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A Critical Comparison of two Secondary Sources

This essay critically compares and contrast two research paper’s. The two paper’s chosen are T.L Brink’s ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls: Concerning Religion, Astrology, Reincarnation’ Review of Religious Research , 1978, Vol. 20. and Tony Walter’s and Helen Waterhouse’s ‘A Very Private Belief: Reincarnation in Contemporary’, published by the Oxford University Press Sociology of Religion in 1999, Vol. 60, No. 2, pp. 187-197. The comparison and contrast approach on both research paper’s regarding the belief in reincarnation will be via themes. The themes will be the chosen methodological attempts, positionality of data collection and the academic impact and improvement on data results.
Methodology
This first theme will compare and contrast both paper’s in relation to the chosen methodology in the research. The purpose of a valid and reliable research is the analyses and conclusion beyond data collection, it is the discovery of new perspectives and conclusion in relation to the chosen subject.
 Methodology itself is the essential for any research and allows to conduct the required data for any objective, through a systematic method, gathering data through a variety of technics, concluding, and forming data into an objective evaluation. 
 The highest priority for conducting a data is the ethical part in research, its ensures the transparency of the motive behind the research, technics, target and probability of literature expansion. The methodological viewpoint in a research combines the collection of rules, manners in connection with principles and values of the target, often associated and referred to the ethnographic method.
 Ethnography explains the study of social interactions, behaviours between individuals, perceptual views within the group or teams. Analysis through ethnographic data approach, tends to be under taken in inductive thematic analyses, allowing the reflection of key issues in the research field.
 Or in other words, it combines and analyse the rational in individuals in correlation to the  motivation behind the behaviour. 
  Walter’s and Waterhouse’s paper takes the approach to collect data through a mix of personal and group small scale interviews, considering essential data about personal beliefs in reincarnation, excluding participants with Hindus, Sink’s and Buddhist’s background beliefs.
 Both strategies of data collection differentiate in the nature of the level of maturity in participants. Whereas the first collected data set was been conducted via interviews in private homes and been represented by mostly female’s, two third of all participants. Was the second set of data collected through a group of schoolchildren and adolescents all between the age of 11-18 years old. 
 T. L . Brink’s in contrast takes his analytical approach of data collection through a Catholics girl’s high school, introducing the questionnaire while class time.
 T.L. Brink’s method conducts a total of 227 interviews between junior’s and senior’s school girls.
 Likewise Walter’s & Waterhouse’s and T.L. Brink’s gathering data through the method of interviews, conducting data about personal beliefs on reincarnation.
 Walter’s and Waterhouse’s method of interviews approach and analyses, displays a wider data collection in comparison to T. L . Brink’s method of single set of personal interviews in an incompetent approach while school classes. As Walter’s and Waterhouse’s so T.L. Brink’s are both demonstrating a lack of valid data collection, ignoring the inequality factor in gender and age.
  Furthermore, the exclusions of participants with Hindus, Sink’s and Buddhist’s in Walter’s & Waterhouse’s research, indicates a falsification in data collection, constructing preferable participants.
 Additionally the collected data set in T. L .Brink’s and Walter’s & Waterhouse’s second set of data, indicates the possibility, that the term reincarnation is not rational and intangible to most participants. This in return can cause potential misunderstanding and error’s in the research, missing the aim of the project, producing futile conclusion and results.
Positionality
This theme will compare and contrast the  position of the researcher, displaying  the impact and role while conducting data around the target of research. The researcher positionality in any approach has been debate for a while, differentiating between insider role and outsider role, while conducting data. 
 The association with the role and position of an insider or outsider approach in research, is in majority in relation to qualitative research.
 The insider position in a research allows the collection of data from a more personal, familiar view in association between researcher and target group. Whereas the outsider position is the role of a researcher taking observations from the external standpoint of target, allowing to approach participants as experts. 
 Therefore accounting the reflexivity aspect in any research is essential, providing a neutral data collection. Reflexivity indicates the  researcher own beliefs, judgments and practice during the approach of data collection in the target group or environment, reflecting the potential bias of the researcher himself.
 Or in other words, the researchers personal view of the target group includes a personal opinion, which has accumulated through owns experiences to related subject, causing unaware bias in providing and examining data of research. In addition, the referenced disadvantages in qualitative research and the position of researcher must be taken into account to provide unbiased findings. 
 The often unconscious personal relationship with participants can affect the validation of data collection, causing a variety of falsify data, pushing or expecting certain answers from participants.
 Both papers take the approach to analyse data from the outsider perspective of research, targeting the group of participants, concluding their personal views and beliefs. Walter and Waterhouse are reporting the method for interviewing participation via radio and personal contacts, moreover, same principle was used for the collection of the second data set of analyses with schoolchildren and adolescents.
 In contrast T. L . Brink’s conducts the data via personal position in profession, using the classroom and students as participants for the aim of research.  The approach of data in both cases shows a lack of validation regards a unbiased data and questionnaire responses in participants. Walter and Waterhouse's data set was presented through an introduction and invitation on the radio followed by the final step in conducting interviews in private households. This in return displays a biased and non-unique data set of information, which has been conducted via personal pursuits, rather than a neutral collection of data between population. 
 In distinction, T. L. Brink’s approach of data collection, indicates the similar principle, by using participants in owns profession, causing an exception in outcome via personal history with participants.
 In short, Walter & Waterhouse and T. L. Brink’s taking the outsider approach from data collection, ignoring the ethical issues in relation to the method and approach of participation. In both cases is the reflexivity factor ignored, its suggests instead a personal desire to provide related data to owns personal system of beliefs rather than academic expansion. 
Reviewed literature 

This theme will compare and contrast the literature review in both papers and the relativity to the academic knowledge. Literature review in any research is essential to understand the previous work in the subject for the further expansion of approach. 
  The literature reviews shares with the reader results and conclusion in relation to the study which been reported.
 A solid review of literature include a systematic identification, location and the analyses of documents which contains related information to the research objective. Displaying the gaps and results of other studies in the context of conclusions and findings, providing the importance of the study  and opportunity to compare results with other findings.
 In other words, it is the foundation on which current research is built and from which it is pursued. Walter’s and Waterhouse’s been creating a literature foundation by examining the data from a diversity of studies in relation to the belief in reincarnation, referring to the nature and difference between an belief and reincarnation as subject. Walter and Waterhouse are focusing particularly on data collection of the institution of European values survey’s (EVSs), reflecting the nature of a slow increasing number of individuals in the western world, attempting the belief of reincarnation in their lives. Walter and Waterhouse  dividing the source of an beliefs in three different causes of experience, to  identifying the nature; Intellectual/ Non-experiential, Second hand experiences and first hand experiences. This in return allows the reader to understand the complexity of the target in the research. The result of this particular research could not provide a significant outcome, nevertheless it showed a significant complementing the EVS data.
 Furthermore, Walter and Waterhouse understands the problem in defining the term belief in a objective analytical perspective. Therefore, the literature review in Walter’s and Westerhouse’s paper expands the examination of the term belief, after the summarised findings. The meaning behind the terminology of belief and a rational insight in this context, was  addressed in three categories: 1. Nature of belief, 2. Source of belief, 3. Content of belief.
 Walter and Waterhouse conclude on the end of the paper the findings more like a recommendation rather than facts, assuming the belief in reincarnation, has no significant effect on religion and lifestyle behaviour, it’s functions more likely an independent personal choice in individuals.
  Whereas T.L Brink’s is approaching the literature background of research through a list of social psychological studies, assuming the only cause in this context is a social intrinsic strive for a cognitive purpose. The results in T. L. Brink’s paper outlined a unexpected outcome, rejecting the papers hypotheses, which  defines T. L. Brink’s attempt to avoid responsibility, directing to similar research studies and findings. Additionally indicating out new data points about alienated socially-oriented participants, ignoring the expected research procedure, missing to explain and reference the nature of this set of data. Additionally T. L. Brink’s completes the report by attempting solution which are related to others researcher effort, without any significant association from its personal findings. The representation in both paper regards literature review, displayed a big difference in examining and explaining the nature of an beliefs. Where Walter and Waterhouse went to an in depth examination of the term and nature behind an belief, was T. L Brink’s very unilaterally not providing the reader valid and reliable information. Over all, data which has been collected in both researches could not provide any significant outcome, nerveless it displayed for future research, the difficulty in the attempt to explain and measure personal beliefs.
Conclusion
This paper critically compared and contrasted two secondary sources of qualitative research in  reflection of methods, positionality of researcher and the academic improvement. Both paper’s involve the collection of data through an interview approach in the target group of individuals. Walter & Waterhouse are attempting the data collection via two sets of interviews, signalling the approach of rich data in research. The data collection in Walter & Waterhouse paper is through participants of interests, showing a more likely a constructed advantageous approach, rather than unbiased data research and analyses. T. L. Brinks in comparison indicates similar unprofessional data collection, by implying the interviews while school classes. Furthermore, the average in gender and age of both papers, indicates a massive inequality and therefore less validation and potential in the collected data. As Walter & Waterhouse so T. L. Brink’s taking the outsider approach of research, focusing on the data collection via introducing the approach in a beneficial environment, limiting the power and outcome in data results. The foundation in literature review of Walter’s and Waterhouse’s paper, displays an in-depth reflection of the attempt to analyse personal beliefs, examining the variety of factors, which might play a role in the outcome. Whereas T. L. Brink’s is referring his foundation of research to sociological conclusion, focusing and assuming the rational theories based on conclusion and theories from psychological and cognitive results. Generally both researcher  have represent an fundamental approach of understanding personal beliefs in relation to specific beliefs systems, indicating the difficulty and complexity in representing data from an objective view.  
Bibliography
Ambert, AnneMarie, Patricia A Adler, Peter Adler, and Daniel F Detzner. 1995. “Understanding and Evaluating Qualitative Research,” Journal of Marriage and Family, 57.4 ([Wiley, National Council on Family Relations]): 879–93 10.2307/353409>
Berger, Roni. 2013. “Now I See It, Now I Don’t: Researcher’s Position and Reflexivity in Qualitative Research,” Qualitative Research, 15.2: 219–34 10.1177/1468794112468475>

Brannick, Teresa, and David Coghlan. 2007. “In Defense of Being ‘Native’: The Case for Insider Academic Research,” Organizational Research Methods, 10.1: 59–74 10.1177/1094428106289253>

Brink, T. L. 1978. “Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls: Concerning Religion, Astrology, Reincarnation,” Review of Religious Research, 20.1: 82 10.2307/3509943>

Buchanan, David A., and Alan Bryman. 2007. “Contextualizing Methods Choice in Organizational Research,” Organizational Research Methods, 10.3: 483–501 10.1177/1094428106295046>

Calcraft, Rebecca. 2005. “Book Review: Qualitative Research Practice: A Guide for Social Science Students and Researchers,” Qualitative Research, 5.4: 549–51 10.1177/146879410500500410>

Creswell, John W., and Dana L. Miller. 2000. “Determining Validity in Qualitative Inquiry,” Theory into Practice, 39.3: 124–30 10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2>

Gill, P., K. Stewart, E. Treasure, and B. Chadwick. 2008. “Methods of Data Collection in Qualitative Research: Interviews and Focus Groups,” British Dental Journal, 204.6: 291–95 10.1038/bdj.2008.192>

Hammarberg, K., M. Kirkman, and S. De Lacey. 2016. “Qualitative Research Methods: When to Use Them and How to Judge Them,” Human Reproduction, 31.3: 498–501 10.1093/humrep/dev334>

Mills, Jane, and Melanie Birks. 2013. Qualitative Methodology a Practical Guide Introducing Qualitative Research () <http://www.sagepub.com/sites/default/files/upm-binaries/62961_Mills_&_Birks.pdf

Reeves, S., A. Kuper, and B. D. Hodges. 2008. “Qualitative Research Methodologies: Ethnography,” BMJ, 337.aug07 3: a1020–20 10.1136/bmj.a1020>

Somekh, Bridget, Cathy Lewin, and Ebook Library. 2005. Research Methods in the Social Sciences (London ; Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications)

Walter, Tony, and Helen Waterhouse. 1999. “A Very Private Belief: Reincarnation in Contemporary England,” Sociology of Religion, 60.2: 187 10.2307/3711748>

� K. Hammarberg, M. Kirkman, S. de Lacey, “Qualitative research methods: when to use them and how to judge them”, Volume 31, Issue 3, March 2016, Pages 498–501.


� Jane Mills and Melanie Birks, “Qualitative Methodology, a practical guide”, SAGA ,2014, pp. 221-234.


� Reeves, Scott et al. “Qualitative research methodologies: ethnography.” BM, vol. 337, Aug. 2008, 


� Buchanan, David A., and Alan Bryman. “Contextualizing Methods Choice in Organizational Research.” Organizational Research Methods, vol. 10, no. 3, July 2007, pp. 483–501, 


�Somekh, Bridget & C. Lawin, “Research Methods in the Social Sciences”, 2004 


� Tony Walter and Helen Waterhouse, “A Very Private Belief: Reincarnation in Contemporary England”, Sociology of Religion , Summer, 1999, Vol. 60, No. 2, 1999, pp. 187-197.


� Ibid.


� T. L. Brink, “Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls: Concerning Religion, Astrology, Reincarnation”, Springer, Review of Religious Research , 1978, Vol. 20, No. 1,1978, pp. 82-85


� Ibid.


� Ibid.








� Legard R, Keegan J, Ward K., “In-depth interviews. In Ritchie J, Lewis J (eds) Qualitative research practice: a guide for social science students and researchers”. pp 139–169, Sage 2003.


� Scott Reeves, Ayelet Kuper and Brian David Hodges, “Qualitative Research: Qualitative Research Methodologies: Ethnography”, British Medical Journal ,2008, Vol. 337, No. 7668, 2008, pp. 512-514


� Dwyer, Sonya Corbin, and Jennifer L. Buckle. “The Space Between: On Being an Insider-Outsider in Qualitative Research.” International Journal of Qualitative Methods, Mar. 2009, pp. 54–63


� Ibid.


� Berger, Roni. “Now I See It, Now I Don’t: Researcher’s Position and Reflexivity in Qualitative Research.”, vol. 15, no. 2, 2015, pp. 219–234.


� Ibid.


� K. Hammarberg, M. Kirkman, S. de Lacey, Qualitative research methods: when to use them and how to judge them, Human Reproduction, Volume 31, Issue 3, March 2016, Pages 498–501.


� Brannick, Teresa, and David Coghlan. “In Defense of Being ‘Native’: The Case for Insider Academic Research.” Organizational Research Methods, vol. 10, no. 1, Jan. 2007, pp. 59–74.


�  Berger, Roni. “Now I See It, Now I Don’t: Researcher’s Position and Reflexivity in Qualitative Research.”, vol. 15, no. 2, 2015, pp. 219–234.





�Legard R, Keegan J, Ward K., “In-depth interviews. In Ritchie J, Lewis J (eds) Qualitative research practice: a guide for social science students and researchers”. pp 139–169, Sage 2003.


� Creswell, John W., and Dana L. Miller. “Determining Validity in Qualitative Inquiry.” Theory Into Practice, vol. 39, no. 3, 2000, pp. 124–130.


� Creswell, J. W, “Research design: Qualitative & quantitative approaches”. Sage Publications, 1994.


� Ibid.


� Ambert, Anne-Marie, et al. “Understanding and Evaluating Qualitative Research.” Journal of Marriage and Family, vol. 57, no. 4, 1995, pp. 879–893.


� Ibid.


� Berger, Roni. “Now I See It, Now I Don’t: Researcher’s Position and Reflexivity in Qualitative Research.” Qualitative Research, vol. 15, no. 2, Apr. 2015, pp. 219–234.


� Buchanan, David A., and Alan Bryman. “Contextualizing Methods Choice in Organizational Research.” Organizational Research Methods, vol. 10, no. 3, July 2007, pp. 483–501,






