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Foreword

Michael Bamberg

Every newly established research tradition has its own way of coming into
being, and qualitative research is no exception. With regard to my own initial
involvement with what later became established as qualitative research—or,
as I call it when presenting it to my students, qualitative inquiry—it is hard
to pinpoint when and how it all began. I do not think that there was a particular
event or a sudden insight that can be woven into my academic life story and
labeled as my “turning point.” It simply happened. However, I clearly recall
many events over 8 to 10 years (inthe late 1970s and early 1980s) at different
places (Berkeley, San Diego, Nijmegen, Berlin) and involving friends and col-
leagues around the same age cohort though from quite different disciplines
(sociology, anthropology, linguistics, education, political science, comparative
literature, health sciences and nursing studies, psychology). These events con-
sisted of meetings in which my colleagues and I discussed transcripts of inter-
views, observational records, or papers we had come across before they were
published. During them something tock place that contributed to my slow
and gradual turn to qualitative methods as the preferred inquiry method in
psychology. Although these meetings often had some flavor of subversiveness
and conspiracy, taking place most often outside the institutions where we
were doing our research and teaching, they were not governed by an anti-
institutional stance but, as strange as this may sound, by work with actual
data. These data came from real people with real lives; people who were sharing
aspects of their subjective, experiential life-worlds—including their emotions,
desires, and moral values. We, as investigators, were bystanders, allowed to
catch a glimpse of who these people were, how they wanted to be understood,
or how they made sense of others and themselves, including their own experi-
ences and their lives. '

What stood out most for us at that time was our interest in singular
cases and discursive processes that seemed to represent the individuality and
subjectivity of experiences of our research participants—something that thus
far had not been central to the social and humanistic sciences, not even in
psychology. In contrast to our traditional endeavors to generalize across individ-
ual cases, to discover patterns, laying out “underlying” structures or systems
that seemed to govern particular actions or events, possibly even as an attempt
to uncover underlying universals, it was the unique that aroused our interest.

Explanatory approaches that had been developed and worked up within
the hypothetico—deductive model of knowledge as something that was out there
to be conquered were out. Observing, describing, and understanding became the
new key terms, and the new business was knowledge building and knowledge
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X FOREWORD

generation rather than affirmation or falsification of some previously estab-
lished hypotheses. To seek and to understand what was subjective in the
experience and lives from the point of view of our research participants became
the primary task—asking to be empathic with regard to the subjectivity and
experience of our participants, particularly of those who were vulnerable, disad-
vantaged, or opening their wounds from social or personal maltreatments. In
sum, the original but initially relatively unreflected turn to make the individual
participants with their unique experiences more central to the research process
gave birth to a redefinition of the role of the researcher and his or her relation-
ship to what now became the “research participant” and consequently to what
could count as knowledge, the status of data, and the status of interpretation
and analysis.

Reflecting on a time before the debates between quantitative versus quali-
tative and between explanatory versus interpretive methods, I do not think
that any of us had in mind that what we were doing could become codified,
canonized, and handed down to new students of psychology in the form of a
systematic methodology. The idea that this type of working with observational
data and recorded conversations could possibly be integrated back into the
disciplines that we were representing, particularly into the discipline of psy-
chology, was foreign to us back then. But exactly this has happened in the
course of the past 15 orso years—again, as a slow and gradual process, resulting
in quite a number of, at first, self-designed courses and quite a number of
textbooks, handbooks, and cookbooks for how to better understand and how
to carry out qualitative research across the disciplines. It is interesting to note
that psychology lagged considerably behind in this development.

This volume is one of the first books to appear in psychology that substan-
tially addresses the importance of qualitative inquiry as a vital means of ap-
proaching the problems studied by psychologists. Paul M. Camic, Jean E.
Rhodes, and Lucy Yardley have chosen some of the best minds in the field to
produce an eloquent volume that will have great appeal to graduate students
and seasoned researchers alike. This book is organized and written in a way
that invites readers to come along for an adventure of discovery that enlivens
the essence of research in the field.

The first part of the book, which acts as a cornerstone of qualitative inquiry
for psychologists, does not get bogged down by epistemological and ontological
foundational debates that often turn young students of qualitative data more
off than on. These first four chapters provide an excellent introduction to
qualitative methodology within the context of existing and emerging social
sciences research. The second part goes on to introduce 10 different methods
used in qualitative research. Each chapter reveals and develops its stance with
regard to the connection between theory and (moral and political) practice
and communicates effectively where and how to apply (and not to apply) the
suggested methodological exigencies. Each chapter is thoughtfully laid out as
an apprenticeship to a field of study on its own, exemplifying the methods and
applying them. At the same time all chapters leave considerable space for
students of qualitative data to try out their own ambitions and to explore their

FOREWORD xi

own questions and interests in novel ways, taking what has been offered in
this book as stepping stones into a deeper involvement—mnot just with method-
ological approaches but with psychology as a whole.

1 am confident that the collection presented in this book will help overcome
old rifts and controversies and contribute to the development of a much more
inclusive psychology—one that clearly sees the challenges qualitative research
brings to the discipline—but also one that is no longer threatened but willing
and able to integrate the world of subjective experience and the processes of
its construction as central.



Preface

Perhaps one of the most striking features of this volume is that it is one of the
first books on qualitative methods to be published by the American Psychologi-
cal Association (APA). Although other disciplines (i.e., anthropology, sociology,
education, marketing, program evaluation) have vigorously incorporated quali-
tative methods for a number of years, most of academic psychology has had
an ambivalent relationship with qualitative methods. Psychology’s strong pref-
erence for quantitative approaches is reflected in undergraduate and graduate
course requirements, the composition of journal editorial boards, and the APA
Publication Manual, which makes no mention of protocol for presenting qualita-
tive findings. Although relatively late in coming (particularly compared with
the European psychological traditions), this book represents an important step
toward the greater integration of qualitative methods into academic and ap-
plied psychology.

In editing this volume, our goal was to bring together experts from across
a broad range of psychological perspectives (e.g., social, developmental, clinical,
community, environmental, personality, educational, psychodynamic, phenom-
enological, feminist, and health psychology), all of whom havebeen contributing
to research using established and emerging qualitative methods. By drawing
from a wide spectrum of fields, we hope to provide researchers with a theoreti-
cally informed and practically applicable basis for comparing the relative bene-
fits and limitations of each approach as it bears on their particular research
topic. Our target audience ranges from advanced undergraduate and graduate
students to established researchers from within the boundaries of psychology.
A closely allied secondary audience is students and researchers in cultural
studies and cultural policy, education, anthropology, sociology, and social work.
This book is also likely to have appeal to practitioners in hospitals, clinics,
schools, cultural institutions, and business organizations where a portion of
their job responsibilities are research related. We have developed this book
with all of these readers in mind. .

What is also significant about this volume and what makes it unique is
that it addresses issues that are of primary concern to psychologists. The vast
. majority of textbooks previously published in qualitative research has been
in other disciplines such as anthropology, education, nursing, and sociology.
Moreover, unlike most previous volumes, this book provides readers with de-
tailed descriptions of the actual procedures that are used in carrying out specific
research methods.

Of course, no book can fully capture the complexity, nuances, and tech-
niques embedded in each approach. Nor can it provide complete coverage of
the full range of qualitative methods that are available to researchers. Space
limitations prevent us from including such approaches as the research case
study method, protocol analysis, and biographical and historical analysis. These
omissions do not imply their lack of importance and, in fact, we hope to explore
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xiv PREFACE

these and other promising approaches in subsequent work to be published in
the future.

The book is organized into two major parts. The first part includes chapters
that introduce readers to issues of epistemology, ontology, and the place of
qualitative research within psychology both as an alternative approach to
research methodology and as a complementary one, used in conjunction with
quantitative approaches. A pressing gquestion addressed by all seven authors
of this part is, “What counts as knowledge?”

Paul M. Camic, Jean E. Rhodes, and Lucy Yardley (chapter 1) argue for the
value and validity of qualitative work, present some of the conflicts surrounding
qualitative methods, discuss the manners in which qualitative approaches
relate to quantitative research, and highlight the merits and uses of qualitative
methods for various purposes relevant to the work of psychology. Elliot W.
Eisner (chapter 2) examines the root of the term gqualitative in the social
sciences and relates it to the contemporary conduct of the art and science
of qualitative research in psychology. He examines the distinctions between
qualitative and quantitative work and provides examples of arts-based qualita-
tive research while asking researchers to reflect on artistry as a process that
researchers would do well to emulate.

Joseph E. McGrath and Bettina A. Johnson (chapter 3) discuss some of
the crucial epistemological and methodological issues that beset both qualita-
tive and quantitative research in psychology. Some of these are at a paradigma-
tic level, including questions about reality and how we can know it, about
objectivity, about causality, and about the role of temporal and contextual
factors. Other issues they discuss are those at an operational level and have
to do with how empirical evidence is collected, aggregated, analyzed, and inter-
preted. Jeanne Marecek (chapter 4) presents what is shared by qualitative and
quantitative approaches and what is not, which helps us to arrive at a fuller
understanding of both. She challenges some of the misconceptions of both
qualitative and quantitative work by examining considerations of generality,
validity, reliability, objectivity, and subjectivity. She also addresses the false
dichotomy that has emerged between quantitative research as deductive and
qualitative research as inductive.

The second part presents several major qualitative research methodolo-
gies, each contained within a separate chapter. The psychologists who devel-
oped the methods themselves wrote several of the chapters in this section, and
all of the authors invited to contribute are actively engaged researchers and
well-known experts in their respective research domains. These chapters follow
a parallel organization that includes (a) specific and detailed information about
the applications of the methodology; (b) subsections addressing issues in design,
sampling, data collection, data analysis, and interpretation; and (c) a research
case example illustrating the methodology presented in the chapter.

Jonathan Potter (chapter 5) presents a thorough introduction to discourse
analysis and discursive psychology using a study of AIDS counseling as a
research example of how to use this approach. Michael Murray (chapter 6)
examines narrative psychology and narrative analysis by first reviewing the
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theoretical foundation of this approach, discussing the various forms of narra-
tive psychology, and concluding with a research example based on a series of
interviews with patients with chronic pain. Donald Ratcliff (chapter 7) presents
a discussion of the use of video recordings as qualitative video research, an
emerging research tool, carefully discussing methods of data collection and
analysis. His use of children’s social interactions and rituals in a school hallway
is an example of how these methods can be adapted and applied to a specific
context.

Karen Henwood and Nick Pidgeon (chapter 8) chart and debate the ration-
ale for doing psychological research using grounded theory, one of the most
well-known qualitative research methods. Looking at grounded theory not as a
unitary method but as a node around which useful discussions of epistemology,
ethics, and validity can occur, these authors examine an extensive corps of
discussion data from focus groups about the importance and value attached to
woodlands and trees by the British public. Carol Gilligan, Renée Spencer,
M. Katherine Weinberg, and Tatiana Bertsch introduce the Listening Guide
method (chapter 9), which provides researchers with a way of attending to
human conversation. This method, introduced in detail for the first time, in-
volves a series of focused readings of texts, each designed to bring the researcher
into relationship with a person’s distinct and multilayered voice by focusing
on, or listening to, a particular aspect of the narrative. Michelle Fine and
associates (chapter 10) explore the history, method, opportunities, and chal-
lenges of participatory action research with a close look at a research project
conducted by a team of university-based researchers and women inmates in
a maximum security prison. These researchers analyze the relationships of
insider—outsider researchers and the differential epistemologies, knowledge,
vulnerabilities, and responsibilities both groups bring to the task as they take
readers through the design, data collection, analysis, and interpretive phases
of the study.

Jessica Hoffmann Davis (chapter 11) presents an emerging qualitative
method, portraiture as methodology, which examines the research portraitasa
written narrative that seeks to balance elements of context, thematic structure,
relationship, and voice into an aesthetic whole to provide a carefully constructed
cohesive interpretation of data. Drawing on the author’s work at a community
art center that creates a supportive and high-expectation environment for
African American artists, this chapter focuses on the collection of data through
observation, interview, and review of visual materials and the production of a
narrative portrait. Peggy J. Miller, Julie A. Hengst, and Su-hua Wang (chapter
12) provide a brief history of ethnographic methods in anthropology and its
more recent history within psychology. Through the use of a case study in
developmental cultural psychology, readers are guided through the characteris-
tics of ethnographic inquiry, which includes hypothesis development, data
collection, analysis, and interpretation of data and the use of writing to describe
one's findings. Specific attention is paid to the ethnographic interview, partici-
pant observation, artifacts as data, archival data, and ethical concerns.
Amedeo P. and Barbro M. Giorgi (chapter 13) provide a clear demareation of
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the descriptive phenomenological method from other types of phenomenology.
Phenomenological methods are compared and contrasted with the traditional
scientific method to provide a framework from which to better understand
descriptive phenomenology. They present a demonstrative example using a
research participant’s internalized homophobia, showing in detail how the
method is applied. Finally, Steinar Kvale (chapter 14) outlines psychoanalytical
qualitative research. Drawing on postmodern conceptions of science, the cau-
sistic, relational, constructive, and pragmatic aspects of knowledge are out-
lined, and the strength and weakness of psychoanalytical knowledge production
are discussed. Kvale emphasizes seven key aspects useful in the psychoanalyti-
cal research interview (case study, open mode of interviewing, interpretation
of meaning, historical dimension, human interaction, pathology as topic of
investigation, and instigation of change) and concludes the chapter with an
example of such an interview.
£ Y Bl

The idea for this book came after teaching qualitative methods for a number
of years to graduate students in psychology. Although there were several text-
books available for graduate-level instruction, none adequately addressed the
research training needs specific to psychologists interested in qualitative re-
search methods. Concurrently with our work with graduate students, an in-
creasing number of colleagues inquired about incorporating qualitative meth-
ods in their research. The final shove to develop such a book came after Paul
Camic, at an annual meeting of the APA, presented a paper that incorporated
qualitative methods in its design. The overwhelmingly strong and supportive
audience response to the qualitative methodology—at an APA paper session—
was the impetus to begin this volume.

In addition to our students and APA audience members, we are also very
grateful to Lansing Hays of the APA, who sponsored and guided this work
from its inception. We especially want to thank Lansing for his enthusiasm,
challenging questions, and deadpan humor, which helped carry us through the
two years of writing and editing this volume. It is an honor for all of us to be
publishing this work with the APA. We would also like to thank Lawrence
Wilson and Andrew Causey for their helpful comments about several chapters
in this volume and our reviewers at the APA—both anonymous and known—
for their extremely helpful suggestions.

Part 1

Ways of Looking

at the World:
Epistemological Issues
in Qualitative Research
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Naming the Stars: Integrating
Qualitative Methods Into
Psychological Research

Paul M. Camic, Jean E. Rhodes, and Lucy Yardley

In The Phantom Tollbooth, Norton Juster tells the story of two brothers, King
Azaz and the Mathemagician, who inherited their father’s kingdom of Wisdom.

They were by nature very suspicious and jealous. Each one tried to outdo
the other . . . King Azaz insisted that words were far more significant than
numbers and hence his kingdom was truly the greater, and the Mathemagi-
cian claimed that numbers were much more important than words and
hence his kingdom was supreme. They discussed and debated and raved
and ranted until they were on the verge of blows when it was decided to
submit the question to arbitration by the princesses Rhyme and Reason.
After days of careful consideration in which all the evidence was weighted
and all the witnesses heard, they made their decision: “Words and numbers
are of equal value, for, in the cloak of knowledge, one is warp and the other
woof. It is no more important to count the sands than it is to name the
stars. Therefore, let both kingdoms live in peace. (Juster, 1965, pp. 74-75)

Unfortunately, Rhyme and Reason’s exquisite logic fell on deaf ears. The
princesses were banished from the kingdom, and the full breadth of knowledge
remained elusive for many years. A similar fate appears to have beset the
kingdom of psychology, where quantitative and qualitative methodologists have
met each other with resistance and skepticism. Rather than finding a common
ground, numbers have prevailed and qualitative approaches to understanding
the human experience have been relegated to an ancillary role. This overreli-
ance on positivism and the experimental method throughout the 20th century
has hampered inventiveness, restricting the very nature of the questions that
have been asked and the sources of data that have been considered legitimate.

As in the Phantom Tollbooth, where the princesses were ultimately rescued
and their recommendations heeded, a momentum from the muted corners
within and surrounding psychology is gradually restoring qualitative methods
to their rightful place in the field. We hope that this volume helps to build on this
momentum—nudging psychological researchers toward greater inclusiveness
and the full acceptance of qualitative methods.
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Background: The Fundamental Questions

In his attempt to rescue Rhyme and Reason, the protagonist in the Phantom
Tollbooth, Milo, journeys through the kingdom of numbers, Digitopolis. There
a man who poses a series of problems, including one about a 68-foot-long beaver,
confronts him.

“That’s absurd,” objected Milo, whose head was spinning from all the num-
bers and questions. “That may be true,” he acknowledged, “but it's completely
accurate, and as long as the answer is right, who cares if the question is
wrong? If you want sense, you'll have to make it yourself” (Juster, 1965,
p. 175).

Psychologists, perhaps more than any other social scientists, have been
prone to privileging methods and procedires over research questions (Gergen,
1985). Putting the methodological cart before the horse has constrained our
full understanding of psychological processes. Moreover, basic ontological, epis-
temological, and methodological questions, such as “What is real?” “Who knows
what is real?” and “How do you know what is real?” are asked and answered

»in ways that implicitly privilege the experimental method. Fully addressing
these questions is critical, however, because their answers form the very foun-
dation of inquiry in the social sciences. In deciding what is real, and for whom
it is real, a pluralistic approach to research might encourage both skepticism
and innovation, be a little subversive, take on new topics and questions, but
remain rigorous, thorough, and useful. Shweder (1996), in an important essay
about the differences between quanta and qualia, suggests that we “put our
metaphysical cards on the table (our assumptions about the underlying nature

. of social reality)” (p. 175), thereby revealing what research is all about.

; Those “cards” vary, of course, among the contributors to this volume. What
“is perhaps a common core to all the chapters, however, is a discarding of the

“‘notion that what separates quantitative and qualitative approaches to research
is whether to count or not count, measure or not measure, sample or not sample,
administer a questionnaire or conduct an interview. Because all social science

" research counts and measures in some way or another, the true difference is
in what to count and measure and what one discovers when doing so (Shweder,
1996, p. 179). Stated another way, the questions become, “to count or to discover
the name,” “to measure or to listen and observe,” or “to administer a question-
naire or talk with someone.” Qualitative research questions whether an objec-
tive conception of reality can truly exist and suggests that other forms of
investigation are necessary to increase our understanding of the thing we are
studying (Cafasso, Camic, & Rhodes, 2001). Humans, not the gods, created all
forms of inquiry, and we can and should modify them as needed to make inquiry
relevant to our work as psychologists, social scientists, and educators. We may
not find the answer to what is real, but the richness within the different realities
may provide us with a better answer.

“What is real?” evokes the issue that divided the brothers in the Kingdom
of Wisdom. As a profession, psychology has generally decided that numbers
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are more real than words and responses on paper-and-pencil tests more real
(and valid) than interviews, conversations, and other complex forms of repre-
sentation. However, “How do you know what is real?” is perhaps the question
that best defines empiricism and provides a substantial foundation for a quali-
tative psychology. Of course, we all know what is real—but our realities may
be different, depending on our cultural background, our gender, sexual orienta-
tion, our race, or age. Each of us——and certainly each and every research
participant in our respective studies—possesses “an alternative symbolic uni-
verse (which) poses a threat because its existence demonstrates empirically
that one’s own universe is less than inevitable” (Berger & Luckmann, 1966, p.
108). However, to make psychology more than empirical—to make it scientific—
most of our research paradigms and methods deny the existence of an alterna-
tive symbolic universe (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). -

Among other problems, the assumption that it is primarily scientists who
know what is real becomes a denial of the experience of research participants
as a valid source of knowledge. This is really not an issue for biologists or
chemists, because their “subject” may be a diseased cell or a chemical interac-
tion. When doing research involving people a de facto hermeneutic relationship
develops in that the researcher and the participant are affected by each other
and modify their responses, behaviors, and perceptions based-on that interac-
tion, and of course on events and histories before the interaction. This is the
case whether one uses an interview or a psychometric instrument to collect
data. Yet in most of psychological research the psychologist—scientist controls
the definition of reality and “the threat to the social definitions of reality is
neutralized by assigning an inferior ontological status, and thereby not to be
taken seriously cognitive status, to all definitions existing outside the social
universe” (Berger & Luckmann, 1966, p. 115). Those representations of re-
search that exist outside of positivism and the experimental method are looked
on as inferior and are not taken as seriously by journal editors, funding sources,
doctoral dissertation committees, or faculty in psychology departments.

Related to this issue is the question of “Who is to judge what is real?” In
The Phantom Tollbooth, Rhyme and Reason, as a collaborative pair, were the
judges of what was real. They carefully evaluated the worth and importance
of words and numbers within the context of their society and could see that
both brothers’ perceptions of number and narrative had merit. The same holds
true with psychological methods. No particular paradigm or method that is
represented in this or other volumes can or should be privileged above all others.
Rather, they should be subject to questions about validity, rigor, usefulness, and
applicability, as well as to questions about who controls the data and from
whose perspective the data are interpreted (Newman & Benz, 1998).

Validity and Objectivity in Qualitative
and Quantitative Research

Two of the most frequently cited differences between qualitative and quantita-
tive approaches to research are their methods of inquiry and the degree of
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control that each purports is necessary within the research setting. This often
amounts to whether the research takes place in a naturalistic context or in a
regulated laboratory-like setting (Hoshmand, 1999; McGartland & Polgar
1994), suggesting that there is greater validity in the latter venue. We believe’
th.ere are several problems with this conceptualization, which overly dichoto-
mizes and overly simplifies the issue of validity by creating artificial boundaries
and falsities. First, this conceptualization begs the definition of “naturalistic,”
because there is nothing naturalistic about a psychiatric hospital, outpatier;t
cou.nseling service, chronic pain clinic, cancer treatment program, large corpo-
ration, or school, all settings in which qualitative studies have taken place
Second, there is little naturalistic about the actions of observing or interviewiné
someone in any of these settings. Third, elevating the laboratory and the
experimental method—and all that that image entails—onto a “pure” and
objective plane where the values and hiases of the researcher are supposedly
?eft at the door and where statistical control ensures validity and objectivity
is highly problematic. Fourth, “objectivity,” as taught in many psychology text-
books§ and classrooms, is a myth. No experiment, no research question, and
certainly no interpretation of data can possibly be truly objective. The 1,;ypes
of problems we are interested in, the questions we ask, the kind of data we
coll'ect, and the analyses we undertake all emanate from some context. be it
socioeconomic, political, cultural, or personal. '
Moving beyond these artificial boundaries and falsities and expanding the
paradigms and methods psychologists use to study the human experience
as Rliyme and Reas}clm urge, puts more information and experience—about;
ourselves as researchers and the people we stu ici —
e ot o et peop dy as participants—all under
The chapters in the first section of this book delve into these issues and
conflicts, describing points of both reconciliation and debate. Eisner (chapter
2) argues that all forms of inquiry, like all forms of representation, have
their own advantages, limitations, and biases. Methods have the eé‘ect of
constraining what one looks for—as he puts it, “nothing is as selective as
perception.” Nonetheless, qualitative methods can yield rich, generalizable
and valid research. To this end, he suggests strategies for strengthening anci
evaluating the merits of qualitative methods. McGrath and Johnson (chapter
3) make similar points—that both approaches involve assumptions that shape
and restrict the conclusions that can be drawn from the data. Rather than
arguing the merits of any particular approach, they take a more ecumenical
approach to the research endeavor. Because different methods pose different
complementary strengths and weaknesses, they ponder, why not make usé
of as wide a range of methods as possible at each level of the research process?
However, Marecek (chapter 4) rightly cautions that mixing methods is not
straightforward. She notes that qualitative methods are often treated as
subsidiaries to quantitative work, an approach that is unable to maximize
their potential. Moreover, quantitative and qualitative methods often are
premised on divergent epistemological bases and may produce contradictory
sets of outcomes. As such, we should tread carefully on this path of inclusive-
ness. Nevertheless, inclusion within a single study of both qualitative and

i
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quantitative methods can be justified on the grounds that interlacing methods,
even when they yield disparate findings, enrich our understanding of human
behavior (Rabinowitz & Weseen, 2001). By touching on different aspects
of the same phenomena, the two methodological approaches yield a more
complete story.

If qualitative and quantitative research have some similar goals and char-
acteristics, but also some essential differences, then we must ask if there are
any shared criteria that can be used to judge their validity. Certainly some
criteria are especially or even uniquely relevant to particular methods, although
their relevance is not necessarily defined by whether the methods are qualita-
tive or quantitative. For example, sample size is crucially relevant to statistical
power but has minimal relevance to case-study analysis, and attention to the
structure and sociolinguistic functions of a verbal account is a fundamental
requirement for discourse analysis but is not a necessary part of a phenomeno-
logical analysis of the content of the account. As a consequence, it is not pos-
sible to specify clear-cut common procedures for ensuring validity, and the
rapidly proliferating checklists for evaluating the validity of qualitative studies
risk limiting the methods used and questions asked (Barbour, 2001), just as
the positivist criteria for quantitative research have done. Nonetheless, there
are higher order criteria that are relevant to all forms of rigorous empirical
research, whether qualitative or quantitative, and can be satisfied in very
different ways by each different piece of research (Yardley, 2000). First, to
qualify as empirical—in some way corresponding to what is real—research
must be shown to be well-grounded in some kind of data. This grounding must
permit the object to object, as Kvale puts it (chapter 14); in other words, the
outcome of the research must be demonstrably shaped by the process of eliciting
data, whether this is achieved by means of experimental hypothesis testing,
participant input, or inductive theory building. To qualify as good quality
research, rather than casual description or uninformed interpretation, the
researcher(s) must also display thoroughness; expertise in the application of
the method selected; and awareness of the relevant theoretical, historical,
sociocultural, and interpersonal context of the research. To demonstrate the
preceding qualities, the methods used and conclusions drawn must be clearly
described and carefully justified. A final pragmatic criterion for good research
is that it should be meaningful and useful to at least some people, for some
purposes.

John Dewey, a pioneer of psychology and “pragmatic” philosophy, sug-
gested that all inquiry and evaluation, whether scientific, moral, or common
sense, is ultimately concerned with the question of what things are good for.
This question is undoubtedly of central importance to our inquiry into how the
methods that are used by psychologists might profitably be expanded by the
adoption of qualitative methods. Because we have suggested that qualitative
methods may offer different benefits and insights from the quantitative meth-
ods traditionally used by psychologists, the following section considers what
qualitative methods are particularly good for, illustrating these merits by refer-
ence to the wide range of very different approaches to qualitative research
presented in the second section of this book.
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What Is Qualitative Research Good For?

In keeping with the tradition of qualitative research, to address this question
we will offer a personal, selective interpretation of some of the themes that
recur across several different methods. However, this analysis is far from
exhaustive or definitive, not least because, as the title of this book suggests,
many of these methodological features of qualitative psychological research
are innovative and evolving.

Exploration and Theory Development

A valuable use for qualitative research, of which most quantitative researchers
are aware, is as a tool for exploring a topic or problem that has not previously
been researched. The logic of experimental or questionnaire research demands
that the relevant variables are predefined and outcomes predicted a priori on
the basis of theory. In contrast, more inductive methods such as grounded
theory (Henwood and Pidgeon, chapter 8) and ethnography (Miller, Hengst
and Wang, chapter 12) encourage the researcher to approach a topic withouiz
firm preconceptions about what variables will be important or how they will
be related and to gradually build a theory to explain the data that are collected.
Similarly, the phenomenological psychological method (Giorgi and Giorgi, chap-
ter 13) is a method for discovering psychological meanings by identifying the
essential psychological constituents or structure of an interviewee’s description
of an experience. However, qualitative researchers do not view such exploration
as an attempt to produce an “objective” description of a phenomenon, because
they assign a vital role to the researcher in constructing the analytical interpre-
tation, whether through imaginative transcendence of “taken-for-granted”
meanings (Giorgi, 1970) or by applying disciplinary knowledge and theoretical
sensitivity to the topic (Henwood & Pidgeon, 1994).

Situated Analysis

As all of the authors in the first section point out, it is impossible to seek to
maximize simultaneously both external validity (representativeness of real-
world contexts) and internal validity (precision and control). Although it is
misleading to make an absolute distinction between “naturalistic” and “scien-
tific” research, it is clear that experimental research usually requires a degree
of artificial manipulation or control of the key variables, whereas qualitative
research typically seeks to maximize the ecological validity of the data by
gathering it in real-world contexts. This latter approach permits analysis of
the way in which these real-world contexts affect the phenomenon under inves-
tigation. For example, awareness of the fundamental influence of social context
on what people say has led discourse analysts (see Potter, chapter 5) to focus
their attention on naturally occurring talk, because the discursive resources
and strategies people use are often quite different in everyday conversation
than when speaking to a research interviewer. Similarly, Ratcliff (chapter 7)
was able to capture on video an aspect of children’s behavior that was unique
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to the specific context of the school corridor, because this represented a social
space mid-way between the schoolroom and playground. To gain a deeper
understanding of the influence of context, some researchers find it helpful to
immerse themselves for a prolonged period in the personal, sociocultural, or
historical context of the topic they are studying (Miller, Hengst, & Wang,
chapter 12).

Holistic Analysis of Complex, Dynamic, and Exceptional Phenomena

Qualities are emergent properties arising from the configuration of elements
in a whole. Hence qualitative research is necessarily holistic; microanalysis of
parts is always undertaken in the context of a larger whole. For example, the
illustration of ethnography provided by Miller, Hengst, and Wang analyzes
in detail a single example of an American mother’s account of her child’s
misdemeanor. However, this account has meaning only in relationship to the
broader cultural context, and derives its particular analytical significance pre-
cisely because it deviates from the normative cultural pattern observed in their
study—that American mothers typically do not talk at all about their children’s
misdemeanors.

In qualitative research, collection of very detailed data about just a few
examples of a phenomenon—even a single case—permits analysis of multiple
aspects of a topic. A period of observation or series of interviews typically yields
an intimidatingly vast repository of data about a multitude of interacting
elements and aspects of the topic studied. Inevitably, qualitative researchers
must be selective in their analysis, but freedom from the restrictive constraints
of meeting statistical assumptions (see McGrath and Johnson, chapter 3) per-
mits consideration of fine distinctions, exceptions, and complex patterns of
interrelationships. Qualitative data also allow researchers to develop multilay-
ered interpretations by returning to the data to carry out multiple analyses of
different aspects of the topics, which can be contextualized by the other analy-
ses. For example, Ratcliff initially used grounded theory to develop an explana-
tory classification of his entire corpus of video data on children’s behavior in
school hallways, then carried out secondary microanalysis of particular video
sequences to examine the nature, patterning, and meaning of ritual behavior
more clogely, and later invited independent student researchers to jointly de-
velop a taxonomy of hallway rituals. Moreover, even the analysis of deviation,
inconsistency, and omission can be undertaken. Whereas in quantitative re-
search inconsistency is treated as error and nonresponse as missing data, in
discourse analysis (Potter) and psychoanalytical analysis (Kvale, 1996) the

- internal contradictions, pauses, and absences in people’s talk are valuable

pointers to important areas of tension, difficulty, or conflict, whereas deviations
from typical or “normal” behavior provide particularly useful information about
cultural norms and the reasons for and consequences of transgressing these.

The dynamic complexity added by the dimension of temporal change is
also fundamental to many forms of qualitative research. Murray (chapter 6)
explains how people’s narratives embody the dynamics of their identity by
simultaneously shaping the past and projecting into the future; hence, narra-
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tive analysis provides an intrinsically chronological perspective on the lives of
narrators. Kvale notes that the psychoanalytical approach of conducting multi-
ple interviews over an extended time period not only builds up a very rich
biographical context for analytical interpretation and creates a relationship of
trust that encourages greater self-disclosure but also allows the analyst and
the patient to test the value of an interpretation pragmatically, by observing
its effects on the patient’s reactions over time.

Analysis of Subjective Meaning

One way of thinking about the difference—and complementarity—between
quantitative and qualitative research is to consider quantitative research as
the process of producing a map of a place and qualitative research as the
process of producing a video of that place. A map is extremely useful; it conveys
with economy and precision the location of a place and its relationship to other
places in terms of proximity and direction. However, even the most detailed
map is unable to convey an understanding of what it is like to be at that place.
In contrast, a video conveys in vivid detail the constantly changing perspective
of the observer. Although this perspective is selective and could not easily be
used for navigation, it is able to communicate something of the subjective
experience of being there. This capacity of qualitative research to gain partial
access to the subjective perspectives of others therefore makes it an ideal
method for research into subjective meaning, whether this consists of abstract-
ing the psychological core of an experience (Giorgi and Giorgi, chapter 13);
recording the many inner voices that compose personal identity and experience
(Gilligan and Spencer, chapter 9); or following a tortuous trail of symbols,
associations, and inconsistencies to uncover latent meanings that may be irra-
tional, ambiguous, or suppressed (Kvale, chapter 14).

Just as making a video is not a matter of random or neutral recording but
rather of aesthetically framing a sequence of scenes to convey a particular
impression to a viewer, the analysis of subjective meaning contains aesthetic
and interpersonal dimensions (discussed later) that are largely absent—indeed,
excluded—from the process of map-making, or quantitative research.

Analysis of the Aesthetic Dimension of Experience

As a scientific discipline, psychology has tended to deny the aesthetic dimension
of research and to ignore the aesthetic dimension of human experience, because
this cannot be meaningfully reduced to quantities (see Eisner, chapter 2). But
as Dewey (1934) has noted, science itself can be regarded as an extension
of art—in other words, the technology of using the accumulated culture of
generations to create and comprehend a perceptual-motor experience in the
here and now. Many of the authors of the chapters in this bock note that
qualitative research is a skill or craft, akin to that of an artist. Some of the
methods used draw explicitly on the arts. Davis (chapter 11) uses the art of
portraiture as an extended metaphor throughout her chapter to illustrate how
creating a case study involves aesthetic skills such as selecting the elements

L
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that form the dominant themes and the background context, achieving balance
and coherence of the whole image, and giving voice to the unique perspective
and insights of the author(s) of the work. Similarly, Gilligan and Spencer
(chapter 9) use music as an extended metaphor for their method of listening
to narratives to identify the distinctive rhythms, signatures, and tonalities of
each person’s multiple voices and the counterpoints, harmonies, and disso-
nances they compose. She also highlights the intrinsically poetic quality of
narrative, evocatively conveyed by the “I-poem” of isolation, which was revealed
by the simple but innovative method of juxtaposing all the self-referent expres-
sions in the narrative of a depressed woman.

Relational Analysis and Reflexivity

Undertaking situated, holistic analysis of meaning does not simply entail con-
sidering multiple aspects of a phenomenon and contextual influences; rather,
it implies a fundamentally relational approach to the topic and to research
itself. Qualitative research therefore requires an appreciation of the relation-
ships of all participants in the research with each other and with the wider
society in which they are embedded. For example, Miller, Hengst, and Wang
(chapter 12) explain how ethnography always entails at least double vision,
because the process of trying to understand another culture inevitably involves
contrasting it with one’s own culture, so that insight is gained simultaneously
into the taken-for-granted assumptions and interpretive frameworks of both
cultures.

Discourse analysisis another form of qualitative research, which is founded
on relational analysis. Discourse can be analyzed relationally in several ways
(e.g., Wetherell, Taylar, & Yates, 2000). First, the intrinsically relational nature
of linguistic meaning can be a focus for study; for example, how terms such as
“abnormal” or “male” take their meaning from their relation to the terms
“normal” and “female.” Second, discourse can be analyzed as dialogue or social
interaction. Discursive psychology (Potter, chapter 5) examines the ways in
which meanings and effects are coproduced in interactions, playing close atten-
tion to how this process of coconstruction is influenced by the context of the
setting in which the dialogue takes place. For example, an account of a malfune-
tioning car could take the meaning and have the effect of an excuse for lateness
if offered in the context of arriving late at a meeting and if those who arrived
earlier politely sympathized with the mishap, thus helping to construct the
latecomer as blameless. A third implicit context for all discourse is the wider
sociocultural and rhetorical context in which such coconstructions take place.
For example, the account is more likely to be successful in constructing the
individual as blameless if he or she is relatively powerful, or a core group
member, than if he or she is a low-status outsider—and if the account can
draw on effective rhetorical resources (for example, humorously depicting the
event as an unusual and entirely unforeseeable quirk of fate—“of course, the
one time I really need it the car breaks down”). Murray (chapter 6) notes that
the influence of sociocultural context on apparently personal narratives is so
profound that it shapes our identity and consciousness, furnishing the roles
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and plot lines that we use to live in a way that makes coherent sense to
ourselves and to those with whom we interact. For example, a participatory
action research collective of female researchers and inmates at a New York state
prison (see Fine et al., chapter 10) showed how inmates’ narratives depicting
themselves as dual personalities—the “old, bad” and “new, transformed”
selves—did not simply reproduce negative social stereotypes of criminals but
facilitated the development of a reflective agency that allowed the women to
condemn the crimes they had committed in the past while articulating a positive
identity for the present and future.

Awareness of the constructive nature of talk is most explicit in forms of
discourse analysis, but has much wider relevance. All psychological studies
involve humans who are speaking and acting in a social and linguistic context,
and so qualitative researchers whose interest is not solely in language neverthe-
less find it useful to consider the sociolinguistic processes influencing the talk
and action they are studying. For example, Henwood and Pidgeon (chapter 8)
enriched their grounded theory analysis with consideration of different inter-
pretative perspectives on the themes that had emerged, including perspectives
that analyzed these themes as discursive practices. This allowed them to con-
sider participants’ statements about “valuing trees” not simply as expressing
personal opinions about vegetation but as tapping into and constructing sys-
tems of symbolic and social value in which trees were associated with life
and health.

For many qualitative researchers, awareness of sociocultural context and
interpersonal relations necessarily extends to a reflexive consideration of the
role of the researcher, the relationship between researcher and participants,
and the influence of the researcher on the research process. Indeed, the first
analytical step in the Listening Guide method (Gilligan and Spencer, chapter
9) requires the analyst to attend to his or her own responses to the interviewee’s
narrative—partly to ensure that the voice of the interviewee is not distorted
or submerged by the emotional response of the analyst, but also because, as
in psychoanalysis, the analyst’s reactions provide a valuable empathic link to
the subjective experience of the interviewee. Kvale (chapter 14) highlights
additional features of the psychoanalytical relationship from which researchers
might profit, suggesting that the close, embodied interaction between analyst
and patient fosters intuitive and bodily modes of knowing and provides a wealth
of information that is absent from the “psychology of strangers” constructed
from single “snapshot” encounters with research participants. Both Kvale and
Murray welcome the opportunity provided by narrative and interview methods
for interviewees to exert control and influence, setting the agenda and entering
into dialogue with the interviewer to reject interpretations that do not make
sense to them.

The relationship between research participants is most thoroughly ad-
dressed by methods such as participatory action research, which attempts to
give all participants the opportunity to contribute to the construction of practi-
cal knowledge within a democratic research community. Fine and her copartici-
pants (chapter 10) describe the advantages and challenges of carrying out this
kind of research in the setting of a prison. Those with “inside” knowledge
were not only able to provide insights into formal and informal practices and

INTEGRATING QUALITATIVE METHODS INTO PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH 13

connections that no outsider could have obtained, but were also in a position
to critically evaluate and challenge the accounts offered by other insiders.
However, research contributions had to be carefully tailored to an environment
in which the researchers could not meet freely and were constantly obliged to
consider what information could be safely disclosed to whom. Nevertheless,
the participants felt that the research process not only effected constructive
changes for them personally—in terms of academic and personal growth and
achievement—but also engaged with the wider community, positively influenc-
ing the prison climate, the attitudes of other inmates and correction officers,
and relations with family and friends.

As this section has made abundantly clear, qualitative research methods
can be extraordinarily useful, providing unique access into our understanding
of the human experience. In a sense, the chapters in this volume enable psychol-
ogists to circle above the patch worked landscape of various qualitative ap-
proaches, noting their different hues and shared boundaries. It is only when
researchers are on the ground and meaningfully using the methods, however,
that they can fully experience their texture, affordances, and constraints. Mov-
ing from the negative stereotypes of qualitative research current in psychology
to a more balanced approach will require a sea change in the field. Perhaps
most important, students need exposure to qualitative methods alongside quan-
titative methods so that they can better appreciate their relative strengths
and limits. To this end, psychology departments need to incorporate a series
of qualitative methods courses that provide the same meticulous level of detail
as the courses that are typically offered in quantitative methods. The final
section of this chapter offers a call to action to encourage academic psychology
to take up this challenge.

Teaching Qualitative Research

Few psychology departments in North America and Europe teach qualitative
research as a significant part of their usual curriculum in research methods.
Ignoring methodology that does not fall under the umbrella of positivism is
the most significant barrier that impedes new generations of psychologists from
understanding and appreciating different ways to examine the phenomena
most often studied by psychology. At the undergraduate and graduate levels,
room can be made in the curriculum to incorporate the study of different
paradigms and research traditions. The result of this curriculum expansion
will be a richer and more substantially encompassing profession, better able
to respond to the increasing complex questions of the 21st century. This volume
is one example of resources available to help the graduate school instructor,
as well as the practicing research psychologist, to better understand, appreci-
ate, and make use of the broad range of qualitative methods for research
in psychology.

Starting at the undergraduate level, an introductory research methods
class could begin with an examination of the assumptions of positivist, postposi-
tivist, constructivist, and interpretive paradigms, as discussed in chapters 2
to 4. Using the tenets of problem-based learning, a specific problem (such
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as assessing psychotherapy outcome, determining employee salisfaction, or .

evaluating psychology trauma services) could be used to engnge the class in
discussion about how best to research these situations. Kach paradigm could
be treated as a separate “case” that students could decipher and debate. From
this comparative beginning, the class could then go on to discover some of the
research methods emanating from each paradigm. This would entail examining
the questions that each method can and cannot answer. Rather than teaching
Just one methodological paradigm or world view, this approach encourages
students to think more critically about why and how one specific method is
chosen over another. We believe this pedagogical approach also encourages
students to think about the questions to be asked before considering the design
and method(s) of the study. Considering time and content limitations in under-
graduate education, this may be as far as the presentation of qualitative meth-
ods advances. It is, however, a very different beginning to understanding re-
search than is presently available in most psychology departments.

In graduate education, one master’s level course could provide more in-
depth information about several of the qualitative methods presented in chap-
ters 5 to 14 and allow students to obtain some hands-on experience in data
collection and analysis in one or two of those methods. On the doctoral level
a two-course sequence that integrates quantitative and qualitative methods
could begin a student’s research training, followed by two additional research
methods classes focused on more advanced methods of design and analysis, in
either qualitative or quantitative approaches. A fifth research class, which
is common in many doctoral programs, could act as an integrative seminar
experience where studies are examined and conducted that incorporate both
qualitative and quantitative designs. Graduate students could then truly de-
velop an integrative perspective about research methods and leave their doc-
toral program with a wider range of intellectual tools, and perhaps with some
of the wisdom of princesses Rhyme and Reason, realizing the folly of adhering
to a methodological hierarchy that prevents a richer understanding'of hu-
man beings.
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On the Art and Science of
Qualitative Research in Psychology

Elliot W. Eisner

Research in psychology, like research in other fields, is shaped by ideas and
ideals regarding matters of method. By ideas and ideals I mean beliefs about
what is legitimate to study and how such study should be done. Psychologists,
like others, embrace “religions” that they believe define the right way to do
things. The power—and the conflicts—among these religions is nowhere more
apparent than in debates about the'legitimacy of qualitative research in psy-
chology, a field that has struggled so desperately to be regarded as a science.
And the science that has historically been most appealing to psychologists
has been physics, by consensus the most rigorous and fundamental of all the
sciences. Hence it is understandable that when a vision of a scientific psychology
developed in the mid-19th century, psychophysics was the conception that
served as its model.

Psychophysics came to the fore when there was interest in establishing
psychology as an experimental science. It was in 1858 that Wundt first estab-
lished his laboratory in Heidelberg and two decades later created another in
Leipzig. During the same period Helmholtz began his scientific studies of
perception, and Fechner was doing experiments in psychophysics, the results
of which were published in his important work, Elements of Psychophysics
(1889/1966). The German orientation to psychological research was influenced
by the backgrounds that people such as Helmholtz brought with them;
Helmholtz was “by interest and temperament a physicist” (Boring, 1929, p.
288), Wundt a physiologist, and Fechner a physicist and philosopher. Ameri-
cans like G. Stanley Hall and William James traveled to Europe to study with
these German giants, and they returned to the United States armed with
methods they were eager to use and, more important, with beliefs about what
a science of psychology required. Of course they gave what they learned
an American twist, but the influence of their experience in Europe was
unmistakable.

The late 19th century was a watershed for American psychology; it defined
a set of ideas and ideals that is still with us. These ideas were further strength-
ened by the influence in the first half of the 20th century of logical positivism,
operationism, and American behaviorism. For psychology to be a science,
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empiricists argued, it was necessary Lo usc publicly replicable procedures and
to .use methods of description that were “objective”—that is, methods that
provided little or no space for the exercise of personal judgment. To meet this
criterion the phenomena psychologists examined needed to be measurable.
This, of course, imposed constraints on the problems that could be studied;
measurability defined what was legitimate to research. Mind was not a good
candidate for research. Behavior was.

What American psychology fielded during the first 50 years of the 20th
century was a stable of powerful, empirically oriented psychologists, men such
as E. L. Thorndike, James Cattell, John Watson, Clark Hull, and Edward
Chase Tolman. In addition, there were others outside of psychology who pro-
vided comfort and support for the quantification of psychology. These others
were a cadre of German philosophers, members of the Vienna circle, people
such as Otto Von Neurath, Hans Reichenbach, Rudolf Carnap, and Herbert
Feigel, individuals who wanted to cleanse philosophy of the florid excesses of
philosophical language, its obscurantism, and the imprecision of metaphysics.
. Their aim was to develop a unified theory of science with physics at its core

and mathematics as its language.
The desire to develop a science of nature did not start in the 19th century,
. however. It started, if one can claim start dates in human history, with the
Enlightenment. For convenience, we may say it started with Galileo and Des-
cartes and their interest in the measurement of relations. Toulmin described
the impact of Galileo’s and Descartes’ work this way.

The intellectual revolution was launched by Galileo Galilei, and by René
Descartes. It had two aspects: it was a scientific revolution, because it led
to striking innovations in physics and astronomy, and it was the birth of a

new method in philesophy, since it established a research tradition in theory-

of -knowledge and philosophy of mind that has lasted right up to our own
times. (1990, p. 14)

John Dewey makes similar observations regarding the impact of Gali-
leo’s work:

The work of Galileo was not a development but a revolution. It marked a
change from the qualitative to the quantitative or metric; from the heteroge-
neous to the homogeneous; from intrinsic forms to relations; from esthetic
harmonies to mathematical formulae; from contemplative enjoyment to ac-
tive manipulation and control; from rest to change; from eternal objects to
temporal sequence (Dewey, 1929, pp. 94-95).

Itis significant that both Toulmin and Dewey describe the shift that Galileo

stimulated as a revolution. It represented in Thomas Kuhn's terms a paradigm -

shift, a new way of seeing and understanding nature (1996). The Enlightenment
was predicated on humanity’s capacity to reason and on human perfectibility.
It embraced the view that nature was orderly and that with human reason
and proper methods its order could be discovered and understood. Scientific
method was the key to discovery and quantification was its prime element. This
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shift from attention to quale—that is, the qualitative features of experience, to
attention to quanta, matters of magnitude—was a revolution.

In its particulars, according to Toulmin (1990), the revolution that was
the Enlightenment was also represented by a shift in emphasis from the oral
to the written, from attention to the local to attention to the general, from the
timely to the timeless, and from the particular to the universal. Each shift in
emphasis was an effort to move to abstraction, to get the personal and the
subjective out of the process, and to discover those regularities that constituted
the natural order that scientists cared about. The particular was considered
noise in the system. What one wanted was a display of the anatomy of nature,
not its individual countenance. The climate had changed. New ideas and new
ideals emerged. These new ideas and ideals function today as the epistemologi-
cal foundations of most contemporary research in psychology.

Emerging Methodological Tensions

Traditions constitute the glue of culture. They hold things together and are
hard to change. Thus, it is understandable that a field that prides itself on its
scientific respectability should be skeptical about research efforts that are
guided by criteria and methods that differ from the ones that have for so long
prevailed. Galileo’s influence shilted the mode -of description from quale to
quanta, the ramifications of which altered our conception of method. Objectiv-
ity, as I have indicated, required procedures that precluded or severely dimin-
ished the need for judgment; it regarded the presence of judgment as a failing,
a source of error, the location of bias, and the seat of obfuscation. Like the
scoring of ballots, the standards were to be uniform and universal. Judgments
about how a ballot had to be counted were not permissible. What was wanted
was the ability to see things as they really are. The correspondence theory of
truth prevailed. According to Richard Rorty, philosophers and scientists wanted
to hold up a mirror to nature (1979). )

In addition to the foregoing desiderata, the experiment became the method-
ological ideal in doing research. Never mind issues of external validity; experi-
ments made it possible to locate causes if the experimental conditions were
sufficiently controlled. These beliefs represented a kind of methodological cate-
chism that was to be learned by aspiring researchers seeking tenure and
needing to do really “rigorous” research. Even as late as the 1950s qualitative
research was not an issue; for some it was an oxymoron.

Doing qualitative research became an issue during the late 1960s and
early 1970s with the growing interest in pluralism: methodological, cultural,
and epistemological and with the discontent with research in the social sciences
that often failed to address the everyday realities of ordinary men and women.
For many scholars who felt a need to get close to the phenomena of interest
in their context, the laboratory was not necessarily the best location. If one
wanted to understand how people felt and behaved, one needed to study people
in their natural habitats. Another research perspective was needed, one in
which judgment might not be all that bad.
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This shift in cultural climate provided the conditions for what we now call
qualitative research, But although the term “qualitative research” has great
currency, its meaning is not altogether clear. Just what makes a study qualita-
tive and in what sense is it research?

First it should be recognized that all experience is in some way qualitative;
~ qualities are the sources our sensory system picks up as we have intercourse

with the environment. In this sense qualities make consciousness possible. But
if this is so, can there be empirical research that is not qualitative? My answer
is no. The term empirical comes from the Latin empiria, which means to
experience. Empirical research always refers to phenomena that can be experi-
enced, and to be experienced the senses must be engaged with qualities, even
when the qualities in question are imaginative. The study of imaginative con-
tent results in claims about qualities whose conclusions can in some way be
inspected, inferred, or examined.

Ifthis is so what is the difference between qualitative studies and nonquali-
tative studies? The difference is not that one addresses and describes qualities
whereas the other does not. Both quantitative and qualitative research address
and describe qualities; the difference between the two resides in the forms
used to represent them—that is, in the means researchers use to describe what
they have studied. Quantlﬁcatlon, the hallmark of scientific method, describes
with respect to magnitude. Qualification describes qualities through the use
of descriptive language and the meanings associated with such language. For
example, consider the difference between heat and temperature. To describe
heat is to describe the experience one is likely to have if something is, say,
touched. Temperature, however, is a measure of heat. To describe heat qualita-
Lively is to use words to engender imaginative experience. To describe heat
quantitatively is to measure its magnitude with respect to a scale. Similarly,
anxiety can be measured and it can also be described linguistically, but the

- two forms of representation provide different information. When the language
used to describe the outcomes of qualitative research are artfully crafted it
allows someone to feel the heat.

Let me also point out that a researcher may obtain a wide varu,ty of
quantitative data but choose to portray his or her results qualitatively rather
than quantitatively. For example, a researcher might want to study tensions
between a couple and decides to count the incidence of negative comments they
make to each other over three therapeutic sessions. Clearly the researcher
could report the incidence of such comments, but might choose instead to
construct a narrative in which the character and quality of those comments
were conveyed to a reader.

To experience life in a concentration camp and decide to make its features
public one might want to use statistical charts, but in the end one might want
to tell a story or make a film. The data collected do not prescribe the form the
disclosure can take. For example, William Foote Whyte's Street Corner Society
(1993), a sociological study of Italian life in the North End of Boston, could
have been a film—a different work to be sure—if Whyte had film-making skills
and the desire to do so.

I have been discussing the descriptive features of qualitative research
largely with respect to language use But language has more than one form.
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Consider the description of wine, or the description of a professional football
game by a skilled radio announcer. In the former, metaphors are used to render
qualities of experience genemted by the qualities of the wine. A wine critic
may talk about the wine’s nose or its finish or its roundness or buttery character.
The wine critic’s task is to say the unsayable by using language evocatively.
The football announcer also uses language evocatively and like the wine critic
also possesses a complex lexicon of technical terms to describe what is going
on. What we have in both cases are individuals who can “read” phenomena
in their respective fields and who use language to render the qualities they
have experienced.

The use of evocative language is a means through which the describer
attempts to help a reader or listener secure an image of and feel for the situation
or qualities being described. The more evocation is engendered through lan-
guage, the closer the description comes to being an art form. The most refined
manifestation of language being used as an art form is found in poetry and
literature. When we read literature we secure a grasp of the contexts; situations,
crises, and resolutions that the writer invents for us. Through that invention
we are able to participate imaginatively in other worlds. Description need not
be linguistic. Description can be visual, as in film or videography. There is
more than one way or means for describing, and each conceals as well as
reveals. Quantification is one, but only one, form of representation. Each form
of representation has,.one might say, its own hias.

Bias comes from many sources. One source, as I have already mdlcated
is the form of representation one chooses to use. Some things need to be seen
to be known—or believed. Bias also comes from the fact that the form of
representation one elects to use influences, but does not determine, what one
looks for. To paraphrase Abraham Maslow, if the only tool you have is a
hammer, you treat everything as if it were a nail. We tend to look for what
we know how to see or render with the tools we know how to use. Bias also.
emerges from the theoretical frame of reference we apply to the phenomena
we address. Freudians and Hullians see different worlds (Bronfenbrenner, -
1970). Another source of bias comes from the purposes we have; nothing is as
sclective as perception, and what we are interested in learning affects what
we are likely to lock for.

Sources of Meaning in Qualitative Research

The point of the foregoing is to underscore the idea that all forms of inquiry,
like all forms of representation, have their own constraints and provide their
own affordances, including the constraints and affordances of quantification
and experimentation. Mind cannot be uncoupled from matter. The methodologi-
cal question for researchers is not answered by discovering how to secure a
view of the world from the knee of God or how to achieve an ontologically
objective perspective; all perspectives are framed. The question is, what can
we learn from the perspective we take? What we call qualitative research
provides a perspective.
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[ already alluded to the evocalive character ol literary and poetic language.
Evocation is largely a function of the way language is shaped—that is, the
form that is conferred on it by the researcher. Those who know how to craft
language (or image if the medium is film) function as artists when they do so.
The crafting of form is an artistic activity that requires an idea worth express-
ing, the imagination needed to envision a means for doing so, the technical
skills needed to realize in a material the form envisioned, and the sensibility
needed to determine if the form created is likely to be instrumental to the
‘meanings one wants to convey. Such achievements are formidable, yet that is
what the work of art requires.

To illustrate how form affects meaning, consider the difference between
notational and analog systems of representation. In a notational system—
arithmetic, for example——sqbstitutability among the elements is possible with
no alteration or loss of meaning. “4 + 4 = 8” can be expressed in an infinite
number of ways: “IV + IV,” “VIII, “9 - 1,” and even, if one wants to quip,
“ate.” With notational systems, meaning remains constant even when the form
changes. In analog systems, painting or writing, for example, a change in a
part or section alters one’s experience and hence the meaning of the piece.
Change a section of a painting from red to blue and the experience of the
painting is changed. Alter a paragraph or a word in a paragraph and its
meaning, if ever so slightly, is altered. Those who do qualitative research must
make judgments about such highly nuanced qualitative relationships, and in
 making such judgments, somatic forms of knowing come into play. There is no
algorithm one can appeal to in order to decide what changes might be made
in an analogue system. ‘

The absence of algorithms in qualitative research means that the process
of composing must rely on sensibility and seek coherence to achieve credibility.
Language needs not only to be evocative or expressive; its elements need to
be aesthetically composed. To be aesthetically composed the researcher needs
to be a writer. Writing well is an art. It is important to remember that the
crafting of language so that it evokes experience instrumental to understanding
is not a parlor game. Its function is'to enlarge understanding by providing the
reader with a form that informs. Such renderings of form serve epistemic
interests. How such forms inform and issues related to it are addressed in the
next section. :

The Function of Form in Qualitative Research

Just how does a narrative inform? How does a qualitative case study illuminate
the relationships it addresses? How do works like Kozol’s Savage Inequalities
(1991), or Peshkin's God’s Choice (1986), or Geertz's The Interpretation of
Cultures (1973) help us understand not only what they address explicitly but
what they convey implicitly beyond the case? There are several means used
by these scholars to inform about in credible ways the cases about which they
write. One of these means is the level of factual detail they use in their writing.
Authors of qualitative studies increase their credibility when a reader comes

ART AND SCIENCE OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 23

to believe that its author has done the necessary homework to understand the
situation addressed. Credihility, in part, is achieved by knowing what is not
obvious about the case. . o

But if facts alone were an adequate criterion to write a credible qualitative
case study, the task would not be so demanding. Clearly they are not. What °
must also be addressed is the sensitivity with which the researcher reads the
seen (or scene). One cannot describe or interpret what one has not seen or in
some other way experienced. The experience one has comes to life through the
frames of reference one uses and the extent to which one’s sensibilities in that
domain have been honed to pick up what is subtle but significant given some
end in view. What I have called connoiseurship in the domain in question is
the means through which one makes sense of the phenomena. Good clinicians -
know how to see and interpret their client’s commeénts and behavior. In this
sense, connoiseurship provides the initiating conditions for interpretation, an-
other formidable but fundamental aspect of qualitative research.

Interpretation has to do with sense making. What does a situation mean?
What is its significance? What gives rise to it? How can'it be explained? What
theoretical ideas help us understand the action that has taken place? Are other
interpretations possible? Are they competitive? If so can they be resolved or.
do we live with multiple interpretations? .

The ability to provide a credible interpretation requires'a grasp of the
context in which an action occurs. For example, the meaning of an interchange
between a bickering couple may not be understandable without knowing their
history. Behavior is always situated; hence a perspective on the situation
provides a necessary frame for interpretation. Bickering can be an expression
of anger between two people or it can be a way for a couple to remain emotionally
in touch with each other. ‘ )

Although refinement of the sensibilities in a domain is a way to become
aware, the meaning of what one has noticed requires a construction on the
part of the researcher. This construction is an act of interpretation: It is worth
noting that news analysts and political scientists ply their trade trying to make
sense of extremely complex and often rapidly changing political panoramas.
It is also worth remembering that we seek their comments to better understand
what on its face might seem simple, but which may not be. For example,
undermining the power of a repressive leader in a foreign country might look
good from one angle, but it might destabilize an entire geopolitical area, a
disease that could be worse than the cure. Such political ramifications might
not be immediately apparent.

What we have in this bare-bones scenario is an example of a nascent form
of qualitative research: A situation or an array of situations is examined, the
data are likely to be collected from multiple sources, and the task is to determine

* what the situation means. In this process meanings may be multiple, depending

on the population for whom the situation has meaning. In addition, the interpre-
tation of the situation for any one population may be multiple; there is always
more than one way to see and interpret something. Sensibility, reference group,
context, and theoretical frame are all consequential in the construction of an
interpretation. From the examples I have described it should be clear that
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yualitative research is far more than the creation of a vivid description of a

state of alfairs; it is an effort to make sense out of it—that is, the aim of

qualitative research is not'only to give an account, but also to account for.

Let me review the argument so far, It is this. The Enlightenment created
an orientation to nature that put scientific rationality on the pedestal of proper
method. This orientation to the study and discovery of nature’s regularities
animated those interested in creating a science of psychology. This science was
to be built on a conception of objectivity that was believed to be best realized
through the measurement of behavior. Mind was out, behavior was in. The
focus and investigatory practices of American psychologists, influenced as they
were by their German counterparts, was on the measurement of what was
empirical. The conception of method that was and is inherent in this view still
dominates and animates American psychology today.

However, in the 1960s ihterest in what has come to bé known as qualitative
research began to emerge in American social science. Qualitative research is
differentiated from what is commonly referred as quantitative research by its
form of disclosure. Qualitative research uses language and image to capture,
describe, and interpret what is studied. The language it uses operates on a
continuum extending from the literal to the literary, from the factual to the
evocative. In expanding the conception of permissible method it challenged the
hegemony of quantification and it created a new array of criteria to guide
empirical research in psychology. The features of qualitative research and the
criteria that can be applied to appraise its quality is what the remainder of
this chapter addresses.

Generalizing From Case Studies

One feature of qualitative research pertains to matters of generalization. In
conventional forms of statistical research the canons for generalization are
comparatively clear. In simplified terms, one needs to identify a population,
randomly select a sample from that population, measure two or more variables,
and caleulale the probability that the relationships one might find among those
variables are statistically significant. If the selection of the sample has been
random, the relationships one finds among variables are likely to be found, a
fortiori, in the population from which it was drawn. But what about single
case studies? Can one generalize with a population of N = 1? And if one cannot,
what is the point of the enterprise?

Generalization comes in several forms. The form I just described is an
example of statistical generalization. There are as well naturalistic generaliza-
tions. Naturalistic generalizations are like the generalizations we make during
the course of ordinary living. None of us randomly select our experiences, yet
we learn from those experiences and we use them to influence subsequent
choices. We correct decisions we have made in light of subsequent decisions
and we extract from those experiences “lessons” that guide our decision making.
The lessons we learn represent what we have come to understand. Through &
process that might be described as successive approximation we learn to make
betler judgments when we need to judge or decide. Imagine the limited range
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of our ability to generalize if the only data we (.ould use to do S0 were those

‘derived from randomly selected events.... ...

“Tri"dddition to naturalistic generalizations:there aré generahzatlons de-

rived from what might be called canonical events. These events are perhaps

best represented in the arts. They are events that are made vivid by a kind of
compression that confers on them a power {o help us notice what we might
otherwise miss seeing. The noticing I speak of pertains not only to the work
as rendered but also to that class of objects, situations, and phenomena that
the work exemplifies. For example, One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest (Kesey,
1962) gives us a picture of what life in a mental institution might be like. The
story is powerful, and although it makes no claim that it represents all such
institutions, it performs a heuristic function by reminding us in vivid terms
what Erving Goffman described in his work, “Asylums” (1961). Works of art,
whether in literature, the visual arts, or in qualitative research, can provide
a structure, a kind of anticipatory schemata, as Neisser (1976) might say, that
facilitates our search. In that sense the work constitutes a heuristic that has
application beyond the case it addresses. And in that sense 1t generalizes; it
is about more than itself.

We tend to regard generalization as forward- lookmg—that is, we general—
ize to anticipate. But generalization can also help us look backward, it can
reorder our past. By reordering our past the lessons learned through qualitative
case studies may indeed change our interpretation of the events we previously
regarded or understood quite differently. Consider revisionist history or the
lessons taught to us by feminists who afforded us an entirely different interpre-
tation of the messages in Dick and Jane readers.! Of course revising our past,
engaging in what I have called retrospective generalization, is notl easy; we
are all invested in our own stories, but changes in perspective are possible and
in this day and age they are not uncommon. The point of these comments is
to challenge the belief that N = 1 can have no lessons to teach. It can. It can
provide a heuristic that increases the efficiency of the search and.that can
guide decision making. In fact, it is our most common mode of generalizing.

Another concept relevant to the conduct and assessment of qualitative
research has to do with matters of validity. Validity is sometimes regarded as
an inappropriate criterion in qualitative research: Some believe that its history
in statistically driven research and its association with mental testing have
conferred on it a coloration that is incongruous with the spirit of qualitative
work. I do not agree. The term valid, if one compares it to its opposite invalid,
refers to unimpaired, well-grounded, justified, or strong. We want, insofar as
possible, to create work that is unimpaired, well-grounded, justified, or strong
(Stake, 1974).

How can we appraise such qualities? Let me suggest some criteria for
determining the validity of qualitative research. There are three I want to

!'Dick and Jane readers were among the most widely used basal readers in American schools
during the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s. They exemplified gender stereotyping in the roles they assigned
to men and women in both the text that students read and in the visual images displayed in the
basal reader.
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advance. First, we can try to determine if the work in question is structurally
c(n.'mbm'utcd. By structural corroboration I mean that there are sufficient “data
points” converging on a point or conclusion to support that conclusion. In a
sense, structural corroboration is like circumstantial evidence; it allows one to
draw a conclusion or, in the case of the law, to determine a verdict by the
preponderance of evidence, evidence relevant to the verdict. Structurally cor-
roborated qualitative research confers validity—strength-—to the conclusions
drawn.

A second criterion for determining validity pertains to referential ade-
quacy. A qualitative study is referentially adequate if the work in question
enables a reader to see the qualities described in the work. The function of
qualitative research is to enlarge human understanding. The work is a vehicle
to that end. It accomplishes that end when what the work describes can be
seen by others through the work’s capacity to reveal or illuminate. In this
sense, the work performs a funetion similar to a theory; it organizes perception
so0 that awareness and meaning are enhanced. In a sense, the qualitative
researcher, like the critic, serves as a mid-wife to perception.

A third criterion for appraising the validity of qualitative research is con-
sensual validation. By consensual validation I mean something like interrater
reliability or interjudge agreement. Do two or more qualitative researchers
come up with virtually the same conclusions or observations if they study
the same phenomena (Eisner, 1998)? Two comments are appropriate. First,
examples of what is sometimes called replication is rare in qualitative research,
though one example of it is in the independent studies of Highland Park High
School by Philip Jackson and Sara Lawrence Lightfoot (1981). These two inde-
pendent studies do overlap substantially in both their observations and their
conclusions. Other examples are, as I said, difficult to find. When studies do
overlap, confidence in the observations and conclusions is likely to increase,
but there is no guarantee that consensus might not be misleading. Researchers
embracing different interpretive frames may see different things or even if

"%, they see the same things they might interpret their meaning differently

(Eisner, 1993).

. This brings us to the second comment. Differences in description and

interpretation among two or more gualitative researchers may be a result of

¢ the fact that they attend to different phenomena in the “same” situation. The
better question to ask is not, in my view, do the researchers issue the same
report, but rather what does each report illuminate? What is it that I can do
or understand after having read it? Put another way, the question has to with
pragmatics: What can I do with the study?

’ Such a criterion is not without precedent. There are literally thousands
‘of critical reviews of Macbeth. We neither calculate an average score among
critical appraisals nor do we try to identify the one true critique. We ask what
each reveals. Situations like works of art have multiple layers of meaning, and
what we would be wise to seek is what the analysis does to sensitize us to
those layers.

’ Asking about the meanings rendered about a qualitative study relates to
{ts generativity. What is generated? Two things. First, the meanings I have
Just described. Second, fresh concepts that are the products of what the re-
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searcher has seen. By fresh concepts I mean terms such as “logofiction,” a term
invented by Peshkin (1997) to highlight the ways in which anthropologists
have distorted so much of Native American culture through the use of the
written “logo”—that is, word. Or, to consider another example, the coining of
the term “treaty” by Powell, Cohen, and Farrar (1985) to describe a kind of
collusion between high school teachers and students wanting to find a way to
live with each other over the course of a school year. The point is that the
careful and sensitive study of situations cannot only reveal what is distinctive
about them, it can also provide the material to bracket phenomena that can
be named and used to search and find similar conditions elsewhere.

What all of this leads to is-the acknowledgment of nonscientific forms of
knowing, a notion advanced by philosophers such as Ernst Cassirer, Susanne
Langer, John Dewey, Nelson Goodman, and more recently by social scientists
such as Mark Johnson and neuroscientists such as Antonio Darmasio. Nonscien-
tific forms of knowing relate to knowing how and‘to knowing that. Knowing
how is related to “know-how”—an action that one knows how to perform without
necessarily understanding why what one does works. Knowing how to ride a
two-wheel bike while leaning as one makes a turn is one example. Few people
can explain the physics of the action.” = " :

But nonscientific knowing also pertains to knowing that, and the that that
is known can be what a situation feels like or the sense of elation or pride that
someone feels. In these matters it is the artistic treatment of form that carries
the reader into these forms of understanding. In other words the arts and
the artistic treatment of a medium—Ilanguage and image—provide portals to
experience, experience that enlarges comprehension.

The power of the artistic treatment of language to inform was described
poignantly by the American writer Wallace Stegner. At the end of a radio
interview he was asked what a piece of fiction needed to be to be great. He
paused and then said, “For a work of fiction to be great it has to be true.”

If artistically crafted work informs, what are the implications for the con-
duct of research in psychology? One implication stems from the realization
that bias is conferred by omission as well as by commission. The absence of
arts-based research is an absence of opportunities to learn, which, of course,
is the penultimate mission of research. For more than a few the very idea of
arts-based research is oxymoronic. Research is a scientific enterprise, or so it
seems. But is it? Is it exclusively so? Might it not be the case that science is
a species of research rather than research a species of science? If a philosopher
explores the construction of meaning in philosophy, is it not research. Is all
historical writing scientific? Not according to Isaiah Berlin. When a novelist,
such as Berlin, investigates a community to write about it and then experiments
with prose to try to get it right, does that not count as research? I cannot see
why not. Thus the questions I am raising are intended to problematize the
traditional and comfortable notions that became a part of the psychological
research traditions since the mid part of the 19th century.

Lest the reader believe me to be Pollyannaish about the usefulness of an
arts-based approach to qualitative research, let me recite some of my concerns.

First, attention to the aesthetics of language or image may override fidelity
to the situation one describes. The arts and artistic matters have their own
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compulsions, and these compulsions can lead one to sacrifice “truth” for interest
in or satisfaction with form.

Second, there isinherentin the arts what might be called semantic ambigu-
ity. This ambiguity that could serve useful generative purposes might also
make artistically rendered material difficult to interpret.

Third, the pursuit of novelty in arts-based approaches to qualitative re-
search might undermine its practical utility. Investigators might become so
enamored with pursuit of creativity that the real needs of consumers might
be overlooked.

Fourth, the ability to use new media requires as much skill as the ability
to write, yet there are very few programs that promote the option of using new
forms of representation and that provide the means for students to develop
the necessary skills for using them.

Fifth, doctoral faculties may not have on their roster members who know
the medium and the art form well enough to offer useful assistance. For doctoral
students this is reason enough to abandon novel approaches to research and
to stick with the tried and true.

-Sixth, there is the matter of publication. Academics have historically occu-
pied a print culture. Where will nonprint material see the light of day? The
Internet might provide an answer; we will have to see.

Seventh, there is the matter of the recalcitrance of some faculty to entertain
approaches to research that do not echo the faculty member’s pet methodologi-
cal inclinations. Changing such dispositions might be among the most formida-
ble challenges that forward-looking young researchers may face.

Inthis chapter I have described the ideas and ideals that animated interest
in the creation of a science of psychology. These ideas, born in the mid-19th
century, have continued to serve as foundational principles for conducting
psychological research. But what we also see is the development of other founda-
tional ideas, ideas that rest on different premises. It is not surprising that there
should be controversy and at times conflict about com peting ideas regarding the
conditions of legitimate research, yet despite these conflicts psychologists like
other social scientists are using qualitative research to better understand what
might be called “the human condition.” In this effort the arts have gradually
emerged as sources that have the potential to further such understanding.
Whether arts-based psychological research becomes a viable option in psychol-
ogy remains to be seen. What we do know is that it has sharpened our awareness
of the varieties of knowledge that humans use to cope with the world they
inhabit. The awareness that this examination of the arts has generated is
alone a significant contribution to a science of psychology.
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. Methodology Makes Meaning:
| - How Both Qualitative and
- Quantitative Paradigms Shape
~ Evidence and Its Interpretation

‘ i Jbéeph E. McGrath and Bettina A. Johnson

Most discussions of qualitative versus quantitative methods are not ultimately
about the use or avoidance of numbers and arithmetic per se. Rather, they
include a much broader and deeper set of issues involving fundamental features
of the paradigm by which we pursue science. Most of the contemporary argu-
ments urging the use of qualitative approaches are thoroughly embedded
within a more general critique of the overall scientific paradigm as applied in
our field. Telling critiques of that paradigm have been made from several broad
perspectives (called such things as contextualism, perspectivism, construction-
ism, feminism, and several interpretive perspectives; e.g., Denzin & Lincoln,
1994; Kidder, 1981; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Smith, Harre, & Langenhove, 1995;
VanMaanan, 1979; VanMaanen, Dabbs, & Faulkner, 1982). The common issues
in these critiques are (a) the faults of the positivist philosophy of science; (b)
the faults 'of laboratory experimentation; (c) the faults of psychology’s theory
of measurement and error; (d) the sometimes dubious claims regarding the
preeminence of objectivity; (e) the reductionistic tendencies to focus on micro-
level. directional, .mechanical-causal hypotheses stated in terms of abstract
variables rather than natural, context-situated processes; and (f) the search
for predominately linear relations among variables. Critics argue that because
of these faults, the current paradigm is providing us with a limited and distorted
picture of phenomena involving human behavior.

Crities have also pointed out that the natural sciences, from which we
borrowed our current dominant paradigm, have already abandoned it in favor
of other perspectives that better deal with time, causality, and a number of
other issues. Therefere, they argue that social and behavioral scientists should
follow this example and institute what Smith et al. (1995) call a “new paradigm”
or what Lincoln and Guba (1985) call a “naturalistic paradigm.” In these and
other critiques, an emphasis on qualitative rather than quantitative ap-
proaches is just one part—although an important part—of their proffered
replacement paradigms.

31
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Within these various eritiques of positivism there often seems to be an
unstated assumption that, because the present positivistic~experimental -
reductionistic~analytical-quantitative paradigm is not working, the alterna-
tive paradigm that they offer—which is not positivistic, not experimental,
not reductionistic, not analytical, and not quantitative—must be better. Our
chapter will probably carry some of that flavor as well. We will try, however,
not only to point out the ways in which the dominant paradigm, with its strong
preference for quantitative evidence, shapes and constrains the empirical evi-
dence that can be obtained by it, but also to point out the parallel ways that
exclusive use of alternative paradigms, with equally strong preferences for
qualitative evidence, shape and constrain the evidence as well.

We do not offer a totally balanced approach, however. Much of the discus-
sion of this chapter will dwell on the limitations and constraining effects of
the set of assumptions that are embedded within the dominant positivistic
paradigm and the associated methods such as experimentation. Such discus-
sion is worth presenting, we think, because the premises of that position are
so widely taken for granted, not only in our presentations of scientific informa-
tion but also in our very training in how science is—and ought to be—done.
In this chapter, we will have much less to say about the limitations and con-
straining eftects of the assumptions of alternative perspectives underlying
qualitative approaches. That is in part because those assumptions are less
well-formulated and uniform and in part because the positivist, quantitative
assumptions are so embedded in our discourse.

Our position is not that either qualitative or quantitative approaches are
good and the other bad. Rather, our position is that all paradigms for obtaining
empirical information about the behavior of human systems pose serious episte-
mological and evidential problems—and that different paradigms pose differ-
ent, though equally serious, problems. We also believe that the field needs
more use of both qualitative and quantitative approaches. They pose different,
and complementary, strengths and weaknesses, and, methodologically, we need
all the help we can get.

In the rest of this chapter, therefore, we will discuss many of the specific
criticisms that have been raised in the qualitative versus quantitative debate,
which are part of a much larger set of issues relevant to all research. Many of
these issues have to do with basic assumptions and issues at the paradigmatic
level, where the appropriate sources of empirical evidence are determined.
These are discussed in the first section of the chapter. Other issues deal with
approaches in the treatment of empirical evidence at the operational level.
This level involves the collection and processing, aggregation, analysis, and
interpretation of the empirical evidence that is deemed appropriate under a
given paradigm. These are discussed in the latter sections of the chapter. In all
sections, our aim is to show that both quantitative and qualitative approaches
involve choices and assumptions that constrain data and therefore the conclu-

- sions that can be drawn from them. Throughout the chapter, also, we will .

concentrate on raising and clarifying the epistemological and methodological
issues that beset both qualitative and quantitative research. We will leave to
other chapters of this baok the task of ‘proposing and explicating viable and
effective strategies for handling these issues within qualitative approaches.
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Table 3.1. Assumptions of Positivistic and Alternative Paradigms

Question Positivist assumption Alternative agssumption
1. Relation of Facts independent of E Facts and E
experimenter (E) interdependent
to “facts” ) .
2. Relation of E to S independent of & S interdependent with E
subjects (S)
3. Role of context in Can and should extract Should studx systems
studies of systems ‘essence of phenomena embedded in context;
from context meaning is situated
-4, Science-and values Can and should be , Cannot be value-free;
s value-free must make values clear
5. Status of E and S as E superior to S as knower E and S part of and
knower and observer and as observer influenced by same
context
6. How to advance Use analytical, Use holistic approaches;
knowledge ~ reductionist approach; seek patterns of.
: seek universal relations with situated
cause—effect laws at meaning
. microlevels
7. Criteria of progress Predict and control via Understand paﬁterx?s of
in seience generie causco—cffect human activity via )
: relations many forms of causality

.- Some Basic Issues at the Paradigmatic Level

" We start our consideration by presenting a set of seven assumptions that are

embedded within psychology’s established positivist resefarch paradigT.n—at
least as practiced within quantitatively oriented research in psych.olog.y in the
latter half of the 20th century. For each, the positivistic assumption is h.sted
in one column of Table 3.1, and the contrasting assumption that is sometimes
proposed by various alternative paradigms is listed in another cqlumn.
These assumptions are highly intertwined, some of them with layers of

- sub-assumptions. Moreover, some of them are on the borderline between being

logical and necessary assumptions and being strongly preferred pr‘actices, The
import of these seven assumptions, and their proposed altgrnatlves, can be
discussed more cogently by organizing them into thrge crucial sets of issues:
reality and objectivity; forms of causality; and studying phenomena in dy-
namic context.

Reality and Objectivity

For psychology and other social sciences, the dominant philosop.hy of ‘s<‘:ie'3nce
that drives our views of the existence and pursuit of knowledge is positivism.
Positivism is committed to the following ideas about the nature of reality: (a)
that there is an orderly, material world that is independent of the observer
(and of the observed individuals in the case of research on human systems);
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(b} that it is in principle knowable; via rational inquiry;‘and (c) that the knowl-

edge thus gained is (or in principle can be) independent of the observer. This’

is philosophical realism in undiluted form.

The idea of objectivity plays a pivotal role in our scientific enterprise.
The phenomena we study, our procedures, and we as researchers must attain
objgctivit}‘/ for the knowledge we obtain to also be objective. Attaining or presup-
posing objectivity in these different senses requires many different (and some-
times conflicting) assumptions and procedures, all with profound implications
for l?oth qualitative and quantitative research. This section discusses some of
the issues and problems raised by the pursuit of objective knowledge.

) Foremost in positivism is the idea of the existence of an objective world,
a single, fixed reality that we can come to know. To gain knowledge, positivism
requires the procedures that are called “measurement” in psychology: observing
the essential elements of the phenomena in question (i.e., the “essences”) and
rendering them in systematic and explicit (preferably, mathematical or quanti-

tative) form. Ultimately, there is often the additional assumption that the-

formulation of ﬁnd'ings in mathematical form will in itself give us insight into
the nature of reality. That is, we sometimes assume that our mathematical:

formulations somehow capture the fundamental principles of phenomena in -

the “real world.” It is also assumed that proper application of these scientific
procedures yields, if not certain knowledge, then at least knowledge that is
very compelling. .

Positivism also assumes that these “observables” are different in kind from
the metaphysical, and that those differences are obvious and not a function of
the f)bscrvez' and his or her definitions. This raises a long-standing epistemologi-
cal issue dating back at least to the British philosophers of the Enlightenment
era: the issue of whether anyone can “know” reality (if indeed there is a single
anFl fixed reality) in the sense of having certain and undistorted representations
of it. Critics argue that knowledge of our sensations or Sensory experience is

not “pure” knowledge at all; we use our values and beliefs to transform sensory

cxpex:iences into words or other expressions. If all perceptions are in part a
function of the perceiver—not only in regard to the limitations of our sensory—

perceptual system but also in regard to the impact of values and attitudes on -

pex‘cep'tion (i.e., the notion that to some degree believing is seeing)—then each
of us 11ve§ in his or her own unique “reality.” Ultimately, that view leads to
some version of constructionism or social constructionism, which hold that our
perceptions of reality are viewed through a lens focused by societal norms and
values. Thus, apart from the ontological issue about the nature and even
th(? existence of a fixed, singular, and knowable “reality,” there is also the
epistemological issue of whether we ever could objectively know/recognize such
a reality if it even exists. '

Those adhering to the positivistic paradigm deal with many of these issues. -

by seeming to acknowledge that subjects (Ss) cannot be objective viewers of
reality, but nevertheless maintaining that experimenters (Es) can be. This
esse'nt.ially treats the scientists who are studying human behavior as having
a privileged epistemological status—as somehow being exempt from influence
ny the very “laws of human behavior? that they are studying. By these assump-
tions, social and behavioral scientists “at work” are considered not to have any

METHODOLOGY MAKES MEANING 35

stereotypes, heuristic biases, attribution tendencies, expectancies, forgetting,

- perceptual distortions, conformity tendenciés, or any other “nonrational” ten-

dencies, however human. By maintaining this detachment from the phenomena
being studied, the E is supposedly able to avoid affecting the research process

" or the “objects” under study.

This view also implies that those Es, because they are “detached,” thereby
have a better understanding of the meanings of the phenomena (in the lives
of the Ss, in the case of human systems) than do the Ss themselves. In effect,
these assumptions presuppose that the E is superior to the S both as a “knower”
(that is, in being able to formulate and conceptualize the nature of the phenom-
ena that are being examined) and as an instrument of observation (that is, in

" being able to observe facts “objectively,” without bias).

‘Critics of this perspective, however, argue that Es are indeed fully
“attached” to the research context, whether they wish to be or not. In effect,
human scientists are themselves involved in the matters they are trying to

-~ ask about, not just detached observers of those matters, whether they wish to

be or not (see, e.g., Faulconer & Williams, 1985). There is considerable research

- evidence in support of the interdependence between E and S. Some research
evidence suggests that even relatively static characteristics of an experimenter
(e.g., sex or status) can systematically affect the behavior of individuals in an

experiment (reviewed in Unger, 1981).

Many qualitative researchers further argue that the desired “detachment”
of the E from the context is a disadvantage. Ss often have an especially valuable
standpoint for understanding the phenomena that are a part of their lives. In
this view, the very detached standpoint that is so prized in the positivistic
paradigm may well be a handicap in understanding human behavior in circum-
stances that are outside the realm of experience of the E. We have long recog-
nized, for example, that many of our theories—and the data of the studies
supporting them—carry an ethnocentric bias that imposes the preconceptions
of the researcher’s or theorist’s culture on the phenomena being studied,
whether or not that is appropriate in the given case (Jaeger & Rosnow, 1988).

It is ironic that the idea of objectivity often ends up getting “operationally
defined” as intersubjective agreement—that is, agreement among researchers
(Hyman, 1964; Kaplan, 1964). On this question, Hyman (1964, p. 33) wrote,
“The requirements of objectivity and reproducibility are captured in the defini-
tion of science as ‘the study of those judgments concerning which universal
agreement can be obtained,” ” which Hyman attributed to N. Campbell (1952).
This conception of objectivity is essentially the very opposite of those other
meanings of objectivity, all of which pivot on the idea of facts separate from
the human fact gatherers. Moreover, if agreement is the key to objectivity, then
one must ask, “Agreement among whom?” The de facto answer to that question
is, “Among the community of legitimate ‘knowers,’ properly trained and creden-
tialed scientific experts in the area of study.” And that answer is a foot in the
door that can be used to justify all sorts of nonrational schema (e.g., Pril-
leltensky, 1989).

In this discussion, we want to acknowledge that many researchers do
seriously consider some (but not all) of these issues. Many adhere to Campbell
and colleagues’ “hypothetical realism” (see various chapters in Brewer & Col-
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ling, 1981), in which successive waves ofinquiry and interpretation yield formu-
lations that approach the underlying reality in progressively more accurate
approximations. Such hypothetical realists assume that a true reality exists
but also assume that the information obtained about this reality through ou;'
current methodologies will always reflect it imperfectly. Most researchers

would take seriously the possibility of inaccurate assessments of it by any’

particular observer or instrument and would also assume that some methods of
measurement are more accurate—in other words, more objective—than others,
Hypothetical realism does not, however, resolve the underlying epistemological
problems raised by critics of positivism in regard to realism. '

. Furthermore, many researchers follow the positivistic belief that quantifi-
cation truly captures the underlying nature of reality, without considering
many of the limitations and constraints that it brings. Quantification imposes
a very strong meaning system on the information thus gathered—the meanings
that are implicit in various arithmetics and mathematics. This, in turn, imposes

many assumptions about substantive elements and relations (e.g., linearity,

gnidir.r)ensionality) that go with that meaning system. Building those assump-
tions into the evidence “in advance,” as it were, tends to hide the arbitrary,
value-laden, error-laden nature of the measurement process itself, and of the

mapping of ocbservations to conceptions. Furthermore, in the analysis stage,

application of quantitative techniques such as inferential statistics and signifi- .

cance testipg gives a powerful—but absolutely arbitrary—basis for resolution
ol issues of interpretation (e.g., is there or is there not a “real” difference?). It
thereby hides the issues that are in dispute. We therefore regard quantification
as a mix?d blessing, and ask, along with constructionists, feminists, and other
critics of positivism: Why not both quantitative and qualitative information?

Forms of Causality

By and large, mainstream research in psychology has made use of a very
narrow view of causality. Long ago, Aristotle articulated four forms of causal-
ity—formal (quality or essence), final (end state or goal), material (physical
make-up), and efficient (effects of prior events; i.e., mechanical cause; White
1990). But classical positivism has focused almost completely on the latterj
Moreover, the form of efficient causality that positivistic research tends to
emphasize is a reductionistic, directional, linear form. This type of causal
relalltlon involves two or a very few micro-level variables, with A causing B
which m turn causes C, and so on, in a chain-like series of reactions, ’

o Critics of positivism have argued that we not only need a more multivariate
bidirectional, and systemic view of efficient causality, but we also needvto’
pursue some of Aristotle’s other forms of causality as well. Critics argue that
caugal relations in human systems operate at multiple levels, with microlevel
variables having effects at higher system levels and vice versa. Some also argue
that attempts to develop laws within closed systems such as experimental
1abor§tories necessarily yield laws that are too simplistic to explain behavior
(Man}caS & Secord, 1983). Because causal processes are also often bidirectional
(A affects B and B affects A as well), a holistic or systemic view of causal
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relations advances our understanding more than does the microlevel, chain-
like view. .

Regarding other forms of causality besides efficient cause: Critics of positiv-
ism argue, first, that human behavior is characterized by intentionality, which
irrevocably alters the nature of causal relations. Humans, both individually
and in various collective-level systems (groups, organizations, communities),
set goals and pursue them—often over long periods of time, often via subtle and
complex strategies—which amounts to a kind of “final” causality or teleology.
Moreover, human systems, at individual and collective levels, exhibit patterns
of growth and developmient that can be understood most clearly in terms of
the idea of “formal” cause. There are also some situations in which Aristotle’s
ideas of material causality apply, as well. (See Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl,
2000; Brand, 1979; Lincoln & Guba, 1985.) .

_The quantitative methods that predominate in the positivistic paradigm
almost universally adopt this narrow interpretation of efficient cause. The

- culture of psychological research is biased in favor of experimentation, most
often experiments that isolate a few variables in a closed system (the laboratory)
" and examine their effects. To analyze and interpret data from experiments,

we rely almost exclusively on the logic of null-hypothesis significance testing

" - and inferential statistics (see later discussion). We can best test our hypotheses

with inferential statistics if: (a) the hypotheses are in the form of directional
relations between reliable, valid measures of a small number of unidimensional
variables, (b) the experimenter manipulates the causal variable, and (c) all
other variables are (i) held constant, (ii) equated via statistical controls, or (i)
equally distributed among conditions via random assignment of cases.

This has been and is a powerful technology for investigation of human
activity, as it has been for study of other species and of physical systems as
well. By adopting a powerful set of assumptions and a strong set of manipula-
tion, control, and measurement operations, the experimental paradigm has
allowed us to make tremendous advances in our knowledge over the past
century. The trouble is, of course, that what we “know” we know only within
the context of those assumptions and tools; and that knowledge is valid only
to the extent that all of the underlying assumptions hold. When one considers
the assumptions listed for positivism in Table 3.1 (e.g., that E does not affect
the behavior of S), we must have reasonable doubt about the validity of evidence
gained by experimental means.

There are many situations, of course, for which the strong forms of experi-
mentation are either not possible or unethical. In some situations, where true
manipulation of causal variables is impossible (e.g., sex or age), researchers
often ignore this impossibility and treat these variables as though they had
manipulated them, so that inferential statistics can still be used. For most of
these instances, the positivist paradigm as practiced in psychology does allow
tests of covariation between measures of two or more variables, though this
approach is considered a much weaker form of inquiry. In such correlational
analyses, a determination of the direction of causality, if any, is put in abeyance.
In general, correlational relations do not permit inferences about causal direc-
tion, although time-lagged correlations do allow indirect causal inferences. But
correlational studies exhibit all of the other features of the positivistic logic of
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a narrow cfficient causality: They generally deal with two or very few micro-
level variables; they take no account of any system-level processes or con-
straints; they are most often tests of linear relations, and virtually always of
monotonic ones; and although they do not formally specify direction they seldom
posit bidirectionality. Therefore, correlational methods still incur all of the

restrictions and constraints inherent in the efficient cause perspective, without

the advantage of strong causal inferences. . :
Critics of positivism imply that the quantitative nature of our evidence

encourages such a limited and narrow view of causality. Our tools for quantita-

tive analysis make the testing of multivariate relations possible but difficult

and gostly in terms of requirements for numbers of cases that can be “treated’
as alike.” Thus, although multivariate ANOVA and similar techniques extend .

AN OVA to allow for tests of several depende_nt variables at once, the number
of independent variables'that can be examined in any one analysis is still

quite limited. Many of those tools require the imposition of some very strong -

assumptions, such as linearity of relations, unidimensionality of measures,
multivariate normal distributions, uncorrelated error components, and homo-
geneity of variance. Results of statistical analyses have the meanings they
purport to have only insofar as both the empirical data and the underlying
substantive phenomena actually conform to those assumptions (i.e., relations
are actually linear, errors are uncorrelated, and so on, in both the data of the

study and the “real world” sourse of those data). Thus, our quantitative analysis -

tools seriously alter and constrain the meaning of results.
‘ The logic of experimentation, and the most commonly used tools for quanti-
tative analysis, also have additional effects on the kinds of research questions

we tend to ask in a quantitatively oriented psychology: For example, they make -

it very difficult to study processes over time, while at the same time, they

provide a number of techniques that encourage the conduct of our studies in

f,he form of one-shot or very short-term before—after designs. Some of these
issues are discussed in the next part of this section, which deals with studying
phenomena in dynamic context. : .

Studying Phenomena in Dynamic Context

Positivism’s focus on efficient causality has indirectly influenced the way re-
searchers treat the context in which phenomena occur. Psychology’s very strong
preference for studying human behavior is by extracting variables from the
contexts within which they are embedded. In that view, any features other
than the specific independent or dependent variables being studied amount to
noise. Our logic of inquiry—most notably in its experimental forms—requires

that we get rid of such noise through experimental controls or statistical con-.

trols. These practices are so deeply embedded in the quantitative paradigm that”
they function as though they involved underlying and unquestionable axioms,
Crities of the positivist paradigm argue that human behavior is situated—
that is, that its very meaning depends on the context within which it occurs
(e.g., McGuire, 1989). Many of these critics argue in favor of programs of
research that capture many different features of the context affecting the
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phenomenon of interest, because no one single methodological perspective can
capture all this complexity (Jaeger & Rosnow, 1988). They argue that the
tendency for researchers to use the same methodologies, operationalizations,
and samples restricts researchers’ ability to examine the complex relations that
exist in the real world (McGuire, 1973). Moreover, focusing on only proximal or
immediate causes for behavior can obscure the effects of higher level causes,
such as sociological factors (Scarr, 1985). So, from the point of view of all of
these critiques, far from being noise the embedding context is a vital part of
what we should be studying.

One very special part of context for human behavior is the temporal con-
text(s) within which that behavior occurs. Positivism, as it has been applied
in our quantitatively oriented psychology, has treated that temporal context
with substantial neglect in several ways (Kelly & McGrath, 1988). First of all,
the logic of positivism holds that: (a) effect must not precede cause; (b) all
(causal) processes take time to unfold (though, of course, different processes
may take different amounts of time); and (c) there can be no action at a temporal
distance (that is, the causal process must be temporally connected to the occur-
rence of the effect, either directly or via intervening subprocesses or subeffects).
Though there is usually much concern to take the first assumption into account,
the second and third are largely ignored. Virtually no theories in psychology
make statements about the time required for given causes to have their effects,
much less precise statements about the functional patterns of those cause—
effect relations over time. Moreover, most studies that purport to measure
(efficient) cause—effect relations are done over relatively short periods of time,
if indeed they are not just one-shot studies (i.e., with a single wave of observa-
tion or measurement of all variables concurrently). There are, of course, a
number of relatively sophisticated approaches to the study of data using mea-
surements over time (e.g., time-series data, growth-curve analysis; see McGrath
& Altermatt, 2000, for a discussion of a number of them in reclation to the
study of human groups). Sadly, the use of such methods, and the collection of
data for which they would be useful, is still rare in many areas of psychology.

The positivistic paradigm neglects temporal matters in another way, as
well. When variables are measured more than once, it is a common practice
to minimize variation over time, by adding and averaging across successive
measures of the same variable. The adding and averaging is done to obtain a
more reliable (i.e., more unchanging over time) measurement. Doing so pre-
sumes that the underlying concept in question is indeed stable over time, and
that all variations in a given measure over time amount to error. Critics of
positivism argue that many if not all aspects of human behavior and therefore
all of our “variables” change over time (at least in principle).

These assumptions can be reasonable or ridiculous, depending on (a) the

variable, (b) the context, and (c) the size of the time interval. For example, if
" the period of time over which the measures are taken extends from the individu-

al’s 1st to 30th birthday, it is almost certainly inappropriate to add and average
them, regardless of the nature of the variable. In contrast, if the period of time
over which the measurements extend is a matter of seconds, it is likely that
adding and averaging may be appropriate for a wide range of behavior vari-
ables. Most actual cases, of course, lie somewhere in between these two exam-
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f;llrm?cr;cll 50 the judgment about their temporal patterning is much more
One set of eritics of positivism (Arrow et al., 2000; Baron ;
Nowak, 19.94; Vallacher & Nowak, 1994) go a step fuljther. Tilizga?gﬁzt?}?;tgg
proper logic of inquiry would include or even focus on tracing the patternin
of key system variables aver time. For example, Gergen (1973) urged psycholo%
gists to focus more on cross-cultural research and content analysis of behavioral
recm'd‘s.{'mm historical periods to determine the contextual scope and temporal
durability of vonclusions about human behavior. Latane and Nowak. (1994)
?;;?eiirgn, Afnlx(ezeen, tand Beek (1994), among others, show how tracing the
ries of key system vari ime i
of B mociat o t}; m); functiiz?,ables over tlmg can add to otfljtundersﬁandlng
discassed sulon, e edormomens v ochods hlp addross these ssuc? s
: , predisposes researchers
.to experl.mental methodologies (and vice versa): Isolation of the variables of
mterfast ignores the rich contextual influences on these variables that are not
only 1mportant. in establishing efficient cause but are also important for other
types gf.cause (1.9., formal, final, and material). Many qualitative methodologios
(U.;_;‘.,. life narratives, fucus groups, case studies) are geared toward identif';iﬁ“
and incorporating such contextual influences that would otherwise be disre%
garded as copfbunds in quantitatively oriented research. '
A commitment to using evidence in many forms can enéourage the re-

searcher to think about relations that are nonlinear, or even nonmonotonic

in form, as well as about mutual-reciprocal relationships between multiple
v.nrmbles, ;?erhaps at different system levels. Reliance on alimited set of statis-
Lxcnl_ techniques not only constrains data collection procedures but also con-
strains the ways in which researchers conceptualize phenomena (Gigerenzer
1991‘). There is little use in considering such complex relations’if your analysis’
and .mterpretation technology will not let you examine them systematicall
But if the researcher is committed to a technology that provides a more ﬂexibl);
Lreatmf:nt of the forms and patterns of relations that can be explored, then he
or she is free to think about more comnplex features of human systerr’ns.

Some Issues in the Processing of Empirical Evidence

Beyqnd all these paradigmatic issues, questions about qualitative versus quan-
ti tatxve_methods also arise in a number of places at the operational level—in the
processing of empirical evidence. The use of empirical evidence in psychological
research alvyays begins with making a record of some observations of conditions
:and”events in some human systems. We will refer to this as “records of behav-
ior; following Coombs (1964). The underlying conditions and behaviors on
which those .records are based are always, in principle, qualitative: Something
happens' or it does not. We intreduce “quantification” of the evidence (or we
render it in qualitative form) at three distinct places within the research
process. ‘
First, we transform such “records of observations of behavior” i
by systematically translating all observations into forms that ar:lii)lrsoll'zfaosgigi
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parallel to one another, and therefore can be aggregated or compared. This is
the part of the process that we refer to in psychology as measurement, a term
that presupposes the quantitative form, but this can be performed in qualitative
forms as well. We will call this process “making data from records of observa-
tions,” again following Coombs (1964).

Often, in psychology, such a transformation to quantitative form is made
at the time of the initial recording—as when we ask participants to put check
marks on a questionnaire scale that already has a number line imposed on it,
or when we ask them to rank order a set of (qualitative) alternatives. Some-
times, the quantification is imposed later by the experimenter—as when we
count up the number of “correct answers” and treat that as a numerical score.
Sometimes, of course, the records of behavior are left in qualitative form—as,
for example, when we transcribe, verbatim, responses from an interview.

At the second and third stages, we then often aggregate multiple observa-
tions and apply tools to analyze these aggregated cases. Aggregation can be
done in quantitative form, as when a researcher computes the average length
of time that given pairs of people make eye contact during a meeting. Or this
aggregation can be in qualitative form, as when a researcher pulls together
for comparison the self-descriptions of several people who have been diagnosed
as schizophrenic. Tools for analysis and comparison, too, can be either quantita-
tive (e.g., ANOVA, structural equation modeling) or qualitative (e.g., Kidder’s
1981 use of negative case analysis, as discussed later in the chapter).

At each of these three stages, whether translating the evidence into qualita-
tive or quantitative form, the researcher imposes a number of assumptions
and constraints on the empirical evidence. For example, when we transform
observed behavior into data in quantitative form, we make strong assumptions
about the nature of the variable(s) we think the behavior displays—about their
unidimensionality, monotonicity, appropriateness for representation on an in-
terval or ratio scale, and so on. We make similar assumptions, though usually
not as strong and constraining, when we render the data in qualitative form.

-For example, when we code behaviors into one (and only one) of a set of
categories, we assume that the categories are independent, mutually exclusive,
and collectively exhaustive; and that they together encompass all of the
important ways in which the behavior in question can occur. In both cases,
there usually are ways to check some, but seldom ways to check all, of these
assumptions.

At the second stage, there is a set of assumptions that we necessarily make
when we aggregate observations or cases into either quantitative or qualitative
aggregates. For example, for the quantitative aggregation case, we make as-
sumptions about the nature and distribution of random errors of measurement.
For both the qualitative and quantitative aggregation cases, we make assump-
tions about the actual extent to which the aggregated cases are “alike” in all

important respects.
In the third stage—analysis and interpretation—the quantitative ap-

~ proach most often involves the application of inferential statistics and use of

the much emphasized significance testing associated with it. This imposes
another array of strong assumptions on the data about the distribution of cases,
about the meaning of variations within sets of cases treated alike, about the
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logic involved in hypothesis testing and significance levels, and so on. The

yualitative approach has not ns yet developed a “logic-of-inference” that is as
well articulated and widely accepted and widely taught as that of probability |

statistics. But even these less well-formulated qualitative approaches involve

assumptions—about meanings, about the-relation of the researcher’s under- - -
standings to those of participants, and so on. (See several relevant chapters"

in Smith et al., 1995.) For example, Ceballo (1999) discussed how her assump-
tion of consistency and progress in the life of her research participant led
her to draw very different conclusions about her participant's life than her
purticipant had drawn. Ceballo discusses how age, sqcial class, and regional

norms affected both her own and her participant’s assumptions and construc-

tion of events. : .

The underlying point of this discussion is that any approach, quantitative
or qualitative, to these transformations of empirieal observations require the
imposition of some set of assumptions; and those assumptions both shape and
constrain the meaning(s) of the evidence, Note that it is not a question of
whether one set of assumptions can be shown to be true or false in.a given

case. Most often the bases on which we decide such matters are relatively

ambiguous judgment calls, not matters to which strong logical or mathematical
crileria can be applied. What is crucial is consideration of the ways in which

the set of assumptions that is applied in a given case alters the meaning of
the evidence. o

Assessing the Quality of the Evidencé

One of the strengths of quantitative approaches is their ability to. provide

explicit assessments of the quality of the information obtained in a study.
Quantitative techniques are often designed to provide definitive, though arbi-
Lrary, answers to questions about the reliability (that is, repeatability), validity
{that is, truth value), and generalizability (that is, scope and boundaries of
applicability) of a study’s measures, of its findings, and of its conclusions. By
adopting explicit quantitative criteria (e.g., a specific probability [alpha level]
forattributing significance), quantitative researchers provide a set of normative )
standards for a scientific community in a form that permits one researcher to
check on the claims of another. This is a valuable tool, because otherwise there
is no way to assess the credibility of differing claims.

One of the biggest criticisms of qualitative research is the absence of such
a set of techniques to judge the quality of data. However, several researchers
have devised ways to provide equivalent criteria of quality of evidence for
qualitative studies. Kidder (1981) applied the four main criteria espoused by
Cock and Campbell (1979) to qualitative research. Those four criteria are
internal validity or the degree to'which strong causal inferences can be made’
from study findings; external validity or the degree to which findings of a given
study are likely to apply to studies of other systems and contexts; construct
validity or the degree to which the measures of the study map accurately to
the underlying concepts about which inferences are to be made; and statistical-
conclusion validity or the degree to which findings are quantitatively strong and
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unconfounded enough to make definitive conclusiong possible. Kidder exalpmed
how the rich descriptions of good qualitative §tgdxes can bg used to estlm.ate
the likelihood that the various threats to validity fe.g., history, maturation,
etc.) were operating to contaminate that body of ewdsnce. ‘ )

Lincoln and Guba (1985) proposed the concept of trustwort}.nne.ss as the
overall criterion for assessing the worth of information from any sc1ent1ﬁc'st.u.dy.
That concept encompasses four main ideas—the‘ truth va.lue or CI:Edlbllilty’
the applicability, the consistency, and the neutraht;t of the 1nforrr}gt1on—t. a?
correspond roughly to the more familiar concepts of internal yalldlty, exti;nnaf
validity, reliability, and objectivity. Lincoln and Guba examme.d a num etrj 0
techniques by which those criterion concepts can be ex.plored in informa 1(;n
from qualitative research. These techniques tenfi to require much more corrép 1;
cated and time-consuming activities (e.g., haymg an extez:nal agent con uc
an inquiry audit) than simply calculating correlation coefﬁc1epts between van;
ables. And, of course, results of application of those techniques are almos
never as definitive as those of quantitative analyses b.ef:ause they Qo got rfest
on strong though arbitrary assumptions about probability levels, distribution

on. o
o er]g%:;’ha%cildiic;r and Lincoln and Guba included “negative case analysm in
their repertoire of useful ways to assess the quality of q}lalltatlve ev1’den.ce,
and that technique illustrates both the value and thg .rlsks of §ub§t1tut1ng
these qualitative criterion approaches for the more farplhar quantitative Eneg.
This “negative case analysis” includes a process by which the study hypoth esis
is systematically examined and modified, ur}tll all cases ﬁ‘t the final hypot esu—“,i
Doing so can be an aid in examining potential thrfaats to internal and exterr.m
validity. At the same time, negative case analysis :also resolyes the qugstm.n
of “statistical conclusion validity” definitively, but in two quite contradxc;:or};
ways. On the one hand, it makes statistical analysis moot, becauie 10.0/? o}
the data fit the (modified) hypothesis so there is no neec'l t(? ask the s.ta.tlstlc.:z%l
significance” question. On the other hand, it makes s?ahsmc‘al analysxs illegiti-
mate, because if one has (inductively) built the modified hypothesis to fit the
data, rather than (deductively) gathered data to test a preformulz}ted hypothe-
sis, the assumptions of an inferential statistics test have been violated and a
isti ignificance test is inappropriate. o
Stam’;‘igilglsl gI?Ot dealing specifically with qualitative and quantitative ap-
proaches, McGrath and colleagues (Brinberg & McGrath, 1985; McGrath, Kelly,
& Rhodes, 1993; McGrath, Martin, & Kulka, 1982; Ru.nkel & McGrath, 1972)
offer a complex view of the research process that provides gnot}'ler copceptlon
of how various research paradigms and research strategies (including both
qualitative and quantitative approaches) relate to one another ?.nd tol ﬁ.n.]da-
mental research issues. They argue that research always entails acF1v1t1es—
information relating to three broad domains: conceptual, subs.tantlve, alnd
methodological. They also argue that within each gf tl.lose domains, effect}ve
research requires maximizing each of three broad criteria, an.d 1§hat t]f.lese crite-
ria constitute conflicting desiderata that cannot 2.111 be maximized 51mu1ta.ne—
ously. These criteria have slightly different forms in each of th.e thl.‘e.e domains.
In the methodological domain, for example, they are ggnerallzablllty, con.tex-
tual realism, and precision and control. They are conflicting because the actions
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l,ukcn.Lu increase any one of them tends to reduce the other two or minimize
one of them. Research strategies can be categorized by the extent to which
Lhey can meet the requirements of each of the three criteria. Some research
strategies maximize on one of them, some attempt to optimize two, but no
research strategy can maximize all three. ’

Witlhip this conception, there are three general sets of research strategies:
naLural.lstlc strategies (e.g., case studies, field experiments); experimental
stratepqcs (e.g., laboratory experiments, judgment studies); and theoretical
stml.cg.ms fe.g., mathematical models, computational models). Each group of
strategies is designed to fulfill one of the conflicting desiderata well, but each
al the same time is thereby limited in the extent to which it can fulfill the other
two. For example, experimental approaches (which most often are quantitative
up‘proa‘ches) maximize with respect to precision (of measurement) and control
(of variables), and thereby potentially puts the researcher in a position to make
strong logical inferences. In doing so, such studies often give up considerable
contextual realism. Naturalistic approaches, on the other hand (and many
qualitative studies would fit this category) maximize contextual realism and
thereby puts the researcher in a position to make claims pertaining to the
()]?cn‘;lt.i(Jn of the systems actually studied. In doing so, however, such studies
often give up considerable precision and control, hence the ability to make
strong causal inferences. .

Both experimental studies and naturalistic ones are relatively weak with
regard to generalizability. Experimental studies cannot make claims beyond
the tartificial) systems included in those studies; and naturalistic studies can-
not n.mku claims beyond the (natural) systems included in theirs. Experimental
studw.ﬁ try Lo compensate for this by formulating questions and concepts at
very high levels of abstraction—thus exacerbating their already weak position
wilth rcspgct to context realism. Naturalistic studies try to compensate for their
\vqu\"th‘lLion on generalizability by be'muiating evidence in terms of rich
desceriplions of complex patterns of relations—thus exacerbating their already
\vc;ll,( position with respect to precision and control and strong causal inferences.

.I‘hc essence ul'this position is that it is not possible, in principle, to‘satisf'y
all f’f the conflicting criteria for meaningful research information, and the very
nchn:w that help with regard to one of them undo one or more of the others
App].ym;?f that viewpoint to the topic of this chapter, it is clear that neitheé
qualitative nor quantitative approaches are sufficient, and both are necessary
Lo the systematic exploration of any given substantive research domain. We wili
com ment more in the final section of this chapter on the need for ihcorporating
discrepant if not downright contradictory approaches in our research.

The Need for Multiple Methodologies

Table 3..1 laid out a set of assumptions about reality, causality, and context.
tAlt.ernatwe positions on those assumptions differentiate the dominant positiv-
1st1? paradigm, to which many of the quantitative approaches adhere, from
various alternative paradigms (e.g., perspectivism, constructivism, feminism,
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Smith’s “new paradigm,” Lincoln and Guba’s “naturalistic paradigm”), to which
many of the qualitative approaches subscribe.

The use of qualitative methods and a supporting paradigmatic view has
a number of advantages, as we have tried to point out at various points in the
chapter. Those advantages, however, are certainly not gained without cost.
Essentially, adopting the assumptions of the alternative perspectives lays the
researcher open to a whole array of epistemological and methodological issues—
many of which are the very problems that the positivistic paradigm was devel-
oped, some cenluries ago, to overcome.

Consider the position one is in if one adopts all of the alternative assump-
tions listed in Table 3.1. If E (as well as S) is a part of the phenomena being
studied, and if “the facts” are inextricably connected to E (as well as 8), and
if it is impossible to attain objectivity in the sense that E’'s biases and values
inevitably affect the data collection and interpretation process—then we are
in serious danger of lapsing into the most extreme forms of solipsism~—namely
that each “observer” (each S as well as each E) experiences a different world,
a different reality and causal structure. Moreover, if E does not have a special
standing, as observer and as interpreter of evidence about the systems he or
she wishes to examine, what then is the advantage, or even the point, of
“specialists” doing scientific studies of those systems? Furthermore, if human
activity can only be understood when viewed holistically in relation to all of
its many layers of embedding contexts, then any specific actions at specific
Limes by specific human systems cannot truly be understood at all. Finally, if
the criterion for progress in our science is “advances in a common understanding
of human systems and human actions,” and if every E (and every S) is an
equally valid interpreter of evidence and equally effective constructor of those
understandings, how then can we claim that we are truly dealing in a scientifie
enterprise (as that term has come to be understood in our culture, albeit within
positivitic premises)?

The positivist paradigm in general, and many of the quantitative tools
used within it in particular, were invented to get would-be scientists out of
the predicaments implicit in the foregoing questions. The strong inferential
logic built into that paradigm, exemplified most clearly in the logic of experi-
mentation, is designed to limit the kinds of findings that can be considered
as reflecting “causal” processes (following the Humean logic of mechanical
causality). The even more constraining logic of inferential statistics is designed
to “objectify”—or at least to make totally explicit, hence reproducible—the
decision about whether a given result is a meaningful (i.e., repeatable and
generalizable) one rather than just a happenstance within a particular set of
observations.

It seems clear that the constraining assumptions of the positivist paradigm
really do not reflect “reality” as we experience it. In light of much evidence to
the contrary, it would be hard to espouse seriously the view that E does not
have any effects on S, or on the “facts” that are adduced from a given set of
observations, or to hold that a given human system stripped of its embedding
contexts functions in the same way as that system would when fully contextu-
ally embedded. In short, the assumptions of the positivist position are not
really true.
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On the other ha_nd, the assumptions of the alternative positions, if fully
adopted, make o shambles of the usual meanings of the scientific enterprise.
Sucha potential lapse into a solipsism that denies the value of systematic efforts
to understand human behavior—that is the dark side of qualitative research.
. Wc have gone a long way in the past century in advancing our understand-
ing of'human actions by following the positivistic péradigm more or less exclu-
sxvely—.cven though its assumptions are not true. We have acted as if we
were using a “hypothetical positivism” (to paraphrase and broaden Campbell’s
“hyp(l)tlﬁetical realism”). We have asked questions as if the assumptions of
positivism were true, knowing that they were not literally so. That strategy
has served us well.

There is good reason to believe that in many substantive areas we may
now hgve reached the limits of what we can learn about human systems by

‘EXCIU‘?‘IVG use of that paradigm. We must find ways to collect evidence, and to
examine it, that will let us learn about human systems even when the assump-
tions of positivism do not hold. That is, we must find ways to learn about
human systems even when Es do affect the facts and the S's behavior, and
even when systems are profoundly affected by their embedding contexts and
even when we know that E’s values are affecting what we choose to study
how we stL{dy it, and what we think we have learned from those studies. Whaé
we are urging here is the simultaneous use of dual paradigms, positivistic and
“un-positivistic,” and complementary use of quantitative and qualitative
methods. :

How can we do that? Kidder's (1981) and Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) treat-

- ments of validity issues, discussed briefly earlier in this chapter, offer two good
examples of how one can connect the concepts of the two opposing paradigms,
Many of the chapters of this volume contain detailed treatments of other ways
in whi-ch qualitative methods can be put to use—individually and in combina-
fom with more traditional quantitative approaches. Only by a deliberate mixing
of quantitative and qualitative approaches, we think, and by a deliberate up-
h(.)lding ol both of the twa conflicting paradigms that underpin those two sets
ol approaches, can psychology avoid both the overconstraining treatment of
complex, dynamic human systems characteristic of quantitative approaches
and the solipsistic epistemological quagmire implicit in the perspectives that
c.haracteristically underpin qualitative approaches. We urge a deliberate adop-
tion of such a seemingly internally contradictory approach.
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Dancing Through Minefields: Toward
a Qualitative Stance in Psychology

Jeanne Marecek

Along the borders of psychology, a quiet but steady stream of qualitative re-
search has gradually been gaining momentum. Social psychology, develop-
mental psychology, cultural psychology, psychology of women and gender, clini-
cal and counseling psychology, and personality psychology: In all these fields,
psychologists are trying yualitative approaches. The qualitative umbrella is a
large one, sheltering many ways of working and many different traditions,
lexicons, and pretheoretical assumptions. Qualitative workers value creativity
and innovation and so they have embraced novel forms of data, new means of
gathering data, experimental forms of writing, and unorthodox and even playful
ways of disseminating results. Their stance is a counterpoint to the strict
codification (sometimes verging on fetishization) of methods, statistics, and
scientific writing that marks mainstream American psychology.

At the heart of the movement toward qualitative inquiry in psychology
arc three intertwined elements. First, qualitative inquiry embeds the study of
psychology in rich contexts of history, society, and culture. Second, it resituates
the people whom we study in their life worlds, paying special attention to the
social locations they occupy. Third, it regards those whom we study as reflexive,
meaning-making, and intentional actors. Qualitative psychology concerns itself
with human experience and action. It examines the patterned ways that we
have come to think about and act in our life worlds and that sustain the social
structure of those worlds (Kleinman, 1984). I use the term qualitative stance
rather than qualitative methods to indicate that qualitative work involves more
than different techniques of collecting and analyzing data. A qualitative stance
is grounded in a different epistemology.

Qualitative inquiry has a long history in psychology that goes back to
Wilhelm Wundt’s Vilkerpsychologie. Drawing on earlier philosophical tradi-
tions stretching back to Vico, Wundt (1921) envisioned a system of psychology
with two branches. One, familiar to most readers, was devoted to the laboratory

I'would like to thank the editors and Eva Magnusson for their thoughtful comments and eriti-
cisms.
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study of clementary psychological functions, such as the elements of sensation
and pereeption. The other was ' the study of higher psychological functions,
‘which, in Wundt’s view, extended beyond individual consciousness. Studying
these higher functions required methods akin to those used in the fields of
cthnology, history, and anthropology (Cole, 1996). In the United States, of
course, the first branch became the preeminent one; the second was muted.
Nonetheless a line of qualitative inquiry threads through the history of psychol-
ogy, including William James, Gordon Allport, Robert White, Leon Festinger,
and Carolyn and Muzafer Sherif, among others. In addition, the case study,
a time-honored form of qualitative inquiry, has a long tradition in clinical
psychology, both as a pedagogical tool and as a form of scholarly communication
. through which practice knowledge is shared and cumulated (Bromley, 19886).

Across-much of the world (the United Kingdom, continental Europe, Aus-
tralia, New Zealand, the Nordic countries, Canada), psychologists are engaging
qualitative approaches. Indeed, in the United Kingdom, the Economic and
Social Research Council, one of the major sources of funds for postgraduate
training in psychology, now insists on adequate training in qualitative methods.
In much of the world, psychologists’ conversations concern how and when (not
il) qualitative approaches should be used {e.g., Bannister, Burman, Parker,
Taylor, & Tindall, 1994; Henwood & Nicholson, 1995; Richardson, 1996; Tolman
& Brydon-Miller, 2001).. Time-honored modes of qualitative inquiry—~feld-
based participant observation, open-ended interviewing, focus groups, narra-
Live analysis, case studies—are being extended and refined. New approaches
are being developed, including discursive psychology, participatory action re-
search, and visual storytelling (also called photovoice and community photogra-
phy: cf., Lykes, 1997). The Britain-based Journal, Feminism and Psychology,
routinely publishes articles that use approaches like these, as does the interna-
tional Journal of Health Psychology. In the United States, the Journal of Social
Issues (Brydon-Miller & Tolman, 1997) and the Psychology of Women Quarterly
(Crawford & Kimmel, 1999) have had special issues that featured qualita-
Live approaches.

The time has come for psychology in America to reassess old prejudices
about the “subjective,” “anecdotal,” or “unscientific” nature of qualitative work.
‘Too many psychology departments still issue blanket dismissals of qualitative
work. Many graduate programs flatly forbid students to undertake qualitative
projects for their dissertations. Too many advisors warn students that such a
dissertation will spell the death of their careers in the field. Even undergraduate
students report that they have come to understand that they must not under-
Lake qualitative work for a senior thesis because it will damage their chances
of getting into graduate school.

The habit of dismissing qualitative work out of hand stands in sharp
contrast to the meticulous consideration that psychologists usually give to
methodology. Indeed, some call psychology’s enthronement of methods “meth-
odolatry.” Most of us would rap the knuckles of a student who offered flabby
arguments such as, “It just doesn’t seem like science” or “If it doesn’t have
numbers, it can’t be psychology” or “I can’t tell if it's interesting; it doesn’t
have any statistics.” Yet these are verbatim evaluations written by prominent
psychologists reviewing qualitative research manuscripts for publication. Most
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psychologists would probably agree that the choice of a method should depend
on the question under investigation. If so, then how can it be justifiable to rule
out qualitative approaches even before there is a research question?

Limiting psychologists to a constricted range of acceptable methods has
had costs for the field. The constraints have led some psychologists to disaffec-
tion and crises of commitment. For example, Sandra Bem, a senior social
psychologist, described herself as “feeling theoretically hemmed in.” To do
meaningful scholarship, she wrote, “I came increasingly to see myself as having
abandoned my disciplinary commitment to psychology” (1993, p. 239). Nicola
Gavey recalled how discovering “a model of doing psychology differently” en-
abled her to conceive “the possibility that psychology could be different, palat-
able, and even exciting” and “the possibility of imagining a future ‘in’ psychal-
ogy” (Gavey, in press, p. 1).

Disaffection is a high cost, but it is not the only one. There is an intellectual
price to pay for a narrow vision of psychalogical methods. A method is an
interpretation. That is, any method of inquiry entails a number of pretheoretical
assumptions about its object of study. It deforms what it observes in characteris-
tic ways and it predetermines the form that the results of the inquiry will take.
In recent times, the discipline of psychology, especially its North American
variant, has restricted its adherents to a single method of producing knowledge.
That method is presented as the sole way that psychologists work—"the” scien-
tific method. As a result, the assumptions underlying this method are taken
for granted and its deformations are invisible. Many psychologists swim in the
waters of logical positivism, empiricism, realism, and quantification without
knowing they are wet. If' we bring qualitative approaches forward and place
them in full view alongside conventional methods, we will be better able to
appreciate and debate the possibilities and limitations of each.

In what follows, I offer my view of qualitative psychology and what qualita-
tive inquiry offers to psychology. I begin in a negative vein, by taking issue
with some common stereotypes of qualitative approaches. Next, I describe what
I'see as some key features of a qualitative stance. Finally, I briefly suggest some
issues that qualitative inquiry places on the table for the rest of psychology.

Qualitative Psychology: What It Is Not

Qualitative work is often seen as the polar opposite to quantitative work.
Quantitative work is described as rigorous, hardheaded, and scientific; qualita-
tive work seems mushy, soft, and unscientific. Some writers have characterized
quantitative work as agentic and masculine; some have characterized qualita-
tive work as relational and feminine. Like most dichotomies, the quantitative/
qualitative dichotomy is false; it covers up a more complex reality. Construing
quantitative work and qualitative work as opposites ignores the many features
common to both. It also ignores the variety within each pole of the dichotomy.
Moreover, the quantitative/qualitative dichotomy, like most dichotomies, is not
symmetrical; it encodes a clear hierarchy. Depending on the speaker’s point
of view, one or the other of the pair is the dark twin.
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When qualitative inquiry is viewed from the perspective of mainstream
payviology, the resulting description of it is not what qualitative workers
themselves would provide. To characterize qualitative work using terms and
categiries . derived from quantitative work yields a skewed version. I begin,
thersfore, with a discussion of some common myths about qualitative work.

Myth #1: Qualitative Psychology und Quantitative Psychology Are
“Complementary Methods”

Embedded in this statement are a number of assumptions that need to be
examined and challenged. One is the idea that methods are nothing more than
neutral technologies. A method, as I noted earlier, is connected to a powerful
and {ar-reaching set of pretheoretical assumptions. To see qualitative psychol-
ogy a8 merely offering an' additional set of tools for psychology’s methodological
toolbpx conceals the alternate epistemological stance it embodies.

deveral qualitative psychologists have emphasized that their approaches
should not be misconstrued as analogous to the technologies of conv~ntional
psychiology. Chris Weedon (1987), in discussing poststructuralist api— ches
to knowledge, has insisted on using the term “way of working” rather than

“method” in an effort to draw this distinction. She resists the idea of a method~

as a predefined formula that can be applied in a rote fashion to any research
question: Jonathan Potter (1996), discussing approaches associated with social
constructionist theory, makes the following observation:

Indeed, it is not clear that there is anything that would correspond to what
_psychologists traditionally think of as a “method.”. . . The lack of a “method,”
in the sense of some formally specified set of procedures and caleulations,
does not imply any lack of argument or rigour; nor does it imply that the
theoretical system is not guiding analyses on various ways. (pp. 128-129)

Muny researchers advocate combining qualitative and quanti:
proaches in the same project. But the question of how (and why) apj:
can be eombined is complex. It is unlikely that the results of the two approaches
will eonverge in any straightforward way. A qualitative stance differs from
quantitative research on many dimensions: It emphasizes the subjectivity and
agency of research participants; it embraces the diversity of responses, not
modal tendencies; conceptions of reliability, validity, and generalization differ.
The form of knowledge qualitative workers hope to produce is different and
quite possibly they bring to the table a different understanding of “truth.”

On a more mundane level, qualitative inquiry and quantitative studies
will eften produce outcomes that are disparate and sometimes even incommen-
surate. For example, Al-Krenawi and Wiesel-Lev (1999) studied Bedouin Arab
women's attitudes toward female circumcision. Women’s responses to close-
ended questions on a survey instrument indicated that they accepted genital
surgery and did not connect it to negative effects. However, during unstructured
interviews, when women were able to speak to interviewers using their own
words, they portrayed a far less benign situation and described a number of
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distressing and disturbing psychological and social consequences of the
procedure.

Niva Piran’s (2001) studies of young women attending a highly selective
dance school afford another example of how quantitative and qualitative ap-
proaches can produce disparate outcomes. Piran described two investigations
carried out at the dance school where she worked: One, by a well-known expert
on clinical eating disorders, used standardized survey instruments to measure
levels of preoccupation with body weight and shape. He sought to compare
students at the dance school to students in other school settings to test the
hypothesis that such preoccupations were socially transmitted. Piran’s own
research, in contrast, involved long-term, open-ended group meetings with
students. Her aim was to elicit and understand connections between concerns
abeut the body and everyday practices and social relations in the school. Her
analysis of girls’ reflections and experiences yielded a rich network of overarch-
ing conceptual categories about embodiment (e.g., prejudicial treatment of
female bodies; invasions of bodily privacy; practices that disrupted ownership
of their bodies; the sexualization of the female bedy). The group work enabled
the participants to envision and carry out transformations of their own bodily
practices and body talk, as well as to insist on changes in the practices of
teachers and fellow students.

In my own work, qualitative inquiry has often yielded surprising informa-
tion about respondents’ experiences, information that contrasts with the results
of conventional research approaches. For example, my-work on suicide and
emotion practices in Sri Lanka draws on first-person accounts about individuals
who engaged in suicide or self-harm (Marecek & Ratnayeke, 2001). Much of
the time, these accounts are permeated with themes of vengeance, humiliated
fury, and high indignation, usually focused on a close family member or spouse.
Consider these excerpts from my field notes:

e Malini, aged 15, was accused by her mother of associating with a boy
on the way home from school. Malini says that the accusation was false.
She says, “My head got hot and it felt like it would explode.” She then
went into the kitchen and poured kerosene over her body. Her mother
entered the room and knocked the box of matches out of her hand just
as she was ready to set herself on fire.

o Nimal, aged 29, habitually came home drunk. One evening, his wife
and his mother scolded him. He flew into a rage, hurled furniture
around the house, and stormed out. An hour later, he returned with a
small bottle containing highly concentrated insecticide. As he uncorked
it, he announced to them, “Now it is finished. You won’t have to worry
about my drinking anymore.” He swallowed what proved to be a le-

thal dose.

In contrast, a recent study (Weinacker, Schmidtke, & Kerkhof, 2000) gave
a battery of standardized paper-and-pencil measures of anger and hostility to
patients admitted to a psychiatric hospital in Germany because they had made
suicide attempts. The suicide patients’ scores did not differ from those of a
control group composed of inpatients with “general psychiatric disorders.”
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Framing their results in universal terms, those researchers concluded that
there is no relationship between anger and attempted suicide.

It is not happenstance that qualitative interviews often unearth a different
kind of information than that obtained from scales, indexes, and close-ended
interviews. Qualitative researchers take seriously what participants say; they
leave the way open to hear what they did not expect. They regard people as
intentional agents, actively engaged in making sense of their lives. When
qualitative inquiry yields a different picture than quantitative data, the ques-
tion confronting researchers is not simply, “Which is more true?” but a more
difficult one: “What kind of truth am I interested in hearing?”

Myth #2: Qualitative Work Is an Adjunct to Quantitative Research

This myth relegates qualitative inquiry to an ancillary position in relation to
quantitative research. In one version of this subordinate relationship, qualita-
tive inquiry is useful only for generating hypotheses. Once the hypotheses are
devised, the proper business of science—testing those hypotheses—can get
under way. In another version, qualitative material—perhaps a few illustrative
quotes from a postexperimental interview-—is tagged onto a research report
Lo spice up lifeless statistics. Selecting quotes for their spiciness is not the
same as conducting a qualitative study. Failing to distinguish the two no
doubt has contributed to the notion that qualitative work is “anecdotal.” More
gencerally, the myth holds that quantitative methods can stand on their own,
but qualitative approaches cannot do the “real” work of science. In this view,
qualitative data have limited value, perhaps serving as a source of inspiration
or a means of adding cosmetic appeal or rhetorical flourishes to a manuscript.

Myth #3: Qualitative Psychology Is Inductive; Quantitative Psychology
Is Deductive

A common dichotomy holds that quantitative research follows the hypothetico—
deductive model, and qualitative approaches are inductive. As one psychologist
put it, qualitative research “turns the rules of the hypothetico~deductive proce-
“dures inside out” (Kidder, 1996). There is more than a grain of truth in this
dichotomy; yet it is easy to overstate it. It is true that qualitative workers work
inductively. They begin with observations, build a database, and then theorize
from it. Working from the ground up, they generate theories, concepts, and
categories from data and then continue to revise their theories and their re-
search questions as the data collection proceeds (cf., Becker, 1998). But qualita-
tive workers do not embarlk on projects without any preconceived theories or
ideas about what they are studying. Without such ideas in mind, researchers
would have no idea which observations count as data. As Becker wrote, “Every-
one knows there is no ‘pure’ description, that all description, requiring acts of
selection and therefore a point of view, is what Thomas Kuhn said it was,
‘theory-laden’ ” (1998, p. 79).

On the other hand, it is also easy to overstate the degree to which hypothe-

sis-testing experiments proceed in strict accord with the rules of the hypothet-
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ico—deductive model. This is an idealization that makes the research process
appear more orderly, objective, and “pure” than it often is. The American *
Psychological Association (APA) publication guidelines (American Psychologi-

cal Association, 2001) instruct writers to report their investigations as an o

orderly sequence of tasks.progressing from hypothesis development to data-
gathering to statistical evaluation of the hypothesis. But producing such a
smooth story usually requires a good deal of redescription and omission. The
actual unfolding of a piece of research is often messy and ragged. It can involve
false starts, jiggling with procedures and measures to produce the desired
effects, and looping back and forth among possible statistical techniques to
bring a significant effect to light. EXperimenters not infrequently reformulate
the research hypotheses after preliminary analyses of the data (Katzko, 2002).
Thus, hypothesis-testing research, though deductive in its intent, often has
inductive and deductive elements.

Myth #4: Qualitative Approaches Guarantee Progressive Outcomes

Some feminists who faver qualitative research have claimed that qualitative
approaches like interviews are more egalitarian and more liberatory (Stanley
& Wise, 1983). Contrary to these claims, Anne Peplau and Eva Conrad (1989)
argued against categorizing a research method as feminist or not according to
whether it is “agentic” or “communal,” whether it is quantitative or qualitative,
or whether it involves experimentation or not. “Any research method,” they
noted, “can be used in sexist ways and no method comes with a feminist
guarantee” (p. 395). In the similar vein, Bernice Lott (1981) argued that what
distinguishes research as progressive or not is not a particular strategy of
inquiry but the question the researcher asks and his or her objectives. In my
own view, what distinguishes research as progressive or not is the politics
and values that infuse the researcher’s interpretations of the results. Neither
quantitative nor qualitative researchers are immune from such values; neither
procedure offers protections against biased interpretations. In short, any re-

search approach can be used for progressive ends or reactionary ones. :

Myth #5: Qualitative Psychology Is Just “Psychology Without
Numbers”

There are at least three ways in which qualitative investigations (usually) do
not “have numbers.” First, qualitative workers do not measure or rank research
samples on abstract dimensions such as levels of depression or self-esteem or
the strength of a particular opinion. Second, they usually do not use statistical
inference or probability testing to accept or reject hypotheses. Third, they are
usually not seeking to make parametric statements about the incidence or
distribution of a particular phenomenon in a defined population. Yet the crucial
element of a qualitative stance is not a disavowal of “numbers” per se. The
heart of qualitative inquiry is its epistemological stance: its commitment to
interrogating subjectivity, intentional action, and experiences embedded in
real-life contexts. (Indeed, this commitment does not categorically rule out the
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usie ol numerical procedures. Researchers who use Q-sorts and pile-sorting
approximate a qualitative slance, even though they subject the resulting data
to stalistical analyses.) Qualitative inquiry is not so much a different means
of doing psychology but an approach with different ends. It asks different
questions and produces a different kind of knowledge. It is to the discussion
of these ends that we now turn.

Qualitative Stances in Psychology

The desire to make sense of actual lived experience is the heart of a qualitative
stance. William James, writing 100 years ago, urged psychology to incorporate
a qualitative stance alongside its “brass instruments” approach:

Behind the minute anatomists and the physiologists, with their metallic
instruments, there have always stood the outdoor naturalists with their
eyes and love of concrete nature. . . . In psychology, there is a similar distine-
tion. Some are fascinated by the varieties of mind in living action, others
by dissecting out, whether by logical analysis or by brass instruments,
whatever elementary processes may be there. (1901/1994, p. 2:4.4)

James himself, of course, preferred a qualitative stance. To him, the dissec-
Lion of clementary mental processes was as boring as studying rocks in a New
lingland farm field. - ;

In Caste and Class in a Southern Town (1937), John Dollard examined
race relations using an approach that we would now call participation observa-
tion, e described his approach this way:

The hasic method used in the study was that of participation in the social
lile of Southern town. The primary research instrument would seem to be
the vbhserving human intelligence trying to make sense of the experience. . .
Perhaps it does not compare well with more objective-sceming instruments,
such as a previously prepared set of questions but as to this question the
reader can judge for himself, It has the value of offering to perception the
actual, natural human contact with all of the real feelings present and
unguarded. (1937, p. 18, emphasis added)

“Varieties of mind in living action™ “actual natural contact with real feel-
ings present”; the research instrument, “an observing human intelligence™;
the research task, “trying to make sense of the experience”: The vision of
psychological knowledge that James and Dollard put forward bears little resem-
blance to prototypical psychology research in the United States today. On the
other hand, the vision matches well with contemporary qualitative approaches.
In what follows, I describe some key features of these approaches.

Making the Link Between Individual Lives and Social History

Researchers who assume a qualitative stance situate their investigations in
specific historical, social, and cultural contexts. They are not searching for
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fundamentals of psychic life that exist apart from social context and they d.o
not seek to make universalized claims about psychic life. Instead they set their
sights on the ways in which human action and social identities are locally
constituted and contingent on their time and place. The work of Abigail Stewart
and her colleagues highlights the value of this approach. Two volumes of
collected papers (Franz & Stewart, 1984; Romero & Stewart, 1999) have docu-
mented the experiences and identities of women situated in varying cla.ss,
ethnie, and cultural backgrounds. Many of the papers have examined specific
historic events or epochs that shaped the meanings, possibilities, and choices
available to those they studied (for example, the civil rights movement and
the internment of Japanese Americans during World War II). N

The assumption that history and circumstance influence psychological
processes (and indeed, even the psyche itself) challenges some of the procedural
norms of psychology. For example, psychologists have traditionally placed a
high value on standardized scales and inventories (for example, measures of
self-concept, emotion, and even psychopathology). They freely transport them
from locale to locale and administer them to a variety of populations. Many
scales have persisted for decades without revision. The reliance (and even
insistence) on standardized measures rests on the belief that the aspects of
mental life they measure are constituted in the same way across different
settings, different epochs, and different social groups.

Asking How, Not Why

Qualitative workers usually ask “How?” not “Why?” Typically, “Why'?’.Y ques-
tions have been the provenance of psychologists. Psychology has tradxtmr}ully
sought the basic causes of human behavior. In pursuit of ultimate explar}a‘txons,
psychologists have looked for invariant processes lodged insidc:.‘ the mdw.ldual.
For example, some measure underlying motivations, capacities, or attltuc'les
that are assumed to predate the immediate situation. Some seck to establish
how universal mental mechanisms (such as information-processing systems)
work. Yet others seek to explain human action in terms of proclivities stamped
in the brain through genetic selection.

Researchers who assume a qualitative stance set their sights toward a
different goal. They ask how human action and meaning are constituted by
the ongoing flow of social and cultural life. Stepping outside the controlled
context of the laboratory experiment, they seek out a wider and more complex
array of human actions than experimenters can be privy to. In gddit@o.n, they
are positioned to observe the fluctuating salience of particular identities and
actions. This fluidity is a feature of social life that experiments and self-report
scales are not readily able to capture. Qualitative researchers’ questions focus
on how collective dynamics, institutional arrangements, and shared language
practices set in motion, sustain, and interrupt ways of being in the V\{orlfi.

Barrie Thorne’s (1993) study of gender in the context of school life is an
investigation centered on a “how” question. Her work challenged the cl?llms
about male~female differences that occupied a prominent place in professional
and popular psychology during the 1980s: for example, that boys played games
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that took up lols of space, whereas girls confined themselves to small areas;
that boys favored large groups, but girls favored intimate dyads; that boys’ play
~was rule-bound, while girls focused on preserving relationships and harmony.
Observing children in two schools, Thorne noted that these and other claims
apout male—female difference and antagonism sometimes held, but sometimes
dxd-not. Certain structural features of the school setting and certain forms of
social interaction seemed to foster difference, separation, and even antagonism;
other features encouraged similarity, cooperation, and shared play. ,

For Thorne, gender was not a static attribute located “inside” children
that produced effects on their behavior. Instead, she analyzed the practices in
sglwol settings through which gender (whether difference or sameness, antago-
nism or cooperation, separation or intermingling) was produced. Her question
was a “How?” question: How (i.e., by what set of social and institutional prac-
tices) does the flow of daily life at school constitute (and contest) children’s
gender? Sometimes, these practices were deliberate but often they were unin-
tended. For example, one teacher taught her kindergarten class about using
Fhe bathroom by saying, “Babies leave the door open. Big boys and girls close
it.” Her language usage inadvertently signaled that the stigmatized status of
“babi/" was without gender, while gender differentiation was the desired grown-
up state.

Re-casting People as Intentional and Meaning-Making Agents

Conventional psychological investigations typically pursue a materialist strat-
gy, selting up research designs that bracket research participants’ subjective
experience. The intent is to observe “pure” mental mechanisms in operation,
‘.:mpLicd_ofany specific local content. This strategy has the goal of discovering
}nlbrmation about how the mind works, information that fits with the modernist
interest in control. Hugh Lacey (1999) used the analogy of studying an arrow
to explore the powers and limits of such a strategy. A materialist investigation
of the arrow would focus on itg physics and aerodynamics, yielding information
about how arrows work. There are questions about arrows that a materialist
strategy would not address. It would not tell us about various meanings associ-
ated with arrows: what arrows are used for (e.g., hunting food or waging war);
the social practices involved in producing, acquiring, and using arrows; or thé
symbolic meanings of decorations on arrows, These latter questions resemble
those that qualitative researchers pursue: questions abgut people’s desires,
hopes, fears, and passions. The information that such investigations yield
may not further the goal of control. Instead it addresses other goals, such as
expanding human agency.

4 Eva Magnusson’s (1998) study of Swedish women workers highlights the
active meaning-making of her respondents. For more than 50 years, the Swed-
ish state has developed policies that explicitly promote gender equality in
families and at work. Against that backdrop, Magnusson examined how the
women in her study drew on various meanings of femininity in discussing their
roles at work and in their families, Using successive open-ended interviews,
she identified several themes in women’s descriptions of their everyday lives.
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One theme was the continual necessity to balance the demands of paid work -
against family commitments in order to keep the household running. Contrary
to the ideology of the Swedish state, the responsibility to keep the household
running was not shared equally between men and women; rather it fell primar-
ily on women. Another theme was fitting in at work. Many of the women
Magnusson interviewed found it difficult to fit in. They tied this difficulty to
responsibilities at home that competed with those at work and also to the
gender-based organizational structure in the work setting. The women used
many different meanings of femininity, using these meanings to accomplish a
variety of rhetorical purposes. Consistent across these meanings of femininity,
however, was a theme of diminished power, as exemplified in women’s dimin-
ished freedom of movement, men’s entitlement to greater personal time and
space, and women’s subordinate status.

Language as Key to People’s Subjective Worlds

In the view of most qualitative workers, natural language more closely repre-
sents the psychological reality of human experience than the formal abstract
categories that psychology usually uses (Polkinghorne, 1990). Qualitative in-
vestigators thus give priority to ordinary conversation and everyday language.
They gather data via focus groups, open-ended interviews, field observations,
and other situations in which talk is unconstrained by a research protocol.
They approach transcripts, tapes, and texts from multiple angles of vision,
searching for patterns of meaning. The Listening Guide, an approach devised
by Carol Gilligan and her students, is one example of a systematic analytical
approach that derives from multiple readings of a transcript or text (see chapter
9, this volume). The Listening Guide requires an investigator to “listen” to the
respondents at least four separate times, attending to the text in a different
way each time. With each listening, the investigator pursues an angle that is
tailored to the specific question under investigation.

Diane Kravetz and I (Marecek, 1999; Marecek & Kravetz, 1998) carried
out a study of feminist therapists—that is, therapists who espouse a feminist
perspective and incorporate that perspective into their work with clients. Our
approach involved open-ended interviews—an approach that yielded unruly
but rich accounts of their experiences. Although we had not intended to study
the antifeminist backlash, backlash quickly became the elephant in the back-
seat of our study, impossible to ignore. Every therapist spoke about the back-
lash. Most had confronted antifeminist attitudes that characterized feminists
as a fringe group of disturbed and decidedly unpleasant women—angry, man-
hating, “ball-busting,” abrasive, doctrinaire, lesbian. Diane and I came to ask
how this backlash shaped feminist therapists’ self-definitions, public and pri-
vate. How did feminist therapists manage the backlash? What strategies en-
abled them to reformulate, refute, or otherwise resist the backlash?

Listen to one therapist—a woman who was an experienced feminist thera-
pist and who had a long history of feminist activism that had begun in the
1970s. She struggles, not entirely successfully, to voice the feminist identity
that she has cherished, even though she necessarily speaks from within the
discursive field of the backlash:



60 JEANNE MARECEK

{ntgryiewer: Are there times when you choose to identify yourself as a
feminist therapist and times when you don't? o
Therapist: Identify myself as a feminist therapist? [ don't think I ever do
[ mean if someone called up and asked, whatever their intent, I'd say “Yeb:
I am But I don't do that. I'm also aware that that might render me less
effective. For instance if I said that to someone and it was off-putting to
them, they wouldn’t come in or they would have a negative attitude. In
fact, I'd be surprised if anyone kind of goes around the community S'c‘l}"i.ng
“Well, I'm a feminist therapist” (said in a high-pitched, singsong voice) ‘
And yet [ make no apology about it because it’s a healthy framewc;rk
But I do think that, um, it has such a political context that in the samé
way that T wouldn't say, “I vote Democratic, not Republican,” I wouldn’t say
that to anyone calling. I can’t imagine that anyone could be an effective
healthy therapist without being a feminist therapist. I mean I just don’t
unfiirstand any way that it would be incompatible with being a good ther-
apist. : )
:Etervie\yf}:':té{ave {loufever had somebody like, when you were doing
erapy wi em, all of a su ’ i
A dden understand that you're coming from a
Therapist: No. ‘
Interviewer: No?
The'rapist: I've had people get angry at me, so who knows what they say
S I ve had people walk out. I don’t know what people might have accused me;
ofafter leaving. But Idon’t think I operate in a way that would offend anyone.

. Thi.u..‘ short text contains a profusion of ideas and images of feminism and
its re.latmn to therapy, both positive and negative. Although the speaker has
lor?g identified herself as a feminist therapist, she now takes care to conce"ll
.tl_ns from .her clients. The text suggests that she might even be tempted to ];e
if asked directly (“T'd say ‘Yes, I am.’ But I don’t do that”). The speaker parodies
a h.ypothetical therapist who does ident; fy herselfas a feminist using a singson‘
voice that sgggests that such a therapist is perhaps naive or out of touch Shg
defines feminism as “healthy” and even normative for a therapist. (“I don;t see
how anyone could be an effective healthy therapist without being a feminist
therapist.”) Yet the analogy she draws between feminism and “votling] Demo-
crat, not Republican” suggests that feminism has no place in therapy. Her choice
of words‘ in the closing passage (accuse, offense) have overtones of criminal
wrongdomg.. Indeed, the list of the negative aspects of her feminist identit
gets suqcesswe]y worse (it is off-putting, it drives away business, it makes 031’
meff';e.:ctwe, it is ?oo pc};llitical, it makes people angry, it is offensi\;e). The lis}t, of
positive aspects (it is healthy, it i i i ] i i
Do i s i ¥, 1t 1s compatible with good therapy) is flaccid and

- ) . .
Bringing Forward the Researcher’s Role in the Research Process

Psychology has long held that, as long as proper technical procedures are
followed. .the social identity of researchers will not affect their research. For
example. in a survey covering 75 years of psychological research, Jill Mora'wski
(1997) observed that few research reports mentioned the investigators’ race.
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Indeed, more than 90 percent of research reports on race did not indicate the

£ race of the experimenter, Yet, resedarchers’ social identities and value commit-
© ments inevitably influence choices they make regarding topics, theoretical
frameworks, procedures, and interpretation of the data. Flouting the conven-
* tions of the discipline, many qualitative researchers acknowledge the connec- .

tions between who they are and what and how they study. They acknowledge
their active presence at all stages of their research, and they do not attempt
to conceal their involvement from the readers of their research reports.

In interviews, focus groups, and fieldwork, qualitative researchers actively
engage with their research participants. (Some insist that data gathered in
those situations should be regarded as cocreated by interviewer and respon-
dent.) During the analysis phase, qualitative investigators openly draw on
their interpretive capacities and judgments. In their writing, many investiga-
tors include a description of their actions and voices as participant observers
or interviewers as part of the study data. They describe the preoccupations
and commitments that led them to the project. Some write their research
reports in the first person, a rhetorical strategy that emphasizes the narrative
quality of all such reports.

Researchers must acknowledge their subjectivity before they can reflect
on how their points of view alfect the research process. Such acknowledgments
may prompt the researcher and readers to seek alternative interpretations of
the data that they might otherwise have missed. An essay by Deborah Belle
(1984) illuminates reflexivity and its power as an interpretive tool. Belle reflects
on her position as a young, middle-class, White professional carrying out a
study of low-income, African American and White single mothers who were
roughly her own age. Pondering the similarities and differences between herself
and her respondents, Belle arrives at insights about the complex significance
of race and sociceconomic class in women's lives. She realizes how inadequate
it is to conceive of race and class merely as categories of individual difference.
She also gains a critical perspective on some methodological choices that her
research team has made. For example, she comes to sec that it was shortsighted
to assess poverty solely in terms of current household income. Furthermore,
she comes to understand the fluctuating significance of social support networks

in women’s lives. Such networks are not always sources of support; sometimes
they drain off a woman’s emotional:and material resources and act as a brake

on her upward mobility.

The Multiplicity of Qualitative Inquiry

The umbrella term qualitative stance shelters a diverse array of approaches
and ideas. Consider just one potentially contentious issue: language. Although
most qualitative researchers give central place to natural language accounts,
they take language to mean different things. On the one hand, many, perhaps
most, qualitative researchers take their research participants’ narratives as
realist accounts of reality. Through such accounts, they hope to gain a fine-
grained and rich understanding of the lives and experiences of their research
participants. On the other hand, postmodern qualitative researchers are skepti-
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cal about this representational function of language. In their view, language
is metaphorie: [t selects, emphasizes, suppresses, and organizes certain erl-
tures of experience. In that way, language does not offer neutral descriptions
of a reality “out there”; it creates what we take to be reality. Following Witt-
genstein and others, postmodern qualitative investigators see language as a
game one has learned to play. The rules of that game, created by social agree-
ment, shape what we can say and what we can see. In the postmodern vein,
an important goal of inquiry is to explore and understand those rules. Language
is an object of study in itself, not the medium by which private ideas are
communicated to others.

My point is not to call for debate on these issues or to insist on uniformity.
Why should qualitative researchers expect to agree? Among conventional psy-
cho!ogists, there is a wide spread of views on many matters, including forms
of realism, the value of null hypothesis testing, and the ethics of deception in
research. My point is that we should not allow qualitative studies to be hijacked
by commentators who conflate qualitative work with postmodernism and then
condemn it wholesale as nihilistic or “anti-science.” Nor should we allow quali-
tative work to be demeaned by the false but common assertion that it is new
and untried. The history of qualitative research in psychology, as we have
seen, stretches back to the very beginnings of the discipline.

Qual‘itative Psychology: Some New Ideas About Old Dilemmas

AII rescarchers must grapple with issues of objectivity, validity, generality,
1_nLcrpranLion, and ethics. This holds equally true for qualitative workers as
.f()r quantitative workers. However, qualitative researchers have framed these
issues in distinctive ways, unanticipated by but not irrelevant to quantitative
research. In what follows, I offer just a few examples.

Objectivity, Subjectivity, and Reflexivity

As previously discussed, for the most part, psychological research proceeds as
if it were possible to prevent the social identity of researchers from influencing
the research process. Yet feminist psychologists and other critical psychologists
have engaged in sustained examination of these issues (cf., Morawski, 1994;
Rabinowitz & Martin, 2001). So too have contemporary philosophers of social
science called into question the notion of objectivity as knowledge uninfluenced
by values and personal commitments (Harding, 1986; Koch, 1981; Lacey, 1999).
Decisions about the conduct of research are not solely a matter of dispassionate
scientific judgment; they are also shaped by researchers’ personal histories
and social locations. Furthermore, many philosophers of science see knowledge
production as a historical process; they situate research practices, procedures,
and outcomes in the social, political, economic, and ideological contexts of their
time (Haraway, 1988).

Many qualitative researchers engage in a deliberate process of reflection
about how their social location (for example, social class, gender, age, status,
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ethnicity), value commitments, and personal history have influenced the course
and outcome of a research project. In carrying out this reflexive analysis, they
may seek feedback and opinions from research participants. This reflexive
analysis is an integral part of the study and it is included in the written report.
Some have dubbed the recognition of researchers’ subjectivity and the analysis
ofits influence “strong objectivity” (Harding, 1993). The use of this term reflects
the view that making this involvement explicit produces a more complete
account of the research project (Billig, 1994; Long, 1999).

Generality

Ask many psychologists about qualitative research and the instant response
is “You can't generalize from the results. The samples are too small and not
representative.” But generalization is a problem that bedevils all research, even
though it may often go unacknowledged. From the 1940s onward, psychelogical
researchers have relied more and more on college student samples, even though
such samples are not representative of the population at large with regard to
age, social class, ethnicity, marital status, developmental stage, and many
other aspects of experience (Sears, 1986). Until a few decades ago, psychological
experiments were often conducted with all-male samples. Oddly enough, al-
though these samples were drawn from specific locales (introductory psychology
classrooms) and were composed of individuals with particular characteristics,
the research participants managed to masquerade as “generic” human beings
representative of all. Thus, the results of these studies were cast in universal
terms. It is perhaps not surprising that these generalizations have seldom
proven to be useful guides to real life.

Qualitative investigators approach generality from a different angle. Most
do not try to make statements about enduring or universal causal principles.
Nor are most investigations designed to yield parametric information about
the population distributions. The primary focus is on a particular case. For
some researchers, the goal is to provide local knowledge—that is, to address
a specific problem or question. The research is directly intended to benefit the
research site (for example, a specific hospital, community, or school). Because
it is so richly contextualized, a qualitative project yields more usable informa-
tion than research that produces generalized but abstract statistical relation-
ships.

Even though qualitative projects are locally focused, they nonetheless con-
tribute to knowledge in more general ways. Glenda Russell’s study of the
effects of anti-gay politics provides a good example. Russell (2000) studied the
responses of gay, lesbian and bisexual people living in Colorade when its voters
ratified Amendment 2. Amendment 2 was designed to change the Colorado
constitution so that discrimination against nonheterosexuals would be legal-
ized. Russell’s primary goal was to assess and document the psychological
aftermath of Amendment 2, information that would play an important role in
subsequent legal challenges. Yet her study achieves more than that goal. She
and her coding team devised a number of innovative theoretical constructs to
capture respondents’ responses to being (as she puts it) “voted out.” These
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tonstructs are dense and rich with meanings derived from {irst-hand reports
of the respondents. Furthermore, Russell’s analysis traces patterned relation-
ships among the constructs, leading to overarching themes and categories. The
Amendment 2 episode can be taken ag a paradigm case of antigay political
action, with a family resemblance to other such actions. Although other cases
will not be identical, some of the themes will be relevant. In Glenda Russell’s
view, her study can serve as a sensitizing device for future activists and
researchers,

Validity

In general terms, validity is an evaluation of the extent to which the research
evidence supports or justifies the interpretations and conclusions that are based
on it. In the psychology laboratory, a premium is placed on internal validity—
that is, on maximizing the likelihood that the effects are attributable to the
putative causes. In the service of increasing internal validity, experimenters
isolate a few variables and systematically manipulate them, deliberately lifting
them out of their context. One consequence is that the laboratory setting bears
little resemblance to the real world in which multiple and dynamic factors
operate. Thus the quest for internal validity takes precedence over external
validity—that is, how well the results generalize to real-world situations. As
Campbell and Stanley (1963) put it, internal and external validity “are fre-
quently at odds in that features increasing one may jeopardize the other” (p. 5).

In qualitative investigations, external validity is a strong point. Grounded
in real-life contexts, the investigations are attuned to cultural mores, economic
arrangements, and structural conditions. Investigators formulate their con-
struets from the ground up, using respondents’ experiences as the starting
point. Contextual validity is another strong point of qualitative investigations.
Contextual validity involves asking whether all relevant features of the social
conlext have been accounted for in a theoretical model. The broad base of data
generated in a qualitative study enables researchers to address contextual
validity. For example, many social psychology laboratory experiments have
shown that hot temperatures increase the likelihood of aggression, This highly
reliable effect has been extrapolated to theories of mob violence and so-called
“race riots.” From my perspective as a student of ethnopolitical conflict in Sri
Lanka, however, temperature dwindles in explanatory significance in compari-
son to features of social and political life in that country. These include strong
ethnopolitical identification; state-sponsored violences and “disappearances”;
intractable ethnic, caste, and class injustices; and a long-standing custom of
violent engagements surrounding elections (Pieris & Marecek, 1992). In this
context, not, surprisingly, militant protests, mob violence, and massacres have
no discernible seasonal pattern and are not limited to warm climates.

Meaning and Interpretation

All researchers, whether their projects be quantitative or qualitative, face the
challenge to find (some would say “create”) meaning in their data. For qualita-
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tive researchers, this involves sifting out pattemgd regularities in a data sse:
of transcripts, texts, or notebooks of field observations. The .analogoui ;t)}‘otcica1
in a quantitative project occurs when raw data are submitted to s ihls 2
analysis. The researcher must decide what meanings to extrgct frorxl; he rfar—
numbers. He or she selects the statistical procedures that will best Enég 21
ward those meanings or regularities. Wheth'er number.s or words, da ak 0f
not speak for themselves; they acquire meaning only w.lthm a f?czlamew?il' Eion
interpretation created by the researcher. Me’anmg-makmg thus ‘ematr.lt stiVe
“observing human intelligence” (to use Dollard’s phra;e) no less for quantita

projects than for qualitative ones. :

Ethics

Qualitative investigators often face questiops of et.hics_ and responz%ﬁlt% ;};:;‘,
reach beyond the prescriptions of the ethu.:al guidelines of the : . hose
guidelines seem designed with the prototypical psychology study in mu;l : "
encounter that takes place in a clearly demarcated time apd place, suc ils 2
laboratory session. For qualitative workers, dat'a' collectxon.ofter} is nﬁ f(s)r
clearly delimited. In ethnographic studies or partmpatm"y action researc t,ers

example, field notes may include casual rema.rks passed in chance enctoun rs,
descriptions of unexpected events, or even interchanges betwee.n s .range.

that are accidentally overheard. Should the peaple whose. wqrds or eg:txons az:
recorded be considered research participants? Is their informed consen

-equired? .
quu’lI‘rlfs’APA ethical guidelines pertain largel‘y to indiyi‘duals cc{pclelved as
atomistic, “generic” humans, not as members. of 'co.mmumtxes ordsodug th()}zlpﬁsC
In contrast, qualitative investigators studx individuals erlee.d ed in sgities
social organizations or groups, such as neighborhoods, f:Lhn'lc c(;ommu dered,
cultures, or schools. Sometimes these groups cannot be dlsgu}se ot ren ored
anonymous. As collective entities, are thos.e groups or orgamz‘atloc{lstflr;ol >
to privacy, consent, or protection from harm? Consider the a.cc_l.almlt‘af e angirm_
phy, Death Without Weeping (Schepcr-H.ughes, 1992). Depicting 1'(t3 in an im-
poverished favela in Brazil, it is a searing Qo.rtraxt ofg commu‘?]lhyte 108 of
predation, exploitation, abandonment, infanticide, and wolemile. a 1retignsr)
sibility does the researcher have for any harm produce{i by her Irteve i] Cin.
Does harm to a community’s reputation or harm that'j might T‘e‘sulggg()) u tedg
or reaffirming class or ethnic prejudices count? As Llsfl Fontes ( ; neosené
the question, “How can researchers best un@e.rstanq, m.terpret, ng f}f sent
findings?” is an ethical question as much as it is a scientific one. e

N0 easy answer.
Conclusion
Why is qualitative work enjoying a resurgence of popularity, despite the institu-

tional forces in psychology that persist in stifling it? Despit.e t.he. conservitive
traditions that hold sway in American psychology, the discipline has been
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stowly expanding beyond the study of “generic” humans. Think about the divi-
sions added to the APA in recent decades. They include groups concerned with
the study-of women; gays, leshians, and bisexuals; ethnic minorities; families;
and men. Not all parts of the discipline are equally ready to move away from
a vision of its subject matter as the “human organism” to embrace a psyche
constituted by history and culture, But in many quarters and in numerous
ways, psychologists are starting to-acknowledge personhood and subjectivity.

The face of the profession has altered significantly in the past 25 years.
Groups of people who had no place in the discipline have gained entry and

- risen to positions of leadership: White women; men and women of color; men
and women publicly acknowledging themselves as gay, lesbian, and bisexual.
The process is by no means complete, but it is under way. I myself was part
of the cohort of women (mostly White) in graduate school in the 1970s when
federal legislation challenged discrimiriatory quotas. For many of us in that
cohort, there were indelible lessons about strategies of exclusion, the personal
effects of being the unwanted Other, and the manifold operations of mundane
power. There were also lessons about. resistance, solidarity, and making change.
Many of us turned our investigative energies toward studying the links between
social context and identity and the social dynamics of hierarchy and sub-
ordination. )

The growth of qualitative psychology has surely been spurred by the rise
of interdisciplinary study in universities. Disciplinary boundaries have gotten
fuzzy as a variety of hybrid endeavors have sprouted—women’s studies, ethnic
studies, cultural studies, cognitive science, environmental studies, media and
film studies. Moving across disciplinary boundaries and rubbing elbows with
colleagues from other backgrounds and programs inevitably fosters reflexivity.
In women's studies, for instance, essentialism, ahistoricism, and false univer-
salism—still the norm in psychology—were identified as intellectual traps 20
years ago. Explaining oneself to colleagues from other disciplines, justifying
one’s ways of producing knowledge, and flirting with other ways of working—
all these experiences foster a new consciousness about what one is about.

Qualitative psychologists perch on the fences of the discipline. Some have
sought alliances and collaborations with colleagues from the other social sci-
ences. Some have found the richer traditions of psychology outside the United
States—traditions more open to both theory and politics—more congenial and
more intellectually stimulating. Qualitative psychology cannot budge from its
marginal position in American psychology unless the fences come down. Text-
books might make reference to the rich vein of existing qualitative work in
psychology, both historic and contemporary. Graduate and undergraduate syl-
labi might include some qualitative studies. Psychology journals could relax
space restrictions so that qualitative ‘studies could be published. Or the APA
might support an online Jjournal devoted to qualitative studies in psychology;
in the electronic medium, space limitations could be less stringent. The APA
publication manual could be revised so that the prescribed style was not coter-
minus with quantitative methods and experimental studies. Research training
could include rigorous courses in qualitative approaches. Teachers and texthook
writers might avoid the outdated phrase “the scientific method,” which encodes
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the false ideas that science is unitary and that all scientists share a single
acking, 1996). .

met};)lclinfgism aﬁd openness can help all psychologists do what we do better.
With a broader range of accepted investigative option.s, we can do better at
fitting method to question. The point is not that qu.ahtatlve apprqachgs art?.,.;,
categorically better than experimentalism, hypothetico—deductive inquiry, or
quantification. However, they enable us to ask and answer <‘:e.rte'un kinds of
questions that those approaches cannot. With only one leglt.umzed way of
working in psychology, researchers must recast their ques.tlons tg fit the
method, much like Cinderella’s stepsisters trying to cram thellr .over51zed feet
into a small slipper. Finally, as I argued before, if we make yxsxble the malny
ways of producing psychological knowledge, all Psychologlsts can develop
deeper understandings of what is at stake in choosmg any one.
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Discourse Analysis and
Discursive Psychology

Jonathan Potter

Discourse analysis is the study of how talk and texts are used to perform actions.
Discursive psychology is the application of ideas from discourse analysis to
issues in psychology. The primary focus of discursive psychology is on the
analysis of interaction considered in fine detail; however, its broader ambition
is to provide ‘a novel perspective on almost the full range of psychological
phenomena. It is not a method as such; rather it is a perspective that includes

meta-theoretical, theoretical, and analytical principles.

Using Chomsky’s original distinction, if the main traditions of cognitive
and social psychology have been overwhelmingly concerned with peoples’ un-
derlying competence, discursive psychology.is concerned primarily with perfor-
mance. The competence focus has enceuraged psychologists to use experimental—
manipulations and other procedures in an attempt to access the underlying
cognitive entities and procedures. Performance has often been treated as too
messy to be analytically tractable. One way of understanding discursive psy-
chology is as an approach that is developing rigorous analytical procedures for
studying performance in the form of video- and audio-recorded and transcribed
records of interaction. Tts focus is on a very wide range of materials ranging
from everyday phone calls between family members, relaxed mealtime conver-
sations, to talk and texts in work and institutional settings, to therapy and
counseling talk.

Development

Discourse analysis has a publication record in social psychology that goes back
nearly two decades. The first analytical article was published in a psychology
journal in 1985 (Litton & Potter, 1985), and its first major published statement
was the book Discourse and Social Psychology (Potter & Wetherell, 1987). This

I would like to thank Alexa Hepburn for making helpful comments on an earlier draft of
this chapter.



/
7

74 JONATHAN POTTER

took a number of the; entral theoretical topics in social psychology, such as
attitudes, categories, and the self and showed the virtue of reworking them in
discourse—analytical terms. For example, instead of considering categories in
terms of schemata for information processing, they could be studied for their
practical and interactional role in conversation (Edwards, 1991). The develop-
ment of discourse analysis ran in parallel to the emergence of a rhetorical
approach Lo psychology. The first article to use a rhetorical analysis was pub-
lished in 1985 (Billig, 1985) with the first major theoretical overview appearing
in 1987 (now published as Billig, 1996). This highlighted the rhetorieal dimen-
sion of social psychological notions. For example, attitude expressions can be
studied as tallk designed for use in settings where there is a possibility of
argument and where they are simultaneously justifying a position and implic-
itly countering alternatives (Billig, 1991). Much of this early work was based
on the analysis of tape recordings and transcripts of conversational interviews.
It also established the centrality of critical themes as researchers focused on
issues of sexism, racism, and ideology (Billig et al., 1988).

The early 1990s saw the blurring together of rhetoric and discourse work
and the development of discursive psychology out of discourse analysis. This
was partly an attempt to distinguish this particular tradition of work from the
range of alternative approaches called discourse analysis in linguistics (Brown
& Yule, 1983), sociolinguistics (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), poststructuralism
(Foucaull, 1971), and cognitive psychology (van Dijk & Kintch, 1983). It was
also partly an attempt to emphasize that what was being developed was not
merely a novel approach to communication or face-to-face interaction but, more
ambitiously, a reworking of what psychology is. Edwards and Potter (1992),
forexample, used analysis of records (including television interviews and news-
paper arlicles) of a set of political disputes to illustrate a novel conception of
memory and attribution (see also Edwards & Potter, 1993; for commentaries
and responses, sce Conway, 1992), Billig (1992) studied conversation about the
British Royal Family for the interactional resources they used to undermine
arguments [or social and political change. Antaki (1994) considered argumenta-
tion in terms of its organization in natural settings. More recently, major work
in discursive psychology has focused on the way descriptions are made to appear
factual (Potter, 1996a) and the way cognitive and psychodynamic notions can
be understood in new ways that relate to their role in interaction (Billig,
1999a; Edwards, 1997). T will use the term discursive psychology to refer to
this tradition of work.

Although early discourse research in psychology tended to be based on a
close analysis of conversational interviews, more recent work has focused on
records of natural interaction, particularly institutional interaction such as
therapy, helpline talk, or case conferences. In part this reflects the influence
of successful analytical developments in the related tradition of conversation
analysis (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Sacks, 1992). Conversation analysis has
demonstrated that it is possible to do rigorous, cumulative, repeatable qualita-
tive studies of interaction. Although there are a range of differences in empha-
sis, and potential theoretical tensions, discursive psychology and conversation
analysis have important areas of overlap (Edwards, 1995). In this chapter I
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will be less concerned with these differences and will include conversation
i s part.of the discussion. .
anal%gza;a\:,lt;ﬂv(v:rkpin discourse analysis was influenced by, but distinct fron},
a number of related developments in social psychf)logy. On the one h;l;d, ‘1’t
picked up, and developed, constructionist themes in the work o‘f Rom 1;191;;Z
John Shotter, and Kenneth Gergen (Gergen, 1982, 1999; Hal.rre, 1979, 2 ;
Shotter, 1984, 1993). On the other, it drew on, and modified, 1d(?as fror.n'h ;)}1‘1-
caultian and poststructuralist influenced ‘work Fhat was concer n.ed 'wcllt . e
construction of self and mind, and its relation to ideology and the xelpu? L‘;{; 11(;n
of oppressive social organizations. Notable r'esearch came from V..a er{;a a é;
erdine, Wendy Hollway, and others (Henriques, Hollway, Urwin, }f'nrll,‘
Walkerdine, 1984; Hollway, 1989; Walkerdine, 1988). More'recent thin cmg
done under the rubric of discourse analysis by Ian Pa?kelj, Erica Burman, ;1;4-
others has also drawn on poststructuralist or Foucaultian ideas (Burman, 1994;
Parklgfécj;lgrgsiie psychology differs from these strands of work il:l three prm?lpz:‘d
ways. First, discursive psychology has been more concerned w1.th hol\iv ana y51sf
can be grounded in specific conversational and tgxtuall materials t anfany 0
the approaches described previously. Seconq, discursive psychology olqu§es
on talk and texts within specific social practices rathe? than conceptua 1z1111g
discourses as abstract objects as in more poststructuralist work (Potte}‘, Weth-
erell, Gill, & Edwards,1990). Third, discursive psychology f:(?nce.ptuahzes con-
struction as a practical process of the manufacture and stabilization ofhverstllgns
of mind, persons, and reality in talk and texts (Potter, 1996a) ra}llt er cuz
treating construction as an abstract process. Although tl}ere are t esgireab
of difference, discursive psychology still shares much with tl?ese Lx.a ‘1 1(‘)'nb,
and they are considerably closer to each other than to much of the mainstream

North American tradition of psychology.

Discourse Analysis and Theory

One of the difficulties in writing about qualitati_ve methods, an.d .abm.lt dlsclqugie
work in particular, is that the terminology avallable‘ for de.scrlbmg it—re I.ahz 5
ity, validity, sampling, factors, variance, hypot/zgszs testing, and sgt ot?— a_
evolved over a long period of time to fit t}}e requ}rements of quantita 1:e1 re
search using experiments and surveys. T}ns terrgunqlogy has.bgcoma S0 ta {e{x
for granted it has become difficult to avoid treating it as 0by10us and na utra .
Yet it is bound up with assumptions about the nature of actl'on and mFergﬁ: ion
that are not appropriate for discourse work. So although this chefptm wl 1l use
a number of these conventional terms, they should be treated with cau 1on.t
Another difficulty is the assumption that method.can be treated as sepg.ra be
from theory. As philosophers and sociologists of science have shmjm, t1 91; 91)5
not the case anywhere in science (e.g., Cha}lmers, 1992; Knorr Cetlr}a, 2 ;
and it is certainly not for discourse analysis. To understan@ the raftuzﬁa e Sr
its methodological procedures it is necessary to understand its basic theoreti-

cal principles.
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Theoretical Principles of Discourse Anealvsis

ll'h-e appmach to analxsis that has been developed in discourse analysis and
,}ISF}llblVe pgychology is partly a product of its conception of human action.
his conception emphasizes the following core features of discourse.

A(:’I‘IUN QRIEN'I‘ATION. Discourse is the primary medium of human sction
and mtc.eractlon. Actions are not merely free-standing but are typically em-
bedded in broader practices. Some are generic (e.g., making invitations)'ysome
are spem‘ﬁc to sgttings (e.g., air traffic control management of flight c1‘eV\;) The
te.rm flctlon orientation is meant to discourage the expectation that ana.lysis
will discover a one-to-one relationship between discrete acts and certain verbs.

Srruation. Discourse is situated in three senses. First, it is organized se-
quentially, such that the primary environment of what is said is what has just
come beliorc, and this sets up (although does not determine) what comes nJext
Seconq, it may be situated institutionally, such that institutional identitieé
(news interviewee, say) and tasks {managing neutrality in news interviews)
may be relevant (although not determine) what takes place. Third, it can be
situated rhetorically, such that deseriptions may resist actual orY otential
attempts to counter them as interested. P

‘ Consrucrion. Discourse is constructed and constructive. It is constructed
in the sense that it is built from various resources (words, of course, but also
.cutcg(mes, commonplace ideas, broader explanatory systems). Tt is con’struc;;ive
in the sense that versions of the world, of events and actions, and of people’s
phenomenological worlds are built and stabilized in talk in the c’oursc of'gctiinsb
i\\f):,;rs.(m mrug; acc.(iunt for his or her absence at a meeting by constructin;g;r
a version of the city's tralfi ems " his : iti
oo y's Lraffic problems or of his or her own faulty cognitive
These principles may appear rather abstract. However, they have been

clcvclnpcd through analytical practice as well as from broader theorizing. The
can be x'llustmted with an example, which can also show some of the anai vtica}ll
mcanu]lLy‘ of discourse work and the use it makes of detailed transcripty

. The rl'ollowing extract is taken from a call to a child abuse helpline 1:n the
United Kingdom. It comes near the start of the call directly after the caller
]m_s been asked about her willingness to take partin the research and marks the
point where the counselor gets onto the business of the call. (The transcripti
symbols are explained in Exhibit 5.1.) eren

Extract One (NSPCC-BC1)
Counselor: Alright KathTryn .hh -what' i
Callgr: Well .hh what it lf:.s')i’s I gotso wavhats goin oo
a really close friend an like
hh she’s been sexually abu:sed an
Counselor: Mmlm
Caller: she’s really close to me an I jus
I wanna tell ‘er mum but I can’t
bring myself to do it
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Exhibit 5.1. Basic Transeription Symbols

Unu: Colons represent lengthening of the preceding sound; the more

colons, the greater the lengthening.

A hyphen represents the cut-off of the preceding sound, often by

a stop.

TMmdhmm Vertical arrows precede marked pitch movement, over and above
normal rhythms of speech. Less marked shifts are dealt with
by punctuation marks.

? Punctuation marks show intonation, not grammar; period,
comma, and “question mark” indicate downward,

“continuative,” and upward contours, respectively.

T've-

hhh hh .hh An “h" represents aspiration, sometimes simply hearable
breathing, sometimes laughter, etc.; when preceded by a
P(hjut . superimposed dot, an (h) marks in-breath; in parenthesis

inside a word it represents interpolated laughter.
hhhihh .hhh] er  Left brackets represent point of overlap onset; right brackets
{1 just | represent point of overlap resolution.
Single parentheses mark problematic or uncertain hearings;

(certainly)

((slurred voice)) double parentheses include additional transcriber's comments.

(0.2) Numbers in parentheses represent silence in tenths of a second;

() a dot in parentheses represents a micro-pause, less than a
tenth of a second, hearable but too short to easily measure.

°mm hmm° Degree signs enclose significantly lowered volume,

Counselor: (0.4) tch .hh so:: Thow did you find
Tout
about Lthat

Action orientation is often the endpoint of analysis rather than the start.
Commonly, the analytical goal is to identify the business that is being done in
talk, which can be indirect. In this case, for example, the counselor starts with
a question and the caller answers. However, this minimal observation does
not yet specify what the question is doing. For example, as an opening to the
main work of the call the question is asked in such a way that a very wide
range of different answers can be offered. This is a valuable practice for a
helpline that may receive calls of a highly varied nature. The counselor’s ques-
tion helps to get the interaction going in a way that causes the minimum trouble.

To understand the action orientation of what is going on it is crucial to
understand the talk in terms of the way it is situated. First, it is situated in
a conversational sequence. For example, the sense of the counselor’s question
is related to its position at the start of the business. If she had produced it at
the end of this sequence, say, it might have appeared challenging, suggesting
that the caller is not telling the whole story. Second, there is the more diffuse
situation of this being a helpline for reporting abuse. Plainly there is an immedi-
ate orientation to this with the caller’s answer. For example, she does not build
up to talking about troubles through a series of steps, as is common in mundane
telephone calls (Jefferson, 1988). Moreover, she does not ask the counselor how
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she is or what is going on with Aer, Rather, she opens her answer with
of abuse. One has troubles; one helps; the
institutional identities. Third, there is the rhetorical character of this talk.
Again, this is one of the features to be revealed through analysis rather than
something immediately apparent. However, we can note that the caller’s de-
scriptions may work against alternatives. For example, by describing herself
as a “very close friend” of the abuse victim she may be countering the relevant
idea that she is a “snitch” or being vindictive.

All of the situated business of talk is done through it being constructed
from various discursive resources. Talk is oriented to action through being put
together, and delivered, in specific ways. Some of these are obvious and some
subtle. For example, the counselor’s question depends on the conventional uses

‘of English words such as “what.” However, note the detailed construetion, We
are not seeing words put together as if pasted from a dictionary. Rather than
“what is going on” there is a;more colloquial, less formal, “what’s goin on.” This
works rhetorically against any expectations of this being a threatening, formal
situation such as a job interview or courtroom examination. .

This illustrates the way some of the basic theoretical notions of discursive
psychology work in practice. It also starts to flesh out the analytical mentality

of discourse research. Let us move on to a more explicit discussion of the stages
of discourse work.

a report
y work with distinct and asymmetric

Questions Discourse Researchers Ask

Discourse researchers typically ask different questions to those common else-
where in psychology. These questions reflect the understanding of interaction
embodied in its theoretical principles. This is a potential source of confusion,
as psychological questions often work from a factors-and-outcomes logic that
has been developed with notions of experimental manipulation and the multi-
variate statistics that go with the analysis of results. Discourse work is not
designed to answer questions of the kind, “What is the influence of X on Y” (of
health beliefls on diet, of social class on education success, and so on).
Discourse work typically asks questions of the form, “How is X done?” How
does a speaker use an identity ascription to disqualify a rival’s version of events
as a product of their stake in what is going on (Antaki & Horowitz, 2000)?
How does a schoolteacher present violent or threatening acts toward pupils as
inevitable and necessary to maintain classroom control (Hepburn, 2000)? How
does a spealker report a “paranormal experience” in a way that attends to the
potential for being discounted as mad or deluded (Wooffitt, 1992)? This focus
on how-questions leads to a focus on interaction rather than cognition, a focus
on concrete settings rather than abstract scenarios, and a focus on processes
rather than outcomes.

A number of general themes appear in this work. For example,

1. Fact and Evaluation: There has been a focus on questions involving
description, factuality, and evaluation, This includes issues of racism
and discrimination that come from the critical theme that has been
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central in discourse work (Wetherell & Potter, 1992). What. p.rocedm'ecsl
do news interviewees use to present their answers as d15}nterest.el
(Dickerson, 1997)? How are food evaluations organized during fa.rm y
mealtimes (Wigging & Potter, in pregs)? Hovy does a speakgr (1.1;41-
rectly) display his or her investment in a claim by formulating it in
an extreme manner (Edwards, 2000)? This Stl'al.'ld of work moves on
from rather abstract understandings ofconstrgcthn and co_nstructlonci
ism in psychology to consider how construction is done in talk an

i omplished by it.
ggr?:t:ui;z;zs (I))fPsychol):)gy: There has been a focus on the way psycho-
logical terms and notions are used in practical settings. ng axlr.e .noi
tions of remembering and forgetting used to manage blame in po ltlcat
hearings (Lynch & Bogen, 1996)? What resources are usgd to construc
and identify “delusional” speech in psyc}natmc pract1g.:e (Georggca‘,
2000)? How can the psychoanalytical notion of repression bg under-
stood in conversational terms (Billig, 19992a)? The ch.allen.ge is to seef
how far the basic stull of psychology can be respecified in terms o

ices within particular contexts. ‘
szz:fglef‘?E;PsyclzoloZry, and Feminism: Therg has bgen a major fo;us og
a range of issues related to gender and sexism. Thl'S }?as moved e}‘rzl)n‘
a sociolinguistic concern with gendered s.peech.vanz_xtxons to a consi gt-
ation of the way particular practices are sustamefi (Potter & Edwar sd,
2001). What forms of talk do women have available to.understanr
themselves and their cultural environments when making se_r‘wse of‘
eating, diet, and body shape (Malson, 1998)’{ How can t{he no.LT(?nl'o
romantic love be reconceptualized in terms oflnve.stmenp in par tmg. Lu;
stories (Wetherell, 1995)? This is also an area in whu.:h 1mpqrtan
features of the relationship between conversamonv analysis agd‘fllscgr-
sive psychology are being explored, for example \fv1th respect to saylrll)g
no” to sex (Kitzinger & Frith, 1999), and conmdgrmg how gender m}ily e
treated as fundamentally relevant to interaction (Stokoe & Smithson,

; therell, 1998).
Iz’(zgcl'ZiZthilne;Vork or Institutional Settilzgs:.There hgs.b.een. a f'ocu‘s;.onr
interaction as part of the broader organization of activities in a settll.n‘;3
such as therapy, medical consultations, classrooms, court.rf)oms, p%;e.
or air traffic control rooms, and so on (see Drew. & Herltage‘, 19}1'?{
Engestom & Middleton, 1996; Goodwin, 1997). .ThIS. isan areain w1 12:_
conversation analysis has made powerful cc?ntmb.utlc')ns atboth ana 1y 1-
cal and theoretical levels. It is also an area in which important Qeve op-
ments in combining analysis of vocal an)d nonvocal elements of interac-

i been made (see Heath, 1997).

gg;cll;;ll\(l)egists:’ Own Work Practices: There has been a focus 0? ;1:13
research practices of psychologists themselves. How are 1ni:e1rac1 glgcg)) i
troubles managed in survey interviews (Suchman & Jordan, t.
How are questions constructed in market-research focus %rgo)gp}sl 3
guide the participants’ response style (Puchta & Potter, 19 - .d‘ O\d
is interaction in open-ended interviews produced to fit stanooago)lr)ze
response categories (Antaki, Houtkoop-Steentra, & Rapley, 2 ?
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Although it is useful heuristically to split discourse research into particular

themes, in practice they overlap with one another.

Preparing for Analysis

Before any analysis can be started the researcher has to collect materials and
prepare them for study.

Analytical Materials

Discourse researchers work with a range of different kinds of materials. Al-
though there is considerable disagreement about the virtues of different sorts
of material, there has been a general move away from open-ended interviews
and focus groups to the consideration of naturalistic materials and texts. All
ol these materials have one feature—they involve interaction that can be re-
corded, transcribed, and analyzed. For simplicity, I will concentrate on inter
views and naturalistic materials. '

For much of the 1980s and carly 1990s, open-ended conversational inter-
‘\'i(,‘WH were the principal rescarch materials. The preferred style of interview
i 4 tape-recorded conversation organized around a schedule ()f'f;opics developed
in relationship to the researcher’s concerns. Unlike traditional survey inter-
views, the aim is nol to neulrally access information outside the interview but
!.0 provide a conversational environment to observe certain practices and to
identify the discursive resources drawn on in those practices. For example, in
Ijillig's (1992) study of political ideology he was interested in the way ’his
p:’x}'hcipnnts (family groups in the United Kingdom) dealt with issues that
raised questions about the legitimacy of British political arrangements. He
considered the resources—repertoires of explanation, rhetorical common-
places—thal research participants drew on to sustain that legitimacy against
threat. Because of this aim, interviews in discourse work tend to be active and
cven argumentative.

Interviews in discourse analysis have a range of virtues.

1. Focus: I.nterviews enable the researcher to concentrate on certain pre-
determined themes. Questions can thus be designed and ordered to
provoke participants into using a wide range of their discursive re-
sources.

2. Standardization: Interviews provide an opportunity for all participants
to_ address the same set of themes (notwithstanding the contingency
of conversation).

3. C:mtrql: Interviews allow considerable control over sampling. This also
eases issues of ethics permissions and recording.

Balanced against this are the following disadvantages.
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1. Psychological Expectations: Interviews run the risk of flooding the
interaction with psychological expectations and categories. Even while
the focus is on activities, the research will have to deal with partici-
pants’ orientation to the interview organization and their speaking
position as expert informant or group representative. Such orientations
can productively become an analytical focus in their own right (see
Widdicombe & Wooffitt, 1995); more commonly there is a tension be-
tween the interview as an activity and as a pathway to something else.

3. Abstraction: Interviews abstract participants from the settings in
which they live theirlives and from the stake and interest they typically
have in what is going on. They encourage participants to act as theo-
rists rather than actors.

4. Relative Value:If you are interested in a particular setting, relationship
counseling, for example, and you have the access and the analytical
resources to study it, why restrict yourself to people’s abstract talk
about it?

Naturalistic materials have become central, however, more because of
their intrinsic interest than because of the shortcomings in interviews. They
are highly varied. They could be audio- or videotapes of flight crew conversation,
relationship counseling sessions, social worker assessment interviews, every-
day telephone conversation between friends, and so on. They have a range
of advantages.

1. Actuality: Naturalistic materials document the thing that is being
studied directly. If the researcher is concerned with counseling on an
abuse helpline, then counseling is studied (not reports of counseling,
theorizing about counseling, conventionalized memories of counseling,
and so on). There is no extrapolation from something else involved.

9. Action Orientation: Such materials make it easier to capture the action-
oriented and situated nature of talk. Actions are studied embedded in
sequences of interaction. However subtle the analysis, the disruption of
such embedding in interviews is likely to lead to analytical difficultics.

3. Orientation to Settings: Materials of this kind make it possible to study
participants’ orientations to settings and institutions. It is hard to see
how one could look at the detailed construction of counselors’ questions
in'the abuse helpline (discussed earlier) without using actual record-
ings from that helpline. Research with naturalistic materials becomes
more easily centered on situated practices rather than persons and
their abstract cognitive capacities.

Naturalistic materials often present particular problems of access and
ethics, of course, and raise issues of reactivity. Nevertheless, perhaps one of
the most novel and potentially useful contributions that discourse work can
malke to psychology is providing a method for collecting, managing, and analyz-
ing naturalistic materials.
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Recording and Transcription

One of the major insights of the conversation analyst Harvey Sacks (1992) is
the significance of conversational specifics—pauses, intonation, delay, lexical
choice, repair, and so on. Rather than seeing such detail as noise blurring the
clarity of an underlying signal, Sacks highlighted its key role in interaction.
Speakers are enormously attentive to the specifics of interaction. Take the
[ollowing extract from a phone call. )

Extract Two (from Davidson, 1984, p. 105)
A: C'mon down he:re, = it’s oka:y,

(0.2 sec)
A: I got lotta stuff, = I got be:er en stuff

Note the way the speaker upgrades the invitation. Why might this be?
The likely reason is that the pause of 0.2 of a second is a cue to an impending
refusal. Conversational actions such as invitation refusals are typically pref-
aced by some delay, and research has shown that speakers modify their actions
on the basis of such predictions (Drew, in press). This highlights the require-
ment for research practices that record and represent interaction accurately
and in sufficient detail.

Discourse research has been [acilitated by the steady improvement of
technology in the past two decades. Minidisk recorders are compact and reliable
and can capture more than 2 hours of very high quality mono using a flat
microphone that is perfectly suited for picking up specch. Videorecorders have
likewise become a cheap and compact possibility. Video is more obtrusive and
presents certain analytical challenges, but it can provide important information
that audio lacks, particularly where the interaction involves important embod-
ied actions.

Digital records malke the process of transcribing and managing the materi-
als much simpler and more flexible. Audio and video software allow records to
be casily copied, searched, and edited. They also have the capability of disguis-
ing voice quality and faces and for climinating identifying particulars such as
names. This is crucial for maintaining anonymity, particularly with sensi-
tive materials.

Various systems for transcribing talk are available. However, discourse
researchers have overwhelmingly opted to use the system developed by the
conversation analyst Gail Jefferson in the 1960s and 1970s (see Exhibit 5.1).
This has the virtues of being quick to learn, being relatively intuitive, and,
most important, highlighting features of talk that have been shown to be
interactionally important such as intonation and overlap. The simplest way to
transcribe is to work with two windows on a computer screen, one running the
audio file, the other running the word processor. Audio programs are available
that allow a stepwise movement through the file using a physical representation
of the wave form that is ideal for timing pauses and noting overlap. (For more
detailed discussions of transcription see Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, and ten
Have, 1999; and for a brief summary of the main transcription symbols and
their use see Exhibit 5.1.)
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Transcription is demanding and time-consuming. It can take more than
20 hours to produce a decent transcript of an hour of interaction. T‘he time
multiplies if the interaction is complex or the recording is poor qu.allty. The
compensation is that transcription involves a very careful listening to the
material—for this reason it is recommended that researchers do at least some
of their own transecription. In addition, this is often when analytical insights
are first developed.

Transcription is a crucial element in discourse work. It simpliﬁeslthe
process of analysis and is highly transportable. It is also the prime r_nechum
for presenting material in publication, although the Web will incteasmgl).f be
used to combine audio materials with written articles. Nevertheless, transcripts
inevitably have limitations and should be used in combination with the original

audio records.

Stages of Analysis
Analysis in discourse research is highly varied and depends to some extent on
the nature of the materials that are available and how developed research is

on the topic or setting of interest. However, most analysis goes through the
following four stages that are overlapping, but broadly distinct.

1. Generating Hypotheses

' Discourse research is not hypothesis-based, as is common elsewhere in psychol-

ogy. Sometimes a researcher comes to some materials with a broac% set f)f'
concerns or questions. Equally common is an interest in a setting .(re]ahonshlp
counseling, say) and how actions are done in that setting. For th¥s rcason‘the
first part of discourse research is often the generation of more specific questions
or hypotheses or the noticing of intriguing or troubling phenomfena. .

This stage of the work often starts during transcription, which provides a
major opportunity for carefully listening to the material. Discourse research«.ers
often make analytical notes as they transcribe. It is common and productive
to continue this open-ended approach to the data in group sessions where a
number of researchers listen to a segment of interaction and explore different
ways of understanding what is going on.

2. Coding: The Building of a Collection

The main aim of coding is to make the analysis more straightforward b.y sifting
relevant materials from a larger corpus. In traditional terminology it is a form

+of data reduction; it is a preliminary that facilitates analysis. Typically it

" Tv6lves searching materials for some phenomena of interest and copying the

instances to an archive. This is likely to be a set of extracts from sound files

and their associated transcripts. . . .
At this stage in the research the coding is inclusive, but coding can continue

cyclically throughout the research process as ideas are refined and the under- I
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standing of the phenomena changes. Often phenomena that were initially seen
as disparale merge together while phenomena that seemed singular become
broken into different varieties. Problem or doubtful instances will be included
. inthe coding—they may become most analytically productive when considering
deviant cases. This kind of coding is quite different from the sorts of coding
practice that take place in content analysis where the goal is typically to develop
a set of criteria-based categories, count instances in categories, and perform
various statistical analyses of the counts.

3. Doing the Analysis

Analysis does not follow a fixed set of steps. The procedure used is related to
the type of materials used and the sorts of questions being asked. This contrasts
it to many styles of psychological research where the justification of the research
findings depends on following a set of steps in a precise and orderly manner.
In discourse research the procedures for justification are partly separate from
the procedures for arriving at analytical claims.

Analysis is a craft skill that ¢an be developed through reading discourse
research studies and working with sets of materials. It combines elements of
hypothetico—deductivism and inductivism. The researcher will typically de-
velop conjectures about activities through a close reading of the materials and
then check the adequacy of these hypotheses through working with a corpus
ol coded materials. For example, imagine onc is interested in the design of
opening questions in abuse helpline counseling. We have noted in our example
earlier an opening question that is open-ended and constructed in a colloquial
manner. To establish the relevance of these features for the activity being
done, one would do a number of things.

L. Search for a Pattern: We would look through our corpus to see how
regular this pattern is. If such a pattern is not common, then our
speculation will start to look weak. This is a complicated matter. We
might find additional fine-grained organizations. For example, the
caller in the example is a child (she describes herself as 12 later in
the call, and sounds young). The counselor prefaces her question by
addressing her by name. It may be that this is more common with
child callers and has a specific role in the interaction. These are new
questions to follow up.

2. Consider Next Turns: Our hypothesis is that the counselor’s turn is
designed in the way that it is to head off potential problems with what
comes next. If next turns typically go smoothly, then this provides
support. If we still see trouble arising this would go against the idea.
In general, in discourse work the sequential organization of interaction
is a powerful resource for understanding what is going on. As conversa-
tion analysts have shown, speaker’s utterances display an understand-
ing of the earlier utterance. For example, in the first extract the speak-
er’s following turn is hearably an answer. This provides a participant’s
confirmation of our analytical intuition that the counselor’s turn is a
form of question.
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3. Focus on Deviant Cases: These might be ones in which very different
question constructions were used; or where surprising next turns ap-
peared. Such cases are rich-analytically. For example, they might cast
doubt on our general claim and send us back to the drawing board. If
no trouble ensues from very specific opening questions, or ones deliv-
ered in a very formal speech style, then we will have little evidence
for our conjecture about the role of particular question constructions.
However, if our unusual cases lead to trouble of various kinds, then
the deviant cases will have provided strong support for the conjecture.

4. Focus on Other Kinds of Material: Obviously there is an infinite set
of alternative materials that we might use for comparison. However,
we might consider other telephone helplines, perhaps where calls have
a more specific topic (directory inquiries, flight information) or, on the
other hand, mundane calls between friends. This will allow us to get
a better handle on the specific business being done and how it works
in this counseling helpline, drawing on, or differing from, the business
taking place in other settings.

It would be wrong to imply that these four analytical tasks happen sequen-
tially or that all of them will be possible or appropriate in any particular
case. They are indicative of the sorts of analytical procedures that researchers
go through.

4. Validating the Analysis

There is not a clear-cut distinction between validation procedures and analyti-
cal procedures in discourse work; indeed some of the analytical themes are
also, differently understood, involved in validation. Nevertheless, it is useful
to highlight some of the major elements involved in validating claims. Again,
not all of them will be relevant in all cases, but individually or together they
contribute to establishing the adequacy of particular analyses.

Participants’ Orientations

The importance of the turn-by-turn nature of interaction has already been
emphasized in the analytical section earlier. Any turn of talk is oriented to
what came before, and sets up an environment for what comes next. At its
simplest, when someone provides an acceptance it provides evidence that what
came before was an invitation. If an analyst claims that some conversational
move is an indirect invitation, say, we would want to see evidence that the
recipient is orientating (even indirectly) to its nature as an invitation. Close
attention to this turn-by-turn display of understanding provides one important
check on analytical interpretations (Heritage, 1997). This principle is analyti-
cally powerful, although not foolproof, and there have been major disputes on
its limits for the analysis of phenomena that involve social categories and
power (see Wetherell, Taylor, & Yates, 2001).
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Deviant Cases

Deviant cuses have already been emphasized. However, it is important to note
their significant role in the validation of findings. Deviant cases are often the
most analytically and theoretically informative. They can show whether a
generalization is robust or breaks down. For example, studies of media inter-
views show that interviewees rarely treat interviewers as accountable for views
expressed in their questions. As Heritage and Greatbatch (1991) have shown,
this is the normal (indeed, normative, pattern). There are occasional deviant
cases, however, where a news interviewer is treated as responsible for some
view. However, rather than showing that this pattern is not normative, these
deviations are the exception that proves the rule. Cases of departure can lead
to considerable interactional trouble, which interferes with the interviewee
making his or her point (Potter, 1996a).
+

Coherence

The accumulation of findings from different studies allows new studies to be
assessed for their coherence with what comes before. For example, work on
the organization of food assessments in mealtime conversations (Wiggins &
Potter, in press) builds on, and provides additional confirmation of, earlier
work on assessments and compliments (Pomerantz, 1984). Looked at the other
way around, a study that clashed with some of the basic findings in discourse
work would be treated with more caution—although if its findings seemed
more robust it would be more consequential.

Readers’ Evaliation

One of the most fundamental features of discourse research is that its claims
are accountable to the detail of the empirical materials and that the empirical
malerials are presented in a form that allows readers to make their own checks
and judgments. Discourse articles typically present a range of extracts {rom
Lhe transcript alongside the interpretations that have been made of them, This
form of validation contrasts with much traditional experimental and content
analytical work, where it is rare for anything close to “raw data” to be included,
or for more than one or two illustrative codings to be provided. Sacks’s (1992)
ideal was to put the reader as far as possible into the same position as the
researcher with respect to the materials. Such an ideal is unrealizable, but
discourse worl is closer than many analytical approaches.

Whether used singly or together, these procedures are not a guarantee of
validity. Nevertheless, sociologists of science have shown us that guarantees
are hard to find where we are talking about even the hardest of sciences. What
these procedures offer is a degree of public quality control. Any study that
cannot effectively show participants’ own orientations to a phenomenon, that
cannot deal with deviant cases, that is out of line with previous research, and
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that fails to offer convincing interpretations of reproduced extracts is unlikely
to be worth serious consideration.

A Research Illustration: Perikyld on AIDS Counseling

A wide range of different discourse studies could be used to illustrate the
research process. Anssi Perdkyld's (1995) investigation of AIDS counseling is
worth considering in detail. It is a major and well-regarded integrative study
that addresses a related set of questions about interaction. Its topic is a form
of counseling that draws on a well-known family therapy approach so it has
an additional psychological interest. It draws heavily on the conversation—
analytical perspective on institutional talk developed by Drew and Heritage
(1992h) and is worth reading in conjunction with Silverman’s (1997) comple-
mentary study of HIV-positive counseling that focuses more on advice-giving.

Perikyld researched counseling for HIV-positive hemophilic and mainly
gay-identified men and their partners at a major London hospital. The counsel-
ors characterized their practices in terms of Milan School family systems theory
and, although this is not the start point of Periikyld’s study, he was able to
explicate some of the characteristics of such counseling. He concentrated on
32 counseling sessions taken from a wider archive of recordings (450 hours).
The wider archive was drawn on to provide additional examples of phenomena
ol interest but were not otherwise transcribed. The sessions were videotaped
and transcribed using the Jeffersonian system. The analytical process was
similar to the one described earlier, with an emphasis on identifying patterns
and exceptions, and considering the counseling interaction in relationship to
other settings.

Part of the study was concerned with identifying the standard normative
turn-taking organization of the counseling. Plainly stated, it is that (a) counsel-
ors ask questions; (b) clients answer; (¢) counselors comment, advise, or ask
more questions. When laid out in this manner the organization may not scem
much of a discovery. However, the power of the study is showing how this
organization is achicved in the interaction—that is, how both counselors and
clients collaboratively keep it on track, and how it can be used to address
painful and delicate topics such as sexual behavior, illness, and death. An
understanding of this normative pattern also provides a way for understanding
breakdowns and departures.

Perikyld goes on to examine various practices that are characteristic of
family systems theory, such as circular questioning, where the counselor ini-
tially questions the client’s partner or a family member about the client’s
feelings, and live open supervision, where a supervisor may offer questions to
the counselor that are, in turn, addressed to the client. The study also identifies
some of the strategies by which counselors can address dreaded issues in a
manageable way.

The general form of Perdkyld’s analysis can be illustrated by his treatment
of circular questioning. He starts by considering a practice that is extremely
common in everyday interaction for eliciting information or actions indirectly.
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—_ S . . .
This practice involves providing a partial experience of some event as a way

of fishing fur a more authoritative version (Pomerantz, 1980). Note the follow-
ing example:

Extract Three
A: Yer line’s been busy.
B: Yeuh my fu (hh)- .hh my father's wife called me

By reporting her side of the event, A elicits a fuller account from B.
Periikyla noted that a similar practice appears in AIDS counseling. This
involves asking the client’s partner to provide his or her own understanding
of the client’s experience. This generates an interaction where “the clients, in
an unacknowledged but most powerful way, elicit one another’s descriptions
of their inner experiences” (Perikyls, 1995, p. 110). In the following extract
the client is called Edward; his partner and the counselor are also present.

Extract Four (From Periikyls, 1995, p. 110)
Counselor: What are some of things that you think
E:dward might have to do.=
He says he doesn't know where to go from here

maybe: and awaiting results and things.
(0.6)

What d’you think’s worrying him.

(0.4)

Partner: Uh:m hhhhhh
[ think it's just fear of the unknow:n.

Client: Mmj:

Counselor: [Okay.

Partner: |At- at the present ti:me. :
(0.2) Uh:m () once: he's (0.5) got a better
understanding of (0.2) what could happen

Counselor: Mm: ‘

Partner: uh:m how .hh this will progre:ss then:

[ think (.} things will be a little

more [settled in his=

Counselor: [Mm

Partner: =own mi:nd.

Counselor: Mm:

()

Client: Mm[:

Counselor: [E:dward (.) from what you know::

((Sequence continues with Edward responding to a direct question with a

long and detailed narrative about his fears.))

Perikyld emphasized the way that the client’s talk about his fears is
elicited in part through the counselor asking the partner for his own view of
those fears. The point is not that the client is forced to reveal his experiences;
rather, it is that the earlier revelation of his partner’s partial view produces
an environment in which such a revelation is expected and nonrevelation would
be a delicate and accountable matter. In effect, what Perikyld documents are
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Lhe conversational mechanisms that family therapists exploit to do their work
and that they characterize in their own literature as using circular questioning
to overcome clients’ resistance.

Conclusion

Discursive psychology provides a novel account of the relationship between
psychology and discourse. Rather than seeing discourse as the product of psy-
chological processes, it considers the ways in which psychology is produced in
talk as parts of practices. Its focus moves from the person to the interaction,
and therefore from cognition to discourse. Discourse is conceptualized as (a)
oriented to action; (b) situated sequentially, institutionally, and rhetorically;
(c) constructed from discursive resources and constructive of events, actions,
and minds.

These general principles go along with a reconsideration of the central
questions psychologists might usefully ask. In particular, there is a move from
causal questions of the form “what is the effect of X on ¥” to practical and
interactional questions of the form “how is X done?” These questions bring
with them new topic arcas or reconceptualizations of old ones. The focus
on how questions combined with the emphasis on discourse being situated
encourages-a focus either on records of natural interaction or on interviews
treated as interaction in its own right.

The general process of discourse research is quite varied. However, it
commonly follows four overlapping but conceptually distinct stages: (a) generat-
ing hypotheses; (b) building a collection; (c) doing the analysis; and (d) validat-
ing the analysis. Ultimately, however, the quality of the research is derived
from the ability to show that claims make sense of the organization of materials
in all of their detail rather than following a set of stages.

Discourse analysis and discursive psychology are fast-developing ap-
proaches. Although a few years ago there were rather more promissory notes
and programmatic statements than actual research examples, there is now a
considerable body of published work (for reviews and explication see, e.g.,
Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998; Edwards, 1997; Wetherell et al., 2001). There is
also a range of publications that provide a more detailed account of discourse
analytical methods. General overviews of method can be found in Coyle (1995),
Gill(1996), Potter and Wetherell (1987), Potter (1996b, 1997), Wood and Kroger
(2000), and Wooffitt (1993). Potter and Wetherell (1994) work through the
process of analysis with a single example. Billig (1997) and Potter and Wetherell
(1995) discussed the analysis of broad themes and interpretative repertoires
drawn on in interview talk. Potter (1998) compared grounded theory, ethnogra-
phy, and discourse analysis in the analysis of clinical materials. Edwards
and Potter (2001) discussed discursive psychological analysis of the role of
psychological talk in institutions. Wetherell, Taylor, and Yates (2001) intro- -
duced and compared a range of different approaches to analyzing discourse.
Silverman (2001) considered discourse and conversation analysis in the context
of broader issues in qualitative analysis.
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[ will end by commenting on some of the tensions in current discourse
research and some of its {uture directions. [ have already noted a tension
between a [ocds on interview work as against a focus on the use of naturalistic
materials. There is also something of a tension between work that starts with
aconcern with social critique and work that starts with a concern with discovery
and understanding. A particularly significant recent tension is around the role
of theory in guiding analysis of the categories that are relevant to interaction
as opposed to focusing on those categories that are described or oriented to
interaction. In a medical interaction, say, are the categories male doctor and
women patient relevant because of a theoretical judgment about the significance
of such categories, or should analysis look for evidence of orientations to and
displays of gender and medical authority? An illuminating and sometimes
heated debate has taken place around this issue (see Billig, 1999b, 1999c¢;
Schegloff, 1997, 1998, 1999a, 1999b; Wetherell, 1998). This debate has raised
some important and subtle analytical issues, and encouraged all analysts to
consider their practices carefully. ;

Three themes and directions for the future are worth highlighting. First,
there is an increasing interest in the nature of cognition and how it should be
understood in interaction. Edwards (1997) has already laid out many of the
significant issues. Perhaps the most basic is whether discursive psychology
should supplement traditional copnitive and social eognitive work in psychology
or whether it should provide a respecification of cognition that will supplant
that work. Chapters in te Molder and Potter (in press) explore various stances
on the nature of cognition and its relationship to discourse and interaction.

Second, there is likely to be an increasing focus on institutional tatk. There
are many institutional settings (classrooms, therapy sessions, drug rehabilita-
tion centers) where psychological issues (learning, insight, change) are both
topic and part of the texture of the interaction. In contrast to the psychological
project commen in much mainstream North American work, which attempts
toidentify general laws and patterns that will have their effect in any particular
situation, this work starts with the specificity of the situation before conmdcl ing
what might be more general.

Third, there is an increasing interest in practical uses of discourse work.
How can the detailed study of practices input into training, for example? One
possibility is that by explicating practices of counseling, say, counselors will
be enabled to make more informed and strategic judgments about what they
do. As yet this has been a theme that has been little developed; nevertheless,
it is likely to become more prominent as discourse research evolves.
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Narrative Psychology and
Narrative Analysis

Michael Murray

It was long ago, and long ago it was; and if I'd been there, I wouldn’t be
here now; and if I were here, and then was now, I'd be an old storyteller,
whose story might have been improved by time, could he remember it. Three
good points about stories: if told, they like to be heard; if heard, they like
to be taken in; and if taken in, they like to be told. Three enemies of stories:
endless tallk, the clash of a mill, the ring of an anvil. (Carson, 1999, p. 1)

This quotation is the opening paragraph from a prose work by the Irish
writer Ciardn Carson. It provides an introduction to a wondrous book of tales
in which Carson intertwines stories told to him by his father with versions of
ancient Greek myths and with stories about Dutch painters. It also provides
a fitting introduction to this chapter in that it summarizes both the pervasive-
ness of storytelling in everyday social interaction, the role of plot and memory
in narrative, and how in the modern era storytellers have become self-conscious
of the telling.

Brian Richardson (2000) began his introduction to a recent special issue
of the journal Style devoted to the study of narrative with the sentence, “Now,
narrative is everywhere” (p. 168). Whereas 20 years ago the study of narrative
was confined to literary scholars it has now spread across all the disciplines,
from the humanities through the various social sciences and even touching the
physical sciences (Nash, 1990). It is perhaps because of the very pervasiveness
of stories in everyday life that, until recently, few psychologists have been
interested in studying narrative.

Narrative psychology is concerned with the structure, content, and function
of the stories that we tell each other and ourselves in social interaction. It
accepts that we live in a storied world and that we interpret the actions of

- others and ourselves through the stories we exchange. Through narrative we

not only shape the world and ourselves but they are shaped for us through
narrative. In this chapter we review the nature of the narrative turn within
psychology, detail how to conduct narrative interviews, and consider some
forms of narrative analysis.
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Narrative as Thebry

Elnh'ke other. forms of qualitative research, narrative psychology is not only
cor:ite-rped with method's but also with broader ontological issues. Narrative
:m gzlhn.es our veryf bimg and our way of acting in the world. We begin by
onsidering some of these theoretical issues before we consi

methodological issues. ’ neider any of the

Narrative Turn in Psychology

The study of narrative accounts has a lengfh i i ‘ '

: \ y history in modern psychology.
We can trace it back at least to Wilhelm Wundt (1832-1920), who is ofti{l
considered the father of experimental psychology but who also developed a

parallel approach termed, Volkerpsychologie that considered the importance of .

such phenomena as myths in human life (Farr, 1983). Sigmund Freud (1856—
1939) was also interested in such broad social stories in his study of mass
Esz:}:)ololgty but tr}rllore sg 1}? the personal stories told by patients in the therapeutic
ion. It was throu is i Lori
bie theors ot psyc}mina]ys;::.reful analysis of such stories that Freud developed
.Fl?roughouti the 20th century, despite the domineering approaches of be-
haviorism z}nd instrumentalism, a steady stream of psychologists turned to
the study of more open personal accounts to deepen their understanding of the
humqn .conchtlon. For example, during the 1930s, Gordon Allport led a project
examining the life histories of refugees from-Nazi Germany (Allport BrurJler
& Jandorf, 1941). Subsequently, he prepared a report on the use of’personaf

documents in pSyChO Ogicﬂ] IeSearCh All .
Ort, 1 2 I . " 5 .
o i ! P 94 ) ‘ n the pr efaCe to Lhat

A decade of depression, war and misery has had one benign effect. It has
h{'ought out upon the central stage the struggles of the common m~an th;:
;?u:tu.rc ofhis daily life, all hig homely values. It has brought the documm';tar

film into popularity, the opinion poll ... autobiographies that gi\;e‘unay
cented accounts of ordinary experience. (p. xi) -

In the early years of this new millennium, once more the voice of the
common man .and woman has come to the fore in both popular culture and in
the hl:llllan sciences. Today, one of the most popular of literary genres is the
autol?xggraphy, not just of the political leader but also of the everyperson. On
television one of the most popular formats is not the documentary that .'ves
pref:edence to the expert voice but the talk show that provides a forum fo?th
ordinary person to tell his or her stories. This enthusiasm to tell and listen tg
pqpulgr life stories could be described as a marker for a society that is losin
faith in the more established sacred narratives of religion, preferring morg
prosaic accounts for advice and guidance (cf, Chandler, 1990). As the novelist
Martlg Amis wrote in his recent book of memoirs: “We live in the age of mass
loquaqty, We are all writing it or at any rate talking it: the memoir, th
apologia, the c.v., the eri de coeur” (Amis, 2000, p. 6). e
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Narrative Thinking

One of Allport’s original research assistants was Jerome Bruner, who has
become a leading contemporary advocate of the narrative turn within psychol-
ogy. Bruner {1986) has argued that there are two ways of knowing—the para-
digmatic and the narrative—each distinct and “irreducible to one another” (p.
11). The former is based on the process of classifying and categorizing that is
preferred by the natural sciences. It tries to “fulfill the ideal of a formal,
mathematical system of description and explanation” (p. 12). The alternative
narrative form of knowing is a popular means of making sense of the world
by connecting events over time through stories. This narrative mode is the
dominant process of thinking within what Bruner termed “folk psychology,”
mirroring Wundt's earlier term.

One of the central features of this narrative knowing is that it “specializes
in the forging of links between the exceptional and the ordinary” (Bruner, 1990,

p. 47). Tt provides a means of integrating the strange and unknown into the  *
realm of everyday life. “The function of the story is to find an intentional state
that mitigates or at least makes comprehensible a deviation from a canonical " /
cultural pattern” (Bruner, 1990, pp. 49-50). This argument challenged the = -
dominant atomistic trend within cognitive psychology, and in some forms of
qualitative research, that attempted to break human thoughts and language /
down into the smallest parts. Instead, according to Bruner (1990), “People do /
not deal with the world event by event or with text sentence by sentence. They/ {
frame events and sentences in larger structures” (p. 64). We do not describe ]
our world as a series of bits and pieces but as a scries of stories, some more |
coherent than others.

Other contemporary psychologists (e.g., Gergen & Gergen, 1986; Murray,
1997; Polkinghorne, 1988; Sarbin, 1986) have also argued that narrative is a
central human means of making sense of the world. In providing accounts of
our everyday lives we speak in narrative form. In addition, we draw on the
narrative accounts of others. As Sarbin (1990) stated,

Simply put, when we are concerned with understanding and communicating
about action, we organize our observations according to narrative plots.
Whether the target of our interest is random movement or geometric figures,
the adventures of a particular person, the history of a social group or the
evolution of humankind, our understanding appears to be dependent upon
our ability to construct a narrative and to tell a story. (p. 53)

The French philosopher Paul Ricoeur in a series of articles and books has
developed a sophisticated thesis for the centrality of narrative in human
thought and identity. One of the central planks of Ricoeur’s thesis is that we
live in a sea of time. Narrative, as it were, provides a map of that sea—it
brings order to disorder. A central feature of this narrative process is emplot-
ment, whereby we derive “a configuration from a succession” (Ricoeur, 1991a,
p. 427). Before we provide this order or shape, Ricoeur argued, there exists a
prenarrative structure to our reality that “constitutes a demand for narrative”
(1989, p. 74) but also liruits the shape we can give to our narrative account.
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The nay 1 ALWQ mte;‘gggtq@}pn of our reality is central—without it we continue
Lo be awash in a sea of time.

P

Structure of Narrative

So what precisely does‘the‘ term.narrative mean? The very pervasiveness of
the term can lead some researchers'to suggest that narrative can be any form
of text or discourse. However, there are certain distinguishing features. The
most distinctive feature is that it provides a coherent causal account ;)f an
event that has occurred or that is expected to occur. This definition includes both
the causal and temporal dimensions of narrative. The extent of the coherence of
the story may vary. Narrative provides a certain shape, structure, or plot to ..~
a sequence of events. In any culture there are many such plots that we can 7
draw on to shape our interpretation of events. Some cultures may have a V
greater range of plot lines than others, and it is even possible that in certain
cultures the range is minimal or nonexistent. Because narratives provide shape
to our past and projections about our future it would be expected that such
cultures would have limited-history or plans for the future, but instead their
members would live largely in the present, /
- The plot is what gives the narrative account its structure. As Polkinghorne d
(1988) grg\led, it i§"the narrative plot that can ‘bririg coherence to such an
expansive sequence of ‘events as those involved in the birth of the universe
(fa‘g., rchgmug stories of creation), as well as allowing us to bring order to the
finer deta_ﬂs involved in conducting a minor event such as going to the store
for groceries. In each case, the narrative brings a sense of order and meanin
. to the myriad details. : o R s o B
. Itis thg plot that connects the beginning of the story to the end. It weaves
d;\f ferent episodes together to make a coherent and meaningful account. It is
the plot that gives the story its meaning. . s
e |

! S
PRV p\(\\ 1o L
{

Social Nature of Narratives

The st{)ries that we tell about lives are social constructions. In constructing a
narrative accognt we make use of everyday language. The social nature of
language conditions the character of our narrative accounts. “It is together
thaﬁ we remember; and it is within the social medium of language tl?at we
articulate our most individual memories in the mode of narrative” (Ricoeur
1997., p- X.]lll). In addition, we share stories about our lives with each other’
We h.ve within a web of family, community, and other stories. To continue thé
naut}cal analogy, we swim in a sea of stories that seeps into our consciousness
and into our very identity.

This social nature of narrative is one of its distinguishing features when
compared to such other forms of imagination as dreams. Although some re-
searchers suggest that we dream in narrative, this is not clear. According to
the early French social psychologist Maurice Halbwachs (1952/1992), one of
the particular features of dreams is their lack of structure, their very fiuidity.

\\
) Qsé&‘ '
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Dreams could be considered analogous to Ricoeur’s prenarrative experience.
It is this dimension that provides their mysterious and, sometimes, threatening
quality. Dreams exist in a lonely world. They contain disconnected sequences
of events that can be strange or “dream-like.” They melt away when we awake.
When we attempt to recall them it is difficult, whereas when we attempt to
recall stories it is more straightforward. Stories exist in a social world. In
providing accounts of experience we actively organize them in narrative form
so that they can be grasped by the other. In addition, they are partly organized
for us by the other person and by the culture in which we live. They are
coconstructions (see Mishler, 1997).

The structure of narrative accounts is not fixed but depends on a variety
of factors including the narrator, the audience, and the broader social and
cultural context (see Murray, 1997a). The character of the relationshi
the narrator and the audience is of central importance. The narrative

in this exchange. As Freud (1937) stated in describing the analyst- .

“Analysand exchange:

The analyst finishes a piece of construction and communicates it to the
subject of analysis so.that it may work on him; he then constructs a further
piece out of the fresh material pouring in on him, deals with it in the same
way and proceeds in this alternating fashion until the end. (pp. 260-261).

"=\ The story is coconstructed by the two or more parties to the exchange, One
of the parties may have more influence than the others such that he or she
caf shape the narrative. This dominant plot line may or may not accord with

. thé experience of the other. This question regarding the relative contribution

% of the different participants in shaping a narrative is an ongoing challenge
. facing the narrative researcher in collecting and analyzing narrative accounts.
l We can extend concern with social context to consider broader issues of
social power (cf. Murray, 2000). Especially since the work of Foucault (1980),
' social scientists have broadly accepted that power pervades all social relation-
' ships. Societal narratives are not value-neutral but represent various power
* interests. The adoption of dominant narratives becomes a means of social
discipline. People are constantly engaged in a process of negotiating the connec-
tion between their personal narratives and these dominant societal narratives.

As Morawski (1997) argued,

Narratives serve as mediations between individual actions and material
and social-structural conditions; they reflect the dynamics of ongoing negoti-
ations, interpretations, and construals just as they indicate the constraints

operating in these dynamics. (p. 675)

Challenges to Plot Lines

There are events that seem to challenge standard plot lines: These are the
events in our lives that do not fit easily into a coherent form. It is this difficulty
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In creating a narrative about certain personal or societal events that can leave
a persen or a community adrift, uncertain, and anxious. Narrative therapists
such as White and Epston (1990) have suggested that the reason people seek
help is because .their narrative repertoire does not sufficiently encompass their
eve}'yday experiences. The aim of narrative therapy is to help clients expand
the}r reperto‘u'e, to construct new and more satisfactory stories. Rather than
trying to adjust disconnepte'd cognitive distortions, which is the preferred
;Tleth(}d of much ’thgrapy, narrative therapists prefer to explore the larger plot
1nes in a person’s life story. These plot lines may reflect the dominant societal
plot hn.es t_hat do not accord with personal ekperience. The aim of the narrative
therapist is, together with the client, to challenge these dominant plot lines
-and to generate alternative stories.

. The adeguacy of personal and societal plot lines to encapsulate particular
soc1a}1 tragedies has been considered by historians such as Lawrence Langer
In his a.nalysis of holocaust testimonies, Langer (1991) found that the accougnts.
of survwors‘were often disjointed and unfinished—it was not possible to fit
the horrors into a standard narrative form. This lack of narrative coherence
threatened the survivors’ sense of personal interconnectedness. The only wa
some of them could proceed was by developing a new self built on new storiesy
Howevqr, the foundation for this new self was tenuous and led to ongoin :
pe.rsunall and social difficulties (see also Fremont, 1999). Langer arguedgthagt
itis not)u.st at the personal level but also at the societal level that this challenge
to nm’ratlv.e exists. Developing a coherent social narrative for these horrors
cou.ld vcontnb'ute to the banalizing of the barbarity of the Holocaust. An agreod
§oc1a1 narrative provides-a society with an interpretive structure that er:ables
it to grasp, t.o un.derstand, and possibly to excuse. For Langer and some other
Holocaust h;storlans, such-a process diminishes the magnitude of the evil and
enables Western society to, as it were, move on. Instead Langer (1998) opts
fqr the alternative literalist discourse that “leads nowhe’re but back into tie
pit of destruction.” He prefers this discourse because “it has the grace to ac-
knowledge that we learn nothing from the misery it finds there” (p. 22) Buths
LaCapra (ZQOO) retorts, such an approach also risks “allowing for the ap;)lo etc'
appeal to silence in its aftermath” (p. 104). e

Narrative and Identity

The lte]ling of narx:ativgs is closely intertwined with the shaping and mainte-

1r?an(.e of pe'rsonal 1den.t1ty. We tell stories to ourselves and to others about our

hl ;/esg In ttust}v:ra? our lives are represented in narrative form. McAdams (1985)
S been to the fore in promoting a narrative y

personﬁ]ity' He srmaed o approach to the study of human

5 - Anhi.ndividual’.s stor}f has the power to tie together past, present and future

ik in his quher ll.fe. It‘lg a story that he is able to provide unity and purpose

t .bxpfhw_dual 1d.ent1.t1es may be classified in the manner of stories. Identity

:. al 111.tc}1' 1st'1:ng1?:udm§1 consistency in the life story. Identity transforma-
lon—Identity crisis, identity change—is story revision. . . . I ity i i

oy (o 1o y ... Identity is a life
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In some ways this characterization of identity can be considered rather
individualistic in that it ignores the social context within which the stories are
created. It is as if the individual could create any story she or he desires. An
alternative approach is to argue that the construction of narrative identity is
much more dialogical and occurs within a social context. Further, this social
context may be both real and imaginary. As Hermans, Kempen, and van Loon
(1992) suggested, “Imaginal dialogues play a central role in our daily lives:
They exist alongside actual dialogues with real others and, interwoven with
actual interactions, they constitute an essential part of our narrative construc-
tion of the world” (p. 28).

Shaping our personal narratives is closely connected with how we shape
our social narratives. In discussing the role of narrative in constructing our
identities, Ricoeur (1991b) distinguished between configuration and refigura-
tion. The former is the primary activity by which the narrative brings structure
to the world through various forms of emplotment. The latter is the means by
which the author defines him- or herself through narrative. There is a constant
interchange. We draw on cultural plot lines to create our stories about the
world and to define ourselves. In addition, our narrative accounts are not fixed
but Auid. This very fluidity is the focus of much contemporary debate about
identity (e.g., Gergen, 1991) and about the character of history (White, 1978).

It is an issue that influences not only the way we collect but also the way we

analyze personal accounts.

Narrative Interviews

Within the research context the primary means of obtaining narrative accounts
is through interviews. In the interview situation the participant is often keen
to give narrative accounts but is discouraged from doing so by the researcher.

As Mishler (1986) has argued,

Interviewers interrupt respondents’ answers and thereby suppress expres-
sion of their stories; when they appear, stories go unrecorded because they
are viewed as irrelevant to the specific aims of specific questions, and stories
that make it through these barriers are discarded at stages of coding and

analysis. (p. 106)

Conversely, narrative researchers place the collection of narrative accounts
at the center stage of their interviews. They ask for narrative accounts and
encourage them wherever possible. One of the particular strengths of the narra-
tive interview is that it gives the research participant much more central
control in shaping the agenda. In the standard interview the researcher brings
to the interview a series of questions or theories she or he would like to explore.
In the narrative interview the researcher asks the participant to identify the
major themes.

In this chapter, we will use an éxample taken from a study of seniors’
experience of living with chronic pain to further explore the collection and
analysis of narratives. In that study a sample of elderly people who were
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1dent1ﬁgd by their physician or public health nurse as suffering from chronic
‘nonmz;lhgnant. paiI.l were interviewed about the problem. In conductin the
interviews alife history approach was adopted. Each of the participantfwas
encou.ragcd to .dt'ascribe his or her life experiences and subsequently his or her
experience of living with chronic pain. We will focus particularly on the narra-

ti e account of one man WhO had had h‘
) S 1
’ N li : ‘ ! : 15 ieg amputated a]ld now Suﬂel ed fl om

Role of Interviewer

The challengg for the researcher is to encourage the participant to tell his or
her stor-y. This brings into play the standard advice on being empathetic and
supportlye to. the participant. For some participants the opportunity of an open
fa.genda. is selzed and_tthAWill proceed to tell extensive stories about their
ives V.Vlth very little encouragement from the interviewer. Conversely, oth
partwl.pants wi’ll l?e reluctant to speak—the very openness of the na;'rati\?:
. interview may 1pv1te suspicion and anxiety leading to brief answers and lon
pauses. I.t is unlikely that one meeting with such a person would be suf‘ﬁcientg
Rathc:‘r, it 'would be necessary to- meet with such an individual on sever I
occasions to ﬂ”f'.ly his or her suspicions. An alternative approach would be ?o
invite such an individual to participate in a group discussion in which he or
she could ‘gain confidence through participating in the exchange of stories
'w1t%1 Folleag‘ugs from the commuhity. Another strategy is to suggest that the
;:r;dmdual.dwrlte about his or her experiences or to provide her or him with a
Orp}fero;x\;e lic;gs:;)}rder to take home on which the individual could detail his
Thc successful narrative interviewer needs to get to know the research
parﬁwlpant. ngetimes, after a brief initial conversation in which the re-
searcher describes h.im.- or herself, the purpose of the interview, and the safe-
gual.“ds on 'conﬁdgptla.lxt , the participants are satisfied and will be prepared
L‘o disclose e?ctenswe information about their lives. The participants need to
feel !;hat their stories are deeply valued. Sometimes this can be difficult. The
partlcxpants'may remain suspicious or feel that their stories are not wc}rth
i()rftresgarch investigation. This resistance can tax the patience of the naivg
n g;v;iréesrs,i::;}]l;), 1:::;5; :‘:;arllzgét despite many attempts the participant continues
reﬁeftorfls]unagely, }tllmes are chapging. The narrative turn in the social sciences
. 5 broacer changes in society. The public display of personal stories has
1ncrea§ed the legitimacy of personal storytelling. Elderly people are especiall
recgptwg to the'extended narrative interview. It would seem that thgir very
{).osmon in the life course provides them with a perspective to look over thei)r,
ives. Freeman (1997) suggested that later life is the narrative phase par
e.xcellence. .In .later life one has gained a certain distance from the life one ﬁa
h.ved and it is then possible to size up events and draw connections oves
time. Because the researcher will often be young, the senior may feel :
comfortgble about taking control of the interview, ’ mere
A.nyunporFant issue in the collection of narrative accounts is the issue of
reflexivity. This concerns the researchers’ own awareness of their role in shap-
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ing the narrative. The researcher brings to the interview a range of expectations
that may encourage certain narratives and inhibit others. The interviewer
needs to be aware of how his or her very presence can shape the interview.
An important guide is to refrain from negative comments that might discourage
the participants from revealing more about themselves. For some participants
the chance to talk in depth about personal experiences can be very emotional.
This can be upsetting for the inexperienced researcher. It is advisable that the
novice interviewer consult closely with an experienced supervisor. There should

~ be an opportunity for him or her to practice beforehand and to debrief afterward

with the supervisor.

Life History Interviews

The aim of the standard narrative interview is to obtain a detailed account of
a particular broad area of experience. It is most frequently used in biographical
and life history research. In this case the researcher outlines at the outset the
purpose of the interview and then encourages the participant to provide a
narrative account. For example, the interviewer could start, “I would like you
to tell me the story of your life beginning as far back as you wish and recounting
as much detail in your life up until the present.” During the interview the
researcher can interject with such comments as “What happened next?” or
“Can you recall anything else?” The main emphasis is on how the participant
connects events together.

This life history interview can be extended to different developmental
sequences. For example, it can explore the process of “becoming a psychologist”
or “leaving home.” The main concern is that there is substantial opportunity
for the narrator to cast a narrative net over a chronological sequence of events.
In his or her narrative account the author can deviate from the sequence, select
certain events, and ignore others. The interviews with the seniors in the study
of living with chronic pain often began with such general queries as, “Can you-
just tell me a little about yourself, what you used to do, that sort of thing?”
Often such an inquiry was sufficient to obtain a very extended life history.
Admittedly, some seniors were more restrained. In this situation, it was some-
times useful to move from the general life history interview to the specific

episodic interview.

Episodic Interviews

The episodic interview is more focused than the life-course interview (Flick,
2002). The interviewer has a structured series of topics that she or he intro-

=+ duces. However, unlike the standard interview that is structured on a more

abstract level, the episodic interview seeks detailed narrative accounts about
the participant’s experiences with these topics. The role of the interviewers is
to emphasize to the participants that they would like them to expand on
their personal experiences. In many ways the episodic interview sets out to
deliberately challenge the attitude—scale questionnaire format that has per-
vaded contemporary society’s idea of social research. The aim is not to get the
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parlicipants to rate their views ab i i
: out the topic on a five-poi
parlicipants tetl c nt scale but rat
give Ie:!ﬁ?ede}ci nax‘ratlv'e accounts about their experience with each o?t}fst];e;cto
o onpbhe ccl: aromc pain s.tudy each of the participants was asked to pro}\)ridse.
e oiended ;i?ﬁ gf his or hceir experience of having pain. That section of
ed an episodic narrative that could b in i
el : i e analyzed
nm-,;ﬁil:s of th.cillar.ger life hlS.tOI‘y of each participant. Ana]yzinyg ihel;e ltsaeilf
o, e(per?erszgs ecfi‘ 1mpor$;}?t information on how the participants constru}:‘teg
: 3 of pain. en this was integrated i i
e 1 : grated into the broader lif: -
conti ;ift; p{g}xll.lded an opporh}mty to explore the broader social andl ee:arml
within which the pain narratives were constructed. persona

Constructing Coherence

In collecting persohal narratives we need to be aware
. ' that the 1 i

2: ;;ezi ;x;iilaezcc;urage a certain s.tructure for those accounts. I;e;grl?:sg;ex

“Particjpantsgu ] ﬁertau.l narrative coherence. Hollway (1989) has argu(’ed

e ieipants | otl}l; y strive for co.hgrence in the narratives they produce (for,

Wectany, a5 foroth r pufrposes).' Thisis one effect on subjectivity of the dominant

Aty assezt c()intt})1 the unitary rat.mnﬂ] subject” (p. 43). Similarly, Becker

hats g s ass ]ineea .tatIa cent'ral belief in Western society is that o,ur lives

linearity. Difficulty Sl }ZreI;tEil;H;gc(:)llllgfggfes ‘lv'e car story man ey that

. . e . Or 1

challenge inhibiting some participants from prO\ZZ?;gSZf};xTeangg r?ai?:ttrd]

rative

" account.

Saui .
tionedq:llgec(c)i(;(z?;i;rlt he{ stL(lidy of personal accounts of people with HIV ques
| S placed on an individual in a narrative [; i ]
pione : . ative life-cours er-
a;etv;/biiheafe}l}t. thlat thereis a tendency in the contemporary focus onuggiz:i?it"er
i Ingzhep b1ca accourg:slfo create a false “seamlessness homogeneity” l&g
99). same way, Eakin (1999) argued th iogT i ize
the ccc)antral role of the author to the neg%:ct of Oi;:;t()blogl‘ﬂphles smphasize
Une way to subvert this urge toward coherence and the centrality of the

differ i
W]it }?1 :hnettc::(ai?;ig:s;? (cf. Sqtglrel, 2000). Such an approach combines the episodic
narrative life- i i i

oith the trad ife-course interview and provides for a multivo-
In the chronic pain stud ici
. y, the participants were encour

. . : aged

;:;:Zu;a; 1113211(1;1 ep.lsodes and the role of different family membe%s rzfghfaict(;)}lxlanrf
. pain account. In this way i i

was integrated into their everyday lives?, H vee possible fo explore how pain

Narrative Analysis
Ther i i i
ere are a variety of narrative analytical strategies. In other chapters of this

book di .
bgo ac d11§c3ufse analyt1ca1. and other strategies are discussed, These can al
pplied to the analysis of personal narratives. However, wht;1~eas 013123
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analytical techniques often start by breaking the narrative down into parts,
narrative analysis seeks to consider the account as a whole. In this chapter
we will confine ourselves to certain analytical strategies that focus on the
narrative structure of personal accounts. The most important feature is the
deliberate concern with the narrative structure, not with the particular themes
within the narrative. In conducting a comprehensive analysis of personal ac-
counts the researcher will look for particular themes. However, in interpreting
these it is important to locate them within the particular narrative framework.
It is essential that researchers read the whole interview and familiarize them-
selves with the various issues. Three broad approaches are considered in =

this chapter.

Linguistic and Literary Narrative Analyses

The standard linguistic approach to the study of narrative was that developed
by Labov (1972). To highlight the narrative structure, this approach breaks the -
narrative down into clauses that are then categorized into six interconnected
components: The abstract provides a summary of the narrative; the orientation
sets the general scene; the complicating action contains the central details of
the narrative; the evaluation can accompany these central details oris confined
to the end; and the coda or afterword can contain a brief or more extensive
reflection on the whole narrative. The central component in the narrative is
the complicating action. The other components-are only introduced in the
more sophisticated accounts. In conducting this form of analysis the researcher
reduces the transcript down to what is termed the “core narrative” that excludes
any material considered extraneous to the story line. There may be a number
of such core narratives within any extended interview. The key criterion for
including material in the core is that it is a clause with some connection to
the main story. Then the clauses are arranged into the six components identi-
fied. This approach enables the researcher to grasp not only the action core of
the narrative account but also the interpretive orientation the participant
adopts and the issues that the participant chooses to emphasize and to ignore.
Extensions of this approach are those narrative analytical techniques that
borrow from literary criticism. The genre approach attempts to identify the
broad type of the narrative. The literary model developed by Frye (1957) can
be considered the archetype of this approach. From an extensive review of
Western literature Frye argued that there are four main forms: comedy, ro-
mance, tragedy, and satire. More contemporary critics have extended this classi-
fication scheme. For example, Plummer (1995) has described the basic plots
of the modernist tale as being (a) taking a journey, (b) engaging in a contest,
(c) enduring suffering, (d) pursuing consummation, and (e) establishing a home.
He suggested that the common elements in these stories are (a) suffering that
gives tension to the stories, (b) a crisis or turning point or epiphany, and (c) a
transformation. Different plots can jostle with each other in a single narrative
and in many narratives certain elements are not apparent. In the example of
the senior with chronic phantom pain, the common element was suffering.
However, there was no clear evidence of an epiphany that enabled this suffering
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to he tr.-ansf'orrrfed. In many ways, it was this lack of an cpiphany that defined
the pain experience as suffering. Other researchers (c.g., Frank, 1995) have
argL}ed Lha.t the epxphany or turning point is the central characteriétic of illness
??ones. It 15 a narratiye means of transforming illness or any personal crisis
e1no}§r;nsctir:ge.tlnng that is threatening into something that is routine or even
Gec {1991) has suggested that another literary approach is to consider the
poetlt? structure of narrative accounts. Many contemporary poets are averse
!:o using a narrative plot in verse but Gee has suggested that verse is often
implicit in narrative accounts, Using this analytical framework the researcher
must ?.)e aware of some of the basic poetic strategies used that may implicitl
organize the narrative account. The researcher needs to be aware of the rh thn}:
of the r}arrative that confers stress on certain experiences and also myakes
connectmns.vyith more established narratives. For example, does the narrator
use a repet?hve refrain'to emphasize certain experiences or to connect with
broader societal narratives? In the chronic pain study considered, the elderl
man repegtedly used the phrase “So I...” to give his stories mor;lenturn angll
a ballad-like form—for example, “So I went on to Montreal ... ,” “So I went
ashore ... ,” and “So two years of that and. ... " This poetic fOl‘l';‘l of analysis
a]lov.vsi the xjesea'rcher to connect the narrative account to the broader cultL}liral
tn:adx?wn—m this case the popular country and western ballad tradition that
highlights the role of suffering in everyday life. i

Grounded Narrative Analysis

The inductive approach derived from grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967)
can l?e applied to narrative analysis. Ruth and Oberg (1996) provi’ded a
s.usta.med.example of the use of this approach to their analysis of a series of
life histories. They approached their analysis in a series of steps:

1. P.repqr_e a summary of each life history.

2. I@entﬂy the most “s‘tartling” case and a contrast case. In their case
khcy Identlﬁgd’ two linear stories—one of happiness that they labeled

\ the ‘sjweet life .ar?d one of misery that they labeled “the bitter life.”

. IFlen tify qther distinct cases. In their study they identified two discon-
tinuous lives that they labeled “life as a trapping pit” and “life as a
hurdle race.” .

4. Conh'nue r.eviewing cases and identify remaining types. In their study
they 1dgnt1ﬁed two gender-specific types, which they labeled “the de-
voted, 'sﬂenced life” and “the life as a career.”

5. Organl?,e eqch life history into these story categories and then begin
to consider in detail the content of each. '

This approach can be useful in idi ipti
. approach providing a descriptive account of the
different life histories. Consider the example from the chronic pain study:

Summary: The narrator was a 75
: ry ] ¢ -year-old former shopkeeper. He led a
varied life in which he worked at a number of different clerical jobs in

'
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isolated regions. He married and had three children. His family accompanied
him on his travels. After a period, he returned to his hometown and bought
a small general store that he ran with his wife, In his fifties he developed
diabetes and subsequently had one of his legs amputated. He was very
frustrated by this impairment. Although during the interview he expressed
a stoical attitude to the associated pain, afterwards he wept about how
miserable his life was due to the pain. ;

Type of story: The story fell into three main components: life before
pain, the advent of pain and how it changed his life, reflections on life with
and without pain. This story could be characterized as “a life of struggle.”
A contrasting story could then be identified that could typify “alife of content-
edness.” :

Other stories: The other pain narratives were then reviewed and other
contrasting types identified. ’

Content of stories: Each type of story was analysed to identify the partic-
ular features and organizing structure. The “life of struggle” was character-
ized by a) difficult life circumstances, b) limited respect for authority, c)
hard work, d) self-sufficiency. (Murray, LeFort, & Ribiero, 2002)

Although this inductive approach pro‘vides an ekcellent descriptive account
of narratives, it does not deliberately connect with the theoretical assumptions
that guide the analyst. An alternative, more interactive grounded approach is

" to begin by being explicit about the particular: theoretical approach favored

and exploring how this provides additional insight into how the narrative is
constructed. An example is the work of Hollway and Jefferson (2000), who used
psychoanalysis as an interpretive frame for their study of crime narratives.
According to their framework the narrative accounts people produce are condi-
tioned by certain unconscious defenses against anxiety. In the chronic pain
study, one central anxiety of the senior who had his leg amputated was the
fear of being reduced to immobility and the implications of this for his identity.
Throughout his life he had been active but now that he was disabled and in
constant pain, his whole identity was threatened and he felt unable to act to
change it. All his family had been active—for example, “Grandfather stopped
working when he was 84, going to sea in his own boat, and mother was 90 and
I got an aunt in Montreal who just celebrated her 106th birthday.” Now his
sense of family and personal identity was being threatened and he felt uncom-
fortable. This dynamic form of analysis could be pursued to explore other
fears that influence the structure of the narrative account. Other theoretical
frameworks could also be used depending on their ability to provide insight
into how people construct their narrative accounts. -

Social Context and Narrative Analysis

Because all narratives are socially constructed it is important that the narrative
analyst consider the interpersonal and social context. Mishler (1997) has persis-
tently argued for the necessity of understanding the interpersonal context
within which narrative accounts are constructed. As an example he contrasted
two doctor—patient interviews. The first he termed “a facilitated story” that
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:;::1; pu:gttlfxf:ed x_wﬁh periods qf silence; when the patient speaks the doctor
o .:‘]f)“ln‘ Lrlrgpt. Conversely, in “an interrupted story” the doctor deliberately
qu 5 1(. patients to focus on detailing their symptomatology. This process
ioS glnszoiltaiin;(e{lt :llzrough silenFe anq direction through detailed questioning
- t};e arl;‘ in t;e r(_esegrch 1r.1terwe‘w. It is necessary to consider not just
i transcr}j)l)‘ 1c1t};1an said in Fhfa 1.nterV1ew but also what the researcher said.
o 1QHg the accou.nts it is important to give as much detail as possible
ol the conversation both in terms of words, paralinguisitics, and silences. Th
rese?rcher can algo retiurn to the interview tapes to clarify i’ssues of emph.asise
. ntt}ixet ciroglc pain study (Murray et al., 2002) it was important to bé
aware that the life story was told to a young female interviewer. The senior
emphaswgd ‘throughout that he had always led a vigorous, independent lifi
His description of his leg amputation was brief and matteriof-fact: -

li)‘r.'goggs tried to save it and everything else. After about six months he
decided it would have to come off. There was no way in getting it any better,

So it came off about si g i
S ut six years ago. But to get back to closing the store, etc.

" ”’I‘}:‘r(.)ugh‘out the intervi‘ew he emphasized his vitality, his fortitude and
Orru}x flg,: In managing thg pain. However, when the tape recorder was switched
‘ n]s‘ (()In; c‘hanged r‘aplldly, The man began to cry and to talk about how the
gsmt}:'at estroyed his hfc-%. The narrative of strength that he presented was
heere“;]l was constructed in a particular interpersonal context and one that
e felt 1tc .war’)Ptlc‘d to be rgcorded. However, it was an identity that was difficult
fm.u;(’,n';:]bna' ;xs.an]alytlcal a};})proach can provide the opportunity to explore
i the dialogical a g i ive 1 i
ot ot ol 100 pproach to the construction of narrative identity (Her-
The structure of the narrativ is
_ : e account is also bound or
social context. As Flick (2002) has emphasized uned by the broade

i‘n Ehen‘{;cl)‘r}crc.te sh‘aping, they [narratives| draw upon basic cultural narra-
dl:/:; iasn i e?nsc]t;f)rlles offered by the culture. The goal of analyzing narrative
dat: more to disclose these constructive processe / d ¢

factua prosesoce (e o processes and less to reconstruct

bmaldr; mter.pll‘eting ptersonal narrative accounts we can connect them with the
r social narratives. For example, in her stud i
T soc : , y of the narratives about
:re;lrztxtheglia (nervous exhagstlon) of people from the former Soviet republ?c
O];?' v1la, ultans (1997) dghberately connected them with the broader social—
r}: i r];]i n?gon:e)it}.] Tge pgrtlmpants’ narratives of illness were interwoven with
a che e to the dominant political narrative— « ’
being Strangiod® (o 101 rrative—for example, “I feel that I'm
. 31 thle chronic pain.stud}f (Murray et al., 2002) one of the major issues
Sea; <1e éhack of) gopnectlon w1f.;h broader religious narratives. For some of the
s 1rums ese rehgious narratives pervaded their lives and could provide a
do 16{“.ezbnta exp.]anatlon of their crisis. However, for the individual previously
escribed, this was not the case. At one point the elderly man said, “I lost all
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that when I went up North. With the priest, ministers and the holy rollers
and all the rest of it there. I lost all faith in their actions.” Without this belief
in the transformative value of suffering that is a central component of many
religions, his pain had no meaning. Instead, he felt lost and confused. This
more social analysis enables the researcher to explore the wider social norms
that shape our narratives. - ‘ -

These three broad approaches to narrative analysis (cf, Murray, 2000) can
each contribute particular insight. The approach used depends on both the
narrative and the researcher. There is an ongoing engagement between the
researcher and the narrative account to explore which approach provides the
best insight. In his commentary on textual analysis Ricoeur (1991a) used the
analogy of play. The researcher plays with the interview data and through
this engagement explores the value of particular interpretive frames for the
analysis. Such advice can be valuable in guiding narrative analysis.

Challenging Narrative Coherence -

In this chapter we began by emphasizing that a pervasive feature of narratives
is the quest for coherence. However, in the late modern era we are somewhat
more skeptical of singular coherence. In the same way, research reports can
explore conflicting narrative interpretations. In addition, this awareness of
multiple interpretations provides a means of challenging dominant narratives.
Narrative research not only explores the social construction of identity and of
reality, it also offers a framework for promoting personal and 'social change.

Although narrative therapy provides a means of challenging inadequate
personal narratives, connecting with participant action research provides a
strategy to challenge repressive social narratives, Awareness of their role can
provide the researcher with the opportunity to question restrictive narratives
and to promote more emancipatory ones. This leads away from the traditional
value neutrality of the more positivist psychology and enables narrative re-
searchers to adopt a more activist stance. For example, Lykes (1997) has dis-
cussed how she engaged Mayan women and children in Guatemala who had
suffered sustained political oppression‘in developing a new story of their lives.
Through ongoing group discussion the survivors began to break from their
previous silence and to develop a new, shared narrative of strength and
resistance. ‘

In her work Lykes (1997) conducted workshop sessions with terror survi-
vors in Guatemala. She wrote,

In this co-created group space, creativity is a resource for developing the
possibility of modifying one's relations, re-establishing previously destroyed
social ties, symbolizing one’s experiences of the terror that one has lived,
recuperating or reconstructing one’s story, and searching for one’s truth.

(p. 730)

As a group the survivors became aware of the distortions in their personal
narratives and began to collectively develop a new, more combative narrative.
The new stories transformed them from victims into survivors {(cf. Greenspan,
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1998). This more activist form
of research has substantial i icati A
researcher as well as for the research participants. mplications for the

Conclusion

ﬁi;’t?tth pdsytclhology provides a fiynamic approach to understanding human
person;/] nd he pr.ocess. of. making sense of our ever-changing world. Our
and social identity is shaped around the stories we tell ourselves and
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o Video Methods in
Qualitativ_e Research

Donald Ratceliff

An increasing number of qualitative research studies make use of video data
in the form of videotape, videodisks; recordable DVDs, and other visual media.
Video is useful in a wide variety of contexts for many different purposes. The
use of video involves recording and playing back visual and audio components
of events, contexts, and interviews, which are the staples of any qualitative
study. Because video can transfer this information in a fairly direct manner
for later study and analysis, the quality and detail of virtually any research
study can potentially be improved by the use of video.

The general area of visual research, of which video is a part, has generated
a considerable degree of interest in recent years (Bauer & Gaskell, 2000; Em-
mison & Smith, 2000; Pink, 2001; Rose, 2000). Although these resources, and
others like them, give little focused attention to video methods—at most one
chapter—a number of educational psychology studies, that are at least partially
qualitative in nature, made use of video data. Examples include a study of
latent components in academic counseling (Erickson & Schultz, 1982), rough
and tumble play on the playground (Humphreys & Smith, 1987), gender and
dominance hierarchies (Charlesworth & Dzur, 1987), and cognitive processes
in teaching (Leinhardt, 1989). Psychologists also used video to study counseling
sessions, reactions of newborn babies to adult speech (Condon & Sander, 1974),
and interpersonal behavior change related to self-observation on video (Shotter,
1983). The wide variety of purposes, advantages, and limitations of video re-
search have been considered in detail elsewhere (Ratcliff, 1996).

Collecting Qualitative Video Data

At the most basic level, qualitative video is created by setting up a camera
and recording what happens. However, there are dozens of choices to be made
each time video recording occurs. It is important to reflect on the decisions to
be made and the likely consequences before recording video data. Although
the notion of video being a “mirror with a memory” (Collier & Collier, 1988,
p. 7) may overlook the limitations of the camera’s perspective both in delimiting
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what is photographed, when, and from what perspective, perhaps the metaphor
can be maintained if it is admitted that the mirror only reflects a part of a
phenomenon, and the reflection can be foggy because of the limitations of the
medium of video and because of the shortcomings of researchers who aim the
cameras and interpret the data.

One area of disagreement among video researchers is whether the camera
should be used to reflect a more etic—distanced outsider—view of a social
context, or a more emic—insider participant—perspective. Margaret Mead
(1995) believed that filmmakers often impose their perspectives on those stud-
ied, and thus she advocated that participants be included in the planning and
editing of films, reflecting a concern for the emic. Vet Mead also advocated
scientific objectivity—the etic view-—recommending that the camera remain
in one place and “become part of the background scene” (1995, p. 9), a perspec-
tive that Erickson (1992) believes is particularly important during the early
phases of a study. )

Collier and Collier (1986) took the emic a step further by suggesting that
participants occasionally run the camera, while MacDougall (1995) advocated
short segments of recording, panning, and close-ups to achieve emic “participat-
ing cinema.” An alternative is to use multiple cameras, although Jackson (1987)
reported that his experience in attempting this was a “nightmare.” However,
Beresin (1993) found that two cameras worked well when one was obvious (on
a playground) and the other semihidden (pointed at the playground from a
second story window). Another alternative is for a second person to run the
camera, relying on cues from the researcher who participates in the activities
being filmed (Corsaro, 1985). In my own research, I generally used one camera,
although I sometimes had a female assistant do some of the photography to
determine if gender influenced the children’s behavior (no significant differ-
ences were discovered). On one occasion I had my assistant, using a second
camera, covertly film children’s reactions to the presence of my camera. I found
that the reactive influences observed in this manner could just as easily be
seen by using a wide angle lens on a single camera. )

Another important issue is whether a tripod is a help or a hindrance.
Tripods can keep the image from shaking, which results from tiny hand move-
ments that are exaggerated when using a zoom lens (Jackson, 1987). However
a large camera on a substantial tripod can be intimidating, as reflected in
Andre Bazin’s description:

a sort of god . . . just like a heathen altar . . . [the researcher and camera
operator become] high priests . . . who bring victims before the camera, like
burnt offerings, and cast them into the flames. And the camera is there,
immobile—or almost so—and when it does move it follows the patterns
ordained by the high priests, not the victims. (quoted in Segall, 1990, p. 77)

In contrast, Segall (pp. 79—80) used an “affectionate style of shooting” in
which extreme close-ups were photographed from her lap, with the camera
pointing toward the center of activity. Vet Segall admits that occasionally she
panned the room with a wide-angle lens, as might be done with a tripod. I
used a tripod for some of my camera work, but often found it to be as much of
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a hindrance as a help because it was too lightweight to completely smooth the
panning. After several weeks of stationary camera placement, I began to carry

. around the ratherlarge camera and zoom in on events that had emerged as
. significant in my study. I found this approach was more obtrusive and produced

an image that wobbled more than the stationary placement, although I could
decrease these difficulties by holding the camera against the wall for stability
and keeping a greater distance from filmed activities, which was offset by the

use of the telephoto lens. .
Reactivity is often a problem in video recordings. I found that children

- made faces, grinned, used exaggerated movements, made obscene gestures,

and even enacted drama for the camera: Although this was most obvious in
the early weeks of the study, some reactive effects were noted throughout the
duration of the four-month study. However, I found that I could document that
reactivity by using a wide-angle lens: More typical activities occurred at the
periphery of the screen, then when children entered the area they thought was
being pictured they would act in a reactive manner, then return to normal
behavior when they thought they were out of the visual field. Similar results
were found when a second hidden camera was used to document reactivity.
However, reactivity tends to become less likely as the camera becomes a taken-
for-granted aspect of the environment and if the camera operator is skilled
(LeCompte & Preissle, 1993).

McCarty (1995) argued that early reactive effects to the camera may reflect’
important personality traits and humor of participants, whereas other re-
searchers advocate the use of one-way mirrors and other blinds to hide the
presence of the camera. (Corsaro, 1985; Dowrick, 1991). In contrast, Erickson
(1992) found that when trust is developed and participants agree with the
reasons for the research, a video camera is no more intrusive than taking
field notes. . ’ ‘ )

Sampling decisions in video recording riot only involve the question of time
but also location and placement of the camera. The degree of zooming the lens
might also be considered a sampling issue. Although commgrcial videos tend
to have very brief shots from a wide variety of positions, this may not make
for useful research video. Sustained views of an event may permit more detailed
analysis later; what may seem boring when being recorded may become invalu-
able when viewed in slow motion during analysis. For example, some events
that may seem repetitive may indeed have minor variations that can only be
seen by carefully studying the video. Jackson (1987) recommended that the
position of the camera only be changed when there is good reason to do so,
although I changed the camera position every hour to study the react%ve eff:ects
of different placements as well as examine the differences in activities in various
areas of the school hallway I studied. I found the highest amount of activity
-and greatest diversity of activity was in an area near drinking fountains gnd
restrooms of the school, and thus later in the study I did most of my filming
near that location. )

The position of the camera may make significant differences in the quality
of data obtained because of lighting effects that may not be obvious to the
naked eye. For example, when recording people standing in front of a win-
dow, the light from outdoors can cause the camera lens to close and thus the
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participants will be underexposed. Many cameras have a “back light” option
that may compensate for this to some degree, but even the compensation is
a crude general estimate and it may not improve the quality of the view
sufficiently.

When recording an interview, there is the additional concern of what
position will capture the greatest amount of information. For example, if the
camera is pointed toward the participant, the facial reactions of the researcher
will probably be excluded, even though this may be an important influence
deserving study. Two cameras being combined using a split screen device is a
possible solution, although two camera operators may be needed to get details
of facial expressions. I tried using a camera that photographed interviews from
the side of both the participants and myself, a reasonably good compromise,
yet I know that a considerable amount of information was lost in the process.

It is important to log information about the site and the events recorded.
Important details to inclide in this log include the date, time, camera loeation,
participants involved, camera operator, contextual detail, key events, time and
length of events, and personal reactions (Jackson, 1987). A related issue that
should be considered is whether to set the camera to record the time on the
video. 1 found this to be a useful indexing device, although most cameras at
present do not index individual frames, a feature that would be very helptul
during analysis. Logging can become so detailed that it can essentially consti-
tule another set of field notes (Erickson & Mohatt, 1982). Logging and field
notes constitute an audit trail that can be examined by outsiders or participants
to determine strengths and weaknesses in the research process, and thus be
a means of establishing validity (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

These are key issues that need to be considered in the creation of video
for qualitative research work. There are also additional issues to consider that
are too pumerous for inclusion. As part of my research of the school hallway
and playground, I tracked hundreds of decisions related to audio and video
recording and their effects on the resulting data. Many of these, as well as
related comments by other researchers, have been considered in detail else-
where (Ratcliff, 1996).

Data Analysis and Interpretation

Once video data are created, analysis is required to make the information
meaningful. In many qualitative research studies, data collection and analysis
is an ongoing, iterative process throughout the study, as analysis provides
direction for data collection. This is equally possible when using video data,
although the analysis of video may take longer than might the analysis of field
notes or audio information alone. This is because video contains an incredible
amount of information; one can spend hours describing a 10-minute segment
of video if the goal is to include as much detail as possible. For example, an
exhaustive account of the colors, textures, shapes, and sizes of contextual
detail, in addition to the identification and description of participants’ physical
characteristics, speech, gestures, gaze, patterns of movement, and other activi-
ties (Beresin, 1993) may require several pages of description for even a few
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seconds of video. Exhaustive video description of a single two-hour video can
be a Herculean task (Lancy, 1993). Regardless, it is probably worthwhile to

© scan a segment of video several times to determine the major structural units

that will focus the transcription (Kendon, 1979).

Ié Transcription Needed?

In light of the time-consuming nature of complete descriptions, the researcher

". is confronted with two realistic alternatives: a partial, focused transcription,

or no transcription. Focused transcription requires that the researcher either

-~begin broadly and “funnel down” to specifics, or conversely that the transcrip-
- tion be theory-driven. Although the topic of a given study might be thought to
delimit the amount of relevant information requiring transcription, it is'difficult

to predict what additional factors in the video may in some way be rclated to

".the topic; discovering these factors and the interrelationships between them

may in fact be one of the purposes of using qualitative methods (LeCompte &
Preissle, 1993). )

© . An alternative to transcription is to analyze video data directly. One can
think of video data as being text, and the methods of analysis used with text
can be directly applied to the video data. Qualitative computer programs are

_capable of video interfacing for the purposes of coding, comparison, and linking

video segments to one. another, as well as linking video to text, audio, and
other visual data. A researcher may also manually code segments of video
using either paper or a computer if a time counter is embedded in the video

_during the recording phase, although this is less functional if the counter does
“not include seconds or when two screens—one for the computer and one for

the video monitor—are required. As qualitative computer programs evolve to
greater sophistication, DVD recorders extend memory capacities and provide
faster retrieval and computer hardware for interfacing video data improve,
entire video data sets may be quickly and seamlessly analyzed with user-
friendly programs.

One or Several Sites? One or Several Purposes?

Early qualitative research tended to emphasize a single site to be described
and analyzed thoroughly. However, multiple site studies have become more
common not only because of the greater potential of determining more continu-
ities and distinctives, but also because of concern for generalizing results.
Schaeffer (1995), for example, studied communication between family members
in several New York City houses. Initial “mapping” of the environment involved
photographing the households to determine the best placement for video cam-
eras. Cameras were connected to monitors in a nearby studio. The researchers
noted that family members, particularly the children, became less and less
conscious of the cameras over time. Log entries of family activities and partici-
pants in events was made for each 3-minute period. Near the end of the study,
movie cameras were substituted for the video cameras so that greater clarity
could be obtained.
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A particularly inleresting aspect of this study is that the data were ana-

lyzed for several different purposes. In the initial analysis, child-rearing prac- -

tiges of Puerto Rican_s were studied by comparing the comments of parents
with the actual Practlces observed in their homes. In a subsequent analysis,
patterns of dominance in households were assessed. A third analysis of the

data considered behavior associated with food consumption, particularly re-

lated control and authority patterns related to household foods. A fourth topic
was pogvel‘bal behavior that reflected authority and dominance patterns, as
seen in initiating activities, controlling ohjects, and physically displacing other
family members. Another analysis examined the touches between family mem-
bers, particularly the affection displayed between husbands and wives and
between parents and children. An additional topic for analysis was that of
cultural norms related to proxemic territoriality and the minute analysis of
related body movements. :

The question of whether to film one or more sites, and whether one or
multiple purposes are considered, are issues that relate to time and personnel
available. Often a choice must be made between studying one topic at several
locations or one location with several topics. But as the trend toward multiple
researchers increases, this may become less of an issue. The ideal, of course,
is Lo let the emerging data inform these decisions. In most cases, the practical
scope of the study will be influenced by the nature of the initial purpose and
questions that direct the research.

One or More Analysts?

The Schaeffer study (1995) is a good example of multiple analysts being involved
in a study. Several of these studies involved ethnography students at Columbia
University who learned how to conduct analysis using actual data, while simul-
taneously producing results that were later published.

The potential for multiple observers viewing the same data, as well as the
opportunity Lo review segments repeatedly, can be a means of establishing
reliahility of descriptions and constructs {Lancy, 1993), although this possibility
has rarely been considered by researchers (Kirk & Miller, 1986). Multiple
f)bservel's, as well as multiple data sets, also permit triangulation, which is an
tmporiant means of establishing validity in qualitative research (Mehan, 1979).
Because video images are direct and mechanistic reflections of reality (Ball &
Smith, 1992), they may be more credible and believable than observation alone
because of the assumption that “pictures do not He.” Credibility is the bottom
line in establishing a degree of qualitative validity, and multiple analysts
increase credibility.

Participants as Analysts? Individuals or Groups of Participants?

Despite the value of the technology of video and computer programs, however,
the most important qualitative analytical tools are the human eyes and brain
{Jackson, 1987); video can only assist the researcher. Video analysis is a com-
plex task because it involves abstracting and creating new knowledge (Collier
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& Collier, 1988). However, the researcher need not accomplish the task alone;
analysis can be a cooperative effort of both the researcher and participants,
as qualitative inquiry attempts to discover meanings of activities and contexts
to participants. Participants are educators who teach the researcher their
perspectives (Collier & Collier). Participants can view segments of videos, and
in the process offer their understandings of what is portrayed. It is also possible
to include outsiders, who bring with them different experiences and thus a
wider variety of interpretations. Teams of participants, researchers, and outsid-

--ers can interact with one another as they observe video, producing a higher
-'level of analysis than one person in isolation (Collier & Collier). However, fine-

grained examination of video by multiple analysts can be costly (Lancy, 1993),
time-consuming (Collier & Collier), and be undermined either by conformity

influences or by friction between group members.

In my own research with children, I showed school hallway videos to small -
groups of three to six upper elementary-level children and asked them to
describe events and the meanings of the events portrayed. These self-selected
groups—formed by using snowball sampling (LeCompte & Preissle,-1993)—
readily talked about events as they watched, but comments tended to center
on identifying the children in the video rather than describing meanings of

“events. After the video ended, however, they were able to go into greater detail

about what was observed, as one child’s comments often prompted reactions

“and detail from.other youngsters in the group. However, it was not until the

'second or third half-hour interview with additional videos that I heard children
begin to unfold some of the meanings of events in the videos and their own

" corollary experiences. Near the end of the study when I interviewed children

‘individually, I found they provided more details about personal meanings of
events. Perhaps this was a function of having previously interviewed them in
group settings, but my impression from reading the literature as well as other
interviews I have conducted is that children—if comfortable with the inter-

_viewer—are more likely to discuss meanings at a deeper level in the one-to-

one context, but it is at the expense of greater detail in the descriptions of
events provided by children in groups of peers.

Separate or Simultaneous Analysis?

There is disagreement on whether the audio track and the video.information
should be analyzed separately or simultanéously. Collier and Collier (1986)
emphasized the unity of the analysis and thus argued that both forms of data

“should be analyzed at the same time. In contrast, Mehan (1982) analyzed

the audio track for three components of classroom communication—initiation,

- reply, and evaluation—then analyzed the video for visual cues in classroom

communication, such as children raising their hands. Similarly Erickson and
Schultz (1982) examined kinesic and other nonverbal components of communi-
cation using video data, then used “voice print analysis” to analyze the audio
track. My own experience suggests that there may be value in separate analysis
when followed up by simultaneous observation and listening, but I suspect
that the specific topic of a given research study may determine the best
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uppm‘nch. This may be an issue that may require some trial and error particu-
larly in the carly phases of analysis. oo
Constant Comparison and Analytic Induction

é\i}though .it is possible to use preexisting categories of behaﬁdr ‘and impose
em on video data, qualitative research historically has emphasized the emer-

gence and description of categories inherent to the research context. Indeed. -

this is co_ns1dered one of the key values of qualitative research; the intention
}1;0 set aside assumptions about what is important in a given setting, and to
C(Z lﬁzcra’nlggg).experlence the fluid wholeness of the video recOrdv(Collier &
‘ Consta.nt comparison, sometimes termed “grounded theory,” is a ‘qualita~
tive a-naly.ms procedure that involves coding data, developing c;teg()ries from
code“s, which are then further abstracted into “axial categories;” and finall
the “core cate‘gory” to which all other categories are related. Cha,pter 8 of thi?s,
volume (.Jescnbes constant comparison in detail, and video adaptation of thi
method is detailed elsewhere (Ratcliff, 1996). . *
‘ In my research of children in a school hallway, I used the'initial phases
of constant comparison to generate categories. Although I could have used
Vl.dUO‘ClﬂLil to determine axial categories, early observations without the came
h}ghhgh({(}d three social formations of children: phalanxes (children walkii:a
side-by-side), clusters (stationary groups of children, usually in the form of‘g

circle or semicircle), and school lines. Later in the research, detailed components

of these thr.ee axial categories were examined in detail by sampling the video
da'ta. The videos became an “elicitation” approach (Collier & Collier 1986), as
9h1]d1’e‘r3‘ res.ponded to videos during these interviews. Although in a,sense ;;he
idea of soc1a1_ formations,” which encompasses all three kinds of groupings
could be Fonmdered a core category, I did not want to prematurely foreclogsé
.the data from (?th'er kinds of analysis for additional constructs and understand-
;)r;g;s{.lﬁ\tl(ine p(zTn‘ti.my cI)vs;n1 1?h}i]]dren helped me sort categories and subcategories
vay activities; I felt i i ! i milay
b those T stestiod. Lot Orily;ergliléf;.reﬂect children’s perspectives, similar
Znameclv(i (1934) formalized a procedure of data analysis that can alsp be
adapted to v1c}eo data analysis. Curiously, this method is often included as an
aspect of qualitative analysis, whereas at other times it is treated as a se ara(t
method of ' qgalitative analysis. Stranger yet, the originator of the nI:etho:ﬂ3
only used it in analyzing quantitative data. “Analytic induction” involves the
development of a hypothesis from observing specific events and, as additional
exam ples of those events are examined, the hypothesis is tested ’and compared
with altqrnatwe explanations. The hypothesis is then reformulated andg ain
Eiitle]d wﬁ? n}orfc exarr}cplels1 observed at the research site. By regular’ly reviiing
ypothesis, it eventua i
the Lypothests, b event behyaf‘iffi;cs) I?ll of the observed examples, and it approaches
Latfer advocates of Znaniecki’s approach avoided the designation “law” and
emphasized the sgarch for exceptions as central to the hypothesis reformulation
process (e.g., Robinson, 1951). The goal of the testing and reformulation of the
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hypothesis is an explanation that is comprehensive, and thus is isomorphic to
the data. Znaniecki’s work, and later development of the analytic induction
approach to qualitative data analysis, is explored in detail elsewhere (Ratcliff,
1994), as is the adaptation of this approach to qualitative video research (Me-

han, 1979, 1982, Ratcliff, 1996).

Microanalysis

An approach somewhat similar to constitutive ethnography is Erickson’s (1992)
“microanalysis,” which is probably the most commenly used method of qualita-
tive analysis specific to video data. Microanalysis emphasizes the how of human
interaction rather than the what. Erickson has argued that this method should
only be used when other methods fail to produce needed details. Like Mehan,
Erickson links his procedure with analytic induction, emphasizing that an
event or behavior is described, measured, or tracked in detail by repeated
examination of sequences. By noting key contrasts between recurring events, as
well as commonalties and distinctives of unique or rare events, the researcher
determines how well conclusions generalize within the immediate context and
then across different contexts. .

The initial analysis begins while collecting video data, as the chaice of
what people or events to record is itself an analytical decision. However, the
majority of the analysis takes place subsequent to recerding (Erickson, 1992).
Erickson outlined five steps in the analysis of video data. |

During the first stage of analysis, the researcher examines an entire se-
quence without pausing or using slow motion. Field notes are written while
watching the video, emphasizing the whole of the event, much as would be
done in a standard field setting.

The second stage involves the identification of major boundaries between
events by locating major shifts in activity and then playing and replaying the
video recording—both forward and in reverse—to discover the precise frames
that begin and end the event. Three phases to the event are thus highlighted:
the beginning, the focus of the activity, and the conclusion that leads to the
next event. Predictable changes in body language and use of space often accom-
pany these three phases, according to Erickson.

The organization of each of the three phases in several selected tape seg-
ments makes up the third stage of the analysis. Linkages between segments
of activities are located, elaborating the skeletal structure of the second stage.
The researcher seeks to determine how each participant in the interaction
contributes to the event, concentrating on mutual influences rather than events
in isolation.

Stage four involves the transcription of statements and nonverbal commu-
nication of individual participants, guided by the analytical purposes of the
research. During this phase the cultural influences on interaction become
most salient.

In stage five, segments analyzed in earlier stages are compared with the
remainder of the video data to determine their degree of representative-
ness. Other segments may be microanalyzed for comparison, and typical and
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nontypical events may be counted. The researcher examines the entire video

record for exceptions. :

Erickson illustrated the use of microanalysis in a research study comparing
the interaction styles of a Native American teacher and an Anglo American
teacher teaching Odawan students in Canada (Erickson & Mohatt, 1982)
The styles of teaching and classroom management of the two te’ache’rs weré

: COmpaI.‘ed to examine patterns of participation by the teacher and children

Anal)./txc.al charts were created for each tape, listing events'and their durations.

f‘unctlomlng as an index for quickly locating specific events for analysis. The’

prgduct included quantitative analysis in addition to qualitative deseription

Erwkgon and Mohatt found that the Odawan teacher spent more time waitiné

for children to finish their activities and used small. groups more often than

the Anglo teacher, whereas the Anglo teacher provided more time for children

to play. The Anglo teacher also differentiated work time and free time to a

greater dggree than the Odawan teacher, and the. Odawan teacher attended

to the children’s readiness for changing activities'to a greater extent than did

the Anglo teacher. Activities in the Odawan teacher’s classroom were initiated

slowly and smoothly but ended quickly in comparison with the Anglo teacher

’_I‘he Odawan teacher made fewer movements around the room and generalb;'

mtergcted at a smaller distance with studenf;s, only calling out to groups rather

than individuals from across the room. The Anglo teacher used more directives
.and sta,ted them more quickly. The researchers concluded that the Odawan
teach{ers Pedagogy Wwas more congruent with the cultural principles of social
organization of the tribe than was the Anglo teacher’s instruction: Over the
year, video analysis revealed that the Anglo teacher 'increésingly adapted to
the local cultural norms in her teaching. S :

cher researchers have found microanalysis to be a very useful analytical
too¥ fgr qualitative video research. Beresin (1993), for example, studied the
spc}ahzabion of third, fourth, and fifth grade children on a playgT(;und empha-b
sizing the microtransitions that framed the school day, which she coiasidered
rites of passage that marked changes in activities. She microanalyzed children’s
eye movements, patterns of movement, speech, gestures, and other activities
and documented components of children’s folklore, such as rhymes, jokes anci
other games. Beresin found that misbehavior was most likely to o,ccur a7t the.
e'ndA of a recess period, as aggression was associated with the pressure of the
limited amount of time remaining and the forced proximity of lining up to
ret.urn to the school building. Later she used video segments while interviewing
children, and near the end of the study made a video presentation to school
teachers and the principal. :

. Corsaro (1985) studied preschool children using a variation of microanaly-
sis. er oqtlined the emergence of peer culture in the nursery school setting by
studying interactive episodes between children using a one-way mirror. Corsaro
repeatedly played segments of the video, sometimes frame by frame, to discover
what activities initiated and maintained interactions. His form of mi’croanalysis
revealed that friendship was established by excluding other children from
group a({tIVItIES. A sense of “we-ness” between preschoolers developed from
challenging adults and avoiding adult detection of shared activities, Corsaro
(1982) noted that some units of behavior were more clearly b;)undaried than
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others; some events had definite beginning and ending points, whereas other
interactions occurred within a continuous stream of events, as beginnings and
endings were more ambiguous in the video data. When such ambiguities exist,
Corsaro recommended that a unit of interaction be generated by blending
various theoretical assumptions with data.

Collier and Collier (1986) suggested that microanalysis can be an optional
component in a broader process of video data analysis. The more encompassing
process includes (a) watching an entire video in its totality, an “immersion”
that can last for weeks; (b) inventorying the video by categories or codings of
activities, spaces, or other components; (c¢) focusing the analysis ori newly
discovered ideas and the original questions for the research, using microanaly-
sis of details if needed; and (d) making conclusions by organizing the details
within a contextual description. The Colliers emphasized that video can reveal
the internal dynamics of activities, as similar segments of video can be viewed
side by side, using slow motion—to find details—and fast scanning to find
broader patterns of events. Both reverse and forward viewing can be helpful,

they concluded.

Research Case Example: Hallway Rituals

Throughout this chapter I have described my own research with children in
a school hallway (Ratcliff, 1995). After successfully completing this study, I
continued to use the 116 hours of video data for secondary analysis related to
the ritualistic behavior of children.

The research question was open-ended: “What, if any, activities in the
hallway fit ritual theory?” Before the research study, I had studied Van Gen-
nep’s (1960, pp. 15-24) idea of “territorial passage” in which a person through-
out most of history who wished to pass from one country to another had to
cross a neutral area between national boundaries. This neutral area is a place
of “wavering between two worlds.” Customarily there are rituals that are per-
formed as the person moves across the boundaries and the neutral region, the
equivalent of modern day travelers going through customs. I found that the
school hallway is also a place of “wavering between two worlds” that separates
the school culture of the classroom—that emphasizes work and submission to
adult authority—from the child culture of the playground, where child auton-
omy is more predominant. The hallway is sometimes predominantly school
culture, as when teachers insisted on silence and moving in lines, yet at other
times it was more like child culture, with exuberant play and talking.

Several years after the original study was completed, I began to examine
some of the more elaborate rituals, recorded on video, when the hallway was
a mixture of the two cultures. The guiding paradigm was that of postpositivist
qualitative research (Seale, 1999). I did not know exactly what to anticipate,
althongh I knew rituals—especially elaborate rituals—were the focus. Partici-
pants were not selected; anyone who was in the hallway had been videotaped.
The site was originally chosen on the basis of a high degree of activity and
movement, to maximize the variety and frequency of behavior, so that as many
relationships and events as possible would be produced (Ratcliff, 1995). As
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noted elarlifzr, the camera was positioned in a location that had the highest
level of activity of the hallway—near the restrooms and drinking fountains

The data.analysis procedure chosen was microanalysis. This proceduré
was selegted 1n.part to demonstrate the method for this chapter, but also
because it pel'*rmts a wide variety of activities to be analyzed simultaneously
for many possible relationships and understandings. Because only one microan-
alytical segment will be considered; these results are preliminary.

A video made about five weeks into my research was selected, because it
was recorded after students had come to ignore the camera most«’of the time
yet before I began recording video that specifically targeted the main topic of
Lhc study, social formations. The tape also reflected one of the more dynamic
tlme periods of the school day, the mid-morning; afternoons were less dynamic
with a re]atiyely constant flow of children in the hallway. Seven minutes aftelj
the ?ape begins a boy—probably in fourth grade—does a brief dance routine
a prime example of a spantaneous’ dance ritual, ,

For the first stage of microanalysis, I carefully examined the first 12 min-
ute.s .of the video, writing field notes on the entire segment. I noted several
actn{1t1es thz}t were ritualistic, such as children rubbing the walls and a boy
}'ockxng b‘ackmg forth in an exaggerated manner as he walked. The video began
in the midst of a transition; many children were changing classrooms, then
the number of children in the hallway decreased markedly for several mi’nutes
anfi thgt partofthe hz.lllway.was evenempty at times. Finally, the hallway again
Zz;:?;aytsoafix&lgd;r\g;t?i;};{Idren coming out and going inté several different

' The sec.ond stage of microanalysis involved the assignment of event bound-
aries. By using the play, scan, slow motion, pause, and reverse functions several
t?mus, I was able to locate the beginning of the relatively inactive portion of
txmc? between the two transitions, The inactive segment began at 3:23—
3 minutes and 23 seconds from the beginning of the tape, when the lasf; of a
large group of sixth graders walked past the camera and the end of the hallway
was empty. The end of the inactive segment was at 9:47 when a teacher emerged
from her classroom, followed by her entire class, which was quickly joined b
severall other classes entering the hallway at one time., During most of thf—:l
approximately 6 minutes of this segment of video, there were no more than
two or three children in the hallway at one time.

T‘}Je t}m‘d stage involved the examination of the segments (Erickson terms
them sFrlps of activity”) that make up the boundaried time period. Because I
hgd notlce@ a rather elaborate ritual by one child in the latter half of this 6-
m‘mut‘e .perlod, I decided to concentrate on that segment. Seven specific strips
of actn‘nty' were found between 6:45 and 9:48, several that were fragmentgd
by the individuals moving out of the sight of the camera, then returning. Strip
la was a teacher walking from her room past the camera (6:45-7:06) ana strip
1b When the tfaacher returned to her room (9:28-9:48). Strip 2a portrayed aél
African American boy who left the classroom and walked past the camera

(7:10-7:26) and strip 2b when he returned after visiting the restroom/drinking -

gouptain area (8:59—'9:48); Strip 2b involved the elaborate ritual of interest.
trip 3 (7:29-7:42) p1gtured four boys walking by the camera wha then began
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to run to their classroom doorways. Strip 4 (7:34-7:45) portrayed two girls who
walked by the camera, one began to run, but she resumed walking when the
other girl did not run. Three other strips of children’s activity were also
observed.

Several of these seven strips overlapped, indicating multiple trajectories
and activities. Perhaps most striking was the amount of running or fast walking
that is observed. Teachers were in the hallway for a few seconds at a time,
but not continuously. The multiple strips constituted a hallway in transition
from the silence and emptiness of the early morning, to the chaoctic and over-
whelming impact of several classes in the hallway at one time. The boys running
(strip 3), the one girl who begins to run (strip 4), and the rapid movement of
a girl in strip 5 were quite different from the leisurely stroll of a sixth grader
in strip 6. One could anticipate the impending change of classes would affect
all of the children photographed except the sixth grader, which was confirmed.
Thus the majority of the strips of behavior suggest a time of “wavering between
the two worlds,” wavering between complete inactivity and bewildering class

change.
The fourth stage in microanalysis examined in detail the event selected

- as central to the analysis, in this case the entry of the dancing child. At 7:10

the African American boy, probably a fourth grader, walked around the corner
from a classroom entryway, toward the camera next to the left wall. At first
he walked straight, then at 7:13 he moved into a hunched position, leaned
down as if to avoid detection, and rubbed the wall intermittently as he walked.
At 7:19, he resumed standing up straight and slowed down as he approached
the camera. At 7:23 he moved to the middle of the hallway to get past the
camera, apparently on his way to the drinking fountain or rest room, and
disappeared from the screen at 7:26. At 8:59 he returned, walked around the
camera, looked back into the camera, and again rubbed the wall with his hand
at 9:01, then rubbed the entire side of his body against the wall at 9:02, as he
continued to walk. He then began to make a first turn with his hands out like
a dancer, completed the first spin midway across the hallway at 9:04. He then
moved his arms up to a vertical position and raised one leg as he moved to the
opposite side of the hall for a second complete 360 degree turn at 9:05. At 9:06
his arms came down, he raised his head to face the ceiling as he turned to
malke a third circle. As he completed the third circular movement, and lowered
his head, he took one step backward, then walked forward raising his face to
the ceiling at 9:07. At 9:08 he extended his right arm out to the side, as he
continued walking forward. His left arm was raised some, then lowered and
the right arm was raised to the ceiling in a graceful manner, followed by
lowering both arms at 9:09. At 9:10 his arms resumed a more typical position,
he entered the doorway of the classroom at 9:12, only to reemerge slightly as
he swung around a support pole one time at 9:13, then he reentered the doorway
to the classroom at 9:14, completing the elaborate ritual.

Stage five involved a comparison of the event in stage four with other
similar events. The dancing boy was an example of numerous dances, of almost
endless variety, observed in the hallway. Dancing could involve walking back-
wards or sideways, walking heel to toe, skipping, jumping, hopping, strutting
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with arms and body moving in rhythm with steps, and walking with books
balanced on the head.! Dancing is a key activity of the hallway, at least when
teachers are not present or nonresponsive, probably one of many expressions
of children’s resistance to adult-imposed rules, or alternatively expressing a
desire for recognition as a dancer or musician.. These conjectures relate closely
to the theoretical bases of child culture and the sense of transcendence implicit
in ritualistic behaviors, themes I have developed elsewhere (Ratcliff, 2000,
2001). Other aspects of stage five are addressed to some extent in creating the
taxonomy of rituals in the next section of this chapter, but to use microanalysis
completely, the analysis I just described would be repeated dozens, preferably
hundreds of times with as many segments of video, preferably involving multi-
ple analysts who compare-their findings and work together to explore and
refine emerging hypotheses and conclusions. :

Extending the Analysis Into a Taxonomy of Rituals

In addition to my own secondary analysis, students at the University of Georgia
and Toccoa Falls College conducted secondary qualitative analysis of my video
data. Students® were given the option of analyzing videos or an alternative
assignment for the class. The students who chose to do analysis signed a
conflidentiality pledge, in keeping with the original provisions of my school
hallway research. They were then asked to apply a rather elastic variation of
Erickson’s microanalysis and analytic induction to analyze videotapes that I
selected in a fairly random manner. from the video corpus.

The products of this first level of analysis were then subjected to my own
taxonomic analysis, which my students corrected and elaborated. Videotapes,
each approximately two hours in length, were viewed by students who sought
examples of ritualistic behavior by children. I described several such ritualistic
activities, such as wall rubbing, jumping and hitting door frames, and dancing
around poles that supported the roof of the school building. I showed my
students a sample video, portraying such activities. I specifically defined a
ritual as unnecessary activity that was either repeated or likely to be repeated.
Each ritual observed on the tapes was to be described, with emphasis on the
beginning and ending of each ritual,

Alfter several weeks, the students met with me and listed the activities
they found on their videotapes. Although most students clearly understood the
concept of ritual, there was some confusion about the presence, beginnings,
and endings of rituals. Using the research tapes, we located several examples
and as a group attempted to identify when rituals occurred, as well as their
duration. To determine if these could be consistently applied to data, I used a
rough measure of interrater reliability for the length of rituals. Estimated
lengths of many rituals were very inconsistent, suggesting that the definitions

'These variations were described by my students who viewed similar situations on several
other videotapes, as described in the next section of this chapter.

*I wish to thank Dena Darr, Kristen Hoober, Bil] Matko, Jessica Nisewonder, Jennifer Parks,
Jared Ritter, and Chrissy Tackett for their significant input to my analysis.
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Exhibit 7.1. Taxonomy of Hallway Rituals

I.  Drinking rituals
A. Entering to drink
1. Like a bird (flapping arms)
2. With hands clasped :
3. From the side of the drinking fountain, as wall is touched
B. Drinking from the side (to monitor approachipg students) .
C. Taking multiple drinks by leaving momentarily and then returning

II. Tactile rituals
A. Wall
1. Purposeful rubbing
2. Touching the wall |
3. Leaning against the wal o
B. Pole (located at classroom entryways, presumably to support the building
roof)
1. Touching the pole

2. Swinging around the pole .
C. Hit and run (touching a person with the presumed expectation of a chase)

D. Holding hands (with another student, usually girls and usually same sex)

ITI. Walking/dancing rituals ]

. Jumping and touching a doorframe '

. Shoort);ing hoops (same as A except with hand movements used in basketball)
. Dancing with another child

. Dance walk ‘
1. With broadened shoulders and strutting

2. With spasm-like movements
3. With books on child's head

4. While hopping on onc foot ‘
E. Jogging, skipping, or jumping as child leaves classroom

oW

IV. Athleti¢/fighting rituals
A. Pretending to fire a gun
B. Boxing/fake punches
C. Pretending to fight with swords
D. Wrestling or rough-and-tumble play

needed refinement. My students and I redefined the beginnings and e‘ndmgs
of several such rituals and eventually gained a deg‘reg of c01.151stenc¥ in ets 1-
mates of length. A few rituals continued to produce 1ncon51steqt ebtlr:a es,
and thus were discarded. The remaining rituals were then made into a taxon-

. omy (see Exhibit 7.1).

Conclusion

Video can be central to a research study by providing important da'ta to.be
analyzed in detail. Video can also be used as a supplement to qualitatative
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research by providing visual content to which participants respond, or an audit
trail for external examination. In some research studies participants can even
produce video data by operating the camera. Without question, video data can
be an important component to virtually any qualitative research project.
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Grounded Theory in
Psychological Research

Karen Henwood and Nick Pidgeon

Generating theory that is grounded in semistructured interviews, fieldwork
observations, case-study notes, or other forms of textual documentation is
one important principle of much qualitative social science today. It is often
specifically associated with the methodological approach adopted by the Ameri-
can sociologists Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss during their investigation
of the institutional care of the terminally ill (1965), which they subsequently
termed grounded theory (1967). Grounded theory studies are often prompted by
quite general research interests at the outset. These might include identifying
actors’ views or perspectives on a topic or investigating processes or phenomena
of interest within their local contexts and settings, and from there arriving at
insights and explanatory schemes that are relevant to (“grounded in”) real-
world problems, a previously unresearched topic area, or both.

Since the late-1980s psychologists have been interested in using the princi-
ples and practices of grounded theory (see Henwood & Pidgeon, 1992; Rennie,
Phillips, & Quartaro, 1988). In this chapter we argue that its usefulness for
psychologists is both as a node around which there are discussions of a wide
range of contemporary methodological issues (e.g., epistemology, design, inter-
pretive practice, and validity) and as a resource for framing studies and analyti-
cal strategies that deal in principled and practical ways with the exigencies of
conducting systematic but creative qualitative research that has clear relevance
to substantive problem domains. In so doing we also hope to avoid presenting
grounded theory as a unitary method (for some it is the method of thematic
qualitative inquiry), instead preferring to reflect contemporary developmentsin
thinking about the place of the approach within qualitative inquiry in general.

- We wish to thank Marcus Sangster, Huw Davies, Paul Finch (of the Forestry Commission),

" Sarah Pearce, Ffion M. Roberts, Sue Hunter, and all of the individuals who contributed to both
the North Wales Community Focus Groups and the Stakeholder Panel. OQur colleague Barry
Turner, who died unexpectedly in 1995, shared with us many of his insightful thoughts on the
use of grounded theory method. Mildred Blaxter has been a valued commentator and discussant.
The opinions expressed here are, however, solely ours.
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. ‘\¢Vc will also argue that grounded theory's apparent philosophical founda-
tion in a process ol “pure” induction (of theory from data) hides an epistemologi-
cal ;}ﬂl_!gﬂfrpa. Resolving this requires constructivist readings of the approach
!}h'?lt more closely reflect the actual processes of grounded theory analysis. If
it is perplexing to find complex, multiple, and divergent ways of presenting
the philosophical positions associated with grounded theory, this is no less
Fham should be expected in circumstances where qualitative researchers, and
indeed b:OCiﬂl scientists in general, are having to juggle with many epistemélogi-
ca'l tr,:nswns. Denzin and Lincoln (2000, p. 2) described these tensions as existing
within a “complex historical field” where modernism and postmodernism repre-
sent two “crosscutting historical moments” that overlap and simultaneously
“operate in the present.”

The chapter references exemplar studies, which we believe provide particu-
larly good yvritten accounts of various grounded theory projects and principles
’(dy.'awn primarily from psychology but also related disciplines where appro-
pf'mtc)..The main illustrative study we use is based on an extensive corpus of
discussion data from focus groups we have ourselves conducted with members
of the public in Wales—a devolved region of the United Kingdom—about the

A sxmbohc importance and value they attach to the woodlands, forests, and trees
yvxl,hm Fheir environment (Henwood & Pidgeon, 2001). The study iys unusuz'll
in that it'deals more explicitly than many other accounts of grounded theory
W]th the~th(')my but essential issue of how interpretive, qualitative research
peccssan]y 1r'1vo]ves developing an understanding of the topic in question that
is embedded in particular kinds of psychological and, in this case, sociopolitical/
culL‘ural theory. In addition to showing how this embeddedness influences the
design and course of research we also demonstrate how our research deploys
some of the principles and practices of grounded theory.

Background to the Approach

In their book The Discovery of Grounded Theory, Glaser and Strauss (1967)
. obsprvcd that, at the time of publication, sociological research placed excessive
reliance on the quantitative testing of hypotheses derived from a small number
of g_rar.ld {totalizing) theories, typically through numerical survey and other
gtatxshcg] approaches. They argued that this ultimately led to empirically
1mpove1‘1§hed abstract theory, in the sense of having restricted relevance to
any particular “substantive” problem domain. Closing this “exhbarrassing gap
between theory and empirical research” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. vii), there-
fore, required a radical change of philosophy. Specifically, what was r;eeded
they argued, was an approach aimed at generating more insightful accounts’
Sontextual explanations, or middle-range theories that would as a consequencé
work” (hold clear relevance to problems and phenomena identified in the
course of _study, in context or in situ) and also be relevant to those being studied
In historical terms, as noted by Cathy Charmaz (2000): .

Gl‘ounggd thec'n‘y §erved at the forefront of “the qualitative revolution” . . .
at a critical point in social science history . . . defended qualitative research
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and countered the dominant view that quantilative studies provide the only
form of systematic social scientific inquiry. (p. 509)

Glaser and Strauss (1967) also made the basic observation that a new
methodology was needed to realize this alternative goal of generating innova-
tive theory that is well-grounded in qualitative data. Accordingly, they took
the step of formalizing a range of principles, methods, and tactics (which we
outline in greater detail later) to promote creativity in conceptualizing in paral-
lel with rigorous analysis of “ill-structured” qualitative data.

It is debatable to what extent the procedures and methods of grounded
theory are distinctive to the approach, or alternatively should be conceptualized
as one part of a core, generic set of techniques for conducting theory-building
from qualitative data. What has made grounded theory particularly attractive
to researchers from a range of disciplines subsequently is its claim to describe
a formal set of methods or procedures for guiding or gaining credibility for
qualitative interpretive inquiry more generally. Many who are new to qualita-
tive research, and especially analysis, find the provision of such explicit tech-
niques both reassuring and genuinely useful. Equally, there is considerable
worl still to be done in relating grounded theory to other researchers’ ways of
depicting qualitative study design, data gathering, and analysis. In our view

the_gualitative researcher should not, therefore, approach grouhd'éa”\ttf{ébry
today in a naive or simplistic way. As with any-other systematic approach to
research, principled choices, both 6f epistemology and methodology (see Hen-
wood & Pidgeon, 1994; Madill, Jordan, & Shirley, 2000) have to be made
at various stages in the grounded theory research process—choices that will
subsequently guide the conduct of study, its analysis, and outcomes.

As a philosophy of inquiry, there are a number of historical antecedents
to grounded theory. In psychology these can be first traced to the ideas of
Dilthey (1894/1977), who in arguments with the early experimentalists, such
as Ebbinghause, maintained that the human sciences would be mistaken to
exclusively pursue causal explanation at the expense of establishing under-
standing (Verstehen or meaning). This idea subsequently became significant
in interpretive phenomenology (Schutz, 1962), as well as in the ideographic
school of 1950s and 1960s psychology.

Grounded theory also has an especially long-standing association with
the pragmatic and symbolic interactionist philosophical traditions (see, e.g.,
Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1934) that have served to frame several generations of
researchers’ theorizing, questions, and inquiries within some areas of social
psychology and microsociology. The American interactionist tradition also holds
an important historical place in the development of generic qualitative research
practice to the present day. It provided an early and coherent case for (and
practical examples of) studies that took for granted the importance of the actor’s
point of view and that sought to explore the activities and interactions involved
in the interpretive and symbolic production of meaningful social and cultural
worlds, often through detailed in situ case studies. Accordingly, the philosophi-
cal, theoretical, and methodological mix of ideas that often guide grounded
theorists’ interpretive practice can be seen in their stated aim of initially
focusing on problems and issues that have to do with people’s substantive
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activities, interactions, sense-making, and locatedness within particular set-
tings, before moving on to elucidate more general or formally theorized under-
standings of such problems, including the wider significance of their socially
situated experiences and the conditions and consequences of their activities
and ways of living.

The basic philosophy of grounded theory inquiry may appear to represent
a considerable conceptual break from that conventionally taught within experi-
mental and survey design courses. It opens out a range of new and exciting
challenges and opportunities for psychological research—particularly where
existing theory is inappropriate, too abstracted, or absent entirely—without
also losing sight of necessary rigor in analytical practice (Henwood & Pidgeon,
1992). Reflecting its symbolic interactionist roots, at the interface of sociology
and social psychology, it is no surprise to find those working in the applied or

. -practitioner areas of psychology to be the first to take up this challenge. Good

exemplar studies can now be found particularly within health psychology
(Houston & Venkatesh, 1996; Sque & Payne, 1996), psychotherapy and clinical
psychology (Bolger, 1999; Borrill & lljon-Foreman, 1996), and also in social
(Annesley & Coyle, 1998; Henwood, 1993; Marsliglio, Hutchinson, & Cohan,
20000, feminist (Currie, 1988; Willott & Griflin 1999), organizational (Crook
& Kumar, 1998), and environmental psychology (Tuler & Thomas, 1999).

The Dilemma of Qualitative Method

The perspective adopted in the original 1967 account of grounded theory hides
an epistemological tension, which Martyn Hammersley (1989) labeled the di-
lemma of qualitative method, Put simply this arises from a simultaneous com-
mitment on the one hand to scientific process and realism (by claiming to
directly reflect the “data”—for example, participants’ own accounts and view-
points), and on the other a form of constructivism (inherent to the approach
of symbolic interactionism) that invelves the researcher in the creative and
interpretive process of generating new understandings and theory. Philosophi-
cally speaking, theory cannot- simply emerge from or reflect data, because
interpretation and analysis is always conducted within some preexisting con-
ceptual framework brought to the task by the analyst.! This then raises the
thorny question of what grounds grounded theory (Henwood & Pidgeon, 1992,
1995a, 1995b).

For some analytical purposes it might be simplest to just ignore this di-
lemma. However, the risk is that the approach might then be followed as if it
were a prescriptive method—a standardized procedure for guaranteeing “true”
representations of the psycho-social world. Our own preferred response has
been to argue for a constructivist revision of grounded theory (Henwood &

'Alvesson and Skéldberg (2000) also argue that grounded theorists cannot simply assume
that the raw ‘data” of analysis are themselves unproblematic or uncontested, In & related discus-
sion, Rennie (2000) suggests that grounded theory involves a “doiible" hermeneutic” in that both
its processes (theory generation) and “objects” of inquiry (the psychosocial world) invevitably
involve preinterpretation.
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Pidgeon, 1994, 1995a; Pidgeon & Henwood, in press; see also Qharmaz, 1990,
2000; Costain Schou & Hewison, 1996). This framing captures more nea‘rly t.he
essential characteristic of its combination of systematic ?igor in apalysm with
the essentially creative and dynamic character of the interpretive research
process. A constructivist revision also alerts the resggrcher to-the fact that
data should guide but certainly should not limit theorizing (Layder, 1.‘?93). For
this reason we have used the term generation of theory, rather tha:n dlscov.e}‘y,
as more accurately describing both the epistemol.ogical and practlcal realities
of the approach (Henwood & Pidgeon, 1992). Similarly, Martin Brulr_nerj (1979)
has commented that, rather than theory being discovered or emerging from a
purely inductive process, grounded theory always involves a cons’tant two-way-
dialectical process or “flip-flop” between data and the resea}'t;her S copcgptual-
izations. Such a position is also in keeping with an.add1t19nal principle qf
grounded theory—that of emergent design that we discuss in greater detail
r. . I3 3
fate From a constructivist perspective, the logic of interpretive prgct}ce requires
that researchers remain aware that knowing always involves seeing or hearmg
from within particular individual, institutional, and otber §oc10cu1turally em- -
bedded perspectives and locations. It also means taking 1nt9 gccount other
complexities associated with the multiple, fragmented, and.sh1ftmg c.haracterj
of discursively patterned or “ordered” frameworks of meaning ('Der.mm, 1997,
Gubrium & Holstein, 20Q0; Schwandt, 2000). Otherwise one will mmply lack
awareness of the preconditions that inevitably structure understax"ldmg and
that would remain tacit or hidden under the guise of eme.:rger.lt 1.deas and
theory. To be able to “discover” or “generate” questi.on.s, meaning, ingights, and
theory researchers must be able to retain their dxscxphnz}ry kno\a'/h'-:d.ggs and
use their theoretical sensitivities (Bulmer, 1979). Tlleo?emcal sensitivities are
qualitative researchers’ way of approaching the an'a].ys.lg of data.: Rather than -
being held as true until found to be false, such sensmwtl.es are viewed as too?s
that can be vision-creating or vision-blinkering, depending on a complex mix
of individual, structural, and cultural conditions. ‘Paradqxw.a]ly, theoretlcal
sensitivities tell us where to look at the same time as, potgntIal}y, keepmg us
from seeing (Vaughan, 1992, p. 195). We illustrate the waysin whlgh theotetlcal
sensitivities are central to grounded theory interpretive practice—and t}?e
very real practical consequences that follow—in our example study later in v
the chapter.

Methodology

It is impossible in a chapter such as this to encapsulate what is now a consider-

“+=.able body of methodological literature, as well as the many examples of pub-

lished grounded theory studies available. This literature now inclu‘des all the
various aspects of Glaser and Strauss’s original (1967 ) wgr%(, how it has beeg
followed up and developed in different ways by the 1r}d1V1dua1 auf;hors. an

coworkers (Glaser, 1978, 1992; Strauss, 1987), and, as discussed earherZ differ-
ent renditions by researchers influenced by more recent postmodernist and
constructivist thinking within the social sciences. In large measure, however,
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th~e L)Bln) grounded theory indicates, to us at least, an intertwining of research
gr oclt;iqf .and ?utcomeshwhere the process involves the detailed, systematic but
1ex1 e ]mt.enog.atlon of (a range of) initially unstructured data selected for its
cj OSe, lre ?txonsljllp to the problem under investigation and the analytical owu:-
Lfmi;] (o ten‘wlth the“powers of formal explanatory theory) combine a demon-
, sty g e re]eva}nce.and fit” to Fhe substantive problem, phenomenon, or situation
unt erfmvestlgatlon‘ Accordingly, although grounded theory indicates a prop-
elt‘ }(fi of a conceptual systen.l (strictly an outcome), the term has become associ-
a f {‘ with the met}}ocl‘ologjcgl strategies advocated by Glaser and Strauss (a
(Sé 1 of processes) within' their original template for grounded theory research
1992;(3;& Strauss, 1967; see also Pidgeon & Henwood, 1997; Strauss & Corbin
Ord:: fm}r]ngr, 1981). The phases of grounded theory analysis reflecting the:
er of their expected first occurrence within a single project, are as follows:
] ) :
1. ](D)dpe.mcodllr‘ltg fE:o capture the detail, variation, and complexity of the
asic qualitative material (sometim
e sotio es also referred to as substan-
2a. C;onstatntli' c.om]paring data instances, cases, and categories for
conceptual similarities and difference
SN, nces (the method of constant
2b. Sz.lmplmg new datz:l and cases on theoretical grounds as analysis
?}zogrt‘ssses (theoretllcal sampling to extend the emergent theory by
!L)aect:km]g o;lt e(;rcllergmg ideas, extending richness and scope, and in
rticuiar to add qualitative variety to th i 1 withi
b y e core data included within
2c. Writing theoretical memor ;
/ anda to explore emergi ¢
links to existing theory; ? FrEine concepts and
3da. Engaging in more focused codi i i
: ' oding (including focused, axial theo-
" retlcgl cpdlng) of selected core categories; el and theo
. S:Jentlrfulngtto i(?d}t:., make comparisons, and sample theoretically until
point at which no new relevant insight i ’
ot e o T ghts are being reached (theo-
4. A'c}ciltlonal.tactics to move analysis from descriptive to more theoreti-
ca .eve?s.. for example, grouping or reclassifying sets of basic catezo-
rles, wrltm'g deﬁmtl'ons of core categories; building conceptual modZ]s
and data displays; linking to the existing literature; writing extended
memos and more formal theory.

This list p?ege.nts discrete stages. In overall terms the analyst typicall
}/vc?tks from an initial topic or research question(s), to data gathering g;lp;gi 151,
l?ltlallFl‘eatment qf unstructured materials (using the varied ana]ytic:al opefa—
thonsi 1_.sted), posm.bly more data .gathering and analysis, and on to a set of
N eor etécal categories, interpretations, models, and written accounts of theor
fst }\:re emonstrate later, this flow is accompanied by a gradual developmer{‘é
of the conceptual focus away from local descriptions inherent to the data £ d

morelz_I ordered find anglytical (i.e., theoretical) concepts and categories o
ot 1.owe\‘fer, in detal.l the core processes of generating grounded theory’exhibit
h linear and iterative qualities, reflecting both the ongoing flip-flop between
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data and conceptualization described earlier and the fact that research design
with grounded theory is emergent rather than inexorably fixed in advance.

Strauss and Corbin emphasize that

because our approach to theory building is one of emergence ... . the design,
like the concepts, must be allowed to emerge during the research process.
As concepts and relationships emerge from data through qualitative analy-
sis, the researcher can use that information to decide where and how to go-
about gathering additional data that will further the evolution of the theory.

(1998, p. 33)

As a result, the researcher will cycle from later back to eérlier operations
where this is necessary to promote theory development; fit,; and conceptual

integration. Hence, the research question itself, which Turner (1981) pointed

out may only be tacitly understood at the outset of inquiry, is often sharpened
and refined—sometimes changed entirely—by the process of data analysis (see, .

e.g., Michie, McDonald, & Marteau, 1996). In a similar way, a recategorization
of initial codes can follow the development of the emerging theoretical analysis
or a realization by the analyst that initial terms and concepts used do not in
fact fit the data in the ways originaily assumed. . : .

In our view, presenting the linearity and nonlinearity in the process of
grounded theory design invites a nondidactic view of the principle of flexibility,
emergence, and iterativeness in relation also to a defined origin to inquiry and
to qualitative research design. Our own experience of teaching grounded theory
is that new researchers enthusiastically glean from the classic writings on the
topic that they should approach their initial fieldwork and data analysis with-
out any previous theoretical preconceptions or reference to earlier literature.
Glaser and Strauss recognize that it is logically impossible to approach inquiry
as a true tabula rasa. But it would be equally fair to say that many writings in
the tradition of grounded theory are less than helpful on the issues surrounding
study origin and (at least initial) research design. We would accordingly recom-
mend Marshall and Rossman (1999) as an aid te designing any grounded theory
study. They help to elucidate a number of initial design choices that grounded
theorists often leave unresolved or unstated in their written accounts. For
example, although grounded theorists emphasize theoretical sampling, in prac-
tice the very first data to be collected are often sampled on other grounds—as
when interviews with key informants or a particularly rich case, thought likely
in advance to maximize the chance of obtaining both good quality data and
pointers to additional relevant samples are used (see also Cutliffe, 2000).

One aspect of design decision making seems particularly problematic. This
is the tension between keeping to a general statement of initial substantive
interests and problems and of formulating more specific research questions
(including the use of the theoretical literature to.sharpen initial focus). We
should note at this point that, following the initial writing of Discovery, Glaser
and Strauss have explicated rather different positions on a number of critical
issues, including this one. Glaser (1992) has argued strongly for an initially
generalist position to any study: One approaches a problem area because it is
interesting, but without strong preconceptions. He thereby continues the theme
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of many qualitative researchers’ refusal to subordinate open-ended, exploratory
research activities to any form oftheory verification by stating that “the problem
emerges and questions regarding the problem emerge” (Glaser, 1992, p. 25).
Strauss and Corbin (1998), on the other hand, argue for enhancing the early
focus of grounded theory studies by making explicit the questions guiding a
researchers’ choice of topic or interest in investigating a particalar setting, and
then using these to direct attention to the specific phenomena that are to
be subjected to intensive data gathering and analytical scrutiny. This latter
suggestion is more in line with recent and widely read resource books on
interpretive qualitative methods (Flick, 1998; Marshall & Rossman, 1999; Ma-
son, 1996; Miles & Huberman, 1994), all of which caution against the dangers
of too loose, as well as overly restrictive, initial research designs. Novice re-
searchers, in particular, are deemed to be at risk of being unable to focus their
studies sufficiently if they do not make explicit what interests them about their
chosen topic area and state these interests as research questions fairly early
on in their investigations. i
Embedding projects in background and disciplinary knowledges to formu-
late workable and maximally useful research questions early on also brings
the role of the theoretical literature into question. ’Iﬂ'yhg,pr,inciplgj;}lat people new
to grounded theory often read into descriptions of the approach—of completely
setting aside the literature at the start of the project to maintain sensitivity
to relevance in the data—may sometimes need to be displaced by a more
discriminating strategy of using the literature early on in specific ways. Cutliffe
(2000) emphasized the importance, when investigating relationships between

theoretical literature before entering the study to promote clarity in thinking
about concepts as it “helps the researcher to reach conceptual density, enhance

-"the richness of concept development, and subsequently the process of theory
development” (2000, p. 1481).

_ The special counsel that remains within grounded theory is to avoid being
wedded to particular theoretical positions and key studies in the literature in
ways that overly direct ways of looking and stymies the interactive process of
engagement with the empirical world being studied. Theoretical agnosticism,
is a better watchword than theoretical ignorance to suffi“ﬁﬁfﬁém\k\}éyé‘df’ﬁs’i’}fg
the theoretical literature—as well as initial research questions—at the early
stages of the flow of work in grounded theory.

Grounded theorists typically treat any relevant medium or combination
of media as data;* whether archival documents, official records and reports

—_—

*If the principal objective is theory building, this could even include quantitative data, as
in some forms of exploratory statistical analysis (cf. Tukey, 1977). Glaser himself brought his
background in statistics to the writing of Discovery, and one chapter of the monograph is devoted

chapter has subsequently puzzled many qualitative researchers who read the book, and as a result
has received very little attention, it too represents a considerable break with mainstream (in this
case statistical) research practice. In particular, by arguing that the conventional canons for
statistical verification (e.g. strictures guarding against type I error in statistical inference: that
is of rejecting the “null” hypothesis where no “true” difference actually exists) might be temporarily

'
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(Turner, 1978), letters (Banks, Louie, & Einerson, 2000), ﬁeldw.ork obs;rgg;;or;i
(Wright, 1997), focus group data (Green, 1997; Henwood & ]Eflcégecl)p, 2001 ,en_
interview notes and transcripts (Kimle & Damhorst, 1997; Sar 10—.Ca i v
korva, 2000). Some studies combine multiple sources of data (e}.lg.,_ roon e
Kumar, 1998; Karp & Tanarugsachock, 2000; Fmedlan.de.lj, Heat exrll?%to e,nd
Marrs, 2000). Selection of precisely what .forn? of datato; collrecrtl',1 wi (131}3978‘
primarily on the aims of the study.” To outline just one example, 'u'r‘ner'ries t(;
Turner & Pidgeon, 1997) used reportds from gov;a.rnr’:lexgt ;:c::}c(li?gz :Slq:;-: o
theory of the human and organization i ; i
igr?giz'?lfiillaaCCideri’ts and disasters, precisely. bfacausg th“esc.a prowd?;l a 1'1f:h},1 f}’ld
the best, store of information on such administrative “failures o orﬁs;gm;lst ,
In the early stages of generating grounded T;heory, the researc feOm net.
adopt a stance of maximum ﬂexibilitﬁ' tin geril‘erl:ftlr}llg I'f:gr;iz?s:z;ﬂ{s e
is is a creative process, which taxes fully the i : [ ]
f:ggalzﬁ;r, who is nevertheless disciplined by th'xe requlremfant' thgt‘i‘) cs}ileil :?ad
categories generated should fit (provide a recognizable description o )| t;ea jniné
Success in generating theory, which is w'ell-grounded, d’epends: on n}au;ion e
a balance throughout between full use of tbe resegrcher s own 1mrlz‘1g'1na o8
theoretical sensitivities against this basic requirement of fit. urne1; oo
el and el e, aatagorios, concente o Tobeld do 1 nesd o aceouny
ial and asking, “What categories, concepts, : ced to .
g)l:l ‘f/l}?:é is of impogtance to me in this paragraph?” (p. 232). This 1.r11)1t11atlaé)}f;
then serves as the first indicator for the concept (or category) described by

i i i otentiall
" card header. Qp&ncodmg continues by checking whether further p y

significant aspects of the paragraph suggest different concepts (almost certainly
thger}lr will), and continues systematically with subsequent paragraphs or seg-
ts in the data. ' _ » '
men’;he aim of open coding is to generate an mdexmg system Lhtough whxcﬁ
any particular segment of raw text can be quickly identified, acce.ssed, cor.n;t)'are
to other segments, and interrogated during subsequent ana]ytlcclal opdel at;;);vs(;
i ofinf i logy this amounts to a code and re
In the terminology of information techno ode: orleve
i i i ise to find many computer-aided qualitati
radigm. It is accordingly no surprise to I ) ;
SZta agalysis software (CAQDAS) packages, fou}rlxded on suchfa pari?r(tlilcg;,l glgr:ri
i of analyt
licitly reference grounded theory as t eir source : '
?;;2‘31{2)]?; 1’;199},7' Weitzman, 2000). Such software is invaluable where a prOJgf(;t
i : : hich the analyst needs to organize, sift,
involves large and complex data sets, w. . ‘ ,Sift
i trelationships. In our experienc
t for complex comparisons and emergen : ‘
ZTQSBZXSOprogTims greatly simplify the mechanics of opendcodlglg, a.lthotg};
i i ffort to properly set up a database in w /
this may be outweighed by the e rly : , ways
i i g ’ bilities. Even more importan
t fully exploit a particular program’s capa . :
21 :tilluth);: reIs)earcher who must provide the interpretative work that generates

et aside where “discovery” of new theory or patterns from exploratory analysis of complex quantita-
N -

i ts is the principal objective. ) ) ] i
e (%Féioslfnil;d the:ry is sometimes inappropriately portrayed as bemg_ solely assoc.late:t:/rlia1
the collection and analysis of interview data. By contrast, intemej@ are t)’qln};ally t&e Tlil;;lumgh erial

is i i ies that aim to explore participants’ life worlds
of analysis in phenomenological stud.les
own expressed understandings of this (see Baker, Wuest, & Stern, 1992).
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the ]ub;s,ll gg)d who f!ectides Wh}iCh segments of data to compare. Accordingly, our
seneral fecommendation is tha ’ inni
Z,mundc‘(d thooriat o it cat;zlch software should be used by the beginning
The' exercise of coding to explore similarities and differences is basic t
implemé?.-ntmg the analytical method of constant comparison, on which tho
generatiion of grounded theory is founded.” This involves continually sifti :
and conParing elgments (basic data instances, emergent concepts g,ases P
theoretf.@al propositions) throughout the lifetime of the project. By me;kin s, 0}:
compar$ons the researcher is sensitized to similarities (e.g., at more gn v 1
‘levels of abstraction) and nuances of difference as a part of the (’:ognitive e&)’( lera
tion of the full range and complexity of the data. In short similaritieg c;raci
differefices are central to promoting dense conceptual de\;elopment Tal .
togethéf the commitments of constant comparison and theoretical sém IFEH
define the analytical dynamic of the grounded theory process, which invglt?ei
the resgarcher, as we have suggested, in a highly interactive and iterative

process: . )

i As the number Of‘coded concepts increases, some indexed to m .rv facety
of the (:l{itg .and some indexed to few, the analysis increasingly inv{ o ;r
core activities designed to both raise the conceptual level and consi .- an

orderly theoretical account. Pidgeon, Turner, and Blockley (1891) liken t}

early pfiases of grounded theory (open coding and initial memoing) to ste ';e
deeper into a maze, a confusing place that may generate considerable upnpc1 :
tainty And anxiety. During the later phases of analysis suitable routes outer;’
this maze have to be found. Perhaps the most critical stage of the who;)e

“analysis (and paths to escape the maze) is prompted at the point of theoretical

saturation, where the researcher also often focuses on an important core cate-
gory or group of categories.

Research Case Example

Our i]mstl;"%}tive case is drawn from a policy study we carried out to investigat
the symbolic importance and value that community members att: ‘]V(f t%ﬂt’e
environment. The study (Henwood & Pidgeon, 1998, 2001) was sd;r7 o
the Forestyy Commission, which has national l'espon,sibility for p]imf i
in some¢ ¢OR m‘a.rc'lal cases managing, tree and forest cover across LheU Ld
Kingdo#. Tyuditionally, the “value” of forestry had been assessed pur '1“ ;
econonie tgrms, either via actual timber prices or—where more ix]itm }"blln
Commﬁwygy‘!geneﬁts such as access to recreation were concerned—usin qoon t'e
tative‘f’(@gﬂiﬁi\gent valuation” attitude surveys of users (e.g., Mitchell Sf ngm y
1989). e w7 wors realized that such quantifative appr})aches were f;iori;

to reflect '[’ul];, reasons why people desire to have woods and trees in their
local environ: Dur St}ldy attempted to move forward efforts that have
been made fx ently in academic and policy research to understand the

more tacit arc uitegible personal and cultural meanin

mo . g al gs and values th
inform sueh er.1v1ronmc1.1ta1 perceptions and evaluations (e.g., Burgess 5199??
Burgess, Harrison, & Limb, 1988; Tuler & Thomas, 1999). We reazonéd that
our choseR method had to be sensitive to—and build its account from—tl;e
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local and cultur

woods, forests, and trees. o
At the outset we were personally aware that trees and forests featured

prominently in the ancient Celtic tales, myths, and legends of Wales (e.g., the
Mabinogion stories; see Gantz, 1976). Also, some studies had -suggested that
views about environmental and other recent changes in Wales (such as housing,
work, transport, lifestyle, community, ete.) might symbolically represent con-
tested concerns about the impact of social and economic transformation on
people’s lives, identities, and culture (Cloke, Goodwin, & Milbourne, 1997).
However, no equivalent study of perceptions of trees, forests, and woodlands

had been conducted previously in Wales.

al layers of meaning that are expressed in lay discourse about

The Fieldwork Context

The data for the study were collected early in 1998 in Bangor, a small city in
rural North Wales. Wales as a whole is culturally distinctive from the rest of
the United Kingdom in that there are many living signs and symbols of Welsh
heritage (flags, festivals, literature). In North Wales, where nationalist commit-
ments are strongest, a large percentage of the population speak Welsh as their
first language. As we were constrained to a very short time scale for delivery
of initial findings (three months) we had agreed with the sponsors to limit
fieldwork to Bangor, an area of outstanding natural beauty (mountains, coast-
line, beaches) that attracts many visitors for outdoor recreational activities.
Economically this part of rural Wales has suffered over the past 30 years as
traditional industries have declined and very recently because of the effects of
poor agricultural prices and the Bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE; “mad
cow”) crisis in farming. Reversing the numerical decline in the rural population
in the immediate post-war period there is now a significant inward movement
of people aver the Wales/England border for reasons such as environmental
preference and other lifestyle im provements (e.g., flexible work, relatively inex-
pensive housing, “country living”).

The Sample and Methods of Data Collection

The data were collected from five community focus groups. As we wished to
reflect a broad spectrum of beliefs and values across the local voting age commu-
nity the overall sample comprised a wide spread of ages (17 through to 65+).
All of the participants had to have lived in the area for at least five years.
Although this had not been an explicit sampling criterion about half of our
participants had been born in North Wales and half had moved there from
outside (typicaily the North West of England).

Focus groups are a technique increasingly used in research to explore talk
about a topie, or set of topics, in depth with participants (see, e.g., Barbour &
Kitzinger, 1998). The aim is to encourage, by means of the interactional dynam-
ics operating in the group, free discussion of shared meanings (including contes-
tation and debate) of a kind not ordinarily attainable in a one-to-one interview

study. The ground covered in the focus groups included, “How did participants
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Lthink about the forests, woods, and trees that were of personal significance to
them?” “What difference did it make when this topic is placed in its relevant
tommunity and cultural context (i.e. within Wales)?” “What specific meanings
attached to forests, woods, and trees in discussions of their cultural role and
significance?”

. All group sessions were audio-recorded. Tapes were first listened to thor-
oughly by the authors both independently and jointly. They were then tran-
scribed by us at a level of inclusiveness dictated by the developing analysis.
Although with tape-recorded interview or focus group studies one would often
work from full transeripts, our preferred strategy was to initially work directly
from the tapes before transcribing those parts that were central to the analysis.
This was in part for pragmatic reasons—the short time scale for the study—
and partly because doing one’s own transcription is a way for researchers to
start early on the path of thinking analytically about the data and its properties.

)

Interpretive Analysis

The accounts given by participants about the importance of woods, forests, and
Lrees were paid detailed attention—not as repositories of facts from which can
be read off transcendental realities or “truths” but as rich, detailed, and complex
tapestries into the wefts and warps of which are woven personally held and
more widespread cultural values and meanings. Our task as analysts was
to generate compelling, credible, trustworthy ways of investigating and then
fheorizing about (at least some of) the threads in these tapestries, and, finally,
to present comparably rich, detailed, and meaningful ways of addressing our
research questions. We report on three facets of our investigations: the initial
work of open coding; use of constant comparison of initial codes to sift, sort,
and develop higher order descriptive and conceptual themes; and, finally, theo-
retical integration that, in our case, involved making explicit our previously
tacit theoretical sensitivities.

InrriaL Work or OpeN Cobine. Two extended sections from .two different
focus groups (A and B), shown as they appeared in our original transcription
notes, are given in the left-hand columns of Exhibits 8.1 and 8.2. Direct quotes
are shown in double quotation marks, and the précis used where a long section
of talk encapsulated a single issue are indicated by square [ ] brackets. Also
shown in square brackets are researcher comments on such things as how
interactions between group members suggested particular ways of interpreting
remarks, in ways not made explicit by the verbatim text. For example, in focus
group B (Exhibit 8.2), after 12.7 minutes, the second author (NP) comments
that “sounds dead cool” was made in an ironic, mocking tone. .

Following Turner's (1981) approach to open coding, described previously,
the codes initially generated are shown in capitals on the right-hand side of
the boxes. We recorded these literally as handwritten “jottings in the margin”
of the transcripts. For example, with group A we have coded the following:
implicitly valuing trees as part of everyday life; feelings of local community
ownership and the threat posed to this by cutting down trees; and age of trees

'

GROUNDED THEORY IN PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH - 143

Exhibit 8.1. Initial Open Codings: Focus Group A

Data transcript Interpretation
VERBATIM REMARKS shown in " . v’ CODES

. o
Researcher comments/precis shown in [ ] Me'mos shown.in { b
Numbers 14.6, 15.1 ete. give location (minutes) on
tape N

i - AMENITY FOR -

FF2 [incomer] people do come for the trees the e
beeches V'ISITQ ! e
P » TREES AS PART OF

I'1 [local] “I think people living [bornj?] here it's ] ‘
an everyday part of their lives watching the. trees as EVERYDAY LII;}I;] o o
they change the leaves change and just having them {Memo by KH - thoug

around because I live on Cae Llepar the other side of f;e.s;thetic.valL.le‘: xnent;}c;n‘e,(:
the valley and if you look out across Bangor you it is qualified,; 1ttxn‘iay a
don't really notice it when you are on the ground but a taken foxf grlan'e ness
looking across it there are an awful lot of trees for local pepp e}

across the whole city”

15.1 . . : .-' iy :
M3 [born Bangor, responding mentions view of b {Memo by NP }nSld(:;:,.}
Anglesey from Bangor mountain and how its all view of thevenvu‘onm

green behind] “like you say you don't notice it un.less
you actually are somewhere like that and you tlnnnk
hang on here it's really beautiful what's going on

15.6 ) i .

['1 “people sort of associate themselves v.v1th the > SF[ABII\I/[{{]’INYITY

arca and with the trees that are in it so if pv;opl]e éCOOé\:I\LITY f
threaten to chop down trees whatever they. eel f .
threatened because it is their area and the}r locality EOC[EI&?WNERSHIP,
and the trees stand for that because there is a lot of THR )

i i t . . R
things about the Newbury bypass [a prominen p ]
environmental protest against road building in {MemP by I;H t(;holi)sl');ng
England] and all that sort of thing the trees being trees is a threat to
choi)ped down and partly because of the natural
beauty of the environment and rare shrubs or
whatever but partly just because people associate it
with their area and they don't like the goyernment
coming and chopping everything down without
asking people first”

16.2 -
M4 “trees are so old when they are full grown1 . » STABILITY
d almost like
that they can be 100s of years old and alm Y e—

i ity but things
symbols of longevity not etermt‘}‘f ngs
lasting longer than I'll last” F1 “yes stability” M4
[agrees] “stability yes”
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Exhibit 8.2. Initial Open Codings: Focus Group B

Data transcript

Interpretation

7.2

. s g
pmbnp]y as important or more important than even
Wales is to people who live in cities as it acts as a

NATURE AS
CLEANLINESS (AS

contrast to their own life of concrete and clay” [as
somebody who has lived in a city] “one of the things
[ come to the country for is to live in that sort of )
environment for a time everything the perceptions
the greenery the mountains whether they are true
of freshness purity clean environment”

[NP asks view of those born here]

8.6
[all born here] M1 “its like stability really you keep.
§eeing the same thing” M2 “but that’s not because

}ts Welsh but because it's where you live but Wales
is like the final frontier isn't it” [laughter] M1 “its

OPPOSED TO DIRTY
CITIES)

STABILITY
{Memo by NP - reluctance
here about expressing Welsh

.like stub.ility you don't notice it but you would notice
it when it goes” M3 “but that's nothing Welsh”

9.0~11.3 [somebody (English) raises question of
whether removal of a part of a city would be the

Nationalism - looks Iike ‘don't
impose a nationalist
discourse upon us?

FORESTS AND

same. Complex discussion of whether removing
[‘.l:ues is the same or different - one speaker thinks
differently as it's not just physical objects but 1115(;
removing communities (cites Splott by Cardiff
docklands) whereng removing a tree is nothing
particularly if it is caused by act of God)

11.2

:3]1 of my childhood within easy reach of trees and
forests and I'm not sure 1 can explain why but

“lwas very lucky in that where I grew up I lived —>7 COMMUNITY

» COMMUNITY

FUTURE

I'm very grateful that T did and 1 think it would

I

GENERATIONS *

he a great shame if even more areas of woodland
and forest were decimated hecause children
growing up in the future would lack the experience”

12.7
M1 “would it be pompous to say that one of the parts — ]
of the human condition is that we have a natural affinity
with nature and possibly a non-natural affinity with man-
mude m"tifucts like cities and towns so the loss of trees
forestation vegetation is much more fundamental than say
ic l_oss of buildings or whatever” M2 [Welsh participant -
wonic/mocking?] “sounds dead cool” [laughter] M3 “there

3

STABILITY

NATURAL/ARTIFICIAL
{Memo by NP - is nature
| more fundamental than
man-made artifacts?}

TREES SYMBOLIZE
NATURE

{Memo by NP - M1 and
M4 both ex-city dwellers
and incomers. My feeling
was the NW participants -

have been trees around for many years” M4 “symbolic
of country living isn't it the tree” M1 “it's more
fundamental than that we all lived in the country one time

and urban living is a relatively new thing”

e.g. M2 - were far more
skeptical of this stereotype
of ‘things country’}

'
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contributing to a sense of community and (a recurring concept) stability. In
group B we have comparisons between clean rural and dirty urban environ-
ments; references to the value to future generations of the sense of (recurring
once more) “stability” or “community” that can be contributed when children
grow up with accessible woodland areas nearby; and contrasting natural and
artificial landscapes to make a judgment about people’s sense of fundamental
well-being (“the human condition”). - : ‘ . :

At the same time as coding, it is often necessary to comment on aspects
of the data being coded, which in turn can often prompt writing a memo. Our
short pointers to memos are again written in the margins, within curly { }
brackets. For example, the debate shown in group B, an all male group compris-
ing halflocally born and half incomers, was only one of a series of contestations
within this group over “Welsh” and “English” versions of issues. A suitable
heading for an extended memo to the note shown to the right of the text at
12.7 minutes might be skepticism about views of the goodness of natural liv-
ing—perhaps a case of differences between insider and outsider viewpoints?
This, and a number of other instances of note~memo writing, flagged for us
some troubling and potentially productive issues that we had not considered
explicitly in the original study design.. Why' the ‘apparent reluctance on
the part of our participants who self-identified as Welsh (either personally,
culturally, or nationally) to link their own environmental: views to Welsh
nationalism? How should we as researchers find a satisfactory way of interpre-
ting such remarks? What are the pros and cons of using specific labels
(insiders/outsiders, incomers/long-term residents) to reference possible cul-
tural categories and differences? R

Unlike categories (which have to fit the data), the contents of memos are
not constrained in any way and ¢an include hunches and insights; comments
on new samples to be checked out later; and explanations of modifications to
or grouping of categories. Perhaps most »irgnpoftant, memos serve both as a &
means of further stimulating theoretical sensitivity and creativity, genierating ~
links" §8 Titeraturs, and as @ vehicle for making public the researcher’s
g theorétical reflections. Another especially useful function of memo-
randa is in creating records of research decision making: for example, the
reasons for believing that a concept has reached theoretical saturation, or the
grounds for seeking additional theoretical samples of data (see later).

Congrant ComPARISON TO DEVELOP HiGHER ORDER DESCRIPTIVE AND CONCEP-,
TUAL THEMES. Flexible and open-ended coding itself often promotes the develop-
ment of fruitful lines of analysis (e.g., our interpretations of participants’ ambiv-
alence about linking their views of the environment to national identity and
cultural difference, as mentioned earlier). Usually, however, additional data
handling and analytical devices are used to systematically build up and soft
throughtlie “nidaze™ of iitial codes; notes, aﬁd‘Iﬁéfﬁoi"arid'é“,"Whi'ch'iﬁﬂ‘f;ﬁfﬁ,'wé{lﬁgg
credibility and stupport to researchers’ developifig proposifions, interpretative
accounts, or theoretical schemes.

" In'the current case, having completed open-coding, we used constant com-
parison to contrast a set of “higher order” themes encapasulating the main
codes that recurred across the differsfit groups in a range of similar and differ-
ent ways. These are shown in the left-hand column of a data analysis matrix
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(Table 8.1). The middle column gives illustrative quatations, and the right-
hand column shows how each theme subsequently contributed to the conclu-
sions drawn from the analysis. .

Initially these themes served merely as data description devices, as labels
indicating that there was a weight of participants’ comments and personal and
cultural meanings bearing on each theme. Subsequently, the segments of text
coded within each higher order theme were worked through and compared
with one another in more detail (an additional use of the principle and technique
of constant comparison as a mean of focused-coding core or important concepts).
At this point the themes moved from being merely higher order labels to
theoretically meaningful resources that could be mined to provide complex and
useful ways of unpacking and addressing the central research question: What
is important to people personally and culturally about woods, forests, and
trees?

The two text boxes!contain a number of extracts coded with the label
“stability” (group A 15.6 and 16.2; group B 8.6 and 11.2) in association with
labels such as age, locality, community. The group A codes and extracts
convey, in an extremely direct way, a composite statement of a commonly
articulated theme: the high value placed on woods and trees because of their
longevity and everyday presence to people. The association was especially
strong when trees were part of people’s places of birth or the local communities
in which they grew up. Often woods and trees were valued for contributing
to a sense of local community belonging, place, and, in some cases, a wider
cultural identity.

Other within- and across-group comparisons then resulted in a more de-
tailed, in-depth, and complexly textured account of the stability issue, and
introduced more varied personal and cultural aspects of meaning. Equating
Lrees with a sense of community and the comforts of home, for example, did
not, for some, express wholesale resistance to cultural and landscape change
{contrary to the view that such a sentiment might be asserting essential virtues
of county life or living a rural idyll). Rather, harvesting, developing—and even
commercially exploiting—the natural landscape was itself viewed as a vehicle
for sustaining community life and cultural identity (see verbatim comment by
Morris, group D, in Table 8.1; also Cloke et al., 1997).

The issue of who counts as members of local communities, and the claiming
and unclaiming of links between the woods and valleys of the Welsh landscape
and Welsh community, national or cultural identity, became a major faultline
in discussions of the theme of stability and familiarity. Placing sole emphasis
on the specular or aesthetic qualities of the landscape potentially signified a
speaker’s position as an outsider, because self-defined insiders viewed the
landscape as inspiring feelings of both pain and pleasure when invoking a sense
of belonging and home. These different meanings associated with expressions of
landscape appreciation are illustrated in the group B discussion of the impacts
on local people and communities of rural and urban environmental change.
The remark at the beginning (7.2), by a participant who self-identifies as
English and a previous city dweller, values the freshness and greenery of the
landscape from which he gains lifestyle and health benefits. But this contrasts
with the views of long-term local residents who remark on the importance of
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Table 8.1. Data Analysis Matrix: Lists Four Overarching Themes, [llustrative Text
Extracts, and Summarizes Ways in Which Each Theme Contributed to the
Conclusions Drawn From the Study .

i

Higher .

order theme

Hlustrative data extract

Contribution io study conclusions

Symbolisa- “trees and forests are so ...~ A pervasive, inta.ngiblt? quality of
tion of large for want of a better’ woods and trees is their symbol-
nature word, they are very symbolic of -ization of the wholeness, gqod—
nature as a whole” (Keith; ness, or value of nature; this is
Group 'B) : ' .. one way of providing additional
' : : benefits to people in ways that de-
rive from but also transcend their
. physical presence
Threat of “if you continually knock just Valuing trees is a way of commu-
urbanization one small forest down sooner. '~ nicating desire for life sustaining
or later it's going to be no for- - over life-threatening forms of
ests. It's going to be just one landscape use and d{avelopment;
concrete block. It’s going to be.  however, there are times when
nothing” (Aled, Group D) trees appear on the life-threaten-
s Co : ing side of the equation (global en-
“conifers are the McDonalds of  vironmental protests that take no
. trees™ (Mike, Group A) account of local concerns; regi-
: . e mented commercial conifer planta-
. . - - tions)
Stability/ “it’s like stability really you Through their sustau}ed cc_mtrlbu-
familiarity keep seeing the same thing all - tion to the everyday life of people
the time it’s like comfort” " trees, can signify comfort, home,
(Llewelyn, Group B) | - and a sense of community3 place,
Co o or cultural identity; equating
“if we got cracking and got our - - trees with this sentiment need
own mills and processing - - not express resistance to cultural
plants here it would provide and landscape change as harvest-
work for um Welsh people . . ing the natural landscape can be
which would be clean and pro-  a vehicle for sustaining commu-
vide a good environmental ~ nity and cultural identity.
point for the nation as a :
whole” (Morris, Group D)
Protection “trees belong to the earth they ~Valuing woods and trees as wild-
of wildlife/ belong to the animals ... alot life habitats often mmultaneou.sly
biodiversity = of humans treat them in a way  expresses older style conservatx_on-
they shouldn’t..they are sup- ist beliefs and more recent envi-
posed to be there just for a ronmental discourses; a dislike of

home and for food (for the ani- human domination of nat.ur.e is.
mals)” (Sarah, Group C) often featured, but this dislike is
countered by fears of the chaotic

“we must accept that a great potential of nature and a more
deal of what we think is beauti- modern (sometimes entepreneu-
ful and natural has in fact rial) tolerance of a blurring of the
been produced by man (sic) for  boundaries between nature, hu-
his own use. . .you see these man intervention, and culture

lovely little woods and they
have been planted as pheasant
covers” (Graham, Group A)
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“stability,” of “seeing the same thing daily,” and joke about Wales “as like the
final frontier” (8.6).

As with many approaches to qualitative research, the success of our study
depended on combining clear lines of analysis with a sufficiently complex inter-
rogation of data to study the broad topic in question. Constantly comparing
codes with codes (to generate a set of main themes) and then codes with data
and data with data (to develop an account of those themes’ wefts, warps, and
weaves) enabled us to move creatively and systematically between complexity
and simplicity: to show that we had not just looked at but rather examined
our topic and our data. By using principles now depicted in guidelines for
ensuring analytical trustworthiness and quality (see, e.g., Elliot, Fisher, &
Rennie, 1999; Yardley, 2000), we were able to achieve credibility and support
for our finally presented, interpretive account and write-up.

UsING THEORETICAL SENSITIVITIES TO ARRIVE AT THEORETICAL INTEGRATION
AND CrLosurk. One of the most perplexing features of generating grounded
theory is how researchers move from early and intermediate stages to theoreti-
cal integration and closure, for any individual study. Although helpful on
matters of ensuring trustworthiness and credibility, in truth neither systematic
coding nor grouping of themes, nor using constant comparison to develap layers
of analysis will, in themselves, enable this to happen. In our case, bringing
the analysis to fruition involved making explicit the initially implicit theoretical
sensitivities at work. The main theoretical resources that informed tha project.
as a whole are illustrated in Figure 8.1.

It was at the point where we began to move from using themes as descrip-
tive categories to theoretically meaningful resources when input from such
multiple sources on the process of analysis most noticeably began to happen.
Overall, we took seriously the approach of qualitative researcher as “bricoleur”
{Denzin & Lincoln, 2000), conjoined with the tapestry metaphor that is concor-
dant with cultural theories of mosaics, webs, or discourses of meaning. We
had access to many sensitivities via our academic positions, activities, and
backgrounds, and set these alongside the other knowledges that the design
of the study had made central: participants’ local knowledges and various
specialized or expert domains, especially in forestry planning and management
and Welsh life and culture, for which we had convened a stakeholder panel of
forestry experts and other interested parties before the focus groups. We also
began to adopt an additional, complementary strategy of interrogating each
new instance of a thematic category for different interpretive viewpoints. For
example, when participants offered remarks about the value of woods and trees
to wildlife and biodiversity, were they in fact making straightforward comments
about the need for conservation, or were they addressing the rights and wrongs
of people’s domination of nature (as in different environmental world views;
see Pidgeon & Beattie, 1998)?

The analytical practice of seeking out different interpretive viewpoints
was supported by our knowledge of various interpretive approaches to the
analysis of cultural worlds, practices, and meanings (Clifford & Marcus, 1986;
Denzin, 1997; Geertz, 1973). These efforts were oriented toward building up
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Expert,
institutional 7‘
knowledges of

forestry and Welsh “

culture

Stakeholder phhel;

knowledge of Welsh -

Celtic mythology -
(Mabinogiop tales) ...

Interpretive stance
on culture

Thick description
(Geertz, 1973),
mosaics.of meaning
(Lannon, 1996),
interpreting cultural
life (Denzin, 1997),
reading cultural

“discourses or texts

(Clifford & Marcus,

"1'1986)

Existing
environmental -
valuation studies.

Psychometric and -
econometric
approaches

(contingent valuation |

and critiques of this;

e.g., Mischhoff, 1991)

Composite of

| interpretive

practices

Actors’ knowledges

Insider's point of view
(Blumer, 1969;
Schutz, 1962),
critiques of
knowledge—power
relations; diverse
ways of knowing;
overcoming the
division between
private and public

‘knowledge domains;

local, partial, situated
knowledges; epistemic
debate within critical,
postmodern and
feminist epistemology
and theory (Haraway,
1991; Henwood &
Pidgeon, 1995b; Irwin
& Wynne, 1995)

Researchers’
positioning

Social psychological
backgrounds;
multidisciplinary
bricoleurs; moved to
Wales from England
two years before the
study

Theorizing on environment, culture, and identity

- Environmental perception and risk (environmental
“world views,” Pidgeon & Beatie, 1998)

- Environmental psychology (place identity)

- Landscape, culture, and indentity in Wales (Welsh
cultural studies; Cloke, Goodwin, & Milbourne, 1997)

« Contested natures — nondualistic, discursive, social,
historical and cultural production theory of the
environment and nature (Macnaghten & Urry, 1998)

Figure 8.1. Theoretical sensitivities: Data as guides that do not limit theorizing.
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a richly layered account of the different ways in which it is possible to “see”
aspects of the worlds people inhabit depending on the cultural contexts, orders
of meaning, and situational frames—a position also supported by arguments
for more democratic, social, and pluralistic epistemnologies (Haraway, 1991;
Henwood & Pidgeon, 1995b; Irwin & Wynne, 1995). Theorizing about the rela-
tionship between the environment; identity, and culture has taken up such
ideas within a postmodernist frame (Macnaghten & Urry, 1998). From this we
understood that the work of participants in our focus groups might have been to
deal not simply with complexly woven and layered meanings but with multiple,
contradictory, and fragmented realities. Although the latter kind of interpretive
stance has been taken up within psychology primarily by discourse analysis
(Potter & Wetherell, 1987; chapter 5, this volume) rather than more general
interpretive cultural theory (cf. Squire, 2000), we were ourselves able to use
this to further our analytical efforts.

Because we did not construe participants’ accounts as truly representing
public opinion but as nsights into people’s symbolic worlds, we were also
sensitive to other ways to read for interpreted meaning (see, e.g., chapter 9,
this volume). Qur analysis attended to the role of dualistic or contrastive
thinking in the construction of practices and meanings. Hence, “valuing trees”
seemed to be a way for study participants to communicate a desire for life-
sustaining over life-threatening forms of landscape use and development (our
theme headed “threat of urbanization”) through repeated use of interrelated
bipolar contrasts: clean versus dirty, urban versus rural, artificial versus natu-
ral, and so forth. Woods, forests, and trees routinely fell on the 1ife~sustaining
side of these contrasts (clean, rural, natural) and, when they did not, commentsg
reflexively suggested that they were in some sense exceptional, ironic, or run-
ning against the grain (e.g., regimented, commercial conifer plantations as the
“McDonalds of trees”).

As indicated (although of course not fully articulated) by our data analysis
matrix (Table 8.1), when members of the groups were asked to discuss intangi-
ble forestry meanings and values this enabled them also to express (fragments
of) a range of interpreted opinions and meanings that were both related to
their own personal, biographical, and local cultural positions and responsive
to wider contemporary concerns and issues (including development, moderniza-
tion, and globalization; governance, decision making, and legitimacy; communi-
ties and identity; environmental, landscape, and cultural change). Out of these
interpreted opinions and values it was possible for us to identify a range of
policy conclusions (sce Table 8.1). In particular, people value woods, forests,
and trees because they are associated with human-environment relationships
that oppose the threats posed by urbanization; as leitmotifs for community
and cultural continuity; and for their role in nature and biodiversity conserva-
tion and protection. Other central messages from the research, however, fol-
lowed from a more detailed, nuanced, textual examination within each of these
themes of different interpretive positions, fragments, and contested meanings.
Ultimately our research came to articulate concerns for more fundamental
beliefs, fears, and desires about the relationship between people, culture, and
nature, and the question of identity within contemporary Welsh rural
society.
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Further Developing the Study: Using Theoretical Sampling

How far we had moved from substantive. theorizing about a very particulgr
kind of interactional and cultural setting to develop insights that have. merit
at a more formal theoretical level was an issue that remained outstandlpg f"or
us at the end of the analysis of the North-Wales focus group data. Our initial
purposive sample had allowed us to take into account cr{tena that had s.efamgd
necessary to introduce diversity of members of the pubhc e'lnd communities in
the North Wales area (and, fortuitously, length of residency in Wales). ;—Iowe\ier,
if we were to be able to arrive at supportable answers to the question abdut
the research in terms of Wales as a whole, it seemed tha.t we woulfi need to
use theoretical sampling to develop the project further (during the period 1999~
2001‘))\}e came to view three aspects of the.initial sample as possiply r{xarkmg
limits to the scope of our analysis and, accordingly, as suggesting lines f()}:
developing additional theorizing: the markedly rural character of the Nort
Wales area; differences in type and amount of woodland and tree cover across
Wales; and the highly diverse social geography of Wales '(e.g., the sogthegst is
more strongly socialist ‘in terms of values, more urbanized, and hlstorlcglly
industrialized). We therefore decided (in 1999) to exte.ntfl the stl.lc.ly by samphng
theoretically from four other geographical locations, giving additional cgnmder-
ation also to different perspectives to be derived from Iocally born'and incomer
participants. Accordingly, the additional fieldwork was dgwsed with residency
as an explicit sampling criterion, by convening not only mixed bu_t :also homoge-
neous long-term and incomer resident groups in each new area visited. In these
ways, outstanding issues arising from the original ﬁe?dwork could be addr.essed,
such as the different ways issues of cultural identity play out dcpendmg on
the social geography of the local area: Our final analysis of the data from this
extended project is currently ongoing.

Conclusion

We would not wish to present the combination of metho.ds~we usefi in our
particular study to shift from codes encapsulating the 'descnptlve det‘all of loeal
accounts, to drawing on them in more theoretically informed and mtegratgd
ways, as a standard form for researchers using grounded theory. In part tI.ns
is because no such standard form exists, in our vie\.v.. Indeed, as a postscript
to this chapter, we can briefly note that the two originators ott the grounded
theory approach have themselves gone on to suggest cor.npetm'g pathwa_ys.
Strauss (with Corbin, 1998) has developed a process of axial Fodmg (rglatmg
properties, dimensions, or axes of main codes tggether)‘to specify a spatially or
temporarily organized theoretical model—particularly in terms of antecedents,
intervening causes/conditions, and consequences of a ;elected core cate'gory,
In essence, Strauss and Corbin recommend the exhau.stwe codlng of thg inter-
secting properties of core conceptual categories al(?ng important dimensions or
axes in ways that link socio—structural causes with local contexts and conse-
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- quences (e.g., Crook & Kumar, 1998; Konecki, 1997), as well as to elaborate
hypotheses within the emergent theory.

Glaser (1992), on the other hand, has reemphasized reliance on using
constapt comparison alone to generate and integrate focused and theoretical
codgs_/rom initial substantive (open) codes and to then select from explanatory
families (or model types) as appropriate to achieve theoretical integration. For
Glaser (1992), the attempts by Strauss and Corbin (1998) to formalize grounded
tl?eory procedures and methods (although undoubtedly useful for some begin-
ning researchers) has led them down the path of verification and away from
dlscpvery, on the way displacing use of the method of constant comparison and
forcing data into preconceptions (particularly of cause and consequence) rather
than enabling researchers to hear what is relevant and meaningful in their
data. Glaser described their approach as “full conceptual description” rather
than grounded theory (for detailed comment, see Kendall, 1999). It is not our
purpose to enter into tHis ongoing debate about what constitutes the “true”
legacy of grounded theory. Our view is that to survive, grounded theory ideas
anq practices must retain an openness to current thinking so that they retain
their relevance within changing climates and conditions (see also Rennie, 2000).
Accordingly, we stress again our belief that there is no set way of achieving
the most difficult task of all in grounded theory research: getting out of the
maze olidetailed and complex codings, deciding on the limits to making constant
¢omparisons, and reaching theoretical closure or integration. This is both the
challenge and excitement that using grounded theory brings.
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- On the Listening Guide: A Voice-
Centered Relational Method

Carol Gilligan, Renée Spencer, M. Katherine Weinberg,
and Tatiana Bertsch

The Listening Guide is a method of psychological analysis that draws on voice,
resonance, and relationship as ports of entry into the human psyche. It is
designed to open a way to discovery when discovery hinges on coming to know
the inner world of another person. Because every person has a voice or a way
‘of speaking or communicating that renders the silent and invisible inner world
audible or visible to another, the method is universal in application. The collec-
tivity of different voices that compose the voice of any given person—its range,
its harmohies and dissonances, its distinctive tonality, key signatures, pitches,
and rhythm—is always embodied, in culture, and in relationship with oneself
and with others. Thus each person’s voice is distinct—a footprint of the psyche,
bearing the marks of the body, of that person’s history, of culture in the form
of language, and the myriad ways in which human society and history shape
the voice and thus leave their imprints on the human soul (Gilligan, 1993).
The Listening Guide method comprises a series of steps, which together are
intended to offer a way of tuning into the polyphonic voice of another person.

As voice depends on resonance or relationship in that speaking relies on,
and is affected by, being heard, this method is intended to offer “a pathway
into relationship rather than a fixed framework for interpretation” (Brown &
Gilligan, 1992, p. 22) and shares a set of assumptions about the human world
with what are now being called relational psychologies (e.g., Aron, 1996; Gilli-
gan, 1982; Miller, 1976; Tronick, 1989). These assumptions include the premise
that human development occurs in relationship with others and, as such, our
sense of self is inextricable from our relationships with others and with the
cultures within which we live (Spencer, 2000). In addition, this method draws
from psychoanalytical theories that have long-emphasized the layered nature
of the psyche, which is expressed in a multiplicity of voices (e.g., Fairbairn,
1944; Mitchell, 1988; Winnicott, 1960). The Listening Guide method provides
a way of systematically attending to the many voices embedded in a person’s
expressed experience.

The origins of the Listening Guide method lie in the analyses conducted
in Gilligan's (1982) work on identity and moral development. The effort to
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render this method systematic b
tion with graduate students—d
age—over a period of about 10 j
part as a response to the unea

2gan in 1984, and was undertaken in collabora-
verse in gender, race, sexual orientation, and
ears.! The Listening Guide was developed in
siness and growing dissatisfaction with the

nature of the coding schemes typically being used at that time to analyze

qualitative data. These technique
text, thereby reducing the comple
single static categories. At that

xity of inner psychic processes to placement in
time, many social scientists were becoming

more interested in developing methods for studying and interpreting narratives

as a way of understanding meaning-making processes (e.g., Bruner, 1986;

]

Geertz, 1983; Josselson, 1987; Mi

est in, and attention to, narrativés was a part of a growing awareness that the .

emphasis on quantitative metho

schler, 1979; Polkinghorne, 1988). This inter-

ds in psychology was limiting what we could

learn about human experience to what could be captured numerically, and

many researchers were working
examining qualitative data in m
The Listening Guide method

to develop and define systematic methods for
ore complex ways.

Freud and Breuer (Breuer & Freud, 1895/1986) in Studies on Hysteria and

that of Piaget (1929/1979) in The
emphasize the importance of follo

wing the lead of the person being interviewed

and discovering in this way the associative logic of the psyche and the construc-

tions of the mind. The Listening
theory, including new criticism a
language of music: voice, resonan
researchers, cultural psychologist
concerns about the ways in whic
researcher and their cautions ab

Guide method was also inspired by literary
nd reader response theory, as well as by the
ce, counterpoint, and fugue. It joins feminist
s, and psychological anthropologists in their
N a person’s voice can be overridden by the
out voicing over the truth of another (e.g.,

s did not allow for multiple codings ofthe same -

picks up on the clinical method develop‘ed by -

Child’s Conception of the World. These works

Borland, 1991; Fine & Macphersan, 1992; Scheper-Hughes, 1994), .
The Listening Guide method has been used by many researchers interested
in the psyche and in relationship, and it has been brought to bear in analyzing
arange of phenomena within psychology, including girls’ sexual desire (Tolman,
1994), adolescent girls’ and boys’ friendships (Way, 1998), girls’ and women’s

experiences with anger (Brown, 1998; Jack, 1999), women’s experiences of

motherhood and postnatal depressllon (Mauthner, 2000), and heterosexual cou-
ples’ attempts to share housework and childcare (Doucet, 1995). It has also
proved useful in analyzing and interpreting U.S. Supreme Court decisions as
well as a variety of literary and historical texts, including novels and diaries.

In this chapter we detail the steps involved in the Listening Guide method
and focus specifically on the use of the guide to analyze and interpret qualitative
interview data. In doing so, we demonstrate how we have been thinking about
and using the Listening Guide method most recently, drawing on the insights
of those who first developed this series of steps, the work of other researchers

"These conversations involved many people over the years, including as central participants
Dianne Argyris, Jane Attanucei, Betty Ba rdige, Lyn Mikel Brown, Elizabeth Debold, Andrea
Doucet, Carol Gilligan, Dana Jack, Kay Johnston, Natasha Mauthner, Barb Miller, Dick Osborne,
Pamela Pleasants, Annie Rogers, Amy Sullivan, Mark Tappan, Jill Taylor, Deborah Tolman, Janie
Ward, Grant Wiggins, and David Wilcox.
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who have since applied the method in a wide range of projects, our own recent
research, and our experiences in teaching the guide.

The Listening Guide

The Listening Guide method comprises a series.of s.equential liéter}m'gs, eacl;
designed to bring the researcher into rela?ionshxp.wlth a person’s distinct an
multilayered voice by tuning in or listening to.dlstmct aspects of a per;on 1?
expression of her or his experience within a particular relational context.. acfE
step requires the active presence of the researcher and. an acute des1.re c;
engage with the unique subjectivity of each research partlc.lpar'lt. The vm}fe 0
the researcher is explicitly brought into the process, makllng it clear who is
listening and who is speaking in this analysis (Brown & Gﬂhgan, }991).b- .
This approach to listening is centered on a set .of‘basw questlon.s a }i)‘u
voice: Who is speaking and to whom, telling what stongs fclbout relatxonsg;p‘;
in what societal and cultural frameworks (Brown & Gilligan, 1992, p. 2177
With these larger framing questions in mind, we read Athgmtex‘ts_(lr;l this case
the interview transcripts) through multiple times, w1tl‘1‘ gach 'hst:’emng turgng
into a particular aspect. Each of these steps is called a “listening” rather ,tt_,,az}.
a ‘reading,” because the irocess of listening requires the active participation
1 the part of both the teller and the listener, In addition, each listening is

“not A simple analysis of the text but rather is intended to guide the listener

in tuning into the story being told on multiple le\_rels and t.o experience, 1note,
and draw from his or her resonances to the naxjratlve. .In this sense, ?s T_O .mari
(2001) has noted, the Listening Guide “is distinctly dlfferent.‘, from Lra‘dltl.(;.na'
methods of coding, in that one listens to, rather than categorizes or quantifies,

" the text of the interview” (p. 132).

Although the first two listenings are more ptescribefl, the later ‘hstem'ngs
are shaped by the particular question the researchel.' brings to.the interview.
No single step, or listening, is intended to stand alone, just as o smgl;;eplr_eien-
tation of a person’s experience can be said to stand for th.afi pers?on. : is gn-r
ings of each step are rendered visual through gnder‘llnlpg the text, usznfi
different colored pencils for each listening. Each listening is al'so docur.nenﬁ}e1
through notes and interpretive summaries i{he re;earcher wr}tes during 3
implementation of each step. The marked interview transcript, notels, ?I"l‘
summaries.help the researcher to stay close tp the text_am.i keep track <1)) a
trail of evidence” (Brown, Tappan, Gilligan, Miller, & Argyris, 1989), the base

- ons.

or l?I‘t}?; ﬁl::épf;ertzmseries of listenings arises from the as'surnption that .th‘e
psyche, like voice, is contrapuntal (not monotmjuc) so that sunultaneoug ;015}?5
are co-occurring. These voices may be in tension w1th one aI?Othelj, wi Cll the
self, with the voices of others with whom the person is in relgtlonshlp, and the
culture or context within which the person lives. V(?ICBS are fluid and we regls;:ﬁr
the continuous changes in our own and others’ vmses. As one yougg bO){_1 in 1 e
work by Chu and Gilligan noted, his mothe.r had “a bappy voice,” but ;3 afso
heard “a little worried voice.” Each listening amplifies .another aspect o ﬁ
person’s voice in a manner akin to listening to and following the oboe throug
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a piece of music and then listening again, this time following the clayinet

(Gilligan, Brown, & Rogers, 1990).

We describe and illustrate each ste of the Listening i
f.ocus‘mg on a small section of an intervielzv conducted by Izatciluelrcfflem&i?gge?y
for he.r research with mothers who have a history of depression (e g Tronicl%
& Weinberg, 1997). Weinberg extended this study in response to h;}I:,ObSewa—
tion that hex: quantitative work with these mothers did not fully capture the
power and .I'lChDESS of their stories. The Listening Guide offered Weinberg a
way ofheanng what each mother was saying and of understanding the mothegr’s
experiences V\"lth depression, the ways she was coping with this illness while
also coping with the demands of motherhood, and the meaning of these experi
Vevnces for‘;;e.r. bIn her use of the Listening Guide for research with deprezgzlci
(lgrgge,niggge;_n erg was guided by the work of Jack (1991) and Mauthner

The interviewee, Vanessa,? was 39 years old at the time intervi
The focus of the interview was on Vanessa’s history of de;;:s:fotr}: Z:clltiz\:(la}?{.
as a new mother. She had volunteered for Weinberg’s study of the effectsl i‘
depression Fmd anxiety on maternal and infant functioning. Weinberg @ ;
d'ucted, z:udx?taped, and transcribed this interview. In her verbatim trangsc ?n-
‘Llon s}?e ma}ntamed a respect for the spoken language by includin on,
inflections, false starts, unfinished sentences, and overlapping speecg}rlpauses,

Step 1: Listening for the Plot

'I_‘he first listening comprises two parts: (a) listenin
hs\ppﬁgy’s response to the interview. First, we ;epe—tg‘ﬁlrougﬁ the text and liste

Fmthc plol by attending to what is happéning or what stories él‘é'béiﬁg’/ tS Iedn
in"the manner characteristic of many forms ofq-ﬁalitativé analy?es (e.g Re(i)ss—‘
Iman,‘ ‘1993; St.rauss &. Corbin, 1998; Werber, 1990). We also atteﬁd’to the
,a',?flﬁf’??‘l?,epo." lihe multiple contexts, within which these stories are embedded
(Brown & Gllhgi}n, 1992). We begin by first getting a sense of where we a:e
or wlmt~ the territory is by identifying the stories that are ‘being told, what, i ’
happening, whf-zn, where, with whom, and why. Repeated images ar’1d t ;
th‘("njs.and dominant themes are noted as are contradictions ari&"}{ibsencr;?e o
what is not expressed. The larger social context ‘within which these stdriess’alfg

- experienced is identified, as is the social and cultural contexts within which

the ;este}z]l.rch}ar eimd research participant come together.
In thisp ot. istening, we also attend to our own responses to i

E}xp] lE]Lly br]pgmg our own subj.ectivities into the procesI; of inter;ii;t?ggaggri

1e star t by ?dentxfymg, gxplormg, and making explicit our own thoughts and
feelings about, and associations with, the narrative beinig analyzed. B
megwﬁaye pointed out that a researcher is not and can never be é“‘n(;i? USIS
or .()bJeCtIVE” observer (e.g., Keller, 1985; Morawski, 2001), we conscious] rad
actively focus on and document our own response to whai,: is being ex rZsand
and to the person speaking. Following basic principles of reflexivity (Maputhi?ar

-
*Vanessa is a pseudonym.

_ to this particular interview, like a clinic

g.for the plot and (b) the
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& Doucet, 1998), we note our own social location in relation to the participant,
person, and our emotional responses.

the nature of our relationship with this
As we'go through the interview text, w
ourselves feeling a connection with this
particular person and this interview to
thoughts and feelings emerge as we be
responding in this wayyand-howour rés
of this person and the stories being told.

person and where we do not, how this
uches us (or does not touch us), what
oin to listen and why we think we are
ponses might affect oir undérstanding
'We work to identify our own responses
ian who identifies her countertransfer-
ence, or responses to her client, in the Hope that she will be better able to not
confuse her own experiences with thosé of her client, or to not allow her own
responses to the material the client brinlgs to interfere with her ability to listen

to.and connect with her client. 1 )
As multiple listenings are at the heart of this method, a Listening Guide

analysis is enhanced by work within it

nterpretive communities (e.g., Taylor,
Gilligan, & Sullivan, 1995) that provide multiple listeners. Here the goal is not
necessarily agreement, but rather the exploration of the different connections,
resonances and interpretations that each listener naturally brings to the ana-
lytical process. In the excerpt that follows, we listen to Vanessa's description
of the effect that her own mother’s depression had on her.

And then I think you know everything kind of went underground for me
and I stopped talking to people. .|. . Hmmm. I think when there is a mental
illness in the house and it’s and there ... can be . .. and some of it can be
out of control that hmmm a lot of families tend to isolate and that I think
is what my family did and hmmm besides I didn't have anything to talk
about. What was I going to say? My mother is a raging maniac? Or or she's
she’s a rock and I can’t talk to her. It’s not something you share with people
at school. Hmmm and hmmm I tbink it made me chase my dad for for some
kind of attention and of course that made him run faster. Hmmm. And so
hmmm. . . .and youknow at that 1pointI think that’s when I stopped sleeping.
And I kept, worrying that one of them was going to drop dead you know.

And I think that hmmm some OT that was behind the not sleeping.

In listening for the plot, we hear Yanessa, a 39-year-old White woman,
talking about herself when she was about 10 or 11 years old. Her mother was
quite depressed and Vanessa took over nllany of the responsibilities her mother
could no longer handle, including the care of her younger siblings, two of whom
were born during this time period. She] portrays herself as isolated, not just
from people outside the family but also from both of her parents. She attributes
her isolation from people at school to lnot having “anything to talk about”
because what was most salient for herj was the fact that her mother was a
“raging maniac” and that was “not some!thing you share with people.” She also
states that she stopped sleeping and worried that one of her parents was “going
to drop dead.” Although Vanessa’s family had financial resources because her
father was a practicing physician, the p!sychological resources seem scarce.

Typically all of the people involved in the analysis of this interview would

|
write a listener’s response. Here we offer the responses of two of us for the

sake of example.

—_
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Renée’s response:

I found myself filled with images of and associations with being surrounded .

by depression and the isolation that comes with feeling like you cannot tel]
anyone about it. I noticed I was tuning into the severity of her mother’s
depression and was both awe-struck by Vanessa’s capacity to function (she

continued going to schbol) and to take care of her younger siblings when

her own needs were not, being met and deeply saddened by.the heavy burden
she had to bear at such a young age. I also found myself a bit troubled
by Vanessa seemingly taking responsibility for father's distancing as she
indicates that her efforts to connect with him “made him run faster.” Rather
than her father’s response being the natural response (“of course”), I thought
there were many other v ays her father could have responded to her suffering
and requests for attention.

Carol’s response: ,
When Vanessa says she went “underground,”I find myselfwondering where

she went and also whera she is now. I think of the times I went underground
and did not feel I could speak about what [ was seeing. Vanessa’s description

of her mother's depression is so vivid (“raging maniae,” “a rock™, that T .

found it hard to keep track of the 10-year-old girl. Listening to this interview,
I know I will be listening for her. e

Step 2: I Poems

The second listening focuses in on the voice of the “I” who is speaking by
following the use of this first-person pronoun and constructing what Elizabeth
Debold (1990) has called “I poems.” The purpose of this step is twolold. First,
it is intended to press the researcher to listen to the participant’s first-person

. voice—to pick up its distinctive cadences and rhythms—and second, to hear
how this person speaks about hirh- or herself. This step is a crucial component
of a relational method in that tuning into another person’s voice and listening
to what this person knows of het- or himself before talking about him or her
is a way of coming into relation hip that works against distancing ourselves
from that person in an objectifyil’lg way (Brown & Gilligan, 1999).

{ Two rules govern the const kuction of an I poem: (a) underline or select

| every first-person “I” within the passage you have chosen along with the verh
and any seemingly important ac:companying words and (b) maintain the se-
quence in which these phrases appear in the text.” Then pull out the underlined

“I" phrases, keeping them in the drder they appear in the text, and place each
phrase on a separate line, like linEes in a poem. These guidelines are intended
to foster a process of following the free-fall of association. Often the I poem
itself will seem to fall readily into stanzas—reflecting a shift in meaning or

"We are using the same passage throughout this chapter to demonstrate how multiple read-
ings of the same text (the heart of this m%athod) yield different information. When working with
an entire interview, the plot listening gathers information from the whole text, whereas the I

poems may be constructed selectively ﬁ'Oﬂil certain passages.
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change in voice, the ending of a cadencetoréitlc'ife stzgt (;)fi rcxgrxlvt?;ez;(t)flhseo::;;n:s;
: es something not stated directly bu '

Z};iviggex?b(:r?;u:ald Other times it does not. In eifsher case, th: I pos;n ‘E);;:clzs
up on an associative stream of consciousngss carried by a ﬁ?s -perst Vol b,
cutting across or running through a narrative rather than belng. con aon 'usjg
the structure of full sentences. Cutting the text close and focusz;lg mS eét s
the I pronoun, the associated verb and few other words., moves- this zlugit o
subjectivity to the foreground, providing tl}e 11§tengr with tl’ae opporS of“I}’: w0
attend just to the sounds, rhythms, and shifts in this person’s usage

s O(;o};zrf‘:l:i?i‘ig:;s.“l poem” from the passage selected from. Vanes:.sa’s inter-
view would involve first underlining the I statements, as indicated in the text

that follows.

And then [ think you know everything kind oflwent underg‘rm.md fornrg;el
and I stopped talking to peoplea. h Hmmm. I t'?mk w?relr(x1 1;1;:: Lsf?tr?:n o
i i house and it's and there ... can be.... n
glltl.e:fscgln?::l that hmmm a lot of families tenq to,isolate and }t]l}at Itt};;ldrﬁz
is what my family did and hmmm besides I didn t. have ar‘1'yt:'? 1(x)1g ?shc’s
about. What was I going to say? My mother is a raging maniac? .Lhm hes
she’s a rock and I can't talk to her. It's not something you shur:la I\‘m ; pzoﬁm
at school. Hmmm and hmmm [ think it madg me chase my dad for O;md e
kind of attention and of course that Er}iﬁe }ln?; rg:;ﬁzf;qﬁmnelg:lce !

ou know at that point [ think tha stopped sleeping.
gry{nkcpt. T(;i[.,).’xingr that one of them was going to dro;? d]cad‘yoyu know.
And I think that hmmm some of that was behind the not sleeping.

These phrases are then lined up, like lines in a poem:

I think

1 stopped talking

I think

I think

I didn’t have anything to talk about

What was I going to say?
I can’t talk

I think -

I think

1 stopped sleeping

1 kept worrying

I think

Although in the full text Vanessa’s isolation is apparent., bg{r lis.tentindg ;;i
iption of this time is dominate
is “I poem” we can hear how her descrip :
g:fowf inner thoughts, not speaking about what was gomfg on ttc}>1 .an}.foseer sii;
i vi ili 1T poems from this in
t sleeping, and worrying. Compiling several e b rvie
E?ghii;his Eow much Vanessa thinks, as “I think” is repeated like a refrain.
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This w

section of the interview of how taking an antidepressant affected her life,

Well, I think that hrﬁmm well actu quit a j
, : R ally I guit a job that I had heen i
for a ?/er:y long time that I had started the program. I was very good bSLlir;
\\;‘a:*.hmkm‘g s0 much ou‘t of me that I was exhausted all of the time and one
,0 : ehﬁrs.t things I. did when I started to feel better was quit this job
j:Sigsnaotcik mysctlalf. %llke I walked into my boss’s office and handed him my
on and said “I'm leaving in a month. I’ going. is i

end of this. T can’t do this anymore. o s L Thisis the

I think

I quit

I had been

I had started

I was very goo’d
I was exhausted

I did

[ started to feel better
I walked

P'm leaving

I'm going

I

I

Iean't do this anymore

o .IIn llzxs Passage, the I poem highlights how much more ‘physicai and emo-
ref;]\afm ivity V{me'ssa became engaged in while taking antidepressants. Her
l(i,c ions on‘tlns tqnel are filled with a wider range of action on her p;"u-t—
‘»}r;ln;;rasi,’sliarxng, q;;tfgng, and going. These two I poems allow us to hear in
k T words ner sense of going from feeling “ver Y
aness: y small” and “ve
g:;l:;nq;v;zn she”wa}s1 depr}“less_ed to experiencing herself as “getting bigger '11:3,
TCT £ 168er” when she started taking the medication. Selecti .
ig ' _ . oelecting several
1‘dnx[ T et?ent passages throughout the interview to focus on in this step andgexarﬁirz:-
g them in relation to one another can facilitate hearing potential variations

in the first-person voice that may | ’ i
B ay include a range of themes, harmonies, disso-

Step 3: Listening for Contrapuntal Voices

The next step, listening for contrapuntal voices, brings the analysis back into

relationship with the research question. It offers a way of hearing and develop-

;I;lg an u‘rld};arstanding of seveljal different layers of a person’s expressed experi-
ce as it bears on the questioned posed. The logic behind this step is drawn

(t;l;oz:; (;LII;e E;siggl fgrm cc(»;nterpoint, which consists of “the combination of two
odic lines” (Piston, 1947, p. 13). Each melodic lin i

: o . ton, , b. . e has it

rhythm and “melodic curve” (the shape and movement of a melody wii?h(i)r‘l;V 2

ay of expressing herself is in contrast to her description in another
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range of low and high notes). These melodic lines of music are played simultane-
ously and move in some form of relationship with each other. This third step
in the Listening Guide method offers a way to listen for the counterpoint in
the text we are analyzing, or the multiplia facets of the story being told. The first
two steps—establishing the plotor the st‘ory lines and the psychiclandscape and
bringing in the first-person expressions of the speaker—build up to, and provide

a context for, the contrapuntal listenings. It is in this third step that we begin

== ee 2 0HS 40 UG .

.another, or even contradictory.

to identify, specify, and sort out the d
may speak to our research question. Th

being told, or one voice within the perso
The researcher’s questions shape this
theoretical framework guiding the res
previous listenings, or both. )
To begin, we specify the voices we

fferent strands in the interview that
is process entails reading through the

- interview two or more times, each time tuning into one aspect of the story

n's expression of her or his experience.
istening, which may be based on the
earch, or the questions raised by the

will listen for and determine what the

markers of a particular contrapuntal voice are or, more simply, how we will

know this voice when we hear it. The tex

t is then read through, listening for just

one voice at a time, and the appearance or evidence of this voice is underlined in
a color chosen to mark it. Reading through the text a separate time for each

contrapuntal voice allows for the possi
multiple meanings, and therefore may

hility that one statement may contain
se underlined multiple times, and also

allows the researcher to begin to see and hear the relationship between the
person’s first-person voice and the contrapuntal voices. The contrapuntal voices

do not have to be in opposition to one an

other; they may be opposing or comple-

mentary in some way. Listening for at least two contrapuntal voices takes into_

account that a person expresses his or h

er eXperience in a multiplicity of voices

or ways. It is important to note that it also allows for the possibility that some

ol these voices. may be in harmony w

Examples of contrapuntal voice an
nature of the particular study. Building

th one another, in opposition to one

alyses range widely, depending on the
on In a Different Voice (Gilligan, 1982),

the voices of a separate and connected self, and of justice and care, have been
distinguished and followed (see Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988; Johnston, 1988;

Langdale, 1983; Lyons, 1988, 1989). In
Brown & Gilligan, 1992; Taylor et al., 1

the work of the Harvard Project (e.g.,
)95), the analysis of girls’ development

fromy childhood into adolescence was shaped by the counterpoint in girls’ inter-

view'texts between a voice of resistance

or resilience (a strong, clear, confident

- girls’ voices.as either resistant or capitul

of these voices was followed both within
conducted over time (Gilligan et al., 19

*voice) and a voice of distress or capitulation. Rather than characterizing these

1 e counterpoint between both

a given interview and in the interviews

?O). Dana Jack (1991), in her study of

ati

depressed women, followed the counterpoint between an “I” who spoke clearly

and directly (I feel, I know, I want, I b

tlieve) and what she called the “over-

eye,” the part of the self that observed,|judged, shamed the self—the voice of
the depression (I should, I have to). Tth‘ough her contrapuntal analysis of the
relationship bétween these two voices, Jack observed how the voice of the over-
eye came in to\silence the I, and how the resistance or resilience of the I, as

it was repeated{y overruled by the oveli—eye, contributed to the exhaustion of
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depression (the extraordinary effort it took to silence the self). This analysis
led her Lo conceptualize depression as a silencing of the self.

Rgturning to the excerpt from the interview with Vanessa, in light of our
ques.tmn about motherhood and depression, we noticed in the I poems two
possible contrapuntal voices; a voice of knowing and a voice of silence. In the
first cont.rapun.tal voice listening we decided to underline the p]aces'in this
passage in which Vanessa, spedking about herself as a child, described her
knowledge of herself and her response to her mother’s depression. Here, we
show these phrases in italics below. : ’ o ,

And then [ think you know, everything kind of went underground for me
gnd I s.togged talking ta people. Hmmm. I think when there is a menzaz
zll.ness in the-house, and it’s, and there can be ... and some of it can be out
of control, that hmmm, q /ot of families tend to isolate. And that I think is
what my family did. And hmmm, besides, I didn’t have anything to tall.<
fxbou,t. What was I going to say? “My mother is a raging maniac? Or or
She’s, she’s a rock and Lean’t talk to her.” It's not something you share LU’L:l/l
npeople C:l.[ school. Hmmm, hmmm, I think for, it made me chase my Dad for
some kind. of attention, and of course that made him run faster. Hmmm
And so, hmmm ? and youknow at that point, I think that’s when 7 stoppud'
sleeping. And I kept worry ing that one of them was going to drop dead, you‘
know. And [ think that hmnzm, some of that was behind the not slee;,)ing.

Pulling out just what we haye un lerlined in this listening, we hear how much
Vanessa knew about what was gaing on for her, and her family, at that time:

L i3 o omil Mogas 1 i o, o me 1 iapped talking 1 paopl
‘ n : ’ control ... a
!ot of farmhes tend to isolate that, I think, is what my family did my mother
is a raging maniac. . . she‘ls arock and I can't talk to her it’s not something
- you sh'are with people at slchool it made me chase my Dad for some kind of
altention that made him run faster ... I stopped sleeping I kept worrying
that one of them was goiné to drop dead I think that hmmm, some of that

was behind the not sleepi 1z,

This listening goes to the heart of Weinberg’s question about how much this
mother kpows about her experienole with her own depressed mother. Vanessa
T'ecal Is b'emg aware of the severity of the situation with her mother (“my mother
Is a raging maniac”) and what hetr own response to her mother’s depression
was. She bega.n having difficulty s%eeping and worried that one of her parents
was going to die. Although she did try to reach out to her father, it unfortunately
seemed.to have contributed to her father pulling even further away (“that
made h?m.run faster”). This listening also highlights Vanessa’s conflicts or
uncertainties about knowing. Her 1|vepeated phrases, “you know,” suggest that
she :vonders what others know ahout what she knows, and her hesitations
the hmrgms” that interrupt the flow, similarly could possibly be interpreted’
as a manifestation of her conflicts hround speaking.

The second contrapuntal voice we listened for was a voice of not speaking.

We underlined the passages in whith Vanessa talked about her sense that she
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could not speak about what was happening to her family during this time.
These passages are noted in bold text.

And then I think you know, everything kind of went underground for me,
and I sfopped talking to people . . . Hmmm. [ think when there is a mental
illness in the house, and it's, and there can be and sonie of it can be out of
control, that hmmm, a lot of families tend to isolate. And that I think is
what my family did. And hmmm, besides, I didn’t have anything to talk
about. What was I going to say? “My mother is a raging maniac?” Or,
or “She’s, she’s a rock and I can’t talk to her.” It’s not something you share
with people at school. Hmmm, hmmm, I think for, it made me chase my
Dad for some kind of attention, and of course that made him run faster.
Hmmm. And so, hmmm_and you know at that point, I think that’s when [
stopped sleeping. And I kept worrying that one of them was going to drop
dead, you know. And [ think that hmmm, some of that was behind the

not sleeping.

In this listening, we hear how Vanessa became isolated by virtue of her sense
that she could not talk to anyone about what was happening to her, leaving
her with little to say and perhaps little around which to connect with her
peers—“it’s not something you share with people at school.”

In the counterpoint between these two voices, we hear evidence of Vanes-
sa’s own depression and also of her resistance, her strategy of going under-
ground. Rather than having to choose which voice best characterizes what
Vanessa is expressing, we listen for the relationship between these voices as
her depression might also carry some aspects of her strategies for resistance.
Together, these voices convey that Vanessa went underground because of what
she knew. Here she conveys that she was aware of how out of control her
mother’s depression was but she had the sense that saying something about
it was not possible for her.

Together, these contrapuntal voice listenings raise questions about what
Vanessa knows in the present that she perhaps feels she cannot talk about
and whether this possible silence may be contributing to her depression. We
also return to Weinberg’s inquiry, which began with her observation that in our
search for understanding how maternal depression affects the mother—infant
relationship, the women’s own experiences with depression needed to be incor-
porated. These observations suggest the shape of the next step, composing an
analytical summary based on the series of listenings we have conducted.

Once the contrapuntal voice listenings have been completed, with each
voice underlined in a different color, the transcript provides a visual way of
examining how these voices move in relation to one another and to the Is. In
musical counterpoint, the two or more lines of music may each develop a distinct
theme, at times moving in consonance with one another and at other times in
dissonance. Here too, the contrapuntal voices within one person’s narrative
are in some type of relationship with one another, and this relationship becomes
the focus of our interest. A range of questions could be asked at this point.
Does one contrapuntal voice move with particular I poems more than others,
and if so how do these voices move in relationship with one another? Does one
or more of the voices move completely separate from the Is? What are the
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tx;cl‘utif)mships among the contrapuntal voices? Do some of them seem to take
urns? Do they seem to be opposing one another? How do they move in and

out of relationship with one another? Although we only listened for two contra- -

puntal voices in this example, we could hav i i
ing on the questions guidili)g our analysis.e decided t isten for more, depend-
The development of these listenings for contrapuntal voices is an iterative
process. Thg I:esearcher begins with an idea about a possible voice, creates an
initial definition or description of this voice, listens for it, and th:en assesses
whether thg definition of this voice makes sense and whether it is illuminating
some meaningful aspect of the text. The researcher xhay then fine-tune thi:
part{cular contrapuntal voice and try to listen for it again. In addition, once
two or more contrapuntal -voices have been identified, the researcher’ ma,
reﬁgct on whether something that felt important in the other listenings i}sl
gef;tmg left out, whether something needs to be added to an already def%ned
voice, or whet}ler a new voice needs to be listened to. In studies that involve
sceveral .mte‘rwe.ws,'the contrapuntal voices may evolve out of the analyses of
many different interviews through a process of going back and revisiting this

step, this time reading for voices that h
ave been redefined or
through the analysis of other interviews, newly defined

Step 4: Composing an Analysis

ln. Ll?e final step ofrthe Listening Guide method, having gone through the text a
minimum of‘four times (plot, I poem, and lstening for two or more contra u1‘1tal
voices), leaving a trail of underlinings, notes, and summaries each tin?e the
rescqrcher now pulls together what has been learned about this perso’n in
relatlm? to the research question. In essence, an interpretation of the interview
or text is d}gveloped that pulls together and synthesizes what has been learned
through this entire process and an essay or analysis is composed. Returning
to the research question that initiated this inquiry, several quest.ions can bz

considered. What have you learned about this question through this process

and. how hav.e you come to know this? What is the evidence on which you are
basing your interpretations? Sometimes in this step it may become apparent
that the'research question itself needs to be modified, or perhaps even?:
formed, in response to this series of listenings. , e
" Thr.oAugh our analysis of Vanessa’s description of her experiences as a child
tving with her mother who was severely depressed, we hear a tension between
how much Vanessa knew about what was happening in her family and ho
s}}e also felt that .there was no one with whom she could talk about how 01:1f
Qtf cqp}frol some things had gotten. She held on to her own knowledge by taking
ée rvlvslito nhgsrtas shel wenft underg‘rc?und psychologically. We wonder whether this
o Vanessa\z:sg;ly(?gg\;mg V'.;.:d sﬂez;ce hlghliglllted in the passage is still alive
i this po: , g cannot answer this question based on the evidence
?n this chapter we focused on one small passage within i i

provide an example of how each of the s,tepsp of thge Lisz‘enirzgrrl ‘211233; vclglv lfz

operationalized. A full analysis of this
the entire transcript. Although listenir
steps can illuminate different aspects

an interview, these separate listenings
with one another to not reduce or lose
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interview would involve working with
1g for one voice at a time in the earlier
f a person’s experience as expressed in
must be brought back into relationship
the complexity of a person’s expressed

experience. In a study that includes multiple interviews, these Listening Guide
analyses may be examined in relationship to one another, illuminating similari-

ties in the themes that may begin to en

Conc

The Listening Guide method is a way

rerge across several interviews and also

. marking distinct differences between them.

lusion

f analyzing qualitative interviews that

is best used when one’s question requires listening to particular aspects of a

i pérson’s expression of her or his own complex and multilayered individual

. experiences and the relational and cul
. It is a particularly useful tool for discol/ery research; to uncover new questions

tural contexts within which they occur.

|

to pursue through focusing in on and learning from individual experiences. It

|

is a relational method in the sense that it intentionally brings the researcher

into relationship with the participant
ences, and interpretive lenses explicit

through making our responses, experi-
in the process, and by listening to each
moving in to listen for answers to our

participant’s first-person voice before

own research questions. It is also relational in that the specific way the method

|

is operationalized changes in response to, and via the process of, analysis.

Through each of these steps we acti
question into relationship with the p
analytical process, creating an openi

| .
1vely bring ourselves and our research

erson’s spoken experience to direct the
ng for that person to shift our way of

listening, the questions that we ask, and the ways in which we ask them.
This method requires the active engagement of the researcher throughout
the analysis because it is intended to be a guide, or a set of steps that provide a
basic [rame, rather than a set of prescriptive rules to be followed. The researcher
must make decisions with regard to how precisely to implement each step of

this method in a particular research pr

ject. We have demonstrated the particu-

lar way that we have been implementing the Listening Guide method. As

with any analytical tool, others have

necessarily developed different ways of

conducting the four basic steps to fit the specific needs of their various studies

and sets of research questions.
Finally, although a Listening G

wide analysis may serve as a primary

methed of analysis, it has also been used in conjunction with other qualitative
methods of analysis such as narrative summaries (Way, 2001) and conceptually
clustered matrices (Brown, 2001), as well as with a statistical analysis of
thematic codes derived from interview|texts (Tolman & Szalacha, 1999). These
methods each offer a different pathway into and through qualitative interviews.

The Listening Guide method offers a
multilayered nature of the expression
between self and relationship, psyche

way of illuminating the complex and
of human experience and the interplay
and culture.
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Participatory Action Research:
From Within and Beyond Prison Bars

Michelle Fine, Maria ]!Z'lena Torre, Kathy Boudin, -
Iris Bowen, Jgtdith Clark, Donna Hylton,
Migdalia Martinez, Missy, Rosemarie A. Roberts,

Pamela

Smart, and Debora Upegui

Participatory action research represents a stance within qualitative research

methods—an epistemology that assume

s knowledge is rooted in social relations

and most powerful when produced collaboratively through action. With a long

and global history, participatory action

research (PAR) has typically been prac-

ticed within community-based social action projects with a commitment to
F

understanding, documenting, or evalu
social problems, or social movements
PAR draws on multiple methods, some

1ting the impact that social programs,
bear on individuals and communities.
quantitative and some qualitative, but

at its core it articulates a recognition that knowledge is produced in collabora-

tion and in action.
With this essay, we aim to accompli

sh four ends. First, we provide a cursory

history of PAR, beginning with Kurt Lewin (1851) and traveling too briskly
through the feminist and postcolonial writings of critical theorists. Second, we

introduce readers to a PAR project we
in New York, documenting the impact o

have undertaken in a women’s prison
f college on women in prison, the prison

environment, and on the women’s postrelease outcomes. Third, we present a

|

glimpse at our findings and offer up an instance of analysis, demonstrating

The authors would like to thank the Lesli
and the Spencer Foundation for funding the resea
and E. Michele Staley for their feedback; and Sl

closely how we analyzed thematically and discursively data about “transforma-
tion” as a research collective of inme
Fourth, we articulate a set of reflection

dilemmas of writing openly under surv

ste and university-based researchers.
s on our work as a PAR collective, the
eillance.

¢ Glass Foundation, the Open Society Institute,
rch; Superintendent Elaine Lord, Paul Korotkin,
ura Saul for her design inspiration.
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The roles and responsibilitiet:s of outside scholars in relation to inside schol-
ars have long l?een a question fox‘- theorists and researchers of social injustice.
Many have agitated for a form of participation but few have articulated the

nature of‘the wgrk-together (see Chataway, 1997, for an exception; also Mcln-
tyre, 1997). This chapter invites[ readers into a prison-based PAR project, in

which a team of university-base%,researchers and inmate researchers collabo-
raf;ed to dgcument anq theorize ‘the impact of college within and beyond the
prison environment. Like many before us, we sought to organize all aspects of

the interv:entiqn and the research through democratic participation. Like those,
our practice did not always live jup to the design. We do not see insiders or
outsiders as the “true” bearers of truth or knowledge, but more like Brinton

Lykes (20{)1),‘ Linda Tuhiwai Sn;ﬁth (1999), and Ignacio Martin-Baré (1994)
we recognize in our souls the relative freedom and therefore respon'sibility of

outside fc.sclzalrcl1ers t9 speak criti}cally and constructively with insiders about
the posslbllltles and limijts of partiicipatory research within the walls of prison.

|

A Too Brief History of}Participatory Action Research
E

Kurt Lewin has long been the name attached to the “genesis” of action research

in the United Statc::s. From the 194;03 onward, with vision, critique, and intellec-
tua.l courage, Lew1r.1 dared to asse\rt participant knowledge as foundational to
validity; democratic and participatory research as foundational to social

clwgnge. Working very much within a psychological paradigm for a greater
S(‘)cml gpod, Lewin earved a spacel for “the development of reflective thought
discussion, decision and action b})-ordinary people participating in co]lectivé
researchon ‘private troubles’ (Mill%, 1959) which they have in common” (quoted

in Adelman, 1997). Lewin challenged the artificial borders separating theory
. researc:h,-anci action, insisting: “Ng') action without research; no research with-’
out action” (quoted in Adelman, 1997). At the core of Lewin's project was, like
f]ohn Dewey, a refusal to separaté thought from action; an insistence or; the
integration of science and practicef; a recognition that social processes could be

understood only when they were cihanged (see Cherry & Borshuk, 1998).
Fra}n,ces Cherry e;md CatherineiBorshuk place in historic context the power
-of Lewin’s work while he was director at the Commission for Community

Interrelations (CCI) of the Americ‘ém Jewish Committee. According to Cherry

(personql communication, 2000), “Ferhaps closest to contemporary participa-
tory action research would be the category of research conducted by CCI: a

community §e1f—survey of civil rig}}ts in which the importance of members of
the community conducting the research was stressed as essential . . . Lewinian

thinking [recognized] that science 'and social problem-solving should be inti-

mately connected, and that action research was inevitably participatory.”

. The community self-survey of civil rights, initiated under Lewin’s leader-
ship, exemplifies the kind of demo‘cratic progressive community projects CCI
advocated, “attempting to move be:yond academic expertise and to place the

tools of research in the hands of cm?cerned citizens” (Cherry & Borshuk, 1998,

p- 129). Lewin’s vision of democratic social research was compromised signifi-

|

!
|
I
?
|
|
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cantly over time by the increasing conservatism of U.S. psychology, McCarthy-
ism, and scientism and converted into a set of techniques and axioms rather
than a radical challenge to science as practiced.

Central and South American theorists and practitioners, including
Orlando Fals-Borda (1979), Paulo Freire (1982), and Ignacio Martin-Baré
(1994) have structured a set of commitments to PAR that move Lewin well
beyond the borders of psychology, into an explicit analysis of the relation of
science to social inequality, community life, and radical social change. As
Martin-Baré explained,

If our objective is to serve the liberation needs of the people [of Latin
America). . . . [We must] involve ourselves in a new praxis, an act of trans-
forming reality that will let us know not only about what is but also about
what is not, and by which we may try to orient ourselves toward what ought
tobe” (1994, pp. 27-29). Like Martin-Baré, Fals-Borda and colleagues sought
a set of practices that would reveal “facts” as processes, “causality” as circular
or “spiral in nature,” and “multiple determinations” rather than “immediate
antecedents” (Fals-Borda, 1979). For Fals-Borda, like Lewin, a dynamic or
dialectical confrontation between common sense and systematic observa-
tions, followed by intensive reflection and action, engaged at the provocative
borders between insiders-and outsiders, were the recursive steps of PAR.
Deeply critical of the relation of science to social inequity, and equally
hopeful about science for radical social change, Fals-Borda recognized “the
possibility for the masses of workers themselves to create and possess scien-
tific knowledge; that social research and political action can be synthesized
and mutually influential so as to increase the level of efficiency of action as
well as the understanding of reality” (1979, p. 40). Across history and current
texts, these PAR scholars have worked to articulate specific principles of
PAR. At root, participatory research recognizes what Antonio Gramsci (1971)
described from a prison cell in Italy, the intellectual and political power of
“organic intellectuals” from whom counter-hegemonic notions derive, whose
lives are deeply grounded in class struggles. Herein lies the fundamental
challenge to what Habermas called “scientism” or what John Gaventa called
“official knowledge” as the sole legitimate claim to truth (Gaventa, 1993;
Habermas, 1971; Hall, 1993; Kemmis & McTaggart, 2000; McIntyre, 2000).
With similar commitments, Hans Toch (1967) authored a powerful article
that spoke about PAR in prison, about the knowledge of “convicts” and the
humility of outside researchers, an article well ahead of its time. We owe
much, in this chapter and in our work, to the wisdom and foresight of

Hans Toch.

Relationships, Responsibilities, and Action at the Heart
of Participatory Research

In the participatory research propounded here, the silenced are not just
incidental to the curiosity of the researcher but are the masters of inquiry
into the underlying causes of the events in their world. In this context
research becomes a means of moving them beyond silence into a quest to
proclaim the world (Gaventa, 1993).
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In the past five years, with both feminist and explicitly critical turns, the
writings on the stance of participatory researchers have broken important new
ground. Our work has been enormously influenced by five such turns. To begin
there has been a sharp recognition of participation with, not only for, commu:
nity. Psychologist Brinton Lykes marked this move in her language, reflecting
her stance on a project in which she

agreed to accompany a friend to her community of origin in the Highlands
of Guatemala. . . . [Recognizing myself] as a “situated other” within apraxis

i n/'snlidqrily [which] informs my ongoing efforts to develop alternalive meth-
ods for “standing under” these realities and participating with local actors
in responding to problems in daily living. (2001, p. 1)

' Secpnd, we are inspired by participatory action researchers, who drawing
from critical race and, legal theories have recognized the intellectual power
and searing social commentary developed at the bottom of sacial hierarchies
V(‘La‘dson-Billings, 2000). Mari Matsuda (1995), a critical legal scholar writing
{or an “outsider’s. jurisprudence,” wrote, “When notions of right and wrong
'JUSfilCG and injustice, are explained not from an abstract position from the’
position of groups who have suffered through history, moral relativism recedes
.. [toward} a new epistemological source for critical scholars locking to the
bottom™(p. 6).

Third, from the growing literature on research for and by indigenous peo-
p]gs, some participatory researchers, ourselves among them, draw from the
writings of Maori theorist and researcher Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999), who
recognizes not only the knowledge accumulated in indigenous communities but
alsg that indigenous values, beliefs, and behaviors must be incorporated into
!;he praxis of participatory research. From Tuhiwai Smith we take profound
. insights about respect for local custom and practices, not as an obstacle to
research but as a site for possible learning and shared engagement and long-
term social change.

. Fourth, we have been inspired and moved by the writings of critical psychol-
ogist Kum Kum Bhavnani (1994), who has authored an essay in which she
struggles aloud with questions of objectivity—that is, feminist objectivity in
hgr self-consciously political research. Holding herself responsiblé to satisfy
h}gh standards for quality work, Bhavnani writes about three criteria for
“feminist objectivity”: inscription, micropolitics, and difference. Inscription en-
tails holding herself accountable to produce stories about young women and
men that counter—and do not reinforce—dom; nant, stereotypic scripts. Micro-
politics demands that she explicitly analyze, in her empirical texts, her relation
to and with the “subjects” of her research. And “difference” reminds her that
§he must theorize not only the strong trends that sweep across her data, but
interrogate, as well and with equal rigor, the subtle and significant “diffey-
ences” within.

And fifth, Glenda Russell and Janis Bohan (1999) argue that it is crucial
to theorize and strategize how PAR “gives back” to communities generous
enough to open themselves up for intellectual scrutiny. Russell and Bohan are
two of the very few scholars who deliberate on the questions of audience,
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product, and what is left behind. For these activist scholars, creating a legacy
of inquiry, a process of change, and material resources to enable transform are
crucial to the PAR project. .

These five turns—toward workipg “with,” recognizing local knowledge,
respecting local practices, stretching toward a grounded “feminist objectivity,”
and giving back—emerge for us as gu‘iding refinements in the practice of PAR

(see also Brydon-Miller, 1997; Olesen}, 1999).

|

|

A Note on Limits and Responsibility

Although many scholars have begun to write on the power of PAR, a number
of feminist and critical race theorists have wandered into the other side of the
conversation, daring to reveal what Venezuelan community psychologist Esther
Weisenfeld (1999, p. 2) has called the “unfulfilled promises of PAR.” We are
indebted to these writers, because it is in their firm belief about the power of
participation that they feel compellejd to write honestly with caution. Thus,
Patricia Maguire (2001) reflected on her training of participatory researchers
in the new South Africa, and reported a low level but pervasive resistance to
the dialogic, nonauthoritarian nature|of the work, such that participants were.
as eager to contribute fully as they |were to be taught or led in traditional
relations of authority, disappointment emerging when they were not. Anne
Bettencourt, George Dillman, and Neil Wollman (1996) wrote on participatory
research as a form of grassroots organizing, and noted with concern that once
a compelling project is stirred up, participatory researchers have an obligation
to find, build, and then pass the torch on to an interior leadership structure
to move the action forward and to resist taking up that role themselves. Cynthia
Chataway (2001) offered a very care‘ful analysis of her work with a Native
American community, respectfully re(}:ognizing that although equal and public
participation may be the goal of outside researchers, those who work and dwell
in communities that are oppressed and highly surveyed may, indeed, be grateful
for the research and yet prefer privacy as a form of public responsibility. John
Stanfield II (1998) noted that particéipatory research has become a “partial
solution” to the historic oppression ofl people of color in social sciences but, he
continued, “rarely do researchers share carecer rewards with ‘subjects’ of color,
such as coauthorships and access to jauthoritative credentializing processes”
(p. 336).

In a useful move, Brinton Lykes, who has worked, read, and thought
carefully about the delicate praxis off participatory methods in Guatemala,
Ireland, South Africa, and the United States, offers a crucial and generous set of

reflections on working criteria for eval}uating participatory methods, including:

the method’s compatibility an!d/or complementarity with other existing re-
sources in local communities \fvith a majority population living in extreme

poverty, thereby enhancing suFtainability of the project . . . [and] the meth-
od’s capacity to facilitate an action/reflection dialectic when new ways of

thinking and/or alternative cleltural practices emerge within and among
local participants and their communities in response to the PAR process.

(2001, pp. 195-196)
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We hear all of these cautions as wisdom. We are privileged to be working
within a maximum-security prison with a supportive superintendent and cor-
rectional staff and prison-based [researchers and respondents, and we under-
stand the stakes for these inmates, should they broach some forms of honesty
or critical action, could be devastating. We have learned, as Tuhiwai Smith
would warn us, that what appealrs to be “parancia” may just be local wisdom;
and not to confuse “finding your voice” and “speaking out” with courage. Thus
we have learned that “equal” participation and responsibility does not mean
the “same.” Instead, it means endless ongoing conversations, among us, with
every decision always revisited, arbout who can take risks, who dares to speak,
who must remain quiet, and whht topics need never see the light of day. As
Linda Martin Alcoff (1995) has W%itten, we are painfully aware that we always
need to “analyze the probable or actual effects of [our] words on the [many,
_contradictory| discursive and material contexts [both within and beyond the

prison|” (p. 111). ' |

|

The Context for the Project
|

The 1980s and 1990s in the Uniti:d States were decades of substantial public
and political outery about erime and about criminals. During these years, stiffer
penalties were enforced for crime‘s, prisons were built at unprecedented rates,
parole was tougher to achieve, “tﬂree strikes and you're out” bills passed, and
college was no longer publicly f'ul"\ded for women and men in prison. Indeed,

with the signing of the Violent iCrime Control and Law Enforcement Act,
President Bill Clinton stopped the flow of all federal dollars (in the form of
Pell grants) that had enabled wo}men and men in prison to attend college. It
was then up to the states to ﬁnaljze the closing of most prison-based college
programs around the nation. At ]%edford Hills Correctional Facility, a vibrant

college program had been coordinated by Mercy College for more than 15 years.

In 1995, this program, like more than 340 others nationwide, was closed. This
decision provoked a sea of disaptpointment, despair, and ocutrage from the
women at Bedford Hills, who had been actively engaged in higher education
and in GED/ABE (adult basic edueation) preparation. Within months, a group
of inmates met with the superinteﬂdent and, later, an active community volun-
teer, Thea Jackson, and soon they, with Marymount Manhattan College presi-
dent Regina Peruggi, resurrected the college—now a private, voluntary consor-
tium of colleges and universities dedicated to inmate education.

The design of the college wak conceptualized through pillars of strong,
ongoing participation by the prison administration, staff, the inmates, faculty,
and volunteers. Students, in particular, are expected to “give back” in any
number of ways. They teach, mentor, pay the equivalent of a month’s wages
for tuition, contribute to the prison community, and demonstrate high levels
of community engagement once théy are released (see Fine et al., 2001). Struc-
turally, the design of the college p1%ogram called for the college administrators
at Bedford to meet regularly with the prison administration, the inmate com-
mittee, and a representative of theboard to create and sustain a “safe” context

- . . | .. . s
for serious conversation—-reflection, revision, and re-imagining of the college
|
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“program. It was felt to be important to design the program with core participa-

tion from every constituency because many, including the long-termers who
witnessed the loss of the college, did not want the younger women to ever take
the program for granted, assume its permanence, forget its fragility, or view
it as an entitlement. Little did we know that the forms of participation within
the college would emerge, powerfully, as one of the central positive outcomes
of the college program. That is, women who have, for the most pal.'t, spent. the
better (or worst) part of their lives under the thumbs of poverty, racism; sexism,
and violence could, in college, “hear my own voice” or “see my own signature” or
“make my own decisions”—re-imagine themselves as agents who make.choice.s,
take responsibility, create change for themselves and others (e.g., family, ?hﬂ-
dren, and younger women at Bedford) and design a fiiture not overdetermined
by the past. ) ) : )

At its heart, this college program has not been simply about the taking
of courses, but instead about deep immersion in an intellectual and ethical
community of scholars. The physical space of the learning center—equipped
with nonnetworked computers (use of the Internet is banned in prisons), con-
tributed books, magazines, newspapers, flags from colleges and universities
in the consortium—holds what Seymour Sarason (1974) called the “sense of
community,” a place where, the women will attest, “if I need help I can find
it—even if that means someone to kick me in the ass to get back to work and
finish my papers.” This intellectual community also spills out ontp the “yard,”
where you can overhear study groups on Michel Foucault, qualitative research,
Alice Walker; or in the cell block where the ticking of typewriter keys can be-
heard late into the night; or a “young inmate may knock softly on [my] wall,
at midnight, asking how to spell or punctuate. . .. ” For the women at Bec?ford
Hills, 80% of whom carry scars of childhood sexual abuse, biographies of mised-
ucation, tough family and community backgrounds, long lists of‘ social and
personal betrayals, growing back the capacity to join a community, engage
with a community, give back, and trust are remarkable social and psychological
accomplishments. ’

Thus, when the first author was asked to conduct the empirical documenta-
tion of the impact of college on the women, the prison environment and Fhe
world outside the prison, it seemed all too obvious that a participatory design
behind bars would be nearly impossible—albeit essential.

Research Design

In 1997, the Leslie Glass Foundation offered to fund the documentation of the
impact of college on the prison community. Fine, professor of psychology at
the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, agreed to become the
principal investigator of the project, and hired a team of graduate stu’dents to
help conduct the study: Melissa Rivera,! Rosemarie A. Roberts, Maria Elena
Torre, and Debora Upegui. It was determined, early in the design phase, that

'Melissa Rivera relocated to California early in the project and is no longer active in the re-

search.
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the project would be maximally informed, useful, and productive if there were
a set of inmate researchers on the team as well (see Toch, 1967). We consulted
with the superintendent, who agreed with the design, after the New York State
Department of Correctional Services (NYSDOCS) provided official approval.
The following inmate researchers joined the team: Kathy Boudin, Iris Bowen,?
Judith Clark, Aisha Elliot,” Donna Hylton, Migdalia Martinez,* Missy, and
Pamela Smart. Over time, NYSDOCS, through the efforts of E. Michele Staley,
grew to be a crucial member of our research team, computing the postrelease

reincarceration rates for women who enrolled in, graduated from, or did not
participale in the college program.

Study Design

The design of the research called for both qualitative and quantitative methods
(see Table 10.1). The research questions required that a quantitative analysis
be undertaken to assess the extent to which college, in fact, reduced recidivism
and disciplinary incidents; and a qualitative analysis to determine the psycho-

social effects of college on the women, the prison environment, their children,
and the women's lives postrelease.

A Glimpse of the Findings

Using very different methods, we were able to research intensively a number
of questions about the impact of college on women in, and released from, prison.
Integrating both quantitative and qualitative methods allowed us to more
deeply probe questions that needed further explanation.

To What Extent Does Involvement in College Affect Women’s
Reincarceration Rates?

In the fall of 1999, the research team approached the New York State of
Correctional Services, requesting that a longitudinal analysis of reincarcera-
tion rates be conducted on those women from Bedford Hills Correctional Facility
who had attended the Mercy College Program and had subsequently been
released. Staley, program research specialist, conducted the analyses for the
project and provided data on return-to-custody rates for all participants at any

*Iris Bowen was transferred to another correctional facility mid-way through the research.
Though her relocation, far from family, friends, and support networks, has put incredible strains
on her, she remains a vital member of the research committee.

"Aisha Elliot, a starting member of the research committee, stopped participating early in
the project because of personal commitments.

*Migdalia Martinez was granted clemency in December 2000 and released, after serving 11
years, 3 months, on January 31, 2001. She remains a member of the research team.

Research Questions, Methods, Sample, and Outcomes

Table 10.1.

Outcomes

Sample®

Method

Research Questions

* Academic achievement

1. Archival analysis of

1. What is the impact

¢ Personal transformation

college since inception

of the college experience
on inmate students?

* Expression of responsibility for crime and for

future decisions
* Reflection on choices made in the past and

I

N

2. One-on-one interviews
conducted by inmate-

researchers

decisions to be made in the future
* Civic engagement and participation in prison

and outside

10 focus groups:

N
N
N
N

3. Focus groups:

with inmates,

43 (inmates)
20 (faculty)

faculty, children, and =

college presidents

2. What is the impact of
the college experience on

s (Changes in prison disciplinary environment

* Prison climate

g (children)

¢ Correction officers views of and experiences

the prison environment?

7 (presidents)
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with prison
-o Attitudes of women not in the college program

N=20

4. In-depth interviews
with former inmates

about college R
s Faculty’s views of college program -

5. Interviews with

correction officers and

administrators

"» Reincarceration rates
_* Economic well-being

3. What are the

6. Surveys- of faculty

N=20

postrelease effects of

o Health

» Civic participation

N=18

college on the women

and on their

7. Student narratives

° Persistence in pursuing higher education

* Relations with family and friends

reincarceration rates?

454 total students
: 274 released)

N

8. Statistical analysis

IV

of former inmates who
attended college while

in prison

18

-

Continued
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Continued

Table 10.1.

Key Methodological Decisions
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, facilitated by inside and

esearchers, with subsamples to:
rsue themes that emerged from individual

(b) maximize opportunities for dissenting

opinions.
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groups

9. Individual interviews rather than focus

for correction officers.

6. Participants choose
a name by which they

are known in the

report.

4. Conduct focus group
within prison with teen

group children of inmate
rather than conduct
interviews in teen

homes.

7. Sample. Include
inmates who left

ysis by

.10. Interpretation session. Data anal
inside and outside researchers.

2. Teach inmates how
to be researchers in a

college in sample and
those in precollege

program.

semester-long research
methods college course.

11. Writing final report in a single voice.

u i R
Some women participated in more than one data source.
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time since release, and then return to custody rates for all participants within
36 months of release.’ )

Using the standard NYSDOCS measure of 36 months, out of the 274
women tracked longitudinally, 21 college participants returned to custody.
Thus, women who participated in college ‘while in prison had a 7.7% return-
to-custody rate. In contrast, an analysis tracking all female offenders released
between 1985 and 1995 revealed a 29.9% return-to-custody rate within 36
months. Women without college are almost four times more likely to be returned
to custody than comparable women who participated in college while in prison.
Women with no college are twice as likely to be rearrested for a “new term
commitment” (a new crime) than women with some college. In addition, women
with no college are 18 times more likely to violate parole than women with
some college. In other words, college in prison reduces the amount of postrelease
crime and even more significantly heightens responsible compliance with. pa-

role expectations. g

To What Extent Does Engagemenkt in College; and Completion
of a Degree, Affect Women’s Psychological Sense of Themselves,
Past, Present, and Future?

We review, now, how we analyzed the qualitative individual and focus group
interviews for evidence of “transformation.” We were struck, in examining all
of the data, with the extent to which women spoke-of college as a source of
personal change, transformation, and new selves. Theorizing transformation,
however, proved to be a multilayered task. The process of analysis moved us
through four readings of “transformation.”

Initially all of us read all of the transeripts and heard a discourse of split
selves: As the research team first read through the transcripts, we all noted
recurring talk of “old” and “new” selves; the “before-college me” and “after-
college me.” Women in prison and those recently released repeatedly credited
college with facilitating a personal change from their old ways to their new
(read “better”) way of life. With an intentional and sharp separation of old
and new, the women drew clear distinctions between the “me before” and the

“me now:”

I'm not the same person that went to prison. If you knew me before, you
would never know it’s the same person. {I made] a complete turn around.

5Staley relied on the following methodology:

[NYSDOCS] matched the file [of college students from the Mercy College registrar’s office]
with our department’s release file that included releases between 1985 and 1999, using DIN
(Departmental Identification Numbers assigned to each inmate). . . . [I]ncluded in the analysis
were only the inmates that were released from NYSDOCS' custody subsequent to their
participation in the college program. Of the 454 cases provided, 274 college participants have
been released from NYSDOCS since their college participation. This is the sample that was
used in the follow-up analysis to determine how many of these participants returned to
NYSDOCS' custody. With respect to the return-to-custody analysis, I used the same survival
analysis methodology that is used to prepare our department’s standard return-to-custody
report, 1995 Releases: Three Year Post Release Follow Up. (Personal correspondence, Staley,

Aug. 22, 2000)
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And I'm proud of that, 'cause I like me now . .. college made me face me
and like me now. (Ellie)

When I first came to Bedford Hills, I was a chronic disciplinary problem,
getting tickets [issued for disciplinary infractions] back to back. I had a very
poor attitude as well, I was rude and obnoxious for no reason, I did not care
about anything or anyone. . . . Then I became motivated to participate in a
number of programs, one of which was college. I started to care about getting
in trouble and became conscious of the attitude I had that influenced my
negative behaviors. . .. College is a form of rehabilitation, one of the best.
(Denise)

Within this discourse of split selves, there was a particularly relentless
attempt by the women to derogate their past selves. This, then, produced the
occasion for our second reading through the transcripts. Heeding the advice
of Celia Kitzinger (2000), we wanted to avoid the tendency to rush too quickly
through material that seemed obvious or superficial, even idiomatic. The re-
search team reread and discussed the transcript sections on transformation
generating and pressed for deeper interpretations with each pass.

As the earlier excerpts illustrate, we were interested to hear how harshly
many of the women described their “former selves”™ angry, antisocial, drug
abuser, disrespectful both to self and others, having little to offer the world.
These characterizations were typically followed by descriptions of “complete”
and “total” personal changes: productive, working, motivated, knowledgeable,
worthy of pride. This trashing of women’s past lives was read initially by
Graduate Center researchers as a language of internalized self-blame and
sell-hatred.

Cause we were sume wild kids when we were younger. We were angry. We
didn’t understand the system. This was our first time ever being in trouble.
Soall w. wanted to do was fight. We didn’t interact with anybody, we weren’t

social. © sow [we're] like totally different. We look forward to coming to
college. And it's like I changed, just tatally changed. And my sister came
[t collc rcouple of months afterwards and changed, but we did it together.
{(Eriea, ¢ +ibing herself and her sister early in their incarceration)

The inmate researchers, on the other hand, heard in the same transcripts
a familiar language of redemption that echoed the kind of tallc heard in counsel-
ing, 12-step programs, support groups, church, and even in discussions about
upcoming parole board meetings. An old “bad,” “unworthy,” “negative” self is
vilified and then redeemed as a new “positive,” “productive,” “good” self.

When I first came here I had a chip on my shoulder that I wanted somebody
to knock off. . . . I stayed in trouble. I was disrespectful. I had no self-respect,
no respect for others. And it took a while for me to change gradually through
the years, and ... when I started going to college that was like the key
point for me of rehabilitation, of changing myself. And nobody did it for me,
I did it for myself. ... And I went and I did it and I accomplished things
that I didn’t think I could accomplish. (Roz) .
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]
Together as researchers, we worriefd that this language, used by the.womcn
about themselves, sounded so much like the language used by .those in some
policy circles attacking women in povgi‘rty, women of color, and 1.ndee.d won}en
in prison. Thus across the transcripts we analyzed for overlgppmg dlscox?ses
of redemption as well as social ideologi‘es that place blgmg for sogxal prol? ems
squarely and exclusively within individjuals (usually racialized), with no history
and no context. . i . ‘
As we theorized the relationship ]between,the d1§courses of redemption
and derogation of poor women, inmate researchers reminded the research team
of a simple fact that, though obvious, Qraduate Center researche‘rs had looked
beyond: Crimes had been committed qby most of the women with whom zv?
spoke. The discourse of redemption; it: was ‘suggested, serves as a poweriu
coping strategy for women desperate lto understand t.hemselves as sepa_lra'te
from the often destructive behavior th%'it.led them to prison. By staying within

a story of two separate selves, wom‘ef | can assert judgment over their past

actions without having to face the'pairil of integrating complicated histories—

past selves now despised, past beha\}/ior now regretted—into their present
selves. The task of analysis then betj:ame to look back across the data for
connective tissue between past and prelesent selves, for instances where women

reflect critically on their lives. . ‘ 1
But then just to sit down and Jread it all and discover that you don’t even

like half of this stuff here about you. But this is you. You l.mow, you from
you. And it was like, oooh! ... jso I [re-]wrote it and I read it and I re-read

it and I re-wrote it and T sort o“f'like condensed it {from 20 pages]'into like
about six pages. . . . it was like really deep because it was no escaping then.

(Rhonda, on documenting her past for her clemency petition)

!
|
|
I
|

Through reconceptualizing past, present, and future selve; as connectgd,
we began to understand that personal change, or transfo’rmatxon, was not a
simple declaration of starting anew with a “cleap slate.” The wo.rnenh‘w}(ire .
trying to describe personal change or transformation as a process in w 1ch a
woman recognizes her past, present, and future selves m.relatlon to each ot 1?1
and within social context, both in and outside the prison. And most were
articulating the role that college played in helping them draw these lines

of connections. L )
Using this line of analysis, we resisted thinking of lives and selves as

existing outside of social context, withqut community, without history. In addi-

5 s 113 ” : to “neW”
tion, we began to unders‘Fand that women bring pieces of oldd selv;&:: eanithin a
selves, and that these pieces of the p%st selves inform and cocreate, wit
social historical context, a present eve‘r—changing 'self. And‘ that college is ong
of those sites in which women can, in a community, acquire a language an

the skills of reflection, through which these lines of connection can be drawn.

Thus we undertook our third reading of the transcripts, seeking this connective

tissue. For Sondra, a student, this means recognizing her multiplicity and

negotiating which pieces of herself are useful in moving her life in the direction

she chooses:

|
i
i
i
I
|



186 FINE ET AL.

IUs still in my character, but T don't let it come out, It doesn’t prove anything.
Before, I didn't care. Now | see I can achieve, do anything I put my mind
to. I'have matured. ... I can set examples now. (Sondra, addressing past
behavior that led to disc plinary problems)

I know the decision to continue my education will help me in the long run,
yet my aspiration is to sjomehow help the young women who are coming
into prison in record bre%lking numbers. My past allows me to speak from
experience, and the academic knowledge I have obtained allows me to move
forward productively, hopefully enabling me to help these younger women
recognize and reach their potentials. (Crystal)

In Crystal’'s comment, we can see that recognizing these connections in
oneself can lead to an understanding of self in community and responsibility
across generations. Crystal sees her past in the younger women'’s presents and
her present in their futures, This recognition led our research team to a fourth
stage of analysis, in which we sought evidence of transformation talk located
within a discourse of community land social responsibility.

Finally, after many readings|and much discussion, we came to see that
discourse of responsibility was operating to link old and new selves, and that
the women viewed college as the lintellectual and personal site in which they
could develop such a discourse in community while in prison. As fundamental,
the women recognized that in thelabsence of programs like college, they would
not have been able to move into reviewing their pasts, reseeing their crimes,
narrating a sense of responsibility for past and future.

I can think and talk about my victim now. It's not just “the bitch cut me
and [ cut her back.” Even that idea comes out differently now, “the girl cut
me and I chose to strike| back.” Those words weren't in me before, hut
now, just having the words to articulate things, puts them into perspective
dilferently. (Tanisha)

My involvement. with college . .. has opened my eyes to all of the things
that were wrong in my life. Now I have a sense of priority, a sense of
accountability and I have made a legitimate premise for myself on which
to build ... my needs are still important, but not at someone else’s ex-
pense. {Vanessa)

As these women testify, our quantitative and qualitative data confirm
what other researchers and prisoners have found: Core elements of higher
education, such as self-reflection and critical inquiry, spur the production of
critical subjectivities, transformed and connected selves, and in turn trans-
formed communities (Conway, 1998; Faith, 1993; Germanotta, 1995; Rivera,
1995). These interior transformatilons in self bear significant consequence for
the women and for their incarceration rates. Said another way, individuals
move from being passive objects tc§> active subjects—ecritical thinkers who ac-
tively participate in their lives and social surroundings; who take responsibility
for past and future actions; who diﬁect their lives, networks, and social actions
in the world. Moving across readings of the transformation narratives, we came

to see the social psychological links between college, transformation, and social

i
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responsibility. We turn now to our transformation as researchers on a participa-
tory research team.

y We Crééted Among Us: A Team of Women Scholars

orld may e into being in the course of a continuing dialogue.
A world may o ¢ i Maxine Greene (1995, p. 196)

We met often as a team, sometimes once a month, sometimes more and
sometimes less. Encumbered by limitations on privacy,. freedom, cpntact, gnd
tixﬁe, we are as profoundly moved by our shared Fapamty and desire to f:hmb
over the walls that separate and carve a small dehcatg space of trust, reciproc-
ity, and:the ability to argue respectfullyi about what is important to study, to

hold quietly among ourselves. ' .

Sp?a%(r’l il?fs'tsopagé'fi crigcal inquiry, we walked across barbed wn'es.outs.lde
the windows and inside the room, through our racialized and clgssed hlstorlesci
between biographies filled with too much yiolence? and 1.;0.0 little hope and
biographies lined with too much privilege and too httle“crlthue. Wef engage ’
in what Paulo Freire (1982) would call “dialogue,” :d relation 9[ empathy
between two ‘poles’ who are engaged in a joint search” (p. 45): Frgwe depl(})})ﬁeﬁ
dialogue in an effort to provoke critical consciousn.ess or conscientizacao, whic

“always submits ... causality to analysis; what'ls true toda)f may not btf)a sg
tomorrow” (p. 44). Freire sought to create educational spaces, in our cas:af ott L
a community of learners and a community of resean_:hers, U: which “fac s"
were submitted to analysis, “causes” reconsidered, e}nd, 1.ndeed, responsibility

reconceived in critical biographie, political, and historical context. The t?sk,
then, was not merely to educate us all to “what is,” but t:,o prqvokg anal)‘/‘sm of
“what has been” and release, as Greene would invite, our imagination for “what

could be.” . ‘ . -
As one of the inmate researchers, Missy, explained, “I look at this research

" project as a way of giving back, motivating and hopefully helping the program

and the participants, and even the researchers—I want ther? to hopef‘ul]y have
a different outlook on what education means in pnson"s. I'm hoping that we
reach a younger generation. To pass on our stories. . ..

And Yet: Between Us Inside and Out

This space of radical openness is a margin—a profound edge. ‘Locating
oneself there is difficult yet necessary. It is not a “safe” place. One is always

i ds a community.
2t riske One needs @ Y bell hooks (1984, p. 149)

We are, at once, a team of semifictional coheren.ce, and, on t.he grou.nd, a;‘
group of women living very different lives, defined in parf.; by blog‘raphlels. 0
class, race, and ethnic differences. Half of us go home .‘::lt night; hallf of us live
in the prison. Many of us bring personal histories of violence against women
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to our work, and all of us worry about violence against, and sometimes by,
women. Some of us have long-standing experience in social movements for
social justice; others barely survived on the outside. Some of us are White,
Jewish, Latina, Caribbean African American, some mixed. Most of us are from
the mainland of this country, a few born outside the borders of the United
States. The most obvicus divide among us is that between free and imprisoned,
but the other tattoos and scars on our souls weave through our work, worries,
writings, and our many communities. Usually these differences enrich us,
Sometimes they distinguish us. At moments they separate us. We understand
ourselves to carry knowledge and consciousness that are, at once, determined
by where we come from and shaped by who we choose to be (Harding, 1983;
Hartsock, 1983; Jaggar, 1983; Smith, 1987).
Pamela Smart, inmate researcher, wrote,

Most research dn prisons is conducted by outside investigators. However,
there is an incredible source of skills right inside these walls. Inmate re-
scarchers can establish a comfort zone with interviewees that many outside
researchers cannot. Because a lot of people in prison are less trusting of
outsiders, they may not be entirely forthcoming with their responses. How-
ever, inmate researchers, by the nature of their statuses as inmates, are
often viewed by participants as more trustworthy. Just because I am in
prison does not negate the fact that I am also a competent researcher. Using
prisoners as researchers is a valuable experience that is beneficial to hoth
the participants in the study and the readers of the results.

Questions of Design: How Participation Shifted Our
Questions, Methods, Analyses, and Writings

We offer next a series of key methodological, ethical, and theoretical decisions
we, as a team, made within the prison project and try to articulate what
difference the participatory design made with respect to the questions we asked,
the methods we used, the sample we selected, the procedures we undertook, the
analyses we generated, and the writings we produced.

CriaTiNG THE CONDITIONS FOR COLLABORATION: THE UNDERGRADUATE AND
Grabuare Seminars. With the wisdom of C. Wright Mills (1959) and Franz
Fanon (1967) and buoyed by the commitments of participatory researchers
before us, we began our work with an understanding that full participation of
all researchers requires common and complementary skills, understandings,
trust, and respect. Artificial collaboration would have been easy to accomplish.
Simply having women in prison around the table would have been an exercise
in what Nancy Fraser (1990) recognizes as the bourgeois version of a public
sphere: inviting political unequals to the table and calling that democracy. A
number of the women from inside the prison were already published (Boudin,
1993; Clark, 1995), but most were not, Thus, from the start, we committed to
working through questions of power, trust, and skill by offering a set of courses
on research methods within the prison facility, an undergraduate course and
a graduate-level seminar. In the undergraduate course, students were assigned
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a final .project in which they would have to generate a specific quesf;ion of
personal interest under the larger umbrella question, “How does college nflp;lct
the women in the facility, the prison| environment and the women/children

' i g inmate inter-
.postrelease?” Once questions were formed and reformed, each i

viewed at least five other women about her question, analyzed, interpreted,
and wrote up her results. . o o

What was profound about this experience—a simple exercise in building
a cadre of inmate researchers—was that the women came to see their personal
experiences as fundamentally social| and political. And they acquired re-
search experience: ' ;

In th}; graduate seminar, the same kinds of social scaffo.ldmg occurred.
Personal problems of “having a crazy neighbor who screams all night” unraveled
crucial analyses of the politics of menta] health and prisons. An off—hand rem?rk
‘about the proliferation of gangs in wor;nen’s prisons sparked a nch‘theoretlcal
discussion of the power of college and other programs to create intellectual

iti ’ ’ i ent.
and political spaces for personal and (ommumt}‘r engageme .

Thus, a crucial feature of participatory work is the building of a community

of researchers—this means shared skills, respect, trust, and common language.

This does not mean, however, consensus.

CREATING SéACE ror DISSENT AND InsipEr KNOWLEDGE. As indigeneous re-
searchers (Smith, 1999) and participaFory action .researc‘hfers hav?.long.recog-
nized, insiders carry knowledge, critique, and a 111.1(3 of vision that is not ia.ggtg-
matically accessible to outsiders (Park, .Brycllon-‘l\/hl‘ler, Hall, & J acks?rfl‘, o ;
QSE, 2000). There were three ways iin wh1ch.1r.151der knowledge pro ount y
moved this project. First, prison staff Fnd admmlstmtors., as welll as mlela es,
simply know things that outsiders dq not—formal ‘an.d informa proc; Aurt.zgi
lines of authority, practices and their consequences, for instance. Secfc‘m ,insi i
ers understand the profound connectiops between discrete featu.re:*s.(l)) 1 a c%mzlnu
nity that outsiders might erroneously see as separate and divisible. Under-

: W . 4 P
standing life at the intersections, (’.“IS Kimberle Crenshaw (1995) has so

- beautifully articulated, is critical to the sustenance of an organization and can

be perversely misunderstood by resea}rchers who work to extract “variables

from the tightly woven fabrics of organizational life. ’I‘hird‘, these insidelis
understand the power and politics of p}rivilege, privacy, surveillance, and vul-
nerability. ‘

Privacy, VULNERABILITY, AND SUR\?EILLANCEA WO{nen living in'prlgon havi
little privacy. Layering a participatory research project atop of thlls at hgenfcez ﬁ_
privacy seemed problematic to the Graduate Cente'r ~researche?s. n this fa v
ity—one recognized nationally as respectful, participatory, .hlgh on comnf
ments to women’s growth and low on troubles—even here, given the CC;I}CEI ns
of security, women’s diaries and books have been search.ed durm}g1 ourt 1m§ 11';
the facility; notes taken away; poetry| destroyed. Questlt?ns of where (1): st tor
the data, and still provide access to the inmates for analy‘sm and mtefrg a 10?,
continue to plague us as outsiders. Indeed, at one pomt:, one of “ts e inma i
researchers asked the appropriate question about explOItE.lthIl,' o :;’f jus
collect the data with you, and then you get to analyze and interpret it?
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It was clear that although a

11 the inside interviews were coconducted

by an inmate and a Graduate Center researcher, that the Graduate Center
researchers would interview the corrections officers. Some inmates we inter-

viewed wanted to change their nan
that their original names be kept in

es for the final report and others demanded
tact, pointing out that in too many instances

they have been erased from the outside world. At many moments in our work,
we would need a document, a rebort, or materials from offices around the
prison. When an inmate would ask for such information, there might be nervous

caution about giving her requested
ate Center researchers would ask
return it whenever you finish.” Th
realities of being in a prison and a

SELF-CENSORSHIP; AN INSIDER'S
a person trying to survive and to g
present in the mind of the inmate
the research, we are always lookin
to be “true.” As prisoners we are al

documents, and yet when one of the Gradu-

she would more often be told, “Take it—
ese incidents constantly reminded us of the
bout our denial about prison.

DiLEMMA. An inmate doing research is also
et out of prison. This dual reality is always
researcher. As researchers and writers of
o for truths, or the closest that we perceive
ways saying, “Is it safe to say this?” “What

kind of harmful consequences migh

t flow from this either for ourselves person-

ally or the program or individuals about whom we are writing?” Self-censoring
is as much a part of being an inmate researcher as “truth seeking.”

We worry that writing something negative about the prison or a program
may lead to negative consequencés, removing those of us who are inmate
researchers from a program, from one living unit to another, far from friends
or increasing pressure around any of the life details of living in prison. As
inmate researchers, we worry that defining negative truths may create tension
between ourselves and the women with whom we live and work. Our relation-
ships with our peers are a basis folr survival. We live in a closed community
in which everything is tied together. There is no exit.

All researchers have to make decisions about what to put in or take out
of the research. These decisions relate to protecting individuals, protecting
communities, or protecting groups or programs within a particular community.
In this sense, insider researchers inla prison are not alone in making choices—
many of these issues have been raised by Tuhiwai Smith (1999) on indigeneous
researchers, feminists of color inchﬁding Aida Hurtado (1996), hooks (1984),
Beth Richie (1996), all working on questions of gender and sexuality subordina-
tion within racialized communities, However, operating among these choices
of inmate researchers is a tendency for self-censorship that is almost survival
instinct. Self-censoring comes from tthe instinct of self-protection in a context
that is one of total control over onels day-to-day living conditions, day-to-day
work, and personal freedom.

Issurs or Power AmMoNG THE PAR Team. One of the values of qualitative
research is to challenge the traditiohal power relations between those who do
the research and the object of the research through a participatory process.
But the realities and dynamics of prison, as the social context of this project,

also affects the quality of work and the participation of the prisoner researchers
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in stated ‘and unstated ways. As prisoners, we are always bounde.d by roles
and rules of a closed institution. Some argue that we are in prison to be
punished; others argue that we are in prison to be corrected. But in any case,
we are essentially objects that must be controlled. On thg other hanq, we are
striving to take responsibility for our lives, to becom.e active, rfasponmble sub-
Jects. This conflict of roles and expectations plays itself out in our roles as
researchérs in this project. ' o

As the research evolved over time, some of us felt more constraints. Inmate
researchers each had some area of involvement, but we had lesg knowledge of
the whole. What was our role and how did it differ from the ‘:ou.tsideri”'..? Toch
(1967) argued that prisoners can be useful as translatprs/‘ br14dgers_ in the
interviewing and analysis of the data. But what was their relationship to the
larger project, its conclusions and results? ' .

At points some inmate researchers felt cut off from t‘he progec.t. Anulnmat.e
researcher explained these feelings as a series of p}agumg questions: “Was it
just my imagination? Should I raise this in a meeting? Would I be seen as ar;
interloper, a troublemaker? Am.I stepping over the bounds? Whose bounfls.
Who has the power?” Some of these powerissues can pe addressed by creatl‘ng
a process among all the researchers. But another dl'mensxon has .to do with
the great divide between inside and out; the very physical and practical nature
of our being cut off and limited as prisoners. As inmate .researchers, we ca_nnot
meet among ourselves without permission and oversight. We cannot tape-
record interviews. At the end of the day, Graduate Center researchers leave
and we stay. e : : .

As we moved toward the data analysis stage of the research project, and
each of us took on some writing, a few of us began to articulate some of these
questions and concerns. The research team talked about‘ how to overcome
some of the restraints imposed by time and place. Transcripts of focus group
interviews werekbrought in, so that the insider researchers could read through
them. This provoked a conversation about how to increasg researcher access
to the data without compromising the confidentiality and privacy of the part'lm—
pants. When two of the outside researchers raised that they were.presentmg
some of our work at a conference outside, we discussed how to mc}ude the
insiders’ perspectives and spirits. These discussions wenF beyon.d seeking prac-
tical solutions, as we became aware of the dimensionality of time and space,
shaping the contours of our collective efforts. Oygr time our work as a tea.m};
particularly in the process of analysis and writing, we‘became a researc
team in which the distinctions between insiders and outsiders faded as other
dimensions of our experiences emerged—women, mothers, graduate students,
Spanish-speaking, comfortable with writing, spiritually focused, and so on.

Our team had a life and a spirit, which grew inside our walls; now all of us
together had to figure out how to transcend the walls to communicate what

: we had learned together.

As our work moved toward analysis of the data, our roles go.t t."u'zzie'r. Often
the inmate researchers were the ones to caution against rm"nantmmmg;nma‘tes
or using a highly politicized phrase like “the prison indl:lst?lal co”mplt_ax, fearing
that we would alienate our audience. We are not just “insiders,” which denotes
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place_. Most of us feel acutely responsible for the crimes that brought us here
and for the impact of our actions on others, We truly do feel for the public's
anger about, c1fime and feel responsible to address the legitimacy of that anger
In our work. But it is hard for us to climb out of our own sense of responsibility
to feel entitled to claim a critical voice. Our work with outside researchers’
who br01.1ght their sense of freedom to level clear critiques of social policy—so,
]on'g asllt was grounded in the data—stretched our capacities to think the
unimaginable, to be socially responsible and critical,

EMOTIONS AT THE TABLE. The consequences of our work are many. We re-
search and write to document the impact of college on women in prison; to
support the continuing of a college program that is, as one inmate researci'ler
desc%‘lbed, on “sandy footing”; to encourage other prisons and universities to
copmder similar collabprations and to illustrate the power of education in
prison. On a personal level, we write to secure a program of which some of us
are s.tudents, some are staff, and some are board members. These intimate
relationships bring both a passion and fever to the work, as the future of the
program moves between solid and unstable ground. The emotions that flow
around this tenuous nature of the program have an impact on our research
effort as they demand time and space from us, often in our meetings together.,
Ina }*c‘sgarch meeting it is common for us to flip-flop between hope and despair
possibility and fear as we face the realities of our relationships to the co]lege,
program, the research, and to each other, These emotions and our commitments
L.o r‘ef’lcxwity in our work at times leave us numb—the result of too many
Iee]njgs. Sometimes in a research meeling we pause as a research member
d(-%Lal]S the difficulty of registering new students eager Lo start the program
with one or two courses, as she silently fears the program may close before these
students graduate. Other times we deliberately stay clear of‘conversations that
are .too painful, keeping on task as a way to feel control when there is little
available. We wrestle with how to communicate these emotions in our writings
h()\v. to honor their influence without getting derailed. The context and physicai
envn‘.onm‘ent of our research is harsh, noisy, and without privacy, b'y design
We sit, after all, in a maximum-security prison where half of us are prisoners:
and all of us are human.

_ LQST Bobizs. One of the challenges of participatory work is the coordination
of bodlgs around the research table. People bring outside commitments, unex-
pef:ted illness, and even unexplained absences because of hectic lives. ’At the
prison we have the added challenge of working within the rules, regulations
and limitations set by the facility and the state. Inmate members of our researc};
team have been randomly called out of our meetings by officers and at times
ha}ve not been given notice about changes in meeting times. As inmates, Bedford
Hills researchers have little control over being called to the doctor, thé visiting
room, or even to a cherished trailer visit with family. One inmate researcher
was tr.ansferred, mid-project, to a facility near the Canadian border, almost
500 miles away, and another inmate researcher has had to focus her energies
instead on issues related to her case. )
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This movement of bodies in and out of our meetings has meant that, at
points, the research has taken longer! At other moments, the process of updat-

~_ing each other has served to keep our articulations.of the research clearer and

more focused. In addition, the extra time we have been afforded through this
process has strengthened our senselof being a true research “team” as our
relationships have grown over time. Each struggle we have individually and
collectively undergone has helped us to better understand each other’s ideas
and theoretical perspectives. Overall, when we sit around the research table

- “we pay attention to who is missing, and in this sense the bodies are never
“truly “lost.” Rather, what results is a discussion and writing that is infused

‘with the bodies, minds, thoughts, and spirits of the women, coresearchers, who
have come and gone. And though our hearts often ache, our collective work,
without ques_tion, is richer for it.

'AupieNcE. Throughout this project, we constantly reminded each other,
whether subtly or overtly, that we I}nust consider our audience. The inmate
researchers, in particular, were extremely cognizant of the public sentiment
regarding crime and regarding prisor;xers in general. We anticipated a hostile,
angry audience bred in times where|popular “tough on crime” attitudes pre-
vailed. Probably because of our aw:ireness regarding the animosity toward

. -prisoners, at times some of the inmate researchers became our own worst

enemies, as their fear fueled a desir¢ for self-censorship. Playing the roles of

devil’s advocates inmate researchers| forecast the concerns and arguments of

those we imagined would challenge our findings. )
Anticipating reaction outside of the prison was often overshadowed by the

. stark reality that both the inmate and graduate center researchers also had

to consider the prison administration’s reaction. As the data collected were
discussed and analyzed, strong opinions formed. Some of us wanted to include

* those opinions as part of our interpretétion of the findings. However, the inmate

researchers often reminded the group that, although they might not actually
suffer a typical prison “punishment” (e.g.,; cell confinement, loss of privileges,
etc.), vocalizing strong opposition to some facility policies might result in anger-

_ing the very people who hold power over them. As a result, some voices have

remained silent. The realization of our limitations has made some of us both
disappointed and angry. It is interesting to note, however, that these moments
have seemed to weigh as heavily on the outside researchers as on the inside
researchers. Perhaps the concern of the graduate center researchers results
from the fact that the suppression of any one voice in the symphony of PAR
alters the final composition of the research.

QUESTIONS OF GENERALIZABILITY. There were many moments in this work,

particularly in writing up the final repiort (Fine et al., 2001), and even in writing
this chapter, that we sought to understand what is particular to the Bedford
Hills experience of college in prison, but as important, which findings and
dynamics are generalizable to other “contexts. That is often a question asked
of qualitative material—if the analysi$ is sorich, context-dependent, and partic-

ularized, have we learned anything that.can be taken to other contexts?
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We helieve, with respect to both the substance of college in prison and the

praxis ol participatory work, thereé is much to be generalized. In this project,

as in all other projects with which| we are connected, we begin with a commit-’ :
ment to theorize the relations of the part to the whole so that we can ask here -
and in universities, high schools, community-based organizations, and prisons -

around the nation, “How does educ;ation transform young adult lives, biograph-

ies and sense of possibility—in prison or out? How does achievement, earning -

a diploma, and graduation further affect sense of self and responsibility to
community? How do mothers returning to college affect children’s academic

well-being? How does college afford|social critique and personal responsibility?”

Certainly there are specific features of this prison, with this college at this™

moment in time, that shape the experience and consequences; but there are
also significant dynamics that carr'y across time and space that may look very
different in rural Minnesota, in a men’s prison, or a community college on a
and community appear to resonatei across very divergent contexts.

Turning to participatory research, we discover that here, too, many of the
issues that have plagued—and defined—our work together are knotty for any
group of insiders working within an organization. Writing as an insider on
domestic violence in Native comrmimities, racism within gay men’s organiza-
tions, sexism in a Black church, exploitation of domestic labor in suburban

Native reservation. But séme of the deep complex relations of education, voice,.

White communities, domestic violence within the lesbian community—for each -

of these topics, we have met researchers and practitioners who have self-

censored, worried that the material was “too hot” and would be “badly used” -

against the community, that the researcher would be shunned, the research

attacked, the story silenced even more. In most instances, the researchers

ultimately figured out ways to talk about the material so that the right ques-
tions ol theory, politics, and practice could be opened up. So we place the.
concerns of women inmate researchers writing from within prison inside a
broad, ethical community of scholars working on critical issues within the local
webs of organizational and commun:ity life.

How Do We Ever WALK AWAY? As we enter the final stages of the research,
many of us have been filled with the mixed emotions of pride, hope, and sadness. -
There is a shared sense of pride in the success of our collective efforts and the
potential for our work; hope that tHis potential will be fulfilled; and sadness
that to end this project will end our ability to meet regularly and therefore
lose our personal relationships and ;intellectual intimacy. Again the reality of
working across razor wire and steel bars reminds us of the limitations of our
social positions. S

How do we continue what is no longer allowed? An inmate researcher,

perhaps in an attempt to move beyond her own feelings of loss, describes the...--

oncoming lransition as “arriving at dessert,” recognizing that once the project
is over we can finally indulge in all thé digressions and tangential conversations
that were put aside because of the time constraints of our rigorous research
agenda. However, the levity of this light-hearted comment lasts only a moment
as we remember that just as we WiH no longer be able to meet regularly, the
prison does not allow outsiders to bring in food.
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What's to Be Gained From Participatory Action Research?

We spent much time, as a research collective, discus.sing yvhgt is to be gained
from PAR. There are, of course, the instrumental gains—insiders knoyv more,
know better, and know more details of how an organization, community, and
indeed a prison operates. Outsiders, in contrast, have the fresh{less to ask the
aeliberately naive questions (Kvale, 1996) and have thev relative freed.om to
speak a kind of truth to power that may provoke new hne.s of analy51§. We
dance between detachment and engagement. Yet, on reflection, rarely did we
operate as two separate and coherent constituencies. Inste_a.d we grew to .be,
over time, a group of women with very distinct and sorr%e.tlmes overlapping
commitments, questions, worries, and theo'retical and pf)htlcal concerns.

In prison, as in any institution under external surYelllance, msu:?ers kl:lOW
details of daily life, understand the laser-like penei.;r.atlon of external .scrutlny,
and are more likely to refuse to simply romanf,mze‘——or pathologizg—that
which happens within. Indeed, in our collaboratlons.‘. it has bgen t}}e mn‘late
researchers who recognized that our design needed to 1nc1ude‘ chssentm.g voices,
narratives of critique, perspectives from dropouts. It is entirely possible that
if outsiders, alone, collected the qualitative material we would haYe gathered
material that would have been essentially a sugar-coated greeting 'card of
praise for the program, collecting discourses of redemption, transformation, et’nd
positive affect, unchallenged and underscrutinized. “Research performax?ces of
the.good student would likely have gone unchallepged. In contrgst,llnmate
researchers are able and willing to say in an interview, “Are you kidding, you
have changed? You just got a ticket. . . . ” or identify a correctlog ofﬁcgr knovn
to be ambivalent about or hostile to the college, or arrange an interview with
a recently arrived young woman member of a gang not.yet. ready for coll_efge.
To the question, “Don’t the inmates bias the research design in favor of posxtlYe
results?” we respond that the inmates, far more than the outsider researche'l s,
knew where to gather more problematic material, how to press for cor.nplex'-—
not just sugar-coated—responses, and consistently refused to romanticize in-

erless or as victims. : . .
mat(}ixrisaﬁf V‘1lresearchers understand intimately and th‘ereby' theorize pro-
foundly the complex interconnections that constitute prison life, both as 1‘n-
mates and as researchers within the facility. Although Graduate Cente_r re-
searchers assumed college to be a “variable” connected to, but relatively
insulated from, other aspects of prison life, the inmates understood the connec-
tions that had to be recognized. Thus, for example, we learned that because
of a recent shift in disciplinary policy in the facili.ty, women can no longir
bring pens out to the yard. Anyone seeking or offerlr}g tut