analysis begins.

We will talk about the process of qualitative analysis in four sections:

1. Getting Organized 

2. Reading, Rereading, and Coding 

3. Developing Analytic Patterns & Conceptual Schemes 

4. Developing and Validating Interpretations

Getting Organized

The first and perhaps most important step in Qualitative Analysis is to have your data organized in a way that makes sense to you AND allows you to find and retrieve specifics from your data set.

All the data you have collected for your study constitutes your data set for the project. This can include your fieldnotes, interview transcripts, analytic notes, images, and/or documents. Because qualitative work generates pages and pages of text -- it is crucial to have a good organizational plan for your data from the beginning. It is also a very smart idea to create a backup system for managing copies of your data as well. Your research project is wholely dependent upon your data--make sure that you do not lose it to cyberspace, corrupted discs, failing hard drives, etc. Make systematic back up copies of everything!

What would an organized qualitative data set look like?

Often researchers find it easiest to work from hard copies for conducting their analysis. So, you might have one notebook that has all your interviews in chronological order and separated by tab inserts. All your fieldnotes might be consecutively ordered in a red notebook, and all your documents organized in yet another (green?) notebook. 

Many researchers include the file name and path in the footer in each of their documents. All files should have page numbers as well. This will help you find the electronic copy of the data (which will save you typing when using lengthy excerpts in your paper) and the page numbers will help you note where in the interview or observation fieldnote you found that particular excerpt. 

Reading, Rereading, and Coding
After organizing your data, the next step is to become intimately familiar with it. This is accomplished by reading and rereading your entire data set several times. As you go through the process of reading and rereading, you will begin to notice similarities and consistencies your data. With each reading, you may also notice that different aspects of the data hold your attention--that is you see more ideas and patterns with each read through. You may have just had a conversation with a colleague, read a journal article or had an illuminating experience that has enabled you to see something more in your data that suddenly seems to be a fundamental pattern throughout your observations. This kind of realization is why rereading is so important. Analytic clarity and insight come only after time has been taken to reread and rethink through the data from a variety of prespectives.

Open Coding: During the rereading process, researchers will identify possible themes and patterns in the data, often writing them in the margins of their fieldnotes or interviews. This process is called open coding. At this point, the researcher is open to whatever appears from within the data. This is a somewhat unstructured process of initially noting similarities, consistencies, and possible interpretations that occur while becoming increasingly familiar with the data. It is important to be “open” at this point to all potential insights that occur as you immerse yourself in your data. 

Open coding helps you understand the “big picture” of your data. It helps you understand the breathe and depth of your data and the sociological answers it contains. Once you have achieved this level of immersion and familiarity, you can chose how to focus your analysis. If your data contains frequent examples of racial discrimination, then that would make a strong focus for your. Of, if your data contains only a few references to gender discrimination, even if they are great examples, that would not make a good choice for your focus. Some aspects of your data will seem more important or more interesting to you. Othertimes, everything will seem important and you will be at a loss for choosing a focus. 
As you read through your data and open coding notes, ask yourself what is the most interesting, novel, or compelling aspect of your interviews, setting or documents? Were there things that surprised you? worried you? sickened you? scared you? You might also think of your potential reader--what might they find the most insightful in your data? What does your data have to teach other social scientists?

Once you are comfortable with your level of familiarity with your data and you have reviewed your open coding notations, you are ready to choose an analytic focus for your paper. With this focus in mind, the researcher returns to the data for a final focused coding session. 

Focused Coding: In this process, each occurrence of the central theme and its subthemes are marked and labeled within the data. Then all the examples of each theme or subtheme are put together. Most researchers accomplish this electronically, creating separate document files for each theme. Though some do this with scissors, cutting hard copies of their data into strips and sorting them into thematic piles.

 

Developing Analytic Patterns & Conceptual Schemes

After researchers identify themes, codes, or patterns in their data, they will have lists or compellations of examples of themes. These recurrent themes are then linked to concerns or issues in the sociological literature—theoretical, conceptual or applied-- as you develop interpretations of what is happening in data and what meanings the participants attribute to the social processes. 

The qualitative researcher's task is to filter through the countless interactions and processes that make up our social worlds and make sense of them, conceptually or theoretically. Some qualitative researchers rely on concepts derived from the literature for their analytic framework. Others apply a more grounded theory approach and seek to move from analytic description to a more elaborated theoretical model. 

Making Connections 

In order to move from lists of data excerpts to conceptual schemes and interpretations, connections between themes and subthemes need to be identified. Some researchers begin by mapping how the various data elements fit together into a whole and comprehensive representation of your research. Visual diagrams, process flow charts, or organizational structure charts can be helpful in understanding how themes are linked (or not). Other social scientists draw maps of their settings to identify where various types of interactions occur—how they are spatially clustered. Perhaps the most common approach is using the tried-and-true format of an outline.

As you draft outlines, diagrams, or maps, think about how your themes and subthemes are ordered. Qualitative analysis relies on analytic ordering which orders connections based on logic (rather than random or temporal ordering schemes). Analytic ordering requires that you make the connections between your themes or categories by some logical progression. For example, you might begin with a general theme (ill bodies and stigma), then link this discussion to a subtheme of disguising illness, and the micro-level themes of behavioral processes (being seated before others arrive to hide immobility), clothing or makeup choices (wigs), social graces (claiming prior engagements rather than lack of energy) that constitute how an ill person may work to disguise their lack of health and negotiate social stigma.

As you begin to make your connections among the data themes and patterns, you will find that the relationship between analysis and interpretation is reflexive, with the quotes leading to the analytic themes or categories, and the analytic categories are used to illustrate the analyses. You should have multiple examples for the data to use illustratively for each analytic theme you have identified as important. Since examples of each theme are compiled during focused coding, you can easily choose which quote or quotes appears most appropriate. 

Developing and Validating Interpretations

After themes and patterns in the data have been identified and conceptual schemes have been developed, it is time to begin constructing an intrepretation of the data. This is where the researcher articulates the connections within the data and chooses excerpts from the data as illustrative examples. Sometimes these interpretations are called "memoing" as they are the memos that a researcher will weave amongst the data. Memos are conceptual notes that tie together various data excerpts into a coherent and cohesive narrative. These comments are where researchers makes their intrepretive framework clear to the reader. Data do not intrepret themselves--rather they are presented within a conceptual structure of the researcher's design. 

Writing these memos of linkages and connections provides the reader with a clear descriptions of how the researcher is thinking about the data. This final component of analysis is an insightful, interpretive exercise by which you will become more aware of how you are thinking about your data. In this process, your assumptions and understandings are made more overt. Such conceptual clarity and honesty by a researcher is part of the next process, that of deciding whether your interpretation and analytic description is a valid one that is supported by the data. 

Validating your Analysis 
Due to the "up close and personal" manner in which qualitative data is gathered, many proponents believe that this closeness gives qualitative research stronger validity than more distant methods. Studying settings, interactions and individuals as they unfold provides the researcher with greater indepth familiarity and thus, a greater possibility of coming to valid conclusions about those settings, interactions and individuals. Where large scale surveys may be more appropriate (and valid) for an understanding of the frequency of poverty, they would be much less valid for studying the meaning of poverty to those citizens with limited resources. Indeed, a qualitative approach is ideal for understanding the meanings individuals develop and use within their everyday lives. 

How do you know that your interpretation is valid?

The final task to complete your analysis is to validate your interpretation. You need to be sure that you haven't ‘discovered' in your data only what you wanted to see. Moreover, it is important to know that your interpretation is actually supported by your data. Qualitative researchers use three processes for validating interpretations.

Qualitative researchers use three processes for validating interpretations.

1. is your data appropriate to your findings? Your data need to be conceptually and logically appropriate to your research questions, your choice of methods, and your analysis. So, this is the first check of your analysis—do you have the right kind of data, in sufficient quantity and quality, to make the claims you are suggesting? 

2. what is the goodness of fit of your analysis? There are two general approaches to testing goodness of fit. Some researchers propose other, alternative interpretations and then re-searching the data to support or refute the new interpretation. Others, search their data for contradictory examples that might disprove your analysis. If a negative case is found, you need to rework your analysis to account for this theme as well. 

3. have you looked for external validation or other confirmation of your intrepretation? Some researchers offer their interpretation back to the research subjects for feedback and confirmation. However, for many reasons and in many cases, member validation may not always be appropriate. Other researchers use “triangulation” of data to establish external validity. In triangulation, fieldnote data may be used to corroborate interview data, or other data sources can be used along with fieldnotes or interview transcripts to corroborate events or accounts. Another source of external validation is to have other sociologists read your materials and your analysis to evaluate the strength of your intrepretation. 

3.2.3 Additional notes to analyzing data 

As mentioned above, there are several different philosophical backgrounds to qualitative research. The different bases of epistemology give rise to a wide variety of ways of analysing data, and therefore we will put forward very general principles or rules for analysing qualitative data.

Analyse the data while collecting them 

Unlike in quantitative research, data analysis in qualitative research can occur before the data collection process has been completed. Indeed, Coffey and Atkinson (1996) suggest that in qualitative research: We should never collect data without substantial analysis going on simultaneously. Letting data accumulate without preliminary analysis along the way is a recipe for unhappiness, if not total disaster. (p. 2) 

In unstructured interviews, for instance, you should start to analyse what is being said while talking with people, otherwise, you will not be able to decide what questions to ask next in the conversation. In qualitative research, doing data analysis while collecting data is called the "principle of interaction between data collection and analysis" (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper & Allen, 1993, p. 114). 

Moreover, it is important to remember that the researcher is not the only person engaging in such a simultaneous analysis. The person being interviewed is also engaging in what Holstein and Gubrium call "indigenous coding" (Holstein & Gubrium, 1995, p. 56; Shaw, 1999, pp.175-176). That is, interviewees may also analyse what they say while being interviewed. The researchers should take this into their consideration when they start to analyse the interview data. 

Be aware of the context 

A researcher conducting an interview with social workers about work-related stress might notice that what the interviewees say in the interview rooms of their agency is quite different from what they say in a location where different social rules operate such as a restaurant. It may be very hard for the interviewees to describe their work-related stress in the very place that produces their stress. Or the interviewees might overstate particular aspects of their stress in order to make the conversation in the restaurants more interesting and entertaining. Thus, it is vital for qualitative researchers to consider the context in which the data are obtained. 

The importance of context has been brought to the forefront through the general availability of extensive electronic text manipulation in qualitative data analysis, as Seale (2000) pointed out. In other words, when "cut-and-paste techniques" (techniques for cutting off relevant segments and pasting them together) are applied to the analysis of "interview transcripts" (verbal and non-verbal records of interviews), consequently novice researchers often pay attention to the fragments of the transcript, and lose sight of the context in which the fragment is located, which can be misleading. 

Be reflexive 

Many authors say, "In qualitative research, the investigator serves as a kind of 'instrument' in the collection and analysis of data" (McCracken, 1988, p. 18). This means that reflexivity is an important aspect of qualitative research. According to Hammersley and Atkinson (1995, p. 16), reflexivity implies that "the orientations of researchers will be shaped by their socio-historical locations, including the values and interests that these locations confer upon them." 

\One way to become aware of one's own values and preconceptions is to use "a cultural review." For example, Shaw (1999, p. 148) gives the illustration of a researcher "preparing to interview a woman having difficulties coping with caring for her son of 25 who has serious learning disabilities and lives at home". The researcher could make a self-inquiry by asking the following questions: "Who have I cared for?" what would be "my own feelings about being cared for by a close relative?" and "my reaction to carrying out personal care tasks" and so on. 

Another way of being reflexive is to keep "a reflexive journal" in which researchers put "information about their schedule and logistics, insights, and reasons for methodological decisions" (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 143). 

Be flexible 

As Coffey and Atkinson (1996, p. 3) have repeatedly mentioned, "There are many ways of analyzing qualitative data. . . . We certainly want to discourage our readers from uncritically adopting particular approaches to analysis without making principled decisions from among the available alternatives." In particular, they worry about the misconception that the way to analyse data is to use some form of coding and "stress . . . that although coding may be part of the process of analysis, it should not be thought of as the analysis in itself" (p. 26). 

Misconceptions about coding have been popularised by the widespread use of CAQDAS (Computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software: Main CAQDAS is described at <http://www.scolari.co.uk/>.). This is because present main CAQDAS programs have been given "a particularly strong influence" by grounded theory, where coding is central to the analysing processes (Lonkila, 1995) and the main functions of the programs are only related to codes or coding processes (Tesch, 1990, pp. 150-155). (However, newer programmes are overcoming these limitations.) 

Although we have insufficient space to detail various strategies of analysis, qualitative researchers are allowed to use as many strategies as they like, because flexibility is one of the principles of qualitative research. 

Make your decisions clear 

In their reports, researchers should describe what decisions were made and actions were taken through the analysing processes. Many novice researchers using qualitative research say, for example, "Through qualitative interviews I have derived such and such a concept," without clarifying the decisions they made during the analysis. As Miles and Huberman (1994) have mentioned, however, "Keeping a precise record of the actual criteria and decision rules used . . .is essential" (p. 100). An example of a simple decision rule given by Miles and Huberman is "two confirmations and no contradiction" (p. 131). When applying this rule to qualitative interviews, researchers would regard a concept as important if it is confirmed by at least two interviewees and negated by nobody. 

Show the quotes supporting your ideas 

One of the basis rules in writing a qualitative interview report is to use quotes of the interview transcripts that support your ideas. How to edit and use quotes is, however, a rather difficult task for novices. 

Kvale (1996) introduces the following guidelines for reporting interview quotes: First, the quotes should be linked to the related text. Second, the contexts of the quotes should be clarified. Third, the quotes should be given interpretation, otherwise the readers cannot understand why they are quoted. Fourth, a proper balance between quotes and text should be kept. When the first three principles are neglected one result is that a surfeit of half-digested quotations dominates the text. Fifth, the quotes should usually be relatively short in length. Long quotes are often vague in their meaning. However, Atkinson has demonstrated the value of longer quotations as contextualising narrative (Atkinson, 1992; for a recent social work example see White, 1999). Sixth, only the most illustrative quotes should be presented. Too many quotes and too much repetition makes a report dull. Seventh, "interview quotes should be rendered in a written style." We are not sure how strictly this rule should be applied to Japanese editing because in the Japanese language there seems to be wider differences between written and spoken styles than in Kvale's language. However, it is important to edit all quotes sufficiently so that readers of the report can understand them easily. Lastly, Kvale emphasises that "In order that the reader will know about the extent of editing of the quotes, the principles for editing should be given, preferably with a simple list of symbols for pauses, omissions, and the like." (pp. 266-267). 

3.3  Grounded Theory

Grounded theory (GT) is a research method most often associated with the social sciences, for example as psychology. Developed by the sociologists Barney Glaser (b. 1930) and Anselm Strauss (1916-1996). Their collaboration in research on dying hospital patients led them to write the book Awareness of Dying. In this research they developed the constant comparative method later known as Grounded Theory; see The Discovery of Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Grounded theory was developed as a systematic methodology, and its name underscores the generation of theory from data. When the principles of grounded theory are followed, a researcher using this approach will formulate a theory, either substantive (setting specific) or formal, about the phenomena they are studying that can be evaluated.

Since their original publication in 1967, Glaser and Strauss disagreed on 'how to do' GT. This split occurred most obviously after Strauss published Qualitative Analysis for Social Scientists (1987). Thereafter Strauss in 1990 published Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory Procedures and Techniques together with Juliet Corbin. This was followed by a rebuke by Glaser (1992) who set out, chapter by chapter, to highlight the differences in what he argued was original grounded theory and why, according to Glaser, what Strauss had written was not grounded theory in its intended form. This divergence in the GT methodology is a subject of much academic debate, which Glaser (1998) calls a "rhetorical wrestle".

According to Kelle (2005), "the controversy between Glaser and Strauss boils down to the question whether the researcher uses a well defined "coding paradigm" and always looks systematically for "causal conditions," "phenomena/context, intervening conditions, action strategies" and "consequences" in the data, or whether theoretical codes are employed as they emerge in the same way as substantive codes emerge, but drawing on a huge fund of "coding families."

Both strategies have their pros and cons: novices who wish to get clear advice on how to structure data material may be satisfied with the use of the coding paradigm. Since the paradigm consists of theoretical terms which carry only limited empirical content the risk is not very high that data are forced by its application. However, it must not be forgotten that it is linked to a certain micro-sociological perspective. Many researchers may concur with that approach esp. since qualitative research always had a relation to micro-sociological action theory, but others who want to employ macro-sociological and system theory perspective may feel that the use of the coding paradigm would lead them astray." 

The Glaserian strategy Grounded theory (Glaser) is not a qualitative research method, but claims the dictum "all is data". This means that not only interview or observational data but also surveys or statistical analyses or "whatever comes the researchers way while studying a substantive area" (Glaser quote) can be used in the comparative process as well as literature data from science or media or even fiction. Thus the method according to Glaser is not limited to the realm of qualitative research, by Glaser called QDA (Qualitative Data Analysis). QDA is devoted to descriptive accuracy while the Glaserian method emphasizes conceptualization abstract of time, place and people. A grounded theory concept should be easy to use outside of the substantive area where it was generated.

Grounded theory is a general methodology for developing theory that is grounded in data systematically gathered and analysed. The theory evolves during actual research, and it does this through continuous interplay between analysis and data collection. Handbook of qualitative methods. Theory may be generated initially from the data, or, if exisiting theories seem appropriate to the area of investigation, then these may be elaborated and modified as incomeing data are meticulously played against them. Grounded theory explicitly involves generating theory and doing (social) research as 2 parts of the same process.    


3.4  Quality of qualitative research 

Judging the Quality of Qualitative Analysis

Issues surrounding the value and uses of conclusion drawing and verification in qualitative analysis take us back to larger questions raised at the outset about how to judge the validity and quality of qualitative research. A lively debate rages on these and related issues. It goes beyond the scope of this chapter to enter this discussion in any depth, but it is worthwhile to summarize emerging areas of agreement. 

First, although stated in different ways, there is broad consensus concerning the qualitative analyst's need to be self-aware, honest, and reflective about the analytic process. Analysis is not just the end product, it is also the repertoire of processes used to arrive at that particular place. In qualitative analysis, it is not necessary or even desirable that anyone else who did a similar study should find exactly the same thing or interpret his or her findings in precisely the same way. However, once the notion of analysis as a set of uniform, impersonal, universally applicable procedures is set aside, qualitative analysts are obliged to describe and discuss how they did their work in ways that are, at the very least, accessible to other researchers. Open and honest presentation of analytic processes provides an important check on an individual analyst’s tendencies to get carried away, allowing others to judge for themselves whether the analysis and interpretation are credible in light of the data.

Second, qualitative analysis, as all of qualitative research, is in some ways craftsmanship (Kvale, 1995). There is such a thing as poorly crafted or bad qualitative analysis, and despite their reluctance to issue universal criteria, seasoned qualitative researchers of different bents can still usually agree when they see an example of it. Analysts should be judged partly in terms of how skillfully, artfully, and persuasively they craft an argument or tell a story. Does the analysis flow well and make sense in relation to the study's objectives and the data that were presented? Is the story line clear and convincing? Is the analysis interesting, informative, provocative? Does the analyst explain how and why she or he drew certain conclusions, or on what bases she or he excluded other possible interpretations? These are the kinds of questions that can and should be asked in judging the quality of qualitative analyses. In evaluation studies, analysts are often called upon to move from conclusions to recommendations for improving programs and policies. The recommendations should fit with the findings and with the analysts’ understanding of the context or milieu of the study. It is often useful to bring in stakeholders at the point of "translating" analytic conclusions to implications for action.

As should by now be obvious, it is truly a mistake to imagine that qualitative analysis is easy or can be done by untrained novices. As Patton (1990) comments: 

Applying guidelines requires judgment and creativity. Because each qualitative study is unique, the analytical approach used will be unique. Because qualitative inquiry depends, at every stage, on the skills, training, insights, and capabilities of the researcher, qualitative analysis ultimately depends on the analytical intellect and style of the analyst. The human factor is the greatest strength and the fundamental weakness of qualitative inquiry and analysis. 

Triangulation

The use of multiple method – or triangulation – reflects an attempt to secure an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon in question. Objective reality can never be captured. Triangulation is not a tool or strategy of validation, but an alternative to validation.

The Quality of qualitative research 

Probably many qualitative researchers have been criticised by critics who have claimed that their research it is too subjective, or the number of cases is too small, or that mere talking is never a scientific method, and so on. Qualitative inquiry, moreover, has a short history in Japanese social work research and therefore Japanese social work researchers may need to strongly defend the validity of their qualitative research. However, they should do so in the confidence that qualitative research is no less rigorous than more traditional forms of inquiry. 

Although "validity" and "reliability" of qualitative research is discussed by many researchers (for example, Cook & Campbell, 1979 is a classic discussion; Kirk & Miller, 1986; Silverman, 1983), the most often quoted concept of the problem of establishing validity is probably the notion of trustworthiness that was developed mainly by Lincoln and Guba (1985, p. 290). The notion of trustworthiness has four elements: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. These are analogous to "internal validity", "external validity", "reliability", and "objectivity" in conventional criteria. Because their philosophical base is constructivism, these criteria are not applied to all the qualitative research methods. We believe, however, that these criteria are useful for novice researchers to understand the validity and reliability issues of qualitative research and so we will describe them and some of the techniques related to them. 

Credibility, prolonged engagement, and peer debriefing 

Credibility is analogous to "internal validity" in conventional criteria. It relates to how the reconstruction of the researchers fits the realities and views the participants express in the process of the inquiry. To establish credibility, researchers use a variety of techniques, but because we have limited space, we will discuss only the following. 

One is "prolonged engagement." That is "the investment of sufficient time to achieve certain purposes; learning the 'culture [of the participants],' testing for misinformation introduced by distortions either of the self or of the respondents, and building trust [with the participants]" (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 301). 

Another is "peer debriefing." This is the process of "allowing a peer who is a professional outside the context and who has some general understanding of the study to analyse materials, test working hypotheses and emerging designs, and listen to the researcher's ideas and concerns" (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 140). 

Transferability and thick descriptions 

Transferability refers to the possibility that what was found in one context by a piece of qualitative research is applicable to another context. As Lincoln and Guba (1985) point out: If there is to be transferability, the burden of proof lies less with the original investigator than with the person seeking to make an application elsewhere. The original inquirer cannot know the sites to which transferability might be sought, but the appliers can and do. . . . The responsibility of the original investigator ends in providing sufficient descriptive data to make such similarity judgements possible. (p. 298) 

Providing sufficient descriptive data is often called "thick description" (Geertz, 1973). For example, if you conduct qualitative research on a day centre for people with mental disabilities, you should describe the context so thickly that users of your research report can judge whether the findings are applicable to their own settings. 

Dependability, confirmability and auditing 

Dependability is the qualitative researcher's equivalent of the conventional term "reliability", which is equal to replicability. In quantitative research, reliability means that the same tests should produce the same results. For qualitative researchers, this kind of replicability is impossible to realise because the research design is so flexible and the research findings are produced by constantly changing interactions between researchers and participants. Therefore, as Guba and Lincoln (1989) states, Far form being threats to dependability, such changes and shifts are hallmarks of a maturing - and successful - inquiry. But such changes and shifts need to be both tracked and trackable (publicly inspectable). (p. 242) This idea leads to a technique of "auditing," mentioned below. 

On the other hand, confirmability is parallel to "objectivity" in conventional criteria, and is "concerned with establishing the fact that the data and interpretations of an inquiry were not merely figments of the inquirer's imagination." Researchers need to link "assertions, findings, and interpretations, and so on to the data themselves in readily discernible ways" (Schwandt, 1997, p. 164). 

Although dependability and confirmability correspond to different notions in conventional criteria, both are realised by similar techniques in qualitative research. Of these techniques, "auditing" is emphasised strongly by many authors. Auditing in qualitative research is analogous to a fiscal audit. Schwandt (1997, p. 6) states that auditing is "a procedure whereby a third-party examiner systematically reviews the audit trail maintained by the inquirer". In the case of qualitative interview research, the audit trail includes recorded materials such as cassette tapes, interview transcripts, interview guides, lists of interviewees, lists of categories and hypotheses the researcher used while analysing the data, notes about research procedures, and so on. 

Lincoln and Guba (1985, p. 326) claim that "even for a complex project, a week to ten days will be sufficient" to complete auditing. However, that may sounds too expensive for our readers, most of whom may be novices, and they might be relieved to see what other researchers have written: The researcher's work in preparing an "audit trail" and the auditor's analysis, with its very detailed procedures, are at least as expensive. . . . We should probably expect that detailed documentation and auditing will continue to be restricted to high-stakes studies, or to those in which the researcher has a special interest in documentation or auditing as such (Huberman & Miles, 1994, p. 440). 

Huberman and Miles (1994) also warn that this sort of re-analysis through auditing "raises questions about invasion of privacy and about potential harm to informants" (p. 440). In spite of these risks and limitations, simpler types of auditing could be useful tools for improving the quality of qualitative research. 

3.5 Ethical Issues 

Ethical issues related to social work research are very important and have been much discussed. All qualitative researchers in social work should give serious thoughts to these issues particularly as the nature of qualitative research adds its own complications. In this document, we will deal with some ethical issues pertaining to qualitative research. They include confidentiality, informed consent, emotional safety, and reciprocity. 

 Confidentiality 

Very few people would willingly express their most private details, opinions and emotions in public documents knowing that their names would be published. Thus, confidentiality is a vital requirement for credible research. 

More importantly, mere anonymity is insufficient for confidentiality to be safeguarded (Berg, 1998, pp. 48-50). For example, suppose a paper says, "We visited a university-attached day care centre for people with mental disabilities in City Y, Prefecture K." If the author's office is in the Kanto Area, readers can readily assume Prefecture K to be Kanagawa Prefecture. They might also associate City Y with Yokohama City, the second largest city in Japan. Even a large city does has not very many university-attached day care centres, consequently although this paper may have concealed the name of the site, it fails to maintain confidentiality. If this paper includes quotes from service users who criticise professionals very strongly, the professionals may suspect that certain of their own clients are the critics. Suspicion such as this can only harm people, consequently, in particular those who are socially disadvantaged. 

Also, as mentioned earlier, qualitative researchers require prolonged engagement in the field in order to carry out effective research. If you conduct research at Hospital A for some years and publish a qualitative case report on an anonymous hospital, many people around you will surely conclude that the hospital mentioned in the report is Hospital A. In this case, you should pay as much attention as possible to maintaining the confidentiality of the individual participants, changing the facts where necessary as long as these changes do not distort the essential elements of the report. 

Informed consent 

Gaining informed consent is essential for all sorts of research and the flexible nature of the qualitative research design causes particular problems. Because of such an emergent design, Bartunek and Louis (1996) emphasise the importance of repeatedly confirming informed consent. In a qualitative research project, prospective participants often do not have full knowledge . . . of the types of events that will unfold during a study. . . Informed consent . . . must then reflect an awareness that such events cannot entirely be predicted. As a result, a revised view of informed consent seems warranted, in which consent is negotiated at different points in the research cycle. Informed consent is not something that can be handled once and for all at the beginning of a study. (p. 58) 

 Emotional safety 

Qualitative interview research gives inquirers many opportunities to involve the participants emotionally about sensitive topics (Renzetti and Lee, 1993). As Padgett (1998) states: Many qualitative interviews elicit intense discussions of painful life events such as divorce, death of a family member, and domestic abuse. Sensitivity to research ethics dictates that we do not introduce these topics gratuitously; they should either be volunteered by the respondents or inquired about when they are the focus of the study. (p. 37) 

On the other hand, if the interviewer has good listening skills, they may provide participants with a chance to release their emotions. Weiss (1994) points out: There are obvious resemblances between the research interview and therapeutic interviewing. The research interviewer resembles a therapist by encouraging the respondent to develop thoughts and memories, by eliciting the respondent's underlying emotions, and by listening closely to the respondent's utterances. (p. 134) 

This "therapeutic" nature of qualitative interviews might cause a more complicated ethical dilemma (Patton, 1990, p. 354). If, while interviewing, the participants begin to regard you as "therapists" and open their mind more than they would usually for "researchers", should you stop them or should you allow them to continue? If you are also a social worker and are naturally expected to play a therapeutic role, you might be confused as to which type of interview you are conducting, a research interview or a therapeutic one. 

 Reciprocity 

The relationship between the methodology of qualitative research and professional practice is a major question that falls outside the scope of this chapter. However, the question of reciprocity is important to note. Qualitative researchers tend to have more personal relations with the research participants, and the reciprocity of research will be more keenly noticed among both researchers and participants. As Glesne states (1999): As research participants willingly open up their lives to researchers - giving time, sharing intimate stories, and frequently including them in both public and private events and activities - researchers become ambivalent, alternatively overjoyed with the data they are gathering, but worried by their perceived inability to adequately reciprocate. (p. 126) 

In particular, our participants are often socially disadvantaged, and they need social advocates for them. Social workers who co-operate with you on research surely hope that your research will help improve social welfare. 

Novices may be worried so much about the ethical issues mentioned above that they hesitate about publishing their research. However, the principle of reciprocity will not allow you to keep your research results as private "beautiful memories" only. By taking up the opportunity to do research, you assume its obligation and responsibility. 

Although there are special issues in ethical practice in qualitative research, we do not agree with Lincoln and Guba when they argue that qualitative research is more ethical than conventional research (Lincoln & Guba, 1989). No research methodology is ethically privileged, and formulations of ethical principles are no different for quantitative and qualitative methodologies. 

Establishing Trustworthiness


In qualitative research data must be auditable through checking that the interpretations are credible, transferable, dependable and confirmable.

· Credibility improved through long engagement with the respondents or triangulation in data collection (internal validity)

· Transferability achieved through a thick description of the research process to allow a reader to see if the results can be transferred to a different setting (external validity)

· Dependability examined through the audit trail (reliability) e.g. member checking.

· Confirmability audit trail categories used e.g. raw data included, data analysis and reduction processes described, data reconstruction and synthesis including structuring of categories and themes, process notes included, instrument development information included

Annex 1: Hypothetical example ‘Evaluating and re-formulating Rural SME Promotion policies; three districts in Red River Delta’

SME promotion policies through law changing, free seminars BDS activities, 

IPSARD SME Policy adviced  the Vietnamese government: 

· to improve regulatory policies in order to ensure a better entrepreneurial climate for rural SME development  in the country. 

· improving business enabling environment for SME sector, for example, in streamlining inspections process as well as in improving regulatory framework for permits. 

· Increase legal awareness of SMEs on changes in regulatory framework, incl. inspections and permits. 

· diminish role of public sector and government intervention in the market was relatively large compared to other developed countries.

· policy primarily focused on financial and organizational support and of counseling and information services for SMEs. In the area of finance, several specialized financial institutions and credit guarantee associations were established. In terms of organization, the SME Association Law was introduced in order to vitalize and improve the organizational structure of SMEs. In addition, support systems were set up to provide advice and guidance for SMEs.

� Discourse analysis, There are two meanings for this term depending on how ‘discourse’ is defined:


When used to mean a particular way of thinking and arguing which involves the political activity of naming and classifying (as above), discourse analysis attempts to make explicit the implicit values and ideologies in discourses. It aims to depoliticise them and strip them of their value-laden terminology.


‘Discourse’ can also refer to dialogue, language, and conversation. If defined in this way, discourse analysis relates to the analysis of language used in policy-making. It relates, for example, to the use of labelling in policy discussions, such as ‘peasants’, ‘the rural poor’, or ‘landless’.
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