
Module Code: ECGE7008Q – The Philosophy and Practice of Social Research
Student Number: 2418385
Assessment No: 1



I confirm that I have not used any AI tools in the research and creation of this assignment. I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. I confirm I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used, which I may be asked to provide in evidence













The purpose of this essay is to critically evaluate the journal article presented by Buck-McFadyen (2022), with the title of ‘Competing perspectives on rural homelessness: Findings from a qualitative study in Ontario, Canada’. A brief literature review of the journal (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) will be undertaken within the essay to provide context to the issue being discussed as well as the reasoning behind the research itself. In order to critically evaluate the journal successfully, various areas of the journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) will be assessed to determine its quality. Examples of these areas include methodology, data collection and ethics. Once each area has been looked at and critically evaluated, a conclusion summarising the key points of the essay will be put forward. In turn, the conclusion will reflect on the quality of the journal article presented by Buck-McFadyen (2022). 
Firstly, a brief literature review will be put forward. As previously mentioned, the research title of the chosen journal article is ‘Competing perspectives on rural homelessness: Findings from a qualitative study in Ontario, Canada’ (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). In terms of this research, it is both qualitative as well as exploratory (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). In addition to this, it is acknowledged by Buck-McFadyen (2022) that something which persists when referring to rural homelessness is inadequate knowledge. This relates to frequency, repercussions, underlying risks as well as possible recommendations (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Assisting in tackling these specific areas of need was a goal of the research by Buck-McFadyen (2022). For example, three aims related to this are put forward, one of these consisting of gaining comprehension regarding housing uncertainty as well as how the individuals living in rural areas are affected in relation to their health and wellbeing (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). The next aim involves a rural community within Ontario and the recognition of different elements adding to the critical situation related to housing within this specific community (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). The final aim noted by Buck-McFadyen (2022) consists of providing those with first-hand experience a say regarding their requirements as well as possible ways of solving precarious rural housing conditions. This demonstrates the importance of the research being presented by Buck-McFadyen (2022) as these are examples of gaps that need to be filled. The fact that Buck-McFadyen, (2022) makes note of the aims is a positive note of the paper. This is supported by Clark et al., (2021, p.586) who states that when carrying out social research, goals and targets must be summarised.
The next area to critically evaluate is the methodology. According to Denscombe (2010, p.116), social theorists, field experts and philosophers have had long and thorough conversations for prolonged periods regarding research and its philosophical basis. From this, we can see the significance of achieving a thorough understanding of the foundations in addition to the way they appear within the context of social research (Denscombe, 2010, p.116). This is clearly something which is a strongpoint of the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022) as it is stated within the journal that something which was used was an explanation rooted in interpretivism presented by Thorne et al., (1997) as cited in Buck-McFadyen (2022, p.2). In addition to this, it is also stated within the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022) that it possessed a perspective relating to critical theory presented by Mill et al., (2001). These are both used to study individuals living in housing insecurity and their encounters as well as elements resulting in homelessness within a rural community (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Therefore, there is mention of their philosophy. However, it is not explained in detail. Langer (2018) noted how evaluating findings and conclusions by their authenticity cannot be achieved in cases where there is a lack of comprehension possessed by individuals regarding the methodology a researcher has chosen to address the research question. Therefore, this could be considered a weakness of the study by Buck-McFadyen (2022) as their methodology is not justified in detail.
According to Clark et al., (2021, p.24), “interpretivism is an epistemology that contrasts with positivism”. In addition to this, society as well as the person is seen as being inextricable components by interpretivists (O’Donoghue, 2019, p.16). Furthermore, before comprehending one of these components in its entirety, it is important to have knowledge of the other component (O’Donoghue, 2019, p.16). Moving on from this, when it comes to restrictions being imposed on individuals through different characteristics such as gender and race, motivating these individuals to exceed these restrictions is what critical theory viewpoints focus on (Fay, 1987, as cited in Creswell & Poth, 2025, p.32). Therefore, this provides a clear description of the methodological position undertaken by Buck-McFadyen (2022). 
However, something to consider is whether these methodological positions were the best options to be chosen in relation to the nature of the research presented within the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Something key to note in relation to this is the fact that something which corresponds with qualitative approaches is interpretivism (Punch, 2014, p.17). This relates to the chosen journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022) as a qualitative approach is taken. Therefore, it is evident that the use of interpretivism is ideal in this case. However, according to Morrow and Brown (1994, p.26), critical theory is seen by some as being non-scientific. In addition to this, philosophies are closely related to critical theories of society (Morrow & Brown, 1994, p.26). Furthermore, they cannot be regarded as legitimate science as they are frequently dismissed as being heavily influenced ideology (Morrow & Brown, 1994, p.26-27). These are clearly weaknesses of critical theory. However, a definition of critical research is put forward by Kincheloe et al., (2018, p.237) who states that this type of research has a goal of producing enablers of empowerment and social fairness. Once again, this relates to the chosen study (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) as one of the aims of the study was for individuals with first-hand experience relating to the issue presented within the study to be issued the opportunity to be heard. Therefore, justified choices have been made in relation to the methodological position within the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). 
Another element to consider in relation to the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022) is whether the correct approach to the research was undertaken. Qualitative research presents certain weaknesses. One example of a weakness is noted by Lim (2024a) who states that qualitative research brings about a restriction in terms of being able to generalise as it frequently consists of particular samples which are less expansive. Larger groups might not be represented as a result (Lim, 2024a). Qualitative research can also be resource-heavy (Lim, 2024a). This leads us to question whether the methodological positions related to quantitative research should have been considered. However, Adu and Miles (2024, p.47) note that a study tool with the purpose of assisting in measuring observations or evaluating variables is what they think of when it comes to quantitative methods. However, this does not reflect the research question presented by Buck-McFadyen (2022) which is an exploratory piece of research. Adu and Miles (2024, p.62) go onto note that when a topic of interest is to be researched into, something which it utilised is qualitative methods. In this case, narrative data is gathered and analysed with the purpose of tackling exploratory research questions (Adu & Miles, 2024, p.62). This does reflect the research question put forward by Buck-McFadyen (2022) as it was an exploratory study, therefore using a qualitative approach is a strength of the study.
However, another suggestion could be that a mixed-method study would have been a good way of collecting data. For example, a study to mention is one by Brott et al., (2019) who conducted a study using mixed-methods to investigate a homeless shelter within a rural area issuing support to families. When it came to a person succeeding in graduating within shelter programming, the study also investigated the different elements that can impact their success in this (Brott et al., 2019). Therefore, this demonstrates the practicality of carrying out mixed-method research relating to the topic of homelessness. A strength to note focuses on the reasoning behind why they are used, such as the fact that various strategies work in harmony (Clark et al., 2021, p.556). For example, something which occurs is the integration of the strong points associated with quantitative approaches as well as the strong points associated with qualitative approaches (Clark et al., 2021, p.556). However, as noted by Clark et al., (2021, p.571), when it comes to research that only involves one method or one approach, they are not less worthy than mixed methods strategies. Therefore, this demonstrates how using other methods such as qualitative still has value.
Despite this, there are various reasons as to why qualitative research was an ideal option to undertake within the study carried out by Buck-McFadyen (2022). For example, it is essential to acknowledge the benefits of using qualitative research. One example is that groups of peoples’ subjective encounters and views are investigated when it comes to qualitative research (Lim, 2024a). As a result of this, an important platform which sincerely respects their views is issued (Lim, 2024a). This once again relates to one of the aims put forward by Buck-McFadyen (2022) which involves individuals with first-hand experience being provided with the means to speak. In contrast to this is quantitative research. For example, according to Lim (2024b), a limitation of this type of research is that there is restricted context-based comprehension. This has a potential of leading to crucial intricacies being disregarded (Lim, 2024b). In turn, this can impact the results in terms of its extent as well as understanding (Lim, 2024b). Therefore, this demonstrates how a qualitative approach to the research conducted by Buck-McFadyen (2022) is an ideal choice in relation to the nature of the study when compared to quantitative research. 
Another area to critically evaluate within the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022) is the data collection method. The first thing to note in relation to this is that semi-structured interviews were used as a method of collecting data within the study by Buck-McFadyen (2022). Using directed questions when interviewing candidates is what semi-structured interviews entail (Adu & Miles, 2024, p.193). In terms of who was interviewed, there were two groups of people (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). The first group consisted of people considering themselves as being housing insecure whereas the second group consisted of key informants that were in possession of an insight into the homelessness issues within the area (Buck-McFadyen, 2022).
It is noted by McGrath et al., (2019) that in cases whereby a researcher wishes to attain insight into a participant and their subjective outlook regarding a phenomenon, something which is desirable are qualitative interviews. This is instead of generalizable perceptions relating to large populations being produced (McGrath et al., 2019). Therefore, this suggests that the choice of using this type of interview within the chosen study (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) is a good one. However, something key to note is the fact that the initial idea within the study by Buck-McFadyen (2022) was to gather data using focus groups but because of the gathering regulations as a result of COVID-19, it was impracticable. Something to consider is whether the use of focus groups would have been better than semi-structured interviews. For example, a strength that relates to when the focus group conversation is taking place is that an opportunity is provided for candidates in terms of developing their personal viewpoint through challenging the other candidates, because of the engagement taking place between individuals within the group (Acocella, 2012). As a result, they can establish what their stance is in clearer terms in addition to gaining an improved understanding related to their personal ideas (Acocella, 2012). Another positive of focus groups is that they are seen as being considerably helpful in relation to exploratory research whereby there is lack of information regarding a topic of interest (Stewart et al., 2009, p.590). This reflects the nature of the chosen study by Buck-McFadyen (2022) as it is an exploratory piece of research. From this, we can see that there are benefits to using focus groups and this therefore suggests that this may have been a strong method to be used within the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022).
However, there are certain weaknesses involved with focus groups also. For example, a challenge presented by focus groups is the fact that they are complex to arrange (Clark et al., 2021, p.472). Elements to be considered consist of ensuring that participants consent in addition to convincing these individuals to attend a certain location on a certain day and time (Clark et al., 2021, p.472). This is supported by a study conducted by Guest et al., (2017) who carried out a rigorous comparison between one-on-one interviews and focus groups. For example, it was found within this study that when it comes to arranging focus groups, they are harder (Guest et al., 2017). In most cases, two data gatherers are needed within focus groups (Guest et al., 2017). They also require double the time to complete usually (Guest et al., 2017). This suggests that individual interviews could be easier to conduct than that of focus groups. As a result, this implies that Buck-McFadyen (2022) made a wise choice in choosing semi-structured interviews.
Another aspect to consider when evaluating the data collection method is the number of individuals that took part within the study. Within the journal article conducted by Buck-McFadyen (2022), those who formed the sample consisted of 11 key informants as well as 16 people with experiences of housing insecurity. Examples of the key informants consist of volunteers within the community and leaders within the community (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Overall, there were 27 candidates within this study (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). These individuals were sought out through different methods such as direct communication, handouts as well as snowball sampling (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). However, it is noted by Buck-McFadyen (2022) that a weakness within their study involved difficulties in attracting candidates with experiences of homelessness. Another weakness involved the fact that those who were overlooked within the research were older adults and families with children (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). These are evidently weaknesses, therefore impacting the quality of the study presented by Buck-McFadyen (2022). This is something to be improved upon within further research.
It is acknowledged by Clark et al., (2021, p.386) that being aware of the profoundness of the sample that is required at the commencement of the research is a frequent issue linked to sampling within qualitative research. According to Brinkmann (2022, p.49), generally speaking, research using interviews as their method usually consist of roughly 15 candidates. There is a potential for the data to be managed sensibly as a result of this given number (Brinkmann, 2022, p.49). This is slightly less than the number of participants within the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). However, Adler and Adler (2012) recommend for 30 to be the mean and then for the range to be between 12 and 60. This shows how there are different views regarding the sample size within qualitative research. Despite this, Patton (2015, p.311) notes how in relation to qualitative research and the sample size, no guidelines exist. There are various elements upon which sample size is contingent upon (Patton, 2015, p.311). Examples include the reasoning behind the research as well as what someone wants to find out (Patton, 2015, p.311). Therefore, this means that there are no issues relating to the sample size of the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Furthermore, when it came to analysing the data from the sample within the study by Buck-McFadyen (2022), something which was utilised was an inductive strategy as presented by Thorne et al., (2004). In order to assist in arranging as well as clarifying themes, something which was utilised was NVIVO 1.5 (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). 
The final area to critically evaluate in relation to the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2021) is the ethical considerations. Something which is addressed within research ethics is the way research participants are treated (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009, p.12). It also addresses the way data is managed (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009, p.12). An important point to consider is that, prior to a researcher carrying out research, the requirement of achieving the authorisation of a research ethics committee is something that is increasing in frequency (Denscombe, 2010, p.61). This is reflected within the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022) who noted that the Research Ethics Board at Trent University gave their authorisation in relation to ethics. Therefore, this is something that could be considered a positive of the chosen journal (Buck-McFadyen, 2022)
One element to point out when considering ethical considerations is power relations, particularly when focusing on the data collection method. Something which appears in various forms as well as levels within an interview is power (Nunkoosing, 2005). In addition, during the interview process, it can be seen that there are numerous types of power between both the interviewer and the individual being interviewed (Nunkoosing, 2005). Linking to this are points made by Clark et al., (2021, p.472) who compares focus groups and interviews when it comes to power. For example, Clark et al., (2021, p.472) states that something which can be rectified due to a focus group and its greater participant-driven approach is the uneven power distribution built-in within the traditional research dynamic. Furthermore, it is acknowledged by Clark et al., (2021, p.472) that candidates possess a degree of authority within the focus group interview when compared to an one-to-one interview. Therefore, this demonstrates how power could be an issue when it comes to interviews. This is something that is not discussed within the journal article by Buck-McFadyen (2022), which could be considered a weakness of the study.
Another aspect to consider in relation to ethics is consent. The fact that prior to assenting to participating in research, individuals must be well-informed is something which is a key element relating to research ethics within social science (Oliver, 2010, p.28). This tends to be referred to as informed consent (Oliver, 2010, p.28). This is something that can partly be considered a positive of the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) as it is noted that something which was attained was written consent. However, there is no mention by Buck-McFadyen (2022) of it being informed consent thus posing a weakness of the study. Something else to consider linking to this is an individual’s right to withdraw from a research study. For example, within the study by Dahal (2024) it is noted that something which is seen as being essential within each and every methodological approach is the right for individuals taking part within research to back out of the study. Despite this being the case, there is no mention of whether participants taking part in the study by Buck-McFadyen (2022) are allowed to back out from the study itself. Therefore, this could be considered a weakness.
The next ethical consideration to note involves confidentiality. When it comes to a definition of confidentiality within the context of research, Wiles (2013, p.42) states that it refers to the idea that there will be no disclosure of recognizable data of a person which has been gathered throughout a piece of research. It also refers to the fact that other than in cases whereby individuals make a choice relating to being recognised, the security of candidates within the research and their identity will take place by means of different procedures with the purpose of anonymisation (Wiles, 2013, p.42). This links to the chosen article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) as it is stated that when it comes to the roles of the key informants within the community, certain information is retained in order to safeguard the identities of these individuals. Furthermore, Wiles (2013, p.42) noted how something which intertwined with anonymity is the term ‘confidentiality’. When it comes to the unintentional breach of confidentiality, anonymisation is the main method used by researchers with the purpose of safeguarding the candidates within the study (Wiles, 2013, p.50). This takes place using pseudonyms (Wiles, 2013, p.50). However, there is no mention of pseudonyms within the chosen article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Furthermore, Creswell and Poth (2025, p.208) refer to the significance of information storage and protection as a result of the formation of big databases as well as their application by certain qualitative researchers. This is something else that Buck-McFadyen (2022) does not make reference to, thus implying that they have not considered this to be something of importance.
In conclusion, this essay has critically evaluated different sections of the journal article conducted by Buck-McFadyen (2022), focusing on methodology, data collection method and ethics. There have been certain strengths identified within the chosen journal (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) such as the fact that clear aims have been presented, the use of a qualitative study to answer the research question as well as attaining the authorisation of an ethics committee. However, certain weaknesses were also identified within the journal (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) such as that the philosophy was not explained in detail as well as the fact that certain groups were overlooked. In addition to this, there were certain elements relating to ethics that were not considered such as power within research, informed consent as well as information storage and protection (Buck-McFadyen, 2022). Therefore, these are elements that need to be improved on in future research. The use of focus groups has been considered within this critical evaluation, and therefore this is a method that could have potentially been used. Despite these limitations relating to the study by Buck-McFadyen (2022), the research did provide an insight into the issue of rural homelessness and also addressed gaps in research. Overall, the chosen journal article (Buck-McFadyen, 2022) is of good quality, but there are improvements to be made, particularly in relation to ethical considerations of the study.
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