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Introduction

Entering the Field

of Qualitative Research

Narman K. Denzin & Yvomna 5. Lincoln

’ Qualitative research has a long and distinguished history in the

human disciplines. In sociology the work of the “Chicago school” in
the 19205 and 1930s established the importance of qualitative research for
the study of human group life. In anthropology, during the same period,
the pachbreaking studies of Boas, Mead, Benedict, Bateson, Evans-
Pricchard, Radelilfe-Brown, and Malinowski charted the outlines of the
fieldwork method, wherein the abserver went to a foreign setting to study
the customs and habits of another society and culture (for a critique of this
traclition, see Rosaldo, 1989, pp. 25-45). Soon qualitative research would
be employed in other social science disciplines, including education, social
work, and communications. The opening chapter in Part I, Volume 1, by
Vidich and Lyman, charts key fearures of this history.

In this introductory chaprer we will briefly define the field of qualitative
research, then review the history of qualitative research in the human
disciplines, so that this volume and us contents may be located in their proper
historical moment, A conceptoal feamework lor reading the qualitative
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what is availahle in the context, and what the researcher can do in t[f!at

setting.

Qualitative research is inherently multimethod o focus (Brewer 8¢
Hunter, 1989). However, the use of multiple methods, or triangulacion,
reflects an attempt to secure an in-depth understanding of the phenomenaon
in question. Objective reality can never be captured. Triangulation is not a
tool or a strategy of validation, but an alternative to validarion {Denzin,
198%a, 1989h, p. 244; Fielding & Fielding, 1986, p. 33; Flick, 1992,
p. 194Y, The chll‘.rinat[nn of multple methods, empirical materials, per-
spectives and observers in a single study is best understood, then, as a
strategy that adds rigor, breadeh, and depeh to any investigation (see Flick,
1992, p. 194). '

The Bricolesr is adept at performing a large number of diverse tasks,
ranging from interviewing to observing, to interpreting personal and
historical documents, to intensive self-reflection and introspection. The
bricolesr reads widely and is knowledgeable about the many interpretive
paradigms {feminism, Marxism, cultural studies, constructivism) that can
be brought to any particular problem. He or she may not, however, feel
that paradigms can be mingled, or synthesized. That is, paradigms as
overarching philosophical systems denoting particular ontologies, episte-
mologies, and methodologies cannot be casily moved between. They
represent belief systems that attach the user to a particular worldview.
Perspectives, in contrass, are less well developed systems, and can be more
easily moved between, The researcher-as-bricolewr-theorist works berween
and within competing and overlapping perspectives and paradigms.

The Bricolewr understands chat research is an interactive process shaped
by his or her personal history, biography, gender, social class, race, and
cthnicity, and those of the people in the setting, The bricolewr knows that
science is power, for all research findings have political implications, '{'llcrt
is no value-free science, The bricolesr also knows that researchers all el
stories about the worlds they have studied, Thus the narratives, or storics,
scientists tell are accounts couched and framed within specific storyielling
traditions, often defined as paradigms (e.g., positivisin, postpositivism,
COnsructivism). '

The product of the bricolews’s labor is a bricolage, a complex, dense,
reflexive, collagelike creation that represents the researcher’s images,
understandings, and interpretations of the world or phenomenon under
analysis, This bricolage will, as in the case of a social theonst such as
Simmel, connect the parts to the whaole, stressing the meaningful relation-
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ships that operate in the situations and social worlds soudied (Weinstein &
Weinstein, 1991, p. 164),

Qualitative Research as a Site of
Multiple Methodologies and Research Praclices

Oualirative research, as a set of interpretive practices, privileges no
single methodology over any other. As a site of discussion, or discourse,
qualitative research is difficult to define clearly It has no theory, or

paradigm, that is distincely its own. As Pare 1T of this volume reveals,

multiple theoretical paradigms claim use of qualitative research methods
and strategies, from constructivism to cultural studies, feminism, Marx-
ism, and ethnic models of study. Qualitative research is used in many
separate disciplines, as we will discuss below: It does not belong to a single
discipline.

Mor does qualitative research have a distinct set of methods that are
entirely its own. Qualitative researchers use semiotics, narrative, content,
discourse, archival, and phonemic analysis, even statistics. They also draw
upon and utilize the approaches, methods, and wechnigues of ethnometho-
dology, phenomenology, hermeneutics, feminism, rhizomatics, deconstruc-
tionism, ethnographies, interviews, psychoanalysis, cultural studies, survey
research, and participant observation, among others (see Nelson et al.,
1992, p. 2).° All of these research practices “can provide important insights
and knowledge™ (MNelson ec al., 1992, p. 2). No specific method or practice
can be privileged over any other, and none can be “eliminated out of hand”
ip- 2).

Many of these methods, or research practices, are also used in other
contexts i the human disciplines. Each bears the traces of its own
disciplinary history. Thus there is an extensive history of the uses and
meanings of ethnography and ethnology in education (Hymes, 1980;
LeCompte & Preissle, 1992); participant observation and ethnography in
anthropalogy (Marcus, Volume 1, Chapter 12), sociology (Atkinson &
Hammersley, Volume 2, Chapeer 5}, and cultural studies (Fiske, Volume 1,
Chapter 11); textual, hermenentic, feminist, psychoanalytic, semioric, and
narrative analysis in cinema and literary studies (Lentricchia & McLaughlin,
1990; Michols, 1985; see also Manning & Cullum-Swan, Volume 3,
Chapter 9); archival, material culture, historical, and document analysis in
history, biography, and archasology (Hodder, Volume 3, Chapter 4; Smith,
Volume 2, Chaprer &; Tachman, Volume 2, Chapter 9); and discourse and
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conversational analysis in communications and education (Holstfin &
Gubrium, Volume 2, Chapter 6).

The many histories that surround each method or research strategy
reveal how muliple uses and meanings are brought to each practice.
Textoal analysis in literary studies, for example, often treat rexis as
self-contained systems. On the other hand, a rescarcher employing a
cultural studies or feminist perspective would read a text in terms of its
lmeation within a historical moment marked by a particular gender, race,
or class ideology. A cultural studies use of ethnography would bring a set
of understandings from postmodernism and poststructuralism to the pro-
ject. These understandings would likely not be shared by mainstream
postpositivist sociologists (see Atkinson' & Hammersley, Volume 2, Chapter §;
Altheide & Johnson, Volume 3, Chapter 10). Similarly, postpositivist and
poststructural historians bring different understandings and uses to the
methods and findings of historical research (see Tuchman, Volume 2,
Chapter 9). These tensions and contradictions are all evident in the
chapters presented here,

These separate and muleiple uses and meanings of the methods_af
qualitative research make it difficult for researchers to agree on any
essential definition of the field, for it is never just one thing.® Sdll, a
definition must be established for use here, We borrow from, and para-
phrase, MNelson er al.’s (1992, p. 4) attempt to define cultoral studies:

Crualitative research is an interdizciplinary, ransdisciplinary, and some-
times counterdisciplinary field. It crosscuts the humanities and the social
and physical sciences. Qualitative research is many things at the same time.
It is multiparadigmatic in focus. Tts practitioners are sensitive to the value
of the multimethod approach. They are committed to the naturalistic
perspective, and to the interpretive understanding of human experience. A
the same time, the field is inherently political and shaped by multiple ethical
and political positions,

Cualiative research embraces two tensions at the same time. On the one
band, it is drawn to a broad, interpretive, pnsrmudcm_, feminist, and critical
sensibility. On the other hand, it is drawn to more narrowly defined
positivist, postpositivist, humanistic, and narralistic conceptions of human

cxperience anc its analysis.

This rather awlkward statement means that qualitative research, as a set
of practices, embraces within its own multiple disciplinary histories, con-
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stant tensions, and contradictions over the project itself, including its
methods and the forms its findings and interpretations take. The field
sprawls between and crosscuts all of the human disciplines, even including,
in some cases, the physical sciences. Its practitioners are variously commit-
ted to modern and postmodern sensibilities and the approaches to social
research that these sensibilities imply.

Resistances to Qualitative Studies

The academic and disciplinary resistances to qualitative research illus-
trate the politics embedded in this field of discourse. The challenges to
gualitative research are many. Qualitative researchers are called journalises, -
or soft scientists, Their work is termed unscientific, ar only exploratory, ar.
entirely personal and full of bias. Tt is called criticism and not theory, or it
is interpreted politically, as a disguised version of Marxism, or humanism,

These resistances reflect an uneasy awareness that the traditions of
qualitative research commit the researcher to a critique of the positivise
project. But the positivist resistance to qualitative research goes beyond the
“ever-present desire to maintain a distinction between hard science and
soft scholarship”™ (Carey, 1989, p. 99). The positive sciences (physics,
chemistry, economics, and psychology, for example) are often seen as the
crowning achievements of Western civilization, and in their practices it is
assumed that “truth™ can transcend opinion and personal hias (Carey,
1989, p. 99). Qualitative research is seen as an assault on this radition,
whaose adherents often retreat into a “value-free objectivist science™ (Carey,
1989, p. 104) model to defend their position. They seldom attempe to
make explicit, or to critique, the “moral and political commitments in their
own contingent work” (Carey, 1989, p. 104). The opposition to positive
science by the postpositivists (see below) and the poststructuralisis is seen,
then, as an attack on reason and truth, At the same time, the positive science
attack on qualitative research is regarded as an attempt to legislate one
version of truth over another,

This political terrain delines the many rraditions and strands of qualita-
tive research: the British tradition and its presence in other naticonal
contexts; the American pragmatic, naturalistic, and interprerive traditions
in sociology, anthropology, communications, and education; the German
and French phenomenological, hermeneutic, semiotic, Marxist, structural,
and poststructural perspectives; feminist, African American studies, Latino
studies, gay and leshian studies, and studics of indigenous and aboriginal
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culonres (Melson e al,, 1992, p. 150, The politics of qualitative research

creates a tension that informs each of the above craditions. This tension
itsell 15 constantly bemng reexamined and interrogated, as qualitative re-
search confronts a changing historical world, new intellectual positions,
and its own institutional and academic conditions.

To summarize: Qualitative research is many things to many people. Its
essence 15 twofold: 8 commitment to some version of the naturalistic,
imterpretive approach to its subject matter, and an ongoing critique of the
politics and methods of positivism, We turn now o a brief discussion of
the major diffefences between qualitative and quantitative approaches to
research,

Cualitative Versus Quantitative Research

The word gualicative implies an emphasis on processes and meanings
that are not rigorously examined, or measured (if measured acall), in terms
of quantity, amount, intensity, or lrequency. Chialitative researchers stress
the socially constructed natree of realivy, the intmate relationship between
the researcher and what is studied, and the siuational constraines that
shape inquiry. Such researchers emphasize the value-laden nature of in-
quiry. They seek answers to questions that stress how social experience is
created and given meaning. In contrast, quantitative studies emphasize the
measurcment and analysis of causal relationships berween variables, not
processes. Ingquiry is purported to be within a value-Tree framework.

Research Siyles:
Daoing the Sarme Things Differenliy?

Of course, both qualitative and quantitative researchers “think they
lknow something about society worth telling 1o others, and they use a
variety of forms, media and means to communicate their ideas and find-
inps” (Becker, 1986, p. 122). Qualitative research differs from quantitative
research in five significant ways (Becker, 1993). These points of difference
turn on different ways of addressing the same set of issues. They return
always to the politics of research, and who has the power to legislate correct

solutions 1o these problems,

Uses of positiviss. First, both perspectives are shaped by the positivist and
postpositivist traditions in the physical and social sciences (see the discus-
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sion below). These two positive science traditions hold to naive and critical
realist positions concerning reality and its perception. In the positivis
version it is contended that there is a reality out there to be studied,
captured, and understood, whereas postpositivists argue that reality can
never be fully apprehended, only approximated (Guba, 1990, p. 22),
Postpositivism relies on multiple methods as a way of capturing as much
of reality as possible. At the same time, emphasis is placed on the discovery
and verification of theories. Traditional evaluation criteria, such as internal
and external validity, are stressed, as is the use of qualitative procedures
that lend themselves to structured (sometimes statistical) analysis. Computer-
assisted methods of analysis that permit frequency counts, tabulations, and -
low-level statistical analyses may also be employed.

The positivist and postpositivist traditions linger like long shadows over
the qualitative research project. Historically, qualitative research was de-
fined within the positvist paradigm, where qualitative researchers at-
tempted to do good positivist research with less rigorous methods and
procedures, Some mid-century qualitative researchers (e.p., Becker, Geer,
Hughes, & Strauss, 1961) reported participant observation findings in
terms of quasi-statistics. As recently as 1990, two leaders of the grounded
theory approach to qualitative research attempted o modify the usual
canons of good (positivistic) science to fic their own postpositivist concep-
tion of rigorous research (Strauss & Corhin, 1990; see also Strauss &
Corbin, Volume 2, Chapter 7; but also see Glaser, 1992). Some applied
researchers, while claiming to be atheoretical, fit within the positivist or
postpositivist framework by defanlt. Spindler and Spindler (1992) summa-
rize their qualitative approach to quantitative materials: “Instrumentation
and quantification are simply procedures employed to extend and reinforce
certain kinds of data, interpretations and test hypotheses across samples.
Both must be kept in their place. One must avoid their premature or overly
extensive use as a scourity mechanism™ (p. 69,

Although many qualitative researchers in the postpositivise tradition use
statistical measures, methods, and documents as a way of locaring a pre i
of subjects within a larger population, they seldom report their findings in
terms of the kinds of complex statistical measures or methods to which
quantitative researchers are drawn {e.g., path, regression, or log-lincar
analyses). Much of applied research is also atheoretical,

Acceptance of postmodern sensibilities, The use of quantitative, positivist
methods and assumptions has been rejected by a new generation of
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qualitative researchers who are attached to poststructural, postmitillern
sensihilities (see below; see also Vidich & Lyman, Volume 1, Chapter 2,
and Richardson, Volume 3, Chapter 12). These researchers argue that
positivist methods are but one way of telling a story about society or the
social world, They may be no better or no waorse than any other method;
they just tell a different kind of story.

This tolerant view is not shared by everyone. Many members of the
critical theory, constructivist, poststructural, and postmodern schools of
thought reject _Pusitivi.st and postpositivist criteria when evaluating their
own work, They see these criteria as irrelevant to their work, and contend
that these criteria repraduce only a certain kind of science, a science that
silences too many voices., These researchers seek alternative methods for
evaluating their waork, including verisimilitude, emotionality, personal
responsibility, an ethic of caring, political praxis, multivoiced texes, and
dialogues with subjects. In response, positivists and postpositivists argue
that what they do is good science, free of individual hias and subjectivity;
as noted above, they see postmodernism as an attack on reason and trath,
Capturing the individual's point of view. Both qualirative and quantitative
rescarchers are concerned abour the individual’s point of view. However,
qualitative investigators think they can get closer to the actor’s perspective
through detailed interviewing and observation, They argue that quantita-
tive researchers seldom are able to caprure the subject’s perspective becanse
they have to rely on more remote, inferential empirical materials, The
empirical materials praduced by the softer, interpretive methods are re-
parded by many quantitative researchers as unreliable, impressionistic, and
not objective. ;
i
Bxawmining the consirainis of everyday life, Quialitative researchers are more
likely than quantitative researchers to confront the constraines of the
everyday social world, They see this world in action and embed their
findings in it. Quantitative researchers abstrace from this world and seldom
study it directly. They seelt a nomothetic or etic science based on prob-
abilities derived from the study of large numbers of randomly selected
cases. These kinds of statements stand above and outside the constraints
of everyday life. Cualitative researchers are committed to an emic, idio-
waphic, case-hased position, which directs their attention o the specifics
of particular cases,
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Seenring vich descriptions, Qualitative researchers believe thar rich descrip-
tions of the social world are valuable, whereas quantitative researchers,
with their etic, nomothetic commitments, are less concerned with such
detail.

The five points of difference described above (uses of positivism,
acceptance of postmodern sensibilities, capturing the individual’s point of
view, examining the constraints of everyday life, and securing rich descrip-
tions) reflect commitments to different styles of research, different episte-
mologies, and different forms of representation. Each work tradition is
poverned by a different ser of genres; each has its own classics, its own
preferred forms of representation, interpretation, and texonal evaluation
(see Becker, 1986, pp. 134-135). Qualitative researchers use ethnopraphic
prose, historical narratives, first-person accounts, still photographs, life
histories, fictionalized facts, and hiographical and autobiographical mare-
rials, among others, Quantitative researchers use mathemarical models,
statistical tables, and graphs, and often write about their research in
impersonal, third-person prose.

With the differences berween these two traditions understood, we will
now offer a brief discussion of the histary of qualitative research, W can
break this into four historical moments, mindful that any history is always
somewhat arbitrary,

+ The History of Qualilative Research

The history of qualitative research reveals, as Vidich and Lyman remind us
in Chapter 2 of Volume 1, that the modern social science disciplines have
taken as their mission “the analysis and understanding of the parterned
conduct and social processes of society.” The notion that this task could
be carried out presupposed that social scientists had the ahility to observe
this world objectively. Qualitative methods were a major tool of such
observations.®

Throughout the history of qualitative research, investigators have al-
ways defined their work in terms of hopes and values, “religions faiths,
occupational and professional ideologies™ (Vidich & Lyman, Volume 1,
Chapter 2). Qualitative research (like all research) has always been judged
on the “standard of whether the work communicates or ‘says’ something
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to us” (Vidich & Lyman, Volume 1, Chapter 2}, based on how we
conceptualize our reality and our images of the world, Episternology is the
ward that has historically defined these standards of evaluation. In the
contemporary period, as argued above, many received discourses on
epistemology have been “disprivileged,” or cast into doubt

The history presented by Vidich and Lyman covers the following
(somewhat) overlapping stages: early ethnography (to the seventeenth
century); colonial ethnography (seventeenth-, eighteenth-, and nineteenth-
century explogers); the ethnography of the American Indian as “other”
ilare nineteenth- and early twenticth-century anthropology); the ethnog-
raphy of the “civic other,” or community studies, and ethnographies of
American immigrants {early rwentieth century through the 1960s); studics
of ethnicity and assimilation (mid-century through the 1980s); and the
present, which we call the fifif moment.

In each of these eras researchers were and have been influenced by their
political hopes and ideologies, discovering findings in their research that
confirmed prior theories or beliefs. Early ethnographers confirmed the
racial and cultural diversity of peoples throughout the globe and attempeed
1o fit this diversity into a theory about the origin of history, the races, and
civilizations. Colonial ethnographers, before the professionalization of
ethnography in the twentieth century, fostered a colonial pluralism that left
natives on their own as long as their leaders could be co-opted by the
colonial administration, '

European ethnographers studied Africans and other Third World peo-
ples of color. Early American ethnographers studied the American Indian
from the perspective of the conquerorwho saw the life world of the
primitive as a window to the prehistoric past, The Calvinist mission to save
the Indian was soon transferred to the mission of saving the “hordes™ of
immigrants who entered the United States with the beginnings of industri-
alization. Qualitarive community studies of the ethnic other proliferated
from the early 1900s to the 19605, and included the work of E. Franklin
Frazier, Robert Park, and Robert Redfield and their students, as well as
William Foore Whyte, the Lynds, August Hollingshead, Herbert Gans,
Stanford Lyman, rthur Vidich, and Joseph Bensman. The post-1960s°
ethnicity studies challenged the “melting pot” hypothesis of Park and his
followers and corresponded to the emergence of ethnic studies programs
that saw Native Americans, Latinos, Asian Americans, and African Ameri-
cans attempting to take control over the study of their own peoples.
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The postmodern challenge emerged in the mid-1980s. It questioned the
assumptions that had organized this earlier history, in each of its colonial-
izing moments. Qualitative research that crosses the “postmodern divide”
requires one, Vidich and Lyman argue, to “abandon all established and
preconceived values, theories, perspectives, . . . and prejudices as resources
for ethnographic study” In this new era the qualitative researcher does
more than observe history; he or she plays a parr in i, New tales of the
field will now be wrircen, and they will reflect the researcher’s direct and
personal engagement with this historical period,

Vidich and Lyman’s analysis covers the full sweep of ethnographic
history. Ours, presented below, is confined to the twentieth century and
complements many of their divisions. We begin with the early foundational
work of the British and French, as well the Chicago, Columbia, Harvard, -
and Berkeley schools of sociclogy and anthropology. This early founda-
tional pericd established the norms of classical qualitative and ethno-
graphic research,

# The Five Moments
of Qualitative Research

As noted above, we divide our history of qualitative research in chis cenrury
into five phases, each of which is described in turn helow:

The Traditional Period

W call the first moment the traditional period (this covers Vidich and
Lyman’s second and third phases). It beging in the early 19005 and
continues until World War I1. In this period, qualitative researchers wrote
“ohjective,” colonializing accounts of field experiences thar were reflective
of the positivise scientist paradigm. They were concerned with offering
valid, reliable, and objective interpretations in their writings. The “other™”
who was studied was alien, foreign, and strange.

Here s Malinowski (1967) discussing his field experiences in MNew
Cruinea and the Trobriand Islands in the years 1914-19135 and 1917-1918:

Maothing whatever draws me to ethnographic studies. . . . On the whole the
village struck me rather unfavorably, There is a cerrain disorganization . . .
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the rowdiness and persistence of the people who laugh and stare and i
discouraged me somewhat. . . . Went to the village boping to photograph
a few stages of the bara dance. 1 handed out half-sticks of tobacco, then
watched a fow dances; then took pictures—Dbut results were poor, . ., they
would not pose long enough for time exposures. At moments 1 was furious
at them, particularly because after 1 gave them their portions of tohaceo
they all went away. {(quoted in Geertz, 1988, pp. 73-74)

In another work, this lonely, frustrated, isolated field-worker describes
his methods in the following words:

Iin the field one has to face a chaos of facts. . . . in this crude form they are
o sclentific facts at all; they are absolutely elusive, and can only be fixed
by interpretation. . . . Only laws and generalizations are scientific facrs, and
field work consists only and exclusively in the interpretation of the chaatic
social reality, in subordinating it to general rules. (Malinowski, 1916/1948,
p. 328; quoted in Geertz, 1988, p. 81)

Malinowski's remarks are provocative, On the one hand they disparage
fieldwork, but on the other they speak of it within the glorified language
of science, with laws and generalizations fashioned out of this selfsame
experience.

The field-worker, during this period, was lionized, made into a larger-
than-life figure who went into and then returned from the field with stories
about strange people, Rosaldo (1989) describes this as the period of the
Lone Ethnographer, the story of the man-gcientist who went off in search
of his native in a distant land. There this ﬁlure “encountered the object of
his quest . . . [and] underwent his rite of passage by enduring the ultimate
ordeal of ‘fieldwork’ ® (p. 30). Returning home with his data, the Lone
Ethnographer wrote up an objective account of the culture he swdied.
These accounts were structured by the norms of classical ethnography. This
sacred bundle of terms (Rosaldo, 1989, p. 31) organized ethnographic
texts in terms of four belicfs and commitments: a :nmmitnl'lcnl: to objectiv-
ism, a complicity with imperialism, a belief in monumentalism {t.hc ethnog-
raphy would ereate a museumlike picture of the culture studied), and a
belief in timelessness (what was studied never changed). This model of the
researcher, who could also write complex, dense theories about what was

studied, holds to the present day.
14
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The myth of the Lone Ethnographer depicts the birth of classic ethnog-
raphy. The texts of Malinowski, Radcliffe-Brown, Margaret Mead, and
Gregory Bateson are still carefully studied for what they can tell the novice
about fieldwark, taking field notes, and writing theory (see the discussion
of Bateson and Mead in Harper, Volume 3, Chapter 5). Today this image
has been shattered. The works of the classic ethnographers are seen by
many as relics of the colonial past (Rosaldo, 1989, p. 44), Although many
feel nostalgic about this image, others celebrate its passing. Rosaldo (1989)
quotes Cora Du Bois, a retired Harvard anthropology professor, who
lamented this passing at a conference in 1980, reflecting on the crisis in
anthropology: “[1 feel a distance] from the complexity and disarray of whar
I onee found a justifiable and challenging discipline, . . . It has been like
moving from a distinguished art museum into a garage sale” (p. 44).

Du Baois regards the classic ethnographies as pieces of timeless artwork,
such as those contained in a museum. She detests the chaos of the garage
sale, which Rosaldo values: “It [the garage sale] provides a precise image
of the postcolonial sitwation where cultural artifacts flow between unlikely
places, and nothing is sacred, permanent, or sealed off, The image of
anthropology as a garage sale depicts our present global situation” (p. 44),
Old standards no longer hold. Ethnographies do not produce timeless
truths. The commitment to objectivism is now in doubt. The complicity
with imperialism is openly challenged today, and the belief in monumen-
talism is a thing of the past.

The legacies of this first period begin at the end of the nineteenth
century, when the novel and the social sciences had hecome distinguished
as separate systems of discourse (Clough, 1992, pp. 21-22). However, the
Chicago school, with its emphasis on the life story and the “slice-of-life”
approach to ethnographic materials, sought to develop an interpretive
methodology that maintained the centrality of the narrated life history
approach, This led to the production of the texts that gave the rescarcher-
as-author the power to represent the subject's story. Written under the
mantle of straightforward, sentiment-free social realism, these texts used
the language of ordinary people. They articulated a social science version
of literary naturalisim, which often produced the sympathetic illusion thar
a solution to a social problem had been found. Like films abour the
Depression-era juvenile delinquent and other social problems (Roffman &
Purdy, 1981), these accounts romanticized the subject, They turned the
deviant into the sociological version of a screen hero. These sociological
stories, like their film counterparts, usually had happy endings, as they
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Ty
followed individuals through the three stages of the classic morality tale:
existence in a state of grace, seduction by evil and the fall, and finally

redemprion through sulfering,
The Modernist Phase

The modernist phase, or second moment, builds on the canonical works
of the traditional period. Social realism, naturalism, and slice-of-life eth-
nographiss are;*s.till valued. This phase extended through the postwar years
tar the 1970s; il is still present in the work of many (see Wolcott, 19_‘3!2., fm
a review). In this period many texts attempted to formalize qualitative
methods (see, for example, Bogdan & Taylor, 1975; Cicourel, 1964,
Filstead, 1970; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; ]. Lofland, 1971; LUﬂ:}”.d &
Lofland, 1984).” The modernist ethnographer and sociological participant
abserver attempted rigorous, qualitative studies of important social pro-
cesses, including deviance and social control in the classroom and society.
This was a moment of ereative ferment,

A new generation of graduate students, across the human disciplines,
encountered new interpretive theories (ethnamethodology, phenomenal-
agy, critical theory, feminism}. They were drawn to qualitative research
practices that would let them give a voice o sociery's umhrrc]r}sﬁ. l’ltwlr.n:)-
sitivism functioned as a powerlul epistemological paradigm in this mo-
ment, Researchers attempted to fit the arguments of Campbell and Stanley
(1963) about internal and external validity to constructionist and i_.nlle.mc—
tionist models of the research act. They returned to the texts of the Chicago
school as sources of inspiration (see Denzin, 1970, 18748).

A canonical text from this moment remains Boys in White (Becker et al.,
1961). Firmly entrenched in mid-century methedological .dist'm[rsv:?, r.hls
work attempted to make qualitative research as rigorous as its quantitative
counterpart. Causal narratives were central to this project. Thu.'. m.ul-
timethod work combined open-ended and quasi-structured i||.1t'.r?|c*.‘l.-'|!}g

with participant observation and the careful analysis of such materials in
standardized, statistical form. In a classic article, “Problems of Inference
and Proaf in Pargicipant Observation,” Howard S, Becker (1958/1970)

describes the use of quasi-statistics:

Participant ohservations have occasionally been gathered in standardized
form capable of being transformed into legitimate statistical dara. Bue the
exigencies of the field usually prevent the collection of data in such a form
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to meet the assumptions of statistical tests, so that the abserver deals in what
have l:u;'cln':'lllccl":|||:|uj-5:l;1ri:.'1ir:a."IIiscunuiumluus,wlu’lcin||1l:'r.-|'||].rnn:||.r.'ri-
caly do not require precise quantification, (p. 31}

[n the analysis of data, Becker notes, the qualitative researcher takes a
cue from statistical colleagues. The researcher looks for probabilities or
support for arguments concerning the likelihood that, or frequency with
which, a conclusion in fact applies in a specific situation. Thus did work
in the modernist period clothe itself in the language and rhetoric of
positivist and postpositivist discourse,

This was the golden age of rigorous qualitative analysis, bracketed in
sociology by Boys in White (Becker er al,, 1961) at one end and The
Discovery of Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) at the other. In
education, qualitative rescarch in this period was deflined by George and
Louise Spindler, Jules Henry, Harry Wolcott, and John Singleton. This form
of qualitative research is still present in the work of such PErSONs as Strauss
and Corbin (1990) and Miles and Huberman (1993), and is represented in
their chapters in this threesvolume ser.

The “golden age” reinforced a picture of qualitative researchers as
cultural romantics, Imbued with Promethean human powers, they valor-
ized villains and outsiders as heroes to mainstream society. They embodied
a belief in the contingency of self and society, and held to emancipatory
ideals for which “one lives and dies.” They put in place a tragic and often
ironic view of society and self, and joined a long line of leftist cultural
romantics that included Emerson, Marx, James, Dewey, Gramsci, and
Martin Luther King, Jr. (West, 1989, chap. ).

As this moment came to an end, the Vietnam War was everywhere
present in American sociery. In 1969, alongside these political currents,
Herbert Blumer and Everett Hughes met with a group of young sociologists
called the “Chicago Irregulars” at the American Sociological Association
meetings held in San Francisco and shared their memories of the “Chicago
years.” Lyn Lofland (1980} describes the 1969 meetings a5 a

moment of creative ferment—scholarly and political, The San Francisco
meetings witnessed not simply the Blumer-Flughes event but a “counter-
vevolution,” .. . a group first came to ., tallk about the problems of being
asociologist and a female. . . the discipline seemed literally o be bursting
with new .. ideas: labelling theory, ethnomethodology, conflict theory,
phenomenology, dramaturgical analysis. (p, 253)
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Thus did the modernist phase come o an end. i

Blurred Genres

By the beginning of the third stage (1970-1986), which we call the
maoment of blurred genres, qualitative researchers had a full complement
of paradigms, methods, and sirategies to employ in their research, Theories
ranged from symhbolic interactionism to constructivism, naturalistic in-
quiry, positiviem and postpositivism, phenomenology, ethnomethodology,
critical (Marxist), semiotics, structuralism, feminism, and various ethnic
paradigms. Applicd qualitative research was gaining in stature, and the
politics and ethics of qualitative research were topics of considerahle
concern. Research strategies ranged from grounded theory to the case
study, to methods of historical, biographical, ethnographic action and
clinical research. Diverse ways of collecting and analyzing empirical mate-
rials were also availahle, including qualitative interviewing (open-ended
and quasi-structured) and observational, visual, personal experience, and
documentary methods, Computers were entering the sitnation, to be fully
developed in the next decade, along with narrative, content, and semiotic
methods of reading interviews and cultural rexes.

Two books by Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (1973) and Local
Knonoledee (1983), defined the beginning and end of this moment. In these
two works, Geertz argued that the old functional, posicivist, behavioral,

totalizing approaches to the human disciplines were giving way to a more

pluralistic, interpretive, open-ended perspective. This new perspective
took cultural representations and their meanings as its point of departure.
Calling for “thick description™ of particular events, rituals, and customs,
Geerrz suggested that all anthropological writings were interpretations of
interpretations, The observer had no privileged voice in the interpretations
that were written. The central task of theory was to make sense out of a
local situation.

Geertz went on to propose that the boundaries between the social
sciences and the humanities had become blurred. Social scientists were now
tirning to the hamanities for models, theories, and methods of analysis
{semiotics, hermenentics), A form of genre dispersion was occurring:
documentaries that read like fiction (Mailer), parables posing as ethnogra-
phies {Castaneda), theoretical treatises that look like travelogues (Lévi-
Strauss), A the same time, many new approaches were emerging: post-
structuralism (Barthes), neopositivism (Philips), neo-Marxism (Althusser),
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J]I.IL.I‘I!'I:BI-H]HL‘I':! descriptivism (Geertz), ritnal thearies of drama and culture
I{‘l.-f. lurner), deconstructionism (Derrida), ethnomethodology (Garfinkel).
.i'Iu: golden age of the social sciences was over, and a new age of blurred,
interpretive genres was upon us. The essay as an art form was replacing
the scientific article. Atissue now is the author’s presence in the interpretive
text, or how the researcher can speak with authority in an age when there
are no longer any firm rules con cerning the tex, its standards of evaluation
and its subject matter (Geertz, 1988). ,

The naturalistic, postpositivist, and constructionist paradigms gained
power in this period, especially in education in the works of I larey Wolcor,
Egon Guba, Yvonna Lincoln, Robert Stake, and Ellior Eisner, By the end
of the 1970s several qualitative journals were in place, from Urban Life
(mow Journal of Contemporary Ethnography) to Qualitative Sociology
Symbolic Interaction, and Studies in Symbolic Interaction. 1

Crisis of Representation

A profound rupture occurred in the mid-1980s. What we call the fourth
moment, or the crisis of representation, appeared with Anthropology as
Cultsral Critigue (Marcus & Fischer, 1986), The Anthropology of Experi-
ence (Turner & Braner, 1986), Writing Culture (Clifford & Marcus, 1986),
Works and Lives (Geertz, 1988), and The Predicanent of Creltsere (Clifford,
II!JH-E}. These works made research and writing more reflexive, and called
e question the issues of gender, class, and race. They articulated the
consequences of Geertz's “blurred genres” interpretation of the field in the
carly 1980,

Mew models of truth and method were sought (Rosaldo, 1989). The
erosion of classic norms in anthropology (objectivism, complicity with
colonialism, social life structured by fixed rituals and customs, ethnogra-
phiesas monuments to a culture) was complete (Rosaldo, 1989, pp. 44-45).
Critical and feminist epistemologies and epistemologies of color now
compete for attention in this arena. Issues such as validity, reliability, and
objectivity, which had been sectled in earlier phases, are once more prob-
lematic. [nterpretive theories, as opposed to grounded theories, are now
more comumon, as writers continue to challenge older models of truch and
meaning (Rosaldo, 1989),

Stoller and Olkes (1987} describe how the crisis of representation was
felt in their fieldwork among the Songhay of Miger, Stoller observes:
“When I began to write anthropological texts, [ followed the conventions
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of my training. I ‘gathered data,’ and once the “data’ were nrrnnge.!ﬁrin neat
piles, T ‘wrote them up.” In one case | reduced Songhay insults to a series
of neat logical formulas” (p. 227). Stoller became dissatisfied with this form
of writing, in part because he learned “everyone had lied tome and . . . the
data 1 had so painstakingly collected were worthless. I learned a lesson:
Informants routinely lie to their anthropologists™ (Stoller & Olkes, 1987,
p. 229), This discovery led to a second, that he had, in following the
conventions of ethnographic realism, edited himsell out of his text. This
led Stoller tproduce a different type of text, a memoir, in which he became
a central character in the story he told. This story, an account of his
experiences in the Songhay world, became an analysis of the clash between
his world and the world of Songhay sorcery. Thus did Stoller’s journey
represent an attempt to confront the erisis of representation in the fourth
maoment.

Clough (1992) elaborates this crisis and criticizes those who would
argue that new forms of writing represent a way out of it:

While many sociologists now commenting on the criticism of ethnography
view writing as “downright central to the cthnographic enterprise” [Van
Maanen, 1988, p. xi], the problems of writing are still viewed as different
from the problems of method or fieldwork itself. Thus the solution usually
olfered is experiments in writing, that is, a self-consciousness abiout writing,
(p. 136)

However, it is this insistence on the difference between writing and
fieldwork that must be analyzed, ‘

In writing, the field-worker makes a claim to moral and scientific
authority. These claims allow the realist and the experimental ethnographic
text to function as sources of validation for an empirical science. They
show, that is, that the world of real lived experience can still be captured,
if only in the writer’s memoirs, fictional experimentations, or dramatic
readings. These works have the danger of directing attention away from
the ways in which the text constructs sexually situated individuals in a field
of social differenge. They also perpetuate “empirical science’s hegemony™
(Clough, 1992, p. 8), for these new writing technologies of the subject
become the site “for the production of knowledge/power . . . [aligned |
with . . . the capital/state axis" (Aronowitz, 1988, p. 300, quoted in Clough,
1992, p. 8). Such experiments come up against, and then back away from,
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the difference between empirical science and social criticism. Too often
they fail 10 engage fully a new politics of textuality that would “refuse the
identity of empirical science” (Clough, 1992, p. 135). This new social
criticism “would intervene in the relationship of information economics,
nation-state politics, and technologies of mass communication, especially
in terms of the empirical sciences” (Clough, 1992, p. 16). This, of course,
is the terrain occupied by cultural studies.

Richardson, in Volume 3, Chapter 12, and Clandinin and Connelly,
Volume 3, Chapter 6, develop the above arguments, viewing writing as a
method of inquiry that moves through successive stages of sell-reflection.
As a series of writings, the ficld-worker’s texts flow from the field experi-
ence, through intermediate works, to later work, and finally to the research

text that is the public presentation of the ethnographic and nareative ™

experience. Thus do fieldwork and writing blur into one another. There
is, in the final analysis, no difference between writing and fieldwork. These
two perspectives inform each other throughout every chapter in this
volume, In these ways the crisis of representation moves qualitative re-
search in new, critical directions,

A Double Crisis

The ethnographer’s authority remains under assault today, A double
crisis of representation and legitimation confronts qualitative researchers
in the social sciences. Embedded in the discourses of poststructuralism and
postmodernism (Vidich & Lyman, Volume 1, Chapter 2; Richardson,
Volume 3, Chapter 12), these two crises are coded in multiple rerms,
variously called and associared with the interpretive, linguistic, and rhetori-
eal tarns in social theory. This lingistic turn makes problematic two key
assumptions of qualitative research. The firstis that qualitative researchers
can directly capture lived experience. Such experience, it is now argued, is
created in the social text written by the researcher. This is the repre-
sentational erisis. It confronts the inescapable problem of representation,
bt does so within a framework that makes the direct link between
experience and text problematic.

The second assumption makes the traditional eriteria for evaluating and
interpreting qualitative research problemartic. This is the legitimation
crisig. It involves a serious rethinking of such terms as validity, gener-
alizability, and reliability, terms already retheorized in postpositivist,
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constructionist-naturalistic (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 36), feminist Wonow
& Cook, 1991, pp. 1-13; Smith, 1992), and interpretive (Atkinson, 1990;
Hammersley, 1992; Lather, 1993) discourses. This crisis asks, Hlow are
qualitative studies to be evaluated in the poststructural moment? Clearly
these two crises blur together, for any representation must now legitimate
itself in terms of some set of criteria that allows the author (and the reader)
to make connections hetween the text and the world written about.

The Fifth Mgment
-

The fifth moment is the present, defined and shaped by the dual crises
described above, Theories are now read in narrative terms, as “tales of the
field” (Van Maanen, 1988), Preaceupations with the representation of the
“other” remain. New epistemologies from previously silenced groups
emerge to offer solutions to this problem. The concept of the aloof
researcher has been abandoned. More action-, activist-oriented research is
on the horizon, as are more social criticism and social critique, The search
for grand narratives will be replaced by more local, small-scale theorjes
fitted to specific problems and specific situations {Lincoln, 1993).

Reading History

We draw four conclusions from this brief history, nating that it is, like
all histories, somewhat arbitrary. First, each of the eathier historical mo-
ments is still operating in the present, either as legacy or as a set of practices
that researchers still follow or argue against. The multiple, and fractured,
histories of qualitative research now make it possible for any given re-
searcher to attach a project to a canonical text from any of the above-
described historical moments, Multiple criteria of evaluation now compete
for attention in this field. Second, an embarrassment of choices now
characterizes the field of qualitative research. There have never been so
many paradigms, strategies of inquiry, or methods of analysis to draw upon
and utilize. Third, we are in a moment of discovery and rediscovery, as new
ways of looking, interpreting, arguing, and writing are debated and dis-
cussed. Fourth, the qualitative research act can no longer be viewed from
within a neutral, or objective, positivist perspective, Class, race, gender,
and ethnicity shape the process of inquiry, making research oo multicoloural
process, 1t is to this topic that we next tarn.
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+ (Qualitative Research as Process

Ihiree u!rcrmnnculurl. peneric activities define the qualitative researcl
process. They go by a variety of different labels, including theo : ;'-;
and analysis, and ontology, epistemology, and mﬂ."}ufﬂ.l':;y B-z"ﬁ:rl i::ljl'iill "
terms stands the personal biography of the gendered rt;carch:'r »::;15 :
speaks flmm a particular class, racial, cultural, and ethnic cnmr;mni[?
perspective. The gendered, multiculturally situated researcher approach /
the world with a set of ideas, a framework {theory, ontology) tt;-:ti-.- :u.‘;hzs
o set l[.]f 1|.ucstiuns (epistemology) that are then examined [uu'h\ifulull i
.lllill}':\ti] in specific ways, That is, empirical materials bearing on tLIJIr
question are collected and then analyzed and written ahout F'ﬂ']' 'lf
hl:'ill'le‘iil.'.I‘ S]url::tl'.:s from within a distinet interpretive c::rmnm}i:; w]j:i:i;
" y . . gl - 2
:;::r:.}:::ri'|:::::_b special way, the multicultural, gendered components of
,“-ml:; :_I :;l:i :Il ufl tl.'lcsc pllmlﬁrs.u.f nterpretive work stands the biographically
: carcher. This individual enters the rescarch process fram inside

i :!u:urpr.utwe community that incorporates its own historical research
traditions into a distinct point of view. This perspective leads the researcl
1o mlnp.l _parliml:&r views of the "other” who is studied, At the ml-u i 4
the palitics and the ethics of research must also be considered fq:: 1;"“;—‘-
concerns permeate every phase of the research process, : o

¢ The Oiher as Research Subject

Fromits tuen-of-the-century birth in modern, interpretive form, qualitati
research has been haunted by a double-f t. O s ot
ek ¥ a double-faced ghost. On the one hand
qil.lh[‘:ﬂn’t‘ !ﬁﬁr_ar_l:llcrs have assumed that qualified, competent ulmrm:c
can with ah_qmwuy, clarity, and precision report on their own nlmrﬂliun‘
of the social world, including the experiences of others, Sfcnn::! rt:
smrchurf«a have held to a belief in a real subject, or real individual wllm 15
]‘-IJ'H.'EI'.'I.H in rh.e world and able, in some form, to repore on hia: or her
experiences. 5o armed, researchers could blend their observations with the
observations provided by subjects through interviews and life n.lur per-
M".h.'l experience, case study, and other documents. B
hese two beliefs have led qualitative researchers across disciplines o
seek a method that would allow them to record their own u.tmcrwuiuns
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I
accurately while still uncovering the meanings their subjects bring g, their
lile experiences. This method would rely upon the subjective verbal and
written expressions of meaning given by the individuals studied, these
expressions being windows into the inner life of the person. Since Dilthey
(1900/1976), this search for a method has led to a perennial focus in the
luman disciplines on qualitative, interpretive methods.

Recently, this position and its beliefs have come under attack. Poststrue-
turalists and postmodernists have contributed to the understanding that
there is no clgar window into the inner life of an individual. Any gaze is
always filtered through the lenses of language, gender, social class, race,
and ethnicity. There are no objective observations, only observations
socially situated in the worlds of the observer and the observed. Subjects,
or individuals, are seldom able to give full explanations of their actions or
intentions; all they can offer are accounts, or stories, about what they did
and why, No single method can grasp the subtle variations in ongoing
human experience, As a consequence, as argued above, qualitative re-
searchers deploy a wide range of interconnected interpretive methods,
always seeking better ways to make more understandable the worlds of
experience that have been studied. ;

Table 1.1 depicts the relationships we see among the five phases that
define the research process. Behind all but one of these phases stands the
biographically situated researcher. These five levels of activity, or practice,
work their way through the biography of the researcher.

Phase 1: The Researcher

Our remarks above indicate the depth and complexity of the traditional
and applied qualitative research perspectives into which a socially situated
resedrcher enters. These traditions locate the researcher in history, both
guiding and constraining work that will be done in any specific study. This
field has been characterized constantly by diversity and conflict, and these,
David Hamilton argues in Volume 1, Chapter 3, are its most enduring
traditions. As a carrier of this complex and contradictory history, the
researcher must also confront the ethics and politics of research. The age
of value-free inquiry for the human disciplines is over, and researchers now
strupgle to develop situational and transsituational ethics that apply 1o any

piven research act,
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TABLE 1.1 The Research Process

Pl 1 Thr Hesearcher 25 2 Muolticiliorl Subject
fistary and seseach lrdilions
concegtions of sell amd he olhor
athics and polilics o research

Phase 2: Theomlical Paradigms and Perspectives
posifivism, posiposilivism
sanstuclivism
feminizmis)
othnic madels

Maresl models
cultural sludies modals
Phase 3: Rasearch Stealegies
sludy dasign
CA5E SIMY
elfinography, participan abservalion
phenomenslogy, ethnomelhedatogy
graunded theary
Iroqraphical malhod
Bistorcal methad
Acliter and agglied rozaarch
clinical resaarch
Phase 4: Mathads ol Collaclion and Analysis
interyigwing
abisarving
arlitacts, documents, and records
visual melhords
parsonal experience melhnds
data managaman melhods
Campies-assisled analysis
textual analysis
Pliase 5: Thee Arl of Interpretation and Prasentation
eriteda for judging adeguacy
tiet airt and politics of inferpretalion
wiiting as interpelation
plicy amalysis
evilualica Irclilions
appied resmarch
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Phase 2: Interpretive Paradigms _ iy

All qualitative researchers are philosophers in that “universal sense in
which all human beings . . . are guided by highly abstract principles”
(Bateson, 1972, p. 320). These principles combine beliefs about ontology
(What kind of being is the human being? What is the nature of reality?},
epistemology (What is the relationship between the inquirur. and the
known?), and methodology (How do we know the world, or gain knowl-
edge of it?) {see_:Guba, 1990, p. 18; Lincoln & Guba, 19:35, pp. Ld-15; see
also Guba & Lincoln, Volume 1, Chapter 6). These beliefs shape how the
qualitative researcher sees the world and acts in it. The rescarcher is “bound
within a net of epistemological and ontological premises which—regardless
of ultimate truth or falsiy—become partially self-validating™ (Bateson,
1972, p. 314). o

“T'his net that contains the researcher’s epistemological, ontological, and
methodological premises may be termed a paradigm (Guba, 1?9{}, 1:I.-‘ 171,
ot interpretive framework, a “basic set of beliefs that guides an;:ucrn"l (Guba,
1990, p. 17). All research is interpretive, guided by a ser of beliefs ‘._:'l_l}Ej
feelings about the world and how it should be understood and studied.
Some of these beliefs may be taken for granted, only assumed; others are
highly problematic and controversial. However, each il:lturpr&l.'iv-s para-
digm makes particular demands on the rescarcher, including the guestions
that are asked and the interpretations that are brought to them.

At the most general level, four major interpretive paradigms structure
qualitative research: positivist and postpositivist, col‘lstruCEivist-intv:":Il'pre-
tive, critical (Marxist, emancipatory), :md__l‘e_1_t_1_inisr-pns:stnwmraL [hese
faur abstract paradigms become more complicated at the level .uf concrete
specific interpretive communities. At this level it is possible to identify not
onlv the constructivist, but also multiple versions of feminist (Afrocentric
2o poststructural)® as well as specific ethnic, Marxist, and cul'.cural studies
paradigms. These perspectives, or paradigms, are examined in Part Il of
Wolume 1. .

The paradigms pxamined in Volume 1, Part 1[,_ x_v-rn?-rk against .-.md
alongside (and some within) the positivist and postpositivist rxlfydets. .'l hey
a1l work within relativist ontologies (multiple constructed realities), inter-
pretive epistemologies (the knower and known interact and shape one
another), and interpretive, naturalistic methods. : . _

Table 1.2 presents these paradigms and their assumptions, !pcludjng
their criteria for evaluating research, and the typical form that an interpre-
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TABLE 1.2 Interprerive Faradigms

Pasadigm{ Theory Criferia Form of Theary  Type of Narralion
Positivist! interral, extemal validity logical-daductive, srignfific rzpoml
postpositivis! scientific, groundad
Conslructivist trustwarthinass, cradibility, subslentive-iormal intarprative case
Lranglerabilily, confirmabilily shudies, alfinographic
ficlion

Feminist Afmcaniric, lived experienca,
diglague, caring, aceaurtabilily,
race, class, gender, reflexdviy,
prasis, grmation, conerate
ounding

Ethnic Alrocaniric, lived experiance, standpaint, criligal,
dialogue, caring, accoundability, histarical
race, class, gender

Maredst ermancipatary Iheary, flsiliabla, critical, hislorical,

diatogical, race, class, gender BEOMGIC sosiacultural analysls

cultural practicas, praxs, social social crilicism cullural theary as
feets, subjaclivilias crilicism

crilical, standpadn essdys, slories,

experimantzl wriling

essays, fables, dramas

hislarical, econamic,

Culiural studies

tive or theoretical statement assumes in the paradigm.” Each paradigm is
explored in considerable detail in Volume 1, Part IT, by Guba and Lincoln
(Chapter &), Schwandt (Chapter 7), Kincheloe and McLaren (Chapter 8),
Mesen (Chapter 9), Stanfield (Chaprer 10), and Fiske (Chaprer 113, The
positivist and postpositivist paradigms have been discussed above. They
work from within a realist and critical realist ontology and ohjective
epistemologies, and rely upon experimental, quasi-experimental, survey,
and rigorously defined qualitative methodologies. In Volume 3, Chaprer 7,
Huberman and Miles develop elements of this paradigm.

The constructivist paradigm assumes a relativist ontology (there are
multiple realities), a subjectivist epistemology (knower and subject create
understandings), and a naturalistic {in the natural world) ser of methodo-
logical procedures. Findings are usually presented in terms of the criteria
of grounded theory (see Strauss & Corbin, Volume 2, Chapter 7). Terms
such as credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability replace
the usual positivist crireria of internal and extermal validity, reliability, and
ohjectivity.

Feminist, ethnic, Marxist, and cultural studies models privilege a mate-
rialist-realist ontology; that is, the real world makes a material difference
interms of race, class, and gender. Subjectivist epistemologies and naruralistic
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methodologies (usually ethnographies) are also employed. |':IIII|'IIIIH"HI.'I-
terials and theoretical arguments are evaluated in terms of their emancipa-
tory implications, Criteria from gender and racial uunlumnnulua fe.g.,
African American) may be applied (emotionality and feeling, caring, per-
sonal accountability, dialogue).

Poststructural feminist theories emphasize problems with the social text,
its logic, and its inability ever to represent fully the Iwurl-.l of I“:cj
experience, Positivist and postpositivise L'l"Et't:rla of wnluguun ME{“}P']HL;
by others, inclzdjng the reflexive, multivoiced text that is grounded in the

iences o ressed peoples.

“I‘?I:::ctcuhumlﬂzrudju pﬂragigm is multifocused, with many di[lelrtlent
strands drawing from Marxism, feminism, and the pusuln-::ndcrn s?nsuhfhty.
Theve is a tension between humanistic cultural studies 81 ressing lived
experiences and more structural cultural studies projects stressing the
structural and material determinants (cace, class, gender) of expenence.
The cultural studies paradigm uses methods strategically, that is, as re-
sources for understanding and for producing resistances 1o local struc-
res of domination, Cultaral studies scholars may do close textoal
readings and discourse analysis of eultural texts as well s h'l'l..':.'lll uthm_ygr-..u-
phies, open-ended interviewing, and participant observation. ”Ifl: fm..u,s is
on how race, class, and gender are produced and enacted in historically
specific situations. S

Paradigm and history in hand, focused on a concrete empirical pro slem
to examine, the researcher now moves to the next stage of the research
process, namely, working with a specific strategy of inquiry.

Phase 3: Strategies of Inquiry ,f”':
and Interpretive Paradigms

fable 1.1 presents some of the major s:r.ategies_n{ inquiry a rcsrflrlch:;r
may use, Phase 3 begins with research dcsa.!,rn, which, broadly conceived,
involves a clear focus on the research question, the purposes of the siudy,
wwhat information most appropriately will answer 3p:.:ul1f 18 Irq:-ru.-urut.| Qs
tions, and which strategies are most elfective for ubli.mnng i {.l.n:'l ,mupu;
& Preissle, 19930 p. 30). A research design dm;nlmla flexible set 1:1
pundelines that connects theoretical paradigms to sxralcglrnluf inquiry an
methods for collecting empirical material. A rescarch design situates re-
searchers in the empirical world and connects tI1!=m ] Hpuumu mt.c:{,
PEESons, Broups, institutions, and bodies of relevant interpretive matenal,

28

Lik
fitroduciion

including documents and archives. A research design also specifies how the
investigator will address the two critical issues of representation and
legithmation,

A strategy of inguiry comprises a bundle of skills, assumptions, and
practices that rescarchers employ as they move from their paradigm to the
empirical world. Strategies of inquiry put paradigms of interpretation into
motion, At the same time, strategies of inguiry connect the researcher 1o
specific methods of collecting and analyzing empirical materials, For
example, the case study method relies on interviewing, observing, and
document analysis. Research strategies implement and anchor paradigms

in specific empirical sites, or in specific methodological practices, such as .

making a case an object of study, These strategies include the case study,
phenomenological and ethnomethodological rechniques, as well s che use
ol grounded theory, the biographical, historical, action, and clinical meth-
odls. Each of these strategies is connected to a complex literature; each has
a separate history, exemplary works, and preferred ways for putting the
Sralegy into motion,

Phase 4: Methods of Collecting
and Analyzing Empirical Malerials

The researcher has several methods for collecting empirical materials,"
ranging from the interview to direct observation, to the analysis of artifacts,
documents, and cultural records, to the use of visual materials or personal
experience. The researcher may also use a variety of different methods of
reading and analyzing interviews or cultural texts, including content,
narrative, and semiotic sirategies, Faced with large amounts of qualitative
materials, the investigator seeks ways of managing and interpreting these
documents, and here data management methods and computer-assisted
maodels of analysis may be of use.

Phase 5: The Art of Interpretation

Qualitative research is endlessly creative and interpretive, The re-
scarcher does not just leave the field with mountains of empirical marerials
and then easily write up his or her findings. Qualitative interpretations are
constrncted, The researcher first creates a field text consisting of field notes
and documents from the field, what Roger Sarjek (1990, p. 386) calls
“indexing” and David Plath (1990, p. 374) calls *lilework.” The writer-as-
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interpreter moves from this text o a research text: notes and interpreta-

tions based on the field text, This text is then re-created as a working
interpretive document that contains the writer's initial attempts to make
sense out of what he or she has learned. Finally, the writer produces the
public text that comes to the reader. This final tale of tt!e_ field may assume
several forms: confessional, realist, impressionistic, critical, formal, liter-
ary, analytic, grounded theory, and so on (see Van Ma:m?n, I?RH}.

The interpretive practice of making sense of one’s fim:?mgs is both artlul
and political. $lultiple criteria for evaluating qn-.ﬂltat_l.vn research now
exist, and thosé we emphasize stress the situated, relational, and luxt!ml
structures of the ethnographic experience, There is no single interpretive
truth, As we argued earlier, there are multiple ||m:rprr:li_~.fc communities,
each having its own criteria for evaluating an interpretation, o

Program evaluation is a major site of qualitative research, and qualitative
researchers can influence social policy in important ways. David l"-‘ll'lllllll.}lh
in Volume 1, Chapter 3, traces the rich history of applied qualitative
research in the social sciences. This is the ritical site where theory, method,
praxis, or action, and policy all come together. Qualitative tesr.?nn:hnrs Cas
isolate target populations, show the immediate elfecrs of certain programs
on such groups, and isolate the constraints that operate apainst Ipui!r:}r
changes in such settings. Action-oriented and clinically orie nted qualitative
researchers can also create spaces for those who are studied (the other) o
speak, The evaluator becomes the conduit for making su::h vnliu-h heard,
Greene, in Volume 3, Chapter 13, and Rist, in ?Iu’::lumc 3, Chapter 14,
develop these topics. |

« The Fifth Moment:
What Comes Nex!?

Marcus, in Volume 1, Chapter 12, argues that we are alrt.‘,liul)’ in the post
“post” period—post-poststeucturalism, pml-p{)-_&tmi_:dcrmsm. What thl.s
means for interpretive, ethnographic practices 1 still not clear, but it is
certain that things wjll never be the same. We are in a new age wlwrcl- eSSy,
uncertain, multivoiced texts, eultural criticism, and new nupuruugntul
works will become more common, as will more reflexive forms of field-
work, analysis, and intertextual representation. The subject of our lnll.:al
essay in this volume is this “fifth moment,” [t is true that, as the poet said,

the center cannot hold, We can reflect on what should be at a new center.
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Thus we come ol circle, The chapters in these volumes take the
researcher through every phase of the research act. The contributors
examine the relevant histories, controversies, and current practices associ-
ated with each paradigm, strategy, and method. They also offer projections
for the future—where specific paradigmes, strategies, or methods will be 10
years from now

In reading the chapters that follow, it is important to remember that the
field of qualitative research is defined by a series of tensions, contradictions,
and hesitations, This tension works back and forth between the broad,
doubting postmodern sensibility and the more certain, more traditional
positivist, postpositivist, and naturalistic conceptions of this project. All of
the chapters that follow are caught in and arteulate this tension,

Notes

1. Qualitative research has separate and distinguished histories in education, social
work, communications, paychology, history, organizational smadies, medical science, anthro-
pology, and sociology

2. Defimitivns of some of these teems are in ordee here, Positivism asserrs that objective
accounts of the worll can be given, Postpositivism helds char only partially objective
accounts of the world can be produced, because all methods are flawed, Strwciuralism assens
thar any system is made up of a set of oppositional categories embedded in language.
Srmiofics is the science of signs or sign systems—a stivcooralist project, According to
froitatesctwraltsor, Languoge d an unstable systeom ol referents, thus it s impossible ever 1o
capture completely the meaning of an action, text, or intention. Postmodernizm s a
comtemporary semiibility, developing since World W 11, that privileges no single anthority,
method, or paradigm, Hermementics is an approach to the analysis of texis that steesses how
prior understandings and peejudices shape the fnterpretive process, Phenomenology is a
complex system of ldeas associated with the works of Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre, Merleau-
Ponty, and Alfred Schute, Coltwral studies is a complex, interdisciplinary field that merges
critical theory, feminism, and poststructsralism,

3, According to Weinstein and Weinstein (1991), “The meaning of bricolerr in French
pepular speech is *someone who works with his {or her) hands and vses devieus means
compared to those of the erafisman.” . . . the bricolenr is practical and gets the job done™
(p. 161). These authors provide a history of this term, connecting it to the woiks of the
Cierman sociologist and social theorist Georg Simmel and, by implication, Daudelaire,

4, Flere it in relevant o make a distinction beeween techniques that nee used across
disciplines and methods that are vsed within disciplines, Ethnomethodologists, (or example,
employ their approach s a method, whereas others selectively borrow that method as a
techmigque Tor their own applications. Harry Wolcon (personal communication, 1993)
spgests this distinetion, 1t ls also relevant to make distinetions among tople, method, and
resource. Methods can be studied as topics of inguiry—I[or instance, how a case study gets
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done, In this ironic, cthnomethodologieal sense, method is bath a resonree and a élfile of
iy

. Dndeed, aoy avtempt to pive an essential definition of qualitative reaearch requires
3 .|....I1'-|:|| ive analysis of the cirenmstances that prodoce such o delinition.

. Tnn this sense all rescarch is qualitative, beeause “the ohserver s at the center of the
n-w.u_.m.ll process” (Vidich 82 Lyman, Volume 1, Chaper 2). |

7. See Lincoln and Gula (1985) for an extension and claboration of this tradition in
the mid-19810,

2. Olesen (Volume 1, Chapter #) idemifics three strands of feminist research: main
stream empirical, stgndpoint and culweal smodies, and poststeuctural, postmodern, placing
Afrocentric and othfr madels of color under the cultural studies and postmodern categories,

9. These, of course, are our interpretations of these paradigms and inerpretive styles,

10, Espirical materials is the preferred term for what are traditionally described as data,

+ References

Aronowite, 5, (1988). Science as porwer: Discourse and idealogy in modern society, Minnea-
polisz University of Minnesowa Press,

Atkinson, I Ao (1990}, The etfmogeaphic dmagination: Trextual constructions of reality.
Lo Routledgpe, i

Batesen, U, (19720 Steps fo e ceology of aried, Mew York: Ballantine,

Becker, HL 5, (19700, Problems of inference and proof in participant obsereation, Tn B, 5.
Becker, Socindogical work, Chicago: Aldine. (Reprinted [rom American Socinlogical
Review, 1958, 23, 652-660)

Becker, H. 5. (1986} Doing things logether. Evanston, 1L: Marthwescern University Press.

Becker, H. 5. (1989}, Tricks of the trade. Stadies in Sysebolic Interaction, 10, 481-4%0.

Becker, H, 5. (1993, [une 9). The gpestemology of gualitative reseircl, Paper presented at
the Machrthur Foundation Conference on Ethnographic &I‘-':‘-'THH-C]MS to the Stedy of
Human Behavier, Oakland, CA.

Becker, H. 5., Geer, B, Hughes, E. C., 8 Strauss, A. L. (1961). Boys in white: Student
culture in medical school, Chicagoe: University of Chicago Fress.

Bogdan, K., 8 Taylor, 5. J. (1973). Introduction fo qualitative research methods: A
phengmmenological approach to the social scisnces, Mew York: John Wiley,

Brewer, 1., & Hunter, A, (1989), Multimethod research: A synthesis of styles. Mewhury Park,
CA; Sage.

Camphell, 1, T, & Stanley, 1. C, (1963). Experimental and auasi-experiental desigas for
rageareh, Chicago: Rand MeMally.

Carey, 1. W, (1989, Comemuication as culture: Essays on sedia aed society. Boston Unwin
[lyman. "

Ciconrel, AV, (1964}, Method and measirement in sociology. New York: Free I'ress.

Cliflord, [. (1988), The predicament of enlture: Twenticth-century cthmograply, literature,
aned art, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,

Clifford, 1., & Marcus, G. E. (Eds.). (1986). Writing enlture: The poetics aud politics of
ethaengraphy. Berkeley: University of Calitornia P'ress.

32

] d i) F ey ! | u |
k 1 L I ! ] A i ! b
Ly}
fnfroefisciion

Clough, PT, (1992}, The enddis) of stheographe: From realism to social cricicisem, Newbn ¥
Park, CA: Sage.

Drenzing M, K, (1970), The research agl, Chigage: Aldine,

Drengin, M. K. (1978). The research act {2nd ed.), Mew York: MeGraw-Hill,

Denzing M. K. (19853). Taterprotive inferactionism, Mewhury Park, CA: Sage.

Denzing M. K, (19890), The research act (3 ed.). Englewaaol Cliffs, MJ: Prentice Hall,

Dilthey, W. L. (197a). Selected weitings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, {Original
woele published 1900)

Fielding, M. G., & Ficlding, ], L. (1986). Linking data, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Filstead, W, . (Ed.). (1970}, Qualitative seethodology. Chicage: Markham.

Flick, U, {1992}, Triangulation vevisited: Stearegy of validation or alternative? fournal for
the Theory of Social Behaviows, 23, 175,198,

Fonow, M. M., & Cook, |. A, (1991), Back to the furure; A look at the second wave of
feminise epistemology and methodology, In M. M. Fonow & 1. AL Coak (Eds.), Beyord
methodalogy: Feminist scholarship as lived research (pp. 1-15). Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

Geerte, G (1973), The interpretation of enltures: Selected essays. Mew York: Basic Books.

Geerte, C. (1983), Local knoweledge: Further essays in interpretive anthropology, Mew York,
Basic Boolks,

Creertz, O, (1988), Warks and lves: The antheopologist as anthor, Stanford, CA: Seanford
University Press.

Glaser, B, G, (19921), I:'murkcﬂcc s, ﬁ:-m'rrg.- Thestes of groveeded theory. Mill Valley, Ch:
Socinlogy Press,

Glaser, B G, 80 Strauss, A L (1967} The discowery of growsded theory: Strategies for
aralitative researcl, Chicago: Aldine.

Guba, E. G, (1990). The altermative paradigm dialog, In E. G, Guba (Ed.), The paradign
dialog (pp. 17-30). Newbury Pack, CA: Sage.

Hammersley, M. (1992). What's wrong with ethnography? Metbodological explosations,
London: Routledge,

Hymes, D. (1980). Educational ethnology, Anthrapalogy and Edwcation Qrarterdy, 11, 3-8,

Lather, P, {1993). Fertile ohsession: Validity afeer poststructuralism, Socialogical Quarterty,
34, 673-693,

LeCompte, M. D, & Preissle, [ (1992). Toward an ethnology of student life in schools and
classronms: Synthesizing the qualitative research teadition. In M, D, LeCompte, W. L.
Millroy, & [. Preissle (Eds), The handbock of qualitative research in education
(pp. B15-B5%), Mew York: Academic Press,

LeCompte, M. D, & Preissle, [, with Tesch, B (1993 Etferography and qualitative design
in edveational research (2nd ed.), Mew York: Academic Press.

Lentricehia, P, B MeLanghling T, (Eds.), {1990%, Critteal terms for lerary study, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Lévi-Strauss, C, (1966), The savage sind {2nd ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago ress,

Lincoln, ¥, 5, (1993, [anuary 27-28), Notes toward a fifth penaration of eoalwation; Lessons
frove the voiceless, or, Toward @ postmaodern politics of evalistion, Paper presented at
the Fifth Annual Meeting of the Southeast Evaluation Association, Tallahassee, FL,

Linceln, . 5, & Guba, B, G. {1985). Naturalistic inguiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

33





