THE LANOSCARE OF QUALITATIVE RESEARGH

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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THE LAMDSCAPE OF QUALITATIVE RESEAREH

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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